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Pragmatic £quivalence in the Translation of English indlrect F 2fusals by [{ M.M Afaneen A, Yaguhl}
Advanced Iragi Learners at University of Basra {104 Baheeria J.Muhammad))

Abstract

This study focuses on the pragmatic equivalence in the transiation
of some English speech acts of indirect refusals into Arabic by advanced
Iragi learners of English at University of Basra. To achieve this aim, a test
of {14) English contexts was designed, anc a group of advanced Iragi
learners of English participated in the test )y translating these contexts
inte Arabic. 1t is hypothesized that the trimslation of English indirect
tefusal: into Arabic is problemsztic and diverse on the pragmatic leve!
particularly in arriving at adequale equivalence. The study follows Baker's
model of pragmatic cguivalencz in transhation which is theorized on
Grice's model of the co-operative principle and its maxims. The
translations collected fram the test were divided into three groups:
equivalant translations, acceptakle translations, and mistranslations. The
findings of the study indicated that the pe-centage of translations that
were pragmatically equivalent to the original texts were the lowest ones.

1. Intraduction

Pragmatically speaking, the act of refusing is interestingly uncertain,
unpredictable, and diverse depending on the speech act itself whether
suggestion, offer, request, or otherwise {Beebe et al., 1990:56). Starting
from this premise, the present study arose from the complexity and
diversity of the speech acts of indiract refusal especially for learners of
English as a foreign language {(Thomas, 1995: 1..0), and also from translation
errors [problems) which are looked upon as a f. ilure to achieve the message
implied in the source language [Nord, 1997:75-78). More specifically, "If the
purpose of a translation is to achieve a particular function for the target
addressee, anything that obstruct: the achie ement of this purpose is a
translation error” f{ibid). wWhen invalved in the process of translation,
students usually face different problems, at different levels, and one of
these levels is the pragmatic level {Baker, 1532:217). Baker helieves that
among the various notions associated with pragmatics and the ones which
are of particular importance in mak ng sense are caherence and implicature.
She affirris that "The coherence of a text i- a result of the interaction
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between knowledge presented in the text and the reader's own knowledge
and experience of the world" (ibid. 219). In translation, she argues
{ibid.z222], it is highly necessary that the translator considers the target
reader's knowledge, expectitions, and factors such as: “the organization of
the world, the organizatior. of language in general, the crganization of
particular text types, thz structurs of social relations, and the
appropriateness or inappropriateness of certain kinds of linguistic and non-
linguistic behaviuor...”

implicature is the term used by Grice (1875) to account for what the
speaker means in what he says. Implicature is not ahout what is explicitly
said but what is implied. Implicating is what Searle (1975 265-6] called an
indirect speach act since the speaker performs one speech act by implicating
another. For example, a speaker can use a declarative sentence to make a
request, Baker {1922: 259} also states that the notion of the llecutianary
meaning overlaps with the theory of indirect speech acts since the
illocutionary meaning is related to what the speaker intends rather than
what he says, while the indirect speech act is an utterance whose literal
meaning cannot be adeguat: in the context and neaeds an inference to make
the meaning clear [Levinson,1983: 270]. Grice's co-operative principie and
its maams offer a practical framework within which the transiator can
examine cultural expressions and implicatures and arrive at 2 translation
which retains the cultural import of the source text {Venuti, 1998:21).
According to Venutl, translation is theorized on the model of Grice's co-
operative principle in which translation communicates the source text by
cogperating with the target text reader according to four maxims: quantity
(of information), quality [ruthfulness of information], relevance or
consistency of context, and manner or clarity.
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1.1 Objective of the Study

On the basis of what has been menioned above, this study is
concerned with the translation of some English indirect refusals into
Arabic by Advanced Iragi Learners at University of Basta to determine
whether indirect refusals retain the function they perform in the original
texts and whether the translaticn can preserve some of the pragmatic
equivalence and make the context as natural as possible while paying
attention to some translation er-ors. The miin objective of the prasent
study is to answer the following questions:

1- Is there any pragmatic eflect on the franslation of English specch
acts of indirect refusals from English into Arabic {i.c. is the
illocutionary force of the indirect speech acts of refusal reduced,
or changed)?

2- Do the translated expressions have cquivalent speech act forces
as the original ones?

1. Hypothesis

It iz hypothesized in this study that the transiation of English indirect
refusal; is problematic and diverse for advar:ced iragi learners of English
especizily at the pragmatic ievel.

1.2 Procedures

The researchers in this study have collected a number of English
contex:s from several studies {Yang, 2008; K zlson et al., 2002; Asher and
Lascarides, 2001) to be the data of the test. The contexts included
initiations of different situations whether raquests, suggestians, offers,
ar othorwise. Each situation was followed 2y an expression of refusal,
mainly indirect.

