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Abstract

This thesis reports on an empirical study which attempts to answer basic questions
about translation competence as a key issue in translation studies, through the
conceptual replication of Campbell's (1998) model to test the applicability of the model
on translating into L1. It is a process-oriented study which presents a methodology for
the testing of the model through the quantitative statistical analysis of the translator's
output. The primary aim is pedagogical and it is carried out in the framework of applied
linguistics, translation studies in general and translator training in particular. The study is
focused on the investigation of the three components of Campbell's model: textual
competence, disposition and monitoring. Theoretically, the model assumes that the
interrelation among these components constitutes the function of the translator’s
competence.

The study investigates questions regarding the ways in which translators into L1 vary
in regard of the three components. The central question, which represents the ultimate
aim, is about the extent to which these aspects are helpful in characterizing the
competence of student-translators as revealed by their individual profiles. The profiles
are based on the results of an experiment in which translations of two texts were
undertaken by a group of twenty-five participants (L1 Arabic MA translation students
translating from English into Arabic). The findings of the study show that translators into
the first language markedly vary in their output in respect to the three components of the
model, which confirms its applicability.

The current study claims that it has successfully sharpened Campbell’'s measure by
transforming the behavioural statements of characterizing translation competence into
numerical values for each component to make the individual's competence more easily
interpretable. Certainly, numerical values have easily recognizable discrimination ability

which makes them suitable to rank translators in a dependable and justifiable way.
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This study adopts the DIN 31635 transliteration of the Arabic alphabet, which
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In addition to the standard letters, Arabic writing uses, the Tashkil, which refers
to the short vowels that sit above or below the letters. Below is a chart of how

these are transliterated:
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a stop (silent sound)

Sadda e marra | Marra | Passed | geminates (i.e.,
duplicates) the letter it
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Chapter One: Introduction

1.1 General

The present study investigates some questions about translation
competence (TC) as a key issue in translation studies (TS), through studying
the translation process as manifested by the replication of Campbell’'s (1998)
translation model. It joins other translation process-oriented research in
attempting to understand some aspects of the translator's “behavior,
competence, expertise, the cognitive processes that orient these and the
relations between cognition and the translated (...) product (Saldanha and
O’Brien, 2013, p.109). This will be realized through investigating the applicability
of Campbell’s model of translating into the second language (L2) on translation
into the first language (L1). In Section 1.3 below, the settings of the original and
the replicate studies are discussed in the light of the translation direction. Thus,
this study sets out to empirically replicate the constituents of Campbell's model
on translating into the (L1). The primary aim is pedagogical and is carried out in
the framework of applied linguistics, TS in general and translator training in
particular.

Indeed, an important problem that faces this attempt and adds to its
eminence, is that this study seems to be the first to try to replicate this model on
translating into L1, which entails that there are no previous studies, rather than
the original study, to rely on directly in the experimental design. On the other
hand, it is almost taken for granted that the two activities of translating into L1
and translating into L2 are different in some respects (as will be discussed in
Section 1.4). In addition, there seems to be some disagreement about whether
translating into L2 is an established norm or not (Newmark, 1988, p.52; Pym
1992, p.73; Lonsdale, 2001, p.64; Pokorn, 2005). However, there appears to be
no reason why one should not venture to replicate the model on translating into
L1 albeit these considerations (Campbell, 1998, p. 161).

In order to solve the problem of the experimental design, it is proposed that

a design similar to that used in the original study can be satisfactorily applied in



the current one. The procedures of recruiting the subjects, data collection and
analysis will follow the footsteps of Campbell's study as they seem to be
relevant and appropriate to carry out the task. While the problem of the
difference between the two types of translation (into and out of L2) will be
discussed in Chapter Two in order to place the current study in its proper

framework and contain the controversy about the function of each.

1.2 Motivation

The study has been mostly prompted by personal observations of what goes
on in the routine translation practice classes and sparked by the practical
similarity they share with Campbell’s findings. Those observations suggest that
most of what student-translators perform when translating into their L1 is, in one
way or another, reflected in the same components of Campbell’'s model on
translating into L2 despite the difference in the direction of translation they work
into. These components are comparably present in both translation directions,
though they may assume different patterns or behaviors. This idea has been
intensified by what Campbell suggests in the ‘wider applicability’ of his model
and the call to replicate it on the translation into the L1 (ibid, pp.161-2). For
example, it is observable that problems of textual competence in translating in
either direction can be similar, where some translators successfully deploy their
knowledge of grammar and lexis to produce texts which are typical of the TL,
whereas some others fail to do that. Definitely, it is interesting to investigate
whether these observations are applicable for both directions of translation.
Certainly, this cannot be done without limiting the meaning of TC as revealed by
a model to be able to assess the variation among translators.

In the same way, translation disposition is an aspect that can be observed in
the translators’ performance wherever they struggle with a ST to be translated
into their L1 or in the L2 despite possible differences. In translating into the L1,
most of that struggle takes place in the early phase of comprehending the ST
which is central, and to a lesser degree, in the choice of lexical items in the
latter phase of producing the TT. In contrast, comprehension of the ST, in
translating into the L2, is relatively easier than the choice of lexical items and

the deployment of grammar to produce adequate texts. Student-translators



apparently vary considerably in their aptitude to struggle with the ST translation
problems as some translators insist on translating the whole text through
struggling to comprehend new problematic and difficult lexical items, taking
risks and trying to produce perfect TTs. These observations resonate strongly
with the findings of Campbell’'s study, but they need to be empirically
investigated to realize the degree of similarity or difference in the translator’s
disposition between what goes on in translating into L2 and what goes on in
translating into L1.

Similarly, student-translators often misjudge, to different extents, their ability
to translate, and as a result, they either underestimate or overestimate their
level of achievement. This reflects, as Campbell concludes, the lack of
awareness those translators have of their TC. This, apparently, happens in both
translation directions. On the other hand, translators in general, and student-
translators in particular, use to intervene in the text they produce at several
times during or after the process of translation in order to amend the quality of
the text they are producing. It is worth investigating whether the process of
intervention assumes certain patterns, and whether these patterns, if any, are

related to TC in certain ways.

1.3 Replication

Although original research has more impact to other researchers than
replication studies and that it is more wholeheartedly received by them due to a
widely recognized idea that it has more innovation and novelty (Valdman, 1993,
p.505), it is determined to carry out the replication with the conviction that some
new results will be obtainable to verify and enrich the original study. Hopefully,
this replication may also lead as Valdman (ibid.) suggests, to a more valid and
reliable research, similar to replication studies in L2 acquisition. In fact,
replication is critically needed hn TS, and this is very vividly reflected in
O’Brien’s (2011, p.10) confession that:

Alves et al correctly point out that replicability in translation research has
largely been ignored but is something that must be embraced if we are to
move forward in understanding translation from a cognitive perspective.



Since there are different kinds of replication, it is plausible to define the kind and
level of replication to be used in the study. According to Porte (2012, p.8) there
are three main kinds of replication research which include:

e exact or literal replication which aims at confirming the findings of a
previous study by following exactly the same methodology, the same
subjects and setting, trying to evade as much as possible the
inescapable differences between the original and the subsequent study.

e approximate or the partial (also sometimes called systematic) replication,
which involves fully repeating a study except changing ‘non-major
variables’ to allow for comparing the findings of the two studies. The
change may involve the participants’ age, level of proficiency or the
setting, with the aim of examining the generalizability of the original
study results to another population, situation or concept.

e conceptual or constructive replications where a similar problem is
investigated through the use of a ‘new research design’ in some
respects that differs from the design used in the original study with
somewhat different procedures of data collection. Conceptual studies
“present stronger support for the original findings as they provide
evidence that the outcomes were not just artifacts of the original

methodology” (ibid.).

The current study basically belongs to the conceptual type. Although it aims
at investigating the same general problem of TC, it employs a different setting,
participants, data collection procedures and also different data analysis and
aims. All of these issues will be explained in detail in the methodology of the
study in chapter three. Yet, Chun (2012, p.501) asserts that:

(...) it is virtually impossible to hold any significant variable constant in
replication studies in the social sciences (including second language
studies), as there exists great variability across individuals and contexts.

He also advocates and speaks in favor of the conceptual replication in social
sciences and language studies as the most appropriate type of replication (ibid,
pp.501-2). Thus, the present study is planned to be a mainly conceptual

replication of Campbell’s study.



Moreover the study goes beyond replication as it presents a methodology for
guantitative analysis and testing of a theoretical model. Thus, the contribution of
this thesis, which is mainly methodological, is not restricted to replication. It
surpasses it to how to formally quantify and compare different aspects in the

model by relying on empirical data.

1.4 Translation Direction

Before discussing the model and its applicability, it is relevant to elaborate a
little on the claim that translating into L2 is not considered the normal translation
practice or direction; translating into L1 is the widely-recognized and publicly-
accepted practice. Campbell (ibid. pp.57-8) argues the benefits of both
translating into L1 and L2. He first admits that "expert (and no doubt) public
opinion favors translation into the first language” (p.57). This is due to the belief
that a translator's competence in his L1 is more deeply-rooted and better-
established than his competence in L2. To this effect he quotes Neubert (1981)
who argues that "working into the mother tongue avoids the problem of lack of
textual competence in the target language” (ibid. p.57). However, the term ‘first
language’ (L1) will be used throughout this study to refer to language of
habitual use in place of ‘mother tongue’ or ‘native language’. In fact, Neubert's
statement seems questionable and, at the very least, requires empirical
validation which will be attempted in this study. On the other hand, and from a
theoretical point of view, Campbell views translation into both directions as
'mirror images' (p.57). In translating from L2 into L1 the main difficulty lies in the
comprehension of the Source Text (ST), whereas comprehending the ST is the
easier task in translating into L2. The difficulty here lies in the production of a
"TT [target text] in a language in which composition does not come naturally”
(ibid.). So, it is desirable to reveal the areas where those 'mirror images' meet
and where they depart, or whether they are at all reversible. However, Campbell
(ibid. p.2) believes that:

(...) the acquisition of textual skills is not restricted to second language
learners and is, of course, a staple ingredient of first language education in
schools, whether it falls under the traditional descriptor of 'stylistics' or the
more modern 'genre' approach.



He also emphasizes the idea of interlanguage and finds it strange that it has
been virtually ignored by TS. In this connection, he finds Duff's seminal book
The Third Language (1981) an exception. The main idea is that interference
results in the production of some translations that are somehow 'midway’
between the SL and TL:

(...) the translator who imposes the concepts of one language onto another
is no longer moving freely from one world to another but instead creating a
third world—and a third language (Duff, 1981, p.10).

According to Duff this language deters readers, and he thinks that the
reason behind the bad reputation and the lack of publicity of translation in the
English-speaking countries can be attributed to the fact that “translation does
not sound English” (ibid, p.124). Duff's conclusions are drawn from examining
translating from an L2 into an L1. In this situation a throwback effect, a negative
or retroactive transfer is expected to take place, which participates in the
production of that ‘third language’. Retroactive transfer here refers to the effect
of a latter experience (acquiring or learning an L2) on the individual's
performance on an earlier experience (Mednick, 1964, p.92; Haskell, 2000,
pp.11, 25-26; Darby and Sloutsky, 2013, p.2130). However, Campbell has
investigated the inverse situation where the L1 is the source language [SL] and
the L2 is the target language [TL]. Yet, we are not vividly told by Campbell
about the degree and scope of the effect of the L1 on the L2 product, but he
seems to adopt Selinker's (1992) hypothesis that in the interlingual situation
“interlingual identifications and language transfer are central” (Campbell, 1998,
p.12).

On the practical side, Campbell asserts that translating into L2 is sharply
different from translating into L1 but they have their conditions and necessities.
He quotes Ahlsvad (1978) who:

(...) makes virtue out of a necessity by claiming that translation into the
second language may even be preferable in some circumstances. The
necessity in this case is the near impossibility of finding English speakers
who can translate from Finnish. The virtue is found in the claim that non-
native readers of English are accustomed to and comfortable with reading
textual texts written in second language English, and that accuracy is more
important than stylistic felicity (Campbell, 1998, p.57).



He also believes that the "perfectly balanced bilinguals are so rarely found that
virtually all human translation falls into one of the two categories—into or from
the second language"” (ibid, p.57). In addition, he refers to the translators'
accreditation in Australia where translators are accredited to 'work in two
directions'. A glance at the translator training programs at the centers and
departments of translation in different parts of the world support Campbell's
argument; translation into L2 is an essential component, if not the main one, in
those programs.

The present researcher’s online survey of the curriculum of a considerable
number of those programs in the USA, the UK, Australia, Canada, Spain, and
Holland, and also in countries like Arab Gulf States, Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon
and Libya has shown that translation into the students’ L2 is a regular
component. In postcolonial societies as well, of which my country (Iraq) is a live
example, many people translate into the language of the colonialist which is
their L2, as in Afghanistan, Algeria, Tunisia, Libya and the like. The same is true
about translation in countries of high immigration like Australia, Canada, The
United States and others, where much translation is carried out into the host
language which is the language of power, and the immigrants’ L2. Still, it is also
customary to find an inverse situation where the translation of matters
concerning communication about health care, social services or some literature
is carried out into the minority language.

In their preface to Translation into Non-Mother Tongues, Grosman et al
(2009) admit that their conference® was held “on a subject which had long been
a taboo for translation theory”. Notably, they tend to agree with Campbell when
he challenges the publicly-held idea of insisting on translation into the L1 on
practical grounds, and also they agree on his conviction that translating into the
L2 is inevitable where native speakers are hardly available. In this connection

they confirm that:

(...) itis actually nothing unusual in professional practice to work into a nhon-
native language particularly in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe-

! An international conference at the University of Ljublijana- Slovenia in 1997, from
which a selection of papers constitutes the above mentioned book which was first
published in 2000.



with their languages of limited diffusion- which are completely dependent on
local translators (ibid.).

This statement can be taken as revealing the conflict between theory and
practice. Later on, in the same volume and in her answer to the question ‘Is the
non-mother tongue translation really to be banned? Grosman expresses
interest in the attack launched by Erich Prunc on the theories which hold the
idea that:

only native speakers qualify as translators whereas translation into non-
mother-tongues should be questionable, pointing out that such theories are
in conflict with existing practices (Grosman, 2009, p.22).

In her argument, Grosman (ibid, p.23) insists on examining the
consequences of the fact that the translator who works into his native language
is not a native speaker of the L2, which is an important issue. She also quotes
Ivir (1997, p.4) who points out that:

It is a fact of life that the translator is a non-native speaker of one of the
languages with which he/she works— either of the source language (when
he translates into his mother tongue) or of the target language (when he
translates into the non-mother tongue).

She criticizes the theories which exclusively favor translating into the native
language for underestimating and disregarding the role of comprehending the
ST. At any rate, in both directions the translator is working with a native and a
non-native language, and each direction poses different problems.

In line with Grosman’s defense of translation into non-mother tongues,
Pokorn presents an analysis of translations by Slovene translators of a short
story by Ivan Cankar, the Slovene writer, to show the importance of the
translator's knowledge and awareness of his native language and culture in the
effectiveness of the translation. She presumes that the translations carried out
by the Slovene translators are superior to those produced by English translators
in spite of the ‘flaws’ that the Slovene translators have in their control of the
different styles of English. Accordingly, “this fact relativizes the proclaimed
superiority of the translations made by native speakers of the TL". (Pokorn,
2009, p.75)



Similarly, in a large-scale study on the translation into a non-mother tongue
or inverse translation, Pokorn (2005) sets out to challenge the deeply-rooted
and publicly-held view of Western theorists and their axiomatic assumptions

about this type of translation. In the introduction, she states that:

Translation into a non-mother tongue or inverse translation, especially of
literary texts, has always been frowned upon within Translation Studies in
Western cultures with a dominant language, and regarded as an action
doomed to failure by both literary scholars and linguists (ibid, VIII).

The results of the investigation and the findings of the study came contrary to
the folk-admonition and the axiomatic assumptions held by the Western
theorists about the inferiority of the inverse translation. Pokorn concludes that:

(...) the stigma of inappropriateness given to inverse translation by the
majority of Western translation theorists stems from a post-Romantic,
aprioristic, scientifically-unproven and sometimes ethnocentric conviction of
theorists coming from major and central linguistic communities, since
inverse translation is mainly practiced in peripheral and minor linguistic
cultures (ibid, p.122).

The results of Pokorn’s study suggest that a translator’'s mother tongue is not
the decisive factor which governs the translation quality. She demonstrates that
factors other than the mother tongue such as knowledge of both cultures,
literary education, and understanding of the translation process all take part in
shaping the outcome (ibid, p.123). In this concern, the results seem to
somehow depart with Duff’'s assumptions that were mentioned earlier and were
based on the idea of interference that happens between the SL and the TL as a
result of imposing the concepts of one language onto another. That imposition,
according to Duff, produces a strange form of language that he calls a third
language, which is somehow ‘midway’ between the SL and the TL. Conversely,
Pokorn stresses the fact that “there are no typical features of translations that
could be attributed to the mother tongue of the translator” (ibid.). Thus, from the
point of view of the recipient of the translation Pokorn (2004, p.120) asserts that
“competent native speakers of English cannot always [ltalics in original]
recognise the foreign and disturbing elements in translations by non-native

speakers”.



The most important elements in the arguments about the differences
between translation into the mother tongue and the inverse translation, and
about the directionality of translation that concern the present study can be
summarized in the following:

e Applied linguistics and TS are particularly interested in identifying the
theoretical and practical similarities and differences between these two
activities, and the way they intervene in the process of translation, in
which TC is a central issue.

e It is unquestionable that translation into the L2 is no longer an
occasional or a marginal activity that can be overlooked in favor of the
widely-regarded norm of translating into the L1. In practice, it is well-
established and may be as popular as translation into the L1, especially
in countries of high immigration, postcolonial countries and countries of
languages with limited diffusion.

e Since TC remains a decisive factor in the translation process despite
the direction of translation, it can be assumed that it is possible to adopt
and replicate TC models in the study of either direction, and they could
be equally applicable.

e Allin all, the fact remains that translation in both directions is widely
practiced, and it is natural that the same translators may work in both
directions. This is especially found in translating into or out of lesser-
used languages, or where there are few native speakers of the TL
available as in the case of translating from Arabic into English in most
Arabic-speaking countries. Then, the patterns and features of
translation performance in both directions can be of interest to TS in

general, and to translator training in particular.

1.5 Focus of the Study

The study is focused on the investigation of the components of Campbell’'s
model and is limited to them. The model comprises three components only:
textual competence, disposition and monitoring. The division of competence
into separate components, as illustrated in Figure 1.1 below adopted from

Campbell, (ibid, p.154), implies that they are relatively independent, and that
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they may have different impacts on the process of TC acquisition. The
interrelation among those components constitutes the function of the
competence a translator has. In addition to the three components of the model,
the figure shows the assessment values that can be used for profiling the
individual translator's competence.

The components illustrated in the figure can be briefly defined as follows:

(i) Textual competence is generally considered one of the main
constituents of TC (Bell, 1991, pp.35-39; Campbell, 1998, pp.2, 6; Montalt, V.;
et al. 2008, p.1-3). It refers to the translator's ability to manipulate written genres
at the level of text and discourse, or the ability to write in a systematically
authentic way to create texts that are comparable to those of the TL. In his

investigation of this component, Campbell studies two areas: TC and grammatr,

and TC and lexis. He draws on resources of genre and L2 acquisition theory to
come to an understanding of how grammar is deployed by L2 translators to
make texts. His central proposition is to identify the TL system and use it as a
yardstick to measure the developing competence of translators.

Figure 1.1 The Three Components of Campbell’'s Model

TARGET LANGUAGE TEXTUAL COMPETENCE

substandard pretextual textual

DISPOSITION

|

risk-taking vs prudent persistent vs capitulating

MONITORING COMPETENCE

1

low awareness of high awareness of

quality of output quality of output

neffective editing effective editing
strategies strategies
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Campbell’s investigation of this area is based on Biber's (1988) approach to
genre variation. Biber's model was set to analyze linguistic features that signal
stylistic variation. Besides studying TC and grammar, Campbell studies TC and
lexis as the second constituent of textual competence. He empirically
investigates textual competence in the L2 translators from the point of view of
word-choice or lexical transfers. His examination of lexis in this respect aims to
explore how translators choose lexical items from available possibilities and
whether their choices were restricted to the sentence level or textually oriented.
Yet, this investigation takes him a little beyond the translator's deployment of
the TL lexis; he starts to probe the psychological motivations behind the choices
and relates that to the disposition of the participants.

Subsequently, the current study investigates both areas of textual
competence and lexical transfers, and concurrently uses the same data for
investigating disposition. However, the study investigates the area of grammatr,
even though (at least theoretically) the translator into L1 will rarely (if ever)
encounter problems in the grammar of his L1, unlike the translator into the L2
who is expected to encounter many problems. This idea is supported by the
prospects of what a native speaker can do in his language. In this connection,
Pokorn (2005, p.8) suggests that:

a native speaker is someone who has the capacity to produce fluent,
spontaneous discourse in English [his native language] and intuitively
distinguishes between correct and incorrect forms of English.

The assumption that the native speaker has internalized the rules of his
language and can automatically use that language is maintained by Davies

(1991, p.94) when he states his expectations:

| expect the native speaker to have internalized rules of use, the
appropriate use of language, to know when to use what and how to speak
to others. | expect control of strategies and of pragmatics, an automatic
feeling for the connotations of words, for folk etymologies, for what is
appropriate to various domains, for the import of a range of speech acts

(...).

The idea that a native speaker has the intuitive control over the grammar of his

native language and the ability to distinguish between grammatical and
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ungrammatical sentences dates back to an earlier statement by Chomsky when

talking about the idealized native speaker:

A grammar is... descriptively adequate to the extent that it correctly
describes the intrinsic competence of the idealized native speaker. The
structural descriptions assigned to sentences by the grammar, the
distinctions that it makes between well-formed and deviant, and so on,
must, for descriptive adequacy, correspond to the linguistic intuition of the
native speaker (Chomsky, 1965, p.24).

So, profiling a native speaker’s grammatical ability in this way suggests that
investigating the grammatical accuracy of his language production both in the
spoken and the written mode would yield sharply different results from
investigating the grammatical ability of an L2 learner. However, the investigation
of grammar is not limited to the structure errors that a translator may make, but
it extends to the deployment of grammar to present reality in different ways, for
example through cohesion, modality, transitivity, nominalizations... etc.

As for translating into the L1, textual competence can be different from
translating into a L2, and is measured by what Campbell (1998, p.162)
proposes to be “the ability to possess the linguistic power of the lawyer, the
doctor, the engineer, the politician, the public servant”. This proposal is very
interesting but it is too broad to be investigated in this study, or in any single
study, because it requires a number of studies, each one has to investigate a
separate genre. The current study will limit itself to the investigation of textual
competence in the light of what Campbell describes as the “crude division
between a formal written genre and an informal spoken genre” (ibid.), or to
study whether the translator deviates from a formal into an informal genre.

(i) Disposition, according to Campbell, refers to the translator’'s overall
approach to the task of translating a text. So, it deals with whether the translator
takes risks or not in rendering certain aspects of the text, whether he persists or
gives up easily when faced with aspects of the text that he finds difficult to
translate which leave him puzzled whether to transfer them into the TL or to
reduce them to sense only. The translator's attitude when tackling a text
(persistent or capitulating; risk-taking or prudent) could be interpreted as an

attribute of personality or an individual characteristic that is not reflective of TL
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competence, but has its impact on his translation performance which is strongly
related to his TL competence (ibid.).

In his treatment of this aspect, Campbell believes that “capitulation shades
into target language competence” (ibid.). Thus, he ascribes it to either of two
reasons: the translators’ poor disposition, or their ‘deficient target language
competence’. Whereas he states that, in the process of translation into the L1
“capitulation may be because of both overall approach [translation disposition]
and poor source language comprehension” (ibid).

(ili) Monitoring, according to Campbell (ibid.) refers to the awareness a
translator has of his competence in the language s/he translates into. Self-
assessment here refers to the translator's impression about the quality of his
output. Campbell maintains that translators have less awareness of their
competence when they translate into the L2 than their awareness when they
translate into the L1. They may or may not give accurate assessments of their
competence through assessing the quality of their output, when they are asked
to doit.

Closely related to that awareness and their assessments of their
performance, translators usually tend to intervene to improve their product.
Their intervention takes the forms of revision and editing [Campbell’s terms] and
it varies from one translator to another. Revision aims at making corrections at
the lexical and grammatical level where the translator looks for breaches in the
spelling, morphology and syntax and repairs them. It also aims at revising the
output to ensure the semantic accuracy of the equivalents used in the build-up
of the TT. The process of editing, on the other hand, occurs at different
structural levels; word, phrase and clause, or it may extend to the levels of
sentence and text. It is made by recasting certain units to repair the text (ibid,
pp.138-40). These facets of monitoring i.e. self-assessment, revision and
editing have been empirically investigated by Campbell. He managed to
investigate this component empirically even though, as he admits, it is not

theoretically well-grounded and underpinned to the TS research, (ibid, p.153).
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1.6 Aims of the Study

As this study attempts to replicate Campbell’'s model on translation into L1,
the aims do not go far from the broad aim of the original study which is basically
pedagogical, although deviation is inevitable. The present study attempts to
investigate the applicability of that model, which has been empirically tested on
inverse translation, to translation into L1. It aims to empirically test the
components of the model on their counterparts in translation into L1, to see how
these elements of TC function in the process of translation from English as an
L2 into Arabic as an L1. It is anticipated that this could lead to conclusions and
insights about the nature and the practice of the translation process based on

fairly solid and systematic use and analysis of data.

1.7 The Research Questions
The study seeks to answer the following questions:

i. In what ways do translators into the L1 vary in their textual competence
or in their ability to manipulate the TL stylistically, as it is reflected in their lexical
choice and grammar accuracy and deployment?

ii. How far do translators into the L1 vary in their translation disposition, as it
is revealed through lexical choice and lexical omissions from the ST?

ii. In what ways do translators into the L1 vary in their ability to monitor their
own translation as it is manifested in the processes of self-assessment and the
self-revision they conduct while or after they finish translating a text?

iv. To what extent are these aspects helpful in characterizing the TC of

student-translators as revealed by their individual profiles?

1.8 The Research Hypotheses
The research hypotheses are set in a way to help in answering the research
questions as follows:
I. Translators into the L1 display considerable variation in their textual
competence as manifested by their:
a. deployment of grammar

b. lexical choice
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ii. Translators into the L1 display significant dissimilarity in their disposition

competence as manifested by their:

a. lexical choice

b. lexical omission.

iii. Translators into the L1 display significant variation in the awareness of own

TC in that less competent translators tend to:
a. overestimate in self-assessing their translation output.
b. make more correction than textual revision when they conduct

real-time revision of their translation product.

These hypotheses will be empirically tested in the forthcoming chapters by

applying the methodological procedures which will be discussed in Chapter
Three.

1.9 Structure of the Study

This section attempts to briefly introduce the chapters of the study, which

includes eight chapters in addition to references and appendices:

Chapter One is an introduction of the study as an empirical investigation of
TC as a key topic in TS. The motivation of the study is explained, followed
by the type of replication which stresses that the study adopts the
conceptual replication. However, the study exceeds replication to present a
methodology for quantitative analysis and testing of Campbell’'s model.
Since the study investigates the replication of an inverse model of translating
into L2 on translating into L1, it is found necessary to tackle the issue of
translation direction. Then, focus on the components of the model is stated
together with the aims of the study. After that four questions are posed to be
answered by the study followed by the hypotheses that are to be tested.

In chapter 2, the definition and scope of the study are treated. The chapter
opens with the placement of the study in TS, locating it within the Holmes-
Toury map as belonging to the area of Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS)
in general, and within the process-oriented research in particular. Then,
ideas about the original meaning of the term TC and how it acquired a new

and partly different meaning in TS are presented. Further, the different
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definitions of TC are explained and evaluated together with the discussion of
the closely relevant models to the study. In addition, the scope in which TC
Is investigated in this study is identified. Finally, the bases for choosing
Campbell’'s model in particular are established.

Chapter 3 gives an account of the methodology of the study. It includes
description of the pilot study, participants, data, evaluation dimensions, and
statistical tools and expertise that are used in the analysis of the data. The
study looks forward to building a fairly objective way to describing the TC of
individual translators into their L1 through inferring their product in relation
to the three components that constitute the replicated model.

Chapter 4 presents the study of textual competence as a key component
in TC. There are some features which characterize it and make it possible
to portray by relying on the results of analysing them. Among these are the
lexical omissions from the ST, lexical mistranslations, grammatical errors
and lexical choices, which all collaborate to draw a picture of textual
competence. Lack of control on these features will result in the production
of informal texts that are deficient. These features are studied because they
decide the match between the ST and the TT and reflect how faithfully and
accurately the translation conveys the ST. It is also endeavoured to test the
possibility of assessing this type of competence with reasonable objectivity.
In chapter 5, the translator’s disposition is investigated as a component in
TC. It starts with an attempt to define the term ‘disposition’ and limit its
meaning in TS by first surveying the meaning of the term in the TS sister
fields of psychology and education where it is relevantly used. It is dealt
with as an intentional learned habit or complex of habits that can be taught,
learned and assessed. The type of disposition that is closely related to the
study of translation process is the intellectual type (Fowler and Haughy,
2007: 2). It comprises attributes and aptitudes that are required in
translating such as anticipation, problem solving, relationship inferring,
investigating and persistence. It concludes with an attempt to devise a
procedure to assess individual translator’s disposition.

Chapter Six investigates the concept of self-assessment as manifested by

students’ general assessment of their own ability to translate and how it
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relates to the other components of TC. Campbell assumes that students’
awareness of the quality of their output (self-assessment) can be proposed
as a relevant factor in the characterization of TC and, consequently, one of
its indicators. This dimension is empirically measured by the responses to a
call addressed to the participants to self-assess their output directly after
translating each of the experiment texts. The results of these assessments
are correlated later with the independent measure of the tutor’s general
assessment of the overall and cumulative TC of their students, as they
observed it throughout teaching.

Chapter Seven, tackles the translator’'s opportunity to intervene to improve
the output through real-time revision. It includes all additions, deletions,
and amendments the translator makes in his attempts to improve the quality
of his output. Systematic variation among translators in the effectiveness of
that intervention can be proposed as a facet of TC because it affects the
final outcome positively or negatively. This chapter, in particular presents
an adequate theoretical underpinning of revision as a basic component in
translation competence. It closes with a suggested scale for revision
competence assessment.

Chapter Eight brings together the findings of the research, particularly of
the three studies described in the last four chapters which have empirically
dealt with the constituents of TC. The aim is to discuss the practical insights
of using the model in the profiling of TC of individual translators working into
their L1 and the potential implications for translation teaching and
measurement. Thus, it relates the findings to the context of TS in an attempt
to profile TC. Finally, it looks at the degree of correspondence or disparity
between the present results and those of Campbell, and also discusses the
limitations of both the present study and the model. At the end, the current
research has proven that Campbell’'s model of translating into the L2 can be
equally applied with almost comparable effect on translating into the L1. It is
effective in exploring the TC and in measuring the variation among a group
of translators. The numerical evaluative scales that were added in this study
enhance the sharpness and precision of the model so as to be used

reliably. Further experiments and applications on different pairs of
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languages, genres and levels of professionalism are liable to yield more
supportive results to confirm the present ones.
The study closes with a list of the references that were used, followed

by appendices.
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Chapter Two: Translation Competence: Definition and Scope

2.1. Overview

The study of TC can be located within the Holmes-Toury map of TS as
belonging to the area of DTS in general, and within the process-oriented
research in particular. In this framework, process-oriented DTS field is partly
concerned with issues related to the psychological aspects of translation, and it
tries to find out what goes on in the translator's mind when s/he carries out the
translation task (Munday, 2008, p.10). However, the study extends to another
area in the map; that is to the applied side of TS and to the translator training
area in particular. The relation between TS and its applied extensions are also
displayed in Baker (2001, p. 278). Similarly, talking about process-oriented
DTS, Vandepitte (2008, p.576) stresses that:

research questions here deal with various aspects of the translation
process: individuals’ translation competence and its development, and the
actual Performance of the translators within their professional situation.

Figure 2.1 below shows the Holmes concept of TS, adopted from (Munday,
2008, p.10).

Figure 2.1 Holmes’s Map of TS

Translation studies
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Thus, the study of TC is contained in both the pure and the applied branches of
TS. In the applied side it overlaps to all the areas of translator training,
translation aids and translation criticism as displayed in Figure 2.2 below
(adopted from Munday, 2008, p.12):

Figure 2.2 Applied TS
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Certainly, the notion of TC has become a frequent keyword in recent TS
research. Saldanha and O’Brien (2013, p.112), for example, stress that “(...) by
far the largest focus in translation process research to date, (...) has been
translation competence and its acquisition”. Similarly, Malmkjaer (2009, p. 122)
asserts that “the notion of translation competence is central in translation theory
as well as in pedagogical approaches to translation”. Correspondingly, TC is
expected to continue to be a prominent area of research in its field for some
time in future despite the varied denominations and the ever-expanding scope
attributed to it. On the one hand, it is partly so because the problems related to
defining it in an accurate way do not seem to lend themselves easily and
objectively to reliable and practical solutions. On the other hand, it is so
because of the apparent dearth in the empirical and experimental efforts which
try to ground for solutions in TS. In a discipline that is still in its relative infancy,
like TS, such controversial matters may continue to persist and may not be

settled before some years or decades, if one inclines to be optimistic.
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Yet, there is a remarked disagreement among scholars about the definition
of TC which does not necessarily imply immaturity in the way it is handled or
studied. It could well reflect the tantalizing nature of the concept and the various
views scholars have about how to approach it. Their definitions and ways of
approaching it are affected by their work, experience, adherence, personal
attitudes and so on. Pym (2003, p.487), for example, finds that these views are
affected, to a certain extent, by the theorists’ works and that “(...) in most cases,
the complex models of translation competence coincide more or less with the
things taught in the institutions where the theorists work”. Another problem with
TC is that it is not defined explicitly by all the authors who used it. Orozco and
Hurtado (2002, p.376) also assert that:

(...) the problem of translation competence is not in its denomination only
because most authors who used the term did not define it which means that
they may have a definition in mind but they did not make it explicit.

After listing ten leading authors in TS who use the term TC but do not define
it, Orozco and Hurtado submit that they have found only four definitions of TC
that they consider explicit. They list them and finally adopt PACTE's? definition

in their research. These definitions are:

e Bell (1991, p.43) defines TC as “knowledge and skills the translator must
possess in order to carry out a translation”.

e Hurtado Albir (1996, p.48) defines it as “the ability of knowing how to
translate”.

e Wilss (1982, p.58) assumes that TC calls for:

an interlingual supercompetence (...) based on a comprehensive
knowledge of the respective SL and TL including the text-pragmatic
dimension, and consists of the ability to integrate the two monolingual
competencies on a higher level.

> PACTE refers to a research project in TS called Process in the Acquisition of
Translation Competence and Evaluation, which is carried out by a group of researchers
based in the University of Barcelona- Spain and led by Amparo Hurtado Albir.
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e PACTE (2003, p.44) defines TC as “the underlying system of knowledge
and skills needed to be able to translate.”

The four definitions seem to agree on the use of words like ‘knowledge, skills

and abilities’ to describe the competence system that underlies the process of

translation.

2.2. The Term TC

Before proceeding to thoroughly examine the different definitions of TC and
what components they involve, it would be preferable to briefly present some
ideas about the original meaning of the term and how it acquired a new and
partly different meaning in TS.

In the field of TS, according to Rothe-Neves (2007), the study of the qualities
of a good translator is based on the concept of TC. The original meaning of
‘competence’ in TS is the “quality of possessing a skill, knowledge, or
qualification” (p.125), and within this understanding it is, in a way, synonymous
with aptitude. It has acquired a new meaning in TS, under the effect of
theoretical linguistics and particularly of Chomsky’s ideal speaker-listener
(Chomsky, 1965, p.3), as a mental faculty or underlying knowledge. Although
Malmkjaer (2008, p.295) admits the connection with Chomsky's term, she
stresses that “(...) the link between this notion and that employed by most
translation scholars is tenuous”. She considers Harris and Sherwood’s (1978:
155-160) account of the interpreting that takes place among people in their daily
interaction as an inborn ability and calls it “natural translation” which is explicitly
related to Chomsky’s concept of competence.

Consequently, TC is perceived as a psychological attribute of an individual.
This is, in fact, the very idea that Bell refers to as the ‘ideal bilingual
competence’ when he considers the different approaches to build his translator
competence model. He submits that “(...) in this we would be following exactly
Chomsky’s view of the goals of linguistic theory and his proposals for the
specification of the ideal speaker-hearer” (Bell, 1991, p.38). From this
perspective, competence as ‘aptitude’ involves, in addition to mental faculty,
“socially shared representations” which imply “behavioral performance and

results” (Rothe-Neves, ibid, p.126). In this way, aptitude becomes a criterion

23



that can be adopted in the evaluation of a translator’'s work by peers. Rothe-

Neves suggests that:

In the absence of a ‘gold standard’ when the question ‘what makes a
good translator?’ is asked it is perhaps more important to inquire into the
socially shared representations of a translator’'s work, than to inquire only
into the intrinsic qualities of translators. This is why competence should
take on the meaning of aptitude in translation (ibid).

The concept of ‘aptitude’ is adopted by Campbell (1991; 1998) to refer to one of
the three components that make up his model of TC though he uses the term
‘disposition’ instead. This term and the model will be discussed in some detail
later in this chapter.

Rothe-Neves also mentions that Nida (1964) was the first to refer to
Chomsky’s term of competence in connection with translation, though he did not
mention it in the index of his book. He used another term instead; he describes
it as a ‘generative device’ that coincides with Chomsky’s competence regarding
the speaker’'s ability to generate a series of sentences (ibid, p.60). Like
Chomsky, Nida uses the term to refer to a mental faculty, something like
‘aptitude’ rather than to procedures (Rothe-Neves, ibid, p.133).

In an insightful essay entitled Conceptualizing Translation Competence,
Lesznyak (2007, p.167) stresses the idea that “the term ‘competence’ is used in
a somewhat arbitrary way in translation studies”, and that she did not find ‘state-
of the- art reviews’ on the concept of TC except in Pym (2003), when he
redefines TC in his seminal paper Redefining Translation Competence in an
Electronic Age: In Defence of a Minimalist Approach. So, she draws mainly on
Pym’s work and the work of the psychologist Franz Weinert (2001). Weinert has
dealt with competence from a cognitive psychology perspective and he defines
competence as “a roughly specialized system of abilities, proficiencies or skills
that are necessary or sufficient to reach a specific goal” (Lesznyak, ibid.). To
adopt such a definition of competence from psychology to TS, it is necessary to
vividly establish the relevance of cognitive psychology to TS in general and to
TC in particular. However, she fails to do that, which questions the validity of
her arguments and results. She only admits that ‘Weinert's Conceptualization’ is
“too detailed” for the current TC models. Building on this definition, Lesznyak
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claims that most of the models and approaches to TC are but “ideas or
suggestions or hints that lack elaboration” (ibid, p.172). According to her, in
terms of sophistication, these models or ideas cannot compare to language
competence models (such as Canale and Swains 1980; or Bachman 1990), or
social competence models (such as Meichenbaum et al. 2003). This is because
“as a rule, these [TC] ‘models’ give an excellent grasp on particular aspects of
translation competence, but neglect its complexity” (Lesznyak, 2007, p.172).
She does not seem to put blame on the authors since, as she claims, their
primary aim is not to build models of TC, but she stresses the fact that “because
they [the models] miss important aspects of translation competence they cannot
serve as the basis either for empirical research or training” (ibid), and in this
way she questions the effectiveness of current TC models and empties them
from their basic functions. However, when Lesznyak comes to examine the
meaning given to the term ‘competence’ by cognitive psychologists, and in her
outline of the different ways in which the term was used, she points out the
relevance of that meaning to TS and TC, and also the sense in which she finds
Weinert’'s model relevant to translation. Subsequently, she assumes that it is
possible to fit the different models of TC into that categorization.

Similarly, Hurtado and Alves (2009) perceive TC as a cognitive aspect of
translation that underlies the work of both translators and interpreters and
enables them to carry out the cognitive operations necessary for the adequate
unfolding of the translation process. They list a considerable number of
translation models which define TC. Most of these models are componential
which assume that TC consists of several components. They deal with TC as a
complex of components or subcompetencies, building on the ideas of a number
of models starting from Bell (1991) and ending with Goncalves (2007). The
components these models propose include linguistic and extra-linguistic
knowledge, documentation skills, knowledge and abilities. In addition, they
mention some authors “who argue that TC also entails a strategic component
geared to problem solving and decision making” (ibid, p.64). Hurtado and Alves
(ibid, p.63; Pym, 2003, pp.484-5; and Gerding, 2012) also point out that
different terms were used to refer to the concept of TC. Table 2.1 below lists

these terms and the authors who first used them.
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Table 2.1 TC Labels

Concept Author(s) Year
Transfer Competence Nord 1991
Translating competence Gerding 2000
Translation Ability Lowe 1987
Stansfield et al. 1992
Pym 1993
Hatim and Mason 1997
Translational competence Toury 1995
Hansen 1997
Chesterman 1997
Translation Competence Toury 1984
Translation Expertise Holz-Manttari 1984
Translation Performance Wilss 1998
Rothe-Neves 2007
Translation Proficiency Wilss 1982
Translation Skill Lowe 1987
Translatorial Competence Risku 1998
Translator's competence Kussmaul 1995

So, the different denominations indicate the relative terminological incongruity

among authors about the concept of TC.

2.3. Definition of TC

An early definition of the concept of TC is Toury’s (1984) who, focusing on
the field of translation teaching, suggests that bilinguals have an ‘“innate
translation competence comprising bilingual and interlingual ability”, in addition
to a “transfer competence” (Toury, 1984, pp.189-190). While from a wider
horizon, Bell (1991) proposes three ways to characterize TC:

e Ideal bilingual competence which would look at the translator as an
“idealized, flawlessly performing system,” in much the same way as the
transformational generative grammarians assume an ideal speaker-
hearer to be (p.38).

e Expert system which contains a knowledge base and an inference
mechanism (p.39).

e Communicative Competence which includes four components that are
grammatical, sociolinguistic, discourse, and strategic (p.41).

Bell defines translator's competence as the “(...) knowledge and skills the

translator must possess in order to carry it [translation] out” and considers this
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competence as one of the ‘twin issues’ that translation theory must address
alongside the process of translation (ibid. 43). However, the current study plans
to apply a translator-centered approach rather than the once dominant text-
centered or system-centered approach. This is justified because the focus of
the proposed study is on translation as a process where the translator is an
important dimension, rather than on translation as a product where the
translator is mostly invisible. This approach, though relatively new, has provided
a novel viewpoint on the translation process (Venuti, 1995, p.1; 1998, p.32; Bell,
1991, pp.12-13).

The importance of Bell's model is that it is a pioneer study that so vividly and
practically establishes the translator-centered approach. In addition, his model
is, in a way, a unitary translating model that does not differentiate between
translating into the L1 and translating into the L2. This idea is particularly
important to the present study because it is based on a replication of a model of
translating into the L2 on translation into the L1. As such, Bell introduces a two-
step simplified model for the process of translating which he describes as" the
transformation of a source language text [ST] into a target language text [TT]"
(Bell, 1991, p.20). In building his model, he draws on the linguistic and
psychological knowledge, especially when dealing with text-processing. His
model primarily consists of a process of the analysis of a Language specific text
into a universal semantic representation, and then the synthesis of that
semantic representation into a TT. Three areas of operation are identified in this
model: syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic.

Another important point is his argument against the then dominant approach
that it has excluded the study of the process of translating and considered it a
far-fetched objective. To maintain his argument, he criticizes Newmark's
statement that "any scientific investigation of (...) what goes on in the brain (the
mind? nerves? cells?) during the process of translating is remote and at present

speculative” (Newmark,1988, p.2). To the contrary of this, Bell argues that:

(...) any advances in translation theory can only be achieved through a
study of the process (...) what is required is a description of that process
and an explanation of it (Bell, 1991, p. 22).
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Bell was one the first to call for adopting a descriptive rather than a
prescriptive approach in investigating the process of translating. Figure 2.3
below displays Bell's outline model of the translation process.

Figure 2.3 Bell’s Translation Process: Outline Model
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Likewise, Hewson and Martin (1991) try to define TC when they reflect on
the theory that they were trying to build about translation in the three kinds of
competence they propose. They propose an ‘acquired interlinguistic
competence’ which is competence in at least two ‘linguistic systems’ and also
some knowledge of the cultures associated with them. Then, they proposed
what they call ‘dissimilative competence’ comprising “1) an aptitude to generate
and dissimilate homologous statements and (2) an aptitude to define and
recreate socio-cultural norms”. This is not something possessed by the
translator, but it refers to:
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(...) all the dissimilative competence which has been accumulated and
committed to translation auxiliaries such as translation methods,
dictionaries, data banks, and expert systems (p.52).

These three kinds of competence are also found and expanded in the
componential models of TC that will be discussed below.

Nord (1992), looking at TC from a translation teaching point of view in the
same way Toury did, gives a list of competences with which she sought to
underpin the teaching of translation in her advocated approach of text analysis.
These competences are:

...competence of text reception and analysis, research competence,
transfer competence, competence of text production, competence of
translation quality assessment, and, of course, linguistic and cultural
competence both on the source and target side, which is the main
prerequisite of translation activity (Nord, 1992, p.47).

Conversely, Pym (2003) presents a counterargument to the componential
approach of TC, in fact, to the whole concept of TC as a divisible body of
knowledge and skills that the translator may possess or acquire. He calls for a
rather different approach that can look at TC from a ‘minimalist’ point of view.
So, he criticizes what he expects to be a continual general tendency among the
theorists of TS who work on expanding the multicomponential models of TC as
they attempt to bring as many new skills and proficiencies into the area of
translator training. He also expects that this tendency will continue and increase
with the use of the technological devices and tools that are used to aid the
translation process. He argues that those expansions of competence are “(...)
partly grounded in institutional interests and are conceptually flawed in that they
will always be one or two steps behind market demands” (ibid, p.481).
Consequently, he favors what he considers a ‘simple minimalist concept’ that is
suitable to direct translator training in the rapidly changing technological age
(ibid.).

In fact, Pym’s call for a minimalist concept of TC is not a new one because it
is rooted a decade earlier when he terms TC, as ‘translational competence’,

defining it in a behavioral framework as consisting of only two abilities:
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e The ability to generate a target-text series of more than one viable term
(target texti, target textz...target textn) for a source text.

e The ability to select only one target text from this series, quickly and with
justified confidence, and to propose this target text as a replacement of
source text for a specific purpose and reader (Pym, 1992, p.281).

Thus, the translation process for him has two phases; the generation of a TT
series as possible substitutes of a ST, and the selection of one of them to
replace the ST. He, later (2003), criticizes componential models of TC in favor
of a ‘minimalist’ concept based on the production of replacements followed by
the elimination of alternatives.

From a pedagogical point of view, Campbell (1998, p.6) emphasizes the
role which the purpose of translation study has in the characterization of TC,
when he concludes that “It seems that the way TC is characterized has a great
deal to do with one’s purpose”. For him the purposes may include teaching,
where investigating TC is supposed to allow for an increase in the intervention
in the classroom, or may include investigating the translation process from a
theoretical point of view. At the end, he suggests that “Indeed, it is difficult to
imagine why one would want to investigate translation competence at all without
some broader purpose in view” (ibid.); thus relating the study of TC to a

purpose. This statement also resonates with Lesznyak’s conclusion that:

none of the models of translation competence is inherently better than the
others. It is always the purpose of a given piece of research or project that
should determine the type of competence model to be adopted (Lesznyak,
2007, p.167).

Working from an inverse translation point of view (translating into the L2),
Campbell (1998, pp.6-11) states that one can conceptualize TC from any of
three perspectives:

(i) Psychological modeling: It is carried out by the process of inferring
mental constructs from empirical data. To ‘chart’ the development of such
competence is by trying to map the inferred mental constructs in translators of
different levels of ability to be able to make inferences about the different
cognitive strategies. For example, planning can be studied empirically to make
inferences about the type and extent of planning, which the translator indulges

in while translating. If planning is proposed as an aspect of TC, it is possible to
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detect how this ability develops over time. This aspect of planning can be tested
by using think-aloud protocols [TAP]. In psychological modeling we find the
translator at the core of the investigation, while the translated texts become the
experimental data. The readers of the texts become the processors of the data.
These models are used for realizing a translational problem or the use of
translational strategies like retrieval, monitoring, decision-making ... etc. and
also to monitor translators’ development and progress over time.

(i) Translation quality assessment: In this type of modeling the
relationship between the translated text and its readers is given primacy over
the translator and the process of translation. The reader’s judgment or
impression about the translated text becomes the yardstick against which the
text quality is measured. It is, consequently, assumed that the quality of the
translated text is a reflection of the translator's competence. Such modeling is
based only on a superficial relevance between the reader and the translated
text. However, Campbell stresses the idea that the construct validity of the
quality assessment models is questionable because they are not “(...)
underpinned to theory at all, at least in a principled or even conscious way on
the part of their designers” (ibid: 8).

(i) Pedagogy: It is an attempt to foreground theories of teaching and
learning to model TC. It applies theories like discourse analysis, textlinguistics

. etc. on the level of developing practical translation strategies to center
around the question of how particular linguistic features function within the ST.
These models tend to be theory-centered or text-centered rather than translator
(student)-centered. The prescriptive nature of these theories “automatically
prevents them from being able to describe competence per se; what they
describe is the anticipated results of the programmes that they espouse” (ibid,
p.11).

The various denominations for TC clearly reflect the disagreement on an
inclusive term. It is also evident that a certain author may use a term for some
time and then switches to another, as is the case with Lowe, Toury and Wilss

above. This supports Pym’s observation that:

31



We find the term ‘competence’ simply being kicked around the park, with
the more substantial referent then becoming something else, some other
term. (Pym, 2003: 485).

In an interview with Pym about the aspects of Translation Education
Quangong et al. (2010) asked a question about the relationship between TC
and expertise. Pym’s answer is that competence consists of knowledge and
skills: to learn something, and to learn how to use it skillfully. He stresses the
idea that we do not need models at all. What we need are skills and how to
become experts in those skills rather than competence and performance
models. He prefers to use the term ‘expertise’ in place of ‘competence’, and
rejects the componential perception of TC, claiming that the number of
competencies is not based on empirical evidence. He also assumes that
PACTE's usage of the term competence comes very close to expertise because
the different components are reflections of the skills required by a translator,
and that it has been changing over the years. Notably, this last assumption can
be noticed in PACTE's definition of TC as having four features the first of which
is being expert knowledge (Quangong et al, 2010, pp.5-8).

In the closely related study to Pym’s (2003), Lesznyak tries to present some
speculations on how to categorize TC models. She first thinks of the ‘origin of
the model’ as a possible criterion to conceptualization in categories such as
belonging to pure theory, professional practice, translation teaching and
empirical research. However, she finds considerable difficulty in identifying the
origin of the model or its ‘multi-origins’, and she states that “there would be
nearly as many categories as models” (Lesznyak, 2007, p.173). Finally, she
decides that Pym’s model, which is based on the content of its components, as
the most satisfactory of the models and she adopts it but with slight
modifications (ibid). She suggests that the first category in Pym’s categorization
‘competence as no such thing’ is better eliminated, and she gives blunt
justifications for that. She stresses that Pym does not make the meaning of this
category clear, and that the examples he gives do not support what he
assumes, because the authors he mentions in this category do not deny the
existence of TC but they resolve to other approaches or terminology such as
expertise or performance. The only case where flat denial of TC is found is in an
early study by Wilss in 1976. At that time the term ‘competence’ was used in a
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rather different meaning than it is used three decades later, as Pym submits. It
was basically derived from, and affected by Chomsky’'s proposals about the
ideal speaker-hearer which were dominant then, and that is why:

it is no wonder that Wilss was skeptical about the existence of translation
competence in that sense, and even more reluctant to define it. Later on,
Wilss changed his model of translation competence several times
(Lesznyak, 2007, p.173).

It is clear that there are no approaches in this category that deny the existence
of the construct of TC as such. Consequently, it seems plausible to accept
Lesznyak’s modification to eliminate the category of “competence as no such
thing” since there is no good reason why one should have a category that will
remain empty (ibid. p.173).

Another subtle suggestion that Lesznyak (ibid. p.172) makes is to split up the
multicomponential category of TC models as it is ‘too heterogeneous’. She also
regrets that “most translation competence models are not based on empirical
research, and that they are usually not empirically tested either”. She finds the
only exceptions for that are Stansfield et al. 1992; Campbell 1991, 1998; or the
works of the PACTE Group 2003, 2005. Lack of empirical testing, according to
her, turns TC models into mere speculations, even though they have great
effects on researchers (ibid.). Unfortunately, she did not include, in her
classification, models like Bell, 1991, Nord, 1992, Hatim and Mason 1997,
Ulrych 1999 or Kilary 2000 for no convincing reasons. She claims that she only
‘tried to choose influential models’ and also the ones which fit into Pym’s and
Weinert's categorization (ibid, p.174). We are not told on what bases certain
models are considered influential whereas others are not. Nevertheless, in her
paper she gives a very effective table (ibid, p.177) of her categorization that
shows an exceptional classification which vividly shows how she managed to fit
the various models of TC into a categorization borrowed from a model in
psychology by Weinert.

Certainly, among the current definitions of TC, the PACTE multicomponential
definition seems to be the most comprehensive one in terms of the range of
skills, expertise, and knowledge that a translator must possess. According to
them TC is:
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(...) the underlying system of declarative and predominantly procedural
knowledge required to translate. It has four distinctive characteristics: (1)
it is expert knowledge that is not possessed by all bilinguals; (2) it is
mainly procedural rather than declarative knowledge; (3) it is made of
several interrelated subcompetences; and (4) the strategic component is
of particular importance, as in all types of procedural knowledge (Hurtado
and Alves, 2009, pp.64-65).

The components of this model as adopted from PACTE (2003) are six, covering
different but related subcompetences of TC. The same components are exactly
stated by Hurtado and Alves as the components of the model (2009, p.66) and
also in the later PACTE results (2011). They explicitly explain those skills,
expertise and knowledge as follows:

1. Bilingual sub-competence: Predominantly procedural knowledge
required to communicate in two languages. It comprises pragmatic, socio-
linguistic, textual, grammatical and lexical knowledge.

2. Extra-linguistic sub-competence: Predominantly declarative knowledge,
both implicit and explicit. It comprises general world knowledge, domain-
specific knowledge, bicultural and encyclopedic knowledge.

3. Knowledge about translation: Predominantly declarative knowledge, both
implicit and explicit, about translation and aspects of the profession. It
comprises knowledge about how translation functions and knowledge
about professional translation practice.

4. Instrumental sub-competence: Predominantly procedural knowledge
related to the use of documentation resources and information and
communication technologies applied to translation (dictionaries of all kinds,
encyclopedias, grammars, style books, parallel texts, electronic corpora,
search engines, etc.).

5. Strategic sub-competence: Procedural knowledge to guarantee the
efficiency of the translation process and solve problems encountered. This
sub-competence serves to control the translation process. Its function is to
plan the process and carry out the translation project (selecting the most
appropriate method); evaluate the process and the partial results obtained
in relation to the final purpose; activate the different sub-competences and
compensate for any shortcomings; identify translation problems and apply

procedures to solve them.
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6. Psycho-physiological components: Different types of cognitive and
attitudinal components and psycho-motor mechanisms, including cognitive
components such as memory, perception, attention and emotion; attitudinal
aspects such as intellectual curiosity, perseverance, rigor, the ability to
think critically, etc.; abilities such as creativity, logical reasoning, analysis
and synthesis ... etc.

Translation competence, like all expert knowledge, is applicable to
problem-solving. The solution of translation problems involves different
cognitive operations within the translation process and requires constant
decision-making on the part of the translator. The expert translator thus
possesses the ability to solve problems, which forms part of translation
competence. We believe strategic competence to be the most important of
all the sub-competences that interact during the translation process since it

serves to make decisions and to solve problems.

Although these components represent the minimum requirements of TC, the
focus of PACTE is particularly placed on three of them as special components
of TC, building on the fact that all bilinguals have knowledge of two languages
and they may have extra-linguistic knowledge. So, three subcompetences are
considered ‘specific’ to TC and the group research focuses on them. These are
“strategic competence, instrumental competence and knowledge of translation”
(PACTE, 2010, p.6). However, there is no logical reason why these
competences are given priority over the others, as there is no way to ensure
that bilinguals are perfectly balanced in both languages or that they certainly
possess the extra knowledge. One can agree that these three competences are
particularly needed by the translator, but they need to be complemented by the
others.

2.4 The Scope of TC
The concept of TC is practically stretched between two extremes to contain
and suit the different aims and purposes of the authors who defined it from
varying perspectives. The first extreme is the complete denial of the availability
of the concept as such. This can be seen, for example, in the early work of
Wilss (1976, p.119) which is quoted by Pym (2003, p.482), where Wilss denies
the ‘uniform qualification for translational work’ by suggesting that the Applied
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Science of Translation (for which he was proposing then in an attempt to get TS

dissociated from linguistics) does not give a:

(...) satisfactory answer to the professional minimum qualification of a
translator because translational competence as a uniform qualification for
translational work is, to all intents and purposes, nonexistent and probably
also nondefinable (Wilss, 1967, p.119).

So, according to this statement, competence cannot be, and must not be
confused with matters of professional qualification, teacher training or
translation classroom practice. It illustrates rejecting the overlap between the
term ‘competence’ with its connotation of innateness and terms like
‘professionalism’ and ‘expertise’ that are acquired through learning and practice.

The other extreme is the full submission and untroubled recognition of the
multi-componential nature of TC, whose components are extensively explained
and taken for granted as the building blocks of the concept. These components
are generally looked at as including competences required to carry out the
translation process, and comprising both linguistic and extra-linguistic factors.

They comprise factors such as:

e Bilingual knowledge or competence in the languages involved in the
translation process.

e Extralinguistic knowledge or bicultural and thematic awareness
competence.

e Declarative knowledge or knowledge about the translation process
including competence in the methods and procedures.

e Procedural subcompetence or the strategic knowledge and competence
in the translation process.

e Instrumental competence including the use of documentation, tools of
translation and communication and so on.

e And the cognitive competence often described as the physio-
psychological component including things like attitude, memory,
creativity, and critical thinking (for more details about these components
or subcompetences see, for example, Hurtado and Alves, 2009, pp.65-
66).
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A look at the different models of TC shows that they build on almost the
same components even when they use different terms to refer to these
components or subcompetences. Toury’s concept of competence (1984,
pp.189-90) for example, comprises bilingual and interlingual ability in addition to
transfer competence. In contrast, Bell's model (1991) comprises the knowledge-
base and the inference mechanism. The knowledge-base, in turn, includes a
number of components: L1 knowledge, TL knowledge, text-type knowledge,
domain knowledge and contrastive knowledge. The inference mechanism
includes the two mechanisms of decoding and encoding of the text (Bell, 1991,
p.40). So, it is almost obvious that both models comprise a bilingual
competence component in addition to a strategic and a procedural competence.

Relatedly, Campbell’'s model of TC in its earlier version comprised two
components: disposition and proficiency. On the one hand, disposition covers
psychological qualities such as risk-taking and persistency, while proficiency, on
the other, covers the bilingual skills only (Campbell, 1991, pp.329-43).
Proficiency refers to a more static kind of knowledge consisting of language
components i.e. bilingual knowledge (Pym, 2003, pp.488-9). In 1998 Campbell
introduces a more detailed and a wider study where he enhanced and extended
his model to include three components: textual competence, disposition, and
monitoring. The first of these is concerned with bilingual matters; the second
builds on psychological and psycho-linguistic constituents, while the third covers
procedural and strategic constituents (Campbell, 1998, pp.152-76). Pym
describes this model of TC as a ‘more engaging’ one and that it is of interest
because the disposition component can account for why different translators
work in different ways. He also favors the model because it accounts for nothing
but the translating process.

Subsequently, the merit of Campbell’'s model is that it is empirical and
combines psycholinguistics with studies on bilingualism. It is a model which is
partly different from the others discussed at the beginning of the chapter in the
sense that it does not adopt the traditional and widespread ways of assessing
TC through comparisons between STs and TTs. Instead, it uses translation
tests to assess TC, building on the assumption that it is possible to assess it by

testing, and that those tests are supported as the common criteria for
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accreditation and the selection and recruitment of translators for jobs. In
addition, the research is adequately sampled and this may account for
considerations of higher reliability when compared to the other so-called
empirical models of TC. In the earlier version of 1991, Campbell enrolls (41)
subjects, which is a considerably high number of subjects that is rarely, if ever,
found in a TS research, and in the latter version of 1998 he enrolls (50) subjects
which is even more than the first (Campbell, 1998, p.80).

Moreover, a rapid review of the history of the empirical research in TS shows
that it is relatively new. It merely dates back to the 1980s as Orozco and
Hurtado (2002, p.377) put it. They state that this type of research, which is
basically conducted on written translation, has led them to the conclusion that it
mostly suffers ‘major problems’ from both the scientific and the theoretical point
of view. From the theoretical side, only some aspects of TC or the translation
process are tackled. While from the scientific side, the results cannot be
generalized because they lack some of the main components. They confirm
that:

this creates a situation where it is difficult for the researcher who wants to
start new research not to start again from zero, since the different research
studies carried out cannot be replicated (due to mostly lack of data about
subjects, materials used, etc.) or their conclusions brought together to form
a model (ibid).

A list of a considerable number of empirical studies on written translation was
compiled earlier by Orozco (2000, pp.48-49) and displayed by the authors in
their study (ibid, p.378). The authors believe that these studies suffer both
scientific and theoretical problems, and deal with certain components of TC
while neglect others.

However the function of empirical research in TS is not well-established to
the degree that an author like Pym questions its utility. To answer the question
‘Can empirical research be of help?’ [in defining TC and the translation process]

which Pym poses, he gives two antonymous answers:

Undoubtedly yes. Our models and definition must be able to make sense of
reams of data on many levels (translations, errors, doubts, expectations,
time constraints, whatever), and should ideally do so in a way that makes the
models and definitions falsifiable (this aspect has been sadly missing). Then
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again, no, the key step resides in the intellectual task of staking out the field
of study in the first place. And there, in the production of a definition, the
problem is not just to account for data; it is also to approach some kind of
consensus among the translation community, it should orient research, and it
should ideally focus training. In all of this, a definition can look as scientific
as you like, but it can never really remain neutral (Pym, 2003, p.498).

