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Abstract

The Objectivity of the Two Main Approaches of Translation Quality Assessment:
Arab Spring Presidential Speeches as a Case Study

Mashael Almutairi
2018

Translation quality assessment (TQA) is a controversial area in Translation Studies.
Scholars attribute this to the subjective nature of quality, believed to result from the
multiplicity of assessment criteria. However, the literature review reveals that translation
scholars attribute different reasons to the decreased level of objectivity in current TQA
practices. This study hypothesises that although subjectivity in TQA cannot be eliminated,
it can be reduced to a more acceptable level if quality assessment adopts the criteria
believed by translation scholars to lend more objectivity to the assessment.

The most common approaches used in TQA are either based on error analysis or holistic
assessment. As both approaches promise to be objective, this study empirically investigates
the differences in the applicability of each with regards to the objectivity criteria proposed
by specialists in the field. To this end, four Arab Spring presidential speeches selected for
the purpose of this study are assessed by both approaches. Contrastive analysis of these
speeches is carried out in order to identify how each approach reduces the subjectivity
inherent to TQA.

Furthermore, the error analysis model employed in this study is adapted from the theory of
textuality proposed by Beaugrande and Dressler in 1981. Given that the seven standards in
the original model do not encompass all the elements of the source text language (Arabic),
amending the original model is necessary. In examining the applicability of the proposed
adapted model as one that aids translators and evaluators with the assessment of Arabic-
English translations, this study resulted in introducing new criteria of assessment in the
standards of cohesion, coherence and informativity. This study also contributes to the field
by empirically examining the differences between the outcome of the application of the two
main approaches of translation quality assessment, i.e., error analysis approach and holistic
approach; and identifying how each method reduces the level of subjectivity to quality
assessment.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

1. Background

Translation quality assessment (TQA) has been described by many researchers as a process
whereby a translation critic examines a translated text for the purpose of assessing its
quality (Munday, 2001 & Zequan, 2003). For an examination to be valid and reliable, it has
to follow determined rules and standards (Williams, 2001). However, establishing criteria
for translation quality assessment is a difficult task, and is believed to be “probably one of
the most controversial, intensely debated topics in translation scholarship and practice”
(Colina, 2009: 236). This can be attributed to the fact that the assessment criteria are still
negotiable in the field, as there is little agreement on how to define the concept of
translation quality either from a practical or a theoretical viewpoint (Williams, 2001). This
can also be related to the relative nature of quality itself, which is believed to be too
complex and too context-dependent to be formulated under one definition (Nord, 1997).
The existing disagreements among translation scholars regarding quality assessment criteria
have been acknowledged by many researchers such as Reiss (1971), Bowker (2000), and
Williams (2001). House (1997) explains that such disagreements arise due to the fact that
evaluating the quality of a translation depends on the theory of translation used; different
theories eventually express different views of translation, adopt different concepts of
translation quality, and therefore, lead to different ways of assessing quality.

Despite these disagreements, many researchers do agree that translation quality is
connected with various factors and can be observed from diverse angles. These factors,
which could be attributed to quality, do not all have the same weight in each translation
task, and are therefore not equally measurable or assessable. Quality, for instance, can be
regarded as the fulfilment of user needs or expectations, the enhancement of work
efficiency, profitability, deadline compliance, resources and tools availability, etc. From the
industrial sector, quality can be viewed as the ability to fulfil a client-defined set of
parameters (Jiménez-Crespo, 2009). However, in academia, the concept of quality has
traditionally been linked to values such as accuracy, correctness and fidelity to the original.
Notwithstanding the various theories about the concept of quality, some scholars agree that



it is a subjective concept, and that this is the main reason for the lack of consensus when it
comes to quality assessment criteria (Horguelin and Brunette 1998; Larose 1998; Parra
2005; Maier 2000). However, this subjective nature should not hinder any attempts to
provide an objective assessment of translation quality. The aim of this study is to identify
how the approaches that are broadly used to assess translation quality achieve a reduction
in the subjectivity inherent to translation quality assessment. This is carried out within the
context of political discourse, more specifically, the Arab Spring presidential speeches,
where translation played a significant role in the understanding of the political settings and
events of the Arab world. Therefore, translation errors can cause unintended consequences,
as they can negatively affect the world’s understanding of this important junction in

modern Arab history.
2. Translation Quality Assessment and Political Discourse

The Arab world experienced exceptional circumstances in 2011 when the “Arab Spring”
swept across some of the Arab countries, namely Tunisia, Egypt, Libya, Yemen and Syria.
This “Spring” refers to the political demonstrations that occurred during that year against
the ruling regimes in those Arab countries. The main reasons behind these demonstrations
were poverty, rising prices, social exclusion, anger over corruption and personal enrichment
among the political elite, and a demographic bulge of young people unable to find work
(Asser, 2011). An unprecedented revolutionary wave of demonstrations in the Arab world
began in Tunisia, and spread to other Arab countries specified above. Before the end of
2011, rulers of Tunisia, Egypt, Libya and Yemen were forced to step down from power. In

Syria, at the time of writing this work, the revolution is still ongoing.

The Arab Spring revolution created an exceptional political conflict in the Arab world.
Following Baker’s definition, conflict “refers to a situation in which two or more parties
seek to undermine each other because they have incompatible goals, competing interests, or
fundamentally different values” (2006: 2). During this conflict, there were numerous
incidents of linguistic acts in the form of presidential speeches, meetings, conferences and
so on. These linguistic acts needed translating, as each producer of these acts not only
intended to broadcast them to the local population, but they also aimed to broadcast them

internationally (Schéffner, 2011). Consequently, translation participated in shaping the
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conflict in the Arab world and beyond, as it was involved during all the stages of the
conflict (Baker, 2006); this is where translation plays a significant role in political settings
and events (Schéaffner, 2011).

Thus, the relationship between language, translation and political activity can hardly be
separated. Generally speaking, politics relies heavily on language as a means of affecting
others (Chilton, 2004:3). Because of this, politicians typically use their own eloquence and
rhetorical skills, or someone else’s, to influence others and attract their attention. The same
applies to the Arab Spring movements. During these exceptional circumstances, leaders of
the afflicted countries delivered several speeches in an attempt to influence the people to
stop the demonstrations and restore order. It can be determined that “the political speeches
which were delivered during the Arab Spring Revolution have their distinctive features
which are different from those features of the usual speeches of these presidents during the
normal circumstances” (Al Majali, 2015:35). Consequently, those speeches were also
exceptional, as they reflected the criticality of the situation, and were characterised by
different linguistic features (as will be explained in Chapters 4 and 5), so as to keep up with

the unprecedented circumstances at the time.

The translations of those presidential speeches, especially into English, were no less
important than the originals, as they attracted the attention of the international community,
which was keen to stay abreast of the events in the Arab world. In most cases, the
translations’ target audience was never likely to listen or read the original scripts of the
presidential speeches. Rather, they pursued the translated versions. It is then easy to see
how the quality of the produced translations plays a significant role in the understanding of
the content of these speeches, as well as the political situation and recent events (Al-
Harahsheh, 2013:100). The researcher has observed that translation specialists would have
a lot to comment about regarding the quality of the Arabic speeches’ English translations,
given that they contain many errors at different levels, as will be explored in Chapters 4 and
5. Such errors may even prevent readers from understanding the intended content and the
political situation of the Arab Spring revolution at the time. It is within this context that the
decision was made to closely examine some of the English translations of these speeches,

in order to assess their quality.



However, as explained above, the quality of a translation can be evaluated using a variety
of methods. Most of the established models and criteria for quality assessment evolve
around three basic concepts; (1) quality of the producer, (2) quality of the process and (3)
quality of the product. These are what Steiskal (2006: 13) terms the “3Ps” of quality
assessment. Evaluating criteria and methods are ultimately different for each of the “3Ps”.
The quality of the producer can only be evaluated by means of certification, which only
occurs “under three possible scenarios: certification by a professional association,
certification by a government, and certification by an academic institution” (Stejskal, 2006:
13). The quality of the process, on the other hand, is mainly reflected in the basic notion
that if predefined processes are followed, good translations will be obtained (Martinez and
Hurtado, 2001). This naturally involves following predefined standards, a concept which
proves problematic in the field of Translation Studies, as explained earlier. As Secéra
(2005: 39) remarks, “The reason why no single standard will suffice is that quality is
context dependent”. Consequently, current translation quality assessment methods have

aimed for a more restrictive view of translation quality by focusing on the product.

Given the above discussion, it is important to first specify the type of quality this research
aims to address in order to choose the most appropriate assessment method. By determining
that the analysis of the detected errors can be better understood through a textual analysis of
the translations and their original texts (House, 1997), the scope of this work is limited to
the assessment of the textual quality of the product. Relevant literature suggests that this
type of quality is usually examined via two main approaches (Waddington, 2001). Different
terminologies have been used to describe the approaches that focus on translation product,
however, these can be generally divided into two approaches. The first approach examines
the linguistic features of the translated texts at the sentence level, i.e., using an error-based
translation evaluation system as the procedure for quantifying quality (Secéra, 2005). In
contrast, the second approach focuses on the macrostructure relations of the text as a unit.
Waddington (2001) calls the first type quantitative-centred (bottom-up) systems, and the
second, qualitative-centred (top-down) systems. According to Williams (2001), the first
type is called the quantitative-centred (error counting) systems while the second is the
argumentation-centred (holistic) systems. Colina (2009: 237) also uses different
terminologies to describe almost the same approaches: the experiential and theoretical
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approaches, respectively. Among the three quality concepts, the quality of the product
(translated texts), is the main focus of this study, as will be explicated in the next chapter.

3. The Objectivity of TQA

Some translation scholars believe that the search for an assessment method that can achieve
full objectivity in every situation, context and for every type of text seems illusory (Mateo,
2014:75). Others, in contrast, argue that although subjectivity cannot be entirely eliminated,
it can be reduced to an acceptable level if it is based on a set of agreed-upon criteria of
objectivity employed as a yardstick for comparing real versus ideal translations (Doyle
2003; Colina 2008, 2009). A survey concerning this particular point reveals that translation
scholars suggest the following criteria to ensure a higher level of objectivity. (1) the mark
given as a quality index of a particular translation can be justified (Mateo: 2014:80-81), (2)
the negative and the positive aspects of the translation are both considered in the
assessment of translation quality (Waddington, 2001), (3) the model of assessment is built
on scientific theories of translation (House, 1997,2001), (4) the model includes a
quantification dimension in the assessment which means that errors are assigned different
weights depending on their consequences (Williams, 2001), (5) the assessment follows a
multi-perspective viewpoint which means that both micro and macro levels of possible
errors (linguistic and nonlinguistic) are covered (House, 2001-2), and (6) the model does
not ignore the effect of the text type on the evaluation process which means that text genre
is considered in the assessment (Reiss, 1971,2000).

The two main approaches in TQA (error-based and holistic) promise to provide objective
assessment of translation quality. However, there is no previous empirical study that
discusses which of these six criteria of objectivity is employed by each approach.
Notwithstanding the rarity of empirical research on this area, the objectivity in the methods
that are based on error analysis is believed to stem from the fact that they can give accurate
accounts of both the type and number of errors committed in a translation. This is
especially true if they are based on established theories and are equipped with statistical
tools which, in turn, can be more reliable and objective than basing the evaluation on
subjective judgments (Waddington, 2001). However, some scholars argue that the focus of

these methods is only on errors, meaning that they are possibly established on a fallacy, this



being: “the overall quality of a translation is equal to the sum of the defects it contains”
(Waddington, 2001:21). As a result, error analysis methods only measure the defects in a
translation, and ignore any positive aspects in the overall quality assessment of a particular
text. It is undoubtedly true that errors undermine the quality of a translation, but it is also
true that two translations with the same number of errors may vary in terms of overall
quality (Waddington, 2001). Therefore, although methods based on error analysis provide a
clear justification of the mark reached, they do not account for positive solutions that are

used to solve certain translation problems.

On the other hand, the objectivity of holistic methods, the other assessment approach, stems
from considering both the negative and positive aspects of the translation in the assessment
process (Waddington, 2001). However, the relevant literature reveals the restricted view of
errors in the holistic methods (Pym, 1992). Although they consider both the negative and
positive aspects of the translation, as will be discussed in the next chapter, the error
detection in this approach is not comprehensively governed by a systematic classification
or quantification of errors such as that of error analysis, as holistic assessment mainly relies
on the detection of certain types of errors and neglect large areas of potential errors, as will
be specified in Chapter 2. Therefore, it then seems reasonable within the context of this
study to hypothesise that the approach encompassing most of these six criteria is more
likely to reduce the level of subjectivity inherent to translation quality assessment, and

achieve a higher level of objectivity.

While each approach takes different considerations into account in the assessment of
translation quality, no evidence has been empirically established on the differences between
these two approaches when applied to the assessment of translation quality of political
discourse. Therefore, this study intends to put both approaches to the test and examine the
outcome of applying them to assess the quality of the same political texts, to explore the
reasons behind any differences in their applicability, and to identify how they reduce the
subjectivity inherent to quality assessment. There may be some assumptions concerning the
superiority of one approach over the other, as will be discussed in the next chapter, in terms
of providing objective feedback, but with the realisation that there is a rarity of empirical
studies in the area of TQA (Colina 2008, 2009; Jimenez Crespo 2001), this study aims to



contribute to the field of translation quality assessment by examining the issue in question

empirically.

4. Conceptual Framework for the Study

As the main goal of this research is to examine the outcome of applying both approaches to
assess the same texts, and identify how each approach reduces the subjective nature of
assessment, it is important to ensure that it is based on a strong theoretical framework, so as
to be valid and reliable (Pym, 1992). In so doing, two models have to be adapted or
adopted, to represent the two main approaches. For the first approach, error analysis, the
model used in this study is adapted from the theory of textuality originally proposed by
Beaugrande and Dressler in 1981. As for the second, the holistic approach, the selected
model is adopted as originally explicated by Waddington in 2001, with no modifications.
To elaborate, in order to examine the outcome of applying the methods that rely on error
analysis, a representative model has to be selected and examined from those available in the
field. Most of the error analysis models are based on the notion of classifying translation
errors, which also requires a strong conceptual framework before it can yield any holistic
validity (Pym, 1992). Therefore, the selected model has to be comprehensive in order to
rule out the possibility that any subjective feedback regarding the translation’s quality is
due to the restrictions of the model itself.

Attempting to adopt a comprehensive model requires for the model to encompass all the
levels of a text where translation problems are expected to occur. It also requires that
potential translation problems be classified according to the levels at which they might
occur to ensure thorough examination. One of the most comprehensive classification for
text levels where translation problems may arise is that of Beaugrande and Dressler (1981).
The seven standards of textuality, they propose, provide a comprehensive framework
within which all translation problems can be dealt with. These seven standards are: (1)
cohesion, (2) coherence, (3) informativity, (4) acceptability, (5) intentionality, (6)
situationality, and (7) intertextuality. Cohesion, coherence and intertextuality work at the
text level, while intentionality and acceptability deal with the pragmatic level. Informativity

relates to the content or information conveyed by a message: lexis, grammatical structures,



word order, style and rhetorical means. Finally, situationality is concerned with the
contextual and pragmatic factors involved in the production of the text.

Textuality is also regarded as a more comprehensive and practical unit for translation and
evaluation; since it reflects how occurrences are connected to the others: through syntactic
relations on the surface (cohesion); through conceptual relations in the text (coherence);
through the attitudes of the author and reader to the text (intentionality and acceptability);
through the transfer of the information (informativity); through the setting (situationality);
and through the reciprocal relationship of separate texts (intertextuality). Textuality is
induced by the linguistic surface but is not confined to it as the linguistic surface of a text is
no more than a pointer to its textuality (Neubert & Shreve, 1992: 70). By investigating the
textual surface of a text and also the standards of its textuality via textual analysis, one may
be able to unravel the complexity of linguistic features of the surface, analyse the
relationships between constituents of the text, and ultimately, learn about the meaning and
intention of the text which relate to social and communicative constraints comprised in a
given context (Martikainen, 2018).

Based on the notion that textualisation is the global strategy that makes translation possible
(Neubert & Shreve, 1992: 133-147), the seven standards of textuality have been used by
many translation researchers in developing models for the translation process in general
(e.g., Belhaaj, 1998; Bell, 1991; Neubert and Shreve, 1992) and for specific text types (e.g.,
Aksoy, 2001), as well as in descriptive studies of translation products (e.g., Kruger, 2000).
The theory of textuality has also attracted those in the area of translation evaluation, in
devising models for quality assessment (e.g., Adab, 2001; Alan, 1994; Xuanmin, 2000). In
these models, the seven standards of textuality have been proposed as criteria for
assessment (Adab, 2001; Alan, 1994). Although Adab (2001) focuses only on
advertisement texts, Alan (1994) does not restrict the use of these criteria to any text type.
However, except for a few additions to cohesion in Alan's model (1994), these two
researchers do not suggest any kind of modification, as will later be explained in detail in
Chapter 2. On the other hand, this study is a step further in this direction, where
Beaugrande and Dressler's seven standards of textuality are used to define a set of criteria
against which the quality of a translation can be measured. However, unlike previous

attempts which adopt the model as it is, the current study suggests some modifications, so



as to fit the peculiarity of Arabic, the source texts’ language. This will also be further
discussed in Chapter 3.

This particular model is selected not only because it provides a comprehensive framework
for encompassing and classifying translation errors, but also because it reflects three
perspectives; that of: (1) the text itself (in cohesion and coherence), (2) the participants (in
intentionality and acceptability), and (3) the broad context (in informativity, situationality,
and intertextuality) (Beaugrande, 2004). Besides, the theory of textuality concords with the
type of quality that this study seeks to examine - textual quality. House (1997) believes that
adopting a textual approach to the assessment of translation quality values the textual
quality of the output. Therefore, translation textual quality can best be assessed by means of
textual analysis. For the above-mentioned reasons, and due to the fact that the translation
quality assessment method must be customised to assess the predefined quality (the textual
quality, House, 1997), the seven standards of textuality have been proposed as the
theoretical framework and as a model of error analysis for the current study.

To examine the outcome of applying the methods that rely on holistic assessment, a
representative model also has to be selected and examined from those available in the field.
The holistic method used in this study was designed by Waddington in 2001. This
particular model is selected for four reasons: (1) it has been empirically tested, which
creates a solid ground for the purpose of using it as a representative model of the holistic
approach in order to identify the criteria of objectivity that this approach employ, and (2) it
is not a type-specific model and can be applied to all types of texts, (3) it is comprehensive,
as the scale in this particular model is unitary and treats the translation competence as a
whole, which is the focus of most holistic models, and (4) it considers both the negative
and the positive aspects of the translation quality (Khan Mohammad and Osanloo,
2009:137). It is worth mentioning, at the end of this section, that the holistic assessment
model is adopted in this study as explicated by its original author, because it can be applied
to assess the set of Arabic and English texts without necessitating any amendments. In
contrast, the model of error analysis is adapted to fit the peculiarity of the combination of
Arabic-English translations, which justifies the lengthy description of the suggested

amendments to the original model.



5. Purpose and Significance of the Study

Firstly, the main purpose of this research is to empirically examine the outcome of the
application of the two main approaches of assessment which are typically used to assess the
quality of translation products, (the error analysis and holistic approaches), when applied to
the assessment of the same political texts. Secondly, the study aims to examine the
applicability of the proposed model of error analysis that is adapted from the theory of
textuality (Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981), as a translation quality assessment
measurement tool for Arabic-English translations as one that can assist translators in the
process of translation, as well as raters in the process of evaluation, by providing a set of
criteria against which quality can be assessed. In the optic of achieving this aim, the
original model has been modified in order to cater to the Arabic language (as discussed in
detail in Chapter 3). Thirdly, it aims to investigate whether the six criteria of objectivity
believed by specialists to provide the assessment process with more objectivity are taken
into consideration in the application of each approach; and to identify how they reduce the
subjectivity that is inherent to quality assessment.

The significance of this study is based on three grounds. Firstly, the literature review
conducted in Chapter 2 reveals the rarity of empirical studies in the area of translation
quality assessment (Waddington, 2011:18). For this reason, this study attempts to
contribute to the field by empirically examining the differences (if any) between the
outcome of the application of the two main approaches of translation quality assessment,
i.e., error analysis approaches and holistic approaches; and identifying how each method
reduces the level of subjectivity to quality assessment. Secondly, the texts chosen for
investigation were delivered in the midst of unprecedented circumstances in the Arab
world. Therefore, attention should be paid to the translation of such sensitive texts, as this
study is mainly based on House’s notion (1997) that studying political discourse from
textual linguistic perspectives leads to a better understanding of the political situation, and
also helps to study linguistic features in depth. Thirdly, the importance of such a descriptive
study further lies in its potential contribution to the descriptive branch of Translation
Studies, by providing new data which can in turn help to bring new insights into the field.
Moreover, comparative studies of this kind, as Toury (1995) remarks, are likely to yield
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interesting insights into similarities and differences in the processing of texts, and how

translators construct translations.

6. The Main Research Questions

1. What are the criteria of objectivity that the main product-centred assessment approaches
take into consideration in the process of providing an objective translation quality
assessment?

2. Are there any differences in the outcome of the application of the two methods of
translation quality assessment when applied to the assessment of the same texts?

3. How do these two methods of assessment reduce the subjectivity inherent to quality
assessment?

4. What are the reasons for as well as the outcomes of adapting the original model of error

analysis for the corpus of this study?

7. Corpus of the Study

For the purpose of examining the outcome of the application of the product-centred
approaches of translation quality assessment for evaluating political discourse, the texts
chosen have to be representative of this genre. As explained above, the texts selected are
the presidential speeches given by the leaders of the Arab countries where the 2011
revolutions took place. In terms of the political upheaval in the Arab world, those speeches
were particularly important, as they were delivered during unprecedented circumstances in
the Arab world, and their translations were equally important, as they aimed to reflect the
political situation to the international community.

As many speeches were delivered at the time of the revolutions, refining criteria had to be
established so as to choose a manageable number of texts for close examination. As such,
two criteria were followed to create the corpus constituting the case study for the analysis
and evaluation in this research:

1. Including only the speeches delivered in the countries where the revolution has started

and ended in 2011. This excluded only Syria from the five Arab countries (Tunisia,
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Egypt, Yemen, Libya and Syria), as the situation in this country is still ongoing. This
criteria was deemed necessary for the following reasons:
a) Most of the Arab revolutions began and ended in 2011, as will be explained in Chapter 3.
b) The term Arab Spring was essentially coined to describe the demonstrations that took
place in 2011 (McCaffrey, 2012).
2. Including only the speeches that are translated fully, as some of them were either left

untranslated or translated partially, as will be explained in the following sections.

A. Source Texts

The speeches abiding by the two selection criteria stated above, and constituting the source
texts for the study, were produced in Arabic. The source texts are taken from the versions
published in official Arabic news agencies. Therefore, the textual analysis in this research
is carried out based on the official published original speeches (in Arabic), and their
respective published full versions (in English). In other words, this study is based on a
comparative textual analysis between two parallel pairs of texts published in credible
sources. Most of the Arab Spring speeches have official versions, but their inclusion to the

corpus of this study depended on whether or not they have a published English translation.
B. Target Texts

The target texts in this study are the English translations of the Arab Spring presidential
speeches that were delivered in Arabic. As most of the newspapers do not provide full text
translations of presidential speeches (Orengo, 2005:168-186), and due to the unavoidable
complications of assessing the quality of abridged translations to represent the quality of
the whole texts, only those speeches that are fully translated are included in the corpus of
this study. As there were several attempts made by fans and crowdsourced to fully translate
the presidential speeches, only the fully translated versions of the original speeches
published in credible English news agencies such as The Guardian, BBC, and CNN are
included in this study. This step was deemed necessary so as to rule out the possibility that
(potential) poor quality is due to a lack of expertise or an unfamiliarity with the
professional norms of news agencies and publication. This specification, in turn, led to the

selection of four speeches as will be detailed in Chapter 3.
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8. Research Methodology

To ensure that the analysis is not based upon subjective considerations, it must be built
upon the results of an “objective” measurement tool. However, with regards to translation
quality assessment, the main argument is that it is a subjective process (Horguelin and
Brunette 1998; Larose 1998; Parra 2005). This study is based upon the notion that the
recognition of the relative subjective nature of TQA “does not invalidate the objective part
of the assessment”, rather, “it merely reinforces its necessity” (House, 2001, p. 256).
Therefore, in order to assess the quality of a certain translation, following Waddington
(2001), three steps should be taken into account: firstly, the concept of quality must be
well-defined, because translation quality is traditionally believed to be the one that fits its
purpose (Nord 1997, O’Brien 2012). Secondly, the methodology must be chosen precisely,
so as to select the assessment method that can successfully measure the defined translation
quality. Lastly, the assessment should be carried out in accordance with the predefined
notion of quality, and the chosen assessment methodology. In line with these three steps, |
will first specify the type of quality that this study aims to address (textual quality), and
then will explain the method used to assess this specific quality (textual analysis).

A. Textual Quality

Among the “3Ps” of translation quality, (quality of the producer, of the process and of the
product), in this study, assessment focuses on the quality of the product, specifically the
textual quality. The view of translation quality in this work equates to the notion that the
linguistic choices in the target text should be in line with the source text’s standards of
cohesion, coherence, informativity, intentionality, situationality, and intertextuality. In
other words, quality is considered to be the level of appropriateness of the linguistic choices
made in the translated texts to represent the linguistic and nonlinguistic ones of the original
texts (Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981). House (1997) believes that adopting a textual
approach to the assessment of translation quality values the textual quality of the output.

Therefore, the textual quality of a translation can best be assessed by means of textual
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analysis. With this in mind, the discussion will shift to that of textual analysis and its

benefits and appropriateness as a methodology to assess the translation’s textual quality.

B. Textual Analysis

Textuality is believed to be "the complex set of features that texts must have to be
considered texts. It is a property that a complex linguistic object assumes when it reflects
certain social and communicative constraints” (Neubert and Shreve, 1992, p.70). Textuality
is also proposed to be the basis of the actualisation (the evolution of a text) and the
utilisation of texts (Beaugrande, 1980). Therefore, selecting a textual approach to the study
of translation holds great benefit at both theoretical and practical levels. On the theoretical
level, applying a textual approach to the analysis of texts and their translations entails
emphasising the textual aspect of translation, and also clears the ground for a more
sophisticated treatment of translated texts (Neubert, 1996). It can also be insightful on
different levels, and can have theoretical and practical implications that would contribute to
the general field of translation, as well as that of translation assessment and translator
training. On the practical level, the benefits of applying a textual analysis have been
highlighted by many researchers. Al-Faqi (2000), for instance, avers that the analysis of
separate sentences would yield partial meanings. The meanings of the text as a whole can
only be understood by means of textual analysis, whereby the devices and elements that
contribute to the emergence of meaning are all explored. Within the context of translator
training, Schaffner (2002) also points out that textual approaches to the analysis of
translations can highlight specific textual features which might present translation
problems, in order to steer translation decisions. As for translation students, she adds,
following a textual approach can help them “become sensitized to recognize linguistic

structures in texts”, and

“learn to reflect on the specific functions of textual structures for the overall
purpose of texts in a communicative context, and based on such reflections they
will be able to make informed decisions as to the linguistic structures required
for the target text in the new context and culture for new addresses”.

(Schéffner. 2002, pp. 6-7)
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She concludes that applying a textual approach promotes the development of translation
competence, since it “heighten[s] students’ awareness of the process involved in translating
and in the production of translation” (Schaffner. 2002, pp. 6-7). Moreover, Hartmann
(1980) proposes that the grammatical textuality hypothesis may be the guiding principle
behind the development of text linguistics. This hypothesis postulates the following
assumptions: (1) the linguistic and extralinguistic factors correlate only in texts, (2) a
characterisation of the linguistic patterns should go beyond the phrase or sentence level,
and (3) textuality is a more realistic notion for capturing communicative events than the
narrowly conceived notions of grammaticality, and semanticality. This notion of textuality,
as Beaugrande (1980) maintains, is a factor that arises from communicative procedures for
text utilisation, and is thus an essential task in the study of the aspects of text linguistics. In
fact, Beaugrande (2004) later suggests that text linguistics logically shifted the conceptual
centre from “grammaticality” over to textuality, which is characterised by its realistic
nature.

According to Beaugrande (2002), textuality should be viewed as a human achievement in
making connections wherever communicative events occur, and is not a set of theoretical
units or rules, nor is it a linguistic property that a text may or may not possess. Beaugrande
(2004) also argues that textuality designates the total relatedness of the text; meaning that
the seven standards of textuality interrelate to achieve connections. He believes that
cohesion is concerned with the connections among linguistic forms, coherence with the
connections among concepts, intentionality with the connections to the speakers’
intentions, acceptability with the receivers’ engagement to the text, informativity with how
new the content is, situationality with the circumstances of the interaction, and
intertextuality in terms of relations with other texts, particularly those with a similar text
type. By proposing the seven standards of textuality, Beaugrande and Dressler (1981)
advocate a procedural approach to the study of texts. In such an approach, all the levels are
described in terms of their utilisation. They argue (1994) that in a procedural approach the
analyst’s task is not restricted to only dividing a text into phonemes and morphemes or
analysing its syntactic structures, but also to explore textuality aspects. According to them,

this is because exploring textuality aspects activates spheres of significance and relevance
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between linguistic elements and extralinguistic factors such as culture, society, ideology,

emotion, personality, and so on.

Given the above discussion, and as the translation quality assessment method has to be
customised to assess the predefined quality, and since adopting a textual approach values
the textual quality of the output (House, 1997), the seven standards of textuality are
proposed as the basis of textual analysis of the outcomes of the holistic and error-based

assessment methods as specified below.

C. Description of the Error Analysis Method

In the proposed model, each of Beaugrande and Dressler’s seven standards of textuality is
considered to be a criterion against which the quality of the translation is measured. This
means that quality is addressed against seven main potential areas of errors. Errors
committed in the translations of the Arab Spring presidential speeches are classified in
terms of severity into two groups: major errors and minor errors. Major errors constitutes of
the mistakes which completely disregard a certain standard in the model, as described by
the two authors, whereas minor errors concern those that only partially disregard the same
standard.

Beaugrande and Dressler's seven standards are also used to conduct a contrastive textual
analysis of the presidential speeches selected for the study and their respective translations,
for the purpose of assessing their quality. Textual analysis of the selected data essentially
consists of two main procedures: analysing the ST’s potential area of error, and a
comparison of the ST to the TT for assessment. After conducting the textual analysis and
classifying the errors, major errors and minor errors will then be counted in order to
establish a preliminary quality index for that particular translation. The number of errors
compared to the number of words in each text is finally calculated using an appropriate
statistical tool (as specified in Chapter 3), to assign a mark out of ten for the quality of each

text.

16



D. Description of the Holistic Approach Method

To ensure that both approaches are treated equally, and since the researcher has tested the
method (A) herself, two external evaluators are given the same translations in order to
provide a holistic assessment of their quality. These two evaluators are certified from the
CIOL (the Chartered Institute of Linguists) as having good experience working in
translation, interpretation, and evaluation from Arabic into English and vice versa.
According to their profiles, posted in the official website of CIOL, one of them has 38
years’ experience working as a UK government linguist and political researcher. Her
primary language for over the past 30 years has been Arabic, and she has also lengthy
professional experience working from French and Spanish. She is accredited as an ACIL in
these languages — as well as from ltalian, Farsi, Romanian and Portuguese. The other
evaluator is currently a staff translator and she provides Arabic and French to English

translations.

To ensure that the assessment is not a reflection of the raters’ selected holistic model, they
have been provided with the same holistic method. Using the same model (Waddington’s
model), the raters must assign a mark out of ten for the quality of each translation, provided
that the assigned mark is justified in a written feedback. For each of the five levels of
quality indicated in the model (Table 1.1), the translation can be graded on a scale of two
points against each of the five levels. This allows the rater to award the higher mark to the
translation that meets the requirements of a particular level or has some good solutions to
translation problems, and award the lower mark to the translation that falls between two
levels, but is closer to the upper one and so on. In this model, a translation is assessed based
on two main parameters: the accuracy of transferring the ST content and the quality of
expression in the TL. Each of these two parameters are further specified to help the rater
decides which level best represents the translation quality, as shown below:
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Level | Accuracy of transfer of ST | Quality of expressionin TL Degree  of | Mark

content completion
Level | Complete transfer of ST | Almost all of the translation reads | Successful 9-10
5 information, only minor revisions | like a piece originally written in

needed to reach professional | English. There may be minor

standard. lexical, grammatical or spelling

errors.

Level | Almost complete transfer; there | Large sections read like a piece | Almost 7-8
4 may be one or two insignificant | originally —written in  English. | completely

inaccuracies, requires a certain | There are a number of lexical, | successful

amount of revision to reach | grammatical or spelling errors.

professional standard.
Level | Transfer of the general ideas but | Certain parts read like a piece | Adequate 5-6
3 with a number of lapses in | originally written in English, but

accuracy, needs considerable | others read like a translation.

revision to reach professional | There are a considerable number

standard. of lexical, grammatical or spelling

errors.

Level | Transfer undermined by serious | Almost the entire text reads like a | Inadequate 3-4
2 inaccuracies, thorough revision is | translation, there are continual

required to reach professional | lexical, grammatical or spelling

standard. errors.
Level | Completely inadequate transfer | The candidate reveals a total | Completely |1-2
1 of ST content, the translation is | inability to express himself | inadequate

not worth revising. adequately in English.
Table (1.1): Waddington’s Holistic Assessment Model (2001)

After applying both methods of assessment to the same texts, the overall quality index of
each method will be compared. By the end of the research, each of the four translated texts
will have received two marks: one from the application of assessment method (A), and one
from the application of method (B). Finally, both results will undergo close contrastive
analysis in order to investigate the differences between the application of each approach,

and identify how they reduce the subjectivity inherent to quality assessment.
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9. Organisation of the Study

The present research is set out into seven chapters. Chapter (1) introduces the problem
addressed in this study, and describes the type of data and the procedure selected for
addressing the main research questions. Chapter (2) presents a review of the relevant
literature on translation quality assessment, with special reference to the studies that focus
on the quality of the translation products rather than that of the translation process or the
translation producer. Chapter (3) is devoted to describing the research methodology and
procedures used for the creation of this study’s corpus. It also provides a detailed
description of the proposed model of error analysis. Chapters (4) contains an analysis of
the application of Method (A) on the four selected speeches, while Chapter (5) offers a
discussion of the researcher's findings. Chapter (6) summerises the results obtained in this
study. Finally, Chapter (7) concludes the dissertation by providing a summary and

conclusion, implications for practice, and recommendations for future research.
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Chapter 2

Literature Review

This chapter will review the literature written on translation quality assessment and its main
approaches. For the purposes of this research, the discussion of these studies will adopt the
well-established classification of the two broadly used approaches in translation quality
assessment, namely: the holistic assessment approach and the error analysis approach. Each
is discussed in terms of its application and how it reduces the subjectivity inherent to

translation quality assessment.

1. Historical Overview

Translation quality assessment (TQA) has been discussed under the area of translation
criticism in Translation Studies. Criticism in translation has been defined in many different
ways. This is probably due to the fact that translation criticism is a highly complex process,
as it engages with many factors (House, 1997, p.119). Holmes (1972/1988:78) was the first
to introduce translation criticism into the map of Translation Studies. Although there have
been other attempts following Holmes’ to draw a map for Translation Studies, such as that
of Toury's (1991), the area of criticism has overall remained unexplored. Pym (1998, p.5)
does not discuss translation criticism in his division of Translation Studies, although he
discusses historical criticism. Unlike Holmes, who views criticism as an applied extension
of the discipline, Pym’s neglect of translation criticism can be attributed to his views of this
area as “an unfashionable and perilous exercise” (1998, p.5). During Williams and
Chesterman’s (2002, p. 11, 56) subsequent attempt to update the map of Translation
Studies, they relate translation criticism to the area of prescriptiveness and evaluation.
More recently, the area of translation quality assessment was introduced to the big picture
of Translation Studies by Van Doorslaer (1995), who redrew Holmes’ map of Translation
Studies, linking criticism with translation evaluation.

After the recognition of translation quality assessment as a branch in the field of
Translation Studies, many attempts were made to classify the studies concerned with
translation quality assessment. The earliest attempt is that of Baker and Saldanha’s (1998),
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who classify translation quality assessment approaches into three categories: the subjective
approach (Anecdotal), the psycholinguistic approach (response-oriented approaches) and
the text-based approach. In the first approach, the treatment of quality is subjective in
nature in the sense that it does not abide by certain principles of assessment. The
psycholinguistic approach, on the other hand, focuses mainly on determining dynamic
equivalence proposed by Nida in 1969, and the evaluation relies mainly on assessing
whether the effect of the translation on the target receivers is the same as the effect on the
original receivers. The third approach is linguistically-based, where pairs of source and
target texts are compared in the optic of discovering syntactic, semantic, stylistic, and
pragmatic regularities of transfer.

Brunette (2000) also classifies translation quality assessment procedures, and further
delimits differences between translation quality assessment, quality assurance and quality
control. She distinguishes five different types of assessment procedures based on the
following: the status of the target text (whether it is the final version of the translation or
not), whether the text is analysed only partly or in its entirety, whether there are
explanations provided for any changes or modifications made in the translation, whether a
comparison is made between the source text and the target text, and finally, what the aim of
the assessment itself is and for which receivers. The five types of assessment procedures
suggested by Brunette are as follows: pragmatic revision, quality assessment, quality
control, quality assurance and didactic revision.

Another similar classification is suggested by House (2001); according to her, translation
quality assessment studies fall into three categories: firstly, there are pre-linguistic studies
where subjective statements are the norm. Secondly, psycholinguistic studies, which focus
on the translation effect on the receivers. Thirdly, source-text based studies (linguistically-
based to describe both the source text and the target text). House (2001) generally doubts
the efficiency of psycholinguistic and pre-linguistic models because their arguments and
judgments are not based on certain criteria for measurement, but rather on either arbitrary

judgments or social preferences, both of which are highly subjective.
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2. Translation Quality

Researchers have become increasingly attentive to the significance of quality in translation.
Thus, the field of Translation Studies is witnessing a proliferation of studies treating this
important aspect. Gouadec (2010, pp.270-275), for instance, distinguishes between
extrinsic and intrinsic translation quality. Extrinsic quality relates to the way a translation
satisfies the requirements of the applicable situation in terms of audience, purpose,
medium, code, and any other external relevant parameters, whereas intrinsic quality relates
to the inside of the text content. He suggests different scales for translation quality: (1)
rough-cut, (2) fit-for-delivery (although not yet fit for broadcasting), and (3) fit-for-
broadcast translation (accurate, efficient, and ergonomic). These three translation quality
scales are further characterised by four domains to which quality relates. The first three
domains are relevant to any type of material (text, voice, image, video, etc.). They are: (1)
the linguistic-stylistic-rhetorical-communicative domain, (2) the factual-technical-semantic-
cultural domain, (3) and the functional-ergonomic domain. (4) The fourth domain is when
the translated material is compatible with the original. Quality is then regarded as (1)

acceptable, (2) good, or (3) excellent across each domain.

On the other hand, Bittner (2011, pp. 76-87) believes that the quality of a translation
depends on an intricate network of interrelations. In a flower-shaped diagram, he portrays
these interrelations with the target text being in the centre of the flower and all the other
factors being the six petals surrounding it. The six factors that affect translation quality are
the source text, the source and target texts’ respective forms, the agents in the translation
process (i.e., the client and the translator) and the culture and politics involved in the
translation process. These factors, according to Bittner, signify what the translator should
be aware of during a translation task. Attempting to shift the focus from older diagrams,
where they describe the translation process based on a dichotomy between the source text
and the target text and their respective cultures, with translation coming in between, such as
Nord’s diagram (1988/1997, pp.38-39), he shifts the focus to the target text as being the
main element of the translation process and evaluation. The reason he provides for doing

this is that the quality then becomes more manifested.
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Although scholars’ engagement with translation quality is not always with the aim of
developing models for translation quality assessment, as will later be shown, they still
provide interesting views on the issue. Rothe-Neves (2002), for instance, believes that the
quality of translated texts can be ensured if a “pedagogical approach” is followed, arguing
that all parameters used in the assessment process are, in most cases, those used in
translation courses. According to him, those who teach translation courses are “experts”,
since they assess translations based on teaching experience. Chesterman (1997) also argues
that the quality of a translation is all about satisfying certain needs which should ideally be
set before starting any assessment task. Those needs can either be explicit or implicit. He
believes that the most important implied needs in translation are accuracy, as well as the

successful communication of the text message to the receivers.

3. Translation Quality Assessment and its Subjective Nature

As explained in Chapter 1, it is clear that the defining criteria for translation quality is that
it is a subjective notion. Viewing translation evaluation as a generally arbitrary and
subjective practice, and believing that the main task of translation quality assessment is to
improve the evaluation process, Holmes (1988, p.78) argues that this improvement can only
be ensured if quality assessment is built on objective criteria. This leads the discussion to a
notion crucial in this study - objectivity. House (2001) argues that translation scholars can
objectively assess a translation by following a multi-perspective viewpoint. If the evaluator
carries out the analysis on both micro and macro levels, and at the same time maintains
other important elements such as function, ideology, genre, register, and the communicative
value of individual linguistic items, then subjectivity may be reduced. The evaluator then
would be able to describe the decision-making process more objectively. House concludes
by stating that the recognition of the subjective element in criticism “does not invalidate the
objective part of the assessment, it merely reinforces its necessity” (2001, p. 256). Other
researchers, on the other hand, are skeptical about the possibility of evaluating translation
quality objectively. Bittner (2011, pp. 76-87) for instance, believes that even if objectivity
is the goal in the assessment of translation quality, it is difficult if not altogether impossible
to achieve. He adds that to some extent, the activities of translation evaluation will always
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elude the grasp of objective analysis. However, he also maintains that closer cooperation
between translation scholars and critics could help in reducing the subjective element in
translation assessment more effectively.

Translation scholars attribute different reasons for the low level of objectivity in some of
the existing models for translation quality assessment. For instance, while presenting his
empirical model for translation quality assessment, Al-Qinai (2000) asserts that focusing
only on the end product, i.e., the translated text, and ignoring the process of decision
making is the reason for the lack of objectivity in translation assessment. Williams (2001),
on the other hand, ascribes this lack of objectivity to the ignorance of a quantitative
dimension in the quality assessment models. Referring to the models of House (1977, 1981,
1997) and Nord (1992), Williams was the first to suggest that previous models lack a
quantitative dimension, asserting that without error weighting and quantification in
assessment of texts, measurement criteria cannot offer a convincing judgment. He
advocates combining both qualitative and quantitative methods in translation assessment,
because quantification “lends objectivity to the assessment” (Williams, 2001, p. 326).

Reiss (1971, 2000), on the other hand, links the low level of objectivity to the ignorance of
the text type’s effect on the evaluation process. Her book on translation criticism written in
1971 is believed to be one of the earliest attempts to set up objective text typological
criteria for the evaluation of all translation types (Hartmann, 1980). Assuming that different
text types require different translation methods, they would also need different evaluation
criteria; a fact which she suggests translation scholars should take into consideration.
Translation scholars should identify the text type in order to avoid using inappropriate
criteria for assessment. Therefore, Reiss suggests that establishing a text typology (namely
literary, linguistic, and pragmatic) is the first step towards ensuring objectivity in
translation quality assessment; a criterion which is also considered in the proposed model
of error analysis as will be explained in the next chapter.

Moreover, translation scholars suggest that objectivity can be ensured if the models of
assessment are built on scientific theories of translation. In her call for scientific criteria for
quality assessment, House (1997, 2001) emphasises that linguistic analysis provides the
ground for arguing evaluative judgments, which can in turn lead to an objective model for
translation quality assessment. House (1997, p.3) had earlier criticised the anecdotal
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approaches to translation evaluation mainly for their reliance on the notion that the quality
depends largely on the translator’s subjective knowledge. Thus, she believes that the
assessment of a translation’s quality should ideally be based on a more objective criteria, if
it stems from a certain theory of translation.

However, other researchers disagree with this line of thought. Rothe-Neves (2002), for
instance, believes that in short, there should be sufficient empirical evidence of a certain
translation quality theory’s success before theorising it, calling for more empirical work
before making generalisations. He advocates that the experts’ own subjectivity can be
avoided if translations are assessed by others, arguing that “external evaluators” are not
following a certain theory of assessment because they are not involved in the research
process. This notion is not entirely new; it was first introduced by Nida and Taber (1969)
under the term ‘“normal readers” as the translation addressees. Rothe-Neves advocates
external evaluation for two reasons: firstly, he supports the notion that external evaluators
will be more objective if they do not follow a certain analysis system, that is, a certain
theory. Secondly, if the external evaluators happen to be translation professionals, then the
assessment data could be taken as a portrait of those quality criteria.

Mobaraki and Aminzadeh (2012: 63) argue that the stimulus of moving from one model to
another is to objectify the process of TQA more than before so that its findings become
more concrete and supportable. However, they say that such an objectivism is becoming
more challenging. In their study, they attempt to pay more attention to those challenges and
show to what extent this objectivism has been attained. They argue that despite many
theoretical studies (e.g. NewMrak 1988, Wilss 1996, House 1997, and Reiss 1977/1989) on
TQA, true objective evaluation is not possible. They attribute this to the lack of direct
observation and description of personal, social, and discoursal factors of translation. The
relative solution to this unattainability, they suggest, is to use a comprehensive and
systematic approach to cover the “representations” of these factors (as much as possible),
and to manage and take into account all of them properly in order to evaluate them in a
valid and reliable way. For this reason, they present a new procedural eclectic model of
TQA based on five criteria: systematicity, comprehensiveness, validity, reliability, and
objectivity. They conclude that the main reason to introduce this new method was to
overcome the shortcomings of the TQA ongoing strategies with regard to the cited criteria.
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To evaluate the ever-changing aspects of competence (ranging from bilingual and
interlingual to intercultural competence), they addressed them one by one, and proposed
appropriate strategies or (combination of them) for any particular stage. That is why their
model is entitled eclectic.