Before runming the test, the spexch acts of refusals were
explaired to the participants, w'th a specia emphasis on indirect ocnes.
The participants were a group o undergrad Jate students at the Dept of
Translation, University of Basra. The tes. was run at the Dept. of
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Transiation. The first procedure was that respondents were required to
read every situation and its refusal. Then, they were required to
translate anly the exprassions of the indirect refusals, without their
Initiating situations. The contexts and their refusal expressions were all
written and provided to participants because the context is part of
understanding the spe»ch act itself. The translations done by the
participants were aiso written. §

The data collectea were analyzed in line with Baker's pragmatic
approach to translation {1992) which is hased on the Gricean theory of
implicature and conversational maxims. Baker draws up her argument
on the five factors put forward by Grice that contribute to
readers' fhearers' ability to work out implicatures.

Two statistical analyses were conducted: the ANOVA table and
percentages. To get approximately exact results, the participants were
divided into three groups. The first group consisted of equivalent
translations. The second consisted-of acceptable translations, and the
third group consisted of unacceptable and erroneous translations.
Accordingly, the percentage of each group was counted.

2. Indirect Speech Acts:

Indirect speech acts are “cases in which one illocutionary act is
performed indirectly by way of performing another” and in which “the
speaker communicates ‘o the hearer more than he actually says by way
of relying on their mutually shared knowledge information, both
linguistic and non linzuistic together with the general power of
rationality and inference on the part of the hearer (Searle, 1976:60-61).
In an indirect speech act the speaker somehow means something other
than what the sentence means (Finch, 2005: 173). Yule (1995:55) holds
that “whenever there is an indirect relationship between a structure and
a function, we have an indirect speech act”.
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For Thomas (199%:143} indirectness iz used for many reasons,
including: the desire to make one’s language maore/less interesting, to
increase the force of one message, competirg goals, and politeness.

Drastically enough, illocutionary force is very often conveyed indirectly
rather than directly {Huddleston and Oullum 2002: 861). Indirect speech
acts are ‘puzzling’. Some indirect speech acts, such as (1) behave
linguistically as if they are requests, i.c. like other requests they can be
modified with please where simple guestion: like {2} cannot:

1. A&. Can you pass the salt?

1. 8. Can you please pass the salt?

2. 4. Where did you put the ook?

2. B. *Where did you please put the bock?

On the other hand, (1) also behaves linguistically like question in that a
direct answer is a felicitous response:

1- A. €as you pass the saltfAsher and Lascarides, 2001 184-185)

A significant guestion here ‘s how one can reach an appropriate
interpretation of an utterance. A proper answer can be found in Searle’s
suggestion (1976: 10- 12). He calis for the cembination of our knowledge
of thrze elements to undersiand an indirect speech: the felicity
conditions of direct speech acts, the context of the utterance, and the
principles of conversational cooperation. Those principles are embedded
in Grice's cooperative principle.

In relation to indirect speech acts, Sear'e (1969: 178) presents the
“notion of ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ illocutionary acts®. The primary
llocutionary act is the indirect one, which is not literally performed. The
seconcary illocutionary act is the direct oae, performed in the literal
utterance of the sentence.
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Clark {1979 431-33) elucidates six properties of indirect speech acts,
which are significant to the understanding of their variety: multiplicity of
meaning, logical priority of meanings, rationality, conw}ntiunality,
politeness, and purposelulness,

All in all, the state of indirect speech acts can be related to Corder’s
[1973: 40) idea that "all languages have an attitudinal element which is
refated to the intentions of the speaker by which he conveys something
of his state of mind, his activity and why he is speaking at all”.

3. Refusals Strategies:

Refusals in English are either direct or indirect ones. However,
speakers can use other 'nguistic resources when they refuse, including a
reaction of solidarity betore or after refusing, This is known as "adjunct”
{Felix-Brasdefer: 2007), ».g. Willingness: Would you like to go wath me to
the concert? “I'd love to: but I'm very busy tonight.”

Interastingly, investigatcrs can learn how people perform refu:sals by

collecting data via written queqtlnnnawes

role ptay situations

natural conversations

some combinations of these methods {ibid.: 2007}

it

Refusals have been called a "major cross-cultural “sticking point’ for
many nonnative speakers” [Baebe ot al, 1990:56). A refusal is generally
considered a speech act by which 2 speaker "denies to engage in an
action propased by the interlocutor” {Chen Ye and Zhang, 1995:121}.

It is clear that refusals are compiex speech acts simply bezause they
often involve lengthy neiotiations as well as face-saving maneuwvers. This

involvedness can be dernonstrated by the number of strategies in each
refusal.
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Thus, AlEryani (2007:21-22) adds thet "as a failure to refuse
appropriately can risk the interpersonal relations of the speakers,
refusals usually include various strategie: to avoid offending one’s
interio-utors. However, the choice of thes strategies may vary across
languages and cultures”.

Beeke et al {1990: 5&) stress that refusals are of an especially sensitive
nature. This is simply because of their ‘nherently face threatening
nature. Consequently, a pragmatic breakdown in this act may easily lead
to urintended offense andfor breakoowns in communication.
Furthermore, Beebe et al, alsn, designate that refusals are also of
interest due to their typically complex censtructions. They are often
negotiated over several turns and involve come degree of indirectness.
in addition, their form and contant tend to vary depending on the type
of spezch act that elicits them {request, offer, etc., and they usually
vary in degree of directness depending on the status of participants.