Contrary to Pym’s largely speculative view about empirical research in TS,
Orozco and Hurtado objectively engendered their criticism of this issue by
focusing on three basic aspects: “the samples used, the design of the studies
and the use of Think-Aloud Protocols as an instrument to elicit data” (2002,
p.378). In most empirical studies the samples are inadequate as the numbers of
participants are small as in Tirkkonen-Condit (1992 and 1993) where only three
participants were recruited, or Konigs (1987) who recruited one professional
translator and four foreign language learners. On the other hand, sometimes the
samples are irrelevant when non-translators such as language learners are
recruited in place of translators as in Koings above or Krings (1986). These
cases deprive the results from the advantage of being generalized. As for the
experimental design, it lacks well-defined objectives, resulting in imprudent
generalizations of the results, and lack of objectivity in interpreting the results.
While TAP, though widely used in TS, are criticized for being alien to TS and
belonging to another discipline (psychology), which guestions their relevance in
one way or another (ibid, p.378-9).

Although Campbell's model of TC seems to outlive criticism on the
methodological side because it is based on an adequate and homogenous
sample, it is questionable on theoretical and practical bases. The positive point
of criticism is put by Lesznyak (2007, p.186) who first praises the model for the
inclusion of the disposition component which she describes as a ‘unique
feature’ unprecedented by other models. She then proposes that the model
does not contain a separate component for ‘transferring’ or ‘transcoding’ from
one language into another, which puts it in sharp contrast with other models
which adopt this component. However, this point does not much degrade the
model since it actually included transferring in the textual competence
component. The second point, she puts, is about the exact relations between

disposition and TC, and she wonders whether:
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(...) this is really a sign of risk-taking behaviour or of something else, e.g.
verbal creativity, first language transfer or conscious and learned translator
strategy/behavior (ibid.).

Nevertheless, Campbell stresses that the concept of disposition is an extra-
linguistic factor that affects the process of translation when he assumes that:

the disposition component reflects individual characteristics of the translator
unrelated to language competence, and the way these characteristics
impact on the job of translating (Campbell, 1998, p.155).

This puts disposition among the elements that are accounted for in the
psychometric profiling of TC which depends on the characterization of the
translator’s character traits.

Another relevant competence-oriented model is the inferential model of
translation which views translation as a “means of cross-cultural
communication” (Gutt, 2000, p.205). It builds on the premises of relevance
theory as developed by Sperber and Wilson (1986) since the mid-1980s. Its
account of translation is both competence-oriented and cognitive. So, it deals
with how the ability consists and how it works, starting from an observation that
“(...) human beings have the remarkable ability of telling in one language what
was first told in another language” (ibid.). The core idea of this model is that
translation is a mental process that takes place in the translator's mind who is
supposed to understand better than others what goes on in his mind. So, this
model, as a cognitive one, seeks to understand the mental processes involved
in the translation process, and thus to find out how communication through
translation could be successful. Gutt thinks that in order for discussions about
TC which have gone beyond language control and comprised factors outside
language proper:

to yield adequate results, the psychological modalities on which translation
builds must be clearly understood. Thus the primary concern of translators
is not the representation of states of affairs, but the metarepresentation of
bodies of thought. Accordingly, the translator’'s attention must concentrate
on the cognitive environment of the parties concerned, not just on external
contextual factors (Gutt, 2004, p.13).
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Thus, it is expected to have different cognitive environments because there are
three different parties participating in the translation process; the writer of the
ST or the original communicator, the translator who renders the text and
produces the TT and the reader or the audience who receives the TT.
Consequently, the need to deal with these different environments that are
possessed by the involved parties requires the skill of metarepresentation which
Is a basic skill in translation and a central component in TC (ibid.).

According to the relevance-theoretic approach a communicator has an
intention to convey or express ‘a body of thought’ to the audience or receptor(s),
and to achieve that s/he produces a stimulus to make the receptor perceive that
the communicator has such an intention, and also to perceive what that
intention is. This is not always an easy or straightforward task because there
are instances in ‘verbal communication’ where there is no exact
correspondence between the actual meaning and the linguistically encoded
meaning to the extent that there may be a contradiction between the two as in
the case of irony, for example, where the communicator intends to convey an
opposite meaning to what he says (ibid, p.77). This leads to the core idea of the

relevance-theoretic approach of communication which affirms that:

while linguistic coding does play an important role in verbal communication it
is not the decisive factor in the interpretation process, (...) clearly encoded
information can be overruled by thought processes, that is, by inferential
processes, that rely on other information available to the audience (ibid, 78).

The question remains how can one get the meaning that the communicator
intends to convey if it differs from the linguistic meaning, or if it is opposite to it?
Understanding the intended meaning, according to Gutt, depends mostly on
metarepresentation, which means the ability of “thinking how other people
represent (...) states of affairs in their minds- even if their thoughts are different”
(ibid, p.80). This process is understood necessary when the original
communicator and his receptor(s) do not share the information required to
understand a message, or what the inferential theorists call the ‘mutual
cognitive environment’ which both parties have in common. In translation, it

becomes necessary for the translator to metarepresent the original author on
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the one hand and the receptors of his translation on the other if they do not
share the same cognitive environment with him (ibid, p.81).

Hurtado and Alves mentioned that it is common that there are TC models
which are representative of componential models “(...) that assume similar
components for TC though they differ in their terminology and distribution in
terms of subcomponents” (ibid, 2009, p.66). Those models agree that TC
consists of a number of components that are geared to different activities in the

translation process (ibid, p.64).

2.5. Concluding Remarks

The important concept of TC may continue to be one of the most
controversial concepts in TS which the discipline has ever had. The meaning of
the term has undergone considerable changes under different effects. It was
first introduced in TS under the powerful effect of theoretical linguistics and of
Chomsky in particular. It was viewed first as a mental faculty that must be
addressed from a cognitive perspective. Then under the influence of a number
of TS authors working in this field, it has shifted its meaning from being a mental
faculty, almost synonymous to ‘aptitude’, to a more procedural concept. It has
extended to comprise components alien to ‘mental faculty’ or cognition per se
(PACTE, 2010). Those components are labels of professionalism and practice.
Generally, this extension can be attributed to four related sources: translation
quality assessment and criticism, translation teaching and pedagogy, studies of
bilingualism and to the rapidly developing technology.

The authors who brought about the changes in the meaning of TC can be
grouped into two main groups. First, an overwhelming majority adheres to the
componential way to look at TC such as Campbell, Hurtado Albir, Kiraly,
Neubert and others. Most of them believe that TC can be broken up into a
number of components (on which they do not agree) which can be singled for
study and analysis. Although they divide TC into components to fit their practical
needs and purposes, they are not able to agree on terminology and
denominations, or stick to the bases of their original definitions as is the case
with PACTE. They claim that their concept of TC is borrowed from linguistic

competence but:
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(...) they define translation competence as including an array of
knowledges, skills and abilities which vary between individuals and which
would never find their way into the notion of linguistic competence
(Malmkjaer, 2009, p.123).

Second, a smaller group comprises authors like (Pym, 2003; Wilss, 1967; Gultt,
2000) who declare that TC is a unitary cognitive or mental faculty that must be
perceived and studied in this way. So, they approach it from a psychological,
psycholinguistic and cognitive perspective, but, in practice, they also extend it to
include different constituents such as Bell (1991).

Since professional needs, qualifications and attributes are changing over the
time as a result of scientific and technological development, it may seem
inappropriate to combine them with the mental faculty for which TC refers. They
may not end up with a stable concept that can serve as a solid basis to ground
for adequate studies of this concept. In any case, TC can be approached from
different angles but jumbling those approaches together will not lead to
favorable results. Nor would leaving the door wide open for adding more and
more components will provide the solution to TC conceptualization problems. It
looks as if TS specialists need to reconsider their definitions of this concept in
the light of the recent developments in TS research, aided by the vast and
increasingly rapid technological developments.

This present study attempts to adopt the empirical and cognitive side in TS
research. Although this field is still in its relative infancy, and is largely
dependent on the achievements of other branches of knowledge such as
psychology and cognitive science, it has shown glimpses of success in the
applications of those achievements in investigating TS topics. Interest in the
translation process and in what goes on in the translators’ minds when carrying
out the process of translation, are somehow new issues. Sharon O’Brien
stresses that “the primary focus in translation studies is still text, language and
culture, and how translation happens is still a somewhat peripheral question”
(O'Brien, 2011, p.1). However, many achievements are brought about by the
introspection procedures based on the TAP, and the other newer ones that
O’Brien mentions such as keyboard logging, and eye-tracking (ibid, p.14; and

Campbell et al, 2010, pp.37-59). Finally, this study will largely depend on the
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more traditional procedure of investigating the process through the descriptive
analyses of the product and tries to infer the process through the examination of
the written product of a group of student-translators aided by statistical
procedures which will hopefully yield fairly effective results.

Finally, the choice to replicate Campbell’'s model is based on three
considerations. First, it is preferable because it has the advantage of being
empirically well-tested and adequately sampled, which is something scarce and
lacking in TS. Second, although it is componential it has only three components,
which almost cover all the competences required in translation, and this makes
the model more liable to investigation and easier to control. To explain, it
tackles the bilingual matters and transfer in the textual competence component,
the psychological and psycholinguistic matters in disposition and the procedural
and strategic matters in monitoring. Last, as a process-oriented model, it is
concerned with translation only and has thus outlived problems of validity. For
these reasons it is rationalized that the model is worthwhile to test and replicate

on translation into L1.
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Chapter Three: Methodology of the Study

This chapter gives an account of the methodology of the study. As this study
is essentially empirical, the description of its methodology requires some
elaboration on the procedures which are adopted throughout. The issues that
are to be discussed here include description of the pilot study, participants,
data, evaluation dimensions, and statistical tools and expertise that are used in

the analysis of the data.

3.1. The Pilot Study

In preparation for the actual study, a pilot study was conducted to primarily
test the procedures. It was intended to evaluate feasibility, time, adverse events
and effect size (statistical variability) in order to predict an appropriate sample
size and improve upon the study design prior to the implementation of the full-
scale research project. As is customary, it was conducted on members of a
relevant population but not on those who will form part of the final sample
(Lodico, et al, 2010, pp.217-18; Howitt, and Cramer, 2011, pp.284-85). This is
because it may influence the later behavior of research participants if they have
already been involved in the research. Application of those procedures to a
small group of participants helps to show the weaknesses of the procedures
and the areas that need to be amended, both in the procedures and the
materials to be used for collecting the data.

The current pilot study comprises two phases: (1) pre-pilot study and (2) the
actual pilot study. The first of these is mostly observational and diagnostic. It
aims to ensure that the phenomena and problems intended to be tested by the
research questions are, roughly, present and reflected by the potential sample.
The *“pre-pilot study”, was administered on a group of four postgraduate
students in Arabic, School of Modern Languages and Cultures at the University
of Leeds. All were native speakers of Arabic, with an advanced level of
proficiency in English and some experience of English to Arabic translation.
They were asked to translate an earlier version of the STs which were later

finalized to be translated by the participants in the actual study experiment. A
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prolonged feedback session of about ninety minutes followed the translation
task to discuss the problems which the participants had encountered. The
discussion was focused on issues of comprehension of the STs, decision-
making in translating, production of the TTs, revision, self-assessment of the
participants’ output and the time they needed to complete their task.

This early diagnostic step helped in exploring the problems that those
participants faced in the task of translating the texts. The outcome of this step
helped to identify and ascertain the problematic lexical items that are
anticipated to test the problems of disposition and textual competence through
the study of omissions and lexical transfers, most of which were originally
highlighted by the researcher. This step led to shortening the texts, which will be
used in the final experiment, by discarding certain elements that were deemed
unnecessary such as repeated lexical items and structures, examples,
redundant explanations and some proper nouns. In addition, it helped to decide
on an estimated time for completing the task. Moreover, the post-task
discussion that was carried out with the participants showed the importance of
retrospective interview procedures in retrieving information from the participants
about the problems they faced in the task, which was hard to extract from their
written product. This pre-pilot study helped to clarify other matters associated
with the forthcoming study, chief of which was the effectiveness of the directions
and the administrative procedures. The final directions became clearer and
unambiguous, and the administrative procedures smoother and easier.

The second phase comprised the actual pilot study using the refined version
of the texts and procedures which were tested in the earlier phase. Three
postgraduate students of Arabic, other than those who took part in the pre-pilot
phase, were invited to participate in the pilot study. They were similar to the pre-
pilot participants in that they were native speakers of Arabic with a considerable
level of proficiency in English, and some experience in English to Arabic
translation. In addition, they displayed drive and incentive to participate in the
study. So, they completed a two-hour session of translation, self-assessment
procedures and a retrospective interview. Their translation output was then

examined and used in planning the full-scale [forthcoming] study.
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The analysis of the three students’ target texts showed that there were
approximately 25 lexical items in each text that the three translators rendered
unevenly; those participants gave different renditions of those items, and
sometimes they left some of them untranslated. The dissimilarity among the
participants in rendering those lexical items ranged from 74% for Text One [T1]
to 83% for Text Two [T2]. This suggests that highly significant variation among
the participants of the main study in rendering lexical items is anticipated to be
detected. Those differences in rendering and deletions reflect, among other
things, the differences and mismatches in the cognitive processes in the
translators’ minds, their decision-taking processes and their disposition in
dealing with the problematic items.

In the area of grammar, the pilot study gave an indication of the different
ways in which the different translators deployed grammar to make texts. Since
the participants are native speakers of the TL, they are not thought to be in the
stage of competence development as their language is theoretically
established. Consequently, there is no need to identify the whole language
system, but rather rely on studies that give taxonomies of common translation
errors in the areas under investigation. In any case, the participants in a given
study may not make all the errors mentioned in the taxonomies or anticipated
by the previous studies because they may not encounter the same problems in
the grammar of the STs. Thus, there is no assumption, whatsoever, to claim
that any texts, including the selected texts of this study, are apt to sample the
whole language or display all the possible and anticipated problems of
translation. Unexpectedly, however, the output in this pilot study showed a wide
range of grammatical errors in the participants’ use of the TL. The errors were
spotted in the different levels of the TL grammar system, ranging from low
levels of mechanics such as matters of concord, word order, inflectional
morphology and so on, to the higher levels of syntactic aspects needed to
deploy the grammar of the TL to produce texts which conform to the
conventions of the TL such as issues of calque, type of sentences, attribution,
connectors and so on.

The analysis also gave some indications about the monitoring question that

the study plans to investigate. In the final study, this may confirm or falsify the
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assumptions made by Campbell (1998, pp.135-6) that students have a good
awareness of their ability to translate into their L1, or that students may
consistently overestimate or underestimate that ability. His conclusion that
“Arabic students greatly overestimate their ability [to translate] into their first
language” (ibid, pp.136) is of great interest in this experiment. So, in this pilot
study, on a scale of one to ten (ten being the highest), two of the participants
highly self-assessed their translation ability at eight points and the third
assessed it at seven. However, this aspect cannot be investigated by this
narrowly-scaled pilot study because it relies on correlations with some external
measures (that are lacking in this situation) such as tutors’ assessment, which
will be obtained and adopted in the final study by asking the participants’ tutors
for a general cumulative assessment of the level of TC, which they consider
those particular students to have.

As for the real-time revision of the TTs, few interventions were noticed in the
translations of two of the participants but many were seen in the translation of
the third participant. However, there was variation across texts for all
participants: there were more interventions on the initial renditions in Text 2
compared to Textl. Yet, the majority of the interventions were understood to be
positive since they seemed to desirably alter the quality of the translation.

To sum up, the pilot study contributed to refining the procedures of the final

study in some important ways:

e |t provided a preliminary testing of the research questions and confirmed
the accessibility of the issues targeted by the investigation and
synchronized the chance for testing them in a clearer and more effective
way. For example, it showed that the participants vary in their rendition of
the lexical items to a large extent. In addition, it revealed that their lexical
transfers reflect both their comprehension and textual competence
problems. As for the revision, it indicated that they tend to amend their
product through making corrections, even though sometimes they may not
be successful and harm rather than promote their translation.

e |t permitted a preliminary check of the planned statistical and analytical
procedures and gave the opportunity to evaluate their usefulness in

treating the data. The main statistics that are used in the study include the
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dissimilarity matrix, disposition grids, revision effectiveness charts, choice
network analysis and correlation coefficients. These procedures will be
explained later in the statistical analysis of the different components.

It reduced the number of unanticipated problems because it gave the
chance to redesign parts of the study to overcome the difficulties that it
revealed. First of all, it helped in deciding the time to be designated to the
translation of each text. It was important to reduce the time of the
experiment to reasonable limits so that the participants would not be
overtaken by fatigue and boredom. A two-hour experiment was finally
decided to be the maximum time limit based on the feedback provided by
the pilot study. Second, it tested the clarity of the directions and the
retrospective questionnaire and allowed for revising them to maximize
their effectiveness. Last, it helped in redesigning the background
information sheet to include only the essential information that was
deemed basic for the research, also ensuring the effectiveness of the
recruiting procedures of the participants in the study.

The retrospective questionnaire was chosen to replace the retrospective
interviews of the pilot study on the grounds of practicality. Since the
retrospective interviews must directly follow the written translation task in
order to be effective, it was found that the participants were not willing to
perform them because they felt fatigued after a tiring two-hour session of
translation. In addition, it is anticipated that in a large-scale study where
the number of participants totals twenty or more in a single session, it is
not ethically wise or even thinkable to make the participants wait their turn
in the interview for hours, even if they were inclined to do so.
Consequently, the questionnaire was preferred because its administration
to the whole group takes a relatively shorter time (about ten minutes) after
the translation of each text. It can also give the participants a better
opportunity than a delayed interview to elaborate on the fresh cognitive
processes which have very recently taken place in their minds when they

performed the translation task.
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3.2. Procedures: The discussion of the procedures includes description of the
participants, experiment, data, evaluation dimensions and the statistical
methods used in the analysis of the data.

3.2.1. Participants: The participants of the study were twenty-five MA
student-translators native speakers of Arabic, for whom English is not the L1,
taking their courses at university in the UK. At the time of the study, they were
enrolled or had been enrolled in a module of English into Arabic translation.
They were doing their Masters in translation in the UK; at the University of
Durham (18 participants) and the University of Salford (7 participants). They
were 14 females and 11 males, with an age range between 22 and 41 years
and an age average of 28.28 years. Although they came from 10 different Arab
countries where different Arabic dialects are spoken, it does not affect the study
because the data is based on their written language which is standard Arabic.
Indeed, all Arab countries use standard Arabic as the language of education
and instruction for subjects that are taught in Arabic. The participants’ age,
gender and country of origin are shown in Table 3.1 below:

Table 3.1 Participants Age, Gender, and Country of Origin

Participant | Age Gender Country of Origin
1 32 F Oman
2 29 F Saudi Arabia
3 27 F Saudi Arabia
4 30 M Saudi Arabia
5 35 M Oman
6 25 M Saudi Arabia
7 36 M Iraq
8 41 M The Sudan
9 29 F Saudi Arabia
10 21 F Kuwait
11 24 M Saudi Arabia
12 25 M Saudi Arabia
13 29 M Oman
14 24 F Tunisia
15 32 M Oman
16 30 F Saudi Arabia
17 26 F Saudi Arabia
18 23 F Saudi Arabia
19 29 F Saudi Arabia
20 23 F Jordan
21 37 M Syria
22 33 M Jordan
23 22 F Somalia
24 23 F Palestine
25 22 F Jordan
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Another aspect of the participants’ background that was investigated was the
period of studying English in non-English speaking countries (mostly their home
countries where English is learned as an L2) because this affects their L2
proficiency. It was revealed that most of them studied English in the non-English
speaking countries with an average of 10.57 years. Figure 3.1 below illustrates
the period in years for each participant:

Figure 3.1 Studying English in Non-English Speaking Countries

Years of Studying English in Non-Speaking Countries
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On the other hand, the amount of time they had lived in English speaking
countries was investigated for the same reason of L2 proficiency. The
responses that were given show a great variation in the period among them
ranging from less than a year to 10 years. However, the majority of them lived
for relatively short periods making an average of 1.94 years as shown in the
table below:
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Table 3.2 Living in English-speaking Countries

Participant | Country Years Months | Dates

1 UK - 8 Not mentioned

2 USA 7 0 1984-1991

3 UK - 8 Not mentioned

4 UK & 1 7 2010-2011
India 2 0 2005-2007

5 UK - 8 Not mentioned

6 UK - 8 Not mentioned

7 UK 2 2 2009-2010

8 Canada& India 10 0 Not mentioned

9 UK 0 6 Not mentioned

10 UK 0 5 2011-2012

11 UK 0 5 2011-2012

12 Canada 0 3 Not mentioned

13 UK 0 5 Not mentioned

14 UK 0 5 2011-2012

15 UK 0 9 Not mentioned

16 UK 0 8 Not mentioned

17 UK 2 0 2010-2012

18 UK 2 0 2010-2012

19 UK 1 0 2011-2012

20 UK 1 0 2011-2012

21 UK 0 9 2011-2012

22 UK 1 2 2011-2012

23 UK 10 0 2002-2012

24 UK 0 8 Not mentioned

25 UK 0 8 Not mentioned

The participants were also asked about their most recent language
proficiency tests as they are indicators of their control of the TL which is
necessary for conducting the translation process. TL proficiency is considered
one of the important components of language proficiency (see PACTE, 2011,
p.33; Campbell, 1998, p.56; and Bell, 1991, pp.35-40). Most of the participants
indicated that they had recently taken the IELTS examination except one who
has taken both the IELTS and the TOEFL, and one who did not take any
language test but had been admitted to the program based on the GCSE
scores. The table below shows their scores on the tests together with the dates

they were taken:
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Table 3.3 Most Recent English Language Test Scores
Accronyms: L=listening, OA= Overall score, R=reading, S=speaking, W=writing

Participant IELTS TOEFL | other date date
OA | L S R w | OA OA IELTS | TOEFL
1 7 - - - - - 2011 | -
2 7 - - - - - - 2010 | -
3 6.5 | 6 6 6.5 | 6.5 |- - 2011 | -
4 - - - - - - - - -
5 6.5 |65 |6 6 6.5 |- - 2011 | -
6 55 |55 |5 55 | 6 - - 2011 | -
7 5 - 6.5 - - - 2009 | -
8 - - - - - - - - -
9 6.5 |65 |65 |65 |6 89 - 2011 | 2011
10 75 |7 7 6.5 |8 - - 2011 | -
11 6.5 |65 |7 6 55 |- - 2011 | -
12 6.5 |65 |65 |6 6.5 |- - 2011 | -
13 65 |75 |65 |65 |65 |- - 2011 | -
14 75 |7 8 6.5 |8 - - 2011 | -
15 8 85 |85 |7 7 - - 2011 | -
16 65 |65 |75 |6 6 - - 2011 | -
17 55 |5 6 55 |55 |- - 2011 | -
18 6.5 | 6 6 6 6 - - 2011 | -
19 6.5 |- - - - - - - -
20 6.5 |65 |85 |5 6 - - 2011 | -
21 75 |75 |8 7 75 |- - 2010 | -
22 6.5 |55 |65 |65 |7 - - 2011 | -
23 - - - - - - GCSE | - -
24 65 |65 |75 |65 |65 |84 - 2011 | 2011
25 6.5 | 6 75 |6 6 - - 2011 | -

In Question (9) the participants were asked to estimate their English
language proficiency by ticking one of three offered choices: ’intermediate’,
‘advanced’ or ‘native like’. These estimations were to be used later as indicators
of their ability to estimate their rendering of the experiment texts later. It is found
that 19 of them consider that their level of language proficiency as ‘advanced’, 4
as ‘native like’ and 2 only as ‘intermediate’. Similarly, their assessment of their
translation professionalism was investigated in Question (11) by ticking one of
three choices: ‘novice’, ‘amateur’ or ‘professional’. It is found that 14 of them
opted to ‘amateur’, six to ‘professional’ and 5 to ‘novice’.

The last aspect that the participants were asked to mention was the period
they have spent practicing translation in both directions from English into Arabic
and from Arabic into English, which was investigated by Question (10) of the
background sheet. Their responses show considerable variation in their

translation practice ranging from zero to fourteen years. This aspect was
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expected to prove relevant to the variation in their TC. Table 3.4 below shows

the periods of practice as given by the participants:

Table 3.4 Participants’ Translation Practice

participant Into Arabic Out of Arabic
Years Months Years Months

1 0 5 0 5
2 2 3 2 3
3 0 3 0 3
4 3 1 3 1
5 5 0 9 0
6 0 3 0 3
7 0 6 0 6
8 0 0 0 0
9 0 0 0 0
10 0 0 0 0
11 0 3 0 3
12 0 4 0 4
13 5 0 5 0
14 0 6 0 6
15 10 0 10 0
16 0 0 0 7
17 0 0 0 0
18 0 0 0 0
19 1 0 1 0
20 5 0 5 0
21 14 0 14 0
22 0 10 0 10
23 4 1 4 1
24 1 0 1 0
25 5 0 5 0

3.2.2 The Experiment: The experiment was conducted after ethical
approval was obtained from Faculty Research Ethics Committee at the
University of Leeds. It was administered as a classroom translation practice
session of about two hours, divided into two periods, one text each. In the
beginning of each administration, the researcher handed each participant a
numbered empty envelope in which to place the completed sheets. In the first
ten minutes, before starting the translation, the participants were asked to sign
a consent form (Appendix A.2.1) and to provide information about their
background The first thing each participant did was signing two copies of the
consent form which recorded the participant’s acceptance to take part in the
study. Each participant put a copy in the envelope and kept the other for him,

after both copies were signed by the researcher. The participants, then, were
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directly handed the background information sheet (Appendix A.3), which they
completed directly after the consent form, and whose results were displayed in
the past tables and comprised eleven multiple-choice items and fill-in questions.

The next activity was to translate the texts. After completing the translation
of each text, a second task for the participants was to give their personal
estimation of their translation of that particular text on a ten point continuum
which they found printed below each text (see appendix A.1 for the texts and
the accompanying continuum). Actually, all the participants gave that
assessment after they translated each text. The mean assessment for T1 was
6.32 and for T2 was 5.28, making an overall mean of 5.8 for both texts. Figure

3.2 below illustrates participants’ assessment of their translation on each text.

Figure 3.2 Translation Self-assessment
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Data were collected in three separate sessions; two at Durham University
and one at Salford University, contingent on the convenience of the participants
and their tutors. The first session was in Durham, administered by the
researcher with the help of the group tutor, and enrolled twelve participants. It
was conducted on 15 February 2012 at 13.00-15.00 pm. The second, which
involved seven participants, was conducted at Salford University on 24 May
2012 at 13.00-15.00 pm by the researcher and with the help of the group tutor.
The third was conducted at Durham University at 12.00-14.00 on 25 May and
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enrolled six participants. It was administered by the group tutor. After each
session, the researcher (and the group tutor in the third case) held a short
meeting with the participants to discuss the principles and the procedures that
were to be followed in the data analysis which was first explained to them in the
invitation for participation. The participants were also asked permission to use
an independent assessment given by their tutor about their general (cumulative)
TC, independent of their achievement and scores. All the participants gave
approval and were delighted to offer their help. The tutor assessment was
planned to be used as an external measure to test the reliability of the
participants’ self-assessment.

It is worth mentioning that, during the experiment, the participants were not
allowed to use dictionaries and internet resources because it was perceived that
this would disrupt the flow of translation. What is important for the study is not
primarily the accuracy of the translation but the translators’ variation in the way
they resolve translation problems or approach them. The variation among
translators in the use of cognitive strategies in solving the problems is the
indicator that will be incorporated with the other indicators to profile their TC.
This idea corresponds to the method used by Lorscher (1986 and 1991) in a
large scale think-aloud study were the subjects were not allowed to use
dictionaries, and also Bernardini (1999, p.4). The aim was to ensure that a large
number of problem-solving processes would be present. Similarly, Campbell
and Wakim (2007, p.14) systematically address this important methodological
question of what aids should be permitted to the translator. They posit that:

The intuitive answer is that if the use of such aids [dictionaries...etc.]
disturbs the even flow of processing, the experiments should not permit
them. On the other hand, in professional work, translation aids are
routinely used and represent just one more attractor of attention.

Actually, many participants expressed, in their responses to the open item in
the retrospective questionnaire, their wish that they had dictionaries to check
out the unfamiliar lexical items they encountered in the texts. This supports
what Lorscher, Bernardini and Campbell suggested above that the lack of aids
could increase the number of problems which face the translator. However,

since one of the aims of the present study is to investigate the translator’s

56



disposition or his aptitude to solve translation problems, it is justified to forbid
using translation aids in the experiment.

All the participants completed all the required background information
sheets, translated the whole texts to the end, gave the self-assessment on each
text and finally responded to the retrospective questionnaire (Appendix A.4)
after translating each text. Consequently the researcher did not discard any of
the scripts because all of them abide by the selection criteria. The actual quality
of the participants’ translation or their achievement in the courses was irrelevant
because the study is not interested in measuring their achievement; it is rather
interested in revealing the variation among them, as reflected in the TTs they
produced, in relation to the hypothesized components of TC. Therefore, the
study does not highly contemplate on information about the translation quality
per se and very narrowly uses it.

In addition to the background information, which the participants made
available, they responded to a retrospective checklist to probe their ideas about
a number of issues after translating each text. Hence, the last five minutes of
working on each text, were used to reflect and fill in that questionnaire. The
questionnaire comprised five multiple choice items and one open-ended item.
The questions were designed to elicit information about the participants’
estimation of the problems they faced regarding:

. the level of difficulty of the text,

the level of language structure they worked at,
the sufficiency of the time allotted to the task,
the time when they carried out revision,

the time they spent on revision

o ok 0N PR

and finally the items or areas which caused most of the difficulty in
translating the ST.

In the first item of the retrospective protocols checklist, the participants were
asked to define the level of difficulty of the text, they have already translated, on
a range of five choices as: easy, fair, difficult, very difficult, and exceptionally

difficult. This question was set to elicit information about the range of translation
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problems the participants faced and tried to solve in each text. The results show
that T1 is viewed to be less difficult than T2 as illustrated in the figure below:

Figure 3.3 Participants’ Estimation of Texts Level of Difficulty

Levels of Difficulty L . . L
1=Easy Participant Estimation of the Level of Difficulty

45 2=Fair

3=Difficult
4=Very Difficult

Level of Difficulty

ETextl mText2

The results can be summarized in table 3.5 below as follows:

Table 3.5 Summary of Participant Text Difficulty Estimations

Total Results Text 1 Text 2
Easy 3 3
Fair 17 7
Difficult 5 12
Very difficult 0 3

The results show that estimation of the level of difficulty increases markedly for
T2 as compared with T1, and this clearly suggests that T2 was relatively more
difficult than T1.

The language level the participants worked at was investigated by the
second item on the checklist. The participants were asked to tick one choice or
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more out of four choices which include: word, phrase, sentence, and text. Table

3.6 below shows the level each participant confirmed they were working at and

the total number for each level for both texts:

Table 3.6 Participants’ Estimation of the Level They worked at

participant Level worked at

Text 1 Text 2
1 Text Sentence
2 Sentence Sentence
3 Phrase Phrase, sentence, text
4 Sentence Sentence
5 Sentence Sentence
6 Phrase Sentence
7 Word, sentence Sentence, phrase
8 Word, text Word, sentence
9 Sentence Sentence
10 Word Phrase
11 Sentence Sentence
12 Sentence, text Sentence, text
13 Phrase Phrase, sentence, text
14 Word Phrase
15 Sentence Sentence
16 Text Phrase
17 Word, sentence Word, sentence
18 Word, sentence Word, sentence
19 Sentence Sentence
20 Phrase Text
21 All levels Word, phrase, sentence
22 Sentence Sentence
23 Sentence Sentence
24 Sentence Text
25 Phrase Sentence

Total results

Word 6 4
Phrase 6 7
Sentence 15 20
Text 4 5

Apparently, and as they stated, the majority of the participants usually take
the sentence as the unit or level at which they work in the first place. The level
of phrase comes second, whereas few of them stated that they worked at the
level of the text.

The third item was to find out the participants’ opinion about the time allotted
to the task by ticking one of three choices: less than required, sufficient, and
more than required. Responses to this item have shown that none of the
participants opted to the first choice to claim that the time was less than was
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required to complete the task. To the contrary, all the participants found the time
was sufficient, and two of them (5 and 9) found it even more than was required.
These responses bluntly tell that the participants did not run short of time, and it
entails that they were given the chance to perform optimally.

The next item investigated the time when the participants carried out
revision. It was accomplished by asking the participants to choose one of three
choices: ‘while translating’, ‘after translating’, or ‘both while and after
translating’. The results clearly show that almost the same pattern was present
in the timing of revising for both texts. A small number (5 in each text) stated
that they revised only after they translated the texts, while the remainder
overwhelming majority of the participants revised either while they translate (11
for T1 and 10 for T2) or both while and after translating (9 for T1 and 10 for T2).
Figure 3.4 illustrates their responses to this item.

As the previous item enquired about the time of revision, the fifth item asked

about the amount of time each participant spent on revision.

Figure 3.4 Participants’ Estimation of the Time of Revision
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The responses reflect that participants generally spent less time revising T1
as compared to T2. This poses questions about the effect of text difficulty on the
revision process. Definitely, this aspect will be elaborated on in Chapter six: The
Study of Monitoring, in this thesis. Figure 3.5 below shows this aspect:
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Figure 3.5 Participants’ Estimation of the Time for Revision
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ended question which enquired about the areas of difficulty in the STs that

caused most problems for the participants in translation. The responses on both

revealed that there were roughly six consciously problematic areas. The

classification of these areas was derived from the participants’ statements who

Unlike the five previous items, the last item in the checklist was an open-

agreed on the headings displayed by Table 3.7 below:

Table 3.7 Areas of Difficulty Faced In Translating the Texts

texts were pooled because the participants repeated the same remarks. It was

Par Acronyms and Culture-specific | Exact Legal Nouns kind, | Long
unfamiliar items equivalents terms number & complex
words gender sentences

1 X - - X X

2 X - - - X

3 X - X - X

4 - - - - X X

5 X - - X - -

6 X X - -

7 X - - - - X

8 X - X

9 X - - -

10 X X X - X

11 X - - - X

12 X X - -

13 X - - - X

14 X X X - - -

15 X - X X -

16 X X X -

17 X - - - - X

18 X - -

19 X - - - X

20 X - - X

21 X - - X - -
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It is clearly reflected by the table that the most significant problem is
translating acronyms and unfamiliar words. Apparently, this is partly because
they did not have dictionaries or online resources. The next problem was
translating long complex sentences. Problems like translating legal terms,
finding exact equivalents, translating nouns and culture-specific terms were less
frequent matters.

3.2.3 Data: The data that will be entered in the analysis are derived from the
participants’ translations of two written prose texts, 220 words each, taken from
press editorials. T1 is an extract from a larger article published in the New York
Times on April, 3, 2011 and retained the same title which is “Fixing the Mistake
with Young Offenders”. Similarly, T2 is an extract from a full editorial published
in the Los Angeles Times/Opinion on March 30, 2011. It is entitled “Immigration:
Review of Jail Fingerprint Sharing Program Underway”. The texts were selected
from a number of press editorials reviewed for the purpose of the study by the
researcher in coordination with the supervisors of the study. Some parts of the
original texts were omitted for practical considerations of brevity without
affecting the overall meaning and buildup of the texts.

The choice of press editorials over other genre types is well justified by
Campbell (1998, p.76), and it is accepted as a proper criterion in the selection
of the texts of this study. He assumes that “while many of the other genres are
represented in the materials of translator training courses, this type seems to
predominate and is very typical of accreditation examination scripts” (ibid). It is
assumed here that this type of texts is also suitable because the participants of
the study who are student-translators are familiar with it.

The results of the analysis will be used to answer the research questions
concerning the components of textual competence, disposition and monitoring.
The data that will be used in the portrayal of textual competence are both
gualitative and quantitative. Qualitative data, found in the lexical transfers, will
be used to draw conclusions about textual competence which refers to the

ability to manipulate the TL stylistically. According to the preliminary results of
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the retrospective questionnaire, it is expected to find a great variation in textual
competence among the participants ranging from those who merely think at the
level of sentence or even below that at the level of word and phrase to those
writing at the level of the text. However, this matter will be investigated by
comparing the different translations of each word and deciding whether one or
other versions demonstrated textual competence. The second type is derived
from the calculation of the grammar errors of the different types detected in the
participants’ translations. A detailed description of the method of dealing with
them is given in the section of evaluating textual competence in this chapter.

On the other hand, the data that will be used to account for disposition are
all quantitative. The first set of data involves the number of candidates who left
a lexical item untranslated. These are referred to as omissions, and some
participants have more omissions than others. Their performance in this case is
depicted as ‘persistence’ (omitting no elements of the ST or very few of them)
when they insist on translating the whole text as opposed to ‘capitulation’
(omitting many elements of the ST) as they give up when facing difficulties. The
second set of data comprises the degrees of dissimilarity among individual
participant’s renditions or the degree of proximity to the standard renditions or
remoteness from them. As some participants perform or make lexical choices
closer to the regular, they are regarded ‘prudent’. On the contrary, participants
who produce unusual translations are branded ‘risk-takers’ (These terms were
given by Campbell, 1998, p.107).

Unlike the data on disposition, the data on monitoring comprises both
gualitative and quantitative elements. The assessment study is based on
qualitative data derived from the participants’ self-assessments correlated with
the tutors’ assessment. These data will be used to uncover the relationship
between monitoring and TC, notably whether an overestimation or an
underestimation of one’s competence relates to high or low levels of TC which
the participants have. On the other hand, the data that are used in the
investigation of revision are quantitative and consist of real-time revision
manifestations (the observable interventions made by the participants) to be
used to describe a facet of TC. Revision can be easily observed on the

handwritten texts submitted by the participants. For example, it is possible to
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observe a participant who crosses out a word and replaces it by another to
correct its spelling, give an alternative to convey the exact meaning or make a
shift in the word order to amend a poorly structured sentence and so on. The
kind and number of each participant’s interventions will be used to establish
information that is relevant to his TC. The whole data will be used to describe
the three components which constitute TC as it is entailed in this study.

The same method and techniques of analysis that were used by Campbell
(1998, chapters 5, 6 & 7) will be used here because they are conceded by the
researcher to be valid and appropriate since they aim at similar ends. They will
be separately discussed here as they are used in the analyses of the data
concerning the investigation of each of the components of the model in relation
to Campbell’'s evaluation dimensions.

3.2.4. Evaluation dimensions: The evaluation dimensions of each of the three
research components are devised as follows:

3.2.4.1. Evaluation of textual competence: The concept of textual
competence, as proposed by Campbell (1998, p.153) to be a key element in
TC, refers to the concept of being able to produce texts which mimic the texts
produced by native speakers of a given language. He defines it as “the ability to
manipulate the genre potential of the target language by deploying grammar
and lexis above the level of the sentence” (ibid).

However, the situation in which the present study deals with textual
competence differs in direction from that which Campbell refers to. It deals with
translation into the L1, whereas Campbell dealt with translating into the L2. So,
it is necessary to set a slightly different working definition that partly differs from
his definition in order to suit this dissimilar situation. In addition, the participants
in this study are native speakers whose SL competence is theoretically
established, unlike those in Campbell's study, who were L2 learners undergoing
stages of TL competence acquisition and translating into a L2. Yet, in a later
study Campbell tries to highlight the difference in the textual competence of
translators working in their L1 and those working in L2 when he reasons about

necessity of assessing the output:

This is not to say that translations into a first language do not need to be
assessed from the point of view of target language competence. The
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difference is that first language translators are expected to have full control
over the sentence-level grammar of the language and to have a
considerable lexical repertoire. In assessing their language competence,
our primary aim is to measure the extent to which they can deploy
grammar and lexis to meet stylistic requirements. (Campbell, 2000,
pp.212-13)

The current study will investigate the area of grammar as it is a considerable
constituent of textual competence in Campbell’'s model but in a slightly different
way. This is because the translator into the L2 is unlike the translator into the L1
in that he is rarely (if ever) expected to encounter problems in the grammar of

his native language. This idea is supported by the expectations of what a native

speaker can do in his language. Pokorn (2005, p.8) suggests that:

a native speaker is someone who has the capacity to produce fluent,
spontaneous discourse in English [his native language] and intuitively
distinguishes between correct and incorrect forms of English.

The assumption that the native speaker has internalized the rules of his

language and that he can automatically use them is also stated by Davies

(1991, p.94) as follows:

Let me say what | expect from the native speaker. | expect the native
speaker to have internalized rules of use, the appropriate use of
language, to know when to use what and how to speak to others. | expect
control of strategies and of pragmatics, an automatic feeling for the
connotations of words, for folk etymologies, for what is appropriate to
various domains, for the import of a range of speech acts (...).

The idea that a native speaker has the intuitive control over the grammar of his
L1 and the ability to distinguish between grammatical and ungrammatical

sentences echoes an earlier statement by Chomsky when talking about the

idealized native speaker:

A grammar is... descriptively adequate to the extent that it correctly
describes the intrinsic competence of the idealized native speaker. The
structural descriptions assigned to sentences by the grammar, the
distinctions that it makes between well-formed and deviant, and so on,
must, for descriptive adequacy, correspond to the linguistic intuition of the
native speaker. (Chomsky, 1965, p.24)
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However, the pilot study showed a reality somehow counter to the idea that
a native speaker has full control of the grammar of his NL, as revealed in
conducting written translation. The participants in both the pre-pilot and the pilot
study made a considerable number of common grammatical errors in their
native language when they translated the experiment texts. However, this does
not reinforce Campbell’s conviction that textual competence problems for
translators into the L1 must be different when he states that

In translation into the first language, textual competence must be highly
relevant, but of a different nature. (...) The potential textual competence
demanded of the translator into the first language is staggering: it is the
ability to possess the linguistic power of the lawyer, the doctor, the
engineer, the politician, and the public servant (Campbell, 1998, p.162).

The grammatical errors that were detected are not concerned with the language
power which Campbell referred to, but they are common grammatical errors
that disrupt building proper texts in the native language.

Nonetheless, there is no need to compare the participants’ output texts to
the texts produced by native speakers, as Campbell (ibid. p.84) proposed,
because they are native speakers themselves. Also, there is no need to check
their texts against the whole language system, but rather rely on studies which
give the taxonomy of translation common errors in the areas under
investigation, such as issues of grammar and lexis.

Actually, there is a considerable number of diagnostic studies which have
dealt with the concepts of translator textual competence from the points of view
of lexis and grammar problems and gave taxonomies of errors made by native
Arabic translators into English. So, the texts that the participants produced will
be checked against texts produced by professional translators in comparable
situations. Thus, an expert professional translation was written for this purpose,
by the researcher and was submitted to three professional translators to revise,
correct and endorse. This process converted the expert translation into a formal
written text in Arabic which functions as a fairly reliable yardstick to check the
participants’ translations against. For these reasons it is basic, at this stage, to
alter Campbell’'s working definition of textual competence below, only as far as
the direction of the translation is concerned:
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Translators demonstrate textual competence when their target texts have the
structural features of formal, written English; they fail to demonstrate textual
competence when their output resembles informal spoken English (1998,
p.73).

The working definition that is proposed in this study is as follows:

Translators demonstrate textual competence when their target texts have the
structural features of formal, written texts in Arabic; they fail to demonstrate
textual competence when their output resembles informal spoken Arabic.

As the current study depends on the analysis of the translations of selected
texts rendered by the participants of the study, not all errors expected or
taxonomized by previous studies will be expected from those participants,
because they may not encounter all the same problems. So, there is no
assumption, whatsoever, to preach that the texts sample the whole TL or
sample all the problems encountered in translating into it. The detected
problems are only those encountered in the particular texts of the study, and
luckily they reflect a wide range of those problems taxonomized by previous
studies.

The levels under investigation will include two dimensions; (1) grammar and
(2) lexis. The first dimension is to investigate the deployment of grammar in the
production of TTs. It will deal with the mechanics of the TL grammar, mostly at
the sentence level, including matters of concord, word order, inflectional
morphology and the like. So, during the analysis, a number of problematic areas
in this concern were detected, and the errors were counted to provide an
inventory of each translator’s flaws and also the patterns of these flaws for the
whole group. The variation among the participants was high to the extent that
participant ten, for, example made thirty errors, whereas participant twenty-four
made three errors only in a group where the mean was 13.32. The grammar
problematic areas, of which detailed examples are given in Chapter Four,

include:
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1. Addition: when the translator gives some undesired addition in the TT
which does not correspond with a segment in the ST and affects the
grammatical pattern.

2. Faulty agent: when the translator uses the action in the TT instead of the
agent which is present in the ST.

3. Ambiguous structures: when the translator gives an ambiguous meaning
rather than the definite meaning provided by the ST.

4. Attribution: when the translator renders a different attribution from that of
the ST.

5. Awkwardness: when the translator provides an awkward expression that

does not match the original one of the ST.

Comparison: when comparison is not accurately rendered.

Noun gender and number: when these are wrongly rendered.

Informal: when a clearly informal spoken structure is used in the TT.

© © N o

Parallelism: when parallelism is missing in the TT.

10.Parsing errors: when they are present in the TT.

11.Preposition: when the wrong preposition is used by the translator.
12.Punctuation errors.

13.Reference: when a faulty reference is used.

14.Spelling errors.

15.Verb form or verb number: when they are inaccurately used in the TT.
16.Word order: when the wrong word order is used in the TT.

17.Word choice: when the wrong word, which does not give the meaning
expressed in the ST, is used in the TT.

However, Campbell stresses the need to “distinguish between Biber’'s (1988)
structural features, which offer the translator a choice, and semantic features,
which do not because they are constrained by the meaning of the source text”
(1998, p.77). He contemplates that there are ‘optional structural strategies’
which do not change the ideational content of the ST like passivation or
embedding, and these are open to the translator to choose from. To the
contrary, there are strategies that are constrained by the ST, which limit the

translator’'s ability to choose from, such as private verbs of fixed meaning like

68



think, declare, believe, consider...etc., which need to be precisely rendered

because they decide the ideational meaning (See also, Vinay and Darbelnet,
2000, pp.84-93). In this connection, Campbell asserts that the “syntactic aspect
seems to be more relevant because the translator has no real say in the
creation of the ideational meaning; this job has been done by the source text
writer” (ibid. p.76). As a result, Campbell reasons that textual meaning is the
translator’'s responsibility, while the ideational and interpersonal meaning is the
original writer's responsibility. He ponders that “the translator's task is to
repackage meaning in a fashion that corresponds to the stylistic norms of native
writing, but not to create a new meaning” (ibid. pp.76-77).

The second dimension in the investigation of textual competence depends on
the analysis of lexical transfers and their role in reflecting textual competence.
The method that will be used is a choice network analysis (Campbell, 1998,
pp.109- 125) to examine the alternative translations for each word and to look
for evidence that the word has been chosen by the translator using judgments
based on factors beyond the sentence. The evidence that Campbell looks for is

based on:

(...) the extent to which these strategies reflect the ability of subjects to
construct (to a greater or lesser degree) well-formed texts, rather than well-
formed sentences without reference to context (ibid, p.123).

To achieve that, a network of choices is to be constructed for each word, a
composite network is to be built up and a number of strategies to be identified.
All judgments are to be based on the meaning of the lexical items. The choice
of meaning rather than form is adopted because form cannot include the
different guises in which lexical items are rendered and displayed by the
translators.

Judgments on meaning and equivalents in the analysis will be checked
against three filters. First, to limit the meaning of the lexical items under
consideration to the context where they appeared by checking them against a
reliable English-Arabic dictionary; AL-Mawrid by Mounir Baalbaki (2008) is
chosen for this purpose. It is one of the most reliable and widely-used
dictionaries by Arab translators rendering into their language. Second, to resort

to expert native speakers, who are specialists in Arabic, to scrutinize those
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judgments. This is completed by a jury of three PhD students who are native
speakers of Arabic to verify that certain renditions are (or are not) reflective of
the meaning of lexical items in the particular contexts. This technique proved
effective, especially, when dealing with rare cases where the dictionary fails to
account for the use of certain words or word combinations. So, the researcher
wrote a professional translation of the texts, which was endorsed by three
expert translators, to be used as a further foundation to take judgments about
the similarity/dissimilarity of the renditions besides the dictionary and the jury
judgments. These filters will eliminate subjective judgments on meaning and
subsequently, on textual competence as a result.

The network of the strategies that Campbell (ibid, p.123) adopted in the
analyses of data consisted of two dimensions; to ‘preserve sense’ and to ‘shift
sense’. The details of these dimensions are taken directly as they are stated by

Campbell:

(i) Preserve sense:
e Choose appropriately from paradigm on general stylistic judgments.
e Give connotation that reflects textual concerns.
¢ Make non-textually motivated choice.

e Choose inappropriately from paradigm on general stylistic judgments.

(i) Shift sense:
e Choose new sense that reflects textual motivation
¢ Reduce metaphor to sense appropriately
e Transfer metaphor appropriately

e Choose inappropriate sense.

These dimensions will be used to evaluate each translator's renditions. The
information will be used in describing their textual competence as a component
in the TC model which will be used to profile individual TC. The aim, then, is to
find out what word-choice strategies are open to translators, and how the

deployment of these strategies reflects their textual competence.
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3.2.4.2 Evaluation of disposition: What is needed in the study of
disposition is to establish a dissimilarity matrix to compare each subject's
renditions of each word with the renditions of each other subject on a table.
Matches and mismatches will be counted and a dissimilarity count will be made
by calculating the proportion of matches and mismatches for example ten
mismatches and ten matches give a dissimilarity count of 10/20=.50. The
results of the calculations will be entered into a dissimilarity matrix (See Table
5.4, 5.5, and 5.6). The total dissimilarity count for each subject will be calculated
by adding the scores in the rows and columns for each (see Campbell, 1998:
106).

Then, a disposition grid will be established by converting the omission and
dissimilarity scores to z-scores to be plotted against each other on a scatter
gram (Gomez, 2013, p.123). The axes of the scatter gram intersect at the
middle of the graph giving four quadrants (Woods et al., 1986, pp.252-254). The
disposition of a subject is assessed by examining how the qualities of
persistence and risk-taking interact. By locating the subject on the grid we will
have a powerful and easily interpreted diagnostic of his TC regarding this
aspect.

The disposition grid which is formed by the intersection of the two axes of
dissimilarity and omission scores will be helpful in locating the translators on the
scatter gram with reference to the focal point in the center of the gram; that is
the point where the two axes intersect. The translators will be, consequently,
grouped into four categories according to the quantity of the disposition traits
they display in their translations of the texts as follows:

e Persistent: a translator with low omissions who tries to translate the whole
text and fight the difficulties and problems.

e Capitulating: a translator with high omissions who is inclined not to face
problems and difficulties but gives up easily, and resorts to evading and
escaping them through omissions in the ST.

¢ Prudent: a translator who is careful and wise when faced with problematic
items and tends mostly to produce standard or unmarked equivalents

which resemble those of the majority of the group.
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e Risk-taking: a translator who produces equivalents that are, more likely,
unusual ones which are different from the standard equivalents mostly
produced by the other participants. (Campbell, 1998, pp.107-109).

Figure 3.6 below gives an example of how a grid is built (adopted from
Campbell, 1998, p.110).

Figure 3.6 Sample Disposition Grid for a Group
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The upper horizontal part of the scatter gram shows the translator’s capitulation,
whereas the lower part shows his persistence. The more a translator is
capitulating and prudent, s/he will function on the upper-left quadrant of the
gram. The more he is capitulating but risk-taking he moves towards the upper-
right quadrant of the gram. For example, participant 43 in the gram is the most
capitulating translator and the least prudent in his quadrant, whereas,
participant 11 is the most prudent and least capitulating in the same quadrant.
As for risk-taking, participants 31, and 12, are the most risk-takers. The same is
true about the lower two quadrants. The more a translator is persistent and
prudent (49), he will function on the bottom lower-left quadrant. The more he is

72



persistent but risk-taking (21 and 8) he will move towards the bottom lower-right

guadrant.

3.2.4.3. Evaluation of Monitoring: The data that will be used for measuring
monitoring ability include assessments that cover its both dimensions: (1) self-
assessment and (2) real-time editing (called real-time revision in the present
study). The first dimension refers to the students’ general assessment of their
own ability to translate and how it relates to the other components of TC. So,
their awareness of the quality of their output or what is called self-assessment
can be proposed as a relevant factor in the characterization of TC and,

consequently, one of its indicators:

Self-assessment in translator training is a logical component of any course
designed to prepare translators for the professional market place... a self
and peer-assessment routine validated by tutor moderation can achieve
satisfactory results both in quantitative and qualitative terms (Robinson et
al, 2006: pp.136).

This dimension is to be empirically measured by a question addressed to the
subjects in order to self-assess their output, and then the results of these
assessments will be correlated with the independent measure of tutor’'s general
assessment of his impression about each participant’s overall and cumulative
TC as he observed it throughout teaching the participants.

The second dimension tackles the translator’'s opportunity to intervene to
improve the output through real-time revision. This includes all additions,
deletions and modifications which aim at amending the quality of the output.
Systematic Variation among translators in the effectiveness of that intervention
can be proposed as a facet of TC. The systematic variation here refers to
following noticeable patterns of intervention such as replacing a certain lexical
item by another, deleting a preposition, changing the tense of the verb, shifting
the place of certain items and so on. In the directions to the experiment, the
participants were asked to write their translations, together with all the revisions
and corrections with ballpoint-pens. This makes it unlikely that the corrections
will be erased and the crossed out words will be possible to read. The
measurement of this dimension can be carried out by making inventories of the

intervention (or non-intervention) carried out by each translator (Campbell,
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1998, pp.138-139). Of course, an alternative technique that can be used here is
keystroke logging that can be preferably used with professional translators who
do most of their translations directly on computers. However, this technique is
not advisable in this study because the participants are student translators who
do not exclusively use computers in their practice and exams on the one hand,
and because it is difficult to ensure that they have comparable skill and speed in
using computers in translation on the other. In addition, it is not possible to
neutralize the effect of using the computers on their concentration and problem-
solving strategies. Thus, computers were not used in order to avoid the
variation that they may bring about on the participants’ output. In this respect
Campbell and Wakim (2007, p.15) assert that:

[h]andwriting is an easier variable than typing skill to control in fast
translation experiments. If subjects are to type in fast translation, then they
need to be trained to the same level. In slow translation, there is no need
to control for typing ability, and in fact keystroke-recording software, (...)
can provide very rich data about mental processes.

It is not important, too, to time the revision because it is normally conducted
as a part of the translating process whether during or directly after it, and most
likely conducted at various stages of that process (Englund Dimitrova, 2005,
p.22). The interventions will be categorized according to the six dimensions that

Campbell uses in his analysis (Campbell, 1998, pp.138-40).

(i) Strategy: Five kinds of strategy are observed by Campbell:

1. alternative, where the translator places a word or a phrase between
brackets, above the item or below it.

2. deletion, where the translator deletes material from a previously
completed string.

3. false start, where a translator starts a string, deletes it and then resumes.

4. insertion, where the translator inserts material in a previously completed
string with a caret.

5. partial switch where the translator moves materials and inserts them

somewhere else in the text to switch their position.
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(i) Purpose: Campbell (1998, 139) assumes that there are two purposes for
what he calls ‘editing’; correction and revision. It is almost difficult to draw a
distinct line between them because it is difficult to disentangle the translator’s
intentions. Editing for correction aims at correcting structural or/and spelling
errors, while editing for revision aims at reviewing the translation from the point
of view of semantic equivalence and textual building, regardless of its structural
well-formedness or otherwise.
(i) Level: Here it refers to the structural level where the intervention takes
place. The three levels set by Campbell are: word, phrase and clause. They are
accepted as effective standards in this study except replacing the clause by the
sentence. It is not understood why Campbell reduced his analysis to the clause
level and ignored the sentence level. However, the pilot study revealed that
there are interventions at the level of clause as well as at the level of the
sentence albeit few. So, it is not workable to separate a section for each.
(iv) Effectiveness: The effectiveness of intervention is concerned with the
influence it has (positive, neutral or negative) on the output of each translator.
Positive interventions are those which correct errors or polish the structure in a
desirable way making the translation better. Neutral interventions are those
which replace a correct segment by another correct one or an incorrect
segment by another incorrect one, thus, neither benefiting nor harming the
translation. Finally, negative interventions happen when the translator replaces
a correct segment by an incorrect one, unknowingly harming the translation.
(v) Frequency: This can be measured by the number of interventions in a text
or the number of interventions that appear per number of words (per 100 words,
for example).
(vi) Economy: It refers to a translator’'s tendency to be more economical in
revising. It can be measured by -calculating the number of words per
intervention in the TT for each participant, so that it becomes comparable to
those of the others.

The results will be tabulated, displayed and summarized to be used for
profiling the translator’s real-time revision ability and how it relates to his/her
TC. The evaluative framework for monitoring translation output and the profiling

will include:
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1.The translator’s range of strategies.

2.The type of intervention whether for correction or revision.

3.The structural level (word, phrase or sentence) at which intervention is
made and the focus on a specific level.

4.The frequency of the intervention.

5.The economy of the intervention.

6. The effect of the intervention.

3.2.5. Statistical expertise: The statistical expertise required in the study is
fairly sophisticated, and it will be handled by the researcher himself, with some
help and guidance of a statistics expert to supervise the analysis of the data
and help the researcher avoid falling into statistical traps. The measures that
are required include measures of:

e central tendency such as mean, median and mode.

e dispersion are also needed, such as standard deviation.

e dependence such as Pearson’s product correlation to check the

dependence of different variables on others.
e Cluster analysis using average method to display the dissimilarity

among groups and individuals.

To clarify, discovering new groups in the dataset can lead to more informative
results. Cluster analysis which is also known as segmentation aims to partition
a number of objects into subsets or “clusters”. Using cluster analysis,
participants within each cluster are mostly closely related to one another than
participants assigned to different clusters. The goal here is to arrange the
participants into hierarchy according to the attributes that are tested. Therefore,
objects within the same cluster are closer to each other than those in a different
cluster (Hastie et al, 2009). Using clustering method, the strategy starts at the
bottom where each one represents a cluster, and very close participants are
merged into one cluster. The process continues until all the participants form

one cluster including all of them. A dendogram is used to provide a description
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of hierarchical clustering. Using statistical package R, agglomerative clustering
algorithm is applied.

However, some level of expertise is needed to correlate different aspects
against others such as self-assessments with the independent measure chosen
for this purpose which is tutor assessment. In addition, some help and
supervision is needed in sketching and interpreting the disposition grids,
scattergrams, and dendograms for the group and for the individual translators.

3.3. Conclusion: This chapter has given an outline of the methodology of the
study, highlighting the strategies that will be used in the data analysis. In the
forthcoming chapters, this methodology will be applied to the data to portray the
three components of TC which are adopted in this study. Also, it has given an
account of the evaluation dimensions which will be applied to the data to portray
the three components of TC. The data will be statistically analyzed to draw
conclusions that will be used in profiling the TC of individual translators, test the
hypotheses and answer the research questions. The study looks forward to
building a fairly objective way to describing the TC of individual translators into
their L1 through inferring their product in relation to the three components that

constitute the replicated model.
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Chapter Four: The Study of Textual Competence

4.1 Overview

One of the aims of the present study is to investigate TL ‘textual
competence’ as a component in TC. It intends to test Campbell’'s claim that
"translators into the L2 exhibit a range of ability in deploying language at the
level of the text” (Campbell, 1998, p.71), by replicating it on translating into the
L1. He suggests that investigating this fact is effective in exploring the levels of
TC, and contends that it is possible to propose a method to characterize the
translator's competence as a text producer, through describing the inaccuracies
in the TT. Thus, he chooses to stress the roles of grammar and lexis as basic
elements to characterize the translator’s textual competence (ibid.).

Generally speaking, understanding and constructing texts depend on the
interaction of a large number of elements. Mason (1992, p.23), from an
ideological perspective, mentions the various possible constituents which

decide those processes:

Consciously or unconsciously, text users bring their own assumptions,
predispositions and general world-view to bear on their processing of texts at
all levels. Individual lexical choices, cohesive relations, syntactic
organisation and theme/rheme progression, text structure and text type are
all involved. The translator, as both receiver and producer of text, has the
double duty of perceiving the meaning potential of particular choices within
the cultural and linguistic community of the source text and relaying that
same potential, by suitable linguistic means, to a target readership.

Thus, translators’ textual or discourse competence is clearly affected by lexical
choices and syntactic organization, both of which are components of
Campbell's model. This emphasis is also proposed by Hatim and Munday when
they assume that decision making is grounded in the text type and that it is

“partly subject to system criteria such as grammar and diction” (2004, p.55).

78



4.2 Definition

Textual competence is a term which generally refers to “the ability to
understand and construct texts of different genres” (Duszak 1998, p.252, cited
by Tereszkiewicz 2010, p.19). However, like many other scholars and
researchers exemplified below, Campbell employs a vague and rather broad
definition, when he defines textual competence as"the ability to manipulate the
genre potential of the target language by deploying grammar and lexis above
the level of the sentence” (Campbell, 1998, p.153). This vagueness poses
difficulties in assessing the textual ability of specific translators. In fact, the
uncertainty about what is above the clause, the sentence or about text and its
synonymous term ‘discourse’ dates back to works like those of Harris (1952,
p.3), Stubbs (1983, p.1) and Chafe (1992, P.356; 2003, pp.439-40).

Nevertheless, Stubbs (1996, p.4) revisits this issue and reflects that
uncertainty is a problem of terminology. He contends that the variation, in how
the two terms are used, albeit considerable, often does not indicate ‘conceptual
distinctions’. To the contrary, Widdowson stresses that it is necessary to
distinguish between the two terms in that “discourse (...) is the pragmatic
process of meaning negotiation; text is its product” (2004, p.8). Likewise, Bell
(1991, pp.162-63) stresses the fact that some linguists use the terms ‘text’ and
‘discourse’ interchangeably, and some others use the first to refer to written
documents whereas they use the second to refer to speech. Thus, he suggests
taking a text for the formal product which carries the ‘semantic sense of the
proposition’, and taking discourse for the communicative event which draws on
the meaning to carry the ‘communicative value of speech acts’. To avoid
terminological confusion, in this study, text as product is examined and used to
infer the process of meaning negotiation and the process of translation per se.

Dealing with text and textual competence spontaneously summons mention
of Beaugrande and Dressler’s seven standards of textuality. According to them
(1981, pp.7-10), the text must have

1. Cohesion or the devices which hold propositions together.

2. Coherence which denotes the way propositions hold together.
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3. Intentionality which means the aboutness of the text or the reason why a
text is produced.