Given the above discussion, it seems reasonable to think that the subjective and relative
nature of the notion of quality, and indeed of the evaluator (House, 1997), means that
translation quality assessment requires the inclusion of all the criteria translation scholars
believe would increase the level of objectivity. The recognition of the subjective nature of
assessment, once again, does not invalidate the objective element of assessment, it just
reinforces the necessity of making serious efforts to develop and adopt more objective
criteria. Therefore, although subjectivity cannot be entirely eliminated, it can be reduced if
most of these criteria are taken into consideration in the assessment process. The two
methods of assessment, adopted in this study, are examined on whether or not they employ
the six criteria of objectivity, identified in Chapter 1 (p.15), in order to identify how each
method manages to reduce subjectivity. Ultimately, this is what the present study aims to
achieve. The examined six criteria of objectivity are: (1) including a quantification
dimension in the quality assessment, (2) considering both the negative and the positive
aspects of the translation, (3) following a multi-perspective viewpoint which considers both
the micro and macro levels of the assessment, (4) considering the text type, (5) building the

assessment on scientific theories of translation, and (6) justifying the assigned marks.

4. Assessment Criteria of Translation Quality

Quality assessment encompasses different schools of thought in the field of Translation
Studies which, in turn, leads to differences in assessment criteria, making reaching a
unified set of assessment criteria almost impossible (House, 1997). Schmitt (1998) argues
that regardless of the increased efforts to create unified models for translation quality
assessment, translation practitioners are still widely criticising academic approaches for not
investigating the subject of quality as much as necessity demands. The same academic
approaches are also criticised for their inability to determine the nature of quality and for
neglecting the various evaluation situations (Bonthrone, 1998). Lauscher (2000, pp. 149-
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168) also argues that the academic models for translation quality assessment could become
more applicable in practice if the translation process was integrated into the evaluation

procedure, and if the relative nature of this evaluation procedure was further examined.

While referring to the holistic method followed at Leeds University Centre for Translation

Studies, Secara (2005: 46) also criticises academic holistic methods believing that

[u]sually, those academic institutions that offer translation programs produce a set of
criteria, usually holistic, against which the validity of a translation task will be
evaluated. More often than not, such lists give rise to subjective interpretation, mostly
due to the fact that they represent only correcting scale and not a grading scale.

The various approaches for translation quality assessment differ mainly in the aspects they
emphasise as quality criteria, however, they share certain assumptions (Horton, 1998).
These assumptions can be summarised as follows: the aim of the target text’s assessment is
mainly to measure the degree of adequacy of that text in relation to the semantic, syntactic
and pragmatic features of the source text, as well as in relation to the cultural frame and the
linguistic resources of the target language. On the other hand, these approaches diverge
with regards to the following: (1) the properties of the text that they believe should remain
invariant in the translation process, (2) the analytical models to be applied in the pre-
translational analysis process, and (3) the strategies that control the translation process. In
these approaches, the assessment of translation quality usually undergoes three stages: (1)

source text analysis, (2) comparison, and (3) evaluation (Horton, 1998).

The ultimate aim of most of the existing models of translation quality assessment is to
create a conclusive, objective list of parameters that are applicable to all types of translated
texts, so as to help evaluators in making prescriptive judgments. In practice, such lists may
not be sufficient for determining what a good or bad translation is and, therefore, are also
insufficient for assessing quality, as it depends on a wide range of factors. Although many
approaches and models for assessing translation quality have not succeeded in producing
such a conclusive and objective list, relative agreement does exist on what some of the
major parameters are, such as consistency of sense, logical cohesion, correct terminology
and so on, as will be discussed when referring to the two main approaches in TQA in the

next sections. For the interest of this study, it would be helpful to separately discuss the
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relevant literature of the application of the theory of textuality before discussing the other
relevant studies and models.

5.1 The Application of Beaugrande and Dressler’s Theory of Textuality

Beaugrande and Dressler’s standards have been adopted by many researchers in the field of
Translation Studies to develop models for different purposes, such as the translation
process in general, for specific text types, translation evaluation and in descriptive studies
of translation products. Neubert (1996, p.95) believes that these studies mark the shift to the

“extralinguistic phase”.

A. Studies in Translation Process

In an attempt to characterise the process of translation, Bell (1991) integrates the seven
standards of textuality within his three part structured model. In the second part, which is
concerned with meaning, Bell introduces the seven standards due to the fact that they
emphasise meaning as the communicative value of texts and utterances. He maintains that
these standards are implicit in the process of translation, and in the knowledge and skills
which assist translators in their task. Similarly, Neubert and Shreve (1992) use the seven
standards of textuality comprehensively in their model for translation. In fact, their model is
mainly based on the seven standards which, according to them, can serve as equivalence
parameters. Although they advocate the notion of textual equivalence, they do not seek
complete match between textual surfaces. Instead, they stress the interrelationships between
textual effect, which is the basic of textual equivalence, and the actual textual formations of
the source text and the target text (Zhu, 1999).

Hatim and Mason (1997) also integrate the seven standards of textuality in their context-
based strategy of dealing with texts. They believe that “all texts must satisfy basic standards
of textuality before acquiring the additional characteristics of being literary, technical, oral,
etc.” (1997, p.vii). They also add that this textual approach is “both durable and meaningful
as a way of developing translation competence” (1997, p.viii). For pedagogical purposes,
Belhaaj (1998) investigates in a series of papers, different theoretical and applied aspects of

translation, in order to determine the factors involved in the creation a well-structured
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framework for systematic translation training. In one of these papers, he pinpoints the role
of the seven standards as a serviceable tool for translators in the process of translating. He
also asserts that these standards emphasise two aspects of texts that are essential to
translation as an intercultural activity: the internal grammatical and semantic structure of

texts, as well as the communicative nature of texts with its linguistic and social factors.
B. Studies in Translation Products

Kruger (2000) applies the seven standards of textuality in her descriptive-analytic study of
drama translation as a product. She aims to identify the textual features that distinguish an
Afrikaans stage translation from a page translation of Shakespeare’s play, The Merchant of
Venice. She particularly focuses on the nature and extent of lexical cohesion, believing that
page or stage translation has constraining effect on it. Aksoy (2001) also develops her
textual-contextual approach to account for the translation of narrative texts on the basis of
the seven standards of textuality. She believes that these standards apply to any text type
and are defining variables of translation situations. Moreover, she believes that her
approach aids the translator in remaining loyal to the source text and the author’s style, as
well as in creating acceptable format and standard style of equivalent texts in the target

culture.
C. Studies in Translation Evaluation

One of the studies incorporating the seven standards of textuality model in its treatment of
translation quality assessment is that of Alan (1994). He conducts a contrastive study
between some English texts and their Turkish translations. The aim of his work is to single
out some of the co-textual, contextual and cultural factors that affect translating, and
ultimately, to identify some criteria that can be used in translation criticism. Except for a
few additions to Beaugrande and Dressler’s characterisation of cohesion necessary to
represent the Turkish language, Alan applies all the other standards without any
modification. Adab (2001) also integrates the seven standards in a theoretical framework
suggested for the evaluation of the translation of advertisements. Her goal is to provide
specific systematic and applicable means of justification of choices and of critical

evaluation. However, she does not suggest making any modifications so as to adapt these
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standards for the purpose of her study.

Similarly, Luo Xuanmin (2003) integrates the seven standards in his textual model for
analysing and evaluating translation as they are explicated in the original model without
any modifications. He maintains that these standards are dynamic, operational, regulative,
and complementary to one another. He also proposes that their model has explanatory
capacity for reading and writing in teaching language and literature, as well as translation
studies. It also has explanatory capacity in text analysis, as it refers not only to the text
itself, but also to other elements that activate the text, such as psychological, pragmatic, and
aesthetic ones. However, this study, along with that of Alan’s, do not emphasise the
interaction between the seven standards, and how they may affect each other. Their models
also do not promote value judgments on assessed translations.

Zheng and Ching (2012) also make use of the standards to assess and compare the quality
of the two translations of Chang Hen Ge, a Chinese ancient poem comprising of one
hundred and twenty sentences. The two translations were written by Xu Yuanchong and
Gladys Yang respectively. Zheng and Cheng conclude that the seven standards of textuality
cannot only be employed to distinguish a text from a non-text, but also as practical
parameters in the process of translation assessment. He also adds that they make translation

assessment more operational in translation practice.

The only criticism of this textuality model was made by Luo Xuanmin (2003, p.76), who
states that “although they claim to be studying texts in dynamic processes, Beaugrande and
Dressler’s description of the seven standards is not dynamic and systematic, since they
separate the seven standards which they argue constitute a unified whole”. Although Luo
Xuanmin does agree that these standards are dynamic, he believes that Beaugrande and
Dressler failed in representing this dynamic connectivity in their model. Having said that,
all the above studies indicate that the application of Beaugrande and Dressler’s model of
textuality to the study of translation can be very useful in exploring translation both as a
process and a product. It is also helpful in assessing translation quality, as it creates a

structured framework to follow during the assessment process.
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5.2 The Application of Waddington's Holistic Model

In 2003, Waddington introduces some new insights to his holistic model that was originally
developed in 2011. Within the context of students’ assessment, he calls for a more positive
approach of TQA. This is because he believes that one of the problems of teaching and
assessing students' translation into a foreign language is the number of language errors
generated which could be demotivating for the students. He suggests that the best solution
to deal with this issue is to follow a positive approach of assessment such as that suggested
by Hewson (1995) who distinguishes between purely linguistic errors and major translation
problems. Hewson suggests that a reasonable assessment of students’ translation must not
penalise for the linguistic errors and instead try to give students credit for appreciating and
solving the translation problems involved. For this reason, Waddington proposes a double
marking scale: negative for clear errors and failure to recognise translation problems, and

positive for identifying and solving specific translation problems.

Shahraki and Karimnia (2011) argue that many translation reviewers employ a holistic
approach to translation quality assessment due to the non-availability of objective index
according to which, reviewers can assess or mark a translation. For this reason, they applied
Waddington’s model on the Persian translation of George Orwell’s 1984, by Baluch. They
chose twenty paragraphs randomly and compared and contrasted them with their parallel
translations to assess the quality of their translations. After close investigation of the model,
they concluded that Waddington’s model turned to be incomplete with regard to translation
shifts and additions. Besides, they assert that this model is highly academic-bound and
cannot be applied to real cases of translation evaluation, outside the academic context. They
also criticised the model for being too general which increases the elements of subjectivity,
since understanding the evaluation parameters is entirely left for the evaluator with the lack
of detailed descriptions. However, they still believe that Waddington’s model (2001) is less
subjective due to the fact that a translation following this model is assessed according to

some pre-set criteria.

As opposing to this view and still within the context of translation students’ assessment,
Medadian and Mahabadi (2015) explain that most translation teachers still draw on holistic

and traditional methods of translation evaluation in their exams due to the fact that most of
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the available models for TQA are not tailored for a manageable summative evaluation of
student translation. They argue that these methods are either too holistic or too detailed and
‘complex’ for translation evaluation purposes in educational settings. They relate to the
subjectivity of holistic approaches in general but they then emphasise that they are more
manageable for a teacher than the detailed and quantitative models (error-based). They
explain that error-based models are highly demanding, taking into consideration the limited
resources of a classroom teacher, but otherwise are considered highly objective. For the
purpose of designing a model that is both manageable and objective, their study aims at
reaching a compromise between the subjectivity and the complexity of these two
approaches to translation evaluation.

Their proposed model draws on the five linguistic equivalences introduced by Koller
(1979) and the five level holistic scheme for translation evaluation proposed by
Waddington (2001). They proposed a model that includes the five types of equivalences in
various linguistic levels as a guideline for a correcting scale and five corresponding error
gravities in the grading scale to judge the quality of student translations quantitatively. In
their model, 70 percent of total scores is determined by error analysis (following Koller,
1979) and the remaining 30 scores are determined by evaluator‘s holistic appreciation of
the quality of translation (Waddington, 2001). The main rationale, they provide, for
choosing this combination was to reach a manageable model to evaluate student translation

in pedagogical contexts.

Moreno and Valero-Garcés (2017), in a recent study, investigate the validity and reliability
of holistic assessment with regard to legal translation. In their study, ten evaluators were
required to provide a holistic assessment of a Master’s student translation. The results of
the holistic assessment reflected great disparity in the evaluators’ value judgment which
highlight the subjective nature of this kind of assessment. However, Moreno and Valero-
Garcés argue that the results obtained from the holistic assessment did not differ much from
those obtained when the same translation was assessed following an apparently more
objective error-based method. Based on this, they conclude that they have observed that
holistic assessment may not seem to be the most reliable method to assess the quality of the

translation of a legal text due to the low degree of inter-rater reliability among the
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evaluators. However, they emphasise that despite the fact that the error-based assessment
method is apparently self-explanatory, provides a detailed account of error categories and
penalties, and, subsequently, should yield more objective results, there was, too, a lot of
variation in the overall results given by the 5 evaluators who assessed the translation
following the same method. Therefore, taking into account the benefits of holistic
assessment in terms of time and cost, the ‘big picture’ it provides regarding the output
delivered by a translator and the short-comings of (apparently) more sophisticated and
objective translation assessment methods, they believe that, if clearly systematised and in
conjunction with other methods, the benefits of holistic assessment, not only in terms of
efficiency and economy, but also because it allows for a general overview of the translated
text, should not be overlooked, and hence could serve as a supplementary mechanism

especially useful for assessment in legal translator training.

Mobaraki and Aminzadeh (2012: 66) also support a holistic approach to translation
assessment, upon the assumption that evaluation is apparently a qualitative act. This is due
to the fact that translation is a multifaceted process that involves problems other than
language-bound ones which are relatively concrete and probable and not at the disposal of
the translators (and the evaluators as well). As a result, translation examination is an utterly
challenging task. Thus, they assert that evaluators have to use their intuition (however

subjective this concept may be) and generalise about the quality of those abstruse aspects.

Finally, since the main objective of this research is to examine the applicability of the two
main product-centred approaches (the holistic and error analysis approaches) to the
assessment of translation quality (Waddington, 2001), the literature on translation quality

assessment studies is reviewed according to this classification.

6. The Holistic Approach

Whereas the notion of error is central to the error-based approach, as will be explained in
the subsequent section, the notion of equivalence is central to the holistic approach.
Following a hierarchal order, prominent and relevant holistic models will be discussed in
this section, to investigate the element of objectivity and the extent to which it is upheld in

these methods.

33



6. 1 The Holistic Approach and Equivalence

Within the context of this study, the holistic approach can be defined as the scientific
assessment of translation quality based on a certain theory, either from the field of
translation or the field of linguistics, that is not entirely based on the notion of errors and
their classification or weight. Most of the holistic models for translation quality assessment
revolve around the notion of equivalence. Translation assessment has been an on-going
activity ever since translation began as an academic discipline. According to Gutt (1991),
the assessment criteria used to be based on subjective notions such as faithfulness and
fidelity. However, those notions eventually gave way to the term of equivalence in the
process of assessing target texts. Thus, equivalence has become a central notion in
Translation Studies. Most of the models discussed in this section rely on equivalence as a
descriptive and prescriptive category for comparing source and target texts. They only
differ in the kind of equivalence they consider to be the yardstick against which the
assessment can be made, such as dynamic equivalence (Nida and Taber, 1969), functional
pragmatic equivalence (House, 1981), and so on. Therefore, holistic models are
traditionally classified into equivalence-based and non-equivalence-based categories
(Lauscher, 2000). In the equivalence-based models, as their name indicates, translation
quality relies mainly on the notion of equivalence. On the other hand, the non-equivalence-
based models rely on other notions to constitute the yardstick against which the quality of a
certain translation should be measured, such as text type or text function. Given the type of
texts selected for the corpus of this study, | will refer to the appropriateness of the two
models of analysis as measurement tools for the presidential speeches at the end of this

chapter.

A. Equivalence-Based Models

In terms of a chronological order, only the prominent methods or models that contribute to
the examination of the study’s main questions are discussed in this section. Different types
of equivalence were proposed for the holistic approach. One of the earliest systematic

methods for translation quality assessment that is based on the notion of equivalence is one
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brought forward by Reiss in 1971. She relies on the concept of optimum equivalence in her
model for translation quality assessment (p.91). For her, translating means finding
equivalents for the source text items in the target language at the level of the text and the
individual text units, whereas evaluating a translation means reversing the translation
process and reconstructing the translation strategy. She divides the evaluation process into
two steps: (1) an analysis of the target text in order to evaluate the appropriateness of the
target language use, and (2) a comparison of the source and target texts based on the
analysis of both texts, so as to establish the degree of equivalence between them. In Reiss’
model, equivalence is assessed based on three determinants: (1) the text type, (2) the
linguistic properties of the source text, and (3) the extralinguistic determinants. She argues
that the source text type and function are the two dominant factors in the translation process
and evaluation. In her model, a translation is considered as successful if it achieves
optimum equivalence, which requires for “the linguistic and stylistic level and the intention
of the author, target text, and the target text units [to] have the same value as the text unit in
the source language” (p.91). Optimum equivalence is achieved, according to her, if the
translator is able to choose the appropriate word from the dictionary by following the three
determinant rules: (1) the text type, (2) the linguistic properties of the source text, and (3)
the extralinguistic determinants. Reiss also (1971) believes that translation criticism should
determine whether the translation requires a goal-oriented translation method or a text-
oriented method. The criteria of translation evaluation differ according to the translation
method that is applied. In goal-oriented translations, the criteria of evaluation must stem
from the functional category of translation criticism. Translation in this type is evaluated
against the special function it is supposed to fulfil, instead of the text type. On the other
hand, in text-oriented translations, evaluation criteria essentially follow three steps: (1)
determining the source text type, (2) analysing the linguistic aspects of the text, and (3)
identifying the non-linguistic aspects of the text.

Nonetheless, Reiss” model has been criticised on several grounds. First, House reproved
Reiss’ work for not offering a practical demonstration of its applicability, and for not being
as concrete as expected (1981). Secondly, Lauscher (2000, pp. 149-168) believes that it
would be difficult to assess the translation of the creative language use as per Reiss’ model.
Reiss herself admits that her model cannot be applied to all text types. She explains that the
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texts which serve functions other than providing an equivalent reproduction of the original
text, or which address an audience that is different to that of the original, are not considered
as transfers rather than translations in her model (Lauscher, 2000). Reiss also does not
consider Bible translations as translations, meaning that they cannot be evaluated using her
approach (Reiss, 1971, p.91). Additionally, Reiss” model can be criticised for not defining
any objective measurement tools with which to apply her approach (Al-Qinai, 2000). Her
model is also not comprehensive enough, as it restricts the concept of quality to signifying
the fulfilment of the rendering of the source text type and function only.

Notwithstanding the criticism above, it does not change the fact that Reiss’ work has not
only been described as a pioneering classic in Translation Studies, that discusses vital
issues (Ardo, 2001),but also as a truly seminal work that is timeless, and that will forever
remain a classic (Sager, 1989). Nord (1992) praised Reiss’ model for being influential as it
highlights the active role of the translator, and because it also provides a comprehensive,
systematic model of text analysis for both translation and translation evaluation. The three
determinants can ensure that both the micro and macro levels of the text are considered in
the evaluation process. Lauscher (2000, pp. 149-168) comments that through the
extralinguistic determinants, Reiss links the source and target texts to their non-linguistic
contexts, and highlights the impact of context on the linguistic make-up of texts.

Moving on to another type of equivalence, Van den Broeck (1985) proposes the adequate
equivalent as the basis for his model of translation quality assessment. He starts with
discussing the degree of factual equivalence between the source and the target texts, which
reflects the degree to which the two texts can relate to each other within the functionally
relevant features. He then defines adequate equivalent as the “hypothetical reconstruction
of the textual relations and functions of the source text” (Van den Broeck, 1985, p.57). In
his model, adequate equivalent is a result of a series of steps. First, he provides the
adequate equivalent, before comparing it with the target text. The comparison is done by
providing the mandatory and optional shifts observed in the target text based on the results
of the contrastive analysis both linguistically and stylistically. He assesses the adequate
equivalent based on this comparison, meaning that he compares his translation (the
assessor’s norms) with the target text (the translator’s norms). When the evaluation is done,

the assessor tries to account for the reasons of optional shifts in the target text. Assessing
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the quality of a translation, in this model, means comparing different translations, i.e., the
assessor’s and the translator’s, which advocates that there is no one, best translation.

As in Reiss’, Van den Broeck’s model acknowledges the role of the translator, as any
deviation from the adequate equivalent can be attributed to different linguistic and non-
linguistic factors, and cannot solely be ascribed to the translator’s lack of necessary skills
and competence, or even to his or her intention to manipulate the source text. However,
Lauscher (2000, p.156) criticises Van den Broeck’s measure of adequate equivalent for
being unclear, as it leaves the concept largely undefined, and does not explain how to
determine the functional elements of the source text. For the interest of this study, it can
also be argued that subjective judgments in Van den Broeck’s model are unavoidable, as
the strategies he adopts to produce what he thinks is an appropriate translation are not
stated clearly and objectively. The model is also arguably vague, as it does not explain how
the reasons for the optional shifts should be determined. Moreover, to evaluate a
translation, the evaluator must provide what he or she thinks is adequate for the source text
and compare it to the translator’s. Not only does this requires a lot of effort and time, it also
is a subjective process.

Another type of equivalence is proposed by House (1997, 2001) who is also a proponent of
using equivalence as a measure of quality. She proposes the ‘functional equivalent’ as the
yardstick for assessing translation quality. Her functional-pragmatic model is based on
analysing the linguistic-situational features of the source text and the target text, and on that
basis, comparing whether the two texts share the same function and features. She strongly
advocates the need for a distinction between linguistic analysis and social judgment in
evaluating a translation, two concepts which were later described as error analysis and
holistic judgments respectively (Waddington, 2001). She insists that her functional-

pragmatic model
“cannot ultimately enable the evaluator to pass judgments on what is ‘good’ or ‘bad’.

Judgments regarding the quality of a translation depend on a large variety of factors that

enter into any social evaluative statement”. (House, 2001, p.254).
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House’s (1977-2001) model for translation quality assessment is believed to be a classic in
the area of quality assessment. She published her model for translation quality assessment
in 1977, and revised versions in 1997 and 2014. According to her, translation is a linguistic
procedure that aims for the replacement of a source language text by a semantically and
pragmatically equivalent text in the target language. She was the first to introduce the
notion of ‘scientific treatment’ of quality in translation. House argues that in order to treat a
given text ‘scientifically’, translation quality assessment requires a theory of translation,
otherwise, the assessment would only be arbitrary, or a social judgment rather than a
scientific one. To theorise her model, she proposes the functional equivalent as the basis of
her model. To explain further, she defines function as “the application or use which the text
has in the particular context of a situation” (2001, p.36). In the optic of designing a better
model for translation quality assessment, she further divides function into a primary level
and a secondary level function. A primary level function is when the target text is
reproducing the source text function, whereas a secondary level function is when the target
audience are allowed access to the original text function. House links these two types of
functions to two translation strategies - covert and overt translation. Covert translation is “a
translation which presents itself and its functions as a second original, i.e. a translation that
may conceivably have been written in its own right” (House, 1977, p. 85). Overt
translation, on the other hand, is straightforward in nature, and it comprises scientific texts.
House (1977) stated that, “in an overt translation, the source text is tied in a specific
manner to the source language community and its culture.” (p. 66). Lauscher (2000, pp.
149-168) explains that in covert translation, the translator reproduces the source text
function by using an empirically established cultural filter to adapt the target text to the
target audience’s communicative preferences. In overt translation, on the other hand, the
translator attempts to reproduce the function of the source text by remaining close to it.

Furthermore, House (1997, pp. 31-32) uses two parameters to operationalise her functional
equivalent in order to assess a good translation, these being genre and register. According
to Halliday (1985), genre connects texts with the macro context of the linguistic and
cultural communities. An identification of the category of genre is important for the
purpose of text analysis as a prior step to its evaluation. Register, on the other hand, is the

content plane of language, capturing the connection between texts and their micro contexts,
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I.e., a variation in language dictated by the interaction of language use (Halliday, 1985;
Halliday & Matthiessen, 2013).

These two parameters ,i.e., genre and register, are essentially used to determine the
linguistic situational characteristics of the source text (1997, pp. 105-110). She further
subdivides register into: field, tenor, and mode. Field captures social activity, subject matter
or topic, including differentiations of degrees of generality, or specificity (Halliday, 1985).
Mode refers to spoken or written channels, through which the content is communicated,
and it also involves the degree to which potential or real participation is allowed between
writers and readers (Halliday, 1985). Tenor refers to the nature of the participants, the
addresser and the addressees and the relationship between them in terms of social power
and social distance, as well as the degree of emotional charge. (Halliday, 1985; Halliday &
Matthiessen, 2013). House correlates these three subdivisions with the lexical, syntactical,
and textual elements (House, 1997, p. 42). The evaluation, in her model, can be
summarised as follows: (1) establishing the source text profile along the above mentioned
parameters against which the target text is measured, (2) establishing the function of the
source text, (3) comparing the source text profile with the target text, and (4) providing a
statement of quality that lists the errors committed in the translation, the matches, and the
mismatches along the parameters of genre and register. Several of House’s concepts, such
as covert and overt translation, have become standard terminology in Translation Studies,
and have also proved useful in didactic approaches (Lauscher, 2000, pp. 149-168). In
relation to translation quality assessment, similar to Reiss, House attempts to link the
concepts of context to the text function. However, House defines text function as a
semantic-pragmatic category which can be identified by linguistic properties of texts, such
as theme-rheme structure, linguistic means of expressing coherence, etc., something which
Reiss does not do (House, 1997, pp. 43-45).

However, some translation scholars disagree with House on the need for a distinction
between linguistic analysis and social judgments, particularly those who view translation as
a social activity. Furthermore, the practical application of House’s model has been
criticised as being restrictive, as she allows only for two target text functions, i.e. a target
text function that is identical to the function of the source text, or a target text function
identical to the function ascribed to the source text by the contemporary source text
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audience. To elaborate, Lauscher (2000) asserts that the Bible, for example, could neither
be translated nor evaluated following House’s model, as the target audience’s needs go
beyond communicative preferences. Lauscher also questions a fundamental issue in
House’s benchmark of functional equivalent, as she doubts the possibility of consistently
determining the text function by relying solely on linguistic means. In this regard, Lauscher
raises very important questions such as: is text function inherent in linguistic expression,
and do different languages use the same linguistic means to express text function? To
answer the first of these questions, Lauscher (p.154) herself refers to the study of Van Dijk
and Kintsch (1983), who assert that a text does not exist outside the interpretations of
readers and that these interpretations are influenced by cultural, social and other factors that
actually lie outside the text itself. Thus, according to them, the text’s function does not exist
in the text itself but is rather attributed to the text by its readers. This, of course, does not
contradict the fact that some linguistic means are typically used to fulfil certain functions,
but it does illustrate that the text function cannot be determined by relying solely on
linguistic means.

To answer the second question raised, Lauscher (2000, pp. 149-168) employs some of
House’s examples to see whether different languages use the same linguistic means to
express text function. She concludes her argument by asserting that different languages use
different linguistic means to express a certain function, and strongly argues that focusing
only on linguistic means to determine text function signifies giving priority to the wordings
of the source text. That, according to her, explains a series of mismatches in the translations
that House provided in her model. In House’s opinion, a good translation is one that
respects the scientifically established cultural differences between the source and target
language, but otherwise seeks to reproduce the source text’s linguistic properties as closely
as possible. Following House’s model, this means that many translations would be
considered inappropriate simply because they prioritise target culture and target language
conventions; this deprives the model from being applicable to all texts.

Al-Qinai (2000) also presents another empirical model for translation quality assessment, in
which dynamic equivalence is the yardstick for comparison. In his model, he does not only
depend on the end-product of translation, but also takes the process of decision-making into
consideration, as according to him, not doing so can lead to subjectivity in translation
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assessment. This very notion was originally proposed by Hatim and Mason (1990), who
believe that any attempt to evaluate translation with an analytic comparison of the source
text and target text can never be considered accurate without taking into account the
process undertaken by the translator to resolve problems. Munday (2012) has also recently
presented an interesting study that advocates the importance of examining translators’
decision-making in translation evaluation. He specifically refers to how a translator’s
subjective stance can be linguistically manifested in a text. However, his views mainly
focus on the translation process rather than the product, which is beyond the scope of this
study.

Al-Qinai proposes the following parameters for assessment, based on the parameters
originally raised by Newmark (1988), Hatim and Mason (1990), and House (1981, 1997):
1. Textual Typology (Province) and Tenor: the linguistic and narrative structures of both
source and target texts, as well as textual function (e.g., didactic, informative, instructional,
persuasive, evocative... etc.).

2. Formal Correspondence: overall textual volume and arrangement, punctuation,
reproduction of headings, quotations, mottos, logos... etc.

3. Coherence of Thematic Structure: degree of referential compatibility and thematic
symmetry.

4. Cohesion: Reference (co-reference, preforms, anaphora, cataphora), substitution, ellipsis,
deixis and conjunctions.

5. Text-Pragmatic (Dynamic) equivalence: degree of proximity of target text to the
intended effect of source text (fulfilment or violation of reader expectations) and the
illocutionary function of source text and target text.

6. Lexical Properties (Register): jargon, idioms, loanwords, catch phrases, collocations,
paraphrases, connotations and emotive aspects of lexical meaning.

7. Grammatical/Syntactic Equivalence: word order, sentence structure, cleaving, number,
gender and person (agreement), modality, tense and aspect.

Al-Qinai (2000) applies his model on an advertisement text. He argues that the source text
iIs just a core of information and thus, can be manipulated to achieve maximum
effectiveness in the target text. Bearing in mind the target audience’s cultural norms,

concepts of dynamic equivalence, and pragmatic principles of cooperation, the reception of

41



the target text is the ultimate assessment of quality in his model. The feedback received
from potential readers is the benchmark against which the success or failure of a certain
translation is measured, meaning that the evaluation is not based on a comparison between
the source text and target text. Rather, it is based on how effective a translation is from
target readers’ points of view. He also believes that before releasing a translation to the
public, a controlled revision should be carried out to measure certain pragmatic
considerations such as impact, image, acceptability, naturalness and fulfilment of
expectation for both the ST writer and TT audiences. Though this model is comprehensive,
encompassing translation problems expected to occur at all levels, it cannot be applied to
sensitive political texts, since it allows for the manipulation of the source text’s content,

aiming at producing an effective target text at the expense of the original text.

Another attempt to design a model for translation quality assessment based on the notion of
equivalence was made by Al-Rubai’i (2000). Adopting Hatim and Mason’s (1990) model
of context, Al-Rubai’i (2000) differentiates between two kinds of equivalence: functional
and non-functional equivalence. Her model consists of two main procedures - analysis of
the source text, and assessment of the translation based on a comparison between the source
text and the target text. The source text is described contextually in terms of the
communicative, pragmatic and semiotic dimensions. Then, in the comparison stage, the two
types of equivalence are identified. In the functional equivalence, the source text’s
communicative, pragmatic, semiotic and figurative properties within the syntactic
constraints of the target language are preserved as closely as possible. Therefore, the source
text’s cultural identity is also preserved. On the other hand, in the non-functional
equivalence, one or more of the source text cultural properties are not preserved and/or are
distorted through translation. This may be attributed to the linguistic and cultural
dissimilarities between the involved languages, and/or the translator’s incompetence and/or
carelessness.

Al-Rubai’i notes that it is very likely to encounter both types of equivalences in any
translation. She emphasises that an adequate and accurate translation is one that uses more
functional rather than non-functional equivalence, as she advocates functional over non-
functional equivalence. To demonstrate the practicality of her model, she applies it to the

assessment of the translation of Faulkner’s (1946) ‘The Sound and the Fury’. Though her
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results assert that the proposed model is reliable and consistent, at least within the context
of literary work, she decides to adopt Hatim and Mason’s model without any amendments,
though she promotes the necessity of making some adaptations to the model, so as to cope
with modern theoretical views of translation quality assessment.

The argumentation-centred approach of Williams (2001) is also another example of
equivalence-based approaches to translation quality assessment. It is, in fact, a textual
approach to quality, in which assessment and evaluation are based on argumentation and
rhetorical structure. In this model, equivalency is manifested in its basic notion: “a
translation must reproduce the argument structure of ST to meet minimum criteria of
adequacy” (Williams, 2001, p,336). Thus, the argument structure of the target text must be
equivalent to that of the original. However, this is difficult to achieve, given that different
languages have different argumentation strategies. Arguments are viewed and treated
differently in different cultures, and this renders the possibility of determining equivalence
a challenge.

Believing that there is a state of assessment chaos, Williams (2001) proposes his model for
translation quality assessment based on the ‘“argumentation theory” from discourse
analysis. In his model, he gives more priority to the macro-textual level in the assessment
process, with the aim of overcoming the lack of acknowledgement of this level in the
existing translation quality assessment models at the time. He believes that other quality
assessment models focus only on the micro-textual level of assessment, and neglect to
assess the quality and coherence of the text as a whole. Interestingly, Williams was the first
to suggest that previous models lack a quantitative dimension which, from his point of
view, lends objectivity to translation assessment. He (2001) proposes the application of the
argumentation theory in the analysis and assessment of instrumental translations. Williams
also draws attention to the difference between his model and the existing models at the
time. Whereas those models focus on the categorisation of errors, his is based on analysing
both the source and target texts in terms of their argument macrostructures. The results of
the analysis form the basis for comparison according to which the quality of the translation
is determined. Thus, he proposes the argument structure as a criteria for evaluation which

can provide a uniform standard of transfer adequacy.
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To elaborate, Williams® model has two components, these being argument schema and
rhetorical typology. The argument schema has six elements: the claim (C) (the main point
toward which all the other elements of the argument converge), the grounds (G)
(information supporting the claim), warrant (W) (statements indicating how grounds are
connected to the claim), the backing (B) (the overarching principle governing the issue at
hand), qualifier (Q) or moralisers (statements that mitigate the force of the claim), and
rebuttal (R) (statements that contradict the supporting arguments). He formulates his
general framework for translation assessment as follows: “one of the evaluator’s tasks will
be to determine whether the basic argument elements (B,W,G,C,Q,R) are accurately
rendered in the TT if they are present in ST” (p. 338). This model combines both
qualitative and quantitative parameters in assessing translation quality. The quantification
element in Williams’ model is reflected in assigning a rating scale of two evaluation grades,
namely, satisfactory (for translations having no defect that affect the argument schema) and
unsatisfactory (for translations having at least one defect affecting the argument schema).
One of the shortcomings of Williams” model is that it is not generalisable to all text types.
In fact, he states clearly that his model does not apply to literary, religious or philosophical
texts. In other words, it is not applicable to non-argumentative texts, and is probably only
suitable for assessing instrumental translations, where aesthetics is not the case. Another
issue about this model is the fact that different languages have different argumentation
strategies, making it difficult to force the proposed argument schema on different sets of
languages. Furthermore, Williams’ model does not comprehensively examine quality, as it
Is restricted to the reproduction of the argument schema only. Lastly, the quantification of
errors by assigning two broad measurements such as satisfactory and unsatisfactory is not
specific enough.

Recently, Williams presents an updated version of his argumentation-centred model for
TQA in 2009. He argues that whereas there is general agreement about the need for a
translation to be ‘good’, ‘satisfactory’ or ‘acceptable’, the definition of acceptability and of
the means of determining it are matters of ongoing debate. He adds that international
translation standards now exist, but there are no generally accepted objective criteria for
evaluating the quality of translations. Therefore, in the updated model, he offers solutions
for the shortcomings of the other models of TQA. He asserts that his model reflects
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assessment of both micro-textual and text-level features. Because it is modular and
adaptable, he still believes that his model makes it possible to focus the assessment on the
criterion or criteria of interest and ensure the validity of assessments across the various
conditions of production. To the interest of this study, Williams asserts that with the revised
definition of the critical defect to cover the critical components of argument
macrostructure, the model provides for the application of standards based on generally
accepted industrial and academic theory and practice and, in that sense, it ensures a more
objective TQA.

Based on a combination of Colina’s functionalist translation assessment model and drawing
on definitions of professional standards applied in North America, Williams (2013)
designed the new version of his model to rectify some of the perceived shortcomings of the
conventional quantitative, error-based marking schemes, which he calls “impressionistic”
schemes, and even those of criterion-referenced models. He starts by arguing that the
validity of quantitative TQA schemes, which are used to rate a translation according to the
number and seriousness of errors detected, has been challenged because they tend to ignore
the macro-textual features of the target text and the fact that a translation with more errors
than another may nonetheless may of better overall quality and meet the client’s
requirements more effectively. A satisfactory model, he suggests, must therefore go beyond
quantification. At the same time, the validity of criterion-referenced models such as those
of Nord (1991) and House (1997) has been called into question because of the difficulty of
moving from an assessment against each parameter to an overall quality rating for the
translation. He believes that this problem, along with the avoidance of any quantitative
assessment, has opened up the resulting engaging in a “holistic-intuitive-impressionistic”

method of evaluation (Eyckmans, Anckaert and Segers, 2008, p. 73).

Williams relates to the views of Biggs and Tang (2007: 184-85), who believe that a valid
assessment must be of the student’s total performance, but at the same time the conceptual
framework underlying assessment must relate the whole to its parts. Also based on their
views, Williams argues that by establishing a comprehensive set of quality components and
criteria and associating with them specific competencies, types of knowledge and

indicators, the proposed model can generate an assessment of overall performance and
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competency (holistic assessment) from an assessment of performance against specific

criteria (componential assessment).

In line with his previous studies, Williams asserts that his proposed model does not
abandon the quantitative dimension of assessment. It actually combines it with the
qualitative dimension by providing for a qualitative assessment of each of the three selected
components and, at the same time, including consideration of the number and seriousness
of defects in the calculation of component scores and final percentage. Finally, he asserts
that any assessment must prove its validity and reliability. For this reason, he asserts that
the validity of his model is based on two factors: (1) the alignment of the criteria, indicators
and grade definitions with the intended learning outcomes, which helps to ensure that the
model assesses what it is designed to assess; and (2) the level of detail in the indicator and
grade descriptors, which provides the various actors with useful information about the

results of the assessment.

A final note concerning equivalence-based approaches is brought forward by Gerzymisch-
Arbogast (2001). Although she does not propose a model for translation evaluation, she
does emphasise the importance of certain aspects in translation quality assessment that can
be used as equivalence parameters. Gerzymisch-Arbogast asserts that these can be used as
criteria for translation assessment in addition to the criteria already proposed by other
researchers such as House (1997) and Neubert (1985). The aspects she alludes to are
coherence as well as thematic and isotopic patterns. Coherence can be regarded as an
equivalence parameter for the translation process because it may be represented differently
in the source and target texts. Text topic and thematic patterns can also be used as
equivalence parameters since they can be described as the number of the topics in a text,
and whether the resultant pattern is type-specific. Given that the term isotopy means
connecting recurrent linguistic aspects by a line or a thread, isotopic patterns consist of
relational patterns in a text. Various isotopic patterns can interconnect in different parts of a
text to form interwoven patterns. These reflect meaning continuity in a text, thus the
concept is closely related to coherence. If separate isotopic patterns do not blend together,

coherence inconsistency emerges. Therefore, isotopic patterns can be used as an
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equivalence parameter, as they help in identifying explicit and implicit meaning patterns of
a source text, which can be compared with their counterparts in the translated text.

Advocating the use of equivalence as a quality parameter, Gerzymisch-Arbogast (2001)
holds positive views about its role in evaluating translated texts. She argues that the
criticism directed to the concept of equivalence is “too linguistically oriented” (p.228). She
notes, however, that the concept is being re-defined and re-formulated, and explains that it
is now viewed as a “concept relative to certain parameters which may vary by individual
text (Neubert 1985, Neubert and Shreve 1992) or Halliday’s register-specific categories
(House 1997))” (p.228). She attributes the controversial views surrounding equivalence to a
misunderstanding of the concept itself. This is also, she argues, the result of using the term
on two different levels - the system level and text level. On the system level, the term
equivalence neutrally designates the parameters which describe the relationship between
the source text and the target text. Thus, it is crucial to any theory of translation, since
“translation per se implies two sets of texts which need a standard of comparison” (p.228).
On the text level, “equivalence implies the application of these parameters to a specific
concrete original and its translation and their evaluation as positive or negative

equivalence” (p.228).

B. Non-Equivalence-based Models

Most of the scholars behind non-equivalence models avoid depending on the concept of
equivalence in translation evaluation, as they believe that it may not be evaluative in nature,
meaning that although it can help yield statements about sameness and difference, it cannot
provide prescriptive judgments. The functionalist models generally portray the shift from
the notion of equivalence in translation quality assessment to other notions such as text
function and translation effect. Functional models do not rely on the concept of equivalence
as an assessment parameter, since many researchers discard the concept of equivalence for
its inadequacy. Instead, concepts such as text type and translation function replace the
concept of equivalence, and constitute major parameters in quality assessment. Gutt (1991,

p.9), for instance, quotes Koller (1983:186) who believes that,
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“the concept of equivalence postulates a relationship between source-language text ...
and target-language text. The concept of equivalence does not yet say anything about the
nature of the relationship... The mere demand that translation be equivalent to a certain

original is void of content”.

This indicates that equivalence can only be meaningful when it is related to a conceptual
framework that clarifies which aspects of the texts are to be compared and under what
conditions equivalence can be compared. Instead of equivalence, Gutt (1991, p.9) suggests

that resemblance should be the basis for translation assessment. He adds that,

“one important contextual factor consists in what kind of interpretive resemblance the
audience expects there to be between original and translation. The ultimate test for a
translation is whether or not it achieves with the target audience what the translator
intended it to achieve, rather than whether it conforms to some translation-theoretical

notion of equivalence” (p.1).

Reader-response models represent one of the types of non-equivalence methods for
translation quality assessment. Carroll (1966), a psycholinguist, was one of the earliest
scholars to integrate readers in the area of translation quality assessment. She has suggested
the use of a broader criteria, namely, intelligibility and informativeness for assessing
translation quality. Reader-response models (e.g., Carroll 1966, Nida and Taber 1969)
evaluate the quality of a translation by determining whether the readers of the target
translation respond to the text in the same way as the readers of the original text. As far as
TQA is concerned, the main defect in Carroll’s model, and reader-response methods in
general, is that the overall quality of a translation is reduced to be dependent on only two
measures, intelligibility and informativeness, which are not distinctive features of a
translation piece, but rather are norms against which the results of any behavioural test are
to be judged. Consequently, House (2001) also doubts the validity of using informativeness
or intelligibility as criteria for translation assessment. Moreover, restricting the quality of a
translation to the readers’ responses raises other issues, including whether it is possible to

determine if two responses are actually equivalent, bearing in mind that even texts written
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in the same language can incite non-equivalent reactions from different groups of readers.
Additionally, not all texts are reader-oriented, such as legal texts. These problematic areas
in reader-response methods do not underestimate their effectiveness at least to underpin
translation effects on an audience as a tool to assess a translation’s quality.
The adaptation of the relevance theory in translation quality assessment is another type of
non-equivalence model. Taking a new direction in the field of Translation Studies, Gutt
(1991, p.8) was the first to call for the adaptation of the relevance theory, essentially
developed by Sperber and Wilson (1988), to be the measure for translation accounting and
evaluation. This theory is based on the principle of relevance. To consider any given text
relevant, it should meet the following conditions: (1) it must provide some new
information, as things that are already known are irrelevant, and (2) relevant information
must link up with other information one already knows. Information that does not relate to
any previous knowledge is also considered irrelevant. These two conditions are captured by
the concept of contextual effect, which refers to what Gutt (1991: 2) describes as the:
change in one’s awareness that has been brought about not by the information in the
utterance alone, nor by contextual knowledge we already possessed alone, but by
the inferential combination of both. To be relevant at all, an utterance must have at
least some contextual effects.

Gutt (1991) describes translation evaluation as one of the major problematic areas in
Translation Studies that makes the decision-making process and the scientific study of
translation difficult to apply. He justifies his point by referring to Steiner (1975) and
Newmark (1988), who believe that translation assessment cannot be tackled from a
theoretical or scientific perspective, because translation is more of an artistic activity than a
scientific one, in their eyes. It is also the reason they believe that the scientific treatment of
translation is questionable. In relation to translation quality assessment and evaluation, Gutt
proposes his theory of relevance as a “natural basis for an empirical account of evaluation
and decision-making” (1991, p.21). However, his model does not advocate the use of
scientific treatment of texts, which may increase the element of subjectivity.

Lauscher (2000: 149) also calls for a user-defined approach to quality that consists of
different components that may vary according to the situation. She states that:
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The translation process is guided by case-specific values. These values ... are set
and agreed by the interested parties during the translation process. In order to judge
the quality of a translation, the values should be made accessible to the evaluator
and operationalised as evaluation parameters. Because the application of evaluation
parameters depend on situational and individual factors, translation quality is

ultimately a matter of agreement and consensus.