In making a refusal, an individual rejects an offer initiated by another,
backs out an agreemant, or risks offending .he initiator. The maore direct
the refusal, the more the threat to the perscn’s face will be [Nelson at al,
2002:42). S0, “some degree of indirectnes . usually exists” {Brown and
Levinsan, 1978: 56); the person who refusas may need to cushion the
force of the refusal.

Gass and Houck { 1999: 2) explain that refusals are one of 2 relatively
small number of speech acts which can be characterized as a response to
another’s act (for example to a request, invitation, offer, or suggestion] ,
rather than as an act initiated by the speakcr, This is so because refusals
normally function as second pair parts, they praclude extensive planning
on the part of the refuser, Morcover, extersive planning is limited, and
because the possibilities for a response are hroader than for an initiating
act, re‘usals may reveal greater complexity “han many other speech acts.

3.2. English Refusals Strategies;

Cohen [1990: 21} notes that one of he concerns of speech act
resear~hers is to arrive at a se: of strateg'es “typically used by native
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speakers of the target language”. Therefore, there are different
strategies for performing direct and indirect refusals in English. Perhaps
the hest known and mest frequently cited system for analyzing refusals
was developed by Beete and her colieagues. Beebe et al (199(:72-73)
break down refusal respanses inte semantic formulas (those expressions
which can be used to perform a refusal}: and adjuncts [expressions
which accampany a refusal, but which cannot by themselves be used to
perform a refusal). Theie semantic formulas are divided into direct and
indirect refusals. Indiract refusals are further divided into: statement of
regret, wish, excuse, reason, explanation, statement of aliernative, set
condition for future or past acceptance, promise of future acceptance,
statement of principle, statement of philosophy, attempt to dissuade
interlocutor, acceptance that functions as refusal, and avoidance (Sadler
and Eroz ,2007: 25-26).

Cirect refusals are rare and performative refusals {| refuse...) are
hardly ever used, “Ng® and statement of negative willingness [l can't
etc.) alse occur only rarcdy (Kitao, 1996: 70).

Al-Kahtani {1986:27) elucidates that the native and the non native
speakers of English employed different semantic strategies in realizing
the speech act of refuszis. The differences in verbalizing the speech act
of refusals among the native speakers of English and the nonnative

speakers can be attributed to the interference of the nonnative’s first
language,

GGass and Houck (1999:3] clearly say that:

Given the less constrzined nature of refusals’
(when compared to other speech acts),
appropriate ‘comprehension  and  production -
reguire a certain amount of often culture-specific’
knowledge and ability on the part of the refuser.
This situation makes accurate information on the-
characteristics of culturally appropriate refusals of

41



Pragmatic Equivalence in the Translation of English Indirect B fusals by [( M. Afancen A. Yagub))
advanced Iraqi Learners at University of Basra [(M.M Baheeja ). Muhammadi)

potential interest not only to rest archers, but also
to second and foreign languape teachers and
students as well.

3.3. Arabic Refusals Strategies:

The literature on Arabic communication proposes that indirectness is
one of its defining characteristics (Cohen 1987, 1990; Feghali 1997,
Gudykurst and Ting-Toomey 1988; Katriel 1936; Zsharna 1935).

According to Cohen (1990:42} Arabic language reflects a high-context
culture in which "what is not said is some imes more important than
what is said”. Cohen {ibld.: 43} maintains hat in Arabic, directness is
much cisliked and that great pains will be teken to avoid saying ‘no’ and
“eircumlocution, ambiguity, and metaphor nelp to cushion against the
danger of candor” since a direct refusal will cause embarrassment,

Few studies have been conducted on examining differences and
similarities between Arabic and American or British English in the field of
refusals strategies. For example, Stevens 1933} presents a study of
Arabic and English refusals strategies in whith he notes that hoth Arabic
and English speakers use many cf the same formulas, e.g. (explanations,
non-committal strategies, partial acceptance , and while lias).

Al-Shawali {1997) studies the semantic ‘ormulas used by Saudi and
American male Undergraduate students in the speech acts of refusal.
The firding of his study shows that Amerizans and Saudis use similar
refusal formulas except in the use of direct refusal. Saudis and
Americans also differ in the use of semanti: formulas in the content of
their refusals: Saudis are found to use avoidance strategies (e,
postponement and hedge) or they give unsg acified answers.

Furthermore, Nelson et al {2C02) carried out a study on refusals and
communication styles in American English ind Egyptian Arabic. In their
study they used a modified discourse complation test consisting of three
requests, three invitations, three offers, and three suggestions. After
Nelson et al {2002; 40), strategies of Arabic efusals can be classified inlo
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twa main types: direc and indirect ones. Indirect refusals can be
cubdivided into: reassn, consideration of interlocutor’s Teelings,
suggestion of willingness, letting inlerlocutor off the hook, statement of
regret, hedging, statement of principle, criticizing the raguest/requester,
and repetition aof part of the request.

still, Katriel {1986: 50 proposes that among Arabic speakers, a person
in a lower-status postion frequently uses indirect communication
strategies when addrescing a person in a higher-status position. Hussien
[1995) adds that indirect refusals are used even with acquaintances of
equal status and with close friends on unequal status.

