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Abstract

This study addresses the problem of terminology in five overlapping
dichotomies of translation methods. These translation methods are
Semantic versus Communicative, Documentary versus Instrumental,
Covert versus Overt, Direct versus Indirect and Literal versus Free. This
study investigates the extent to which the meanings of apparently distinct
translation methods converge or diverge. It does so through following a
conceptual comparative analytical method and a top down methodology,
starting from the existing methods, their terms and definitions then
analyzing them into their minimal components in order to differentiate
between them. After clarifying the differences between the methods, it was
clear that they are related to one or more of the following aspects: the
author, the reader, the aim of the translation, the function of the translation,
the context of the source text (ST) and the translation’s relevance to the
audience. However, when it comes to the application of these methods,
these aspects are often difficult to apply concretely to make one translation
different from another. Moreover, the study examines the Arabic terms of
the English methods by investigating their meanings and definitions to

characterize their similarities and differences to English equivalents. A



X

questionnaire was distributed to ten translators and translation students to
probe the translators’ awareness of the Arabic translation methods. Most
of the participants were not able to give correct definitions or even know
what the terms meant. Thus at least half of these Arabic terms should be

modified with different terms that are more explicating to their contents.
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Chapter One
1.1 Introduction:

In the nineteenth century, the science of translation was generally
limited to communication between men of letters, philosophers, scientists
and their readers. Commercial trade and diplomacy, on the other hand,
were conducted in the language of the dominant nation (Newmark, 1981).
It was not until the twentieth century that translation skills came to be
valued for various political, economic and technological reasons. During
the fast growth of translation, much was written about it; it was mainly
discussed in terms of literal and free translation. People have always been
interested in the methods of translation and their differences, although the
evidence shows that there was no clear theory about translation or about its
methods in the period prior to the emergence of modern linguistics

(Newmark, 1981).

There is a growing need for greater clarity in the field of translation,
due primarily to the increased internationalization of written information.
Many emerging translation theories are derived from the field of
linguistics; this is in part due to the number of linguists who have embraced
translation as a testing ground for their own studies (Hatim, 2001). The
enthusiasm of theoreticians led to many theories about translation like the
theories by Newmark (1981), House (1977), Nord (1991) and Gutt (1989).
Translators, teachers of translation and their students refer to these theories

whenever the need arises.



Many terms and concepts in these methods overlap, maybe because
they are written over different periods of time. For example, the core
meaning of overt and covert translation overlaps with direct and indirect
translation (they both discuss the same idea, but employ different terms).
These methods have several criteria in common; both prioritize attention to
the reader, originality of the text, and faithfulness to ST. These terms would
in the first place disturb translation practitioners, thus a process of
examining the possibility of unifying the number of overlapping translation
methods to, first, decrease their number, and second, to increase their
practicality in the practice and understanding of translation should be

undertaken.
1.2 Statement of the problem:

Particularly over the last three decades or so, both theory and
practice have been dominated by a number of dichotomies. We have had
‘literal’ versus ‘free’ translation, the translation of ‘form’ versus that of
‘function’, ‘communicative’ versus ‘semantic’ translation and so on. Of
course, there are a number of similarities and differences between these
different translation methods which will be explored later in this study. But
what is problematic about the continued presence of such distinctions is not
only the proliferation of unnecessary terminology, but also the negative
impression that such terms give when presented as a conscious choice
made by the translator according to the school of thought to which he or

she belongs (Hatim,2001).



| agree with Hatim (2013) in his book Teaching and Researching
Translation with regards to the effect that the proliferation of these terms
has. But unlike Hatim I think it is vital to resolve the issue of confusion of
terms, primarily because the huge number of dichotomies which rule in
both the theory and practice of translation affect the attitude and the way of

thinking of translators, students and teachers of translation.

It is true that academia inevitably breeds a plurality of terminology
and this plurality can at times be useful. However, | believe that with the
terms this thesis discusses, there is a lot of confusion that could be

remedied by an academic enquiry into the overlapping of these terms.

The proliferation of unnecessary terms causes a high degree of
confusion among the practitioners of translation. Most of the terms which
consider the methods of translation have the same content but are named
differently. For that reason many students and translators cannot
distinguish or know the differences between those terms. Therefore, the
application of these terms will be problematic when it comes to practice. In
addition to what is mentioned above, when practitioners use the Arabic
equivalents for the English methods and terminologies, do they carry the
same meaning and have the same function as in the SL Arabic, being
different from English linguistically and culturally, could carry different

implications.



1.3 Research Questions:

In order to address the problem of term fuzziness and overlap in
translation studies, this research seeks to find answers to the following

questions:

1. What are the similarities and differences between and within the

different overlapping dichotomies of translation methods?

2. Is it possible to unify the number of English translation methods to
minimize their number and maximize their practicality in the practice and

understanding of translation?

3. What are the similarities and differences between the terms of the

translation methods when translated from English into Arabic?

4. Where do the Arabic terms of the translation methods overlap? And
would it be possible to unify them in order to decrease their number and

reduce ambiguity?
1.4 Methodology:

This thesis follows a conceptual comparative and analytical method.
In order to define and compare the translation methods featured in this
thesis. It defines and clarifies concepts, relates concepts into larger systems
and enquires into the possibility of unifying the English and Arabic terms
of translation methods. In addition, the study compares definitions, criteria

and interpretations by different scholars.
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This research addresses the problem of terminology through the
examination of multiple methods. The terminology as used in such studies
is gathered from different theories and books by different theoreticians like
Newmark (1981), House (1977), Nord (1991) and Gutt (1989). It handles
some of the concepts following the Dictionary of Translation Studies by
Shuttleworth and Cowie (1997). For considering and contrasting the Arabic
terms, the study uses the translated version of the Dictionary of Translation
Studies by Jamal Elgezeery (2008). To find out the efficiency of the
translation terminology used, the study employs the theory of componential
analysis (CA). This method is the same as structural semantic; it examines
the elements of the word’s different meanings and 1mplications
(Ottenheimer, 2006, p. 20). It helps explore the differences between the
very similar words. CA helps in tackling the subtle differences between the
overlapping methods, to differentiate between them to see if they are
similar or not. CA also helps in listing the characteristics of each procedure

to be used in the process of translation.

The results from CA are applied to translate a paragraph by Gutt
(1989). This was done in order to figure out the differences between these

translated paragraphs and the methods used to translate them.

After analyzing the terms, an evaluation took place to see if their
Arabic translations are functional and meaningful, according to the criteria

from CA. This was done by distributing a questionnaire to ten translators



and translation students to ask them about the Arabic names of these

methods and what they know about them.

After defining, explaining and characterizing the terminologies in
question, they were categorized according to their meaning. If the degree of
resemblance among them is overwhelming, then the possibility of their
being unified will be encouraged. The study discusses the existing
translations, either to maintain them, or suggest modifications to their

wording according to their function.

The research follows a top down methodology, starting from the
existing methods, their terms and definitions then analyzing them into their

minimal components in order to differentiate them.
1.5 Significance of the study:

If the study manages to achieve the anticipated results by analyzing
whether the terminology for translation methods needs to be unified or not,
it would help all practitioners and teachers in translation studies. The
analysis and description of the methods will be useful for practitioners in
order to understand and to apply them more effectively. The study can have
practical applications in the field of translation; more is likely to influence
the practitioners’ performance positively. They can choose the most
appropriate method for the type of text they are translating. Therefore the

study can be a practical guide for students and translators, and it can also be
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used by their teachers in order to reduce the amount of confusion by the

flux of translation terminologies.
1.6 Design of the Study:

This study is divided into four chapters. The first includes the
background, the statement of the problem, the research questions, the
methodology, the significance of the study and the design of the study. The
second chapter reviews the existing literature on the topic and lay out a
theoretical background. The third chapter consists of two main sections,
each dedicated to address one group of the overlapping methods. Each
section examines each of the five overlapping methods separately. They are
defined, the reasons behind their inventions discussed and their features
examined. After studying each method the same paragraph is translated
using each method separately. The end of each section consists of a
comparison between the similar methods to find out where they overlap
and where they do not. The fourth chapter studies the Arabic translation of
the methods. In the conclusion, findings and recommendations of the

research are provided.
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Chapter Two
Literature Review

Many scholars have written about what translation is, and intervened
in the evolving science of translation theory, and its relation to linguistics
and a variety of different fields such as history, literary works, computer

science, economics etc.

People started to practice translation hundreds of years ago.
However, they were not sure what they were engaged in until the 1960s,
when the theory of translation started to occupy the core of the translation
process and started to depend on the science of translation studies.
Furthermore, scholars thought of translation as a part of linguistics,
especially when it was under the domain of descriptive studies, until the
appearance of the two theories at beginning of 1960s. These two theories
changed the whole track of translation theory until the present day. The
first theory was by Nida in his books Message and Mission (1960) and
Toward a Science of Translating (1964). The other theory was composed
by Chomsky in his books Syntactic Structure (1957) and Aspect of the
Theory of Syntax (1965). Chomsky’s books resulted in transformational-
generative grammar being accepted as a part of linguistics. Syntactic
Structure also helped Nida to develop his perspective theory toward
translation, which flourished and was approved by his translation of The

Bible, and his book Message and Mission (1960).(Edwin, 2001)
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The way Nida translated The Bible was more practical than
theoretical. It was a way to reflect his reaction toward the nineteenth
century particularly in its classical view. This is related to transferring the
ST and its aesthetic character literally, in addition to being very close to the
source culture. This was clear enough in the translation of The Bible by
Matthew Arnold, and how much it exhausted the reader because it was
attached to the ST and required the reader to be familiar with the ST culture

(Edwin, 2001).

Nida argues that the way Arnold translated The Bible, being too
literal, affected it negatively. This was the case in particular at the
beginning of the 20th century, when the sense of The Bible was completely
lost. Therefore, the core of Nida’s theory is to transfer the source message
as it is across different cultures. The origin of his theory might have risen
out of his belief in Christianity and its missionary role. Chomsky did not
intend to use his theory as a basis for any science, or as a theory for
translation. However, Nida adapted his theory by simplifying it, to make it
more credible. One of the examples in George Steiner’s After Bable (1975)
was to emphasize the necessity of expanding the way we deal with
Chomsky’s theory, and the relations it has to understanding translation

(Edwin, 2001).

Catford (1965) proposed a controversial definition of translation.
According to him, translation is replacing a ST in the source language with

an equivalent TT in the TL. Bassnett (1992) defined translation as writing
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the ST again in another language. Bassnett (1992) also evaluates the
benefits of rewriting as it interferes in transferring history, culture, genres
and new concepts. On the other hand it can be considered as a kind of

manipulation which interferes and represses innovation.

Translation studies started to call on these trials which aim at having
a precise definition of translation theory. On the other hand, translation
studies wanted to investigate more about translation methods and how
meaning can be transferred from one language to another. These studies
tried to be comprehensive by having an inter-disciplinary approach which
examined both theory and literary works in one study. The new
interdisciplinary approach interfered in wiping the borders between true
and false, literal and free, practice and theory. They also considered
translation as a work which combines both literary work and theory.
Translation studies contrasted new questions regarding the process of
translation and how it affected the ST and the target text (TT). They even
redefined the original work and the new work by calling them the ST and
TT. In addition, the core of the debate was distinguishing between the
original writer and the translator and examining the translated text itself
instead of studying the absent meaning or the linguistic meaning. This
might be the origin and the starting point for having the new dichotomies
which wanted to be far from literal and free translation and focus on the TT
itself instead of the linguistic meaning. Moreover these new dichotomies

wanted to distinguish between the translator and the author of the ST and to
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what extent the TT should be an original in the TL. These concepts are
embodied In communicative versus semantic translation, direct versus

indirect translation and covert versus overt translation.

During the 1970s, most translation research either focused on literary
works but ignored the theory, or focused on the theory and ignored the
literary aspects. The defenders of each aspect used to defend each method
by giving limited examples about each. However, young researchers and
scholars wanted a different way of looking into translation theory. One of
the pioneers was the Dutch scholar James Holmes who conducted a study
named The Name and Nature of Translation Studies. In this study, Holmes
avoided the term "translation theory" as it only reflects the stance the
researchers and comparison theorists adopt, which is not always suitable
when examining literary works. Instead of that, Holmes used the term
translation studies, considering it as a new approach. It differs from
translation theory as translation theory is restricted to two ways only of

handling translation research (Edwin, 2001).

The 1980s witnessed the growth of translation studies as a separate
discipline in different areas all over the world, until it was finely developed
in the 21st century (Bassnett, 1992). For example, Nord was one of the
pioneers for the greatest transformation in the evolution of translation
theory. The first theory was transforming from source text-oriented theories
to TT-oriented theories. The second theory was moving forward to have a

better comprehension of the cultural factors. The supporters for this
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transformation (e.g. Vermeer and Nord) had another definition for
translation depending on the functionalist approach. They defined
translation as an action done by a person who has a specific communicative
purpose, which is, as called by Reiss and Vermeer (1984), the “text’s
skopos”. One of the most prominent figures in creating translation studies
was Peter Newmark. He was one of the pioneers in the 1980s and 90s, and
one of the leaders to make translation a separate academic field in its own
right. His books Approaches to Translation 1981 and Textbook of
Translation 1988 are used as guides for translators and for students of
translation. They contain a huge variety of information related to linguistic
theory, supported by examples and applied to translation. In these books he
introduced the new terms semantic and communicative translation in order
to narrow the gap between the emphasis on ST and TT. These two terms
received less attention from critics than many others, like Nida’s dynamic

and formal equivalence, as they have many overlapping aspects.

In his book Map of Translation Studies Holmes considers
Newmark’s terms as only a part of translation theory since they only deal
with a few aspects of translation. Although, Newmark argues that a general
theory should not suggest a single method, it should be engaged with all
varieties of text type, their correspondent translation and the variables

associated with them. (Newmark, 1981)
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In the 1990s, Gutt (1991) introduced his two new dichotomies which
were derived out of the Relevance Theory by Sperber and Wilson (1986).
This theory is built upon the discipline which claims that speakers pay the
least effort to transcend the biggest amount of information. Gutt discussed
how this discipline of the relevance theory can be applied in the process of
translation in his book Translation and Relevance: Cognition and Context
(1991). Gutt encourages translators to apply this theory to translation by
allowing the translator to make changes in the form of the ST to achieve
maximum communication with the target language (TL) audience. This
relevance theory by Gutt challenges the regular definitions for translation,
particularly those definitions which define translation as achieving an equal

equivalent TT (Edwin, 2001).

