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Abstract

This study aims to develop a set of assessment criteria aligned with the perspectives of
endusers with a focus on the achievement of pragmatic equivalence in community
translation(Taibi & Ozolins, 2016) Health translation (e.g. translation of healthcare
texts) is of particular interest in this study as healthcare texts (e.g. healthcare pgmphlet
often perform the pragmatic functions of informing and persuading the target audience to
take actions in relation to managing their own heg@tiechbach;1962). | have adopted

the frameworks of functional translation theories, systemic functional linguistics and
Vygotskian social constructivism fostly explain the different pragmatic nature of the
translation of religious and literary texts from heaftmslation;secondly teexplain the

social significance of achieving pragmatic equivalence in health transl#ticoly to

define the pragmatic functions of health translation; finally to establish a set of
assessment criteria by considering thead@onstruction process of meanings. A corpus
comprisingl5 English>Chinese health translation texts distributed in New Zealand has
been assessed using the criterialbyprofessional translators arid elderly Chinese
immigrants in New Zealand. The ass@ent results reveal a rather conflicting opinion

on the translation quality in that, while the translators have a higher tolerance of
expressions which do not sound natural in Chinese, believing that unnatural expressions
do not fail pragmatic equivalendfe Chinese immigrants are more sensitive to unnatural
expressions, and therefore are not informed or persuaded by the informational content
delivered through the translations. In the light of these findings this angdies for the

need to developsse s ment <criteria that can refl ect
functions achieved in both the original texts and translated teatsodiscussetheneed

to develop student translaté@vareness that pragmatic equivalence psoducof bah
crosscultural and cros$inguistic communication(House, 1981, 2001, 2006Yhe
conclusion stressdke significance of looking at translation produttsn the end user
perspectivewhich involve holistic consideration of all three contextual meanings (i
ideational, interpersonal and textual meaninggter all, itistheenebh s er s 6 per s pe
that the set of assessment criteria proposed in this study is aligned with, and it is their
perspectives that we should always bear in mind as a tranglat@htion researcher and

translation educator.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

In creating a new act of communication out of avjunesly existing one,
translators are inevitably acting under the pressure of their own social
conditioning while at the same time trying to assist in the negotiation of
meaning between thequcer of the soureanguage text (ST) and the
reader of the tgetlanguage (TT), both of whom exist within their own,
different social framework@Hatim & Mason, 1990, p. 1)

Whether explicitly stated inegal instruments or not, access to
translation and interpreting in public service settings is a natural, human
right to be guaranteed. Failure to enforce it may endanger the life and
the welbeing of millions of people while perpetuating a social
landscap where everyone is not eq&uropean Commission, 2011,

p. 20).

New Zeal andods 2013 SdperdiversitgStocktaksby Cherg§201d)n d t h
both indicate ltat there is an increasing ethnic diversity in the couf8tgistics New

Zealand, 2013a, 2015)hich means in 2013 New daad had more ethnicities than the

world has countrie§Statistics New Zealand, 2013@is is associated with an increased

need and availability for translation sex®s (Department of Internal Affairs, 2016)

which however does not guarantebetter quality of translation provided to members of
minority communities. Hence, community members may still be marginalised and
excluded from the main social framework (the main society) that encompasses them and
where they g supposed to have equatess to public services. Providing translation
services for members of minority communities means to provide them with equal access

to publicly available information. If the quality of translation is poor, or if pragmatic
equivdence(Hale, 2014)s not maintained, members of minority communities may not

have equal access to information. Having equal access to information can improve social

i nclusion and i mpr ov erturatynand digrty ivthedainstreatns a b |
society(The World Bank, 2018)

One wayto facilitate social inclusion is providing community translation services for
members of minority communiti€gghilleri, 2003; Taibi, 2011; Taibi & Ozolins, 2016)
because community translation serves to deliver crucial informatioe rélatt o a per
basic righs in a societyguch asexercisng legal rightsandreceivng health servicesThe
pragmatic nature of community translation makes this type of translatiactice
different from the translation of literary and religious wohile the translation of

literary and religious works often has a mission to enlighten the reader of translated texts,
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community translation has a mission to offer linguistically disadvantaged individuals
language access to public services regarding ¢fitsrand welfare of every mmber in

the society. However, adern translation theories are largely based on the translation of
religious texts and literary works, providing only impressionistic ideas about what
characterises good quality translat{@mibi & Ozolins, 2016) Theories of such a nature

may fail to offer evaluative criteriewhich are abléo analyse the quality of community
translation in terms of wheth#re translation can servedeliver the crucial information

the way the source text does, and whether the reader of the translation can receive and

respond to the information the way the reader of the source text does.

The particular type of communityatnslation that this researghoject looks at is the
translation of healthcare related tegteeh adealth pamphletandwebsites Translated
health texts deliver health information aimed at the general public. Therefore, such
translated texts can facditethe wellbeing of not oglmembers of a minority grouput

also other members in society, for example as in the case of information regarding

contagious diseases.

1.1 Aims of Study

A recent statistic provided by the Department of Internal Affairs showshhaighest
community translation demands for translation services relates to the Chinese language
(Department of Internal Affairs, 2016Another recent statistic shows that 11,385 of a
total of 19,009 immigrants in the parent categoryvieen 2006 an@016 were Chinese
immigrants, making Chinesspeakers the largest source of immigrants under this
category. This means that more than half of the immigrants under this category are
Chinese(Immigration New Zealand, 2016cYhis alsoexplains the igh demand for
translations from English to Chinese and vice versa, which therefore reflects the need to
provide information to help integrate the members of this language community into the
mainstream society of New Zealand, and to pro\ndeitwith langage access to publicly

available information.

This study aims to develop a set of translation assessment criteria to evaluate the quality
of pragmatic equivalence in the Engl€ihinese translation of health texts distributed in

New Zealand.For the purpee of this thesis, pragmatic equivalence is definea as

1The report did not specify which Chinese language it refers to. However, wiie written form and aimed at the general reader of
Chinese language (e.g. Mandarin, Cantonese, Hokkien, Hakkantheabe usually refers to Mandarin Chinese because it is understandable to the

majority of Chinese language speakers.
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translated text achieving the pragmatic functions that are expected in the original text
other words, when the original text is informative and persuasive, the translated text is
also infomative and persuasiverurther, health texts will be defined as health
information written to inform the general public, patients and/or their families of certain
health conditions and treatment options; hence | have defined health transldkien in
study as Othe translation of such health t

English) into a community | anguage (in t|

With the aim of developing a set of assessment criteria for the Ex@jlisiese translation
of health exts distributed in New Zealand, this study focuses on assessing whether and
to what extent pragmatic equivalence has been achieved in these translations. This will

involve the following questions:
1. Why is achieving pragmatic equivalence imporiartiealthtranslation?

What are the expected pragmatic functions of health translations?
What is the definition of pragmatic equivalence?

1 What is the potential impact of failing achievepragmatic equivalence in a health
translated text?

2. What criteriaare curretly used to assess the quality of community translations?

1 Are these criteria sufficient to assess the quality of health translations, especially
in terms of pragmatic equivalence?

1 How can we develop criteria for the assessment of pragmatic &andean health
translation?

1 How can we outline a pedagogical model for translation educators to help promote

the maintenance of soemragmatic equivalence in health translation?

Hencefoth, whenever | have used the word Chinese, this will refglatadarin Chinese,
the lingua franca among Chinese language speéRbeo, 1965; C. N. Li & Thompson,
1981; McDonald, 1992)n its written form Mandarin Chinese is understandable for the
majority of Chinese language communities around the world regardfeskeio
whereaboutge.g. Mainland China, Taiwan, New Zealand; C. N. Li & Thompson, 1981)

That isp wt @ g h u/Gommon languagewhich has been adopted as the matio
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language in Mainland China, Hong Kong and Macao,gand-/ y w/national language

adopted in Taiwan.

1.2 Significance of the study

As stated above, having language access to public services helps bridge the information
gap between minority community membar& mainstream society, and helps the former
have access to information provided in a public service sdin@Gentile Ozolins, &
Vasilakakos, 1996; Taibi, Liamputtong, & Polonsky, 2019; Taibi & Ozolins, 20h6)

other words, providinggoad quality translation can best benefit both the mainstream
society and the linguistically disadvantaged communities in Neavaid. Good quality
translation in this study refers to translations that maintain the pragmatic functions of the
original text,therebynot leading to pragmalinguistiar sociopragmatic failuréHale,

2014; Thomas, 1983Hence, good quality translation is a translation tatie\es

pragmatic equivalence.

Onetypeoft ansl ati on that directly facilitate
access toyblic services is health translation, because the pragmatic functions of a health
text are both to inform and to persuade the target reader to undertake certain actions
(Fischbach, 1962; Sin, 2004Therefore, achievinggragmatic equivalencen health
translation means that the translatioaintains the pragmatic function$ the original

textin terms ofinforming and persuadg minority group members in the same way as

the original, which may not only lead to positive health outcomes for the reader of the
translation, but also benefit the society ovefafl example throughess hospital re
admissions resulting in lower publie&lth expenditure.

Further, achieving pragmatic equivalence in health translation can particularly benefit
chain immigrantsvho migratedd o0 New Zeal and t hr (dohrgton, i c h a
Trlin, Henderson, & North, 2006)nmeaning elderlynigrants who followed their adult
children into New 2alandunder the parent categgiiynmigration New Zealand, 2016b)
Migrants in his category do often rely on good qualiyalth traslationto have access

to healthcare servics. Tang, 2017pecause of their potentially limited English (they

only needd meet a minimum English language requirement of IELAL8in at least two

of the four skillsi i.e.reading, writing, listening and speakingr an overall score of 5.0

in the General or Academic Modul@mmigration New Zealand, 2016ajhat means

2 I[ELTS stands famternational English Language Testing System
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due to loweEnglish language competenéft]lhey arelimited to faniliar situations. They
frequently show problems in darstanding and expression. They are not able to use
complex languag®(IELTS, 2016, para. 1)

As revealed by Tan(2017) someof these migrants may not be able to use English in all
aspectsof daily life activities. Therefore migrants under this category may have
difficulties accessing health information intendedthe gaeral public, considering how
difficult it could be even for an English native speaker to understand the concept of
medi cal terms such as Osleep apnoeabd, or

senior residents about the health risks cabyethronc respiratory disease.

When not provided with health interpreting services, patients with limited English
proficiency (e.g. members of minority communities) may be hospitalised for 0.75 to 1.47
days longer than patients whose English is not did(itindholm, Hargraves, Ferguson,

& Reed, 2012)However, a longer period of hospitalisation does not in itself gtega
thatthe members of minority communities are provided with a better quality of health
servicegJohnBaptiste et al., 2004; Lindholm et al., 2012)hnBaptiste and colleagues
(2004, p. 226prgued that increased length of hospitalisafr haf a day can lead to
substantial costs, and may increase the cost of care for patients with limited English
proficiency. Therefore, it could be postulated that not providieglth translation
services to minority community members may also rasuéin unmecessary financial
burden on public healthcare services. In additiohgtlth translatiorails to maintain

the pragmatic functions of the original texts, health messages may be distorted or

misunderstood and this may pose a risk to the readers.

Further Chinese chaimmmigrants can often be considered as loliterate readers due

to their educational backgrounds and the historical background of Mainland China before
and during the 19508 which education was not universal and education wagsmes
disrupted (A. Tang, 2017) This group of Chinese immigrants may heavily rely on
expressions that are familiar and easy to understand in order to receive the crucial
informationin health textsin othe words, the health translation shouldibé nv i s i bl
(Fischbach, 1962, p. 462), meaning the translation should read like a text originally

written in the i mmigrantsdé | anguage. I n

Because mguage barriers should not compr omi

healthcare serviceEza & Cohen, 2013) and because fAinfecti
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recogni se | ang (Reg &Crezee, 2015,@.i24hkaltrctiarsslatisnomust
be made accessible to members of minority commur(ifiatbi et al., 2019)and must

maintain the pragmatic function of the source {@eng, 2019)

Therefore, my aim is to develop a set of criteria to assess thevastent oppragmatic
equivalence in health translation thlan help bridge the gap in terms of the lack of
assessment criteria for community translatidaibi & Ozolins, 2016. | also hope to

provide empirical evidence for the set of criteria that can be pedagogically applicable
while being aligned with the perspectives of the-asdr. In addition, another aim is to

bridge the gap between linguistics and its agilbs to @mmunity translation through
conducting linguistic analysis in the framework of systemic functional linguistics.
Further, the development of such assessmi
determination to protect the human righteeéryonem this country. Aglearly indicated

in its Statement of Language Policy, h um
and tr ans/| eNewZealandsHaman Rights €ainmission, 2008, parsVRe

such a statement aims to ensure migrants fairly receive goverfuneed services
(Immigration New Zealand, 2017; Ministry of Business, Innovation & Employment,
2016) the quality oftranslation ervices may in extreme circumstance®an the
difference between freedom and imprisonment, or between life and death for minority
membergBancroft, 2015; Bowcott, 2013; P. Gentile, 2014; Slaney, 2012)

1.3 Structure of the thesis

This thesis consists of seven chapters. While Chapter One provides the aim and the
significance othe study, Chapter Two presents an overview of the literature studied. The
overview provides the basis for a theoretical framework, underpinning the metgpdol

and the design of the study. The theoretical framework is primarily based on functional
transldion theories, systemic functional linguistics and Vygotskian social constructivism,
which altogether point out the difference between community translatidnliterary
(including religious classics) translation, the lack of applicable assessment dateria
community translation, and the significance of the-erele r 6 s per specti ve
my <criteria in particular 0 Equicalence{Nadp,t st @
1964, 2004)and from systemic functional linguistiqtalliday, 198; Halliday &
Matthiessen, 2004) have used these to provide rationale for developing mglieét of
assessment criteria in this study. | have also combined the conceptsusiees(de. the

Anr eal reader 0; Br ems &6; N@nileys201B;iRisku,a2002)2 0 1 3
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with social constructivism to provide rationale for involving @s8e immigrants (the

endusers of translation) to test the applicability of the set of assessment criteria.

Chapter Three describes the methodology, ouatlitihe research steps and the initial set

of assessment criteria. This chapter also proviesationale for the selection of
participants and translated texts, and method of data collection and analysis. Chapter Four
presents the most salient findingstlire assessment results by the two groups of raters,
where one group consistedld professional Eglish to Chinese translators and the other
group consisted df5 Chinese chain immigrantBindings in Chapter Four indicated that

the initial criteria set posed in this studgan help reveal whether a good quality
translation in the eyes of translatissalso a good quality translation in the eyes of the
enduser. Chapter Five presents a summary of responses received from professional
translators to an dine postassessment survey. The summary is presented along with
discussion ofthe consistency bewen the initial set of criteria and the perspectives of the
endusers. Chapter Six, following the discussion in Chapter Five, discusses the
appropriacy of th initial set of criteria in terms of being ender oriented and its
applicability to translatorducation along with two amendments to the set of criteria. The
final chapter, Chapter Seven, presehts pedagogical applicability of the initial set of
criteria andhe amendments in detail before presenting the revised criteda sl as

outlining some directions for possible future research.



Chapter 2 Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

This chapter will begin with aritical review of translation theories/thoughts developed

in the context of bothChinese languageand European languages highlighting the
inadequate nature dhosetheoriesfor developing assessment criteria operabl¢éhe

context of community transian. The review will show thathosetheories areof a
subjectivenaturerather than based on empirical reseanchinly from translatiopractice

of literary texts and religious classidhese theories fail to offer objective and evaluative
criteriak. t o analyse the quality of todayds cc
cruci al i nformation r el atetyduchtagegahrighseand s on 6
health servicgsand facilitate social inclusion of minority group members Geetion

2.4for further discussion of community translationyill then briefly discuss the concept

of equivalence, before defining pragmatiacie@lence and arguing the significance of
achieving suclequivalencan health translationLastly, | will exgain the necessity of
involving the perspective of enadsers (i.e. the reader of translated texts) in developing a

set of assessment criteria tmmmunity translationThis will help explain the gap in the
literature which the current study hopes to asslre

2.2 Modern translation theories and their relevance to health
translation

This section will present a critical review of translation theorie®ld@ed in both the
context of Chinese language and European languages and cultures, critiquing theories or
thoughts that have been trapped in a tension between advocacy of literal translation and
free translation. On one hand, literal translation involvesncepts of
foreignised/alienating expressions to preserve as much as possible the original usage of
vocabulay and the original grammatical structure. As a result, tetegetreaders
(hereafter TT readers) may find some bewildering expressions in tsdatian; for

instance, the literal translation of the warning sigm %2y 3 /& n q u §(gloss

translatiorl: beware safefymay bebeware of safetfcf. the warning could be translated

ascautionto deliver the original pragmatic function as to reminding &ading). On

3Even though Ta(2009, p291)f NBdzSR G KIF G GKS GSN¥Y W KAySasqQ OFly o6S | NIGKSN @I 3¢
Chinese in this study is mainly concerned with properiebnguistic traits, unless otherwise indicated; fostance, when used in conjunctiavith
AYYAINIydasz Fa Ay W KAYS&aS AYYAINIyiaQ GKS FR2SOGAGS A& O2yOSNYySR s6Al

4 gloss translation refers to wortbr-word translation
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the other hand, free translation involves concepts of domesticatezbsxjpr in order to
make the translation readable to the reaB@eholars advocating free translation often
emphasise that translators should be able to preserve thieokgire original,even by
adding in their personal opinions. Allowing transtatto have their personal opinions
included in the translation is often seen in translation stytesmday, 2001; Venulti,
2004a) In presenting this review, | will discuss the potential llmdtween Chinese
translation studies and community translation because such hdsmkot been given
attention to date.

Through the tension between literal and free translation, it seems that there has been scant
attention given to developing operableteria for assessing health translation for three
reasons: 1) translation ideasvhaalways been developed based on pectice of
translating religious classics or literary works; 2) translation studies (particularly in
Chinese translation studies) hawways been treated on a par with literary stualyich

often allowstranslatorsd add in their personal opinigrend 3) discussiongarticularly

in Chinese translation studjdsave often hovered around unresolved arguments over
preferences for traraion style, without providing any empirical evidence, nor practical

solutions oguidelines

2.2.1 Connecting Chinese translation theories to Western translation
theories

This sedbn will briefly critique repeated arguments over the approach of literalraad f
translation in the contexts of Chinese language and Western languages (e.g. Latin,
English, German, French). The critique is presented in the aspect that is consistent with
the aim of the current study, which is to develop a set of assessment twigvrauate

the quality of EngliskChinese health translations, which are aimed at the general public

readership

Please see Teng (forthcoming) for a more extensive criticedweof these arguments
dating back to two thousand years ago, and how thegemants could hinder the

devel opment of as s epractoeicommumty ttarslatora f or t

Translationstudiesn China began with the translation of Buddhistssics around 2000
years ago mainly for literal translation, which was latéictsed for not expressively
conveying the original meanir{@. Luo, 2013; K. Wang & Fan, 1999nd therefore the
conflict betwea literal and free translation has been part of Chinese translation studies
since Zhi Qian pointed out the tension between the two extré@aes 2006b; D. Wang,
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2012; K. Wang & Fan, 1999)A number of influential ideas regarding the two extremes
were developed based on the translapicacticeof either Buddhist classics through the

4" to 11" century or literary works through the 190 20" century, but are often
impressionistic, and do not make a significant contribution to the development of

evaluative tools for todayés transl ati on,

Western translatiostudieshasa similarhistory, also based othe practiceof translating
religious classics ofiterary works, beginning with a preference for wefdr-word
translation in the $Lcentury BC (i.e. Cicero), followed by the emergence of continuing
argumentdor literal and fredranslation(Munday, 2001; Venuti, 2004aJ heemphasis

of delivering the original meaning was further elaborated by St Jerome, with a clear
statementt at Al r e ffodweord, bot senséono e m&iedin Venuti, 20044,

p. 25) What Cicero and St Jerome advocated 2000 yearsagry similar to what Zhi

Qian/k (around 22352) advocated in China, according to some schela

interpretation(Cao, 2006b; Xinzhang Luo,988a; Xuanmin Luo & Hong, 2004; D.
Wang, 2012; K. Wang & Fan, 1999)he similarities lie in the rguments that literal
translation causes poor readability to the TT reader, and poor aesthetic features in the

target text.

Chinese and Western translatistudes thereforesharesimilarities in a number of
aspects:

1 the studies havéargely been based othe translationpracticeof religious or
l'iterary texts, and ma ypracticeof cdmewuniyp pr o |
translation;

1 the studies have lartyebeen confined to discussion of free and literal translation
methods;

1 the studies have providedsufficient discussion on how pragmatic equivaien

can be achieved imanslation

Translation of religious and literary works

Translation theories or dlughts in both the context of the Chinese language and &amop
languages and cultures hdaegely been based on the translation of religious classics or
literary works, which (usually) did not perform the pragmatic functions associated with
t o day & sranglagoa:ltotinform and/or persuade members of a pktitnguistic

community to take the actions suggested in a translated health pamphlet. The information
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and/or suggestion made in health pamphietsupposedly provided by a healthcare
service athority/provider, and through receiving the information,mmbers of this

l i nguistic community are empowered to pal
and the societyods healthcare safety. Thert
ahealth text, theories based on the translgtiacticeof Buddhist classics, the Bible and

l iterary texts ar e npdcticeofdealh tranplgtionopr i at e |

Literal translation versus free translation

Theories proposed in both linguistiontexts have largely been confined to the discussion
of literal and free translation methods, meaning that translation is a product on a
continuum with two extremes of Source Text (ST hereafter) oriented and Target Text (TT
hereafter) oriented, as shownFigure 2.1

Literal Free
translation Translation Orientation translation

< >
ST-oriented TT-oriented

Figure2.1: Tension of translation orientation

On this continuum, a number of ideas have been proposed to preserve either the original
linguistic features, the original semantic meaningghe original spirit for instance_u
X u nyangyf /hard translation(Chan, 2004, 2016; F. Chen, 2012; Chatgh. Liu,

1981; G. Luo, 2013; Shen, 2000; P. Wang, 2013; Y. Zhang & Yang, 2006)
Schl ei eralmatithgeaxgessiong1992) F u L ehérisis R /spiritual
resonance(L. Sun, 2011; Wu, 2009)T y t | aslopting the very soul of the author
(Munday, 2001; Robinson, 199M)e w m a SeknénsicTranslation(1981, 1988, 2003)

On the one extreme, literal translation refers to eoBdnted productionmeaning to
preserve as completely as possible the original semantic meaning and syntactical
arangements (e.g. word order). That means when encountering a literal translation, an
English native speaker would feel puzzled when reading a warning sign mesghi

X1 60 x Q n/lbih ug (gldsd translation: careful slip fall) that is literally translated

as carefully slip and fallinstead ofCaution! Slippery!

On the other extreme, free translation refers to @fi@nted production, meaning a text
that is readale to theTT reader through considering their needs and expectations, and

through adopting liguistic features in the target language. Advocates of free translations
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al so emphasise grasping the spirit nn th
and allowing translators to 4ereate or clarify obscurities in the ST through adding in
personal opinions (e.g. personal lived experiences or philosophical ideology in the

cultural context of the TT) or leaving out certain original messages.

Yan Fu/ (18541921) proposed that the transl at

c r e 4Ghanp2004, p. 5hhe original meaning with personal interpretation combined
with Chinese philosophy for the puigm of introducing Western thoughts to Chinese
scholars in the century(Chan, 2004; Gu, 2010; G. Luo, 2013; Y. Sun, 2012; Xiong,
2015) Similarly, French translator Etienn®olet (15091546) also insisted that
translators should be allowed to add in personal additions and interpretations, and to be
Afree to cileaéinday, 200lb s 26) Yet, tiscussions around adding
personal views to translatiofslunday, 2001, p. 26; Robinson, 1997, p. 2b8ye not
explaned how translators would not distort the meanings by adding their opinions and by
omitting original messages. Therefosgydies igndng the influene of subjectivity on a
translationmay not develop operable criteria éwaluaé the quality of either sutra
translation, Bible translation, or translation delivering information aimed at the general

public (i.e. community translation).