Though this model incorporates equivalence and non-equivalence views of translation, as
the notion of quality is governed by the case-and-user-specific values and priorities, the
issue with this model, along with other reader-response models, is that they are based on
two assumptions. Firstly, they assume that the function of a target text can be adapted to
suit the target audience. In this case, the translator has the freedom to be selective with
regards to what content should be translated and what should be left out to best serve his

purposes, which is a relatively subjective process. Secondly, they assume that having a

different audience automatically signifies a different function; this in fact is not always the

case.

Another comprehensive model for translation quality assessment is proposed by Brunette

(2000). Her model comprises criteria derived from previous models such as those of House

(1981) and Nord (1992). She starts with asserting that assessment criteria should be “easy

to understand, practical, limited in number, and verifiable” (2000, p.174). Brunette’s model

consists of the following criteria:

1. Logic: she defines this criterion as the “quality of a text rigorously constructed in terms
of form and content” (2000, p.175). She regards this as the most important criterion in
her model. She also suggests that coherence and cohesion can be used to examine it. The
evaluator explores whether the text is well linked on the semantic level (coherence) and
on the formal language level (cohesion) to create an effective text for the target audience.
Although she provides some examples, there is no practical outline as to how these two
aspects can be examined in her discussion.

2.Purpose: a translated text is examined to establish whether it is appropriate for its
intended purpose. The purpose of a text is a crucial factor in deciding what information is

to be transferred from the source text. To examine this criterion, Brunette suggests
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exploring it in terms of intention and effect. The intention is “the action aspect of
communication” (2000, p. 177). It identifies the author’s aim of creating a text, whether
to inform, announce, explain, recommend, etc. The effect, on the other hand, is “the
reaction aspect of communication” (2000, p. 177) and deals with the effect expected from
the target text on the audience, whether to interest, convince, etc., as reflected in its tone.
3.Context: evaluating a text in terms of context means considering the non-linguistic
factors that affect the translation’s production. These factors are: the target audience
(their knowledge and interests), the author (his/her personality, history, habits, etc.), the
type of the text (prestigious journal, flyer to be thrown away after reading), the time and
place of the translation, the socio-linguistic situation, the medium used to disseminate the
text, the life span of the translated text, and the ideological circumstances (e.g. political,
religious).
4.Language norm: Brunette refers to this in her model as the “absence of interference”
(2000, p. 179). She defines this norm as “the rules and conventions of a language set out
in authoritative works” such as grammar books, style guides, etc. (2000, p. 180).
The parameters used in this model are generally similar to those of Beaugrande and
Dressler’s. However, Beaugrande and Dressler’s model has the advantage of being
coherently structured around one principle, the concept of textuality. On the other hand,
Brunette’s model assumes that source texts and target texts always have different functions
according to the target readership, which is not necessarily the case.
Believing that equivalence-based linguistic models of TQA may not be able to account for
using different strategies in different translation situations, Balharith (2002) sought to
develop a descriptive-evaluative model for translation quality assessment based on a
functional perspective. Her model is devised to be a comprehensive textual model for the
analysis of literary works. Its main aim is to explain the reasons for the variations in
translation strategies as well as corpora. It also aims to offer solutions to some of the
problems surrounding translation equivalence. To achieve this, Balharith suggests that
translation should be studied as an inter-discursive phenomenon from a functional
perspective. Her model consists of two levels: the macro-level, which is concerned with
sociocultural factors (i.e., the situation and status of the source text and the function of the
target text), and the micro-level, which relates to the linguistic aspects of the macro-
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structure (coherence and formal presentation of texts), as well as the micro-structure (i.e.,
choosing translation type, cultural distance, form and effect, text type focus, fictional
characters, and intonation and focus). She mainly focuses on the sociocultural factors that
affect translation as a social practice, and assumes that translations have different functions,
which determine the strategies adopted in the translation process. Accordingly, one literary
work can have different translations when different strategies are employed depending on
the functions it assumes. She also suggests that determining the translation function can
serve as a guide for both the translator in the decision-making process, and the assessor in
the description and evaluation of the translation. It becomes clear from the discussion
Balharith provides, that her proposed model is only applicable to literary texts.

Colina (2008) presents another non-equivalence functional model for translation quality
evaluation. In her functional-componential model, she evaluates a translation based on the
function of the text and the specified audience. She argues that quality evaluation criteria
should rely on the translation brief, and asserts that without explicit criteria, evaluators
often rely on their own preferences and priorities, which, along with being highly
subjective, may or may not coincide with that of the translation requester. She proposes that
quality is assessed based on evaluating various components separately, and that the
consumer or the requester of the translation must prioritise the components that serve the
communicative purpose of the translation. In this attempt, she advocates flexibility with
regards to different conditions that affect quality. Colina also maintains that the criteria of
quality must reflect those prioritised by the translation user. Given that the assessment is
based on user-defined priorities, it can also be regarded as a functional model that
incorporates equivalence as a translation requirement. In addition to this, it also includes
the non-equivalence notion, in that the user’s weighting of components is essentially
customised by the translator, depending on the effect that a particular component has on the
whole text, which can vary according to text type and function.

On a different note, Garant (2009) argues that a paradigm shift in Translation Studies has
occurred concerning the generally accepted grading methods. He asserts that error-based
grading, which was the norm, has been replaced across the board by holistic grading
methods. He also emphasises that the current translation evaluators tend to see points-based
grading systems as suspect while holistic grading tends to be seen to be more related to
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training future translators for real world tasks. However, he asserts that the focus of his
study is only on the assessment of student performance in translation practice courses, not
on assessment in general, i.e., assessing translator competence. For the purposes of his
paper, he explains that assessment means grading translation assignments and not assessing

whole translation programs.

In his study, Garant argues that grading methods were found to vary from teacher to
teacher. However, he divided the teachers generally into two groups according to the basis
of their grading method. One group had a clear, explicit system whereby they assigned a
certain number of points for mistakes. The other group consisted of teachers who did not
use a point system. Their approach, which was not error-focused and points-based, is
mainly of a ‘holistic’ nature. Garant supports his argument by referring to the views of
Beeby (2000: 185) who suggests that many experienced teachers rely on holistic
assessment methods because of the seemingly reductionist, time-consuming nature of many
marking criteria. He clarifies that the reader must bear in mind that ‘holistic’ does not mean
‘unsystematic’, but rather it refers to a systematic way in which the teacher arrives at an
overall impression of the text as opposed to relying on a discrete points-based scale. The
teachers in that group had each devised their own, systematic way of evaluating
translations. He concluded that translation teachers, who were interviewed, see holistic
grading as the best way to train translators. Regardless of the systematic nature of this
evaluation, it could not escape the accusation of being relatively subjective. Garant,
himself, referred to McAlester’s (2000) who came to a similar conclusion of that of Beeby
but goes as far as to say that “often the actual evaluation follows fairly rough guidelines
based admittedly in the best cases on experience and common sense, but in the worst on

mainly subjective impressions” (2000: 231).

Hague, Melby and Zheng (2011), in their model for TQA, introduce the notion of
translation specifications based on a standard set of translation parameters, whose values
depend mostly on factors external to the source text, such as audience and purpose. They
believe that the specification approach applies to both translation pedagogy and commercial
translation practice and goes beyond the customer brief to include documentation of

requirements of all stakeholders. For this reason, they call for the use of translation project
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specifications in all aspects of translator training and education, including exit

examinations, as well as in commercial, government and non-profit translation projects.

Discussing a new dimension of TQA, Karoubi (2016) argues that the role of the assessor in
the process of assessment has been often neglected by earlier researchers in their
assessment models. Although he criticises earlier models for the fact that the responsibility
of the assessor in those models (e.g. equivalence-based models) is simply reduced to
performing a perfunctory comparison of the textual features of the translated text against a
set of allegedly universally valid criteria which invariably ends in fixed results irrespective
of the assessment Skopos and many other influential variables, he attributes this to the
possibility that earlier researchers presume that in this way the subjectivity factor is
minimised. Therefore, he calls for an assessor-centred translation quality assessment
approach. He provides a definition for the concept of assessor-oriented definition of
translation quality, which is based on the concept of quality as fitness for purpose as
follows:

The extent to which the totality of the features of the translated text meets the stated and
implied requirements for the fulfilment of the assessment Skopos as set by the

initiator/commissioner of the assessment and understood by the assessor (1bid: 89).

Karoubi (2016) still argues that the purpose for which the translation being assessed is
going to be used, serves as a guideline that directs all the decisions made during the process
of assessment at different levels. Therefore, he asserts that a clear description of the

assessment Skopos is a prerequisite in every functional model of translation assessment.

6.2 Error-based Models for Translation Quality Assessment

Various automatic error-oriented models for translation quality assessment were proposed
in the field of Translation Studies, such as the SICAL, the LISA QA model, the SAE
J2450, the Quality Assessment Tool (QAT) and the TAUS Dynamic Quality Evaluation
Model. However, since the purpose of this study is to examine the academic error-based

models, the area of machine translation and machine translation evaluation is not within the
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scope of this study. Therefore, only prominent non-automatic methods based on error

classification and analysis are reviewed below.
A. Definition of Translation Error

Evaluating a translation usually entails error analysis because the notion of error continues
to be central to the translation evaluation in professional and didactic settings (Jimenez-
Crespo, 2011, Kussmaul, 1997, Delisle, 2005, and Dunne, 2009). Before reviewing the
literature written on this important aspect, it would be pertinent to review how a translation
“error” is defined in the field. Pym (1992) defines it as any manifestation of a defect in any
of the factors related to translation competence. Nord (1996) provides another general
definition of translation error, where she relates the concept to translation problems that a
translator encounters and needs to solve during a particular translation task. In line with the
Skopos theory, which is based on functionalism, and where a translation is guided by extra-
linguistic factors, i.e. the purpose or the function of the translation (Vermeer, 1978, 1989;
Reiss & Vermeer, 2014), a text is translated and/or evaluated according to the purpose it is
supposed to fulfil, she later offers a detailed definition of a translation error as: “if the
purpose of a translation is to achieve a particular function for the target audience, anything
that obstructs the achievement of this purpose is a translation error” (Nord, 2001:74).

Backhoff, Solano-Flores and Contreas-Nino (2009) broaden the scope of the term’s
definition so as to include any lack of equivalence between the source language version and
target language version. Moreover, Hansen (2010) proposes that if a translation is to be
defined as the production of a target text which is based on a source text, a translation error
arises from the existence of a relationship between the two. He adds that translation errors
can be caused by any misunderstanding of the translation brief or of the content of the
source text. According to him, what constitutes an error varies according to the translation
theories adopted by the translator, and the evaluator’s ethical norms with respect to

translation.
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B. Classifications of Errors in Translation:

The basic idea of classification is to conceptualise and categorise a certain phenomenon
according to similarities and differences (Strauss and Corbin, 1998). In order to describe
errors and justify their consequences, there must be criteria of classification of translation
errors (Hansen, 2010). This notion is also supported by Pym (1992), who states that
classifying translation errors requires a strong conceptual framework before any holistic
validity can be insured. In order to quantitatively evaluate a translation based on a
classification of errors, which is the most common practice of translation evaluation in
most of the existing models, as will be shown in this section, errors must be objectively
measured following a pre-established error typology (Jimenez-Crespo, 2011). In other
words, to establish an error typology or classification, a theoretical framework has to be
adopted to set qualitative measures for errors. Therefore, it would be useful to review the
existing classifications of translation errors, as well as the rationale behind them in order to

investigate how the concept of error is treated in each model.

C. Reasons for the Classification of Translation Errors:

Most of the definitions provided above for translation errors are very general, which can
invite confusion. Classifying these errors undoubtedly contributes to the issue of objectivity
with regards to describing errors and the necessary subsequent corrections in the translated
texts. In fact, error typologies or classifications play a central role in translation quality
procedures, as they serve as a guide for translation evaluators, and the statistical analysis of
errors are built upon them (Jimenez-Crespo, 2011). In order to make the notion of
translation errors applicable to translation quality evaluation, scholars have contributed a
great deal to the development of error typologies, as will be detailed in the following
sections. The main shortcoming of most of the suggested classifications is that they have
not been validated through broad-scale empirical studies that can lead to more valid and
objective measurements (Colina, 2008). Waddington (2001) has previously attributed this
lack of empirical studies to the predominant descriptive and theoretical nature of the
concept of error.
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D. Factors Affecting the Classification of Translation Errors:

Hansen (2010) provides a clear perspective on the factors influencing the process of
classifying translation errors. These factors can be summarized as follows: (1) the purpose
of the classification (text-oriented, client-oriented, reader-oriented, or business-oriented),
(2) the translation theory behind this classification and the ethical rules for translation
practice that are believed to be legitimate for translators and evaluators of a certain
translation, (3) the evaluation environment (international organization, company,
translation agency, free-lance translator, or students’ translations), (4) the language pairs

involved, and (5) the text type (legal text, technical text, literary text, or other types).

E. Some of the Existing Classifications of Translation Errors:

Pym (1992, p. 281) considers errors in translation as a manifestation of a defect in any
factors entering into the skills in translation. He (1992) generally differentiates between two
types of translation errors. He classifies them into binary and non-binary errors. He believes
that it is not practical to classify errors, as they appear in translated texts where according to
him, elements of different types are perpetually mixed, and numerous cases straddle the
presupposed distinctions. Instead, he classifies them following his working definition of
translation competence which implies that they should all have the same basic form. “A
binary error opposes a wrong answer to the right answer”, so the question of “right” or
“wrong” is the main focus for this type of errors (1992, p. 282). By binary errors, Pym
means language errors. “Non-binary errors” means the translation errors, which “requires
that the target text actually selected be opposed to at least one further target text, which
could also have been selected, and then to possible wrong answer” (1992, p. 282).

In an attempt to present a framework for error analysis for the purpose of translation
evaluation, Vilar et al. (2006) proposed a hierarchical structure to classify translation errors.

Their classification can be summarized as follows:
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No. | Type of | Definition of type of error Subcategorisation
error of type of error
1 Missing This error is committed if some words in the generated | Content words
words sentence are missing. Here, a distinction is made between
two types of errors. Are the missing words essential for | Filler words
expressing meaning or are they only necessary to form a
grammatically correct sentence where the meaning is
preserved?
2 Word order | This error is committed if some words in the sentence are | Word level
not correctly ordered according to the grammatical rules of
the target language. This could happen at the word level or | Phrase level
the phrase level.
3 Incorrect This error is committed if the translator fails to find the | Sense
words correct translation of a given word or makes a bad choice of | Incorrect form
words. Extra words
Style
Idioms

4 Unknown

words

This error arises due to the use of unknown words (or

stems), or unseen forms of known stems.

Unknown stems

5 Punctuation
S

This error reflects minor disturbances in the target text due

to the wrong application of punctuation rules.

Unseen forms

Table (2.1): A Summary of Vilar et al.’s Classification of Translation Errors

The main shortcoming of this classification, in my opinion, is that it completely neglects
translation errors committed at the macro level, whether these be pragmatic, cultural,
textual, situational or contextual. Instead, it only focuses on the errors committed at the
sentence level (micro level). This characteristic could increase the level of subjectivity, as
not all of the nonlinguistic factors that contribute to the creation of the meaning are

considered in the assessment process.

Moving on to another classification that encompasses both micro and macro levels in error
analysis, albeit under different terminology, is the one suggested by Backhoff, Solano-

Flores and Contreas-Nino (2009). With the views that the extent to which a translation is
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acceptable or unacceptable can be ascertained by the frequency and the severity of
translation errors, and that these same errors are multidimensional, they classify translation
errors into internal dimension errors and external dimension errors. They then sub-classify
these dimensions into smaller units. The following table summarises their classification of

translation errors:

No. | Error type | Sub- Definition of type of error Error
categorization of dimension
error type

1 Design Style The item in the target language is in a style that is not in | Internal

accord with the style used in textbooks and printed
materials in the target language.

Format The format or visual layout of the translated items differ | External
from the original.
Conventions The translation of the item is not in accord with | Internal
accepted item writing practices in the target language.

2 Language Grammar The translation has grammatical errors, the syntax is | Internal
unusual or unnecessarily complex in the language usage
in the target language.

Semantics The meaning conveyed in the translation is not the same | Internal
as in the source text.
Register The translation is not sensitive to the target language’s | Internal

word usage and social contexts.

3 Content Information The translation changes the amount, quality, or content | Internal
of information critical to understanding what the item is
about and what has to be done to respond to it.

Construct The translation changes the knowledge or skills needed | Internal
to respond to the item correctly.

Curriculum The item does not represent the curriculum of the target | External
culture.
Origin The item in the source language has flaws that are | External

carried over to the version in the target language.

Table (2.2): A Summary of Backhoff, Solano-Flores and Contreas-Nino’s Classification of Errors
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The evaluation in this model is also restricted to the micro-level analysis, which could
affect the objectivity of the assessment provided as it does not include all the levels of

assessment.

In light of the Skopos theory, where a translation is determined by its Skopos, Lu and Ying
(2010) attempted to include what was arguably felt to be missing in the previously
mentioned classification - the macro level. Their classification of translation errors is

summarized in the table below for convenience and ease of reference:

No. | Type of Error Definition of Type of Error
1 Pragmatic This error is caused by inadequate solutions to pragmatic translation
translation error problems such as a lack of receiver orientation and the function of the

target text.

2 Cultural translation | This error is caused by an inadequate decision with regards to

error reproduction or adaptation of culture-specific conventions.

3 Linguistic This error is due to inadequate translation when the focus is on language
translation error structures. It can be regarded as a deviation of target language norms.

4 Text-specific No definition provided.

translation error

Table (2.3): A Summary of Lu and Ying’s Classification of Translation Errors

Lu and Ying (2010) do not investigate the last type of error, claiming that the three former
types of translation errors proved to appear more frequently in their empirical study. A
more objective classification of translation errors for the purpose of quality assessment
would be a classification typology that allocates equal value to each type of translation
errors, as well as encompasses all the areas where translation problems are expected to

occur, even if they have shown to be less frequent.
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7. Concluding Remarks:

At the end of this chapter, it can be concluded that several attempts have been made to
develop models for translation quality assessment. Most of these stem from different
theories of translation and therefore, suggest different criteria for assessment. As far as the
main purpose of this study is concerned, non-equivalence models do not provide
appropriate means for the assessment of one of the two main approaches in TQA, namely,
error analysis approach. This is because the notion of error is very central in this approach,
and usually when this is the case, the notion of equivalence becomes similarly important as
errors are detected and assessed based on a comparative analysis for a certain equivalency
between the source and target texts.

Functional models for evaluation are not relied on solely either as they do not generally
provide practical means as to how the process should be undertaken after establishing the
function of the translation, which may as well increase the element of subjectivity which
does not cope with the study’s call for a more comprehensive, objective view of quality
assessment. In fact, this criticism is not only exclusive to functional models but it is also
true of all other non-experiential models, as they proved difficult to apply in professional
and pedagogical settings (Lauscher 2000; Colina 2008). However, functional perspectives
are considered in the adopted models in this study, as will be explained in the next chapter,
since it is the purpose of the text that determines the effect a translation error might have on
the user experience (O’Brien, 2012, p.59).

Reader-response models also do not provide appropriate assessment means for the use of
this study, as the quality of a translation is essentially restricted to the readers’ response,
raising issues such as whether it is possible to determine if two responses are actually
equivalent, bearing in mind that even texts from the same language can incite non-
equivalent reactions from different groups of readers. As for the relevance theory, relying
on the relevance principles alone does not provide a comprehensive analysis to the micro
and macro levels where translation problems are expected to occur, thus depriving the
model from being satisfactorily objective, meaning that it will not be employed in this

research.
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Equivalence-based models, on the other hand, are consistent with this study’s aim as far as
the adoption of equivalence is concerned. Equivalence is a central principle in the two
models of assessment selected for this study, as will be explicated in the next chapter.
However, it is important to reiterate, at the end of this chapter, that the seven standards of
textuality are used as equivalence parameters for the adapted model of error analysis in this
research, in an attempt to avoid the non-inclusivity of the above mentioned types of
equivalences which increases the element of subjectivity given that they mostly reflect and
seek equivalency on certain rather than all aspects of a target text. | will use the textual
equivalent at all the proposed seven levels as the benchmark against which to measure
quality, due to the fact that together, they comprehensively cover all areas where
equivalence between the translated Arab Spring presidential speeches and their originals
are expected to occur. It is important to highlight that the notion of textual equivalence does
not seek complete identity between textual surfaces. Instead, as asserted by Neubert and
Shreve (1992), textual equivalence emphasises the interrelationships between textual effect,
and the actual textual formations of source and target texts, which is the basic of textual
equivalence.

The adopted holistic model (Method B) also relies on the concept of equivalence in its
assessment of translation quality. According to Waddington (2001), the assessment in this
model is based on achieving equivalence on two criteria - the accuracy of transfer from the
source language and the quality of expression in the target language. For each of these
criteria, the model provides five levels based on which equivalence is assessed. In
conclusion, the notion of equivalence is very central for the two models of assessment

adopted in this study as will be explained in the next chapter.
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Chapter 3
Research Methodology and Models of Analysis

As the literature written on translation quality assessment and its main approaches has been
reviewed in the previous chapter, this chapter outlines the research method and the
proposed models for assessing the translation quality of the Arab Spring presidential
speeches. It is divided into two main parts; the first introduces the research method, the
corpus of the study, and provides description of the two methods of quality assessment. The
second section describes in detail the adapted model of error analysis which is derived from
the theory of textuality originally proposed by Beaugrande and Dressler (1981). Finally, the

applicability of the suggested model to the present study and its corpus is discussed.
1. Research Methodology

This study seeks to address the research questions outlined in Chapter 1 by using a mixed
method. The justification for using such a method is that one type of research, i.e.,
qualitative or quantitative, is not enough to address the relevant questions. Onwuegbuzie
and Teddlie (2003) define mixed research as an intellectual and practical synthesis that
incorporates qualitative and quantitative research. They also believes that it is the third
methodological research, along with the qualitative and quantitative. They demonstrate
how mixed research analysis enhances the interpretation of results, and helps researchers to
better contextualise qualitative findings. They also add that although quantitative research
is particularly useful for answering questions of who, where, how many, how much, as well
as determining the nature of the relationship between specific variables, it is not optimal for
answering why and how questions. Mixed research, in contrast, can address both sets of
questions within one study. Resorting to both qualitative and quantitative tools to assess the
quality of the Arab Spring presidential speeches’ translations provided by credible English
news agencies provides a better understanding of the research questions than if only one
type were employed. Consequently, this study intends to use a mixed method to address the

research questions.

However, conducting a mixed research approach does not imply that qualitative and

quantitative measures used in the study should be used equally. On the contrary, it indicates
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that the undertaken research is not entirely qualitative or quantitative. Thus, the method
used can be best termed as a qualitative dominant mixed methodology. Onwuegbuzie and
Leech (2011), define it as a philosophical stance whereby the researcher assumes a
qualitative critical theory, (in this case, Beaugrande and Dressler’s theory of textuality and
Waddington’s holistic model) while also believing that the addition of quantitative data and
analysis would address the research questions in more detail, and provide a better insight
into the qualitative findings. The quantitative part of this research lies in using a statistical
tool to calculate the number and weight of errors committed in the translations, with the

intent of determining a quality index for each.
2. The Corpus of the Study

For the purpose of examining the outcome of applying the two product-centred methods of
quality assessment on political discourse, the chosen texts must be representative. The
researcher has selected the Arab Spring texts in the form of presidential speeches given by
the leaders of the countries where the 2011 revolutions took place, and intends to study
their translations found in some of the highly influential English news agencies for two

reasons:

1. The Arab Spring presidential speeches are exceptional speeches, as they were delivered
during unprecedented circumstances in the Arab world. Their translations are equally
important, as they have attracted the attention of an international community keen to
remain informed about unfolding political events and understand the political situation
of those countries. Therefore, attention should be paid to the translation of such
sensitive texts, where errors can cause unintended consequences and negatively affect
the world’s understanding of this important junction in the modern Arab history.

2. Translation errors are further less acceptable if the presidential speeches are translated
and/or published by credible English news agencies such as CNN, BBC, and The
Guardian. Therefore, this study intends to assess the translations provided by these
agencies, where the possibility that translation serious errors result from the translators’
lack of expertise and/or unfamiliarity with translation and publication norms is ideally

ruled out.
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Several speeches were delivered at the time of the revolution, meaning that refining criteria
had to be established in order to select a manageable number of texts for the study. These
are as follows:

1. Including only the ‘Arab Spring’ presidential speeches that were delivered in 2011. This
was deemed necessary so as to maintain that the study refers to the same context of
political situation, and also because the term ‘Arab Spring’ was basically coined to refer to
the political movements that particularly took place in that year. This excluded only Syria
from the five Arab countries (Tunisia, Egypt, Yemen, Libya and Syria), as the situation in
this country is still ongoing as illustrated in Table (3.1).

2. Including only the speeches that are translated fully, as some of them were either left

untranslated or translated partially.

State Start of Revolution End of Revolution | How Revolution ended

Tunisia 17/12/2010 14/01/2011 Zine EI Abidine Ben Ali stepped down.

Egypt 25/01/2011 11/02/2011 Muhammad Hosni Mubarak stepped
down.

Yemen 11/02/2011 23/11/2011 Ali Abdullah Saleh stepped down.

Libya 17/02/2011 20/10/2011 Muammar Gaddafi killed.

Syria 18/03/2011 Till present Bashaar Al-Assad still in position.

Table (3.1): Start and End Dates of Arab Spring Revolutions

A. Source Texts

The speeches abiding by the two selection criteria stated above, and that are thus
constituting the source texts for the study, were delivered in Arabic. They were taken from
the written versions that are published in official Arabic news agencies, which are all
attached in Appendix 1. Due to the political circumstances during which this study was
conducted, the primary source of the third speech was erased by the time this work reached

its final stages. Therefore, and instead of providing the other unofficial versions that are
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still available online, the researcher provided her own transcription of the original audio.
The reason this was deemed necessary is that the transcription privided by the researcher is
in fact very similar to the text that the textual analysis and assessment was primarliy based
on. Besides, taking the available unofficial versions of the text would not only impact the
adopted selection criteri in this study, but would also impact the analysis as such versions
are not very accurate to the original audio. The textual analysis in this research is, therefore,
conducted between the official published original speeches (in Arabic) and their respective
official published full versions (in English). Although most of the Arab Spring speeches
have official written versions, their inclusion to the corpus of this study was governed by
whether or not they have a corresponding text in English, as will be specified in the next

section.

Acknowledging the fact that the orignal source of the source texts in this stdy is audio
materils, the reseracher had to review them to ensure that they represent the actual
recordings. In so doing, the researcher found no discrepancies between the original audios
and the texts chosen in this study except for only two discrepancies in the last speech.
These two have been highlighted in the appendix and a footnote explaining their estimated
reasons was included. However, it is important to reiterate that these differences do not

seem to impact the analysis or the results of this study as they are only typo mistakes.
B. Target Texts

The target texts in this study are the English translations of the Arab Spring presidential
speeches that are published in official Arabic newspapers. As explained in Chapter 1, most
of the newspapers do not provide full text translations of presidential speeches (Orengo,
2005:168-186), and as this may cause unavoidable complications of assessing the quality of
abridged translations to represent the quality of the overall texts, only the speeches that are
fully translated are included. As there were several attempts made by fans and
crowdsourced to provide full translations of the presidential speeches, which are not within
the scope of this study, the target texts selection criteria were further specified to include
only the fully translated versions of the original speeches that are published in reliable
English news agencies such as The Guardian, BBC, and CNN. This step was deemed

crucial to rule out the possibility that the poor quality (if that indeed is the case) is the result
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of a lack of expertise or an unfamiliarity with the professional norms of news agencies and
publication. This specification, in turn, provided four fully translated speeches that found
in credible English agencies; they are as follows: Speech No (1) The Egyptian president’s
second speech translated in (The Guardian) in 01/02/2011, (2) The Egyptian president’s last
speech translated in the (CNN) in 10/02/2011, (3) The Libyan president’s second speech
translated in (The Guardian) in 17/03/2011, and The Libyan president’s seventh speech
translated in 24/08/2011 in the (BBC).

3. The Application of the Two Methods of Assessment

With the aim of answering this research’s main questions, | will apply the selected
representative methods from the two approaches that are typically used to evaluate
translation quality, namely, error analysis and holistic assessment approaches, in the optic

of assessing the four selected Arab Spring presidential as follows:

A.The Application of the Error Analysis Method:

In the proposed model, each of Beaugrande and Dressler’s seven standards of textuality is
considered to be a criterion against which the quality of a translation can be measured. This
means that quality is addressed against seven main potential areas of errors. Errors
committed in the translations of the selected Arab Spring presidential speeches are
classified in terms of severity into two groups: major errors and minor errors. Major errors
constitute those that entirely disregard a certain standard in the model, thus affecting the
transfer of meaning, as explained by the two authors — these weigh two points. In contrast,
minor errors are the ones that disregard the same standard in part, where the meaning is still
preserved — these weigh one point. After conducting the textual analysis and classifying the
errors, major errors and minor errors will then be counted in order to establish a
preliminary quality index for each translation. Finally, the number of errors compared to
the number of words in each text is calculated using the statistical tool- translation error
rate (TER) (Waddington, 2001), to convert the number of errors into an overall mark out of

ten.
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B. The Application of the Holistic Assessment Method:

The researcher has tested the method (A) herself, therefore, in order to ensure that both
methods are properly examined, two external professional evaluators from the CIOL
(Chartered Institute of Linguists) experienced in translating and revising Arabic-English
texts, are given the same source texts along with their translations, in order to provide a
holistic assessment of their respective quality. Raters have been provided with the same
holistic method to ensure that the assessment is not a reflection of the raters’ choice of a
certain holistic model. As specified in Chapter 1, the holistic model used in this study was
designed by Waddington (2001), and has been selected for four reasons: (1) it has been
empirically tested, an important aspect as one of this work’s main objectives calls for more
empirical studies before theorising, (2) it is not a type-specific model and can be applied to
all types of texts, including those used in this study, (3) it is comprehensive, as the scale in
this particular model is unitary and treats translation competence as a whole, a feature
found in most holistic models (Khan Mohammad and Osanloo, 2009:137), and finally, (4)
it considers both the negative and positive aspects of a translation in the assessment process
(Waddington, 2001).

Using Waddington’s model means that the raters must assign a mark out of ten for the
translation quality, and justify the assigned mark in a written feedback, so as that the marks
can be analysed. For each of the five levels, are two possible marks which can be given,
allowing the rater to award the higher mark to the translation that meets the requirements of
that particular level, or has some good or creative solutions to translation problems, and the
lower mark to the translation that falls between the two levels, but is closer to the upper one
and so on. In this model, a translation is assessed based on two main parameters (the
accuracy of transfer of source text content, and the quality of expression in the target
language). Each of these two parameters are further specified to help the rater decide which
level represents the translation quality. The details are as follows (Table 1.1), reproduced

below for ease of reference:
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Level Accuracy of transfer of ST | Quality of expression in TL Degree of task | Mar
content completion k

Level 5 |Complete transfer of ST | Almost all the translation reads | Successful 9-10
information, only  minor | like a piece originally written in
revisions needed to reach | English. There may be minor
professional standard. lexical, grammatical or spelling
errors.

Level 4 | Almost complete transfer, | Large sections read like a piece | Almost 7-8
with only one or two |originally written in English. | completely
insignificant inaccuracies, | There are a number of lexical, | successful
requires a certain amount of | grammatical or spelling errors.
revision to reach professional
standard.

Level 3 | Transfer of the general ideas | Certain parts read like a piece | Adequate 5-6
but with a number of lapses in | originally written in English, but
accuracy, needs considerable | others read like a translation.
revision to reach professional | There are a considerable number
standard. of lexical, grammatical or
spelling errors.

Level 2 | Transfer undermined by serious | Almost the entire text reads like | Inadequate 3-4
inaccuracies, thorough revision | a translation, there are continual

required to reach professional | exical, grammatical or spelling
standard. errors.

Level 1 | Totally inadequate transfer of | The candidate reveals a complete | Completely 1-2
ST content, the translation is | lack of ability to express himself | inadequate
not worth revising. adequately in English.

Table (1.1): Waddington’s Holistic Assessment Model (2001)

After applying both methods of assessment on the same texts, the overall quality index of
each method will be compared. By the end of the research, each of the four translated texts
will have been awarded with two marks: one from the application of assessment method
(A), and one from the application of method assessment (B). Once these are determined,
both results will undergo deep contrastive analysis in order to investigate the differences in
the applications of each method, and identify how each reduces the subjective nature

inherent to translation quality assessment.
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4. The Theoretical Model of Error Analysis:

The error analysis model used in this study is mainly adopted from Beaugrande and
Dressler’s theory of textuality (1981). Textuality is proposed to be the basis of the
actualisation (the evolution) and utilisation of texts (Beaugrande, 1980). The two authors
define texts in terms of textuality as communicative occurrences which meet the seven
standards proposed in their book (1981). These seven standards are: cohesion, coherence,
intentionality, acceptability, informativity, situationality, and intertextuality. They argue
that these seven standards distinguish texts from non-texts, and that if one of these is not
met within a piece, then it will not be considered communicative. However, Beaugrande
and Dressler (1994), along with Beaugrande (2000) abandon this idea in their later works.
Viewing textuality as a complex dynamic disposition that is always operative in every
communicative event, rather than a linguistic property that some texts possess while others
do not, they conclude that the opposition between text and non-text is no longer considered
a valid claim in text grammar (Beaugrande and Dressler, 1994). The reasons for selecting
this model are discussed in Chapter 1, what is of relevance in this chapter is the
applicability and limitations of each of the seven standards on the corpus of this study. For
convenience, the way each standard is examined in this study is first introduced. Each
standard is first introduced, followed by a discussion regarding its limitations (if any) and

its applicability to the present study.
5. Applicability and Limitations of the Model of Error Analysis:

In this study, each of Beaugrande and Dressler’s seven standards of textuality are used to
define a set of criteria against which the quality of a translation can be measured. However,
unlike the previous attempts which adopt the original unmodified model, the current study
suggests some modifications so as to fit the peculiarity of Arabic, the source texts’

language, as will be discussed in detail in the subsequent sections.
5.1 Cohesion:

In Beaugrande and Dressler’s model, cohesion is concerned with how the elements of a

discourse are mutually connected within a sequence. This concept can be discussed both in
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terms of short and long range. Cohesion in the short range is about connecting elements of
grammatical dependencies within a sentence or a small number of sentences. In contrast,
long range cohesion involves connecting the elements of the bigger text. Indeed, cohesion
is not concerned with the subject matter of a certain text, but rather with the organization of
the message and, thus, it contributes to the textual unity of the semantic system.
Beaugrande and Dressler assert that the use of various concrete devices that provide a clear
understanding of the relations among these elements can sustain cohesion in a discourse.
Their treatment of cohesion is mainly adopted from Halliday and Hasan’s 1976 model,
which is believed to, as Kruger (2002, p.83) indicates, systemise the concept of cohesion
“by classifying it into a small number of distinct categories ... which have a theoretical
basis as distinct types of cohesive relation, but which also provide practical means for
describing and analyzing texts”. Consequently, cohesion is going to be examined in this
study under the same five cohesive devices originally proposed by Halliday and Hasan,

namely: reference, conjunctions, ellipsis, substitution, and lexical cohesion.

However, in Beaugrande and Dressler’s model, cohesion is English oriented, and since the
source texts in this study are in the Arabic language, the English cohesive devices cannot
always encompass the description of the Arabic cohesive elements. As Arabic and English
are significantly different in terms of their treatment and available sources of cohesion, it
proved difficult to identify a unified descriptive framework which can be used to compare
cohesive devices used in Arabic and English for the study of cohesion. Thus, in relation to
this study’s examination of translation errors in cohesion, it felt improper to limit the
description of the Arabic cohesive devices to the same descriptive framework suggested for
the English language. Therefore, there was a need for an Arabic oriented description of the
cohesive devices that cannot be discussed under the five mentioned above. Although within
the context of this study, Arabic cohesive devices are discussed under the same devices
outlined in Beaugrande and Dressler’s treatment of cohesion, they are described according
to an Arabic representation, to examine whether they are used in the Arabic language to

fulfil cohesive functions, as is the case in English.

Arabic has the potential to express most of the five cohesive functions, but in a different

manner; this is the reason behind the fact that they are discussed in this section under the
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same classification. Moreover, additions are made to other Arabic cohesive elements;
namely: parallelism and paraphrasing. The English application of these two devices to
express cohesiveness will also be discussed. In short, cohesion in this study is considered in
terms of the following cohesive devices: reference, conjunction, ellipsis, substitution,
lexical cohesion, parallelism, and paraphrasing. Differences between Arabic and English in
the treatment of these devices are illustrated when examining each device separately.

A. Reference:

According to Halliday and Hasan (1976), reference is a term used to refer to certain items
that are not interpreted semantically on their own but rather by referring to something else
for their interpretation. Reference works as a cohesive device due to the fact that it allows
the receiver(s) to trace participants, events, entities, etc. in texts. They classify reference

devices into three main categories: personal pronouns, demonstratives, and comparatives.
A.1 Personal pronouns:

Personal pronouns are used to refer to their referents by specifying their function in the
speech situation. In this regard, English differentiates between three types of persons: first
person, second person, and third person. These pronouns can be in the subject or the object
positions whether as personal or possessive pronouns. Compared to English, Arabic has a
wide set of personal pronouns given that different variables are involved in their
classification: person, gender, number (singular, dual, and plural), case (nominative,
accusative, genitive), and pronouns can either be separate or connected pronouns. Arabic
pronouns are basically classified into two main categories: explicit and implicit. Explicit
pronouns can be separate or connected. Separate pronouns can be described as free
morphemes that are not suffixed to other words; they can stand by themselves and still have
meaning. Connected pronouns are bound morphemes that have meaning only when they are
suffixed to other words, such as the possessive pronoun (=) in (42S) ‘his book’. Implicit
pronouns, on the other hand, are not lexically indicated; they are implied in the verbs only.
For instance, the subject of the verb (=) in the sentence (u«,M) «S) ‘He wrote the lesson’
is an implicit pronoun that refers to a masculine singular third person. All these pronouns

are used to establish a cohesion relationship between sentences in Arabic.

72



Arabic and English have many differences regarding their use of pronouns. For instance,
Arabic does not have the category of some possessive pronouns such as mine, his, yours,
etc. Gender distinction appears in English only in the case of the third person singular (i.e.,
he/she), whereas in Arabic explicit and implicit pronouns, for the most part, show not only
gender distinctions but also number distinctions. Arabic pronouns also differ according to
their position in the sentence, whether nominative, accusative, or genitive. English, on the
other hand, deals with a limited set of pronouns. Another main distinction between Arabic
and English pronouns is related to their cohesive function(s). Personal reference in Arabic
is typically anaphoric. For instance, Beeston (1970, p.41) states that “a pronoun always
refers to a previously mentioned covert entity”. This is a very broad generalisation because
Arabic can use some pronouns to refer to, for example, people who are not covertly
previously mentioned but rather assumed, or whose presence can easily be discerned by
receivers. Moreover, in Arabic, the third person pronoun can also function cataphorically to
refer to an entity that will appear later in the text. However, this is not the common practice
of Arabic pronouns, which is probably the reason for Beeston’s generalisation.
Furthermore, Arabic implicit pronouns, though not outwardly formed in the surface
structure, can also perform a cohesive function by making the receivers retrieve their
antecedents from somewhere in the text or from shared background knowledge. What is
worth mentioning here is that there are other differences between Arabic and English in
relation to their use of pronouns, but it is beyond the interest of this study to provide a

detailed contrastive description between the two linguistic systems.

A.2 Demonstratives:

Demonstratives are used to refer to location whether in space or time. Unlike those in
English, which are classified only in terms of proximity and number, Arabic demonstrative
pronouns are classified in terms of person, number, gender, and case. In Arabic,
demonstratives are mainly classified into two groups: (1) demonstrative pronouns referring
to participants, and (2) the circumstantial adverbial demonstratives. Holes (1995, p.151)
classifies Arabic demonstratives in terms of proximity (near and far) into two sets
corresponding to Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) classification of English demonstratives, as
shown in Table (3.2).
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] Proximal English Distal English
Demonstratives | Gender . ] ) i
Arabic equivalent Arabic equivalent
Masculine 13 | This <lb 5l | That
Singular
Feminine ©» slo3a | This &b | That
Masculine )
Plural o Y3 | These <l | Those
Feminine
oMl | These <l | Those
Masculine
s | These <y | Those
Dual
Gfila | These <ils | Those
Feminine
ol | These <ili | Those
Table (3.2): Arabic Demonstratives and their English Counterparts (1)

This classification takes only the participants into consideration. Discussing the other type
Al-Muradi (1992) adds
demonstratives that refer to the location of processes in space or time. The probable reason

of Arabic demonstratives, the circumstantial adverbial
for Holes (1995) not discussing circumstantial demonstratives in his work on Arabic
demonstratives is that he, among others, does not treat temporal demonstratives (<1l 5 (Y1)
‘now and then’, as demonstrative pronouns, but rather as adverbs of time, though they do
correspond to their English counterparts in their textual function. Table (3.3) below
presents a classification of demonstrative pronouns in Arabic in terms of circumstances,
with their English equivalent demonstrative pronouns. These two classifications of Arabic
demonstratives have been compiled based on the works of Al-Muradi (1992) and Holes

(1995).

English . English
Place . Time ]
equivalent equivalent
Near Ua | Here oY | now
Far <lia | There Ayl | then
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English ) English
Place ] Time ]
equivalent equivalent

Table (3.3): Arabic Demonstratives and their English Counterparts (2)

From the tables above, major distinctions between Arabic and English demonstrative
systems can be noticed. Arabic demonstratives express gender distinctions, whereas in
English, “this” and “that” are used to refer to both genders. Arabic also differentiates
between singular, dual, and plural demonstrative pronouns, whereas English differentiates
between singular and plural demonstratives only. As for the cohesive function of
demonstrative pronouns in Arabic, Beeston (1970, p.42) asserts that they resemble
pronouns in that they are allusive and require a context to make the allusion
understandable. By context, he refers to co-text rather than situational context. Moreover,
like their English counterparts, Arabic demonstrative pronouns are typically anaphoric.
They do come cataphorically in a sentence, but the common case is that they refer to
something previously mentioned.

The last set of demonstrative, according to Halliday and Hasan (1976), is the definite article
(the). This English definite article does not encompass all the usages of its Arabic
counterpart (J). For instance, (J') in Arabic does not only modify nouns but also gerunds
and adjectives. However, it is only considered as a cohesive device if (J)) is used to refer to
something either previously mentioned in the text or assumed to be easily understood. By
being able to modify a larger amount of words than its English counterpart, it increases the
number of potential cohesive devices that can be created in a discourse, as illustrated in the
following example: (wie S 43), LS 13 5 5380 o 2 51) “Tt is a useful book. | want to buy this
(the) book’. From this, it is clear that English would use either the demonstrative pronoun
or the definite article as a cohesive device, whereas in Arabic, the demonstrative pronoun

('3») and the definite article (J') are both used as cohesive devices in the same sentence.

A.3 Comparatives:

Comparative forms are the last type of reference believed to create cohesion in a text. They

provide indirect reference by means of identity or similarity. Halliday and Hasan (1976)
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generally classify them into two types: (1) general comparative forms and (2) particular
comparative forms. In the first type, things are referred to in terms of their likeness or
unlikeness, and are expressed by a set of adjectives and adverbs that are respectively
termed as ‘“adjectives of comparison” and ‘“adverbs of comparison”. In particular
comparative forms, on the other hand, things are referred to in terms of quantity or quality.
Arabic does not conform to this classification of comparative forms, as it does not have a
definite set of adjectives and adverbs that are capable of expressing this form of
comparison. However, this does not mean that Arabic does not have other resources to
express it. For instance, all the adjectives and adverbs that show identity of objects can be
accommodated in Arabic by means of (u~&) and (3:U=<) ‘same’, adjectives and adverbs used
to show similarity can be accommodated in Arabic by means of (J%s) and (4Wix) ‘such’ and
‘similar’ respectively, and finally, adjectives and adverbs used to show dissimilarity are
expressed in Arabic using (,&1) and (<) ‘other and different’ respectively. As for the
English comparative adverbs, Arabic sometimes express them in one word such as (Jiil)
‘identically’ and other times use an entire phrase to convey them, such as (Ll (35ks)
‘likewise’. On the other hand, Arabic conforms to the description of particular comparative
forms discussed in the original model, as it usually derives the comparative form from its
verb root. For example, (J-=il) ‘better’ is used in Arabic to express particular comparison,
but only if it is followed by the particle (¢=) ‘than’, as is the case in English. Superlative
comparison is also expressed in Arabic in terms of quantity (JY') ‘the least’ or quality
() “the biggest’.

B. Substitution:

Halliday and Hasan (1976) differentiate between reference and substitution in that
reference is a relation between meanings, whereas substitution is a relation between
linguistic items such as words and phrases, and is simply the act of replacing one element
by another. Believing that substitution is a grammatical relation, they argue that the
substitute may function as a noun, a verb, or as a clause. Thus, they distinguish three types
of substitution that can function as cohesive devices: nominal, verbal, and clausal

substitution.

Under nominal substitution, Halliday and Hasan (1976) discuss the substitute ‘one’ and its
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plural form ‘ones’. Arabic has different representation of this English nominal substitute.
For example, in Arabic, (2=!5) corresponds to the English nominal substitution ‘one’, but
the plural form of ‘one’, which is ‘ones’, has no equivalent, as it cannot be pluralised. Thus
in this case, repetition in Arabic is unavoidable. Other examples of Arabic nominal
substitutions are (<) Jie s s«89), which correspond to only one English counterpart, ‘same’.
As for the verbal substitutions, they are achieved in English by using the verb ‘do’. Arabic
does not express most of the English usages of this verb. The verbal substitute ‘do’ is only
possible in Arabic in certain cases. This could be attributed to the lack of Arabic auxiliary

verbs, and to the fact that the verb “do’ is not used to form questions in Arabic.

