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Abstract: A review of the literature on translation of speexdts indicates a dearth of
empirical research on this area. In order to cohtrie to this relatively neglected area
of translation, the present study targeted at esgilon of translation equivalences
(formal vs. dynamic), directness shifts (betweerwithin) and their justifiability. To
this end, three research questions were addressttdrespect to the aforementioned
translation equivalents and directness shifts, lo@m dne hand, and the justifiability of
these phenomena, on the other hand. Furthermoegntiick’'s (1937) “Of Mice and
Men” was selected as the material of the study. #er sake of manageability, the
scope of the study was limited to two categoriescahmissives and directives.
Employing Searle’s (1975) speech act theory orEinglish novel, 120 commissive and
directive speech act utterances were randomly sadedhen, they were analyzed based
on Nida's (1964) concept of equivalence and Zansa(®2013) notion of directness
shifts. Next, the aggregated translations were itaialely assessed based on Zamani’s
(2013) TQA framework, and Rahimi’s (2004) translattheory. Finally, the results of
the study indicated that with respect to the tratish equivalence, dynamic equivalents
outnumbered the formal ones, while regarding thealness shifts, the category of
between shifts outnumbered within shifts. The figsliof the study further indicated
that about 58.5 percent of the translation equiktdevere located in the third level of
translation quality, i.e., successful translatiovhile with respect to the directness shifts
about 74.5 percent of the two notions were judtiGa

Key terms. Translation, speech act theory (SAT), commissidiesctives, formal and
dynamic equivalence, directness shift.

1. Introduction

Both semantics and pragmatics, as subfields olistigs, are engaged with the question of
meaning; however, they differ in the way they stublg type of meaning of an utterance.
Semantics mainly focuses on the superficial meamih@n utterance whereas pragmatics is
primarily concerned with the meaning in the conteixt last few decades, the realm of
pragmatics has played a pivotal role in differemaa of language including translation studies.
As Hatim (1998) states, from among different natioof the realm of pragmatics, the

Copyright © International Journal of English and Education | www.ijee.org



International Journal of English and EducationjjiZ

ISSN: 2278-4012, Volume:4, Issue:1, January 2015

phenomenon ospeech acis one of the most complicated elements affecthregy process of
translation. A review of the literature on translatof speech acts indicates a dearth of empirical
research on this area, especially between EnghshP&rsian. This scarcity of research in this
area of translation studies has been one of tlenedts behind conducting the present study.

One of the most comprehensive theories of spedcis #te one proposed by Searle (1975). In
his speech act theory, Searle (1975) has claimaditfierent notions of his theory are universal.
However, there are different research projects hsas Samavarchi & Allami, 2012;
Eslamirasekh, 1993) whose findings have questidheduniversality of Searle’s speech act
theory. As Zamani (2013) states, there are sontereuspecific illocutionary forces in Persian
whose translations into English is complicated prablematic. This complexity of translation of
speech acts has been another rationale behind comglthe present study.

2.Background

A great deal of studies has been already conductdte realm of speech act theory. However,
most of the previous studies have mainly focusedross-linguistic analysis of the speech acts
rather than their translation. In what follows, @ebaccount of the literature in the realm of
speech acts will be presented.

Ghourchian (2012), for instance, conducted a studgpeech acts in the context of drama. The
results of the study showed that in both Persiad &mglish dramasrepresentatives
outnumbered the other types of speech acts asawdhie fact that the speech acegplaining
was the most frequent type of representatives. Asalt, she came to this conclusion that since
representatives are the most frequent types ofchpaets in the context of drama in both
languages, and owning to the fact that the speeicbfaxplaining is realized through using the
routine statement structures (i.e., Subject+Verlbj€€t), in English vs. Subject+(Object)+Verb,
in Persian) of the two languages; there is no wiffee between these two languages regarding
the method of conveying speech acts, and thusrémslators had no difficulty in translating
speech acts. Furthermore, she concluded that #mslators had used no specific strategy in
translating speech acts in the context of dramaska#ion. Finally, she provided a sub-
classification of the five categories of speecls ased in the selected dramas.