Reviewing a research on Arabic communication patterns, Feghali
{1997:358) concludes that Arabic speakers communicate indirectly, and

that they often conceal “desined wants, needs, or goals during
discourse”,

4. Pragmatic Equivalence in Translation

The notioh of equiva'ence is "the conceptual basis of translation”
{(House, 1997: 30). It is associated with ’the preservation of "meaning”
across twao different languages' {ibid.]. House states that there are three
aspects of this meaning wrich are of key importance for translations: the
semantic, the pragmatic, and the textual aspect of meaning. 5he, House,
affirms that the “distinction between semantic meaning and pragmatic
meaning underlios the theory of speech acts developed by Austin (1962} and
Sear| [1969)." Pragmatic meéaning, in hHouse's argument, is looked upon in
terms of the llocutionary force of an utterance. The illocutionary force of an
utterance can be determined by word order, mood, stress, intonation, or
the use of performative verbs. House reaffirms that considering the
illocutionary force and the pragmatic meaning are of particutar significance
to translation simply because "in translation we do not operate with
sentences at all but with utterances, i.e., units of discourse characterized by
their use-value in cormnmunication" {ibid :31}. She suggests that translation is
considered as "a primarily pragmatic reconstruction" of the original text
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Therefare, the translator needs to work out im| lied meanings in translation
in arder to get the source text message across. The role of the translatar is
to re-construct the author's intention in another cullure in such a way that
enables tha target text reader to understand it clearly. Citing and translating
Blini and Matt Bon's study (1996), Bruti (200€: 187} points out that “the
ilocutionary aspect of the text should therefo.e be privileged by trying to
reproduce the same speech acts in the target language on the basis of a
careful analysis of the [...] pragmalinguistic elem 2nts.”

Recalling the concept of coherence suggested by Charolles (1283} and
Grice's theory of implicature (1975}, Baker (1992:225) discusses pragmatic
aspects of translation, of which the most important are.

- Footitemgmgyas of

Wwithin the same context, she cites the factors detailed by Grice to
account for the ways people can woik out implicatures {ibid -228}:

1. the conventional meaning of words and structures used (ie. @
mastery of the language system), together with the identity of any
re‘erences that may he invo ved;

2. the Co-operative Principle and its maxim:;

3. the context, linguistic or otherwise, of th2 utterance;

4. gotheritems of background krowledge; and

5. the fact (or supposed fact) that all releant items falling under the
pravious headings are avzilable to both participants and bath
participants know or assume this to be -he case.

6. The Practical Part

5.1 Participants

The participants were {40} fourth yeer students at the Dept. of
Transiation, College of Arts, University of Basra, both males and fermales;
yet, the gender factor was not considered in this study. This group of
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participants was asked to do written translations of some English
indirect refusais into Arabic.

5.2 Data

The data were collected from a number of previous studies on
refusal strategies {Yang, Z008; nelson et al., 2002; Asher and Lascarides,
2001}, keeping in mind that the expressions collected varied and were
not limited to any particular type of speech acts of refusing (e.g,
invitations, offers, compliments, asking questions,...}. The data included
initiating situations and their refusals; ie. each item included an
initiative {A} and an utterance of indirect refusal (B}.

5.3 Procedures

Before starting the test, one of the researchers introduced the
participants to what is meant by refusal and the types of refusal in
£nglish. First of all, respondents were required to read every situation
and its refusal. Then, they were required to translate only the
expressions of the indirect refusals, without their initiating situations.
The contexts and the situations involved were provided to participants
because the cantext is nart of understanding the speech act itself. The
time of the test was nearly an hour.

The data collected were analyzed in line with Baker's pragmatic
approach to translation {1992) which is based on the Gricean theory of
implicature and conversational maxims. Baker draws up her argument
on the five factors pul forward by Grice (see section 4 above] that
contribute to readers'fhaarers' ability to work out implicatures, To arrive
at percentage results of the data, the participants were divided into
three groups, The first group consisted of equivalent translations. The
second consisted of acceptable transliations. The third group consisted of
unacceptable or mistranslations. Statistically, two analyses were
conducted. The first was one-way ANOVA among the groups and within

&5



R —— =
Pragmatic Equivalence in the Translation of English Indirect Re fusals by [l MM afaneen &, Yaqul))
Advanced Iragi Lesrners at University of Basra .M Baheeja JMuhammad))

the groups. The second was percentages of sach group out of the total
translations.

5.4, Analysis and Discussion of Results

To show how the factors dstailed by Grice might affect inferring
implicatures and maintaining coherence as well as how they relate to
transiation problems and strategies, Baksr analyses a number of
translated texts in line with these factors. The following sections will

discuss the translation of the indirect rafusa’s in accordance with thase
factors:

5.4.1. A. The Conventional Meanings of Wards and Structures

Obviously, lack of knowledge of the meanings of words and
structuras of the source text will result in rnistranslation and, in turn,
incalculable implicatures in the target one {(Baker, 1992:229).
Considering situation {3} in the test, the reseurchers have found ocut that
the participants mistranslated the indirect re’usal {You can try and get a
loan from the bank) as foliows:

Table [1): Some Translatiors of the Refusal Expression of the
Context (3}

The source text The targef text

2-You can try and pet a loan s e o diagy agiiy sad o ik
from the Hank.

il

A AR s am gl ety AT placadl ity

i paall sy e 1 g A gl aubid

il Wl p Jkas ol adaind

This mistranslation is due "o misunderstanding of conventional
meaningz of words such as {a loan] and (tise bank] which have been
confused with {atone) and {the river bank} -espectively. The reader of
the source text and the target text would make two different
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implicatures: the original £nglish utterance implicates that the speaker
(B} in this situation is incirectly refusing A's reguest and, to maintain
relevance and cooperation in the Gricean sense, is suggesting for (A) to
get a loan from the ban- Such implicatures or any equivalent cnes,
Baker maintains, are difficult to infer in Arabic because of the
mistranslation of words such as the ones mentioned above which render
the target text incoherent.