4. Acceptability that refers to the text receiver’'s attitude and how he takes
the text.

5. Informativity which signifies what the text tells the reader in relation to his
expectations and knowledge.

6. Situationality which implies the appropriateness or relevance of the text
to the situation.

7. Intertextuality which represents what makes the utilization of one text

dependent upon knowledge of previously encountered texts.

In the context of structuring texts, relatedly Neubert describes textual
competence as the translator’s ability to sensitize and internalize the normative
usages and arrangements that words and structures follow when they feature in
texts or in types of genres in texts. According to Neubert, the interaction among
five competencies or parameters is what distinguishes translation from other
areas of communication. These parameters are: (1) language competence; (2)
textual competence; (3) subject competence; (4) cultural competence; and (5)
transfer competence. Although he stresses the need for all of the five
parameters to be present for the translation process to happen, he gives
transfer competence some special emphasis as the dimension which
distinguishes translation from the other activities of writing (Neubert, 2000, pp.6-
8). Markedly, transfer competence is also stressed in the present study because
Campbell depends partly on lexical transfers to decide the textual competence
of specific translators, although he treats transfer competence as a constituent
of textual competence rather than an independent one.

Montalt et al (2008) looks at textual competence as the ability to use the
sentence as a building block in the process of text production and the role

sentences have within sequences to form the texts when he states that:

the ability not only to apply the lexico-grammatical rules of a language in
order to produce well-formed sentences, and not only to know when, where
and to whom to use these sentences, but to know how to make the sentence
play a role within a sequence that is eventually part of a well-formed text,
discourse and genre.
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Likewise, Kelly (2002, p.17) maintains that this sub-competence [textual
competence] includes the capacity to understand and analyse a range of
different types of (both oral and written) texts from different fields.

Empirically oriented, PACTE deals with TC as a composite of various
interrelated sub-competences, and with textual competence as a basic
component of the bilingual sub-competence. It is one of the constituents that
make the predominantly procedural knowledge necessary to achieve
communication in two languages alongside the pragmatic, socio-linguistic,
grammatical and lexical knowledge (PACTE, 2011, p.33). Also, the translation
problems that were considered when the ‘Rich Points’ (ibid. p.37) were
identified include textual problems of coherence, cohesion, text type and genre,
and style. In addition, intentionality problems are separately considered as one
of the rich points to refer to the “difficulty in understanding information in the
source text (speech acts, presuppositions, implicature, intertextual references)”
(ibid, p.38).

Textual competence, as viewed in the present study, comprises the ability
and knowledge to identify the regularities and conventions of texts, genres and
text types. This aspect is, no doubt, closely related to text translation, since
translating each text type differs from the other. Thus, a translator needs
competence to handle this task and use it in how to produce texts. Although the
text has its context which needs to be taken into account when translating
(Newmark, 1988, p.73; House, p.2006), the type of the text decides to a large
degree the freedom in the translation and the way meaning is rendered,

preserved or transferred, all of which are reliant on the translators’ competence.

4.3 Text and Genre

Text genre has received considerable emphasis in TS and in research about
TC in particular. It is worth having a look at the significance of text genre in TC
and in the textual competence of translators. There are several definitions of
text genre which mostly stress the notion that it is a mode of language use in a
conventional and appropriate manner to the communicative occasions and the

goals of the participants. Kress (1990, p.90), for example, defines genre as:
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a category which explains conventionalized and conventionally available
textual forms not, as is usually the case, in terms of reified historical/
linguistic categories, but rather in terms of the contingent structurings of
social occasions, the organization of social participants, and their purposes
and intentions. Hence, genres are always seen as the linguistic products of
particular social occasions, encoding the social organization, structures, etc.
of that occasion.

In a similar bearing and in the field of TS, text genre is understood to be:

a conventionalised, and at the same time dynamic and hybrid, text form
(Kress, 1985) that represents an interface between text and context, and
between the source text and the target text (Montalt, 2008, p.1).

Subsequently, Montalt employs the concept of text genre as a tool in the
teaching of translation and in the acquisition of TC, particularly in the acquisition
of communicative and textual subcompetence. He also states that the concept
has been addressed in previous works by members of the GENTT? team. In his
conclusion, he stresses that “there does seem to be a certain amount of
convergence between the proposed definitions of TC and the theory of text
genres” (ibid. p.11).

The GENTT research group has adopted the concept of text genre as the
starting point for their project. It is a multilingual project that investigates
specialized communication and especially interested in the legal, medical and
technical areas of specialised communication. The group also conducts
research in the field of Natural Language Processing (NLP) on automatic
classification or Information Retrieval (IR) and in the field of Applied Information
Science. So, the group’s work stresses the value of the concept of genre in
information retrieval. It tries to disclose the convergence between translation
and other fields of communication in how textual genres can assist in the
investigation of specialised communication. Thus, the GENTT group defines

genre as a.

category that can be applied to any sphere of communication because it is a
collective product that results from each particular circumstance of

* GENTT: Textual Genres for Translation, www.gentt.uji.es, is a research group
based at Universitat Jaume | and interested in the study of textual genre.
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communication. Any form of conventionalised and culturally determined text,
regardless of the field (specialised or not) in which the communication takes
place, can therefore be considered a genre (Garcia Izquierdo, 2011, p.14).
This definition is based on the notions of both structure and function where
structure is reflected by the visual layout of the text, and function is identified by
the intended purpose of the text. The notions are closely related in that the
structure is formed to optimise the function of the text within the context where it
is created (Kim and Ross, 2007, p.173).

In this connection, it is plausible to refer to functionalist and communicative
translation theories, particularly, Reiss’'s (1971, 2000) classic work on the
translation strategy together with the subsequent Vermeer's skopos theory
(1989/2004) which belongs to the model of translatorial action proposed by
Holz-Manttari (1984), where the translation strategy is decided by the purpose
of the translation and the function of the TT in the target culture. In this model

translation is viewed as a:

communicative transaction involving initiator, commissioner, and the
producers, users and receivers of the ST and TT. In this model, the ST is
‘dethroned’ and the translation is judged not by equivalence of meaning but
by its adequacy to the functional goal of the TT situation as defined by the
commission (Munday, 2008, p.87).

Reiss (ibid.) introduces the translation-oriented text-typology which is
interesting here as it operates at the text level in a systematic way. Reiss views
translation as an act of communication and the translator a medium or a
secondary sender. Thus, a translated message moves from a primary source to
a target receiver. The media are the SL and the TL, with the aim to produce a
TL text ‘that is functionally equivalent’ to the SL text (Reiss 2000, p.160). This
makes the ST the directing point for the translator, and subsequently, Reiss
proposes a functional approach of text-typology which considers the
communicative function of the ST as the basis for translating into the TT. This
means that the TT which does not have the same function as the ST is not
entirely a translation, but what Reiss calls ‘transfer’. Translating a text,
according to Reiss comprises two phases: analysis and re-verbalization. The
analysis phase encompasses establishing the linguistic form, the text type,
genre and style. The analysis phase is the one where the text function is
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realized through the informed employment of the translation method to the
linguistic form. Founded on this concept of form and function, Reiss (1977/89,
pp.108-9) categorizes text functions into the:

¢ informative type whose function is the plain communication of content or
facts,

e expressive type with the function of expressing creative composition or
the artistically-organized content that reflects the author’s attitude using
the aesthetic language dimension,

e operative or appellative whose function is to appeal to or persuade the
reader or ‘receiver’ of the text to act in a certain way,

e and finally the audiomedial ‘hyper-type’, such as films and visual and

spoken advertisements.

Similarly, Trosborg (2004, pp.17, 21) emphasizes the importance of the
knowledge of the form-function relations in several fields including text genre in

communication, translation and translator training:

Genre knowledge, knowledge of form-function relations of communicative
functions and text types are important not only to scholars and researchers
in the fields of communication, rhetoric, and sociology of science, to linguists
who teach and conduct research in ESP and LSP, but also to practitioners
who compose or translate in the disciplines (ibid. P.17).

Nonetheless, Reiss’s approach to text typology and the claim to inform the
translation method, though systematic, is not whole-heartedly accepted in TS
and was subject to criticism mainly as a non-absolute solution to the choice and
employment of translation strategy. Fawcett (1997, p.107) berated this
approach stating that:

There is simply no necessary link between text function and translation
strategy. Just because we have identified a text function (...) does not mean
that we are led inexorably to any logical or ‘translation-scientific’ imperative
to take this function as an overriding parameter to which we subordinate our
translation decisions.
(Fawcett 1997, p.107)
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Essentially, the status of text type or genre in the translation process has
undergone fluctuations during the last four decades. At the time it was
prominent in the 1970s, it started to lose some of its significance as relevance
theory research sought to stress the cognitive turn over the textual. Thus, the
relevance model (Gutt, 1991) has employed the mental processes such as
inference to be a substitute for text typologies which were employed by the
textual proponents. Gutt’s attempt to establish a unified account of translation is
based on the idea that translation is a form of communication and does not
require a separate theory or model of analysis. Consequently, he criticizes the
functional equivalence theories for their failure to provide a unified account of
the different kinds of translation, and for their erroneous assumptions about the
conditions of successful communication and translation. According to Guitt,
relevance theory enables translators to predict the communicative success in
translation, and in this way, translators can effectively anticipate the success of
communication with the target audience. Thus, relevance theory assumes to
supply firm theoretical bases for adjusting the translation principles to fit the
expectations of the receptors and their contextual assumptions to interpret the
translation. Accordingly, translators can choose the suitable method that best
fits their needs and goals (Smith, 2002, pp.107-117).

Nonetheless, towards the end of the 1990s the textual trend has retained

some prominence since:

most theorizing by proponents of relevance on translation strategy
(descriptive vs interpretive, direct vs indirect), could not completely
ignore macro-structures such as text type or genre. By the end of the
1990s, there was a clear admission that inference can only be enriched by
awareness of the conventions governing the communicative event within
which texts or genres [emphasis in original] occur (Gutt 1998).

(Hatim and Munday, 2004: 67)

The instability of the status of the textual approach may have its bearing on the
training of translators, because according to Mason (1992, p.34), the discussion
of translators’ techniques and strategies can be greatly enriched in training
programs if they take into account the important dimensions of genre, discourse

and textual developments in text production and reception.
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4.4 The Present Study
In his categorization of the three levels of profiling a translator’s textual

competence (into substandard, pretextual and textual) Campbell (1998) utilizes
four types of translation problems or flaws to investigate this aspect. They
include

e lexical omissions from the ST,

e grammatical errors,

e mistranslations of lexical items

e faulty lexical transfers.

These four problems are used as the guidelines to TT assessment; the more of
these flaws a translator has the poorer his textual competence is assessed.
Thereafter, in his treatment of lexical transfers, in particular, judgments are
reached on how successfully transfers preserve sense or shift it according to
some strategies, which will be discussed in detail and employed later in this
study. Interestingly, he uses the same data which he has used in the profiling of
disposition. Conversely, in the study of disposition attention is directed to the
agreement or disagreement among the translators in the renditions of selected
lexical items albeit the correctness or incorrectness of their translation. In
contrast, investigating textual competence takes interest in the way lexical items
are transferred and rendered. Thus, the alternative translations of each item are
examined, judgments about their meaning are run and evidence is looked for as
to whether an item has been rendered with overtones beyond the sentence
level (ibid. pp.69, 109-10). A close examination of the levels defined by
Campbell (ibid. p.69), and displayed below, shows that the focus is on the four
basic areas of omissions, mistranslations, transfers and grammatical errors.
Definitions and examples of each area will follow the discussion. These four
features are investigated below to see how they interact to mark the translator’s
textual competence. It is also endeavoured to test the possibility of assessing
this type of competence with reasonable objectivity. The definitions expose the

characteristics of the suggested three levels of competence:
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Campbell's Levels of Translation Competence

Level of Characteristics of text at this level
competence
Substandard Spelling is very inaccurate; source text is not fully translated

and target text is short; function words are often omitted
so that text contains high proportion of content words,
especially nouns; translation is rather indircct because of
efforts to cope with poor target language repertoire.

Pretextual Spelling is accurate; source text is fully translated; text is
long and strung-out because of use of function words rather
than lexicalizations; vocabulary is not varied; translation is
structurally very close to the source text; style is more
‘verby’.

Textual Spelling is accurate; source text is fully translated; text is
short and syntactically dense through the use of
lexicalizations; style is more nominal, and words are longer
and more varied; the text is structurally more distant from
the original because of grammatical shifts and indirect

- translation of source text words.

4.4.1 Lexical Omissions
Renditions of the selected lexical items from both texts are examined to see

whether a specific translator renders them all or whether he omits some of them
for one reason or another. Undoubtedly, omission has a negative effect on the
TT because lexical items or vocabulary items (as often called) are the basic
containers of meaning, and omitting some of them results in losing some
aspects of meaning: “Without grammar, very little can be conveyed; without
vocabulary, nothing can be conveyed” (Wilkins, 1972, p.111). Similarly, Lewis
(1993) argues that “lexis is the core or heart of language” (p. 89), and by the
same token, Schmitt (2010, p.4), stressing the importance of vocabulary and
lexis in language proficiency and language use, notes that “learners carry
around dictionaries and not grammar books”, as an indication of the importance
of vocabulary in language learning and use.

In this study, the investigation of omissions has revealed that translators vary
in this respect, and the results have shown that there are 77 lexical omissions in
T1 in comparison to 112 in T2. Some items underwent more omissions than
others (See the choice network analysis, appendix 4.1 for the number of

omissions of each item). In T1, for example, item 3 (argued) and item 17
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(pieces) did not witness any omission as they were rendered by all the
participants, whether accurately or not. Conversely, item 2 (advocacy) was
omitted for eight times and item 12 (has since) for thirteen times. Similarly, in T2
items 4 (criminal records) and 14 (memos) did not witness omissions, whereas,
item 23 (sharing) was omitted for nine times followed by item 9 (DHS) omitted
for twelve times and item 25 for twenty-one times. Actually, omissions of T2 are
higher than T1 due to factors associated with difficulty as reported by the
participants in a retrospective questionnaire. However, participant omissions
show a positive correlation between the two texts in this aspect and it is highly
significant (0.7539**) which indicates a very strong relationship between the two
texts in the pattern of omissions. Figure 4.1 below visually displays participant

omissions

Figure 4.1 Participant Omissions
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It can be noticed that the highest omissions (22) were made by participant 17,
whereas the lowest omissions (1) by participants 5, 10 and 11. The high
correlation between the two texts suggests the consistency of the phenomenon
of omission. This matter will be further investigated (section 4.5) when
omissions are enrolled as a constituent in an assessment scale of textual

competence to see how it relates to the other constituents.
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4.4.2 Mistranslations

Mistranslations here refer to the wrongly rendered lexical items from those
selected for the study. They are judged by applying the procedures that were
discussed earlier in the Methodology, namely of using the dictionary to check
meaning and limit the context, using the expert translation of the texts, and
resolving to the jury judgments at the end. These judgments were contained in
a choice network and exposed in Appendix 4.1 at the end of this thesis. It is
also used in the next chapter about ‘disposition’ to decide the dissimilarity in the
renditions of the participants. Here are some examples of how judgments were
taken using the three procedures together. The full texts are found in Appendix
[,

= Example 1: Deportation
Context: Under the Immigration and Customs Enforcement Program, state and
local police must check the immigration status of people who have been
arrested and booked into local jails by matching fingerprints against federal
databases for criminal convictions and deportation orders.

This item was rendered differently by the participants. In order to judge the
accuracy of the renditions the dictionary was consulted to limit the meaning of
the item:
deportation(n.) ¢ =Y J>7 (Y) deport Las (V)
- et 8l

So, the dictionary gives one equivalent only: tarhil [Jx~_] which means the
expulsion of undesired foreigners or send them to exile. It was correctly
rendered by 14 participants. However, other participants used other renditions
that were not given by the dictionary. In this case an authority other than the
dictionary to decide on such renditions is required. The expert translation is to
be consulted in this case, but it was found that the same meaning given by the
dictionary was used in the expert translation. Subsequently, the judgement of
the jury becomes necessary to solve the problem. The table below shows the
judgments of the jury about the different renditions:
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In the tables below the abbreviation (Fr) refers to frequency and (V) to view of
the jury, S to similar and D to different:

7. Source item: Deportation

Fr | Renditions | Transliteration Gloss

14 | d= attarhil Deportation
5 | Omissions | ------- | smemememeeee

\
S
D
1 | syl | al'idanat walhijra | Convictions and immigration | D
1 [y al’ikla’ Evacuation S
1 | Wseyl | al’i‘adaila albald | Return to the country S
1| sl almugadra Departure D
1 | & annafi Exile S
1 | dsiyl al’istib‘ad Exclusion S

The jury rejected two renditions as inaccurate and accepted the other four as
accurate. They rejected: al’idanat walhijra (Convictions and immigration) <lilay)
3a¢lls, almugadra (Departure) 5,34 | and accepted «3AY! al’ikla’(Evacuation)
Al 1 siley) al’i‘ada ila albald (Return to the country) <3 annafi (Exile), iy
al’istib‘ad (Exclusion).

o Example 2: Enforcement

Context: Under the Immigration and Customs Enforcement Program, state and
local police must check the immigration (...).

The same procedure is applied here. The dictionary gives the noun just one
equivalent and gives the verb three:

enforce [-fors’) (vr.) - 4AL A AN A5 2 (V) S22 (D)
—enforcement (7. - Jadl nd g0 pedy — ()

However, the noun ‘enforcement’ is used in the text in the function of the
adjective and translated in the expert translation as an adjective t00; <l
sl 3 2 ell 245N (albarnamj attanfidi lilhjra walkamark) Executive Program for

Immigration and Customs. Below are the jury judgments:

9. Source ltem: Enforcement

Fr | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss \%
8 | Omissions | ------- | -=---- D
5 | Guk tatbiq Application S
4 | ’infad Enforcement | S
2 | =8 fard Imposition S
1 [ o giyam bi Doing sth. D
1 | s taf Tl Activation D
1| s ta'ziz Strengthening | D
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1 | &, ri‘aya Care D
L2 Jsnall alma‘'mal baha | Applicable D
1 | k) ‘ijbar Coercion S

[

Yet, in the renditions of the participants, eight omitted it and only four used a
formally altered dictionary meaning as a noun [3) 'infad], and notably, none of
the renditions took the form of the adjective in Arabic, and only one have the
meaning of an adjective in English (Applicable). Five renditions were rejected by
the jury because their meanings were irrelevant to the contextual meaning of
the word and were labelled D in the table and the other four were accepted and
labelled S.

e Example 3: Policy (evaluations)
This item has five dictionary equivalents of which only number (2) ; 4wt

[siyasa] is matching with the contextual meaning in which it was used in the ST:
policy [p8l’asi] (n.) - b (\') ides 1S ¢ LS V)
Mll (9) uvL . Jt .L.d.s- (t) G"L"" slas \»)
16. Source Item: policy (evaluations)

Context: A statistician has been brought in and is working with Department of
Homeland Security, which investigates complaints and assists in policy evaluations

(...).

Fr | Renditions Transliteration Gloss \%
9 | Adbuwdl ey tagymat assiyasa Ratings of policy S
3 | Slaysill Al siyasa attagyimat Policy of assessments D
2 | claled) s tagyim assiyasat Evaluation of policies S
2 | ALl s taqyim assiyasa Policy assessment S
1| clbud Guks ew tagyim tatbiq assiyasat | Evaluation of the application of policies | S
1| syl Gl tagyimat aSarta Police evaluations D
1] Ad,al claads tahqgigat adsarta Police investigations D
1| sl apil) alatqyim albalisi Rating police D
1 | ab5al Jae aus taqyim ‘amal asSurta Evaluate the work of the police D
1 | s taqyim Evaluation D
1| <)l il tagyimat algararat Ratings of decisions S
1| b apal attaqyim assiyasi Political evaluation D
1 | Omissions | -=-—--- | smmmemeeee D

Similarly, the expert translation rendered it into: <lubwdl (as8) ‘tagwim
assayasat’ which means Evaluation of policies. So, the jury accepted the (15)
correct renditions that were labelled (S), and were matching the relevant

meaning, whereas the remainder renditions were mistranslations. It is
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noticeable that four of those participants with faulty renditions mistranslated

‘policy’ for ‘police’, misled by the similarity in spelling.

e Example 4: underway
The source item ‘underway’ was not translated by the majority of the
participants. In the dictionary, it has three equivalents as an adverb and three
as an adjective, though it is written as two detached elements in the first and as

one word in the adjective:

under way (adv) TGk (Y) gs"r‘ J‘ u—‘-’) PrRgrs (‘)
otz Tl () i e

underway(ad]) K,J-I_,‘ al>- sut” ¢ M_,‘).’_.;a_,\ual’-

In fact the third equivalent (jaryan majrah) o\ >« L \x in the adverb entry is the
right meaning which corresponds with its meaning in the text, and also used by
the expert translation. However, the participants gave the following renditions:

25. Source Item: underway
Context: (title) Immigration: Review of Jail Fingerprint Sharing Program underway

Fr | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss V
21 | Omissions | ------- | s;eemmeemeeee- D
1 | el s ls jart al‘amal Work is underway | S
1 [ oy s gayd al'injaz | Underway S
1 | 8 gadim Coming D
1 ] 4 Qadima Coming D

Twenty-one out of twenty five participants omitted the item in their TTs. Only
two of the four who rendered it did that correctly. There is no obvious reason
why it was not rendered by most of the participants except, perhaps, it is not
highly frequent in their use.

e Example 5
The source term ‘tragic’ has two dictionary equivalents contained in three

synonyms in the dictionary:

tragic; -al trij] (adj.) - (=9 (V) ol ¢ 2l (1)
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In the expert translation, it is rendered as * s« ma’sawr which corresponds
with the first dictionary meaning. However, different equivalents were seen in
the renditions, which were all adjectives and some were accurate according to

the jury judgments as follows:

21. Source Item: Tragic
Context: There is new unquestionable evidence that state governments are finally
understanding what a tragic mistake they made during the 1990s (...).

Fr | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss V
11 | fadih Gross | S
7 | gl ma’sawi Tragic | S
2 | Je qatil Kiler | S
2 | gl tarajidt Tragic | S
1| ks fadi’ Terrible | S
1 | »S Kabir Large | D
1 | Omissions | ----=--- | =omeemn D

So, three other equivalents, other than those of the dictionary, were accepted.
They include: 2 fadih, Ji& gatil and ks fadi'.

e Example 6: unquestionable
The source item this time is the adjective ‘unquestionable’. It is given two

equivalents only:

unquestionable[iin kwés’chan 3 Bal] (adj,) %) JJ&:"—( )
a6l Y ()

It was rendered in eight different ways and omitted by four participants only.

24. Source Iltem: Unquestionable
Context: There is new unquestionable evidence that state governments are finally
understanding what a tragic mistake they made during the 1990s...

Fr | Renditions Transliteration Gloss \%
6 | ahl gata’ Conclusive S
4 | (D) el J6 5 | gayru gabilin lalnigas (laljadal) | Undebatable S
4 | Omissions | ——— | D
3 | z==als wadih Clear S
3 | (L) Ji& V) 48 i Y | 13 Saka fayh(la yagbl a$3ak) Undoubtful S
1| Vsl yutiru attasa’lat Raises questions D
1 | zsohadise su’al matrdh A posed question D
1 | s hatmT Inevitable S
1 | oo s Y Ia yumkinu ‘inkaruh Undeniable S
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Although the renditions all were not literally identical with the dictionary
equivalents, one only matched with the expert translation [<Li)l J& Y |3 yaqbl
asSak] which means ‘undoubtful’. Yet, the jury judgment accepted six renditions
as they conveyed the textual meaning of the source item.

Hopefully, the preceding examples have exposed the way the procedures
worked in deciding the acceptability of the translation of the lexical items.
Strikingly, the number of the unacceptable renditions referred to as
mistranslated items is so high that it ranges to 341 items shared nearly equally
by both texts with 173 for T1 and 168 for T2. It is obvious that mistranslations
form 27.28% of the whole selected lexical items, with an average of 13.64 per
participant. The highest mistranslations (28) were performed by participant 8
followed by participants 6 and 18 who performed 20 mistranslations each. The
pattern of mistranslations for both texts shows a strong positive relationship
reflected in a (0.624) high positive correlation. Therefore, like the phenomenon
of omission, mistranslation is also a consistent one across both texts. Figure 4.2

below visually displays the distribution of mistranslations on participant.

4.4.3 Grammatical Errors
It was earlier confirmed in the methodology (Chapter Three) that this study is

based on the analysis of the TTs produced by the participants, where not all the
errors expected or taxonomized by previous studies are expected from the
participants. Participants may have not encountered the same problems that
were encountered in previous studies. It is fairly possible that some of the
problems that cause grammatical errors did not arise simply because they did
not feature in the STs. In addition, it is not possible to assume that the
translated texts sample the whole TL system or cover all the problems to be
encountered in translating. The detected errors represent only the problems that

are encountered in those texts in particular.
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Figure 4.2 Mistranslations Results
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However, they actually reflect a wide range of the problems taxonomized by the
previous studies. Shlesinger (1992, P.123) contends that this is something

expected in empirical studies of translation:

All too often, problems in students’ translations are dealt with as they
happen to arise in the texts being tackled. Attempts at systematic
categorization, definition or resolution of specific ones as recurrent or typical
tend to be confined to interlingual differences drawn from contrastive
linguistics, with far less attention to those which characterize translation as
such.

The current study depends on earlier studies that investigated certain
aspects of English to Arabic translation which diagnosed the translation errors,
including grammatical and textual ones committed by both professional and
student translators. Although these studies adopted different approaches in
their categorization of translation errors, they have provided considerable bases
to rely on in further studies on the subject. Some of those studies tackled the
translation problems in general whereas others limited themselves to specific

areas of the languages translated. Below are some examples of those studies:
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e Aziz (1982) limits his paper to the investigation of the cultural problems
of English-Arabic translation.

e Al-Kenai (1985) restricts his PhD thesis to the study of some linguistic
and cultural problems of English-Arabic translation and their implications
for a strategy of Arabization.

e Williams (1989) in a PhD thesis makes a comparison of the textual
structures of Arabic and English written texts.

e Saraireh (1990) in a PhD thesis investigates some lexical and syntactic
problems in English-Arabic translation.

e Benhaddou (1991) in a PhD thesis investigates translation quality
assessment of Arabic/English texts through the application of a
situational/textual model for the evaluation.

e Farghal (1995) studies lexical and discoursal problems in English-
Arabic translation.

e Jabr (2001) in a published paper investigates problems which face the
Arab translators at the Discourse Level.

e Abdel-Hafiz (2002) in a published paper investigates problems of
translating English journalistic texts into Arabic.

e Al Ghussain (2003) in a PhD thesis investigates the areas of cultural
and linguistic difficulty in English-Arabic translation.

e Deeb (2005) in a PhD thesis presents a comprehensive and general
taxonomy of translation problems in translating from English to Arabic.

e El Haj Ahmed (2009) in his PhD thesis investigates lexical, cultural and
grammatical translation problems encountered by senior Palestinian
learners [of English] at the Islamic University of Gaza, Palestine.

e Manaa (2011) in her PhD thesis studies the effectiveness of a composite
translator training model for Syrian translation masters students.

e Al-Hamly and Farghal (2013) in a case study investigate English
reduced forms in Arabic scientific translation.

In the studies above one can find inventories of possible translation errors.

Manaa (2011) for example, in her PhD study pools the different possible
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translation errors that translators are expected to face when translating from
English into Arabic, as identified in the literature.

The categorization of problems and errors is necessary to identify the actual
errors and translation problems involved in a certain translated text or multiple
texts. Waddington (2001, 2006), for example, concludes that such classifications
of errors are necessary for detecting and identifying translation errors. In any
case, the categorization that is adopted in any study is chosen to comply with
the aim and scope of the study. As the current study looks at the deployment of
grammar in the production of texts and the grammatical errors that affect textual
competence in a fixed sample, it does not find any of these studies fully
applicable to its purpose. However, the kind and nature of errors that are
detected fall in the same categories that are given in those studies. So, it is
decided here to be eclectic in adopting similar characterizations only.

The levels under investigation include two dimensions; (1) grammar and (2)
lexis. The first dimension is to investigate the deployment of grammar in the
production of TTs. It deals with the mechanics of the TL grammar, mostly at the
sentence level, including matters of concord, word order, and inflectional
morphology. So, through the analysis, a number of problematic areas in this
concern are detected. In addition to these errors, there are others that surpass
the mechanics of the sentence and affect the wider textual building. As such,
errors are roughly classified into syntactic errors and textual errors. Noticed
errors in the translations of both texts by the participants are counted to provide
an inventory of each translator’s flaws and also the pattern of these flaws for the
whole group. The problematic grammar areas, alphabetically listed in Table 4.1,

include:

Table 4.1 Grammatical Errors Detected in This Study

Error Kind Description
Addition Textual The translator gives some undesired addition in
the TT which does not correspond with a segment
in the ST and affects the grammatical pattern and
the textual meaning.

Faulty agent syntactic The translator uses the action in the TT instead of
the agent which is present in the ST.

Ambiguity textual The translator gives an ambiguous meaning rather
than the definite meaning provided by the ST

Attribution Syntactic | The translator renders a different attribution from
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that of the ST.

Awkwardness textual The translator provides an awkward expression
that does not match the original one of the ST.

Comparison syntactic Comparison is not accurately rendered.

Noun gender and | syntactic These are inaccurately rendered.

number

Informal textual A clearly informal spoken structure is used in the
TT.

Parallelism textual Parallelism is missing in the TT.

Parsing errors syntactic They are present in the TT.

Preposition syntactic The wrong preposition (or no preposition) is used
by the translator.

Punctuation syntactic Absence or displacement of punctuation marks.

Reference syntactic A faulty reference is used.

Spelling syntactic Errors in spelling

Verb form or verb| syntactic They are inaccurately used in the TT.

number

Word order syntactic The wrong word order is used inthe TT

Word choice syntactic The wrong word, which does not give the meaning

expressed in the ST, is used.

The detected errors that were committed by each participant were seen in

both texts. Below are some examples of the diagnosed errors randomly

selected from the translations of various participants, scanned and displayed

below. In some cases more than one error may appear in the same extract.

e Addition.

Example 1: Participant 1- T2

Context: (...) more than half of the immigrants deported under the

program had minor or no criminal records (...).

In the TT below, the addition of [wa s ] is inaccurate because it changes

the meaning. It is a conjunction tool used where there is no conjunction.

It turns out the sentence to look as if there are two parties; ‘more than

half of the immigrants’ and another party ‘those deported under the

program’.

Addition

(D) pr gl ool cuss o 11t g ot

R Y S R P (VR PRS-V
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Example 2: Participant 10, T2

Context: Concerns were also fueled by DHS own numbers that indicate (...)
In this example, the addition is inaccurate because (4 binafsiha) which
means ‘by itself’ is not found in the ST and is not desirable in the TT as

there is no emphasis or reflexivization.

=) Q,:H—’/’:,_- Lao) ﬂ-’ ”/\ 5 (thdﬁ,dw.u)r Caild 5 ;

Addition

e Agent
Participant 6- T1
Context: (...) shows that state legislatures across the country are getting the
message.
The use of e, attadri at [Legislation] in place of ose &4l almusr dn

[lawmakers or legislators] is the use of a wrong agent.

(uij lwﬂ?/uu ) L) i),f\}ﬁ;u“pv\/b‘
.. = 24

[ ¢ .1"/: l\\ e (| PO b L:\(‘. . un..fu .-‘:'41- )/—’.)l U

Participant 10- T2:

Context: DHS Secretary, Janet Napolitano, is right (...).

The actual agent is ‘secretary’ which means ‘minister’ in this context is
inaccurately rendered into 4, S. [Secretariat] or the office of a secretary.

— , z . pie )\J -
-_"/))\IJ"(C—'H o“-)/)’a.‘Zu /\/l’ ‘ L\C,J//%/‘\_/\J’.__—‘ F

L

e e e ol l,
Z/_(Lw,,f. _’!“w \/J S l-‘ 6'1}// vJ)l -—%?:J_;-)“;J-,_.)J

Agenl/

e Ambiguity
Example 1: Participant 11- T1

Context: Prosecutors argued that harsh sentencing would protect the public (...).
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The word almuda ‘Gn os=34) can mean Prosecutors but at the same time can
mean any ‘claimant’ and it remains ambiguous unless modified by ¢l

al‘amuin to mean state (governmental) prosecutors.

Ga 2N L o =) o F 38 [N 2 5 (G as3a) Wo3
Ambiguity
Example 2: Participant 1, T1
Context: Janet Napolitano, is right to seek outside help’ in crunching the
numbers’ into bissa T liimusa‘ada alkarijiya iss Al sxeluddl ~ull which in
Arabic can equally mean ‘attempts to externally give help, or ask for
external help’.

(lrhé (ﬂ/ | - L . :/I .
Lt (&ﬁ'})dr&fbu\ﬂjl’\Z/M)
Sldp b ol (B57) 5 7 ntoll 37 Tl
i o 2 NS A N ""DU‘OV‘)SJ

Ambiguity

e Attribution
Example 1: Participant 6, T1
Context: Fixing the Mistake with Young Offenders
This participant makes a common error when he uses (min gibal J ()
pointlessly, to introduce a passive voice construction. There is no passive
in the ST, but there is an attribution error in the TT. The translator
attributes ‘Fixing the mistake’ to young offenders, inaccurately using
‘gibal’ which refers to direction, as if they they themselves fixed the error,

whereas they were subject to an error that needed ‘fixing’.

Attribution

-

AL B J_J-" ll.-"
s Luf—J ‘-‘__..ui L,._’il._‘_,.«;_) \L" ‘/J ,rj #b&_ b SW $al'f§b#)
: | |

Example 2: Participant 6- T1
Context: In addition, research has shown that these young people are

vulnerable to battery and rape is rendered into (mugtasibT agsabab <ixs
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<Lal), which means ‘usurpers of youth’. So, in the translation young
people are understood to be the initiators of the rape, while they are

recipients and subject to rape’ in the ST.

Attribution

o :
oz BG o BT W (e Y oy e

Verb form

cub?)

e Awkwardness
Example 1: Participant 6, T2
Context: (...) matching fingerprints against federal databases for
criminal convictions and deportation orders.
The participant here gives an awkward translation of ‘criminal
convictions’ into (sl osa  sujln  ijramiya) by mistranslating

‘convictions’ into ‘jails’, as if there are criminal and legal (non-criminal)

jails.
, o T (Do MY
oY ]-"(V’/,f oy @ @ AN "A‘)“ I
e pi P '
A

Awkward

Example 2: Participant 4- T2 uses (algawanin alganiniya sl ol 48l)
which literally means ‘Legal laws’, as a rendition of prosecutors. Despite
the inaccuracy of the translation it is awkward, as if there are legal and

illegal laws used by the government.

L‘;\ l,ca)l,é:) J\)‘ 2

/\uwi/

Awkward

éavf"(aq) P2
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e Comparison
Example 1: Participant 9, T1
Context: (...) when they began trying ever larger numbers of children as
adults (...). Itis rendered as ( ‘adad 'akbr »Sixic) which means ‘larger
number than’. Thus, the Arabic version means ‘a larger number than’

whereas, in the ST it means larger than ever.

pe Ve GelWls JUB T

'>|‘

el

Comparison

Example 2: Participant 12, T1

Context: (...) more likely to become violent, lifelong criminals than those who
are held in juvenile custody.

He uses (bidaklin "akbar_-sl) which literally means ‘in a larger shape’.
However, the comparison in the ST is of the possibility of becoming violent

criminals rather than the shape or degree of criminality, as seen in the TT.

S\)J)/ WER I F /'/\ 5 \;,_f\ v er
o’\,& NP e S %ﬂ)\ :5‘”3; N e

5 T EXIS R AN 0

i \
Comparison MR RS

e Gender
Example 1 Participant 2, T2, uses (Y allatT) which refers to the feminine,
whereas the noun it refers to is masculine (al’amn oY) which means
security. It must conform to the precedent noun it is attributed to in

gender.

Gender

Spelling
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Example 2: Participant 6- T2
Context: DHS Secretary, Janet Napolitano, is right to seek outside
help(...).

In this context the participant uses a masculine pronoun to refer
to an obvious female name. He uses («A ladihi) instead of (-

ladtha) which suits the feminine noun.

. * < (- $ r/ A A =
@\a/w‘r\_jb G ¥ D*\ﬁ_{vy@#cc--)\iu\f\_@) )T FE Ay
W), ey ) w e TR Rl 0 &

/]\.

e

Gender

e Informality
Example 1: Participant 2- T1,
Context: young people are vulnerable to battery and rape at the hands of adult

inmates and more likely to become violent, lifelong criminals.

He uses (cxawdl almasajin) which is an informal form of (sujana’ «lsly).

0 Pl gty - o = y P AR Lot s T 1
X - . 2 | 13 lf)"/ﬁ‘\ 3 ') )')}D

Informal

Example 2: Participant 16, T1, in the translation of ‘Prosecutors argued that
(...) uses the informal form (al’'awam meaning the common folk als=21l) in

place of (al'aminy <! or al‘'umilm as=ll) which means ‘governmental’.

Informal Spelling
T SO v o PSS,

e Parallelism
Example 1: Participant 25- T1, uses the conjunction between a noun and

a verb which breaches parallelism, when he conjuncts the noun
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(mustagiriin us_sies , which also has a parsing error) with the verb () s )=

yat'rada).

Parallelism

Parsing

el

Example 2: Also Participant 11- T2,

Context: (...) officials were unsure if cities and counties were required
to participate, or could opt out.

There is here another instance of violation to parallelism when
conjuncting a nominal construction ('_isyu 4k mutalbatun biali’ istirak) to
a verbal construction (L& sLaiuy) cSayumkin al’istigna’ ‘anha).

G im it Bt

.. A TR Y O\ = 5 MO
A\ (,:s,,__;,,.s.\$\)<» Sl @3 =2 L\

i LR J
U\; Loy AR 5o SIS

Parallelism

e Parsing
Example 1: Participant 1, T1, uses (talatin ¢s>8) which is a part of the
object to the verb (marara J>= which means passed a law) and must be

(talatin ¢536) instead, according to parsing rules of Arabic.

Par. 1 'id /L-D
(,.L .’-.-;A-o
_/))) | o .c_.)//) rﬂ—"“’h-(' o .'

v AN T S Gt TS

-
g

parsing
Example 2: Similarly, Participant 25, Text 1, uses (mustaqirin ¢s_sws) in
place of (mustaqirin ¢:8ws ) to conform to its function as an ascribed

element.

Parallelism
Parsing

-”,,...)\gf(q/‘ﬁ’ Lf»\di aL@w mb.ﬁ (rw
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e Preposition
Example 1: Participant 1, T1, uses the wrong preposition choosing (fi
assathi zull %) which means (in the surface) to refer to (on or above

surface that can be expressed by ‘ala ).
N )l»a“u*‘”'*’” = )

Wrong preposition

Example 2: Participant 13, T1
Context: There is new unquestionable evidence that state governments are finally
understanding what a tragic mistake (...).

The participant uses two wrong prepositions in one sentence: (li'ana &Y
which means ‘because’) in place of (‘ala 1= which means ‘that’ in this
context). The second preposition is (fl * ) which is an undesired addition
that distorts the meaning. It is the wrong preposition that must be replaced
by (<« ba) which indicates the beginning of some process.

Noun number Preposition

Preposition [ @Yt '\ ¥/ )
e @ eyt @
‘/N{ | / ﬁA/(/C/v &/& ' }‘

e Punctuation
Participant 1, T2
In translating Under the Immigration and Customs Enforcement Program,
state and local police must check the immigration status of people.
The punctuation mark (a comma) is lacking which distorts the meaning
to become: the Immigration and Customs Enforcement Program is

executed on the local police (rather than on immigrants).
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punctuation

r’J/"’n),f—’J\bLl e, LSu\. et i = PE

oW Vep, s 2 EEM & R I r——“—o_/?ﬁué_ﬁ

Reference
Example 1: Participant 4, T1, uses the wrong reference when using

(‘irtakabatha i) in the rendition of what a tragic mistake they made,
rendering ‘they’ into ‘she’. Also rendered instead of sending them to the
juvenile justice system, using the wrong singular reference in place of the

ST plular one. So, ‘them’ is translated into ‘her’.

Additi
s Reference fren
/"ﬁ_}'//"v
o e T s Lt
~ —

FrE Jz//l 135
P

e N

/"“r/”/‘/L :
/\,p/;w QV—’PV o \ py
l/}\/l\gj‘” \)/‘*) r’JJL =t s

Reference

Example 2: Participant 18, T1

Context: governments are finally understanding what a tragic mistake they
made

The participant uses a masculine plural reference (bada’'w s ‘they
began’ and “irtakabih’s <)) 'they made’) for ‘governments’ which has a
feminine gender in Arabic. The correct rendition is <l bada’t ° and
irtakabthu 435 )),

GRS
k./qu"‘)\ _,,,,\7 2 /@u\)\ P,u.*.::)\t_)_ﬁl\ O-'_;f—-—-‘é 2DLD

\aq, l“\’)\d\ : Qﬂ \.—»u,f Lﬁ-"")\ ).DL., \):"'l (_.I—P-" %(/
//\) l_;))\z..é' ‘ l P

Spelling
Participant 4, T1
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Context: Prosecutors argued that harsh sentencing would protect the public
(...).

Example 1:The participant wrote <l ta’'man (to feel secure) in place of
(td’amin oe¢s3) which means (to make secure), thus, changing the

meaning due to a spelling error.

) AR " . - ‘
. e AL 2 10»"

. 5 gy oy ".V/u}\‘) ;
~ = "’)”""’J\J _) \ Il f\/'\/\J
£ sl BN (I~

o |
Spelling

Example 2: In similar manner Participant 5, T1 misspells the word (musa’la

delus scrutiny to musd’ila 4lws) in Secure Communities has come under

scrutiny.
P sz w‘;%\f Qv F N e & o=
\g%%%”\<::> i 3 '
v
Spelling
Verb form

Example 1: Participant 4, T2

Context: A statistician has been brought in (...)

The participant uses an incorrect form of the verb after the particle (gad
28) which means ‘already’ and conditions either the use of a present
perfect tense (qad tamma ’istid'a’ s\=xiu) 23 28 has been called up) or a
passive voice construction (‘ustudiya g-:—-ﬁﬁ was summond) but the

participant uses the noun in place of the verb.

-

]

; \ _— o~ —
Jgf%ﬂﬂfWﬁhﬂfﬂﬂW‘WW/W/\(&M

g =y
e\ Cnio) AT

Attribution
Verb form
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Example 2: Participant 6, T1

Context: (...) most young people who spend [—=</] time in jails and prisons are
charged with nonviolent offenses.

The verb is rendered incorrectly into another form; a noun (‘irsial Ju)),
which indicates that the translater misread spend to send, and thus

rendered an incorrect form.

Attribution

Verb form

Word Order

Example 1: Participant 3, T1

Context: In the last five years, the authors say (...).

The translator here has reversed the word order in the TT in an instance
of calque, instead of writing owall <l 5lll ("alsanawat alkams) he wrote

(&) 53l (el alkamssanawat).

Loth s S0 0 , &
Lo\ (N o L 4 O (NIt L S n
— \ e = . i
& = N By

\
N

Word order

Example 2: Participant 12, T2

Context: (...) which investigates complaints and assists in policy
evaluations.

The translator here reverses word order and gives the wrong meaning
when he follows the ST pattern in an instance of calque. So, he uses (&b
~ill siyasati attagiim) instead of (taqiim assiyasati duludl ays),
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= = = —

W\’;@;ﬁ:ﬂ @

Word order

e Word Choice
Example 1: Participant 4, T1
Context: (...) these young people are vulnerable to battery and rape at the
hands of adult inmates.
The word vulnerable is rendered into (L=,ei "a‘rdan), which is the wrong

choice for (iibf— ‘irdatan) which means subject to or vulnerable.

SO W0 0 )
‘_5/_9/._)/0 UWI}J M /\J—”)

SAVS NRTEI i
— - /\)‘
‘?’A’M) eee an B w*’f’(w

\Nurd choice

Example 2: 6, T2
Context: Concerns were also fueled by DHS own numbers that indicate
(..).

Here the translator uses (sl G« 2220l al*adid mina al’ihtimam) which
literally means ‘many concerns’. This does not work in Arabic because
(al'adid) can be used with countable nouns only, and (al’ihtimam) is

uncountable.

Word choice

Errors detected in each text are tabulated and displayed below to give a vivid
picture about the quantity and the pattern of those errors. Thus, Figure 4.3
below and Figure 4.4 which follows display the clustering of grammatical errors

detected in T1 according to participant and according to error respectively.
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Figure 4.3 Pattern of Errors in Text One
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In the plot above, the participants are grouped into clusters. The largest is a
cluster which includes (14 observations) and the next cluster includes (four
observations). The other observations do not show a clear pattern. The plot
below (Figure 4.4) also shows the distribution of the errors grouped according to
the density of their frequency.
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Figure 4.4 Error Clusters in Text One
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Table 4.3 Below displays the grammatical errors that were detected in T1. It is
noticeable that the participants have committed a total of 183 errors, unevenly
distributed among them with a mean of 7.32. The most frequent errors are in
the categories of spelling (32), reference (23), awkwardness (21), parsing (20)
and addition (20) respectively. To fit in the limited space, the following acronyms

are used in the oncoming tables:

Acronyms: Add=addition, Agt=Agent, Amb=Ambiguity, Att=Attribution, Awk=Awkwardness,
com=Comparison, Gen/Nnu=Gender/Noun number, Inf=Informal, Pam=parallelism, Par=
Parsing, Prp= Preposition, Pun= Punctuation, Ref= Reference, Spl= Spelling, Vfo/ Vhu=Verb
form/number, Wo=Word Order, Wch=Word choice.
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Table 4.2 Text One: Grammatical Errors

total

18

10

18

10

183

wch

Wo

11
0.44 10.24 | 7.32

Vfo/Vnu

13
0.52

Spl

32

Ref

23

Pun

Prp

13

Par

20

Pam

Inf

0.538 [ 0.12 | 0.08 [ 0.08 | 0.52 | 0.24 | 0.92 | 1.28

Awk | Com | Gen/Nnu

21

Att

Amb

0.04 ] 0.04 | 0.04 ] 0.84 | 0.12

Add | Agt

20
0.8

Participant

01

02
03

04
05

06
07

08
09

10
11
12
13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
23
24
25
Total

Mean
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Figure 4.5 below visually displays the errors committed by each participant in

T1 where most participants are bunched around the group mean.

Figure 4.5: Text One: Grammatical Errors

Errors

20

18

16

14

12

10

Errors

MW Errors|9|/9|6(18/9(8|9|10/5|18/6|9|6|6|4(10/5|4|4|5|5|/4|7|2|5

In T2 the number of grammatical errors committed by the participants (150)
Is less than that of T1 (183), making the average of (6) errors per participant.
The pattern of the changes seems very similar as supported by the strong
positive relationship reflected by the highly significant correlation between the
two texts (0.617). Similar to the aspects of omission and mistranslation, the high
correlation between the two texts regarding this aspect suggests once more the
consistency of the phenomenon of grammatical errors.

Table 4.3 below shows the detailed results of the detected errors in T2.
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Table 4.3 Text Two: Grammatical Errors
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Figure 4.6 displays the place of each participant in relation to the group.

Figure 4.6 Text Two: Grammatical Errors
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However, the distribution of errors in T2 reflects a partly different picture
where the participants do not bunch together around the mean but they
scatter someway more randomly.The dendogram below (Figure 4.7)
displays the patterns of participants’ distribution in relation to the number

of errors.

Figure 4.7 Pattern of Error Distribution in Text Two
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Figure 4.8 below shows the pattern of the error-kind distribution.

Figure 4.8 Distribution of Error Frequency in Text Two
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The strikingly strong positive relationship in the type and pattern of errors
between the two texts makes it possible to pool them together in one table and
treat them as one whole. The number of errors totals to 333. The highest
numbers of errors (31 and 30) were made by participants 4 and 10 respectively,
whereas the lowest (3) which was made by participant 24 followed by (7) errors
made by participants 14 and 17. The remainder of the participants bunch in the
area between 8 and 20 around a mean of 13.32. The detailed results are
displayed in Table 4.4 below and the position of each participant is displayed in
Figure 4.9.
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Table 4.4 Grammatical Errors on Both Texts

total

16
17
11
31

12
20
19
15

30

20

14

15

10

10
13

10
333

wch

18

Wo

14

0.56 | 0.72 | 13.32

Vfo/ Vnu

19
0.76

Spl

50

Ref

35

1.4

Prp | Pun

28

32

Pam | Par

Inf

0.12 ] 0.16 | 1.28 [ 1.12 | 0.32

21
0.84

Awk | Com | Gen/Nnu

35

14| 0.12

Amb | Att

0.12 0.2

Add | Agt

11

53

2.12 ] 0.08

Participant

01

02
03

04
05

06
07

08
09

10
11
12
13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
23
24
25
Total

mean
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Figure 4.9 Grammatical Errors: Both Texts Combined
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The following dendograms display the pattern of error distribution in terms
of participant and the kind of error respectively.

Figure 4.10 Distribution of Participant Errors on both Texts
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Figure 4.11 Pattern of Error Frequency of both Texts

= _]
Sl

Add —

Spl —

[ ]
—

10

Height
Ak

Ref

oo —
o 2
0o 0o
'q_
[
=3
c
L Z"E

Amb
Pam

E-‘—lj
0 £

4.4.4 Lexical Transfers
This is the fourth procedure Campbell employs in the assessment of textual

competence which depends on the examination of the way lexical choices
made by the participants reflect textual competence. The procedure has been
discussed in detail in the Methodology (Chapter Three). It consists of two
dimensions with four strategies each. They depict the types of transfers as

follows:

(i) Preserve sense:

P1. Choose appropriately from paradigm on general stylistic judgments.

P2. Give connotation that reflects textual concerns.

P3. Make non-textually motivated choice.

P4. Choose inappropriately from paradigm on general stylistic judgments.
(ii) Shift sense:

S1. Choose new sense that reflects textual motivation

S2. Reduce metaphor to sense appropriately

S3. Transfer metaphor appropriately

S4. Choose inappropriate sense.
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The following examples chosen from the two texts (two examples each)
illustrate how the process of transfer is investigated in the choice-network
analysis. It would be noted that mistranslations are not taken into account in this
component because they were treated in a separate section. In addition,
transfers that are diagnosed to belong to the first three strategies from each
dimension (P1, P2, P3, S1, S2, & S3) are treated as successful transfers
because all of them convey a correct meaning of some sort, despite the
strategy in which they achieve that. Thus, only transfers which belong to P4 and

S4 are discarded because they are not successful.

Example 1 (T1)

6. Source Item: Convicted

Frequency | Renditions | Transliteration Transfer Strategy
11 e ‘itiham S2

6 Al 'idana P1

2 O IS T e —— -

1 g L) ‘imtina’ mistranslation

1 duzad alle J345 | tusajal ‘alayhi gadiya | S4

1 a8 ‘igtiraf mistranslation

1 QS ‘irtikab mistranslation

1 &l 4o | yaqa'ln fT alfak mistranslation

1 RE hukm S4

Example 2 (T1)

24. Source Item: Ungquestionable

Frequency | Renditions Transliteration Transfer Strategy
6 ek gata' S1

4 (03l gl JJ6 e | gayru gabilin lalnigas (laljadal) | P1

4 Omissions | === | e

3 ==l wadih S2

3 (L&l J&y Y) 48 A3 Y | 13 Saka fayh(la yagbl a$ak) S3

1 Y bl yuflru attasa’lat mistranslation
1 z ke Jlsi su’al matrdh mistranslation
1 S hatmi P2

1 oS (S Y Ia yumkinu ‘inkaruh S4

1 sl damig S1

Example 3 (Text Two)

7. Source item: Deportation
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Frequency | Renditions | Transliteration Transfer Strategy
14 dea 5l attarhil PS1

5 Omissions | --—--—-- | -=--m-

1 55aglls @by | al’idanat walhijra | mistranslation

1 3y al’ikla’ S4

1 Al dsdey) | al'i‘adaila albald | P2

1 33l almugadra mistranslation

1 ] annaft S4

1 Al iisy) al’istib‘ad S3

Example 4 (Text Two)

10. Source Item: Fuelled

Frequency | Renditions | Transliteration | Transfer Strategy
11 (AD) ziyada P1

4 5] ‘itara S3

4 Omissions | ------- | --—---

1 Jld) 'is‘al S3

1 OE s ta‘bir ‘an mistranslation

1 daclins muda‘afa P2

1 A tawjih mistranslation

1 Oap fard mistranslation

1 el Tajij S1

The results of the analysis show that the highest percentage of the correctly
translated items (68%) preserved sense when transferred, and (65%) of them
fall in the P1 strategy exclusively. As for the items where sense is shifted,
strategy S1 scored the highest number. Table 6.5 below displays results of T1.:

Table 4.5 Lexical Transfers of Text One

Participant | transfers Preserved sense Shifted Sense
P1 P2 | P3 P4 S1 S2 S3 S4
1 18 14 0 0 0 2 1 1 0
2 19 11 0 0 0 3 2 2 1
3 19 14 0 0 0 3 0 2 0
4 15 10 0 0 0 0 1 3 1
5 19 13 0 0 0 4 1 1 0
6 11 5 1 0 0 1 1 2 1
7 9 6 0 0 0 0 0 3 0
8 4 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1
9 19 14 1 0 0 2 1 0 1
10 17 11 1 0 0 3 0 2 0
11 17 11 1 0 0 2 2 0 1
12 14 11 0 0 0 1 1 1 0
13 16 11 0 0 0 4 0 0 1
14 18 10 1 0 0 2 1 3 1
15 16 10 1 0 0 1 2 1 1

121



16 20 10 1 0 0 5 1 3 0
17 10 9 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
18 8 5 0 0 0 1 1 1 0
19 14 8 1 0 1 1 0 1 2
20 11 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
21 17 11 1 0 0 1 2 2 0
22 15 12 0 0 0 0 2 0 1
23 18 8 1 0 0 5 0 3 1
24 16 9 1 0 0 2 1 1 2
25 13 9 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
Total 373 242 11 0 1 46 20 34 19
% - 65% 3% | 0% 0% 12% | 5% 9% 5%
Mean 14.88 9.68 0441 O 004 | 1.84 | 08 | 1.36 | 0.76

In T2 the pattern of transfers does not differ from that of T1 where the

majority of the transfers (80%) preserved sense, whereas the other 20% shifted

the sense. Similarly, most of the sense preserving transfers (68%) is of the P1

type. The similarity is reflected in a high correlation positive value of (0.812**).

However, differences are noticed in the sense shifting strategy where transfers

tend to assemble in the S3 and S4 types.

Table 4.6 below displays the lexical transfers in T2.

Table 4.6 Lexical Transfers: Text Two

Participant | transfers Preserved sense Shifted Sense

P1 P2 |P3 | P4 |S1([S2 |S3 |S4

1 18 12 0 3 0 0 1 1 1
2 20 14 0 1 0 2 0 2 1
3 14 11 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
4 15 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
5 18 10 0 2 0 2 1 3 0
6 8 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
7 12 7 1 2 0 0 0 1 1
8 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9 14 9 1 0 0 1 0 0 3
10 17 9 1 3 0 1 0 0 3
11 16 12 1 1 0 1 0 0 1
12 15 10 1 2 0 0 0 0 2
13 21 13 2 1 0 1 0 3 1
14 14 9 0 2 0 1 0 2 0
15 12 9 0 1 0 0 0 1 1
16 17 11 0 1 0 0 0 1 4
17 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19 10 5 1 1 0 0 0 2 1
20 8 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 3
21 18 12 1 2 0 0 0 2 1
22 18 14 0 2 0 0 0 0 2
23 16 11 0 2 0 0 0 2 1
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24 18 12 0 1 0 1 0 2 2

25 16 13 0 2 0 0 0 1 0
Total 343 233 9 31 0 | 10 2 24 34

% - 68% [ 3% | 9% | 0% | 3% | 1% | 7% | 10%
Mean 13.72 9321036124 0 [0.4]0.080.96 | 1.36

The results of the two texts are merged together in Table 4.7 below giving a
picture that does not much differ from that of the single texts. More than half the
50 selected items were transferred with an average of 28.64 transfers per

participant. The majority of the transfers (73%) belong to the preserve sense

type.

Table 4.7 Lexical Transfers: Both Texts

Par | transfers Preserved sense Shifted Sense
P1 P2 | P3 P4 S1 S2 S3 S4
1 36 26 0 3 0 2 2 2 1
2 39 25 0 1 0 5 2 4 2
3 33 25 0 1 0 3 0 2 2
4 30 22 0 0 0 0 1 3 4
5 37 23 0 2 0 6 2 4 0
6 19 11 1 0 0 1 1 3 2
7 21 13 1 2 0 0 0 4 1
8 6 3 0 0 0 1 0 1 1
9 33 23 2 0 0 3 1 0 4
10 34 20 2 3 0 4 0 2 3
11 33 23 2 1 0 3 2 0 2
12 29 21 1 2 0 1 1 1 2
13 37 24 2 1 0 5 0 3 2
14 32 19 1 2 0 3 1 5 1
15 28 19 1 1 0 1 2 2 2
16 37 21 1 1 0 5 1 4 4
17 13 12 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
18 11 8 0 0 0 1 1 1 0
19 24 13 2 1 1 1 0 3 3
20 19 13 0 1 0 0 0 0 5
21 35 23 2 2 0 1 2 4 1
22 33 26 0 2 0 0 2 0 3
23 34 19 1 2 0 5 0 5 2
24 34 21 1 1 0 3 1 3 4
25 29 22 0 2 0 2 0 1 2
Total 716 475 | 20 | 31 1 56 22 58 53
% - 66% | 3% | 4% | 0% | 8% | 3% | 8% | 7%
Mean 28.64 19 |08 |1.24]|0.04|224|0.88|232] 212

Transfers are judged to be either successful or faulty depending on the
correctness of the meaning they convey despite the strategy used in the

process. Anyway, only transfers of strategies P4 and S4 are treated as faulty
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transfers because they do not convey correct meanings. Table 4.8 below

displays the pattern of the transfers of both texts.

Table 4.8 Lexical Transfers of both Texts

Par Lexical Transfers
Text One Text Two Both Texts

successful | faulty | sum successful | faulty | sum Successful | faulty | Sum
1 18 0 18 17 1 18 35 1 36
2 18 1 19 19 1 20 37 2 39
3 19 0 19 12 2 14 31 2 33
4 14 1 15 12 3 15 26 4 30
5 19 0 19 18 0 18 37 0 37
6 10 1 11 7 1 8 17 2 19
I 9 0 9 11 1 12 20 1 21
8 3 1 4 2 0 2 5 1 6
9 18 1 19 11 3 14 29 4 33
10 17 0 17 14 3 17 31 3 34
11 16 1 17 15 1 16 31 2 33
12 14 0 14 13 2 15 27 2 29
13 15 1 16 20 1 21 35 2 37
14 17 1 18 14 0 14 31 1 32
15 15 1 16 11 1 12 26 2 28
16 20 0 20 13 4 17 33 4 37
17 10 0 10 3 0 3 13 0 13
18 8 0 8 3 0 3 11 0 11
19 11 3 14 9 1 10 20 4 24
20 9 2 11 5 3 8 14 5 19
21 17 0 17 17 1 18 34 1 35
22 14 1 15 16 2 18 30 3 33
23 17 1 18 15 1 16 32 2 34
24 14 2 16 16 2 18 30 4 34
25 11 2 13 16 0 16 27 2 29
sum 353 20 373 309 34 343 662 54 716
% 95% 5% | 100% 90% 10% | 100% 92% 8% | 100%
Mean 14.12 0.8 | 14.88 12.36 1.36 | 13.72 26.48 2.16 | 28.64

The table above clearly shows that the lexical transfer strategies are mostly
used successfully by an overwhelming majority of the participants. The
correlations in table 4.9 below lead to an astounding finding that the four
components of textual competence which Campbell suggested are not strongly
positively related to each other as shown by the correlations among them.
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Table 4.9 Components Correlations across Texts

Aspect Text one | Text two | Both Texts
Omissions vs. Mistranslations 0.182 0.488 0.457
Omissions vs. Grammar Errors -0.406 0.006 -0.196
Mistranslations vs. Grammar Errors | 0.251 0.315 0.331
Transfers vs. Omissions -0.704 -0.915 -0.874
Transfers vs. Mistranslations -0.823 -0.793 -0.829
Transfers vs. Grammar errors 0.065 -0.146 -0.046

It is evident from Table 4.9 above that the correlations among the various
aspects do not show any strong positive relationship. There is only a moderate
correlation between omissions and mistranslations in T2 only which means that
when omissions increase mistranslations also increase in this text. On the other
hand very strong negative correlations were found between transfers and
omissions and between transfers and mistranslations. This indicates a logical
relationship in that translators with successful transfers (a positive attribute)
have less omissions and mistranslations (positive attributes too). Most of the
other negative correlations are weak, very weak, or negligible except a
moderate one between omissions and grammar errors in T1. This can only
suggest that the constituents of textual competence are skills and abilities which

generally develop rather independently in both degree and direction.

4.5 Textual Competence: An Evaluative Scale

In an attempt to assess textual competence of each individual reasonably
objectively, a scale is designed by this study to weigh the four constituents
separately and assign a score for each. The resultant scores are summed to
produce a final score for each participant. The assessment of each constituent
is different from the others depending on the range of values to be entered for
that constituent on a scale. The scale consists of five award intervals, including
values from zero to four. In the omissions category, the highest number of
omissions scored was 22 and the lowest was 1. The lowest score is subtracted
from the highest to get the distribution range of 21. When (21) is apportioned on
five intervals the nearest number is four. So, the participants’ omissions are to

assessed on a scale of five intervals, four values each. Since low omissions
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represent a positive aspect, translators are awarded the most for the least

omissions they have done as follows:

From To Award
1 4 4
5 8 3
9 12 2
13 16 1
17 above 0

So participants with omissions ranging between 1 to 4 are awarded the highest
score of 4, those with 5 to 8 are awarded less (3 only) and so on; with the
increase in the number of omissions there is decrease in the awarded score.
Similarly, in the category of mistranslations the scale is built in the same
way, with five intervals- four values each. But this time, though it works on a
distribution range of 21 too, it operates between 7 (the lowest number of

mistranslations) and 28 (the highest). The same awarding system is followed:

From To Award
7 10 4
11 14 3
15 18 2
19 23 1
24 above 0

The category of grammar errors starts from 3 as the lowest score and ends
with 31 as the highest score, operating on intervals of six digits each because

the distribution range is larger.