Ignorance of possibe di st orti on of meaning caused L
alsosee i n Abr ahagumedid&l8 1667 ascited in Amogl973, p. 149)

Cowleyproposedthat he t ransl atorés Awit and invent
beauty in a translatiofin Amos 1973, p.149) and Ai mitationd can
reproduce the originapirit of a text(in Munday, 2001, p. 24) Cowl ey 6s ©pr o

similar to the ideéhuajingo  (realm of transformation) of Qian Zhongshu/ e

(19101998),both advoating great freedom for translatorsiioi mi t dt e @ns f or n
the original spiit. Luo (1988a, p. 10argued thahuajingis the ultimate benchmark for
Chinesditerary translabn, andit setstranslatos freeto make aubjectiveinterpretation

of the orginal content in order to maintain the original spirithe TT(Bo & Tan, 2015;
Xinzhang Luo, 1988a)

John Dryden(163%11 7 0 0 ) al so suggested Afreeingo
translator should write the way that the author would have formulated his thoughts in the
target languagén Munday, 2001)Similarly, Alexander Tytler (1741813) also argued

that a translator slwol d fAtahdeo pvte r y s o u(ih Mundaay, 2001h @ 26aini t h o f
Robinson, 1997,p.253) I n t his respect, Drydends and
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greatly resemble the conceptstfénsi R (spiritual resonance) proposed by Fu Lei/
(19081966), in terms of producing a translation with a spirit that is similar to the

original one(Chan, 2004; Xinzhang Luo, 1988b; Z. Ma, 2013pme scholars even
supported the proposal shénsi(spiritual resonance) with a paradoxical argument that
translatimisaworkot h e t r a n sreaton(diang) 2013pCGuyln, 2011; Wu, 2009)

The suggestions outlined above all seemesult in vague concepts suchasation,
transformation, spirit and soulugh vagueness seems todbeommon phenomenon in

both Chinese andVestern translation stigs and naturally does not facilitate the
development of assessment criteria fogalth translation The function of health
translation is to inform and/or persudtie TT reader to undertake certain action$o

avoid certain behaviours. Health translation should definitely not be a creation by the
translator because in most case, translators are not experts in the field of healthcare
services. In other words, trdasons have to achieve the pragmatic functiohthe ST,

rather than some sort of spiritual function created by the translator.

Further, health information in the ST is provided by experts in the field of medicine and
healthcare, which is a realm of kmiedge that translators may not always be famnili

with (Crezee & Ng, 2016)Therefore, if ntroducing noAmedical professional opinions

into translation, the translator may not produce a translation that can help protect minority
community membersd basic human rights i

healthcare services that speakdrthe dominant language receive.

Lack of discussion of pragmatic equivaleoe

Friedrich Schleiermacher (17d843) advocated that translaorshould adopt
Aal i enat i ndSchleermgeirere 5992i m 43&nd therefore translators could
help TT reades become used to expressions uncommon or not present tartiet
languagewhich then brings the TT readecloserto the authofSchleiermacher, 1992,
pp. 41 42). Thi s fAal i dssarilar toghe approacktngyp t (hard
translation) advocated by Lu Xun/s (1881%1936). He argued thatingyi (hard

translation) could draw thET readers closer tmreign thoughtshroughmaintaining the
original semantic meanings and syntactical structures so as to convey the original flavours
and thoughts (his assertiorgrd therefore, enlighten the Chinese peopiéhis time

(Chan, 2004, 2016; F. Che2012; Chingchih. Liu, 1981; G. Luo, 2013; Shen, 2000; P.
Wang, 2013; Y. Zhang & Yang, 200@u Xun also believed th&treignised expressions

will gradually integrate foreign values into the Chinese culture.
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However, integrating such ideas may takeadles, by which time the TT readers may no
longer read the translation. Also, when the TT reader interprets foreignised expressions,
they would very possibly rely on their own cultural knowledge, leading to -cross
pollination (i.e. merging with the valuésat the TT reader already holds).

One example in my recent study¥eng, 2019)shows howyingyi o r Aal i enat
expressions could distort not only the semantic meaning but also the pragmatic function
of the ST.This example is the Chinese translation of the English phvadieChild check

in a pamphlet introducing a New Zealand healthcare scheme @adikChild Tamariki

Ora® (Ministry of Healh, 2017) The phras&Vell Child checkvas literally translated as

ji "nkUng @®rt Zng ajhealéhrhilchcBeckl (Teng, 2019, pp. 1G203)

indicated that the literal translation of Englidtell Childasj i ~ n ktéhg' g 2®

/healthy childwas problematic in two aspects: 1) the Chinese translation does not retain
the connotations of ggific childcare services associated withttell Childscheme; 2)

the morphological relationship between the three words in thesghra " nk Ung ®r
ji 8hclZ§ A /health child checknakes the Chinese phrase read abeck for

healthy child As a reslt of doingyingyito the English phras@/ell Child checkthe

Chinese translation may make the TT reader (i.e. the parents) feduhinkinghow

come this check is for healthy children only

In other words, doingingyior i nc | udi nxpres8iens may noadraw thg BT e

readers closer to the author, but push them further away in the context of health translation.

Schleermached s oncept of the fAali enasorelatagdothef f ec
approach ofliuli/r W (six instances) proposed t&an Ning/ (919-1001). The

approachliuli (six instances) actually reflects an awareness of achieving pragmatic
equivalence in translatio(X. Li, 1992; Q. Liu & Chu, 2009; G. Luo, 2013yhere
translatorgecidewhether literatranslationor transliteratiorshould be adopted. Though

literal translation may raise a nberof issues as shown when | discussed the translation

of Well Child checkt he concept oluli doddbeapptiea toiestaplish a n d
criteriato evaluateghe pragmatic function for translation public servicesettings(i.e.
community translation; Taibi, 2011; Taibi & Ozolin€16). For instance, to investigate

how TT readers would respond to the Chinese translgtion nk Ung ®&rt - ng j

5 The third and fourth words in the phras®ell Child Tamarik 1@ are the Maori translation of WeChild as Maori is one of the official

languages among English and New Zealand Sign Language in New Zealand.
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z A /health child checKof the English originaWell Child checkin the socie

cultural context of New Zealand (where the original aaddlation is distributed), the
assessment criteria set that | aim to develop in the current study maio hreleal
whether the translation has retained the effect (i.e. pragmatitidas) that the English

original aimed to achieve.

Also similar to Za N i lulg @i instances), Newmard 981, 1988) arguefbr the
production ofa translation which reaches a balance between semantic translation-(i.e. ST
oriented) and communicag translation (i.e. T-briented) in order to optimise
naturalness and mimise translationese in the TT. To place his argument on the
continuum inFigure 2.1 this balance is to be achieved on the scales between the ST
oriented and the T-Oriented. Newmdr argued that such a balance can be achieved
through cognitive translatiobecause cognitive meaning is translatable while pragmatic

meaning is not.

For Newmark (1981, 1988), when it is possible to retain the ST effect in the TT (i.e. to
maintain the pragatic functions of the ST) without lexiggrammatical shifts, semantic
translation is a better way than communicative translation because semantic meaning is
cognitive. For instance, the conceptaafr in English may still be the same when the
Englishcar is translated into Chinese. The meaning does not changeccitgslly and
crosssocially; therefore, cognitive meaning is translatablewever, his argument that

semantic meaning, for being cognitive, is translatable seems paradoxical.

Semantic transtan, for its sourcdanguageoriented nature, is faithful to the origina
semantic meaning (Newmark, 1981, 1988, 2003). In other words, the semantic meaning
of a | exical item in the ST is derived f
cognitive (Myers-Scotton & Jake, 2000; L. Wei, 2000)herefore, such a concept, for

being cognitive, is subject to personal and sacilbural factors. | could also argue that

when a transtar encounters a lexical item, it is almost impossible to objectivedyprdt

the semantic meaning conflated to that i
is also subject to the soetultural contexts that he/she is or has been exposeddthdr

words, the concept afar in my mind may not always be tloar in yours. Therefore,
Newmar kds argument that cogni t-dontextualmada ni n ¢
invariable (1981, 1988) can be criticised for not considering the potenrftigdnce from

the transl ator ds per s on achl/items.bFore acommunity | n

translation, translators should not add in their personal/subjective interpretation because
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they are often not the experts in, for instance, healthcare, itsgas and other fields

where messages in translation may have aningpact t he r eader sé6 wel f

Further, communicative translation, with its targetguage oriented nature, is faithful to
the sociecultural context that encompasses the T, #hus creates naturalness inthe TT
(i.e. culturally, socially, syntactically; Newark, 1981, 2003) In other words,
communicative translation is contaat and variable. He therefore argues that pragmatic

meaning of the ST is not translatable because it is also contextual and variable.

One example from a New Zealand healthaateted booklet carllustratethat semantic
meaning may not be translatabkeMewmark argues. This example is the English word
problem According to its semantic meanirgroblemcan be translated into Chinese as

wentf . | pointed out in my recent study th@eng, 2019, p. 104he Chineseventi
may not be an appropriate choice for the Engpsbblemin texts delivering
healthcare guport for children in New Zealand. The semantic meaningeoiti can

be either a problem, a question, a difficulty or a health condition (whether physical or
mental). The TT reader (i.e. the Chinese parents) may be very sensitive to or even feel
insultedboy t he use of such term because it 1is
mental issues in the soeanltural context of the Chinese language. Therefohen we
translate the semantic meaning of a lexical item, it is not just the semantic meazinong
translated but also the soaaltural connotations embedded into that lexical item. In this
regard, the semantic meaning is translatable because itngivegnd what English

speakers see apeoblemis awentf delivering negative and sergé connotations

to me (as a native Chinese speaker). To avoid such connotations, an appropriate Chinese
lexical item or phrase may help maintain the original ST function as to delivering the
messages concernipgoblems ér which the medical support isailable, suchax T y " o

bUngzhvde d3A UGD(gloss translation: aspects where help is needed).
With the instances afar andproblem} it seems t hat (198 1988 r k 6 s

for the translatability of cognitive meaning and pragmatic meaning may not beesiffici

to support the development asessment tools for community translation, of which the
social functions are to inform and/or persuade the TT reader to take suggested actions.
Such pragmatic functions are not always seen in literary works (which fedhe of
Newmar k 6 s sk pragmalic, fundiian$ arescanamonly seen in texts delivering
information concerning the welfare and basic human rights of every member in the

society.
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2.2.2 Weakness in theories confined to discussion of free and literal
translation

Steiner usedmbhegt e n il99 ep2R0foErRicEse the nature of
Western translation theories before th# @éntury. This term also seems to appropriately
describe Chinese trangtat theories, in light of the ongoirmgguments over literal versus

free translationn both Western and Chinese approadnethe secalled prelinguistic

period. Newmark(Newmark, 1981, p. 4hused thelatter term to indicate the time
preceding the development of the academid fi linguistics from the mie20" century
onwardsSc hl ei er macher 6s i deas reveal the |1
more recently devel toapsktidntypology§l98laauinadh Vesh uR 4 i
foreignisation ersusdlomestication(2004b) The more recent Chinesanslation studies,
however,still seem to deliberately preserthe ideology that a translation should be
considered to be a work of literary creation by the translator, and literary translation can
beeasily regardeds a form of artistic creatiofdiang, 2013; C. Li, 2011; Xinzhang Luo,
1988a, 1988b; Xuanmin Luo, 2008; Mu, 1998)

Since producing a translation text cannot and should not be equated to producing a literary
work (House, 2001) theories heavily relying on subjective judgement and literary
criticism maynot produce operable assessment {@algicularly in regards to develing

a set of criteria to evaluathe extent to which a translated health text has maintained
pragmatic equivalenda the context of health translation. Therefore, discussions need t
focus on theories developed from a functional perspective in the fields of both linguistics
and translaon studies. | argue that, from this functional perspective, a set of assessment
criteria can be developed to help translators produce translatioacthiaves the effect

or function that the original text is expected to achieve. The current study Wwéhce
develop a set of assessment criteria from this functional perspective providing empirical
evidence that bridges the gap between linguistics an@pplication to community

translation in the health setting.

23 Pursuing oOfunctionatonequi valence:{

The term 6equivalencebd is a concept that
Newmar k once regarded e guwicK®B3begnxgseholarsn t r ¢
havy e expl ained and/ or defined 0 ¢Al-Bowaidg| en c
2011; Baker, 1992; Hatim & Mundag004; Hijjo, 2013; Matthiessen, 2001; Nida &

Taber, 1969; Reiss, 1981a&)would consider theseapppdh es t o be in | in

comments on equivalen¢®992) as being either at word level or above word |ethedt
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is,focus on the semantic meanings of lexical items or focus on the meanings delivere
through sociecultural contexts that encompass lexical items (e.g. collocations, idiomatic

meanings, catextual meanings).

When the term 6equivalenced is consider ec
would be very possible when the meaning déxical item in the source language is in a
semantic field that also exists in the target languageinstance, the Englistar is in

the semantic field ofehicle where there is alsmotorbikeandtruck It would be easy to

achieve equivalence when we translate Englishinto Chinese a hilRzI /car
because hillR4 /caris also in the semantic field ofh U I/R ~ /mebicle where there
is alsoj § £ WRUmotorbikeandk & dkhRJ/truck In other words, th&nglish car and
Chinesec hilRzI deliver the same semantic meaning. Native speakerseofuth

languages may also receive the same cognitive meaning delivered throughadr ihd

RI'. This can explain Newmar kds arlg@Bement

2.2.1for my critique on this arguemt).

However, | would say such equivalence may be rare to see, in terms of having the
same/similar seantic field. Even the example of Engligtar may not always be

translated as hillR2 in Chinese. For instance, df hillRZ4 in the Chinese sentence
j olnt Uazavh Umde /SsuBil  A-  (gloss translation: today car so/really

jam/pack) is translated asr in English, making the sentence translatetbday the car

iIs so jammegdand the English translation can be rather confusing and also distort the
semaitic meaning of the Chinese ongil. Instead, considering the possible context of the
Chinese original (e.g. the speaker is on the way to somewhere, and is complaining about

the traffic), | would go beyond the semantic meaning dfilR4 , and translate th

Chineseerminto English adraffic, making the original translated t&lay the traffic so
jammed In other words, it is inappropriate to aim to achieve equivalence in semantic
meanings in this example. The examplecoh ilRzI demonstrates the necegsif
considering the contexthere the utterance may be made (in this example the context is

about the speaker being stuck in the traffic) in order to make translation fulfil the function
of the original (in this example the function is to complain aboeitiaffic).

A consideration ofcontexts is in fact a consideration of sociocultural contexts that
encompass both the ST and [Hurns & Kim, 2011; Kim, 207; Matthiessen, 2001)
Whether a translation can achieve the function of the original heavily depends on such
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considerations. Therefordh e t er m ¢ ,empaniconsiderednfrore & functional
perspective (e.g. Dynamic Egivalence; Nida & Taber, 1969)means that the
sociocultural factors of the TT are given greater weight than those of the ST. With the
functional perspective, | am convinced that it is possible to reveal something that is
universally true in translatiofust as in studies of linguisscaand physic§Z. Tan, 2009,

pp. 297 298), and it is then possible to pursu

language pairs are involved.

A transhtion produced with the aim otipsuing functional equivalence is a product of

the translator considering the sociocultural context that will encontpastkT (Baker,

1992; Halliday, 2001; Newnnla, 1981, 1988; Nida, 1964; Reid€981a; Vermeer, 1989)

Ni dg®&)i nfl uenti al princi pl eg98la)particumr r e s p
emphasi s on funct i on(a989)ckar expositon efnrcaen s | Vaet rom
role in determiningskopogthe goal to be achieved with TT) to proéuhe translatum

(the resul ti ng (2001 3¥ysteme fudctiohibh gerlspediee pro achieving
equivalentfunction in translation all present important concerns over whether a TT can
recreate the communicative purposes of the source text. The current study will address
some ofthe gap on achieving pragmatic equivalence in health translation by using a
holisticapproachlooking at both the socioultural and lexicegrammatical features of a

(community) translation.

231 Nidabés Dynamic Equival ence

Nida (1964)distinguished three factors that determine the type of translation that should
beundertaken (i.e. literale'r sus free), which ar e ufpbsbe na
of the TTOoO and At he t Vaple?2.1dhe thaca fhdtoesrare the |, a
basis for producing a Dynamic Equivalence translation, a translation¢bhsesan effect
equivalent to that of the ST; in other words, producing a Dynamiw&guce translation

can help the TT reader fully grasp the intended informg8aitrisno, Nguyen, & Tangen,

2014)
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Table2.1: Ni dads t hrfacorsdi fferentiating

The nature of | the relationship between a messagegctivgent of that message, a
the message |the form of the content is inseparable; while the prirr
consideration may be paid primarily to the form in some cases,
as when translating a poenfe.g. syntactical arrangemen
phonological features), more thought maydiven to the content i
other cases, such when translating a health pamphlet (e.g. mec
healthcare knowledge).

The purpose(s] a translator must decide the purp@3ef the TT and the expecte
ofthe TT effect on the TT readers based on the teatslor 0 s
judgement of the expected effect on the ST reader.

The type of the TT readerodos decoding abi
audience great considerationDecoding abilities can be considered as
capacity of four groups of aglers, in terms of their abilities |
decoding messages: 1) children, having limited vocabulary
cultural experiences; 2) new literates, having no difficulties
decoding oral rassages, yet having limited reading capacity.
literate adults, having mdifficulties in decoding both oral and writte
messages; and 4) specialists, unusual high capacity in decodir
and written messages in their own profession. Though dect
allities play a role in making a text comprehensible to the ree
potentid interest plays a role that is even more crucial in
communi cati on; t hat S t he
message.

To produce a Dynamic Equivalence translatitirecultural and linguistic factors in the
TT are given greater weight than sigoin the ST. In other words, a Dynamic Equivalence
translation is THoriented, which can be defined as being:

1 Equivalent: the effect on the TT readers is more or less equivalirat édfect the
source text had on the ST readers.

1 Natural: lexical choicesemantic meanings, syntactical structures are to be suitable
to the sociocultural context of the target language, and in accordance with the TT
readersd decoding ability.

1 Close: tle highest approximation between the ST and the TT can be achieved when
the TT not only is functionally equivalent, but also sounds natural in the target

language

I would argue in Chapters Five and Six th
that can make a translation both [pragmatically] equivalent and datedriginal; yet

achieving the quality of Anatural 6 may
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gual i ties fequ(Crezeé, Burm, & Tergn2020;fCeeteo, Tang, & Burn,
2017; Teng, 2019; Teng, Burn, & Crezee, 20R)y instancef the Chnese sentenae Y
chqg f 72an, |22 ?nigoss translation: you eat rice yet) is translateldbae you

eaten yetthe English translation may sound natural to an English language native speaker;
yet, the translation has lost the function of the Chineseénaligs to greeting someone

and showng that person the speaker cares about him/her. For instance, a context where
this Chinese greeting cdoe used is whernthe speaker bumps into a friend on the street
Therefore, we can say that the English translasgoneither equivalent nor close tgs it
Chinese original. Therefore, a Dynamic Equivalence translation is socioculturally and
linguistically TT oriented, and essential for the current study to develop a set of initial

criteria to evaluate the quality of pragtic equivalence in health transbait

Since producing a Dynamic Equivalence translation involees whose effect is

equivalent to that of the ST, TT readersbod

of the ST readersand a Dynamic Equivalace translation islinguistically ard
socioculturally TT-oriented.To produce a Dynamic Equivalence translation means to

meetfour basic requirementsneaning that the translation

=

i nvol ves Onat urtargetlangupgeessi onsd i n the

Omakes deliscadér; t o t

=

T conveys t hmanaer ingnnern ddapted to achieve tloeiginal
pragmatic functions (e.g. informativeersuasivg and

T elicits a 6similar responsed in the s

From my understanding, theur requirements are nocandomly met in a translation;
instead, there is a correlative relationship between the four requirements, as | have argued
and illustrated in my previous studies wilgure 2.2(Crezee et al., 2017; Teng, 2019;

Teng et al., 2018)The correlativerelationship is that natural expressions make the TT
comprehensible to the reader, and when the TT makes sense to the reader, the original
mannerthen is possile to be reproducedwhich then could make the TT reader have a

similar response to the TT.

C
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| Similar response ‘

)

| Original manner ‘

|

‘ Making sense ‘

1 §

‘ Natural expression ‘

Figure2.2: Correlativerelationship in producin@ynamic Equivalencé&anslation
(Teng, 2019, p. 91)

Therefore, what | am arguing in this study is that a TT without natural expressions may
not achieve pragmatic equivalence because a translation may achieve the requirements
dmaking ses e 0 , conveying the o6original manner
when the translation o6ésounds natural é to
requirement of O6sounding natural 6 three t he
requrements. Whether an expression is natural or not is defined by determining whether
the expression is conventional or unconventiofiaury, 1995) and whether the
expression represents markedness or is of natural collocéBaker, 1992) In other

wor ds, a natur al expression I s an expres
appropriate expressions in the target language iarticplar context (e.g. appropriate

collocation of words and appropriate/correct sentence structure).

232 Rei ssb6s Functional Equi val ence
Echoing Nidads Dy n ai98la)prdpasediFunatibnalriequesglencRe i s
(F-E hereafter), advocating @hthe inention of the TT must be consistent with the
original intention. To this aim, she proposed a tistageprocess to determine the
typology of translatiopas inTable 2.2
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Table2.2: Re i s-stdgeprodedsr e e

Text-type Echoing Ni d q1®&1) ad Titacam beard informative,
expressive, or operative text, or a nuxigype of text. For instance,
medical pamphlet can be both informative (i.e. providing mec
information) and operative (i.e. persuading the reader to take sug¢
actions)Crezee, 2016; Fischbach, 1962; Matthiessen, 2013; Sin,.2
Text-variety |Ec hoi ng Ni dEe&4sthesaooiacnltmral codtext represente
in the TT has to be in awlual
backgrounds. For instaacwhilehealth pamphlet® New Zealand may
often be preented witha consultativedone, thosen Mainland China
may often be withan authoritativeéone(Sin, 2004)

Text-style Echoing Nidads JI964) ther sarhantie megaming
syntactical structures, and textual arrangets )\ a TT allcontribute to
create the textype and the textariety of the TT, and thus achie
expected socikpragmatic function.

The texttype and texvariety of the TT can be determined only when the translator is
able to determine the origingbals of the SBnd make decisions on what goals are to be
achieved in the TT. The freedom given to the translétorconsultation with the
commissioner of the translation,; Vermeer, 1989)make such decisions can provide
room for making adjustments to the contexts encompassing the TT (e.gcsibaral
contexts), esulting in TTreaders responding to the TT in a similar way as ST readers
respond to the ST. The current study uses the above principles for Dynamic Equivalence

as part of both the initial and revised set of translation assessment criteria.

2.3.3 Skopos theory

The significage of achieving the original ST functions in the TT is well explicated with

the skopos theorfLauscher2000; Vermeer, 1989) Ver meer 6 s expl anat
is that the skopos, the purpose, of the ST must be identified, and the skopos of the TT
must be determined. Once this has been done, appropriate actions can be taken to achieve
the aiginal functians in the TT. Further, since it is very possible that every ST has more
than oneskopos(or purpose), every translator should try to identify all posskipi
However,it is not usually possible to achieve #ile originalskopiin the TT due to
sociacultural and contextual differences. For instance, R@005, p. 310pnce pointed

out the different associations of the English legal tettemptand its Chinese counterpart

weisufa  /attempt Both terms in the legal setting convey the intention from the

offender; however, while the Englisittemptis assomted with the concept that an action

classified as crime has beenccessfulthe Chinesaveisuia /attemptis associated

with the concept that an action classified as crime haslerccessfullhat means the
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translator always has to choose what elémenpreserve and what elements to let go of

by considering the sociocultural context of the (Pbon, 2005) Decisions made with

this consideration can make the TT independent of the source sociocultural context. Being
independent of #1source sociocultural context means that the TT can be accordant with
the target contexaaind have a particulakoposachievel in that contextTherefore, when
translators aim to have a particuskoposachieved in translation, they must consider the
specific sociocultural context which the translation will fit irfRisku, 2002) The current

study uses the conceptsopodo emphasise the significance of achieving the functions

of healthcargelated texts in translation, which is to inform andpersuade the TT

readers (not) to take suggested actions for their wellbeing.