Besides the conventional meaning of words, Baker {ibid.: 230)
ascerts that "in every language there will be conventional associations
betweaen certain linguistic patterns and certain inferable meanings."
These patterns, she adds, can be employved to derive different
implicatures. To exemplify, the context {4) invalves a situation where (A)
is a worker at a store requesting his boss (B) to take a day off. Cn his/her
part, B's refusal is modeli:d on a rhetorical guestion {Who do you think
you are?} to express irony or insult; in the sense that (B) is implicating
that [A} s not in a position to ask for a day off. Similarly, the refusal
expression in item (9] was completely mistranslated by some
participants because they could not selate the linguistic patterns of the
utterance with the right inference. Not recognizing the functions of such
patterns leads to translation problems and any literal transfer affects the
implicature of the sourca text or suggests another implicature {ibid).
From the translations beiow, different implicatures would be inferred
from the target (Arabic) taxts according to the reconstructed utterances.
However, the researchers found somz equivalent implicatures of (9) {the
last three translations as chown in table 2 below): '

Table {2); Some Translations of the Refusal Expressions of the
Comtexts (4} and {9}
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o The source text "~ - _The tarpet text
4- B- Who do you think vou are?

34 A0 a4l

Tl g SdEiely o

Tl Jg b i

5L D g shiad igg

% P LN

ot By L

ol adl iy

Fak a0 e

*H..L...u a5 AL

- B- Aovway, | would look into A s Al s aniilo ha Ay e o8
the possibility ol having  (hat

requirement waived, e

R YL TSR I - PP ENp o e
adlalh

VTS ISUURE PIRI PAEE TS
Al 5 e o) guanl

il 04 ) atadl a g b U Ak ol o
it Gl 131551 4l ] iy g ol
g gllae o gl

Sl Aglad B el Gigw Jia A i
el g o) ol pa s A e o
L gina

e e 5 0 Y g Jla A e o8
gl il e ] paad

5.4.1, B, The ldentity of Any References That May Be Involved

In order to maintain coherence and wo 'k out implicatures out of a
text, participants were required to be able to make out references
known to the reader, otherwise they wou'd produce interrupted text
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and vague relevance. The ability to link the reference with other features
of contexts enhances the coherence of the text and enables the reader
to infer the right implicatre. Recognition of implicatures in the text is
shown to be absolutely essential for an effective translation {Margala
2009:1). Far example, the context (10} involves an indirect refusal ta an
offar. The speaker (B} refuses the offer {How about another piece of
cake?) using the strategy of expressing a statement of principle (That's
the one that conflicts with what | have to take) to imply that s/he cannot
have another piece of cake becausé this contradicts hisfher principle
which could be following a diet. The reference of "ane" in the source
(English} text is related to-the act of having ancther piece of cake. The
translations below clearly show how participants have confused relating
the reference to its original text. All the five target {Arahic) texts show
that "one" has been attrivuted to a person “Lmaai" which contradicts
the source text reference "having another piece of cake The Arab

reader would find it difficult to identify the referent of "one” because
the translation was ineffective.

& similar case can b found in context (7) in which the speaker (A}
supgests for (B) to try a particular diet. B refuses A's suggestion again by
expressing hisfher prirciple {1 don't believe in dieting}. Few
mistranslations occurred in B' utterance which rendered it incohereant as
in table {3) below: '

Table (3): Seme Transiatians of the Refusal Expressions of the Contexts

(7} and (10}

The sourec text ! The target fext

g’ll.:c_qw.-&nt_‘_ha;l;bﬁl Cpadadlh

10- B-That's the one that conflicts
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with wiwat [ have to 1ake al

dal ey Pl g il 40 g and aln

A U e Ll g3 s i 0

nasd

aaa O0 glad pdll | o] K

Lo Jg dea bl 1520 Ladddt gh L
ol

7- B-I cian't helieve in dieting. sty aite) Y L

daandl dllee o hisl ¥ U

Speatly gty L

Aganlt Jadl

foan B A Gaeal Y

Another situation can be found in item: (1), {2}, and (&) which also
involve different contexts and their refusil utterances. In translating
these utterances, the participants provided acceptable, if not equivalent,
implicatures to those of the original texts. 5ame transtations of these
utterances need more key references to the intended meaning. For
example, it was necessary that the participants clarified what was the
pronoun in words such as " 4lacd cisw ! ! 4 520" referring to in (1} and
(23, as illustrated in table {4] below. The translations of the utterances
(2} and {6) were equivalent, coherent, and implicating the same
intended meaning in the original utterances.