From To Award
3 8 4
9 14 3
15 20 2
21 26 1
27 above 0

The scale for lexical transfers works in the opposite direction in that higher
successful transfers are awarded higher scores, and the award decreases with
the decease of successful transfers. The scale starts at 37 and closes at 5, with

intervals of 7 digits each.
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From To Award

37 31 4
30 24 3
23 17 2
16 10 1

9 5 0

The results of employing this scale on the data of the four categories are

displayed in the table 4.10 below:

Table 4.10 Textual Competence Scale

Par. Omission | Award | Mistranslation | Award | Grammar Errors | Award | Transfer | Award | Sum

1 6 3 8 4 16 35 4 13
2 4 4 7 4 17 37 4 14
3 4 4 13 3 11 31 3 13
4 3 4 17 2 31 26 3 9
5 1 4 12 3 12 37 4 14
6 11 2 20 1 20 17 1 7
7 11 2 18 2 19 20 2 8
8 16 1 28 0 15 5 0 3
9 5 3 12 3 9 29 3 12
10 1 4 15 2 30 31 3 10
11 1 4 16 2 9 31 3 13
12 7 3 14 3 20 27 3 11
13 4 4 8 4 8 35 4 16
14 10 2 8 4 7 31 3 13
15 9 2 13 3 9 26 3 11
16 4 4 9 4 14 33 4 15
17 22 0 15 2 7 13 1 8
18 19 0 20 1 15 11 0 4
19 15 1 11 3 9 20 2 10
20 12 2 19 1 10 14 1 8
21 4 4 9 4 9 34 4 15
22 5 3 12 3 10 30 3 12
23 4 4 12 3 13 32 3 13
24 7 3 9 4 3 30 3 14
25 4 4 16 2 10 27 3 13
Mean 7.56 2.84 13.64 2.68 13.32 2.64 | 26.48 | 2.68 | 10.84

Note:

-Red-colour numbers refer to scores above average in their columns.

According to the scale, 14 participants have an above average level of
textual competence, whereas the remainder 11 have a lower level. One
participant (no.13) only in the whole group has got the highest possible score of
16, as contrasted to participant (no.8) who scored the lowest 3. The participants
are well distributed along the whole range of scores which entails the high

discrimination ability of the scale as illustrated by the Figure 4.12 below:
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Figure 4.12 Distribution of Participant Textual Competence Scores
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4.6 Conclusion

In this chapter, it has been revealed that there are some features which
characterize the textual competence of a translator and make it possible to
portray it by relying on the results of their analysis. Among these are the lexical
omissions from the ST, lexical mistranslations, grammatical errors and lexical
choices, which all collaborate to draw a picture of textual competence. Lack of
control on these features will result in the production of informal texts that are
deficient. These features are studied because they decide the match between
the ST and the TT and reflect how faithfully and accurately the translation
conveys the ST. This leads to important judgments about the TC of different
translators.

Purposely, omissions and the lexical choices dissimilarity among the
translators are looked at here from the angle of textual competence to reflect
the range of ability a translator has in producing a TT with the minimum loss of
meaning and information resulting from omitting lexical items from the ST or

mistranslating them. In addition, the way lexical items are transferred to the TL
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reflects the textual concern and the efficacy of the translator in producing a well-
built text.

The endeavour to build an assessment scale for textual competence has
revealed significant variations among the group. The core indication it provides
is about the independence of each category; in that, even though the four
categories employed in the assessment are not dependent on each other and
not strongly related, they assume a stable pattern across the two texts.
Although it is not valid to generalize from the results of this confined study and
from the investigation of two texts only, an indication is possible to infer. Hence,
the stable pattern can be inferred as a state where those constituents may be
basic in the build-up of textual competence, but at the same time they are
separate and develop at different times and rates. This instigates translator
training to look at them as distinctive skills whose level and efficacy vary from
one translator to another even among a homogeneous group like the one
participated in this study. This suggests the necessity of diagnosing them and
designing suitable training for specific translators or groups.

The profiling of the different participants’ textual competence can be
subjected to Campbell’s classification of textual competence into substandard,
pretextual and textual by considering participants who fall below average as
substandard, those who cluster around the average to be pretextual and those
who booked the upper level as textual. However, these judgments do not give
final generalizations as they will be further discussed when correlated with the
monitoring and disposition profiles and with the expert assessments in the final
chapter to profile TC as a whole.
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Chapter Five: The Study of Disposition

5.1 Overview

In this chapter, the aspect of disposition in translation is studied as a
component of TC. Although the term ‘disposition’ is used by Campbell (1998,
p.162) to refer to the translator's overall approach to the task of translating the
text, it is not vividly and precisely defined. The term is only practically and
empirically adopted in the current study to discriminate, on the one hand,
between translators who hold persistent in the face of translation difficulties and
problems from translators who generally capitulate and give up easily when
facing those difficulties. On the other hand, it discriminates between translators
who are prudent and calculating from those who generally take risks in
rendering certain aspects of a text. Frequently, translation difficulties puzzle the
translator, and the way in facing them largely depends on his approach. He may
choose to transfer them to the TL or reduce their rendering to sense only.
Campbell (ibid.) postulates that such an attitude by the translator when tackling
the text or some of its aspects (persistent or capitulating; risk-taking or prudent)
could be interpreted as an attribute of personality or an individual characteristic
that is not reflective of TL competence, but it has its impact on his translation
performance which is strongly related to his TL competence.

However, the way in which the term ‘disposition’ is used is undoubtedly
ambiguous and inconsistent in relation to character traits, attitudes, habits,
skills, knowledge, abilities, motives, desires and trends of behavior. Before
proceeding to apply Campbell's definition in the current study, it is important to
outline how disposition is defined in general and in the fields of psychology and
education in particular. It is necessary to do so because disposition is taken by

Campbell as an attitude, a personality attribute and a character trait.
5.2 Definition

In the Collins English Dictionary (2014, Online) ‘disposition’ is given different

definitions, some of which do not concern this study because they relate to
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other irrelevant fields of knowledge. However, the following two definitions are
related to the meaning of the term as it is adopted in this study.

e “aperson's usual temperament or frame of mind”.

e “anatural or acquired tendency, inclination, or habit in a person or

thing”.

The Comprehensive Dictionary of Psychological and Psychoanalytical

Terms (English and English, 1958), defines disposition as:

a general term for any (hypothesized) organized and enduring part of the
total psychological or psychophysiological organization in virtue of which a
person is likely to respond to certain statable conditions with a certain kind
of behaviour.

In fact, dispositions are looked at from different points of view, especially in
education and training. For example, Burant, et al. (2007) have surveyed the
different kinds of dispositions while investigating the role they play in teacher
education and looked at them from three angles as:

e beliefs and attitudes.

e personality traits.

e observable behaviors.

Similarly, Buss and Craik (1983, p.105) propose a formal definition of the
different dispositions as "summaries of act frequencies that represent trends or
frequencies of acts”. Katz and Raths (1985, p.303) suggest that the terms ‘trait’
and ‘disposition’ differ in two ways. First, a disposition entails a trend in actions
rather than an emotional state of a person. Thus, a person can possess many
aspects that describe his character and the way he manages his emotions. He
can be honest, ambitious, and courageous or has any other positive or negative
aspects. However, these do not describe his disposition, but describe only
aspects of the buildup of his character and his emotional control. Second,
disposition can be taken to indicate actions and depict their frequency. So,
dispositions can describe tendencies of people and how they are prepared to
function in a specific way. Thus, the authors exemplify that by referring to the
tendency to be an “explorer, problem solver, bully, whiner, and so forth, which

may however, be accompanied by emotional states” (ibid, p.303). To explain,

131



the way in which character traits and dispositions vary is the degree of their
intensity is that the intensity of emotional traits differs from that of conscious
tendencies (dispositions) in that traits are unconscious and spontaneous and do
not always yield themselves easily to the person’s management. Unlike traits,
dispositions can be subjected to conscious control and reasoning (ibid.).

In his discussion of ‘cultivating the disposition to higher order thinking’
Resnick (1987, p.4,) postulates that:

the term disposition should not be taken to imply a biological or inherited
trait. As used here, it is more akin to a habit of thought, one that can be
learned and, therefore, taught.

However, Katz and Raths (1985, p.303) have a somehow different view
when they suggest that dispositions are patterns of actions which need some
attention to what is going on in the context of the action. Thus, they believe that
when these acts are experienced and practiced they may look ‘spontaneous,
habitual, or even unconscious’. Thus, they use the term *habit’ to refer to actions
that are not intentional or resulting from ‘thought, reflection, and analysis’.
Disposition, on the other hand, is a term that refers to trends in intentional
actions that the doer performs in certain contexts and at specific times. The

authors make a contrast between habits and dispositions by proposing that:

Inasmuch as intentionality is a mental process, we see dispositions as
"habits of mind"—not as mindless habits. They are classes of intentional
actions in categories of situations, and they can be thought of as "habits of
mind" that give rise to the employment of skills and are manifested (ideally)
by skillful behavior (ibid.).

So, the construct disposition is viewed from a psychological standpoint as
“act frequencies constituting trends in behavior” (Buss and Craik, 1983, p.107).
However, the relationship between disposition and the concepts of knowledge,
skills, or proficiency is rather complicated and obscure. Educators noticed that a
person may have the knowledge or skills for doing something but does not have
the drive or the desire to do it. Using skills and knowledge can be a very
sophisticated matter and is not a matter of associating a skill to a disposition to
display that skill because:
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[e]lements of knowledge are usually associated with mental processes
such as inference, recall, memory, classification, and construction, though
there is a sense in which we describe people as analytical to mean that
they have the disposition to process information analytically rather than
holistically or impulsively (ibid.).

Similarly Da Ros-Voseles and Moss (2007); and Swanson and Da Ros-
Voseles (2009) adopt Katz’'s (1993) disposition as an intentional and purposeful
attribute; a “tendency to exhibit frequently, consciously, and voluntarily a pattern
of behaviour that is directed to a broad goal” (Katz, 1993, p.1). However, Da
Ros-Voseles and Moss (ibid.) disagree with him about the different degrees of
dispositions he assumes when he defines dispositions as "relatively enduring
habits of mind or characteristic ways of responding to experience across types
of situations" (P.2). In this definition Katz tries to separate dispositions from the
“mindless and unpremeditated habitual behavior” (ibid.). He gives examples of
habits that we develop to become very well-established, deeply rooted and
frequent in our behavior to the degree that they look unintentional and
automatically performed such as ‘obeying traffic lights and fastening seat belts’.
Such habits, according to Katz, belong to more general dispositions as
obedience or law abiding (ibid, p.16).

Another important issue related to the current study concerns whether it is

possible to assess dispositions or not. Ennis (1994, p.180) has remarked that:

The basic problem in disposition assessment, (...) is that we are testing for
traits that are unobservable, and that we want students to evidence them
without their realizing that we want them to exhibit the trait. For, if they do
realize it, they can often fake it, assuming that they have the ability and the
sensitivity.

However, Ennis could not suggest a solid solution to such a problem due to
the difficulty of exclusively attributing performance to either ability or disposition.
In addition, there is no guaranteed way to ensure that all aspects of disposition
can be evaluated as confirmed by McKenna (2009, p.33) that “dispositional
assessments cannot wholly characterize any individual's entire disposition”.

In their debate over the role of disposition Borko, et al. (2007, p.361)
emphasize two important aspects. First, disposition is not well defined and
consequently cannot be applied as a dependable standard in the assessment of

teacher accreditation. Second, the lack of a procedural definition of the
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construct results in the improbability of measuring it reliably and validly, let
alone practically. They quote Raths (1999) who questions the possibility of
measuring dispositions when he reflects on his own research on the topic as

follows:

| have been unable to scale dispositions reliably—and my research
program is essentially a failure. | have searched the literature and appealed
to measurement specialists on a national scale for help, but there is little
out there. So much of what is written in these standards calls on our
colleagues to measure dispositions and their strengths. Can it be done?

Although it is theoretically assumed that dispositions are learnable and,
consequently, can be assessed, it is difficult to assess human dispositions
because they are matchless and mostly reflective of personal attributes. They
involve beliefs, thoughts and tendencies that afford the source of a person’s
actions. They are not openly recognizable and not clearly associated with
specific patterns of actions in a matching manner. As a result, they cannot be
easily assessed by using the standard instruments of measurement of the
social sciences such as checklists, inventories, and self-report. They are
perceptual qualities whose assessment requires indirect research approaches
that are not commonly and typically adopted in the social sciences. However,
the problems faced in the assessment of dispositions do not abandon the need
or the facility for undertaking that assessment.

Generally, Da Ros-Voseles and Fowler-Haughey (2007, p.2) classify
dispositions into three main types, one of which (though not exclusively) is
closely relevant to the present study. However, it must be noted that they were
investigating dispositions of children. These dispositions are:

1. Inborn dispositions which are readily born with the child and can be
noticed by both parents and teachers such as ‘innate curiosity’ and ‘the
ability to bond’.

2. Social dispositions which are socially valued positively such as “the
tendency to be accepting, friendly, empathetic, generous, or cooperative”

(Katz and Mc-Clellan, 1997 p.7), or negatively such as ‘bossiness’.
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3. Intellectual dispositions which are related to intellectual and cognitive
attitudes such as predicting, solving problems, inferring cause-and-effect
relationships, investigating, curiosity, collecting and recording precise
data, cooperation, communication, seeking answers, asking new

questions, and persistence.

The third type of disposition is the one that concerns this research and the one
Campbell actually adopted, especially for including matters like predicting,
solving problems, inferring relationships, investigating and persistence. These

are all needed by a translator to do his/her work properly.

5.3 Disposition in TS

The recognition of the aspect of ‘disposition’ in TS dates back to the mid
1980’s when translating was first investigated as a cognitive process. Since its
inception in the mid-1980s with the studies of Gerloff (1986), Krings (1986) and
Lorscher (1986), translation process research has undergone substantial
progress. Those early studies were primarily interested in what goes on in the
translator's mind and his attitude to the translation task and they obtained their
data by using TAP’s. During the nearly three decades which followed, interest in
the cognitive and psychological activities in the translator's mind during the
process of translating has become one of the focal areas in process research in
particular and in TS research in general. Those early studies which relied on
TAP’s followed a cognitive psychology framework provided by Ericson and
Simon (1984/1993) deal with translation as a cognitive task. Other new methods
to elicit data have also been adopted, including key-logging (e.g. Jakobson
1999, 2003), eye-tracking (e.g. Jensen: 2008) and screen recordings (e.g.
Ehrensberger-Dow and Perrin, 2009). As such, the cognitive and mental
processes which accompany the translation process along with the
psychological state of the translator and his attitude have become integral
components of the research in this area. This emphasis comes from the
conviction that these issues play an important role in formulating translation
output.

The aim of process translation research is to “understand the nature of the

cognitive processes involved in translating, with a focus on the individual
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translator” (Englund Dimitrova, 2010, p.406). This aim is also emphasized by
Malmkjaer in her argument about the importance of focusing on process

research if it is to foresee TS as an autonomous discipline. She confirms that:

we cannot complete it without devoting a considerable amount of study to the
central subject matter of Translation Studies, namely the processes of translation
and the outcomes of those processes (2000, p.169).

As focus has been shifted from the product to the process, a number of studies
and models have been suggested in this direction. Many of them were surveyed
in Chapter Two of this study. However, Alvstad, et al (2011, p.2) were not
content with the situation to mention that “only a modest number of
experimental studies have been published on process-oriented research in
translation and interpreting”. They refer to a number of volumes that were
published in this respect which include most of the studies of Tirkkonen-Condit
and Jaaskelainen (2000), Tapping and Mapping the Processes of Translation
and Interpreting; Alves (2003) Triangulating Translation; Englund Dimitrova
(2005) Expertise and Explicitation in the Translation Process; Shreve and
Angelone (2010), Translation and Cognition; and Gopferich, et al. (2010),
Methodology, Technology and Innovation in Translation Process Research.

In addition to the studies in the volumes mentioned above, there are other
examples of studies which tackled disposition in one way or another. For
example, Martinez Melis and Hurtado Albir (2001, p.280) include attitudes as a
component in the psychophysiological competence which comprises a number
of other abilities or subcompetences to form the TC. In their attempt to establish

some techniques for evaluating TC They addressed the ability to apply:

psychomotor, cognitive and attitudinal resources: psychomotor
competences and skills in reading and writing, cognitive faculties (memory,
attention, creativity, logical thought, etc.) as well as psychological attitudes
(intellectual curiosity, perseverance, rigour, critical acumen, awareness of
and confidence in one’s own ability, etc.).

So, disposition is included here within the psychological attitudes, especially
when it refers to ‘perseverance and awareness of and confidence in one’s own

ability’, and this is the same sense in which it was used by Campbell.
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Similarly, Heeb (2012, pp.177-86) looked at disposition from the point of view
of problem-solving without naming it. It is an attempt to arrive at an
understanding of the cognitive processes which take place during the process
of problem-solving in translation. Her assumption is based on the idea that
problem-solving is related to TC and consequently hypothesized that it is
possible to detect differences between professional translators and master’s
students in their confrontation with translation problems. This assumption
resonates with Campbell’'s when he suggests that translators differ in their
attitude towards the translation problems they face according to their TC. Her
results which were based on the data she collected from retrospective
verbalisations, eye-tracking and screen recordings proved that the two
translator groups differed in their attitude and treatment of the problems despite
their equal awareness of them.

In an interesting work on what makes a translator, Gouadec (2007, pp.156-
7) cherishes the aspects of disposition in the answer to the question ‘Have | got
what it takes to be a translator?’ The author presents a true/false checklist or a
simple test to those considering taking translation as a job with favourable
qualities of a potential translator. In addition to always wanting to do translation,
the translator's persistence and attitude are emphasized and are deemed

commendable in a number of the test items:

(...) 3. I never give up: | keep trying until | find the answer (...) 5. | can cope
with stress and working under pressure (...) 11. I'm good at improvising
and I'm not adverse to risk (...) 18. | want to do a job that is constantly
challenging (p. 157).

Sebekova (2010) stresses that the ‘attitudinal and psychological elements’
need to be emphasized in the study of translation models. She thinks that
“respective sub-competences and the extent to which they manifest are to a
certain extent influenced by the psychological make-up of translators or

trainees” (p.40).

5.4 The Current Study of Disposition
5.4.1 Background: As a replication of a process research model by Stuart

Campbell (1998) which has elicited its data in a somewhat different way from
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the studies that have been mentioned earlier, it is necessary to remind that
Campbell has investigated the process of translation through the study of the
product. He first introduced his model in 1991 and developed it later in 1998,
and he is the only author, to the best of my knowledge, to use the term
‘disposition’ in an operative manner in TS. The concept may have also been
used by other authors (Katz and Raths 1985, p.303, Martinez Melis and
Hurtado Albir 2001, p.280; Sebekova, 2010, p.40) under other names such as
attitude, persistence, perseverance ...etc. but it was not used so vividly and
exclusively in the way Campbell used. His data was derived from examination
papers from which he sought to discover the reliability and validity of the tests
used for assessing TC. In the early version of his research (1991), he examined
40 translations of an Arabic sentence that was included in a ST used for public
examinations of translation from Arabic to English. He ordered the lexical items
of the sentence according to their level of difficulty to see the extent to which
translators disagree on the rendition of each item (Campbell, 1991, pp.330). In
a predominantly error-based analysis of the TT renditions, he categorized these
lexical items into six kinds of what he calls ‘product phenomena’ which he later
re-categorized according to the possible processes that might have led to their
emergence. The analysis of the results led Campbell to the first version of his
TC model (ibid. p.339) which includes two components only:

1.Disposition: The attitudes and psychological qualities that the translator
brings to the task which move along two axes: risk-taking vs. prudence
and persistence vs. capitulation.

2.Proficiency: This component deals with bilingual skills, and has a
developmental dimension. It comprises the three aspects of lexical

coding of meaning, global TL competence and lexical transfer.

The more recent version of the model, which Campbell published in 1998,
differs from the earlier one in the use of wider data and the inclusion of the
additional component of ‘monitoring’. This component is not directly based on
linguistic knowledge but more related to the translator himself and concerns his
ability to monitor his translation output through self-assessment and real-time

revision. However, the concern of this chapter is the study of disposition which
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is investigated with reference to Campbell’s study of the use of word choice and
lexical transfers. So, when examining lexis, Campbell bypasses control of the
TL and probes into the hidden psychological motivations and dispositions
behind lexical choices in translation. Through the examination of data he arrives
at some appealing results when he finds out that some translators tend to omit
more words from the ST as compared to others who try to translate each part of
the ST. He describes these attitudes towards omissions as a matter of
persistence as opposed to capitulation. Another exciting result is the striking
similarity of some renditions which forms a norm as opposed to the unusual
renditions that deviate from the norm. This variation has been accounted for
with two disparate attitudes: risk-taking and prudence (Campbell, 1998, p.105).
According to Campbell the two axes of persistence vs. capitulation on the one
hand, and risk-taking vs. prudence on the other, are responsible for the
disposition profile of any translator. This procedure is adopted in the profiling of
the translators’ disposition in the present study in this chapter. It is worth noting
that the data for the current disposition study were taken from the same corpus
used to analyze grammatical features. The important contribution of the study is
that it seeks to ascertain what happens during the actual process of translation
and characterize the different strategies applied by translators through
examples. Definitely, through working with empirical data, Campbell offers a
coherent model that describes the translator’s linguistic skills on the basis of
well-defined linguistic and attitudinal parameters.

Given the difficulties and imprecisions regarding determining how to assess
disposition or what it exactly means (Ennis, 1994, p.180; McKenna 2009, p.33;
and Borko, et al. 2007, p.361), Campbell's choice of this approach to assess
disposition is reasonably operative. It is not one of the standard and traditional
direct approaches used by educators or by social sciences in the assessment of
disposition through testing, for example, and were then criticized for being
inappropriate. It is suitable for the situation because it is an indirect research
approach that befits assessing the perceptual qualities to which disposition
belongs. He attributes capitulation, which shades into the TL competence, to
either of two reasons: it may relate to a deficient disposition or to a defective TL

competence. Whereas he anticipates that capitulation in translating into L1 can
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be attributed to the translator’'s disposition (overall approach) or his poor SL
comprehension (Campbell, 1998, p.161).

As this study investigates disposition in translating into L1, it sets to examine
the performance of the participants when they seem to struggle with the
translation of STs. It is hypothesized that most of the struggle takes place in the
early phase of comprehending the ST which is central, and to a lesser degree,
in the choice of lexical items in the latter phase of producing the TT. The aim is
to see if they vary considerably in their aptitude to struggle with the ST as some
translators insist on translating the whole text through fighting to comprehend
new problematic and difficult lexical items, taking risks (Pym, 2010) and trying to
produce perfect TTs. Some of the translators may spend most of the time they
are allotted in the phase of comprehension, and at the end they find themselves
working under considerable pressure in the phase of producing the TT because
they run short of time. Some others, on the other hand, surrender easily when
faced by translating problems and difficulties, try to evade them, omit difficult
lexical items or incline to provide unsuitable and imprecise translations using
the first equivalents which come across their minds, even if they are not fully
sure of them or not completely satisfied with them. These are all possible
scenarios and anticipations which take place in the translation process and
resonate with the findings of Campbell’s study, but they need to be empirically
investigated to see whether what goes on in translating into L2 is different from
what goes on in translating into L1 regarding this point.

5.4.2 Data: The current study adopts the same approach that Campbell
(1998) has adopted in his investigation of this component. The data that are
used in the current investigation of disposition are entirely empirical and include
two sets. The first set involves an inventory of the number of lexical items which
the participants left untranslated by omitting them in the TT. These untranslated
items, which do not appear in the TT, are referred to as omissions. Some
participants leave out more items than others and this variation is depicted as
‘persistence’ (omitting no ST elements or very few of them) when a translator
insists on translating the whole text, as opposed to ‘capitulation’ (omitting many
ST elements) when a translator gives up in the face of translation difficulties. Of
course, there are degrees of persistence and capitulation as they fall at the

opposite ends of a continuum, and there is a cline between them. So,
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describing a translator as persistent or capitulating in a specific situation must
be decided with reference to other members of the group. The second set of
data comprises the degrees of dissimilarity among individual participant’s
renditions reflected by the degree of proximity to the norms of the group or
remoteness from them. As some participants perform or make lexical choices
closer to the norm, they are regarded ‘prudent’. Dissimilarly, participants who
produce unusual translations are branded ‘risk-takers’ (terms were given by
Campbell, 1998, p.107).

The data that were entered in the analysis to investigate this topic consisted
of the participants’ renditions of 50 lexical items that were chosen from the two
texts. Twenty-five items were equally selected from each of the two texts prior
to the conducting of the experiment. The choice was based on the results of the
pilot study where those items were perceived problematic and witnessed
variation among the participants in translating them. Consequently, the number
of selected renditions is counted by multiplying the number of the items (50) by
the number of participants (25) who were asked to translate them to get (1250)
renditions (See appendix 5.1 and 5.2). Each participant's renditions were
compared with the renditions of the other 24 participants in the sample and
judged on the bases of similarity and dissimilarity to yield a total calculation of
(30000) judgments. Thus, the data that were obtained and entered in the
analysis consist of two sets; (1) omissions and (2) dissimilarity of the compared
renditions.
5.4.2.1 Omissions: The first set of the data comprises the number of items that
were left untranslated by each participant. Sometimes it is not easy and
straightforward to detect the omission as it is possible to move it to different
places in the TT. Nevertheless, as the present study investigates specific lexical
items whose omission clearly affects the meaning, no considerable difficulty
was faced in this regard. Consequently, the inspection of the TTs detected that
the number of the untranslated items totals (189) items unevenly distributed on
the two texts. There were (77) untranslated items in T1 and (112) items in T2.
The percent of the untranslated items represents (15.11%) of the whole
renditions which looks considerably high, although it was not possible to decide
the degree of its significance as there are no previous studies to resolve to for a

standard.
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Figure 5.1 below shows the number of the lexical items that were left
untranslated by each participant in each text along with the total omissions in

both texts:

Figure 5.1 Participant Omissions on Both Texts
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The figure clearly shows that omissions on T2 are considerably higher than
those of T1. The mean of the total omissions of both texts shows that an
average of 7.56 out of the 50 selected items were not rendered, and this
suggests that some translations may have been affected by the absence of a
considerable number of the basic lexical items of both texts. As most of the
chosen items were content words one can imagine the gravity of the effect of
omitting these items on the meaning of the TTs. However, it is noticed that the
participants sharply vary in their omissions. At the time participants 5 and 10
made only one omission each on both texts, participants 18 and 17 made 22
and 19 omissions respectively. An important point here is that the number of
omissions seems to be related to the difficulty of the text. Many participants

agreed in the retrospective questionnaire that T2 was more difficult to translate
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than T1. It is also noticed that the participants (8, 17, & 18) who significantly
omitted items almost doubled their omissions in T2 as compared to T1.

Figure 5.1 displays the variation in the omissions among the participants in
the whole sample. Three participants (8, 17 and 18) made the highest number
of omissions exceeding twice the mean of the omissions made by the other
participants in the sample. Four others (6, 7, 19, and 20) also omitted
considerably above average. The remainder of the participants omitted around
or less than average. To disclose the relation between these numbers and the
translators’ disposition, the statistical analysis of the results has displayed and
matched them with the dissimilarity results to locate the different participants on
the disposition grid.

It is illustrated that translators displayed considerable variation in their
omissions throughout both texts. However, it is plausible to check whether
specific items were targeted by the omission more than others. Figure 5.2 below
shows the omissions according to item across the two texts. It is obvious that a
few items were heavily targeted by omissions in T1. They are items 2, 5, and 15
which together received nearly half the omissions in the whole text. In T2 the
number of items which were significantly targeted was larger, with item 25
receiving the highest score followed by items 12, 15, 9, 2, 5, 18, and 24
respectively. Figure 5.2 below illustrates this fact. Two items only (14 and 22)
did not prompt any omissions.
5.4.2.2 Dissimilarity among participant renditions (Appendix C.2): The second
set of data comprises the dissimilarity in the renditions of the 50 items made by
the participants. The renditions of those items were taken from the TTs and
tabulated to ease the process of calculation. Each participant’s renditions were
compared against the renditions made by every other participant. The
dissimilarity judgments were based on a choice network where the different
renditions produced by the participants of each item were listed together with
their frequencies. For example, a source lexical item was differently rendered by

different participants but seven translators formally gave a specific rendition;
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Figure 5.2 ltem Omissions on both Texts
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another group of four agreed on another rendition, a third group did not give
any rendition and so on (real examples are given in the next section). However,
the judgments about similarity/dissimilarity were not made according to form
because it is found misleading since many synonyms which are different in form
were found correspondent in meaning. Accordingly, the choice of meaning
rather than form as a measure was made because form cannot include the
different guises in which lexical items are rendered and displayed by the
translators. Thus all judgments were taken according to the meaning
correspondence of the different renditions whether they were formally similar or
not and whether they were exact equivalents or not.

Campbell used the dictionary as the only filter to run his judgments in cases
of uncertainty about the meaning of a given alternative. In the present study,
judgments on meaning and equivalents in the analysis of TTs were checked

against the following three filters:

1. The dictionary was used to limit the meaning of the lexical items under

consideration by the context where they appeared. They were checked
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against a reliable English-Arabic dictionary; AL-Mawrid by Mounir
Baalbaki (2008) which was chosen for this purpose. This dictionary is
well-known as one of the most reliable and widely-used dictionaries by
translators rendering into Arabic.

2. The researcher had written a professional-level translation of the texts
and submitted it to endorsement by three expert translators. The
amended version was then presented to the assessing jury to refer to in
taking decisions about the similarity/dissimilarity of the renditions. This
was supposed to give a guide to the meaning of the lexical items within
the context where they appeared in the specific texts.

3. The researcher also resorted to expert native speakers, who are
specialists in Arabic, to sift the judgments. This task was completed by a
jury of three PhD students, who are native speakers of Arabic with some
experience in translation. They were asked to verify whether certain
renditions reflect the meaning of the lexical items in the actual contexts.
The correspondence among the jury decisions was surprisingly very high
except in very few cases which were settled in a final joint session where
they were invited to discuss those cases and agree on final decisions.
This technique has proved effective, especially, when dealing with rare
cases for which the dictionary failed to account in the use of certain

words or word combinations.

These filters together helped in eliminating subjective judgments on meaning
and subsequently, on textual competence as well (as was explained in the

previous chapter).

5.4.2.3 Choice Network Analysis

The aim of designing the choice network is to display how the participants
choose from possible alternatives to transfer lexical items and when they agree
in their renditions with the contextual ST meaning of an item or deviate from that
meaning. Choices which are judged to have corresponding meanings with the
original are labelled similar, whereas others which are deviated from the original
are labelled different. However, similar choices are looked at as normative

choices normally produced by careful and prudent translators while choices that
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are deviated from the original meaning are looked at as non-normative and they
are usually produced by capitulating and risk-taking translators. The omissions
are also treated as non-normative because they are deviant from the norms.

To illustrate the results properly, a network of choices is constructed for each
word. The results of each source item are contained in a separate table. The
first column in each table indicates the frequency which refers to the number of
participants who formally agreed on a specific choice. The second and the third
columns, respectively show the source item in Arabic and its transliteration. The
right column of the table records the pooled judgments on each item made by
the jury. Judgments were labeled with (S) to indicate the similarity of the
meaning given by the translator to the contextual meaning of the source item.
Whereas they were branded with (D) to tell that the meaning is different from
that of the contextual meaning of the source item (See Appendix B for the full
choice network results).

The followings are two randomly selected examples, one from each text, to
illustrate the procedure. The first item is ‘advocacy’ which is number two in the
list of the selected items of T1. Here ‘advocacy’ is not rendered by eight
participants, while three rendered it into muhama (lawyering), another three into
difa’ (defence), two into munasra (patronizing or supporting), two into nasita
(active), two into da‘ima (supportive) and one into ’isticharyya (consultative), one
into Sarik (partner), one into ganant (legal), one into 'atba“ (followers), and one

into himaya (protection).

2. Source Item: Advocacy

Frequency. | Renditions | Transliteration | View
8 Omissions | ------------ D
3 slalae muhama S
3 gloy difa’ S
2 5_alic munasra S
2 adails nasita D
2 dacl da‘ima S
1 i i ‘isticharyya D
1 Epx Sarik D
1 S5 Qandnt D
1 g Ll atba’ D
1 dlas himaya S
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The second example is ‘deportation’” which is number seven in the
investigated items of T2. This item shows a different pattern from ‘advocacy’.
More than half of the sample (14 participants) agreed to render it into tarhil
(deportation), five participants did not render it, one rendered it into al’idanat
walhijra (convictions and immigration), one into al'ikla’ (evacuation), one into
al'i‘ada ila albald (to send back home), one into almugadra (departure), one into

annafT (exile or send to exile), and the last into al’istib‘ad (expulsion).

7. Source item: Deportation

Frequency | Renditions | Transliteration View
14 e tarhil S
5 Omissions | ------- D
1 5 el s SUIY | al’idanat walhijra | D
1 2! al’ikla’ S
1 Al dedey) | al'i‘adaila albald | S
1 5 el almugadra D
1 ] annafl S
1 Alainy) al’istib‘ad S

The procedures of building the choice networks illustrated above were applied
to all the 50 chosen items from both texts and they yielded the results displayed
in the oncomiming tables.

The dissimilarity results among renditions obtained from the comparison
between the different participant outputs are displayed in Tables 5.1, 5.2, and
5.3 below. The left column, as well as the upper row, of each table denotes the
number of the participant. Then each column to the right shows the number of
the dissimilar renditions of the participant whose number appears in the upper
row compared to the renditions of the other participants. The same organization
is followed in the three tables to respectively display the dissimilarity in T1, T2
and in both texts combined. As the tables show, the number of dissimilar
renditions in T1 was (7972), in T2 (8750) and (16722) in both texts

147



Table 5.1 Text One: Dissimilarity

Par. | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 |11 |12 (13 [14 [15 |16 |17 |18 |19 |20 |21 |22 |23 |24 [25 | Sum
1 0 11 |12 |14 |9 16 (17 |17 |9 11 |15 |13 [14 |9 13 |10 |16 |21 |13 (12 |12 |9 12 |10 | 14 | 309
2 11 {0 10 {10 |9 12 {15 |19 |9 12 |9 12 |19 5 9 5 11 {17 |10 (17 |10 [13 |8 10 | 13 | 265
3 12 {10 | O 13 110 |14 |16 |19 |5 12 110 |11 [10 |7 11 |9 16 {17 |13 (14 (12 [13 |13 |12 |14 | 293
4 14 110 |13 | O 13 |13 |17 |18 (12 {13 (15 {14 |13 |10 |12 |11 |13 |18 |12 |19 (14 [14 [13 [12 |16 | 329
5 9 9 10 {13 | O 14 (14 |21 |8 10 |12 |10 |9 10 {11 | 8 16 {19 |12 (14 |10 (10 |10 |10 |14 | 283
6 16 |12 |14 |13 |14 | O 16 |21 (14 {17 (15 (13 |12 |12 |10 |12 |16 |17 |12 |18 (13 (14 [12 [14 |16 | 343
7 17 [15 |16 (17 (114 [16 | O 20 |14 |15 |18 |12 |16 |16 (16 |17 (16 |19 |17 |16 |16 |16 |15 (17 |17 | 388
8 17 {19 |19 (18 |21 (21 |20 |O 20 120 |20 |21 |18 |17 |20 (18 |18 (21 |20 |16 |20 |19 |21 |17 |19 | 460
9 9 9 5 12 | 8 14 [14 120 | O 11 |10 |9 9 9 7 7 15 {14 |10 (12 |11 (13 |11 |11 |12 | 262
10 11 |12 |12 |13 (10 (17 {15 [20 |11 |O 13 |14 |13 |12 |15 (11 (16 (18 (15 [18 |16 |12 |13 |13 | 16 | 336
11 15 {9 10 {15 |12 [15 |18 (20 |10 |13 |O 14 19 10 {12 |9 17 {18 |14 |17 |11 (15 |10 |12 |13 | 318
12 13 {12 |11 (14 10 |13 |12 |21 |9 14 114 | O 13 |11 |12 (14 |15 {17 |11 (12 |12 |13 |11 |14 |9 307
13 14 19 10 {13 |9 12 {16 |18 |9 13 |9 13 |10 10 {9 18 |16 |19 [12 |14 |8 11 [ 8 7 12 | 289
14 9 5 7 10 |10 (12 (16 [17 |9 12 110 |11 |10 | O 9 6 12 118 | 8 14 (10 [12 {9 10 | 12 | 258
15 13 {9 11 {12 |11 |10 |16 [20 |7 15 112 |12 |9 9 0 6 15 [18 |9 15 110 (12 |9 10 | 12 | 282
16 10 {5 9 11 | 8 12 {17 |18 |7 11 |9 14 118 | 6 6 0 14 {20 |11 |15 |8 11 {8 8 13 | 269
17 16 (11 |16 (13 |16 (16 |16 [18 |15 |16 |17 |15 [16 |12 [15 |14 | O 15 |12 |17 |17 |19 [15 |17 [17 | 371
18 21 |17 |17 |18 |19 (17 |19 (21 |14 |18 |18 |17 |19 |18 (18 |20 (15 |O 18 (18 |17 [18 |18 [19 | 20 | 434
19 13 {10 |13 (12 |12 (12 |17 |20 |10 |15 |14 |11 [12 |8 9 11 |12 |18 | O 13 |11 |15 (11 |9 15 | 303
20 12 |17 |14 |19 |14 (18 (16 (16 |12 |18 |17 |12 |14 |14 |15 |15 (17 (18 [13 [ O 14 113 |15 |11 |14 | 358
21 12 {10 |12 (14 |10 (18 |16 |20 |11 |16 (11 |12 |38 10 {10 | 8 17 {17 |11 |14 ] O 12 (4 10 | 11 | 289
22 9 13 |13 |14 |10 |14 (16 |19 (13 J12 |15 |13 |11 |12 |12 (11 |19 (18 |15 |13 |12 |O 11 |11 | 14 | 320
23 12 {8 13 [13 |10 |12 |15 (21 |11 (13 |10 |11 |8 9 9 8 15 (18 |11 |15 | 4 11 {0 11 | 10 | 278
24 10 |10 |12 |12 (10 (14 {17 (17 |11 |13 |12 |14 |7 10 | 10 | 8 17 119 |9 11 |10 (11 |11 | O 15 | 290
25 14 (13 |14 (16 |14 (16 |17 |19 |12 |16 (13 |9 12 |12 |12 |13 |17 (20 |15 (14 |11 (14 |10 |15 |O 338
Sum | 309 | 265 | 293 | 329 | 283 | 343 | 388 | 460 | 262 | 336 | 318 | 307 | 289 | 258 | 282 | 269 | 371 | 434 | 303 | 358 | 289 | 320 | 278 | 290 | 338 | 7972
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Table 5.2 Text Two: Dissimilarity

Par | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 |11 |12 |13 |14 (15 |16 [17 |18 |19 [20 |21 [22 |23 [24 |25 | Sum
1 0 8 9 9 9 16 [15 |20 [12 |8 11 [13 | 8 12 (12 |12 (19 |21 |13 [18 |8 8 11 |9 10 | 291
2 8 0 11 |12 |11 |10 |19 [20 (11 [10 |9 12 | 8 14 113 |11 |21 |21 (16 (18 |10 |10 |12 |10 |8 305
3 9 11 |0 11 |12 |16 |15 |19 (12 |13 [14 |17 (12 |14 |11 (12 |18 (19 |15 |19 |11 |11 |13 |11 |14 | 329
4 9 12 |11 | O 10 |17 |16 [20 |14 (11 |12 (14 |12 [15 |11 |13 |22 |21 (15 |19 (12 |9 12 |10 | 13 | 330
5 9 11 |12 10 | O 17 {16 |21 [12 |9 12 13 |9 13 [14 113 [21 |20 [14 [18 |9 10 11 |10 |12 | 316
6 16 {10 |16 (17 |17 |O 13 |18 |16 |16 |17 {17 |17 (17 |19 |19 |18 |14 (16 |17 (17 |17 |17 |17 |18 | 396
7 15 {19 |15 [16 |16 [13 | O 20 |16 (17 |18 |18 |16 |17 (19 |17 (20 |17 |16 |18 |12 |17 |18 [16 | 19 | 405
8 20 |20 (19 (20 (21 [18 |20 |O 20 |21 (23 (23 |22 |18 |19 |21 |14 |15 |16 |20 |21 (20 (21 [18 |19 | 469
9 12 (11 |12 (14 |12 (16 |16 |20 | O 16 |14 |17 |13 |13 (13 |14 (18 |21 |16 |21 |11 |14 |15 (13 |15 | 357
10 8 10 |13 |11 |9 16 {17 |21 [16 | O 12 {11 | 7 14 (14 |12 (20 |21 |14 |17 |10 |8 9 7 11 | 308
11 11 {9 14 (12 |12 [17 |18 (23 |14 |12 | O 13 |11 |16 |14 |12 |22 |20 (17 |19 [10 |12 |13 |11 |11 | 343
12 13 |12 |17 |14 |13 (17 (18 (23 |17 |11 |13 |O 11 |16 |19 |17 (19 (21 (17 {17 |14 |12 |14 |11 | 13 | 369
13 8 8 12 {12 |9 17 (16 |22 [13 |7 11 {11 | O 14 (13 |10 [21 |20 |16 |15 |8 8 8 6 8 293
14 12 {14 |14 (15 |13 (17 |17 |18 |13 |14 [16 |16 (14 | O 12 |13 |16 |18 |11 (16 |12 (11 |18 (13 |17 | 350
15 12 (13 |11 (11 )14 (19 |19 |19 |13 |14 (14 ]19 (13 |12 | O 12 116 |17 [12 |16 (13 |12 |16 |12 |17 | 346
16 12 |11 |12 |13 |13 (19 |17 (21 {14 |12 |12 |17 |10 |13 |12 | O 19 119 |15 |16 |11 |9 12 | 10 (11 | 330
17 19 [ 21 |18 (22 |21 (18 |20 |14 |18 |20 |22 |19 (21 |16 (16 |19 (O 15 |13 |18 [19 |19 [22 |19 [20 | 449
18 21 |21 |19 |21 |20 (14 |17 [15 |21 |21 |20 |21 |20 |18 (17 |19 (15 |O 15 {17 |19 [19 |20 [19 |20 | 449
19 13 [16 |15 (15 |14 (16 |16 |16 |16 |14 (17 |17 (16 |11 |12 |15 |13 [15 | O 17 |15 |12 |17 |15 |15 | 358
20 18 {18 |19 (19 |18 (17 |18 |20 |21 |17 (19 |17 (15 |16 |16 |16 |18 |17 |17 (O 17 |15 |15 [15 | 18 | 416
21 8 10 |11 |12 |9 17 (12 |21 (11 J10 |10 |14 |8 12 (13 |11 (19 J19 |15 |17 |O 12 {12 |9 12 | 304
22 8 10 |11 |9 10 |17 |17 |20 (14 [ 8 12 112 | 8 11 112 |9 19 119 |12 |15 |12 | O 10 | 7 9 291
23 11 |12 |13 |12 |11 (17 {18 |21 |15 |9 13 (14 | 8 18 [16 |12 [22 |20 (17 |15 [12 |10 | O 8 8 332
24 9 10 |11 |10 |10 |17 (16 |18 [13 |7 11 {11 | 6 13 {12 |10 (19 J19 |15 [15 |9 7 8 0 10 | 286
25 10 {8 14 (13 |12 |18 |19 (19 |15 (11 |11 |13 |8 17 {17 |11 (20 |20 (15 |18 |12 |9 8 10 | O 328
Sum | 291 | 305 | 329 | 330 | 316 | 396 | 405 | 469 | 357 | 308 | 343 | 369 | 293 | 350 | 346 | 330 | 449 | 449 | 358 | 416 | 304 | 291 | 332 | 286 | 328 | 8750
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Table 5.3 Both Texts Dissimilarity

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 (11 |12 (13 (14 (15 |16 |17 |18 |19 |20 |21 [22 |23 (24 |25 | Sum
1 0 19 (21 |23 (18 |32 |32 |37 [21 |19 |26 [26 |22 (21 |25 |22 |35 |42 |26 |30 [20 |17 |23 |19 |24 | 600
2 19 (O 21 |22 [20 |22 |34 |39 |20 |22 |18 |24 |17 |19 |22 |16 (32 [38 |26 |35 |20 |23 |20 |20 |21 | 570
3 21 121 | O 24 122 |30 |31 |38 |17 |25 (24 |28 [22 |21 |22 |21 |34 [36 |28 |33 |23 |24 |26 | 23 | 28 | 622
4 23 |22 |24 | O 23 |30 |33 |38 |26 [24 |27 |28 |25 |25 |23 |24 |35 |39 |27 |38 [26 [23 [25 |22 |29 | 659
5 18 [20 |22 [ 23 | O 31 |30 (42 |20 [19 |24 |23 [18 |23 [25 |21 (37 |39 |26 |32 |19 |20 |21 (20 |26 | 599
6 32 |22 [30 [30 |31 |O 29 |39 (30 (33 |32 [30 |29 |29 |29 |31 |34 |31 |28 |35 (30 (31 [29 [31 |34 | 739
7 32 |34 |31 |33 |30 [29 |O 40 |30 (32 |36 |30 |32 |33 [35 |34 [36 |36 (33 |34 |28 |33 |33 [33 |36 | 793
8 37 |39 |38 |38 |42 [39 |40 (O 40 |41 |43 |44 (40 |35 |39 |39 |32 |36 |36 [36 |41 [39 |42 (35 |38 |929
9 21 120 |17 |26 [ 20 |30 |30 (40 | O 27 |24 |26 |22 |22 [20 |21 [33 |35 [26 |33 |22 |27 |26 |24 |27 | 619
10 19 [ 22 |25 [ 24 |19 (33 |32 [41 |27 |O 25 |25 |20 |26 |29 |23 |36 [39 |29 |35 |26 |20 |22 |20 |27 | 644
11 26 |18 |24 |27 |24 |32 |36 [43 |24 |25 | O 27 120 |26 |26 |21 |39 |38 (31 |36 (21 |27 |23 |23 |24 | 661
12 26 |24 |28 |28 |23 |30 |30 [44 |26 [25 |27 |O 24 |27 |31 |31 |34 (38 |28 |29 |26 |25 |25 |25 |22 | 676
13 22 |17 |22 |25 |18 |29 |32 [40 |22 [20 |20 |24 | O 24 122 |28 |37 |39 |28 |29 [16 |19 |16 | 13 | 20 | 582
14 21 |19 |21 |25 |23 [ 29 |33 (35 |22 |26 |26 |27 |24 |0 21 |19 |28 |36 |19 [30 |22 [23 |27 (23 |29 | 608
15 25 |22 |22 |23 |25 |29 |35 [39 |20 [29 |26 |31 |22 |21 [O 18 [ 31 |35 |21 |31 |23 |24 |25 [22 |29 | 628
16 22 116 |21 |24 |21 |31 |34 (39 |21 (23 |21 |31 |28 |19 [18 |O 33 [39 |26 |31 |19 |20 (20 | 18 | 24 | 599
17 35 |32 |34 |35 |37 |34 |36 [32 |33 [36 |39 |34 |37 [28 |31 |33 |O 30 |25 [ 35 |36 (38 |37 | 36 | 37 | 820
18 42 |38 [36 |39 (39 |31 |36 |36 |35 |39 |38 (38 |39 [36 |35 |39 |30 |O 33 [35 |36 |37 |38 | 38 | 40 | 883
19 26 |26 |28 |27 |26 |28 |33 [36 |26 (29 |31 |28 |28 |19 [21 |26 [25 |33 (O 30 [26 |27 |28 |24 | 30 | 661
20 30 |35 (33 (38 |32 |35 |34 |36 |33 |35 |36 |29 (29 [30 (31 |31 |3 |35 |30 |0 31 |28 |30 [26 |32 | 774
21 20 |20 |23 |26 |19 |30 |28 [41 |22 |26 |21 |26 |16 |22 (23 |19 (36 |36 |26 |31 |O 24 |16 | 19 | 23 | 593
22 17 |23 |24 |23 |20 (31 (33 (39 |27 |20 |27 |25 |19 |23 |24 |20 (38 (37 (27 (28 |24 |O 21 |18 | 23 | 611
23 23 |20 |26 |25 |21 |29 |33 [42 |26 (22 |23 |25 |16 |27 |25 |20 |37 |38 [28 |30 (16 |21 |O 19 | 18 | 610
24 19 |20 |23 |22 |20 (31 (33 [35 |24 |20 |23 |25 |13 |23 |22 |18 |36 |38 (24 (26 [19 |18 |19 |O 25 | 576
25 24 121 |28 |29 |26 |34 |36 [38 |27 |27 |24 |22 |20 |29 [29 |24 [37 |40 [30 |32 |23 |23 |18 [25 |O 666
Sum | 600 | 570 | 622 | 659 | 599 | 739 | 793 | 929 | 619 | 644 | 661 | 676 | 582 | 608 | 628 | 599 | 820 | 883 | 661 | 774 | 593 | 611 | 610 | 576 | 666 | 16722
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5.4.3 Statistical analysis and interpretation: The aspects of omission and
dissimilarity are statistically treated in this study to plot the place of each
translator on a disposition grid in comparison to others in the group. It is
achieved by creating a dissimilarity matrix to compare each participant’s
renditions of each word with the renditions of each other participant on a table.
Matches and mismatches are counted and a dissimilarity count is made by
calculating the proportion of matches and mismatches. The results of the
calculations are entered into a dissimilarity matrix. The total dissimilarity count
(illustrated below) for each subject is calculated by adding the scores in the
rows and columns for each (see Campbell, 1998, p.106).

After that, a disposition grid is established by converting the omission and
dissimilarity scores to z-scores and have the results plotted against each other
on a scatter gram (Gomez, 2013, p.123). The axes of the scatter gram intersect
at the middle of the graph giving four quadrants (Woods et al, 1986, pp.252-
254). The disposition of a subject is assessed by examining how the qualities of
persistence and risk-taking interact. By locating the subject on the grid we have
a powerful and easily interpreted diagnostic of his TC regarding this aspect.

The disposition grid which is formed by the intersection of the two axes of
dissimilarity and omission z-scores is helpful in locating the translators on the
scatter gram with reference to the focal point in the center of the gram; that is
the point where the two axes intersect. The translators are, consequently,
grouped into four categories according to the range of the disposition traits they
display in their translations of the texts as compared with other members of the

group as follows:

e Persistent: a translator with low omissions who tries to translate the whole
text and fight the difficulties and problems.

e Capitulating: a translator who omits items from the ST because he is
inclined not to face problems and difficulties, and resolves to evade them
through omission.

¢ Prudent: a translator who is usually shrewd and calculating when facing
problematic items and mostly tends to avoid risks. This makes him
produce mostly standard renditions.
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¢ Risk-taking: a translator who does not give up easily and tends to produce
marked equivalents that are more likely unusual ones and are different
from the norms or the standard equivalents produced by the other

participants.

Table 5.4 displays the dissimilarity matrix for the lexical transfers for T1.
Figure 5.3 shows the position of each translator on a disposition grid. For
example, we can describe participants 8, 18, 17 and 20 to be the most
capitulating and risk-taking at the same time. They lack persistence and tend to
delete much and at the same time produce equivalents which are deviated from

the group norms.

Figure 5.3 Text One Disposition Grid
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Participant 7 comes next in displaying capitulation and risk-taking but slightly
tends to show an element of persistence. Participants 19 and 12, and to a
lesser degree 24 and 14 are similar to 7 in their capitulation but they differ in

having a tendency to be more prudent rather than risk-takers.
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The lower half of the grid (below the 0 line) shows that the majority of the
participants (16 of them) are located there. Four of them are adjacent to the O
line (13, 1, 22 and 16) with 22 is precisely located by the focal point.
Participants 13 and 1 are both prudent and in the midway between capitulation
and persistence. Participant 22 is in the center of the four traits, while
participant 6 is located in the middle between capitulation and persistence with
a slight tendency to risk-taking. Participants 25 and 4 are almost at a parallel
place with 24 and 14 but is located on the opposite side with a tendency to be
risk-taking and persistent. A further constellation includes participants 2, 23, 15,
21, 9, 16, 3, 5 and 11 who are all characterized with relatively varying amounts
of persistence and prudence. Finally, participant 10 is characterized as the most
persistent risk-taking translator in the group.

The Dendogram in Figure 5.4 shows the distribution of the participants on
the grid and identifies the distance between one translator and another. It is

possible now to rank the participants according to their degree of disposition.

Figure 5.4 Text One Disposition Dendogram
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Table 5.4 Text One Dissimilarity Matrix for Lexical Transfers

Participant Vi \ A5 V4 V5 V6 Vi 8 V9 V10 Vi1 V12 Vi3 V14 V15 V16 V17 V18 V19 V20 V21 V22 V23 V24 V25

4.96 49652 1.2702 2.1939 40415 3.1177 3.5796 1.2702 31177 1.7321 45033 6.8127 31177 26558 2.6558 1.2702 26558 17311 3.57%
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~
=
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&
&
~
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&
o
&
[
i
&
=4
-
~
=
=]
=
&
o
=
G
¥
s
i
&
&
~

1

2 2.1939 0 1.7321 1.7321 1.2702 26558 4.0415 5.889 1.2702 26558 12702 2.6558 1.2702 05774 | 12702 05774 | 21939 4.9652 1.7321 49652 17321 .n 0.8083 17321 317

3 26558 17321 0 3.177 17321 3.5796 4.5033 5.889 05774 | 26558 17321 21939 17321 0.3464 21939 1.2702 45033 4.9652 .17 35796 26558 .7 3.1177 26558 3.579%

4 35796 17321 31177 0 3.1177 31177 4.9652 54271 2.6558 3.1177 40415 3.57% 31177 1.7321 2.6558 21939 31177 54271 2.6558 5.889 3.57% 3.57% 31177 26558 45033

5 12702 1.2702 1.7321 3.1177 0 3.5796 3.5796 6.8127 0.8083 17321 26558 1.7321 1.2702 17321 21939 0.8083 45033 5.889 2.6558 3.5796 17321 17321 17321 17321 3.5796

6 45033 26558 3.5796 3.1177 3.579%6 0 4.5033 6.8127 3.57% 49652 40415 .17 26558 26558 17321 26558 45033 4.9652 26558 54271 31177 3.5796 26558 3.57% 45033

7 49652 4.0415 4.5033 4.9652 3.57% 4.5033 0 63509 3.57% 4.0415 54271 2.6558 45033 45033 45033 4.9652 45033 5.889 4.9652 45033 45033 4.5033 40415 4.9652 4.9652
8 49652 5.889 5.889 54271 6.8127 6.8127 6.3509 0 6.3509 63509 6.3509 6.8127 54271 48652 6.3509 54271 54271 6.8127 6.3509 45033 6.3509 5.889 6.8127 4.9652 5.889
9 12702 1.2702 05774 2.6558 0.8083 3.5796 3.5796 6.3509 0 21939 17321 1.2702 1.2702 12702 0.3464 0.3464 40415 3.57% 1.7321 26558 21939 ann 21939 21939 26558
10 21939 26558 2.6558 3.1177 17321 4.9652 4.0415 6.3509 2.1939 0 31177 3.57% 31177 26558 4.0415 2.1939 45033 54271 4.0415 54271 45033 2.6558 31177 3117 45033

11 40415 1.2702 1.7321 4.0415 26558 4.0415 5.4271 6.3509 17321 3.1177 0 3.5796 1.2702 17321 26558 1.2702 49652 54271 3.5796 49652 21939 4.0415 17321 26558 31177

12 3.1177 26558 21939 3.5796 1.7321 31177 2.6558 6.8127 1.2702 3.5796 3.57% 0 3.1177 21939 26558 3.5796 4.0415 4.9652 21939 26558 26558 .17 2.1939 3.57% 1.2702

13 35796 0.5774 2.1939 2.1938 45033 4.9652 4.9652 45033 21939 2.6558 17321 3.57% 0 1731 1.2702 0.8083 45033 5.889 2.6558 3.5796 0.8083 21939 0.8083 0.3464 26558

14 12702 1.2702 1.2702 3.1177 5.889 26558 4.5033 6.3509 3.1177 3.1177 26558 1.2702 26558 0 12702 0.1155 26558 54271 0.8083 3.5796 17321 2.6558 12702 1731 26558

15 31177 1.2702 21939 2.6558 21939 17321 4.5033 63509 0.3464 4.0415 26558 26558 1.2702 12702 0 01155 | 4.0415 47 1.2702 40415 17321 2.6558 12702 17321 26558

16 17321 05774 | 12702 2.1939 0.8083 26558 4.9652 54271 0.3464 21939 12702 3.5796 54271 01155 | 01155 0 3.5796 6.3509 21939 40415 0.8083 2.1939 0.8083 0.8083 31177

17 45033 21939 45033 3.1177 45033 4.5033 4.5033 54271 4.0415 45033 49652 40415 4.5033 26558 4.0415 3.5796 0 40415 26558 48652 4.9652 5.889 40415 4.9652 49652

18 6.8127 4.9652 4.9652 5.4271 5.889 4.9652 5.889 6.8127 3.57% 54271 54271 4.9652 5.889 54271 54271 6.3509 40415 0 54271 54271 4.9652 5.4271 54271 5.889 6.3509

19 3.1177 17321 31177 2.6558 26558 26558 4.9652 6.3509 17321 4.0415 3.57% 21939 26558 08083 1.2702 21939 26558 54271 0 3.1177 21939 4.0415 21939 1.2702 4.0415

20 26558 4.9652 3.579% 5.889 3.579% 54271 4.5033 45033 26558 54271 49652 26558 3.5796 35796 4.0415 4.0415 49652 54271 .17 0 3.5796 .17 40415 2.1939 3.579%

21 26558 17321 26558 3.5796 17321 31177 4.5033 6.3509 21939 45033 21939 26558 0.8083 17321 17321 0.8083 49652 4.9652 21939 3.5796 0 26558 | -L.0392 17321 21939

22 1.2702 31177 31177 3.5796 1.7321 3.5796 4.5033 5.889 31177 26558 40415 .17 21939 26558 26558 21939 5.889 54271 4.0415 3.1177 26558 0 21939 21939 3.579%
23 26558 0.8083 31177 3.1177 17321 26558 4.0415 6.8127 21939 3.1177 17321 2.1939 0.8083 12702 1.2702 0.8083 4.0415 54271 2.1939 40415 -1.0392 2.1939 0 2.1939 17321
24 17321 17321 26558 -1.963 17321 3.5796 4.9652 49652 21939 3.1177 26558 3.5796 0.3464 17321 17321 0.8083 49652 5.889 1.2702 21939 17321 21939 21939 0 4.0415
25 35796 3.1177 3.579% 4.5033 3.579% 4.5033 4.9652 5.889 26558 45033 31177 1.2702 26558 26558 26558 3.1177 49652 6.3509 4.0415 35796 21939 3.5796 17321 4.0415 0
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Table 5.5 Text Two Dissimilarity Matrix for lexical Transfers

V2
0.9366

2.3098
2.3415
18732
6.0878
5.6195
6.5561
1.3415
18732
1.4049
2.3098
0.9366
3.7463
3.2781
2.3415
7.0244
7.0244
4.6829
5.6195
18732
18732
2.3098
18732
0.9366

V3
1.4049
23415

23415
2.8098
4.6829
4.2146
6.0878
2.8098
3.2781
3.7463
5.1512
2.8098
3.7463
23415
2.8098
5.61%
6.0878
4.2146
6.0878
23415
23415
3.2781
23415
3.7463

V4
14049
2.8098
23415

18732
5.1512
4.6829
6.551
3.7463
23415
2808
37463
2.8098
4.2146
23415
32781
74927
7.0244
4.2146
6.0878
28098
14049
2.8098
18732
3.2781

V6
4.6829
1.8732
4.6829
5.1512
5.1512

3.2781
5.61%
4.6829
4.6829
5.1512
5.1512
5.1512
5.1512
6.0878
6.0878
5.61%
3.7463
4.6829
5.1512
5.1512
5.1512
5.1512
5.1512
5.61%

Vi
42146
6.0878
4.2146
4.6829
46829
32781

6.5561
4.6829
51512
5.61%
5.61%
4.6829
51512
6.0878
51512
6.5561
51512
4.6829
5,61%
28098
51512
5,61%
4.6829
6.0878

V10
0.9366
18732
32781
23415
1.4049
46829
51512
7.0244
46829

0
2.80%
23415
0.4683
3.7463
37463
280%
6.5561
7.024
3.7463

£1C1)
21014

18732
0.9366
14049
0.4683
23415

V12
3.2781
2.8098
5.1512
3.7463
3.2181
5.1512
5.6195
7.%1
5.1512
2.3415
3.2781

2.3415
46829
6.0878
5.1512
6.0878
7.0244
5.1512

£1c19
2.101L

3.7463
2.3098
3.7463
2.3415
3.2781

Vi3
0.9366
0.9366
2.80%
28098
1.4049
5.1512
46829
74927
3.2781
0.4683
23415
23415

0
3.7463
3.2781
18732
7,024
6.5561
4.6829

AMALC
4.L140

0.9366
0.9366
0.9366
0
0.9366
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V14
28098
3.7463
3.7463
4.2146
32781
5.1512
5.1512
5,619
32781
3.7463
4.6829
4.6829
37463

0
28098
32781
4.6829
5,619
23415

A O
4.0047

28098
23415
56195
32781
51512

6.0878
7.0244
5.6195
74927
7.0244
5.6195
6.551
37463
5.6195
6.551
74927
6.0878
7.0244
46829
46829
6.0878

4.2146
32781

C £Aa0C
2.0170

6.0878
6.0878
14927
6.0878
6.551

V19
3.2181
4.6829
4.2146
42146
3.7463
4.6829
4.6829
4.6829
4.6829
3.7463
5.1512
5.1512
4.6829
23415
2.30%8
4214
3.2781
4.2146

5.1512
4.214
2.30%8
5.1512
4.2146
4214

V20
5,619
5.6195
6.0878
6.0878
5.619%
5.1512
5.6195
6.551
7.0244
5.1512
6.0878
5.1512
4.2146
4.6829
46829
4.6829
5.6195
5.1512
5.1512

5.1512
4.2146
4.2146
4.2146
5.6195

V21
0.9366
18732
2.3415
2.8098
1.4049
5.1512
2.3098
7.0244
23415
18732
18732
3.7463
0.9366
2.8098
3.2781
2.3415
6.0878
6.0878
4.2146
5.1512

2.3098
2.3098
1.4049
2.3098

V22
0.9366
18732
23415
1.4049
18732
51512
5.1512
6.5561
3.7463
0.9366
2.8098
2.8098
0.9366
23415
2.8098
1.4049
6.0878
6.0878
2.8098
4.2146
2.8098

1.8732
0.4683
14089

V23
23415
28098
32781
28098
23415
5.1512
5.6195
7.0244
4.2146
14049
32781
3.7463
0.9366
5,619
4.6829
28098
74907
6.55%1
51512
4.2146
28098
18732

0.9366
0.9366

V24
1.4049
18732
2.3415
18732
18732
5.1512
4.6829
5.6195
32781
0.4683
2.3415
2.3415

3.2781
2.3098
18732
6.0878
6.0878
4.2146
4.2146
1.4049
0.4683
0.9366

18732

V25
18732
0.9366
3.7463
3.2781
2.8098
5.61%
6.0878
6.0878
4.2146
23415
23415
3.2781
0.9366
5.1512
5.1512
23415
6.5561
6.5561
4.2146
5.61%
2.80%
1.4049
0.9366
18732



Table 5.5 above displays the dissimilarity results of T2, while Figure 5.5
below illustrates the position of each participant on the disposition grid. It is
clear that in the upper part of the grid, participants 17, 8, and 18 are placed at
the top right corner which means that they are the most capitulating and risk-
taking translators. Participants 6, 19, 7, and 20 come next with less capitulation
and risk-taking than the previous three. Participant 12 is situated exactly on the
line between prudence and risk-taking, very close to 15 which only differs in
having a very slight touch of prudence. However, the lower part shows a
somehow different pattern, which is similar to the pattern seen in the grid of T1.