Gutt produced several papers to emphasize the importance of
Relevance Theory. He states that all kinds of translation can be handled
within an interpretive use (Gutt, 1990). Gutt (1991) strongly claims that
Relevance Theory alone can be an adequate substitute to a range of
unnecessary translation theories. His research results show that the huge
number of translation phenomena can be accounted by Relevance Theory.

This was also supported in his Ph. D. dissertation.

Gutt (1991) claims that despite of the vast amount of literature about
translation, only a few have arrived at a deep understanding of the main
topic. His claim was supported by Steiner who states that "despite this rich

history, and despite the caliber of those who have written about the art and
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theory of translation, the number of original, significant ideas in the subject
remains very meager" (1975, p. 238). Therefore, the problem of having a
comprehensive scientific study for translation started to become more
evident, especially when a small number of researchers are dealing with its
theoretical plane. According to Gutt, this problem can be solved when
using Relevance Theory as the framework for translation. It simply
provides what translation theorists have been looking for, particularly when
the source language text is not enough for the communication process.
Therefore, he came out with his notions direct and indirect translation. Yet
he sometimes considered them to be seen as a spelling out of the old free
and literal translation (Gutt, 1990). On the other hand, Baker (2001) claims
that regardless of how sophisticated the approach was, there is no absolute
approach which answers all the questions raised in the discipline. They are

all complementary rather than exclusive.

Moreover, the functionalist approach was one of the ascendant
approaches in the 1990s. The German scholar Nord was one of the
followers of the functionalist approach which relies on the function of the
language. She summarized this theory in her book (1997). This book was a
good description for the functionalist approach for English language
speakers. She also proposed her two terms in that book, documentary and
instrumental translation under the claim "goals serve as guidelines for
action.” With this claim Nord means to translate or interpret in a way that

makes your text serve the situation it occurs in or in the way you prefer the
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text to look, without insisting on having one perfect translation or

depending on a certain method for the whole text.

The book by Chesterman (1997) recalls how theories of translation
have been developed over years and centuries. Starting from literal
translation, how it was endowed as a result of holy texts and biblical
translations. When translators had the fear of committing heresy, and had to
respect the authority of the source texts, particularly those which were used
for worship reasons. Chesterman (1997) supports this claim by mentioning
quotations from the Middle Ages and the twelfth century, from different
translators who prefer to over translate and be suspicious rather than having
the license of freedom in translation. That claim was the inspiration for
many different contemporary theories, which had the argument of free
versus literal translation. Therefore, many scholars were motivated to
produce different theories hovering around this theme of literal versus free,
but with different manifestations and terms and over different periods of
time. That shaped the dominant field in the literature of translation theory,

like the theories by Newmark, Nida, House, Nord and Gutt.

Chesterman (1997) indicates the rise of this meme to the way biblical
translations were done when they focused on the form to maintain the
source text’s authority. It was moved to different kinds of texts, like
philosophical and scientific texts that started to pay attention to the form of
the ST in order to be faithful to the original work in the seventeenth

century.
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The book by Gambier (2009) sheds light on the synonymous pairs of
terms of translation studies which belong to similar conceptual domains,
for example, documentary versus instrumental, overt versus covert and
direct versus indirect. Gambier mentions the desire of Shuttleworth and
Cowie (1997) to reduce the number of terms in their dictionary to a
minimum. Furthermore, he mentions Chesterman’s review of Dictionary of
Translation Studies, where Chesterman (1997) mentions the semantic
overlap between covert and instrumental which attracts us to the conceptual
domains that miss terminological agreement. Moreover this cross reference
appears in instrumental-covert translations, and documentary-overt
translations. The scholars who introduced these methods refer to each
other. For example, Nord and House refer to each other, and Gutt (1989)

uses the term direct as a strong equivalent for overt. (p. 52)

Bowker (2009) investigates the duty of terminologists to
explore ”knowledge-rich contexts” by exploring the context that offers
information about the semantic relationship among concepts in a particular
field. His Ph.D. claims individuals can explore the context by looking at the
lexical patterns which reveal the semantic relationship among them. The
researcher also mentions the duty of terminologists in working on a
database which is used as a retrieval tool. This system is not applied yet
because of the different impacts by different languages on these patterns.
This dissertation is relevant to this study but the difference is that this thesis

looks for the semantic relationship among the Arabic translation terms to
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discover their relevance. While the Ph.D. research looks for a system to be
used as a retrieval system. The claim raised in this study as well is similar
to the claim raised in this thesis which is about having different meaning
indications for the translation terms when they are translated from English

into Arabic.

The book by Hassan (2011) focuses on the pragmatic aspects of
translation. Hassan sheds light on the different models of translation by
different scholars. He claims that all of these models have many things in
common. For example, literal and semantic translations focus on text form.
Hassan is also aware of the fact that Gutt (1991) was considering dynamic
and idiomatic translations as having a resemblance. In addition to all of
that, Hassan (2011) was aware of the resemblance between the terms as
used by Nord (1991) and House (1977). Nord’s difference between
documentary verses communicative has been utilized by House’s covert
and overt translation. Hassan (2011) claims that despite the diversity of so
many kinds of translation, they all depend on one conceptual core which is

equivalence.

The article by Chesterman (2013), argues that each hypothesis
should be tested and verified as widely as possible. Furthermore, it
examines if translation studies should have a standardized terminology or
not. In this paper, Chesterman believes in challenging the development of
translation theory by expanding the Eurocentric and the Western focus; in

order to offer different solution to the various trends in translation theory.
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He believes that despite the development of so many hypotheses over
different places, they should be assessed and evaluated according to
different cultures not only according to the place where they have been
produced. Moreover, he cites Pym (2011) and his hypothesis which claims
that so many different theories have appeared as a result of the problems in
the western culture, therefore they are all western focus. For example, Nida
came out with dynamic equivalence due to the American biblical concerns
to spread The Bible in different places all over the world. The Skopos
theory as well, was to raise the status and the academic value of translation
training in German universities. Additionally, Chesterman thinks that the
main reason for the development of these ideas, and for the stimulation of
translation corpus studies, is the increasing number of overseas students
studying linguistics and translation in the UK. This highlights the idea of

culture-specific translation methods.

Chesterman examines the context for the development of each
hypothesis in different places. He emphasizes that it is not a matter of place
or geographic virtue; whether this idea has come from the west or not. It is
a matter of influence. That is, the effect beyond a certain idea merges
around a particular approach and a group of scholars in a particular place or
country. For example, translation functionalism was developed in German

speaking countries, and translation universals were devolved in Finland.

When Chesterman discusses the possibility of producing

standardized terms, he mentions the lack of a standard accepted definition
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for translation, in addition to there not being a clear difference between

dialect and language.

In sum, Chesterman believes that, the problem of standardized
terminology is an ongoing problem which raises the issue of language
policy, institutional power and democracy (2013). Even if we have a
standardized terminology in one language the problem remains in its
translation into the TL, there may be two or more TL translation. For
example, the source language can be translated as s Jsiiall dallipr 4zl
Ja¥lor Luaall 42lll, Regardless of the so many glossaries available in this
field, nothing has been accepted as standard yet. Moreover, this study
raises the question of whether translation theories are culture-specific or

not?

Chesterman's study is relevant to this study in many aspects.
Chesterman is fully aware of the terminological overlap and the difficulty
of producing a standardized terminology. On the other hand, Chesterman’s
study does not focus on finding these standardized terms or looking for the
differences among these different terminologies, as this study does. He
looks instead at the reasons behind having many overlapping theories.
Chesterman's study as well, is aware of the terminological problem in other

languages rather than the original language which produced the term.

Heyderdin (2016) investigates the concept of method, specifically,
how this concept appears in different translation studies, as the solution for

different problems related to translation, within the descriptive translation
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studies. His article studies the concept of method, the way it was developed
over the different years of translation studies, and the core of the debate
which lies within this concept in order to be applied in the area of

translation training.

Heyderdin (2016) claims that in order to find a general developed
model of translation, common methods that can be applied in the different
environments of the translation training classroom should be found. He also
emphasizes the importance of translation methods, and their important role
in developing translators’ competence and the translation quality,
particularly in the global context. Heyderdin highlights the oldest usage of
the term “method” within the context of translation studies. Afterwards, it

was developed to literal translation versus free translation.

These two extremes have been defined along the different historical
eras and upon classical contributions to the field, based on being faithful to
the form, meaning and grammar of the ST or not. Thereby Jerome is
considered the first to introduce this dichotomy. According to Jerome the
idea of method is confined by these two extremes which are literal versus
free. The basic ground for the theory of translation in the 1990s, was
hovering around grading literality. This was done by creating the bilateral
dichotomies, such as Newmark’s communicative versus Semantic
translation (1981), ‘documentary’ versus ‘instrumental’ translation (Nord,
1991), ‘overt’ versus ‘covert’ translation (House 1981, 1997), and Gutt’s

direct versus indirect translation (1989) amongst others.



21

Heyderdin thinks that the term “method” has developed over
different eras of translation, by being substituted for translation pairs such
as direct and indirect. Heyderdin discusses the many different terms which
are considered as translation methods, by asking the question whether
having these methods is a natural shift or a solution for the problem.
According to Catford it is a structural shift which Heyderdin does not agree
with. In his opinion it is “a mere method in terms of the nature of their
individual dependences”. Jaaskelainen (1993) believes that applying the
rules depends on the situation when translating. While Heyderdin believes
that such confusion among these terms and the problems associated with
them, is because of the lack of certainty in defining and locating the

methods.

Heyderdin discusses the terminological confusion related to the word
method, which means finding solutions for a certain problem. This
terminological confusion is manifested in the words, methods, tactics,
plans, rules, processes, and methods. Therefore, Chesterman in his book
used the word memes to overcome this confusion. Heyderdin suggests
different alternatives for the term method used by different scholars. These
are tactics, methods and procedure. He compared them to see whether they
will carry the same function and meaning or not. On the other hand, this
research compares different methods and their Arabic equivalents. At the
end of his article Heyderdin suggests different activities to be applied in

class for translation training starting with the most traditional ones to the
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most modern ad-hoc ones. This is done in order to facilitate the process of
translation training. The researcher also recommends that more specific
research is done for the benefit of finding new paths for translation and
translation teaching instead of keeping to one approach. In this way this
thesis might be significant for translation students and translation training.
This is because, firstly, it will ease the process of applying theory to the
process of translation. Secondly, it will help the student to understand the
exact differences between the overlapping methods. And additionally, it
will open the path of research to find different solutions for the

meaningless Arabic equivalents.

The difference between Heyderdin’s paper and this is that,
Heyderdin is looking for the reasons behind having these overlapping
methods. He also believes that these terms are the natural development for
the definition of the term method. Moreover he discusses this problem in
order to apply these methods in translation training. In contrast, this thesis
examines the differences between these overlapping methods and their
Arabic equivalents to figure out whether these methods stay meaningful if

they are translated into Arabic.
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Chapter Three
Defining and Contrasting the Methods
3.1 Introduction:

To answer the main question of this thesis, whether the translated
terms of the English methods would carry the same meaning as they do in
English, we need to figure out the extent to which the meanings of
apparently distinct translation methods converge or diverge. If the
similarities are greater than the differences, is there any possibility to
reduce the number of these terms in order to simplify translation theory and

make it more applicable by practitioners of translation.

The first part of this chapter examines literal translation, semantic
translation, overt translation, direct translation and documentary
translation. All of these methods are loyal to the ST and to the author. The
aforementioned methods are discussed separately by eliciting their features,

and focus. Then they are compared, to detect the differences between them.

For example, one of the methods that needs to be examined in this
thesis is semantic versus communicative translation. These two terms
appeared as Newmark’s treatment for literal and free translation. Hatim
(1997) is convinced that these two terms have appeared in different
translation theories, in different guises and names. This thesis agrees with
this suggestion. I think the heart of the debate for having all of these terms

is to what extent the ST is changed in the process of translation. According
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to Hatim (1997) this is related to whether the ST is designed for the

audience within the SC or for a wider audience.

The second part of this chapter will examine the features and the
characteristics of communicative translation, indirect translation, overt
translation, instrumental, and free translation. They will be also discussed
separately and compared. It should be noted that examining these
translation methods separately will help discover their aspects and features
to consider their Arabic translation as terms which is the scope of chapter

four.

Throughout an example from Gutt’s (1989) PhD thesis will be
translated according to each of these methods and the results will be

compared.

3.2 Literal Translation:

Literal translation is linguistically defined as a translation made on a
lower than sufficient level to that which is required. Its aim is to convey the
content of the ST unchanged while preserving TL norms (Barkhudarov,

1969).

Catford (1965) claims that the starting point of literal translation is
word for word translation. His definition for literal translation is built on
the unit of translation and on matching the TL’s grammar. The result of the

translation may show group-group or clause-clause equivalence.
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Many modern translation studies scholars do not consider literal
translation as an appropriate translational method. For example, Nida
(1964) claims that there is no absolute correspondence between languages
since there is no exact match between two languages in structure and
meaning. Therefore, there is no absolute translation. Not far from Nida,
Chukovsky (1996) opposed literal translation as it distorts the meaning of
the original. This thesis agrees with Chukovsky as literal translation
sometimes misrepresents the source text, particularly in practical life
interpretation. On the other hand, sometimes literal translation becomes the
only refuge for legal and religious texts. That is why it was found to be
instrumental in preserving literature, especially those texts which must be

accurately translated (Newmark, 1981, p. 38).

Literal translation was used recently used in translation training, to
gain more access to the TL structure, as well as translating technical texts
(Newmark, 1981). Literal translation is also a good starting step for
translating difficult technical texts in order to digest and comprehend the

meaning of the ST.

To summarize, literal translation has the following characteristics:

o It keeps the content, the meaning and the unit of the ST unchanged,

as much as the TT allows.

o ST has to be accurately translated

o The meaning of the ST is always distorted as it translates the ST out
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of its context.
o Loyalty is paid to the source language norms, not to the author.

Gutt (1989) used many examples in his PhD dissertation to explain
Relevance Theory and his methods of direct and indirect translation. One of
these examples is used to explain the different methods of translation used
in this thesis. The example will be translated into Arabic by using the
features of literal translation mentioned above. (This example will be

abbreviated as example 1)

Source text: "Thus we see that the fact that Jesus is called 'Jesus of
Nazareth' 1s no reason to be embarrassed. Rather, as we have seen, God
brought him there in a number of steps, each of which he himself directed,
beginning, as our belief demands, in Bethlehem, and culminating in

Nazareth."