Following Ghourchian (2012), Zamani (2013) carrad another piece of research on Persian
translation of speech acts. To conduct his studymahi worked on the context of drama
translation with this in mind that there is a ptede of different types of speech acts in this
genre of literary writings; ranging differently dapling on the purpose of the playwright, the
theme of the drama, the personality (charactedmatof the characters, the type of the relations
among the characters, and the like. To answer éeearch questions, thréenerican tragic
dramas written in relatively the sarmme spamndlevel of formalitywere selected for the study.
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The results of Zamani's (2013) study revealed thate were a large number of translation
strategies and shifts involved in translation o&diives and expressives, suggesting a degree of
translation difficulty for these two categories, ielh rejects Ghourchian’'s (2012)
overgeneralized conclusion, claiming that therencs difficulty in translating speech act
utterances. Furthermore, Zamani’s findings indiddtet there was a large number of translation
strategies involved in translation of directivesd aexpressive, which, once more, rejected
Ghourcian’s claim that the translators had usedraoslation strategy during the process of
translation of speech act utterances. In addi@mani determined the most frequent and the
most useful translation strategies and shifts apple to translation of directives and
expressives.

The observations of Zamani’'s (2013) study, on theeohand, resulted in proposing some
‘novel’, ‘newfound’, and pragmatic-basedtranslationstrategies(7 new translation strategies)
andshifts (5 new translation shifts) applicable to translatof speech act utterances (which was
due to the shortcomings of Newmark’s linguisticdzhdranslation strategies as well as the
deficiencies of Catford’s linguistic-based tranglatshifts) as well as a practicalethodfor
drama translation, which all help to maintain thaimillocutionary force(s) of each speech act
utterance of the source language drama in TT (Zgnz&13). Zamani’'s (2013) translation
strategies were proposed “not only to render theciedlocutionary force of the SL speech act
utterance into TL, but also to maintain both aspeot the drama translation, that is,
performability and readability (especially performability)” (pp. 112-113). Furthéo assess the
translation quality of speech act utterances, Zanf2dl3) proposed a relatively objective
framework in which a combination of quantitativedajualitative paradigms was employed.

With respect to the cross-cultural investigation refjuestives, a study was conducted by

Eslamirasekh (1993) to compare the patterns imgeests of native Persian speakers and native
American speakers. Results showed that Persiakesgeaere much more direct than American

speakers when making requests. Furthermore, it suggested that Persian speakers may
compensate for the directness by using stratediesalerters, supportive moves and internal

modifiers.

3.The Scope of the Study

The scope of analysis of the study was limited tabegories of commissive and directive
speech act utterances. On the other hand, thextoofteéhis study was limited to the novel
translation in which there is a great deal of shesat utterances to investigate.

4.Aims of the Study and Research Questions

The present study aimed at exploration of trarmhatequivalencesfdrmal vs. dynamig,
directness shiftsbetweenvs. within) and their justifiability. To accomplish these ainthree
research questions were addressed with respdu ttfdrementioned issues as follows:
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1. What types of translation equivalents have beenl@red by the Persian translator in
translating commissives and directives?

2. Are there anydirectnessshifts in Persian translations of commissives dinelctives? If
so, are they between or within the directness cayeg

3. Are the respective translation equivalents andcthess shifts justifiable?

It is noteworthy that in research question 1, typegquivalents refer to thiermal, dynamic
equivalents.

5.Method

In order to conduct this descriptive-contrastivedgt a combination of frameworks was

employed. It should be mentioned that the naturéhefpresent study is both qualitative and
guantitative. In order to obtain more precise rssuhe present study was limited its scope to
two categories of Searle’s (1975) taxonomy of spemts, namelygommissiveanddirectives

5.1.Frameworks of the Study

As for the frameworks, the present study was coteduasing four different frameworks. More
precisely, as the pragmatic framework, Searle’s’$)%peech act theory was used to analyze
different types of speech acts. On the other hamdnswer the first question of the study, Nida’s
(1964) translation theory of the dichotomous natia@f formal vs. dynamic equivalence was
employed as one of the translation frameworks. loge with respect to the second question of
the study, Zamani's (2013) pragmatic taxonomy @nsfation shifts, merely focusing on
‘directness shift,” was utilized. As for the thicgiestion of the study, a combination of Nida’'s
(1964) translation theory of equivalence, Rahin{2904) objective translation theory, and
Zamani’s (2013) framework of speech act translatjoality assessment (TQA) was used in the
study.