Scholars have repeatedly emphasised thesideration of sociocultural context in
translationpracticefrom an aspect that language use is contextually motivated
Angelone, 2016; Halliday, 1978; Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004; Matthiessen, ,2013)
meani ng teextnsstaarnecefist hof | i nguistic intera
(Halliday, 1978, p. 24)and texts are socially construct@isku, 2002; SnelHornby,

1988) That means the production of a ST is a result of construction of meanings in the
original sociocultiral context, and the text only comes alive in a particular social context
(Halliday, 1978; Halliday & Mattiessen, 2004; Kim & Matthiessen, 2015; Matthiessen,
2012; Matthiessen, Teruya, & Lam, 201therefore a translation is linguistigeraction

in which the author, the translator and Tiereader engage, and a translator must aim to
have the translatitocome alive in the target sociocultural context. To achieve this aim,
rather than relying on stimulusesponseg¢D. Li, 2011)or recoding the original legal

and syntactical structurdKiraly, 2005) translators may rely on their own knowledge
(i.e. about the foic of the ST) and understanding of the world to construct meanings in
the translation process. In other words, translaigm socially constructed product
(Fraser, 2000; House, 2000; Vienne, 200Giedy, 2014) The current study also
approaches translation as a socially constructed product by involving b@itotheers
(professional translators) and the potential -aedrs (Chinese immigrants into New
Zealand) in assessing thaality of the translated product.

2.3.4 Applying systemic functional linguistics to translation
To produce a linguistically and socioculturally -Bfiented translation, translators need
to consider different aspects of contextual features. In this respect, ideas proposed within

the framework of systemic functional linguistics can be helpful bechiséheoretical
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framework considers the functions of laagge as t o fAexpress our
world that 1is around us or i nsi dialidays 0, a
& Matthiessen, 2004,p.29) Whi |l e t he function of fAexpr e
requires linguistic representations (e.g. sgti¢al rules regulating the word order in a
sentence)tocanstrue meanings, the function of i
considerations of sociocultural contexts that encompass the linguistic representations.
When systemic functional linguiss is applied to explain the functions of translation, |
woul d say transl ators express the source
out the writersdéd social relationships t
translation, Kim and/atthiessen explain that translation is a process coaddlict i n fit h
spectrum of di ff e@®EHRp. 3AFwhick eferotd threedunotmal n g O
components of meanings Trable 2.3

Table2.3: Three functional meanings

Ideational represents logical reality encountered by humandosin ( e .
meaning threw the bal l 6 ver s 6€Epe
experienti al reality encounte

treated the patientdéd versus 0
Interpersonal| represents theocial relationship between participants (e.g. teac

meaning student, governmerthe general public).

Textual represents what 1s to be pres

meaning | bought a cardé6 versus 061 Dbared
bet ween participants,aanar wtha
6l bought the car todayd).

The three modes of functional meanings, as respectively reflected by three contextual
values of Field, Tenor and Modealliday, 1978; Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004inK &

Matthiessen, 2015are explained below:

1 Field, the reflection of the ideational metafunction, construes the reality of the
world that human beings experience,;

1 Tenor, the reflection of the interpersonal metafunction, construesldi®nship
between the speaker/writer and the listener/reader, in tdraoeial distance and
relative social status;

1 Mode, the reflection of the textual metafunction, construes the internal
organisation of Thematic and Information structufidalliday & Hasan, 1976;
Halliday & Kress, 1976; Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004nd the nature of

communication methods (spoken and written).
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The three contextual values, Field, Tenor and Mode, can specify the peperti
determining whether the TT has achieved the function equivalent td timaSarticular
context(Halliday, 2001) Therefore, while medical and healthcaeéated information is

by nature informative and persuas{i@ezee & Ng, 2016; Fischbach, 1962; Sid02)

the sociocultural context of the society where the pamphlets are to be distributed must be
consideredFrom this perspective, the tetyipe and texwariety of health pamphlets in

New Zealand can be better clarifigatoughthe three contextual vadg(Teng, 2019pp.

94i 95), as represented below:

1 Field shouldinvolve medical and healthcarelated knowledge. The information
is either about the healthre interest of the general public, or specific medical
conditions thataffect a certain community or gtop o f peopl ebs i
diabetes is acommon health concern among people of Asian and Pacific
ethnicities). The chosen lexical items shouldw#glsemantic meanings that fit into
the context of healthcare services as well as the socioculturalxtafhtélew
Zealand.

1 Tenorshouldrepresent an interpersonal context, the social relationship between a
medical practitioner and a patient, or betweemedical organisation and the
public. The interpersonal context could be represented through appropriate
expressions to deliver rhetoric effects that are of seeking participation or
cooperation from the patient/the public.

1 Mode should represent the linguis features of a written text delivering
healthcareaelated information, with syntactical structures that are simple, and
lexical items that are less condensed, though with necessary medical jargon. With
simple syntactical structurethe Thematic structa (i.e. ThemeéRheme) and the
Information structure (i.e. GiveNew) could be rather consistently constructed as
Given information (shared/known information) conflated with the Theme, while
new information (unshared/unknown informafiaconflated with th&kheme; that
is, messages should usually begin with elements delivering information that is
shared between the participants in the contexts (i.e. reader and the author), and
ends with information that is expected to be prominent ingkieso as to arouse
t he reader 0s attention. For i nstance
participant in the context) could be commonly used as the Theme to guide and to
help the reader know that the mesrsage
medicine could beammonly placed at the position of Rheme to lead information
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of interests (information that was not known by the reader) in order to help the

reader reali se that it is the infor mat

Clarifying the contextual values of dalth pamphletgrecludesmy argument (i.e.
pursuing pragmatic equivalencedm becomingtrapped in the tension between literal
and free translation methods ($égure 2.)}. Consideration of the contextual valuso

helps de-subordinate/differentiateanslation studies from literary studies (as the review

in Section2.2). Such clarification also helps translators construct the three contextual
meanings in translation by clarifying both the source and target sociocultuossfemat

may influence ha the TT readers would receive and respond to théHolse, 1981,
2006; Matthiessen, 2013pnd thus achieve pragmatic equivalence. The current study
uses the three contextual values to conduct linguistic analyses of exemplified translations,
as well as to develop both the initial and revised set of translation assesstegaatto
evaluated what extent and in what aspect a TT has maintained (or failed) the ideational,

interpersonal and textual meanings of the ST.

24 Defining Opragmatic equivalencebo

One of the roles of translation is to facilitateogscultural communiation and
cooperation(Pym, 2000) That means a translation thatfilsl this function isone
produced in accordance wiChdstermdng200d,ep. M0 c s ¢
141) When the communication between éhST author and the TT reader occurs through
translation, crossultural communication can be achieved, and so can be the goal of
community translationthus bridging any crossultural gap between two linguistic
groups and facilitatig the social inclusio of minority groups. To achieve this, it is the
pragmatic function of the ST that is to be maintained in the TT.

Pragmatic function means the function that the author intended to achieve with a text in
a given contexHouse, 2006)For instance, the author of a health pamphlet may intend
to inform the reader with particular information, and persuade the reader trtakein
respondingto that information. Therefordjealth translatiormust achieve pragmatic
equivalence, whiclis when the pragmatic function of the ST has been succe$sfully
reproduced in the T{Hale, 2014) To achieve such equivalee, a translator must go
beyond transposing words because maintaining the original pragmatic functions is never

simply just replacing the source language with the target language. The translator must

604dz00SaaFdzA f 8¢ NBFSNA (2 (KS KAIKSAO LI2EAEAAOT SetRrieRRNBHES a4 O2YLI Si

divergences.
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consider two aspects: how lingucsexpressions in theource language achieve the
original pragmatic functions in the source sociocultural context, and how the linguistic
expressions in the target language can achieve this particular pragmatic function in the
target sociocultural context herefore, pragmatiequivalence is an achievement of both
crosscultural and crostinguistic communication(House, 1981, 2001, 2006%uch
equi val ence i s al so an achievement of
e qui v aMatthiessen) 2001, p. 78 the level of context because considerations of
sociccultural contexts contextual meanings of Field, Tenor and Mode (Seetion

2.3.4 1 are a must in producing the translation.

The mportance and difficulties adchieving pragmatiequivalencenave already been
reflected in a number of studiésg. Burns & Kim, 2011; Crezee & Grant, 2016; Crezee

etal., 2017; Hle, 2014; Schuster, Schuster, & Nykolyn, 2010; Sin, 2004; Taibi & Ozolins,
2016; Teng, 2019; Teng et al., 2018howing thatwhile crosscultural featuresre a

crucial aspecin determining the achievement of expected pragmatic functions, ignoring
crossl i ngui stic features may (Hae2014tpp. 3Fpr agr
324; Thomas, 1983)meaning the linguistic featurdsil to achieve the expected
pragmatic functions. The study described here aims to offer a set of assessment criteria
that can help identify instances of pma@jinguistic failures in translation by providing
empirical evidence that bridge the gap betwdieguistics and its application to

community translation.

241 Pragmal inguistic perspectives on 6y

Though a number of studies have shed lightthe practice of English to Chinese
translation and vice versa, most studies focus on revettinglationese(e.g. Baker,
1999; Ghadessy & Gao, 2000; Xiao & Hu, 2Qldgtermining semantic prosodi@sg.
Kibler, 2011; N. Wei & Li, 2014)identifying equivalent terminology and phraseology
(e.g. Xiao & Dai, 2013)and revealing the impact on readifpicaused by syntactical
differenes(K. Wang & Qin, 2014)As Housg2000)had already observed, these studies
have a contrastive natufer looking at crosdinguistic features between a source and
target language. Hence, these studies havioagedon failures of achieving pragmatic
equivalence caused by pragmalinguistic failures in community translations, exdbpt for
studiesof Burns & Kim (2011) Crezee et a[2020) Crezee & Granf2016) Crezee et

7 Translationese refers to the inherent features of translational langua@eo & Hu, 2015, p. 2Q).e. target language shown with

linguistic features of the source language
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al. (2017) Hale(2014), Schuster et al2010) Sin(2004) Taibi & Ozolings(2016) Teng
(2019)and Teng eal. (2018)

Specifically on evaluating the achievement of pragmatic @dgrmee irhealth translation

Sin (2004)indicated that the consultative tone in an English original health pamphlet is
often changed into the voice of authority in Chinese translation because the linguistic
expressions adopted in the translafaihto maintain the original pragmatic function (i.e.

being consultative). Thereforiling to convey theriginal pragmalinguistic intenthay
makeheal t h transl ati on 06 un leadingto theaconsequerice a n d
thatmember®f a minority commnity remain disempowerdzecause they do naceive

the complete healthcare serviesmd the information gapegarding health information

remainsunbridged .

Similar to Sinds obser vat ihealthtmslatidndhavei ng |
also applied the set of initial criteria (see Sect®B) and identified instances of
pragmalinguistic failures in my recent stu@yeng, 2019Where the TT fails to maintain

the original pragmizc meaning. Theranslation inExample 2.1is extracted from the
pamphleiof B4 School CheéHealth Promotion Agency & Ministry of Health, 2008a)
exemplifying howword for word translation leads to failures of achieving the original

socialfunction that is expectedith a phrase in the English original.

Example2.1
Original text: The B4 School Check is the findlell Child check
Translation: > A T . CnA w Al
Pinyin: xXu®qi §nji nchtg i " nskhBng ji z@ore
Gloss: preschool check be final health[y] child[ren] chec
Note: Pinyin is the official Romanisation systemMandarin Chinese in
China to indicate therpnunciation of the lexical items in the
Mandarin.
Gloss refers to wordy-word translation
Providingonlyi_ i " nk Un i @ n(lte&ltByj child[ren] check), not including the

original term Well Child, might cause the TT reader to have trouble rajatime

information provided here to other health services available in New Zealand. Further, the

8Thouk LJdzot AAKSR Ay Hnnys (GKA& GNIyatldiSR @OSNBEAZ2Y 2F . diKPp@RZ2f / KS
on which The Health Promotion Agencydathe Ministry of Health the health provides health information accessible for thegé public.
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connotation of vEpassdated witlVéll EZhild may aldo de Iestanr

the TT (e.g. preventing incidents of child abuse).

Further, though m@hologically and semantically appropriate, the tgrin ~_n &by g

] 1 6 n(leedltBy] child[ren] check) is not a socially acceptad@ression because the
morphological relation betwedn i " n khehithdy]), értdng (child[ren]) andj i 8 nc h §
(check) |l eads to a semant i cdrmenmd,i nvwhiocfh Oor
be acceptable, and make sense in either the sociocultural context of New Zealand or of
any Chinesespeaking societies (e.g. Mainland China, or Taiwan). The semantiingea

is due to a Mandarin morphological rule that, in a noun comgboilne preceding noun
describes the quality of the following no(@®@. N. Li & Thompson, 1981, p. 49Because

of this rule, the collocation i~ n &rtdnujgi 6 mmayhb@intr pr et ed as 6t h
heal thy children6, which then could | ead
eligible for the checkd, and therefore c
may jeopardisehie credibility of the TT and theehlthcare authority which provides the

information.

Example 2.2s anotheiinstance lfound in the translation d84 School CheclkHealth
Promotion Agency & Ministry of Health, 2008&xemplifying howa Chinesespe&ing

reader can be puzzléy syntactically incorrect arrangements in the Chinese TT

Example2.2

Original text: Anearly childhood educator or teacher who knows your child well 1
also beaskedo fill out thebehavioural questionnaire.

Translation: - 3 ™A ¢ B ow ) (o
Pinyin: h Dn l'i oj i RO ®r tw- mg nz ooyl
Gloss: very understand you child NOM one CL child early educatc
'H & b T E P Al
hu, |lylBstéhwBoqtiiv8nxi N WENjuRré n

or teacher also will BElrequire fillin behaviour questionnaire

Note: NOM refers to the nominalising partiaikeein Mandarin
CL refers to a classifier
BEI refers to the passive coverbi/
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The first problem with this Mandarin translation is the positiog @ /¥ ,iwhich is
a numbery /§ (one) followed by a classifieweéi# . The combination of number

classifier should be positioned before the noun phrase to be indiCdtad, 1965; Li &
Thompson, 1981)in this case, the position @f 0 _ skould not be inserted into, but
should be preaingthe nounphragedn | i 8o i N nNn200hBi Zzoy ®wehdt

| 6 o (®arhychildhood educator or teacher who knows your child well). Therefore, the

translation should be+@rangedag 0 _Dni | i 8 o i®Y tn-2nng hz86i ozq § dje

huo | 8 o; snhother words, this translation is not formedthathe normal Chinese
syntactical structure for a noun phrase with a nurclaessifie;r and therefore may cause
barriers to understanding the message.

Another problem is the use of the coverlihei (BEI) because, for some native speakers,

this passive carb can express implications of adverg@y N. Li & Thompson, 1981)
and have negative connotations for the red@erN. Li & Thompson, 1981)which
therebre may imply that the teacher or the educator who is asked to fill out the

guestionnaire would find this assignment an unpleasant task.

Further, in the English texan early childhood educator or teacher who knows your

child well does not refer to a pasular early childhood educator or teacher that the
parents have already had contact with. Yet, in the Chinese text, the noun Iplidase

| i Boj i N wnd MRS inzgi zde q 0 | ispositjoked lefdre thauwverb | 8 o
y U o gréqdire). Howeverwhen anoun phrasés placedat a preverbal position in a

Chinese sentenceghe noun phrasasually conveys specific, definite, and nown
information (Chao, 1965; Chen, 2010; Li & Thompson, 1976; Tang, 1986; Yan et al.,
1995) Therefore, this preverbal positioning for the noun phrase may cause the parents to
feel confused by the implication that they themselves should already have hact con
with a teacher, or even feel anxious if they have not already had one, partidulaly i

are newly arrived immigrants.

Example 2.3s an instance | found in another pamphlet distributed by the healthcare
authorities in New Zealand, the pampH#¥/ testing in pregnanéyHealth Promotion
Agency & Ministry of Health, 2008b)

9 Though published in 2008, this translated version of HIV testing in pregnancy is still the version currently availableebsithe

Wi St f (i K9 RM&Healty PramidtiordAgency and the Ministry of Health provides health informata@ssible for the general public.
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Example2.3

Originaltext: éal |l the pregnant amblm¥ntasé ébc¢
Translation: 2 "HX A h S wo e

Pinyin: wimen WwW®i s u Xfyyanutheng hwy & i v Yoxi
Gloss: we for all pregnantwomen provide one CL

r « A
"izQb3ngd¥ ji nc f Ya\
HIV test service

The problem withthis translationis the unnecessary and inappropriate translation of
Engl ans hwifit h t-classifiencammbination y ®iang/¢  , which is a number
y/§ (one) followed by a clasfier xiang/ . Thougha Mandarin noun phrase with a

numberclassifier combination can either indicate specific or-specific information
(Barrett & Chen, 2011; Li & Thompson, 1981 postverbal positioned noun phrase
usually conveyaunspecific, indefinite, and newformation (Barrett & Chen, 2011;

Chao, 1965; Chen, 2010; Li & Thompsor§76; Tang, 1986; Yan et al., 1999)hat
means numbeclassifier combinations, when pestrbally positioned, refer to an
unspecific element in a number of choices. Therefore, the nurtdssifier combination

y Riang in this translation may imply th#te hospital provides only one of the HIV tests,
while others may or may not be provided at a later stage. Because of this implication, the
motherto-be would probably think that the hospital does not provide a complete HIV
check service, and therefor@gtnot necessary to take the test. It is also possible that she
would hesitate or even refuse to take the test to avoid possible trouble and risks of getting
an infectious disease from taking a variety of tests, or repeated visits to the hospital. If
one HV carrier were absent from the test, the New Zealand population could face a health

risk that may not be detected for decades.

The three examples abovéave demonstrateca phenomenon that original semantic
meanings and syntactical structures are oftamta@iaed in translation. This phenomenon
seems to be consistentwithh a d e s sy a n (00G p.d&)svhichrit aideya | e d
high correlation between the themeasngi n E!

parallel arrangements of word erdHowever, such correlations @emonstrately the
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three exampledias also been demonstrated in three recent studies showing that parallel
arrangements of English and Chinese tag quediitrezee et al., 201 Tenget al., 2018)

may often cause pragmalinguistic failures. Therefoan@jntaining original English
semantic meanings and syntactical structoragstill cause pragmalinguistic failures in
Chinese translation. Such failures are not just an issuledierdual TT readers, but also

on a wider scale, sincealth institutions may inadvertently provide incorrect information

to the readers of the target texts.

With the discussion and concerns over the qualityeaiith translationthe initial set of
criteria Gee Sectiod.3) has helped me identify a number of Chinese linguistic features
causing pragmalinguistic failures (i.e. failing pragmatic equivalence) in an English to
Chinese health translation in the New Zealand context in two recent f0ckese et al.,
2020; Teng, 2019)The studies revealed how pragmalinguistic failures could be caused
by ignorance of crosknguistic features between the two languages, namelylglaral
syrtactical structures (e.g. parallel word order, expression of passive voice), and

inappropriate use of Chinese particles and modal verbsc@@/d., jiu/ ,yad™ /have
to, y 0 n § g U/should. These crostinguistics features may change the original

contextial values (i.e. Field, Tenor and Mode; Seetion2.3) that are expected to be
achieved in the translated text, thus failing either the original ideational, interpersonal, or

textual meanings.

Therefore, achievement of pragmatic equivalen¢eaith tanslatiormeans maintaining

the original three functional components of meanifds & Matthiessen2015)so as

to makehealth translatioras informative and persuasive as its source text. Further, to
achieve pragmatic equivalence requires translators to reflect the correlative relationship
between linguistic features and sociocultural fezguin boh the source and target
language in order to diminish instances of pragmalinguistic failures. This is relevant to
the current study which aims to offer a set of criteria to assess whether a translation
successfully achieves equivalence @&nd poduct ofconsideration of both linguistic and

sociocultural features in the source and translated texts.

25 1 mportance of evaluating Opragm
translation

Other than the few studies on issues of pragmatic equivalence in healthtitargslg.
Burns & Kim, 2011; Crezee, 2015; Sin, 2004; Teng, 20d8yious crosdinguistic
features between English and Gése haveattracted a number of studies often from the
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perspective of English as a Foreign/Second Language, and the perspective of analysing
texts written i n (emuQaih2007sH Chen, 204Q Gehcgp BOGO) a g «
Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Halliday & Kress, 1976;€. Lu, 2001; Miller, 2005; Nickadl,

2011, Snape, Leung, & Ting, 2006; T. Tang, 1986; Wong & Quek, 2007; Zubin & Li,
1986) In addition, previous discussionBave often focused on impressionistic ideas
derived from thepracticeof literaryt r ans |l ati on and Ol ionser al 6
whilst failing to provide assessment tools for evaluatthg quality of pragmatic
equivalence in community translatiofdmos, 1973; Bai, 2007; Cao, 2006b, 20064,
Chan, 2016; Gu, 2010; Hatim & Munday, 2004; Jiang, 2013; C. Li, 2011; &@fiagg

Liu, 2009; Xinzhang Luo, 1988a, 1988b; Xuanmin Luo & Hong, 2004; Z. Ma, 2012
Munday, 2001; Newmark, 1981; Nida, 1964; Nida & Taber, 2003; Reiss, 1981a;
Robinson, 1997; Schleiermacher, 1992; L. Sun, 2011; Toury, 1995; Tung, 2010;
Vermeer, 1989; D. Wan@012;Xiong, 2015; Ye, 2013)Therefore, there is still a paucity

of studieswhich attempt tauncover crosdinguistic features regarding the achievement

of pragmatic equivalenc&ewer still attempto develop operable assessment criteria for
thepracticeof health translation which is the purpose of the current study.

Further, though linguistitheories have offered assessment tools in a number of aspects
of translation studies, a considerable gap still exists between linguistics and its application
to commuiity translation. Discussions regarding this type of translation havesedos

what canmunity translation is and whom it ser@s Gentile et al., 1996; Lesch, 2004;
Niska, 2002; Taibi, 2011, 2014; Taibi & Ozolins, 201Bhat is community translation
facilitates the communication between the mainstream societyndividuals who do

not speak the mainstream languélgesch, 2004)and shows sociocultural and linguistic
disparities(Taibi & Ozolins, 2016; Taibi, 2014)rherefore, the impact that community
translationandhealth translation in particular, may have issiotply upona person, but

the whole societyandas argued earliecommunity translation should aira aichieve

pragmatic equivalenaa order to have the original and intended effect upenil reader.

However, with few exceptions, previous descriptive and argumentative studies of
community translation do not provide sufficient empirical evidetocaccaint for the
significance of achieving pragmatic equivalence in community translatispeoifically

in health translation. Frasgl993) for example, reported on twelve community
transl atorsoé6 verbal a cdeab with tuturalbtérmssand thet e g i
results showed that the approaches adopted are hoyonior i ent ed t o tF

particul ar communityo, but al so (Rresercr eas
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1993, p. 235)When this happens, socioculturally appropriate approacimeaataally

build the social status of a linguistically disempowered individual. In a later study, Fraser
(1999) focused onthree types of linguistic features tnglish STs that do cause
difficulties to community translators: incohesive lexical choices, syntactical ambiguities,
andunclearpragmatic function due to the inconsistent use of pronouns and register. In
other words, poor linguistic quality of SHoes compromise the pragmatic function of
TTss A similar focus on ST qu@Dll)analysisef al s
two translatedhealth text§English to Korean and Chines@heir study revealed that
original health textswritten in English need improvements if expected to be effectively
communicative in a multilingual soci ety
ability), and a TT having no English linguistic featuredph individuals in a minority
community have access to health informaiiBarns & Kim, 2011, p. 66)That means,
instances set out througixample 2.1 to Example 2.3or having English linguistic
features, do make it difficult for TT readers to accesscamprehend health information
Though providing insights into the relationship betweaginal and translated texts in
community translationstudies focusing on linguistic analysesSis may not clarify

issues caused by creksguistic differences.The study described here involved
representatives of the target minority group readers, here Clnmeségrants, to provide

their perspective as to whether the translated texts fulfilled the criteria in my initial set.