JMMM"EFN\W"AW@*\Qu\h&&u\d}hﬂﬁ \l@J}"
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The text was translated using the features of literal translation.
Firstly, it tried to keep the ST order, meaning and unit as much as the TL

allows. For example:

1. God brought him there in a number of steps is translated as: 4> 4l

<l ghd 3aay &lla, The appropriate translation according to Arabic
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syntax is <l sha iy dllia ) 4ls a5 the verb is usually preferred to be
before the subject, in order to make it far from the English syntax.
Loyalty in literal translation is paid to the SL norms and structure.
That’s why the translation tried to stick to the SL structure as much

as the TL allows; for this reason, the TT looks awkward.

2. legas4andn e e saal s US ‘each of which he himself directed’ is better
to be translated as 4wl s legaslgiatanly JS according to the Arabic

syntax.

3. The size and the unit of the paragraph are saved by producing a
similar size paragraph. Word choice in this translation is neutral as
literal translation does not pay attention to the context, thus we used

the word (-~ instead of & s or a2kl dile une L,
3.3 Semantic Translation:

Newmark (1981) defines semantic translation as an attempt to
preserve as much of the semantic and the syntactic structure of the ST as
the TL allows, as well as the exact contextual meaning of the original.
Semantic translation preserves the original culture and only helps the
reader in some essential connotations. It is concentrated and detailed at the
same time; it focuses on the message and the thoughts rather than the form;
thus, it can be quite complex and awkward. Semantic translation over
translates by giving more specific details than the original to include all the

possible meanings. This does not mean it ignores the equivalent effect,
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which aims to achieve the same effect on the target reader, as the one which

was produced on the ST reader (Newmark, 1981).

According to Vinay and Darblenet (1976), semantic translation
always complies with the usually accepted syntactic equivalent. Newmark
(1981) also highlights that any deviation from source language stylistic
norms would be reflected in an equally wide deviation from TL norms. The
problem is that it is not always easy to formulate that deviation in the TT.
For example, if the sentence in the source language is complex because of a
certain type of a literary text, or maybe the author has chosen to have
complex sentences in his work, the translation may compromise this for the
norms of the language and the writer, by reducing the sentence in one way
or another. However, if the translator was confused, he or she should
choose the writer not the language because semantic translation favors the
author over the language (Newmark, 1981). This might be the reason for
having many concrete translation theories, which are similar in content, to

help the translator reflect the author’s style in the TT.

Semantic translation is inferior to the source text; that is why it
sometimes contains a loss of meaning. It deals with the transmitter of the
message as an individual, and the message in the text as one concrete unit.
Therefore it 1s an objective process which does not deal with the pragmatic
meaning of the message. The translation should preserve the figurative
language of the original; it is more idiosyncratic and sensitive. Usually

sentence length, clauses and word position are saved unless the differences
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in the norms of the two languages are extensive. It is addressed to one
reader, who is the only reader intended by the ST writer. When the
language of the speaker is as important as the content, original expressions
should be rendered by semantic translation regardless of the text type

(Newmark, 1981).

In brief, following the discussion above, semantic translation is a

process which:

o Uses the bare syntactic and semantic constrains of the TL, to reflect

any deviation in the ST in the TT.

° Preserves as much of the ST semantic, syntactic structure, cultural
influences, content, details and context as the TL allows since

fidelity is more important than good language.

o Has no cultural adaptation, it just gives the reader essential
connotations, since the task of the reader is to understand the

author’s meaning.

o Targets the same kind of readers in the TL.

o Keeps the equivalent effect; it focuses on transferring the exact
meaning of the author to the reader, rather than producing an easy

text for the reader.

Example 1 by Gutt (1989) will be translated again, using the features

of semantic translation mentioned above.
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Semantic translation is more concrete and detailed than literal
translation. The main difference between them is preserving the context of
the source text. As the example we are translating is already detached from
its context, the translation of this text using semantic translation will be the

same as using literal translation.

The syntax, semantics and even the choice of words of the ST were
preserved during the translation process. The words were very attached to
the ST by reflecting the bare syntactic and semantic constraints of the TL in

order to preserve the author’s tone.

If semantic translation does not require cultural adaptation and gives
the reader essential connotations only, how will the context be preserved
without cultural adaptation? As culture is supposed to be part of the
context. This illustrates that each method of translation is produced for
certain reasons and for certain texts and does not apply to all texts. For
example, Semantic translation takes place when the intimate flavor of the
ST should be preserved, to preserve the author’s idiolects as in
autobiographies. Or for texts which have communicative purposes

(Newmark, 1981).
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3.4 Overt Translation:

House (1977), the founder of the methods of ‘overt’ and ‘covert’
translation, defines overt translation as a mode of translation which does
not need to be seen as an original text in the TL. According to her (1992),
“the addressees of the translated text are quite ‘overtly’ not being directly
addressed” (p. 66). The translation is very much concerned with the source
text’s cultural and historical context, as in the translation of literary and
historical works, which seek to preserve the characteristics and cultural
bounds of the original texts. According to overt translation, the translator
should achieve an equivalent at the level of language, genre and register.
The translator cannot exactly produce the same ST function in the TL since
the two languages’ origins and the individual function of the two texts
differ significantly. Therefore the translator is only translating the linguistic
units of the ST without any attempt to find a cultural equivalent. (House,

1977)

Furthermore, in her book (2015), House notes that in overt
translation the ST is produced for a specific audience in a unique context.
Therefore, the translator might look for a second level functional equivalent
in the TT to make the function of the ST more obvious to the target
language reader (TLR). In this way, the TLR will have more access to the

ST because they are already aware that they are reading a translation.

House (2015) also discusses the sensitivity of overt translation,

particularly in texts which have an important status in the source language
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and culture. The translator must try to keep the translation intact by giving
the exact meaning and the necessary transfer to the TL. Thus finding the
required equivalent is more difficult for the translator because he or she is
conflicted between the preservation of the language and alteration for the

source meaning.

The ST is produced for its society and culture, while also being of
human interest and “independent of source language origin.” It is also
valuable in the ST community and other communities; therefore producing
“a strict functional equivalent” is impossible via overt translation (House,
1977). One example of this is translating a historical document for an
important event in the source’s context. At first glance this task might seem
easy for the translator, but the problem arises when the translator faces a
dialectal issue which is related to that historical period or event. In this
instance, the problem of topicalization arises in overt translation, where
cultural specificity and uniqueness are more important than providing
language user dimensions (House, 2015). After the translator analyzes the
ST, and depending on the dimensional schemes (which are the language
users and use, and their linguistic equivalents in the TL), the translator

works to a TT which has the same dimensions in the TL (House, 1981).
In summary:

° Overt translation does not aim at producing an original text in the

TL.
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° It is very much concerned with preserving the ST culture, historical

context and discourse world.

° The translator tries to make the ST function more obvious to the
target reader, by achieving second level functional equivalence, at

the level of language, genre and register.

° Translators work at achieving the same dimensional scheme
(language users, the language use and their linguistic equivalents) in

the TT as 1s in the ST.

° Overt translation results in an unnecessarily detailed new text, by
producing excess meaning when compared to the ST (i.e. it focuses

on the information rather than the communication).

Example 1 used by Gutt (1989) is going to be translated again

according to the features of overt translation mentioned above.

Dol s Cud M3 pualill pwe™ O ey (o O Alia ) (50 Ll 1agd "
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Preserving the ST culture, historic context, discourse world and
information was done by preserving the word order of the ST without
changing any of its information. This was done because it is not always
easy for the translator to know the context of the ST. For instance, the ST is

intended for a Christian culture as it talks about Jesus. Thus the context and
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its world discourse might be the history of Christianity and its culture as it

appears in the ST.

To translate overtly, the translator does not have the right to predict
anything about the ST because its function has to be preserved and the
reader has to get access to the ST as it is. That is why the translated text is
not different from the previous translated texts according to literal and
semantic translation. The main difference between the previously
mentioned semantic and literal methods from overt translation is preserving
second level functional equivalence in the translation. For example, the
reader of a text translated using overt translation should know that the text
1s a translation. But the source function cannot be achieved because the
structure of the ST 1is preserved; instead second level functional

equivalence is achieved.

3.5 Direct Translation:

Direct translation and indirect translation are the two contrasting
methods of translation found by Gutt (1989) as instances of interlingual
interpretive use. They appear in Hatim's book (2013). Their differences will
become apparent when the methods and definition of each case are
examined. Additionally, the importance of relevance and interpretation (i.e.
contextual factors) and their functions in both direct and indirect translation

will be discussed.

Direct translation coincides with the notion that translation must
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communicate the same meaning and stylistic affect as the original text
when presented in direct speech (Gutt, 1989). Direct translation is
dependent on several linguistic factors in the original text. These linguistic
factors include the use of syntax (word structure), semantics (meaning in
language), and lexicon (vocabulary and knowledge of the
language).Therefore, it is safe to say that direct translation provides a more
fixed concept of translation. Furthermore, it is a concept that is suited to

sustaining all linguistic features of the original form (Gutt, 1989).

There is no doubt that the notion of communicative clues is always
associated with direct translation. According to Gutt (1998) communicative
clues are the properties included in the author’s text to lead the reader to the
intended interpretation of the text. Gutt (1998) clarifies that these
communicative clues are not fundamental for a relevant theoretical account
of translation. Communicative clues can be found in two places in the
original text, and in the TT which is intended for a certain audience.
Translating the communicative clues which were indecently used by the
author might be problematic because the target audience might not have
enough background about the source text’s environment and information.
Then producing the author’s communicative clues would take a lot of
assimilation effort from the target reader which would lead to
misinterpretation of both texts. Therefore, Gutt suggests not to use

communicative clues when translating.

With direct translation, there is a tendency to encounter a problem of
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mistranslation. This mistranslation is a language defect which still
preserves the context and subject matter, hence why direct translation is

subject to restrictions when translating non-literal speech (Gutt, 1981).

According to Gutt (1989) to consider an utterance in the TL as a
direct translation depends on the translator’s interpretation of the original.
Interpreting this is done by sharing all the communicative clues in the ST,
assessing the cognitive environment of the original communicator and
verifying that they completely resemble the original interpretation of ST.
This is not done according to the TT’s linguistic resemblance with the
source language, as languages do not match in their linguistic properties.

Otherwise the result would not be a translation but an actual quote.

Gutt (1989) claims that preserving one function to achieve functional
equivalent translation, as covert translation does, is not always successful
since preserving one function causes the distortion of another function.
This would make the translation nonequivalent in regard to other functions.
As Vermeer and Reiss (1984) emphasize, having an adequate equivalent
does not assure an adequate translation. Hence why Gutt developed direct

and indirect translation.

To summarize direct translation has the following features:

° It reflects the same meaning and the same stylistic effect as the

original.

° It depends on the interpretive use of the translator for the original
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communicative clues of the ST.

° It does not preserve one function with the original as that causes the

lack of equivalence with other functions.

These features will be applied to the translation of example 1:
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First of all, the syntax and the semantics of the ST are preserved by

keeping the order of the ST words as much as the TL allows. For example,

“Thus we see that the fact that Jesus is called 'Jesus of Nazareth' is no

reason to be embarrassed” was translated like this:
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This 1s more appropriate and readable.

To translate according to direct translation the syntax and the
semantics should be preserved. The only way to preserve the syntax in the
example is by preserving the ST order, otherwise the text will be more of
an indirect translation. At the same time direct translation depends on the

translator's interpretation of the functional meaning of the source text, by
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not depending only on the linguistic interpretation. How the translator will
translate the text in his own interpretation while preserving the ST syntax
and semantics at the same time. This adds a new defect to the theories
related to instructions while ignoring their application. If the translator is
interpreting the translation according to his own cognitive interpretation

she could be seen to be paraphrasing rather than translating.

3.6 Documentary Translation:

Nord (1991) introduced her translation typology as an elaborated

version of House’s and Reiss’s, depending on the function of the TT.

Documentary translation is the translation which documents the
“source culture” for the TLR. It documents a past communication between
the author and the ST reader. The target reader is only an observer of that
past communication. Therefore, many aspects of the ST are just reproduced

without any attempt to change any of them in the TL context (Nord, 1991).

Documentary translation is like producing a text in the TL about the
ST or about one or more aspects of the ST. It is documentary because it
changes the communicative function of the source text, as there is no direct
contact or communicative interaction between the author and the target

readers (Nord, 1997).

Documentary translation consists of four forms; interlinear or word

for word translation, literal translation, philological translation and exotic
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translation. All of them pay attention to the different aspects of the ST
(Nord, 2001).

When the translation focuses on the syntax, morphology or on the
lexical features, it is an interlinear or word for word translation. This type
of translation occurs when the aim is to show the “structural features of one
language by means of another”, or to reproduce the source language

system, as in comparative linguistics or in language encyclopedias.

If the translator wants to reproduce the source language form, by the
lexical units of source text, the syntactic structure and vocabulary norms of
TL, he or she has to opt for literal translation. For example, this is done in
the translation of quotations of news text, reported speeches of foreign
politicians in newspaper articles, literary quotations in scholarly literature
and intercultural studies for the languages which are not familiar to the

reader (Nord, 2001).

When the translation is more literary, with an explanation for some
ambiguities in a footnote or glossary, it reproduces the ST form, content
and syntactical units. The translator may use philological translation, as in
the translation of Greek and Latin classics, Bible translation or for the

translation of a distant culture.

Exotic translation is the fourth form of documentary translation. It is
when the translator wants to translate modern literary works by

reproducing the ST form, content and situation, by preserving the textual
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units of the ST without changing the source culture (SC) of the fictional
work. In this case it appears as a strange culture for the target audience.
What is familiar for the ST audience is new information about the source

culture, therefore it won’t have the same function. (Nord, 2001)

Opting for documentary translation should be determined by the
skopos (aim) of the TT. For example, the translator might think that
documentary translation is the best for translating an opinion in the ST for a
journal which requires the translator’s fidelity and loyalty. The translator
should look at his target audience and achieve an equifunctional
instrumental translation to meet the aims of the TT. Analyzing the ST
structure and meaning is one of the essential tasks for the translator to make

him/her able to know what to keep and what to change (Schéffner, 2002).