5.2Materials and Instruments

To conduct this study, the novel Of Mice and Merntten by the American novelist John
Steinbeck (1937) whose Persian translation is biyoDah as Mooshha va Adamha (1966) was
selected as the material of the study. In ordeinterpret the qualitative data of the study, a
combination of statistical measures including, ireacy and percentage was used.

5.3.Procedures
Employing Searle’s (1975) speech act theory, 12thmissive and directive speech act

utterances were randomly selected from the Engiastel. In the next phase, in order to answer
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the first research question, the SL commissives dindctives along with their Persian

translations were analyzed based on Nida’'s (196Agepts of formal and dynamic equivalence.
They were also checked in terms of the justifigpibf the type of equivalence used by the
translator. Next, the population of 120 commissiwesl directives was investigated using
Zamani’'s (2013) notion of directness shifts and jtigtifiability of their usage was assessed to
answer the second question of the study. Fina#linguZamani's (2013) TQA framework, and

Rahimi’'s (2004) translation theory, the translatiequivalents and directness shifts were
analyzed in terms of their translation quality gustifiability.

5.4.Data Analysis and Results

Table 1. shows the results of the first questiothefstudy regarding the translation equivalents
used in translation of commissives and directives.

Table 1Frequencies and percentages of the translationvadeints

Nida’s Equivalents Frequency Percentage
Formal equivalence 38 31.66%
Dynamic equivalence 82 68.34%
Total number of | 120 100%
utterances

As to the first question of the study, the resaftthe aggregated data indicated that the dynamic
equivalence (with a percentage of 68.34) outnuntbire formal equivalence (with a percentage
of 31.66). This illustrates the fact that the atlgé of the Persian translator of the novel with
respect to the type of translation equivalencebleg in accordance with Nida’'s (1964). In order
to illuminate these results, a few examples wilpbesented and discussed below.

Example 1:
ST 1: Lennie, you gonna be sick like you was laght (IF: Warn— Prohibit)

TT 1: /leni, baz mesle fieb naxpmifija./ (IF: Warn— Prohibit)
Translation equivalenDynamic
Adaptation: [like you was] and /baz/

According to Nida (1964), the receptor-oriented rapph of dynamic equivalence is when the
translator considers “adaptationsgghmmar of lexiconand ofcultural referencesin order to
achieve naturalness (pp. 167-168). In the abovenpba the translator has modified (adapted)
the grammar of the utterance, and has employBehamic equivalenciestead of using tormal
equivalentlike /maeriz mfi mesle djaeb ke budi/, which is ambiguous and unnaturalhla t
utterance, the speakenisrningthe hearer tpreventhim from doing an action which can result
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in getting sick on the part of the hearer. Consetiyethis utterance includes andirect
directive speech act in which two speech acts aesl simultaneously. More specifically, the
illocutionary force of warning acts as the secogmdand the illocutionary force of prohibiting
acts as the primary speech act of the utteranceoilyg in order to maintain the naturalness of
the SL utterance in TL, but also in order to renitier same illocutionary forces and thus exert
the same effect on the SL addressees as that &lthéhe translator has employed the dynamic
equivalence through a grammatical adaptation. Bssithe grammatical adaptation on the
phrase [like you was], the translator has addedathverb of /baz/ to the TL equivalent in order
to show the speaker’s stress on the result of #aeeln’'s wrong action which is an illness. This
way, besides warning, the illocutionary force oblbiting has been conveyed into TL. As a
consequence, the translation equivalent is jubtdigince according to Zamani’'s (2013) TQA
framework, this translation has taken into congitien the three elements of accuracy, clarity,
and naturalness, leading to a completely succesafudlation.

Example 2:
ST 2: Come on, give it here. (IF: Order)

TT 2: /bija, bedgindza./ (IF: Order)
Translation equivalenEormal

According to Nida (1964), a formal equivalence tises attention on the message itself, in both
form and content. It is concerned that the messagle receptor language should match as
closely as possible the different elements in therce language” (Munday, 2006, p. 41). This
type of equivalence is more source-text orientesl.tide translation shows, the translator has
utilized no adaptation, leading to an unnatural amthiguous translation. As a result, the type of
translation equivalence used in this translatidioisal. Even though the translation has to some
extent rendered the illocutionary force of orderifas a directive speech act) into TL, the

translation is unclear and unnatural with resped¢hé meaning. Thus, this translation relatively
includes accuracy, but it lacks clarity and naneak. According to Zamani's (2013) TQA

framework, such a translation stands on the selawad of translation quality and is regarded as
a relatively successful translation. A proper dyitaequivalence for this directive utterance

could be /jalla, reed kon bijad/, which would inctuthe three elements of accuracy, clarity, and
naturalness.