In the quadrant of persistence and risk-taking, two participants only are
found. The first one is number 9 who is situated very closely below the focal
point of the grid and the nearest to it. The other one is number 12 who is also
not that far from the focal point. In the lower left quadrant of the grid a
constellation of 14 participants are bunching together with very small spaces
between one another. They are all assembled at the upper right corner of the
guadrant at relatively short distances from the focal point. Nearest to the focal
point are participants 3 and 16 followed by 4, 23, 25 and 11. They are almost
adjacent to the virtual line between prudence and risk-taking. Towards the left
and the center of the quadrant eight participants assemble closely. They are 21,
2,24,1,5,22,10 and 13.

Two general impressions can be made from the results of both texts in that:

e Capitulation is more related to risk-taking than prudence and that

persistence is more related to prudence. A look at the plots shows that
most of the capitulating participants are risk-takers: participants 8, 18, 17,
20and 7in T1 and 17, 8, 18, 19, 6, and 7 in T2. Risk-taking decreases
with the decrease of capitulation as with paticipants 20 and 7 in T1 and
12 and 15 in T2. On the other hand, persistent participants are mostly
prudent and assemble in a restricted area in the lower left quadrant
which contains persistence and prudence. This is exemplified by
participants 5, 11, 9, 16, 3, and 2 in T1 and 13, 10, 5, 11, 22, and 23 in
T2.

o Similarly, the assemblage of the participants in noticeable patterns

suggests the homogeneity of the sample and the striking similarity

among the majority of the participants.
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Figure 5.5 Text Two Disposition Grid
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Figure 5.6 below is a dendogram which clearly displays the distribution of the

participants according to their height on the disposition grid.
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Figure 5.6 Text Two Disposition Dendogram
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The dissimilarity results of the two texts together combined in a matrix did
not show more than very slight shifts in the participant’s positions on the
disposition grid in comparison with the grids of each of the two texts separately
treated. These shifts can be attributed partly to the effect of the omission results
which vary for the two texts, and partly to the difference in the performance of
the participants as a result of the difference in the level of difficulty of the two
texts. Table 5.6 shows the dissimilarity matrix of the lexical transfers on both

texts.
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Table 5.6 Both Texts Dissimilarity Matrix of Lexical Transfers

ParticipanV1
1

W o~ o U B~ W N

[ N R S A S N e~ el L L S R S
G & O NN B S © 6 U o 0 B W o = o

0
21229
27761
3.1027
1.4697
6.3687
6.3687
8.0017
27761
21229
4.4091
4.4091
3.1027
27761
4.0825
3.1027
7.3485
9.6347
4.4091
5715
2449
1.4697
3.4293
21229
3.7559

V2

21229

3.1027
27761
21229
6.0421
6.6953
8.6549
2.449%
3.1027
1.7963
3.7559
0.1633
34293
3.1027
11431
6.3687
83283
4.4091
7.3485
2.449%
3.4293
2.449%
2.4495
2.7761

V3

27761
27761

3.7559
3.1027
57155
6.0421
83283
1.4697
4.0825
3.7559
5.0623
34293
34293
3.1027
27761
7.0219
76751
5.0623
6.6953
3.4293
3.7559
4.4001
34293
5.0623

V4

34293
31027
3.7559

34293
57155
6.6953
83283
4.4001
3.7559
47357
5.0623
34293
5.0623
34293
3.7559
7.3485
8.6549
47357
83283
4.4001
34293
4.0825

-0.1633

5.3889

V5

1.7963
2.4495
31027
3.4293

6.0421
57155
9.6347
2.4495
21229
3.7559
34293
40825
6.3687
4.0825
27761
8.0017
8.6549
44091
6.3687
21229
2.4495
27761
2.4495
44091

V6

6.3687
3.1027
57155
5.7155
6.0421

5.3889
8.6549
5.7155
6.6953
6.3687
57155
7.0219
5.3889
5.3889
6.0421
7.0219
6.0421
5.0623
7.3485
5.7155
6.0421
5.3889
6.0421
7.0219

V7

6.3687
7.0219
6.0421
6.6953
57155
5.3889

0
8.9815
5.7155
6.3687
7.6751
5715
6.6953
6.6953
7.3485
7.0219
7.6751
16751
6.6953
7.0219
5.0623
6.6953
6.6953
6.6953
16751

V8

8.0017
8.6549
8.3283
8.3283
9.6347
8.6549
8.9815
0
8.9815
9.3081
9.9613
10.2879
8.3283
8.3283
8.6549
8.6549
6.3687
76751
76751
76751
9.3081
8.6549
9.6347
7.3485
8.3283

V9

27761
2.4495
1.4697
4.4091
2449
5715
57155
8.9815

4.7357
3.7559
4.4091
3.7559
4.4091
2449
27761
6.6953
7.3485
4.4091
6.6953
3.1027
4.7357
4.4091
3.7559
4.7357

V10
21229
3.1027
4.0825
3.7559
21229
6.6953
6.3687
9.3081
4.7357

0
4.0825
4.0825
21229
4.7357
5.3889
3.4293
1.6751
8.6549
5.3889
73485
4.4091
2.449%
3.1027
2.4495
4.7357

Vil
4.4091
1.7963
3.7559
4.7357
3.7559
6.3687
76751
9.9613
3.7559
4.0825

0
4.7357
27761
5.0623
4.4001
27761
8.6549
83283
6.0421
76751
27761
4.7357
3.4293
34293
3.7559

V12 Vi3

44091
3.7559
5.0623
5.0623
34293
57155
57155
10.2879
4.4001
4.0825
47357
0
4.0825
4.0825
6.0421
6.0421
7.0219
83283
5.0623
5.3889
4.4001
4.0825
4.0825
4.0825
31027

159

31027
1.4697
3.1027
4.0825
1.793
5.3889
6.3687
8.9815
31027
2.4495
2.4495
3.7559

44091
31027
5.0623
8.0017
8.6549
5.0623
5.3889
11431
21229
11431
0.1633
2.4495

V14
27761
21229
27761
4.0825
3.4293
5.3889
6.6953
7.3485
31027
4.4091
4.4091
47357
3.7559

27761
21229
5.0623
16751
21229
57155
31027
3.4293
47357
34293
5.3889

V15
4.0825
3.1027
3.1027
3.4293
4.0825
5.3889
7.3485
8.6549
24495
5.3889
4.4091
6.0421
3.1027
27761

1.7963
6.0421
7.3485
27761
6.0421
3.4293
3.7559
4.0825
3.1027
5.3889

V16
3.1027
11431
27761
3.7559
2.7761
6.0421
7.0219
8.6549
2.7761
3.4293
27761
6.0421
1.7963
21229
1.7963

6.6953
8.6549
4.4091
6.0421
21229
24495
24495
1.7963
3.7559

V17
7.3485
6.3687
7.0219
7.3485
8.0017
7.0219
7.6751
6.3687
6.6953
76751
8.6549
7.0219
8.0017
5.0623
6.0421
6.6953

5.7155
4.0825
7.3485
76751
8.3283
8.0017
76751
8.0017

V18
9.6347
83283
7.6751
8.6549
8.6549
6.0421
7.6751
7.6751
1.3485
8.6549
8.3283
83283
8.6549
7.6751
1.3485
8.6549
5.7155

6.6953
7.3485
76751
8.0017
8.3283
8.3283
8.9815

V19
4.4091
4.4091
5.0623
4.7357
4.4001
5.0623
6.6953
76751
4.4001
5.3889
6.0421
5.0623
5.0623
21229
27761
4.4001
4.0825
6.6953

57155
4.4001
4.7357
5.0623
3.7559
57155

V20
57155
7.3485
6.6953
83283
6.3687
7.3485
7.0219
76751
6.6953
7.3485
76751
5.3889
5.3889
57155
6.0421
6.0421
7.3485
7.3485
57155

6.0421
5.0623
57155
4.4091
6.3687

V21
2.4495
2.4495
34293
4.4001
21229
57155
5.0623
9.3081
31027
4.4001
27761
44091
11431
31027
34293
21229
76751
76751
44091
6.0421

3.7559
11431
21229
34293

V22
1.4697
3493
3.7559
3.4293
2.44%
6.0421
6.6953
8.6549
47357
2.449%
47357
40825
21229
3493
3.7559
2.449%
83283
8.0017
47357
5.0623
3.7559

27761
1.7963
3493

V23
34293
2.449%
4.4091
4.0825
27761
5.3889
6.6953
9.6347
4.4091
3.1027
3.4293
4.0825
11431
47357
4.0825
2449
8.0017
83283
5.0623
57155
11431
27761

21229
1.7963

V24
21229
24495
3.4293
3.1027
24495
6.0421
6.6953
7.3485
3.7559
24495
3.4293
4.0825
0.1633
3.4293
3.1027
1.7963
76751
8.3283
3.7559
4.4091
21229
1.7963
21229

4.0825

V25
3.7559
27761
5.0623
5.3889
4.4091
7.0219
76751
8.3283
4.7357
4.7357
3.7559
3.1027
2.4495
5.3889
5.3889
3.7559
8.0017
8.9815
57155
6.3687
3.4293
3.4293
1.7963
4.0825



The disposition grid in Figure 5.7 below shows that the participants are
unevenly distributed on the four quadrants which describe the translator’s
disposition traits. In the upper left quadrant there are only three participants (19,
14 and 15) located to qualify as capitulating and prudent. In the upper right
guadrant there are six participants (8, 18, 17, 7, 20 & 6) spotted in the zone of
capitulation and risk-taking. Surprisingly, in the lower right quadrant which
indicates persistence and risk-taking, only one participant is found and is almost
very close to the focal point which means that he does not have much of the
attributes of risk-taking and persistence. However, the largest noticed
constellation is found in the lower left quadrant where 15 participants bunch
together densely in the upper right corner of the quadrant adjacent to the focal
point. They are to be described as persistent and prudent translators, though
their close position near the focal point indicates that they do not possess a high
level of those attributes. The grid below shows the distribution of the

participants on the disposition grid.

Figure 5.7 Both Texts Disposition Grid
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The following dendogram clearly illustrates the distribution of the participants
over the disposition grid and their clustering groups across the assessment

quadrants.

Figure 5.8 Both Texts Disposition Dendogram
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5.5 Disposition Evaluative Scale

The participants’ disposition has been illustrated above in the three
disposition grids and described behaviorally to show the differences among the
participants in the group. In the attempt to more objectivize the judgements, the
partcipants have been statistically ranked according to their translation
disposition which results from the intersection between the z-scores of
participant omissions and dissimilarity. The results of T1 disposition are
displayed in table 5.7 below:

Table 5.7 Text One: Disposition Ranking

Rank Participant Omission z-scores Dissimilarity z-scores

1 5 0 0.170486
2 11 0 1.212421
3 10 0 2.117316
4 9 0.179352 0

5 16 0.179352 0.018934
6 3 0.179352 0.37149
7 4 0.179352 1.735543

161



8 2 0.717409 0.003481
9 23 0.717409 0.098973
10 15 0.717409 0.154606
11 21 0.717409 0.281855
12 25 0.717409 2.233231
13 13 1.613916 0.261325
14 1 1.613916 0.854146
15 22 1.613916 1.30074
16 6 1.613916 2.536693
17 24 2.869297 0.125245
18 14 2.869297 0.22269
19 7 2.869297 6.138502
20 12 0.782871
21 8 - 15.15856
22 19 6.455665 0.649958
23 20 8.787074 3.563411
24 17 4.593735
25 18 - 11.4386

The results revealed that translators may constellate in some areas of
omission but they scatter in dissimilarity. So, even if they have similar values in
one dimension they can be discriminated by the disparity in the other. For
example, participants 5, 11, and 10 have the same value in omission but
different values in dissimilarity to help in ranking their disposition. The same is
true about the other constellations highlighted with different colors in the table.

However, the correlation between the dimensions of omission and dissimilarity

has been found strong as illustrated below:

Correlations

Aspect Omissions | Dissimilarity
Omissions vs Dissimilarit | Pearson Correlation 1 0.558"
Sig. (2-tailed) - 0.004
N 25 25
Dissimilarity vs Omissions | Pearson Correlation 0.558" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.004 -
N 25 25

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Similarly, the results of T2 show almost a similar pattern and many translators
kept the same or a comparable rank such as participants 5, 11, 10, 4, 2, 23, 18,

17, 18, 19, and 20, whereas, some patrticipants extensively departed their rank

such as participant 13, 21, 16, 22, and 9.
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Table 5.8 Text Two: Disposition Ranking

Rank Participant Omission z-scores Dissimilarity z-scores

1 13 0 0.017266
2 10 0 0.170404
3 5 0 0.27594
4 11 0 1.143402
5 22 0.074038 0.008798
6 21 0.074038 0.114041
7 2 0.074038 0.127092
8 0.074038 0.620786
9 25 0.074038 0.620786
10 23 0.074038 0.744769
11 12 0.074038 2.42456
12 24 0.296045 0

13 1 0.296045 0.008798
14 3 0.296045 0.68145
15 16 0.296045 0.68145
16 9 0.666182 1.774224
17 20 1.184397 5.947745
18 14 1.850416 1.44144
19 15 2.66473 1.266975
20 7 2.66473 4.900468
21 6 3.62712 4.98361
22 19 4.737152 1.82439
23 18 9.350141
24 8 - 11.78549
25 17 12.50966 9.350141

The correlation between the two dimensions has been found very strong as can
be seen below:

Correlations

Aspect Omissions z-scores | Dissimilarity z-scores
Omissions | Pearson Correlation 1 0.854"

Sig. (2-tailed) - <.001

N 25 25
Dissimilarity | Pearson Correlation 0.854" 1

Sig. (2-tailed) <.001

N 25 25

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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The combination of the results of both texts show minor shifts in the ranking of
the different participants as illustrated in table 5.9 below:

Table 5.9 Disposition Ranking: Both Texts

Rank Participant Omission z-scores Dissimilarity z-scores

1 5 0.099162
2 10 0.627898
3 11 0.931418
4 4 0.124327 0.8547
5 2 0.279735 0.001648
6 13 0.279735 0.023226
7 21 0.279735 0.07524
8 16 0.279735 0.112359
9 23 0.279735 0.199809
10 3 0.279735 0.335357
11 25 0.279735 1.032053
12 22 0.497307 0.20894
13 9 0.497307 0.289875
14 1 0.777042 0.119301
15 24 1.118941 0

16 12 1.118941 1.248806
17 15 1.989228 0.396774
18 14 2.517617 0.505663
19 6 3.108169 3.418801
20 7 3.108169 5.271616
21 20 3.760884 4.465192
22 19 6.092011 0.931418
23 8 6.99338 13.59987
24 18 10.07047 10.37098
25 17 13.70703 6.658464

The correlation between the two dimensions is found to be very strong (0.770)
at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Correlations

Aspect Omission z-scores | Dissimilarity z-scores
Omissions | Pearson Correlation 1 0.770"

Sig. (2-tailed) <.001

N 25 25
Dissimilarity | Pearson Correlation 0.770" 1

Sig. (2-tailed) <.001

N 25 25

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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The ranking will be used in the composite profiling of individual participants
TC by adding it to the scores of the participants on textual competence and

monitoring.

5.6 Conclusion of the Study of Disposition

The chapter has opened with an attempt to define the term ‘disposition’ and
limit its meaning in TS by first surveying the meaning of the term in the TS sister
fields of psychology and education where the term is relevantly used. The
survey has shown that the nature of disposition and its relationship to
knowledge, skills and proficiency are very complicated, obscure and indirect.
For the purposes of the present study, it is decided to deal with it as an
intentional learned habit or complex of habits that can be taught, learned and
assessed. The notion that some dispositions are innate or inborn is practically
discarded in the present investigation, although it is not theoretically entirely
denied. This study is not interested in probing the origins and roots of
disposition, but rather interested in investigating a current state. That is why
studying the notion of innateness is not within the scope of the study.
Nonetheless, disposition cannot be entirely directly assessed because it is
composed of unobservable traits that are evidenced through forms of behavior
and output. Thus, it can be assumed that Campbell is right in choosing an
indirect method to assess disposition in TC through investigating specific
features in the participants’ product.

Apparently, the type of disposition that is closely related to the study of
translation process is the intellectual type (Fowler and Haughy, 2007: 2). It
comprises attributes and aptitudes that are required in translating such as
anticipation, problem solving, relationship inferring, investigating and
persistence.

As the present study is a replication of an earlier one it has adopted a similar
method of data elicitation and also a similar method of investigating the process
through the study of the product. So the results of the investigation reported in
this chapter correspond with Campbell's attempt to assess the dimensions of
disposition and they allow placing the participants in specific places according
to the quantity they possess of those dimensions. Those assessments will be

used later in chapter seven to profile the TC of each translator by integrating the
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results of disposition with the results of the other two components of ‘textual
competence’ and ‘monitoring’. It is worth noting, however, that the same data
categorized in the choice network were used in the previous chapter to
investigate how the participants deploy the lexical-choice strategies that are

open to them in building their texts.
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Chapter Six

Translation Monitoring: The Self-assessment Study

6.1 Overview

This chapter deals with Self-assessment as the first of two segments which
constitute translation monitoring. The second segment is real-life revision which
is investigated in Chapter Seven. They both make the third component in
Campbell's TC model. Campbell admits that he has studied translation
monitoring for reasons different from those of the other two components of his
model; textual competence and disposition. In fact, the last two components
were studied because of the need for a “general model to underpin the teaching
and learning of translation” (Campbell, 1998, p.126), whereas the study of
translation monitoring was motivated by a purely practical drive. As Campbell
explains, it was motivated by the difficulty of convincing students who fail

assignments about their real abilities:

(...) they often expressed inordinate surprise; some students seemed to
think they were much better translators than they really were. In
investigating the problem, | was led to the conclusion that here was
another facet of translation competence (ibid, p.126).

In addition, Campbell confesses that a major problem he faced in studying this
component was the fact that it is not ‘theoretically underpinned’. He was at
pains to mention it, and stresses that his study of this component owes nothing
to proposals of monitoring in the context of language acquisition and cognitive
psychology, such as Krashen (1977) and O’Malley and Chamot (1990). Thus,
Campbell’s study is based on purely empirical evidence derived from empirically
investigating this problem in particular (ibid, p.153).

The current study of monitoring competence proceeds in almost the same
approach Campbell adopted. It includes two dimensions: self-assessment and
real-time editing. (‘Editing’ is Campbell’'s term which is replaced by revision in
the current study). The first dimension refers to the students’ general

assessment of their own ability to translate and how it relates to the other
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components of TC. So, Campbell assumes that their awareness of the quality of
their output (self-assessment) can be proposed as a relevant factor in the
characterization of TC and, consequently, one of its indicators. This dimension
is empirically measured by the responses to a call addressed to the participants
to self-assess their output directly after translating each text, as part of the
experiment that is carried out. The results of these assessments, then, will be
correlated with the independent measure of the tutor’'s general assessment of

the overall and cumulative TC as observed throughout teaching the participants.

6.2 Definition

The term ‘self-assessment’ is defined by the Oxford English Dictionary as the
“assessment or evaluation of oneself or one’s actions, attitudes, or
performance”. Similarly, it is defined by the Oxford US English Dictionary as the:

assessment or evaluation of oneself or one’s actions and attitudes, in

particular, of one’s performance at a job or learning task considered in
relation to an objective standard.

Yet, ‘self-assessment’ is a term that is widely used in English in almost all fields
of life when judgments are required or made by a person about issues
concerning him, his actions and his performance of tasks. The sense in which
this term is used in the present study differs from the general and broader one
mentioned above. It is limited to the one used in learning and teaching,
especially in language and translation teaching and learning. Studies about self-
assessment in TS will be reviewed after defining and outlining self-assessment
in teaching and learning in general.

Generally speaking, self-assessment in teaching and learning is a relatively
new concept that is applied and practiced in the processes of learning and
teaching at large. It is defined by Boud (1991, cited by Mills and Glover 2007,
p.2) as:

the involvement of students in identifying standards and/or criteria to apply
to their work, and making judgments about the extent to which they have
met these criteria and standards.
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Mills and Glover agree to this definition and suggest that a student’s
involvement in the activity of self-assessment develops his reflection and
analysis abilities of both his work and the learning outcomes.

Similarly, Blanche and Merino (1989, p.313) define self-assessment as the
information about the learners provided by the learners themselves, about their
abilities, the progress they think they are making and what they think they can
or cannot do yet with what they have learned in a course. While Coranado-
Aliegro (2008, pp.1-3) relates self-assessment to what he calls ‘self-efficacy’,
and reflects that self-assessment is basically the feeling of mastery which the
learner develops over a given task that he performs. Self-efficacy, for him,
comes out of the learner's sense of achievement founded on data on self-
assessment.

Harris and McCann (1994, p.36) describe the concept of self-assessment in

a wider prospect and define it as:

(...) useful information about students’ expectations and needs, their
problems and worries, how they feel about their own [learning] process,
their reactions to the materials and methods being used, what they think
about the course in general (...).

The interesting point here is that monitoring of the learning process in formative
assessment and feedback help to establish self-regulation in the learners which

positively affects their learning:

[in] practice, self-regulation is manifested in the active monitoring and
regulation of a number of different learning processes: e.g. the setting of,
and orientation towards, learning goals; the strategies used to achieve
goals; the management of resources; the effort exerted; reactions to
external feedback; the products produced (ibid.).

Leniski et al (2006, p.32) consider self-assessment, along with other
procedures such as observations, journals, and portfolios, as one of the basic
instruments to assess language learners’ progress, especially when they ‘self-
monitor’ their performance tasks. Similarly, Gardener as early as 1999 assumes
that self-assessment is an effective tool in autonomous learning: “It can be used
both as a testing device leading to accreditation and as a device for personal
self-monitoring” (2000, p.49). While Dickinson (1987), earlier than Gardener,
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stresses the importance of self-assessment or ‘self-evaluation’ for language
learners in general and for autonomous language learners in particular. Rust
(2002) views self-assessment as a device to help learners monitor their level of
success in specific learning tasks. It is viewed by Rust as a definite indicator of
the learner's awareness of the control he has on learning, and reflects his own
estimation of that learning.

6.3 Reliability and validity

Since self-assessment is adopted here as a measure of the learners’
awareness of the quality of their performance, it is necessary to look at the
guestions of reliability and validity as essential requirements in any educational
measure. Ross (2006, p.3), for instance, concludes that the ‘psychometric
properties of self-assessment’ indicate that it is a reliable technique to assess
and to yield consistent and dependable results. However, when considering
validity, he arrives at the general conviction that, students commonly give higher
estimations of their performance and abilities than what their tutors give them:
“student self-assessments are generally higher than teacher ratings” (ibid.).
Formerly, Boud and Fachikov (1989) suggest that overestimations are more
likely to be found where the self-assessment contributes to the student’'s grade
on a course. Whatever the discrepancy between student and teacher
assessment, it cannot but be attributed to what each party assesses. After
reviewing a number of studies, Ross (2006) submits that, though self-
assessment studies give information about student achievement, such
information corresponds only partially to the information given by teacher

assessments. The variation is attributed to:

(...) multiple sources, especially student inability to apply assessment
criteria, interest bias, and the unreliability of teacher assessments.
One systemic source of error might be that students include in their
self-assessments information that is not available to the teacher,
peers or standardized tests (ibid, p.4).

In a significant study of self-assessment (Maclintyre, et al, 1997, pp.265-28)
focused on the role of language anxiety in instigating biases in Self-Ratings of
L2 Proficiency, the authors conclude that “one can reasonably assume that,
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given appropriate, specific assessment tools, learners should be able to
accurately rate their own abilities” (ibid, 267). This goes in line with the review
made by Blanche and Merino (1989), who determined that when the skills to be
assessed are clear and detailed "there is consistent overall agreement between
self-assessments and rating based on a variety of external criteria" (p.315).
However, agreement of student self-assessment with external measures cannot
be taken for granted because students do not necessarily assess accurately.
The authors (ibid, p.267) conclude that language learners mostly overestimate
or underestimate their proficiency in language. This, of course, leads to the
failure of the assessment to correspond to objective external measures such as
tutor’'s assessment.

The debate continues as to whether self-assessment is reliable or not and
there have been arguments in favour and against its reliability. Dickinson (1987,
p.136), for example, questions its reliability and favours assessments made by
teachers and specialists, when he inclines to believe that ‘teachers and other
specialists’ are more likely expected to be more reliable and accurate in giving
assessments about the performance of their learners than the learners give
about their own input. The divergence in the compared results between
learners’ assessment of their performance and their tutors’ of the same
performance may support the same idea (Blue, 1988). Other early studies
arrived at similar findings (for example, Janssen-van Dieten 1989 and Thomson
1996) both discredit the reliability of the learner’s self-assessment in favour of
the teacher’s evaluation.

On the other hand, there are studies which accredit the reliability of self-
assessment. Bachman and Palmer (1989), for example, found that learners of
an adult group were reliable in assessing their communicative language skills.
Similarly, Blanche (1990, p.226) stresses that “the overall reliability of the self-
evaluations (...) is impressive”.

In fact, it is difficult to account for the inconsistency in the findings of the
various studies regarding the issue of reliability. This matter can be attributed to
the differences in the variables which decide, to a large degree, the reliability of
the findings. In other words, factors such as the size of the sample and the
setting definitely affect the reliability of a test because the larger the sample, the

more reliable the results will likely be, and also the suitability of the setting,
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clarity of the directions and the efficiency of administration all contribute to the
reliability of the measure. In addition, the characteristics of the participants in
the studies, including their age, sex, education, social and cultural background,
and the skill and experience they have in self-assessment procedures, all
contribute to that variation. Other variables like the TL being assessed, the test
format and the skills being compared can act as additional sources of reliability
variation (for details about the factors affecting test reliability see Bachman,
1990, pp.160-223).

The question of whether to use self-assessment as a measuring device on
its own or comparing it with some other well-established external criteria, on the
bases of validity and reliability, is challenging. Nonetheless, seeking measures
with absolute validity and reliability in measuring skills related to language
learning could be futile because of the improbability of fully controlling all the
variables involved in the process. Consequently, it seems acceptable to use
self-assessment and tolerate its margin of error in the same way other
measures are accepted and adopted. This conclusion can well sum up this
tendency against the conflicting notions and arguments on using self-

assessment:

It is, perhaps, comforting that even in the studies where results were
disappointing researchers maintained a belief in the value of self-
assessment. Undoubtedly, reliability is an issue that needs to be kept in
mind but it is not one which should prevent self-assessments from being
tried (Gardner, 2000 p.53)

Pedagogically speaking, self-assessment is considered one of the tools that
are stimulated in the more modern learner-centred approach to language
teaching. Saltourides (2006, p.55) empirically exhibits that the students’
awareness of the effectiveness of their learning strategies had developed and
increased in that they expressed their desire to continue to use self-assessment
in their future study. She also adds that using self-assessment in the curriculum
made the learners activities more communicative, thus fitting it under the social
constructivist paradigm of learning. Social constructivism is a term which refers
to learning theories whose “main concern is with knowledge construction

through social interactions (Swan, 2005, P.4)".
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To conclude, self-assessment in education and learning can be perceived

as:

e arelatively new method of evaluation in learning that has proved its utility
as an indispensable device in a learner-centred approach to teaching.

e an educational measure, like most measuring devices, whose reliability
and validity are not fully established yet. This is basically due to the
novelty of the technique, which may continue to be so for some time in
future.

e Pedagogically, an effective motivational device to trigger the learner’s
awareness of his abilities and skills, and to help him estimate them

accurately and objectively.

6.4 Self-assessment in Translation Studies

There are some research studies which have tackled the use of self-
assessment in TS, both in translation and interpretation, though they are
scarce. Below is a brief survey of the most focal ones which highlight the

function and vitality of this measure in translation research.

6.4.1 Self-assessment in interpretation research is recommended and
employed in the case of training interpreters to improve the quality of
performance. Chiaro and Nocella (2004, p.291), for example, suggest three
main areas of operation including training, which, in turn, incorporates the
procedures of self-assessment. As such, the significance of assessment in the
training of professional interpreters is empirically investigated in a study by
Fowler (2007), who investigates the role of self-assessment, along with, peer
assessment and evaluation. It is an attempt to validate the use of those three
forms of assessment and to inform trainee interpreters to use the feedback in
their professional performance. Fowler contends that the reason why the skill of
self-assessment is indispensable to interpreter trainees is mostly because after
they finish their training “they will probably be quite isolated throughout their
professional lives” (ibid, p.255). The study closes with the conclusion that self-
assessment, along with peer assessment, are necessary in the training of
interpreters because they foster self-awareness of the flaws and errors which
accompany performance. They could also be helpful in enabling the interpreters
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to devise their own procedures and criteria to assess their performance by
themselves in an accurate and useful way.

Similarly, Barttomiejczyk (2007), in a seminal study, deals with quality
assessment of the performance of both professional and trainee interpreters in
different contexts. The prominent question in this study is to find out how
interpreter trainees react to their own output. Therefore, she attempts to
address that question by examining the ‘fairly spontaneous’ reactions of
advanced trainee interpreters. The study of self-assessment recruited eighteen
subjects at the same stage of training who were asked to self-assess their
output after they interpreted a text from English into Polish in the light of their
strategic processing. The results indicated that there was a noteworthy
tendency to negatively assess their performance in terms of faithfulness to the
original text and to its completeness, with almost complete negligence of
matters related to presentation such as voice quality, intonation, pauses and
hesitancy. In addition, she concludes that the results of the study generally cast
some doubts on the appropriateness of the procedure of self-evaluation when
conducted in the same unstructured way applied in her study. She admits that
she was not able to elicit sufficient remarks to help in improving training. As a
result, she suggests the use of assessment sheets, similar to those
recommended by Schjoldager (1996) or Hartley, et al. (2003), to attain better
results in diagnosing problems of interpreter output (ibid., pp. 263-4).

On the other hand, Lee (2005) investigates the usefulness of self-
assessment in the teaching of interpretation. Graduate students of translation
and interpretation were asked to self-assess their performance to their tutor.
The results of the survey disclosed that there are, from the point of view of the
trainee interpreters, positive aspects in the identification and diagnosis of
weaknesses and strengths, enabling them to orient their practice and to allow
them monitor and appraise their progress. However, some negative points were
detected regarding the time consumed for the process of self-assessment in
addition to the emotional throwback of the process on the student who might
shy out of making the assessment. Anyhow, both students and teachers find
self-assessment useful in the context of interpreting teaching. The feedback to

the teachers helped them in remedially working with students to assist them to
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overcome the weaknesses which were diagnosed and also in reinforcing the
points of strength.

Likewise, Arumi and Esteve (2006, p.159) believe that assessment and self-
assessment procedures form a component in the training of interpreters which
plays an important role by encouraging self-regulation processes in consecutive
interpreting. Postigo Pinazo (2008, p.208) agrees on the importance of training

interpreters to self-assess their knowledge and ability stating that:

The training period is vital for introducing future interpreters to habits of
recognizing their strengths and weaknesses, lack of specific knowledge
and application of learned skills. Integrating self-assessment into teaching
and treating it as essential will have positive effects on learners’ attitudes to
self-criticism and on performance (ibid.).

The study entails that students should participate actively in the evaluation,
and their performance reflected that the effects on their learning were positive.

6.4.2 Self-assessment in translation research: The use of self-
assessment in translation research is presented in a pioneer study by
Fanghanel and Voela (2001), who attempt to bridge the gap between
academic and professional translation by trying to establish a ‘discipline-based
model’. It is accomplished through encouraging students to perform formative
self-assessments by responding to a Critical Review Sheet and to end-of-year
interviews. These procedures were tried on nine postgraduate students doing
their masters in translation during the academic year 1999-2000 at the
University of Luton. The authors confess that students previously did not take
self-assessment seriously, even though it was introduced in the programme
right from the beginning, and stress that the earlier results were disappointing
and superficial. This is, they emphasize, the reason why a formative approach
is adopted. Despite the obvious merits of applying self-assessment in
translation, the authors contend that it is still problematic for two reasons. The
first reason is the way of dealing with the notion of “correctness” in translation.
Unlike most other disciplines, where it is possible, and perhaps easy, to
establish what is correct and what is incorrect, translation does not yield itself
well to this notion. It is difficult to decide what the ideal translation of a given
text is, simply because there are many possible ‘correct’ ways or ‘model

translations for a text. They conclude that the difficulty stems from the fact that:
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any evaluation based on a systematic approach rather than on ‘impression’
must therefore involve a deconstruction of the text into manageable
elements, each of which representing a specific area of knowledge and
skills input (ibid, p.47)

The second reason is associated with the nature of translation as an
‘interdisciplinary activity’ which comprises various “cognitive, social, textual and
pragmatic skills and knowledge” (ibid.), which need to be available so that
linguistic transfer can happen.

The study closes with some pedagogical implications stressing the visibility
of the virtues of self-assessment noticed in the study. These include the
students’ awareness of the processes and strategies they used in translation
and their evident ability in evaluating them. In addition, the participants were
capable of running comparisons between STs and TTs to diagnose the
weaknesses and strengths in their performance. All these activities can be
perceived as cognitive skills characteristic of the autonomy and productive
reflection in the translation process. This brings the translation process to the
forefront of desired investigation in its nature (ibid, p.60-1).

Correspondingly, Martinez and Hurtado (2001, p.285) consider student self-
assessment records as one of the basic evaluation tools in translator training,
along with other tools such as teacher’s observation records, translation diaries,
documentation sources, error inventories and so on. Similarly, Kose (2011,
pp.484-85) uses self-assessment scales to identify the levels of his subjects’
language skills in his study of the effect of form and meaning in translation
focused instruction. His self-assessment scale includes six skills: reading,
writing, listening, speaking, grammar, and vocabulary and idioms. Each skill is

assessed on a five-value continuum as in the example below (p.488):

Excellent Very good Fair Not good Poor

This continuum is designed for the self-assessment of language skills and is not
adopted in this study. A numerical scale is used in place, because it is more

precise.
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In a vital study, Waddington (2001, pp.311-325) employs self-assessment,
along with teachers’ assessment and a number of other factors, as a tool in the
identification of TC. In the study, he uses 64 students’ self-assessment of their
ability to translate from Spanish into English. This study is extremely important
in that it statistically discloses the relationship between self-assessment and
TC. The correlation matrix:

shows that there is a moderately high, statistically significant correlation
(p>.001) between the first factor (Translation Competence) and the second
and third factors (Native Language Competence and Self-Assessment).
However, none of these three factors correlates with the variable series
[refers to Mathematical Intelligence], which lends weight to their construct
validity in the sense that, whereas the three factors are clearly related to
translation ability, it is not surprising that they do not relate to the variable
series, which is based on a university entrance test designed to test
mathematical intelligence (ibid, p.321).

The statistical results also show that there are moderately high, statistically
significant correlations between the four methods that were used in the study
and the factor of self-assessment, which contributes to the verification of the
criterion-related validity of all the four ways that were used to assess the quality
of student translations (ibid. p.323). In the conclusion, Waddington contends
that the main underlying factor is TC, which is closely related to student self-
assessment of their TC and to student NL competence. However, the results
showed that there was no significant correlation between these two factors and
the main factor of mathematical intelligence (ibid. p.324).

A more recent study, conducted by Robinson, et al. (2006, p.115), also
stresses the importance of self-assessment in translation training, stating that it
helps students to assess their abilities and assists to raise their awareness of
responsibility towards their learning. The study investigates the introduction of
e-learning in the Spanish university system and the opportunities it has provided
to ‘reorient translator Training'. It also shows the appropriateness of this mode
of learning to translator training. The results indicate that the students positively
perceived the new learning mode along with the accompanying assessment
processes. In the outset of the study, the authors emphasize that the aims of
their choice were pedagogical; to “design this course around the concepts of

self-and peer assessment and tutor-moderation” (ibid, p.116). They aimed to
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ensure the achievement of the utmost degree of trainees’ involvement in the
learning process. In addition, they tend to amplify the trainees’ sense of
responsibility towards their work and to make sure that the trainees are
adequately prepared to function successfully in the professional world that
awaits them. The study concludes with highlighting the importance of the self-
assessment process describing it as a ‘logical component’ in translator
professional training (ibid, p.136).

Finally, a recent study carried out by Fernandez and Zabalbeascoa (2012),
which is very close to the current one in its aims and procedures, has
investigated the relationship between self-assessment and the performance of
trainee translators by correlating their self-evaluation results, based on their
answers to post translation metacognitive questionnaires, with their teacher’s
assessment. It has focused on the trainees’ identification of translation
problems and the justification they give for their own solutions to those
problems. It was revealed that the “best-performing students were more
strategically and translationally aware in self-evaluating their own translating”.
(ibid, p.463)

The study concludes with the affirmation that there is a significant correlation
between the students’ self-evaluation and their level of performance in terms of
identifying and solving translation problems. The study also confirms some
didactic implications as the correlation results indicate that the better performing
trainees have better strategic and translational awareness than the others, and
that the pedagogy and training must aim at raising this awareness to improve
the translation performance of trainee translators (ibid, p.476).

In conclusion, the use of self-assessment in TS research has revealed the
following:

e |tis an appropriate mode to be used in translator and interpreter training
because it ensures the trainee’s involvement and amplifies the sense of
responsibility towards learning and future work.

e Self-assessment is typically associated with that of the tutor to the
degree that it can be described as an established relationship. Most of
the studies which were reviewed above show the dependency of self-
assessment study on the tutor’s evaluation as an external factor to

establish its relevance and dependability.
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6.5 The Current Study

The aim of the current study is to examine the relationship between the
participants’ self-assessment and the assessment of their tutor as an external
measure (see section 1.7). It is based on qualitative data derived from the
participants’ self-assessments on the texts they translated in the experiment,
correlated with the tutors’ assessment. These data will be used to uncover the
relationship between monitoring and TC, in the sense that it can show whether
the overestimation or underestimation of one’s performance notably relates to
high or low levels of TC possessed by a participant.

In order to realize this, the current study attempts to confirm or, otherwise,
falsify the assumptions made by Campbell (1998, pp.135-6) that students have
good awareness of their ability to translate into their native language, and also
to explore the extent to which students may consistently overestimate or
underestimate that ability. Campbell’s conclusion, that “Arabic students greatly
overestimate their ability [to translate] into their first language” (ibid. p.136), is of
great interest in this experiment. In the pilot study (section 3.1), on a scale of
one to ten (ten being the highest), two of the participants highly self-assessed
their translation ability at eight points and the third assessed it at seven.
However, in the experiment of the final study the tutors were asked to give a
general cumulative assessment of the level of TC of those particular students
(the participants). Their assessment was to be based on their sustained
observation of those participants over the course of their studies.

The important aim here is to empirically test the idea that students’ general
assessment of their own ability to translate, validated by its correlation with their
tutor’'s assessment, relate to the other components of TC, and can be proposed
as a relevant factor which assists in its characterization. Robinson, et al. (2006,
p.136) consider it as:

(...) a logical component of any course designed to prepare translators for
the professional market place. (...) a self-and peer-assessment routine
validated by tutor moderation can achieve satisfactory results both in
guantitative and qualitative terms.
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In the present study, this dimension is empirically measured by the responses
to a question addressed to the subjects in order to self-assess their output.
Then, the results of these assessments are correlated with the independent
measure of the tutor’'s general impressionistic assessment of each participant’s
overall TC, as observed throughout the teaching programme.

Although all the participants made a self-assessment of their performance on
both texts, one of the tutors declined to give his assessment for reasons, as he
expressed, of his compliance with the ethics of the university where he worked.
Thus, the study was disadvantaged by the lack of tutor assessment of seven
participants, which reduced the sample of this segment to eighteen participants.
This matter weakened but did not eliminate the study’s ability to investigate tutor
rating reliability, as opposed to participant self-assessment.

6.5.1 The results: The assessments of the eighteen participants were ranked
and displayed in Figure 6.1 below. The term ‘scale values’ refers to the scales
of the continuum below on which the participants were asked to self-assess

their translation output on each of the texts they translated in the experiment:

On the scale of ten below, please, estimate your translation quality of the above text
(10 being the highest):

It is also the same scale which the tutor used in his general assessment of the
participants. In fact, the scale and the criteria that were used by both the

participants and the tutor were easy and explicit.

180



Figure 6.1 Tutor and Participant Assessment Ranking
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It is illustrated in Figure 6.1 above that:

Tutor assessment starts at point 4 on the assessment scale and
extends to the highest point (10). This means the tutor did not assess
any of the participants lower than value 4 on the continuum.

The frequency of tutor assessment bunches at assessment points 5,
6, 7, and 8, comprising the majority of the participants (14).
Participants’ assessments of their performance on T1 differ from that
of T2 in both the range of assessment and its constellation.

In T1 the assessment, analogous to that of the tutor, starts at point 4
but, dissimilarly, ceases at value 8. The frequency of the results
bunches at 5, 6, 7, and 8, (17 participants) with rank 7 being the most
frequent.

By contrast, participant assessment of T2 starts at a lower rank (point
2) than that of T1 and of the tutor. However, it extends to the same
range of T1 at value 8 only. Frequency bunching is also different;
starting at point 4 to 5 then to 7 and 8, excluding 6 where only one

participant opted there.

The differences in assessment are reflected in Table 6.1 below, which shows

the match and mismatch between the tutor and participant assessment on each
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text for each participant. When participant assessment is higher than that of the
tutor the deviation is positively marked with a plus (+), and when it is lower it is
negatively marked with a minus (-), whereas matching assessment between the
participant and the tutor is marked with (0) disparity. The positive marking

indicates overestimation, whereas the negative one indicates underestimation.

Table 6.1 Participant’s over and Under-estimation

Par. Tutor’s Par. Assessment-T1 | Par. Assessment-T2 Disparity
assessment | score disparity Score disparity | Mean Disparity
1 8 7 -1 5 -3 -2
2 6 8 +2 8 +2 +2
3 5 7 +2 4 -1 +0.5
4 7 8 +1 8 +1 +1
5 7 7 0 7 0 0
6 5 5 0 2 -3 -1.5
7 4 5 +1 5 +1 +1
8 6 7 +1 7 +1 +1
9 6 7 +1 5 -1 0
10 8 7 -1 4 -4 -2.5
11 7 5 -2 4 -3 -2.5
12 7 6 -1 7 0 -0.5
13 10 8 -2 8 -2 -2
14 10 6 -4 5 -5 -4.5
15 8 7 -1 6 -2 -1.5
16 9 5 -4 5 -4 -4
17 6 6 0 3 -3 -1.5
18 5 4 -1 4 -1 -1
Mean 6.89 6.39 -0.5 5.39 -1.5 -1

The results illustrated in Table 6.1 are summarized in Table 6.2 below showing
the number and percentage of over-estimators, matching-estimators and under-

estimators.

Table 6.2 Estimation Summary

Estimation Text one | % Texttwo | % Mean | %

Over-estimators 6 3333 | 4 2222 |5 27.78
Matching-estimators | 3 16.67 | 2 11.11 | 2.5 13.89
Under-estimators g 50.00 | 12 66.67 | 10.5 | 58.33

The participants generally have the tendency to underestimate rather than to
overestimate which runs counter to the previously suggested conclusion drawn
by Campbell in the original study when he claims that Arab students tend to

overestimate their ability to translate into their native language. However, it is
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revealed here that over-estimators for T1 represent only one third of the sample
whereas under-estimators for the same text represent half the population. On
the other hand, underestimation in T2 is stronger than that in T1 as just a little
more than one quarter of the participants overestimated their performance,
whereas two thirds of the population underestimated their performance. The
difference in the estimation can be attributed to the difference in the level of
difficulty of the texts, since the tutor’'s assessment is general for the participants
TC. The current results can be said to agree with the conclusion of Macintyre, et
al. (1997, pp.265-28) that language learners mostly overestimate or
underestimate their proficiency in language, since language proficiency is a
decisive factor in translation.

6.5.2 The statistical analysis: The results of the correlations between the
participant and the tutor assessments are displayed in Tables 6.3 and 6.4 and
also in Figure 6.2 below:

Table 6.3 Tutor and Self-assessment Correlations

Text 1 Pearson Correlation | 1.000 | 0.669** | 0.310
Sig. (2-tailed) - 0.002 |0.211
N 18 18 18

Text 2 Pearson Correlation | 0.669** | 1.000 | 0.323
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.002 |- 0.191
N 18 18 18

Tutor Pearson Correlation | 0.310 | 0.323 | 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.211 |0.191 |-
N 18 18 18

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Significant correlation between the participant assessments on both texts
indicates the reliability of that assessment despite the difference between the
texts in the level of difficulty and structure. By contrast, the absence of a
significant correlation between tutor and participant assessment reflects the lack
of validity in the assessment. The distribution of the participants as assessed by

the tutor and by themselves on both texts is displayed in Figure 6.2 below:
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Figure 6.2 Participants and Tutor Assessment Distribution of both Texts
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6.5.3 Interpretation of the results: These results can be interpreted in the

following way:

The significant participant assessment correlation between the two texts
indicates the reliability of participant self-assessment in that there is
consistency in the assessment they give across the two texts (whether
they are overestimating or underestimating).

If the fact that the participants are native speakers with considerable
control on their language is taken into account, the results agree with
another statement by Campbell, which contradicts his previous
statement about the overestimation of Arabic students. This time he

suggests that the ability to self-assess one’s translation ability differs:

(...) more fundamentally between types of bilingualism and that poor
language competence is linked to overestimation and good language
competence to under-estimation (Campbell, 1998, pp.137).

So, the good language competence the participants have could be the

reason behind their general tendency to underestimate.
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e Retrospectively, a personal and more subjective interpretation based on
personal experience would suggest another reason that may contribute
to this general tendency of self-assessment, which is unfortunately not
possible to scrutinize in this study, and deserves some future
investigation. It is supposed here that the current situation can be partly
related to the kind of teacher assessment those participants became
used to in their past exams and assignments in their schools. As a
subject of study, the Arabic language is generally treated with dignity
and reverence in the Arab World for reasons of nationality, education
and most importantly of religion, especially by teachers of Arabic who
are schooled in this direction, and who usually do not tolerate weak
performance in the subject. Consequently, under their effect, the
students establish the conviction that only superior performance is
expected and positively assessed by their teachers. Congruently, the
current study participants may have transferred this experience to their
personal assessment of their own output, which results in an
underestimation of their translation performance in their native

language.

6.5.4 Quality Assessment, Self-assessment and Tutor assessment

In order to enhance the results of self and tutor assessments it is decided to
validate them against another external measure. This measure consists of the
results of the quality assessment of the translation of the texts that are used in
the experiment. Thus, the translations of the 25 participants (two texts each)
were submitted to three expert raters to individually assess them according to
an assessment chart explained by an assessment sheet made up of a number
of behavioural statements which describe the levels of output expected from
translators on each aspect of the chart. The raters all were Arabic native
speakers with experience in translation teaching and assessment. At the time of
performing the assessment, two of them, a female and a male, were PhD
holders whereas the third (a male) has two bachelors; one in Arabic and one in
English, an MA in Arabic and was doing a PhD in Arabic at the time of the
assessment. The assessment sheet was derived from the code of practice in

the School of Modern Languages and Cultures University of Leeds, and vividly
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described and simplified by the researcher to be used easily and reliably. The
original one was professionally detailed and was expected to be difficult for
raters who use it for the first time without prior training. Below is a copy of the

assessment sheet that was used by the raters as a guide in their task:

Translation assessment Sheet

Source Language Comprehension:

5--- Perfect comprehension with no traces of miscomprehension at all.
4--- Few comprehension problems slightly affect the translation.

3--- Minor comprehension problems partly affect the translation.
2---Predominant comprehension problems entirely affect the translation.
1--- Comprehension problems so severe that they distort the translation.

Subject Matter:

5--- Full command of the subject matter to carry out the translation.

4--- Few subject matter problems which slightly affect the translation.

3--- Minor subject matter problems which partly affect the translation.

2--- Predominant Subject matter problems which entirely affect the translation.
1--- Severe subject-matter problems which distort the translation.

Target Language Appropriateness

5--- Completely appropriate TL.

4--- Few traces of TL inappropriateness slightly affect the translation.

3--- Minor TL inappropriateness problems partly affect the translation.

2--- Predominant TL inappropriateness problems entirely affect the translation.
1--- Completely inappropriate TL distorts the translation

Target Language Accuracy

5--- Completely accurate TL.

4--- Few traces of TL inaccuracy very slightly affect the translation.

3--- Minor TL inaccuracy problems partly affect the translation.

2--- Predominant TL inaccuracy problems entirely affect the translation.
1--- Severe TL inaccuracy problems distort the translation.

The assessment was recorded on a chart designed by the researcher,
comprising the four aspects that were assessed according to the guidance
provided in the sheet above. Each aspect was evaluated on a scale of five
points. They start with number 5 as the score for the highest desirable output
and end up with number 1 as the lowest score for the output. The total mark
represents the sum of the scores a participant gets on the different components.

Below is a sample of the assessment chart:
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Sample Translation Assessment Chart
Participant No.: ( ) Rater: ()

Evaluation 5 4 3 2 1

Comprehension of the SL (SLC)

Command of subject matter (CSM)

Appropriateness of the TL (TLAp)

Accuracy of the TL (TLAC)

Total Mark: ( )

Rater’s Signature

The assessments of each rater on both texts were then displayed in a
separate table followed by a summary of the correlation between the two texts
in general and between each component across the two texts in particular.

Table 6.4 shows the results of Rater One:

Table 6.4 Quality Assessment: Rater 1

Par Text One Text Two Both texts
SLC | CSM | TLAp | TLAc | Sum | SLC | CSM | TLAp | TLAc | Sum | Total
1 5 4 4 3 16 3 3 3 3 12 28
2 4 3 2 2 11 4 3 4 3 14 25
3 4 4 4 3 15 4 3 3 3 13 28
4 3 2 2 1 8 3 3 2 2 10 18
5 4 4 4 3 15 3 2 2 2 9 24
6 4 4 3 3 14 2 2 1 1 6 20
7 3 2 2 1 8 1 1 1 1 4 12
8 2 1 1 1 5 2 2 2 2 8 13
9 3 3 3 3 12 3 3 3 2 11 23
10 3 3 2 2 10 2 2 2 2 8 18
11 4 3 3 2 12 4 3 3 3 13 25
12 3 3 3 2 11 2 2 1 1 6 17
13 4 4 3 3 14 4 4 4 4 16 30
14 4 3 2 2 11 3 3 2 2 10 21
15 3 3 3 3 12 4 3 3 2 12 24
16 3 3 3 3 12 4 3 4 4 15 27
17 1 1 1 1 4 2 1 1 1 5 9
18 1 1 1 1 4 1 1 1 1 4 8
19 2 1 2 2 7 2 1 1 1 5 12
20 2 1 1 1 5 2 2 2 2 8 13
21 5 4 4 4 17 4 4 3 4 15 32
22 4 3 3 2 12 4 3 3 3 13 25
23 3 3 3 2 11 2 1 1 1 5 16
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24 3 3 3 3 12 3 2 2 2 9 21
25 5 5 5 4 19 5 4 4 4 17 36
Total 82 71 67 57 277 73 61 58 56 [ 248 525
Average | 3.28 | 2.84 | 2.68 | 2.28 | 11.08 | 2.92 | 2.44 | 2.32 | 2.24 | 9.92 21

A look at the table shows that the total scores of the participants (525) were
unevenly divided on T1 (272) and T2 (248). The variation could be partly
attributed to the different level of difficulty of each text. Though the average
score on T1 was higher than that of T2, it is perceived that the total average
(21/40) is relatively low and could be attributed to the possible rigorousness of
the rater. However, the total scores of the participants reflected considerable
variation ranging from a least score of 8 marks by participant 18 to the most
score of 36 marks obtained by participant 25. Rater One’s evaluation of the
different evaluated aspects and of the two texts has yielded the correlations

summarized in table 6.5 below:

Table 6.5 Rater 1: Text 1 vs. Text 2 correlations

Aspect Correlation
Source Language Comprehension (SLC) 0.688
Command of subject matter (CSM) 0.674
Target Language Appropriateness (TLAp) 0.494
Target Language Accuracy (TLAC) 0.606
Sum of the Two Texts 0.690

The results suggest that there is a statistically strong relationship among the
various components and also between the results of the two texts. This also
suggests the consistency of the rater’'s assessment.

Although Rater Two yielded slightly higher results than those of Rater One,
the same pattern is retained in that higher scores were recorded on Tl as
compared to T2. However, the total average score was nearly five marks higher
than that of Rater One. The lowest score was 12 marks obtained by participant
18 and the highest score was 35 obtained by participant 15. Table 6.6 below

displays the results:
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Table 6.6 Quality Assessment: Rater 2

Par Text One Text Two Both texts
SLC | CSM [ TLAp | TLAc | Sum | SLC | CSM | TLAp | TLAc | Sum Total
1 4 4 3 3 14 3 3 3 3 12 26
2 3 3 2 2 10 4 4 4 4 16 26
3 5 5 4 4 18 3 3 2 2 10 28
4 2 2 2 2 8 2 2 2 2 8 16
5 5 5 4 4 18 3 3 3 3 12 30
6 4 5 4 4 17 3 3 3 3 12 29
7 3 3 3 3 12 2 1 2 1 6 18
8 2 2 2 2 8 2 2 2 2 8 16
9 5 5 4 4 18 3 3 2 2 10 28
10 2 2 2 2 8 2 2 2 2 8 16
11 5 5 4 4 18 4 4 4 4 16 34
12 5 5 4 4 18 2 2 2 2 8 26
13 5 5 4 4 18 3 3 3 3 12 30
14 4 4 4 4 16 2 2 1 1 6 22
15 5 5 4 5 19 4 4 4 4 16 35
16 5 5 5 5 20 3 3 3 3 12 32
17 3 3 2 2 10 2 2 1 1 6 16
18 2 2 2 2 8 1 1 1 1 4 12
19 4 4 4 4 16 3 3 3 3 12 28
20 2 2 2 2 8 3 3 2 2 10 18
21 3 3 3 3 12 4 4 3 4 15 27
22 3 3 3 3 12 3 3 3 3 12 24
23 4 4 4 4 16 4 4 4 4 16 32
24 5 5 4 4 18 4 4 5 5 18 32
25 3 3 3 3 12 3 3 2 2 10 22
Total | 93 94 82 83 352 72 71 66 66 | 275 623
Mean | 3.72 |1 3.76 | 3.28 | 3.32 |1 14.08 | 2.88 ( 2.84 | 2.64 | 2.64 | 11 24.92

Similarly, the correlations show a statistically strong relationship between the
two texts and also among the four assessed aspects, though relatively weaker
than that seen in Rater One’s results. There is also a strong rater’s consistency

as seen by the results displayed in the summary below:

Table 6.7 Rater 2: Text 1 vs. Text 2 Correlations

Aspect Correlation
Source Language Comprehension (SLC) 0.475
Command of subject matter (CSM) 0.465
Target Language Appropriateness (TLAp) 0.408
Target Language Accuracy (TLAC) 0.412
Sum 0.467
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The results of Rater Three are not considerably different from the other two.
The total scores and the average fall between those of the two other raters.
Scores on T1 are similarly higher than those of T2. The lowest score obtained
was 9 by participant 18 and the highest was 32 by participant 21. The results
are displayed in the Table 6.8 below:

Table 6.8 Quality Assessment: Rater 3

Par Text One Text Two Both texts
SLC [ CSM | TLA | TLA | Sum | SLC | CSM | TLA | TLA | Sum | Total
1 5 4 3 4 16 4 3 3 3 13 29
2 4 4 3 3 14 4 4 3 3 14 28
3 4 4 3 3 14 4 4 3 2 13 27
4 3 2 2 1 8 3 3 2 2 10 18
5 5 4 4 4 17 3 2 3 2 10 27
6 4 4 3 3 14 3 3 2 2 10 24
7 3 2 2 2 9 2 1 1 1 5 14
8 2 1 2 2 7 2 2 2 2 8 15
9 4 4 3 3 14 4 4 3 2 13 27
10 3 2 3 2 10 2 2 2 2 8 18
11 4 3 3 3 13 4 4 3 3 14 27
12 4 3 2 2 11 3 2 2 2 9 20
13 4 4 4 3 15 4 3 4 3 14 29
14 4 4 3 3 14 3 2 2 2 9 23
15 4 4 4 3 15 4 3 3 3 13 28
16 5 4 4 3 16 4 4 3 3 14 30
17 2 1 2 1 6 2 1 1 1 5 11
18 2 1 1 1 5 1 1 1 1 4 9
19 4 2 3 3 12 3 2 2 2 9 21
20 2 2 2 1 7 3 2 2 2 9 16
21 5 4 4 4 17 4 4 3 4 15 32
22 4 3 3 2 12 4 3 3 3 13 25
23 4 3 3 3 13 4 4 3 3 14 27
24 4 4 3 3 14 4 3 3 3 13 27
25 5 4 4 4 17 4 3 3 3 13 30
Total | 94 77 73 66 | 310 | 82 69 62 59 272 582
Mean | 3.76 | 3.08 [ 2.92 | 2.64 | 12.4 | 3.28 | 2.76 | 2.48 | 2.36 | 10.88 23.28

The summary of the correlations below suggest that there is a very strong
relationship among the four aspects and also shows the very high consistency
of the rater.
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Table 6.9 Rater 3: Text 1 vs. Text 2 Correlations

Aspect Correlation
Source Language Comprehension (SLC) 0.757
Command of subject matter (CSM) 0.683
Target Language Appropriateness (TLAp) 0.796
Target Language Accuracy (TLAC) 0.650
Sum 0.790

However, when the total results of the three raters are examined together, it is
found that the average rater correlations (0.751695) show very strong
relationships, and suggest the high reliability of the raters and validity of the

assessment procedure as shown in Table 6.10 below:

Table 6.10 Correlations among the Three Raters’s Assessments

Rater Aspect Text One | Text Two
1. Rater 1vs. Rater 2 | Source Language Comprehension 0.322 0.593
Command of subject matter 0.518 0.423
Target Language Appropriateness 0.551 0.296
Target Language Accuracy 0.575 0.326
Sum 0.520 0.423
Total 0.545
2. Rater 1 Vs Rater 3 | Source Language Comprehension | g gos 0.806
Command of subject matter 0.860 0.628
Target Language Appropriateness 0.737 0.767
Target Language Accuracy 0.866 0.724
Sum 0.917 0.783
Total 0.894
3. Rater 2 vs Rater 3 | Source Language Comprehension 0.634 0.834
Command of subject matter 0.700 0.781
Target Language Appropriateness 0.578 0.643
Target Language Accuracy 0.570 0.803
e 0679 |  0.809
Total 0.817

It is clear from the table that the total correlations reflect a range between strong

and very strong relations. Although the correlations between single aspects in
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the comparison of Rater One and rater Two show some moderate to strong
correlations, the total correlation is strong. In addition, the correlation between
Rater One and Rater Three and between Rater Two and Three are very strong,
to the degree that they can be treated as identical. Table 6.11 below displays

those results:

Table 6.11 Rater's Assessment vs. Self and Tutor's Assessment

Aspect Rater 1 | Rater 2 | Rater 3
Self-assessment of Text 1 vs. Tutor’s 0.214 | -0.091 0.267
Self-assessment of Text 2 vs. Tutor’s 0.381 0.209 0.289
Rater’'s assessment of Text 1 vs Tutor's 0.341 0.332 0.464
Rater’'s assessment of Text 2 vs Tutor's 0.580 0.227 0.434
Rater's assessment of both texts vs. Tutor's | 9515 | 0.328 | 0.473

However, the correlations between the participant self-assessment results
and the raters’ quality assessment generally show low to moderate
relationships. On the other hand the correlations between raters’ assessments
and tutor’'s assessment show moderate to high relationship. This leads to the
conclusion that the participants’ self-assessments or their awareness of their

output are less credible than the general assessment of the tutor.

6.6 Conclusion

The results of this study lead to the conclusion that the participants’ self-
assessments, or their awareness of their output, are less credible than the
general assessment of the tutor. Specifically, it does not correlate well with the
results of the external measures of the tutor as well as with those of the quality
assessment raters. In other words, the study has shown that the self-
assessment technique has unapproved reliability and validity to be used on its
own as an element in assessing TC. However, it can be an effective
motivational device, as suggested by some studies reviewed in this paper, to
help trainee translators develop an awareness of their abilities or level of
professionalism. In this case, it must be used in a guided and moderate way,
urging students to take it seriously. To conclude, its reliability is especially

questionable in translation because of the unique nature of the translation
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process as far as the notion of correctness is concerned, and also the possibility
of having multiple correct translations (Fanghanel and Voela, 2001, p.47). So,
the students may think that they deserve higher evaluations than they actually
get because of the inconsistent evaluation criteria they have in mind, which
generally allow for subjectivity. Subsequently, self-assessment is not
recommended as a dependable measure in the assessment of TC or even as a

credible indicator of it.
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Chapter Seven
Translation Monitoring: The Real-time Revision Study

7.1 Overview

Real-time revision [my term] is the second segment of the study of monitoring
and it refers to the intervention made by the translator to repair his output during
the translation process, both in the drafting of the TT or directly after that in the
post-drafting phase. This process is commonly referred to as ‘self-revision’ in TS
(Mossop, 2010, p.167). Generally speaking, the term ‘revision’ is used in TS in a
broader sense than the one used in the present study. It refers to real-time
revision and self-revision along with other processes such as ‘other revision’
and ‘delayed revision’ which will be all outlined briefly in the few oncoming
pages.