The four types of documentary translation focus on producing a TT
which keeps the ST syntax and wording as much as the TL allows. They
are all literal translation but with different subsets for different text types.
For example, to include footnotes not, or to translate modern literature or
old Greek literary works. In the end the translator will opt for literal
translation for all these types of texts in order to preserve the original
features of the ST. Therefore the translation of the example this thesis has
been using will not differ from the previous translations, as literal

translation is the main type of documentary translation
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After examining each translation method separately, the features of these methods are illustrated in the following table:

ST details: may
cause
misinterpretatio
ns

rather than communication
especially when it’s difficult
to find cultural equivalence,
then the translator translates
the linguistic units without
finding cultural equivalence

important than the language

choosing any of them
depends on the aim of
the TT.

Direct Overt Semantic Documentary Literal
Same ST Not an original text in the TL, | Use the bare syntactic and | It changes the | Convey as much
meaning the TR has more access to the | semantic constrains of the TL to | communicative function | meaning  from

ST and its original function reproduce the precise contextual | of the ST to the aim of | the ST to the TL
meaning of the author the translation. as structure and
syntax allow
Same ST The translator has a minimal | Preserve as much of the ST |It documents the SC for | It translates the
stylistic effect. | right to change the fabric and | syntax and semantics as the TL | the TLR. ST out of its
the function of the ST allows context
Maximal Same ST language | Preserves the ST culture, it gives | The TR is only an
reproduction for | dimensions in the TT: | the reader essential connotations | observer for a past
ST content language users, language use | only communication between
ad their linguistic correlates the author and the ST
reader
Preserve ST Specific, it produces more | Focuses on the content and the | Many aspects of the ST
linguistic details than the ST message not the form are  just transferred
factors without any change.
Very specific to | The focus is on information | Its specific, the meaning is more | It includes four forms
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Cultural specificity is more

important  than  providing
language users dimensions
like  translating  political
speeches.

Fidelity to the ST 1is prioritized
over good language

The translator needs to
analyze the ST structure
and meaning to know
what to keep and what to
change.

It preserves ST historical and
cultural context and
characteristics

Any deviation in the SL norms
should be reflected in the
translation

The function of the TT differs
from the ST.

Objective. Very close to ST
collocation and structure

The TR is the same type of SR

Important statements should be
preserved as closer to the ST
structure regardless of the effect
on the TR

No cultural adaptation, the duty
of the reader is to get the
author’s meaning

Respect the context of the ST

It depends on the text type and
the ST meaning not the reader
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The method of CA will be applied to the features of the five
translation methods mentioned above, to see where they are same, where

they overlap and where they differ.
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Feature

Direct

Overt

Semantic

Documentary

Literal

Convey as much of the ST meaning as possible

_|_

+

+

Maximum reproduction for ST content and style

+ |+

+ |+

Achieve linguistic equivalence (syntactic equivalence)

Objective, very specific to ST details

May cause misinterpretation

TR knows it’s a translation

|+ |+

|4+

|||+

|+ +

|+ +

TR has access to ST function

Same ST language dimension language users, the language
use and their linguistic equivalents.

+

Focus on information more than communication

_'.

Culture specificity. No cultural adaptation

+

Preserves ST context and characteristics

The function of the ST differs from that of the TT

+

Loyalty is more to author

||+ +

Loyalty is more to SL norms

|+ ||+

Gives the reader essential connotations only

+ [+

Meaning and loyalty to ST is more important than language

|+ ||

Achieve equivalent effect

Any deviation from SL norms should be reflected in the TT

+

Change the communicative function of the ST

|||+

+ |+ 4]+

|+ |+ +

+

+ [+

The Skopos of the translation decides its translation
method.

+




45

The table above proves the existence of overlap between the
different methods mentioned. For example, the five methods focus on
information more than communication. They try to reproduce the ST
content and semantic meaning as much as they can. Firstly, overt
translation tries to convey the meaning and content of the source text, since
the translator has a minimal right to change the function, the fabric and the
language dimension of the ST. Documentary translation also tries to convey
the ST meaning and content as much as possible by transferring many
aspects in the ST without changing them. Overt translation also produces
the same stylistic effect of the ST by preserving its language dimensions.

The linguistic correlates of the ST include its stylistic effects as well.

Documentary translation documents the ST for the TR since he or
she is only an observer of the past communication between the author and
the STR. So the translator tries to keep as many of the ST’s stylistic

characteristics as possible to show them to the TR.

Overt and direct translation may cause misinterpretation, because
they are very specific. Sometimes they over-translate by reflecting every
single detail. They are also very attached to ST syntax, semantics and
linguistic corollaries. Overt translation focuses on the information rather
than the communication. Therefore, the TR may have a problem digesting

the ST meaning and its new information.

Semantic translation is the same; it may cause misinterpretation since

it is very attached to the ST structure, syntax, culture and to the meaning of
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the author. It also gives the TR essential connotations only. Thus, the TR
may not understand the text or may understand it in a different way.
Documentary translation also causes misinterpretation for the TR, because
the TR 1is supposed to be only an observer for a past communication
between the author and the STR. Literal translation causes
misinterpretation too, detaching the ST from its context. In the five types of
translation, the TR knows that he or she is reading a translation, since the
TR has access to the ST and an awareness of the translator’s high degree of
fidelity to the ST. The TR for documentary translation has access to the ST,
but he’s only an observer in viewing the authentic communication in the
ST. The TR can thus access the ST function. In contrast, the TR of literal
translation has no access to the ST, because it might be not clear enough for
the TR when it is translated out of the ST context. Additionally, the
translator of the literal translation might change the ST function without
being aware that by translating out of the ST context the TR will lose out
on the ST fidelity. The translator of direct and semantic translation has a
minimal right to change the ST function; because its main focus is to keep
the ST stylistic factors, content and linguistics, as well as, fidelity to the ST
function. On the other hand, documentary translation changes the
communicative function of the ST, because there is no direct or indirect
communication between the author and the TR. Direct translation focuses
on the ST details, prioritizing the ST culture is one of the most important

details which preserves the traits of the ST.
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Although these five methods have many similarities, they still have
slight and subtle differences. For example, literal translation might overlap,
but when you go further into its aspects, it does not. It does not preserve the
ST context, and if the context is not preserved, the meaning function and
effect of the ST, and the meaning of the author will not be reflected in the
translation. This is the main difference between literal translation and

direct, overt and documentary translation.

The basic difference between semantic and literal translation is that
semantic translation respects the context of the ST while literal translation
does not (Newmark, 1981). Loyalty to the author of the ST (i.e.
maintaining the true message of the text) also plays a major role in
differentiating between both terms. In semantic translation loyalty is paid to
the author while in literal translation loyalty is paid to the source language

norms (Newmark, 1981, p. 63).

Direct and overt translations are similar. The main difference
between them is that overt translation is the only type which aims at
achieving second level functional equivalence by paying the most attention
to the reader and keeping the ST function only, rather than any other
aspects of the ST. In contrast, direct translation depends on the Relevance
Theory, and tries to make the translation as relevant to the target reader as

possible, by not only focusing on the function.

Direct and semantic translations are the same except with regard to

loyalty to SL norms. Semantic translation prioritizes the author rather than
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the SL norms, while direct translation prioritizes SL norms rather than the

meaning of the author.

Direct and documentary translations have many similarities. The
major difference is that documentary translation considers the aim of the
translation as the most important aspect which has to be taken in
consideration, rather than the function or the effect. Still, it is sometimes
hard to distinguish between the aim of the translation and its function or
effect. For example, in advertising the aim is to promote a product; this is
only obtainable through changing the TR’s perception or mental
representation about how reality should be. So, promoting a product is
never achievable except through changing mental representation. So both,

to me, look very much like each other.

Overt and semantic translations only differ in that overt wants to
achieve second level functional equivalence while semantic translation
doesn’t. Furthermore, semantic translation prefers the author over the SL

norms, while overt favors SL norms.

Overt translation wants to achieve second level functional
equivalence which is considered as the main difference between overt

translation and semantic, direct and documentary translation.

Second level functional equivalence is achieved when the same
function of the ST is produced for the TR, without making it closer to the

TR’s culture. Because, the TR would not understand the TT in the same
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way the SR understood it. But, when it comes to the text itself the same text
would be produced if it was translated according to direct, semantic or

documentary translation.

The main difference between semantic and documentary translation
is that documentary translation does not reflect ST language dimensions,
while semantic translation does. Additionally, documentary translation

focuses on the aim of the translation while semantic focuses on the author

of the ST.

After clarifying the similarities and the differences among these
methods, it was clear that the difference in each method was in favor of the
author, the reader, the aim of the translation, the function of the translation,
the context of the ST or the translation’s relevance to the audience. The
differences in these methods were created in order to resolve the problem
of creating one comprehensive model and to end the hesitation about which
translation should dominate: literal or free translation, beautiful or faithful

translation, the author or the reader, the source language or the TL.

The four scholars who created these methods were aware of the fact
that their methods might overlap. Therefore, they clarified how each
method is unique in one aspect which is absent in other theories. For
example, semantic translation by Newmark (1981) arose to fill the gap of
literal translation ignoring context. While direct translation by Gutt (1989)
depended on Relevance Theory and the interpretive use of language to fill

the gap of House’s (1977) overt translation which focuses on translation
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quality assessment and functional equivalence. Finally, documentary
translation, by Nord (1991), depends on Skopos theory to determine the
goal of the translation. All of them sought to reach a well-developed model
that would work in the translation needs of many types of texts. But as this
thesis seeks to prove the overlap among these methods, it reached to the
fact that there is no comprehensive model that covers all aspects of
translation, working across all type of texts. Instead, each effectively covers

only one aspect and ignores the rest.

Furthermore, when it comes to application, the aspects of each
method are even more complicated than the process of translation itself.
For example, House (1986) used the term “language dimensions” to refer
to the language users, language use, linguistic corollaries and equivalents.
When translating overtly, the translator tries to reflect ST language
dimensions in the translation House (1977). Respecting the context of the
ST means transferring these language dimensions, since context consists of
both these dimensions and those used in semantic translation as well. Thus
the translator starts wondering if these methods are applicable to facilitate
the translation process or even make it worse. Semantic translation focuses
on the context Newmark (1981), but if the context of the ST was not
available, the translator would only have the source text. Overt translation
wants to produce a functional equivalent House (1977). But it’s even more
difficult for the translator to define functional equivalence. Also it’s not

possible to focus on one function and ignore other functions and measure
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the quality of the translation by depending only on its functional
equivalent. It looks very strict and reflects how House is affected by the
strict German culture. Indirect translation wants the text to be relevant to
the target audience (Gutt, 1991), but it can also be relevant by preserving
the function. Documentary translation focuses on the goal of translation
Nord (1991), and instead of adding a new thing it gathers the four methods
in one form. In the end, the function, relevance and goal of translation
without ignoring the context are all related. It’s not beneficial to have a
separate model for each of them, a comprehensive model would be of more
benefit instead. Additionally, the scholars who found these methods applied
them to certain types of text, like advertisements and tourist booklets since
the function and the effect required from these texts is clear. They did not

apply these models to a variety of texts.

The ST has to be translated according to TL structure. When the
translator is asked to translate according to the features of the five methods,
he may find that some of these features are theoretical and insignificant in
the translation process. For example, how will he or she reflect the ST’s
function or aim when the translator does not know its context and has to be
very loyal to the ST’s syntax. Then again he might start thinking of the
difference between the aim and the function of the translation and the same

problem of the methods overlapping will arise again.

In addition to the theorists’ recognition of the differences and

similarities among their methods, their results are different when it comes
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to application. All of the translation methods mentioned above treat the
translated paragraph in the same way as they all want to preserve the ST
syntax, word structure, order, style, fidelity to author, information and ST
context. Even if the main difference between literal translation and other
methods is preserving the context of the source text, sometimes, the
translator 1s asked to translate a ST without context. That is why the TT
does not differ when translated using literal translation or any other
equivalent translation methods. On the other hand, sometimes translating
literally might produce an awkward translated text, since translating
literally does not depend on interpreting the ST or understanding it; it just
deals with words. When the same example was translated depending on the
five translation methods mentioned above, the result was the same for all.
When it was translated literally the word order and the structure of the
translated text were highly affected, since literal translation ignores the
context and is very attached to source language norms as in: ¢« 4l &
3 palill owwe. On the other hand the same elements were affected when
translating the text according to the rest of the methods, as they all want to
preserve context, function, goal, elements of the source text, the historical
culture and the order of the source text. The only resort for the translator to
achieve that is the structure, the grammar, the word order, and the choice of
word in the translated text, then the same elements were affected again
since context is absent and the same elements will be targeted again as they
are the things the translator can work on translating, as in e «lla als A

L@.@A_}Mﬁ.})&?@n'&h\}ds‘i}au\.
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The most difficult part when applying these methods to the example
mentioned above was when I tried to highlight the difference in each
method in the translation. For instance, to translate covertly I had to focus
on the functional equivalence of the ST and produce it in the translation.
However, the only choice I had was the choice of words in order to save the
function of the text. But that was not the main problem, after dealing with
direct translation; I had to address Relevance Theory in order to make the
translation relevant to the target audience. And I had the same problem for
documentary translation when I had to translate the text according to its
aim the difference between the function and the aim was not clear. If [ want
the audience to react to something when reading the translation, I can
change the words only in order to produce certain functions on the
audience. For example, the illocutionary function of ‘turn on the light’ is to
give the reader an order to do an action. So the aim or the goal is turning on
the light and the function is also the same. That leads to the conclusion that
function and goal can sometimes be the same in some kinds of texts. On the
other hand, if I want to make the translation relevant to the reader, I also
have to choose words that are close to the target reader in order to fulfill the
function or the “aim” of the text. Then again the three of them lead to the
same result and same action which is turning the light on. Furthermore, the
function or the aim can be clear in certain types of texts only. For instance,
those texts which have orders, or want the reader to react toward something
like advertisements and tourism brochures. That’s why the scholars who

found these methods applied them on these kinds of text. But if the text was
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declarative or history or literature, how will that difference be clear?
Therefore the main differences between these methods are just theoretical

and have no significant consequences on application.

The other five overlapping translation methods are free, covert,
communicative, indirect and instrumental translation. They will be defined
and discussed separately in the following part. They all have redundant and
mutual aspects; as they all aim at producing a readable, natural TT which
satisfies the target reader. Additionally, the example mentioned in the
previous chapter will be translated again according to each method
separately. After that, the characteristics of the methods will be summarized
and compared in order to determine whether they are similar or not, and if

not what are the differences between them.