Example 3:
ST 3: No reason at all for you. (IF: Refusing)

TT 3: /deelil mixajtikar?/ (IF: Questioning~ Eliciting information)

Translation equivalenDynamic
Adaptation: grammatical/structural (mood change)
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The translation provided in this example is a dywwaome. More precisely, here, the translator
has made a grammatical adaptation to the SL convaissterance through changing the mood
of the utterance from an informative one in SL iaio interrogative one in TL, leading to a
directness shift. More specifically, the commissspmeech act of refusing has been conveyed
directly in SL, while the directive speech act diciing information has been conveyed
indirectly through questioning in TL. Consequently, seems that that even though this
translation is dynamic, the translator has made istake in adopting the proper dynamic
equivalence. According to the above discussiorthis translation the factor of accuracy has
been violated (since the illocutionary force of Bie utterance has been changed in TL), while
the other two factors (clarity and naturalness)ehaeen achieved. Hence, this is an unacceptable
translation. An acceptable dynamic equivalencéhiscase, could be: /nijazi be deelil nis./.

Example 4:
ST 4: What the hell are you gettin’ into it forF{lQuestioning— Prohibiting)

TT 4: /totfera xodet-o daxel-e mae?reke mikoni?/ (IF: Questgpr+ Prohibiting)

Translation equivalenDynamic
Adaptation: lexical and cultural reference

The above example has been provided through a dgrexuivalence in which a combination of
lexical and cultural adaptation has been employte, the SL utterance includes an indirect
directive speech act in which the illocutionarydernf questioning has been used to convey the
illocutionary force of prohibiting. Accordingly, ¢h TL utterance has rendered the same
illocutionary forces as in the SL utterance by gstndynamic equivalence. Furthermore, due to
the fact that the meaning of the TL utterance ideluno opacity, this equivalence has observed
the two factors of accuracy and clarity. Howevke type of translation equivalence adopted by
the translator could be more natural via using@unvalence like: / tafera xodet-acnoxode haer

?afi mikoni?/. The cultural reference of this tranglatcan be more natural than the equivalence
provided by the translator. With reference to whais discussed above, this translation has
observed a relative amount of naturalness, leanihg considered as a successful translation.

Table 2. shows the results of the second quesfigheostudy concerning the directness shifts
occurred in translation of commissives and dirediv

Table Erequencies and percentages of directness shifts

Directness shifts Frequency Percentage
Between shifts 11 9.16%
Within shifts 5 4.16%

Total number of SAs without104 86.68%
shifts

Total number of utterances 120 100%
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With reference to table 2., the categorybetween shiftgwith a frequency of 11 out of 120
utterances) outnumbers the categorywathin shifts (with a frequency of 5 out of 120
utterances). On the other hand, speech act utesamathout directness shifts extremely
outnumber commissives and directives with direc@ngsifts. In order to illustrate these two
types of directness shifts in context, and to discine justifiability of these two categories of
shifts, a few examples will be provided below. Tdhesamples have been selected from among
both correct and wrong translations.

Example 5:
ST 5: Why ain’t we goin’ on to the ranch and ganscsupper? (IF: Questionirg Suggesting)

TT 5: /berim tu abadi j¢izi vasefamemun bgrim?/ (IF: Questioning— Suggesting)
Directness shiftwithin

Translation equivalenDynamic

Adaptation: lexical and structural

Here, the secondary illocutionary force of the Stective utterance is questioning, while the
primary illocutionary force is suggesting. Hendee tspeech act used here is an indirect one.
Accordingly, the same illocutionary forces have rbeendered in TLd3 both SL and TL
directive utterances convey the same secondary mimdary locutionary forces (that is,
guestioning and suggesting), they differ from omether with respect to the degree of
directness. More specifically, in English, the erihas utilized a negative question to convey a
sense of indirectness, while in Persian, the teaoshas employed a positive question in which
the level of indirectness has been decreased.dBgitne has been due to the positive form of the
TL equivalent. With reference to the above disaussthe type of translation shift occurred in
this example iswithin.” That is to say, both the SL and TL utterancesiadirect whereas the
TL equivalent is less indirect than the SL equimaildOue to the fact that in Persian such an
equivalent is more natural than a formal equivadeoicthe SL utterance, this directness shift is
justifiable.