Tahle [4): Some Translations of the Refusal Expressions of the
Contexts {1), {2] and ;6)

The sourge lext The target text
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1-B- Il do it next 1ime, gAY dJﬁ,iqMLu

SN ol gy pafl [

feadB 5 padh b Sy o gL

2-B- Wiy don't you ask Ralph? 1| et Sady o) caag 40 siGed tudll, Sy 1l
think he'll lpve to do it. ' :

PLN WINPT I SRR P

LAl o ey A1 JBES Ry g Y
' {Liniz)
&-B- Don't worry about il e sty

A3 g, (BT

Al bl ET

Ll ity

5.4.2. The Co-cperative PII"lr'lCi‘p'lE and its Maxims

The co-operative principle and its maxims, as Grice suggeste, are the
rational of any linguistic and non-linguist:c behaviour. Some linguists, Baker
arpues, do not support the assumption that the co-operative principle and
‘te naxims are universak. One of them is Thomson (1982:11, cited in Baker,
1852:233) who suggests that not all speakers of a particular language use
certain types of maxims, or the context in which a particular masxim is used
might be different from one language community into angther. Levinson
(1983: 120-21] argues for the universality of conversational implicatures on
the grounds that "if the maxims are darivable from considerations of
ratipnal cooperation, we would expect them to he universal in application,
at least in co-operative kinds of Interaction”. On her part, Baker adds that
within the same linguistic corimunity one can find contexts in whizh not all
the maxims might be applied. Above all, citing Grice's suggestion, Baker
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s

argues that Grice himself suggested that 2 fifth maxim "Be polite" can be
added to the list of the four maxims, simply bec ause a maxirn as such can he
2 soutce of cross-cultural difficulties. Differant cultures certainly have
different norms of politeness, In transiation, th2 translator may add or omit
cartain expressions which s/he feels they may v olate the reader's prospects.
Besides, the actual application of Grice's maxims may vary from culture o
cultura. In other words, although the standards of relevance, quantity,
quality and manner vary, it is still reasonable to assume that people do
generatly follow the Cooperative Principle (Marsala, 2009:100).

There is alsa the guestion of "discourse organization and rhetorical
functions” (Baker, 1992: 235) which hold up Grice's maxiros and their being
related to language and culture. For exampis, the rhetorical function of
Arabic is repetition; in the sense that informat on is repeated in the Arabig
text both in form and substance in an atteript ta create some sort of
persuasion, To arrive at a plausible argument, Baker {ibid, 238) sums up that
"all discourse, in any language, 1s essentially co-operative and that the
phenomenon of implicature (rather than the s3ecific maxims suggested by
Grice} is universal.”

Fxamining the participants' translations iri the light of the co-nperative
principle and its maxims, the researchers hav: found out that the maxim
that was flouted is the fourth maxin: manner pspecially the submaxim: be
clear, keeping in mind that it is "the flouting of a maxim such as Quantity or
Relevance which results in an uttzrance having an indirect illocutionary
meaning” (ibid.:259). This means that by using indirect refusals, the speaker
is flouting the maxim of guantity (i e. giving less or more information than
required] on the assumption that the masim of relevance and the
cooperative principle are maintained. The flouting of the maxim of manner
is manifest in some vague transletions made by some participants. For
example, some translations of the contexts {11} and {14} could be obscure
to the Arab reader when compared to the source texts. The source text (11]
(I have another appointment tonight} is an irdirect refusal to a request,
namely a statement of alternative. It is assumed that the refuser in the
original text is co-operative, truthful, informative, relevant, and clear. The
translated text, an the other hanc, is not clear because the participants
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translated "appaintment” as "gliat." Other participants transiated "another
appointment” as "aga flaial” and 'sgs x6 plaaf" or "age A s and
g al Bl dga ", Assuming that the speaker in the source context {14) is co-
operative, truthful, informativ2, relevant, and clear, the target text is vague
due to mistranslation of the word "scheduled" which was translated as if it
meant "postponed.” Obviously, the whole contexts of the translated texts
are vague to the Arab reader. The translations of both texts are flustrated in
the fallowing table: '

Table (5): Sorne Translations of the Refusal Expressions of the
Contexts {11) and (14}

The source text ; The target text
11- B- 1 have another appointment ALl o im ala Fldpl g2

L p Ll ¢ 4
A a3 g g pladad g8

A0 ol pla wE e e gd

i.hﬂl.*m,.g.ﬁ
SAl B Agay g

14- F':— I've scheduled the test for & AT ass A glaialt Saih g
particular day and vou wust be

there. Al pgd dazll Jali Ao U
ol e anng s ppt LR Sy ol itk
i s ol ey aasl LEAY Axad e g U
iy et p g ) e Aatel lal
Spaald] g