Moving to the last substitution type, Halliday and Hasan (1976) explain two English clausal
substitutes ‘so” and ‘not’. They distinguish between three contexts in which the two
substitutes can take place, such as substitution of reported clause, substitution of
conditional clause, and substitution of modalized clause. In Arabic, whereas clausal
substitution is limited in its usage, negative clausal substitution is even more so. Although
Arabic is still capable of expressing some clausal substitution, the norm of Arabic native
speakers is to intuitively repeat the same words. This also applies to ellipsis, which will be

discussed in the following section.
C. Ellipsis:

Halliday and Hasan (1976) describe ellipsis as deleting one or more elements in a sentence
based on the fact that they can be implied as well as mentally supplied by the reader or the
listener. They believe that ellipsis is similar to substitution in that both of them are
grammatical relations rather than semantic ones. However, unlike with substitution, ellipsis
does not require for elements to be replaced by anything. Although both concepts of ellipsis
and substitution express the same relation between parts of a text, Halliday and Hasan still
believe that they should be examined separately, as they constitute two different types of
structural mechanism. As with substitution, they differentiate between three types of

ellipses: nominal ellipsis, verbal ellipsis, and clausal ellipsis.

The concept of ellipsis has not been addressed as thoroughly in Arabic as it has in English.

When reference is made to ellipsis, it is only discussed within the sentence boundary. This
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can mainly be attributed to the realisation that Arab grammarians and linguists intuitively
allow the omission of a certain element if it can be easily understood. However, Arabic has
potential to express the elliptical relations suggested by the original authors, and are thus
discussed here accordingly. To begin with, the nominal ellipsis is when the elliptical item is
deictic, numerative, an epithet, or classifier. There are many types of English nominal
ellipses that cannot occur in Arabic. For example, there is no Arabic equivalent to the
following English sentences ‘I hope no bones are broken? None to speak of’. However,

Avrabic still can express certain nominal ellipses.

As for the verbal ellipsis, although it occurs in certain contexts in Arabic, it is very rare.
The reason for this was addressed when substitution was discussed. Despite the fact that
auxiliary verbs form most verbal ellipses in English, they do not exist in Arabic, and, thus,
are not used to form verbal substitution. Lastly, a clausal ellipsis is also limited to yes/no or
WH-questions in Arabic. For example, (4alii) $Jaklll (b ¢S 13L) “what was the child going
to eat? The apple’. It is worth mentioning, however, that unlike in English, both the
concepts of substitution and ellipsis in Arabic are quite limited in their usage, as repetition
is the norm (Qulgilah, 2001, pp. 190-197).

D. Conjunctions:

In this study, the analysis of conjunctions in Arabic texts has been conducted based on the
work of Al-Muradi (1992), as it provides a comprehensive view of conjunction types and
functions in Arabic. Conjunctions are classified into two types: (1) coordinating / cohesive
conjunctions and (2) subordinating conjunctions. Coordinating conjunctions connect two or
more clauses within a sentence in a paratactic structure. In this case, the two clauses have
similar structures and equal status; provide information of equal importance and can be
independent. On the other hand, cohesive conjunctions relate two sentences together.
Subordinating conjunctions, however, relate two clauses within a sentence hypotactically; a
sentence that with such a structure usually consists of a main clause and a subordinate
clause. Unlike clauses in paratactic structures, hypotactically related clauses do not have
equal status; the subordinate clause is dependent on the main one structurally and
semantically. To summarise the differences between English and Arabic conjunctions with

regard to their cohesive functions, these will be presented along with their English
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counterparts in the Tables (3.4) and (3.5) below:

Arabic conjunction | Function English Equivalent
i | temporal (sequential) then
temporal (sequential and causal) S0
additive (expository, specification) a semicolon
additive (expository, clarification) a semicolon
additive (expository, explicative) a semicolon
/| additive (alternative) or
— | Additive and
additive (alternative) or
adversative (contrastive) and yet, and at the same time
/| additive (alternative) or
additive (negative) nor
s/| additive ( appositive, expository) that is, meaning, in other words
| adversative (correction of meaning) on the contrary, in fact, actually
adversative (contrastive) but
adversative (correction of wording) or rather
~7| temporal (sequential) then, after that
i) - Wi | Additive either ... or
oS | Adversative but, yet, instead
Adversative rather, on the contrary
Pk <l causal (reason) for this reason
Table (3.4): Arabic Cohesive Conjunctions

Arabic conjunction

Function

English Equivalent

o

correlative of ‘idhaa separates the protasis and the | a comma, so, then

apodosis, and indicates sequence and causality

J

causal, end result

so that, so as
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Arabic conjunction | Function English Equivalent
4| adverbial with
adverbial, temporal while, when
4| connector comma
4/| temporal (events in the past) when
temporal (events in the future) at the time when, when
causal as, for, because, since
temporal (immediate) when suddenly
/| conditional if
Jf| causal so that
conditional in case
| causal so that
/| conditional (hypothetical) if (had).., would have
conditional even if
conditional (expressing wish) if only
/4/| conditional if, in case
temporal when
temporal (expressing immediate and surprise) then  suddenly, and
suddenly
LS| comparison (similarity) as, like
causal (meaning kai) S0 as, so that
comparison (hypothetical) as if
causal because, as, for
/| conditional unless
Lalé/ Lof| conditional (meaning mahmaa) as for
| temporal until, till
causal (purpose) so that
causal (reason) S0
¥4/ conditional (hypothetical) if it were not ..,
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Arabic conjunction | Function English Equivalent

Log!| similar to lawlaa

Table (3.5): Arabic Subordinating Conjunctions

E. Lexical Cohesion:

Unlike the previously mentioned cohesive devices, lexical cohesion is not a grammatical
cohesive device, but rather “its cohesive effect is achieved by the selection of vocabulary”
(Halliday and Hasan, 1976, p. 274). This cohesive device is discussed in the original model
under two main categories: reiteration and collocation. In the first, the cohesive function is
created by reiterating a lexical item in one of the following ways: repetition, use of a
general word, synonymy, near synonymy, or use of a subordinate word. Contrastingly, in
collocation, creating a lexical cohesion is achieved through associating lexical items that
have the tendency to co-occur together. Beaugrande and Dressler (1981) also draw upon
other instances of lexical relations that create a cohesive tie between words, such as:
antonymy, hyponymy (superordinate vs. subordinate concepts), meronymy (parts Vvs.
whole), and lexical chains (which are related to one person or concept). They believe that

all these lexical relationships make the parts of a text cohesively connected.

In Arabic, lexical cohesion is mainly discussed in terms of repetition. Unlike other cohesive
devices in Arabic, it has been widely discussed by many researchers. However, there is a
varying degree of interest between traditional and modern grammarians when it comes to
discussing lexical cohesion in Arabic. Repetition was discussed by traditional grammarians
and linguists only as a means of aesthetic devices, i.e., to add poetic flavour to discourse.
Traditional grammarians, for instance, discuss two types of repetition in Arabic: a
repetition of the same lexical item and a relevant repetition. In the first case, repetition of
the same lexical item may be used for emphasis or intensification. The second type, on the
other hand, signifies the repetition of different lexical items which are all semantically
associated. Conversely, modern researchers study repetition as a lexical cohesion device in
relation to another cohesive device, i.e., parallelism. For instance, Al-Jubouri (1983)
examines the role of repetition in Arabic argumentative discourse, identifying three levels

of repetition: morphological, word, and sentence level. At the morphological level, Al-
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Jubouri (1983) asserts that Arabic, being a Semitic language, is characterised by its root
system (Ls2a) and patterns of the derived form (0)s¥). Consequently, repetition at this
level can be in the form of a root repetition or pattern repetition. Repetition at the word
level entails either repeating the word itself or the word strings. Beeston (1970, p.113)
claims that “if the thought demands the repetition of a concept, Arabic will usually try to

avoid repetition of the word by using some synonyms”.

This illustrates that, unlike with the English language, if a repetition is deemed necessary
for an Arabic writer, it is usually done through the means of repeating the same word rather
than by using synonyms. The second means of repetition at word level concerns word
strings, which refers to the use of two or more different lexical items strung together to
form a group that roughly shares the same meaning. This can be exemplified by (<~
<le lay) ‘wars and conflicts’. For the interest of this study, it should be explained that
Beeston (1970) believes that the effect of using word strings is mainly rhetorical in
discourse. If word strings are to be reiterated through an argument, this would create an
immediate emotional impact on the receivers of the discourse. The third and last level of
repetition in Arabic, according to Al-Jubouri (1983), occurs at the sentence level.
Repetition is manifested at this level via two processes: parallelism and paraphrasing.
Generally, parallelism is the repetition of form, whereas paraphrasing is the repetition of
ideas. These concepts are relevant to the current research, and therefore discussed here
under separate sections.

What is worth highlighting before discussing these two cohesive devices in detail, is that
lexical cohesion can also be created in Arabic by means of assembling a lexical item and its
antonym within discourse. The relationship between these two items conveys a cohesive
sense, in turn contributing to the coherence of the discourse as a whole, such as with, (23
aebll vie o dlE 5 e 3l e 5 iS) (Al-Sijilmasi, 1980, p.370). Semantically, this translates into
‘you are many at the difficult times and few at the times of ease’. In this example, the pairs
of lexical items in the first sentence, (¢4 0s,-S8) ‘many and hard’, create a cohesive

relation with their antonyms in the second sentence ( usi&¥/ a<kll) ‘few and ease’.
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F. Parallelism:

Parallelism is both a rhetorical and a textual device (Al-Jubouri, 1983). Cohesion is
concerned with connecting parts of the text so as to create a textual semantic unity, and
despite the fact that parallelism is also able to create this kind of unity (as discussed by
Holes, 1995 and Beeston, 1970), it is not considered in Beaugrande and Dressler’s (1981)
cohesive devices classification. Al-Jubouri identifies two types of parallelism: complete
and incomplete parallelism. Complete parallelism occurs when “there is total, or almost
total, coincidence between parallel forms”, whereas incomplete parallelism occurs when
“there is a partial coincidence between parallelistic forms” (Al-Jubouri, 1983, p.107). Both

structures, according to him, make an argument more persuasive and cohesive.
G. Paraphrasing:

Attempting to differentiate between parallelism and paraphrasing, Al-Jubouri (1983, p.110)
notes that while parallelism is a repetition of form, “paraphras[ing] refers to a repetition of
substance. It involves a restatement of a certain point or argument a number of times”. He
affirms that in Arabic, this type of repetition reflects the tendency of some writers or
speakers to force some assertion. He also differentiates between two types of paraphrasing.
In the first type, which he terms “paraphrase type one”, is described as “an action or event
which is described a number of times from one perspective. It is similar to a rephrasing of a
statement”. Paraphrase type two, on the other hand, is “an action or event which is
described from two opposite perspective”. As previously mentioned, although English also
regards the process of paraphrasing as a means of creating cohesive relations in the text, it
is not included in Beaugrande and Dressler’s (1976) model.

5.2 Coherence:

Moving from cohesion to the second standard of textuality, Beaugrande and Dressler
(1981) define coherence as the standard that is concerned with how the elements underlying
the surface structure, i.e., concepts and relations, are mutually accessible and relevant. In
other words, it addresses the point of how a text makes sense to an audience. They
differentiate between concepts and relations by explaining that a concept is a knowledge

element that can be recovered or activated with unity and consistency in the mind, whereas
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a relation is what links a concept with one or more concepts in the same text. In that
context, Beaugrande and Dressler discuss many important issues in a procedural model that
enables us to make sense of texts. These issues include activation, strength of linkage,
decomposition, spreading activation, episodic vs. semantic memory, economy, global
patterns (frames, schemas, plans, and scripts), inheritance, and control centres (which are
explored in terms of primary and secondary concepts) (Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981,
pp.86-110). For the interest of the present study, coherence, as discussed by Beaugrande
and Dressler, does not encompass the full scope of this textual aspect, as it does not
contribute much to the exploration of the logical and semantic relatedness between the
text’s elements which, in turn, help the reader to make sense of it. To achieve the aim of
encompassing all scope of the textual aspects of coherence, use has been made of different

approaches to the study of coherence, as will be explained below.

After reviewing the literature on this particular aspect of textuality, it can be asserted that
“coherence is a more difficult matter than cohesion” (Dickins, Hervey, and Higgins, 2002,
p.128). This is attributed to the fact that “it is not explicitly marked in a text”. It has been
defined in various ways across the literature, depending on the aspects of coherence
considered. Most researchers, however, agree that coherence is mainly concerned with the
continuity of sense in a text, which makes a sequence of sentences a coherent unit rather
than a chaotic assemblage. When a coherent text is read, its different elements should
successfully unite into one overall mental representation. This representation is an
organization which, fundamentally, is a reflection of how the content comes together and is
stored in the mind (Beaugrande, 1980; Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981; Belhajj, 1997;
Dooley and Levinsohn, 2000). Another point that has been stressed by many researchers
regarding coherence is that this standard is not an inherited property of texts, but is rather
assigned to it by its readers when they attempt to interpret it (Goller, 2001) and ( Niska,
1999).

To determine whether a text is coherent or not, scholars have suggested different criteria
against which a text ought to be judged. The criteria serve as tools that help readers
interpret any text in which they are present. Generally, these can be classified into two main

categories: extralinguistic and textual criteria. The extralinguistic criteria reflect the
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following features: the situational context and historical facts, shared knowledge between
the text producer and receiver which includes cultural and pragmatic aspects, knowledge of
the world, and the intention of the text producer (Dooley and Levinsohn, 2000). The textual
criteria, on the other hand, include the following: cohesion (Dooley and Levinsohn, 2000;
Niska, 1999), the syntactic, semantic and pragmatic connectedness of a series of sentences
(Bubmann, 1983 and Brinker, 1997 in Goller 2001), continuity, balance, completeness, and
non-contradiction (Heberle and Meurer, 1993), the logico-semantic relations (Beaugrande,
1980; Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981; Ozbot, 2001), control centres that can be explored in
terms of primary concepts and secondary concepts (Beaugrande, 1980; Beaugrande and
Dressler, 1981), the knowledge presented by the text itself (Belhajj, 1997), shared
knowledge of textual genres and their conventions between the text producer and the
receiver (Belhajj, 1997), relatedness of propositions (Beaugrande, 1980; Beaugrande and
Dressler, 1981; Belhajj, 1997; Heberle and Meurer, 1993), and the linguistic context
(Dooley and Levinsohn, 2000).

This reveals the interrelatedness between coherence and the other six standards. To verify,
coherence interrelates with cohesion and informativity in the examination of the knowledge
presented in the text, and control centres ‘primary concepts’ and ‘secondary concepts’, as
well as the examination of the syntactic, semantic and pragmatic aspects. Coherence also
interrelates with intentionality in the examination of the intention(s) of the speaker. With
contextuality, coherence interrelates with regards to the examination of the situational
context, historical facts, and linguistic context. Finally, coherence interrelates with
intertextuality in terms of examining the knowledge of the textual genres and their
conventions. Thus, due to the interrelatedness between coherence and the other six
textuality standards, the concept is not going to be examined as suggested by the original
textuality model, the study of coherence will be undertaken through the use of another
classification. To avoid the repetition involved in exploring the same aspect in more than
one standard, only the following features will be dealt with in the examination of
coherence, as they do not correlate with the other standards: (1) the logico-semantic
relations which signal the relatedness of propositions, and (2) continuity, balance,
completeness, and non-contradiction. To examine the logical relationships between clauses

and sentences that assist readers in making sense of the text, the typology offered by
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Halliday (1985: 192-251 and 303-308) was followed, as it is believed to be the most
comprehensive and precise classifications of its kind. He classifies logico-semantic
relations into three main types: elaboration, extension, and enhancement, all of which are
subsumed under expansion. The rest of interrelated elements are discussed along with the

other standards.
5.3 Intentionality:

Intentionality, according to Beaugrande and Dressler (1981), is concerned with the text
producer’s aim to generate a cohesive and coherent text which fulfils his intentions. To
analyse and determine the intentions of the text producer, the authors draw on the work of
Searle (1969), who developed the Speech Act theory and Grice’s maxims of the principle
of co-operation (1971). They also discuss three other issues with relation to intentionality:
discourse action, situation management, and situation monitoring. Discourse action is a
term used to describe when a discourse act changes a situation or the states of the
participants, such as the knowledge state or emotional state. This action is usually plan-
directed whenever the text-producer is trying to manage the situation toward his goals. This
Is called situation management. Situation monitoring, on the other hand, is simply reacting
to a situation by describing or narrating the available evidence (Beaugrande and Dressler,
1981:113-129). They also add that any producer’s intention is not simply to create a text,
but also to make a statement, be informative, provide access to knowledge, elicit

cooperation, and so on (Beaugrande and Dressler, 1994).

Following Luo Xuanmin’s strong assertion that “if the intention of the original cannot be
realized in a translation, the translation is not successful” (2003:77), this current study’s
examination of this standard is done on two levels- general and specific. The general
intention of creating the text is firstly identified, after which a deeper examination will be
carried out on deliberate linguistic choices that serve the general intention as well as
specific and implied intentions. These specific choices can be manifested in the text at
different levels, including cohesion, and informativity (represented in lexis, syntax,

rhetorical devices, and thematisation).
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5.4 Acceptability:

Acceptability is concerned with the audience’s attitude towards a text- how they receive a
text and how they perceive it as being cohesive, coherent and relevant to them. Text
receivers must accept a language configuration as a cohesive and coherent text capable of
utilisation (Neubert and Shreve, 1992:129). Acceptability does not necessarily imply that
the receiver believe the specific contents of the text (ibid:73). It does, however, require that
the receiver be able to identify and extract those contents (ibid:73). According to
Beaugrande and Dressler, this depends on factors such as text type, social or cultural
settings, and the desirability of goals (Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981, pp. 129-137).
Although they do not put forward any ways in which to measure whether the text is
acceptable to the reader or not, they suggest three criteria that could govern the translation
acceptability, these being intelligibility, naturalness of style, and appropriateness. The
functional element in this standard stems from the consideration of target readers; errors
that made the translation of a certain part in the target text unintelligible, inappropriate, or if
the style does not seem natural for the target reader, those incidents were regarded as errors
in acceptability. Therefore, in this study, the standard of acceptability undergoes the same
textual analysis, so as to assess the errors that may render the text unacceptable to the

readers.

5.5 Informativity:

This standard is concerned with the extent to which sentences in a text are expected or not
expected, known or unknown. According to Beaugrande and Dressler, (1981:139-160), less
informative texts that present information already known can be disturbing, and may result
in unfavourable reactions to the text as a whole from its audience, such as boredom or even
rejection. More informative texts, in contrast, are more demanding and interesting. One
basic notion explored by the two authors in connection to this standard is that of contextual
probability. This is explained by them in terms of three orders of informativity. First-order
informativity designates occurrences that are trivial and receive very little attention in a
text. Second-order informativity is the normal standard for textual communication, where

higher order occurrences attract readers’ attention. Third-order informativity describes
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occurrences which appear to be outside the set of probable options. Such occurrences are
comparatively infrequent and demand much attention and processing (Beaugrande and
Dressler, 1981, pp. 139-160).

In relation to the examination of informativity in this study, this standard concerns all the
elements that convey information in a text. Thus, all these elements are examined on three
levels: lexical, syntactic, and rhetorical. Firstly, within the lexical level, lexical items are
examined with regards to their semantic ranges in order to determine their specific
meanings in relation to the context in which they occur. This is done with the help of
classical as well as modern dictionaries of the Arabic language, such as Ibn Manzur (1956),
and Al-Askari (2005). Similarly, the meanings of the English words are also examined with
the assistance of three dictionaries and a thesaurus: the Longman Dictionary of
Contemporary English, The Oxford English Dictionary, Webster’s International Dictionary,
and The New Oxford Thesaurus of English. Still within the same level, lexical items’
semantic ranges are examined against Beaugrande’s (1980) typology of concepts and
relations. He classifies them into two types- primary concepts and secondary concepts. On
the syntactic and rhetorical levels, only the relevant aspects pertaining to the translator’s
translational decisions will be examined. Finally, thematisation is another textual aspect
considered when examining the standard of informativity. This is deliberately included, as
thematising certain elements usually entails emphasis and bringing certain elements into

focus. Therefore, this aspect should be accounted for when discussing informativity.
5.6 Situationality

This standard is concerned with how a text is made relevant to a situation, and subsumes all
the factors that make it so (Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981, pp. 163-179). In this regard,
Beaugrande and Dressler focus on two particular issues: situation management and
situation monitoring, as well as how they are used as strategies in discourse. As explained
when exploring the concept of intentionality, situation management is when the text-
producer attempts to manage the situation toward his goals, whereas situation monitoring

involves reacting to a situation by describing or narrating the available evidence.

Examining contexts is vital to understanding the meanings of texts and utterances. Thus, all
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varying contexts contributing to the correct interpretation of meanings must be considered.
Different contexts generate different meanings of the same text. Given its importance to the
current study’s aims, it would be neglectful not to include a definition of context. A review
of how the concept of context has been defined over time would highlight the fact that
different linguists defined the term from various different angles. Studying reference and
inference, Yule (2000, p.128) provides a general definition of context, describing it as “the
physical environment in which a word is used”. Another attempt to define context was
made by Cook (1999, p.24), in which he sees it as just a form of knowledge of the world.
This knowledge has two dimensions; in the narrow sense, knowledge refers to the
knowledge of the factors outside the text under consideration. In the broad sense, it refers to
the knowledge of these factors, as well as to the knowledge of other parts of the text under
consideration, which he refers to as co-text. Contrastingly, Widdowson (2000, p.126)
focuses his study on language meaning, defining context as “those aspects of the
circumstance of actual language use which are taken as relevant to meaning.” He further
adds that, “context is a schematic construct... the achievement of pragmatic meaning is a
matter of matching up the linguistic elements of the code with the schematic elements of
the context”. Nevertheless, regardless of the differences between these definitions, all the
studies of context share a common ground, in which context is always related to outsider

environment and factors.

Given that contexts can be classified differently, for the interest of this study, it will be
divided into three types: situational context, linguistic context, and cultural context.
Linguistic context refers to the linguistic elements surrounding a certain structure or lexical
item, i.e., the relationship between the words, phrases, sentences and even paragraphs. Song
(2010, p. 876) adds that linguistic context can be explored from three aspects: deictic, co-
text, and collocation. Deictic expressions such as now, then, here there, etc., help to
establish deictic roles in normal language behaviour. He also highlights the fact that in any
discourse, any sentence, aside for the first one, is usually understood by means of the
preceding sentence(s), not just the phrases that specifically refer to the preceding text.
Situational context, on the other hand, refers to the extralinguistic information in which the
text is created, i.e., the environment, time, place in which the discourse occurs, as well as

the relationship between participants relevant to it. This context is traditionally approached
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through the concept of register, which in turn examines it from three basic elements: field,
tenor, and mode. Field of discourse refers to the ongoing activity; it can also be said that the
field is the linguistic reflection of the purposive role of the language user in the situation in
which a text has occurred. Tenor refers to the kind of social relationship enacted in or by
the discourse. Thus, the notion of tenor highlights the way in which linguistic choices are
affected not just by the topic or subject of communication, but also by the kind of social
relationship within which communication is taking place. On the other hand, mode is the
linguistic reflection of the relationship the language user has as a medium of transmission,
whether it entails immediate contact or allows for deferred contact between participants
(Song, 2010, p. 876). Lastly, cultural context simply refers to the culture, customs and

background in which the speakers participate.

The standard of situationality is concerned with the location of a text in a discrete
sociocultural context in a real time and place (Neubert and Shreve, 1992: 85). Hatim and
Mason (1997:20) believe that in pursuing the intended goals, translators (as a special
category of text receivers and producers) seek to relay to a target reader what has already
been communicated by a text producer and presented with varying degrees of explicitness
in the text. Therefore, it is essential for the evaluation of the situationality of a text to know
where it happened and what its function was in the situation. The functional element in this
standard stems from the consideration that the situationality of the translation may not be
similar to that of the source text, and therefore the general strategy of the translator should
aim to adjust the text to its new situation (Neubert and Shreve, 1992: 85). Adjustments may
involve a variety of translation procedures, including explicitation, compression, recasting,
and textual re-arrangements. The modifications are motivated by the need to preserve the
intentionality and functionality of the text in its new situation (ibid: 87).

To sum up, the importance of the context of situation lies in the fact that context plays a
crucial role in affecting some of the text producer’s linguistic choices. Conversely, for a
text receiver, the meaning of a word is determined by the surrounding context. As context
in Beaugrande and Dressler’s model is restricted to the situational context, and in order to
comprehensively assess the quality of the Arab Spring presidential speeches’ translations, a

more comprehensive treatment of this standard is needed, where all other contexts
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potentially affecting the source texts’ interpretation are encompassed. Consequently, the
other important contexts are also acknowledged in the exploration of this standard,
including situational context, linguistic context, and cultural context. Examining all
contexts is deemed necessary in this study as it helps to eliminate any kind of ambiguity, be
it lexical or structural. Whereas lexical ambiguity is mostly caused by homonymy and
polysemy, structural ambiguity arises from the grammatical analysis of a sentence or
phrase. Examining all context also helps in identifying the conversational implicature. This
term is usually used to account for what a speaker can imply, suggest, or mean, as distinct
from what the speaker is literally saying, and is implied in the conversational meaning of
words together with the contexts (Song, 2010). Finally, contexts can help in identifying
referents which are usually used to replace some nouns so as to avoid repetition (Song,
2010).

5.7 Intertextuality:

This standard is concerned with the relationship between a particular text and other texts of
a similar nature. Discussing intertextuality involves two issues: text types and text allusion.
Text allusion is concerned with reference of any kind, in one text to other texts. Although
text allusion signifies using or referring to well-known texts, it does not mean that reference
can only be made to well-known texts; on the contrary, it can be made to any text.
However, reference is usually made to well-known texts because they are more accessible
to the receivers. Textual allusion has also been discussed by Arab linguists and rhetoricians.
Al-Askari (2005: 36), for instance, states that a poet’s quoting of half of or a whole line
from another poet’s poetry is termed (us=il) “inclusion’. Every text allusion is made for a
purpose as speakers, especially in the case of political discourse, rely on their eloquence
skills to attract the receivers' attention. Regarding text type, Beaugrande and Dressler
(1981: 182-205) establish a typology of texts on the basis of some traditional types, which
are defined along functional lines. They identify the following types: descriptive texts,
narrative texts, argumentative texts, literary texts, poetic texts, scientific texts, and didactic

texts. In Beaugrande (1980), an eighth text type is included- conversational texts.

As for the corpus of this study, according to the typology proposed by Reiss (2000),
presidential speeches genre falls within the persuasive text type, regarding its main function
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as appellative, given its aim to attract receivers to government policies and speeches. In
terms of the mode of discourse, presidential speeches belong to the audio-medial text type
(the content-focused type). The standard of intertextuality, which is concerned with the
relationship between a particular text and other texts of a similar nature, is examined from
two angles, these being text allusion and text type. As far as this study is concerned, text
allusion is examined when a certain presidential speech features any reference to any
another speech; and whether this reference is made by using similar wordings or similar
ideas. Examination of reference aims at understanding the meanings that it can add to the

textual meaning.

The standard of intertextuality is concerned with the way in which the production and
reception of a given text depends upon the participants’ knowledge of other texts
(Beaugrande and Dressler 1992: 182). Therefore, it is likely that the impression that a
translation ‘sounds wrong’ comes from violations of a reader’s textual expectations. The
functional element in this standard stems from the consideration that target readers have in
mind a set of tacit expectations about what the text should be like. This set of expectations
is a product of intertextuality (Neubert and Shreve, 1992:117). Intertextuality is a function
of a configuration of grammatical and lexical properties. It is a global pattern which the
reader compares to pre-existing cognitive templates abstracted from experience. If the
translator wants to create a translation that appears natural, then he or she should create a
text whose linguistic surface evokes a similar recognition. For this reason, and according to
the adopted model, shifts that do not aim at reflecting the intertextuality of the target

culture’s natural texts (ibid: 117) are considered errors.

At the end of this chapter, it is important to reiterate that the amendments suggested for
some of the seven standards are only proposed as means to complement the original model,
and in turn create a comprehensive translation quality assessment model for the assessment
of Arabic-English translations. The standards that revealed no restrictions, when they were
applied to the corpus of this study as they were explicated by the original authors, were

used without any amendments. After discussing the adapted model of error analysis, the
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next two chapters will present its applicability as a translation quality assessment model for
some the Arab Spring presidential speeches.
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Chapter 4
Application of the Adapted Model of Error Analysis

In this chapter, the translations of the selected presidential speeches are textually analysed
and assessed according to the adapted model of error analysis, which is derived from the
theory of textuality (1981). The model differentiates between seven potential areas of errors
according to the seven standards of textuality: (1) cohesion, (2) coherence, (3)
informativity, (4) intentionality, (5) acceptability, (6) situationality, (6), and (7)
intertextuality. The chapter begins with providing a brief overview of the situational
context during which these speeches were delivered in order to identify why certain
translation choices were classified as errors against this specific context. The errors
detected in each speech are then analysed and discussed against each of the above-

mentioned seven standards.

1. The Context of Situation of the Selected Arab Spring Presidential Speeches

In 2011, thousands of anti-government protesters clashed in different Arab countries
demanding that their leaders, at the time, step down from presidency. As explained in
Chapter 1, the main drivers of this unrest have been poverty, rising prices, social exclusion,
anger over corruption, personal enrichment among the political elite, and a demographic
bulge of young people unable to find work (Asser, 2011). During this revolution, leaders of
the afflicted countries delivered several speeches in an attempt to influence the people to
stop the demonstrations and restore order. The significance of those speeches is that they
were exceptional, as they reflected the criticality of the situation so as to keep up with the
unprecedented circumstances at the time. The translations of those presidential speeches,
especially into English, were also important as they attracted the attention of the
international community, which was keen to stay abreast of the events in the Arab world.
As such, and due to their political weight at the time, their quality is being assessed, in this
study, as translation errors can cause unintended consequences and negatively affect the
world’s understanding of this important junction in the modern Arab history. As far as the

corpus of this study is concerned, four presidential speeches abide by the main selection
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criterion adopted in this study, this being they are translated fully in reliable English news
agencies. The specific context of situation of the selected speeches, four of the Egyptian

and Libyan presidential speeches, is reviewed in the following sections.
A. The Egyptian Presidential Speeches!

Hosni Mubarak was the Egyptian president from 1981 to 2011. His rule lasted for
approximately three decades, and ended when he stepped down and handed power over to
the Supreme Council of the Armed Forces (SCAF) in Egypt. During the unprecedented
2011 Egyptian political crisis historically marked out as the 25-January Egyptian
revolution, the Egyptian president at the time, delivered three speeches. The significance of
those speeches can be ascribed to the fact that it acted as a cornerstone for the politically
historic moment of Mubarak’s step down as president of Egypt. The speeches represent
Mubarak’s last attempts to dissuade the revolutionary Egyptian masses from their populist
anger at the then-ruling National Democratic Party (NDP), which was headed by Mubarak
himself. Interestingly, the political impact that his speeches had on the Egyptian
demonstrators, was so negative that on the day following the last speech, the ex-chief of the
Egyptian General Intelligence Service Omar Suleiman, announced Mubarak’s resignation
from power. As such, the present chapter provides a textual analysis and assessment of two
of Mubarak’s three speeches that abide by the selection criteria adopted in this study- the

Guardian and CNN published translations respectively.
B. The Libyan Presidential Speeches

Inspired by the Egyptian revolution, the Libyan revolution took place soon after the
Egyptian ex-president Hosni Mubarak stepped down, at the start of 2011. While the
demonstrations against the regime in Egypt brought forward a quick transfer of power, in
Libya, an uprising against the four-decade rule of Muammar Al-Qaddafi led to a civil war
and an international military intervention. The Libyan revolution began in February 2011
with a series of peaceful protests, but later these protests turned into a full-scale civil war
between those loyal to Gaddafi’s government and the anti-Gaddafi forces. This civil war

eventually led to the NATO military intervention, authorised by the United Nations

! The full published original speeches and their translations are attached in Appendix (1).
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Security Council Resolution, and ended in October of the same year. During this
revolution, Gaddafi delivered several speeches, however, most of them were not fully
translated in credible English newspapers and agencies. In fact, only two abided by the
selection criteria adopted in this study, one is published in the BBC news agency and the
other is in the CNN.

The following sections provide a textual analysis and assessment of the errors detected in
the four above-mentioned translations according to the suggested model of error analysis,
derived from Beaugrande and Dressler’s theory of textuality as specified in the previous

chapter.
2. Analysis of the First Speech’s Errors

Example No. (1)%:

Original sentence |4 siwd Aial JS05 Jga (A28 il gl Hlealllaa of 83 gllaall cBbaaill A )y 55

Ay a5 et (e Apaili La g il

CNN Translation (53) This nation has already agreed that a committee will be held to study the
different constitutional elements and all the requirements that would make
those constitutional elements

The context in the original sentence refers to a specific committee that the ‘national
dialogue’, has agreed to hold. This committee is the ‘constitutional committee’ which is
written as (4 sty 43al) in the Arabic sentence. The use of the indefinite article ‘a’ before
the noun ‘committee’ in the English translation signifies that this noun is unknown.
Generally speaking, nouns can be unknown by being either non-specific or new
information. This particular noun is specific in the original sentence, as reference was made
to one particular committee, i.e., ‘the constitutional committee’. Nonetheless, this
specification is not maintained in the translation due to the omission of the word (& siw),

which means ‘constitutional’, and the use of the indefinite article ‘a’ instead.

2 Throughout the analysis of examples, when the phrase ‘in Arabic it means’ is used, it refers to the
researcher’s own interpretation not a word-for-word translation.
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Type of Error

Description

Cohesion: Lexical
Specification

cohesion: | Omitting the adjective ‘constitutional’ in the translation violates the
explicit specification mentioned in the original text, and makes the
sentence less informative than it is in the source text. This, in turn,
affects the transfer of the intended meaning.

Example No. (2):

Original sentence

Jidll i e ¢y lil) o R el Al stndll 5 ALl s o

CNN Translation

(29) and at the same time adhere to the decision of shouldering the responsibility
in defending the constitution and the national interest of the people until the
transfer of power and the transfer of responsibility, which is going to be to the one
that the people will choose as their leader.

In this example, the original sentence provides very important information as to when the

next elections were expected to take place, i.e., in September. The incompleteness of the

translation provided, where there is no mention of when the elections are going to happen,

resulted in shielding important contextual information. This generally impacts the

completeness of the discourse, which in turn affects the level of the translation’s

informativity com

pared to that of the original text.

Type of Error

Description

Coherence: Completeness By shielding important information that is mentioned in the original

text, the completeness of the translation is negatively affected, as is
the coherence and informativity.

Example No. (3):

Original sentence

il g il el Usdla | oda gl 138 Jal (e e 1L s e I 28U b e i
el By palaY) B8 Lebl s Letilal bl ia R Al AL Caagl) (oo
olgiiago ) sling pandl Ayl | caal My 5l (BN ) 3050 Jady dhi g Cladll s Ll (0 )l
A8 ety a0 i ) n L Al el 0 g s e el ol B e S L it
A SN 55 5al Hsdge Ll lal peme il Jais | ellad okl e ddgdmd oy oSl 2Dl
Sy i s g
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Translation (123) Once again, | say that | have lived for the sake of this country. | have
shouldered the responsibility with honesty, and Egypt is going to live above all
until 1 deliver and transfer the responsibility. Egypt will continue to be in my
heart until I die and Egypt's people will always be living with pride, with dignity,
to the end. God bless Egypt. God bless Egypt, a country of security and stability.
God bless the Egyptians, with wise decisions for the sake of their nation.

As far as Arabic is concerned, paraphrasing is one of the techniques that is used to create a
lexical cohesion in a text. It refers to the “repetition of substance. It involves a restatement
of a certain point or argument a number of times” (Al-Jubouri, 1983, p.110). This type of
repetition reflects certain writers’ or speakers’ tendency to convey assertion. In this
example, at the end of his last speech Mubarak asserts certain points by repeating ideas.
This sense of assertion is partially lost in the translation, as all the underlined phrases in the
original sentences were left without repetition or paraphrasing in the translation. The
underlined sentences, (4ly gl o, conl My dd fiudlls, slgtiiag oyl sidia s aall Al (2l
Gladl 5 Lisall) “Egypt is the goal and the ultimate wish. It is our responsibility and duty. It is
the beginning of our lives and its end. It is the land that will witness our lives and deaths’,
(Ll oy yms 4 Jaés) “may Allah protect Egypt and keep it safe and secure’ and ( oSde 23udl
435S g4l des y5) ‘may peace and mercy of Allah be upon you’ are all deleted in the
translation. The deleted sentences were essentially paraphrased items of certain repeated
ideas that were mentioned throughout the text as a means of assertion. Therefore, deleting
the intentionally repeated parts in the translation negates the assertion and the rhetorical

effect that was intended through the use of such a cohesive device.

Type of Error Description

Cohesion: Deleting parts of the text distorts the transfer of the intended effects and

meaning of the use of paraphrasing as an emphasising cohesive device.
Paraphrasing

Example No. (4):

Original sentence LY e B e lsall 1 il il el Gkl Al e Uialadl
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AV ez Al

CNN Translation (48) And this national dialogue can result in a near sense of consensus that is
going to put our feet on a way out of this crisis

In the original sentence, the main verb (i) meaning ‘led to, resulted in’, is used in its past
tense to explain that the national dialogue resulted in a tentative consensus. In the
translation, however, the verb that was chosen to convey the past tense was preceded by
‘can’. The word ‘can’ is one of the most commonly used modal verbs in English. It can be
employed to express ability or opportunity, to request or offer permission, and to show
possibility or impossibility. However, it is never used to indicate past actions. Using ‘can’
in the translation here indicates possibility, which affects the informativity of the sentence
in which Mubarak is referring to a dialogue that had already taken place, revealing some of
the resultant agreed upon results in the rest of his speech. By using ‘can’ in the translation,
the information that the speaker seeks to convey is completely changed with the expression
of possibility, as if Mubarak is talking about something that may take place and possibly

result in consensus.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Syntax A wrong tense choice affects the time frame of the context and consequently,
the meaning as a whole.

Example No. (5):

Original sentence | Adalull _abud) JUasdl agle Wdta | jUa) < gll ld A = phay g (558 4818 (pn Jsia Jlsa A (e
eeinal) | AN Baall (e )8 ol

CNN Translation (38) And at the same time put a framework for a peaceful transition of power
through respectful dialogue between the different political parties of Egypt and
with a sense of honesty and transparency.
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In this example, Mubarak uses the phrase («zle Liis), which means ‘agreed upon’, to assert
that the proposed framework of action to guarantee a peaceful transition of power will
actually be borne from the consensus of all the participant members in the national
dialogue. This phrase is ideologically motivated, as he is asserting that the proposed
framework of action will not be constructed by himself only, but will be agreed upon by all
participant members. Therefore, omitting this phrase in the translation removes the sense of
agreement that Mubarak was trying to convey as a way to extract sympathy from the

Egyptian people.

Type of Error Description

Coherence: Completeness Deleting some ST units adversely affects the complete transfer of
the intended meaning.

Example No. (6):

Original sentence -l OS Cunll g ) O 2 el (S0 Al Cle DY i () - Il 4l 15 allay e Sl
CNN Translation (22) But the embarrassment would only lie in the fact - and | would never permit

- is that | would listen to any sort of intervention that would come from outside,
from the outside world

In the original sentence of this example, Mubarak refuses to accept the accusation of
listening to foreign dictations looking to interfere in Egyptian internal affairs, asserting that
not only is this something he has never done in the past, it is not something which he would
allow to happen in the future. The particles (~) and (cJ) are used in Arabic to express
sentential negation. The particle (~) expresses a negation in the past whereas (c) expresses
a negation in the future (Alsharif and Sadler, 2009. p.2). In the translation however, both
particles were treated to express a future negation only. This resulted in a partial transfer of
the intended meaning only, as the negation with regards to not listening to foreign

instructions in the future was conveyed in ‘I would never permit’. Not rendering the past
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negation causes a loss of the affirmation that Mubarak conveyed in the original text to
assert that he had never listened to foreign intervention in the first instance.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Syntax Not recognising the functions of the Arabic negation particle in
this example results in losing part of the intended meaning.

Example No. (7):

Original sentence | .. aialls Lalie pelal ¢y a¥1 S s () ol 131 Ll oY 50 @3l J il s Siaa e (ol aasl
PS8 el LS !

CNN Translation | (10) And families of those victims, that | really felt the pain, | felt that | was in
your boots, and my heart really felt for what really happened.

There are two errors within the translation of this example. First, the main verb of the
original sentence (Js3l), which means ‘I say or I tell’, is not rendered in the translation.
Thus, due to the omission of the main verb, the translated sentence is grammatically
incorrect and unintelligible. The second error lies in the omission of the adjective assigned
to the word ‘victims’ in the original sentence. To extract some support from his audience,
Mubarak confirms his compassion with the lost victims by describing them as (sL::¥))
meaning ‘innocent’. Such use of adjectives is purposely employed in political discourse,
and is regarded as one of the main tools for propaganda and persuasion (Nevezhkina,
2008). However, deleting the adjective ‘innocent’ in the translation of this example
decreases the level of emotion and sympathy Mubarak is seeking to reflect through the use

of such adjectives.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Syntax The deletion of the main verb in the translation results in
incorrect grammatical structure and the translation not
rendering the intended meaning.

Coherence: Completeness Deleting the adjective results in losing part of the intended
meaning.
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Example No. (8):

Original sentence i 8ol ) 5 ol Lgta i ) slati g peae o i) ale Alef ) e Lgaladl e (i
LBl S gl pada) s aar L uas (pialall Ailad y (pailSH AS 3 i

CNN Translation (208) I know quite well that Egypt, while fighting should try to go out of this
juncture, but at the same time the determination of the people is going to help
Egypt across this juncture through the perseverance, the honesty of its people,
and is going to be above all.

The error in this example lies in the translation of the main verb in the original sentence.
This verb, (Uss¥) meaning ‘overcome’, is accompanied in the original sentence by (<)
‘will’. This Arabic particle is used with verbs to indicate the future tense. The context of
the situation in this example sees Mubarak firmly asserting his confidence that Egypt will
overcome the critical situation it had found itself in at the time. The future reference is
expressed in the sentence by the use of (c4) ‘will not’, which is a future negation particle,
and the use of (u+) ‘will’, also another future indicator particle in Arabic that is used with
verbs. Mubarak purposely used this structure as a strategy to assure people that if they
allow him to finish his term and stop the demonstration, Egypt will overcome this
precarious situation. However, this affirmation is not properly conveyed in the translation,
since the whole future declarative sentence structure is changed into an imperative structure

with the use of ‘should’.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Syntax Changing the declarative structure in this example into an
imperative one affects the certainty that Mubarak sought to
convey. This resulted in changing the intended meaning.

Example No. (9):

Original sentence ol s bl ol atendl (31 andll s el

CNN Translation (33) This is the offer that | undertook before Allah almighty and the people
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In the original sentence, the word (~~2l) ‘oath’ refers to the constitutional oath that Mubarak
vowed as a president of Egypt, to respect the constitution and the law, to fully safeguard the
interests of the people, and to protect the independence of the nation and its territorial
integrity. Translating the word (~&!l) as ‘offer’ disregards this contextual background as
well as the meaning of the ST word, as the commitment expected from an oath made to
‘Allah’ is not at all compatible with the commitment required from an offer. Moreover, the
meanings and connotations of the word ‘offer’ differ from that of the word ‘oath’. Thus,
translating the word (~~a!') as ‘offer’ violates the denotative and connotative meaning of the
original word, seeing as it was purposefully chosen by Mubarak to communicate that his
intention to finish the remainder of his term is only part of the commitment he owes to this

country and that it is not a personal desire.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Lexis The incorrect choice of lexis in this example, namely translating the word
(=) ‘oath’ as ‘offer’, results in changing the intended meaning.

Example No. (10):

Original sentence | & seeadl pad N Al sl Giladlall ey allay o gall Cocadingd ) giuall e (189) saladl 35
Ay i 3 s s e siadll (e 179 53lal) 1)) (e D 189593 5885775 76 3 sall o2

CNN Translation | (67) and in accordance to my legislative and constitutional powers, according to
Article 189 of the Egyptian Constitution, | have already presented the demand of
six articles of the Egyptian Constitution 76, 77, 88, 93, and 198 this in addition to
abolishing Article 179

The two key words in the original sentence that represent Mubarak’s actions are (J:x=3) and
(s&))) which respectively signify ‘amend’ and ‘abolish’. The first action, (J:2=3) ‘amend’,
refers to the changes that were deemed necessary, according to the demands of the people,
to the specified articles of the Egyptian Constitution. Also following the people’s demands,
the second action concerns the ‘abolishing’ of Article 179, which refers to the application
of the emergency law in the country. Though these two pieces of information are important,

the first piece was not correctly rendered in the translation. In the example, the omission of
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the main verb in the translation, i.e., (J»x=3) ‘amend’ is omitted, leaving the sentence

unintelligible, as the change that was made to the specified articles is left unclear.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Lexis The omission of the verb ‘amend’ hinders the intelligibility of the whole
sentence, and affects the successful transfer of the intended meaning.