Example 6:
ST 6: If you gather up some dead willow sticks: @aying— Requesting)

TT 6: /to je xurdelfaxehaje xfke bid radzee:m kon./ (IF: Requesting)
Directness shiftBetween

Translation equivalenDynamic

Adaptation: structural
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In this example, the translator has endeavored rtwige a dynamic translation through
employing a structural adaptation. This adaptatimwever, has led to a directness shift from
English into Persian. Technically speaking, it hesulted in éetweendirectness shift. In the
SL, the primary illocutionary force of requestingshbeen conveyed indirectly through using the
secondary illocutionary force of saying. To clayifiye SL utterance has employedifatiausein
order to indirectly render the requestive illocafoy force of the utterance, while in the Persian
translation the translator has not employed anyiBpegrammatical structure to indirectly
convey the primary illocutionary force. It is notesthy that the translator should have rendered
this illocutionary force into the TL as indirect e SL utterance. Since the TL has the potential
to convey such an illocutionary force in the saneyvas the SL, this directness shift is not
justifiable.

In order to illustrate the results of ttierd question of the study regarding the justifiabibifythe
translation equivalents and directness shiftsyaeeamples will be presented and elaborated on
below. It should be mentioned that the followingaeples will first focus on the translation
equivalents and then on directness shifts.

e Trandation Equivalents (Formal vs. Dynamic)

Example 7:
ST 7: Come on, give it here. (IF: Order)

TT 7: /bija, bedg?indza./ (IF: Order)
Translation equivalenEormal

According to Nida (1964), a formal equivalence fises attention on the message itself, in both
form and content. It is concerned that the messagle receptor language should match as
closely as possible the different elements in therce language” (Munday, 2006, p. 41). This
type of equivalence is more oriented towards thercso text. As the translation shows, the
translator has utilized no adaptation during thecpss of translation, leading to an unnatural and
ambiguous translation. As a result, the type aidiaion equivalence used in this translation is
formal. Even though the translation has relativelydered the illocutionary force of ordering (as
a directive speech act) into TL, the translatioransbiguous and unnatural with respect to the
meaning. Thus, this translation relatively inclu@esuracy, but it lacks clarity and naturalness.
According to Zamani’s (2013) TQA framework, suckranslation stands at the second level of
translation quality and is regarded asetatively successfutranslation to which score 2 is
assigned. A proper dynamic equivalence for thigdlive utterance could be /jalla, reed kon
bijad/, which observes the three elements of acgudarity, and naturalness.

* Directness Shifts

Example 8:
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ST 8: Let's have different color rabbits. (IF: Segtng)

TT 8: /xube ke xagufamun reeng be raggeen./ (IF: Saying» Suggesting)
Directness shiftBetween

Translation equivalenDynamic

Adaptation: structural

Here, the TL equivalence is different from the Stective utterance with respect to the type of
directness extant within them. Technically speakingxample 20, the SL utterance has directly
conveyed the directive illocutionary force of susfygg, while the TL equivalent has indirectly
conveyed the same illocutionary force. Hence, ¢éxample includes betweerdirectness shift.

To clarify, here, the clause /xube ke/ has been tgseninimize the level of imposition on the
hearer in order to increase the level of politen€hss way, the translator has conveyed the same
illocutionary force (suggesting) indirectly. Due tioe fact that in Persian, such a situation is
naturally expressed in a more polite manner thdanglish, the directness shift occurred in this
utteranceis justifiable. Furthermore, according to Zamani @Q1f directness shift does not
change the primary illocutionary force of the spgeact utterance and does not violate the other
two factors of clarity and naturalness, it can bgarded as a justified shift. Here, the shift
occurred in the translation violates none of thedhfactors of translation quality and thas
justified.

Finally, with respect to the third question, thedingsof the study revealed that, as far as the
translation equivalents were concerned, about p8tbent of the translations (see appendix 1.)
were located in third point of translation qualitigat is,successfuto which score 3 is assigned
out of 4. On the other hand, as far as the dirsstshifts were concerned, the results of the study
showed that about 74.5 percent of the directneafis ¢bee appendix 2.) were justifiable.