The nerits of paying attention to credinguistic features can be seen in a corpus study
(Sin, 2004) comparingthe quality of information provided in English original texts to
that provided irChinesdranslated texts distributed New Zealand. The study revealed
that expressions of rdality and passive voice in the English original could distort
original meanings, and deliver unexpected connotations in the Chinese translation.
Though not providing detailed discussion on any possible social impact that the distorted
meaning may cause,irsé s st udy f egramrdatical kifietencés ebetweeno
English and Chinese dichuse failure to maintaithe original pragmatic functions

health translation Failures of pragmatic equivalencaused by lexicgrammatical
differences (i.e. crosénguistic features) would not be solved simply by looking at
lexico-grammatical equivalence because such equivalence might still lose the original
sociopragmatic function. For instance, Crezee ef(@lezee et al., 2020, 201 7)eng et

al. (2018) and Teng(2019)have identified failures of pragmatic equivalence cduse
crosslinguistic features between English and Mandarin Chiingse e . fApr agmal i
f ai | (Halee201, pp. 323824; Thomas, 983).
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As the second and first author respectively of Crezee @l7)and Teng et a(2018)

the other two authors and | invegted influences of crodmguistic features on
achieving pragmatic equivalence in seamthentic court interpretingrectice We
revealed that parallel syntactical arrangements between English and Chinese do not
guarantee the maintenance of originalallbonary force exerted by the lawyer (e.g.
seeking affirmation, expressing sarcasm), and sometimes even completetty testo
original pragmatic meaning. | also in a later study focusing on health trang[B¢iog,
2019)identified a number of Chinese lexigpammatical features which, though making
translated texts sound natbemd make sense, may still distort the original pragmatic
functions. The current study asked whether a set of assessment critérepcatentify
translation which sounds natural and makes sense, yet does not maintain the original

pragmatic functions.

The importance of achieving pragmatic equivalence in community translation can be
particularly seen in instances where the TT souradigral and makes sense to the TT
reader. While a TT that sounds awkward to a native speaker @irget languagésuch

as the three examples $ection2.4) may be easily questioned by the TT reader, a TT
that sounds natural and makes sense to a ngidaker of theéarget languagmay cause

even more serious concerns because, as argued in three recen{Gtedesset al., 2017;
Teng, 2019; Teng et al., 2018&nything thats amiss in the translation may not be
detected by the TT reader. In other words, whatever the information and torlee(i.e.
three functional meanings; see Sec2oB4) is delivered in the TT, the TT reader would
understand it as it is written becausattis the information presented to them in the
translation, and when they read the translation, it sounds natural aed seise. For
health translation, it is undeniably crucial to achieve pragmatic equivalence because the
pragmatic function of healthanslation is to inform and/or persuade the TT reader with
healthcareaelated information and understanding such inforomats a matter of basic
humanrights The study described here is hence of importance in the development of

translation assessmentteria that can evaluate the quality of pragmatic equivalence.

2.6 Previous development of assessment criteria fompragmatic
equivalence

The previous section has revealed the importance of the sociocultural context, and the
possible impact gbpragmalinguistidailuresin translation, which are in accordance with
the argument that translation quality assessment must go beyond the TT. This means

assessment should not only be based on semantic and syntactical evaluation, but also on
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the sociecultural appropriategss(Ramirez Giraldo, 2009)n line with this argument, a
number of assessment tools have been developed to provide empirical data based on
discourse analysiand tekanalysis, revealing a solid connection between linguistics and
translation studies, and thus also consolidating the legitimacy of developing an

assessment tool for this study.

Studies that show particular interest in achieving pragmatic equs&lbega with

Mar gret Ammanno0s -andframespsensaatitgefarred tesir Lausehear,

2000) While a scene refers to ndinguistic aspects in the translation process, a frame
refers to linguitic featues in the TT. For a particular scene, different cultures may adopt

di fferent Aframeso to represent t he fAsc
scholars emphasising pragmatic functions over semantic meanings. This is also reflected
in otherstudieshighlighting the merits of functional theories, and justifying the eligibility

of applying such theories to develop assessment criteria in order to evaluate the quality
of maintaining original pragmatic functiofs.g. Colina, 2008; Hague, Melby, & Zheng,

2011; Lauscher, 2000 olina argues that asseggipragmat functions in translation

frees translation assessment from the confinement of making judgement on grammatical
correctness and word choig@908, p.107). This is relevant to the study at hand because
translation that sounds natural and makes sense (i.e. correct grammatical arrangements
and appropriate collocations) does not always deliver the pragmatic functions of the
source text. The asssmentriteria the current study aims to develop is a set of criteria
that can assess not only the linguistic features but also the sociocultural features in the

translation.

Studies concerning pragmatic functions have shown interest in considerstatican

from two perspectives: translation as a process, and translation as a (EadfueMarnas

& Hurtado Albir, 2015) The first perspective is seen in the process where a translator
goes though translation. One approach adopted in translator education is the use of
Areflective blogso which hel ps t-leaningee i
abilities on evaluating strategies adopted in his/her own wW@iezee, 2016; Crezee &

Grant, 2016; Crezee & Lugt 2015) Another approach is the development of a grid for
interpreting/translation assessors which helps evaluate the appropriateness of strategies
adopted in the procefdrlando, 2011) or compari ng t-assessmene i n-
results with tr aiHae& Riaai, 2a18)3he sesomckperspective s u | t
seen in the development of criteria to evaluate the quality of a tiandfiae.the product)

without specifying the type of translation/interpreting tasks, or the translation/interpreting
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providing public services, such as legal or healthcare seryegs Bontempo &
Hutchinson, 2011; Colina, 2008; Crezee et al., 2017f.CQ.u, 2010; Orlando, 2011,
Shaio, 2006; Teng, 2019; Teng et al., 2018; J. Wang, Napaswell,& Carmichael,
2015)

The above mentioned studiesuwiéwing translation as a procesan be seeto indicate

that (trainee) translators/interpreters are concerned with achieving pragmatic equivalence.
This may help deviil ntpetprenersdrawsld anes S
in both the ST and Tparticularly to deal with issues reldté crosscultural features,

such as stylistic differences (e.g. consultative tone vs. authoritative tone), and cross
linguistic features, such asragmatic functions delivered through certain semantic
meanings and syntactical structures. The awareness aisa be seen in trainee
translatorso reflective blogs showinang t hi
cultural background of the TTeader(Crezee, 2016; Crezee & Grant, 2016uch

attention on developing the awarsseof the TT socieultural context is also seen in
concerns that certain gesmnay be absent in certain so@oltural contextqTaibi &

Ozolins, 2016, p. 109Awareness of description in developed criterion inventories aims

to develop trainec@ucirmgshatTodorisdoomatbhe ©T
such as developing the awaaruednieesnsc eoof afinadp pfir
c or r e ¢Qrlandos 201, p. 303and the usefaorrect idiomatic expressionéHan

& Riazi, 2018) The study described here asked potentiatusets of the translated test

to give their perspective as to whether the trdimsla sound natural and make sense, and

whether they fedhey arebeing fully informed by the translations.

The concept of seeing translation as a product has also been elaborated with attentiveness
to achieving pragmatic equivalence in the TT, whilelosing conventionalff attended
linguistic correctness (e.g. syntax). The criterion inventories developexdhtoate the

degree of achieving pragmatic equivalence have been reprebgteetis such as textual
integrity and appropriateness in the targaiciocultural context (Bontempo &
Hutchinon, 2011) appropriateness for the target audience and function of the TT
(Orlando, 2011)natural/idiomatic expregms and context appropriatenéds Wang et

al., 2015) In three reent studies, | have also used the proposed initial criteria (see Section

3.3) to evaluate to what degree original pragmatic functions or illocutionary forcea(e.g

10By conventionally, | meant the criterion inventories often included in assessment tools used in the context of transtatjmetimg

practice and education, such as the correctness of sentence structure, completdnmesssages, etc.
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tone of sarcasm, consultative, affirmative) can be maintained if@r€zee et al., 2020,
2017; Teng, 2019; Teng et al., 201@vealing that two criterion inventories in the initial
criteria, Makes Sense and Similar Response, can reflect failures of pragmatic equivalence

evenwhen a TT shows linguistic correctness.

The aforementioned studies on the development of assessment criteria are in line with an
argument proposed in Secti@rb of this thesis that distortion @ragmatic meaninm
community translation can very well laoided. To avoid that, assessment tools and
assessment criteria should be developkdh heed crosdinguistic features between the

source language andrgetlanguagebased on the concepargued earliethattexts are

socially constructedRegardlesswhether seeing translation as a process or as a product,
previous studies did not have theend er 6 s (i .e. TT reader) p

development odssessment criteria.

2.7 Significance of enduser 0s perspective I n i
quality
The absence oftheemds er 6 s per specti ve i sthattericaven si st

socially constructedA translation represents the instances of linguistteraction in
which the author, the translator and {hE reader engage, meaning contektiaators
must be taken into consideration in order to achieve pragmatic equivalence. It appears to
be necessary to adopt a more holistic approach in the dewsiopoh translation
assessment criteria; therefore, evaluating the quality of achieving praguapaitzalence

means to evaluate:

1 how meanings in a translation are delivered with appropriate linguistic features in
the target language,

1 how meanings in atranl ati on are constructed wit
possessed knowledge in both the sountktarget sociocultural contexts, and

1 how meanings in a translation are perceived byltheeaders with their alreaedy

possessed knowledge in the target sociacallicontext.

Vygotskian soci al constructivism crdn hel
perceiving meaningso because meanings ar
(Barrs, 2016, p. 243; Bednar, Cunningham, Duffy, & Perry, 2013, p.a2t) because
Aknowl edge is constructed KKyalyi201b,ipva0dual s
Therefore, on one hand, a translation is a product constructed with knowledge that the
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translator acquired in thertsion betweethe source and target sociocultural contexts; on

the other, a translation represents a new sector of knowledge that is to be constructed with
previous knowledge that th€T reader already possesses in the target sociocultural
context. In thigegard, conslering the roles of translators afd readers, acting as either

producers or consumers of a text (either a source text or a translated text), can help explain:

1 how translators, as consumers, perceive the pragmatic function achieved in a
souce text;
how translators, as producers, achieve pragmatic equivalence in a translation; and
1 how TT readers, as consumers, perceive the pragmatic function achieved in a

translation.

The point as to how TT readers perceive the translation is consisterdgrgitments
poposed for translation reception, part.i
r e a ddergsBrems & Ramos Pinto, 2013; Gutt, 1996; McAuley, 2015; Risku, 2002)
The success of a translation depends on
and respond as the Ar ealionraeheevngsuchk successist h e
what Pym(2004,p.13r onsi der s as fAmeet[ing] i1its cor
ot her words, the transl ation has achiev
success condiaythat meanghe translatoo has athiesed the pragmatic
function(s) expected in the ST. To achieve such conditions,(G286)argues that the
success of a translation heavily depend:
expectation socicculturally (i.e. does the translation sound suggestive, imperative or
informative as it should be?) and linguistically (i.e. does the translation sound aatiiral

make senst native speakers of the tardgtguag®).

Though scholars have bediscussng the significance of reception for tpeacticeof

literary translatiorfe.g. Brems & Ramos Pinto, 2013; Gutt, 1996; McAuley, 2015; Risku,
2002) t he f orceuassl orneadheer 6 corresponds with
Dynamic Equivalence in developing assessment tools for health translation. While | argue
tha health translation should aim to help the TT reader fully grasp intended information,

the translaticf must foll ow the fAsuccess conditi ¢

expectations. In the context of health translation, TT readers (i.e. membensooity

112 KAt S GKS LISNALISOGADGS 2F GNBLFf NBIRSNAE F20dzaS& 2y K24 AYRADARG
LISNELISOG A @St 2NB IR KNEERINBAIH Oto 2 S AYRAGARdZ £ NB I RSalferspegifBréns ¢ Ratnosi KS NB OS LI
Pinto, 2A.3).
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groups) pick up a healthcare booklet because they want to know more about the specific
healttt ar e i ssue covered in the booklet (e.g

is no doubt that:

1 they want to access to the information irtraightforward way, and do not expect
to feel the spirit of the ST or the soul of the author;

1 they warn the information that can clearly tell them what (not) to do and what
choices and rights they may have, not just the ones that the translators decided to
keep or add inin the TT;

1 they want the information provided by healthcare experts in the ST, edly
translators with their personal opinions; and

1 they want the information presented in expressions that sound natural to them, and
do not appreciatéoreignised expressions that sound awkward, hindering their

comprehension of the TT.

Therefore, it imecessary to include the perspective ofersler s (i . e. t he |
of translation in developing a set of assessment criteria that can evahetteemthe
translators construct meanings in the TT in the way that the TT reader can perceive, and
whether the way that the TT reader perceives meanings in the TT is the same or similar
to the way that the ST reader would. When that is achieved, we eans#ly the
knowl edge delivered in the TT is fAconst
(Kiraly, 2015, p. 20) and those indiduals are the ST author (depending on how the
transl atorés percei ve onaadtheiThrgader. Hencetfontee T T
interest of the current study, it is necessary to involve Chinese immigrants in the
development of assessment critesa as to fulfil theiet hi ¢cs of cC Oommu
(Chesterman, 2001, pp. I4B41). Further, involving Chinese immigrants in thisidy

also means that | can test whethez initial set of assessment criteria can evaluate the
quality of pragmatic equivalence imealth translatiorirom the perspectives of the TT
readers (i.e. the Chinese immigrants)

2.8 Gap in the literature

To date, | amnot aware of any studies which have discussed the development of
assessment criteria for communityarislation in the health setting, taking into
consideration a) the perspectivdshe endusers as well as b) the views of the translators,
and c) providng empirical evidence that bridgéhe gap between linguistics and its

application to community traretion. The current study aims to combine a, b and c to



42

offer a set of criteria to assess the quality of achieving pragmatic equivalence in health
translaion, following a holistic approach looking at both the semidtural and lexice

grammatical featuresf (community) translation.

2.9 Summary of chapter

This chapter has critically reviewed the rayoplicability of translation theories/thoughts
developed in bth the context of the Chinese language and English, with an argument that
the development aissessment criteria operable in health translation cannot be confined

by the tension between literal and free translation. Instead it has to be developed within a
functional framework which is independent from translation studies of literary works.
The argiment for a functional framework is proposed on the basis that achieving
pragmatic equivalence in health translation is a matter of whether the TT reader can be
fully informed and persuaded with information delivered in the translation. To have such
equivdence achieved, both crebeguistic and crossultural features are to be
considered in order to avoid pragmalinguistic failuslso to develop suclassessmen

criteria, translation has to be considered as a socially constructed product. That means it
is necessary to involve the ends er 6 s perspective in the
social inclusion through providing the TT reader with language accesscthoasu

I mportant i-selbat ad i0mfead méati ond which i s
Therefore, in the next chapter | will present a methodology to reflect my arguments on
developing the criteria that not only tedtanslation quality from the traml o r s 6

perspective but also from the ends eperspéctive
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Chapter 3 Methodology

3.1 Introduction

The set of assessment criteria that this study aims to defeeiages on maintaiing the
pragmatic functions of healthcarelated textsvhich inform and/or persuathe target

reader to takeor not to take actions suggested in the t@ischbach, 1962)thus
achieving pragmatic equivalen@idale, 2014) For this focus, it is necessary to adopt a
holistic approach that involves boththeand er sd and the transl at
design of the set of assessment criteria is based on functional translation thgories
Dynamic Equivéence; Nida & Taber, 1969)providing empirical evidence that can be
pedagogically applicablevhile being in line with the perspectives of the @rsér, and

bridging the gap between linguistics and its application to community translation.

3.2 Design of thestudy

In order todevelop a set of assessment criteria that can evaluate the quality of achieving
pragmatic equivalenceand be applied to translator educatidnconsdered thatthe
perspective f ocusi%ig. theendisersecoufdrbdaeipful (seee ad e r
Section 2.7 Brems & Ramos Pinto, 2013; Gutt, 1996; McAuley, 2015; Risku, 2002)
Hence, it is necessary to include the perspectives efisaiss in order to evaluate whether
thetranslators have constructed meanings in the taege{TT hereafter) in the way that

the TT reader would perceive, and whether the way that the TT reader perceives meanings
in the TT is samasor similar to the way that the sourtext (ST hereaftemeader would.

When that is achieved, we can then say the knowledge delivered inthé TTasn st r uct
by i ndividual s (ienvygotekiam sadial constiuaivisen;Kiraly,a2016,

p. 20) and those individus are the ST author (depending on how the translators perceive
meanings in the TT), thieanslator and the TT reader.

Therefore, | believe that translators and the TT reader should collaboratively define
translation quality. This is reflected in my metbtmyy, which involves both the producer
(i.e. the translator) and the ender (i.e. theTT reader) to collaboratively test the
feasibility of my initial criteria, and eventually reach the point where translators can have

a set of guidelines to producerartslation that can benefit the TT reader in the way that

122 KAt S GKS LISNALISOGAGS 2F aNBI t eoud reBpSrdhnd fed abudtieSransiaion, tie2 6 Ay RA OA Rd;
LISNELISOGA @GS 2F aGKS2NBGAOFE NBFRSNBE Ad [ 020S Ay R pegivefBiems & RaBISRSNE | YR
Pinto, 2013)
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health translation aims for. IHee,l have followed the research steps showhRigure 3.1

and outlined below.

Literature review & Methodology
Comparingthe development of translation theories inthe Eastand the West
Explainingthe social significance of community translation of health information
Explainingthe socialsignificance of achieving pragmatic equivalence
Reviewing possible criteria for the assessment of pragmatic equivalence in health translation
Revealingthe research gap for a study on developing assessment criteria for health translation

== —

Criteria 1 —with Chinese translation
Criteria provided with translation for Chinese
immigrants to evaluate if the translation:

Criteria 1 —initial criteria
Initial criteria for professionaltranslators to
evaluate ifthe translation:

Step 1 - Sounds Natural - Sounds Natural
- Makes Sense - Makes Sense
- Maintains the Original Manner - Maintains the Original Manner
- Elicits a Similar Response - Elicits a Similar Response
ioN i N
g -
Corpus 1 Corpus 2
Step 2 Health pamphlets distributed in Mainland China; translation of health pamphlets/information distributed in New Zealand;
Chinese texts *8 English-Chinese translation *15
= = o
iF ¥ L 4
Raters — Group 1 Raters — Group 2
Chinese-language translators *15 Chinese chain immigrants *15
Step 3 Criteria Set1 - Assessment Sessions Criteria Set1—
initial criteria (Corpus 2) Chinese translation
Findings 1 Findings 2
-
< =
Compare
Step4 L Findings 1 & Findings 2 ’
=
s
[ Post-assessment Survey ]
Raters — Group 1
8 volunteers from Raters— Group 1

Step 5 {}

A survey of open-end questions regarding two aspects:
- translator’s background of translation education
- translator’s conceptof good qualitytranslation

Triangulate
Step 6 Findings 1,2 & 3

oy

Rework Criteria Set 1 —initial criteria

Step 7 &
Design Criteria Set 2 — revised initial criteria

Figure3.1: Research Steps

Stepl:devel oping a set of initial assessmen
proposal ofachieving Dynamic Equivalend®lida, 2004; Nida & Taber, 1969)

for the two groups of participarits.e. professioal translators 1 (RatersGroup
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1) and Chinese immigrants (RatérsGroup 2) to assess the aehement of
pragmatic equivalence.

Step 2: building two corpora®: Corpus 1, consisting of Chinese health pamphlets
distributed in Mainland China, served as referenceéern@ds to help raters be
aware of the tones and manners used in the health pamphlets distitbuted
Mainland China (see Appendix A). Corpus 2, consisting of Engli$linese
health translations distributed in New Zealand (see Appendix B), were the health
translations to be assessed by the two groups of participants/raters.

Step 3:recruiting two groups of rats to assess the translation quality in Corpus 2. Raters
T Group 1, consisting df5 Chineselanguage translators based in New Zealand;
Ratersi Group 2, conisting of 15 Chinese chain immigrantsho migratedo
New Zeal and t hr o uJplmsoiiet d. a2D006)ndeaii thge paaenti o n 0
category(Immigration New Zealand, 2016bYhis group of raters were the
intended readers of health translation texts. | tbeltated Findings 1 with
assessmerresults provided by RateisGroup 1, and Findings 2 by Raters
Group 2.

Step 4:comparing Findings 1 and 2 to reveal a consensus or contrasting assessment
results.

Step 5:conducting a poshssessment survey among participants in Rat&soup 1,
who volunteeredo take part in tgroduceFindings 3.The participants were
asked about their experience as translators and educational background of
translation as a profession, and their concepts of what characterises a good quality
translation.

Step 6:triangulatingfindinggd r om t he r at er s Gand?®) andthespase nt  (
assessment survey (Findings 3).

Step 7:reworking initial Criteria Set 1, and designing Criteria Set 2 which is aimed to be

pedagogically applicable.

3.3 Developing initial assessment criteria
| argued in Setion 2.3.1 that there is@orrelativer el at i onshi p(19%%4t we e
four basic requirenmgs for achieving Dynamic Equivalence in translation as shown in

Figure 3.2(duplication ofFigure 2.2.

13A corpus (corpora as in plural) is a collection of texts often used for analyseguasticfeatures (Aston, 1999; Baker, 1993)
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Similar response

|

Original manner

|

Making sense

|

Natural expression

Figure3.2 (duplication of Figure 2.2): @relativerelationship in producin@ynamic
Equivalencdranslation(Teng, 2019, p. 91)

Natural expression has emerged asftimelamenal factor in achieving the other three
requirements. A translation that does not sound naturahotaypake sense, and therefore
cannot maintain the original manner and elicit a similar response, hence failing to achieve
pragmatic equivalence. Bwatural expressions, | mean expressions that meet the
transl ation reader so0 exgneionalfouryl®95pnfthee x pr ¢
target language in a particular context (e.g. appropriate collocation of words and
approprate/correct sentence structure). Based on this argument, | have designed a set of
initial criteria that | believe can evaluate the quality of praipnequivalence in the

perspectives of translation readers (i.e. theus®ats).

3.3.1 Criteria Set 11 with sewven possible outcomes

For the current study, | have developed a set of criteria, Criteria Set 1, for the two groups
of raters to evaluate the quglivf pragmatic equivalence in translated texts in Corpus 2
(15translated healthcare text$able 3.1belowoutlines the four criteria that a translated
text is expected to achieve in order to maintain the original pragmatic functions (see
Figure 3.2. These four criteria have been chosen becausmdiderthat pragmatic
equivalence can only be achieved wteerranslation Sounds Natural, Makes Sense,
maintains the Original Manner and elicits a Similar Responsesefber requirements

are adopd in this study to establish the four criteria in the initial set of criteria, Criteria
Set 1. FurtherTable 3.1also shows seven possible outcomes of translation assessment
when we use the four criteria to assess translation quality. The four abbrevizaed in

the outcomes respectively stand for the four criteria: SN (Sounds Natural), MS (Makes
Sense), OM (OriginaManner) and SR (Similar Response). In the table, the letter F is
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used show that one or more of the criteria had Failed in a transfatranstance, SN
MS-F means the criteria Sound Natural (SN) and Make Sense (SR) had Failed in a

translation.

Table3.1: Criteria Set I with seven possible outcomes (for RatiefSroup 1)

Evaluation Criteria
Linguistic/Sociocultural Syste Sociccultural System
maintains e_Iic_its
SoundsNatural| MakesSense Original Manne Similar .
(SN) (MS) (OM) Response Possible
(SR) outcomes
n n n n Total Equivalenc
n n n SRF
n n n OM-F
n n OM-SR-F
n SN-OM-SR-F
n MS-OM-SR-F
Totally Lost

Note: The letter F stands for Failed, denoting criteria not achieved in the translati

symboln refers to the achiement of a criterion, and the symbol refers to instance
where a criterion has not been achieved.