Example No. (11):

Original sentence Oaiall) WS g b of e Caa ja sl oyl ) GG Led 3 sediall 4 yoaall ciluad il (4
bl Jla ) 5 (g simall O Al elgd (1a

CNN Translation (56) | was very keen that those two committees of people who are known among
Egyptians as honest brokers, the constitutional leaders of Egypt and members of
the judiciary.

There are two errors in the translation of this sentence. The first error is in the omission of
the sentence’s main verb, (JS-i L), which means ‘formed of’. Due to the unjustified
deletion of the main verb, the translated sentence is grammatically incorrect and
unintelligible. The second error is in the choice of words for some lexical items in the
original sentence. The phrase (223 5 JMELLYL L 3 sediall 4y jaall Cluadlll oa), which literally
means ‘of Egyptian personalities who are known of their independence and impartialities’,
was translated as ‘of people who are known among Egyptians as honest brokers’. However,
the intended meaning is different, and choosing the word ‘brokers’ violates the intended

meaning of the original sentence.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Syntax Deleting the main verb in the translated sentence renders it
unintelligible and grammatically incorrect. Any mistranslation
that affects the intelligibility affects the intended meaning as
well.
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Informativity: Lexis The difference between the denotative meaning of the original
phrase and the word ‘brokers’ hinders the transfer of intended
meaning.

Example No. (12):

Original sentence | Olaer rae cilodl o gall Jinsyaa gl Lillds yme il cl-’\ai{\.. Osiblsadl 33 (1)
L@g'a‘)\ tL&.\\ qu—_’ ‘):\‘);ﬂ\

o Jst) o Jaadl Jaas ¥ eyl cailef asl | o silal sl 85491 | juae bl WY1 (2)
ALl Tl )l LT a5 pe

Al | () agany (g el G A8 Balaia) & YV DI ) Lo i) sall 353Y) (3)
@JJ\MJUJLAES\

CNN Translation | (1) Dear citizens, today | am directing my speech to the youth of Egypt, those
who are in there in Tahrir Square and the vast areas of the country

(2) Dear citizens, | had already announced before that | am not going to run in
the upcoming presidential elections

(3) Dear citizens, the priority right now is regaining the sense of confidence in
Egyptians and a sense of trust in our economy, our reputation

In this text, Mubarak names the addressees three times. His speech begins by addressing
three groups of people: (0 skl sall 3 52Y1), meaning 'Dear citizens’, (e wlus ¢Lu¥1) which
means ‘the youth of Egypt’, and (Lbwoad) Ol yae 0ol signifying ‘the youth of Egypt at
the ‘Liberation Square’. This is a purposeful strategy employed to differentiate between
three groups: the citizens in general, the younger generation of Egyptians, and lastly, those
who are demonstrating at ‘Liberation Square’. Although these groups can be included
under one, they were purposefully separated into categories as a strategy to distinguish
between those who are demonstrating and those who are not. Throughout his speech,
Mubarak develops this division between the demonstrators and the other citizens. This act
of division is ideologically loaded so as to link a certain context to a certain group.
Whenever the context and the pretext serve the purpose of highlighting the division
between those demonstrating and those not doing so, the division of addressees is made

clear. When the context implied that those who look to continue the protests and listen to
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foreign dictation do not care about the interests of Egypt, Mubarak addressed his audience
With (Jeae Cld ¢lY) “‘the youth of Egypt’. However, when the context of the speech was to
play on the notions of patriotism and solidarity, Mubarak addressed the citizens in general
with ‘dear citizens’. Mubarak aimed to make a division between the citizens and the
demonstrators from the very beginning of the speech not only to implicitly discard the
demonstrators, but to assign negative qualities to them with the hope that the other citizens
would stop supporting them and become skeptical about their intentions. This assumption is
further supported by his claim that the demonstrations are going to damage the economy,
and that the demonstrators will be the first affected by this damage. Therefore, by naming
every addressee, Mubarak’s strategy to distinguish between the demonstrators and other
citizens was implicitly established throughout the text. In the translation however, the
variations of addressees were all subsumed under one group, ‘citizens’, which disregards

all the distinctions that were purposefully employed throughout the speech.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Lexis Not appreciating the existing variations in naming the addressees in this
speech results in not recognising the intended division established throughout
the text, and therefore losing part of the intended meaning.

Example No. (13):

Original sentence Ay BuA L baes C paddl o) Y

CNN Translation (90) All of the Egyptian people now are all in one boat, in one corner

This example illustrates a metaphoric expression in the word (3x3), which means ‘trench’.
This metaphor is politically loaded, as it is war-related and sends many cognitive and
emotional messages that alludes to the existence of enemies. War-related metaphors are
generally used in political speeches to deepen the positive presentation of supporters and
the negative presentation of opponents (Charteris-Black, 2011, p.32). Throughout the

speech, Mubarak is implicitly presenting himself in a positive light, while conveying a bad
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representation of the demonstrators. In numerous sections of the text, he implies that the
demonstrators not only listen to foreign dictations, but that they do not care about the
interests of their country. This metaphoric expression is only one of the ways in which
Mubarak promotes the establishment of this division. By using the term (3x3) ‘trench’, the
notion of enemy is implicitly created in the audience’s minds. It can be assumed from a
thorough reading of the text that the actions of listening and responding to foreign
interference were indirectly linked to the act of demonstrations as a way of implying that
demonstrators are the country’s enemies. Framing the opponent as an enemy by using
metaphors from the domain of war is a strategy used by politicians such as Thatcher, to
negatively represent their opponent (Charteris-Black, 2011, p.33). In this case, such
metaphors are purposefully employed to evoke the notion of in-group and out-group
division that was built up throughout the speech. By implying that the demonstrators are
enemies, Mubarak denies their good intention and credibility. This metaphoric expression
was rendered in the translation as ‘boat’, which does not transfer all the connotative
meanings associated with the original metaphor. In fact, by using the word ‘boat’,
Mubarak’s intention to suppress the revolution by presenting demonstrators as enemies is

fully distorted.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Rhetorical Devices Not considering all the intended connotative effects from using this
particular metaphor results in conveying only part of the meaning,
which is ‘sharing the same destiny’, and losing all the other
intended meanings and effects.

Example No. (14):

Original Sentence | .. 4w, i 3¥) (o z s Al saama iy ) Can jla 231 (V)

Agpmnall B Y1 53 (0 gl 5 AN B s Lo sl ol s 5 (Y)

CNN Translation | (35) (1) and I would already put out a perspective for coming out of this crisis

(41) (2) | have put all those perspectives on the table and out of a sense of
commitment of carrying the nation out of this critical juncture
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Arabic demonstratives express gender distinctions, whereas in English, ‘this’ and ‘that’ are
used to refer to both genders. Moreover, although Arabic differentiates between singular,
dual, and plural demonstrative pronouns, English differentiates between singular and plural
demonstratives only. The translator in this example created a lexical cohesion by repeating
a word previously mentioned in the text. However, the error in reference results from
another aspect. By using the demonstrative ‘those’, reference was correctly made to a
previously mentioned entity in the text, this being the word ‘perspective’, as an equivalent
to the word (423.). The error here lies in the use of the demonstrative device itself. The
word (423)), ‘perspective, vision’, in Arabic refers to a feminine singular entity. Therefore,
the corresponding demonstrative in Arabic is a feminine singular proximal demonstrative
(+22), which corresponds to the English ‘this’, as demonstratives in English do not express
gender distinctions. However, by using ‘those’ instead of ‘this’, an ambiguity is created, as

‘those’ refers to a plural entity, whereas the previously mentioned lexical item is singular.

Furthermore, (‘251 »28) “this vision’ has two cohesive devices; the demonstrative pronoun
(+2#) ‘this’ and the definite article (J') ‘the’. The English equivalent, on the other hand,
would use either the demonstrative pronoun or the definite article as a cohesive device in
this example. This is due to the fact that the Arabic language is capable of using multiple
cohesive devices, whereas English cannot combine a demonstrative and the definite article

“the” for the same word, as explained in Chapter 3 (page 84).

Type of Error Description

Cohesion: Reference [ The use of the demonstrative ‘those’ to refer to a precisely defined singular
(Demonstratives) entity causes vagueness in reference, which breaks the cohesive relations that
should exist between the text’s items. This naturally affects the transfer of the
intended meaning.

Example No. (15):

Original sentence | ...l ey W juals (b | jeaes lileia 5aY) il L)

CNN Translation | (89) Now Egypt is a top priority. It’s present, it’s future, the future of the coming
generations.
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Reference is an important cohesive device, as it allows the readers to trace participants,

events, entities, etc. found within the text. In the translation of this speech, there is a

number of errors essentially due to erroneous referencing between the text’s items. In this

example, the explicit bound pronoun (W) in (Ll Jéive s b yals) which means “its present

and the future of its generation’, works as a possessive pronoun. The equivalent of this

Arabic pronoun is a third person, neutral possessive pronoun in English, i.e., ‘its’. On the

other hand ‘it’s’ can either be the contracted form of (it is) or (it has) neither of which is

applicable in this sentence. The main function of the Arabic bound pronoun used in this

sentence is to indicate possession, but the use of the apostrophe and ‘s’ never indicates

possession in English pronouns. Due to the incorrect rendering of the bound pronoun in the

words (& »=ls) and (L), what the pronoun (it) refers to in “it’s present and it’s future” is

inaccessible.

Type of Error

Description

Cohesion: Reference | The wrong rendering of the possessive pronoun in the Arabic words resulted
(possessive pronoun) in vague referencing between the sentence’s items, which affects the overall

meaning.

Example No. (16):

Original
sentence

Gall s sl 3 4 Giagad Loy sl ) e o all S o ile )5 (V). o2l e a pall JS Gy g
,;\))X‘ujjgﬁﬁ)ij‘ﬁ)‘ujd

e o L 53 il U5 W jaan (IS U 2 5l

i) i | Ll sl s yme O ) ale alel ) (V) e Ll o caiiin
bl OS L Lalul Gadtal s Baay L uaa Griell) Alad g uailSl) aS 3y
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CNN (13) (1) I am fully determined to fulfil my promise with a full sense of perseverance
and honesty and out of a sense of keenness of carrying out the demands without
Translation taking any steps backwards.

(21) (2) And 1 tell you here, as a head of state, | do not find any embarrassment at all
in listening to the youth of my country, and to satisfying their demands. But the
embarrassment would only lie in the fact ...

(108) (3) I know quite well that Egypt, while fighting should try to go out of this
juncture, but at the same time the determination of the people is going to help Egypt
across this juncture through the perseverance, the honesty of its people, and is going
to be above all.

As explained in Example (1) during the analysis of the first speech, Arabic is a derivational
language. The present example also features root repetition at the morphological level,
which is employed here to create a sense of emphasis and lexical cohesion. The root
repetition is created in three sentences by the re-occurrence of the tri-lateral root of the
following words: (p2=), (&), («==), (xX), and (u=,=). The emphasis that the root
repetition creates cannot be reproduced in English using the same mechanism, due to the
inherent differences between the two linguistic systems. However, this sense of emphasis
could be compensated in the translation via different means such as the use of any adverb
of emphasis, or typological devices such as italics. However, each root repetition was
treated differently in the translation of this example. In sentence (1), the trilateral root of the
words (a>=and u=,>), which respectively means ‘determination and keenness’, has been
used twice as adjectives (e « u=2~) and twice as nouns (2 <=1, The root repetition
of the word (,=) ‘determination’ has been compensated for in the translation through the
use of an adverb of emphasis - ‘fully determined’. In contrast, the other root repetition of
the word (u=_~) was not compensated for at all in the translation ‘a sense of keenness’. In
sentence (2), the root repetition of the words (z_= «==), which respectively mean
‘embarrassment and shame’ was not compensated for in any way in the translation ‘the
embarrassment would only lie’. The last root repetition in sentence (3), in the words ( «wei
1S), was completely omitted in the translation, meaning that all the rhetorical effects
resulting from its use are also missed out. Out of six root repetitions in this example, only

the first was compensated for by the use of an adverb of emphasis.

110



Type of Error Description

Cohesion:  Lexical  cohesion | Not using any adverb of emphasis or any other mechanism of
(repetition) emphasis to compensate for the effect that is created by the root
repetition causes a loss of the rhetorical function, thus affecting
meaning as a whole.

Example No. (17):

Original sentence 2B 3l g 8 il o g 5 ol s3I ida I l el Jal 5 ) Lide

CNN Translation (91) We have to continue the national dialogue that we have already started
with the spirit of a team.

In the original sentence, a lexical cohesion is created through the use of antonyms.
Mubarak sought to create lexical cohesion by exploiting the antonymic relationship that
exists between the words (3=_4!) and (s_dl). The word (3=,4)) signifies a ‘team’ in Arabic,
while (s&_4l)) means the “different parties’. In this speech, Mubarak demands that the people
of Egypt continue the newly established national dialogue as one united group concerned
about the country, rather than as opposing parties. This antonymic relationship is also
strengthened by the fact that the chosen words share the same trilateral root (3.4), though
they carry opposing meanings. This lexical cohesion was not successfully rendered in the
translation. To begin with, only part of the antonymic words was rendered, i.e., “the spirit
of a team”, the other part that lies in the word (+L,dl) ‘different parties’ was not at all
rendered in the translation. Accordingly, the antonymic relationship that exists in the pair of
the original words is affected, and is not compensated for in the translation by any other

means.

Type of Error Description

Cohesion: Lexical cohesion | Not rendering the lexical cohesion that was created through the use of
(antonymy) antonyms in the original text affects the rhetorical effect that was meant
to be present which, in turn, affects the meaning as a whole.
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Example No. (18):

Original Sentence | .. sbly (3 Jaatll g yuadll o 8 480 5 4 dan  of aie ali )l Y

CNN Translation (82) Change and transfer that we have already started and that is not 3)
going to bring us any sort of step backwards. Egypt is passing through a critical
juncture

The underlined phrase in the original sentence is mistranslated. The bound pronoun (s) in
the phrase (4 4=a, 5l 43 3135 Y) refers back to the word (L=ll), signifying ‘change’, in the
preceding phrase. The meaning of the underlined phrase in the original sentence is that the
change must continue, and that Egyptians cannot go back on the change that they have
already started. Mubarak also uses the plural bound pronoun (<) which indicates a plural
sense, to assert that he is part of the call for the change as well as the change itself. In the
translation however, the meaning is distorted, as the bound pronoun (¢) in the phrase (¥
44 daa ol 45c 223 5)) was not rendered correctly to refer to the change. Instead, it was
translated as a separate phrase and the pronoun that should connect the two parts of the
sentences was rendered incorrectly to its actual referent. The meaning found within the
translation is that ‘the change is not going to bring people back’, while the meaning in the
original is that ‘people cannot go back on the change they have started and that it has to

continue’. Thus, the transferred meaning is not equivalent to that of the original.

Type of Error Description

Cohesion:  Reference  (Bound | The incorrect rendering of the bound object pronoun results in
pronoun) providing irrelevant information and changing the intended
meaning as a whole.

Example No. (19):

Original o Aanll GBSV o2 e Glasll s AN 8 i g Laile L Al o2 s pla (B ol il
Sentence LAelmdela d L Jsh Vol Lliad 8 mais (S Leaedis aae o G ya S Baillise s acal Lalkiis
el gudie s e (ke BB 385 . Cmsale Bl gl Lehisat Aalnall Lol 8 ALAS (lania o jens
AL el )8 seall | 538 (Al jeae bk sy |l Lida s |l ss Jadlly Ul 2l
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CNN

Translation

(41) 1 have put all those perspectives on the table and out of a sense of commitment
of carrying the nation out of this critical juncture and I'm following up on the steps
held day by day, hour by hour, if I can say, looking forward to the full support of all
those who are really keen on Egypt and the Egyptian people so that we would
succeed in translating it to action on solid ground, according to a national
reconciliation that has strong bases, and that the armed forces with full due respect,
can stop and initiate a national dialogue that includes the youth of Egypt and all of
the different political parties. And this national dialogue can result in a near sense of
consensus that is going to put our feet on a way out of this crisis.

In this example, the underlined part of the original sentence is a mistranslation in the TT. In

the original sentence, (bl dalisall Ll 8 Wa2dss Jlaa e jeasf) means “courageous armed

forces shall ensure the implementation of the proposed vision and translate it into a tangible

reality”. In the translation however, this meaning is destroyed through an incorrect

rendering of the pronouns present in the sentence. Although the bound object pronoun (L)

in the word (w4), ‘implementation of it’, refers to the word (4:5_) which means ‘vision’, it

is incorrectly linked to ‘the national dialogue’, whereas in the original text, the national

dialogue was not at all linked to the armed forces. This linkage results in incorrect

information being conveyed, as the armed forces were not supposed to stop or initiate the

national dialogue, as alleged in the translation.

Type of Error

Description

(Bound pronouns)

Cohesion: Reference | The incorrect reference of the bound pronoun results in a complete change of

the intended meaning and provides incorrect information.

Example No. (20):

Original Sl Cncall 3 il 3 gdad Lalad e Y il Ja i ey jlias peen ol (s O Lol

Sentence Lledy B BA8 jdat | b sl Ulell daliadll Culst baea Lile (i j 5l 353 Yl e g O
A i) IS5 e

CNN (106) So Egypt is a top priority now.

Translation
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The underlined sentences designate the content not rendered in the translation. The error
here is not only in the unjustified deletion of more than one original sentence, but also in
the breakage of the balance between the cause and effect relationship that exists between
the deleted parts and the remaining ones. In the deleted sentences, Mubarak explains that he
Is fully aware of the critical situation the country finds itself in, and argues that these
circumstances demand that everyone prioritise Egypt and its interests above all else. The
content conveying Mubarak’s reasons as to why Egypt should be the priority reflects the
ex-president’s sense of responsibility towards the nation; removing it breaks the intended
link meant to lead to the consequence (Egypt being a priority). Moreover, starting the
sentence with the conjunction ‘so’ in the translation increases the chances of
unintelligibility, seeing as ‘so’ is essentially an English coordinating conjunction that
serves the function of highlighting the consequences of the preceding sentences or phrases.
Given that the preceding sentences are deleted in this example, employing ‘so’ causes

unavoidable confusion, as it makes the reasons behind why Egypt should be a top priority

unclear.
Type of Error Description
Coherence: Balance The deletion of the underlined sentences breaks the balance between the cause

and effect relationship that exists between the sentence preceding ‘so’ and the
sentence after. Consequently, the intended meaning is also affected.

Example No. (21):

Original Sentence A seeal) Gty il (o o8l ) S8 3 seand) i) Claliaial b

CNN Translation (106) So | thought | would delegate powers to the vice president

There is a syntactic error in the rendering of the main verb in the translation of this
example. The main verb in the original sentence is used in its past form (<x,), meaning ‘I
have decided’. This verb is not only used in its past tense to indicate reference to a past

action, this being ‘making the decision to delegate the powers to the vice president’ in this
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case, but it is also associated with (28), ‘have done’. As in the example, when associated
with the past tense this particle expresses affirmation. On the other hand, it expresses
anticipation if it is associated with a verb in the present tense. Thus, the combination of (28)
‘have done’ and the past tense of the verb (<xi_) ‘T have decided’ conveys that at the time of
the speech, the decision to delegate power to the newly appointed vice president was
already taken. In the translation, however, this verb was rendered as ‘I thought I would’.
Thus, due to the use of ‘would’, the reader may wrongly assume that Mubarak is still
considering this decision. This improper rendering of the verb tense affects the degree of

certainty between the original context and the translation.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Syntax | The use of ‘would’ affects the time reference of the action, resulting in
difficulty to understand the intended meaning.

Example No. (22):

Original sentence v Gl Al peae i dads (V) L sl ) el aiandl 3 adll sa @y (1))

CNN Translation (33) (1) This is the offer that I undertook before Allah almighty...

(127) (2) God bless Egypt.

Although the word ‘God’ is frequently used as an equivalent to the word (4')’Allah’, the
two words vary in many aspects. The word ‘God’ can be pluralised, and can indicate the
female gender through the term goddess. On the contrary, the word (4') ‘Allah’ has no
gender and can neither refer to male or female gender. Moreover, (&) ‘Allah’ is always
singular and can never be pluralised. More importantly, each of these words does not refer
to the same thing. To Muslims, (&) ‘Allah’, refers to the only Almighty God worthy of
worship. On the other hand, ‘God’ to Christians, represents one ‘God’ in three persons:
God the Father, God the Son (Jesus), and God the Holy Spirit, in accordance with the
doctrine of Trinity. Indeed, the concept attached to the term ‘God’ can vary widely across

many different religions. Mubarak, who is known for his excessive use of religious

115



expressions, purposely mentions the word (4) ‘Allah’ four times in this speech, so as to
maintain a religious identity (Abu Hatab, 2013). Thus, translating it into the word ‘God’
invites different interpretations, thereby increasing the chance for the referential relation to

be misunderstood.

The translator seems to be aware of this difference, as he or she translated the first
appearance of the word (&) correctly into ‘Allah’, as shown in the example above.
However, in the second appearance of the same word, the translator renders it as ‘God’.
The commonality of translating the word ‘Allah’ as ‘God’ cannot be the reason for the
translator’s choice, as they previously opted for ‘Allah’. This inconsistency in dealing with
the same lexical item which refers to the same thing incites confusion, as readers may

consequently incorrectly believe that these two words refer to two different things.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Lexis The inconsistency in dealing with the same religious lexical item °Allah’
could result in readers assuming different referential relations than those
meant in the original text, and affects the intended meaning.

Example No. (23):

Original o sthaall o) 53l (Buiad Cangiay add ) sl e 179 alad) ol ) SEYI Ll Cra da o) Adan
Sentence Ol sall diaall iy jall 5 (3 siall ol yiad Glasa s o )Y Hhlas

CNN Translation | (76) And the suggestion to abolish Article 179 was maybe a way to achieve a sense
of balance between protecting the nation from the dangers of terrorism and at the
same time respecting legitimacy and civil freedom of the citizens

The error in this example lies in the translation of the original sentence’s main verb, this
being (<s2¢iw), ‘intend to’. The abolishing of the Emergency Law in the country seeks to
achieve the required balance between protecting the country from the dangers of terrorism
and guaranteeing the respect of citizens’ legitimate and civil rights. The verb (i)
‘intend to’ was translated as ‘was maybe a way to’ which holds much less certainty.

Moreover, the use of ‘maybe’ in this sentence expresses possibility, which is not intended
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in the original sentence, where the reasons for abolishing the Emergency Law in the

country are clearly outlined.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Lexis The choice of verb in this example is weaker than the original verb,
thus affecting the transfer of intended meaning.

Example No. (24):

Original addan ) Y ol il ga Sillan g oSl 5 oS5 saal laiad G oS8 (V)
sentence ASS jai s Sl 53 o185 (anay 28T o L) (g Gsllaty o) FIV) 138 ) ()

e 5 pbay Alile Galthe 4 oSilldas ol

CNN Translation | (12) (1) I tell you that I'm actually opting to satisfy your demands

(15) (2) This sense of abiding comes from a sense of convincing from your
honest demands and your honest movement, and that those demands are
legitimate demands

Demonstratives resemble pronouns in that they are allusive and require a context to make
the allusion understandable (Beeston, 1970, p.42). In this particular case, context here
refers to co-text rather than the context of situation. Like their English counterparts, Arabic
demonstrative pronouns are typically anaphoric. Thus, the two demonstratives - the
proximal demonstrative ('x2) which means ‘this’ and the definite article (J') which means
‘the” in (o) 2Y) 128) “this commitment’ - in sentence (2) is expected to refer to something
previously mentioned in the text. This is indeed the case with the original sentences, as the
two demonstratives refer to the word (' 3W1) ‘commitment’ found in sentence (1). This
word, in its first appearance, was not modified by the definite article (J') ‘the’, as is the
norm when something is mentioned for the first time in a text. In its second appearance,
however, (J') was used to modify the noun (s 1Y) as it works as a cohesive device, given
that it refers to an element previously mentioned, so as to make logical connections
between the text’s items. However, when the translator used the demonstrative ‘this’ in
‘this abiding’ in sentence (2), no sense of cohesion was created, as the word ‘abiding’ did
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not previously appear in the text. Therefore, the cohesive relationship that is created in the
original sentence through the combination of the demonstrative ('x#), the definite article (J')
and the use of the same lexical item, was not rendered correctly in the translation, as the
demonstrative ‘this’ is linked to a newly introduced lexical item. Consequently, the
demonstrative ‘this’ resulted in creating confusion in the translation, instead of working as

a cohesive device.

Type of Error Description

Cohesion: Not maintaining the same lexical item to refer to something previously
discussed in the text, and then linking it to the demonstrative “this” causes

Reference some vagueness in reference between the text’s items, which affects the

. overall meaning.
(Demonstratives)

Example No. (25):

Original sentence | .. osibl sall 35891 | jeme s o) Bl o Jaall Jains ¥ <l jlony cile] S s yipae
ALl dunls ) bl

CNN Translation (25) Dear citizens, | had already announced before that | am not going to run in
the upcoming presidential elections.

In this example, the underlined phrase (J=st) sf Jaall Jwiad ¥ &l jLas) meaning “in words that
bear no controversy or misinterpretation’ was omitted in the translation. To reassure his
audience that his decision to abstain from running for presidency in the next elections was
not a manipulative attempt to dissuade angry protestors, as he asserted in a previous speech,
Mubarak reiterated his intentions in this speech. This time, however, he did so with
stronger emphasis, so as to leave no room for any misunderstanding, by saying ‘in words
that bear no controversy or misinterpretation’. Thus, repeating Mubarak’s intention and
supporting it with the underlined phrase carries functional weight. Unfortunately, this
impact is severely weakened in the translation, which negates parts of the intended effects

also.
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Type of Error

Description

Coherence: Completeness | Based on the contextual analysis of this phrase, the meaning of its

emphasis is missed out, due to its unjustified deletion.

Example No. (26):

Original

Sentence

& ol (3 Leapmiai s Ley il e V1 gh gl S0 6l g0 (ol by s ol g 35251 5 sllad Y
eSS pe Anilaa g i g

CNN Translation

(17) Mistakes can happen in any political systems and in any country, but at
the same time, the most important is to recognise them and trying to put things
on the right track as quick as possible, and to punish those who commit
crimes.

This example features an error in referencing. The third person bound pronoun (L) in the

three words (LexSS e eaasai ) Lex il yie YY), which respectively mean ‘admit them’, ‘correct

them’, and ‘who make them’, refers to the same thing, this being the term (;LL.§‘>!\)

"mistakes’ which is explicitly mentioned in the sentence. In the translation however, this

was not correctly maintained in the last bound pronoun, which appears in (LS5 <) “who

make them’. Rather than being linked to the original referent ‘mistakes’, it was incorrectly

linked to the term ‘crimes’, which is not even mentioned in the original sentence, but was

assumed by the translator.

Type of Error

Description

Cohesion: Reference
(Bound pronoun)

By referring the bound pronoun to an entity that is not present in the original
sentence ‘the crimes’, the relationship between the original two entities ‘the
mistakes and those who made the mistakes’ was entirely distorted, and results
in providing irrelevant information and incorrect translation.
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Example No. (27):

Original e il sl s k) & ) Slaal o lidatl) (e oLV Ao o laded ol
sentence Aeal 4l Gle) ja) (e p b Lo Ll il el bl )l
CNN Translation (60) I have given my directives that the investigations will be carried out

very quickly concerning the issues that happened last week and that the

results would be set up with the prosecutor general's office to take the

necessary measures regarding this issue.

The coherent relations in the original sentence are affected in the translation due to the
ineffective rendering of the logico-semantic relations signalling the relatedness of
propositions between inside and outside the text, which are mainly manifested between
clauses and sentences that help readers make sense of the text. Halliday (1985: 192-251 and
303-308) asserts that logico-semantic relations are maintained in the text through three
techniques: elaboration, extension, and enhancement, all of which are subsumed under
expansion, as explained in Chapter 3 when discussing the model of error analysis. In this
particular example, the situational context of the phrase (=l & sl Eilaal Jsa), meaning
‘about last week’s events’, refers to the clashes that occurred a few days before this speech
between pro- and anti- Mubarak demonstrators, and resulted in the death and injury of
many civilians. This background which Mubarak shares with his direct audience at that
time, and which may not be known by TT readers, is not present in the translation.
However, it could have been included with any of the three techniques offered by Halliday
to make up the loss of the logico-semantic relations between the words ‘issues’ and ‘what
happened last week’. Moreover, the reference in this example is not accurately rendered by
the word choice ‘issues’, as it could refer to many things, while the contextual reference
was referring to particular ‘events’. All of this affects the coherent relationships in this text,
as it is not as clear as the original version, and the translation’s informativity is less than

that of its original.
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Type of Error

Description

Coherence:
Logico-semantic
relations

Not employing any technique to make up the loss of some of the logico-
semantic relations that exist between the text and its outside background in the
original context affects the coherent relations between the translated text and its
readers.

Informativity:
Lexis

Translating the word (<laaf) to “issues’ while the intended meaning is ‘events’
in not accurate.

Example No. (28):

Original Sentence

A geandl Land ) Al siall cilaSlall oaailay g il e (e aadll 58 Aleaad Le g Liglad ()
v sl (e (189) salall (33

CNN Translation

(66) And in accordance to the suggestions that have been presented, and in
accordance to my legislative and constitutional powers, according to Article
189 of the Egyptian Constitution ...

As explained in Example (22) above, sentences in Arabic may start with (), ‘and’, using it

as a cohesive device mostly given that it adds to the smoothness of discourse progression.

As established earlier in Example (6), the relationship between the two Arabic and English

cohesive devices is not always one-to-one. Therefore, many of the instances of () are

normally replaced either by nothing, or by any connecting device other than ‘and’.

However, the translator rendered almost every instance of () as ‘and’ in this speech.

Type of Error

Description

(cohesive device)

Cohesion: Conjunction Starting a sentence with ‘and’ does not comply with English

grammatical conventions.

Example No. (29):

Original
Sentence

Lo g8 Caen of 43 9 &gl Cilaal (8 jeme oLl (e elagad (e oliaid e o) 5) - aild clld (e Dliad s
bl g sl Culanl J o ciliiaill e olgiV) de juy iladed Cyaal - bl e i

CNN Translation

(58) In addition to that, and owing to the victims that we have lost in miserable
circumstances, that really made us feel the pain and really shake the conscience of
the nation, and | have given my directives that the investigations will be carried
out very quickly concerning the issues that happened last week.
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The underlined section in the original text is a parenthetical sentence that is located
between the subject and the predicate of the nominal sentence (s < aal 3l8) which
literally means ‘I have issued my instructions’. As explained above in Example (2), in both
Arabic and English, when parenthetical content occurs in the middle of a larger sentence, it
is enclosed between parentheses or commas in such a way that if removed, the remaining
sentence is still correct. Despite this, in the above example the translator joined the
parenthetical sentence with the larger one, causing interruption in the flow of the cause and
effect relationship present in the original sentence. The original parenthetical clause
explains that due to ‘the loss of some Egyptian victims’, Mubarak is ‘issuing his
instructions to carry out the investigations of these events as quickly as possible’. In the
translation however, the effect action is erroneously linked to the previous clause by an
‘and’, which breaks the cause and effect relationship between the subject and the predicate

of the main sentence.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: The non-abidance perpetuated by the parenthetical structure in English, as

Syntax well as it being linked to the previous clause by an ‘and’, affects the form of
the bigger sentence.

Final Calculation of Errors in this Speech:

Speech Number of Examples Total Number of Errors®

First Speech 29 32

3 Some of the examples contain more than one error. Therefore, this table is created to reflect the actual
number of errors.
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3. Analysis of the Second Speech’s Errors

Example No. (30):

Original sentence ool 8 (ay a V) (S

The Guardian Translation (40) I am now determined to ...

Unlike English, Arabic is a derivational language that is based on a root system for forming
its words, meaning that many words can be derived from the same root. In the example
above, there is root repetition at the morphological level. In Arabic, morphological
repetition of roots is generally created by the multiple use of the same root within a single
clause (Johnstone, 1991). Root repetition is created in this sentence by the re-occurrence of
the tri-lateral root (u=_,=), which generally means (abidance by); (compliance); (with
observance); (attention); (care); (concern). It has been used twice, as an adjective and as a
noun respectively: (u=:>=) and (u=_=l). The emphasis that is created in the original
sentence through the use of the root repetition cannot be rendered due to the inherent
differences between Arabic and English. However, it could have been compensated in the
translation of this sentence via different means (e.g. the use of an adverb of emphasis [such
as certainly, obviously, undoubtedly] or through the use of typological devices such as
italics) which are used to give added force or a greater degree of certainty to a particular

word in a sentence or to a sentence as a whole.

Type of Error Description

Cohesion: Lexical cohesion | Not using any adverb of emphasis or any other mechanism of
(repetition) emphasis to compensate for the emphasis that is created by the root
repetition, causes loss of the rhetorical function which contributes to
the meaning as a whole.

Example No. (31):

Original sentence A sy gomae IS Ghay oo Lalie ihag ga 5 3all Ghagll 1 ()

The Guardian Translation | This dear nation is my country, it is the country of all Egyptians
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The subordinating conjunction, (<L) ‘as’, that is used in the original sentence is a
comparison conjunction used in Arabic to reflect a state of similarity between two entities.
It is used in this example to communicate a meaning of similarity and comparison between
Mubarak and all other Egyptians. Mubarak uses this device to emphasise that Egypt is his
country just as it is the country of all Egyptians. In English, this meaning can be reproduced
via the use of certain subordinating conjunctions used to reflect a sense of comparison as
well as a sense of similarity, such as ‘as’ and ‘like’. Instead, the translator uses a comma in
the translation of this subordination conjunction to make it appear as if Mubarak is stating
the obvious, i.e., that Egypt is the country of all Egyptians. However, the meaning of this
device is not to state the obvious but to remind the Egyptians that he is also a citizen of this
country, just as they are. By not using any device that conveys a sense of similarity,

obvious and irrelevant information was provided.

Type of Error Description

Cohesion: Conjunction The mismatch between the cohesive devices between Arabic and

(subordinating conjunction) English in this example results in the producing irrelevant
information that does not reflect the original meaning.

Example No. (32):

Original sentence Lobs L ghy L ohsl

The Guardian nation ... country...
Translation Eqgypt ... Egyptian... citizens ...Egyptians ...

In this approximately 700 words speech, Mubarak mentions the word (uks!')‘homeland’
twelve times, and the word (_-=<) ‘Egypt’ eighteen times. This repetition at the word level
is characterised by the use of what Al-Jubouri calls “word strings”. In Arabic, word

repetition is not merely an ornamental device, it has a crucial rhetorical function. It “can
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have didactic, playful, emotional, artistic, ritualistic, textual, and rhetorical functions” (Al-
Khafaji, 2005, p.6). This particular political speech illustrates how word strings can be
employed to reinforce and achieve certain political strategies, such as the play on the notion
of patriotism to seek sympathy from the people. Nonetheless, this purposeful word
repetition is not matched in the translation. Given that English tends to avoid lexical
repetition through the use of synonyms, the translator uses the words ‘nation’ and ‘country’
alternately as equivalents to the repeated word (cbsl), and words like ‘Egyptians’ and
‘citizens’ to refer to the word (ox-=<). This, however, does not compensate for the loss of
the lexical repetition’s rhetorical effect. Although Arabic has many synonyms for the
repeated words, the repetition of the above mentioned words was done deliberately by the

speaker, which could have been recognised and maintained by the translator.

Type of Error Description

Cohesion: Lexical cohesion | The loss of the rhetorical function meant to exist through the repetition of
(repetition) some lexical items leads to the loss of part of the intended effect,
consequently affecting the intended meaning.

Example No. (33):

Original sentence e Ol a5 Bl sl )
The Guardian The nation remains. Visitors come and go.
Translation

There are two errors in the translation of this ST sentence. Firstly, the ST features a lexical
cohesion created through the use of antonyms. Here, Mubarak is attempting to create
lexical cohesion by using the antonymic relation that exists between the two words (&L)
and (o)), which mean ‘immortal” and ‘mortal’ respectively. However, this antonymic
relationship was not successfully rendered in English. Instead, the translator used the terms
‘remains’ and ‘come and go’, which do not reflect the antonymic nature of the original

words. The antonymic relation that exists in the pair of the original words is not expressed
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by a similar lexical cohesion, nor compensated in any other way, such as by using the
coordinating conjunction ‘but’ to express that the second part of the sentence contradicts

what has been stated in the previous one.

Secondly, the word (u=2-5Y1), ‘a group of people’, was misinterpreted in this example. In
an attempt to play on the notion of patriotism by repeatedly referring to Egypt and its
interests, Mubarak sought to emphasise that Egypt will remain eternal, and that the people
of Egypt will naturally go (as in naturally die), after which new people will come, this
being the reason why the interest of Egypt should be given priority over the interests of the
people themselves. However, by choosing the word ‘visitors’, which does not correspond to
the denotative or the connotative meaning of the original word meaning ‘people’, the
translator breaks the comparative image that Mubarak wanted to create between the status
of Egypt and its people. The word ‘visitors’ also does not semantically refer to the citizens
of Egypt, but to anyone who visits it. The wrong lexical choice resulted in the use of wrong

collocations which do not render the meanings of (k) and (o).

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Lexis Translating the word (u=-3Y¥)) which means ‘people’ as ‘visitors’ results
in a wrong interpretation of the intended meaning.

Cohesion: Lexical cohesion | Not rendering the lexical cohesion that was created through the use of
(antonymy) antonyms in the original text causes loss of part of the meaning.

Example No. (34):

Original sentence LAS g i Aas ) g aSile Dl g damdip (il 108 A0 Lais

The Guardian Translation | No translation

126



Some lexical items were unreasonably left out in the translation of this speech. This
generally impacts the continuity and balance of the discourse, which in turn affects the
coherence relationships that exist throughout the text. This type of error can be seen in the
last two sentences of Mubarak’s speech, which were omitted from the translation, despite
being ideologically and informatively loaded. The first sentence (4wsis ohsll 1aa &l Jads) is a
prayer with which Mubarak intentionally chose to end his speech, in which he prays that
‘Allah protects Egypt and its people and keeps it safe and secure’. This prayer is politically
and ideologically motivated, as he is seeking to maintain a religious identity and appeal to
his audience, so as to gain their emotional support and sympathy. The second sentence
(4SS s ) Aes )5 2Sule WMLl 5), which means ‘may peace and mercy of Allah be upon you’, is
typically used by Mubarak and more generally by Arab and Muslim speakers not only to
begin and end their speeches, but also to maintain some sort of religious identity. With the
absence of a translation brief, one would expect the translation to remain close to the ST, or
at least the inclusion of a closing statement that is as equally common in English. Instead,

the ending of this speech’s translation is abrupt.

Type of Error Description

Coherence: Completeness By omitting two sentences that are ideologically and rhetorically
loaded, parts of the overall meaning are affected as well.

Example No. (35):

Original sentence LAl Y 5 e Ll sV OYA Jaelis L33 daal g ol jlny J il

The Guardian Translation No translation

Suggested TT I say in clear words that | will work during the remaining period
of my current term ...
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The situational context of this sentence is that Mubarak was attempting to emphasise his
intention to complete the remaining period of his term, and to assert to those who were
expecting that he resigns from office, that he was not going to follow their demands.
Therefore Mubarak, implicitly referring to this situational context, says (sl s < s J 58 5)
which means ‘I say in clear words’. Omitting this sentence in the translation makes the
succeeding sentence weaker than it is in the source text. This deletion negatively affects
both the coherence relationships in this text and its informativity, as the translation makes

the text less informative than its original.

Type of Error Description
Coherence/ The omission of this sentence results in the loss of an emphasis which, in
Informativity turn, affects the overall coherence and meaning.

Example No. (36):

Original sentence | &5 85 Y) 4y 1l CHAEYI o () saball b 4nlSal 5 elumil) 4alS; o) VL el lll s
... sty

The Guardian | (50) I demand parliament to adhere to the word of the judiciary and its verdicts
Translation (51) concerning the latest cases which have been legally challenged.

In the original sentence, Mubarak demands that the parliament adheres to the judiciary’s
decisions about the appeals against ‘the latest legislative elections’. In the translation,
however, there is a wrong lexical cohesion in which the specific case that Mubarak is
referring to above, was unreasonably generalised to the ‘latest cases’, which is vague given
that it could refer to many incidents, while the intended case is specified in the original
sentence. This translation resulted in providing inaccurate information, as opposed to that

mentioned clearly in the original sentence.
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Type of Error

Description

Cohesion: lexical cohesion | Generalising the specific information mentioned in the original

sentence affects the degree of its informativity, and its reference to the
overall context and meaning.

Example No. (37):

Original sentence

e sl Va3 e o gy ALl el JLaSU dliaall cle) ya ¥l g ol 3431 5y S

VY 5V ciald) Jaaed A8l ) dsadaay lal ) seal ) cilaSla

Translation

The Guardian

(44) According to my constitutional powers, | call on parliament and its houses to
discuss amending article 76 and 77 ...

The underlined clause in the original example (©ladba (e ) giwall 4l 6, L s sa), meaning

‘according to my constitutional powers’, was wrongly linked to the succeeding sentence. In

the Arabic version, Mubarak asserts that he will benefit from his constitutional rights to

ensure a peaceful transition of power. In the translation, however, these constitutional rights

were wrongly linked to his call to the parliament. This error in the linkage between two

separate sentences resulted in a wrong transfer of the intended meaning.

Type of Error

Description

Coherence:

the

semantic relations

logico- | This erroneous linkage between the sentence clauses causes a change in
the logical-semantic relations that were meant to exist between the
sentence parts, thus affecting the transfer of the intended meaning.

Example No. (38):

Original sentence

VY 5 VT pialall Qe ilia ) dgadaas Gladyll sl )

Translation

The Guardian

(44) 1 call on parliament and its houses to discuss amending article 76 and 77
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A distinctive feature of the Arabic language is that it has three numbers categories:
singular, dual, and plural. “Dual in Arabic is used whenever the category of 'two' applies,
whether it be in nouns, adjectives, pronouns or verbs" (Ryding, 2005, pp.53-54). Arabic
uses dual when a reference is made to two individual entities of category (Beeston, A.,
1987, p. 109). In this example, the word (4-lx<) which means ‘its two houses’, refers to
two individual entities. If a dual number is mentioned in the original text, this can be
conveyed by the addition of the number ‘two’ in English, due to its inability to express the
dual number. However, this number specification is not at all rendered in the translation,
making it appears as if there are more than two ‘houses’ of the Egyptian parliament, as the
word ‘houses’ in English refers to two or more houses. The TT features a close rendering of

the ST wording, which results in a confusing English version.

Type of Error Description
Informativity: An ambiguous number specification in the translation resulted in providing
Syntax inaccurate information which affects the intended meaning.

Example No. (39):

Original sentence 1 e U pocaa Tadl 55 ap0m (a )Ja Lialal - i
The Guardian | (17) a new Egyptian reality
Translation

The word (Is=) which in Arabic denotatively means ‘different, variant’, has been
translated as ‘new’ in this sentence. The situational context in which this word appears
reflects a state of instability and concern, as Mubarak, in the pretext, is warning the
Egyptians that surviving the coming days, according to him, requires a lot of wisdom. The
word ‘new’, on the other hand, does not communicate any of these meanings. Moreover,
this term usually reflects a state of positive change, which is not the case in the relevant
context. Thus, translating the word ('_2x<) as ‘new’ violates the denotative and connotative

ranges of the semantic meaning intended by the original word.
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Type of Error

Description

Informativity: Lexis

The wrong choice of lexis in this example results in the loss and change of the
intended meaning.

Example No. (40):

Original Sentence

a8 ol (e ay il LS LDl U s (b sl e Lag

The Guardian
Translation

(32) what | offered this country in war and peace_just as | am a man from the
armed forces

The Arabic conjunction (\S), ‘in addition to that, also’, is used in here as an additive

coordinating device between the two sentences. In the second sentence, Mubarak is adding

that he is part of the military forces to the list of his good deeds. However, this additive

function has been incorrectly rendered in the translation with the use of ‘just as’. The

translation does not reflect the additive function but rather conveys a sense of analogy,

which does not accurately convey the meaning of addition brought forward by the Arabic

coordinating device.

Type of Error

Description

Cohesion:  Conjunction | Mistranslating the Arabic cohesive device causes loss of part of the intended
(subordinating device) meaning.

Example No. (41):

Original sentence

.. 3 tiue Al 3 31 )e yaas

The Guardian
Translation

No translation
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This sentence is used within the context of Mubarak asserting his intention to finish the
remainder of his term. It is functionally loaded, as the ex-president is seeking the
Egyptians’ approval and sympathy by describing the state in which he would hand over the
country if he were allowed to finish his term. Mubarak describes Egypt as (4l 3323 raa
5 siua), which means ‘whilst Egypt is honourable, safe and stable’. This aims to encourage
the Egyptians to permit him to finish his term. However, the entire sentence was omitted in

the translation of this speech, leaving some of the intended effects unrendered also.

Type of Error Description

Coherence: Based on the contextual analysis of this sentence, the effect that was
Completeness/ meant to be created through this sentence is missed out due to its
Informativity unjustified deletion.