6.Discussions

The results of the study regarding Nida's (1964)hdtomy of translation equivalence, i.e.,
formal vs. dynami¢ indicated that the dynamic equivalence (with aceetage of 68.34)
outnumbered the formal equivalence (with a pergmntaf 31.66). This illustrates the fact that
the attitude of the Persian translator of the n@ielt is, Darioush, 1966) with respect to the type
of translation equivalence is in accordance witdds (1964).

On the other hand, with respect to the second iquest the study regarding Zamani’s (2013)
dichotomy of directness shifts, i.d@etweenvs. within, occurred in translation of commissives
and directives, the results of the study proved tha category obetween shiftwith a
frequency of 11 out of 120 utterances) outnumbeted category ofwithin shifts (with a
frequency of 5 out of 120 utterances). This ressuilh accordance with Zamani’'s (2013) findings
on expressive and directive speech acts. Furtherntioe results of the present study indicated
that the number of commissives and directives inclvia directness shift has occurred is few.

Copyright © International Journal of English and Education | www.ijee.org



International Journal of English and Educationjjl

ISSN: 2278-4012, Volume:4, Issue:1, January 2015

This is also in same line with Zamani’'s (2013) fessand thus proves the previous findings in a
different context. This finding was further leddoming to the conclusion that both English and
Persian tend to use relatively similar linguisticustures to convey commissive and directive
speech acts. Accordingly, this conclusion is imt@my with Zamani's (2013) even though his
study was conducted in a context different fromt thiathe present study. As Zamani (2013)
asserts, from among his proposed pragmatic-basedlation shifts, the category of directness
shift is one of the least frequent ones, especiallythe context of English and Persian
expressives and directives, in the case of hisyqfudl14).

7. Concluding REmarks

The results of the first question of the stuidlyicated thathe attitude of the Persian translator of
the novel with respect to the type of translatiqniealence is in accordance with Nida’s (1964).
Technically speaking, Nida is of the opinion thla¢ tmessage has to be interwoven with the
target language addressee’s needs and culturattexipas and aims at complete naturalness of
expression which is referred to as a dynamic edgme. Accordingly, these results illuminate
the fact that the Persian translator has endeaviorgfovide a natural and receptor-oriented
translation which can exerts the same effect onTiheaddressees as does the ST on the SL
addressees.

The results of the second question of the stihd light on the fact thétte category obetween
shifts (with a frequency of 11 out of 120 utterances)autbered the category wifithin shifts
(with a frequency of 5 out of 120 utterances), @&ying the fact that there are some cases in
which the way of expression of a particular typeilloicutionary force in English is different
from the way it is realized in Persian. On the otiend, speech act utterances without directness
shifts extremely outnumbered commissives and duestwith directness shifts. This indicates
the fact that in most cases both languages (EnglshPersian) are similar with respect to the
directness of linguistic manifestation of the corssizes and directives.

With respect to the third question of the stuidhg findings revealed that, as far as the traioslat
equivalents were concerned, about 58.5 percefmedfranslations (see appendix 1.) were located
in the third point of translation quality, that 8jccessfuto which score 3 is assigned out of 4.
This conveys the fact that Darioush’s (1966) Perdianslations of the commissives and
directives, though not being excellent, stands gb@d and acceptable level of quality, which
proves the importance of having mastery of speetlthaory, on the part of the translators. On
the other hand, as far as the directness shifte e@ncerned, the results of the study showed that
about 74.5 percent of the directness shifts (s@erapx 2.) were justifiable. This conveys the
fact that due to some cultural differences, theee sbome cases in which a directness shift is
necessary to convey the same illocutionary foragb@$sL into the TL, as Zamani (2013) asserts.
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Appendices

Appendix 1Frequencies and percentages of different levetsaoklation quality

Translation quality level Frequency Percentage
Unsuccessful 7 5.7%
Relatively successful 15 12.3%
Successful 71 58.5%
Comletely succsseful 27 23.5%
Total 120 100%

Appendix 2Frequencies and percentages of justified and uifipdtdirectness shifts

Directness shifts Frequency Percentage
Justified 12 74.5%
Unjustified 4 25.5%

Total 16 100%
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