5.4.3. The Context, Linguisti- or Otherwise of the Utterance
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Regarding this factor, Baker {1.892: 238) stresses the fact that "the
context in which an utterance occurs determines the range of implicatures
that may sensibly be derived from it." According to Sperper and Wilson
(1986:37), "the context does much more than filter out inappropriate
interpretations; it provides premises without which implicature cannot be
inferred at all." In the present study, the contex:s in items (8} and {13} were
changed while the refusal utterance was the sime in both items. This was
done to know whether the context affects the way participants translate the
same utterance with different contaxts. Consequently, the translations of
the refusal expression in {5) were found to be acceptable since cguivalent
implicatures to the original utterances' could be worked out; the speaker (B}
indirectly refused A's request by expressing posi-ive willingness {l would love
to..) followed by an alternative {Why dont we go out during this
weekend?. The following table ilustrates this:

Table {6}: Some Translations of the Refusal kxpression of the Context

The source text The targer Xl
3-A- Fdo not know the area well. Can P A HI T4 P B R P R R R Y
vou came and pick me np argund Lpm ' - W :
next Monday? 1 would rezalty appreciate Egd | o sl P
your help ¥ odee i vt 81 0 caal il L Ads sl gle

AMED o gl Rk Jaad i dadl gl pdiiad
B- Hit Oh! I'm sorry 1 would love to but | bz i 40 558 0 sl 3 e el ul ol

I need to work on my project. Why S e ) Cu i
# FEFLI B K S o L]
don't we go out during this weekend? ML “’ﬁ"“’“"’_‘;"&
E !

The translations of the refusal expression ir {12} showed some variance;
in the sense that some participants mistranslated B's utterance in a way that
different implicatures could be derived. The “ailure of relating a piece of
infarmation to its own context can l=ad the rea.jer to draw wrong inferences
from any text {Baker, 1992:233}, This is shown in the fallowing translations:

Table [7): Some Translatiens of the: Refusal Ex.aression of the Context (12)
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The source text The target texi

12,

spend an extra hour or twa tonight #2

that we ¢an finish this report. Vi Ay A a5 B ol el (g e g0
CF gl

ot Jardd ghinl () b obipaa chutia L 5 gitbia e

B- 1! Oh! 't sorry | would love to £ bt T (A Do 035873 MLl L R1AA
but | nesd to work on my project, Why 7 A i 1 o0 ot b cid U B2nally t e

don't we go out during this weekemi?

A- 1 vou don't mind, 17d bike yoeo to Jash A 38 el i) A T

EJ-IH'!"I Lis sl

5.4.

=

4. Other ltems of Background Knowledge

This facter is related to integrating into 2 text any background
information to enable the reader to identify a particular reference. The
translator's decision to add any information to illustrate a reference or
not is a matter of familiarity with the reference on the part of the target

reader and the inclinatior: of the translator to get invoived {Baker, 1992
244-45). '

Because the contaxts used in this study are short indirect
utterances, they do nol contain any references that regquire some
hackground knowledge 1o be related to. Anyhow, there is only one
context {15) in which the word "bucks" is used and which could probakly
be unfamiliar to some of the participants. However, no relevant
background information was provided by the same participants. Three
participants transiated the word "bucks" as "wi". Some participants
did not mention the phrase "400 bucks" at all in their translations. They
translated the context as follows:

Table [8): Some Transla-ions of the Refusal Expression of the Context
{13}

The source text | The target text - _]
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13-B- Four hundred bucks! Why do
you want to spend that much when
you doi't have 17

Wi o e ] 2 blab ey Wil a i
A3 e o ey Lae a8

et el G a8 Lad sy Ak e
T,
Jads L Jhall e pemnl] 3k A 3]

!

| S o BRI 28 A T T Asla p i

a8y el

13 T ] L RN e b i i

5.4.5. The Availability of All Relevant Items Falling under the Previous
Heading

This is the last factor in Grice's list which helps the hearer/reader to
arrive at the right implicature meant by certain contexts. To be able to
comminicate an intended message, Baker (ibid.:250] states that the
speakerfwriter must presuppose that the conventional meanings of
words and structures used, the linguistic and non-linguistic features of
the context and all the necessary background knowledge are all
accessible to the hearerfreader 3o that s/he can make out the intended
implicsture. As previously mentioned, siace the translator has to
reconsiruct the original message in a way ihat guarantees working out
implicatures on the part of the reader/hearur, another important aspect
raises here; the reader's expectations. The reader's expectations, in
Baker's view, are part of the relevant data ¢ vailable to the reader under
the previous headings referred to above, According to Baker, the
arganization of the target language is one axample of the expectatians
readers could bear on any utterance in order to keep the text coherent
and get the intended implicature. Baker asserts "Unless motivated, a
deviant. configuration at any linguistic level (e.g. phonological, lexical,
syntactic, textual) may block a participant's access to 'the conventional
meaning of the words and structures used’ .. " This in turn may render
the text incoherent. Mevertheless, when this deviation is motivated or
justified in the source text, the translator ca- either shift it to the target
text or modify it because, as Baxer states, [ is not always necessary to
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fulfill the reader's expactations. The following translations illustrate a
cituation where deviation from normal organization of the ianguage
could be motivated in Arabic in the first translation but unmotivated in
the sacand. 'n the first translation, the participant has changed the
context (8] in such a way that it has become another context implicating
a different meaning hecause he might have thought that if he kept the
original utterance, the translation would not have bgen clear to the
readar. The situation involved an indirect refusal te an invitation.