3.7 Free translation:

As it appears in Shuttleworth and Cowie (1997), free translation is
defined as the TL oriented type of translation which focuses on producing
natural acceptable readable text, rather than preserving the ST wording.
According to Barkhudarove (1969) free translation preserves the content
while also preserving the TL norms. Regarding the unit of translation, free
translation is unbounded; it can be anything up to the sentence level or
more. Even if the content of the ST can be reproduced satisfactorily on the
level of the word, the translator has more flexibility when translating freely
because with free translation, the translator can diverge from the ST by

producing a text according to how he or she understands the ST or
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according to the reason of the translation (Blanchot, 1990). Free translation
aims to preserve the ST’s content unchanged, but preserving TL norms is
the most important priority. It is loose; that is the translator has more
choices as she or he can move further away from the ST and produce a

smaller or a larger unit of translation.

Example 1 will be translated according to the features of free

translation mentioned above.

LqSuﬂhu.uSudameﬁFU\Guw(eM\qh)wmwu\ﬁjm cade ¢
sdall ol LS faie dlgrien Lo ol 8 Jal e sae o ollia ) a0 3 ad dila Wl

.Bjmtﬂ\‘gg@ihj ceale"_\:\._a‘g‘W\

This translation implies several key features of free translation, for
instance the word choice and method of interpretation. As previously
stated, free translation is loose and the translator has the freedom to deviate
from the ST as much as they need to. This is clear through the choice of
words which are more relevant to Islamic culture like: 3l 4de e Also
the TT shows that the translator wants the text to be applicable to Muslim
culture by using a2udl 4de and the word 4dinstead of < lland (asal) Gl
instead of L, Additionally, the TT preserves the norms by staying loyal to
the grammar and the structure of the TL in order to look acceptable and

natural. For example, the sentence always begins with the verb as in:

&) ki of Sy

and using
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bl iz
instead of
byl e
and using

Sllia ) ole Jiu)

instead of
Sl ole dt) Al

This is understandable but not always preferable if the agent was not

defined.

3.8 Covert Translation:

Covert translation is one of the translation models that appear in

House’s (1977) model of translation quality assessment.

House (1977) defines covert translation as the translation which
enjoys the status of an original text in the target culture, while the target
audience does not know that they are reading a translated text. The
translator has to produce a TT which is relevant to the new audience as
much as it's relevant to the ST audience, by producing a functionally
equivalent text. The new translated text, which looks original in the TL,
applies to the TL culture, audience and norms by removing anything that
reminds the reader of the source text’s environment, origin and “language

use” and replacing it with applicable things in the target culture. It is not
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necessary to have the same audience and culture for the source and TT.
Each text might have its own readership therefore the ST does not have to
be attached to its cultural context. Doing that does not mean deviating from
the genre, function, linguistic and cultural framework of the source text.
Meanwhile the translator has to amend the text through utilizing a cultural

filter that may require fundamental adaptations of language and/or register.

Covert translation is of non-cultural link. Both texts have equal
interests, importance, aims and needs for both languages’ addressees.
Covert translation aims at producing situational dimensional equivalence
by producing a TT which is functionally similar to the source text. The text
function 1s realized by the situational dimensions of language users,
language use and their linguistic correlates. Thus the main aim of covert
translation is to achieve an equivalent TT in terms of the source text’s
function and context. It can apply if the stance of the author lacks clarity in

the TT by modifying the tenor and field.

Therefore, pragmatic equivalence is more important than the
semantic equivalence because it deals with the communicative function of

the text.

This definition by House (1977) has two contradictions. Firstly, if the
ST does not have to be attached to its cultural context, how will the
translator be able to not deviate from the source text’s cultural framework?
Secondly, as it is about pragmatics, and context is as significant, then how

the translation could be functional and non-cultural at the same time?
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Culture is background knowledge about conventions. Knowledge is a part
of context. Therefore culture is part of context. So it cannot be functional

and non-cultural at the same time.

Covert translation aims at achieving functional equivalence, but it is
not achieved easily because of the difference in the social background for
the source and the target audience. On the other hand, how will the
translator know whether his translation was functionally equivalent or not?
House’s model does not answer any of the evaluation questions between
the two texts; as the only measurement for the quality of the TT is the

comparison to the source text. (Gutt, 1989)

Gutt (1989) argues that maintaining the function of the ST is not
enough to make the translation functionally equivalent. For example,
preserving the flattery function in the translation for the tourist booklet may
make the translation inadequate to other functions. Gutt (1989) supports his
claim by referring to Vermeer and Reiss (1984), to show how serious the
problem of measuring the quality of translation by comparing it to the
function of the ST only or “functional equivalence” is. From the readers
point of view, all that they are looking for in a tourist booklet is relevant
information to them and to their plans, not functional equivalence.
Therefore having the same copy of the ST is not what is required for the
audience and might not be communicative for them. Therefore Gutt thinks

that depending on a purely relevant background is more significant than
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depending on theoretical concepts to discuss the similarities and differences

between the source and the TT (Gutt, 1989).

Covert translation is better for texts that are not enveloped by their
source’s cultural and historical context, such as advertisements, tourist’s
booklets, technical texts, company letters, UNICCO articles and journalism

(House, 1977).

To translate covertly, the translator has to analyze the ST according
to the dimensional scheme and the degree to which the ST isn’t compatible
with the TT’s dimensional scheme. This degree of incompatibility reflects
the inadequacy of the TT’s quality, and therefore this text is translated

covertly (House, 1981).

Covert translation is the only type of translation that aims to achieve
functional equivalence. Functional equivalence is not achieved easily
because of the differences in the social background of the source and the
target audience. Moreover, how will the translator know that his translation
was functionally equivalent or not? House’s model does not answer any of
the evaluation questions between the two texts. The only measurement for

the quality of the TT is the comparison to the ST (Gutt, 1989).

House (1986) claims functional equivalence is measuring the quality
of translation by comparing it to the function of the source text. However,
Gutt (1989) argues that maintaining the function of the ST is not enough to

make the translation functionally equivalent. For example, preserving the
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flattery function in the translation for a tourist booklet may make the
translation inadequate to other functions. Gutt (1989) supports his claim by
referring to Vermer and Reiss (1984) to show how serious the problem of

"functional equivalence" is.

From the reader’s point of view, all that they are looking for in a
tourist booklet is relevant information for them and their plans not for
functional equivalence. Therefore having the same copy of the STis not
what is required for the audience and might not be communicative for
them. Sometimes depending on a purely relevant background is more
significant than depending on theoretical concepts to discuss the
similarities and differences between the source and the TT, such as

equivalence or faithfulness (Gutt, 1989).

In brief, and following the discussion above, covert translation
produces a translated text which enjoys the status of an original text in the
TC, by removing anything that might remind the reader of the ST’s
environment and origin. It employs a cultural filter to achieve equivalent
function and context. It aims to reproduce the ST’s linguistic, cultural
framework, function and genre in the TT, without revealing the discourse
world of the ST to the TR, since the target audience might be different.
Covert translation takes place when the stance of the author lacks clarity in

the TT by modifying tenor, field and genre.

Example 1 will be translated again according to the features of covert

translation mentioned above:
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The translation addresses the target reader as an original text for
them and not a translation. “Cultural specificity” is related to this
translation because it takes the meaning of the culture into account when
translating by choosing the words which are related to Christianity like
using mesall and =W g swand <Y in addition to the word L instead of

(el Call,
3.9 Communicative translation:

Newmark (1981) defines communicative translation as a mode
which seeks to produce the same effect on the TLR as was produced by the
original on the source language reader by keeping the original function of
the source text. The main focus of communicative translation is the reader,
who is expected to read the translated text without any difficulties or

obstacles and accepts any foreign transfer to his culture or language.

Hervey and Higgins (1992) use communicative translation to refer to
cultural transposition. They define it as free translation, when the translator
uses a target cultural equivalent instead of a literal translation.
Communicative translation is always necessary when literal translation is
impossible as in translating communicative clichés (figures of speech).

Shuttleworth and Cowie (1997) define communicative translation as a term
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which deals with translation as a communicative process that takes place
within a social context. It treats the ST as a message and not a linguistic
unit, in order to meet the needs of the TLR and to reproduce its effect on

the TL audience.

According to Pergnier (1980), the linguistic parameters which are the
ST words and context have to be considered when translating

communicatively, regardless of the text type.

In contrast, Roberts (1985) argues that preserving the ST wording
causes the distortion of the message. However, communicative translation
preserves the wording while also preserving the context. Hence the
meaning isn’t distorted. Furthermore, the priority of communicative
translation is forming the message of the original in a way that conforms to
the cultural pragmatic factors and the norms of the TL, rather than saving

the word order of the original.

Spilka (1985) believes that the ST message consists of the words and
the context in which it occurs, in addition to the non-linguistic parameters
that have to be persevered. These non-linguistic parameters are the source,
the originator of the message, the intended receptor, the object or purpose
of communication and the vector on the special and the temporal

circumstances in which the translation was produced.

According to Newmark (1981) the translator has the freedom to

interpret the ST to overcome its ambiguities, correct factual errors and
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smooth out irregularities of style, since these errors may decrease the
semantic properties, identity and taste of the source text. The ultimate goal
is to fulfill one specific communicative purpose that fits the TLR.
Therefore, communicative translation might be the best option for the vast
majority of texts, particularly journalistic writing, public notices and non-

literary genres.

Newmark believes that the reader is always the winner in the conflict
of loyalty between the ST and the TT. He also suggests a solution for this
conflict by changing the terms from literal to faithful and then to semantic
translation. He also changed the term free translation to idiomatic and then
to communicative translation. Does this mean that literal is the same as

semantic and free is the same as communicative?

Semantic and communicative translation may coincide if the matter
1s as important as the manner, or when the message is general and the TLR
i1s as interested as the source language reader. In other words, in some
instances they might be the same. This may happen in a religious,
philosophical, artistic or scientific text. Regardless of the text type
however, any quotation must be translated semantically, even if the fidelity
of that quote is compromised due to the distortion of the literal translation

(Newmark, 1981).

In summary, communicative translation is a communicative process.
It occurs within a social context to produce the same effect as the ST on the

TR. It does this by keeping the function of the ST to allow the TR to read
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the TT without difficulties. To produce a communicative text the non-
linguistic parameters of translation should be considered. The message has
to be reproduced in a way that confirms the TL norms and the cultural
pragmatic factors. The translator has the freedom to interpret the ST and to
correct factual errors to improve the original text. He also has the right to
remove the identity taste of the ST to achieve the communicative purpose
and make the cultural content of the original more applicable and readable
to the TR. As the ST is the foundation of the translation the translator has to

respect loyalty to it. This is done by documenting the changes in a footnote.

Examplel will be translated again, by applying the features of

communicative translation mentioned above.

ol "6 palill £ g and Jany sl adl () e Al Asgall o o 5 138 4"
L@Lgs\‘;ceﬁ\gﬂ\a\jkg\wmﬁm\q@\ﬁ‘dﬁ?u,cﬁgﬂuﬂ;ugu@
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This translation tries to keep the function and the effect of the ST so
that it can be reproduced again on the target reader. In this case the ST’s
function is to bring the story of Jesus to more people. The fact that this text
was produced for a Christian community is shown by the phrase ‘“our
belief” in the source text, and its function is to raise awareness about
Christianity. The function and effect were preserved by choosing words

which are related to Christian culture like:

n&)mu\ EHn



65

Additionally, the words and the structure of the translated text are
clear and easy to understand as they conform to the TL norms and culture.
This helps to keep the effect on the target reader, as the reader reads the
translated text without difficulties. For example, the structure of this

sentence which starts with the verb then the agent

Gl shadll (e 220 e A4 )

3.10 Indirect translation:

Indirect translation is the approach found by Gutt (1989) as a part of
the Relevance Theory, which was a result of the covert and overt

translation by House, and its strict functional equivalent.

Indirect translation is more of an "interpretive approach" than a
prescriptive one (Gutt, 1989). A receptor style language content presented
in an indirect manner of translation would be processed on minimal
assumptions in terms of the resemblance with the original content. This is a
contrast to the maximal assumptions presented by direct translation.
Indirect translation involves the maximization of relevance for the
audience, since translators are involved in changes they see as being
necessary. These specific changes bring forth the idea that indirect

translation is in favor of communicating in a more "natural" method (Ibid).

As previously mentioned regarding the misinterpretation which may
occur in direct translation, there are several problems that arise in indirect

translation as well. For example, when translating texts it is required to
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represent 'what' is exactly being said. Furthermore, they must represent
specific contextual values and recreate 'how' it is being said. This can be
further explained by the fact that it is not solely in terms of content, as in a
"word-for-word" approach. It requires a technical approach, as the

linguistic style must be accounted for (Ibid).

When using indirect translations of speech, a "looser degree of
faithfulness" is involved, meaning that a less structured degree of relevance
is derived. Indirect translation is subject to interpretation as well as the
principle of relevance with respect to the original content. This allows one
to create a presumptive translation whereby the interpretation that follows
will be sufficiently relevant when processing the choices in translation of

speech.

Consequently, when a communicator is involved in an indirect
excerpt, the communicator will tend to communicate the assumptions of the
original interpretation that they believe to be most appropriately compatible
in terms of relevance to the original text. Thus indirect translation is seen as

more of an "interpretive approach" rather than a prescriptive one.

If the translator wants to translate indirectly he or she should decide
on the contextual effect, the audience information processing and the

linguistic resemblance (Gutt, 1989).

Indirect translation is more of an '"interpretive approach" than a

prescriptive one (Ibid). It is based on the Relevance Theory. It has minimal
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assumptions in terms of the resemblance with the ST and maximum focus

on the audience.

Examplel will be translated again, by applying the features of

indirect translation mentioned above.