The issue of revision has been investigated in TS, though not widely, and
presumed to be a relevant and effective phase in the translation process
(Antunovic and Pavlovic, 2011, p.233; PACTE, 2009, p.31). Roughly speaking,
there is no dispute among translators and translation trainers about the
importance of revision in the translation process, despite the apparently relative
lack in the empirical studies which have investigated the subject, and despite
the inconsistency in using the terms which describe the whole process or some
of its facets and aspects. However, assessing the translator’s revision skill is
found to be related to the translator's SL competence which is a basic

component in TC (Antunovic and Pavlovic, ibid.).

7.2 Definition

It would be appropriate to acknowledge the fact that it is difficult to
exclusively limit the definition of the term ‘revision’ as it is used interchangeably
with a host of other terms, each of which may indicate just one component or
aspect of a wider and more comprehensive process. Allman (2007, p.37) bluntly
describes the problem which these terms make as they intervene in what the

reviser is required to do when dealing with a draft translation. He stresses the
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need to provide precise descriptions of the various terms that are used to refer
to the process of revision, despite the belief that they can be used

interchangeably because they have the same aim of repairing a translation:

The terms ‘proofreading’, ‘editing’, ‘reviewing’, ‘post-editing’ ‘revision’ and
‘checking’ are often used almost interchangeably. Initially, it might be
thought that it does not really matter, as they all boil down to the same
thing: checking to see if the translation is ‘right.” However in terms of
negotiating the [translation] assignment, a set of, not definitions exactly,
but descriptions of what all these tend to signify, involve or relate to
would be appropriate (...).

Throughout his paper, the author stresses the significance of establishing a
clear and exclusive code to be given to the reviser in any translation revision
assignment in order to guide him to the tasks he is needed to concentrate on.
Antunovic and Pavlovic (ibid, p.213) attributed ‘terminological confusion’ or
the use of a large number of terms, almost interchangeably to refer to the
process of revision, to the scarcity of empirical studies that specify the terms,

when they suggest that:

This fact [scarcity of empirical studies] can probably explain the
terminological confusion that still exists in the literature regarding this
crucial aspect [my emphasis] of translation. Thus revision, correction,
editing, reviewing, rereading, checking and quality control are sometimes
used as synonyms, or without transparent distinction criteria.

Similarly, Chakhachiro (2005, p.225) considers revision as a ‘subfield of
translation criticism’ whatever its purpose is; whether used to repair the
student’s translation output, establishing models for assessment, or
investigating the translation process. He feels that revision is a ‘bi-directional
process’ which has multiple functions such as ensuring the accuracy of
translation, assessing its quality and ensuring its appropriateness to the
readership. In line with Chakhachiro, the Revision Manual of the European
Commission Directorate-General for Translation (2010, p.6) defines revision as
the:

comparison of a translation with its original, in order to point out and/or
correct possible shortcomings, both in terms of content and formal
presentation.
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Mossop (2010, p.201) defines revision as “the process of checking a draft

translation for errors and making appropriate amendments”. In the introduction

of his book devoted entirely to revision and first published in 2001, Mossop

differentiates between revision and editing as two related and overlapping, yet

different processes. He thinks that ‘revising’ is an aspect related to the

translation profession with a different history and development from that of

editing (ibid, p.1). His views in this connection are:

Revision is concerned with translation, whereas editing is concerned with
original writing.

They engage in different activities. At the time revision is concerned with
mistranslations and the ways to repair them, editing is engaged in looking
for writers and suggesting changes in the content, design and layout of
writing.

Editing uses different ‘market-oriented criteria’ from those of revision
such as changing, rewriting or deleting parts of the written texts to suit
the intended readership. These criteria are not generally accepted in
translation because fidelity to the ST is one of the requirements of good
translation.

Mistranslations result from reasons that are different from those of the
slips and mistakes of original writing because the production process in
translation differs from the process of original writing. The translator
works in direct contact with the ST which excessively affects the wording
of the draft TT. This problem does not happen in the original writing
because the language problems which appear in a translated text and
found by the reviser differ from the problems dealt with by the editor such

as the ‘unidiomatic language’ found in the translations (ibid, p.1).

Despite these differences in the tasks of the reviser and the editor, a translator

may find himself required to perform both tasks as an obligation of his job (ibid,

pp.1-2).
Comparably, Englund Dimitrova (2005, p.106) defines revision as changes to

the TT made by translators both during the writing or the post-writing phases of
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a translation task. She does not agree with Hayes et al. (1987, p.185) who
include other activities in revision rather than changes in the TT, such as
rereading and evaluating. However, Hayes (1996) changes his earlier
categories and integrates revision in the writing process as a whole. In this
model he replaces the previous categories of writing: ‘planning’, ‘text generation’
and ‘revision’ by broader cognitive categories, ‘reflection’, ‘text production’ and
‘text interpretation’, thus implying that revision is not a separate identifiable
process, but rather integrated in the text interpretation process. This indicates
that revision can occur at any time during the writing and the translation
process. Yet, Breedveld (2002, p.96) disagrees with the idea of integrating
revision in the whole process and considers it as a separate phase in the writing
process that can be obviously recognized as independent of the phase of text
production. In practice, it is not always possible to separate the revision process
because much of the revision takes place simultaneously with the other phases

of the translation.

7.3 Types of revision
In his comprehensive survey of revision, Brian Mossop (2007) divides
translation revision into two types:

1. Other revision where the process is carried out by a reviser other than
the translator of the text. This kind of revision, according to him, could be
‘unilingual’ where the reviser checks the accuracy of the TT and its
suitability to the purpose without returning to the ST except on very rare
occasions. It is different from the ‘comparative’ revision [Mossop’s term]
where the reviser basically and very often resolves to the comparison
between the ST and the TT to check the accuracy, precision and fidelity
of the translation. So, the reviser here needs both texts to implement his
task.

2. Self-revision or ‘checking’, as it is named by the new European standard
EN 15038 Translation Services (2006, pp.5-12), refers to the
amendments on the translation made by the translators themselves,
both during or after the translation process. The translator may put the
translation aside for an overnight or so and go back to revise it later.

This type of revision, where the translator postpones the revision
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process for some time, will be called ‘delayed revision’ for purposes of
this study to distinguish it from ‘simultaneous revision’ or real-time
revision. It is worth noting here that the current study is only interested in
the simultaneous revision conducted by the translator on the spot during
or directly after drafting the translation in the same translation session,
without allowing any considerable time intervals between drafting and

revising.

7.4 Empirical Studies of Revision

There are different methods that are used to empirically study revision.
Mossop (ibid, P.5) outlines three basic methods to observe the process of
revision, which can be used individually or in combination. Those methods can
be enhanced by the translators’ assertions that are elicited from their responses
to interviews or questionnaires on how they go along in their revisions. This
process is intended to safeguard the investigation from the possibility that
people may not report or carefully observe what really takes place in the
process. These methods are:

e Keystroke recording, which employs the analysis of the translator's
actions on the screen.

e Think-aloud recording, where the translators deliberately release their
thoughts and intentions in the spoken form while translating, or
retrospectively comment on them after they have finished the process of
revising.

e Draft observation, which examines the changes that the translator made

on his original draft.

These methods are used both individually and jointly to study the different kinds
and aspects of revision. Below are some empirical studies that tackled the
different kinds and aspects of revision adopting a single or a joint method in
their investigation. This review starts with the empirical studies which
investigated the various aspects of the ‘other revision’.

7.4.1 Revision effectiveness and the ST: Following Mossop’s (2007)
classification of the kinds of revision, ‘unilingual revision’ is the type where the
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reviser conducts his task with little or no reference to the ST. While in the
‘comparative revision’ the ST and the TT are used mutually throughout the
revising process. The effect of consulting the ST or ignoring it in revising has
been investigated by the following two studies, which compared unilingual

revision with comparative revision.

» The first study was carried out by Bruentte, et al. (2005) who used
different terms for revision from those used by Mossop (2007). The
authors renamed Mossop’s ‘unilingual revision’ as ‘monolingual revision’
as opposed to ‘bilingual revision’ which Mossop referred to as
‘comparative revision’. The study was based on the hypothesis that
“monolingual revision was just as effective as bilingual revision, and could
be done at a lower cost, because it is less time-consuming” (p. 29). In
order to test its hypothesis, the study compared the results of the
monolingual revision of the output of 14 subjects, who were professional
translators working into their L1 (French into English), with the results of
the bilingual revision of the same translations made by the same subjects.
The texts were five French into English texts comprising 5,000 words and
18 English-into-French texts comprising 14,000 words. The revisions were
analysed by a group of experts consisting of university instructors, expert
translators and revisers. The results of the investigation showed that
bilingual revision was much more effective than monolingual revision in
yielding a better quality of the final translation in terms of text readability,
linguistic correctness and appropriateness to the translation purpose.
Although monolingual revision requires less time to carry out, it is proved
to be less appealing than the bilingual one in terms of ensuring high
translation quality (ibid, p.44). Yet, Mossop (2007, p.6) describes these
results as ‘alarming’ because unilingual revision is widely used in
translation revision and confesses that more studies are required to
confirm or disconfirm these findings. Subsequently, he agrees with the
authors on the idea that practical conclusions cannot be drawn from a
single study.

= A second study that investigated unilingual revision was conducted by

Krings (2001). This study, which is also reviewed by Mossop (2007),
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referred to revision as the ‘post-editing’ process. It investigated the
revision of English-German, French-German and German-English
machine translation output, conducted by 52 German-speaking students in
a technical translation program. The research methods that were used
included thinking aloud protocols and video recording. The text that was
used in the study was a book, which is a translation of a 1994 dissertation,
and a large portion of its 636 pages was concerned with methodological
issues and with extremely detailed reporting of results. Unilingual revision,
where the subjects had no access at all to the ST, was one of the topics
considered by Krings (ibid, p.435) along with other topics. The task of the
participants who were translation instructors and professional translators

was:

to rate, on a 1-5 scale, the quality of each sentence of the raw English-
to-German MT output and of the unilingually revised output of each
subject. The raters were not given specific criteria to use, except that in
rating the revised version they were to pay special attention to whether
or not it reflected the correct and complete meaning of each sentence of
the source text. The average quality of the raw MT output was 2.39, and
of the revised output 3.38 (out of a possible 5.0). Almost 80% of errors
were successfully corrected (though one must bear in mind that MT
output contains many more gross easily spotted errors than human
translation). (Mossop, 2007, pp.7-8)

However, the results show that not all other remaining errors were
corrected as the errors that may misinform the reader about the meaning
of the ST remained uncorrected. This especially happened when the
machine translation system fails to recognize the part of speech of items in
the ST. The revisers were able to successfully correct about half the errors
of this kind by relying on their world knowledge or by guessing through the
context. In most of the cases they came out with sentences that were
sharply different from those of the original version. Mossop (ibid, p.8),

subsequently, concludes his review of this study by affirming that:

this finding raises what is perhaps the central practical issue in revision
and self-revision: will the reviser find and correct the most serious
mistakes, or only correct large numbers of minor errors?
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This comment, besides reflecting the importance of revision in the translation
process, exposes the variation among translators and revisers in their approach
to conducting revision and the scope of their work. As they attempt to find
remedy to the errors and mistranslations in the translated text they are revising,
their approach is different to those errors and also the way they attempt to
repair them.

7.4.2 Reviser's experience: Looking at revision from a different angle,
Kinzli (2006, pp.149-211) investigates the degree of relevance of the specific
translation experience of the translator/reviser in the field of the material they
were revising to the effectiveness of the revision. The idea of the study is to
investigate whether translators are successful in cases of revising materials in a
field they have no translation experience in. It has employed think-aloud
protocols on ten professional translators who were asked to verbalise their
comments while they were revising translated texts from French into German
(their active language). Then, an expert in the subject-matter who was a
freelance technical translator with a degree in engineering was asked to
evaluate their revision. The subjects all had previous experience in revising
translations except one of them, but no one was specialized in technical
translation. The investigation was focused on revising just one terminological
problem of rendering the term la bride where the draft translation had four
possible equivalents as alternatives. Kunzli confers that professional translators
may not successfully revise technical translations because of comprehension or
expression problems (ibid, p.208).

However, only one participant revised it accurately because he was the only
one among the participants who looked at the relationship of the term to the rest
of the sentence in which it was used. He grasped that this term was
synonymous to a term used ahead in the same sentence. The other participants
looked at the term separately without considering the context where it was
used. The study concludes with the conviction that experience in the domain of
the translated text is necessary. This finding is highlighted by Mossop (2007,
p.9) who states that:

201



even experienced translators and revisers start working at the lexical level
at the expense of the textual level when doing technical texts, because they
are mesmerized by technical terms.

7.4.3 Timing of revision: In another study in the same sequence, Kiinzli (2007,
pp.115-26) investigates the aspect of time spent on revising, but in this
occasion he examined the performance of professional translators who were
revising a legal text rather than a technical one. In this study he uses the same
ten translators recruited in the previous study. Similarly, this study uses think-
aloud protocols as a method of investigation. The recorded spoken
verbalisations of the subjects were revised by a subject-matter expert who was
a university teacher with degrees in law and translation and with 20 years legal
translation teaching experience. She was asked to evaluate the participants’
output by comparing it to the unrevised translation.

The results of the study disclosed that the relationship between the time
spent on revision and its effectiveness was conflicting. It was revealed that the
two translators who spent more time than all the others produced the best
revised versions compared to the rest of the group. In addition, those versions
were not only recognised as better but also as acceptable to the evaluator.
These two participants were among the four who declared that they had
familiarity with the legal translation. Unexpectedly, however, the next two
participants who also spent more time yielded the worst revised versions which
were nonetheless worse than the draft itself. Surprisingly, one of these two
belongs to the four participants who were familiar with legal translation and
expected to do better than participants who were unfamiliar. As a result, it has
been rationalised that the time spent on revision does not necessarily relate
positively to the quality of the yielded output. The results were also explained in
the light of the time when the participants did the revision as they had two other
texts to revise. It was revealed that participants who revised the legal text first
improved the draft translation, whereas those who revised it last impaired the
draft (ibid, p.124). This finding indicates that the quality of revision may be
affected by the degree of the tiredness the reviser feels. This makes the issue
worthy of investigation and will have practical and pedagogical implications. The
way translations are revised is a relevant issue to translator training because

translators need to self-revise their translations or, in certain cases to revise the
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translations of others as a part of their job. As a result, they need to acquire the
skills, principles and competencies necessary to carry out the tasks of revisers
(ibid, p.125).

Undoubtedly, timing revision is associated with the different phases of the
revision process. Many authors agree that there are three noticeable phases in
the translation process despite the differences in the labels they use for them.

Table 7.1 below gives some examples:

Table 7.1 Phases of the Translation Process

Author Year Phases

Englund Dimitrova | 2005 planning the task, writing the translated text
and revising the text

Jakobsen 2003 initial orientation, drafting and revising

Mossop 2001 pre-drafting, drafting, post-drafting

Jaaskeldinen 1999 Pre-writing, writing and post-writing.

In these studies it is obvious that self-revision takes place in the last phase of
the translation process, whatever name it takes. Nevertheless, this is not
necessarily the case as much of the revision is carried out during the drafting
stage and proceeds to the post-drafting or the revising stage. Englund Dimitrova

(2005, p.22) reflected on this point as follows:

Most of the terms are chosen on the basis of empirical data, which
potentially makes them unsuitable in view of the analysis of future data,
which may differ in nature: for instance, the terms drafting phase or
Rohlbersetzungsphase seem to imply that the translator views the first
version as a draft and later makes a number of revisions in it, although in
the literature there are examples of subjects considering the task finished
after this phase.

7.4.4 Revision and the treatment of errors: Another issue of revision
quality was investigated by Arthern (1983, 1987 & 1991). The investigation
aimed to explore the effect of revision on the text in terms of:

e the errors left unchanged by the reviser,

e the extent to which the changes made were necessary to improve the
text, and

e the fact that the changes made were really necessary, unnecessary or

harmful.
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The author presented inventories of the different kinds of errors in revision
which his participants made together with the perceived effects they have on
the revised product.

7.4.5 Revision and directionality: The relationship between revision and the
direction of translation has been investigated by some studies. The results
regarding this aspect were not compatible. Jakobsen (2003, p.88), for example,
concludes that “[c]ontrary to expectation and prediction, no significant effect
was found between language direction and revision”. Although, in an earlier
study (2002, p.202) the same author reveals that professional translators and
student translators similarly did a little more revision when they work in the L1
into L2 direction or under the TAP condition. However, Alves et al. (2009, p.289)
found that “when the orientation, drafting, and revision phases are considered
separately, directionality does have an impact on the process”.

7.4.6 Revision, expertise and TC: The relationship between revision and TC
has been investigated by a number of studies through analysing the revision
patterns of translation students and of professional translators. Campbell (1998,
p.150) investigates the revision patterns of student translators when he
considers translation monitoring (which comprises revision) as one of the three
components of his model of TC. He concludes that “the ability to monitor output
is indeed a describable facet of translation competence” (ibid.). Conversely,
Antunovic and Pavlovic (2011, p.232) did not find consistent connections
between SL competence and the kind and amount of revisions.

Some other studies compared revision patterns of student translators or non-
translators with those of professionals. Jensen (1999, p.113) found that
professional translators do more corrections in the revision phase compared to
the non-translators. To the contrary, non-translators do significantly more
corrections than professional translators during the translation in the drafting
phase. Jakobsen (2002, p.194) found that the general pattern for the
professional translators involved in his study “was that they devoted slightly
more time to initial orientation (...) and rather more time to end revision than the
student translators. Yet, Englund Dimitrova (2005, p.116), in the discussion of
revisions during the drafting phase, did not find a “clear pattern which correlates

with amount of experience in translation”.
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7.4.7 Revision and translating style: This point refers to the approach a
translator adopts in distributing the activities of the translation process, including
revision, over the phases of that process. Mossop (2010, p.19) describes two
different styles or strategies that translators use in conducting their translation
and two others in revision:

¢ In the first style, translators prepare thoroughly by reading the entire text
and do a large amount of ‘conceptual or terminological research’ before
beginning the drafting phase of the translation.

e In the second style, translators take a quick look at the text and then
start drafting the translation.

As for self-revision, there are two styles too:

e There are translators who do not make corrections while they draft their
translation but move smoothly onto translating the whole text and then
self-revise the translation.

e On the other hand, there are translators who do most of the self-revision
during the drafting phase, leaving very little to the post-drafting phase.
They make changes once and again, consider an earlier translated part

of the text and make corrections.

Asadi and Seguinot (2005, p.527) agree with Mossop, stating that
professionals appear to adopt one or the other of two styles or ‘cognitive
approaches’ in the production of their translation, which includes the process of

revision.

e The first style involves what they call ‘prospective thinking’ which is

similar to the ‘precomputer translation’ where:

professionals using a typewriter or Dictaphone were forced to translate
first mentally or orally, taking in large chunks of text and reading ahead
for comprehension before beginning to type (2005, p.527).

In this style most of the decisions and the translation planning are done
before drafting. The authors sympathetically refer to monitoring which
results in taking decisions at the text-level, and affects the consistency of
the whole translation (ibid, p.529).
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e The other style of production is what they called the ‘on-screen’ style. In
this style translators do less planning as compared to the previous style
and deal with shorter segments of the ST. Changes are made in lexical
choices in the translated sentence segments as they progress in their
translation. Similarly, changes in syntax are made when sentences are
translated which reflects the growing comprehension. Users of this style
make “constant backtracking, rereading translated segments, and then
moving segments of the translation to produce target syntax where
necessary (ibid, p.530). Both styles are illustrated in Figure 7.1 below,
adopted from ibid, p. 527).

Figure 7.1 Asadi and Seguinot’s Styles of Translation Production
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Englund Dimitrova (2005, pp.152-153) discusses the possible existence of
‘different process profiles’ according to the translator's application and
distribution of the three phases of planning, text generation and revising during

the translation process. She defines the concept of process profiles as:

a stable set of process characteristics at the individual level, or to more
general profiles where the process characteristics of a given individual may
vary between different tasks and modalities (...) and thus coincide with
different profiles (ibid, p.152).
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She sketches out five different process profiles based on the data she derived
from her subjects, who were nine participants only categorized into four
professional translators, two translation students and three language students
(ibid, pp.76-77). However, she asserts that she cannot generalise her process
profiles to other translation tasks and situations or to other participants. The
same idea is highlighted by Mossop (2010, 170), who points out that translators
perhaps “use different approaches depending on whether the text is short or

long, urgent or not, poorly or well-written, on a familiar or unfamiliar topic.”

7.5 Self-Revision

Self-revision strikingly differs from other revision in aims and concerns.
Mossop (2007, p.12) stresses that the issues that worry the other-reviser do not
usually worry the self-reviser. For example, the self-reviser is fully aware of the
ST which he must have already read and comprehended before moving to
drafting, which is the next phase of the translation process. Thus, there is no
place for unilingual revision at all in the process of self-revision because both
the ST and TT are present in the situation to consult whenever needed. In
addition, the translator generally has no reason to make unnecessary changes
to his own translation and is usually unduly attached to his own wording
because he is not seduced to change, unlike the other reviser who may make
unnecessary changes just to show that he has done his job thoroughly. Finally,
unlike what usually takes place in other revision, self-revision is normally carried
out at the same time of drafting or directly after it without leaving lengthy time
intervals between the two processes. What Mossop states here is almost true
because the reviser himself is the translator, and the administrative procedures
of referral are non-existent, which saves time. But this may not apply to all
cases especially to long documents where there is always a later phase for
revision. Yet Mossop indicates that most of the early studies of self-revision
(from 1985 to 1995) were carried out on students, who were not necessarily
translation students, rather than on professional translators (ibid, p.12). Thus,
he indirectly questions the validity of such studies in that they did not recruit the
suitable participants in their experiments, which could have undermined the

value of their findings.
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A salient and fairly detailed study of self-revision was conducted by Englund
Dimitrova (2005) where both think-aloud protocols and keystroke recording
were employed on a combination of participants composed of nine subjects of
varying translation experience. They were two very experienced senior
translators, two less experienced junior professional translators, two translation
students and three language students. They translated a two-page text from a
L2 (Russian) into their L1 (Swedish). The study investigated a variety of issues,
where professional translators were compared to students. These issues
include the number of changes made, the time of making the changes, the
resort to the ST and the correspondence between what the translators say and
what they actually do (pp. 67-77).

The results of the study show that the two senior translators significantly
differ from the other translators in the number of revisions they made, which
were impressively fewer than those made by the other participants. In addition,
those two experienced professionals made most of their revisions during the
drafting process and very few during the post drafting phase of the translation.
This phenomenon was construed by the author as a result of the tendency of
the less experienced translators to defer the revision to the post-drafting stage
and she suggests that it is their intention to see the drafted TT before deciding
on what needs to be revised (pp.142-149).

However, Englund Dimitrova portrays a methodological problem which she
faced concerning the reliability of the simultaneous reporting made by
professional translators. She states that they did not always practice what they

tell they were going to do when they describe their work habits:

When comparing the described usual work procedures with the actual
approach during this task, it was found that three of the four professionals
deviated from their verbalized habits (ibid, p.137).

For example, they may not let the text rest, as they claimed, before they go to
post-drafting revision, or they may not actually revise the draft on paper (as they
confessed) rather than on the computer screen to find problems which may go
unnoticed in the onscreen revision. Subsequently, she speculates that those
professionals might say things which they believe translators should do as a

rule, or that they might practice these procedures when they translate a different
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text type in a different situation or in the real workplace. She also takes this
phenomenon as an indicator of those participants’ flexibility as professional
translators, with work habits that may be adjusted to suit different situations
(ibid.).

Other interesting facts that Englund Dimitrova arrived at in the same study
concern the participants’ comments when revising. She finds out that only 10%
of the total comments concern the ST correspondence while all the remainder
concern aspects of the TT, and that senior professional participants made none
of the comments that concerned the ST. Relying on the think aloud transcripts,
she also submits that much of the translation and the revision are mentally
attempted first before they were drafted, especially by the professionals who
literally and mentally translate short chunks, revise them mentally first and then
write them down. In some other instances, they write down the literal
translations and then revise them to something non-literal either immediately or
later. She suggests that this process helps in freeing the short-term memory for
the processing of larger units and to evaluate the style and pragmatics, which
realizes the purpose of the translation. However the author suggests that using
literal translation is a more common strategy in the translation of typologically
similar languages (pp.137-151).

Another basic self-revision study, by Asadi and Séguinot (2005), has tackled
the translator’'s approach to the process of translation as far as production and
time of revision are concerned. It aimed to find out the strategies which
professional translators employ to handle knowledge gaps and memory
capacity using the minimum amount of time and effort to produce their quality
translations (p.524). The subjects of the study were nine professional
translators into their L1; seven working from English into French and the other
two working from French into English. The keystroke recording and think aloud
protocols were used as the method of investigation. The study identified two
different approaches to the translation initial composition, which correspond with
Englund Dimitrova’s and Krings'’s findings. On the one hand, the study revealed
that some translators seemed to mentally create their initial translations before
entering them on screen, making only a few changes immediately after that. On
the other hand, the others seemed to revise while translating as they frequently

type their renditions and immediately revise them. The study also identified
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different distributions in the tasks of writing, researching and revising over the
various phases of pre-drafting, drafting and post-drafting phases. These
distributions show that, on the one extreme, there were people who started their
work by writing very quickly and leaving most of the work of research and
revision until the drafting phase; whereas, on the other extreme, there were
people who did most of their revision as they drafted the translation. In the latter
case those translators would have little left that they would do during post-
drafting (ibid, p.538).

In a significant empirical study, Jakobsen (2002, pp.191-204), investigates
translation drafting of both professional translators and translation students from
the point of view of translation process and product. The subjects of the study
were all Danish native speakers comprising four student translators and four
professional translators. Each subject translated four texts; two Danish into
English and two English into Danish. The recording of keystrokes and the time
devoted to each stage of the translation were recorded. Three stages were
identified: pre-drafting, drafting and post drafting. The study revealed that the
results agree with Englund Dimitrova’s that professionals completed the drafting
phase more quickly than the student translators, they also spent more time on
post-drafting than them, yet, the professionals made fewer changes than
students in this phase, which means that they mostly retain the same text they

have initially decided on with minimum changes:

Not only did the professional translators produce target text faster than
student translators, but the text they produced was more durable. Once a
solution had been found and allowed by the translator’s internal censor to
be typed, it was more likely to survive into the final target text version than
the much more volatile and tentative solutions produced by the student
translators (ibid, 203)

Finally, an interesting point regarding the amount of revision that this study
reveals is denoting that both professionals and students did a little more
revision during the drafting phase when translating into the L2.

In an empirical study, Shih (2006) investigated self-revision from the point of
view of the translator. The study was based on an interview conducted to 26

non-literary translators who work from English into three other languages;
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French, German and Chinese. The participants were asked questions about
four areas in their revision practices including
¢ the number of times they separately go over a translation,
e the length of the ‘drawer-time’, which refers to the period of time the
translators put their drafts aside before revising them,
e what they are looking for when revising as reflected by the ‘translators
revision checklists’ and,
¢ Finally, the other revision procedures they employed and whether they

think they use any unusual revision practices (p. 295).

The results of the study revealed that the translators generally claimed that
they revise their translations for only few times, and this is opposite to the
popular belief that they revise them many times. As for the drawer-time it was
revealed that it very seldom exceeds one night, yet some of them think that
leaving the translation to rest is not necessary. Regarding what they are looking
for when revising, the study confirmed that they included Mossop’s parameters
(2001, pp.99-112) and added to them. It also showed that translators develop
their own habits of revision depending on their previous experiences, the
feedback they get from their clients and their personal working style. However,
the general picture shows that translators believe that revision is necessary and
useful when there is time for it because it helps to repair a variety of aspects in
the text. Finally, these responses made by the translators provide insights to the
translator trainers about the utility of confirming and encouraging undertaking

revision as an integral part of the translation process (ibid, p.311).

7.6 Summary
¢ In the study of translation revision one faces the difficulty of limiting the
definition of the term ‘revision’. It is a challenging issue due to the fact
that different researchers used diverse, imprecise and overlapping terms
to refer to the concept or to some facets of it. In addition to the fact that
those terms were not well-established, they were used interchangeably
and without definite considerable transparent distinction criteria to the

degree that they sometimes become misleading. In fact, the lack of
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reliable principles to limit the task of the translation reviser contributes to
this vague and indistinct situation. The reviser may find himself
performing the different tasks of the reviser, editor, proofreader, literary
critic, and writer. This poses questions to the translator training institution
about what to include in the curriculum and the assessment of the
translator and reviser trainee.

The nature and effect of revision is decided by a number of factors that
are not determined by the reviser and in most cases they are imposed on
him. They may not conform to the general principles of revision but rather
follow the aims and desires of the customer to whom the translation is
made. For example, the time limit that is allotted to the reviser or
imposed on him decides to some extent the amount and quality of the
revision and ultimately the quality of the yielded translation. The function
of the document may also decide the nature of the revision as some
documents require more precision and fidelity to the ST than others. For
instance, a legal or a scientific text usually demands more terminological
precision than a journalistic or a literary text which, in turn, demands
more concentration on form rather than on the objective facts.

Some other factors which affect the process of revision also relate to the
reviser and to the situation in which he works and decide his revision
performance. These include the translation direction whether he is
working into his L1 or into a second or foreign one where language
competence and proficiency vary significantly. The reviser's expertise in
the field he works in also decides the degree of success in his revision
depending on the degree of familiarity with the terminology that is used in
the specific text. Moreover, the reviser’s personal style can well interfere
with the quality of his revision.

Empirical studies on revision have arrived at somehow conflicting results
concerning the kinds of revision, time, effectiveness, level and relation to
TC. In most cases the time that is spent on revision is not aimlessly
wasted as it was seen that revision mostly enhances the quality of the
revised texts, whether carried out during the drafting phase or after it.

Although the results were conflicting regarding the amount of time that is
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spent on revision and the resulting amendments on the quality of the
revised text, they generally support the positive effect on the quality of
the yielded output. The level of difficulty of a text decides the level at
which the translator works and subsequently the level of the reviser's
work. In difficult texts, for example, translators, and revisers too, tend to
work at the lexical rather than the textual level. However, revision
remains one of the indispensable phases in the translation process which

indicates the translator's competence.

7.7 The current Study
7.7.1 Introduction

The current study has empirically investigated the degree of relevance
between real-time self-revision and TC into the L1. It basically tackles the
translator's opportunity of intervention to improve the output through real-time
revision. This intervention includes all additions, deletions and amendments the
translator makes in his attempts at improving the quality of his translation
output. Systematic variation among translators in the effectiveness of that
intervention can be proposed as a facet of TC. The systematic variation here
refers to following noticeable patterns of intervention such as replacing a certain
lexical item by another, deleting a preposition, changing the tense of the verb,
shifting the place of certain items and so on.

As was stated in the Methodology (Chapter 3), the participants were asked,
in the directions to the experiment, to write their translations together with all the
changes and corrections with ballpoint-pens. This makes it unlikely that the
corrections or changes will be completely erased and the crossed out words will
be possible to read to ensure noticing as many interventions or corrections as
possible. The measurement of this dimension is carried out by making
inventories of the changes or “interventions/no-interventions”, referred to as
“edits/no edits” by Campbell (1998, pp.138-139) which were carried out by each
translator. It was also argued that it is not important to time the revision because
it is not a separate process in terms of time as it takes place during the same
session. It is normally conducted as an integral part of the translating process
whether it took place during the drafting phase or directly after. It is most likely

conducted at various stages of that process and varies from one translator to
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the other. However, an idea was explored as the participants were asked in the
retrospective questionnaire about the timing of their revision during the
translation process and about the amount of time they spent on revision as such
for each text. Subsequently, the interventions were categorized according to the
six dimensions that Campbell used in his analysis (ibid, pp.138-40). Each
participant interventions were checked on a copy of the translated texts to
identify the strategy, the level, the purpose and the effect. The following

acronyms were used to work out the results:

Alt= alternative, C= correction, Del= deletion, Fs= false start, Ins= insertion, Neg= negative,
Neu= neutral, Par= participant, Ph= phrase, Pos= positive, Ps= partial switch, S= sentence, R=
Textual revision, W= word.

(i) Strategy: there are five kinds of strategy that were observed by Campbell
(p.138) and adopted in this study. They are:

1. Alternative (called ‘Bracketed Alternative’ by Campbell), where the
translator places a word or a phrase between brackets as a substitute to
a previously written one. However, in this study the term ‘Alternative’ is
used in a somewhat broader sense to include, in addition to the
bracketed alternatives, alternative renditions given above an item, below
or after it. For example:
Participant 1, Text 1 gives an alternative translation of ‘new’ (x> jadid)
in place of ( &Y al’ahdat ‘the newest’) which he used first. So, the
strategy is providing an alternative, at the level of the word, the purpose
is revision and the effect is positive.

by D@ oz e wls sl 0B )t
- - r i - - .
ol=p )2} o u}b,; (-‘A"-‘J ,'/""f’ S d"’ .

i i) f-l.’—') P - WP L

AVYWIRIP

The alternative can be at the level of the phrase or the sentence as can
be seen in the following interventions:
Participant 2, in text 1, at the phrase level: aljunah algasirin ( sl

=l Offensive minors) is used in place of (sigar assan mina aljanihin
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onilall G ol e Young offenders). So, the strategy is alternative, the
level is phrase, the purpose is revision and the effect neutral because

the same meaning is conveyed by both.

-

Loyt 2-—:1-;5

Alt/Ph/R/Neu |

Or it may be at the the sentence level, as the same participant replaces &)
LY Sl ey 5 dlate) e Sy 88 (Cinna attadri'at ‘ala Cimtidad tasri‘at alwilayat)
which literally means ‘The legislation across legislation’ is replaced by ( 2 o 54l
5 ) | sagd A1 53 alate) Ao <Y N almuBari‘Tn fT alwilayat ‘ald “imtidad addawla
fahimd almagza). It means ‘lawmakers in the different States understood the

significance’, so the effect is positive as a more accurate rendition is provided.

. - 5 .} N | S ) . . :
yLW}L/WWW [ L)T: \;-\Qif‘j):f’

\ I Y \9JQ_) s PAF . ORI SS | g J:J}——L‘
Al S/ R/ P

2. Deletion, where the translator deletes material from a previously
completed string. Here, he deletes a misspelt word to correct it.

Example: Participant 23, T1:

— Y . .
TS PR e i e U
v et L O,

- T

Del/WIC/P
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Participant 17, T1, deleted a misspelt word which did not affect the meaning.

3> <« P LAY

Del/ W/ C/ Neu AP e
3. False start, where a translator starts a string, deletes it and then
resumes. For example: Participant 14, T1 starts a sentence with a

wrong word-order, deletes it and resumes correctly.

—

8 : .
R L S PSS 3y

Sy AS Ol Q=i

FsIWIR/ P
Or par.11, text 1:

Fs/ W/ R/ Neu

4. Insertion, where the translator inserts material in a previously completed

string with a caret. For example: Participant 14, text 1:

Ins}if Ins/ W/ R/ Neu

CERNWA 52" ‘ ‘
0 59 LN L, S ot Sl o e ) BB s

Or participant 4, text 1:

sm— e .

b

Ins/ W/ R/ P

5. Partial switch where the translator moves materials to another place in
the text or switches their position in the same string. For example,
participant 3, text 1, moves uall < silli( “alsanawat alkams) which is the
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correct word order to a latter place (wlsis owall alkamssanawat),
distorting the word order, thus, making a harmful or negative

intervention.

—_— ~—~——

0 — A Y N
3 3 pg = X » - =
L_\s;___u__-}_,_%\qu_k__..ﬁ; O s — NP
7 Hi

Ps/ PV R/ Neg

Or participant 3, text 1 who moves the word (\ai "akiran ‘finally’) after
(w5 istaw abat ‘understood’). The shift does not change the meaning

because the place of the adverb here did not affect the meaning.

Ps/ W/ R/ Neu

Although these different strategies can be detected when translation revision
is examined, they are used at different levels of frequency by different
translators. However, the wide range of using them all or most of them can be
taken as an indicator of the translator's monitoring competence, which in turn
indicates the TC of the reviser.

(i) Purpose: Campbell (1998, p.139) assumes that there are two purposes for
what he calls ‘editing’ and which is called ‘real-time self-revision’ in this study.
These are correction and revision. According to Campbell, it is almost difficult to
draw a clear line between them because it is difficult to “disentangle the
intentions of the translator from the opinion of the analyst” (ibid.). In the present
study the term ‘self-revision’ is used in place of Campbell's ‘editing’ and the
term ‘correction’ is used in the same sense he used it. Thus, it will refer to the
translator’s intervention which aims at correcting structural or/and spelling
errors. However, Campbell’'s ‘revision’ is renamed here as ‘textual revision’ in
order to make it more specific. Yet, it retains the same sense that he referred to
which is revising the translation from the point of view of semantic equivalence
and textual building, regardless of whether the translation is structurally well-
formed or not. Thus, the term ‘revision’ in this study refers to both correction

and textual revision. The following example illustrates both kinds:
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Context: participant 11, T2 (...) could quell critics who talk about concerns regarding

racial profiling and pre-textual arrests.
The phrase talk about concerns is rendered first into (Sarakd SO

'participated’) which is inaccurate. It is replaced then by (vl alqgaligin
‘concerned’), which is an accurate rendition, and in this way it is a positive one
that improved the meaning. On the other hand, the translator crossed a misspelt
word and replaced it by a correctly spelt one (Jis hiyala ‘regarding’). This

intervention is considered a positive correction in the writing technicalities.

A POGABUL I TR W\E.e.\._.;—w*(__

B P B e
Del/ C/ W/P

Alt/ Ph/R/P

(i) Level: It refers here to the structural level where the self-revision takes
place. The three levels set by Campbell are: word, phrase and clause. They are
accepted as effective standards in this study except replacing the clause by the
sentence for considerations that the sentence is more inclusive than the clause
and is commonly adopted as a unit of grammatical and textual analysis. In
addition, as the sentence includes the clause as one of its normal components,
including both in one category allows reducing the number of categories.
Practically speaking and upon examining the data of the current study, it was
revealed that revisions at the levels of clause and sentence are very few and
there is no practical need to deal with them as separate categories. The
intervention at the different levels was illustrated clearly by the previous
examples.

(iv) Effect: The effect of revision is concerned with the influence it has on the
output of each translator. There are three types of effect which result from the
process of revision: positive, neutral or negative. Positive revisions are those
revisions which correct errors or polish the structure in a desirable way making
the translation better. Neutral revisions are those which replace a correct
segment by another correct one or an incorrect segment by another incorrect
one, thus, neither benefiting nor harming the translation. Finally, negative

revisions happen when the translator replaces a correct segment by an
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incorrect one, unknowingly harming the translation. All the three types of effect
were illustrated in the examples above.

(v) Frequency: This can be measured by the number of interventions in a
whole TT, or the number of interventions that appear in each part of the TT as a
translation of a randomly decided number of words from the ST (per 100 words,
for example, as it is suggested and applied by Campbell and in the present
study too). For example if a participant makes 11 interventions in his TT as the
translation of a ST of 220 words, his intervention frequency is 5.0 only in every
100 words.

(vi) Economy: It refers to a translator’s tendency to be more economical or not
in revising. It can be measured by calculating the number of TT words per
revision, used by each participant so that it becomes comparable to those of the
others. For example, when a participant revising his draft tends to replace single
words by larger combinations such as phrases or even clauses and sentences,
he is judged to be uneconomical because he is going to produce a larger text
than the original draft and subsequently than the ST, whereas another may use
less words in the final version than the first draft, for example, participant 15, in

T2 made this intervention:

- e 2o 2
= e e Gaz (B 2
: N:Vi GO\ TS 5

‘/ /_ —— 03 ((’J -

Al/ Ph/ R/ Neu
Here the translator successfully replaced a phrase (Jie ! <lle ‘amaliyat

(&=

alia‘itqal) by a single word conveying the same meaning ( «Y&ieY! : Arrests) to
be more economic. Whereas, participant 1, in T2, replaces a two-word phrase
(=il bilunsuriya ‘racism’ ) by a three-word phrase (% =izl o bimalaf

al'unsuriya ‘File of racism’ ) which makes it less economic:

G-V R RS W &

Alt/ Ph/ R/ Neu

Similarly, participant 2, in T2: Context: criminal convictions and deportation orders.
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He replaced one word (attarhil Ja il ‘Deportation’) by a phrase (Uil sl §f
"awamir attarhil ‘Deportation orders) to make a positive change at the expense

of economy:

Y= WA @2 2 LS BRI R J 1/;,‘,3 \

AltY W/ R/ P

7.7.2 The results: The results of the analysis of each text are displayed
separately and then a combination of the results of both texts is presented. The
general results of self-revision will be displayed first, the results of each
assessment dimension will follow and the statistical analysis comes last.

7.7.2.1 Text One: Table 7.2 below shows the results of the participants’ real-
time self-revision of T1, calculated and tabulated in accordance with Campbell’s
six dimensions employed in this study as explained earlier. The following

acronyms will be used in the oncoming tables.

Alt= alternative, C= correction, Del= deletion, Econ= Economy, Freq= Frequency, Fs= false
start, Ins= insertion, NInt= noticed Interventions, Neg= negative, Neu= neutral, Par= participant,
Ph= phrase, Pos= positive, Ps= partial switch, S= sentence, TR= Textual revision, W= word.

Table 7.2 Text One: Participant Self-Revision

Par Nint Strategy Purpose Level Effect Freq | Econ
Alt | Del | Fs | Ins Ps | C TR | W Ph | S Pos | Neu | neg | 100 | W per Int

01 13 7 2 1 1 2 1 13 11 1 1 13 0 590 | 1.38
02 13 11 1 1 0 0 2 11 5 7 1 9 4 0 5.90 | 2.07
03 14 6 6 2 0 0 6 8 11 3 0 8 1 6.36 | 1.42
04 14 8 & 0 2 1 5 9 9 5 0 11 2 1 6.36 | 1.50
05 16 9 5 1 0 1 5 11 11 5 0 4 11 1 7.27 | 1.31
06 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 2 0 0.90 | 1.50
07 14 4 7 2 0 1 3 11 11 3 0 8 6 0 6.36 | 1.35
08 5 2 2 1 0 0 2 3 4 1 0 3 2 0 2.27 | 1.00
09 5 3 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 5 0 0 2.27 | 140
10 21 11 6 1 2 1 6 15 16 5 0 16 5 0 9.54 | 1.00
11 11 7 3 1 0 0 1 10 8 3 0 7 3 1 5.00 | 1.45
12 16 6 9 0 1 0 5 11 13 4 0 5 11 0 7.27 | 1.06
13 18 10 3 0 3 1 2 16 12 5 1 14 3 1 8.18 | 1.33
14 14 2 2 2 0 3 11 7 7 0 11 3 0 6.36 | 1.64
15 9 4 4 0 0 1 4 5 3 0 9 0 0 4.09 | 1.22
16 12 3 0 3 1 2 10 6 6 0 7 ® 0 545 | 1.5
17 9 6 2 0 0 1 2 7 5 4 0 3 6 0 4.09 | 1.77
18 19 10 4 2 1 2 3 16 12 8 0 4 14 1 8.63 | 1.68
19 19 14 3 1 0 1 7 12 14 4 1 9 8 2 8.63 | 1.36
20 14 10 2 1 1 0 3 11 3 10 1 7 6 1 6.36 | 1.57
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21 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0.45 | 1.00
22 9 5 2 1 0 1 3 6 7 2 0 5 3 1 4.09 | 1.22
23 26 17 5 2 1 1 5 21 13 11 2 19 6 1 11.8 | 1.73
24 8 3 0 0 2 3 5 6 2 0 5 2 1 3.63 | 1.5
25 21 7 5 0 4 5 3 18 11 8 2 15 5 1 9.54 | 2.33
X 129 | 7 33]108]084 |1 32198 (81 |45 (0479 |45 |1 5.86 | 1.45
Sum | 323 | 174 | 83| 22 21 | 23| 79 | 244 | 205 | 109 91198 | 112 13

The results show that the total number of the noticed interventions made by
the 25 participants was (323), unevenly distributed among the participants. The
highest number of interventions was 26 made by participant (23) and the lowest
was 1 only made by participant (21). Figure 7.2 below displays the interventions

made by each participant.

Figure 7.2 Text One: Participant Noticed Interventions

Participant Interventions
30
25
w
c
2 20
=}
[=
[
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2
£
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0 n -
1/2|3(4(5(/6|7|8(9(10(11/12|13|14|15/16/17|18|19|20|21(22|23|24/25
|l|nterventions 13|13(14(14/16| 2 |14/ 5|5 |21|11|16|18|14(9|12| 9 |19|19(14| 1 |9 |26| 8 |21

The striking variation among participants in the number of the interventions
can be similarly noticed in the distribution of the five strategies that were used
by the translators. The total interventions which took the form of an alternative
segment were 174, followed by 83 deletions, 23 partial switches 22 false starts,
and 21 insertions. Table 7.3 below gives a closer picture of the dimension of

strategy in the revision of T1 together with the percent of each segment.
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Table 7.3 Text One Revision: The Dimension of Strategy

Par. NInt. | Alternative | Deletion False Start | Insertion Partial Switch
No. | % No. | % No. | % No. | % No. %

01 13 7 53.48 | 2 15.38 | 1 769 |1 7.69 |2 15.38

02 13 11 84.61 |1 7.69 (1 7.69 |0 0 0 0

03 14 6 4285 | 6 42.85 | 2 1428 | O 0 0 0

04 14 8 57.14 | 3 21.43 (0 0 2 1428 | 1 7.14

05 16 9 56.25 | 5 31.25 (1 6.25 0 0 1 6.25

06 2 1 50 0 0 1 50 0 0 0 0

07 14 4 28.57 | 7 50 2 1426 | 0 0 1 7.14

08 5 2 40 2 40 1 20 0 0 0 0

09 5 3 60 0 0 2 40 0 0 0 0

10 21 11 50.38 | 6 28.57 | 1 476 |2 952 (1 4.76

11 11 7 63.63 | 3 27.27 |1 9.09 0 0 0 0

12 16 6 37.50 | 9 56.25 | 0 0 1 6.25 |0 0

13 18 10 55.55 | 3 16.66 | 1 5.55 3 16.66 | 1 5.55

14 14 8 57.14 | 2 14.28 | 2 14.28 | 2 14.28 | 0 0

15 9 4 44.44 | 4 44.44 | 0 0 0 0 1 11.11

16 12 5 41.66 | 3 25 0 0 3 25 1 8.33

17 9 6 66.66 | 2 2222 |0 0 0 0 1 11.11

18 19 10 52.63 | 4 21.05 | 2 10.52 | 1 5.26 |2 10.52

19 19 14 73.68 | 3 1579 | 1 5.26 0 0 1 5.26

20 14 10 71.43 | 2 1428 | 1 7.14 1 7.14 [0 0

21 1 0 0 1 100 0 0 0 0 0 0

22 9 5 55.55 | 2 2222 |1 1111 )0 0 1 11.11

23 26 17 63.38 | 5 19.23 | 2 769 |1 385 |1 3.85

24 8 3 37.50 | 3 3750 (0 0 0 0 2 25

25 21 7 3333 |5 2380 (0 0 4 19.04 | 5 23.80

Mean | 12.92 | 6.96 | 51.09 | 3.32 | 27.89 ( 0.92 | 9.42 [ 0.84|5.16 [ 0.88 | 6.25

Total | 323 174 | 53.87 | 83 25.70 | 22 6.81 |21 6.50 | 23 7.12

Figure 7.3 is a chart which visually illustrates the proportions of each strategy in
the participant revisions. It is obvious that the use of these strategies varies

from one participant to the other.
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Figure 7.3 Text One Revision: Strategy Distributions

Strategy
M Alternative M Deletion False Start M Insertion M Partial Switch

6% 7%

7%___

The second dimension investigated the purpose of revision. It was revealed
that the overwhelming majority of the changes (244) were revisions for textual
building. Revisions for correction (79) composed only about one quarter of the
total changes. This may suggest that the participants were more concerned
about matters of equivalence and textual building than issues of structural and

formal correctness.

Figure 7.4 Text One: Correction and Textual Revision Proportion

W Correction M Textual revision

...

On the dimension of the level of intervention smaller segments were more
targeted than larger ones. So, the level of ‘word’ received the majority of the
interventions where 205 interventions were noticed at that level. The ‘phrase’
level came next with 109, whereas the ‘sentence’ level underwent only 9
interventions. This result was unexpected, especially from translators who were

interested in revision for textual building as was suggested by the results of the
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previous dimension of purpose. Figure 7.5 below shows the proportion of each
level:

Figure 7.5 Text One: Revision Level

® Word ™ Phrase Sentence

3%

\“

Table 7.4 below gives the details of the dimensions of the purpose and level in
the revision of T1 for each participant and for the whole group:

Table 7.4 Text One Revision: The Dimensions of Purpose and Level

Par. | NInt. [ Purpose Level

Correction Textual Revision | Word Phrase Sentence

No. | % No. | % No. | % No. | % No. | %
01 13 1 7.69 |12 92.30 | 11 8461 |1 769 |1 7.69
02 13 2 15.38 | 11 8461 |5 38.46 |7 5385 |1 7.69
03 14 6 42.85 | 8 57.14 | 11 78.57 |3 2143 |0 0
04 14 5 3571 |9 62.28 | 9 62.29 |5 3571 |0 0
05 16 5 31.25 | 11 68.75 | 11 68.75 | 5 31.25 (0 0
06 2 0 0 2 100 1 50 1 50 0 0
07 14 3 21.42 | 11 78.57 | 11 78.57 | 3 2142 (0 0
08 5 2 40 3 60 4 80 1 20 0 0
09 5 2 40 3 60 3 60 2 40 0 0
10 21 6 28.57 | 15 71.43 | 16 76.19 |5 2381 1|0 0
11 11 1 9.10 | 10 90.90 | 8 72.73 |3 27.27 | 0 0
12 16 5 31.25] 11 68.75 | 13 81.25 |3 1875 (0 0
13 18 2 11.11 | 16 88.89 | 12 66.67 |5 27.77 | 1 5.56
14 14 3 21.43 111 7857 |7 50 7 50 0 0
15 9 4 4444 | 5 55.56 | 6 66.67 | 3 3333 |0 0
16 12 2 16.67 | 10 8333 (6 50 6 50 0 0
17 9 2 22.22 (7 77.78 | 5 55.56 | 4 4444 | 0 0
18 19 3 15.79 | 16 84.21 ] 12 63.16 | 7 3684 |0 0
19 19 7 36.84 | 12 63.16 | 14 73,68 | 4 21.05|1 5.26
20 14 3 2143111 78.57 | 3 21.43 | 10 7143 |1 7.14
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21 1 1 100 0 0 1 100 0 0 0 0

22 9 3 33336 66.67 | 7 77.78 | 2 2222 (0 0

23 26 5 19.23 | 21 80.77 | 13 50 11 42.31 | 2 7.69
24 8 3 37.50 | 5 62.50 | 6 75 2 25 0 0

25 21 3 14.29 | 18 85.71 | 11 52.38 | 8 38.10 | 2 9.52
Mean | 12.92 | 3.16 | 27.9 |9.76 | 72.02 | 8.24 | 64.41 | 4.32 | 32.55 | 0.36 | 2.022
Total | 323 79 24.46 | 244 | 75.54 | 205 | 63.47 [ 109 [ 33.75|9 2.79

As for the fourth dimension which investigated the effect of the revisions on
the final output of the translator, it was revealed that the majority of the
interventions (197) was positive, and led to improvements in the translation. It
was also revealed that a considerable number of the interventions (113) was
neutral and made little or no effect on the quality of the translations as correct
segments were replaced by other correct segments and incorrect segments
were replaced by other incorrect ones. Dissimilarly, only a very small fraction of
the interventions (12) was negative in that a correct segment was replaced by
an incorrect one which leads to harming the translation quality. Figure 7.6 below

shows the proportions of each element in this dimension.

Figure 7.6 Text 1 Revision Effect

M Positive ® Neutral

4%

Negative

So, it is evident from the results of this dimension in particular that revision in
this specific study is a useful phase in the translation process which mostly

enhances the quality of the final text rather than impairing it. Table 7.5 shows

the results of T1 revision in the dimension of effect for all the participants:
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Table 7.5 Text One Revision: The Dimension of Effect

Participant | Noticed Positive Neutral negative
Interventions No. | % No. | % No. | %

01 13 13 |100 |O 0 0 0

02 13 9 69.23 [ 4 30.77 | O 0

03 14 8 57.14 [ 5 3571 (1 7.14

04 14 11 | 78.58 | 2 1429 | 1 7.14

05 16 4 25.00 | 11 68.75 | 1 6.25

06 2 0 0 2 100.0 | O 0

07 14 8 57.14 16 4286 | 0 0

08 5 3 60.00 | 2 40.00 | O 0

09 5 5 100.0 | O 0 0 0

10 21 16 |76.19 |5 2381 (0 0

11 11 7 63.64 | 3 27.27 |1 9.09

12 16 5 312511 |[68.75(0 0

13 18 14 [77.78 |3 16.67 | 1 5.55

14 14 11 78.57 | 3 2143 (0 0

15 9 9 100.0 | O 0 0 0

16 12 7 5833 (5 4167 | O 0

17 9 3 3333 (6 66.67 [ 0 0

18 19 4 21.05 (14 |73.68 (1 5.26

19 19 9 47.36 | 8 42.10 | 2 10.53

20 14 7 50.00 | 6 42.86 | 1 7.14

21 1 0 0 1 100.0 | O 0

22 5 55.55 | 3 3333 (1 11.11

23 26 19 |73.08 |6 23.08 |1 3.84

24 8 5 62.50 | 2 25.00 | 1 12.50

25 21 15 7143 | 5 2381 |1 4.76

mean 12.92 7.88 |1 57.89 | 4.52 | 38.50 | 0.52 | 3.61

Total 323 198 | 61.30 | 113 | 34.98 |12 | 3.72

The fifth dimension investigated the frequency of revision across the text by
counting the number of changes per each 100 words. The results showed that
the frequency ranged from as low as 0.45 for participant 21 to the highest
frequency of 11.81 for participant 23. The difference in individual frequency can
be attributed to the assumption that some translators are inclined to intervene
more than others to amend their texts or that some translators revise mentally
before putting pencil to paper. However, the average frequency of the changes
made by the whole sample for this text was 5.87 per 100 words.

Finally, the dimension of economy investigated the size of the interventions

as compared to the TT draft original segments, and was measured by
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comparing the number of words that were used in each intervention. The
smaller the size of the segments used to replace previously used ones (for
example a single word in place of a phrase) in the revised version of the TT the
more economy the translator displays. It was found that some translators
displayed more economy than others. For example, participants 8, 10 and 21
showed the highest economy which was one word per a change of an original
word despite the variation in the number and place of the interventions they
made, while participant 25 showed the least economy by using 2.33 words per
intervention of an original word. The mean of the economy measure was 1.45
for the whole sample. Figure 7.7 below displays the levels of frequency and

economy of interventions in T1:

Figure 7.7 Text One: The Dimensions of Frequency and Economy

Frequency and Economy
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M Frequency |5.9(5.9/6.4/6.4|7.3|0.9/6.4(2.3|2.39.5| 5 (7.3/8.2/6.4/4.1|5.5/4.1/8.6/8.6|6.4/0.5/4.1|12|3.6/9.5

M Economy |1.42.1/1.4(1.5[1.31.5[1.4| 1 |1.4| 1 |1.5/1.1|1.3|1.6/1.2|1.5/1.8|1.7|]1.4|1.6| 1 |1.2|11.7|1.5]2.3

The significant correlation among the different dimensions can be interpreted as
an element of unity among those dimensions and reflects their suitability to
assess revision as one pack. However, this idea will be further examined when
the results of T2 and the Combined Texts will be displayed and analyzed later in

this chapter.
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Table 7.6 Text One: Correlations among Dimensions

Dimension Sinag | Dutowl ik | il | o || e
Zscore: Strateqy  Pearson Correlafion 1.000 8134 =980 7464 = -.326 213
Sig. (2-tailed) . 000 000 D00 D00 11 ST
N 25 25 25 25 25 25 5
Zscore: Purpose  Pearson Correlafion 813 1.000 - T4 .BI6™ -.807+ -528% 32
3ig. (2-tailed) D00 g 000 D00 D00 D07 034
N 25 25 25 25 25 28 5
Zscore: Leve Pearson Correlaiion -.080 - 7447 1.000 - 670 852+ 233 -.1:38
Sig. (2-tailed) oDO 000 ’ D00 D00 263 A2
N 25 25 25 25 25 28 zh
£ score:; Effed Pearson Correlaiion 746+ 636+ - 675 1.000 -735% -275 B0
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000 000 : 000 184 Ol
N 25 25 25 25 25 25 Zh
Zscore: Freguency Pearson Correlafion -.55E -.807 BEF - 7309 1.000 328 =137
Sig. (2-tailed) LLEH {LEH LEH 000 3 Rl 35
M 25 25 25 25 25 25 2B
Zscaore; Economy  Pearson Correlation -.328 -5284 233 -275 328 1.000 32
Sig. (2-tailed) REN o7 263 184 10 . 05
N 25 25 25 25 25 25 5
MEANZ 5Core Pearson Correlaiion 213 382 -158 B20™ - 187 362 1.000
3ig. (2-tailed) 307 034 Ak2 L1y 345 07k z
N 25 25 25 25 25 25 5
**. Correlationis significant atthe 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Finally, Figure 7.8 also gives a vivid picture of the participants’ revision

performance in relation to the six dimensions of assessment. Each participant’s

performance on each dimension is separately displayed plotted on a scatterplot.

In cases where the dots are densely positioned in one place or direction they

indicate a strong relationship, but when they are scattered about they indicate

that the relation is not strong on each two variables.

Figure 7.8 Text one: The Dimension Z scores Scatterplot
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7.7.2.2 Text Two: Although both texts were virtually equal in size, the
number of noticed interventions in T2 was relatively larger than the number
noticed in T1. This fact can be attributed to the higher level of difficulty of T2
compared to T1 as it was stated by the participants’ responses to the
retrospective questionnaire. Figure 7.9 shows the participant interventions on
T2:

Figure 7.9Text Two: Participant Interventions

Interventions
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The total interventions in this text were 389 with a markedly higher participant
intervention average of 15.56 as compared to 323 interventions of T1 and an
interventions average of 12.92 for a participant. The interventions were also
unevenly distributed among the participants. The highest number of them was
made by participant 12 who made 32, whereas the lowest (2 only) was made by
participants 6 and 8. Table 6.19 below displays the results of participant real-
time self-revision of T2. It was calculated and tabulated in the same way used

for T1 according to the same dimensions of assessment.

Table 7.7 Text Two: Participant Self-Revision

par Nint Strategy Purpose Level Effect Freq Econ
Alt Del Fs Ins Ps © TR W Ph S Pos | Neu | neg | 100 W per
W Int
01 23 8 10 |0 3 2 2 21 15 6 2 15 8 0 10.45 | 1.43
02 22 7 5| 1 4 5 0 22 14 7 1 15 6 1 10.00 | 1.63
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03 15 5 6 0 0 4 3 12 9 2 4 7 7 1 6.81 2.06
04 13 5 4 0 3 1 4 9 11 2 0 8 5 0 5.90 1.15
05 11 6 3 2 0 0 1 10 8 3 0 2 7 2 5.00 1.18
06 2 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0.90 1.00
07 23 10 9 3 0 1 10 13 16 7 0 9 12 2 10.45 | 1.34
08 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 0.90 1.50
09 9 5 3 1 0 0 2 7 7 2 0 5 4 0 4.09 1.22
10 20 8 6 3 3 0 2 18 15 5 0 12 8 0 9.09 1.05
11 13 8 2 3 0 0 2 11 10 3 0 7 6 0 5.90 1.30
12 32 15 13 1 0 3 10 22 26 6 0 11 19 2 14.54 | 1.15
13 18 9 3 0 2 4 3 15 10 8 0 7 11 0 8.18 1.55
14 13 7 3 0 0 3 2 11 7 6 0 7 6 0 5.90 1.61
15 8 8 0 0 0 0 4 4 5 3 0 5 3 0 3.63 1.37
16 13 6 2 0 4 1 0 13 7 6 0 11 2 0 5.90 1.46
17 9 5 1 0 2 1 0 9 4 4 1 4 5 0 4.09 3.37
18 18 10 4 0 0 4 6 12 14 4 0 7 11 0 8.18 1.44
19 25 10 12 2 0 1 4 21 15 9 1 12 10 3 11.36 | 1.72
20 14 7 3 1 2 1 1 13 8 6 0 7 5 2 6.36 1.35
21 5 0 1 1 0 3 2 4 1 0 5 0 0 2.27 12
22 9 6 0 1 2 0 0 9 4 4 1 7 1 1 4.09 2.44
23 30 13 15 0 1 1 9 21 17 12 1 22 7 1 13.63 | 1.76
24 23 14 3 2 4 0 3 20 14 9 0 15 8 0 10.45 | 1.95
25 19 6 4 2 6 1 6 13 14 4 1 12 7 0 8.63 1.47
X 1556 | 72 | 46 | 096 | 7.08 | 1.32 | 3.16 | 12.4 | 10.28 | 48 | 0.48 | 8.6 6.36 | 0.6 | 7.07 1.55
Sum | 389 180 | 115 | 24 37 33 79 310 | 257 120 | 12 215 | 159 15

The results illustrated that the participants generally displayed a wide range of
strategies similar to what they did in T1, and likewise showed significant

personal differences as it was clearly reflected in figure 7.10 below.