Below is a definition of each of the four criteria in relation to the linguistic system and

sociocultural systertextracted from Crezee et al., 2017; Teng, 2019)

1 SoundsNatural (SN): When considered in the linguistic system, the tetoral
refers to a translation thabde s fAnot violate the ordin
(Nida & Taber, 2003, p. 203)The translation therefore Sounds Natuo the
native speaker of the target language, by evaluatingatioeptability and
correctnes®f the lexicegrammatical arrangements in translatione. a correct
syntactical and semantic relationship between the chosen lexical items in the target
language(Halliday, 1978; Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Halliday & Matthiessen,
2004)
When consideredni the sociocultural system, the tematural means that the
collocation of words idypical and conventional(i.e. directness of translation;
Toury, 1995) The ternmaturalcan also be determined by the sociocultural context
encompassing the bocation (i.e. collocational markedness; Baker, 199&hile

a markedcollocation isatypical andunconventionaland hence does not Sal
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Natural, anunmarkedcollocation istypical and conventional and hence Sounds
Natural to the native speaker of the laage.

Therefore, when | determine the naturalness of a translation, the translation has to
be considered in both the linguistic amdciocultural system in order to see
whether the translation is producedaicceptableandcorrectlexico-grammatical
arrargements, and whether the translation is producedtwjical, conventional
andunmarkedcollocations.

Makes Sense (MS): When ansdation Sounds Natural, the translation may Make
Sense to the target reader in the context of the translated text. Howlegamot
Sounding Natural, the translation may still Make Sense if the lexical items fit the
Field of that translated text becaude lexical items chosen (particularly the
content words) in the text convey messages or semantic meanings that fit into the
context encompassing the translated tgsde Section 2.3.4; dfliday, 1978;
Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004; Kim & Matthiessen, 2015)

Original Manner (OM): The ternrmannerstands for ie pragmatic functions
expected to be achieved in the source text (e.g. to persuade, inform) through tones
and/or idiomatic expressns. A translation that does not Sound Natural and Make
Sense may fail to maintain the Original Manner. Yet, a translat@nSound(s)
Natural and Make(s) Sense could still fail the Original Manner because the chosen
lexical items do not reflect the socultural aspects of the source text. Therefore,
the criterion Original Manner must be tested in the sociocultural system.

The mannerexpected in health translation refers to the pragmatic functions as to
informing and/or persuading the reader to takeairto take actions suggested in

the text(Fischbach, 1962; Sin, 2004)lence, maintaining the Original Manner
means the translation of a healtheselatedtext has achieved the pragmatic
functions as to informing and/or persuading readers of the translated text to take or
not totake actions suggested in the translation.

Similar Response (SR): To assess whether a translation can elicit a Similar
Responserbm the reader, analyses of lexigaammatical arrangements in both

the linguistic and sociocultural systems (i.e. the gat8ounds Natural and Makes
Sense) can help reveal whether the translator has graspedrherdelivered in

the source text, anchaintained the Original Manner in the translated text. Once
the translation has maintained the Original Manner, readeledfdnslated text

may respond in a way that is similar to the way readers of the source text would

(i.e. achieving Similar Responsdn other words, this criterion can only be
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achieved in a translation that maintains the Original Manner with expredisains
Sound Natural and Make Sense in the target sociocultural context.

Hence, eliciting a Similar Response in health translaticenséat the translation

can make its target readers know exactly what they should (or should not) do as

suggested by theanslation.

The above definition has revealead@relativerelationship between linguistic features
(Sounds Natural and Makes Sensed sociocultural features (Original Manner and
Similar Response). Failures associated with linguistic features may ldedftolures at

the sociocultural level. In other words, a translation that Sounds Natural and Makes Sense

may still distort the aginal pragmatic meaning. For more discussion of the four criteria,

please see my explanation in previous publicatiGnezee et al., 2017; Teng, 2019; Teng
et al., 2018)

Table3.1also includes seven potential outcomes that could be the assessment result of a

translation. Since four criteria areeasto evaluate the quality of a translation, the

combination of the four criteria would come up with sixteen possible assessment

outcoms. The seven outcomes included in the initial set of criteria, Criteria Set 1, were

chosen based on my argumehat adieving the criterion Sounds Natural is the
fundamental factor in achieving the other three crif@eaFigure 3.2; Crezee et al., 2017,

Teng, 2019; Teng et al., 2018elow is explanation of the seven potential outcomes:

1 Total Equivalege: When the raters (i.e. the Chinese language translators and the

Chinese immigrants) feel that the translation haseaeld all four criteria, this
outcome appears in their assessment results, indicating that they feel that the
translation is deemed t@be achieved pragmatic equivalence.

SR-F: This outcome indicates that the raters feel that the translation Sounds
Natural, Makes Sense and maintains the Original Manner as to being persuasive
and/or informative, but does not elicit a Similar Responseusedhe readers may

not know exactly what actions the translation has suggested they should (or should
not) take.

OM-F: This outcome indicates that the raters feel that the translation Sounds
Natural and Makes Sense, but do not feel the intention ofathglétion as to being
informative and/or persuasive has been achiéves fail to maintain the Original
Manner. Howeer, the raters still feel that they know exactly what actions they

should (or should not) take according to the information in thelatzms.
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This could happen due to the sociocultural differences between the two language
contexts; for instance, healtixts distributed in the Chinese mainland may sound
imperative while the same texts in New Zealand may sound sugg&stiy2004)

In othe words, when the raters feel that the translation of a healthcare text sounds
imperative (rather than suggest), they would feel that they know exactly what

the translation wants them to do or not to do.

OM-SR-F: This outcome indicates that the ratfesl that the translation Sounds
Natural and Makes Sense; however, they also feel that the translation dédhsofail
maintain the Original Manner as to being informative and/or persuasive, and failed
to elicit a Similar Response as to making them know tgxadhat actions they
should (or should not) take according to the information in the translation. In other
words, the raters feel that translation is linguistically correct and readable (i.e.
correct lexicegrammatical arrangements), but do not see thaexdion between

the translation and the encompassing context.

SN-OM-SR-F: This outcome indicates that the ratéeel that the translation does

not Sound Natural, but still Makes Sense because the lexical items in the translation
convey messages thatifito the context encompassing the translated text. Due to
theunnaturalnes®f the translation (Sounds Natufailed), the raters feel that the
translation has failed to be informative and/or persuasive (Original Manner failed),
and they do not know exdgtwhat the translation wants them to do or not to do
(Similar Response failed).

MS-OM-SR-F: This outcome indiates that the raters feel that the translation
Sounds Natural, but do not feel that the translation Makes Sense because the lexical
items in thetranslation do not convey messages that fit into the context
encompassing the translated text. The ratersehe@acot feel the Original Manner

as to being informative and/or persuasive has been met, and do not know exactly
what they should (or should notlo as suggested by the translation (Similar
Response failed).

Totally Lost: When the raters (i.e. the Chinksgyuage translators and the Chinese
immigrants) feel that the translation has not achieved any of the four criteria, this
outcome appears in élf assessment results, indicating that they feel that the
translation is unreadable and incomprehensible tleeyldo not know what to do

or how to respond.
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Therefore, when raters use Criteria Set 1 to evaluate the Chinese translation of the English
phrasewell child checkin the pamphlewWell Child Tamariki Oraas exemplified in
Section2.2.1(Ministry of Health, 2017)the raters may feel that the translation Sounds
Natural and Makes Sense for its lexg@mmatical arrangements (in the linguistic
system), but they may also feel that the trainsh does not fit the sociocultural context

of both New Zealand and Mainlahina (in the sociocultural systenfhe phrasevell

c

hild checkwas literally translateddsi “ nk Ung ®r t Z n g ajhealéchilch §

check making the Chinese phrase read abeck for healthy chilfeng, 2019, pp. 102

103) It is uncontroersial to say that a health check should be provided for children
regardless of their health conditions. The Chinese translation of this English phrase hence
may make the reader (i.e. the parents) puzzled (Original Manner failed) and not know
whether theirchildren should do the check or not (Similar Response faile@) OM-

SR-F. In other words, this translation has failed to achieve pragmatic equivalence. This
example also shows that Criteria Set 1 is able to help identify pragmalinguistic failures
(Hale, 2014; Thomas, 1983nd assess whether the translation has exerted the
illocutionary force(Morris, 199) that was expected in the source texte. to inform

parents about the link between ttieeck and th&Vell Childscheme.

|l have used Criteria Set 1 to evaluate a
authentic court interpreting tagktwo previous studie@rezee et al., 2017; Teng et, al

2018) The same Criteria Set has also been applied in a later(3teioly, 2019})0 assess

the quality ofachieving pragmatic equivalence in a health translation publicly distributed

in New Zealand. The threstudies all showed that the Criteria Set could assess translation
quality in both the linguistic and sociocultural aspects, and could help identiy est

of pragmalinguisticfailuresi i.e. failures of pragmatic equivalence caused by eross
linguistic features(see Section 2.4.1; Hale, 2014, pp. B3234; Thomas, 1983)The

Criteria Set was also used in Tef2§19)as the basis for the development of aeotset

of criteria that <can i @eng 20419, pp. FBp) mardemal i n

to explain the relationship between pragmatic functions arghmatnguistic failures.

However, none of the three studies included-emsle r s 6 per spective
translation quality by using the Criteria Set 1. Hence, it is necessary to test whether the
Criteria Set can:
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identify instances of pragmalinguistiailures when it is used by the eunsers;
1 help reveal consistent or contrasting opinions between sessment results of
the translators (i.e. Rater<sroup 1) and the endsers (i.e. RateiisGroup 2);

1 help assess translation quality from a perspedciigned with that of the engsers.

3.3.2 Criteria Set 17 with Chinese translation

While Criteria Set 1shown inTable 3.1were used by th&5 professional translators,

Raters Group 1, | simplified the Criteria Set by leaving out the seven potentialmagco

and provided translation for each of the four criteria fodh€hinese immigrants, Raters

I Grow 2. | did this because th&5 Chinese chain immigrants did not possess
metalinguistic knowledge to understand the jargon of linguistics used to etk@aaven

possible outcomes in the initial set of criteria used by the professional translators (see
Table 3.1 also see Sectio.5.2f or the i mmigrantsdé backg
provided for each criterion hence helped them understand what asgectiesrion was

aimed at. Please séable 3.2

Table3.2: Criteria Set I with Chinese translation (for Ratdrssroup 2)

T X
(TranslationQuality) |( pl ease circl e @
Sounds like Chinese | X
Sounds Natural (Yes) (No)
Linguistic (SN)
System p)
Makes sensetoyou | X
Makes Sense (Yes) (No)
(MS)
¥ I @
Intention of the sentence T X
clear
Original Manner (Yes) (No)
Sociccultural (OM)
System T LL> ’ fir OY Y b
You know what you shoul -(I(es) (If you circle i Ye:
(not) do X please specify)
Similar Response
(SR) (No)

When making their assessment, thena(i.e. the Chinese immigrants) circkéesor No

to indicate whether they felt the translation had achieved the four criteria respectively. If
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the raters had circledesfor the qualityYou know what you should (dnauld not) do

(i.e. assessment of Silar Response), they had to specify (in writing) what actions they
felt the translation wanted them to take, or suggestions they received from the translation.
They were required to be specific regarding the criterionil& Response because |
needed to ®ablish whether the translation had actually maintained the Original Manner,

and therefore elicited a Similar Response.

Therefore, when the raters use Criteria Set 2 to assess the Chinese translation of the
English plasewell child checkin the pamphle¥Vell ChildTamariki Oraas exemplified

in Section 2.2.1Ministry of Health, 2017)their assessment may shofesfor both
Sounds like Chineg8ounds Naturadl SN) andMakessense to yo(Makes Sensge MS),

andNo (indicating Failed) for botlntention of the sentence is clg@riginal Manneii

OM) andYou know what you shouldr(shouldnot) do(Similar Responsgé SR). In other

words, they mg grasp the message by seeing the semantamimgs of lexical items

which are presented in a syntactical arrangement that does not feel unnatural. However,
because the translation makes the Chinese pleadeasa check for healthy chijdhey

may also éel that there is something wrong with megssamd may not actually
understand whahe intentionof the phrase is, and whidtey should dr shouldnot) da

Thereforethe assessment result is considered asSDAF.

When using Criteria Set 1 to make thessessment, the professional translators vedd

not to be confined by the seven outcomes includeBainle 3.1(more explanation is
provided in Sectior3.6). In other words, both groups of raters made their assessment by
determining whether the trangtan had achieved each individual criteriamd came up

with the outcomes that could represent their own judgement.

3.4 Building two corpora

It has been argued that analysis of a corpus consisting of translation texts may well benefit
pragmatic translationdrause the corpora involved in translatiamdsts represent the

real world(Newmark, 1988)and the analysis of such corpora has proved very helpful
for revealing O0tr ans|(ad.Baken ¥89% Xm0 & Hu, 2bh) e t ar
determining semantic prosodies between the source and target lanfriggédibler,

2011; N. Wei & Li, 2014) and identifying any possible impact caused by syntactical
differences between two languagesy. K. Wang & Qin, 2014)
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Therefore, a study invoirg translation corpora can help uncover ways of achieving
pragmatic equivalencéHale, 2014) and reveal impact caused by pragmalinguistic
failures. In other wordsf a translation doesot achieve pragmatic equieaice, health
translation could cause medical concerns andl/oiakconcerns (i.e. losing the original
pragmatic function of being persuasive); for instance, translation quality of pamphlets on
contagious diseases such as AIDS and hepatitis B could leadréothan just a matter

of different wordings, but an epidemiHence, studies which aim at developing criteria
for the assessment of pragmatic equivalence in health translations may well benefit from

including corpora consisting of translated texts.

| built two corpora comprising a total of twenty three healthd¢axreés: Corpus 1, eight
Chinese health pamphlets distributed in Mainland Chamat Corpus 2,15 English
Chinese translation texts distributed in New Zealand. To ensure that texts in the two
corpora were of a similar socipragmatic nature, a number of eria were applied to

select the texts, as shownTiable 3.3

Table3.3: Criteria of selecting corpus texts

1 The healthcare texts musave a primary pragmatic nature of bei
informative (Fischbach, 1962)not the ones with a commerci
purpose;

1 The healthcare textmustdeliver health information mainly throuc

Content words, so as to identify failed pragmatim€tions caused by cros
linguistic featuresand

1 The healthcare texts mugiver a range of health topics from gene
healthcare services to socially sensitivaltieissues, so as to prese
a comprehensive selectiofhealth translation;

1 The healthcare texts muse distributed by different medical servi
providers and institutes, so as to minimise the possibility
repeatedly including the trdiations ofafew translatorsand

1 The healthcare texts muse distributed, physically or tine, by a
government body or authoritative healthcare ser
providers/institutes (e.g. New Zealand: District Health Boards
Ministry of Health; China: Municial Health Bureaus and Ministr
of Health in Mainland China; major hospitals in tiv® counties).

1 The healthcare texts must publicly accessible (i.e. ethics appro
was not required for this section of data collection), and functic

Target bridge the information gap between authorities and the ge

readers public;

1 The healthcare textmust be aimed at the general public, Ac
medical specialists or experts.

Distributors
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For Corpus 1, | examined different websites of Chinese goverrmehiospitals and
healthcare related government kestto collect suitable texts; further, my networks in
Beijing and Shanghai also kindly helped collect printed health pamphlets from hospitals

in the two cities. Corpus 1 served as reference material for SRat&roup 1 (i.e.
professional Chi nes e(Kitaly,2013, Reiss, d9814p,)134)the A r e \
textst yl e of health pamphlets in Mainland
of crosscultural differences between New Zealand and Mainland China. Hence, they
could see the linguistic features (e.g. choice of lexical collocgti@yntactical
arrangements) as well as the pragmatic features (e.g. an imperative tone) adopted in the
Chinese health pamphlets to achieve the pragmatic function of being informative and

persuasive.

For Corpus 2, | visited the websites of, or physicaikited hospitals and healthcare
service providers in New Zealand to collect health pamphlets. In totédctesdl 5 texts

for this corpus, which were provided in
paragraph and sentence strucfuiee. whenit was a paragraph/sentence in the English
original, the translation was presented as one paragraph/seirienttee purpose of my
analysis, either a paragraph or a sentence was referred passageThel5 translated

texts in Corpus 2 comprised a total of 256 passages. Some 1B trenslated texts in
Corpus 2 had more passages than others; the shaoredsad 7 passages while the longest

had 28 passages.

In New Zealand, the Chinese translation of Healte texts is often provided in both
simplified and traditional characters. When the translation was available in both types of
characters (wordings imé translated texts | selected were identical in the two versions
of translation), the version with mplified characters was chosen because the raters
recruited for this study all migrated from Mainland China.

3.5 Recruiting Participants

| recruited a totabf 30 raters:15 professional Chinese translators based in New Zealand
for Raters Group 1;15Chine® immigrants residing in New Zealand for Rate@roup

2. Both groups of raters assessed the translation texts in Corpus 2; whilel Rateup

1 used @teria Set 1 (se€able 3.) to produceFindings 1, Raters Group 2 used Criteria
Set 1i with Chinese translation (seBable 3.2 to bring forth Findings 2.
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Table3.4 shows how the two groups of raters used the two corpora and the Criteria Set

and whafindings they contributed.

Table3.4: Distribution ofcorpora and initial criteria

Corpus Initial Assessment Criteria Findings
Criteria Set I I .

Raters | COTPUS| COPUS| iioria Set 1| with Chinese | F"diNgs | Findings

1 2 1 2

translaton

Ratersi
Groupl| " n L n
Ratersi 0 0 .
Group 2 - - -

SinceFi ndings 1 and 2 respectively represen
theenduser sé6 (the Chinese i mmigrantsd) aspe
from these two aspects text by textarder to reveal consensus or divergencandigg

the quality of pragmatic equivalence achieved in the translated texts in Corpus 2. Please
see Section 4.1 for the method that | used to compare and determine the percentage of

each of the four criteriasgigned to each translated text.

Translatorsand immigrants who agreed to participate in this study have diverse
backgrounds in terms of working experience and educational backgrounds. For instance,
though all practicing in New Zealand, some translatarsived translation education in
China, othersn New Zealand; some have more than 20 years of experience, others have
only 3 years. With the immigrants, though all at least 57 yeldrgsome were in their

60s or 70s) and born in China, their level of edion varied (see Sectidh5.2for their
badgrounds). When recruiting the participants, | did not consideriater reliability to
address such backgrounds. The diverse backgrounds of the participants reflected the real
situation of translatiopractcein New Zealand. From the translator's gahview, we
usually do not specify transl atorsodo expe
assign a task; from the ender's point of view, we can never restrict who the target
audience is because comntyniranslation involves texts aimed at thengeal public.
Therefore, interater reliability would diminish the feasibility of my assessment criteria,
making my criteria seemingly designed for only a specific group of translators or target

audience.
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Toecour age potenti al icigate enrtresdstudy, il bfferednegam e s s

member in Raters Group 1 a koha (Maori word fatonation in this case a voucher

worth NZ$60) to the approximate value of a 380rd translation task; | also offered each

participant in the RateisGroup 2 group adha (a voucher worth NZ$40) that was worth

arounda 2-hours of payfor an office worker (i.e. annual income NZ$40,000).

3.5.1 Ratersi

Group 1

For Raters Group 1, | used the criteria listedTiable 3.5t0 select sitable raters.

Table3.5: Criteria of selecting Chinedanguage translators, Ratér&roup 1

Professional
translators

i Translators who are working at a public service agency
government body in New Zealan¢e.g. Auckland Hospital,
Auckland District Health Board) at the time when recruitm
occurred; or

T Transl ators who have fAMembe!
Zealand Society of Translators and Interpreters (NZSTI), or wh
qualified to apply for NBTI menbership; or

fAMember 6 status refers to t
degree in translatidfin New Zealand (e.g. MA Applied Languay
Studies, translation, Auckland University of Technology [AUT])
possesshest at us essidnh A Pramsl at or O
National Accreditation Authority for Translators and Interpre:

rT]ZeSmEership (NAATI) in Australia; and
TaAffiliatedo refers to trans.l
translation in New Zealand (e.g. Diploma in Interpretiagd
Trans | at i on, AUT) or possess
Transl|l ator o a c ¢ (New iZeéalartd Sdcigty ©
Translators and Interpreters, 2016a)
Chineseas |f Translatorsdé L1 (i.e. first
Language 1 translator membership is languadjeection speific, and the
(LD) transl ation direction wil!/ b

Translators voluntarily participating in this study were asked to assess health translations

in Corpus 2 (all distributed by major hospitals or the Ministry of Health; see S&8cfjon

Therefore, it was necessary to exclude translators who do not hold NZSTI membership

because

translators holding (or qualifiet

membership are officially qualified to work with public service agencies orrgment

departments in

New Zealand, such as hospitals and District Health BNawZealand

Society of Translators and Interpreters, 2016b)

14 Receivea minimum overall grade of Br B+ in practical translation papers
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Further, community translations (e.g. health translations) are usually produced by
translators who belong to the same linguistic and cultural community as the target readers;
therefore tanshk t or s6 awareness of Ilinguistic div
impact on the quality of a translated text, in terms of whether the translation sounds
natural to the target reader. Therefore, it was necessary to exclude Ganmpsege

translaorswho do not speak Chinese as their first language.

Recruitment processi Group 1
As a holder of NZSTI Affiliate membership and a practicing interpreter and translator
myself, | posted recruitment advertisements (see Appendix J) on the NZSTI onlime foru

(http://www.nzsti.org/foruny/and asked the webmaster of the NZSTI site to circulate the

advertisement among its membership.

| also used the snowball method to ease and facitit@eecruitment process. Intloer

words, translators who had agreed to participate in the research often recruited other
translators who met my <criteria. Furthe
information was usually publicly available, | contacted potential particspdmbugh

emails or phone calls.

I made the initial contact with the potential participants by either emailing or physically
giving them the Information Sheet (see Appendix M). Once the participants had given me
an initial consent via either email or iensm, they were given the Consent Form (see
Appendix P). They returned the signed Consent Form when they attended the training
session (see details of the session in Se&i6r). In total, 15 professional translators

volunteered to participate in this sjud

3.5.2 Ratersi Group 2

For the recruitment of participants in RatérGroup 2, | used the criteria listed Table
3.6. to exclude immigrants who might not be the ideal participants in tniy st
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Table3.6: Criteria of selecting Chinese chain immigrants, Rateesoup 2

TThis term, adopt e2D06ffircchm i Jno hm
refers toChinese immigrants who migrated to New Zealamdder
the parent categoymmigration New Zealand, 20b§ following
their adult children

Chain 1 Immigrants under this category have very limited Eng

immigrants proficiency as they only need to meet a minimum English lang
requirement of IELTS 4.0n at least two of the four skills.¢.
reading, writing, listening ahspeaking) or an overall score of £
in the General or Academic Modu{enmigration New Zealand
2016b, 2016a)

1 Suitable raters for this group are aged 57 or older because E
| anguage education was con:
language (e.qg. the lited States of America) in Mainland China
the 195094Adamson, 2004, p. 28; Gil & Adamsa2Q11, pp. 3b
36).

1 The longer the chain immigrants have lived in New Zealand
more accatomed they grow to the soebniltural practices in New

Age
requirement

Time of Zealand. Therefore, suitable raters must be the immigrants cc
arrival to the country after 2012neaning they will have a maximum
five year6s residence in Ne

recruitmen happened).

The Chinese i mmigrantsod backgrounds of E|
As previously noted, | particularly chose immigrants born in Mainland Ghit8@59 or

before (i.e. aged 57 or older) because Chinese immigrants born in Mainland China before
or duringthe 1950s might never have received, or have received very limited English
language educatiofA. Tang, 2017due to the warfare and political atmosphere in the
Mainland at theitme.

The Second Sirdapanese War (19371945; part of the World War 1) and the civil war

between the Nationalist Party (i.e.E i Kuomintang, &0 known as KMT) and the

Chinese Communist Party (19451949) forced millions of people to leave home and
lose @portunities of receiving education. Chinese immigrants, if born during this period
of time, were aged between 68 and 80 by 2017 when data collection commenced. Hence,
it is possible that the Chinese chain immigrants in this study had no or hadeoply v

limited English proficiency.