\ASwﬂhu.uS:ud.\mwg;)ahﬂwu(ew\mlc)wmwu\ﬂ)m cade g
sal) ol LS faie dlgrea Lo ol 8 Jal e sae o ollia ) a0 3 ad dila Wl
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This text has to be translated according to indirect translation by
following all the characteristics of it which are paying attention to the
audience and interpreting the ST according to the translator’s own
interpretation of it. But if the translator can translate the text in the way he
understands or desires then how will the new text be a translation? The
result would be a new text and the translation will be as loose as free
translation is. But when it comes to application, the translator faces the
difficulty of bringing the features into application. Thus he or she starts
working on the most understandable and easiest features. Indirect
translation depends on the translator’s interpretation of the ST, to make it
more relevant to the target reader. When | read the STI assumed that it was
produced for a Christian community and aims at clarifying facts about
Jesus. | also assumed that | was translating it to Arab Christians. Therefore
| decided to use words and produce the structure of the text according to
the Arabic language as closely as possible. For example, | chose the words

(L el ¢ malill ¢ ) to prove that the result of the translated text using
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the previously mentioned translation methods may overlap if the reason for
translation is the same. On the other hand the structure of the TT is not a
big issue because the most important thing is to make the TT relevant to the
TR through producing an acceptable text which incidentally applies to TL
structure. Again in this case the reason for the translation is producing a
text related to Christian community. If | also want to decide on another
goal for translating, for instance, producing a text for the Arab Muslim
community, that would be possible too, as indirect translation aims to make
the translation relevant to the target audience. The choice of words would
then be different. For example, saying ¢« 4l ddl ade e
~=dluliMoreover, when the translator wants to make the text relevant to
the TR, he has to activate a cultural filter which will make the TT
acceptable and understandable. Making the text relevant can be achieved
by asking different questions. For example, what is the aim of the
translation? Who is the target reader? What do they expect from the
translation? What function will the translation have among the target
readers? And what background do the readers have about the source and
the target culture? All of that is related to the functional equivalence in
covert translation and to the skopos of translation in instrumental
translation and to communicative translation by producing a
communicative text. Then, the translator will face the same problem of

overlapping methods again and again.
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3.11 Instrumental Translation:

Instrumental translation is defined by Nord (1991) as ensuring the
TT functions in the target culture similarly to how the ST functions in the
source culture. The target reader is not aware of the fact that he or she is
reading a translation or text which was used in a different culture by
different recipients. This translation is a communicative tool in itself,
depending on the ST’s function, rather than being a document for a past

communicative action between the source text’s recipients and the author

As appears in Nord’s (2001) book Translating as a Purposeful
Activity, instrumental translation is subdivided into three types according to
its function. Firstly, it either keeps or changes the communicative function
of the ST, secondly, it may have a similar or a different function from the
source text, or lastly, that function can be determined by the relationship it

has between the source and the target reader.

If it has the same function as the ST and the readers are not aware or
even interested in the fact that they are reading a translation, then it is
named “a function-preserving translation” or “equifunctional translation”
(P.47). Often this kind of translation uses clichés and standardized
formulas, as in translating instructions, technical texts and tourist

information.

When there is a difference between the source and TT function, for

example, the ST function cannot be realized in the translation, the translator
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can adapt a correspondent function which correlates with the author’s
intention. Another option is to change the satirical function of the ST into
an entertaining function in the TT to make it suit the target audience. This
type of translation is named “Heterofunctional translation,” like translating
fiction and plays. For example, when the translator is translating a play for
the working class in the source country he has to change the references to
the working class in the target country to match the situation for the target
audience and make the general appellative function the same as the source

text.

Finally, a “corresponding translation” is a “literary translation”
which aims to achieve a similar effect and function in the TT as in ST. For
example, this is used in the translation of poetry. When the translator
translates the hexameter of old Greek poetry into English he should not
translate it into English hexameter. Rather he should keep it in the old
Greek hexameter since it has its own skopos (Nord, 2001). This is why it is
excluded from the proper translation, but rather justified as another form of

intercultural transfer.

The concept of instrumental translation by Nord does not mean
ignoring the concept of loyalty. Nord (1997) paid a lot of attention to the
concept of loyalty. She noted that it requires the translator to mediate

between the two cultures without any bias.

To summarize, instrumental translation is a method which depends

on how the TT is intended to function in the target culture, without ignoring
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the loyalty for both cultures and texts. It aims to achieve the same function
of the ST, and to appear as an original text in the TL. The process of
instrumental translation is considered a communicative instrument in its

own right depending on the ST’s communicative function.

Example 1 below is going to be translated depending on the

characteristics of instrumental translation:

ol "6 palill & g ansd Jany sl andl () e Al Asdall o 5 50 138 "
sle adfl Al il shall e dae e il 4 ) a8 g aYL zoall Heall gl gl L

"5 pmlill b Com 5 e g Lid 5 oS0a g LS ] g b Al il L L

The example was translated according to each method separately and not at
the same time, to make sure that I would not produce a similar text. But
nonetheless this text again looks like the previous texts. I believe this is
because this translation aims to look original in the TL and aims at
mediating between both cultures, and I still assume the same function,
which is producing a new text related to the Arab Christian culture. In order
for the text to look original in the TL and not to look like a translation, it
has to match with the grammar and the structure of the TL and to use
common words and collocation in the target culture. Therefore when
translating, I tried to make the translated text as close to the structure of
Arabic language as possible by focusing on the sentence structure which
starts with the verb as in<lshall (e 22 e @l 4 Jland choosing words
that are related to the target culture like saying Yiinstead of — cndll

>alland using s 2V instead of i,
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On the other hand, if the translator was not translating this text for
Christians, but instead for Muslims, how would the translator make the
translation loyal and culturally acceptable in the same time? Does that
mean if the text is from one Christian culture to another it would be loyal?
And if it is translated from a Christian culture to a Muslim culture it
wouldn’t be loyal? Then the question of loyalty is raised again. How is it
possible to achieve loyalty to cultures and languages when translating
across different cultures if the goal is to make the translation function in the

target culture?

The features of the translation methods mentioned above are

summarized in this table below as follows:
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Indirect Covert (function) Communicative (TR effect) Instrumental Free
(audience) (Purpose) (loose)
subjective, enjoys the status of an | Communicative process occurs | Depends on how the TT | It preserves the
includes a looser | original ST in the TC, by | within a social context to | is intended to function in | content unchanged
degree of | removing everything that | produce the same effect of the | the TC, without ignoring
faithfulness reminds the reader of the ST | ST on the TR to fulfill their | loyalty for both cultures
culture and environment needs. and texts by mediating
between them.
the translator | utilizes cultural filter and | Preserves the function of the | Aims to be an original | It’s loose, the
interprets the ST | fundamental adaptation of | ST. text in the TC, the reader | translator can
in various ways, | language and register should not know that he | move further away
but with or she is reading a | from the ST
relevance to the translation.
ST with the style
needed
maximum it achieves TT equivalent in | It deals with the ST as a | Where possible it has to | The unit of

relevance for the
audience

terms of ST function and
context

message

achieve the function and
effect of the ST in the
TT.

translation can be
bigger or smaller
than the original
text.

communication in
a more natural
method

reproduces the ST linguistic
and function in the TT,
without revealing the ST
discourse world to the TR

TR should read without

difficulties

Sometime the translator
cannot achieve the same
function as the ST;
therefore he has to adopt
a function relevant to the
author’s intention.

Preserves the TL
norms.
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has minimal
resemblance and
certainty

ST and TT text might have
their own audience and
culture, and represent their
individual rhetoric
separately.

The TT should be produced in a
way that conforms to the TL
norms and its  cultural
pragmatic factors.

gives a subtle feel
to the translation

takes place when the stance
of the author lacks clarity in
the TT

It’s a subjective procedure. The
translator has the freedom to
interpret the ST, to correct its
factual errors, and to remove or
improve its identity, in order to
make the cultural content of the
original more applicable.

modifies ST tenor, field and
genre

The translator has to be loyal to
the ST by documenting the
changes in a footnote

the text function is realized
by the situational dimensions
of language users, language

It focuses on form rather than
content

use and their linguistic

correlates

achieves  semantic  and | It aims to achieve: equivalent
pragmatic equivalence | effect, same syntax and target

which connects the linguistic
units  together in a
communicative way for the
language users

cultural equivalence.
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it deals with the
communicative function of
the text

TT should be read as an
original especially if the ST 1s a
complicated one.

it’s of a non-cultural link

The translator should measure
the intelligence of the TR

To translate covertly; the
translator has to analyze the
ST according to the
dimensional scheme and
degree to which the ST isn’t
compatible with the TT’s
dimensional scheme, this
degree reflects the
inadequacy of the TT’s
quality

on the level of text/language,
and register the translation
doesn’t need to be equivalent
with its original
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The method of CA will be applied on the features of the five
translation methods mentioned above, to see where they seem to be the

same, where they overlap and where they differ.
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Feature

Indirect

Covert

Communicative

Instrumental

Free

subjectivity

+

+

+

+

the translator interprets the ST in various relevant ways
Flexibility

+

+

+

+

maximum relevance for the audience

Naturalness

Communication is more important than information

enjoys the status of an original ST in the TC

Removes everything that reminds the reader of the ST culture
and environment

FlH ]+

FlH ]+

FlH ]+

S E

||+

Cultural filter (target cultural equivalence)

Functional equivalent TT

Contextual equivalent TT

ST and TT might have different audience, culture and rhetoric

Takes place when the stance of the author lacks clarity in TT

It modifies ST genre, tenor, field, text and register

Same effect of the ST on the TR (equivalent effect)

The non-linguistic factors in the ST should be considered

Fl |||+ +

Fl |||+ +

Fl |||+ +

||

The translator documents the changes in a footnote

Syntactic equivalent

The translator should measure the intelligence of the TR

The TT i1s intended to function in a certain way in the TC,
without ignoring loyalty for both cultures and texts by mediating
between them.

|||

If the translator cannot achieve the same function of the ST,
therefore he has to adopt a function relevant to the author’s
intention
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After discussing the similarities and differences for the first five
overlapping methods that have more attachment toward the source text, it
was easier to figure out the similarities and differences among the second

group of terms that focus more on the target reader.

First of all, free translation differs from indirect, covert,
communicative and instrumental translation in its lack of faithfulness. It
tries to be attached to the ST but with a loose degree of faithfulness that

makes it lack syntactic and contextual equivalence.

Newmark (1981) highlights House's distinction between covert and
overt translation by referring to covert as communicative and overt as
semantic. This proves that he i1s aware of the overlap between these

methods.

Indirect and covert translations are the same in that they have the
same focus and are similar in all aspects. Indirect and communicative
translation have very simple differences: the translator of communicative
translation should document the changes in a footnote, achieve syntactic
equivalence with the ST and measure the intelligence of TR before
translating. In contrast indirect and covert translations do not take that into

consideration.

Instrumental translation differs from covert and indirect translation

in that it focuses on the function of the translation and the ST rather than
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the reader. It also tries to mediate between the ST and the TT by not being

so far from the ST even if it looks like an original text in the TL.

Instrumental and communicative translations are different in many
ways. Firstly, instrumental focuses on the function not the audience.
Therefore it doesn’t have a looser degree of faithfulness. Next, it also
doesn’t measure the TR’s intelligence or even try to find syntactic
equivalence. Lastly, even when changes in the ST occur in the translation
they are documented in a footnote like communicative translation which

has more focus on the author’s meaning and the syntax of the ST.

Furthermore, they all claim that almost all approaches will treat
translation as communication, which is similar to the main claim of this
thesis. In other words, the main claim of this thesis is why do we have so
many similar and overlapping terms if almost all translation approaches

consider translation as communication.

It 1s difficult to specify a certain translation method for a certain type
of text. Each part of the text may be translated in a different way. For
example, definitions, explanations, descriptive passages which should be
translated semantically. While recommendations, instructions and value
judgments which are written to address the reader should be translated
communicatively (Newmark, 1981). Therefore this thesis did not mention
the text type for each translation method in the comparison between these

methods.
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For the example of the translated paragraph, each method’s
translation is very similar. This is because they all depend on the
translator’s interpretation of the source text, its function and what is
intended to be achieved in the TL and in this instance these were the same
in all cases. Additionally, all the translations are similar because they aimed
to achieve an acceptable text which looked like an original text in the TL.
Choosing the TT words should be applicable to the target culture and
reader. That is why the words for the ST can be sometimes related to
Christian or Muslim culture depending on the target culture and reader. So
if we assume the same target culture when using all the methods, the TT

will be the same.

Although there are few subtle differences between the five methods,
the results of the translation were the same because these differences are
just theoretical, and do not have practical basis and overlap. When it comes
to application it becomes very tricky for the translator to highlight the
differences and apply them to the translation. While translating what is the
difference between the function of text, the aim of the translation, making
the text relevant to the new audience and being loyal to ST culture and
context? At the end the aim of the translator is to produce an acceptable
and understandable text, which fits the aim of the translation, in order to
have the required function and effect on the reader. Therefore, these
methods are all different faces for one coin and there should be one
comprehensive clear model that includes all the stages for a good

translation.
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Chapter Four
Examining the Arabic Equivalents of the methods
4.1 Introduction:

The following chapter examines the third and the fourth questions of
this thesis. The third question aims at examining the similarities and
differences between the terms of the translation methods when translated
from English into Arabic. The fourth question focuses on the overlapping
of the Arabic terms of the translation methods in order to figure out if it
would be possible to unify them in order to decrease their number and
reduce ambiguity. What even is more important is to examine what makes
each method different from the others as in the previous chapter. This
section will try to answer the following questions: Do these Arabic
translations focus on the functional equivalence as in covert and overt
translation? Do they focus on the skopos of translation as in instrumental
and documentary translation? Do they focus on the context and the
meaning of the author as in semantic and communicative translation? And
finally, do they focus on the Relevance Theory as in direct and indirect
translation? Do these Arabic definitions highlight these subtle differences

for each method in order to make it easier for the practitioners?

The answer to these questions will be clear after examining the
Arabic terms and definitions of the methods that appear in the translated

version of the Dictionary by Shuttleworth and Cowie (1997) translated in
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2008 by Elgezeery under the name of “4ea_sil/ <lw/ 10 an2e”. The five pairs
of translation methods discussed above will be examined in the following
chapter in order to figure out whether the differences between them are
articulated in their Arabic translation. The pairs are direct versus indirect,
overt versus covert, documentary versus instrumental, semantic versus
communicative and literal versus free. Their Arabic terms, the meaning of
these terms and their Arabic definitions will be discussed below.
Additionally, the results of the questionnaire used to figure out whether
these Arabic terms carry the same connotations and meanings as the
English ones will be included. Ten professional translators and translation
students were asked about the meanings of the terms as they apply them.
They were asked how much they know about each method, how often they

use each method and what each method means to them.
4.2 Direct and Indirect Translation:

Direct translation is translated as ‘% dbwll 4as P (At-tarjama
almubashera). Through the explanation and the definition of direct
translation in the previous chapter, it focuses on the Relevance Theory and
the effort in the reproduction of the ST content. This aspect is cognitive; it
is based on the trade-off between benefit and cost to reach the intended
cognitive effect. This appears clearly in its translated definition by

Elgezeery (2008, p. 97)). According to him:

MO el Al Ay plai el b i Jans”
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The translator also mentions that:

"Vl (aill (& ) seaiall Slud) A 5l dga )

The word 35l (mubashera) is a good equivalence for the attribute
‘direct’ since both ultimately denote more faithfulness to the ST. As it
appears in "2l Jlul anze’the word (mubashera) has different meanings,
such as 3la m e mual g afive JI"" s Tt is not the terms as ‘direct’ that
basically reflect the essence of it as a method of translation; it is however
its theoretical orientation as a cognitive and strategic methodology that
translators apply to communicate the ST into the TL. I believe this
consideration of the theoretical implication of the method is missing in the
translation of this method as (mubashera). The reason could be that the
theory has no roots in Arabic language and therefore it would be hard for
translators and practitioners to discern its full theoretical and conceptual

meaning.