Figure 7.10 Text Two: Proportions of the Five Strategies

W Alternative W Deletion false Start M Insertion Partial Switch
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In the strategy of providing alternative translations the highest number of
interventions was detected, representing 180 of the total noticed interventions.
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The highest was scored by participant 12 who made 15 changes compared to
the lowest score by participant 8 who made only two interventions. Deletions
were the second highly used strategy with 115 interventions, followed by
insertions (37), partial switches (33) and false starts (24) respectively. Table 7.8

below summarizes the results of the dimension of strategy.

Table 7.8 Text Two: The Dimension of Strategy

Par Nint Alternative Deletion False Start Insertion Partial Switch
No. | % No. | % No. | % No. | % No. %

01 23 8 34.78 | 10 4347 | 0 0 3 13..04 | 2 8.70

02 22 7 3182 | 5 2273 | 1 455 | 4 18.18 | 5 22.73

03 15 5 3333 |6 40.00 | O 0 0 0 4 26.67

04 13 5 38.46 | 4 30.77 | O 0 3 23.08 |1 7.69

05 11 6 5455 | 3 27.27 | 2 18.18 | O 0 0 0

06 2 0 0 1 50.00 | 1 50.00 | O 0 0 0

07 23 10 4348 | 9 39.13 | 3 13.04 | O 0 1 4.35

08 2 2 100.0 | O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

09 9 5 55.56 | 3 3333 |1 1111 | 0 0 0 0

10 20 8 40.00 | 6 30.00 | 3 15.00 | 3 15.00 | O 0

11 13 8 61.54 | 2 1538 | 3 23.08 | O 0 0 0

12 32 15 | 46.88 | 13 | 4063 | 1 313 |0 0 3 9.38

13 18 9 50.00 | 3 16.67 | O 0 2 11.11 | 4 22.22

14 13 7 53.85 | 3 23.08 | 0 0 0 0 3 23.08

15 8 8 1000 | O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

16 13 6 46.15 | 2 1538 | O 0 4 30.78 | 1 7.69

17 9 5 5556 | 1 1111 |0 0 2 2222 |1 11.11

18 18 10 | 55.56 | 4 2222 |0 0 0 0 4 22.22

19 25 10 40.00 | 12 48.00 | 2 8.00 0 0 1 4.00

20 14 7 50.00 | 3 2143 | 1 714 | 2 1429 |1 7.14

21 5 0 0 3 60.00 | 1 20.00 | 1 20.00 (O 0

22 9 6 66.67 | O 0 1 11.11 | 2 2222 |0 0

23 30 13 | 4333 |15 | 50.00 | O 0 1 3.33 1 3.33

24 23 14 | 60.87 | 3 13.04 | 2 870 |4 17.40 | O 0

25 19 6 3158 | 4 21.05 | 2 1053 | 6 3158 |1 5.26

Mean | 1556 | 7.2 | 47.76 | 4.6 | 26.99 | 0.96 | 8.14 | 1.48 9.55 | 1.32 7.42

Total | 389 180 | 46.27 | 115 | 29.56 | 24 6.17 | 37 9.51 33 8.48

Similarly, in the other four dimensions the results showed almost the same
pattern and tendency of those of T1. In the dimension of purpose the
interventions for textual revision (310) significantly exceed those of revision for

correction (79) making about three quarters of the total interventions.
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Figure 7.11 Text Two: Revision Purpose

Correction
20%

The same is true about the dimension of the level of translation where the
number of interventions in the level of ‘word’ was the highest (257) followed by
the ‘phrase’ (120) and the least was by the sentence (12).

Figure 7.12 Text Two: Distribution of Interventions on Levels
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As for the effect of revision on translation quality also similar results were
obtained. Most of the interventions (215) were positive, a considerable number

of the interventions (159) were neutral and only few of them (15) were negative.

Figure 7.13 Text Two: Effect of Revision
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The following table summarizes results of the dimensions of purpose and level:

Table 7.9 Text Two: The Dimensions of Purpose and Level

Par. | NInt. | Purpose Level
Correction Textual Revision | Word Phrase Sentence
No. | % No. % No. % No. | % No. | %
01 23 2 8.70 |21 91.30 15 65.22 | 6 26.09 | 2 8.70
02 22 0 0 22 100.0 14 63.64 | 7 31.82 (1 4.55
03 15 3 20.00 | 12 80.00 9 60.00 | 2 1333 | 4 26.67
04 13 4 30.77 | 9 69.23 11 84.62 | 2 1538 |10 0
05 11 1 9.09 |10 90.91 8 72.73 | 3 27.27 | 0 0
06 2 2 100.0 | O 0 2 100.0 | O 0 0 0
07 23 10 43.48 | 13 56.52 16 69.57 | 7 3043 |0 0
08 2 0 0 2 100 1 50.00 | 1 50.00 | O 0
09 9 2 2222 | 7 77.78 7 77.78 | 2 2222 |0 0
10 20 2 10.00 | 18 90.00 15 75.00 | 5 25.00 0 0
11 13 2 15.38 | 11 84.62 10 76.92 | 3 23.08 | 0 0
12 32 10 31.25 | 22 68.75 26 81.25| 6 187510 0
13 18 3 16.67 | 15 83.33 10 55.56 | 8 44.44 1 0 0
14 13 2 15.38 | 11 84.62 7 53.85 | 6 46.15 | 0 0
15 8 4 50.00 | 4 50.00 5 62.50 | 3 3750 |0 0
16 13 0 0 13 100.0 7 53.85 (6 46.15 | 0 0
17 9 0 0 9 100.0 4 44.44 | 4 44.44 | 1 11.11
18 18 6 33.33 [ 12 66.67 14 77.78 | 4 2222 (0 0
19 25 4 16.00 | 21 84.00 15 60.00 | 9 36.00 | 1 4.00
20 14 1 7.14 13 92.86 8 57.14 | 6 4286 | 0 0
21 5 3 60.00 | 2 40.00 4 80.00 | 1 20.00 | O 0
22 9 0 0 9 100.0 4 4444 | 4 4444 | 1 11.11
23 30 9 30.00 | 21 70.00 17 56.67 | 12 | 40.00 | 1 3.33
24 23 3 13.04 | 20 86.96 14 60.87 | 9 39.13 (0 0
25 19 6 31.58 | 13 68.42 14 73.68 | 4 21.05(1 5.26
Mean | 15.56 | 3.16 | 22.56 | 12.4 77.44 10.28 | 66.30 | 4.8 | 30.71 | 0.48 | 2.99
Total | 389 79 20.31 | 310 79.69 257 66.07 | 120 | 30.85 | 12 3.08

As for the effect of revision on the final translation output, it was noticed that
the majority of the interventions were positive ones enhancing the final product.
While the second considerable number of the interventions was the neutral
ones which neither enhanced nor harmed the translation, the negative
interventions were very few and made only 3.86% of the total interventions. This
is the same tendency of the revision effectiveness noticed in T1. Table 7.10

below summarizes the results of the effectiveness dimension.

233



Table 7.10 Text Two: The Dimension of Effect

Par NInt | Positive Neutral negative
No. | % No. | % No. | %

01 23 15 [65.22 (8 3478 | 0 0

02 22 15 [68.18 6 27.27 | 1 4.55

03 15 7 46.67 | 7 46.67 | 1 6.66

04 13 8 6154 | 5 38.46 [ 0 0

05 11 2 18.18 | 7 63.64 | 2 18.18

06 2 2 100.0 | O 0 0 0

07 23 9 39.13 | 12 52,17 | 2 8.70

08 2 1 50.00 | 1 50.00 ( O 0

09 9 5 55.56 | 4 4444 | O 0

10 20 12 ] 60.00 | 8 40.00 | O 0

11 13 7 53.85| 6 46.15 | 0 0

12 32 11 (3438 (19 |59.38]|2 6.25

13 18 7 38.89 | 11 61.11 (0 0

14 13 7 53.85 | 6 46.15 | O 0

15 8 5 62.50 | 3 3750 (0 0

16 13 11 [84.62 |2 15.38 | 0 0

17 9 4 44.44 | 5 55.56 [ 0 0

18 18 7 38.89 | 11 61.11 |0 0

19 25 12 [48.00 (10 | 40.00 | 3 12.00

20 14 7 50.00 | 5 35.71 | 2 14.29

21 5 5 100.0 | O 0 0 0

22 9 7 77.78 | 1 1111 | 1 11.11

23 30 22 | 7333|7 2333 |1 3.33

24 23 15 |65.22|8 3478 [ 0 0

25 19 12 |1 63.16 |7 36.84 (0 0

Mean | 15.56 | 8.6 [ 58.14 | 6.36 | 38.46 | 0.6 | 3.40

Total | 389 215 [ 55.27 [ 159 | 40.87 | 15 | 3.86

However, the frequency of interventions was slightly higher in this text than it
was in Tl (7.07), and this is a natural result due to the larger number of
interventions that were made in the revision of this text compared to the other
one. Lastly, the level of economy was closely similar, with T2 slightly lower

(1.55) in this dimension.

234



Figure 7.14 Text Two: The Dimensions of Frequency and Economy

Frequency and Economy
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The statistical results were similar to those of T1 in that highly significant
correlations at level 0.01 (two-tailed hypothesis) were found among the
dimensions of strategy, purpose, and level. Dissimilarly, the correlation with
effect was not significant, whereas there is significant correlation between
frequency and the dimensions of strategy, level, and economy at level 0.05

(two-tailed hypothesis). Table 7.11 below shows those correlations.

235



Table 7.11 Text Two: Correlations among Assessment Dimensions

Dimensions el il ol
Zscore: Strategy  PearsonCorrelafion 1.00C 674 -973 A1 -443* -1.000 **

Sig. (2-tailed) : .000 000 59€ 027 .000

N 25 25 25 25 25 25
Zscore: Purpose  Pearson Correlation 674  1.000 -619° 314 -.267 -674*

Sig. (2-tziled) .000 . 001 A2¢ 197 .000

N 25 25 25 25 25 25
Zscore! Level Pearson .. -973* -619*  1.00C -065 418" 973*

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .001 . 751 037 .000

N 25 25 25 25 25 25
Z score; Effed Pearson Correlaton A1 314 -.065 1.000 230 =111

Sig. (24ailed) 596 126 757 ; 269 597

N 25 25 25 25 25 25
Z score: Frequency  Pearson Correlation -443% -267 418" .23C 1.00C 4437

Sig. (2-tailed) 027 197 037 .26¢ . .027

N 25 25 25 25 25 25
Zscore; Economy  Pearson Correlation 10007 674~ 973 =111 443 1.00)

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 597 .027 .

N 25 25 25 25 25 25

**. Correlationis significant atthe 0.01 level (2-tailed)
*. Correlationissianificant atthe 0.05 level (2-tailed)

A picture of the participant-dimension relationship is shown in Figure 7.15 below
and it illustrates the variation among the different participants in regard of their
revision behavior as measured by the six assessment dimensions. It displays
the participant’s revision on each dimension separately. Hence, the scatterplot
below visually displays the distribution of the participants on each assessment

dimension as compared to the others:

Figure 7.15 Text Two: Participant-Dimension Relationship on a Scatterplot
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7.7.2.3 The Two Texts Combined: The results of both texts were combined to
give a joined image of the self-revision that was carried out by the participants
in their translation of both texts. The table, in fact, reflects the same tendencies
of revision due to the close similarity of the results patterns of both texts. The
highest number of interventions was 56 scored by participant 23, whereas the

lowest number was 4 scored by participant 6.

Figure 7.16 Texts One and Two Combined participant Interventions
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Table 7.12 below illustrates the noticed interventions categorized according to
the dimensions of assessment and reflects the patterns assumed by

participants’ revision.

Table 7.12 Revision Results of Text One and Text Two Combined

par | Nint Strategy Purpose Level Effect Freq Econ
Alt Del Fs Ins Ps | C TR W Ph S Pos Neu neg 100 W | W per
Int
1 36 15 12 1 4 5 3 33 25 8 3 28 8 0 8.2 14
2 35 18 6 2 4 5 2 33 19 14 2 24 10 1 8 1.85
3 29 11 12 2 0 4 9 20 20 5 4 15 12 2 6.6 1.74
4 28 14 7 0 5 2 9 18 20 7 0 19 7 1 6.1 1.32
5 27 15 8 3 0 1 6 21 19 8 0 6 18 3 6.1 1.24
6 4 1 1 2 0 0 2 2 3 1 0 2 2 0 0.9 1.25
7 37 14 16 5 0 2 13 24 27 10 0 17 18 2 8.4 1.35
8 7 4 2 1 0 0 2 5 5 0 4 0 1.6 1.25
9 14 8 3 3 0 0 4 10 10 4 0 10 4 0 3.2 1.31
10 41 19 12 4 5 1 8 33 31 10 0 28 13 0 9.3 1.02
11 24 15 5 4 0 0 3 21 18 6 0 14 9 1 5.6 1.37
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12 48 21 22 1 1 3 15 33 38 10 0 16 30 2 11 11
13 36 19 6 0 5 4 5 31 22 13 1 21 14 1 8.2 1.44
14 27 15 5 2 2 S 5 22 14 13 0 18 9 0 6.1 1.62
15 17 12 4 0 0 1 8 9 11 6 0 14 3 0 3.9 1.29
16 25 11 5 0 7 2 2 23 13 12 0 18 7 0 5.7 1.48
17 17 11 3 0 2 2 2 16 9 8 1 7 11 0 3.9 2.57
18 37 20 8 2 1 6 9 28 25 12 0 11 25 1 8.4 1.56
19 44 24 15 3 0 2 11 33 29 13 2 21 18 5 10 1.54
20 28 17 5 2 3 1 4 24 11 16 1 14 11 3 6.4 1.46
21 6 0 4 1 1 0 2 5 1 0 5 0 14 1.1
22 18 11 2 2 1 S 15 11 6 1 12 4 2 4.1 1.83
23 56 30 20 2 2 2 14 42 30 23 3 41 13 2 13 1.74
24 31 17 6 2 4 2 6 25 20 11 0 20 10 1 7.0 1.72
25 40 13 9 2 10 | 6 9 31 25 12 3 27 12 1 9.1 1.9
X 285|142 |79 |18 |23 |2 |63 |222](18. |09 09165109 |11 | 6.5 15
sum | 712 | 355 | 198 | 46 | 58 | 55 | 158 | 554 | 460 | 231 | 21 | 412 | 272 | 28

The revision results are summarized according to the dimensions of revisions

for the two tests combined in table 7.13 below.

Table 7.13 Both Texts Revisions: The Dimension of Strategy

Par NInt | Alternative | Deletion False Start | Insertion | Partial Switch
No. | % No. | % No. | % No. | % No. %

01 36 15 41.66 | 11 3055 |1 278 |4 11.11 |5 13.88

02 35 18 51.43 | 6 17.14 | 2 571 |4 1143 |5 14.29

03 29 11 3793 | 12 41.38 | 2 690 |0 0 4 13.80

04 28 14 50.00 | 7 25.00 (O 0 5 17.86 | 2 7.14

05 27 15 55.56 | 8 29.63 | 3 11.11 )0 0 1 3.70

06 4 1 25.00 | 1 25.00 | 2 50.00 | O 0 0 0

07 37 14 37.84 | 16 4324 (5 13510 0 2 5.41

08 7 4 57.14 | 2 28.57 | 1 1429 | 0 0 0 0

09 14 8 57.14 | 3 21.43 | 3 2143 |0 0 0 0

10 41 19 46.34 | 12 29.27 | 4 9.76 |5 12.20 | 1 2.45

11 24 15 62.50 | 5 20.83 | 4 16.67 | 0 0 0 0

12 48 21 43.75 | 22 4583 | 1 208 |1 2.08 |3 6.25

13 36 19 52.78 | 6 16.67 | 0 0 6 16.67 | 5 13.89

14 27 15 55.56 | 5 18.52 | 2 7.41 2 7.41 3 11.11

15 17 12 70.59 (4 2353 (0 0 0 0 1 5.88

16 25 11 44.00 | 5 20.00 [ O 0 7 28.00 | 2 8.00

17 17 11 64.70 | 3 17650 0 3 17650 0

18 37 20 54.05 | 8 21.62 | 2 541 |1 270 |6 16.22

19 44 24 54.55 | 15 34.09 | 3 6.82 |0 0 2 4.55

20 28 17 60.71 | 5 17.86 | 2 7.14 |3 10.71 | 1 3.57

21 6 0 0 4 66.67 | 1 16.67 | 1 16.67 | 0 0

22 18 11 61.11 | 2 11.11 ] 2 11.11 ] 2 1111 | 1 5.56
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23 56 30 53.57 | 20 3571 2 3.57 |2 3.57 |2 3.57

24 31 17 54.84 | 6 19.35 | 2 6.45 |4 12.90 | 2 6.45

25 40 13 3250 | 9 22.50 | 2 5.00 |10 [25.00 (6 15.00

mean | 2848 | 14.2 [ 49.01 | 7.88 [ 27.33 [ 1.84 | 895 |24 | 8.28 | 2.16 | 6.43

Total | 712 355 | 49.86 | 197 | 27.67 | 46 6.46 |60 |843 |54 7.58

In the dimension of strategy, the 712 noticed interventions are unevenly
distributed over the five strategies. The strategy of providing alternative
translations takes nearly half the interventions, followed by the strategy of
deletion which takes a little more than a quarter of the interventions. The
remainder quarter of the interventions is nearly equally distributed on the other
three strategies of insertion, partial switch and false start.

Figure 7.17 Both Texts: Distribution of Noticed Interventions across Strategies

False Start
6%

When it comes to the dimension of purpose, it is revealed that more than three
quarters of the interventions targeted textual revision, whereas the remainder of

them targeted correction.
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Figure 7.18 Both Texts: Noticed interventions According to Purpose

As for the level the participants worked at in their revision, it was naturally
seen that they generally tended to target smaller segments. The level of the
word has taken a little less than two thirds, followed by the phrase which has
nearly hold the other third of the changes leaving as little as 2.95% of total

interventions for the sentence level as shown in the figure below:

Figure 7.19 Combined Texts: Distribution of interventions on Level

Sentence
3%

Table 7.14 below illustrates the distribution of the interventions made by

participants on the dimensions of purpose and level.
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Table 7.14 Both Texts Revision: The Dimensions of Purpose and Level

Par | NInt | Purpose Level

Correction Textual Revision | Word Phrase Sentence

No. | % No. % No. % No. | % No. | %
01 36 4 11.11 | 32 88.89 25 69.44 | 8 2222 |3 8.33
02 35 2 5.71 33 94.29 19 5429 (14 |40.00 | 2 5.71
03 29 9 31.03 | 20 68.97 20 68.97 | 5 17.24 | 4 13.79
04 28 9 32.14 | 19 67.86 21 75.00 | 7 25.00 (O 0
05 27 6 22.22 | 21 77.78 19 70.37 | 8 2963 |0 0
06 4 2 50.00 | 2 50.00 3 75.00 | 1 25.00 (O 0
07 37 13 35.14 | 24 64.86 27 7297 |10 |27.03 (0 0
08 7 2 2857 | 5 71.43 5 7143 (2 2857 (0 0
09 14 4 28.57 | 10 71.43 10 7143 | 4 2857 | 0 0
10 41 8 19.51 | 33 80.49 31 75.61 | 10 2439 (0 0
11 24 3 12.50 | 21 87.50 18 75.00 | 6 25.00 | O 0
12 48 15 31.25 | 33 68.75 38 79.17 | 10 20.83 (0 0
13 36 5 13.89 | 31 86.11 22 61.11 (13 | 36.11 |1 2.78
14 27 5 18.52 | 22 81.48 14 51.85 | 13 48.15 |0 0
15 17 8 47.06 | 9 52.94 11 64.71 | 6 3529 |0 0
16 25 2 8.00 |23 92.00 13 52.00 |12 |48.00 (0 0
17 17 1 5.88 | 16 94.12 9 52.94 | 7 41.18 | 1 5.88
18 37 9 24.32 | 28 75.68 25 67.57 |12 3243 (0 0
19 44 11 25.00 | 33 75.00 29 65.91 | 13 | 29.55 | 2 4.55
20 28 4 14.29 | 24 85.71 11 39.29 | 16 5714 (1 3.57
21 6 4 66.67 | 2 33.33 5 8333 (1 16.67 | O 0
22 18 3 16.67 | 15 83.33 11 61.11 |6 3333 |1 5.56
23 56 14 25.00 | 42 75.00 30 53.57 |23 |41.07 | 3 5.36
24 31 6 19.35 | 25 80.65 20 64.52 |11 |3548 (0 0
25 40 9 22.50 | 31 77.50 25 62.50 | 12 | 30.00 | 3 7.50
X 25 6.32 | 24.60 | 22.16 | 75.40 18.44 | 65.56 | 9.2 | 31.92 | 0.84 | 2.52
Total | 712 | 158 | 22.19 | 554 77.81 461 64.75 | 230 | 32.30 | 21 2.95

The dimension of effect shows that the highest percent of the interventions
was positive, which means that the intervention has enhanced the final product.
The second high percent of the changes represented neutral interventions
which neither enhanced nor harmed the final translation because they were
replacements for correct segments by other correct ones and incorrect by other
incorrect ones. The negative interventions were very few and could be generally
considered negligible except in considerations when they may affect personal
profiles of specific translators, which will be explored when individual profiles

will be described.

241



Figure 7.20 Distribution of Interventions on the Dimension of Effect

Negative
4%

The results of the dimension of effect are clearly summarized in Table 7.15

below:

Table 7.15 Both Texts Revision: The Dimension of Effect

18 37 11 29.73 | 25 67.57
19 44 21 47.73 |18 40.91

Par NInt | Positive Neutral negative

No. % No. % No. | %
01 36 28 77.788 | 9 2222 (0 0
02 35 24 68.57 | 10 28.57 1 2.86
03 29 15 51.72 |12 4138 | 2 6.90
4 28 19 67.86 |8 28.57 1 3.7
05 27 6 22.22 |18 66.67 | 3 11.11
06 4 2 50.00 |2 50.00 | O 0
7 37 18 50.81 | 16 43.24 | 3 5.41
08 7 4 57.14 |3 42.86 | 0 0
09 14 10 7143 |4 28,57 0 0
10 41 28 68.29 | 13 3171 (0 0
11 24 14 5833 |9 37.50 | 1 4.17
12 48 16 33.33 |30 62.50 | 2 4.17
13 36 21 58.33 | 14 38.89 1 2.78
14 27 18 66.67 |9 3333 (0 0
15 17 14 8235 |3 17.65|0 0
16 25 18 72.00 |7 28.00 [ O 0
17 17 7 41.18 |10 58.82 (0 0

1
5
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20 28 14 50.00 |11 39.29 | 3 10.71
21 6 5 8333 |1 16.67 | O 0

22 18 12 66.67 |4 2222 | 2 11.11
23 56 41 73.21 |13 23.21 (2 3.57
24 31 20 64.52 | 10 32.26 | 1 3.23
25 40 27 67.50 |12 30 1 2.50
Mean | 28.48 | 16.52 | 59.23 | 10.84 | 37.30 | 1.16 | 3.45
Total | 712 413 58.01 | 270 37.92 | 29 4.07

Finally, the dimensions of frequency and economy are illustrated in the column
chart of Figure 7.21 below. It is worth noting that the high indicator of economy
refers to poor or negative aspect of economy, whereas the low indicator refers

to the positive aspect of economy.

Figure 7.21 Combined Texts: The Dimensions of Frequency and Economy

Frequency and Economy

14

12

10

. [ |

2 6 9110/11(12(13(14/15/16/17/18/19|20(21(22(23/24|25
B Frequency |8.2| 8 |6.6/6.1(6.1/0.9(8.4(1.6/3.2(9.3/5.5/11|8.2/6.13.9/5.7|3.9/8.4/10|6.4/1.44.1{13| 7 9.1
B Economy [1.4(1.9(1.7/1.3(1.2/1.3(1.4{1.31.3| 1 |1.4[1.1|1.4/1.6(1.3/|1.5/2.6/1.6/1.5/1.5/1.1/1.8(1.7/1.7(1.9

=
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The statistical analysis shows that there are highly significant correlations at
the level of 0.01 (two-tailed hypothesis) between strategy, purpose, level and
economy. There are also significant correlations at level 0.05 of a two-tailed
hypothesis between frequency, strategy, level, and economy. These high
correlations reflect the close relationship among the different variables which
implies their suitability to work together as assessment dimensions. Table 7.16

below shows these correlations clearly.

Table 7.16 Both Texts Correlations among Assessment Dimensions

Comelations
Dinensen oo o] | oo | ] oy
Zscore: Strategy  PearsonCorrelaion| 1,000 i B 2 13 43 - ooge
3ig. {2-tailed) : 000 000 307 015 000
N 25 25 25 25 25 25
Zscore: Purpose  Pearson Comelair 7904 1.000 - TR 355 - 266 - Too
3ig. (2-ailed) 000 : 000 081 193 000
N 25 25 25 25 25 25
Zscore: Level  PearsonCorreldion|  _oge  _78% 1.000 -134 ART e
3ig. (2-tailed) 00l 00l : 523 0 000
N 25 25 25 25 25 25
Zscore: Effed  Pearson Corelatior M3 355 -134 1.000 237 -212
3ig. (2-taied) a0 081 513 . 256 310
N 2% 25 25 25 25 25
Zscore: Frequency Pearson Correlaiion _AnT -8R ART 237 1 D00 436
3ig. (2-tailed) 015 198 2 255 ; 014
N 25 25 25 25 25 25
Zscore: Economy  Pearson Correlaion -oop - 706 2K s I 486 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000 000 10 014 .
N 25 25 25 25 25 25

* Correlationis significant atthe 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlationis significant at the 0.061evel (2-tailed)

The scatterplot in Figure 7.22 below gives a picture of the pattern of the

scattering of the participants in relation to the different assessment dimensions.
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Figure 7.22 Combined Texts
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7.8 Translator Revision Profiling

This section includes a suggested revision evaluative scale which comprises

assessments of the various dimensions of the revision process as an element in

TC, which includes the following:

1. Number of the Noticed
translator's attempt to amend the final product, they are considered
important to profile
interventions the better. Thus, translators whose noticed interventions
range to the group average number of interventions or more are

awarded one point and those who did lower than average are not

awarded.

deletions, false starts, insertions, and partial switches. The first two
make more than three quarters of the whole interventions and were
used by all participants. So, translators who use only these two
strategies are awarded 0, while those who used the other three

Interventions: As

this competence

in particular,

strategies are awarded 1 point for using each.
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. Strategy: There are five identified strategies: alternative renditions,



Purpose of intervention: Textual revision is more positively sought than
correction. Thus, translators who used the first more than the second
as judged by the group average use are to be awarded 2 marks,
average or less 1, and those who didn’'t use it at all 0. Whereas those
who used correction more than the group average will be given 0 and
those who used it as average or less are awarded 1.

Level: The higher the level, the higher the award. So, those who made
interventions at the word level more than the group average are given
0, whereas those who worked at average or less than the average of
this level are awarded 1. On the other hand, those who worked at the
levels of phrase or sentence more than the mean of the group are
awarded 1 point for each, and those working at less than the group
average are awarded 0.

Effect: Participants with average positive interventions or above are
awarded 1 mark; less than average are awarded 0. Neutral changes
above average are awarded O and average or less are awarded 1.
Average or above negative interventions are awarded 0; less than
average or none are awarded 1.

Economy: Participants whose revision economy is more than average
are awarded 0 while average or less is awarded 1.

Frequency: Participants with average or above average frequency are
awarded 1 and those below average are awarded 0.

Table 7.17 Revision Assessment Chart

Aspect Descriptors Award

Noticed Interventions Average or above

Less than average

Strategy Using two or less

Using three

Using four

Using five

Purpose: (1) correction Average or more

Less than average

No use

N| O] N| RP| Wl N| k| O] O

(2) textual revision | Average or More
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Less 1

No use 0

Level: (1)Word less than average 1
(2) Phrase average or more 1
(3)Sentence average or more 1
Effect: (1) Positive average or more 1
less than average 0

(2) Neutral Above average 0
Average or less 1

(3) Negative Above average 0

Less than average 1

Frequency Average or above 1
Less than average 0

Economy More than average 0
1

Average or less

Consequently, the maximum possible score that can be obtained by a
participant for successful revision is 16 marks. Table 7.18 below displays the
revision scores obtained by each participant on T1 assessed by applying the

suggested measure.

Table 7.18 Text One Revision Assessment Summary

Par. Nint | Strategy | Purpose | Level | Effect | Frequency | Economy | Total
1 3 4 3 3 1 1 16

1 1 3 4 1 3 1 1 14
2 1 1 4 3 3 1 0 13
3 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 7
4 1 3 2 2 2 1 0 11
5 1 2 2 0 0 1 1 7
6 0 0 2 2 1 0 0 5
7 1 2 4 0 1 1 1 10
8 0 0 3 0 2 0 1 6
9 0 0 3 0 3 0 1 7
10 1 3 2 0 3 1 1 11
11 0 1 4 0 2 0 1 8
12 1 1 3 0 1 1 1 8
13 1 3 4 1 2 1 1 13
14 1 2 4 2 3 1 0 13
15 0 1 2 1 3 0 1 8
16 0 2 4 2 2 0 0 10
17 0 1 4 2 1 0 0 8
18 1 3 4 2 0 1 0 11
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10

13

13
9.24

0.56

0.6

1.64

1.08

3.12

1.64

0.6

19
20
21
22
23

24
25

Mean

The table illustrates that the mean score is 9.24 out of 16. The highest score

was 14 and the lowest was 5. Table 7.19 below displays the revision scores

obtained on T2.

Table 7.19 Text Two Revision Assessment Summary

16

14
12

11

13

10

11
11

13
13
12
9.04

0.68

0.44

1.64

1.36

Purpose | Level | Effect | Frequency | Economy | Total

4

2.88

3

1.6

Nint | Strategy

1

Par.

10
11
12
13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24
25

Mean | 0.44
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The table shows that the mean score is 9.04, which is surprisingly similar to
that of T1 (9.24) with a correspondingly highest score of 14 and a lowest score
of 5. The very high correspondence in the mean, and the highest and lowest
score indicate:

e A high discrimination ability of the measure as displayed by the near
correspondence between the mean and the median (9) of the group
seen in the scattergram below.

e The consistency of the assessment across the two texts despite
affecting factors such as the level of difficulty, timing, stamina and the
like.

e The high correlation (0.591) between the two texts is an additional

indicator of the reliability of the measure.

Figure 7.23 Both Texts: Measure Discrimination
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Amazingly, 11 participants scored exactly the same revision mark on both texts
and 7 scored nearly the same scores with only one mark disparity. This means
that the discrepancy can be attributed to the remainder 7 participants only.
Undoubtedly, this very high correspondence supports the distinct reliability of
the measure. Figure 7.24 below visually portrays the results of T1 and T2

revision scores in addition to the average score for each participant.
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Figure 7.24 Both Texts Revision Scores
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7.9 Conclusion

By way of conclusion, this study of monitoring has realized the following:

e ltis theoretically underpinned due to the availability of an adequate range
of theoretical and empirical studies that have tackled it adequately. The
original study by Campbell suffered from the lack of such studies, as he
admits, and that is why it depends on the empirical analysis of the
problem.

e The first part of the study, self-assessment, has shown that this
technique has low reliability and validity to be used as an element in the
assessing of TC. It does not correlate well with the external measures of
the tutor as well as with the quality assessment raters. However, it can
be an effective motivational device to help trainee translators develop an
awareness of their abilities or level of professionalism if used in a guided
and moderate way, coupled by urging them to take it seriously. Its
reliability is especially questionable in translation because of unique
nature of the translation process as far the notion of correctness is
concerned, and the possibility of having multiple correct translations
(Fanghanel and Voela, 2001, p.47). Subsequently, it cannot be
recommended as a measure in the assessment of TC.
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e The results of this study confirm the utility of translation revision as a
necessary phase in the process which essentially improves the quality of
output and indicates the level of TC. Although some translators produce
neutral or negative interventions, the general tendency is found to be
positive and enhances the quality rather than harms it. This makes it an
essential element in the assessment of TC, and prompts a call to
teachers and curriculum designers to take it seriously in the teaching of

translation and in the preparation of the teaching materials.
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Chapter Eight: Conclusion

8.1 Introduction
This chapter attempts to bring together the findings of the research,

particularly of the three studies described in the last four chapters which have
empirically dealt with textual competence, disposition and monitoring as
constituents of TC. The ultimate aim is to discuss the practical insights of using
the model in the profiling of TC of individual translators working into their L1 and
the potential implications for translation teaching and measurement. Thus, it
sets out by discussing how well the findings satisfy the requirements of the
model presented by Campbell (1998) through relating them to the context of TS.
Next, it sets an attempt to profile translator's competence in comparison with
other members of the group and undertakes to correlate it with the quality
assessment of their output. Hence, the central question is about the extent to
which assessing the three components of textual competence, disposition and
monitoring is helpful in characterizing the TC of the student translators and
forming their individual profiles. Finally, it looks at the degree of correspondence
or disparity between the present results and those of Campbell, and also

discusses the limitations of both the study and the model.

8.2 Summary of the Study

The study has investigated TC in the context of translating into L1 by relating
it to three almost independent components that theoretically constitute it. The
first is textual competence which deals with the translator's TL competence
and the role it plays in characterising the individual TC of specific translators.
The study of this aspect has investigated four features which largely decide the
textual competence of a translator. These features are grammatical errors,
mistranslations, omissions and lexical transfers. The correlations among these
features have shown that they are not strongly related and this suggests that
they are separate skills and abilities which develop rather independently.
However, it is noticed that they show considerable persistence across the two

texts and this founds for the prospect of measuring them reliably, and also on
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recognizing the content validity of what is measured. As the four features
operate separately and fuse together to make textual competence, the scale
which is suggested at the end of Chapter Four tries to weigh the four
constituents separately and come out with a separate score for each. The
resultant scores are then calculated to make a final score for each participant.
The assessment procedure of each constituent is different from the others,
reliant on the range of values to be entered for that constituent on a scale. It is
assumed in this study that these scores represent a reasonably reliable and
objective measure of individual translators’ textual competence.

The second component is based on the effect of the individual factor of
disposition, representing the translator’'s attitude towards the translation task,
on TC. This factor is not related to TL textual competence but rather relates to
the personality and psychological build-up of a translator. It is investigated
through two perspectives. The first is the degree of the translator’s persistence
to translate the whole text as reflected by the number of lexical items omitted
from the ST. This was judged on the dichotomy of persistence and capitulation.
The second perspective is the degree of dissimilarity a translator displays from
the standard lexical choices of the group. Thus, the two perspectives have been
used to decide the disposition level a translator has in comparison with
members of the group. The noticeable variation among the translators in this
aspect shows that TC diversity can be attributed to other factors rather than to
textual competence.

The third independent component is monitoring competence which is
taken as a function of the translator to assess his TC and to intervene to repair
his final output. This study has first tackled monitoring through the translator’s
self-assessment (Chapter Six) and tried to explore the variation among the
various translators in the awareness of their TC. It is judged through their
estimation of that awareness to see whether they overestimate or
underestimate their TC in comparison with the external criteria of tutor’s
evaluation and quality assessment of external raters. The results have shown
that self-assessment does not correlate well with both external criteria, and this
questions their reliability and validity as an element in the assessment of TC.
Subsequently, they were discarded from the general assessment scale. The

second element in monitoring (investigated in Chapter Seven) is the pattern of
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the noticed interventions which the translators undertake to repair their initial
product. The translators were evaluated according to a number of dimensions in
this concern including the number of the noticed interventions, strategy
adopted, purpose, level, effect, economy and frequency. The performance on
these dimensions has been transformed into numerical values by awarding the
constructive and desirable performance, which resulted into developing a
rationally reliable numerical measure to rank the translators according to their
revision performance.

The combination of the three components is used to assess TC of individual
translators by using their products to infer the process that underlies it. The
model reflects the relative independence among the components which is
natural because each component deals with a different facet in the translation
process. At the time textual competence concentrates on the TL competence,
disposition challenges the personal attributes of the translator other than
language competence. On the other hand, monitoring is connected with TL
competence and the translator's personal approach to revise his own
translation. The effect of each component in the model can be viewed as one
of:

(...) three everyday questions that one might ask about a potential

translator (...): (a) Can they produce translations in stylistically good (...)

[language]? (b) Do they have the right personality for translating? (c) Can

they turn out text that needs the minimum of revising? (Campbell, 1998,

p.155).
Accordingly, the main issue is whether the model is capable of exposing the
differences among translators on solid and reliable bases, or is it another one in
the series of the common measures that adopt error detection used in
translation assessment? Campbell (ibid, p.157) criticizes the error model of
marking student translations because it performs assessment “in relation to
some not necessarily explicit or fixed ‘ideal’ version to which the student version
is expected to approximate”. In addition, he states that such measures of error
detection are not based on an ‘explicit learning theory’ because they assume
that TC can be assessed, without reference to the learning competence or the

underlying competence. Avoiding these drawbacks, Campbell justifies the use
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of the model he presents on the bases that it has higher reliability and validity
than the then widely used error-detection model.

The current study maintains that it has undertaken an innovative attempt to
sharpen Campbell’'s measure in three related considerations. First, it has
attempted to transform the behavioural statements that describe the translator’s
performance on each component into numerical values to make the individual's
TC more easily interpretable. Second, numerical values have easily
recognizable discrimination ability to rank translators appropriately for
pedagogical and professional purposes. Last, in addition to the face validity and
precision that numbers can provide, they are more defendable and explainable
on the part of teachers and other users who recruit translators to convince
students as well as applicants about the wisdom and objectivity of their
judgments. As a result, teachers can use the scores to locate their student
translators at different points on the developmental pathway, which helps in
planning the teaching materials, choosing the methods of teaching and
designing remedial work. In summary, one cannot but agree with Campbell
(ibid), that the “model does include the means to describe differences between
the performance of translators in much more insightful ways than existing

methods”.

8.3 The Research Questions and Findings

8.3.1 Textual Competence: The first question that was posed concerns the
ways in which translators into the L1 vary in their textual competence or in their
ability to manipulate the TL stylistically, as reflected in their lexical choice and
grammar accuracy and deployment. The results of the investigation have shown
that they markedly differ in these matters. Four features which are perceived to
collaborate in forming textual competence were adopted to measure this
aspect. They include lexical omissions from the ST, lexical mistranslations,
grammatical errors and lexical choices. They reflect the match or mismatch
between the ST and the TT and reflect how faithfully and accurately the
translation conveys the ST. The investigation of the pattern of omissions and
the lexical choices were used to decide the range of ability a translator has to
build a TT with the minimum loss of meaning that may result from omitting

lexical items from the ST (lexical choices and omissions were also used to
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decide the dissimilarity among the translators in the disposition study). In
addition, mistranslating lexical items and the way they are transferred to the TL
reflect the textual competence and the efficacy of the translator in producing a
well-built text.

The investigation has revealed that translators significantly vary in respect to
these features. As these features collaborate in building up the textual
competence of the translator, the present study has endeavoured to build an
assessment scale for textual competence which proved to be capable to reveal
significant variations among the group. The core indication it provides is about
the independence of each category; even though the four categories employed
in the assessment are independent and not strongly related, they assume a
steady pattern across the two texts. This can be inferred as a state where those
constituents are basic in the build-up of textual competence, but at the same
time they are separate and develop at different times and rates. This prompts
translator training to look at them as distinctive skills whose level and efficacy
vary from one translator to another even among members of a homogeneous
group like the one that participated in this study. This suggests the necessity of
diagnosing them and designing suitable training for specific translators or
groups in the form of remedial work, classroom practice, homework assignment
or autonomous learning.

The profiling of the different participants’ textual competence can be
employed to Campbell’'s classification of textual competence into substandard,
pretextual and textual by considering participants who fall far below average as
substandard, those who cluster around the average to be pretextual and those
who gained the upper level as textual. The scores of each translator are totalled
with their scores on disposition and monitoring to arrive at a final score to
describe each translator's competence.

8.3.2 Disposition: The second gquestion was about the degree of variation

translators into the L1 display in their translation disposition, as it is revealed
through lexical choices and lexical omissions from the ST. Disposition is
indirectly assessed through investigating the participants’ product in the same
way Campbell did in the original study. It is measured by the distribution of the
translators on four quadrants of a scattergram which describes the translator’s

disposition traits as they result from the intersection of the z-scores of lexical
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omissions and lexical choice dissimilarity. The upper left quadrant of the gram
reflects capitulating and prudent translators. The upper right quadrant is the
zone of capitulating and risk-taking translators. The lower left quadrant indicates
persistence and prudence while the lower right quadrant indicates persistence
and risk-taking. Figure 8.1 below shows the distribution of the participants on
the disposition scattergram.

Figure 8.1 Distribution of the Participants on the Scattergram
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Campbell describes the translators’ attitudes towards omissions as a matter
of persistence as opposed to capitulation. Another important aspect in his
account is the striking similarity of some renditions which forms a norm as
opposed to the unusual renditions that are deviant from the norm. This variation
has been accounted for with two disparate attitudes: risk-taking and prudence.
According to Campbell the two axes of persistence vs. capitulation on the one
hand, and risk-taking vs. prudence on the other, are responsible for the
disposition profile of any translator. This procedure is adopted in the profiling of
the translators’ disposition in the present study. The important contribution of
the study is that it seeks to ascertain what happens during the actual process of
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translation through studying its evidence in the product. The translator who is
located nearer to the focal point does not possess a high level of the attributes
of his quadrants, unlike translators located nearer to the outer corners and
outskirts of the gram, who possess higher levels of the attributes of their
quadrants. However, disposition is investigated with reference to Campbell’'s
study where he bypasses control of the TL and probes into the hidden
psychological motivations and dispositions behind lexical choices in translation.
In principle, it is ascertained by this study that the optimum disposition noticed
in this group of participants is a combination of high persistence and prudence,
although allowing for the inclination to risk-taking. Finally, the participants were
ranked according to their locations on the grid giving priority to persistence over
capitulation and prudence over risk-taking.

8.3.3 Monitoring: The third question is about the ways in which translators into

the L1 vary in their ability to monitor their own translation as it is manifested in
the processes of self-assessment and the self-revision they conduct while or
after they finish translating a text. This question is answered by the investigation
of the processes of self-assessment and self-revision in Chapter Six and Seven.
8.3.3.1 Self-assessment: Campbell's conclusion, that “Arabic students greatly
overestimate their ability [to translate] into their first language” (ibid. p.136), is of
great interest in this experiment. Conversely, the results revealed that the
participants generally have the tendency to underestimate rather than to
overestimate, which runs counter to Campbell’s conclusion. The results of the
current study can be said to agree with the conclusion of Maclntyre, et al. (1997,
pp.265-28) that language learners mostly overestimate or underestimate their
proficiency in language, and this behaviour is connected with language
proficiency as a decisive factor in translation. Notably, the significant correlation
between the participant assessments on both texts indicates the reliability of
that assessment despite the difference in the level of text difficulty and its
structure. By contrast, the absence of a significant correlation between tutor and
participant assessment reflects the lack of validity in the assessment, which
means that each of them assesses a different construct. Conversely, if the fact
that the participants are native speakers with considerable control on their L1 is
taken into account, the results agree with another more general statement by

Campbell himself that the ability to self-assess one’s translation ability differs:
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(...) between language groups but more fundamentally between types of
bilingualism, and that poor language competence is linked to
overestimation and good language competence to under-estimation
(Campbell, 1998, pp.137).

It can be argued that the good language competence the participants have
could be the reason behind their general tendency to underestimate. It may also
be related to their previous experiences of the way they were assessed by
teachers throughout their years of study. However, the correlations between the
participant self-assessment results and the raters’ quality assessment generally
show low to moderate relationships. On the other hand, the correlations
between raters’ assessments and tutor's assessment show a moderate to
strong relationship. This leads to the conclusion that the participants’ self-
assessments or their awareness of their output are less credible than the
general assessment of the tutor and the raters. Thus, even though self-
assessments have the function of increasing the self-awareness and confidence
of the learners in teaching, they must be used strictly cautiously and narrowly in
the evaluation.
8.3.3.2 Self-revision: This aspect is investigated through examining the
interventions that were conducted by the participants to improve their product
and is assessed according to the procedure discussed in chapter six. The
procedure included accounting for the number of noticed interventions,
strategies adopted, purpose, level, effect, economy and frequency of revision.
The results have revealed a great similarity in the kind and range of intervention
between the two texts in general, besides highly correspondent results of
specific participants which suggest their revision consistency, supported by the
high correlation (0.591) between the two texts. Undoubtedly, this is an indicator
of the reliability of the measure. In addition, the measure has shown very high
discrimination ability as displayed by the range of variation in the participant
results.

8.3.4 Individual Profiling: The central question is about the extent to which

assessing the three components of textual competence, disposition and
monitoring is helpful in characterizing the TC of the student translators and
forming their individual profiles. The answer to this question is definitely
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affirmative. The study has foregrounded to the relevance of the components
through the theoretical underpinning of each component in the last three
chapters, which leaves no doubt that these three components reflect TC fairly
systematically. First, it deals with the translator’s bilingual competence through
measuring his textual ability to render the ST into a well-built TT through
investigating textual competence. It also deals with the translator's
disposition to carry out the translation task through studying his approach to
the task. Last, it investigates the translator’s ability to intervene to amend his
output through a process of self-revision. In addition, it presents a possible
convenient way to assess TC in an objective way.

The assessment procedure which is designed for each component is
suitable for the assessment of individual translators’ TC in comparison with
other members of his group, and also gives an idea about the group as a whole.
The behavioral statements which are traditionally used to describe TC (and
used in the original study as well) are replaced by numerical values that stand

for each statement to make assessment more precise, practical and objective.

8.4 Translator profiles

The translator scores which resulted from applying the evaluative scale of
each component in the model are reflective of the TC of individual participants.
Since the evaluative scale of each of the three components is different, the
score a participant has achieved on each component has been converted out of
33.3 to give equal values to the components, and to make a total score of 100.
Thus, the components are treated as equally important in forming TC in this
study, as far as profiling is concerned. Subsequently, the results have revealed
that the highest score obtained was 86 and the least was 22 with an average
score of 60.08. Table 8.1 below shows the TC scores of each participant:

Table 8.1 Participants’ TC scores

Participant | Textual Disposition | Monitoring | Sum
Competence

1 27 16 29 72

2 29 28 27 84

3 27 21 15 63

4 19 29 21 69
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5 29 33 15 77
6 15 9 10 34
7 17 8 19 44
8 6 4 12 22
9 25 17 15 57
10 21 32 23 76
11 27 30 17 74
12 23 13 17 53
13 33 26 27 86
14 27 11 23 61
15 23 12 17 52
16 31 24 21 76
17 17 1 17 35
18 8 3 19 30
19 21 5 21 47
20 17 7 23 47
21 31 25 12 68
22 25 18 17 60
23 27 22 27 76
24 29 15 21 65
25 27 20 27 74
Mean 23.24 17.16 19.68 60.08

Remarkably, the participants are fairly and evenly spread over the scale as
indicated by the strikingly high proximity between the mean (60.08) and the
median (63) where the difference is very small (2.9). The balanced distribution
indicates the high discrimination ability of the measure as a whole, something
unanticipated in a homogeneous group of students admitted to a postgraduate
program in translation according to well-established criteria of admission,
including their language proficiency. Figure 8.1 below visually illustrates the
distribution.

It is plausible at this point to give some examples of how the TC profiling was
formulated and what abilities and attributes it reflects. These examples include
the highest ranking participant, the middle (closest to group average), the
lowest ranking participant and one above the lowest to illustrate how the

different attributes collaborate to form a translator’'s TC profile:

1. Participant 13 has attained the highest TC score (86) in the group. His
competence is made up of very high textual competence reflected in very

low omissions, low mistranslations, low grammar errors and highly
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successful transfers. Comparably, his disposition is ranked high (no. 6)
among the group which is both highly persistent and prudent with
markedly low omissions coupled with low dissimilarity. Last, his
monitoring ability is very high where very frequent interventions are
noticeable in his output. He used a high range of strategies, and an
overwhelming majority of his interventions aim at textual revisions, still he
narrowly used corrections. As for the level of revision, he worked at the
three levels of word, phrase and sentence. The effect of his intervention
was basically positive with some neutral instances and only one negative
intervention. He also displayed high intervention frequency and high
economy too. Briefly, he displayed a good combination of positive
attributes on the three components and as a result obtained the top
score in the group.

Figure 8.2 Participants Ranked in an Ascending Order on TC Scale

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25

Ascending TC

B Participant  mmmmm score  ——— 2 per. Mov. Avg. (score) 86
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2. Participant 14: This participant has achieved a closely average TC score,
achieving 61 on the evaluative scale. His textual competence was
relatively higher than average. Although his omissions were moderate,
his mistranslations and grammar errors were lower than average, with
highly successful transfers. Unlike his textual competence, his disposition
was lower than average and was located at rank 18 in the group. Both
his omissions and dissimilarity counts were moderate, and he was
moderately prudent but slightly capitulating. Finally, his monitoring was
relatively high with considerably high noticed interventions combined with
the use of a wide range of strategies. He had a better tendency towards
textual revision than correction, but worked at the levels of word and
phrase only, albeit in a balanced way. His interventions were mostly
positive with a few neutral ones and a single negative intervention. He
displayed high frequency and slightly lower than the favorite economy
reflected by the average of the group economy. These attributes rank
him as number 14 in his group when scores arranged from highest to
lowest.

3. Participant 18 is an example of a translator with a very low TC and
imbalance among the components. It was reflected by the poor textual
competence resulting from a high number of omissions, mistranslations,
grammar errors and strikingly unsuccessful transfers. Similarly, his
disposition was very low resulting from an interaction between the high
omissions and high dissimilarity. He was grossly both highly capitulating
and risk-taking. However, his monitoring was somehow better than his
textual competence and disposition. He made a large number of
interventions, used a wide range of strategies and the majority of his
revisions were textually directed, but his interventions were basically at
the word level. Although his interventions were very frequent, they were
not very effective because the majority of them were neutral and one of
them was negative. Thus, he was able to score 30 only to be ranked one
step higher than the weakest participant.

4. Participant 8 reserved the lowest TC rank in the group, scoring (22) only.
His textual competence was very poor, made up of high omissions, very

high mistranslations and many grammar errors with amazingly
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unsuccessful transfers. Comparably, his omissions were very high as
well as his dissimilarity. He was very highly capitulating and the highest
ever risk-taking translator in the group. Similarly, his monitoring was not
successful as he made few interventions, used a narrow range of
strategies, and worked at the level of the word and phrase only. Although
his interventions were infrequent, they were economic, and textually

oriented, but they were not effective as only half of them were positive.

8.5 The Utility and Implications of the Research

The benefits that can be gained from validating the model may extend to
various areas of pedagogy and accreditation. Thus, the results are expected to
be relevant and useful for the following stakeholders:

e Curriculum designers: In the considerations of curriculum design, the
model will facilitate the role of the designer as it can improve on the way
to consider the components which are used as the building blocks in the
design of a translation curriculum. As the model identifies the
independent components of TC, it helps in achieving the ultimate aim of
the translation curriculum designer in setting up the appropriate materials
for training. Each of the components may require a separate set of
materials for its development, with the consideration that it can be
integrated with the other sets needed for the other components. Basing
his work on a definite model, a curriculum designer can have a clearer
perspective to follow definite steps to proceed towards his objectives,
starting from their statement and ending up with the production and
application of the teaching materials. Nevertheless, the encouragement
for using the model does not mean a call to ignore the other sources of
evaluation and to solely rely on the model. Definitely, test results, teacher
observations and feedback from the participants in the teaching-learning
process are indispensable in this concern, but they will be better
complemented and guided by a model.

e Educators and teachers: The different components of TC reflected in
the model are likely to develop at different levels, different times and
different circumstances. This suggests that the model can facilitate in

deciding the place and timing of the intervention in the translation training
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properly. In addition, the intervention takes the level of the learners or
trainees and their circumstances into account, so, the task of educators
and teachers becomes easier and more effective when they have the
means to locate their targeted learners at some virtual levels in the
learning pathway to decide the suitable intervention for them. In addition,
having a model in mind assists in the process of individualizing the
teaching-learning process. Autonomous learning and shifting from the
teacher-centered to the learner-centered approach is a trend in action. In
the teacher-centered approach to translation the output or the product is
the focus and the trainee thrives to approximate an ideal version
(Campbell, 1998, p.165) imposed by his teacher, or what House (1997,
p.2) calls ‘the optimal translation’. Modelling the process and profiling
translator competence assist in shifting towards a learner-centered
situation smoothly through individualizing the learning and relocating its
responsibility more and more on the learner.

Testing and assessment experts: The model allows for profiling the
competence of the student-translators reasonably objectively and,
consequently, it can be helpful in the general process of assessment and
evaluation in an accurate and reliable way. In addition, profiling the
learner's competence can measure more aspects of translation than the
qguality of output, such as the student’s level of achievement and
progress towards mastering the translation process. Moreover, the
feedback a model provides is so helpful and systematic that it can enable
teachers to know exactly when and where to intervene in the choice of
the method of teaching, to diagnose the areas of strength and weakness
and to focus on the areas of weakness by providing the right remedial
work for the learners. Unquestionably, diagnosing the weaknesses and
the points of strength can help the learners proceed with confidence
towards enhancing their achievement. The feedback that profiling
according to a model provides is incremental and longitudinal and it
shapes the way the learners learn and not the content of what the
teachers teach, by focusing on the underlying competences of
translating. This means that, unlike translations marked by the teacher,

such profiling is illustrative of the process rather than the product. So, the
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information derived from the profiling is supposed to be more systematic,
more reliable and based on measures that have a high degree of
construct validity because they are well underpinned to an established
theory of learning.
Translator recruitment and accreditation: Traditionally, accreditation
bodies depend essentially on the results of temporal translation tests to
arrive at their decisions behind licensing a translator. Similarly, institutions
depend on temporal tests in accepting or rejecting the recruitment of an
applicant-translator. However, to take some well-informed decisions, the
accreditation bodies as well as the recruiting institutions may complement
the results of their tests by the profiling of the translator's competence
based on applying this type of translation model. The information that will
be acquired from this process and that obtained from other sources such
as the different types and versions of translation tests can lead to fairer
and wiser judgments. This is due to the fact that tests in general may
suffer from problems of validity and reliability to certain degrees that they
badly need to be complemented by additional judgments such as those
obtained from profiling the TC of the applicant translators. In fact,
accreditation bodies and employers are concerned more about predicting
the consistency of the translator's performance, which is unlikely to be
revealed by the results of a single test. Thus, as the current model can
successfully profile the TC in the L1, it is assumed that it can be used

safely in complementing the accreditation and recruitment testing.

8.6 Difficulties and limitations of the Study

As a replicate study, the present investigation tried to follow the same scope

and procedures of the original. However, it did not strictly abide to them, and

there were additions and alterations whenever deemed necessary. This made

the findings of the original study conflict with some of those of the current one.

The following are some of the difficulties and limitations that were involved in

the study:

Even though the research ethics ensure fidelity and objectivity and can
be seen as a blessing in any research, and particularly in empirical

research that depends on participant responses and data, they
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sometimes turn out to be a curse. For example, despite his overt
willingness to cooperate, one of the tutors declined to give his
assessment of the participants, which was necessary to correlate with
the participant self-assessment (Section 6.5), because his institution
ethics did not allow that. This obliged the researcher to look for an
alternative external measure for the assessment, and decided to depend
on the results of the quality assessment of three raters instead. It was an
extra step that could have been avoided with more flexible ethical
procedures.

e Another difficulty was in finding a representative number of participants
to take part in the study. A retrospective look at the volume of
correspondence with the tutors and participants confirms that it is a major
achievement to have the current number of participants taking part in the
research.

e The time that the participants can offer is not always sufficient to try
different procedures to triangulate the results. In the current study think-
aloud protocols and individual interviews, for example, were not
conducted because it was undesirable and even unthinkable to ask the
participants to wait for hours for their turns in an interview, after they
have finished a two-hour translation session.

e Certainly, the work on data preparation, the detection of errors,
omissions, transfer strategies, dissimilarity choice-network analysis and
tabulation was so huge to be done by an individual researcher. It
required considerable time, effort, patience, and stamina to complete.

e The original study dealt with monitoring as a practical problem with
inadequate theoretical underpinning. It was justifiable because the
majority of the theoretical studies about translation monitoring were
conducted at a later time. Thus, the findings of studies subsequent to
the original one falsified some of its assumptions, as it was seen in the
matter of the definite dependability of participant self-assessment and
the tendency of competent translators to underestimate their own TC.
Franghanel and Voela (2001, p.47) stress that the results of researching
this aspect were disappointing and superficial. Luckily, this did not
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question the basis and the utility of the replication because the findings
of those studies were themselves conflicting as illustrated by Fernandez
and Zabalbeascoa (2012, p.463) who find that the best performing
students have better awareness in assessing their output. An important
assumption that is falsified by the current study is that translators in the
L1 (Arabic) do not have problems in grammar and expression as they
are native speakers of the TL. The results unexpectedly revealed that

they made a relatively large number of grammar and expression errors.

e This study has approached TC as consisting of three components only,

unlike the dominant tendency of the multi-componential models
(PACTE, for example) which deal with it as a composite of a larger
number of components. Although having a limited number of
components focused the analysis fairly well, it has omitted some
elements of TC, especially the instrumental knowledge component
which comprises the use of documentation, tools of translation and

communication and so on.

8.7 Areas for Potential Research

There are some possible areas of research that are related to the current study.

Most of them were suggested by the original study in the section about the

wider applicability of the model (Campbell, 1998, pp.160-162) such as

cohesion, stamina and language power. The following areas seem to be most

promising for further research:

Both the original and the current study have overlooked real knowledge
gaps as a translation problem on the basis that the texts which have
been used in them are not specialized and do not pose such problems. A
promising study can try a similar experiment on texts of specialized
content and see how knowledge gaps affect TC.

The current study, as well as the original one, did not allow for the use of
dictionaries, reference books and computer aids. It seems interesting to
try the same experiment with the use of these aids and see the

differences in the translator’s performance.
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e |t is also useful to investigate the relationship between the translator’s
stamina, or his insistence on producing well written texts despite
tiredness, and the varying levels of text difficulty and time constraints.

e This study investigated the TC of student translators only. Yet, a
replication study recruiting professional translators may vyield interesting
results.

e The component of revision can be investigated through using keystroke
logging detection in place of handwriting, especially with participants who
are skilled in the use of computers. This may produce different results,
particularly conditioned by the revision habits as related to typing habits
of the participants. It is anticipated that variation is possible because
some translators revise mentally before typing the translation more than

others who type the initial translations and then revise them.

Finally, the current research has proven that Campbell’'s model of translating
into the L2 can be equally applied with almost comparable effect on translating
into the L1. It is effective in exploring the TC and in measuring the variation
among a group of translators. The numerical evaluative scales that were added
in this study enhance the sharpness and precision of the model so as to be
used reliably. Further experiments and applications on different pairs of
languages, genres and levels of professionalism are liable to yield more

supportive results to confirm the present ones.
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Appendices

Appendix A Documents of the Experiment

A.1 Experiment Texts and Their Expert Translation

T1 (About 220 words) Participant no. ( )

Task I: Please translate the following text into Arabic:

Fixing the Mistake with Young Offenders

There is new unquestionable evidence that state governments are finally
understanding what a tragic mistake they made during the 1990s when they
began trying ever larger numbers of children as adults instead of sending them
to the juvenile justice system.

Prosecutors argued that harsh sentencing would protect the public from
violent, youthful predators. But it has since turned out that most young people
who spend time in jails and prisons are charged with nonviolent offenses. As
many as half are never convicted of anything at all. In addition, research has
shown that these young people are vulnerable to battery and rape at the hands
of adult inmates and more likely to become violent, lifelong criminals than those
who are held in juvenile custody.

A new study by the Campaign for Youth Justice, a Washington advocacy
group, shows that state legislatures across the country are getting the message.
In the last five years, the authors say, 15 states have passed nearly 30 pieces
of legislation aimed at reversing policies that funnel a quarter of a million
children into the adult justice system each year.

Task II: On the scale of ten below, please, estimate your translation
quality of the above text (10 being the highest):

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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Expert Translation: T1

Jall Gl ¢y Uadl) praaual

Sl A g sl Uaall gae |yl @l cdal Y gl cile sSa of e el Jigy ¥ spas Jila elllia
VLS (Jite L Gy ol JUYI (g 8 5 alae | AeSlaay il Ladie aalall o 8l (e il sie JDA
ol el Slea I agdlu ) e Yay o) LS 158

ccaiall il o s sl (e Can il an o g Al lSaY) G alall cle syl sliac ga) Al
ClLallia (gl | 558 Clnall 5 (¢ gmaall 8 Ul 51 ) gl (pdl) Ll Adle of ccpual) Glld dia caad] oK1
Oe S caill jelaly 3ULY) e dagi Al il ol aasie Cial s ol ¢ ciie o ookt Y
ca oY) (e el agia SV ) Bl sl (e lhaie Y15 G puall A je | S il @lilf of ells
Calaal) s A age )ty o) agil 8l 4 jlae aa jlee | dlda lie (e e (N 1)y o

3 Omanl ae i) O (laidl 5 alaa e delan 2 (Cladll Giliad) ) Lgiae ] Al jo yelai
(s L i (e ol Le 8T Y 58 e ued o Osialll 8305 ATl ) sagd 28 a3 o gac
o LSl Gl oLl Slea il (gle s dind 31 cladand) Jlay) Ledon cdacaldl uadl ) sind

Ao 08

T2 (About 220 words) Participant no. ( )

Task I: Please translate the following text into Arabic:

Immigration: Review of Jail Fingerprint Sharing Program underway

An outside expert has been hired to review the Secure Communities
Program. A statistician has been brought in and is working with Department of
Homeland Security, which investigates complaints and assists in policy
evaluations. Both are said to be looking at data already collected.

Under the Immigration and Customs Enforcement Program, state and local
police must check the immigration status of people who have been arrested and
booked into local jails by matching fingerprints against federal databases for
criminal convictions and deportation orders.

Secure Communities has come under scrutiny over the last two months,
after thousands of documents, including internal agency memos, were made
public indicating officials were unsure if cities and counties were required to
participate, or could opt out.

Concerns were also fuelled by DHS own numbers that indicate more than
half of the immigrants deported under the program had minor or no criminal
records, even though the program was aimed at dangerous criminals.

Secure Communities was launched in late 2008, and DHS Secretary, Janet
Napolitano, is right to seek outside help in crunching the numbers. It would help
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bring transparency and could quell critics who talk about concerns regarding
racial profiling and pre-textual arrests.