Example No. (42):

Original sentence Osibal gall 3 AN L

The Guardian Translation | (19) Dear brothers and citizens

For over three decades, Mubarak’s discourse has been characterised by preciseness, brevity
and avoidance of extreme metaphors (Abu Hatab, 2013, p.7). He usually begins his
speeches with ‘ladies and gentlemen’. However, a remarkable change is observed in the
inaugurating phrase of the speeches delivered during the Egyptian revolution. All three
started with (¢ sibl sall 3 52Y) Leil), just as shown in this example. It seems here that Mubarak
sought to appeal to the majority of citizens by addressing them as ‘brother citizens’.
Although in this particular speech, the phrase is used twice, its translation differs in both
instances. (3s2Y') here does not signify the denotative meaning of the word, which is
‘brothers and sisters’. Rather, it is used to affect the audience’s emotions and build an
intimate relation with them as a means of involving them with the speech. The word
(05l sall), which means ‘citizens’, is used as a modifier for the word (5.52Y'). By using the

conjunction ‘and’ between these two lexical items, the translator violates the modified-
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modifier relationship that exists between the two terms in the original sentence. Words such
as ‘dear’ or ‘fellow’ are generally used in English to modify the word ‘citizens’, as these
two words reflect the sense of involvement and intimacy intended in the original phrase.
They also maintain the modified-modifier relationship that is meant to exist between the
two lexical items. Furthermore, using ‘dear citizens’ or ‘dear fellow citizens’ is more
common in similar English speeches. In the second instance the phrase is used, the

translator employs the more commonly used English equivalent ‘dear citizens’.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Lexis | The error in the translation of the first inauguration phrase violates the modifier-
modified relationship that exists between the two words.

Example No. (43):

Original sentence Ohsll ) il g pal Bl o8 GV ()l g 5esa )
The Guardian | (34) My primary responsibility now is security and independence of the
Translation nation

There are two errors in the translation of this sentence. Firstly, the key word in this
sentence, which expresses what Mubarak claimed was his utmost responsibility at the time
of the speech, is (3axiul), meaning to ‘regain’, and was unjustifiably left out in the
translation. This deletion rendered the translated sentence unintelligible, as the word (oY),
which means ‘now’, anticipates the introduction of a new responsibility. Security in itself is
always the concern of any president, but given that the situation spiraled out of control
during the Egyptian revolution, the primary responsibility was to ‘regain’ the country’s

security and stability.

Secondly, the word (U'_gwl), which means ‘stability’, is mistranslated in this example.
Stability is always required after a state of disturbance or turbulence, but it is translated

here as ‘independence’ which conveys a totally different meaning, i.e., freedom from
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control (in the broad sense). Additionally, employing the word ‘independence’ would
erroneously imply that the country was occupied, which was not the case at the time of

Mubarak’s speech.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Lexis The omission of the word ‘regain’ in the translation causes a change in the
meaning of the original text.

Informativity: Lexis Translating the word ‘stability’ as ‘independence’ resulted in a wrong
transference of the intended meaning of the original text.

Example No. (44):

Original sentence o.oaallas Giay

The Guardian Translation | (66) achieve reconciliation ...

The word (4slb=x) in this example signifies the ‘interests of the people’, whereas the chosen
equivalent, ‘reconciliation’, means ‘the action of making one view or belief compatible
with another and the restoration of friendly relations’. The latter reflects a completely
different meaning than that of the original lexical item. The translator’s wrong choice of

words resulted in providing irrelevant information in the translation of this example.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Lexis | The wrong choice of words resulted in a wrong translation of the intended word
meaning.
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Example No. (45):

Original sentence L yans g pan I8y Ao s 4 0 cadalidl g dpaluss callae 5 4a s Conll LY
The Guardian | (28) to the people,_its Muslims and Christians, old and young, peasants and
Translation workers, and all Egyptian men and women

Two errors can be found in the translation of this sentence. Firstly, the word (4x=34), which
means ‘farmers’, is translated as “peasants”, which carries different connotations than that
of the original. Although both words generally refer to people engaged in agriculture, they
convey different connotations. The word ‘peasant’ has a historical connotation that is
linked to the feudal past, and in certain countries, reflects a social position. In contrast, the
word ‘farmers’ does not convey a social position, only a profession. The word (42=34) in the
original sentence is a neutral word that only conveys profession. Consequently, choosing an
equivalent that has different connotations affects the transference of the intended meaning.

The second error lies in changing the order of the list of people which Mubarak mentions in
the original version. Any change in the order of the text’s elements entails thematising
these elements, giving them more emphasis, and bringing them into focus. In the original
text, Mubarak starts with ‘farmers and workers’, however in the translation, the translator
amended the order and, consequently, the original theme, starting the sentence with the
religious element and therefore - reflecting a rather sensitive division with ‘its Muslims and
Christians’. This shift in thematisation affects the informativity of the text, as it conveys
inaccurate information regarding Mubarak’s priorities when listing certain groups of

Egyptian people.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Translating the word («a34) as ‘peasants’ which carries different
_ connotations than that of the original word affects the transfer of the

Lexis intended meaning.
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Informativity: This shift in thematisation brings different emphasis on certain elements
o in the text which denotes meanings that are not provided in the original
Thematisation sentence, causing some change in the intended meaning.

Example No. (46):

Original leand s pmederd (8 jeall (o (AS) Le Canad 388 3apaa Al ;3 yidl e i (g 5l (ST

sentence

The Guardian | (38) I did not intend to nominate myself for a new presidential term. | have spent
enough years of my life in the service of Egypt and its people.
Translation

The coordinating conjunction (<) is used three times in this speech, and fulfils different
functions. In this example, the coordinating conjunction (<) functions as an explicative
additive device where, in the second clause, Mubarak provides an explanation for his
intention not to re-nominate himself for presidency. Despite its importance, this cohesive
device linking the two clauses in the example was unreasonably left out in the translation.
The function conveyed by the use of (<) in the original sentence can be created through the
use of a semicolon or any linking device that expresses the sense of explanation, such as
(because, as, since, etc.). In the English language, a semicolon is normally used to link two
clauses of a sentence, so as to help the readers imply the relationship between the two
without it being explicitly stated. It also aids the readers in explicating the cohesive
relationships in the text, as it encourages them to make implicit connections. It may also
have a more persuasive effect than that of simply stating the causal relationship between the

two clauses.

Instead of connecting the two clauses that are already linked in the original sentence, the
translator separates them into two sentences with a full stop, which is less helpful in
recognising the explicative additive relationship that exists between the two clauses. It is
usually the norm in translation to explicitate the implicit logical links between clauses and

sentences, so as to make the translation more accessible to the readers. Levy (1965, p.79),
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for instance, asserts that a translator tends to explicate the implicit logical relation between
ideas to “explain away any breaks in thought or changes in perspective, to normalise the
expression”, and suggests that this is due to the translator's effort to make the translated text
more intelligible to the readers. Sidiropoulou (1995) also asserts that news translators tend
to explicitate the implicit cause-effect relationships in the translation of newspaper texts,
which suggests that they are likely to render implicit forms more explicitly, regardless of
the languages involved. This also supports Baker’s universal rule that translation has the
tendency to “spell things out rather than leave them implicit” (Baker, 1996, p.180).
Therefore, implicitating the explicit relationships in this example can reverse the logical
connections between the parts of the sentence. It can also be argued that without
connectives the relationship between the parts of the sentence becomes vague, which

affects the transfer of meaning.

Type of Error Description
Cohesion: Conjunction Rendering the SL explicative cohesive conjunction with a full stop
o o instead of a semicolon or any other cohesive device of explanation
(subordinating conjunction) is a mismatch to the function of the original device, which affects
the meaning comprehensibility.

Example No. (47):

Original sentence Ll e sl cua

The Guardian Translation (9) to escalate and worsen the situation

There is a metaphorical expression in the sentence (UL e < 3l wa), The literal meaning
of this metaphor is to “pour oil over the fire’ but according to the context of the situation, it
is used here to mean that the outsiders are attempting to worsen the situation in Egypt. This
metaphor is used in Arabic when someone’s actions worsen the situation, whether
accidentally or on purpose. This use of metaphor is marked in Mubarak’s speech, as his

discourse is characterised by the avoidance of extreme metaphors, as stated in Example
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(17) in the previous chapter. Therefore, this marked shift has to be recognised in the
translation, if possible. Instead, the translator converted the metaphor into its sense. This,
according to Baker (1998), should only come before the very last step, which is to delete
the metaphor entirely. Baker also asserts that if the original metaphor’s image also exists in
the target culture, it then has to be reproduced in the target language. Indeed, this
metaphor’s image does exist in English in expressions such as ‘to add fuel to the fire’ and

‘to fan the flames’.

Type of Error Description
Informativity: Rhetorical | Reducing the metaphoric expression to its sense, in this example,
Devices does not comply with the standard steps to deal with metaphors in

texts. This affects the text’s degree of informativity, as it makes the
meaning more explicit than it is meant to be.

Example No. (48):

Original el sy s il e - A8 J) 5 Y Bse a5 lsall el g Nl 1ag) lailly
sentence

The Guardian (27) in light of this refusal to the call for dialogue and this is a call which remains
Translation standing | direct my speech today directly

The underlined sentence is in fact a parenthetical sentence .The sentence ((J)5 ¥ ssea A
4.i8) meaning ‘and this call remains valid’, interrupts the cause and effect relationship that
exits between the entire sentence’s two clauses. Therefore in Arabic, the sentence that
breaks up the flow of the larger sentence is enclosed between dashes. In English, on the
other hand, when parenthetical content occurs in the middle of a larger sentence, it is
usually enclosed between parentheses. Despite this, the translator instead joined the
parenthetical and larger sentence together, causing an interruption in the flow of the cause

and effect relationship.
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Type of Error Description

Informativity: Syntax The non-abidance to the parenthetical structure in English in this example
causes some interruption to the cause and effect relationship.

Example No. (49):

Original Sentence 1)l 5 Sulai 5 485 S5 Lol adle <ilS Laa s o8 Aia 5l CogHlll (o pema Ak
The Guardian | (64) Egypt will emerge from these current circumstances stronger, more
Translation confident and unified and stable.

The phrase (4le sl L (5 1), meaning ‘stronger than before’, is a comparative form that is
used in the original sentence to reflect a state of comparison between Egypt at the time of
the speech, and Egypt in the future, once it has overcome the current situation. In the
translation, this comparative form is restricted to the addition of -er to the word ‘strong’,
despite the fact that in English, ‘than’ is usually employed when the second entity in the
comparison is mentioned. This is the case in the original, as Mubarak is attempting to
emphasise that Egypt will overcome these circumstances and come out stronger than its

status before the crisis.

Type of Error Description
Cohesion: Reference The deletion of the comparative form ‘than’ does not comply with English
(Comparatives) grammatical conventions.

Example No. (50):

Ol’lglnal G\ﬁﬂg‘—'G)kutbﬁg&béﬂdw‘g‘—‘@;ulﬂguaﬂ)&gbu‘JWL")U@‘QUL)”UA\ Cadagti)
Sentence s ) cole e saall il anad A 5 sl lal) cSHedl, A5l 360 e

The Guardian | (11) They targeted the nation’s security and stability through acts of provocation and
Translation theft and looting and setting fires and blocking roads and attacking vital installations
and public and private properties and storming some diplomatic missions.

The conjunction (), ‘and’, is a connective device in written Arabic and is so frequently
employed that it can be seen as a stylistic feature of Arabic texts (Fareh, 1998, p.312). This
concords with Arabic grammarians’ belief that Arabic is a syndetic language, in which
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almost every sentence is linked to the proceeding one with a connective (Anees, 1966,
p.312). Therefore, the original text features unavoidable repetitions of the conjunction ()
‘and’, which is an acceptable norm in Arabic. However, the relationship between the
functions of (s) and ‘and’ is not always direct or one-to-one. This conjunction may be
replaced by more than one English connective, and must sometimes be left out in the
translation to avoid it sounding clumsy. In accordance with English writing conventions,
commas are the normal substitute for the repetitive use of ‘and’ (Avants and Benahnia,
2003, p.51). In the translation of this speech however, the translator rendered almost every

(1) into ‘and’, which could have been avoided by the use of a comma.

Type of Error Description

Cohesion: Conjunction | The repetition of ‘and’ violates English grammatical conventions.
(coordination)

Example No. (51):

Original Sentence e s ST s Lgie i e O

The Guardian Translation | (65) And our people will emerge with more awareness ...

Another feature of conjunction devices is that in written and spoken Arabic discourses,
sentences may start with (s) ‘and’ as a cohesive device to link any two sentences together,
mostly because it adds to the smoothness of discourse progression. Holes (1995, p.217)
asserts that () is the “indigenous device for sentence concatenation, to be used alongside
the full stop, which here is performing the same function of marking the end of one
sentence and the beginning of another”. Unlike (), the “English and is rarely used to
introduce sentences and paragraphs in written English discourse” (Fareh, 1998, p.309).
Therefore, many of the instances of () should ideally be either replaced by nothing, or by

any connecting device other than ‘and’.
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Type of Error Description

Cohesion: Conjunction (cohesive | Starting sentences with ‘and” does not comply with English
device) grammatical conventions.

Example No. (52):

No. | Original sentence The Translation Number of synonymy
1 bl salaill | peaceful demonstration and protest one-for-two

2 Al (s 8l 28S | all the political forces and factions one-for-two

3 owadll s 610 & s | freedom of expression two-for-one

4 sla sl 4l | power two-for-one

5 o¥ls  esaedl salaiul | to restore law and order three-for-two

BB R

6 Ll 5 Lo 55 4a) 35 | integrity and honour three-for-two

7 4l Sy 428 53¢ | pride and dignity three-for-two

8 ol 585 B85 #le 331 | concern and anxiety three-for-two

Synonymy is a type of lexical cohesion in both Arabic and English. There are many
examples of its use in the first speech, which is intended to create a sense of lexical
cohesion. Abed-Raof (2001, p.50) states that "words which signify the same meanings are
synonyms. Synonymy does not mean identical meaning between two words but the two
words can be used in different contexts giving a similar meaning". Based on the degree of
similarity, Lyons (1981) classifies synonymy into two types: absolute synonymy and near
synonymy. Near synonymy refers to words that are more or less similar, but not identical in
meaning. Given that a basic function of words is to be semantically unique, it is quite
natural to argue that identical synonymy is only symbolic (i.e., exists only in scientific
terms), because these terms are precisely delimited and emotionally neutral. The majority
of linguists in both languages assert that although synonymy is present in English and
Arabic, it is interpreted in different ways (Leabi, 1980: 71). However, it is also believed
that Arabic is richer than English in its use (Ali, 2007, p. 10).
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The table in this example presents a simple comparative examination of the use of
synonymy between Arabic and English in the speech. Examples (2, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8)
demonstrate the Arabic language’s tendency to use near synonyms to express a similar
notion, as the lexical items more or less convey a similar concept. In these examples, the
translator reduced the number of synonyms used in the original text to one or two words,
which is the typical norm in English. In the examples (1 and 3), on the other hand, the
translator added the underlined words as synonyms for the original word. This is an
unjustifiable change, as the additions do not enhance the semantic meaning already

conveyed by the previous words.

Type of Error Description

Cohesion: Lexical Cohesion | The addition of certain synonyms does not add to the meaning of the
(synonymy) TT, and therefore it is unnecessary.

Example No. (53):

Original Sentence e A 8 =T e Lgy iy Le g Ay ) sl 3wl 020 A8l

The Guardian | (47) to discuss these constitutional amendments and the legislative amendments
Translation linked to_it...

The underlined words in the original sentence, (4 ki » W) which means ‘the concerned’,
works as a modifier that is used to describe the associated noun, i.e., ‘the legislative
amendments’, and makes its meaning more specific. In the translation, this modifier-
modified relationship was not accurately rendered according to English grammar
conventions, in which a modifier precedes the modified, as with ‘the associated legislative
amendments’, for example. This suggested structure reads more naturally in English than
the literal rendering of the original sentence’s word order, as in ‘the amendments linked to

it’.
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Type of Error Description

Informativity: Syntax | The modifier-modified relationship in this example does not abide by
English grammatical conventions.

Example No. (54):

Original sentence Lol (el 5 4y ) il dpe i) e 5aal)
The Guardian | (6) to violate the constitutional legitimacy and to attack it
Translation

There are two metaphoric usages in this sentence, which are present in the form of an
analogy. The first one lies in the phrasal verb (e J&ll), which literally means to ‘jump at’.
The phrasal verb is a phrase that consists of a verb and a preposition, an adverb or both, the
meaning of which is different from the meaning of its separate parts. The second
metaphoric usage is present in the word (u=b=a¥l), which means to ‘attack’. The two
metaphoric expressions together express an analogy in which the ones who are behind these
protests are compared to a wild animal liable (J4) and (u=b=iY)), i.e., ‘to jump and to
attack’. Though such use of rhetorical devices is marked in Mubarak’s speeches, as
mentioned above, the two parts of the analogy were not treated with consistency in the
translation of this sentence. The analogy was reduced to its sense in the first word (to
jump), while the metaphor was maintained in the translation of the second word (to attack),
thus breaking the image that the original analogy meant to create, as well as resulting in a

wrong collocation in English, as the word ‘attack’ does not collocate with the preceding

words.
Type of Error Description
Informativity: Rhetorical | The inconsistent dealing with the two parts of the analogy
Devices causes loss of rhetorical effects which breaks the overall image
that was created.
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Final Calculation of Errors in this Speech:

Speech Number of Examples Total Number of Errors

Second Speech 25 29

4. Analysis of the Third Speech’s Errors

Example No. (55):

Original sentence Ol e W ekl alil jha 3o Jals aglild | sany QAN s3as

BBC Translation (1) They are co-ordinating with the tribes in order to kick out their tribes from
the streets of Tripoli

Gaddafi’s speech begins with this sentence. From the example, it can be seen that the
translation of this speech starts with the pronoun ‘they’, with no clear indication to what it
refers to. In contrast, the antecedent of the pronoun is clearly mentioned in the Arabic
original. As pronouns are generic terms holding little meaning on their own, it is difficult to
understand the sentence’s meaning as a whole if the antecedent which the pronoun refers to
is unclear. As a result of this, the opening sentence of the English translation is ambiguous.
This also potentially affects the entire text’s acceptability, as the meaning becomes

inaccessible, given that the succeeding sentences are coherently connected to the first one.

Type of Error Description
Informativity: syntax Starting the translation with an ambiguous pronoun obscures the
meaning.
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Example No. (56):

Original sentence | ek agililie yuehi agillia yglad L3l (udi agiaia (he ped Ll 1 (e bl sl (S0 Ll
b 3

BBC Translation 4) People of Tripoli, who are not from those tribes, your mission is the same - i.e.,
to purge your areas, to purge the districts of the city of Tripoli.

In the original speech, Gaddafi repeated the sentence (p¢iblic y¢ki) ‘clear your areas’
numerous times. In Arabic, repetition at the word or the sentence levels, as explained in
Example (3) when looking at the first speech, “"can have didactic, playful, emotional,
artistic, ritualistic, textual, and rhetorical functions™ (Al-Khafaji, 2005, p.6). Therefore, this
kind of repetition is not merely an ornamental device, it plays a crucial rhetorical function.
Sentence and word repetition are also part of the political genre’s key characteristics and
are used as a persuasive technique to emphasise a certain notion or ideology. The sentence
repetition found in the above example is employed to reinforce and achieve the political
goal of influencing Gaddafi’s audience, and to play on the notion of patriotism in the optic
of persuading the people of Tripoli that it is their mission to clear their city from occupiers.
Despite this, the intentional repetition is not matched in the speech’s translation, instead,
the repeated sentence was left unrepeated. The phrase (a¢tblia 1¢ki) ‘clear your areas’ was
repeated six times in the original speech, whereas in the translation it was only mentioned
three times. Not rendering all the persuasive techniques that are purposefully employed in
the original speech results in a decreased level of engagement with receivers of the

translation compared to that of the original.

Type of Error Description

Cohesion: Lexical cohesion | Not rendering the repeated sentence leads to the loss of the
(repetition) rhetorical function from the repetition of some lexical items. This in
turn leads to the loss of part of the intended effect meant to be
created through the lexical repetition, consequently affecting the
intended meaning.
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Example No. (57):

Original sentence | bl Jie (i e (s s o Gpdidine (1A (See (M daeall B o lidigoysali LA by
Alaiall el 8 253 5a OIS 1)

BBC Translation | (4)To the youth of Tajoura, Souq al-Jumaa, it is a possibility that the rats are
nesting there with the help of some sick people such as [Sheikh al-Sadiq] al-
Ghiryani who was present in that area

In this example, Gaddafi is addressing the youth of two cities, namely, those of the city of
Tajoura and the city of Soug Al-Jumaa. In so doing, he used the Arabic connective
conjunction () ‘and’ to link the two cities in the sentence (raal) 3§ g Sladiso ) sali GLi L), In
the translation, however, the connection is made with a comma instead of a similar
connective device. In this case, the use of the comma makes it appear as though Tajoura is
part of Souq Al-Jumaa, whereas they are actually two different areas. The same information
is mentioned twice in the same speech, but in its second occurrence in the translated text,
the two cities are linked with ‘and’ in “They wanted to destroy Tajoura and Souq al-
Jumaa”. Therefore, the incorrect use of the comma in this example results in providing

confusing and inaccurate information to the reader of the translation.

Type of Error Description

Cohesion: Conjunctions Erroneously opting to use a comma instead of the connective
conjunction ‘and’ results in providing incorrect information, thus
distorting the intended meaning.

Example No. (58):

Original sentence | aSals 13, g )l sill | s a5 aSilay) g aSiclad (il (e oS58 1 18 5 | pranS Ay

BBC Translation | No translation

The contextual situation for this sentence is that, after explaining what the NATO forces
will do once they have taken control of Tripoli, Gaddafi asked his people to attack them
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and restore everything they have taken. In an attempt to raise the enthusiasm of his
audience, Gaddafi strengthened his demands by asserting that what he is asking of them is,
in truth, ‘their duty’. The sentence ( ¢Sea)5 128), meaning ‘this is your duty’, was deliberately
employed in this speech to raise the receivers’ engagement by playing on the notions of
patriotism and loyalty that people usually hold for their homelands. However, this intended
effect is lost in the translation due to the omission of this sentence, which leaves the

translated version less informative and engaging than the original.

Type of Error Description

Coherence: Completeness Omitting such a functionally loaded sentence distorts the engaging
effect that is meant to be created in the original sentence. It also
distorts the completeness of the discourse.

Example No. (59):

Original sentence Gl (5 gl le 0 s ali) jla A (A AdTe g jAT) e S Uil

BBC Translation (35)1 came out undercover from my home in Tripoli without people seeing me

In the sentences preceding the one above, Gaddafi seeks to persuade his people that
Tripoli’s situation is serious, and that they should act quickly. The choice of the verb
(8«3 ‘manage to come out’ is a reflection of this gravity. In Arabic, this verb in its
denotative sense, expresses a state of being able to do something regardless of the
surrounding difficulties, in this case, the city being in a state of war. This sense of difficulty
that was purposefully conveyed in the original sentence to influence the audience and
convince them of surrounding dangers, was not transferred to the translation. The English
verb ‘come’ does not reflect any sense of difficulty compared to ‘manage to come out’.
This translation choice hindered the transference of the implied meaning from the verb used

in that particular sentence.
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Type of Error Description

Informativity: Lexis The inaccurate choice of lexis in this example results in losing parts of
the intended meaning of the original verb.

Example No. (60):

Original sentence

aa slalat W) 5 agnsiats Ja LS ) gl o1 oS gadny g ool aSd | slams 5 oSy | gliar 5 oS ganiin aal i
bl la S ety Ual Y 1 I sl

BBC Translation (26)They are slaughtering you, disfiguring your corpses, torturing you.

Seeking to convince his audience to follow his instructions, Gaddafi listed a number of
frightening things he claimed that the NATO forces would do to the Libyans if they did not
act quickly and purge their city. He said (pSsas Jasll aSud ) glany g oSiia | sBiay g oS saidm aal ),
meaning ‘they will slaughter you, then they will disfigure your corpses and they will torture
you’. Given that Gaddafi sought to frighten his audience into swift action, in this example,
the verbs he employed indicate a future reference in Arabic. However, there is a complete
distortion in the rendering of the verbs’ tenses in the translation; instead of being in the
future, the verbs in the translation are conjugated in the present continuous. This use of the
present continuous therefore distorts the level of informativity present in the translation, as
it incorrectly indicates that these actions are happening at the time of the speech. Gaddafi
also described a made-up scenario to influence the people of Tripoli in the optic of once
again frightening them into following his instructions. He said ( Y15 agsiais Ja Ll ) gl o
ol e S iy Ll Y ) IS sl aa slalat)) which means ‘If you ask the infidels: Are you
going to torture them or treat them well? They would say: No, we are going to torture the
people of Tripoli’. There are two indicators of future reference in these sentences, the first
of these being the use of the subordinating conjunction (1), which means ‘if’. This
conjunction works as a future hypothetical conditional device in Arabic. Secondly, the

other future indicator in this example is the question “Are you going to torture them or treat
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them well?”. In the original sentence, the verbs used solely refer to the future. However,
this entire scenario was omitted in the translation, resulting in a less persuasive discourse

than that of the original speech.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: syntax Changing the verbs’ tenses from the future to the present tense gives
incorrect information and distorts the intended meaning.

Coherence:  Continuity and | This unjustifiable omission affects the continuity and balance of the
Balance target text.

Example No. (61):

Original 1oLis AN il ud o do ol) il (e Wale yod) alls JU g pelisal) Jiisd ) oan Jia slale H3)) 128
sentence Jodn o ga i Y oSy lomy Sl 1 g ) gual 3 yagll (B abug e B La il 5 ) siall Ainall Jal 4
O paxinsall g 480U 51 (he agale ) sl AL e oy jia

BBC Translation | (7) that dirty Ghiryani [words indistinct but the gist is insulting Ghiryani's direct
family lineage].

Several sentences were left out in the translation of this speech, along with their ideological
and rhetorical effects. The original text’s paragraph featured in the above example was
summarised in one sentence in the translation, with the use of brackets. Although he or she
has attributed this decision to the fact that the words were indistinct, it does not justify the
shift from full translation to summary translation. More specifically, the reason for this shift
could be attributed to the fact that Gaddafi’s speeches were delivered in a colloquial Libyan
dialect. However, simply summarising the content of the untranslated sentences does not
compensate for a full translation, as the omitted sentences are rich in religious and cultural
content that is purposefully employed in the text to affect the audience’s emotions by
reminding them that Ghiryani (gl <l e Lile ol adla JU 5 cpabisall Jiad ) sas Jie elala
soaell b alug e Al Lo ol 5 ) siall Ainall Ja) 4 ) gL ) i) (i Y oSy sy (S 4 | 5 gl
O axiuall 9 4836 H (e agale) adal ASLAN e g yie Jgda a8 e l%) ‘does not resemble his great
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grandfathers who have supported the Prophet Muhammed peace be upon him unlike
Ghiryani who has betrayed his people’. The translator has left the underlined sentences
unrendered, thus affecting the discourse’s continuity and balance, which in turn negatively

impacts the coherence relationships that exist throughout the text, as well its informativity.

Type of Error Description

Coherence:  Continuity and | This unjustifiable omission has affected the continuity, balance and
Balance informativity of the target text.

Example No. (62):

Original
sentence .
O (AN SN Jaadl a s | gl e Lgans () 308 Uisa )5 2l g (o (0SBl | 5 peda ikl Jal
ol oyl Jild 7 ) (e Gl sl 7 s

BBC Translation | (12)The tribes are marching from several regions: from Bani Walid, Tarhouna,
Fizzan, Sabha, Jufara, from the mountain, tribes are marching in from outside
Tripoli.

Gaddafi’s speeches, particularly during the Libyan revolution, were teeming with
imperatives. Using the imperative form of a verb is a tactical persuasive technique with
which the political genre is characterised. It adds assertion to the statement and influences
audiences’ minds. Politicians usually use the imperative form to ensure that their speeches
are audience-centric as well as to encourage the audience to focus on the speaker’s words
(Chilton, 2004). In this sentence from the original speech, Gaddafi is directly and
repeatedly using the imperative form to incite the people of Tripoli to purge their city. He
uses the imperative form of the verb (,<-) which means ‘clear’, to convince his audience
that promoting this purge is their duty and mission. By combining the two techniques of
using imperatives and also repeating them, Gaddafi is heavily emphasising the need for his
audience to carry out the required action. In the translation, however, these imperative
forms were brought down to the more neutral and less engaging infinitive form. In this

particular example, the imperative form of the verb (,¢k) ‘clear’ found in the original
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sentence is completely ignored in the translation, which leaves the translated sentence less
engaging than its Arabic counterpart, in which Gaddafi was directly addressing his

audience.
Type of Error Description
Informativity: Syntax Replacing the form of the verb from the imperative to the infinitive

distorts the expected level of engagement. It also affects the
transference of the intended meaning with all its accompanying
effects.

Example No. (63):

Original sentence | o 5 s (8 (el yha e () (b gans La laa (gale 5 Blaliall | s gany il cadl Sl oy 3l
oY AadSe laa s 5 il AadlSe Claa s Ol s Aars Aala 538 () G e L s O30

el e dualiy leaal 5 Aas

BBC Translation | (36) I found young people on the streets. To be honest, | did not feel like Tripoli
had fallen or that some had marched into it. I consider this a simple thing, just an
issue of riot control. Counter-terrorism units are currently carrying out their
duties and rounding up criminals.

The situational context of this section reflects the state of comparison that Gaddafi was
attempting to establish between two groups of the city of Tripoli’s youth after his
undercover walk. In this example as well as the next one, the ways in which this entire
comparison was incorrectly rendered in the translation will be discussed. To start off with,
Gaddafi revealed his shock upon seeing that some of the Tripoli youth were not grasping
the seriousness of the unfolding situation at that time. He was surprised to see them
roaming the streets, ignoring the danger. In his speech, he says (s s clod ol S jall
s Glall o) 5l slad (el la Aae O Ul smea e o gale 5 3l () s Ao Aala (s3a () (e
el (e dpall g Lol o0 dald Cla HY) dadlSe Glaa g g e dll 4a8lSe Dlaa ) meaning “what is
strange is that I found some youth hanging out in the streets as if everything is normal.
They did not feel that the city of Tripoli is in danger or that the rats have entered their city”.

He attributed their attitude to the possibility of them thinking that their city’s circumstances
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are just a matter of riot control, and that the concerned authority units are controlling the

situation and eliminating the criminals.

In the translation, however, Gaddafi’s critical criticism was stripped of its ironic aspect.
The reader of the translation would assume that Gaddafi is simply narrating the events
occurring at the time. The tone of the ironic criticism and anger, in the original sentence, is
levelled down in the translation to a great extent, due to the incorrect interpretation of the
use of ironic aspect. Moreover, this entire comparison was not singled out in the translation,
leaving the meaning ambiguous. A reader of the translation would not think that Gaddafi
was ironically speaking about the first group of youth, nor that he was comparing between

two groups at all.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Lexis Misreading the connotative meaning of the ironical structure
resulted in providing incorrect information.

Example No. (64):

Original sentence | <le saxe ulile (5 Glid ae ol Aoy sl Aipaal) dals Cardie Lpaal) Gl ylaf aay (<
de 5, dals G S daluly

BBC Translation (161) 1 have met revolutionary young people carrying AK-47s.

In the previous example (63), Gaddafi mocked the first type of youth he met during his
undercover walk. In the current example, however, he speaks proudly of the other type of
Tripoli youth. The use of the conjunction (<) meaning ‘but’, is a clear indication of an
opposite or a different outcome. Despite this, the conjunction was not conveyed in the
translated version, making the comparison less obvious. In describing the other type of
youth, Gaddafi used the adjective (ss~) which means “good” in the general sense, so as to
encourage the people of Tripoli to follow their steps. He believed them to be equipped with
the necessary weapons to face the surrounding dangers, unlike the first group who were

acting carelessly. This comparison was not successfully rendered in the translation,
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resulting in the misreading and incorrect transferring of intended meanings. Furthermore,

the choice of the word ‘revolutionary’ as an equivalent for the word () ‘good’ brings

more weight to the meaning than that expressed by the Arabic word.

Type of Error

Description

Cohesion: Conjunctions

The omission of the cohesive conjunction result in misreading the
comparison and thus making the meaning of the sentences less
explicit than that of the original.

Informativity: Lexis

The incorrect choice of equivalent to the word () ‘good’ results
in providing an inaccurate translation, which affects the transfer of
the intended meaning.

Example No. (65):

Original sentence

3l 3 (5 A1 6 e Jual siin

BBC Translation (17) And tomorrow we will communicate again,

The error detected in this example is the same as the ones found in Examples 22 and 53

above, that being starting the TT sentence with ‘and’. To avoid unnecessary repetition,

discussion is only made here

to the type of error in this example.

Type of Error

Description

Cohesion: Conjunction (cohesive
device)

Starting sentences with ‘and’ does not comply with English
grammatical conventions.

Final Calculation of Errors in the Speech:

Speech Numb

er of Examples Total Number of Errors

Third Speech

10 12
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5. Analysis of the Fourth Speech’s Errors

Example No. (66):

Original sentence Lsel Ol adl s,
CNN Translation (1)They are finished

As explained in Example (55), starting a translation, as the case in this speech, with the
pronoun ‘they’, with no clear indication as to what it refers to, creates an ambiguity in the
reference between the text’s items. Pronouns should distinctly refer to a particular noun
that, ideally, comes antecedently; in the original version, the antecedent to this pronoun is
clearly mentioned in the same sentence - ‘The rats are finished’. As pronouns are generic
words that hold little meaning on their own, it is difficult to understand the meaning of the
sentence as a whole if the antecedent it refers to is not clear. The ambiguity resulting from
this error affects the acceptability of the text, as the meaning becomes unintelligible given

that the succeeding sentences are coherently connected to the first one.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Syntax | Beginning the text with a pronoun that does not clearly refer to a particular
entity affects the informativity, coherence and acceptability of the text as a
whole, given that the meaning becomes unintelligible.

Example No. (67):

Original sentence 4 o

CNN Translation (9)With Allah's help.
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Quite often, when Muslims refer to the future they preface their statement with the phrase
(4 &%) *with Allah’s permission’. It is an acknowledgment that they often express, as they
believe that humans do not possess absolute knowledge of future events and outcomes, and
can only hope for favourable conclusions; in the end, everything occurs by Allah’s will. In
this example, Gaddafi, being Muslim, uses this phrasal expression to acknowledge that
what he claimed to be his utmost intention in the preceding sentence, dying as martyr for
his lands, can only come to pass if Allah wills it to happen. Therefore, the translation of this
expression as “with Allah’s help” ignores the religious background that Gaddafi shares
with his audience. It also gives the wrong indication that such an intention could be
fulfilled with the help of Allah, which is not the intended meaning of the original

expression.

Type of Error Description

Informativity: Lexis [ Incorrectly translating a religious expression results in providing an inaccurate
translation of the intended meaning.

Example No. (68):

Original sentence el yilda )5 5en AN aa LY

CNN Translation (12) Our children are the one's who have destroyed these planes.

There are three errors in the translation of this sentence. First, the explicit bound pronoun
(#) in (a8 _k) which means ‘their planes’, works as a possessive pronoun in Arabic. The
equivalent of this pronoun in English is a third person possessive pronoun, i.e., ‘their’.
However, in the translation, it has been incorrectly rendered to the demonstrative ‘these’,
which makes the meaning vague, as the pretext does not suggest any noun to which this
demonstrative could refer. The second error lies in the translation of the word (LY )
‘youth’ as ‘children’ which does not communicate the intended meaning. The last error is
in the translation of the separate pronoun (~2) which refers to the ‘youth’ and works as a

nominal substitute of the same word. However, this pronoun has been translated as ‘one’s’.

155



The use of the possessive (’s), instead of the equivalent English nominal substitute ‘ones’

creates an ambiguity in the translation as it is not clear what this possession refers to.

Type of Error

Description

Cohesion: Reference

Translating the possessive pronoun as a demonstrative that does not
clearly refer to an entity results in the meaning of the sentence as a
whole being unclear.

Informativity: Lexis

Translating the word ‘youth’ as ‘children’ conveys wrong indication
that the Libyan children have participated in the civil war, which is
not the intended meaning.

Cohesion: Ellipsis

Using the possessive ’s’ instead of the plural form of the nominal
substitute ‘ones’ does not convey the intended meaning.

Example No. (69):

Original sentence

oBiiall sl o8 13, 2 sdiall & gl s 138

CNN Translation

(16) This is the day on which we should liberate the city. We've been
looking forward to that day.

Parallelism is a rhetorical and textual device employed in Arabic discourse (Al-Jubouri,

1983). It creates a textual semantic unity which adds to the cohesive relationships that exist

between different parts of the sentence and the text. In this example can be found an

incomplete parallelism, in which “there is a partial coincidence between parallelistic forms”

(Al-Jubouri, 1983, p.107). The parallelistic parts (253l s& 1), meaning ‘this is the day’ are

repeated twice respectively. Al-Jubouri (1983) argues that this structure renders the

argument more persuasive. However, the translation has stripped Gaddafi’s statements of

their persuasive nature by dissolving the structure into ordinary sentences, which results in

some loss of the rhetorical effect intended through the use of such a cohesive device.

Type of Error Description
Cohesion: Failing to recognise the functions of parallelism as a cohesive device
Parallelism resulted in decreasing the persuasive nature of the statement.
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Example No. (70):

Original sentence ST, st i gl

CNN Translation (26) God is great.

In this speech, the phrase (S) 4), which means ‘Allah is the Greatest’, is repeated three
times at the end of this speech. This repetition has a connotative meaning for the Libyan
people. It was adopted as the official national anthem of the Libyan Arab Republic by the
then Libyan leader Muammar Gaddafi, to express his hopes of uniting the Arab World.
This phrase replaced the previous national anthem ‘Libya, Libya, Libya’, which was used
before the Gaddafi government. However, when Libya’s government was dissolved in
October 2011 following the Libyan Civil War and the death of Gaddafi, ‘Libya, Libya,
Libya’ was once again employed as the new national anthem. Therefore, this particular
phrase is functionally loaded, as it represents victory and unity, which were both crucial to
Gaddafi at the time. However, this intended word repetition was not matched in the
translation of the speech, resulting in the loss of some of the lexical repetition’s rhetorical

effect.

Type of Error Description

Cohesion: Lexical cohesion | The loss of the rhetorical function through the repetition of certain lexical
(repetition) items leads to the loss of part of the intended effect that was meant to be
created through the lexical repetition, consequently affecting the intended
meaning.

Example No. (71):

Original sentence sl Lgle <y gl s

CNN Translation (3)And they are voting on it tonight.

In the translated version of this speech, the translation of the Arabic connective device (J)
‘and’ was treated as a one-to-one relationship throughout the text, which does not comply

with English grammar as explained in Examples (22), (53), and (65).
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Type of Error

Description

Cohesion: Conjunction
(cohesive device)

Starting sentences with ‘and’ does not comply with the English
grammatical conventions.

Final Calculation of Errors in this Speech:

Speech

Number of Examples

Total Number of Errors

Fourth Speech

In conclusion, the total number of errors detected in the selected speeches is 81 errors.

Some examples contain more than one error, and therefore, the total number of errors is

higher than the total number of the presented examples, i.e., 71. After the identification of

errors according to the adopted model of error analysis, the reflections of these errors on the

overall quality index of each speech are discussed in detail in the next chapter.
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Chapter 5
Results

In this chapter, the findings will be presented in two stages. Firstly, the results obtained
from the application of the two TQA methods detailed in Chapter 3 will be explored. It is
important to reiterate here that this study does not aim to prescribe either of these two
methods over the other. Rather, it aims to outline the differences in their application, in
relation to the subjectivity inherent to TQA. Secondly, the results obtained from the
application of the error analysis model, which will have been adapted with the necessary
modifications so as to become a more comprehensive assessment tool for the purpose of
this study, as well as for Arabic-English translations in general, will be presented. The
theory of textuality itself has been adopted in the field of Translation Studies as a model to
both describe the process and the product of translation, and to assess the quality of
translation (see Chapter 3); it has also provided practical means to comprehensively assess
a translation, due to its operative role. Therefore, only the results obtained from the
application of the suggested amendments to the original model are discussed in this

chapter.
5.1 Differences in the Application of the Two Main Approaches in TQA
A. Justification of the Quality Index

Table (5.1) summaries the differences between the quality indexes given by Method (A)
and Method (B) respectively.

Quality Index Speech No (1) Speech No (2) Speech No (3) Speech No (4)
Error Analysis 3.4/10 6/10 4.6/10 5.2/10
Method (A)
Holistic 2.75/10 6/10 6.75/10 7.75/10
Assessment
Method (B)

Table (5.1): The Overall Quality Indexes from Method (A) and Method (B)
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Based on this table, the results acquired from the examination of the justification of the
quality index provided by each assessment method as a criterion of objectivity can be
summarised as follows:

Translation scholars emphasise that the mark reached at the end of TQA should be
justifiable. However, from the application of both methods, it can be noted that the mark
obtained with Method (A) is quantitatively justified, as it is a reflection of the number of
the errors present in the translated text compared to the total number of words in that
translation, whereas the mark reached in Method (B) can only be qualitatively justified.
Therefore, it can be concluded that the judgment statements, provided by the raters in this
study, were not supported with any quantitative statistics.

Although qualitative statements are hypothetically believed to increase the subjective
nature of translation quality assessment given that, for the most part, they do not stem from
a predefined set of parameters, but from raters’ judgment and estimation, it is worth
mentioning that the inter-rater reliability between this study’s two external raters is quite
high. This demonstrates that there is much consensus in the ratings, which were given
independently by the two raters for the same assessment task. This could be considered as a
positive aspect of the holistic model adopted.

The TER adopted in this study to render the number of errors detected from the error
analysis in Method (A), does not appear to be affected by the length of the translated text.
Although one would assume that the quality index would be significantly affected by the
number of errors in short texts than in comparatively lengthy texts, the results obtained
from the application of Method (A) proves this to be a false assumption. To elaborate, the
quality index of the second speech is (6/10), whereas the quality index of the fourth speech
is (5.2/10). The number of errors detected in these speeches compared to their word count
vary considerably; the second speech has 29 errors, whereas the fourth speech has only 8.
The word count in the second speech is (1014 words) compared to (311 words) for the
fourth one. This sizeable difference is not matched in the awarded quality index, as the
difference between the two values is small. Additionally, the number of errors compared to
the number of words in the translated text does not appear to have much impact on the
quality index in Method (B), where the quality is determined depending on two assessment

criteria.

160



The quality index in Method (B) is based on the separate scores that raters assign for the
two governing criteria in the adopted holistic model (the accuracy of transfer from the
original language and the quality of expression in the target language). In Speech No. (3)
and (4), the relatively high marks awarded for the second criterion (the quality of
expression in the target language) increased the overall quality index of those translations,
notwithstanding the low marks assigned for the first criterion (the accuracy of transfer). In
other words, the overall mark obtained in Method (B) may not reflect the low mark given

for the first criteria, if the mark assigned for the second is relatively high.

B. Considering Translation Negative and Positive Aspects in TQA

The examination of this aspect in the previous chapter reaches the following conclusions:

- The quality index in Method (A) reflects the defects in the translations only. It gives
no credit to creative strategies adopted by the translators to solve certain translation
problems. Therefore, it can be argued that the view of TQA in error analysis models
is restricted, since it focuses only on the negative aspects of a translation, which
supposedly increases the element of subjectivity in the assessment.

- The view of translation quality seems to be more comprehensive in Method (B),
given that it considers both the negative and positive aspects of quality. Both of the
raters who are part of this study have asserted that they have given credit for good
translations of certain phrases when awarding the marks. However, the importance

of the positive aspects in Method (B) is only roughly estimated by the raters.

C. Building TQA Models on Established Theories of Translation

As for the implementation of this criterion, in the two assessment methods, it can be
concluded that:

- Method (A) is built on a linguistic approach to translation that is extracted from the
scientific theory of textuality. Beaugrande and Dressler’s seven standards of textuality
were used as evaluative parameters to assess the quality of the selected Arab Spring

presidential speeches’ translations. Assessment is, therefore, not based on subjective
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preferences but rather on whether the translated texts fulfil the expectations of the seven

standards, as described by the original authors of the theory as illustrated in Chapter 4.

-Method (B) is also based on prominent notions in the field of translation, as it is mainly

derived from a verifiable classification of translation adequacy. The assessment in this

model is based on two criteria, namely, quality of accuracy of transfer from the SL and

quality of expression in the TL, which together are established as verifiable notions of in

TQA.

D. Including a Quantification Dimension in TQA

The examination of the way in which this criterion of objectivity is implemented in the two

assessment methods revealed that:

Error quantification is implemented in Method (A), which is based on error
analysis. As explained in Chapter 3, quality index is calculated following the
adopted TER which basically reflects the total number of errors against the total
number of words count in the translated texts.

Method (B), on the other hand, does not quantify the type of errors or calculate the
number of errors committed in a translation. This method does not clearly
differentiate between different types of errors, and nor does it include explicit

criteria upon which to base the evaluation.

E. Following a Multi-Perspective Assessment

Examining the two methods of assessment in light of this criterion of objectivity exposed

the following:

As far as following a multi-perspective viewpoint of assessment is concerned,
Method (A) proved to be comprehensive. This is because it covers most of the
aspects of the text that contribute to the creation of meaning and as well as those
which can be affected during the process of translation, and therefore can in turn
impact the process of transferring the original text’s communicative value.