The speaker (&) inviced (B} to come over to have dinner one
Saturday night since theré was a small dinner party. {B} refused the
invitation indirectly by repeating part of the statement, which is one of
the strategies used in Enzlish indirect refusals. The refusal (A dinner?}
could implicate that the refuser was either surprised for A's invitation
because it was unusual far (A} to invite (8), or that (A} was not in a
position to invite {B] on the assumption that {B) was higher in status
than {A). The refuser (B} i the Arabic transiation explicitly guestioning if
{A} is a person who |ikes eating outside his house. The implicature that
can be drawn from the translated utterance is that {B) refuses to have
dinner anywhere outside his house, but he expressed this indirectly. Still,
coherence is maintained. The second translation implicates that (A) is
accepting the invitation while the original utterance implicates an
indiract refusal, Thereforz, the translated utterance will not maintain

coherence because the translator could net retain the indirect meaning
of the spurce Utterance,

Table {9): Some Translatinn of the Refusal Expression of the Context (8)

The source text 7 The target text ;
8- - A dinner” o Sl £ S pekd b o
Celish g3 Lo
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5.5. Stafistical Analysis

In o-der to arrive at a statistical analysis ¢ f the data, one-way ANOVA
table was used. The ANOVA results show that the difference is significant,
Yet, this difference varies within aroups. The total RLSD {Revised Least
significance Difference) was caleulated as .05 which asserts a significant
difference at (p< 0.05).

ANOVA
VARGODO2
Surmn of
Squares df Wiean Square F Sig.
Between Grou 5438 13 18 1.707 056
Within Groups | 133.775 546 .45
Total 139212 L9

The fallowing figure shows the means plots variance of the items
[refusal utterances) of the test. Tha herizontal axis represents variable 1
which stands for the items of the test, and ‘he vertical one represents
variable 2 which stands for the means of participants according to the
computer processor 5P5S. The figure shows 1ow the curve varies. This
variance indicates that the particisant’s translations also vary between
equivalent translations, acceptable, and unacceptable or mistranclations.
The first utterarce shows more statistical signifizance than the other

58



AL BASRAH STUDIES IDURNAL /5" Yoar / ssue Mo, {10) 2010

Figure of Means Plots
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The last analysis followed in this study is that the participants
translations were extracted %y the researchers to divide them into three
eroups. Group 1 consisted of translations where an exact equivalence in the
target language {Arabic) has been used; about {150} equivalent transiatons
out of [560). Group ? consisted of {200) acceptable translations. Finally,
group 3 consisted of (210} u._jnacceptahie or mistranslations. On average,
group 1 translations were reported to account for 26.7% of the total
translations, group 2 translations for 35.7%, and group 3 translations

account for 37.5%.

Tahle [10): Percentages of the Groups

Grouns Ferceniaye
1 Equivalent trinslations 267
. Acceptable tranglations 38.7%
3 | Unacceptable franslatinons 37.5%
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6 . Concdlusions

This study has utilized Baker's model of pragmatic equivalence in
the translation of English indirect refusals into Arabic. This study has
depended on the same factors Baker incoporates as a basis far her
analysis of the pragmatic eguivatence. Results showed that the
percensage accounted for amiving at adecuate equivalence is rather
considerable, about 20%. This indicates that in their atternpt o arrive at
aquivalent texts, participants res:ricted themselves to the source text; in
the sense that they tried not to change, reduce, or add any context of
the indirect refusals. This group of translatios did not affect the indirect
illocutionary meaning of the contexts in guestions, as aimed at in this
study. The other percentage calculated was 32% which accounted for
acceptible translation equivalences attempied by the participants. This
group of participants' translations was considercd as acceptabie because
they provided other contexts in Arabic with similar implicatures to those
intended in the English contexts. Thus, some of the pragmatic force of
the indirect refusals was retaired. The final group included a more
ronsiderable percentage, 37%. This group included translations that
were rmistranslated, and therefore incoherent. All in all, it has been
found cut that arriving at adequate pragmat ¢ eguivalence is not an easy
task for advanced lraqgi learners and even “or professional translators.
vat, to reach at an appropriate translation of English indirect refusats,
advanced Iragi learners need to minimize aay inconsistencies that exist
between the source text and the target text, Significantly, the results
putlined in this study were challenging and note worthy.
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Appendix

Read the following contexts carefully, Then translate only the
expressions uttered by the speaker (B} intc Arabic:

1} A-lulia, stop all the rubbish on TV npow. Do your homework
imriediately.
B- 'll do it next time.

2} A-l left my dictionary at home. Could yc J please lend me yours for a
few minutes?

B- Why don't you ask Ralph? I think he'll love to do it.

3) A-Can | borrow 200 doflars? | need that money to buy a present for
my mother’s birthday.

B- Youcan try and get a loan from the | ank.

4)  A- i know that this will be a busy week end at the store, but it's my
mother’s birthday and we have planned 3 big family get together. I'd
like to take the week-end off.

B- Who do you think you are”

5) A- do not know the area well. Can you tome and pick me up around
1pin next Maonday? | would r2ally appreciate your help.
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