Task II: On the scale of ten below, please, estimate your translation
quality of the above text (10 being the highest):

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Expert Translation: T2

Lla s a0 el B ailal) Cilaay J gl galipm BRI Bale) 13 jagd)

shanl 8 Al i cala 23 LS ¢ (Y] cleleal) zaliy) A Shill saleY z Al e i el &
Slash Logll Qs ecludpnd) a5l (3 aeludy o QA (3 @ia3 Al ihagll el 55055 e s dony

o=add 5 jaedl Ll [and el Ll 5 5 jmell (52800 mali il an g ddaall A i) e a5
Gl 3308 ae agribal Glaay dilae ddaall gand) 8o jladaly aglliie] &5 cpdll Galaiy)
Sl el gl diliall AlaY) Ll (ady Lad 41 jadl)

Gl T i Laamy Gaaalall (g el Al Alelisall Al s 25aY) Cilelaall gall yy goia s il
e Ll S 1) Lae opaslia s cpd gl of ) ol 5 cddalall DS gl ol S el b ey S e
Ll @y el A HLaal of o 48 A HLial) 4B 5 )

Cuai ge S o) el Al kgl el 551 s Aalad) Mae V) Wiadl il ) e
Aae s Ol adl OS5 Al ) Adas dae n Ol agedl S il s pelia i 3 A aledl)
bl Cna el Giagiuy OIS galinall O (e a2 U e (33BY) e

Cuila il gl YT 5,05 culSy ¢ 2008 alall Al AY) clelaall malin Jeall Jeiad )
AELEl elia) o elld el 3 aalac¥) 4 S (midd A A Saclue (e Lgiag 8 Ga o sl
Ao Al CE Y] ff By peatal) lanea gl lis Ca i oo ¢ siaaty cpdl) alal) i
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Appendix A.2 Invitation and Consent Form

A.2.1 Information Sheet
Information Sheet

1. Research Project Title: Translating into the First Language: Textual
Competence, Disposition and Monitoring as Indicators of Translation
Competence.

2. Invitation: You are being invited to take part in a research project. Before you
decide it is important for you to understand why the research is being done and what it
will involve. Please take time to read the following information carefully and discuss it
with others if you wish. Ask us if there is anything that is not clear or if you would like
more information. Take time to decide whether or not you wish to take part. Thank you
for reading this.

3. What is the project’s purpose?
The project is a PhD study which aims at investigating the key concept (in Translation
Studies) of Translation competence.

4, Why have | been chosen?

You are chosen with a group of other 30 participants as advanced student translators
who will be recruited for this study because you possess the attributes that are set by
the study of being an advanced native speaker of Arabic student translator.

5. Do | have to take part?

It is up to you to decide whether or not to take part. If you do decide to take part you
will be given this information sheet to keep (and be asked to sign a consent form) and
you can still withdraw at any time without it affecting any benefits that you are entitled
to in any way. You do not have to give a reason.

6. What will happen to me if | take part?

You will be involved in the research for two hours divided into two sessions of one hour
each. In each session you will be asked to perform two tasks. First, to write the
translation of a short text from English into Arabic. Second, to self-assess your
translation performance on the text on a scale of ten points. Think aloud protocols’
audio recording may accompany your task performance and a retrospective interview
may follow in case it will be needed.

7. What do | have to do?
No preparation is required by you and there are no lifestyle restrictions as a result of
participating.

8. What are the possible disadvantages and risks of taking part?
There are no anticipated disadvantages or discomforts that may result from
participating in the project.

9. What are the possible benefits of taking part?

Whilst there are no immediate benefits for those people participating in the project, it is
hoped that this work will add some useful practice to their experience in translation. It is
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also possible to get some feedback at a later stage when the research results will be
analysed.

10. What happens if the research study stops earlier than expected?
There are no expectations that the research stops earlier than expected.

11. Will my taking part in this project be kept confidential?

Yes. All the information that we collect about you during the course of the research will
be kept strictly confidential. You will not be able to be identified in any reports or
publications.

12. What information is sought from me and why is it relevant for the research
objectives?

The information sought from you will include your age, sex, first language,
second language, other languages you speak or write, where you came from, level of
education, program of study, and previous experience in translation.

This information is believed to be relevant to the research objectives because it
looks at the variation among translators in their competence of translating into their
native language which is affected by such factors.

13. What will happen to the results of the research project?
The results of the research project will make a basic constituent of a PhD thesis to be
submitted to the School of Modern Languages- University of Leeds.

14. Who is organising and funding the research?
The research is sponsored by the Ministry of Higher Education in Iraqg.

15. Contact for further information
Falih Al-Emara
School of Modern Languages and Cultures
University of Leeds.
Email: fsalemara@yahoo.com or mlfsae@leeds.ac.uk
Tel. 07562774553
OR
You may contact my supervisor
Prof. Jeremy Munday
Email: .munday@Ieeds.ac.uk
Tel. 37616

Thank you for taking the time to read through the information.
PS. Your activities which will be made during this research will be used only for

analysis. No other use will be made of them without your written permission, and no
one outside the project will be allowed access to them.
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A.2.2 Participant Consent Form

Title of Research Project: Translation into the First Language: Lexical Transfers,
Disposition and Monitoring as Indicators of Translation Competence

Name of Researcher: Mr. Falih Al-Emara

Initial the box if you agree with the statement to the left

1 I confirm that | have read and understand the information sheet dated
[insert date] explaining the above research project and | have had the
opportunity to ask questions about the project.

2 lunderstand that my participation is voluntary and that | am free to
withdraw at any time without giving any reason and without there
being any negative consequences. In addition, should | not wish to
answer any particular question or questions, | am free to decline.
In case you wish to decline please email the researcher on
mlfsae@leeds.ac.uk or call 07562774553.

3 | understand that my responses will be kept strictly confidential.
| give permission for members of the research team to have access to my
anonymised responses. | understand that my name will not be linked with
the research materials, and | will not be identified or identifiable in the
report or reports that result from the research.

4 | agree for the data collected from me to be used in future research

5 | agree to take part in the above research project and will inform the
principal investigator should my contact details change.

Name of participant Date Signature
(or legal representative)

Name of person taking consent Date Signature
(if different from lead researcher)
To be signed and dated in presence of the participant

Lead researcher Date Signature
To be signed and dated in presence of the participant
Copies:

Once this has been signed by all parties the participant should receive a copy of the
signed and dated participant consent form, the letter/pre-written script/information
sheet and any other written information provided to the participants. A copy of the
signed and dated consent form should be kept with the project’s main documents
which must be kept in a secure location.
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A.3 Background Information Sheet

Dear Participant,

Before you begin the actual translation, please answer the following background
questions. Again, all of this information will be anonymous and nobody will know what
you write.

Background Information

1. Age ;Gender: F[ 1/ M[ ]

2. Country of origin

3. How long have you studied English in non-English-speaking
countries?

Number of years[ ]/ months[ ]

4. If you have lived in an English-speaking country for over one month,
please indicate the countries you have lived in, the total amount of
time in each, and which year it was.

Example: Australia ( 1 years 3 months: 2002 ~ 2003)

a. (years months: ~)
b. (years months: ~)
C. (years months: ~)
5. a. What is your most recent IELTS overall score? (Date: DD/MM /YY)
...... [......d....... (Score:.. )
b. What is your score in each test component’?
e Listening ................
e Speaking ................
e Reading...................
o Writing .........ocoieini.
6. a. What is your most recent TOEFL overall score?
(Date:...... [l Score:.iiiiiiiinnn, )
b. What is your score on each of the following test components?
o Writing.............
e Listening...........
e Vocabulary and written expression............
e Reading...................

7. Please indicate if you have any other scores in tests for English
language proficiency

8. Please estimate your English language level (tick as appropriate):
e Beginning [ ]
e Intermediate [ ]
e Advanced [ ]
9. How often have you been practicing translation into Arabic and/or out of it?

a.regularly [ ]b. occasionally[ ]c.rarely[ ]d.never[ ]

10. For how long have you been practicing that (question 8)?

Years [ ] months [ ]
e Out of Arabic years [ ] months [ ]
e Into Arabic years [ ] months [ ]
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A.4 Retrospective Protocols Checklist

Please choose as appropriate. You may need to tick more than one box.

1. The level of difficulty the participant encountered

Easy | Fair

Difficult

Very difficult

Exceptionally difficult

2. The timing of revision the participant applied

While translating

after translating

Both while & after

3. The translation unit the participant worked on

Word

Sentence Text

4. The time suitability for the task

less than required

Sufficient

more than required

5. Number of minutes the final revision takes

1 2

3

4

5

6 7 8 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

6. Underline the areas or items of difficulty.
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Appendix B Choice Network Analysis

B.1 Text one:

Fr= frequency and V= view

1. Source Item: Across (the country)

Context: state legislatures across the country are getting the message.

Fr | Renditions Transliteration Gloss \Y
7 | (D Ay A fi (addawla "aw albilad) In (state or country) D
5 | Omissions | -mmmmemmmmemmemees ] e D
4 | (3 S ‘ibra (albilad) Across the (country) S
2 | Al ‘anha’, nawahi Parts, places S
2 | 54 Ayl ol e | "ald 'imtidad addawla /albilad | Across the state or country | S
1| sl ‘arja’ Areas S
1 | ssiwa e ‘ala mustd At a level S
1 | Jds hawla Around D
1 | ol ‘aqsa Farthest D
1 | calidh muktalif Different S

2. Source Item: Advocacy

Context: the Campaign for Youth Justice, a Washington advocacy group,

Fr . | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss \%
8 Omissions | -----------= | —m=mmemmee- D
3 slalas muhama Lawyering | S
3 gl difa’ Defense S
2 5 yalia munasra Advocate | S
2 il nasita Activist D
2 dagla da‘ima Supportive | S
I ETE ‘isticharyya Advisory | D
1 | eys Sarik Partner D
1 (S5 Qanant Legal D
1 | el ‘atba’ Followers | D
1 Alas himaya Protection | S

3. Source Item: Argued

Context: Prosecutors argued that harsh sentencing would protect the public ...

Fr | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss V
7 | d# gawl Say, talk D
6 | J» jadal Argument S
4 | Sa nigas Talk, debate | S
2 | sled ‘idi‘a’ Claim D
2 | &s) ru’'ya Vision D
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1 | s tabrir Justification | S
1|5 za'm Allegation D
1 [ sl ‘iSara Signal D
1 | st ta’kid Confirmation | S
4. Source Item: Authors
Context: In the last five years, the authors say ...
Fr | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss \Y/
11 | Q& kuttab Writers S
6 Omissions | ----======== | seecmmeeeee- D
4 | ol mu’lifdn Authors [S
3 | usab bahitin Researchers | S
1 | <S8 man yaktub Who writes | D

5. Source Item: battery

Context: young people are vulnerable to battery and rape

Fr | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss \%
8 | Omissions | ------ | ====mmemm D
4 | @) addarb Beating S
3 | il al‘unf Violence D
2 | Josay) al’istiglal Exploitation | D
1| el atta‘nif Taunting D
1[4 assariga Theft D
1 | g atta‘'adi Aggression | S
1 | Ly al’'ihana Insult D
1 | @ taktif Tie sh. D
1 | sl ‘isd’a Offense D
1 | p=s ta‘arud Attack S
1 | elae) i‘tida’ Assault S

6. Source Item: Convicted

Context: As many as half are never convicted of anything at all.

Fr | Renditions Transliteration Gloss \%
11 | A ‘itiham Charge S
6 | 4 ‘idana Conviction S
2 | OMIisSSiONS | —=--=-=-mmmmmmmmmes | e D
1 | glad ‘imting’ Refrain D
1 | dux=84ile U35 | tusajal ‘alayhi gadiya | A case recorded on him | S
1 | <8 ‘igtiraf committing D
1] o) ‘irtikab Committing D
R yaga'n fT alfak They fall in the trap D
1 | &L hukm rule, sentence S
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7. Source Item: Custody

Context: those who are held in juvenile custody.

Fr | Renditions Transliteration Gloss \%
6 | (D)) Gnda) ‘islahiyya (‘islah) Rehabilitation prison S
5 | o sijn Prison S
2 | &ley dar ri‘aya Care Home S
2 | Omissions | -mmmmmemeemeee | e D
1 | &laa¥ldaliag maslha al’ahdat Juvenile Department S
1] dbs A8l muhakama jind’iyya | Criminal trial D
1 | Al hadana Incubation S
1 | Lt gada’ Justice D
1 | A kafala Care S
1| Jie U nidam ‘adl Justice System D
1 [ el K markaz ta’hil Rehabilitation center S
1 | &laal K s markaz 'ahdat Juvenile Center S
1 | Ay wisaya Trusteeship S
1 S

markz kas bal’ ahdat

Special Juvenile center

8. Source Item: Ever larger

Context: when they began trying ever larger numbers of children as adults ...

Fr | Renditions Transliteration Gloss V
12 | 5 dlac] ‘a‘dad kabira Large numbers D
4 | ,Siaxe ‘add "akbr Larger number D
4 | Omissions | ------- D
2 | (s o2) W Gl Y olel | a'dad 13 sabiq laha (gayr | Unprecedented numbers | S
masbiqa)
1| s e el ‘a‘'dad mutzayda Increasing numbers D
1 | sl al'adid Many D
1 | 5Sdc e majma‘a kabira A large group D

9. Source Item: fixing

Context: [Title] Fixing the Mistake with Young Offenders

Fr | Renditions Transliteration Gloss V
8 | e tashih Correction S
5 | g2l ‘islah Reform, Rehabilitation | S
2 | sl e tagyir suldk Changing behavior D
2 | Al mu‘alja Treatment S
2 | cusa taswib Correction S
2 | Omissions | -=-=—--= | =mememeomemeee- D
1 | mss Tagqwim Correction S
1| () da hal (maskla) Solve a (problem) S
1 | dess ta‘dil Amendment S
1 | (Wl Je) Qi | tagalub (‘ala alkata’) | Overcome (the error) | S
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10. Source Item: Funnel

Context: policies that funnel a quarter of a million children into the adult justice system ...

Fr | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss \%
7 | ) ‘irsal Sending S
3 |z zaj Pushing S
2 | s ‘ihala Referral S
2 | s tahwil Referral S
1 | » jar Pulling S
1 | Jwy ‘idkal Entry S
1 | e nag| Transfer S
1 | W ‘ingad Rescue D
1 | &y wad' Putting S
1 gl ‘iida’ Depositing S
1 | o= had Exhortation D
1 | oW dihab Taking away S
1 | el ‘algd’ Drop, cast S
1| Jledsl ihtijaz Detention S
1 | &L hukm Sentence, rule | D

11. Source Item: Harsh sentencing

Context: Prosecutors argued that harsh sentencing would protect the public ...

Fr | Renditions | Transliteration Gloss \%
10 | Fuld H&a "ahkam gasya Harsh sentences S
3 | 4 lacliie | ‘aqibat sarma | Strict penalties S
3 | Omissions | ------- D
2 | 4 laassl | ahkam sarma | Strict sentences S
2 | (ol e ‘igab gasi Harsh punishment | S
1| sande alSal "ahkam masdda | Strict sentences S
1| Al ol gada’ mutfagm | Corrupt justice D
1| s ass "ahkdm $aqa Daunting sentences | S
1 | Jueylid s | sarama al’i'tqal | Detention severity | D
1| 5uadalSal ‘ahkam $adida | Severe sentences S

12. Source Item: has since

Context: But it has since turned out that ...

Fr | Renditions | Transliteration Gloss V
13 | Omissions | ------- | mmemmeemeeee D
3 | oS3 | mundu dalk alhiyin | Since that time S
3 | wi bk | mundu dalk alwaqgt | Since that time S
1 | xolad fiyma ba‘d Later S
1 | e hiynaha Then D
1 | &bk mundu dalk Since that S
1 | <d 55, &« | ma‘a murdr alwagt | With the passage of time | D
1 | s mundu Since S
1 | ol mundu 'an Since that S
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13. Source Item: Juvenile

Context: instead of sending them to the juvenile justice system.

Fr | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss \%
16 | Slaa) al’ahdat Juvenile S
3 | Y al’islah Rehabilitation D
2 | Jdués Jafnil Transliteration D
2 | Omissions | -------= | —mememeemeee D
1] skl aljuna Offenders D
1 | paldd algasirin Minors, juveniles | S

14. Source Item: legislatures

Context: state legislatures across the country are getting the message.

Fr | Renditions Transliteration Gloss \%
10 | o5 pial almusari‘in Lawmakers S
3| Al ey yis tadri'at addawla State legislation D
2 | AesSAll e yde musari T alpnukiima Government legislators | S
1 | ol Je pddll | algd’imin ‘ala alachrT In charge of legislation | S
1| Al gl gl algawanin algandnya Legal laws D
1| o) osing ool alladin yasuniin algawanin | Who enact laws S
1| eyl attasri‘at Legislation D
I almahkama Court D
1 | sladl alquda Judges D
1 | Jaal 8 oladl bl | “arbab ad8a’n fi 'isdar Law enactors S
ol alganin
1| ApasSall cilay il attasri'at alhukiimya Government legislation | D
1 | Sl il sl wadi O attadri‘at Legislators S
1 | osssl Algananydn People of law D

15. Source Item: Offenders

Context: [Title] Fixing the Mistake with Young Offenders

Fr | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss V
8 | Omissions | ------- | —memmemmeee D
3 | @l ‘ahdat Juvenile D
3 | el almujrimin Criminals | S
2 | ol mukalifin Violators S
2 |k junah Offenders | S
2 | o mudnbin Guilty S
2 | Omesia Mutahmin Accused D
1 | (pdiek mu ‘tadin Aggressors | S
1| omelia Musagibin Hooligans | S
1| Ofes musi’in Abusers S
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16. Source Item: passed

Context: 15 states have passed nearly 30 pieces of legislation

Fr | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss \Y
6 | Ul ‘isdar Issuing S
4 | nos Tamrir Passing S
3 |~ san Enacting S
2 |4l muraja‘a Review D
2 | A ‘igrar Endorsement S
1 | 45k muwafaqa Approval S
1 | S843 San hukm Wage a sentence | D
1 | disd tahwil Referral D
1 | o=l tagadi Disregard D
1 | g ta‘adi Trespass D
1 | sl ‘isti‘ada Recovery D
1| s tahawir Discussion D
1 | Omissions | -=-=-=- | semmmemeeeeee- D

17. Source ltem: Pieces

Context: 15 states have passed nearly 30 pieces of legislation

Fr | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss \%
9 [ as tasr’ Legislation S
2 | o5l gandn Law S
2 | & hukum Rule S
2 | i35l | madatadri'ya | Legislative article | S
1 | o858 | ganin tadriT | Legislative act S
1 | ansiliail mada ganidnya | Legal Article S
1 | s muham1 Lawyer D
1 | Aald qgit'a Piece D
1 | osligssa | madrd’ ganan | Bill S
1] a5 band Item S
1 |3k mada Article S
1 | s=4 08 | gandn Sar'T Law legit S
1 | A garar Decision S
1 | 4=, | madatadiiiya | Legislative article | S

18. Source Item: Prosecutors

Context: Prosecutors argued that harsh sentencing would protect the public ...

Fr | Renditions Transliteration Gloss \%
4 | sladl alquda Judges D
4 | Omissions | -=—--— | mmeemeeeee D
3 | sl 230 muda‘d al'umim Prosecution S
2 | sledy) al’idi‘a’ Prosecution S
2 | os=adl almud‘dn Prosecutors S
1 ASadl sils 5 madfid alamhakim The staff of the courts | D
1 | alSall alhukam Judges D
1 | gsnsal Algandnydn People of law D
1 | ol almudaf in Advocates D
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1 | oshad almudtahadin The oppressed D
1| osusad alumu’aydidn Supporters D
1 | oseladll almahamdan Lawyers D
1 | AALd A alinyaba al‘aman Public Prosecution S
1| osesal almusari‘in Lawmakers D
1 | aseadlsadall 2S5 | wakalda® annayaba wal‘'umidm | Public Prosecutors S

19. Source Item: Reversing

Context: nearly 30 pieces of legislation aimed at reversing policies

Fr | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss V
7 | ows tagyir Change S
4 | daaly muraja‘a Review D
3 | s ta“dil Amendment | S
3 | & ‘ax Reverse S
2 | Omissions | ------- | semmemeeeeeee D
1 | iLwsie) | ’i‘adatu siydga | Reformulate | D
1 | daliziel 'a‘adatu ta’hil | Rehabilitation | D
1 | o=l 'ingad Invalidation | S
1 | sl 'ilga’ Cancellation | S
1| g ‘istirja’ Recovery D
1 | el sahb Withdrawal S

20. Source Item: State Governments

Context: state governments are finally understanding what a tragic mistake they made ...

Fr | Renditions Transliteration Gloss \%
10 | “less hukamat Governments D
5 | Js alass hukimat addawal State Governments S
3 | s clesa hukimat addawla State Governments S
R alhukima Government D
2 | oWl akss | hukdmat alwilayat State governments S
1 | Jsd adduwal States D
1| Akl as Sal alhuk@ma almahaliya The local government D
1 | 4sSall wlulgdl | almu’asasat alhukimiya | Governmental institutions | D

21. Source Item: Tragic

Context: what a tragic mistake they made ...

Fr | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss V
11 | fadih Gross | S
7 | gl ma’sawi Tragic | S
2 | Ju qatil Kiler [S
2 | gl tarajidn Tragic | S
1| o fadr' Terrible | S
1 | »S Kabir Large | D
1 | Omissions | ----=--= | ==cceeee- D
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22. Source Item: Trying

Context: they began trying ever larger numbers of children as adults

Fr | Renditions | Transliteration Gloss V
10 | (lxk) Jalsd | ta'amul (mu‘amala) | Treated (treatment) | D
8 | il muhakama Trial S
2 | Jw) ‘irsal Sending D
2 | wlae =5 | fard ‘uqlbat Sanctions D
1 | e tahyi’a Preparation D
1 | sk muhawala Attempt D
1 | slxaled muqada Prosecution S

23. Source Item: Turned out

Context: But it has since turned out that ...
Fr | Renditions | Transliteration Gloss \%
8 |z itadaha It turned to be S
7 | o Tabayana Became obvious S
2 | Aagall 4 fl alhaqiqa Actually D
1 | s\ ‘iSara Signal D
1 | &b tabuta Approved S
1 | basd IGhida Observed D
1 | b dahara Appeared S
1 |4l &y | tagayrat alhagiga | The truth changed | D
1 | zlal ‘asbaha Became S
1 | X6 ta’akada Confirmed S
1 | ) ‘inkadafa Exposed S

24. Source Item: Unquestionable

Context: There is new unquestionable evidence that
Fr | Renditions Transliteration Gloss V
6 | o gata’ Conclusive S
4 | () sl Js e | gayru gabilin lalnigas (laljadal) | Is not debatable S
4 | Omissions | === | s D
3 | Al wadih Clear S
3 | (i da Y) 48 S8 Y | 13 Saka fayh(la yagbl ag$ak) No doubt (no doubt) | S
1| @ysiall i yutiru attasa’lat Raises guestions D
1 | zsobadiss su’al matriih Posed question D
1 | s hatmTt Inevitable S
1| o0 sy la yumkinu “inkaruh Undeniable S
1 | &b Damig Unbeatable S
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25. Source Item: Youthful Predators

Context: would protect the public from violent, youthful predators.

Sl e Sl

allatt tasduru ‘an asSabab

Fr | Renditions Transliteration Gloss V
3 | Skl e 3A almujrimin ag$abab Young S
2 | < al‘unaf The violent D
2 | Omissions | === | cmeeeee D
1| Dbl pdlladll g e il | almuagibin walmukalifin Hooligans and young S
assigar offenders
1 | Jbeall sl aljunah assigar Young offenders S
1 | el Zlall aljunah alqgasirin Offensive minors S
1| Gepalall sl aljuna algasirin Criminal minors S
1| opmdll) ulidaidl) almutatafilin alyafi‘in Young hackers D
1] bl o il Almuftarisi n assigar Young predators S
1| Sldl aiek mugtasabi a§Sabab Usurpers of youth D
1 | cnlldals muwajaha al 'unf The face of violence D
1| Lal ol Seiia munthkT algandn ag$abab Young lawbreakers S
1| eend) Ll as$abab assay’ Young bad D
1 | odalall (il taySu almurahigin Teenagers Indiscretion | D
1| sk Gk taySu asSabab Indiscretion of youth D
1| ol Gl a8abab aggarisin Fierce Youth S
1 ] &l Jea sigaru assin The young D
1| bl AsSabab Youth D
1| opiadl) Guiiall Gl as$Sabab al'anifin almutadin Fierce young offenders | S
1| el Gl a$Sabab almu‘tadin Young offenders S
1 | G asddlasasl JeY) | al’a‘malu al‘ida’iya atta’isa Youth reckless acts D
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B.2 Text Two

1. Source Item:

Brought in

Context: A statistician has been brought in and is working with...

Fr. | Renditions | Transliteration Gloss \%
7 | Juaal ‘ihdar Bringing S
3 | < Jalb Bringing S
3 | s ta‘yin Recruiting S
2 | Omissions | -=------ | seeememememeeees D
2 | de ‘amal Work D
Y tawdif Employment S
1 | slexild) ‘istid'a’ Recall S
1| i ‘isdar Issuance D
1 | plexil ‘indimam Joining S
1| Uasl 'istigtab Polarization S
1| Al ‘isti‘ana Appeal for help S
1 | pJlniM 33 | da‘watun lali'indimam | An invitation to join | S
1 | daadl il talab al‘amal Apply for work S

2. Source item: Concerns

Context: Concerns were also fueled by DHS own numbers that indicate...

Fr. | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss \%
8 | <slas makawif Fears S
7 | 8 galag Concern S
3 Omissions | ------- | memmememmeeee- D
2 | ld) ‘ihtimam Interest S
1 | &Y al’amr The matter D
1 | Ywis) W | annar 'i$t'alan | Fire heatsup | D
SN hidatu a§$ak | Doubt severity | D
1| Gkl attin bila Impair D
1 | sk Masakil Troubles D
3. Source Item: Counties

Context: officials were unsure if cities and counties were required to participate, or could opt

out. ...

Fr. | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss V
10 Js3 | Adduwal States D
6 bl | almuqgata‘at Counties | S
3 omissions | ------- | m=emmemmeeee- D
2 s A | Algara Villages | D
2 ol | Albaldan Countries | D
1 ilbiladl | almahafadat | Provinces | S
1 ~&Y) | al’agalim Regions | S
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4. Source Item: Crunching

Context: Janet Napolitano, is right to seek outside help in crunching the numbers.

Fr. | Renditions | Transliteration Gloss \%
5 | Jis Taqll Decreasing S
4 | sads taqlis Reducing S
3 Omissions | —--—--- | ceemeeeeeees D
2 | il takfid Reduction S
2 | ddss tahlil Analysis D
1 | G sahq Crushing S
1 | 2,45V | al’azamatu alkarijatu | Emerging crisis | D
S ziyadatu Increase D
1 | (i alhad min Limit S
1 | & gam'’ Suppression S
ES naqd Criticism D
1 | & jam’ Collection D
1 | ahads tahtim Smashing S
1 |3 ‘ad Counting S

5. Source Item: Customs

Context: Under the Immigration and Customs Enforcement Program ...

Fr. | Renditions | Transliteration Gloss V
9 |l Aljamarik Customs S
8 Omissions | ------- | smmemeeeeeeee D
2 |l Aljawazat Passports D
2 | @l al'adat Habits D
1| <l addara’ib Taxes D
1 | o) Azzabin Customer D
1 | «aY4le, | ri‘ayatu al’ajanib | Care for foreigners | D
1 e asld) al‘'umald’ Customers D

6. Source Item: Department of Homeland Security

Context: working with Department of Homeland Security, which investigates complaints ...

Fr | Renditions Transliteration Gloss Vv
4 | Gl (Y aud gism al’'amn alwatan1 Department of Homeland Security | S
3 | 3\ oaYIE5 35 | wazarat al’amn addakilt Department of Homeland Security | S
2 | AN oY) As gismu al’'amn addakilt Department of Homeland Security | S
2| Al el A ek mudirya ‘'amn albald Security Directorate of the country | S
1 | 0oy asp aud gism hawm land lala’amn | Transliteration D
1 | LAl gseill aid | gism a8a’tin addakilya Department of Internal Affairs D
1| A ol o gism 'amn albald Security department of the country | S
1 | &lals )35 el aud | gism ’amn wazarat Department of Ministry of Interior | D
addakilya Security
1 | oY) aud gism al’'amn Security Department D
1| gl el ool gism ’amn addawla Department of State Security S
1| &l ol ‘amn addawla State Security D
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1 | ohsll el aud gism ‘amn alwatan Department of Homeland Security | S

1 | Q& 3555 | wazara al'amn addakili Department of Homeland Security | S

1 | bl Y3055 | wazara al'amn alwatani Department of Homeland Security | S

1| el i maktab al'amn Office of Security D

1 | doball dles hamaya almanazil Homes protection D

1| 3 el 4 e mudirya 'amn albalad Security Directorate of the country | S

1| Aalalis)ljs wazarat addakilya Ministry of the Interior S

7. Source item: Deportation
Context: federal databases for criminal convictions and deportation orders...
Fr. | Renditions | Transliteration Gloss V
14 | I attarhil Deportation S
5 Omissions | --=---- | semmememeeee D
1 | ssedls <llayl | al'idanat walhijra | Convictions and immigration | D
1 | «2aY al’ikla’ Evacuation S
1 | A Jedey | ali‘adaila albald | Return to the country S
1 [ s almugadra Departure D
1 | A annafl Send to exile S
1] iy al’istib‘ad Exclusion S
8. Source Item: DHS

Context: Concerns were also fueled by DHS own numbers...
Fr | Renditions Transliteration Gloss V
12 | Omissions | ------- D
3 [ shl e ad gism al’amn alwatani Department of Homeland Security S
2 | ol day ‘ach as Transliteration D
1 | J3l eY 4&kis | munadama al’amn addakill | Organization of Homeland Security | D
1] A5 el ad gism 'amn addawla Department of State Security S
1 | 453 ol el | ’a’da’ 'amn addawla Members of the State Security D
1 | Al 6350055 | wazdra al’amn addakilt Department of Homeland Security S
1 | bl 350055 | wazara al’amn alwatant Department of Homeland Security S
1| 3 Gl dddais munadama "amn albilad Organization of the country's security | D
1| Sl gal sl da’ira "amn albilad Office of the country's security S
1 | Alalll g8l W28 | gism ag$a’Gn addakiliya Department of Internal Affairs D

9. Source Iltem: Enforcement

Context: Under the Immigration and Customs Enforcement Program ...

Fr. | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss \%
8 Omissions | —------ | =mmmemmemmeee- D
5 | Guk tatbig Application S
4 | infad Enforcement S
2 | ua fard Imposition S
1 | «oeld giyam bi To do sth. D
1 Jaass taf 1l Activation D
1 | o ta'ziz Strengthen D
1| & ri‘dya Care D
1 | e dsead alma'mdal baha | Already applied | D
1 ] ks ‘ijbar Coercion S
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10. Source Item: Fuelled

Context: Concerns were also fuelled by DHS own numbers that indicate ...

Fr. | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss \Y
11 | s34 ziyada Increase S
4 |80 ‘itara Stimulation | S
4 | Omissions | ------- | smememememee- D
1| dwy s al Ignition S
1| e wss ta'bir ‘an Expression | D
1 | deelaad muda‘afa Multiplication | S
1 | 4sf tawjih Directing D
R fard Imposition D
1 | @b Tajij Intensify S
11. Source item: Hired

Context: An outside expert has been hired to review ...
Fr. | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss V
8 | ows ta'yin Employing S
4 | cwhs tawdif Employment S
2 | sl ta'aqud Contract S
2 | sledl) ‘istid ‘&’ Recall D
2 | ALl ‘isti‘ana Appeal for help | D
2 Omissions | -=----- | =memmemeee- D
1] el ‘isti’jar Rent S
1 [ dsss tadgil Operation S
1 bl ‘indar Bringing D
1 | plaasl) ‘istikdam Use S
1 [l taklif Commissioning | S

12. Source Item: Is right

Context: Janet Napolitano, is right to seek outside help ...

Fr. | Renditions | Transliteration Gloss V
6 | aallld laha alhaq Has the right S
ES muhiga Is right S
4 | &l ‘ala hag Right S
2 Omissions | -=--=-- | sremeeeeees D
1 | aalad ladayhi alhag Has the right to S
1 | s 4l | galat min hagina | She said “it is our right” | D
1| fGeas musiba Right S
1 | sk muhiga Right S
1 | &ade min hag Right S
1 | 2l (e mina almufid Useful D
ENE lahu alhaq Has the right S
1 |l iaa dimna aljayd Within the good D
1 | 8a e «is | kanat ‘ala hag She was right S
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13. Source item: memos

Context: thousands of documents, including internal agency memos, were made public ...

Fr. | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss V
19 | <l 8% mudakirat Memos S
2 | 4s; Wakala deputy D
1 |58k dakira Memory D
1 | <y bayanat Data D
1| clais munadamat Organizations | D
1 | &% wata’iq Documents S

14. Source Item: criminal records

Context: immigrants deported under the program had minor or no criminal records ...

Fr. | Renditions | Transliteration Gloss V
9 | 4 a)wSaw | sijallat ’ijramiya | Criminal records S
2 | =2 junah Misdemeanor D
2 | Als O sijallat jana’iya Criminal records S
2 | Gl Sawabiq Past crimes S
2 | AsLL s jard’im musajala | Registered crimes S
2 | ala jara’im Crimes D
- sijillat idana Condemnation records | S
1| dsls Lt gadaya jind’'iya | Criminal cases D
1| sl ‘intinakat Violations D
1 | &8 «dusld | tasjlat aljara’im | Recordings of crimes | S
I gadaya 'amniya | Security issues D
1 | &aas tuham jurmiya Criminal charges D

15. Source Item: opt out

Context: officials were unsure if cities and counties were required to participate, or could opt
out. ...

Fr. | Renditions Transliteration Gloss V
7 | Omissions | -=---—- | emeeeeeeeeeeeeee- D
3 [ Y (taktar) "aw 1a (Opt) or not S
2 | oy al’insihab Withdrawal S
2 | sl ‘isttna’ Exception D
1] k) iktyar Choice S
1 | g Tawaquf Stop D
1 | zsoald aulsd ‘imkaniya alkur(j The possibility of exit S
1 | o) J clad) | Cinsihab bigakl iktiyart Optional retreat S
1 | (e S35l | almugaraka (‘aw ‘adamiha) | Participation (or not) S
1| oe slaily) ali’istigna’ ‘an Dispensed D
1 | ey ali’i‘tidar Apology S
1 | elad) ‘igsa’ Exclusion D
SR |3 tatatalab almugaraka Does not require Participation | D
1 | Yads tusarik am 13 Participate or not S
1| glusyl ali'imtina’ Abstinence S
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16. Source Item: policy evaluations

Context: ... investigates complaints and assists in policy evaluations. ...

Fr. | Renditions Transliteration Gloss V
9 | b cilays tagyimat assiyasa Policy rating S
3| el Al siyasa attaqyimat Assessments policy D
2 | ol s taqyim assiyasat Evaluation of policies S
2 | Al s taqyim assiyasa Policy Assessment S
1 | wlubudl Gl a5 | taqyim tatbiq assiyasat | Evaluation of the application of policies | S
1 ada il Cllaads taqyimat as3arta Police evaluations D
1 Aol clsads tahqiqat asSarta Police investigations D
1| el ail) alatqgyim albalist Police rating D
1| 3o Jae ans tagyim ‘amal asSurta Evaluation of the work of the police D
1 | ;s taqyim Evaluation D
1| A clayss taqyimat alqararat Decisions rating S
1| el ansll attaqyim assiyasi Political evaluation D
1 | Omissions | ------- D

17. Source Iltem: Pre-textual arrests

Context: concerns regarding racial profiling and pre-textual arrests.

Fr. | Renditions Transliteration Gloss \%
5 Omissions | ==—-— | e D
3 [ ALl ayey) al’i‘tigalat almusabaga Prior arrests S
2 | b s iy tawqif dawna sabab Arrest without cause S
2 | pmeadl e il algabd ‘ala almujrimin The arrest of criminals D
1| 3005 e ole) ’i'tiqalat gayr mubarara Unjustified arrests S
1| ol paill o) ‘ilga’ algabd attahayuzi Biased arrest S
1 | ovaey al’i‘tiqalat Arrests D
1| AsaY) clsl Ay al’ijra’at alamniya Security measures D
1| A s attawqifat almusabaqa Prior arrests S
1| kil g8 ey ‘i‘tiqalat gabl annadar fi Arrests before considering S
LA almustanadat Documents
1| &8 alall ’ilsaq attuham Imputation S
1| o pail cillee ‘amaliyat alqabd gayr Arrests not based on S
Ayl I 3L almustanida ala "adila evidence
1| bl 2l A addara’i’ alwahmiya Groundless pretexts S
1| 8 Gl (50 Ve ‘i‘tigalat dawna sabiq 'indar Arrests without warning S
1| kil e oy ‘i‘tigalat gayr munadama Disorganized arrests D
1| S g Jasey) al’i‘tiqal gabla aimuhakama Pre-trial detention D
1 | ol e skl Ja) | Ci'tiqal wa'ihtijaz ‘ald asas ‘irgql | The arrest and detention on | D
e ethnic basis

18. Source Item: quell

Context: It would help bring transparency and could quell critics...

Fr. | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss \%
6 omissions | ------- | smmmemmemmmeeeee D
3 | A tahdi’a Calming S
3 | sl iskat Silencing S
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2 RRE: taqlil annaqd Reducing criticism S
2 | e 3 arrad ‘ala Replies D
1| s tawaquf Stop S
1 [ o)l & sad "afwah Dam mouths, Silencing | S
1 |4 tagdiya Feeding D
1 | ad gam'’ Suppression S
I 'intiqad Critique D
1 | al;084 | taskin walajm | Soothe and restrain S
1 | 'inhd’ Ending S
1| oss taskin Alleviation S
1 | i taqlts Reducing S

19. Source item Racial Profiling

Context: concerns regarding racial profiling and pre-textual arrests...

Fr. | Renditions Transliteration Gloss \Y
5 | Al Gl malaf al‘'unsuriya Racism file D
4 | Omissions | ------- D
2 | A lawll cllaay! | al’ihtimamat al‘unsuriya | Racist Interests D
2 | ALl al‘unsuriya Racism D
3 | golaind il attamyiz al‘unsurt Racial Discrimination S
2 M)Ar— ads e | ‘ala kalfiyatin ‘unsuriya | Against racial background | S
1| goaie Cuilai tasnif ‘unsuri Racial classification S
1| 48 dl il malafat attafriqa discrimination Files D
1| dlaiall gis ahn al'unsuriya Racism stimulation D
1 | 4 al‘irgiya Ethnic D
1 | s alkarq Breach D
1| Gl canlall attasnif al‘irgl Ethnic categorization S
1 | S ol ‘asas ‘irql Ethnic basis S

20. Source Item: Scrutiny

Context: Secure Communities has come under scrutiny over the last two months, ...

Fr. | Renditions | Transliteration Gloss \%
4 | Omissions | ------- D
2 | (&8J) u=2dl | alfahs (addaqgiq) | examination S
2 | A8 almuragaba Surveillance S
1 | exas tarat ta’iratahu Became furious D
1 | cwae 3l | darf ‘asib Rough situation D
1| ok annadar f Consider S
HEEES hayiz attanfid Into force D
1 el a3 tahta almijhar Under the microscope S
1| Jasy ‘istafhala Exacerbate D
1 | el attamhTs Scrutiny S
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1| Gl &as tahta albaht Under Search S
1 | gl e hadit ad8ari‘ Street talk, public opinion | D
1 | mblllgladl | "ikda“ lalbarndmaj | Subjecting to the program | D
1| Gleall &5 tahta alhimaya Under protection D
1 | «V:ilui &5 | tahta musa’alat Under accountabilities S
1 CA3 tahta dagt Under pressure D
1 | dsdsdasla muraja‘a daqgiga | Strict review S
1 |eNs naqd ladi‘ Sarcasm D
1| owsdd attadwir Recycling D
1| sl (el ta‘arada lalnaqd Subjected to criticism D
21. Source Item: Secretary
Context: and DHS Secretary, Janet Napolitano, is right to ....
Fr. | Renditions | Transliteration Gloss V
6 | 388w sikritira Secretary D
3 |3 wazira Minister, Secretary S
3 | A sikritir Secretary D
2 | ‘amina Trusty D
2 | Omissions | --==--- ] emmeememeeeeeee- D
1 | &dlshs Sl | assikritira al'ama General Secretary D
1 | d5s5 Wakil Agent, deputy D
1| el ‘amina sir Secretary D
1 | LS sikratariya Secretariat D
1 | 433 oal 4l | ra’Tsa ‘'amn addawla | Head of the State Security | D
1 |4 ra’isa Chairperson D
1 | Uy mas’Gla Responsible D
1 | Aekiesia mudira munadama | Director of Organization D
1| Al e aldmin al'am Secretary-General D

22. Source item: Secure Communities

Context: An outside expert has been hired to review the Secure Communities Program.

Fr. | Renditions Transliteration Gloss V
12 | ¥ waidd) | almujtama‘at al’amina | Secure Communities S
6 | wlsisdl Lles | himaya almujtama‘at Protection of communities | D
2 | bl ohl ‘amn almujtama at Security of communities | D
1 | %esddl cleisdll | almujtama‘at aimahmiya | Protected communities S
1 | wbadid gl | "aman almatjtama‘at Safety of societies D
I ENE allajna al’amniya Security Committee D
1| cllgilal dles himaya almustahlik Consumer protection D
1 | &S sl | aljaliyat wasalamatuha Communities and safety D
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23. Source Item: Sharing

Context: [Title] Immigration: Review of Jail Fingerprint Sharing Program underway

Fr | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss V
9 | Omissions | —------ | —emememee- D
6 | JS tabadul Exchange S
HES musaraka Participation | S
EES mustarak Joint D
1| & tagasum Sharing S
I ES™ mugaran Comparison | D

Context: Under the Immigration and Customs Enforcement Program, ...

24. Source Item: under (the immigration...)

Fr. | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss \%
7 | s bimjib In accordance with S
5 | ..J, wifga li... In accordance with S
3| Sy bihasab According to ... S
2 | o dimna Within S
1| <l aas tahta "israf Under the supervision of | D
1 | ‘afada Uttered D
1 | & tahta Under (below: for place) | D
1 | el bind’an ‘ala Based on the S
1 |..Jahk tibgan li... According to ... S
1 | Omissions | ------- | ==memmemmeeeees D
1 | ity bimuqgtada Under the S
1| A& tahta midala | Under the umbrella S

Context: [Title] Immigration: Review of Jail Fingerprint Sharing Program underway

25. Source Item: underway

Fr | Renditions | Transliteration | Gloss V
21 | Omissions | ------- D
1 | Jdlgyls | jarmal’'amal Work is underway | S
1| ey as gayd al’'injaz | Underway S
1 |0 gadim Coming D
1 |4l gadima Coming D
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Appendix C

Appendix C.1 Participant Renditions of T1

Item Participant 1 Participant 2 | Participant 3 Participant 4
1. across (the country) omission | sl alsial e B e 23U e
2. advocacy 5_yalia idadl omission I Ll
3. argued dals oo Jhasy SLEN
4. authors omission LN sl Osilsall
5. battery omission ayiadl) 43, il
6. convicted 4aala) dagi 4l Osilae Cpaiiia
7. custody GlaaY) dalias omission | <alaaYu sals e ) s
8. ever larger 530 Y lae| 38 dlac )2 S dac
9. fixing k) gl sl masal g RN
10. funnel Jua ) oad g Jadi
11. harsh sentencing i e Gl sic FOSINATN FIREIRTN FIRERRN
12. has since Crall el die omission Gl ey e omission
13. juvenile Elaal) Silaa Glaay 3Lal)
14. legislators Ol @ e paaildl) e il gl lay i | A 53l oyl )
15. offenders Cnillie cla Cpina STEEN
16. passed Sy e sle bl il Gl S
17. pieces PEEPREPEPL L P & U
18. prosecutors alall clea¥l 5 aSlaall sils g sleay) Osedall A&l
19. reversing dzal Tulan Jpaas FRI daal e
20. state governments Jsall e s8a e sSall A gall ile &a Jsal
21. tragic s sl o caa Jia
22. trying iaSlaa iaSlaa Jala Jbay)
23. turned out ol s il el
24. unquestionable Y bl i ol okl PELRENSY
25. youthful predators | _beall cplaall g cpeeliall | o pualdll ~Liall Ol cplabaiall | laall (a yidall
Item Participant 5 Participant 6 Participant 7 Participant 8

1. across (the country) gl 8 Omission R K1 [ T RS A S |

2. advocacy O _palia &l s il | A5 de gana

3. argued ol as U8l Ju

4., authors sl <l 5all N omission

5. battery alay) —aiSs omission omission
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6. convicted | seg Al adle Jay Pt S5

7. custody Sl ey la Sl oY) Al AaSlas

8. ever larger 308 Jlac Ball xS e omission

9. fixing I PANRYE raal dallas dallea

10. funnel das b)) Oslsa el )

11. harsh sentencing 32 alSal FIREIREN omission omission

12. has since 2 L Omission Of e omission

13. juvenile laay) oY) LY s

14. legislators Ol s () sinas ) Sl 2l | salaall 5l () se il Al

15. offenders STIENY Omission omission O Ll

16. passed Dl Oy Jagad FRN

17. pieces 4 18 30l P o F

18. prosecutors 5Ladll Os 38l 0528l aal) O sdgtacaall

19. reversing Al s Glalaad) ypas ielua siled dxal e

20. state governments Jsall cila 8 Gla sSall I SKall | Aladdl cila s

21. tragic sle Ji omission s sle

22. trying daSlas Jla 1 slalad ildlae

23. turned out Ci Aagal) 4 Ol O i

24. unguestionable Glall ey | 4 o)l 8 Ko Y elall WE e s ohe Jlsm

25. youthful predators aial) (Sldll) uaisa Caiall | Catall dgal s
Item Participant 9 Participant 10 | Participant 11 Participant 12
1. across (the B e Al elal Aol (g s e ISR
country)

2. advocacy Omission dach Opala omission
3. argued v K Uil ol Jala
4. authors ol sl Ol sall L]
5. battery aiall @ _pall aiall omission
6. convicted gl a1 &l el | sl ol agie 3t
7. custody lasl) ClasY) Al Clasy) ol aday)
8. ever larger S aae xS e e Gl Y alac omission
9. fixing Ui Ja Uadll momaa R omission
10. funnel Ju ys Jay e o=
11. harsh el Alliall oLioadll FEIMAIN Huls i sie
sentencing
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12. has since i l) el hia Ol il dig e ET

13. juvenile laay) Eaali Slaay) Ladlayl

14.legislators e il sladll |l A olall Gl ) Cpe il
osal

15. offenders Elaay) Oiraall el omission

16. passed Gl R il b

17. pieces T oSa O 58 & 5 2

18. prosecutors Osnsall Osalaall Oseall 3L2adl)

19. reversing Sl Jpans Jaali sale e Se

20. state LY ) e & Jsall e & il <Al i KAl

governments

21. tragic Gl s o s o

22. trying FINION Sl alasi Clysie

23. turned out O Jayall g ol Oyt

24. =l PN daal g ol

unquestionable

25. youthful Ol (Setia g Caial) Gl g Caial) Oial el Gina Gl Gl

predators bl ¢l

Item Participant 13 | Participant 14 | Participant 15 | Participant 16

1. across (the country) a3l U dlaiel e a8l 3l SOl s

2. advocacy gl de senae omission omission glay)

3. argued [ x| = sG

4. authors ol omission alga s

5. battery Y omission iy il

6. convicted | $ily ol APK| oled) | gagy

7. custody Slaay) e Gl AES | Sl #Sal 5 | o paldl) #Slal s

8. ever larger 5 dlac S e 3 S de sana 5 S dlac]

9. fixing omission sl L gucl gk

10. funnel zx Jaas Xy gl sl

11. harsh sentencing FEREN FAERREN FREIREN] FUSTORRTEN

12. has since omission omission omission omission

13. juvenile Claall dlae Al Elaa¥l ilas | SlaYdle ) 50 iyl

14. legislators e il | Ae Sal) ey il O piall A Sall o yia

15. offenders omission e yaall Glaal) L o8 il

16. passed Sy Caia Dlaaly Culd Cains

17. pieces Bale g O sl Aals sal
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18. prosecutors psaadl sona Al AL O il sl e
19. reversing JEeE: g S iy s
20. state governments Al il K Gla Sall | A Sall lis el LY sl e S
21. tragic ca g & suls sl
22. trying ilalza GsSla lalza AaSlase
23. turned out s By s il
24. unquestionable &ala st o )\ Sy Jasllasd Jlaa ¥
25. youthful predators bl il Cpmapll) il Gl () 5a paall (il 2liad)

Item Participant 17 | Participant 18 | Participant 19 | Participant 20
1. across (the country) Jsall alise Bl IS e omission sl A
2. advocacy omission Omission omission omission
3. argued Ja AT BAEN Ja
4. authors PRI sl omission omission
5. battery omission ol Gilglaie ] omission
6. convicted omission Omission a1 5aS s UsesSaa
7. custody Jaal) oUsi Omission alals S0 5 Oyl
8. ever larger 3 alac] S e oS e omission
9. fixing ol ool | bl Ayl s R
10. funnel Jisad ass S X Jl )
11. harsh sentencing JEie Y Al pa Omission FRRERREN Bl alSal
12. has since omission Ja omission < gl s i
13. juvenile omission Jaid s omission Gl
14. legislators Gilay il gacal i s3lall e il e il
15. offenders Cridall Omission Cagiall Oagial
16. passed omission [ < ol
17. pieces g% sy Jag%= Lo b ol 48
18. prosecutors omission Omission omission omission
19. reversing omission bl (alis) s\all gl il
20. state governments Gila Sl e Sall e Sall Jsall e sSa
21. tragic T8 [snal i sl ca ca
22. trying A A glaa slile O.skalay
23. turned out Lagl Omission e ELTN JUPPL
24. unquestionable elall Jay ¥ Omission ol omission
25. youthful predators ol Jla Gldll | Ll e el omission
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Item Participant 21 Participant Participant Participant 24
22 23

1. across (the Bl omission gl B omission

country)

2. advocacy Blalaall g g Laal) Alaa) B e a8l acallde gana
sl

3. argued Ja Jds Ja TSy

4. authors S (e N N omission

5. battery G _pall ey @yl < pall

6. convicted Legd sl s O seghy 5l | gl

7. custody Seall o Elaall e laa¥l S e Ciloons gl FRTSRTEN
Sy

8. ever larger K12 3 5K alac e o Al el | 50 alac]

9. fixing Gy el Tl (SRNTRSIRTET I NG

10. funnel Ju y Sy s aiag

11. harsh da e Gl i FRRERIN il Gl i FERERRIN

sentencing

12. has since Omission < gl) el hi omission omission

13. juvenile oY) dalas Elaay) dlac Ll Jaall Eaa¥l e
[CESY)

14.legislators. ol s ol a pis O il Lo sSall o e

15. offenders Omission omission omission Ul

16. passed <l )y glad Slaa) &yl

17. pieces Ay i 30k & DA B

18. prosecutors asandl 5 Aall S 3Liasl) sleayl 3liadll

19. reversing ose daal ye By -

20. state il Sall Ul e Sa il Sall Jsall e S

governments

21. tragic ke e S zos

22. trying OsSlay O saSlay slalia ilalas

23. turned out O zal sl all s aisl)

24, &ald omission Pt omission

unquestionable

25. youthful Gleya GsSeiy pdll slall | cpaviell QLD Cial) QLG Al dglandl Jlac Y

Caielly ) sial 4] ‘el {ERA| I gl

predators 2 (shalyy il o LA e Haal A

Item Participant 25

1. across (the country) | 234l Js=

2. advocacy Opalaall-

3. argued Js
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4. authors odiald)

5. battery Omission

6. convicted aging 5 yolia alSa|
7. custody SlaaYh dals 8
8. ever larger Omission

9. fixing Tl

10. funnel aSad

11. harsh sentencing | 4wl slSal

12. has since EEPINTE
13. juvenile a8 e
14. legislators el

15. offenders laay)

16. passed E

17. pieces Jamy 55 5 s
18. prosecutors Oselall s aall
19. reversing Sl alady
20. state governments | <lesSall

21. tragic & suls

22. trying lat

23. turned out U

24. unquestionable el

25. youthful predators | Omission
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Appendix C.2 Participant Renditions of T2

Item Participant 1 | Participant 2 Participant 3 | Participant 4

1. brought in b g e ot oL i

2. concerns Sl S PEA| Gl o glaall

3.counties Sladaliall SUadlaall Sladaliall omission

4. criminal records Aly) @ =i Jaal ja) O Ailia O las

5. Crunching Uauddt Jalas Ui G

6. Customs ) yuall & jlaall <l ) gal) s

7. Department of bl e ad | Al el Y ash aud EAYESEY

Homeland Security e il

8. deportation el cllayt | Jas DAY Jaa il

9. DHS omission Y dalaia omission ol il o
sl

10. enforcement ) CGolat v Al gall Gl Jamd

11. fuelled il = NE @l )

12.hired PP B e Dl

13. is right omission Gall el Gall Ll daaa

14. memos <l Sia <l Sia <l Sia S,

15. opt out las omission Al (Slansy) s i)

16. policy evaluations Slulaal) ands bl s ia i) ey Aulandl Cileyss
Clubudd)

17. pre-textual arrest e Yl | Ul cd) Yl Y) el YY)

5w il

18. quell Qg3 S 28l ye Jalis i g

19. racial profiling G paiall Cala Srainll Caiaill | 4 jaill Cile & pain) Caldl)

20. scrutiny Gl Gaadll 8 @l omission Guac Gyl

21. Secretary Adladl 35 Sl BT 5y S IS

22. Secure Communities Dpaaall Cladinal | 4l Cilaaiall LY Cladiaall | e Claaiaall

23. sharing Jals AS )l & sl Jalss

24. under (... the LJ g alaill Cavsy el s s sl Caa g

Immigration...)

25. underway omission omission omission omission

Item

Participant 5

Participant 6

Participant 7

Participant 8

1. brought in

Jeny

Dlaal

deadl s

omission

315




2. concerns Y Alaa¥l (e paall [ PEO) omission
3.counties Cladalial) Jsall JWEN] Jsal
4. criminal records 3 g el yaYl @Sl sl 231 jall Jailiad) LLzadl)
5. Crunching i omission AaYl 2 omission
Lla
6. Customs & leal) allall | il 4le omission
7. Department of B ESY LAl o 5al) and ALyl ik 5 5 (e andd
Homeland Security RSN G
8. deportation dia ll Jia sl | Al i saley) 3 bl
9. DHS I ol ga omission omission omission
10. enforcement ) BI e L J sanall
11. fuelled Jadi omission omission omission
12.hired a3 eleiv) omission Gl
13. is right Gl Ll Gall 4l G e el [ERENH
14. memos <l S 3 SIa il YISl
15. opt out oAl sy JSs claay) Y omission
SO
16. policy evaluations Al Clayss Glapiil Ao | Aulpd) b ands omission
17. pre-textual arrest s O30 Al 65 omission omission ) el jaY)
18. quell o) 8l sy omission omission omission
19. racial profiling lalaiay) omission omission 4 paind) il
4 i)
20. scrutiny b kil omission 2380yl il
21. Secretary BRETH S LY 3 S
22. Secure Communities Cilaaisall (gal Cilaiaall daY) daall) Cladiaall dles
23. sharing 38 Hlia A )lia S yide omission
24. under (... the el (aiiag Al s el Jana il g8l 8
Immigration...)
25. underway Omission omission omission omission
Item Participant 9 Participant 10 Participant 11 Participant 12
1. brought in Dlaal alazail Jbaa) il
2. concerns Slalata) Ylaid) Sl eLall saa
3.counties Sladaliall Jsal s Al Jsall
4. criminal records PEREN Sl G g oo
5. Crunching Jal&s oald 2aal) Jalas 23l 33l )
6. Customs < leall Gkl & Hlaall omission
7. Department of YY) and gl Cpal ansd Agall el Ol sll el s
Homeland Security

316




8. deportation Jaa il sl Jaa il Jaa il
9. DHS Omission A sal el anid gl el el ol il g2
10. enforcement Omission i ) o R
11. fuelled o e S A5 S
12.hired Ol s g ele i Tl
13. is right Las aall idaa Eaa
14. memos <l S Gl HSAdl <l Saa <l Saa
15. opt out leaxe Yol oo sliainy) Yol
16. policy Ao il clggass Al apgis Al i apll Alpus
evaluations
17. pre-textual arrest psal) clad gil) | (A ki) Jd Ve ) aedl Glall | ) (il cillee
Clatiall Al I satiea
18. quell Jals 3l el ST
19. racial profiling 4 jall 48 al) 4 pain) A paie Ala o | 4 paiall o i
20. scrutiny Omission oeaall Gl aia g Jadin sasdl) ciag
21. Secretary aal 4l S W5l el At omission
22. Secure Olaaliaall e Y Claaiaall Y Glaaiaall Y Claaiaall
Communities
23. sharing A8 Hlia sl Jals Jala
24. under (... the el Qs bl 8l el o s el o s
Immigration...) sl
25. underway Omission omission omission deall o ls

Item Participant 13 | Participant 14 | Participant 15 Participant 16
1. brought in O s cala o3 O aglaiay)
2. concerns T\ il o) BB Sl jelia
3.counties Jsall Gilalaliall omission sAl
4. criminal records Al a) Glla | Adladl sl Al ja) O Al ya) O
5. Crunching Jalas e aal) Ul o
6. Customs < jlaall omission <l i sl &l
7. Department of G135 | AR el and omission | bl Y1505
Homeland Security ot
8. deportation STENg | Jaa il omission S il
9. DHS ENESEY omission omission | bl Y550 55
Sl
10. enforcement ) omission omission omission
11. fuelled aela a3 ol <Gl
12.hired e O s g Sl
13. is right G (s Sa e PN G Lo
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14. memos <l <A Gl Saa <l <A Gl Saa
15. opt out DlXie Y omission ¢ Lai) ¢ Ll
16. policy evaluations Alpud) s s sl il Aaud) s ool anil]
17. pre-textual arrest Laa Ll | e gl | Bl g Ve | dekie e VL)
Bl
18. quell <Sag s £ e s o
19. racial profiling S rainll il omission 48 aill il A painll sy
20. scrutiny Ul Gl & LAl Cuas el ll g lad
21. Secretary 52)5 A EAPE N 505
22. Secure Communities Y Gladiaall | Glaciaall dlea Cilaaiaall dles AaaY) Claaiaal
23. sharing 4 laa omission omission omission
24. under ( the Immigration) . G d Wk o ga
25. underway omission Olaayl ad omission omission
Item Participant 17 Participant 18 Participant 19 Participant 20
1. brought in omission | 5_pas Jbza) BN
2. concerns omission omission JSLia Gl
3.counties Jsall Jdsall omission Jsal
4, criminal records dalaY) Olas dala) Olaw [Pk ESVIRE LSS Al all Clbas
5. Crunching 85 omission Jalis ey
6. Customs omission & Slaall omission omission
7. Department of OaY) s Jotall dles sl 5aYl and ALl (el 4 a3
Homeland Security
8. deportation omission omission omission omission
9. DHS omission omission omission U (el Aalaia
10. enforcement omission omission omission B
11. fuelled A omission <yl A g
12.hired o Ay | 5_panl alasin) S
13. is right omission ENAR 2all (4 3> e
14. memos <l Sia Eiladanall LY <l Sia
15. opt out omission omission omission A Lol llairy
16. policy evaluations omission | Ada il Jae aud i Pepiilp SR
17. pre-textual arrest omission omission omission sle gl
el
18. quell REity omission omission omission
19. racial profiling 48 jall padd Cilalaia) 4 painll omission
4 paind)
20. scrutiny omission )l e lne cani - s
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21. Secretary omission By S B S dalaia 3 ye
22. Secure Gladinall lea gl Alea Gladinall Alea Gladiangl (yal
Communities

23. sharing omission omission Al omission
24. under (... the Ld sy EH B85 e
Immigration...)

25. underway omission omission omission a8

Item Participant 21 Participant 22 Participant 23 Participant 24
1. brought in deall Dbl o Jhaal plaaidl 350
2. concerns < glaal) ol ol ol
3.counties Giladalidll Jsall Glaldl Jsall
4. criminal records Ll ) SOl Ll ja) S el Lol La s agd
5. Crunching padass adds x s
6. Customs & jleall omission & jlaall omission
7. Department of A el and AL gl Byl A el B y3la Alalall 550 5
Homeland Security

8. deportation Jaa Al Saa il Saa il KPR
9. DHS omission 3O el 8y bl Ol and | il (Y]
10. enforcement Gk omission Gankal G
11. fuelled Qb ) A <l Qb
12.hired omission e il G b g
13. is right daas Gall el Gallad G
14. memos <l Kia <l Kaa <l Kaa <l Kia
15. opt out sy Ll NREERR g LY
16. policy evaluations Al s S e Gl 1Al ey Clubad) Clayis
17. pre-textual arrests daSlaall J8 Juie y) dapaddl CYERY) | eyl o (il | Al ciYle )
18. quell pabis oS Y S oS
19. racial profiling s painll Sl 4 paiall cilalall GAl SEoall caianl)
20. scrutiny A8 yall s A48y dxal e gy sl
21. Secretary JRITIOAY 5 0 S S 3 55 S
22. Secure LD 5 sl ey Cilaatiagl) ey Cilaatiagl) A3aY) Claaiagll
Communities

23. sharing omission A jlia Jas omission
24. under (... the (e NENEN omission e el
Immigration...)

25. underway omission Aol omission omission
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Item Participant 25
1. brought in Ot
2. concerns ol
3.counties Sl
4. criminal records i
5. Crunching ilas
6. Customs &l laall
7. Department of Homeland Security b sl Yl and
8. deportation da s
9. DHS bl (e and
10. enforcement G
11. fuelled <l )
12.hired Ot
13. is right 2l (paca
14. memos <) S
15. opt out omission
16. policy evaluations Aalua) layss
17. pre-textual arrest (SFoe odbl) e A @ jlaial 5 Ve
18. quell JER
19. racial profiling N
20. scrutiny AW yia ya
21. Secretary By S
22. Secure Communities Y Claaiadll
23. sharing Jals
24. under (... the Immigration...) Gy
25. underway omission

320