The view of translation quality in Method (A), where the error analysis is based on
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the textuality theory, is that the linguistic choices in the target text should reflect the
standards of cohesion, coherence, informativity, intentionality, situationality and
intertextuality of the source texts, and considers quality to be the appropriateness of
the linguistic choices in the translated texts with regards to the linguistic and
nonlinguistic ones of the original texts. The assessment of quality in Method (A)
proved to be based on the appreciation of both the micro level (represented in the
standards of cohesion, coherence, informativity, and intentionality) and the macro
level (represented in the examination of the standards of acceptability, situationality
and intertextuality).

Method (B) focuses mostly on the micro level of assessment. Assessment in this
method is based on the acknowledgement of two main parameters: accuracy of
transfer from the original text and quality of expression in the target language.
These two parameters are generic, meaning that subjectivity can stem from the sole
reliance on certain parameters, and the lack of consideration for other influencing

factors.

F. Considering the Text Type in TQA

Considering text type as a criterion of objectivity in the study’s two methods of assessment

uncovered the following:

Although considering the text type in TQA is believed to lend the assessment
process more objectivity, it is not explicitly implemented in either of the two
assessment methods. The style, however, is considered in both methods.

In Method (A), the effect of the text type on the assessment is acknowledged in the
selected model, as the style is considered in the appreciation of the standard of
acceptability, where the naturalness of the TT style is regarded as an assessment
criterion. Style is also taken into account in the standard of intertextuality, where the
relevant target text’s style should resemble texts of similar nature.

Text type is also considered in Method (B). However, it does not specify whether
the style should reflect that of the original author, or of the text genre conventions in

the target language. Therefore in this case, there is more room left to raters’
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preferences and judgments in Method (B) than Method (A).

5.2 Applicability of the Suggested Model

Most of the translation errors detected in this study fall under the standards of cohesion,

coherence, and informativity and are therefore firstly discussed in this chapter.

1. The Standard of Cohesion:

With regards to cohesion, the following results were obtained from the application of the

amended model:

Cohesion is one of the important textual features of texts. Cohesive devices
(reference, conjunctions, ellipsis, substitutions, lexical cohesion, paraphrasing, and
parallelism) are used to connect the parts of a text and bring forth meaning. From
the examination of this study’s corpus, it can be concluded that reference and
conjunctions, among the other devices, are markedly different in English and
Arabic. For instance, there are major distinctions between Arabic and English
demonstrative systems. Arabic demonstratives express gender distinctions, whereas
in English, ‘this’ and ‘that’ are used to refer to both genders. Arabic also
differentiates between singular, dual, and plural demonstrative pronouns, whereas
English differentiates between singular and plural demonstratives only. Translators’
unawareness of such differences often results in translation problems, as illustrated
in Example (39).

As far as reference is concerned, some cohesion shifts cause some translation
problems, due to the inherent differences between the two linguistic systems.
Compared to English, Arabic has a wider set of pronouns. The Arabic explicit and
implicit pronouns show not only gender distinctions but also number distinctions.
Arabic pronouns also differ according to their position in the sentence, whether
nominative, accusative, or genitive. On the other hand, English deals with a limited
set of pronouns, and gender distinction appears in the case of the third person
singular (i.e., he/she). Lastly, Arabic does not have the category of some possessive

pronouns such as mine, his, yours, etc. Consequently, these differences create
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reference problems in the translation. The word (4xls<) ‘two houses’ in Example
(9), for instance, refers to a dual entity. In the translation however, the dual pronoun
has been incorrectly translated to ‘houses’. In English, this plural noun could refer
to two or more houses, whereas the word in Arabic specifically refers to two.
Ambiguous number specification in the translation resulted in providing inaccurate
information which affected the transference of the intended meaning.

Another main distinction between Arabic and English pronouns relates to their
cohesive function(s). Personal reference in Arabic is typically anaphoric. Moreover,
the third person pronoun can also function cataphorically to refer to an entity that
will appear later in the text, although this is not common practice. Furthermore,
Arabic implicit pronouns, though they are not outwardly formed in the surface
structure, can also fulfil a cohesive function by encouraging receivers to retrieve
their antecedents from somewhere in the text, or from shared background
knowledge.

The conjunction (s) ‘and’ is typically repeated in Arabic spoken and written
discourses. In the first Egyptian speech for example, it was repeated ten times in
one sentence. Not only was repetition unavoidable in that particular sentence, it did
not affect its readability, as the statement read normally. This is due to the fact that
its structure falls in line with Arab grammarians’ beliefs that Arabic is a syndetic
language, in which almost every idea is linked to the proceeding one with a
connective. Given that the relationship between English and Arabic conjunctions is
not one-to-one, translating every () into ‘and’ made the translation sound awkward,
as English cannot tolerate such heavy repetition.

Unlike English, Arabic is a derivational language that is based on a root system.
Many words can be derived from the same root, and root repetition is usually
created at the morphological level. In Arabic, the morphological repetition of roots
is generally created by the multiple use of the same root within a single clause or
sentence. For example, the sentence (wuall JS uall s z all S = 5all) in Example (31),
Is characterised by its root repetition, which is used to emphasise the expressed
meanings. However, this emphasis is difficult to render in the translation, due to the

inherent differences between the Arabic and English languages. However, it can be

165



compensated for via different means such as the use of an adverb of emphasis (like
certainly, obviously, undoubtedly), or through the use of typological devices such as
italics, which are essentially used to give an added force or a greater degree of
certainty to a particular word in a sentence or to the sentence as a whole.

As for conjunctions, based on the textual analysis conducted in this study, it can be
concluded that the most frequently used devices are () ‘and’ and (<) ‘so’, and both
are employed as coordinating conjunctions and cohesive devices of different
functions, as illustrated in the examples found in Chapter 4. The misinterpretation
of their functions creates translation problems on the structural and the
informational level, as is the case in Example No. (17).

Failing to recognise cohesion relationships between sentences leads to confusion
about the referent of certain pronouns which, in turn, results in inaccurate
translation. The translation of the fourth speech showcases this issue very well,
where the translation began with the pronoun ‘they’. The referent that this pronoun
alludes to is unclear in the translation, and as pronouns are generic words that hold
little meaning on their own, it is difficult to understand the meaning of the sentence
as a whole if the antecedent it refers to is elusive. This affects the TT, as the
meaning becomes unintelligible due to the fact that the succeeding sentences are
coherently connected to the first one.

Paraphrasing is one of the Arabic devices that is used to create a lexical cohesion in
a text. It involves the numerous restatement of a certain point or argument. This
type of repetition reflects the tendency of some writers or speakers to force
assertion. At the end of his second speech, for instance, Mubarak asserts certain
points by paraphrasing ideas: ( &alls caell oo, callls Adgalls, olgiiay ol sdiay el dn.,
ailedls Laall (=l 5) “EQypt is the goal and the ultimate wish. It is our responsibility and
duty. It is the beginning of our lives and its end. It is the land that will witness our
lives and deaths’. This sense of assertion was partially lost in the translation, as
most of the paraphrased phrases in the original sentences were left without
repetition or paraphrasing, thus affecting the transference of assertion and the

rhetorical effect resulting from it.
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- Parallelism is a rhetorical and textual device in Arabic discourse. It creates a textual
semantic unity which adds to the cohesive relationships that exist between different
parts of a sentence and text. Example (69), for example, contained parallelism in
which the parallelistic parts, (252!l s 132) “this is the day’, are repeated twice. The
use of this structure in Arabic makes the argument more persuasive and also is
regarded as a cohesive device. However, the translation stripped Gaddafi’s
statements of their persuasive and cohesive aspects by dissolving the structure into

ordinary sentences, resulting in the significant loss of the intended rhetorical effect.

2. The Standard of Coherence:

Concerning coherence, the following results were obtained from the application of the

proposed model:

« Cohesion shifts can result in inaccurate coherence shifts. The coherence relation that
exists between two sentences in Arabic depends largely on the conjunction used to link
them, provided they are indeed connected by one. Thus, the coherence of the TT is
affected by how the Arabic conjunction is translated. The causal relationship that exists
between the two Arabic sentences in Example (17) , for instance, is negatively impacted
by the use of the comma in the translation, instead of a conjunction such as ‘so’ or
‘because’, to render the explicit Arabic conjunction employed in the original text in the
optic of reflecting a causal relationship.

« The unjustified deletion of certain sentences in the translation affects the completeness of
the original message and, consequently, the coherence of the text as a whole. For
instance, the last two sentences in Mubarak’s first speech were omitted in the translation,
despite being ideologically and informatively loaded. The first sentence (o) 13 4 Jaés
4=i5) ‘may Allah protect this nation and its people’ is a prayer with which Mubarak
intentionally chose to end his speech. This prayer is both politically and ideologically
motivated as he is seeking to maintain the religious identity that is so appealing to his
audience, with the aim of gaining their support and sympathy. The second sentence
(4S5 ) Aes 5 oSile 3L 5) ‘may peace and mercy of Allah be upon you’ is typically
used by Mubarak to begin and end his speeches, as well as to maintain a semblance of
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religious identity. These two sentences were unreasonably left out of the translation,
along with their ideological and rhetorical effects, thus resulting in an abrupt ending.
Such a deletion affects the continuity and balance of the discourse, which in turn impacts

the coherence relationships that exist throughout the text.

3. The Standard of Informativity:

The following results were obtained from the application of the proposed model with

regards to informativity:

« In terms of accuracy, the translation of a lexical item can either be accurate or inaccurate.
It is considered accurate if all the aspects of the meaning (the denotative and connotative)
are conveyed in the translation. In contrast, the translation is considered inaccurate if the
equivalent word conveys a different meaning from that meant by the original, or connotes
a meaning that is not originally intended. In Arabic-English translation, certain words are
‘habitually’ considered to be equivalents. However, a thorough examination of these
words’ semantic ranges show that the assumed relationship of equivalence could be
baseless. Example No. (52) in the second speech demonstrates this, as the word (<)
meaning ‘events’ was translated as ‘issues’. The words ‘event’ and ‘issues’ reflect two
different aspects of meaning, and are not equally equivalent to the original word, as
illustrated in Chapter 4.

« The inconsistency in dealing with the same lexical item invites confusion, as receivers of
a translation may incorrectly assume that the terms employed refer to different things,
when in fact, they both refer to the same word. In Gaddafi’s second speech, the translator
translated the word (<) correctly as ‘Allah’ in its first occurrence, but unexpectedly
rendered it as ‘God’ in its second appearance, potentially implying that these two words
refer to two different entities, which is not so in the original text.

« The meaning of some words can only be understood by understanding the context
correctly. In Example (10), the word ('_»\»<) ‘different, variant’ has been translated as
‘new’. The situational context in which this word appears reflects a state of instability and
concern, as Mubarak, in the pretext, warns the Egyptians that surviving the coming days
requires a great deal of wisdom. The word ‘new’, on the other hand, usually reflects a
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state of positive change, which is inappropriate in that context. Therefore, translating the
word (I_ix<) as ‘new’ violates the denotative and connotative meanings of the situational
context in which it appears.

1.The function of the rhetorical devices used in a text should be identified in order to be
reproduced. However, it is not always possible to reproduce an Arabic metaphor in
English, due to the linguistic and cultural differences between the two languages. As
metaphors are essentially used in Arabic to imply certain meanings, it is not
recommended for these meanings to be made explicit in the translation unless the
translator is certain that there exists no equivalent metaphor. Reducing the metaphoric
expression to its sense does not comply with the standard steps to deal with metaphors in
texts. For instance, this was done in Example No. (18) with (LW e <will wa), despite
there being a similar metaphor in English - ‘to add fuel to the fire’. This affects the text’s
degree of informativity as it makes the sentence more explicit than it should be.

» Thematisation is introduced in the adapted model as an informative device. The purpose
of thematising certain elements in a text should be considered and reproduced in the
translation, if possible. In Arabic, all linguistic elements can be thematised (verbs, nouns,
prepositional phrases, adverbial clauses of place and time, and nominal clauses). If the
thematised element is a verb, the focus is on the process, whereas when the thematised
element is a noun, the focus is on the entity. Finally, when the adverbial clause or the
prepositional phrase are thematised, the focus is on the circumstantial elements, to
prepare the context for the coming information. All these elements can also be thematised
in English, with the exception of verbs, as this does not conform with English grammar.

« Shifts in thematisation affect the degree of emphasis that is intended in the original text
by placing certain elements in a certain position. Any shift of thematised items found in
the text denotes meanings that are not provided in the original sentence, consequently
creating changes in the original meaning. In Example No. (16), the error detected lies in
changing the order of Mubarak’s list of people in the original sentence. The ex-president
started with (e 5 4:238) “farmers and workers’, however in the translation, the translator
shifted the order and consequently, the theme of said original order, to start with the
religious element, which reflects a rather sensitive division - (4hll s 4xaluss) “jts Muslims

and Christians’. This unnecessary change entailed thematising these elements and giving
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them more emphasis by bringing them into focus. This shift affects the informativity of
the text, as the translator made it seem as if Mubarak’s first priority was the division

between Muslims and Christians, which is a rather sensitive division.

4. The Standard of Intentionality:

The following results were obtained concerning intentionality:

 The intended meaning of a word can only be conveyed if the denotative and connotative
aspects of the meaning are considered. Conveying only one of these meanings will result
in partial rendering of the whole meaning.

 One of the most common features of political speeches is the reliance on rhetoric to speak
persuasively, regardless of one’s personal beliefs, as it is believed to be the art of
persuasion. Therefore, what is said or written in political speeches can carry different
implied meanings than that of what is expressed explicitly. Translators dealing with this
type of text should be very aware of their producers’ explicit and implicit intentions.

» The standard of intentionality is also affected by manipulative language - another
common feature of political speeches (Chilton, 2004). These devices frequently used by
politicians to enforce manipulation include lexical-semantic devices and rhetorical
devices. This means that translators should be able to recognise the goal behind such
manipulation, and attempt to convey it via the use of equivalent linguistic devices in the
TL, if possible.

« Intentionality operates on two levels of a text, the levels of cohesion and informativity.
With regards to cohesion, cohesive devices, apart from being textual connectors, can be
employed to serve a specific purpose. For instance, certain devices are used to emphasise
a particular meaning. Due to the inherent differences between English and Arabic writing
conventions, this extra intended meaning cannot always be reflected in the translation; for
example, the repetition of morphological patterns is not tolerated in English in the way
that it is in Arabic. Therefore, translators should ideally rely on tools which can
compensate for the loss of the intended effect or meaning. As for informativity,
thematising, for instance, entails giving information an added focus. The intended

meaning of such thematisation should be recognised and reproduced in the thematisation.
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Failing to do so results in the partial loss of the intended meaning.

5. The Standard of Acceptability:

» Acceptability is concerned with an audience’s attitude towards a text. More specifically,
how they receive a text and how they regard it as being cohesive, coherent and whether it
holds any relevance for them. This standard is concerned with three factors:
intelligibility, naturalness of style, and appropriateness. Errors that make the translation
unintelligible, inappropriate or not read well affect its acceptability.

« Errors that violate English writing conventions may make the translation of parts of the
Arab spring presidential speeches less acceptable, as the English reader expects well-
written translations, particularly if these are published in reputed news agencies such as
the BBC, CNN, and the Guardian.

6. The Standard of Situationality:

« Examining context consists of studying certain linguistic choices made by the text
producer according to the relevant context. This echoes the standard of intentionality, as
both are non-linguistic standards that are only manifested in the text through certain
linguistic choices that, in the case of intentionality, serve the intention of the speaker, and
in the case of situationality, serve the context.

A.Context helps to identify the conversational implicature; this refers to what a speaker
means or implies as distinct from what he or she is literally saying. It also helps to

eliminate ambiguity, be it lexical or structural.

All the results obtained from the application of the selected two assessment methods on the
corpus of this study were discussed in detail in this chapter, as well as the results of the

suggested amendments on the original model of textuality.
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Chapter 6

Discussion of Results

This chapter is dedicated to the discussion of the results obtained from the examination of
the study’s data discussed in Chapter 4. These are presented in accordance with the study’s
main two objectives: (1) identifying the differences in the application of the two main
approaches used in translation quality assessment to the same texts and recognising how
each approach reduces the subjectivity inherent to TQA, and (2) identifying the outcome of
applying the proposed model of error analysis (described in Chapter 3) as a TQA model for
Arabic-English translations. The English translations of the four Arab Spring presidential
speeches selected for examination underwent a textual analysis based on the proposed
model derived from the theory of textuality, originally established by Beaugrande and
Dressler in 1981. For the reasons explained in Chapter 3, the suggested amendments to the
original model are necessary given the combination of the languages involved in the corpus
of this study (Arabic and English). The discussion will first begin with the differences in
the application of the two main approaches in TQA and then shifts to the applicability of

the proposed model as an assessment model for Arabic-English translations.

6.1 Differences in the Application of the Two Main Approaches in TQA

One of the main objectives of this study is to empirically examine the differences in the
application of the main approaches, namely error analysis and holistic assessment, used in
TQA. These are represented in this study by Method (A) and Method (B) respectively.
Furthermore, this research intends to identify how each of these approaches reduces the
subjectivity inherent to TQA. The literature review conducted in Chapter 2 showed that
translation scholars suggest the following criteria to ensure a higher level of objectivity.
These are: (1) the mark given as a quality index can be justified (Mateo, 2014), (2) the
negative and positive aspects of the translation are both considered in the assessment of
translation quality (Waddington, 2001), (3) the model of assessment is built on established
theories of translation (House, 1997,2001), (4) the model includes a quantification

dimension in the assessment, meaning that errors are assigned different weights depending
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on their consequences (Williams, 2001), (5) the assessment follows a multi-perspective
viewpoint, meaning that both the micro and macro levels of assessment (linguistic and
nonlinguistic) are covered (House, 2001-2), and lastly, (6) the model does not ignore the
effect of the text type on the evaluation process (Reiss, 1971,2000).

As both approaches promise to be objective, this study empirically investigates the
differences in the applicability of each with regards to the above-mentioned criteria of
objectivity proposed by specialists in the field. In the following sections, the results
obtained from the application of both methods to assess the quality of the selected Arab
Spring presidential speeches are discussed, and the manner in which each of these criteria

of objectivity are considered in each assessment method is compared.

A. The First Criteria of Objectivity: The Quality Index
A.1 Application of the Error Analysis, Method (A):

Speech No (1) Speech No (2) Speech No (3) Speech No (4)
Number of 32 29 12 8
Errors
TER Weight of 64 58 24 16
Errors
Word count 1879 1014 524 311
Quality Index (64/1879)*100= (58/1014)*100=6 | (24/524)*100=4.6 | (16/311)*100=5.2
34

Table (6.1): Results of the Application of Method (A) onto the Selected Data

A.2 Application of the Holistic Assessment, Method (B):

Speech No (1) Speech No (2) Speech No (3) | Speech No (4)

First Rater | Accuracy of 3/10 7/10 4/10 7/10
Transfer
Quality of 3/10 5/10 9/10 9/10
Expression
Average of First Rater 3/10 6/10 6.5/10 8/10
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Speech No (1) Speech No (2) Speech No (3) | Speech No (4)
Second Rater | Accuracy of 3/10 6/10 5/10 6/10
Transfer
Quiality of 2/10 6/10 9/10 9/10
Expression
Average of Second Rater 2.5/10 6/10 7/10 7.5/10
Quality Index of both Raters 2.75/10 6/10 6.75/10 7.75/10

Table (6.2): Results of the Application of Method (B) onto the Selected Data

As discussed in chapter 2, translation scholars strongly emphasise that following a
predetermined set of rules in translation quality assessment is the dividing line between
objective and subjective quality assessment (Martinez and Hurtado, 2001). They also add
that without a clear perspective based on which translation is assessed, TQA cannot escape
the accusation of being a random, subjective practice. Mateo (2014) is one of the translation
scholars who believe that one of the important criteria of objectivity that has to be
considered in any translation assessment task to reduce its subjectivity is that the mark
given by the evaluator as a quality index can be justified. This criteria of objectivity is
actually to ensure that the rater of a certain translation task is basically following a
predetermined criteria of assessment and, therefore, can justify his/her awarded marks. The
following sections will discuss whether the quality indexes given by Method (A) and (B) in

this study can be justified.

The quality index of Speech No. (1) is (3.4/10) in Method (A) and (2.75/10) in Method (B).
Although both methods allocate low overall marks for this speech’s translation, the mark
reached in Method (A) is the result of using the translation error rate (TER), a statistical
tool which is based on calculating the weight of errors against the total number of words in
the translated text. To elaborate, the translation of Speech No. (1) has (32) errors (weighing
64 points). The total weight of errors (64 points) is divided by the total number of words in
the translation (1879 words) and this, following the model, justifies the quality index given
to that translation - (3.4/10).
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In Method (B), on the other hand, as far as the first parameter in the holistic method is
concerned (the accuracy of transfer from the original language), the first rater justifies the
comparatively lower mark assigned to the first speech’s translation (2.75/10) based on the
fact that “some whole phrases from the original Arabic have been missed out, and that
some sentences that are not present in the source text have been inserted in the translated
version.” The first rater provides the following examples of said insertions:*

4.“(But at the same time, the most important thing is to recognise them). The underlined

phrase has been inserted by the translator, it does not appear in the ST”.°
5.4(1 know quite well that Egypt, while fighting, should try to go out of this juncture).
The underlined words did not appear in the ST”. The bold words, according to the first
rater, are “mistranslated and should have been® (I am absolutely certain that Egypt will
overcome this crisis)”.
The first rater also adds that “numerous words have been completely mistranslated and it
[i.e. the text] reads as if the translator has no access to a dictionary and has simply guessed
the meaning of many words and phrases”. The first rater then provides the following

examples of the mistranslation of certain words, along with suggested translations:

B. “(I’ve retained Egyptian security) should have been (I have preserved the peace)”.

C. “(I was very keen that those two committees of people who are known among
Egyptians as honest brokers, the constitutional leaders of Egypt and the judiciary)
should have been (I was very keen that both these committees should be made up of
people known to Egyptians as honest brokers, experts in constitutional law and
members of the judiciary)”.

4 All the quotes referring to the first rater are taken from their full written feedback, which is
attached in Appendix 2.

5 All the bold and underlined words are emphasised by the raters.

® The phrase “should have been” is used by both raters to refer to what they believe to be a better
translation.
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The second rater’, who also assigned a low mark to the first speech, explains that “some
sentences in the translation make no sense at all. The punctuation and paragraph breaks do
not reflect the original, and some chunks of text appear completely out of place. Chunks of
the original text have been omitted with no indication from the translator that this has been
done”. The rater attributes the low level of transfer accuracy to the assumption that “it may
be that translators working for CNN are under instructions to omit superfluous verbiage or
repetition but I’m surprised that there is nothing to show where this has occurred”. The
second rater provides the following examples to support her opinion, as well as suggestions

of better lexical choices:

A. “(This sense of abiding) should have been (this commitment)”.
B. “(l tell you here, as a head of state) should have been (I tell you, as President of the
Republic)”.
C. “(I do not find any embarrassment) should have been (I do not have any
objection)”.
As for the second parameter in Method (B), which is the quality of expression in the target
language, the first rater justifies assigning a relatively low mark (3/10) as follows: “the
translation has clearly not been written by a native English speaker”. The second rater

provides the following examples of incorrect use of English tenses and grammar:

1. “(Those who had committed those crimes) should have been (Those who have
committed those crimes)”.

2. “(Preserving our identity which is the main essence of our presence for more than
7,000 years) should have been (preserving our identity which has been the main
essence of our existence for more than 7,000 years)”.

3. “(The transfer of responsibility, which is going to be to the one that the people will
choose as their leader in transparent and free elections where guarantees are going
to be there for full transparency and for freedom) would read much better as (the

transfer of responsibility to the person whom the people will choose as their leader

7 All the guotes referring to the second rater are taken from their full written feedback, which is
attached in Appendix 3.
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in free and transparent elections with guarantees of complete freedom and

transparency”.

The second rater allocates a lower mark than that assigned by the first rater, this being
(2/10), for the parameter of quality of expression. She ascribes this mark to the “incorrect
use of English tenses throughout, misuse of definite and indefinite articles, misuse of
prepositions, incorrect word order, and misspellings”. The following examples are provided

by the rater in support of the given mark and feedback:

D.“The following translation has incorrect use of English tenses and also some
mistranslations: (This is the offer that | undertook before Allah almighty and the
people and I’m going to keep my promise so that we would put Egypt on a path of
security and stability, and would already out a perspective for coming out of this
crisis) should have been (This is the oath that | took before Allah almighty and the
country, and I’m going to keep my promise so that we can put Egypt on a path of
security and stability. I have put forward a specific vision for how we can emerge from

the current crisis)”.

E.“The following translation has incorrect grammar: (trying to put things on the right

track as quick as possible) should be (as quickly as possible) or (as soon as possible)”.

F.“The following translation has incorrect use of definite article: (through the wise

dialogue) should be (through wise dialogue)”.

The quality index of Speech No. (2) is (6/10) for both methods. Although the mark is
mathematically justified in Method (A), as shown in Table (5.1), the holistic assessment in
Method (B) led to the same result. Twenty-nine errors resulted in a total of (58 points). This
number of points against the total number of words in the translated text (1014 words)
results in a mark of (6/10) for the quality of that translation. In Method (B), on the other
hand, the quality index of a translation is the average of the two marks assigned to the two
governing criteria. With regards to the accuracy of transfer for this speech, the first rater
justifies the assigned mark (7/10) by arguing that “the content of the source text, for the

most part, has been transferred accurately, although several words have been completely
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mistranslated”. The first rater provides the following examples of mistranslation:

A.“(Dear brothers and citizens, | took the initiative of forming a new government with
new priorities and duties that respond to the demand of our youth and their mission)
should have been (Dear brother citizens, | took the initiative of forming a new
government with new priorities and duties that respond to the demands of our young
people and their message)”.

B.“(My primary responsibility now is (omission) security and independence of the
nation) should have been (My primary responsibility now is to restore the nation’s
security and stability)”.

In agreement with the first rater, the second rater explains that, overall, “the translation
represents the meaning of the original speech adequately and some good solutions have
been found for tricky expressions that are commonly mistranslated from Arabic into
English”. The rater adds that “the translation has not always been punctuated and
paragraphed in such a way as to accurately reflect the rhythm of the rhetoric of the original

text”, and provides examples in support of her assessment:

1.“(According to my constitutional powers. | call on parliament and its houses to discuss
amending article 76 and 77 of the constitution concerning the conditions on running
for presidency of the republic and it sets specific a period for the presidential term).
This example also contains poor punctuation and bad grammar. It should have been (In
accordance with my constitutional powers, | call on both houses of parliament to
discuss amending Articles 76 and 77 of the constitution as regards the conditions on
running for presidency of the republic and setting a fixed period for the presidential
term)”.

2.“l ask God to help me honour this pledge to complete my vocation to Egypt and its
people in what satisfies God, the nation and its people.” should have been “I ask God
to grant me success in honouring this pledge to accomplish what | have offered to

Egypt and its people in a way that pleases God, the nation and its people.”

As for the second criteria of assessment in the holistic method, the quality of expression in

the TL, both raters believe that with regards to this speech (Speech No. 3), it falls under

178



level (3)8, (First rater: 5/10, Second rater: 6/10). The first rater justifies the assigned mark
by stating that the translation “does not read as if it has been written by a native English
speaker”. The second rater, on the other hand, further explains that “there are numerous
incorrect uses of definite/indefinite articles, some misuse of tenses, and some incorrect
grammar”. Both raters provide examples in support of their assessment marks:

A.The first rater provides the following example of incorrect English grammar: “(We are
living together painful days) should have been (we are living together through painful
days)”.

B.The second rater provides the following example of incorrect English grammar: (I
have never ever been seeking power and the people know the difficult circumstances
that I shouldered my responsibility) should have been (I have never sought power and
the people know the difficult circumstances in which | shouldered my
responsibilities)”.

Moving on to the third speech, the difference in quality index marks awarded to the
translation of this speech via each assessment method is of approximately two marks.
Method (A) assigns (4.6/10), while Method (B) assigns (6.75 / 10). The quality index of
Method (A) is obtained by calculating the number of errors. According to the adopted
model of error analysis, the translation has 12 errors, which weigh 24 points. The overall
number of points, 24 in this instance, against the overall number of words in that
translation, which is 524 words, resulted in a 4.6/10 quality index. On the other hand, the
relatively high quality index obtained with Method (B) (6.75) is explained by the raters’
feedback; they both assigned high marks for the successful rendering of the second criteria
of assessment in the adopted holistic method - the quality of expression. To elaborate, the
first rater assigned (9/10), arguing that “the translation reads very well — only one or two
expressions or incorrect use of tenses betray that it has likely been written by a non-native
speaker of English”. In support of this argument, the first rater provides the following
example:

1.%(1 am asking you to come on pick up your courage, have courage and come out to the

streets), a more natural English translation would have been (I am asking you to pluck

8 According to the adopted holistic model (Waddington, 2001), there are five levels of assigned
marks: Level 1 (1-2 marks), Level 2 (3-4 marks), Level 3 (5-6 marks), Level 4 (7-8 marks) and
Level 5 (9-10 marks).
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up your courage, have courage and come out on the streets).”
The second rater also agreed that “the translated text reads well in English” and this is the
main reason for the assigned (9/10). However, both raters acknowledge that the translation
reads well in English not because of the successful rendering of the original text, but rather
because it “miss[es] out tricky parts of the source text altogether” (the second rater). The
first rater also asserts that “some parts have been completely missed out in the translation
and others inserted”. The high mark assigned to this parameter indicates that the given TT
reads well in English as a result of missing out certain tricky SL units which, if translated
incorrectly, could have negatively impacted the translation and, therefore, the mark
assigned for this particular criterion. Furthermore, both raters assigned lower marks for the
accuracy of transfer from the original text. The first rater allocated (4/10) while the second
allocated (5/10) for the adequacy of transfer. This signifies that both raters were aware of
the low level of accuracy of transfer. Despite the fact that this aspect should ideally be
highly present in a successful translation, given that both raters assigned marks as high as
(9/10) for quality of expression, it comes as no surprise that the average quality index

increased regardless of the lower marks awarded for the accuracy criteria.

Finally, the quality index for Speech No. (4) varies considerably between the two methods.
In Method (A), the quality index mark for the translation of Gaddafi’s speech is (5.2/10).
The translation contains 8 errors which weigh 16 points. A total of 16 points over the word
count of the translated text (which is 311 words) results in a quality index of (5.2/10). In
contrast, Method (B) assigns a (7.75) quality index for the same translation. This marked
difference is once more due to the difference between the marks assigned for the holistic
method’s two criteria of assessment. The first rater assigned (7/10) for the translation’s
accuracy of transfer, arguing that “the meaning of the original speech has been almost
entirely conveyed”. In addition, she provides examples to illustrate mistranslations:
1.“(A small problem that has become an international issue) should have been (A small
issue has become an international issue)”.
2.“(We should come to their rescue) should have been (We should come to their aid)”.
3.1 will die for my people. With Allah’s help) should have been (I will die for my
people, God willing)”.
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4.“(Our children are the one’s who have destroyed these planes) should have been (Our
children are the ones who destroyed their planes)”.

5.“('You are the fifth column within the city) should have been (You are the fifth column
within this city of yours)”.

6.“('You are capable of doing it) should have been (You are capable of defeating them)”.

Contrastingly, the second rater assigned (6/10) marks for the criteria of accuracy, asserting
that “there are a few words and expressions that could have been translated better in my
opinion, and a few errors that do not make a great deal of differences to the overall
meaning”. She specifically refers to the underestimation of the impact created from the
employment of a particular rhetorical device — the use of three similar phrases - in the
following example:
5.“(No more fear, no more hesitation, we are no longer reluctant). The intended
rhetorical impact would have been better conveyed by translating it (No more fear, no
more hesitation, no more backing down)”.
6.“There is just one example that | think was a bad choice and reads oddly: (the Libyan

people....will be crawling out. Massive waves of people will be crawling out...). The

Arabic verb does indeed mean ‘to crawl out’ but it also means ‘to march or advance’

and either of those words would have conveyed the meaning better, in my opinion”.
The high mark assigned to the second criteria of assessment, which is the quality of
expression, is the reason behind the relatively high overall quality index. Both raters assign
(9/10) for the quality of expression. As explained when discussing Speech No. (3), a high
mark such as this being awarded in one of two parameters will naturally affect the overall
calculated average.
At the end of the discussion of this criteria of objectivity, it can be noted that, based on the
suggestions of Mateo (2014), none of the raters were able to provide quantitative
justifications of the marks they assigned, which Martinez and Hurtado (2001) describe as
being highly subjective. This, in turn, values the importance of including a quantitative part
of the assessment even if the holistic approach if followed.

181



B. The Second Criteria of Objectivity: Considering the Negative and Positive Aspects
in TQA

As elaborated in chapter 2, the objectivity in the TQA methods that are based on error
analysis is believed to stem from the fact that they can give accurate accounts of both the
type and number of errors committed in a translation. However, some scholars argue that
the focus of these methods is only on errors, meaning that “the overall quality of a
translation is equal to the sum of the defects it contains” (Waddington, 2001:21). This
resulted in a restricted view of TQA where quality is assessed based only on errors,
ignoring any positive aspects in the overall quality assessment of a particular text.
Therefore, although the methods based on error analysis might provide a clear justification
of the mark reached, as specified in the previous section, they do not account for positive
solutions that are used to solve certain translation problems. From the examination of this
particular aspect in this study’s corpus, it can be noted that in the error analysis method, the
translation quality index is generally a mathematical reflection of the number and weight of
errors over the total number of words in the translated texts. However, most of the error
analysis methods, including this study’s proposed model, are established on a possible
fallacy. These methods only consider the negative aspects of translations in quality
assessment. It is without doubt that errors diminish the quality of a given translation.
However, having the same number of errors does not imply that two translations are equal
in their overall quality. Objectivity can, therefore, be increased if the TQA model considers
both the negative and positive aspects of the translation. Nonetheless, this proved not be the
norm in error analysis methods.

As for holistic models, their objectivity is believed to stems from considering both the
negative and positive aspects of the translation in the assessment process (Waddington,
2001). However, the relevant literature revealed the restricted view of errors in the holistic
methods (Pym, 1992). This proved to be true in this study as the examination of this
criterion revealed that the adopted model does not specify the elements that govern
identifying or assessing the positive aspects of a translation. In the adopted holistic model,
raters entirely relied on their estimation to determine what a good or creative aspect in the

translation consists of, as there is no pre-established grading system on how to value the
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positive points compared to the overall number of errors in the model. The first rater, for
instance, affirms that she ‘considered both the errors made and given credit for good
translations of certain phrases when awarding the marks’. However, neither of the raters
explains how they have assigned credit for good translations or how this credit is reflected
in the overall marks. Therefore, although holistic models are typically believed to consider
both the negative and positive aspects of the translation, there was no sufficient evidence of
this practice in the adopted holistic model.

C. The Third Criteria of Objectivity: Building Assessment on Established Theories of

Translation

Translation Studies witnessed a shift in the use of structural linguistics to functional
linguistics, which is represented in the prominent works of Reiss (2000), Nord (1997),
Munday (2001), Halliday (1985), House (1997), Baker (1998), Hatim and Mason (1997).
As illustrated in Chapter 2, translation scholars emphasise the importance of building TQA
models on established theories of translations. Models that are built on untested views of
translation are more likely to give inaccurate results, as they do not stem from verified
notions. The linguistic approach to translation theory is considered to be a scientific
treatment of translation, as it focuses on key issues such as meaning and equivalence. In
addition, it is no longer concerned about structure only, but also focuses on the way
language is used in a given social context (Baker, 1998). Concerning this criterion of
objectivity, both methods in this study are derived from a translation background. Method
(A) stems from the linguistic theory of textuality proposed by Beaugrande and Dressler
(1981). Method (B) is also derived from verified notions in translation. Actually, one of the
important reasons for selecting Waddington’s holistic assessment model in this study is that
it has been empirically verified in translation studies (Khan Mohammad and Osanloo,
2009:137).

D. The Fourth Criteria of Objectivity: Having a Quantitative Element in TQA

According to translation scholars, quantification is a criterion that can lend TQA more

objectivity. Believing that without error weighing and quantification, the measurement
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criteria may not offer a convincing judgment, some translation scholars advocate
combining both qualitative and quantitative measures in translation assessment (Williams,
2001). Generally speaking, most error analysis methods allocate different weights to
different types of errors according to the consequences they entail in the target text
(Williams, 2001). Method (A), for instance, has a quantification dimension as the total
number of errors is calculated against the total number of words of the translated texts to
provide the overall quality index. This guarantee that the overall mark given for the overall
quality is not randomly awarded.

As for the holistic model, although translated texts are given certain marks following a
predefined set of criteria, the marks assigned for each level are too general that it cannot
escape the need to rely on the rater’s own judgment and evaluation, which may increase the
level of subjectivity. Both raters emphasised that different types of errors were considered
in the overall assessment. However, without having any clear predefined set of rules, the
evaluator can only rely on his or her own view (Colina 2009), which is likely to increase
the element of subjectivity. Both assessors differentiate in their feedback between errors
that affect the successful transfer of meaning, and those that affect the quality of expression
in the target language, without classifying them as major or minor errors every time they
encounter them. The raters describe minor errors as those that result from incorrect use of
English tenses throughout the text, misuse of definite and indefinite articles as well as
prepositions, incorrect word order, and misspelling. Nevertheless, the raters in this study
did not explain how they reflected the different type of errors that they have identified in

their overall awarded marks.

E. The Fifth Criteria of Objectivity: Following a Multi-Perspective Assessment

Viewing translation evaluation as a generally arbitrary and subjective practice, and
believing that the main task of translation quality assessment is to improve the evaluation
process, Holmes (1988, p.78) argues that this improvement can only be ensured if quality
assessment is built on objective criteria. House (2001) argues that translation scholars can
objectively assess a translation by following a multi-perspective viewpoint. If the evaluator

carries out the analysis on both micro and macro levels, and at the same time maintains
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other important elements such as function, ideology, genre, register, and the communicative
value of individual linguistic items, then subjectivity may be reduced. If the rater carries
out the assessment on both micro and macro levels, subjectivity may be reduced, enabling
the rater to then assess the translation quality more objectively. Therefore, adopting a multi-
perspective assessment is a criterion that is believed to increase the level of objectivity in
the assessment process. Models that reduce the concept of quality to the satisfaction of one
or two quality criteria, such as function or translation effect, consequently restrict their
view of quality. Thus, subjectivity can be reduced if quality assessment is based on the
consideration of both the linguistic and nonlinguistic factors in the process of interpretation
of the source text, and the assessment of the equivalent target text.

Method (A) considers both micro and macro levels of assessment, as the concept of
textuality itself covers both the micro and macro levels of analysis and evaluation.
Altogether, the seven standards of textuality accounts for both the linguistic and
nonlinguistic factors that affect the creation of meaning and thus, can prove to be a suitable
benchmark for evaluation.On the other hand, Method (B) does not reflect such inclusivity.
The first rater stated that she “mainly considered the linguistic aspects of the translations
only”, and attributes this to the possibility that the translators could be under the pressure of
deadlines, and thus concentrate on speed of delivery rather than absolute accuracy. She also
justifies that translators “may be under instructions to omit passages they consider
superfluous”. However, she, along with the second rater, acknowledged that she had not

considered nonlinguistic factors as mitigating factors in her assessment.

F. The Sixth Criteria of Objectivity: Appreciating the Text Type in TQA

Reiss (1971, 2000) attributes the low level of objectivity in the current TQA practices to the
ignorance of the text type’s effect on the evaluation process. Hartmann (1980) believes that
Reiss’s book on translation criticism, which was written in 1971, is one of the earliest
attempts to set up objective text typological criteria for the evaluation of all translation
types. Reiss assumes that different text types require different translation methods, and that
they would also need different evaluation criteria; a fact which she suggests translation

scholars should take into consideration. Therefore, she advocates that translation scholars
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should identify the text type in order to avoid using inappropriate criteria for assessment.
Therefore, Reiss suggests that establishing a text typology (namely literary, linguistic, and
pragmatic) is the first step towards ensuring objectivity in translation quality assessment; a
criterion which is only explicitly considered in Method (A) as the the text type is
considered in the standards of intertextuality and acceptability.

As for Method (B), the model itself does not refer to this particular criterion of objectivity.
This resulted in contradicting application of this model between the two raters. The first
rater clearly stated acknowledging the effect of the text type in the assessment given, and
having been aware that “these are political speeches addressed directly to the populace of
the countries concerned, aimed at galvanising, persuading or reassuring them”. She
emphasised that the style of the translation should satisfy the style of the original author.
The second rater, on the other hand, believes that the style of the text as a whole should be
similar to the style expected from presidential speeches in the target language (English).
The difference in the appreciation of the text type between the two raters is actually a
normal consequence of the vagueness of the holistic model concerning this particular

aspect.

6.2 Applicability of the Suggested Model

The second main objective of this research is to examine the applicability of the proposed
model (discussed in Chapter 3) as a TQA measurement tool for Arabic-English translations.
The present study attempts to propose a model for the analysis, description, and assessment
of Arabic-English translation quality. Though it is originally derived from Beaugrande and
Dressler’s theory of textuality (1981) as a model of error analysis, some amendments were
made to it. The reasons behind selecting this particular model is that it concords with most
of the criteria of objectivity discussed in this study; this is explored in more detail in
Chapters 2 and 3. To elaborate, the amended model has a quantification dimension in
which errors are calculated against the total number of words in the translated texts
(Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981). In addition, the model is comprehensive as it
encompasses all the levels of a text where translation problems are expected to occur

(Neubert and Shreve, 1992), as discussed in Chapter 3. It covers the three perspectives of a
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text: (1) the text itself (in cohesion and coherence), (2) the participants (in intentionality
and acceptability), and (3) the broad context (in informativity, situationality, and
intertextuality) which when combined contribute to the creation of meaning. The modified
model also considers both the micro and macro levels of analysis and assessment (the
micro level is appreciated in the examination of the standards of cohesion, coherence,
informativity, and intentionality, whereas the macro level is appreciated in the examination
of the standards of acceptability, situationality and intertextuality).

The amended model is also applicable, as it is based on the seven standards of textuality
which are believed to be present in every text (as mentioned in Chapter 3). Therefore, even
though it is being applied in this study to a specific genre, the adapted model has the
potential to be applied to all text types. The reliance on the notion of equivalence, which is
believed to be a descriptive and prescriptive category for comparing the source and target
texts, is also ensured in the adapted model, as the seven standards of textuality serve as
quality parameters in which equivalence is sought. The model is coherently structured
around the concept of textuality, which is believed to be the basic element of equivalence
(Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981). It seeks to be objective in terms of providing evaluative
judgements based on previously set parameters of the classification and types of errors
committed in each of the seven standards. Beaugrande and Dressler’s model (1981) is not
the only comprehensive and general model; there are other models in the field of translation
which cover almost all text aspects, such as those developed by Newmark, (1998), Al-Qinai
(2000) and Brunette (2000). However, these models are also functional, as they allow for
changes to be made to the target text according to the function it is supposed to fulfil in the
target culture. These changes are related to the text type itself. According to Reiss
(1971/2000), when dealing with presidential speeches, the translator must remain faithful
on the level of content as well as the target languages spoken syntax. Therefore, functional
models were not selected to be applied to the assessment of the corpus of this study, as
explained in detail in Chapter 2.

Although other comprehensive models exist (discussed in Chapter 2), they are not general,
as they are specifically designed to assess certain text types such as literary texts (Al-
Rubai’i, 2000; Balharith, 2002) and advertisement texts (Adab, 2001; Al-Qinai, 2000).

Despite the fact that some studies have applied the textuality model as proposed by
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Beaugrande and Dressler (1981), they either aim to investigate the process of translation

(e.g., Bell, 1991) or analyse and describe translated texts (e.g. Kruger, 2000). These studies

in fact demonstrate the operative role of the seven standards in investigating translation as a

process and a product. As for translation quality assessment, the textuality model has also

been proposed as a measurement tool. Adab (2001), for instance, applies it to advertisement
texts, whereas Alan (1994) applies it to literary ones. However, these two researchers do
not suggest any modifications to the model, except for a few additions to cohesion in

Alan’s model (1994) (see Chapter 3).

Due to the fact that every language has its own distinctive features, and, as explained in

Chapter 3, because the seven standards of textuality revealed some interrelatedness in the

examination of some of their aspects, certain changes were deemed necessary to the

application of the original model. The proposed amended model in this study differs in a

number of points from those in other studies that adopt the seven standards as explicated by

the original authors. These changes include the following:

2. Cohesion is modified to be Arabic-oriented, so as to be capable of describing Arabic
texts. The treatment of this standard in Beaugrande and Dressler’s model stems from
Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) classification of cohesive devices in English. Arabic also
has the potentiality to express most of these devices’ cohesive functions. Therefore,
Arabic cohesive devices were discussed under the same five cohesive devices
suggested in the original model, with the addition of other Arabic cohesive elements -
parallelism and paraphrasing. Consequently, in the suggested model, cohesion is
discussed in terms of the following cohesive devices: reference, conjunction, ellipsis,
substitution, lexical cohesion, parallelism, and paraphrasing. At the end of the
empirical study, these additions proved to be indispensable, as the devices in the
original model did not encompass all the Arabic cohesive devices. In addition, both
parallelism and paraphrasing were distinctive features in the examined speeches.
Therefore, if there were no tools to assess these cohesive functions and the success of
their transfer, the view of quality assessment would be restricted.