In the early 1950s, the political atmosphere in Mainland China made English language
education an unpatriotic deed. Though not made illegal, English language education was
not favoured among other languages, particularlgriwtonpared to Russian, due to the

ban on importation of textbooks from English speaking countries, such as the UK and the
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USA (Adamson, 2004, p. 36pue to changes of political atmosphere, English language
educaibn was later banned throughout the country in 1954, and yet was again allowed at
the secondary school level in 1956 with an aim that the number of schools teaching
English would be the same as those teaching Russian. Though made legal, English
language edcaton was initially allowed only in major cities, such as Beijing and
Shanghai, where resources were available to support the edygateomson, 2004, p.

37), and the | anguage was language(Adarnsom 20@4mn e d
Gil & Adamson, 2011)Chinese immigrants born in Mainland China in the 1950s were

aged between 58 and 67 by 2017 when data collection commenced.

The hisbricd and sociepolitical backgrounds of the years when the Chinese immigrants
were born make them the ideal participantshie current study because they could be
considered as immigrants with limited English proficiegdghnBaptiste et al., 2004;
Lindholm et al., 2012)The Chinese immigrants therefore may heavily rely on translated

texts in order to receive publicly available healthcare services.

Because of being depriveaf receiving education (due twarfare letween 1937 and

1949), these immigrants could also be considered as-decy readers, who may

need a translation that can project a clear context where they can easily receive the
information of healthcare services with wording that nsdke transléon not read like

a transl ation. I n ot her wor @ischbach,H@2, p.r an s
462), meaning to sound natural in Chinese without atypical legmmmatical
arrangements. Hence, their literacy level (of both English and Chinese) also made them
ideal participants in this study; they could help test whether the initial set of ¢riteria

Criteria Set 1, was developed in the perspectives aligned withthe end r s 6 per spe

Recruitment processi Group 2

When | started working on the current study, | volunteered at a charity organisation,
t i A Better Chance Charitable Trust, offering Esfjllanguage workshops aimed at

Chinese speaking immigrants. With the help from the organisation, | recruited arnumbe
of suitable immigrantdurther, | posted recruitment advertisements (see Appendix K and
Appendix L) throughgovernment offices and localommunity organisations (e.g.
libraries, community centres) where workshops are organised on a regular basis for
Chinese immigrants. | contacted the coordinators of those workshops across the Auckland
region, such aghe Chinese Community Centres, chardgganisations and public

libraries.
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| also applied the snowball method to identify suitable immigrarts could bethe
friends or family members of people already recruited, or pesptedo not regularly
participate in community activities. These Aumaticipating chain immigrants could be
more heavily reliant on health translations because it could be their headihaws that
had kept them from attending community activit{es Tan, 2016) Those participants
had my contact details, and thus were able to contaditheyiwere willing to participate

in the study.

Once | had the initial contact with the potential participantghkeemailed through or
physically gave them the Information Sheet (see Appendix N and Appendix O). Once the
participants had given me amitial consent via either email or in person, they were given
the Consent Form (see Appendix Q and Appendix R). Téieyned the signed Consent
Form when they attended the training session (see S&t6dl. In total, 15 Chinese

chain immigrants voluntred to participate in this study.

3.6 Assessing Corpus 2

Other than meeting the criteria listed Tiable 3.5 and Tabl8.6, the translators and
immigrants who volunteered to participate in the research were ts&tdnd a training

session before they calibssess the translated texts in Corpus 2.

3.6.1 Training Sessions

The training sessions were held respectively forweedroups of raters because Raters

i Group 1 and Group 2 possessed different degrees of linguistics knowledge.

Training Raters i Group 1

Toaccommodate the raters6 availability,
session, there were one or two ratattending the training. The training sessions were
held at either the AUT campus, local libraries or community service centres (e.qg.
Auckland City Library, Manukau Hospital). Health texts in Corpus 1 (i.e. the eight
Chinese health pamphéetsee Sectiol.4) were given to the translators, ame tsigned

consent forms were collected at the end of the sessions.

The training sessions for Rasef Group 1 (i.e. thel5 professional translators)
emphasised the theoretical rationale of this study in order to introduce the raters the
concept of pragmatic function and pragmatic equivalence, and explain how and why
Criteria Set 1 was expected to ass® achievement of gyanatic equivalencei.e. the
English original texts of th&5 translated healthcare texts in Corpus 2 were all produced
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with an intention (the Original Manner) to inform and/or persuade the reader to or not to
take actions suggesté-ischbach, 1962 he pragmatic functions (the Manner) expected

to be maintained in the translated texts was to inform and/or persuade the target reader.
During the training segms, the translators were reminded of such pragmatic intentions

and were strongly advised to bear in mind that intention when assessing the texts.

The raters were also reminded that they were not asked to make their assessment by
comparing the translateexts to the source texts. Instead, they were asked to assess as a
native Chinese speaker reading a translated text, and assess whether a translated text had

achieved each of the four assessment criterial{@bke 3.).

| also reninded the raters (i.ehé translators) that the combination of the four assessment
criteria in the initial set of criteria, Criteria Set 1 (S&ble 3.}, could result in sixteen
possible assessment outcomes. | hence explained to the raters eachwritiEcomes
included n Criteria Set 1. The explanation was based on my argument of the correlative
relationship between the four criteria, and the argument of the criterion Sounds Natural
being the fundamental factor in achieving the other three eit€hough being noted

with the seven outcomes in Criteria Set 1, the raters were advised not to be limited by the
seven outcomess the Criteria Set was not conclusive, and it was not necessary for them
to agree with my argument. Hence, | strongly encgedathem to make theirm
judgements and feel free to come up with outcomes that might not be included in the
Criteria Set.

Training Raters 1 Group 2
Since travelling to AUT campus might cause difficulties or inconvenience for the Chinese
chain immigrarg due to language banrgsor immobility, | organised one training session

at a community centre (i.e.t T A Better Chance Charitable Trusthich was in the

proximity of most oAl 15traters atieraledtthie tainipgg and tked h

signal consent forms were detted in the end of the session.

The training session for RatérsGroup 2 (i.e. thd5 Chinese immigrants) placed more
emphasis on the philosophical side of this study. The sessions aimed to help the
immigrants understand the amapt that having languagaccess to public services was a
basic human right, and this right could be exercised through good quality translation. The
immigrants were also advised that there was a need to hear their voice regarding how they

feel about transition in order to devefpa set of criteria that could assess translation
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quality from their perspectives. | also explained to the immigrants the pragmatic functions
of healthcare texts, the importarmiemaintaining those functions in translation, as well

as the definition of theolr criteria (sedable 3.2.

While showing the raters what to do with Criteria Set 1 (the one with Chinese translation;
Table 3.3, | strongly encouraged them to make their own judgement, and advised them
not to consult with dter raters. They were alsalvised to specify how they felt if they
circled Yesfor the criterionYou know what you should (not) (lee. achieving Similar
Response; sekable 3.2.

3.6.2 Assessment Sessions

Both groups of raters made their assessments on ailyequformed basisbecause
neither group of raters was given the English original to compare to the translated texts.
They therefore all made the assessment in their capacity of native Chinese speakers

reading a translated Chinese text.

An assessment séss was scheduled &ast one week after each training session so the
raters could have an opportunity to withdraw themselves before giving the data that was
to be used in this study. | organised a number of-aur assessment sessions
respectively fortie two groups. For&ersi Group 1, | scheduled the sessions according

to the raters6 availability. There were
the | ocation of these sessions variied (€
Group 2 the assessment sem was held at the same community centre as the training

session.
Before each assessment session began, | stressed that:

71 for Ratersi Group 1 (the translators), the purpose of assessment sessions was to
test the operability of Critex Set 1 for transtars, and to test the feasibility of the
assessment criteria to help translators produce a translation where TT readers
would respond in the same way as the ST readers waiddachieving pragmatic
equivalence;

71 for Raters Group 2 the Chinese immigrds), the purpose of assessment sessions
was to test whether Criteria Set 1 could help assess translation quality in the
perspectives of the endsers; and
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T for me (the researcher of this study), it is ethically inappropriate to tell wieat
| think aboutthe criteria and translation, and/or to guide them by giving my

opinions so | kept this in mind in all training sessions.

It was necessary for raters to attend the assessment sessions in person. In doing so, | hoped
to remind them of th significance of tair contribution and to encourage them to make

their own judgement while avoiding situations where the raters wanted to confer with me,
each otherornen at er s (e. g. ratersé friends, wor

making assesment.

The 15 professional translators arfth Chinese chain immigrants used the initial set of
criteria, Criteria Set 1, to asseldstranslated healthcare related texts in Corpus 2. Hence,
the assessment sessions produced a tof&l0sdamples of assawent results for amgsis

and discussion in the current study.

3.7 Conducting a postassessment survey

| conducted a small online survey among translators in order to better understand how the
professional translators perceive good quality translation. Theysalschelped explain

what might have caused the contrasting assessment results found between the two groups

of raters.

The survey did not require recruitment of another group of professional translators, but
required me to email an invitation to thertséatorsin Ratersi Group 1 to voluntarily
take part in the survey. The invitation emails included the link to the survey, which was
available online through Survey Monkeyhttps://www.surveymonkey.com The

translatorsvere not required to reply to the invitation emails, and they were advised to
voluntarily respond to the survey. The survey included six-@peled questions and the

results were all anonymous.

Eight out of thel5 professional translators fromRaersi Group 1 voluntarily and
anonymously participated in this online survey. The eight translators responded with their
experience as a translator, educational background of translation as a profession and their
concepts of what characterises a goodityjurthndation. The six questions posed to the
translators are listed belofsee Appendix C for complete responses to the questions)
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1. Where did you receive training/education as a translator/interpreter? What type
and how long was the training/educatierg( undegraduate/postgraduate degree,
or a paper that was part of a programme)?

2. How long have you been working as a translator/interpreter, wheth¢infallor
freelance in New Zealand and/or in other countries?

3. What characteristics do you think goodatity translation should have? Please
rank in order of importance and please explain.

4. Considering the four criteria, Sounds Natural (SN), Makes Sense (MS), maintain
the Original Manner (OM) and elicit a Similar Response (SR): when comparing
the criterionSN with the other three criteria, how important do you think it is to
achieve Sounds Natural in EnghstChinese translation in the New Zealand
context?

5. How much consideration do you usually give to cultural differences when you do
Englishto-Chinese traslationin the New Zealand context? What aspects do you
feel are important? (e.g. delivering health messages with either an authoritative or
consultative tone; demanding or suggesting)?

6. How well or how much have you applied what you have learned durang th

training/education to your translation career?

A summary of responses to each question is presented in Chapter Five along with my
i nterpretation of the translatorso6é6 opini

3.8 Ethics Approval

As noted (see8.5.1), before beginning the recruitment, assessment process and the
survey, all relevant information of ethical consideration was presented to Auckland
University of Technology Ethics Committee (AUTEC)dawas approved on thé' bf
August 2017 (AUTEC 17/t see Appendix S).

I needed to apply for ethics approval because this study involved two groups of
participants, Raters Group 1 and Group 2. Though this research project did not cause
potential risksto the participants in terms of involving healthues, as well as

employment, financial or similar pressure, some ethical considerations were taken into

account during the recruitment and data collection process.

Participants in the RateisGroup 1 wee all professional translators working in New

Zeala. That means they could feel uncomfortable about assessing translation work of
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colleagues in the same country. Participants in Rat€moup 2 were all Chinese chain

immigrants in New Zealand. They ddube considered vulnerable because they could

have nuch fewer social networks and connections then other members in the society, and

because they (see Secti®rb.? had difficulties accessing health information intended
for the general public, and heawitelied on Chinese translation texts to receive the

information.

To address their backgrounds, | wanted to ensure that they all (both groups) participated

in this research project by their own volition, without any overt or covert coercion. | also
wantedto ensure that they were clearly aware of the rebganocess and sessions they
agreed to take part in, so they would not feel discomfort in hindsight. To this end, | made
sure the Advertisements and Information Sheets were clear and easy to und&lstand.

as advised by AUTEC, | ensured that the ConBents clearly showed that participation

was entirely voluntary, and could be withdrawn at any stage should the participants feel

any discomfort or risk (see Appendices J through to R). Further regéndsgconcerns,
the Advertisement, Information Sheeasidd Consent Forms for the Chinese chain
immigrants (Raters Group 2) were all provided with a Chinese transldfion

The Il nfor mati on Sheet s contained met hc

confidentality, such as storage of their personal informatiod assessment results, as

well as the use of alphanumerical codes for protecting their identities. Further, as advised

by AUTEC, the I nformation Sheets also

contact details would not be obtained by me until thesg made contact with me.

3.9 Linguistic analysis of the data

m |

Once all the assessment sessions were completed, the analysis of assessment results

commenced, combining the linguistic analysis of transl&&ts in examplesand my

A

interpretation of translatr s & r e s p 0 Rassessmehteurveyh e p o st

| needed to conduct linguistic analydecause | wanted to reveal possible causes of the
contrasting assessment results between the two grotgisis (see Chapter Four through

Chapter Six for detailed digssion). As | argued in Section 2.3.4, translators express the
source text writersb6é experiences of the

through translation. Linguistic analgscould help reveal how the perspectives of the

15The translations were provided by Weintg the researcher of the current study and a holder of NZSTI Affiliate membership, who

was working as a freelance translator and interpreter during his PhD study.

\



67

professional translators (the producers) are different from those of the Chinese

immigrants (the endsers), hence revealing possible causes of those contrasting results.

For conducting the linguistic anaig, | mainly relied on systemic functional linguistics
(Halliday, 2001; Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004; Kim & Matthiessen, 2015; Matthiessen,
2013)to present the contextuahd lexicegrammatical features of health translations, so

| could present the pragmalinguistic features that could have led to contrasting assessment

results.

| particularly looked at the three contextual values, Field, Tenor and Meag, 2019,

pp. 9495; see Section 2.3.4 for dé&ml explanation) to specify the properties
determining whether a health translation has achieved the functions equivalent to the
source text in the context where healthcare information iscaforethe general public
(Halliday, 2001) In other words, | wanted to see whether the assessed health translation
had delivered the three contextual values expected in the sociocuttntakicof New

Zealand.

Clarifying the contextual values of &léh translations in Corpus 2 helped me construct

the three contextual meanings in the translatipesideational, interpersonahd textual
meanings; Kim & Matthiessen, 2019)hat then helped me clarify both the source and
target sociocultural factors that might have influenced how the Chinese immigrants would
receiveand respond to the translatiofkdouse, 1981, 2006; Matthiessen, 2013gnce
consideration of t he Cobouldhhelp (see Bettion 2g7foatinet s 6

enduser s perspectives):

1 determine whether the translations had achieved pragmatic equivalence from the
enduser sdé perspectives; and
1 determine whether thaitial set of criteria, Criteria Set 1, had been developed in

the way aligned withtheerdls er s 6 per specti ves.

Linguistic analysis conducted in the framework of systemic functional linguistics hence
could help develop a set of assessment criteria fimmaanity translation in the health
setting by taking into conderation the perspectivesd both the endisers (i.e. the
immigrants) and the producers (i.e. the translators), and by providing empirical evidence

that bridge the gap between linguistics asdapplication to community translation.
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3.10 Summary of chapter

This chapter has included development of the initial assessment criteria (i.e. Criteria Set
1), and the process of participant recruitment and data collection, specifically the
assessment sessions. This chapter has also examined the arguments that sigp@ort

Set 1, the necessity of involving both the producer (i.e. translators) and theeradi.e.

the Chinese chain immigrants) in the assessment sessions, and the rationale for conducing
linguistic analyses. By doing so, this chapter has concludsdhe design of the study

could help achieve the main aims of the studg. providing empirical evidence that can

be pedagogically applicable while being aligned with the perspectives of thesend

and can bridge the gap between linguistics angjjiication to community translation.
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Chapter 4 Findings of Assessment Results

4.1 Introduction

The previous chapter outlined the research methodology adopted in the current study.
This chapter presents the findings of assessment results by the two groups oflnaters, w

one group consisted df5 professional English to Chinese translators and ¢oersl

group consisted df5 Chinese chain immigrants (see Sec8dn 2. Both groups of raters

(30 raters in total) were asked to use a set of initial criteria to ad$esanslated
healthcare related texts, producing a totadl®® samples of assessnieesults. To be
specific, they were asked tthoose from a list of four criteria they felt had been met by

the Chinese translators in translations of English source(@atpus 2°). In other words,

did the translation: 1) sound natural? 2) make sensefaiBtain the original manne#?

elicit a similar response? These assessment criteria comprise the four requirements that a
Dynamic Equivalence translation should mele& translation should 1) involve natural
expression, 2) make sense, 3) maintain dhginal manner, and 4) elicit a similar
responsgNida, 1964; also see Section 2.3.These four criteria have been chose
because | feel that pragmatic equivalence can only be achieved when all fowments

have been achieved. Therefore, these four requirements can be considered as four criteria
which can be used to evaluate the quality of a translated text.

Table 4.1shows sixteen possible combinations of the four criteria, where either all four
criteria have been achieved, or where some or none have been achieved: this includes the
seven outcomes already listed in the initial assessment criteria proposed in $8ction

These seven potential outcomes have been underlinEabie 4.1so they can be seen

more easily.

16 Corpus 2 comprised df5 EnglishChinese transkion of healthcarerelated texts distribted in New Zealand, while Corpus 1

comprised of eight original Chinese healthcare pamphlets distributed in Mainland;Geim&ectiorB.4for details of Corpus 1 and Corpus 2.
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Table4.1: Sixteen possible outcomes of translated texts

Evaluation Criteria
Linguistic/Sociocultural Syste| Sociccultural System
o elicit
SoundNatural| MakeSense Origrir;glnlf/?elannne Similar .
(SN) (MS) (OM) Response |Possible
(SR) outcomes
n n n n Total Equivalence
n n n SRF
n n n OM-F
0 L OM-SRF
n SN-OM-SR-F
n MS-OM-SR-F
Totally Lost
n n SN-SR-F
n n n SN-F
n n n MS-F
n n SN-OM-F
n n SN-MS-F
0 n MS-OM-F
0 n MS-SR-F
n SN-MS-SR-F
n SN-MS-OM-F

Note: The letter F stands for Failed, denoting criteria not achieved inathglation; th:
symboln refers to the achievement of a criterion, and the symbaiefers to instance
where a criterion has not been achieved.

During the preassessmentraining sessions, both groups of ratérsprofessional
translators and Chinese em@ammigrantsi had been advised to make assessments based
on their own judgement, without being restricted to the seven outcomes listed in the initial
set of assessment tenia (i.e. Criteria Set 1Table 3.1in Section3.3.1). The four
abbreviations SNMS, OM and SR inrable 4.1respectively stantbr the four criteria,
indicating whether a translation Sounds Natural (SN), Makes Sense (MS), maintains the
Original Manner (OM) and elicits a Similar Response (SR). In the table, when a the letter
F is shownin a possible outcome, fanstance, SNMS-F, that means the criteria Sound
Natural (SN) and Make Sense (SR) had Failed in a translation.

During the training session, the professional translators were not shown the sixteen

possible outcomes. They werestiructed to write downthe o d e-M8-BE&N when t h
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felt that criteria Original Manner (OM) and elicit a Similar Response (SR) had achieved
in a translation, but the criteria Sound Natural (SN) and Make Sense (MS) had Failed in

the translation.

During theassessment session, bgtbups of raters were given thBtranslated texts in
Corpus 2 (see Appendix B) to assess. Once all raters had assesetéste, | looked
at the assessment results by both groups of raters which could be categorisedfas one o

the sixteen possible agmes.

This chapter presents the most salient findings based on the assessment results by the two
groups of participants, professional translators (Rateg&oup 1) and Chinese chain
immigrants (Rater$ Group 2). These findingsevealtranslation textsvhere the two

groups of raters more commonly felt that the translation had either achieved all four
criteria (Total Equivalence), failed all four criteria (Totally Lost), or failed to elicit a
Similar Response (SR).

In Section3.3, | proposed a set afiitial assessment criteria (Criteria SeséeTable 3.}

in line with my argument that there is a correlative relationship between the four criteria
of producing a Dynamic Equivalence translation, which should Sound Naturag Mak
Sense, maintain the Ongl Manner and elicit a Similar Response (see Se2ti®d). In
consideration of how a translation is aligned with both the linguistic and-soktioal

system of the target language, my argument is based upon the idea lshathen a
translation Soutls Natural, the other three criteria (Make Sense, etc.) can be achieved.
(see kgure 2.2; Crezee et al., 20; Teng, 2019; Teng et al., 2018)his argument
resulted in me noticing seven combinations of the four criteria; that is the seven outcomes
which | believe are the possible qualities which should be taken into account when

asessing a translation (s8ection3.3.1for details).

The translated texts in Corpus 2 were produced in a layout that followed the English
original 6s paragraph and sentence struct
paragraph or a sentence waferred to as gassage Thus, thel5 translated texts
evaluated by the two groups of raters comprised a total of 256 passages. The translation
quality of each passage was individually evaluated by the raters to see if the translation

had achieved the fouwriteria.
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Some of thel5 translated texts in Corpus 2 had more passages than others. | took two
steps to calculate the average percentage for each outcome in each translated text across
thel5r at er s6 assessment resul t soutthd avdragee n t
percentagéor each outcome across thg translated texts. | have added an example in
Table 4.2to illustrate what | mean. In the example, Text A has 10 passages, while Text

B has 20 passages, and both texts were assessed by two raezr$,dRa Rater 2.

Table4.2: Calculation of assigned outcomergentage

Total Equivalencs SRF SN-F Totally Lost
Rater 1| Rater 2| Rater 1| Rater 2| Rater 1| Rater 2| Rater 1| Rater 2

Text AT 5 6 2 2 2 1 1 1
10 passagd passage| passage passage passage passagel passageg passageq passage

Step &
percentage fq 50, | goos | 2006 | 20% | 20% | 10% | 10% | 10%
each outcom

in Text A

Step 2

average
percentage fg 55% 20% 15% 10%
each outcom

in the texi
Text Bi 5 10 10 4 1 3 4 3
20 passage passage passage passage passage passage passage passage passage

Step &
percentage fq
each outcom

in Text B

Step 2

average
percentage fg 37.5% 35% 10% 17.5%
each outcom

in the texi

Step 3

average
percentage fq
each outcom
across the tw|

texts

25% 50% 50% 20% 5% 15% 20% 15%

46.25% 27.5% 12.5% 13.75%

As shown inTable 4.2 1 firstly calculated the percentage for each of the four outcomes
assigned by the two raters to the two tek&hle 4.2shows thaRater 1 asseed 5 out of

the 10 passages in Text A as having achieved Total Equivalence; therefore the percentage
of Total Equivalence in Rater 106s assessn
50%. This means Rater 1 felt that half of translattences ifext A had achieved the

four criteria. Next, | added up 50% and 60% (60% being the percentage of Total
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Equivalence assigned by Rater 2), and divided the sum by two (since there were two
raters). The outcome of this division was 55, whichmse¢he averageercentage of Total
Equivalence across the assessment results for these two raters was 55%. By repeating the
two steps for all passages in Texts A and B, | found that, according to the two raters, Text
A had more passages in which the foutecia (Total Equivalence; 55%) had been
achieved, and less where none of the criteria had been achieved (Totally Lost; 10%).
Likewise, Text B also had more passages where the two raters felt that Total Equivalence
(37.5%) had been achieved, followed byare a SimilaResponse had not been achieved
(SR-F; 35%), while less passages were assessed as not Sounding NatfaV (S9).

Table 4.2also shows that | took a third step to calculate the average percentage for each
outcome across Text A and TextBor examplewhile the average percentage of Total
Equivalence in Text A was 55% and Text B was 37.5%, | added up 55% and 37.5%, and
then divided the sum by two (since there were two texts), arriving at 46.25 %. That means,
that the two raters had assebksgore passageas having achieved all four criteria (Total

Equivalence) when compared to the other three possible outcomes.

By applying the three steps illustrated above, | could firstly show how each outcome (out

of the sixteen possible outcomesTiable 4.1 was assigned to each passage in each of

the 15 translated texts in Corpus 2 by the two groups of raters (professional translators
and Chinese i mmigrants). Secondl vy, I cou
assignment of certain outcomesdertan passages, thus revealing a clear divergence
between the two groups and consensus within each of the groups respectively.