The responses in the questionnaire could inform of the translators’
awareness of what direct translation is. According to the responses;80 % of
the translators know something about direct translation, while 10% know
nothing about it and 10% know a lot about it. 88.9% of the respondents use

this method sometimes, while 11.1% of them do not use it at all.

But does what the translators know relate to the original meaning of

direct translation? The answer is no. The way translators defined direct
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translation does not relate to its actual meaning at all. Four of them think it
1s simultaneous translation; one of them thinks it is literal translation and
one of them thinks it is a kind of paraphrasing. This indicates that the term
“_yilall 4ea Jil”needs to be modified to reflect the actual meaning of this
method. I suggest the definition should draw on the theory itself; that is, the
keywords in Relevance Theory should be applied more practically in the
definition of direct translation. The translator may not find this intelligible
at the beginning, however, it becomes his/her responsibility to search the
theory and understand the keywords as a beginning to understand direct
translation as a translation method. As the translation of this method should
be modified, the new translation does not need to be a replacement of the
available term; it might be an explication added immediately after the term,

for example,
(L) (il Jal<l 4l sl ja) 8 piluall das fill
Indirect Translation:

Indirect translation appears as 3 bl e das il (At-tarjama ghayr al-
mubashera). It is exactly the opposite of 3_lwll iea il When the translator
1s asked to translate this way, the first thing to come to his mind is that he
does not have to be faithful to the source text. Elgezeery (2008, p. 159)

translates its definition as:

Maasiall ol agay (el 138 il o
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The translator also mentions Relevance Theory, the functional and
dynamic equivalence clearly in his translation as the main aspects of 4ex il
s8ball e (At-tarjama ghayr al-mubashera). Still the translator did not
recognize this method from this perspective. When the participants were
asked about the Arabic term of indirect translation, 44.4% of participants
stated that they knew nothing about it, 44.4% stated that they knew only
something about it and11.1% claimed to know a great deal about it. This
suggests that the usage of this method is proportional to the amount of
knowledge the participant has about it. Regarding the participants’
knowledge, one participant knew nothing about its definition. Six
participants gave different answers, of which three were far from its
meaning and two demonstrated that these participants had a rough idea

about what it means. Their answers were:
" el (il il s Axilaay (ail) aa i Gl
Mian All sl ) jedai YN

Therefore, this term should be modified. I suggest 43 il 4aa Jill a5 a
more appropriate translationas4:_dill(literally translated as interpretive)
gives more space to the reader’s cognitive processing and effort to reach

relevance without being faithful to the source text.
4.3 Covert and Overt Translation:

Overt translation is translated as “4dsiSall das il”  (At-tarjama

almakshofa).As appears in L o/ aazel] 23S Kashafa’ means:
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(o ekl s die Ha¥) RSy aphny g 4y ) 0 e e b))

The translated definition by Elgezeery (2008, p. 234) highlights the

meaning of "48 piSall dea 1" gs:

A siip Alal) AEN 8 dlfae A6 Wl pasall Gan Gush zdeal "
daa 51 Jall 138 e bl G geaill dea jily a2l sy Jedglal) dall i udalall
dlalas Cpiagioall Cpalalaall dudalae Lesd At Y dan 5 o) 48 5880 dan i 2L (e 20V dnulia

RS PR ORPEG I S P

This definition is confusing. How could a translation be
(makshoufah) and (mubashera) at the same time? Anyone reading the last
part of the definition should be in a state of confusion with regards to what
this kind of translation should achieve. The Arabic definition does not seem
to be helpful to guide the translation to achieve a certain function through
this method. One possible reason is that it was not even easy for the
translator of the definition to delimit direct and overt translations as
different without being trapped in their overlapping features. This
translated definition also focuses on the second language functional

equivalence by expressing that as follows:

aiphy o Bliall GaYL Gal L) QEN 8 el paill &gl |k

»Cargiuall Gaill (&) sgand) 5 Glall Aauilly) 4laY)

This translated definition expresses quite well the meaning of overt
translation and why it’s overt; however it does not focus on the main aspect

of this method which is functional equivalence. The Arabic definition does
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not help the reader to understand what functional equivalence is; the lack of
clarification to this aspect will not help the reader to understand and apply

overt translation (At-tarjama almakshofa) properly.

According to the questionnaire; 77.8% of participants do not know
anything aboutié siSaldes 5l and the remaining 22.8% are only partially
aware of it. Further questioning suggests that not all those who are aware of
48 3384l daa il yse it, with only 11.1% of participants saying that they
employ this method. This means that 11.7% of participants know 4ex il
48 3384 but choose to disregard it. Those that do use it say they only do so
some of the time. Six participants do not know what 44 siSall 4ea il means;
three participants were able to identify it as the type of translation which
aims to make the ST and its culture overt. Another participant said that the
meaning of 48 sS4l s yill is clear; it means that the form is not important.
The meaning of 44siSdl 4ea yillwas not clear enough among the
participants; this indicates that this Arabic term of overt translation may

need to be modified.

The term itself is a past participle "Jszis ~ul"in Arabic language,
“Makshoof” or “overt” indicates that something was hidden then it was
made overt through translation. Suggesting another word instead of
“Makshoof” like “thaher” " »W"does not propose a serious solution for the
vagueness of the term, as it gives similar meanings which do not differ
from its synonym. “thaher” "_aW"is a present participle "del& ~ul" means

"sliaa e Jlal) Lalli: 3 clear word that donates its meaning and reveals the
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truth to the audience. Both terms if related to translation indicate a clear
text easy to comprehend by the recipient or a text revealed after hiding it;
therefore, suggesting a synonym for the word might not be a perfect
solution. To make the term more understandable and explicating to the
function of this method, I would add suggest the following translation:s &l
48 3iSall 4ea il This translation implicates that the ST and culture are more

important to the TL reader.
Covert translation:

There was a difference between the covert translation and the
translation of 4w s/ aaxal Covert translation is translated as “Asallies yil)”
(At-tarjama alkhafeya). It appears in Lwsl anead as (0w o L8l (AA)
4418 5). This means translating without showing the target reader that the TT
1s a translation. “khafey” " 4a"indicates that something is hidden by an
absent agent, this hidden action is the process of translation which
generates a new text to the audience in order to hide the fact of translation
to the readers. The problem in this term is that it doesn’t help the translator
to understand the need of producing a text with a similar function as the

original text.

The translated definition by Elgezeery (2008, p. 83) reflects the main

aspects of covert translation clearly as follows:
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a5 5 pilaadl Al Luii aiDle Caagiase Gl ) A8al) daa il (e Chagdl"
glae il o 2gall daa il plnY il (Ko @il LY &) 6 cpdalaall ¢S5 )

Mba¥) Gaill Lk 5 8lSa a2l @l 5 laa jie Cadgiuall Gaill ) S o lia)

The definition is clearer than the explanation by House but the
problem of the term covert "44" still remains. About 87.5% of participants
are entirely unaware ofdxall ea il with only 12.5% of participants having
some knowledge on the subject. Again, the statistics were the same when
participants were asked how often they use it. This implies that those who
are aware of the method use it only occasionally. Five participants were
not able to identify it and said that they do not know what it means. One
participant gave an answer very different from its definition. Another said
that it is the same as covert translation. Since none of the participants were
able to identify the Arabic term of overt translation, this implies that this

Arabic term needs to be modified.

To suggest another word instead of "4a"“khafey” like “mustater”
" fwa"does not help in solving the problem of giving a comprehensive
meaning to the method. The main difference between these two words is
that, the agent of khafey is not known while the agent of the word " "
“mustater” is known, the agent to these action is the translator. To resolve

the dilemma, I would suggest (La¥) =il £l8als 4ea yill) ag more appropriate

and faithful to the content and function of this translation.
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4.4 Semantic and Communicative Translation:

Semantic translation is translated as”4d¥alldes 5l (At-tarjama ad-
dalaleya).As appears in”Luw o/ asxal’ (i Ldlll 4y L glald ¥ iad AV

483L) Its definition is translated by Elgezeery (2008, p. 294) as:

y o Edagianal) 4300 AVal) 2 gl g sl B ) gl J 8 an il Jslay”

Ml gall AN Blauad) el 2

I find this definition clear and easy as it reflects the main aspects of
semantic translation which are the context and the specific meaning of the
author. On the other hand, its Arabic term (Ad-dalaleya) 4¥al may not
reflect the important aspect of semantic translation as 4¥> means guiding in
Arabic. That does not give the reader the implication that he or she needs to
preserve the context and the specific meaning of the author. The
participants’ view was similar to mine. A third of participants were entirely
unaware of &Yl 4ea il with 22.2% considering themselves to know a lot
about the subject and 44.4% saying they knew nothing at all. A third of
participants claim that that they never used the method; the other two thirds
of the participants demonstrated that they sometimes used it. Three
participants did not know what it meant while the other participants defined
it in different ways. One of the participants took it as the opposite of literal
translation where the text seems original and not translated. Another
participant defined it as rendering both the form and content of the source
language into its nearest equivalent in the TL, thus allowing a contextual

value. The third participant defined it as:
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Maillliies LD das il (e ¢ il 138 Jlailil iy Ca Gl 8 AT acen

Lastly, the fourth participant defined it as:

eriind) clalliad) s LSl e il (oaky alliay) o) yall el des yi slac )"

"l

These definitions which mean to use this method whenever the need
arises in order to fulfill the needs of translation, and to translate while
focusing on the intended meaning regardless of the words and the terms
used. These different definitions indicate that the translators have a good
idea about 4l e i as they are very close to Newmark’s definition
particularly the second definition. The remaining two participants identified
it as “to translate without giving the direct meaning” and “maybe it means
to use the connotative not the denotative meaning of the words”. These two
definitions are quite far from the real meaning of 4:¥ll 4ea i, The majority
of the participants gave very close answers to the real meaning of 4e il
4¥all; this means that there is no need to modify the Arabic term for

semantic translation.
Communicative translation:

Communicative translation is translated as”aduai¥yl des 3P (At-
tarjama al-itisaleya). The word “Ju=i” always gives the meaning of two

people planning to communicate or meet. It appears ingslsf/ il a32aqs

"Cila slaadl Jalsi slal 81 G Jeladll o ad il @l of iluadl elaiyin



92

All of these meanings demonstrate that there must be two
communicators, a sender and receiver. Therefore, the translator who sees
this term may understand that he or she should translate the text in a
communicative way to help the reader digest the information easily or
directly. Its Arabic definition by Elgezeery (2008, p. 63) reflects its aspects
specifically as he highlights them in the translated definition in Arabic as

follows:

il il Alkirgiuall Al o) B o V) (il Caasy ol an el Led Jglag

"Lyl Gl o) § e oY)

He also highlights the range of freedom for the translator in order to

achieve one specific communicative function:

g 9 Ladasy Badaa g Baal 5 Aalla) A4 gy o g8 Caagiunall Gl Jaad amn JOIA ("

" a8 siall dsgiveall 22l (5 )3

In this Arabic definition the translator gives the Arabic reader the
main aspects forilbai¥ldes ll(At-tarjama al-itisaleya). On the other hand,
Elgezeery does not mention preserving the context in his translation,
because it’s clear that this translation can’t be communicative to the target
reader without preserving the context. Only 11.1% of participants
considered themselves to know a lot about 4dbai¥l daa 5l while 22.2%
knew some information and 66.7% knew nothing at all. 12.5% stated that
they used this method a lot, with the same number saying they used it some

of the time. A further three quarters of those interviewed stated that they
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never used it. Five participants answered "I do not know what it means".
Only two participants gave a short definition of it; one was very accurate
and the other said “to focus on the meaning”. Having only one person who
knows whatddlai¥l dea yill means reveals to us that this Arabic term for
communicative translation must be modified. I would suggest the Arabic
word "4lalsl"as a better translation for this method. “Atawasoleya”
ensures the continuity of the communication process between the sender
and the receiver. Therefore, this word is better than its closest synonym
"adlail" “itisaleya” as this word indicates that the communication process

might stop for some reasons.
4.5 Documentary and Instrumental Translation:

Documentary translation is translated as”4.ad il 4ea i1 (At-tarjama
at-tawthikeya).This term indicates that this kind of translation might be for
documenting the ST for the TLR. The meaning of 4 sill in L o/ aaeal/is

available from the verb &is. It means:
“AS i e aleal an sl Gl ) it o) AEIL S 485510 5aY) 38

This means the target reader will be confident enough that he is
reading authentic content which is very similar to the ST. Elgezeery’s
definition (2008, p. 99) focuses from the beginning on the function of the

TT in the target culture as he translates its definition as follows:

AEN A gk g Caagiuall Gaill AUl B8y Led pad 2 Al dea il gl 58 aa)"

" M‘ - S\
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I find this definition clear, as it gives the reader the special aspect of
this method from the beginning, which is the function of the TT in the
target culture. According to the questionnaire, equal numbers of
participants (44.4%) said that they either knew something or nothing about
( At-tarjama at-tawthikeya)issd sl das 53 while 11.1% believed that they
knew quite a lot about it. Regarding how often they use each method,
22.2% opted to use it some of the time, while 77.8% chose not to use it at
all. The answer to the third question about the meaning of 4&f sill das I, it
demonstrates the following. Four participants said that it means nothing to
them and three participants gave a definition that was very different to
Nord’s. Only one participant was able to give an accurate definition, and
this participant seems to have extensive knowledge of it. Having only one
person who knows 43 sill 2as 5l very well is not enough. This indicates that
this Arabic term for documentary translation may need to be modified. The
same technique might be used for documentary translation by adding a
short explication to its Arabic term, for instance, (=il (3 i) 458 5ill daa jill

Instrumental Translation:

Instrumental translation is translated as™u=3 3 dea P (At-tarjama
Ath-thara’e’eya). This term appears to be somehow complicated when a
translator is asked to translate according to 43,3 4ea yill, At the beginning

it will take a lot of time to absorb its meaning. The word “4= ¥ appears in

L oll anzall as:
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bl 4y i Lo Loadd w5 ool ) Cannad) f Al 1"