3. Coherence is also modified and given a specific scope to make its application easier,
and limit it to function as a tool which accounts for the logical relations between

sentences. Based on the literature review, the standard of coherence, as discussed by
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Beaugrande and Dressler, does not cover the entire scope of the textual aspect, as it
does not much contribute to the exploration of the logical and semantic relatedness
between a text’s elements which help the reader make sense of it. Therefore, additions
were made to the suggested model with respect to the study of coherence. The
exploration of relevant studies revealed some interrelated aspects between coherence
and the other six standards of textuality. Thus, due to this interrelatedness, and to avoid
the repeated examination of the same aspect in more than one standard, this standard
was not examined as explicated by Beaugrande and Dressler (1981). Instead, another
approach to studying it was proposed. Only the following features were dealt with in
the examination of coherence, as they are not subsumed under the other standards: (1)
the logico-semantic relations which signal the relatedness of propositions, and (2)
continuity, balance, completeness, and non-contradiction.

Informativity is modified to include all the linguistic features of the text that contribute
to the creation of its meaning; lexical items, syntactic structures, rhetorical devices, and
thematisation. This standard is concerned with the extent to which occurrences in a text
are expected or not expected, known or unknown. In relation to the examination of
informativity in the adapted model, this standard deals with all the elements that
convey information in a text. Consequently, all the information elements were
examined at three levels: lexical, syntactic, and rhetorical. The only addition to
Beaugrande and Dressler’s standard of informativity is in the exploration of
thematisation. This is deliberately included as thematising is another textual aspect that
usually entails emphasis and bringing certain elements into focus, which affects the
level of informativity. Without the addition of thematisation, the rhetorical functions
that this informative device is supposed to fulfil will be overlooked in the assessment
process.

The preliminary examination of the standard of intentionality revealed some
interrelatedness between the examination of intentionality and the standards of
cohesion and informativity. Intentionality, as suggested by Beaugrande and Dressler, is
examined through the deliberate linguistic choices that serve the explicit and implicit
intentions of the text producer. This study purposes a more systematic way to examine

this standard. As discussed in chapter 2, intentionality can be examined at different
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levels: the level of cohesion (represented in the correct rendering of the devices of
reference, conjunctions, ellipsis, substitution, and lexical cohesion, that serve and
maintain the explicit and implicit intentions), and at the level of informativity
(represented in the correct rendering of lexis, syntax, rhetorical devices, and
thematisation).
In the next chapter, all the results obtained in this study from amending the original model
are presented and illustrated. It is important to reiterate, at the end of this chapter, that the
obtained results are data-driven, meaning that they are the results derived from the
application of the proposed model of error analysis on the English translations of the

selected Arab Spring presidential speeches.
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Chapter 7
Conclusions, Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

7.1 Summary of Findings:

The conclusions reached in this chapter stem from results drawn from the empirical
research conducted for this study, which examined the applicability of the two main
approaches in translation quality assessment within the context of objectivity. The rationale
behind this examination lies in the absence of agreement as to what constitutes quality
assessment criteria. This lack of consensus is a consequence of the belief that quality is a
subjective concept (as illustrated in Chapter 2). However, this subjective nature is not seen
as a barrier against TQA practices. Therefore, this study applied the approaches that are
broadly used to assess translation quality to the same texts, in order to identify how they
reduce the subjectivity inherent to TQA. It is against this background that the current thesis

set out to address the following main question:

« What are the criteria of objectivity that the main product-centred assessment
approaches take into consideration in the process of providing an objective translation

quality assessment?

To answer this question, the study began by identifying the main approaches used for the
assessment of translation products. The relevant literature, explored in Chapter 2, suggested
that the quality of translation products is mostly examined via two main approaches: error
analysis and holistic assessment. The first approach was represented in this study by
(Method A), which employs the adapted model of error analysis originally derived from the
theory of textuality (Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981). The second approach, illustrated by
(Method B), was represented by Waddington’s holistic model (2001). Despite translation
scholars’ view that quality is a subjective notion, both approaches promise to provide
objective assessments of translation quality. Nonetheless, this study is based upon the belief

that the recognition of the relative subjective nature of TQA “does not invalidate the
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objective part of the assessment”, rather, “it merely reinforces its necessity” (House, 2001,
p. 256).

Thus, this study focused on identifying criteria of objectivity that, when properly
implemented in the process of quality assessment, reduce the subjectivity inherent to TQA.
The relevant literature written on this aspect revealed that there are a number of criteria that
translation scholars believe can lend assessment methods more objectivity. These are: (1)
building the assessment on established theories of translation, (2) considering both the
negative and the positive aspects of the translation in the assessment of translation quality,
(3) assigning translation quality indexes that can be justified qualitatively and quantitively,
(4) including a quantification dimension in the assessment, (5) following a multi-
perspective viewpoint of assessment which means that both micro and macro levels are
considered, and (6) acknowledging the effect of the text type on the assessment process.
The identification of these criteria leads the discussion to the second question that this

study aims to address:

« Are there any differences in the outcome of the application of the two methods of

translation quality assessment when applied to the assessment of the same texts?

In the optic of investigating the differences in the application of the two assessment
methods specified above, they were employed to assess the same texts. Four Arab Spring
presidential speeches were selected for examination, as they adhere to the selection criteria
adopted in this study. The final quality indexes provided by each method are summarised in

Table (5.1), reproduced below for ease of reference:

Quality Index Speech No (1) Speech No (2) Speech No (3) Speech No (4)
Method (A) 3.4/10 6/10 4.6/10 5.2/10
Method (B) 2.75/10 6/10 6.75/10 7.75/10

Table (5.1): The Overall Quality Indexes from Method (A) and Method (B)
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As seen from the statistics in Table (6.3), the application of the two assessment methods
revealed different quality indexes. Method (A) assigned lower marks to the third and fourth
speeches than Method (B). The latter, on the other hand, designated a lower mark to the
first speech than Method (A). Finally, both methods allocated the same quality index to the

second speech. These differences can be attributed to the following:

 As illustrated in Chapter 5, Method (A) sets a more systematic and comprehensive
approach to the detection of errors than Method (B). However, as it is based on error
analysis, it relies on error as the sole defining element of assessment and, subsequently,
of related issues such as error type, and severity. Considering error as an absolute notion
results in disregarding its functional value (Hurtado, 2001). Therefore, the use of models
that rely on identifying and tagging errors in isolation rather than in relation to their
context and function within the text (Nord 1997) may result in inaccurate assessment.
Although the proposed model of error analysis (as represented by Method A) appreciates
the functional value of errors, as each is considered in light of whether it violates the
functions of the standard to which it relates, sole reliance on errors is probably one of the
main reasons for the differences in the overall quality indexes given by each method.
Given that Method (B) is the only one which takes into account both the negative and

positive aspects of the translation, the methods’ differing outcomes are unsurprising.

+ The other main reason for the differences in the two assessment methods’ results is that
the holistic model adopted in this study focuses only on the micro level of assessment,
whereas the error analysis method equally considers both the micro and macro levels.
However, this is not the norm in most error analysis models, as they commonly
concentrate on the linguistic related issues at the micro textual level, and pay no attention
to the extralinguistic levels. Thus, the search for errors is limited to the word and
sentence levels, and neglects the larger unit of the text or the communicative context
(Nord 1997; Williams 2001; Colina 2008, 2009). The proposed model, however, treats
micro and macro levels of assessment equally. The micro level is examined through the

standards of cohesion, coherence, informativity, and intentionality, whilst the macro level

193



is explored through the examination of the standards of acceptability, situationality and

intertextuality.

Notwithstanding the differences in the application of the two most common TQA practices,
both approaches are hugely implemented in real life settings, which brings the discussion to
the main question that this thesis aims to explore:

« How do these two methods of assessment reduce the subjectivity inherent to quality
assessment?
Although the subjective nature of TQA is widely recognised in Translation Studies,
employing objective measures to assess it remains possible. The subjectivity attached to
human activity cannot be disassociated from TQA models, since it is ultimately a person
who makes the final decisions when it comes to error detection and classification. If
successfully accounted for by the raters involved in the assessment process, the afore-
mentioned objectivity criteria can yield more objective results for both major TQA
approaches (holistic and error-based). Despite the fact that, as agreed by translation
scholars, the search for a single method that achieves full objectivity in every situation,
context and for every text type seems futile, the adoption of these criteria helps to decrease
the subjectivity in TQA. Examining the way in which each assessment method considers

the previously specified criteria of objectivity revealed the following:

» Neither Method (A) nor Method (B) fully employ all the criteria presumed to lend
objectivity to the assessment process.

« As for the criteria of assigning both qualitatively and quantitively justifiable translation
quality indexes, the index reached in Method (A) is quantitatively justified, as the marks
given are a reflection of the number and weight of the errors committed in the translated
texts. In contrast, the quality index reached in Method (B) is qualitatively justified. Thus,
the error-based models focus only on the negative points of a translation. As has been
argued in Chapter 1, although errors diminish a translation’s quality, sole reliance on
error detection cannot provide an objective quality index. This is reflected in the fact that
two translations containing the same number of errors can vary in their overall quality. In

contrast, although Method (B) looks at both the negative and positive aspects of
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translation quality in the assessment process, its appreciation of the positive elements is
estimated by the raters. This is because the holistic model used in this study, as with those
available in the field, do not provide systematic measures for the assessment of both
negative and positive aspects of a translation, so as to attain an overall objective quality
index. Without clear guidance on how to assess the positive elements as well as reflect
this assessment in the overall process, raters can only rely on their estimation, which is
highly subjective.

As for the consideration of text type as a criterion of objectivity, in the adapted error-
based model, text type is not only considered in the standard of acceptability, where the
naturalness of style is an assessment criterion, it is also examined in the standard of
intertextuality, where the style of the translated text should resemble that of texts of
similar nature. The holistic model, on the other hand, does not single out text type as a
criterion of quality assessment. Although raters assert that they acknowledge this criterion
in their assessment of style, whether the style should satisfy that of the original writer or
that of the text’s genre in the target language remains unclear. Indeed, the larger the
margin for raters’ decisions and preferences, the higher the level of subjectivity is in the
assessment.

Quantification is a key feature of quality assessment in the adapted error-based model
employed in this research. Errors are calculated against the total words count of the
translated texts. This appreciates the fact that not the same number of errors damage a
translation in the same manner. The holistic model, in contrast, is not based on the
number of errors found, nor on the quantification of error types committed in the
translation. Subjectivity can be significantly reduced if the assessment of quality is based
on concrete numbers and figures, as opposed to estimation and evaluative judgments
lacking referential metrics.

The assessment of quality in the error-based model used in this study, where error
analysis is based on the textuality theory (Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981), is centred on
the consideration of the micro level (represented in the standards of cohesion, coherence,
informativity, and intentionality) as well as the macro level (represented in the
examination of the standards of acceptability, situationality and intertextuality). The
adopted holistic model, on the other hand, focuses mainly on the micro level of
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assessment. Given that adopting a multi-perspective assessment is believed to increase
the level of objectivity in TQA, the consideration of both levels renders the assessment
more inclusive, and consequently, less subjective than if it were based solely on one
level. This means that by carrying out the assessment on both micro and macro levels, the
rater would be able to assess translation quality more objectively, thereby reducing
subjectivity.
 The assessment of translation quality is also believed to be more objective when based on
an established theory of translation. The linguistic approach to the study of translation,
whether structural or functional, is hugely accredited among translation scholars. It can
therefore be argued that the error-based assessment model provides objectivity, as it is
built on a linguistic approach to translation. The holistic assessment model, though not
clearly specified, also stems from a translational background, and the scale in this
particular model is unitary, and treats translation competence as a whole.
It can be concluded here that the two assessment methods vary in their implementation and
application of the above-mentioned objectivity criteria. Each applies some parts of the
criteria more than the other. Method (A), for instance, sets a more systematic and inclusive
approach to the detection of errors than the holistic assessment. The more specification the
model has, the less room is left for the rater’s preferences and therefore, subjectivity.
Method (B), on the other hand, appreciates the inclusion of both the negative and positive
aspects of assessment, whereas the other method focuses only on the negative elements,
consequently increasing subjectivity. Having said that, the differences in their application
of the objectivity criteria does not imply that either method is more objective than the other.
This thesis aimed to explore how the criteria of objectivity are implemented in each
approach, in the optic of shedding light on various considerations regarding the need to
focus more on certain criteria, so as to reach a higher level of objectivity.
The previous three questions are related to this thesis’ first objective, which is concerned
with the examination of the applicability of the two common TQA practices, and
identifying how each approach counteracts the subjective nature of assessment. In contrast,
the last question pertains to the amendments that were made to the original model of error

analysis, and is as follows:
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» What are the reasons for as well as the outcomes of adapting the original model of
error analysis for the corpus of this study?

To answer this question, the study began by applying the original model as explicated by its
authors, on one of the selected Arab Spring presidential speeches. Although the seven
standards of textuality (from the 1981 theory of textuality) have previously been used as
evaluative parameters against which translation quality can be assessed, a thorough search
of the relevant literature has shown that this theory has likely not been applied to (Arabic-
English) texts. As a Semitic language, Arabic is different to English in many ways. The
application of the original model uncovered two important issues: (1) certain Arabic
cohesive devices cannot be assessed following the description of the standard of cohesion
proposed in the original model, and (2) there is unavoidable repetition in the examination of
the textual elements of the standard of coherence as described in the original model. For
these two main reasons, adaptations to the original model were necessary to suit the
description of the corpus of this study (Arabic-English), and include all the aspects of the
texts that must be examined by the original model. Moreover, according to Waddington
(2000), in order to carry out a valid assessment, the object of assessment must be specified
as much as possible. Therefore, the model itself was adapted to be able to assess the aspects
that could not be assessed using the original model so as to suit the description of Arabic as
the source language of the examined corpus. The amendments to the original model
provided a more inclusive measurement tool for Arabic-English texts. The outcomes of this

adaptation can be summarised as follows:

« Cohesion, with the addition of paraphrasing and parallelism, provided a more inclusive
measurement tool for the examination of all Arabic cohesive devices that function as
connecting devices. Sole reliance on the original model would restrict the examination of
all the cohesive devices in the SL texts which, consequently, would affect the
comprehensive examination of quality assessment.

« Limiting the assessment of coherence to the examination of: (1) the logico-semantic
relations which signal the relatedness of propositions, and (2) continuity, balance,
completeness and non-contradiction, provided a more practical measurement tool for the

assessment of this textual aspect. The examination of coherence as suggested in the
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original model would result in excessive repetition, as many aspects are already discussed

in the other six standards of textuality, as illustrated in Chapter 3.

7.2 Limitations of the Study

« In this study, the ratio of the number of errors, which represent translation mistakes, to
the number of errors, which illustrate language mistakes, is relatively high. The
application of Method (A) resulted in (65) major errors and (18) minor errors, resulting in
a relatively high ratio of approximately 4:1. However, this cannot be attributed to the
restrictions of the model itself. Given that the translated texts are published in important
English news agencies, language mistakes are less likely to be made than translation
ones.

« There could have been a greater number of texts included in this study if the non-official
versions of the translations had not been excluded. The total word count of the
translations used is (3728 words), and the total word count of the original texts is (2866
words). From the 12 presidential speeches delivered in 2011, four adhered to the selection
criteria adopted in this study, meaning that they were fully translated and published by
reliable English news agencies. The fan and crowdsourced translations were beyond the
interest of this study, as they entailed different assessment criteria. As this research’s
main objective is to examine the differences in the application of two main approaches
with regards to their objectivity, the limitation in the number of texts did not prevent the
examination of the desired aspects.

7.3 Suggestions for Further Studies:

This study examined the objectivity of the holistic and error-based approaches to TQA, and
attempted to identify how each method functions to reduce the subjectivity inherent to
quality assessment practices. The conclusions reached in this study were based on the
examination of two representative models, one from each approach. However, it would be
interesting to apply another set of models from the same approaches to determine whether

they generate similar results, to increase the validity of the current conclusions. In addition,
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it would be worthwhile to explore the identification and implementation of the criteria of
objectivity for the assessment of the other two types of translation quality - the quality of

the process and the quality of the producer.

Most TQA models rely on rating scales that lack an explicit theoretical base and verifiable
empirical evidence, as highlighted by several scholars (Jiménez Crespo 2001; Colina 2008,
2009). This underlying theoretical defect results in a two-fold inadequacy: firstly, it
damages the models’ value due to the lack of conceptual background and secondly, it
prevents them from being re-used to be applied to other contexts or other text genres. This
study attempted to propose a model for the TQA of Arabic-English translations based on
the adaptation of some of the seven standards of textuality (Beaugrande and Dressler,
1981). Given that in this research, the proposed model was applied to political texts, it
would be constructive to apply the adapted model on another genre and explore the

outcomes.
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Translation of the First Speech : Accessed in August 27, 2018

Source: http://edition.cnn.com/2011/WORLD/africa/02/10/egypt.mubarak.statement/

1 In the name of God the most gracious, the most compassionate. Dear citizens, my

2 sons, the youths of Egypt, today | am directing my speech to the youth of Egypt, those
3 who are in there in Tahrir Square and the vast areas of the country I'm addressing you
4 today out of a true and an honest heart from a father to his sons and daughters, and I'm
5 telling you that I really cherish you as a symbol for a new generation for Egypt who

6 are calling for change for the better, and are adamant to achieve this change for a

7 better future. I'm telling you here before anything else, that the blood of the victims

8 will not go unpunished. And at the same time, as | said here, that I will follow all

9 those perpetrators who have afflicted those crimes with full sense of decisiveness.

10 Those who had committed those crimes are going to be punished severely. And

11 families of those victims, that | really felt the pain, | felt that I was in your boots, and
12 my heart really felt for what really happened. | tell you that I'm actually opting to

13 satisfy your demands and | am fully determined to fulfil my promise with a full

14 sense of perseverance and honesty and out of a sense of keenness of carrying out the
15 demands without taking any steps backwards. This sense of abiding comes from a

16 sense of convincing from your honest demands and your honest movement, and that
17 those demands are legitimate demands. Mistakes can happen in any political system
18 and in any country, but at the same time, the most important is to recognize them and
19 trying to put things on the right track as quick as possible, and to punish those who
20 commit crimes. And | tell you here, as a head of state, | do not find any

21 embarrassment at all in listening to the youth of my country, and to satisfying their
22 demands. But the embarrassment would only lie in the fact -- and | would never

23 permit -- is that I would listen to any sort of intervention that would come from
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24 outside, from the outside world, whatever the source is, whatever the intention

25 behind them are. Dear youth of Egypt, dear citizens, | had already announced before
26 that 1 am not going to run in the upcoming presidential elections. I have already

27 given a lot to this country for more than 60 years of my effort, whether during the

28 years of war or years of peace, and | am going to adhere to this decision, and at the
29 same time adhere to the decision of shouldering the responsibility in defending the
30 constitution and the national interest of the people until the transfer of power and the
31 transfer of responsibility, which is going to be to the one that the people will choose
32 as their leader in transparent and free elections where guarantees are going to be

33 there for full transparency and for freedom. This is the offer that | undertook before
34 Allah almighty and the people and I'm going to keep my promise so that we would
35 put Egypt on a path of security and stability, and | would already out a perspective for
36 coming out of this crisis and to satisfy the demands of the youth and the people in a
37 way that respects the constitutional legitimacy and would not restrict it in any way.
38 And at the same time put a framework for a peaceful transition of power through

39 respectful dialogue between the different political parties of Egypt and with a sense
40 of honesty and transparency.

41 | have put all those perspectives on the table and out of a sense of commitment of

42 carrying the nation out of this critical juncture and I'm following up on the steps held
43 day by day, hour by hour, if I can say, looking forward to the full support of all those
44 who are really keen on Egypt and the Egyptian people so that we would succeed in
45 translating it to action on solid ground, according to a national reconciliation that has
46 strong bases, and that the armed forces with full due respect, can stop and initiate a
47 national dialogue that includes the youth of Egypt and all of the different political

48 parties. And this national dialogue can result in a near sense of consensus that is
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49 going to put our feet on a way out of this crisis. We need to continue this sense of

50 dialogue, so that we would go further from the main guidelines into a roadmap that is
51 quite crystal clear and that has a timetable to achieve those issues.

52 We are moving day after day on the path of a peaceful transfer of power from now
53 until next September. This nation has already agreed that a committee will be held to
54 study the different constitutional elements and all the requirements that would make
55 those constitutional elements. Also an investigative committee will be held to take
56 care of the follow-up of what | had promised the people. | was very keen that those
57 two committees of people who are known among Egyptians as honest brokers, the
58 constitutional leaders of Egypt. and members of the judiciary. In addition to that, and
59 owing to the victims that we have lost in miserable circumstances, that really made
60 us feel the pain and really shake the conscience of the nation, and | have given my
61 directives that the investigations will be carried out very quickly concerning the

62 issues that happened last week and that the results would be set up with the

63 prosecutor general's office to take the necessary measures regarding this issue.

64 Yesterday | had received a preliminary report concerning the constitutional

65 amendments that are of priority at this stage, as suggested by the committee that we
66 have established. And in accordance to the suggestions that have been presented, and
67 in accordance to my legislative and constitutional powers, according to Article 189
68 of the Egyptian Constitution, | have already presented the demand of six articles of
69 the Egyptian Constitution 76, 77, 88, 93, and 198 this in addition to abolishing

70 Article 179, this in addition also to expecting a sense of preparedness to adding other
71 amendments to the constitution .

72 Those constitutional amendments in the first place will facilitate the procedures for

73 the presidency, and would put a certain term for the presidency, and would also
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74 ensure that the judiciary would supervise the upcoming presidential election. The

75 judiciary is also going to deal with the issue of the legitimacy of the members of

76 parliament. And the suggestion to abolish Article 179 was maybe a way to achieve a
77 sense of balance between protecting the nation from the dangers of terrorism and at
78 the same time respecting legitimacy and civil freedom of the citizens in a way that is
79 going to open the door further to abolishing the emergency law until when the

80 situation permits in the country.

81 Dear citizens, the priority right now is regaining the sense of confidence in Egyptians
82 and a sense of trust in our economy, our reputation. Change and transfer that we have
83 already started and that is not going to bring us any sort of step backwards. Egypt is
84 passing through a critical juncture. We should not ever permit that this is going to

85 continue because this affects negatively our economy. Negative repercussions on our
86 economy day after day would lead to a situation where we find those youth who had
87 called for change, they would really be endangered out of the movement. This

88 critical juncture is not at all co-relevant to me personally, it's not co-relevant to Hosni
89 Mubarak, but now Egypt is a top priority. It's present, it's future, the future of the

90 coming generations, all of the Egyptian people now are all in one boat, in one corner,
91and we have to continue the national dialogue that we have already started with the
92 spirit of a team and away from any sense of animosity and any sense of differences.
93 So that we would overcome this critical juncture, and so that we would regain

94 confidence in our economy and we would retain security and stability on the

95 Egyptian street. | used to be exactly like the Egyptian youth when | was honored to
96 be part of the military, and the sense of loyalty and providing sacrifices for my

97 country. I have spent my life safeguarding the interests of the nation, witnessed wars,

98 and witnessed victories, and | had already lived the years of occupation, I lived also
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99 the moments of crossing and the moments of victory. The best moment of my life
100 was when | put the Egyptian flag on Sinai, and | had already endangered my life for
101 the sake of the country. | had never ever been accepting any sort of foreign

102 intervention in Egyptian affairs. I've retained Egyptian security, | exerted efforts for
103 the sake of its people, for the sake of Egyptian civilization, I did not seek any type
104 of forced popularity and I am quite confident that the majority of the Egyptian

105 people know who Hosni Mubarak is.

106 So Egypt is a top priority now. So | thought | would delegate powers to the vice
107 president, according to the constitution, stipulations of the constitution I know quite
108 well that Egypt, while fighting should try to go out of this juncture, but at the same
109 time the determination of the people is going to help Egypt across this juncture

110 through the perseverance, the honesty of its people, and is going to be above all. We
111 are going to prove that we the Egyptians, our sense of awareness, of the demands of
112 its people through a national dialogue, through the wise dialogue, we're going to
113 prove that we are not followers to anybody, we're not going to take instructions

114 from anybody, and no one is going to take decisions on our behalf, except only the
115 rhythm of the street and the demands of the people. We are going to prove this with
116 a sense of determination of the Egyptian people, and with the sense of unity and
117 solidarity of its people and by putting Egypt's pride and dignity above all, and

118 preserving our identity, which is the main essence of our presence for more than
119 7,000 years of civilization. The spirit is going to live in us as Egypt is going to long
120 live, with its peasants, with its laborers, with its intellectuals, and its going to be in
121 the hearts of our elderly, in the hearts of our youth, the hearts also, of our kids, and
122 the hearts of Copts and Muslims and all of those who are going to live on this soil.

123 Once again, | say that | have lived for the sake of this country. | have shouldered
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124 the responsibility with honesty, and Egypt is going to live above all until I deliver
125 and transfer the responsibility. Egypt will continue to be in my heart until | die and
126 Egypt's people will always be living with pride, with dignity, to the end. God bless
127 Egypt. God bless Egypt, a country of security and stability. God bless the

128 Egyptians, with wise decisions for the sake of their nation. Thank you.

Second Speech: Accessed in August 27, 2018

Source of the Script and Original Audio: http://egypt-blew.blogspot.co.uk/2013/11/1-
2011.html
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Translation of the Second Speech: Accessed in August 27, 2018

Source: http://www.theguardian.com/world/2011/feb/02/president-hosni-mubarak-egypt-
speech

1 Italk to you during critical times that are testing Egypt and its people which could

2 sweep them into the unknown. The country is passing through difficult times and

3 tough experiences which began with noble youths and citizens who practise their

4 rights to peaceful demonstrations and protests, expressing their concerns and

5 aspirations but they were quickly exploited by those who sought to spread chaos and
6 violence, confrontation and to violate the constitutional legitimacy and to attack it.

7 Those protests were transformed from a noble and civilised phenomenon of practising
8 freedom of expression to unfortunate clashes, mobilised and controlled by political

9 forces that wanted to escalate and worsen the situation. They targeted the nation's

10 security and stability through acts of provocation theft and looting and setting fires
11 and blocking roads and attacking vital installations and public and private properties
12 and storming some diplomatic missions. We are living together painful days and the
13 most painful thing is the fear that affected the huge majority of Egyptians and caused
14 concern and anxiety over what tomorrow could bring them and their families and the
15 future of their country. The events of the last few days require us all as a people and
16 as a leadership to chose between chaos and stability and to set in front of us new

17 circumstances and a new Egyptian reality which our people and armed forces must
18 work with wisely and in the interest of Egypt and its citizens.

19 Dear brothers and citizens, | took the initiative of forming a new government with
20 new priorities and duties that respond to the demand of our youth and their mission. |
21 entrusted the vice president with the task of holding dialogue with all the political

22 forces and factions about all the issues that have been raised concerning political and

23 democratic reform and the constitutional and legislative amendments required to
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24 realise these legitimate demands and to restore law and order but there are some

25 political forces who have refused this call to dialogue, sticking to their particular
26 agendas without concern for the current delicate circumstances of Egypt and its

27 people. In light of this refusal to the call for dialogue and this is a call which

28 remains standing, | direct my speech today directly to the people, its Muslims and
29 Christians, old and young, peasants and workers, and all Egyptian men and women
30 in the countryside and city over the whole country. | have never, ever been seeking
31 power and the people know the difficult circumstances that | shouldered my

32 responsibility and what I offered this country in war and peace, just as | am a man
33 from the armed forces and it is not in my nature to betray the trust or give up my
34responsibilities and duties. My primary responsibility now is security and

35 independence of the nation to ensure a peaceful transfer of power in circumstances
36 that protect Egypt and the Egyptians and allow handing over responsibility to

37 whoever the people choose in the coming presidential election. I say in all honesty
38 and regardless of the current situation that | did not intend to nominate myself for a
39 new presidential term. | have spent enough years of my life in the service of Egypt
40 and its people. | am now determined to finish my work for the nation in a

41 way that ensures handing over its safe-keeping and banner ... preserving its

42 legitimacy and respecting the constitution. 1 will work in the remaining months of
43 my term to take the steps to ensure a peaceful transfer of power.

44 According to my constitutional powers, | call on parliament and its houses to

45 discuss amending article 76 and 77 of the constitution concerning the conditions on
46 running for presidency of the republic and it sets specific a period for the presidential
47 term. In order for the current parliament in both houses to be able to discuss these

48 constitutional amendments and the legislative amendments linked to it for laws that
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49 complement the constitution and to ensure the participation of all the political forces
50 in these discussions, | demand parliament to adhere to the word of the judiciary and
51 its verdicts concerning the latest cases which have been legally challenged. I will

52 entrust the new government to perform in ways that will achieve the legitimate rights
53 of the people and that its performance should express the people and their aspirations
54 of political, social and economic reform and to allow job opportunities and

55 combating poverty, realising social justice. In this context, | charge the police

56 apparatus to carry out its duty in serving the people, protecting the citizens with

57 integrity and honour with complete respect for their rights, freedom and dignity. |

58 also demand the judicial and supervisory authorities to take immediately the

59 necessary measures to continue pursuing outlaws and to investigate those who

60 caused the security disarray and those who undertook acts of theft, looting and

61 setting fires and terrorising citizens. This is my pledge to the people during the last
62 remaining months of my current term. | ask God to help me to honour this pledge to
63 complete my vocation to Egypt and its people in what satisfies God, the nation and
64 its people. Dear citizens, Egypt will emerge from these current circumstances

65 stronger, more confident and unified and stable. And our people will emerge with

66 more awareness of how to achieve reconciliation and be more determined not to

67 undermine its future and destiny. Hosni Mubarak who speaks to you today is proud

68 of the long years he spent in the service of Egypt and its people.
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The Third Speech: Accessed in August 27, 2018
Source of the Original Audio: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0rOwPV2udJI

The script does not exist in its primary source any longer (http://www.voltairenet.org/articl
e171359.html). The script below is a transcription done by the researcher.
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Translation of the Third Speech: Accessed in August 27, 2018

Source: http://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-14648535

1 They are co-ordinating with the tribes in order to kick out their tribes from the streets

2 of Tripoli, which were handed over to the rats of Nato.
3 People of Tripoli, who are not from those tribes, your mission is the same - i.e. to

4 purge your areas, to purge the districts of the city of Tripoli. To the youth of Tajoura,
5 Souq al-Jumaa, it is a possibility that the rats are nesting there with the help of some
6 sick people such as [Sheikh al-Sadiq] al-Ghiryani who was present in that area, that
7 dirty Ghiryani [words indistinct but the gist is insulting Ghiryani's direct family

8 lineage].

9 They were nesting there, taking orders from infidels and colonialists and from the

10 French embassy in Tripoli. They wanted to destroy Tajoura and Souq al-Jumaa. Let
11 all the youth, women and free men march on those areas to purge them from the rats.
12 The tribes are marching from several regions: from Bani Walid, Tarhouna, Fizzan,
13 Sabha, Jufara, from the mountain, tribes are marching in from outside Tripoli. They
14 are inside the city, they have entered it and are now purging it with the help of its

15 residents.

16 | have met revolutionary young people carrying AK-47s. That was amazing. | would

17 like to salute them and salute their courage.
18 The rebels want to pillage and torch the city of Tripoli. They want to destroy it. They

19 do not care if you live miserably in darkness. They will take away your petroleum
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20 and destroy Libya. They do not care [words indistinct]. The infidels have entered

21 your mosques [words indistinct].

22 Let everyone converge on Tripoli: its original residents, the tribes taking residence
23 there, the tribes coming in from outside of it, the youth, the elderly, the women, the
24 armed combat formations. All of you, sweep into Tripoli and flush it out and

25 exterminate the traitors, infidels and rats. [words indistinct]

26 They are slaughtering you, disfiguring your corpses, torturing you [words indistinct].
27 Why do you let them torture? They came in with the guns and tanks to topple Tripoli
28 over your heads. The army did not go into buildings. They were the ones who

29 entrenched themselves with families in their houses. They were the ones to have

30 stormed into flats. So, you should attack them. Take them away from the families

31 whose homes were attacked.

32 | am asking you to come on pick up your courage, have courage and come out to the
33 streets. | would like to salute al-Rai TV because of this chance to talk since al-

34 Jamahiriya TV was bombed.

35 | came out undercover from my home in Tripoli without people seeing me and |

36 found young people on the streets. To be honest, | did not feel like Tripoli had fallen

37 or that some had marched into it.
38 | consider this a simple thing, just an issue of riot control. Counter-terrorism units are

39 currently carrying out their duties and rounding up criminals. [Words indistinct]. 1
40 have met revolutionary young people carrying AK-47s. That was amazing. | would

41 like to salute them and salute their courage.
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The Fourth Speech: Accessed in August 27, 2018.

Source: https://ar.wikisource.org/wiki/cdad  jexe Al QLET ol 4 22 4,8 2011

Source of the Original Audio: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wn-0JIK_UZE
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Translation of the Fourth Speech: Accessed in August 27, 2018

Source:
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/michaeltomasky/2011/mar/17/usforeignpolic
y-unitednations-libya-it-will-start-fast

1 They are finished, they are wiped out. From tomorrow you will only find our people.

2 You all go out and cleanse the city of Benghazi. A small problem that has become an

3 international issue. And they are voting on it tonight ... because they are determined.

The underlined words were written in standard Arabic in the original script whereas they were said in
colloquial Libyan dialect in the original audio. The difference is only in the last letter of the word which
should have been kept without inserting the last vowel. This footnote is only to acknowledge the
discrepancy between the official text the analysis was based on and the original audio. However, this
discrepancy did not affect the results of the assessment of this speech.
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4 As | have said, we are determined. We will track them down, and search for them,

5 alley by alley, road by road, the Libyan people all of them together will be crawling
6 out. Massive waves of people will be crawling out to rescue the people of Benghazi,
7 who are calling out for help, asking us to rescue them. We should come to their

8 rescue.

9 And I, Muammar Gaddafi, 1 will die for my people. With Allah's help.
10 No more fear, no more hesitation, we are no longer reluctant. The moment of truth

11 has come. If you see the cars with loudspeakers, destroy them, destroy their
12 communications points that are spreading lies to you. Our children are the one's who

13 have destroyed these planes.
14 Just like Franco in Spain, who rolled into Madrid with external support. And they

15 asked how did you manage to liberate Madrid? He said: "There was a fifth column,
16 the people of the city.' You are the fifth column within the city. This is the day on
17 which we should liberate the city. We've been looking forward to that day. And
18 tomorrow we will communicate again, and our cause will continue towards the

19 south.
20 With our bare chests and heads we were confronting the dangers, facing the

21 challenge, we did not initiate this violence, they started it. Of course, these words
22 will have an impact on the traitors and infidels. Tonight they will panic and they will

23 collapse.
24 You are capable of doing it. You are capable of achieving this. Let's set our women

25 and daughters free from those traitors.
26 God is great.”
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Appendix 2
First Rater’s Holistic Assessment and Feedback

Speech No. (1): Mubarak’s First Speech, 11/02/2011 — CNN’s Translation

Accuracy of Transfer of ST Content | Quality of Expression in TL Averaged
Mark
Level 2 Mark 3 Inadequate Level 2 Mark 3 Inadequate 3
Rater’s Feedback
6. Accuracy of transfer: Whole phrases from the original Arabic have been missed

out, others not present in the ST have been inserted. Numerous words have been
completely mistranslated (it reads as if the translator has no access to a dictionary
and has simply guessed the meaning of many words and phrases).

(Assessor s note: when | say “should have been” in all the following examples, that is
shorthand for “a better translation, in my opinion, would have been )
Examples of mistranslation:

7.

“but at the same time, the most important is to recognise them” should have been
“But the most important thing is to recognise them” (“at the same time” has been
inserted by the translator, it does not appear in the ST);

“lI know quite well that Egypt, while fighting, should try to go out of this
juncture” should be “I am absolutely certain that Egypt will overcome this crisis”
(“while fighting” and “try to” did not appear in the ST);

“I’ve retained Egyptian security” should have been ““I have preserved the peace”;
“lI was very keen that those two committees of people who are known among
Egyptians as honest brokers, the constitutional leaders of Egypt and the judiciary”
should have been “I was very keen that both these committees should be made up of
people known to Egyptians as honest brokers, experts in constitutional law and
members of the judiciary”.

Quality of expression in TL: The translation has clearly not been written by a
native English speaker.

Examples of Incorrect Use of English Tenses:

“Those who had committed those crimes” should have been “Those who have
committed those crimes”;

“preserving our identity which is the main essence of our presence for more than
7,000 years” should have been “preserving our identity which has been the main
essence of our existence for more than 7,000 years”.

Examples of Incorrect Grammar:

“the transfer of responsibility, which is going to be to the one that the people will
choose as their leader in transparent and free elections where guarantees are going
to be there for full transparency and for freedom” would read much better as “the
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transfer of responsibility to the person whom the people will choose as their leader
in free and transparent elections with guarantees of complete freedom and

transparency”.
Speech No. (2): Mubarak’s Second Speech, 1/2/2011 — The Guardian’s Translation
Accuracy of Transfer of ST Content Quality of Expression in TL Averaged
Mark
Level 4 Mark 7 Almost Level 3 Mark 5 Adequate |6
completely
successful

Rater’s Feedback
G. Accuracy of transfer: For the most part, the content of the ST has been transferred

accurately, although several words have been completely mistranslated.

Examples of Mistranslation:
“Dear brothers and citizens, | took the initiative of forming a new government with
new priorities and duties that respond to the demand of our youth and their
mission.” should have been “Dear brother citizens, | took the initiative of forming a
new government with new priorities and duties that respond to the demands of our
young people and their message”;
“My primary responsibility now is (omission) security and independence of the
nation” should have been “My primary responsibility now is to restore the nation’s
security and stability”.

H. Quality of Expression in TL: However, it still does not read as if it has been

written by a native English speaker.

Examples of Incorrect English Grammar:
“We are living together painful days” should have been “we are living together

through painful days”.

Speech No. (3): Qaddafi’s First Speech, 24/08/2011 — BBC’s Translation

Accuracy of Transfer of ST Content Quality of Expression in TL Averaged
Mark
Level 2 Mark 4 Inadequate | Level 5 Mark 9 Successful |7.5

Rater’s Feedback:
D.Accuracy of Transfer: This is an extremely loose translation of the original text.

Some parts have been completely missed out and others inserted.

Examples of Omissions:
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this part of the sentence has not been translated, although it is not obscure

“They are inside the city, they have entered it and are now purging it with the help of its
residents” should have been “They have entered it, they have entered the city, they have
entered the streets, they have entered the squares and are setting about helping to purge
the city.”

Examples of Insertions:

“which were handed over to the rats of NATO”: there is no reference to NATO in the

ST (however, it is possible that translators for the BBC are under instructions to add the

words “of NATO” to clarify for readers what “rats” usually refers to in Qaddafi’s

speeches).

E. Quality of Expression in TL: The translation reads very well — only one or two
expressions or incorrect use of tenses betray that it has likely been written by a non-
native speaker of English.

Example that betrays probable non-native origin of translator:

“I am asking you to come on pick up your courage, have courage and come out to the
streets”: a more natural English translation would have been “I am asking you to pluck
up your courage, have courage and come out on the streets.”

Speech No. (4): Qaddafi’s Second Speech — The Guardian’s Translation

Accura

cy of Transfer of ST Content

Quality of Expression in TL

Averaged Mark

Level 4

Mark 7 Almost
completely
successful

Level 5

Mark 9

Successful

Rater’s Feedback:
4. Accuracy of Transfer: The meaning of the original speech has been almost entirely

conveyed.

Examples of Mistranslations:
“A small problem that has become an international issue” should have been “A
small issue has become an international issue”;
“We should come to their rescue” should have been “We should come to their aid”;

“I will die for my people. With Allah’s help.” Should have been “I will die for my

people, God willing.”;

“Our children are the one’s who have destroyed these planes” should have been
“Qur children are the ones who destroyed their planes”;
“You are the fifth column within the city” should have been “You are the fifth
column within this city of yours”;
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“we did not initiate this violence, they started it” should have been ”the Libyan
people did not initiate this violence, they are the ones who started it”;
“these words will have an impact on the traitors and infidels” should have been
“these words will terrify the infidel traitors”;
“You are capable of doing it” should have been “You are capable of defeating
them”.

I. Quality of Expression in TL: The translation reads well, as if written by a native
speaker of English. There is one spelling error: “one’s” which should have been
“ones”.
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Appendix (3)
Second Rater’s Holistic Assessment and Feedback

Speech No. (1): Mubarak’s first speech, 11/02/2011 — CNN’s translation

Accuracy of Transfer of ST Content | Quality of Expression in TL Averaged
Mark
Level 2 Mark 3 Inadequate Level 1 Mark 2 Totally 2.5
Inadequate

Rater’s Feedback

G.

Accuracy of transfer: Some sentences in the translation make no sense at all. The
punctuation and paragraph breaks do not reflect the original, and some chunks of text
appear completely out of place. Chunks of the original text have been omitted with
no indication from the translator that this has been done. (It may be that translators
working for CNN are under instructions to omit superfluous verbiage or repetition
but I’m surprised that there is nothing to show where this has occurred.)

Examples of mistranslation:

“This sense of abiding” should have been “this commitment”;

“I tell you here, as a head of state” should have been “I tell you, as President of the
Republic”;

“I do not find any embarrassment” should have been “I do not have any
objection”

Quality of expression in TL: There is incorrect use of English tenses throughout;
misuse of definite and indefinite articles; misuse of prepositions; incorrect word
order; misspellings.

Example of Incorrect use of English tenses:

“This is the offer that | undertook before Allah almighty and the people and I’'m
going to keep my promise so that we would put Egypt on a path of security and
stability, and would already out a perspective for coming out of this crisis” should
have been (it also contains mistranslations) “This is the oath that | took before Allah
almighty and the country, and 1I’m going to keep my promise so that we can put
Egypt on a path of security and stability. | have put forward a specific vision for
how we can emerge from the current crisis”

Examples of Incorrect Grammar:

“trying to put things on the right track as quick as possible” should be “as quickly
as possible” or “as soon as possible”;

Example of Incorrect Use of Definite Article:

“through the wise dialogue” should be “through wise dialogue”

Speech No. (2): Mubarak’s Second Speech, 1/2/2011 — The Guardian’s Translation
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Accuracy of transfer of ST content

Quality of expression in TL Averaged

mark

Level 3

Mark 6 Adequate Level 3 Mark 6 Adequate |6

Rater’s Feedback

H.

Accuracy of transfer: Overall the translation represents the meaning of the original
speech adequately and some good solutions have been found to tricky expressions
that are commonly badly translated from Arabic into English. It has not always been
punctuated and paragraphed in such a way as to accurately reflect the rhythm of the
rhetoric.

Examples of Mistranslation:

“According to my constitutional powers. | call on parliament and its houses to
discuss amending article 76 and 77 of the constitution concerning the conditions on
running for presidency of the republic and it sets specific a period for the
presidential term” (this example also contains poor punctuation and bad grammar)
should have been “In accordance with my constitutional powers, | call on both
houses of parliament to discuss amending Articles 76 and 77 of the constitution as
regards the conditions on running for presidency of the republic and setting a fixed
period for the presidential term”;

“I ask God to help me honour this pledge to complete my vocation to Egypt and its
people in what satisfies God, the nation and its people.” should have been “I ask
God to grant me success in honouring this pledge to accomplish what | have offered
to Egypt and its people in a way that pleases God, the nation and its people.”
Quality of Expression in TL: There are numerous incorrect uses of
definite/indefinite articles; some misuse of tenses; some incorrect grammar.

Examples of Incorrect English Grammar:

“l have never ever been seeking power and the people know the difficult
circumstances that | shouldered my responsibility” should have been “I have never
sought power and the people know the difficult circumstances in which I shouldered
my responsibilities”.

Speech No. (3): Qaddafi’s First Speech, 24/08/2011 — BBC’s Translation

Accuracy of Transfer of ST Content Quality of Expression in TL Averaged
Mark
Level 3 Mark 5 Adequate Level 5 Mark 9 Successful 7
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Rater’s’s Feedback:
2. Accuracy of Transfer: The translation of this speech seems to be a summery

translation of the original text message. This is believed to be the case because there
are some unjustified additions.

Examples of Insertions:

“They were nesting there, taking orders from infidels and colonialists and from the

French Embassy in Tripoli”: there is no reference to the French Embassy in the ST;

“l have met revolutionary young people carrying AK-47s. That was amazing. | would

like to salute them and salute their courage”: This does not appear at this point in the

ST. It does appear right at the end of the passage, where it has also been included by the

translator, so perhaps a cut and paste error.

“I came out undercover from my home in Tripoli”: the words from my home do not

appear in the ST.

3. Quality of Expression in TL: The translated text reads well in English and this
appears to have been achieved by simply missing out tricky parts of the ST
altogether.

Speech No. (4): Qaddafi’s Second Speech — The Guardian’s Translation
Accuracy of Transfer of ST Content | Quality of Expression in TL Averaged Mark

Level 3 Mark 6 Adequate | Level 5 Mark 9 Successful 7.5

Rater’s’s Feedback:
7. Accuracy of Transfer: There are a few words and expressions that could have been

translated better in my opinion, and a few errors that do not make a great deal of
differences to the overall meaning, but I cannot really understand why those choices
were made.

Examples of Mistranslations:
The impact of the rhetorical device of using three similar phrases has been
undermined in this example: “No more fear, no more hesitation, we are no longer
reluctant”. The intended rhetorical impact would have been better conveyed by
translating it “No more fear, no more hesitation, no more backing down”.
There is just one example that I think was a bad choice and reads oddly: “the
Libyan people....will be crawling out. Massive waves of people will be crawling
out...” The Arabic verb does indeed mean “to crawl out” but it also means “to
march or advance” and either of those words would have conveyed the meaning
better, in my opinion.

8. Quality of Expression in TL: The translation overall reads well.
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