Based on the assessment results, the professional translators seemed to feel that a
translated passage had achieved Total Edgme as long as the passage had delivered

the information contained in the original te®y information, | mean the semantic
meanings conveyed through lexical itefimscontrast, the Chinese immigrants felt that if

a translated passage did not soundirahin Chinese, it did not meet the criterion of
eliciting a Similar Response, meaning that they would not know exactly what they were
supposed to do or not after reading the translated passage. Therefore, the assessment
results from the two groups showadgpp bet ween the transl at ¢
I mmi grantsd i dea of wh et diterionofeliciting a 8imilarat i o1

Response, and could be assessed as having achieved Total Equivalence (i.e. a good
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quality translation; pragmaticallyguivalent to its source text). The possible significance

of this divergence will be discussed further in Chapter Five.

42 Results from the prof egd $Groopnla | t
assessment

This section presents the general findings optiodessionat r ans | at 0Grau® ( Ra
1) assessment results, showing outcomes that were most and least commonly found. It
also presents outcomes that require further discussion in terms of revealing professional
transl at or so6 p e rutesggoodualitysranslationardavhich divengedt i t
from the views of the Chinese immigrants in Raie Sroup 2.Table 4.3presents an
overview of the assessment results of RateBsoup 1, showing that out of the sixteen
possible outcomes, Total Equivate was th@ne most frequently assigned to passages

by Raters Group 1 (58.15%). That means on average l8ieanslators from Rateiis

Group 1 evaluated almost sixty percent of the passages acrdsgéties as meeting all

four criteria, (i.e. achiemg pragmat equivalence; Total Equivalence).

Following this, the second highest percentage observédbie 4.3is SNF (21.33%).
Translation assigned with this outcome means that the rater felt that the translation did
not Sound Natural in the targeiniguage, yetchieved the other three criteria. This
outcome was not included in the initial criteriable 3.} proposed by me in
consideration of theorrelativerelationship between the four criterigigure 2.3. The
proportionally high percentage phssages asssed by Rateiis Group 1 as failing to

Sound Natural (SF) seemed to reveal the professi
translated passage may still Make Sense (MS), maintain the Original Manner (OM), and
ultimately elicit a Similar Resp@e, despitehe judgement that the translation does not
Sound Natural (SN).

The next most frequently assigned outcome {sdde 4.3 was Totally Lost (4.81%),
followed by SNOM-SR-F (3.06%) and OM- (2.98%) while the least frequently
assigned outcome waMS SR-F (0.02%). All of the sixteen possible outcomes appeared

in the findings, which seemed to indicate that professional translators in the Raters
Group 1 probably felt that the sixteen outcomes listedahle 4.1are all possible
outcomes. Howevethis does ot necessarily mean that every outcome is acceptable in
terms of delivering the original semantic meanings, eliciting a Similar Response, and/or

achieving pragmatic equivalence.
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Table4.3: Assessment results Raterss Group 1

Ratersi Groupl
15 professional translators

Average percentage of each outcon
Possible outcomes across the 15 translated texts (Corpu
Total Equivalence
(achieved all foucriteria) 58.15%
SRF
(failed to achieve Similar Rpsense)
OM-F
(failed to achieve Original Manner)
OM-SRF
(failed to achieve Original Manner and Similar Response)
SN-OM-SR-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural, Originslanner and Simila 3.06%
Response)
MS-OM-SR-F
(failed to achieveMake Sense, Original Manner and Sim 1.11%
Response)
Totally Lost . 4.81%
(failed to achieve all four criteria)
SN-SR-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural and Similar Response)
SN-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural)
MS-F
(failed to achievaMake Sense)
SN-OM-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural and Original Manner)
SN-MS-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural and Similar Response)
MS-OM-F
(failed toachieve Make Sense and Original Manner)
MS-SR-F
(failed to achieve Mak8ense and Similar Response)
SN-MS-SRF
(failed to achieve Sound Natural, Make Sense and Si 0.45%
Response)
SN-MS-OM-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural, Ma&ense and Original Manne
Note: underlined outcomes are the ones includédeimnitial criterial (se@able 3.}

0.38%

2.98%

2.04%

0.76%

21.33%

0.57%

1.10%

2.69%

0.05%

0.02%

0.49%

A translation which elicits a Similar Response (SR) means that it maintains the original
pragmatic functions of being informative and persuasive. Therg¢fmdiigh percentage

of translated passages that RatefSroup 1 assessed as achieving a Similasp@ase

(SR) inTable 4.4(87.36%; outcomes where a Similar Response had been achieved)
shows a consensus opinion among professional translators in theiRaterg 1. That

is, the professional translators seemekawee a tendency of assessing a traedlpassage
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as achieving a Similar Response, even if they would assess the passage as not achieving

Sound Natural, Make Sense and/or Original Manner.

While more tharB0 percent of translated passages were assess&thiaging a Similar
Response (87.36% Table 4.4, that means a relatively low percentage (12.64%alvie

4.5) of passages were assessed as failing ttexion Similar Response (SIR.

Table4.4: Ratersi Group 1- Percentage of outcomes indicating that Similar Response
(SR) had been achieved

Ratersi Groupl

15 professional translators Percentage of assigned outcome

Total Equivalence 58.15%
OM-F 2.98%
SN-F 21.33%
MS-F 0.57%
SN-OM-F 1.10%
SN-MS-F 2.69%
MS-OM-F 0.05%
SN-MS-OM-F 0.49%
Subtotal percentage: 87.36%

Note: the percentage does not add up to 100 percent because this table does nc
outcomes indicating passages where Similar Respons€&)(8&d not been achieve
thus SR is naoseen in any of the outcomes listed in this table.

Furthermore, what also could bring out more concerns about the outcomes [isbtein

4.4is the percentage 2.69% seen with-BN-F. The professional translators assigned

this outcome to translated gages which had neither achieved Sound Natural nke Ma
Sense, yet they still felt that the passage had achieved Original Manner and Similar
Response. In other words, the translators seemed to feel that even if a translated passage
did not Sound Natural andid not Make Sense, Chinese immigrants when redtiag
passage would still respond in a way similar to the way that a reader of the original text
would. This outcome was not included in the initial criteria | proposed in S&:8dsee

Table 3.} in that this outcome conflicts with my argument of the correlative relationship

between the four criterigrigure 2.2.
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Table4.5: Ratersi Group 1- Percentage of outcomes indicating that Similar Response
had nd been achieved (SR)

Raters’ Groupl

15 professional translators Percentage of assigned outcome

SRF 0.38%
OM-SRF 2.04%
SN-OM-SR-F 3.06%
MS-OM-SRF 1.11%
Totally Lost 4.81%
SN-SR-F 0.76%
MS-SR-F 0.02%
SN-MS-SR-F 0.45%
Subtotal percentage: 12.64%

Note: the percentage does not add up to 100 percent because this table inclu
outcomes indicating passages where Similar Response had not been achieved;
is shown in every outcome listed in this table, includiogally Lost.

With Figure 2.2(see Sectior2.3.]), | argued that: only when a translated text Sounds
Natural can the text elicit a Similar Response. However, the findings of the professional
transl atorsod6 assess men tcerrelativerelationstiptbeteent h  m
the four criteriaFigure 2.2shows that a translation would elicit a Similar Response when

the translation maintains the Original Manner, which may be achieved when the
translation Makes Sense to the target reader, and the criterion Make Sensevergy be
possibly achieved whehe translation Sounds Natural to the native speaker of the target
language. In other wordsjile the four criteria are equally important in the achievement

of pragmaticequivalenceachieving Sound Natural is of fundamentaportance to a

translated text achievine other three criteria.

Conflicting findings to my proposal were also obserasdhore than twenty five percent

of the translated passages were assessed as not haveygdd®ound Natural, yet still
achieving $nilar Response (25.61%). In other words, the professional translators felt
that the translation of a given passage could elicit a Similar Response even if it did not

Sound Natural.

Table 4.6shows that the profesional translators would assess a givangsfated passage

as not Sounding Natural (SN, yet still felt that the passage would elicit a Similar
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Response. More than twenty five percent of the translated passages were assessed as not
having achieved Soundatural, yet still achieving Similar Respee (25.61%). In other
words, the professional translators felt that the translation of a given passage could elicit

a Similar Response even if it did not Sound Natural.

Table4.6: Ratersi Group 1- Percentge of outcomes indicating that Sound Natural had
not been achieved (SK), while Similar Response (SR) had been achieved

Raters’ Groupl

15 professional translators Percentage of assigned outcome

SN-F 21.33%
SN-OM-F 1.10%
SN-MS-F 2.69%
SN-MS-OM-F 0.49%
Subtotal percentage: 25.61%

Note: the percentage does not add up to 100 percent because this table inclu
outcomes indicating passages where Sound Natural had not been achievdugrar
Similar Response had been achieved; thus SN is semrery outcome listed in thi
table, while SR is not.

This section has presented the most salient findings ofthe R&arso up 106S as s €
results, showing significantly high percentagesranslated passages evaluated as Total
Equivalence (585%, Table 4.3 and as eliciting a Similar Response (87.3%%hle 4.4.

While making such evaluation withhigh percentage of passages assessed as achieving

a Similar Response, professional siaors in the RateisGroup 1 cohort seemingly felt
thatatranslated passage may still elicit a Similar Respamisigst not Sounding Natural.
These findings of professional transl ato
of acorrelativerelaionship among the four criteria Figure 2.2and also diffe from the
findings of the RatersGr oup 26s (Chinese i mmigrants)

in the next section.

43 Results from the Chinese&Graup2)i n i
assessment

This section presents the findings of RatelGr o u p  ZsMent resdts, beginning
with an overview on outcomes which were assigned most and least frequently by the
Chinese immigrants (s@able 4.4. It then moves on to the most salient findings which

are rather different to the findings of RatelSr o u p sebssinent rasslts, but accordant
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with my proposal of the initial criteria (s@&able 3.) as well as my argument that a

translation can achieve Similar Response only when the translation Sounds Natural.

Table 4.7 shows that outcomes assigned by the Ratersup 2 were mostly the ones
underlined in the table, which also were the outconssdiin the initial criteria (see
Table 3.1) It is worthnoting that four of the possible outcomes (ENMSF, SNMS
and MSOM-F) were not assigned by Ratér&sroup 2for any passage. The outcome
most frequently assigned by the RateiGroup 2 groupvas SRF (44.63%), followed
by Totally Lost (21.55%), M®M-SR-F (16.27%) and finally Total Equivalence
(5.23%). While outcomes SR, MS-F, SNNMS-F and MSOM-F were obsermd with the
lowest percentage as 0.00%, outcomes-BNMSNOM-F, MS-SR-F, and SNMS-SR-F

also received a rather low percentage (either 0.02% or 0.03%).

The high percentage of translated passages assessed as failing to elicit a Similar Response
(SR-F) indicates that the Chinese immigrants, though feeling the translated passages
Sounded Natal, Made Sense, and maintained the Original Manner (by clearly
expressing the intention; see Criteria SétWith Chinese translation in Section 3.3.2),

they were not fully hnformed by and aware of the information, in terms of what they
should or should notal This lack of awareness was also seen with the high percentage

of translated passages assessed by them as not having achieved Similar Respense (SR

in Table 4.8.
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Table 4.7: Assessment results of Ratér&roup 2

Ratersi Group2
15 Chinese immigrants

Average percentage of each

outcome across the 15 translate
Possible outcomes texts (Corpus 2)
Total Equivalence
(achiewed all four criteria) 5.23%
SRF
(failed to achieve Similar Response)
OM-F
(failed to achieve Original Manner)
OM-SR-F
(failed to achieve Original Manner and Simi 7.62%
Response)
SN-OM-SR-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural, Origindanner 1.91%
and Similar Response)
MS-OM-SR-F
(failed to achieve Mak8ense, Original Manner ai 16.27%
Similar Response)
Totally Lost
(failed to achieve all four criteria) 21.55%
SN-SR-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural and Sim 2.66%
Response)
SN-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural)
MS-F
(failed toachieve Make Sense)
SN-OM-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural and Origi 0.03%
Manner)
SN-MS-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural and Sim 0.00%
Response)
MS-OM-F
(failed to achieve Mak Sense and Original Mannu
MS-SR-F
(failed to achieve Make Sense and Sim 0.02%
Response)
SN-MS-SR-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural, Make Sense 0.02%
Similar Response)
SN-MS-OM-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural, Make Sense 0.04%
Original Manner)
Note: underlined outcomes are thres included in the initial criterial (séable 3.}

44.63%

0.02%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%
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Table4.8: Ratersi Group 2- Percentage of outcomes indicating that Similar Response
had not been adved (SRF)

Ratersi Group2

15 Chinesémmigrants Percentage of assigned outcome

SRF 44.63%
OM-SR-F 7.62%
SN-OM-SR-F 1.91%
MS-OM-SR-F 16.27%
Totally Lost 21.55%
SN-SRF 2.66%
MS-SR-F 0.02%
SN-MS-SR-F 0.02%
Subtotal percentage: 94.68%

Note: the percentage does not add up to 100 percent because this table incluc
outcomes indicating passages where Similar Response had not been achieved;
is shown in every outcome listed in this table, including Totally Lost.

Table4.9: Ratersi Group 2- Percentage of outcomes indicating that Similar Response
(SR) had been achieved

Raters’ Group2

15 Chinese immigrants Percentage of assigned outcome

Total Equivalence 5.23%
OM-F 0.02%
SN-F 0.00%
MS-F 0.00%
SN-OM-F 0.03%
SN-MS-F 0.00%
MS-OM-F 0.00%
SN-MS-OM-F 0.04%
Subtotal percentage: 5.32%

Note: the percentage does not add up to 100 percent because this table inclu
outcomes indicating passages where Similar Response haddbéeved; thus SH
is not shown in any of the outcomes in this table.

While a translation which elicits a Similar Response means that target reader of the
translation would respond in a way similar to the original target reddéfte 4.8 and

Table 4.%othseem to show that Chinese immigrantRaters Group2 did not atually
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know how they should respond to messages delivered through the translated texts. On the
one hand, the Chinese immigrants assessed 94.68%a(lsiee4.§ of passages dailing

to achieve a Similar Response; on the other, they assessed only 5.8 Paklge4.9) of
passages as having achieved a Similar Response (5.32%). The findings indicated that
more tharm0 percent of the translated passages failed to make the Chinese intsigran
participating in this study feel fully informed or persuaded by thanmation provided

in most of the translated passages in Corpus 2.

When attention turned to the outcome observed with the third highest percentage, MS
OM-SR-F (16.27%,Table 4.7, thefinding revealed that the Chinese immigrants would
still feel that a traslated passage did not Make Sense-flSmaintain the Original
Manner (OMF) and elicit a Similar Response ($R though they felt that the passage
Sounded Natural (SN); that meatise Chinese immigrants found the translated passage
Sounded Natural, yecould not understand or perceive the information originally
expected to be delivered in the source text, neither would they know what actions they

should or should not take basedtba information delivered in the translated passage.

With regard to thenaturalness (i.e. Sounds Natural; as natural expression defined in
Section2.5 and 3.3.)lof a translated passad@ble 4.1Geems to indicate that achieving
Sound Natural did notuarantee the achievement of eliciting a Similar Respdretge
4.10shows that the Chinese immigrants assessed 68.54% of the passages as failing to

elicit a Similar Response while assessing those passages as achieving Sound Natural.

Table4.10: Ratersi Group 2- Percentage of outcomes indicating that Sound Natural
(SN) had been achieved, while Similar Response had not been achievel (SR

Raters Group2

15 Chinese immigrants Percentage of assigned outcome

SRF 44.63%
OM-SR-F 7.62%
MS-OM-SR-F 16.27%
MS-SR-F 0.02%
Subtotal percentage: 68.54%

Note: the percentage does not add up to 100 percent because this table inclu
outcomes indicating passages where Sound Natural had been achieved, an
Similar Response had not been achieved; thus SR is seen in every outcome
this table while SN is not.
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The indings inTable 4.10seemed to conflict with my argument that the achievement of
Sounds Natural is diundamental importance to aafrslated texachieving a Similar
Response (see Secti@rB.]) because the findings showed that even though a translated
passage was assigned Sounds Natural, the passage was not necessarily assessed as havir
achieved a Similar Response. However, fireviously elucidatedargument of the
correlativerelationship inSection2.3.1 reminded me to look at outcomes indicating
passages which the Chinese immigrants did not assess as having achieved Sounds

Natural, but assessed as having achieved a Similar Respsrg®wn imable 4.11

Table4.11: Raters Group 2- Percentage of outcomes indicating that Sound Natural had
not been achieved (SK), while Similar Response (SR) had been achieved

Ratersi Group?2

15 Chinese immigrants Percentage of assigned outcome

SN-F 0.00%
SN-OM-F 0.03%
SN-MS-F 0.00%
SN-MS-OM-F 0.04%
Subtotal percentage: 0.07%

Note: the percentage does not add up to 100 percent because this table inclu
outcomes indicating passageksese Sound Natural had not been achieved, and w
Similar Response had been achieved; thus SN is seen in outcomes listed in th
while SR is not.

Table 4.11shows a rather low percentage (0.07%) of translated passages assessed as
failing SoundsNatural, yet still achieving Similar Response. This percentage seemed

to tell me that: the Chinese immigraiitén this studyi considered that a good quality
translation should Sound Natural; otherwise, it would be difficult for them to understand

theinformation, and thus to be fully informed.

This se&tion has revealed that outcomes the Chinese immigrants assigned with a relatively
high percentage are mostly the ones included in the initial critéahbld 3.}, and
outcomes not included in the initiariteria are observed with ery low percentage

which could be consideraaimostnil (Table 4.7. This section has also revealed a high
percentage of passages assessed by the Chinese immigrants as failing the criterion of
Similar Response (94.68%able4.8). The high percentage of passages failing Simil

Response showed a conflicting opinibatweenthe immigrants (Raters Group 2)
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compared to that of the professional translators (Raté®up 1), who assessed a high
percentage of passages as adhgethe criterion Similar Response (87.63Pable 44).

Along with revealing this conflicting opinion, findings of Ratér&roup 2 assessment
results might have also indicated other aspects where the Chinese immigrants and
professional translatoris in this study? may hold discordant opinions, which wilk

presented in the next section through comparing findings from the two groups.

4.4 Comparing Findings 1 and Findings 2° an overview

This section begins with an overview of outcomes which were most andrezasently
assignedy the two groups of raterdjgnmovesto look at certain criteria, particularly

the criteria Sound Natural (SN) and Similar Response (SR) in the aspect of a correlative
relationship between the four criteria arguedrigure 2.2.The findings on the average
percentage of passages whether or not mec¢
perceptions of the correlation between the two criteria. To be specific, findings of the
pr of es s i on aRater$i rGaonpsl) raslt® wesebdiffefent from the Chinese

I mmi g rRatersi S@up?) assessment results, and were seemingly conflictive with

my argumenthat a translation that does not Sound Natural may not elicit a Similar
Response (segection2.3.7).

Table 4.12showsthec ont rasti ve findings of the two
Firstly, Raters Group 1 used all the sixteen possible outcomes to indicate the quality of
translated passages; however, Rate@roup 2 assigned outcomes mostly to the ones
included in he initial criteria (i.e. criteria underlined Trable 4.12to indicate translation

quality. Outcomes included in the initial criteria were also seen with a relatively higher

average percentage compared to the outcomes not included in therndra

Secondly, while Total Equivalence was the outcome most frequently assigned by the
Ratersi Group 1 cohort, with an average of 58.15%, this outcome was not favoured by
the Raters Group 2 cohort, at only 5.23%. In contrast, the outcome megtiéntly
assigned by Rateiis Group 2 was SH with an average percentage of 44.63%dg this

only appeared in the assessment results of Rat@rsup 1 cohort 0.38%. Further, while
Totally Lost was less frequently assigned by Ré&té&ssoup 1 (4.81%), itvas the scond

most frequently assigned outcome by Rate@oup 2 (21.55%).
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Table4.12 Comparing Raters Gr oup 10si @Grnadu pRaZzbes sasbB es s m
an overview

Ratersi Ratersi
Group 1 Group?2
professional Chinese

translators  immigrants
Average percentage of

Possible outcomes assigned outcome
Tota_l Equivalence o 58.15% 5 9304
(achieved all four criteria)
SRE 0.38% 44.63%
(failed to achieve Similar Response) ' '
OM-F
(failed toachieve Original Manngr
OM-SR-F
(failed to achieve Original Manner and Simil 2.04% 7.62%
Response)
SN-OM-SR-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural, Original Manner i 3.06% 1.91%
Similar Response)
MS-OM-SR-F
(failed to achieve Mak&ense, Original Manner ar 1.11% 16.27%
Similar Response)
Totally Lost . 4.81% 21.55%
(failed to achieve all four criteria)
SN-SR-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural and Simi 0.76% 2.66%
Response)
SN-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural)
MS-F
(failed to achieve Make Sess
SN-OM-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural and Original Manr
SN-MS-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural and Simi 2.69% 0.00%
Response)
MS-OM-F
(failed to achieve Make Sense addginal Manner)
MS-SR-F
(failed 0 achieve Make Sense and Similar Respor
SN-MS-SR-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural, Make Sense 0.45% 0.02%
Similar Response)
SN-MS-OM-F
(failed to achieve Sound Natural, Make Sense 0.49% 0.04%
Original Manner)
Note: bold font inttates finding®f interestto thediscussion

2.98% 0.02%

21.33% 0.00%

0.57% 0.00%

1.10% 0.03%

0.05% 0.00%

0.02% 0.02%
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What is also wortmoting was the percentage of assigning-BNthe second most
frequently assigned outcome by RafteiGroup 1 (21.33%); however, none ©hinese
immigrants in the RateisGroup 2 group aggned this outcome to any translated passage

to indicate that a translated passage did not Sound Natural, yet still had achieved the other
three criteria. One thing should be noted is that: none of tlre&himmigrants assigned

SN-F to any segments dicbhmean that all of the segments Sounded Natural to them;
instead, that could mean once a segment did not Sound Natural, the segment eventually
also failed one or more of the other three criteria (i.&kddé&sense, Original Manner and
Similar Response). 160, zero percent of SN in the assessment by the Chinese
immigrants appeared to be consistent with my argument that achieving Sounds Natural is

a fundamental factor in achieving the other three cri{ega Sectio2.3.]).

Comparison of the main pointsthe assessments by the two rater groups is presented in
Table 4.13

Table4.13: The three outcomes masisignedy the two groups of raters

Average
Perentage Ratersi Groupl Ratersi Group?2
1Y 8= professional translators Chinese immigrants
high ¥
- SRF = 44.63%
st o SRF
1 Total Equivalences 58.15% (0.38% in Raters Group 1)
SN-F=21.33%
b = 0,
2 (0.00% in Raters Group 2) Totally Lost= 21.55%
- - - = 0,
3¢ Totally Lost= 4.81% MS-OM-SR-F = 16.27%

(1.11% in Raters Group 1)

Table 4.13hows the contrasting findings on the three outcomes most frequently assigned
by the two groups ofatersrespectively Along with the contrasting findings on Total
Equivalence andotally Lost, findings on the percentage of-ENind SRF werealsoof
particular interest because of the argument outlined in SetBotthat the achievement

of Sound Natural (SN) is of fundamental importance to a translated text achieving a
Similar Response (SR). Therefore, a focus was placed on outcomes indicatiBigriteat
Response had not been achieved in translatioAH}SEiven that the criterion Similar
Response is used to indicate whether or not the reader of a translated text would respond
in a way that is similar to the way the source text reader might haséanteresting to

note thafTable 4.14s hows a consi derabl e difference
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results: whileRaters Groupl hardly ever assessed a translated segasemit achieving
Similar Response (12.64%Ratersi Group2 frequentlyassessed a translated segment
as so (94.68%).