After looking at its meaning, the translator may understand that this
kind of translation may use the translated text as an instrument. When
looking at its other meaning the translator may see himself as a hunter who
wants to hunt the exact meaning of the ST, and then send it invisibly to the
target reader, without showing the target reader that he is reading a
translation. Its Arabic translation highlights its major aspect directly from

the beginning as Elgezeery (2008, p.165) mentions:

Géj "“J‘; LAG_A‘J&S U"ﬂ\ Z\A;)ﬂ‘ 45‘:}‘ LSJAT ‘_A\ SJLZ?J J‘)}] A A cnn "

" Fagiaall AEN 8 Corgioaall Laill (pe Blasall Al 5l

This definition facilitates the whole process of digesting the term for
the Arabic reader. The participants’ responses were very clear; none of
those interviewed knew anything aboutdil )3 4ea il Consequently, they
had never used this method of translation and were unable to define it. This
result indicates that this Arabic term of instrumental translation definitely
needs to be modified. For this term, it might be better if we replace this
translation with 4ea il (30 Cargll Ble) jal 885 4ea yi, This translation explains

the function of this method and leaves no uncertainty about its meaning.
4.6 Literal and Free Translation:

Literal translation is translated as™é sl 4w A (At-tarjama al-

harfeya). This term gives the impression of translating the source text’s
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wording and grammar exactly. It is translated by Elgezeery (2008, p. 194)

as follows:

de ual 9 sl Juasil S8 e BB ssiue o g olall a dea "

" Adagiuall Lalll b e i sle )y

Many definitions are included in Elgezeery’s translation for the
advocators and opponents of literal translation who think literal translation
1s sometimes a good option and sometimes it is not. On the other hand, it’s
not mentioned clearly that literal translation translates out of context.
Literal translation is always connected to the other pair of the pole which is
free translation. Many translators Arabs or non-Arabs are aware of this
dichotomy. They even comprise many types and methods of translation
under these two methods. These methods are very well known in the Arab
world as "s_all dex jilly 48 jall des S many translators do not even
distinguish literal translation from word for word translation. As was
noticed from the questionnaire the translators think that any type of
translation which has to be close to the ST is literal translation. Due to the
fact that "4d_all s yilI" {5 well known and understandable, there is no need

to investigate the meanings of its Arabic term.

When the participants were asked about how much they know about
literal translation, 50% of the translators know something about it, while
40% know a lot about it; only 10% know nothing about it. Moreover, when
they were asked about how much they use it 66.7 % use it sometimes,

22.2% do not use it at all, and 11.1% use it a lot. For how they defined
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literal translation and what it means to them, it means almost the same for
all of the participants who claimed to understand it. Seven defined it as
translating word for word like Google, without paying attention to the
whole meaning or to the cultural differences. One of the translators defined
literal translation as “a method which highlights the form and the value of
the source text, by converting the SL. grammatical construction into the
nearest TL equivalents”. The way the translators defined literal "4 1"
translation, reveals that they almost all know what it means. Therefore,

there 1s no need to change its Arabic term.

Free translation is translated as’s_~llies 5l (At-tarjama al-hora) this
type of translation is very popular. Many translators may define all the
translation types that tend to detach from the ST as free translation. The
Arabic term also indicates the looseness of this translation method which
gives the translator freedom in translating the source text. Its definition is

translated by Elgezeery (2008, p.135) as follows:

285 059 0 saaall Qim0 33U 5 gienall e 5 ginnn e s oLl o5 Ban

"z\éﬁg_’h.md\ azdl) ‘)ﬁLM.I e\‘}ﬁ\}!\ &

This definition gives the reader a comprehensive definition of free
translation by focusing on its main aspects which are over translating and
being far from accuracy and sometimes truth. The term free or "s_a" is the
clearest among the participants; 11.1% of participants knew nothing about
3 all dan il with equal numbers of the remaining participants knowing

either a lot or something about the subject. In terms of usage, a third of
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participants said they used the method a lot, 44.4% said they used it some
of the time and a further 22.2% said that they never used it at all. Two
participants said that they do not know what it means while seven
participants gave an adequate answer and were able to give a definition of
it. This result implies that this Arabic term of free translation does not need

to be modified.

The questionnaire results demonstrate that half of these Arabic terms
do not need to be modified. However, the other half must be modified, as
most of the participants were not able to give a correct definition or even

know what these terms mean. These Arabic terms are:

Z\A;)ﬂ\ c:\:\sﬂ\ m).d\ c:\:\s.ﬁ}.\]\ :Lc;)ﬂ\ c:\ﬁ}&&d\ :&A;)ﬂ\ c'é).ﬁa\.}.d\ :\A;)ﬂ\

) A a1 5 ALty

The alternatives for these confusing terms should be clear and
compatible. They also need to illustrate the components of the methods to
reflect their definitions and meanings to make it easy for the practitioners
and students who study the theory of translation. The replacement for the
terms mentioned earlier may be a short explication of the method, instead
of one word to describe the whole method. This raises the question of why
we often prefer to describe the whole method in one word which may not

be clear enough to reflect the meaning of what it covers.

The criteria available in this research, which manifest the features of

each method, would help for a new research to find the replacement for the
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confusing Arabic terms according to the standards of the Arabic language.
Though I have introduced some translations for the methods in Arabic
language, I should admit that we need more qualified research by people
who may understand the content and function of the methods and who can
find more solid as well as comprehensive terms to further reduce their
ambiguities and increase their practicality in Arabic language. This, by

itself, should be a topic for further research.
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Conclusion:

This thesis aimed at addressing the problem of overlap in five
translation dichotomies. It measured the extent of overlap between these
methods .The study examined the differences and similarities among them
to prove that they overlap and have very similar content but different
names. Moreover, this thesis aimed to study the Arabic translated names of
the methods to examine their meaning and whether their content overlaps

under ambiguously translated terms.

The results demonstrate that these methods do overlap. They only
have subtle differences which are also problematic when it comes to
application. Each method prioritizes one aspect and minimizes the others
which overlap with the other methods .Each scholar was fully aware that
his or her method overlaps with the others, and highlights the difference in
his or her method. But, when it comes to application, these highlighted
differences in each method overlap again. For example, House (1977)
focuses on the functional equivalence in overt and covert translation, Nord
(1991) focuses on the skopos (aim) of translation in documentary and
instrumental translation, Gutt (1989) focuses on the Relevance Theory in
direct and indirect translation and Newmark (1981) focuses on the
communicative function in semantic and communicative translation. The
translator will face the problem of differentiating between these aspects.
For example, when the translator has to translate a text that has a function

or an aim, then the text is communicative and relevant. If the function or
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aim is achieved, the reader absorbs and understands the message and reacts

to it. Therefore, the function and the aim are the same.

In this study, the same text was translated according to each method
separately but despite this each time the TT was very similar. Therefore,
there is no comprehensive model that covers all aspects of translation
across all types of text. Instead, each method focuses on only one aspect

effectively and minimizes the rest.

Moreover, there are some overlapping differences. In semantic
translation loyalty is paid to the author. While in literal translation loyalty
iIs paid to the source language norms. Overt translation focuses on
achieving second level functional equivalence and source language norms
by paying the most attention to the reader and only keeping the source
text’s function, rather than any other aspects of the source text. Semantic
translation prioritizes the author rather than the source language norms,
while direct translation prioritizes source language norms rather than the
meaning of the author. Documentary translation considers the aim of the
translation as its most important aspect, rather than its function or effect.
But again when the text was translated according to each method the same
text was produced. The linguistics and syntax of the ST were the most
attainable features, as all the methods aimed to preserve the source text’s

stylistic effect.

There are slight differences between the second pairs of methods

which focus on the TLR. Free translation differs in its loose degree of
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faithfulness that makes it lack syntactic and contextual equivalence.
Indirect and communicative translation has very simple differences. The
translator of communicative translation should document the changes in a
footnote, achieve syntactic equivalence with the ST and measure the
intelligence of the target reader before translating. In contrast, indirect and
covert translation do not take the target reader’s intelligence into
consideration. Instrumental translation differs from covert and indirect
translation in that it focuses on the function of the translation and the ST
rather than the reader. Instrumental and communicative translation are
different in many ways. Firstly, instrumental translation focuses on the
function not the audience. Therefore it doesn’t have a looser degree of
faithfulness. It also doesn’t measure the target reader’s intelligence or even
try to find syntactic equivalence. Lastly, even when changes in the ST
occur in the translation they are documented in a footnote like in
communicative translation, which has more focus on the author’s meaning

and the syntax of the source text.

There was a clear problem with the Arabic names of these methods.
The questionnaire demonstrated that these Arabic terms do not reflect the
content of these methods, and should be modified. The majority of the
participants gave incorrect definitions of the methods. For instance, 4 il
5 bl was understood as simultaneous interpretation which takes places
immediately after the speaker finishes the sentence. One of the terms was

431,30 4ea il which was completely misunderstood. The questionnaire
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results demonstrated that these five terms should be changed for better

more comprehensible ones:

Ges il Al Aes i A ) Aea ) oA p3SAN s i) o5 piliad) dea )

Aeni) Al Fea 1) 5 ALty

The results of this study were fulfilling and answered the questions
of this thesis, as they proved the overlap between and redundancy of these
methods. They also proved the lack of sense in some of the Arabic terms of
the English methods. Thus this thesis will help in the area of translation
training, particularly among translation students who are supposed to study
the theory of translation and find it difficult to differentiate between these
overlapping methods. As this study contains a brief detailed description of
each method and the differences and similarities between them, it can be
used as a guide for these students, and for new translators who face
difficulty in deciding on a method. This study will clarify for them what
translation method is more appropriate for a certain type of text. It can also
be used by their teachers in order to reduce the amount of confusion
between their students. It also opens the door for researchers who want to
introduce more comprehensive Arabic terms to replace the existing ones,

which should be changed.
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Questionnaire

1. How much do you know about "4 sl s 2077
i iy 3l i,
() Motatal
() some
C ) At

2. How much do you use "id al e aI=7
Ll sy ol s,

4, How mueh do you know about "5 S0 de G077
il Fua My s s,
() Notatal
() some
) At

5. How much do you use "5 sl 4 23
b a8 e

() Not at al
() some
() Al

gkl g i s T

13 pSlall dag a1 1, Ve
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7. How much do you know about " pisdt g 21"?
S LR R EREN
() Notatall
() some
() At

8. How much do you use "4 ;384 4a a7
St daaly 5 0 s
() Notatall
() some
() At

10. How much do you know about "4Nai 4 21"?
-L'l'&x\’,ijb-ux
() Notatall
() some
( ) Akt
11. How much do you use "4:N3 4o "7
Lt daaly 90 2

() Notatal
() some
() At

12.

13, How much do you know about "4 53 4 "7
RN PENPR TSN

TN A a0 A S e
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14. How much do you use "Aidsdi 4o a7
BN EENPR SCEEVN
() Notatal
() some
) At

15,

16. How much do you know about "5 & sall 4 207
Lo tsaly 5 s
() Notatan
() some
) Aot

17. How much do you use "S5l LAl 4q "7
L sl y i s,
() Notatal
() some
() Alet

18.

19. How much do you know about "4kl 4 217
D soaly 800 o
() Notatall
() some
O Aw

20. How much do you use "4l 4 21”7
Liisaly i s
() Notatal
() some
() Alet

6 800l A g 1 &8 e
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21

22. How much do you know about "4l A 27
o 3l y 5 0 s,
(_ ) Notatal
() some
() At
23. How much do you use “Aulail 4o 30 7

Lo ‘J\'J ‘J‘L‘ -

() Notatall
() some
() At

24,

25, How much do you know about "4l ;30 4 2877
Sl 5oty il s

26. How much do you use "4ail il 4 21"7
u ‘J\’J 5‘;“0 EEN

TR g 0 ) a3 e

TAMaTY! A AN &l S V2
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28. How much do you know about "5 a3 4a 2lI"?
B8 FONPER RN
() Notatai
() some
O At

29. How much do you use "&all A 2"?
P LN S RN
() Notatall
() some
() Akt

s annd

B Google Forms

PR i dag A0 & aT 12

5 a0l g 2N & il Vi



duihgh 7 ladl daala
Ldad) cibeadpall A8

Ao ulaiy) clathaall da gy Laal sals)
Ll Lgoliisas dan il (3

Aas )

Al slay 3908 gl

il
e sl b
g ;\.AJSS‘— R

bl maliy A sowaladl da)0 Jo cldlial Yiasiu) dag ) sda cuasd
st ¢ alil (Aibagl) 7 ladl) draly cLlad) caladyal) 408 (dag jilly Al
2017



Agpdaiy) clathiaall dagiy Laad Sale)
A pd) Lgulibla g daa il (3 k!
Aas )

Add Glay ol gl
il
e gl b .
Qlgd dajge .o

gadlall

@b Aensill Gyl e Alliie e Gued b llaiadl) A dubll oda gl

A ) A ) oAy dam i) Lelilia g 0V AN Aen 50 4 Ayl o 8 5ysS0al) e sl
lebilag 5yiliall danjill cApdall daa il Lebiiay 4 0iSal) danjill cApihal) danjill Lebilia
3 (B sae dubhall o2n Gl Bl dea il Lelliay ddad) dea il (Bpdlaall e den il
O Ta8 Fangies aaliall Al Qs damgie glil DA e c@hll o3 il 2els
sl I agliad 5 ey agilayyats s3smgall 3ylall Cilallaas (e 2lail (Jaudd eV
o O Brhall G GBAY) mung g ey A Ll Jigad Jal e Al
ansill (e gl @) calpal) sANEN Clal) e S ) cilay Adadise Ll gl
O ¢yl pda Gul xie (Sl e )all daagill Aoy LVl aill Bl cdeajill Adk
O aliad ea i IS Jrad Raagill e PR Gugale JS lpailiad Galal all (1
o Alat) das il (350a) Ay pal) sl pal) Ahal) gellas Wgls o301 ) dLiaYly L (g5AY)
LS L Aala) agiValee o ANy 4Ll dngl Canagil agilaiy aguilee duhy DA
=5 05 @il daayi Bl (peajie 10 o e o8 Al e duhall cadie
s Aagaaa Caylad glac) o Gl alame (S Al S cAgpad) Al (Gyhay Granjial
Lpall Clalladll ods Caial Jyaad ardy 436 Uil cClalladll oda Jind 13k ddjea s

bl ggiad g € Al clallaiag Y1 e