Table4.14: Comparing percentages of outcomes indicating that Similar Response had not
beenachieved (SHF)

Ratersi Groupl Ratersi Group2
professional transtars Chinese immigrants
Possible outcomes Average percentage of assigned outcome
SRF 0.38% 44.63%
OM-SR-F 2.04% 7.62%
SN-OM-SR-F 3.06% 1.91%
MS-OM-SR-F 1.11% 16.27%
Totally Lost 4.81% 21.55%
SN-SR-F 0.76% 2.66%
MS-SR-F 0.02% 0.02%
SN-MS-SR-F 0.45% 0.02%
Subtotal percentage: 12.64% 94.68%

Please note: the percentages do not add up to 100 percent because this te
includes outcomes indicating segments where Similardtsgphad not been achieve

Table4l4 howed a gap in the professionag tr a
of whether or not translated segments could elicit a Similar ResponsEalylet4.15

findings were seemingly inconsistent and/or cagtta my argument of a correlative
relationship between the four criteria. This was particularly true in terms of my argument
that achieving Sound Natural is of fundamental importance to a translatedhexting

Similar Respons@igure 2.2.

Table 4.5 shows that the Group 1 Raters seldom assessed segments as Sounding Natural,
with only 3.55 % of segments being assessed as achieving SN. In other Raieats]

Group 1 felt that only 3.55% of segmenasross thel5 texts did not achieve Similar
Respons, even though the segments Sounded Natural. HowRaggrsi Group?2 felt

that 68.54% of segments across fitetexts did not achieve Similar Response, even

though the segments Sounded Natural.
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Table4.15: Comparing percentages of outcomes indicating that Sound Natural (SN) had
been achieved, while Similar Response had not been achieved) (SR

Ratersi Groupl Ratersi Group2
professionatranslators Chinese immigrants

Possible outcomes Average percentagof assigned outcome
SRF 0.38% 44.63%
OM-SR-F 2.04% 7.62%
MS-OM-SR-F 1.11% 16.27%
MS-SR-F 0.02% 0.02%
Subtotal percentage: 3.55% 68.54%

Please note: the percentages do not ada U0 percent because this table inclu
only outcomes indicatingegments where Sound Natural had been achieved, and
Similar Response had not been achieved; thus SN is not seen in outcomes liste
table, while SR is.

The findings shown iTable 4.15eemed to indicate that:

1 the professional translatorglff that the achievement of Sound Natural (SN)
facilitated the achievement of a Similar Response (SR), thus showing a low
percentage of segments assessed as not achieving Similar Respengbpugh
the segment Sounded Natural; in other words, they sk&nfeel that as long as
the translated segment Sounded Natural, the segment could elicit a Similar
Response.

1 the Chinese immigrants, however, did not feel that the achievement of Sound
Natural in a translated segment would always help them be fullymefhr
therefore, they assesbmore than sixty percent of segmeras not having
achieved a Similar Response (EReven if they felt that the segments Sounded

Natural.

Table 4.15shows a high percentage of segments Chinese immigrants assessed as having
acheved Sound Natural while not achieg Similar Response. Their assessment results
seemed to be inconsistent or in contrast with my argument that achieving Sound Natural
is of fundamental importance to a translated text achieving the other three csigsria (
Figure 2.2. However, when | looked at the percentage of segments assigned with SN

in Table 4.12the second most frequently assigned outcome by Rafsup 1, yet not
assigned to any segments by Rater&roup 2. This observation led me to congar
findings on outcomes assigned by the two groups of raters to indicate a translated segment
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that had not achieved Sound Natural, yet had achieved Similar Response, as shown in
Table 4.16

Table4.16: Compamg percentages of outcomes indicating that Sound Natural had not
been achieved (SHN), while Similar Response (SR) had been achieved

Ratersi Groupl Ratersi Group2
professional translators Chinese immigrants
Possible outcomes Average percentage of &xsed outcome
SN-F 21.33% 0.00%
SN-OM-F 1.10% 0.03%
SN-MS-F 2.69% 0.00%
SN-MS-OM-F 0.49% 0.04%
Subtotal percentage: 25.61% 0.07%

Please note: thpercentages do not add up to 100 percent because this table ir
only outcomes indicating segmentiere Sound Natural had not been achieved,
where Similar Response had been achieved; thus SN is seen in outcomes liste
table, while SR is rio

As shown inTable 4.16 while the professional translators assigned 25.61% of the
translated segnmés to outcomes indicating that a translated segment had not achieved
Sound Natural, yet had achieved Similar Response, the Chinese immigrants asgigned o
0.07% of the segments such outcomes. The outcomes includedable 4.16wvere the
outcomes whicltonflict with my argument that: if a translation does not Sound Natural,
the translation may not elicit a Similar Response (see Sezi®f); therefoe, these

findings seemed to indicate that:

1 the professional translators probably felt that it was [@edde if a translated
segment had not achieved Sound Natural-E3Mecause the segment could still
have achieved a Similar Response.

1 the Chinese immignts probably were not comfortable with roatural
expressionin a translated segment; therefore, etigey felt that the translated
segment had not achieved Sound Natural, they wanildeel that they were fully
informed and persuaded as to what tHeyusd or should not do, thassessing the

segment as not achieving a Similar ResponseSR

Withregar d t o both groups of raters6 assess]
(SN-F), Table 4.17shows that there was hargedifference inthetwogoups 6 f eel

about the naturalness of expressions in translated segments (i.e. having achieved Sound
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Natural), both seen with arour8D percent of segments that were assessed as having
achieved Sound Natural, as 34.70% in the resuRatérsi Groupl and 26.21% in the

results ofRatersi Group?2.

Table4.17: Comparing percentages of outcomes indicating that Sound Natural had not
been achieved (SRN)

Ratersi Groupl Ratersi Group2
professional translators Chinese immigrants

Possible outcomes Average percentage of assigned outcome
SN-OM-SR-F 3.06% 1.91%
Totally Lost 4.81% 21.55%
SN-SR-F 0.76% 2.66%

SN-F 21.33% 0.00%
SN-OM-F 1.10% 0.03%
SN-MS-F 2.69% 0.00%
SN-MS-SR-F 0.45% 0.02%
SN-MS-OM-F 0.49% 0.04%
Subtotal percentage: 34.70% 26.21%

Please note: the percentages do not add up to 100 peecawisk this table include
only outcomes indicating segments where Sound Natural had not been achiev:
SN-F isincluded in every outcome listed in this table.

However, because the outcome Totally Lost indicates that the raters assessed a translated
segment as having failed all four criteria, and because it was the second most frequently
assignedoutcome by the Ghese immigrantsRatersi Group 2), | felt it would be
necessary to exclude this outcome in order to investigate the correlation bdteeen t
achievement of Sound Natural and that of the other three criteria (Make Sense, Original
Manner, Similar Responsdh other words, | wanted to see the percentage of outcomes
that the raters assessed as not having achieved Sound Natural, yet as haeted ace

or more of the other three criteria, as showmable 4.18
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Table4.18: Comparing percentages of outcomes indicating that Sound Natural had not

been achieved (SiN), Totally Lost excluded

Raters Groupl

professional translators

Ratersi Group2
Chinese immigrants

Possible outcomes

Average percentage of assigned outcome

SN-OM-SR-F

0,
(achieving Make Sense) 3.06%

1.91%

Fotaly-tost 48104

2155%

SN-SR-F
(achieving Make Sense a
Original Manner)

0.76%

2.66%

SN-F

(achieving Make  Sens
Original Manner and Simile
Response)

21.33%

0.00%

SN-OM-F
(achieving Make Sense a
Similar Response)

1.10%

0.03%

SN-MS-F
(achieving Original Manne
and Similar Response)

2.69%

0.00%

SN-MS-SR-F

0,
(achieving Origiml Manner) 0.45%

0.02%

SN-MS-OM-F

0,
(achieving Similar Response, 0.49%

0.04%

Subtotal percentage: 29.89%

4.66%

Note: criteria not shown in the outcomes listed in this table are the criteria that the
felt had achieved; for instance, SDM-SR-F dendes that the raters felt that tl
translated segment had achieved Make S@vS@. Therefore, MS is not shown in tr

outcome.

Excluding the percentage of Totally LostTiable 4.18evealed a noticeable difference

bet ween t he

t wo Itg, showing an avefagerobpereentagé of 29e88%u

in the results oRatersi Groupl results which was relatively higher than 4.66% in the

results of Raters Group 2. The low percentagen

t he

Chi neRatrsii mmi g

Group?2) results seemed to indieathat when they felt that a translated segment had not

achieved Sound Natural (S, the segment would not achieve one or more of the other

three criteria, which therefore resulted a relatively high percentage of segments
assessed by the immigrantsTadally Lost, the crossed out 21.55%Tiable 4.18

Observation ofTable 4.18was consistent with the observation Tdble 4.16 both

seeming to indicate that:



92

1 the Chinese immigrants would not consider a translated segment as good quality
translation ifthe segment had not achieved Sound Natural;

1 once a segment did not Sound Natural to them, the Chinese immigrants would not
assess the segment as having achievediomere of the other three criteria (MS,
OM and SR);

However, the professional translats 6 as s es s ment resul ts di
about how natural a translated segment sounded. This finding also reminded me of a
concern evident froritable 4.4 which showed that the professional translators assigned
2.69% of translated passages with-BIS-F while the Chinese immigrants did not assign

this outcome to any passages. Assigning this outcome to passages seemed to indicate that
the translators felt that ew if a translated passage did not Sound Natural and not Make
Sense, Chinese immigrantsading this passage would still respond to it in a way similar

to the way a reader of the original text would (Dynamic Equivalence). The findings
presented above akse med t o reveal differences betw
of passages which rnber Sounded Natural (SN) nor Made Sense (MB), and
differences in their attitudes toward how a translated passage could elicit a Similar

Response.

4.5 Results for deermining the most or least successful translations

Previous sections in this chapter Bgresented findings on outcomes which were most

and least frequently assigned by the two groups of raters, and have identified outcomes
that seemtorevealagapbet@n t he pr of essi drGelp ltand n s | ¢
Chi nese I mmiigGroapm2) peroeptiorR af wieat chkaracterises a good quality
translation, particularly the criteria Sound Natural and Similar Response. The findings
appeared to reveal discrepancyon the one hand, when a translated passage did not
Sound Natural to the Chiresmmigrants, they would not assess it as having elicited a
Similar Response; on the other hand, the professional translators would assess a translated

passage as hang achieved Similar Response even if the passage did not Sound Natural.

Though revealinghe discrepancy, the findings did not actually identify a translation (i.e.
among thels translated texts in Corpus 2 which was either most or least successful, in
terms of having more passages assessed as having achieved Total Equivalence or Totally

Lost The findings, however, possibly revealed some more complicated issues.
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Table4.19: Raterg Group 1- Percentage ofgssages assessed as Total Equivalence and
Totally Lost in each text

Ratersi Groupl
15 professional translators

Text number Total Equivalence Totally Lost
Text 1 49.12% 6.32%
Text 2 46.06% 4.85%
Text 3 52.63% 4.56%
Text4 70.83% 2.92%
Text 5 49.26% 9.26% (highest)
Text 6 74.67% (highest) 2.93%
Text 7 68.10% 1.43%
Text 8 69.33% 5.33%
Text 9 44.76% 6.67%
Text 10 62.22% 4.44%
Text 11 45.26% 8.77%
Text 12 68.89% 3.11%
Text 13 42.90% (owest) 6.96%
Text 14 61.03% 3.59%
Text 15 67.18% 1.03% (owest)

Please note: bold font indicates findings which warrant further discussion

When aranslation was assigned the highest percentage of Total Equivalence by one rater
group, it was not always assigned the lowest percentagetally Lost, by either the
Ratersi Group 1 or Raters Group 2, as shown ihable 4.19qRatersi Group 1 resulfs
andTable 4.2QRatersi Group 2 results).

Table 4.19shows that the translation assigned by Rate@oup 1 cohort as having
achieved thénighest percentage of Total Equivalence was not necessarily assigned the
lowest percentage of Totally Lost, ande&iversaRatersi Group 1 assigned the highest
percentage of Total Equivalence to Text 6 (74.67%), followed by Text 8 (69.33%), and
the lowesto Text 13 (42.90%). Although they assessed moret@aercent of passages

in Text 6 as having achieved ToEjuivalence, they did not assign the lowest percentage

of Totally Lost to this text. While RateisGroup 1 assigned the lowest percentage of
Total Equivalence to Text 13, this text was not assigned the highest percentage of Totally
Lost. Instead, RateisGroup 1 assigned the highest percentage of Totally Lost to Text 5
(9.26%), followed by Text 11(8.77%), and the lowest to Text 15 (1.03%).
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Similar findings were also seen in the assessment results of R&eosip 2 in terms of
assigning the highest/lowtggercentage of Total Equivalence and Totally Lost to certain
translated texts, as shown Table 4.20 On the one hand, RatersGroup 2 asgined

Total Equivalence to no more tha@ percent of passages in any translated text in Corpus
2, and Text 9 wasven assigned zero percent of Total Equivalence; on the other hand,
they assigned Totally Lost to more than thirty five percent of passagasginen

translated text.

Table4.20: Raters Group 2- Percentagef passages assessed as Total Equivalence and
Totally Lost in each text

Ratersi Group2
15 Chinese immigrants

Text number Total Equivalence Totally Lost
Text 1 18.95% (highest) 9.47% (lowest)
Text 2 17.58% 10.30%
Text 3 10.53% 23.16%
Text 4 4.58% 14.17%
Text 5 3.33% 34.44%
Text 6 4.00% 36.00% (highest)
Text 7 6.43% 18.33%
Text 8 4.44% 15.56%
Text 9 0.00% (lowest) 19.05%
Text 10 0.44% 20.89%
Text 11 3.16% 24.56%
Text 12 2.67% 23.56%
Text 13 0.29% 30.72%
Text 14 1.54% 19.49%
Text 15 0.51% 23.59%

Note: bold font indicates findings with interests of discussion

As shown inTable 4.20 Ratersi Group 2assigned the highest percentage of Total
Equivalence to Text 1 (18.95%), and they also assigned the lowest percentage of Totally
Lost to the ame text (9.47%). Their assessment results of Text 2 also showed a similar
finding, where they assigned the tex second highest percentage of Total Equivalence
(17.58%), and the second lowest percentage of Totally Lost (10.30%). However, these
seemingy balanced resultéwere not seen when | turned to look at translated texts
assigned Totally Lost with the highgmrcentage, which were Text 6 (36.00%) and Text

17¢ KS (SN Wo I fdeyHdrS becahsh Kadsunied Mat 4 téansikdtion that was assigned with high percentage of Total

Equivalence would be assigned with lower percentage cdllyokost, and vice versa.
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5 (34.44%). While Raters Group 2 assigned the highest percentage of Totally Lost to
Text 6,they did not assign the lowest percentage of Total Equivalence to the same text.
Instead, they assigned the loweercentage of Total Equivalence to Text 9 (0.00%),
meaning that the Chinese immigrants felt that none of the passages in Text 9 had achieved
pragmatic equivalence. That also meant the Chinese immigrants were not fully informed
by any of the passages irext 9 This text however was assigned 44.76% of Total
Equivalence by the professional translators as showrlote 4.19 This finding again

mani fested how discrepant the two groups
what characterises a gotrdnslation.

Al t hough findings from both rater groups
which was either most or least succabkéfe. good and bad quality), the findings led me

to look at outcomes most frequently assigned by the two gabeips respectively. By
focusing on those outcomes, | present in the next section the translations where more
passages were assigned thoseamues, namely Total Equivalence, Totally Lost-BSR

and SNF.

4.6 Comparison of Findings 1 and 2 focusing on Texts2, 6 and 8

Referring toTable 4.13(i.e. outcomes most frequently assigned by the two groups of
raters), this chapter shifts the focus of alaton in this section onto texts that had more
passages assessed by either Rat&esoup 1 or Group 2 as haviraghieved all four
criteria (Total Equivalence), failed all four criteria (Totally Lost), failed Similar Response
(SR-F) and failed Sound Natal (SN-F). These four outcomes were the ones assigned the
highest and second highest percentage respectiveheltyb rater groups, and showed

di screpancies between the two rater grourg
these four outcomeselped me identify specific translations before | could identify
specific passages in each text for further disgonss Chapter Five. Through identifying
specific passages, | can see whether the findings in the current study conflict or are
contrary to myargument and the proposal of the initial criteria (see SecAdh$ and

3.3.0.

Table 4.21shows the percentagef two outcomes that the two rater groups most
frequently assigned which were respectively Total Equivalence and-FSHRatersi
Group 1 assgned Total Equivalence (i.e. representing the achievement of pragmatic
equivalence) to 74.67% of passages in T&xRatersi Group 2 assigned S (i.e.
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representing the achievement of all other three criteria, except Similar Response) to

55.11% of passas in Text 8.

Table4.21: Comparing percentages of the tmost frequently assigned outcométal
Equivalence and SR

Text Total Equivalence SRF
number Ratersi Groupl Ratersi Group?2 | Ratersi Groupl Ratersi Group?2
Text 1 49.12% 18.95% 0.35% 45.26%
Text 2 46.06% 17.58% 0.61% 43.03%
Text 3 52.63% 10.53% 0.35% 32.98%
Text 4 70.83% 4.58% 0.42% 46.67%
Text 5 49.26% 3.33% 0.37% 34.44%
Text 6 74.67% 4.00% 0.27% 35.73%
Text 7 68.10% 6.43% 0.24% 5095%
Text 8 69.33% 4.44% 0.89% 55.11%
Text 9 44.76% 0.00% 0.00% 54.29%
Text 10 62.22% 0.44% 0.44% 46.67%
Text 11 45.26% 3.16% 1.05% 50.18%
Text 12 68.89% 2.67% 0.44% 48.44%
Text 13 42.90% 0.29% 0.29% 40.58%
Text 14 61.03% 1.54% 0.00% 46.15%
Text 15 67.18% 0.51% 0.00% 38.97%

Note: bold font indicates findings with interestsdigcussion

With Table 4.21 | could not see obvious <correles
results; yet, when looking at Text 6 and Text 8 for findings on other outcomais;ed

some correlations that might have indicated how conflicting opinions could be between
those ofRaersi Group 1 (professional translators) and thoseRatersi Group 2

(Chinese immigrants), particularly in the aspect of whether a translatedgpabkad

elicited a Similar Response. As showrnTable 4.22Zhat:

1 while Text 6 was assigned WBatersi Group 1 the highest percentage of Total
Equivalence (74.67%), this text was assignedRlayersi Group 2 the highest
percentage of Totally Lost (36.94);

1 while Text 8 was assigned Iatersi Group2 the highest percentage of -$R
(55.11%), this text was signed byRatersi Groupl the third highest percentage
of Total Equivalence (69.33%).
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Table4.22: Comparing percentages of texts assigned Total Equivalence, Totally Lost and
SRF

Text Total Equivalene Totally Lost SRF

number  Raters Groupl Ratersi Group2

Text 1 49.12% 9.47% 45.26%
Text 2 46.06% 10.30% 43.03%
Text 3 52.63% 23.16% 32.98%
Text4 70.83%2nd highest) 14.17% 46.67%
Text5 49.26% 34.44% 34.44%
Text 6 74.67% (highest) 36.00% (highest) 35.73%
Text 7 68.10% 18.33% 50.95%
Text 8 69.33% (3rd highest) 15.56% 55.11% (highest)
Text 9 44.76% 19.05% 54.29%
Text 10 62.22% 20.89% 46.67%
Text 11 45.26% 24.56% 50.18%
Text 12 68.89% 23.56% 48.44%
Text 13 42.90% 30.72% 40.58%
Text 14 61.03% 19.49% 46.15%
Text 15 67.18% 23.59% 38.97%

Findings inTable 4.22wvere worthnoting as the findings represent contrasting opinions

between the tweater groups itwo ways that cannot be neglected:

71 findings based on Text 6 show that: what seemed to be completely comprehensible
to the professional translatof®Ratersi Group 1) could have been totally
incomprehensible to the Chinese immigrgiRatersi Group?2);

1 findings based on Text 8 show that: whpl@ssages assessed as failing to elicit a
Similar Response (SR) were the ones that had passed the test of all other three
criteria (Sound Natural, Make Sense and Original Manner), the finding oha hig
percentagef translations failing to achieve a Similar Response in results of Raters
i Group 2 did not seem to be helpful in supporting my argument; tlzathigving
the criterion Sound Natural is dfindamental importance to a translated text

achieving Similar Response

| therefore considered that it would be necessalgaiointo passages (in Text 6 and Text
8) which were assigned either Total Equivalence, Totally Lost oF $®/ either rater

groups) in order to understand why the Chinese immigrdiat not feeand/or respond
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in a similar way to the passages as the professional translators expected. A further

discussion about this will be presented in Chapter Five.

Because the findings in Sectidlseemed to reveal a discrepancy in the two catero u p s 0
opinions on whether the criteria Sound Natural was of fundamental importance to a
translated text achieving pragmatic equivalence &esdion2.3.1), this section now

looks at findings on the outcome SNacross thé5translated texts. The outcenSNF

was the second most frequently assigned outcomRdigrs’ Groupl (21.33% inTable

4.12), yet was assigned zero percenRatersi Group2 (seeTable 4.12.

Table 4.23shows thaRatersi Group1 assigned the highest percentage offS{ile.
pasages assessed as not achieving Sound Natural, but achieving all other three criteria),
while Ratersi Group?2 did not assign this outcome to any passage ii%hteanslated

texts.

Table4.23: Comparing parentages of texts assessed asFSN

Text SN-F
number Ratersi Groupl Ratersi Group2
Text 1 24.56% 0.00%
Text 2 33.33% 0.00%
Text 3 22.46% 0.00%
Text 4 11.25% 0.00%
Text 5 23.33% 0.00%
Text 6 8.00% 0.00%
Text 7 18.10% 0.00%
Text 8 13.33% 0.00%
Text 9 26.67% 0.00%
Text 10 22.22% 0.00%
Text 11 27.37% 0.00%
Text 12 15.56% 0.00%
Text 13 28.70% 0.00%
Text 14 23.08% 0.00%
Text 15 22.05% 0.00%

ThoughTable 4.23nhelped identify Text 2 as the one assigned the highest percentage of
SN-F by Ratersi Group 1, it was not clear what significant findings were worthy of

di scussion i n t er ms of how contrasting
consideration of achiévg Sound Natural being of fundamental importance to a translated

text achieving pragatic equivalence (i.e. Total Equivalence). | therefore looked into the
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percentage of all sixteen possible outcomes assigned to Text 2, and the findings revealed
more difer ences between the two rater Tabgle oups
4.24

Table4.24: Percentage of outcomes assigned to Text 2

Text 2

Ratersi  Ratersi
Possible outcomes Groupl Group?2
Total Equivalence 46.06% 17.58%
(achieved all four criteria)
SRF 0.61%  43.03%
(failed to achieve SimilaResponse)
OM-F 3.03% 0.00%
(failed to achieve Original Manner)
OM-SR-F 0.61%  15.76%
(failed to achieve Original Manner and Similar Response)
SN-OM-SR-F 1.82% 0.61%
(failed to achieve Sound Natural, Original Manner and Sin
Response)
MS-OM-SR-F 0.61%  12.73%
(failed to achieve Make Sense, Original Manner and Sir
Response)
Totally Lost 4.85%  10.30%
(failed to achieve all foucriteria)
SN-SR-F 1.21% 0.00%
(failed to achieve Sound Natural and Similar Response)
SN-F 33.33%  0.00%
(failed to acleve Sound Natural)
MS-F 0.00% 0.00%
(failed to achieve Make Sense)
SN-OM-F 1.21% 0.00%
(failed to achieve Sound Natural aBdiginal Manner)
SN-MS-F 4.85% 0.00%
(failed to achieve Sound Natural and Similar Response)
MS-OM-F 0.00% 0.00%
(failed to acleve Make Sense and Original Manner)
MS-SR-F 0.00% 0.00%
(failed to achieve Make Sense and Similar Response)
SN-MS-SR-F 0.00% 0.00%
(failed to achieve Sound Natural, Make Sense and Si
Response)
SN-MS-OM-F 1.82% 0.00%
(failed to achieve Sound NatliraMake Sense and Origin
Manner)

Note: underlined outcomes are the ones included in the ioiitakial (see Sectio
3.3.1); bold font indicates findings with interests of discussion
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When | looked alable 4.24paying particular atterdn to outcomes showing a translated
passage that failed to Sound Natural (outcomes indicated infdrtt)d | noticed that:
prof essi on aRaterd Graup ) lassignmg SNE not(only indicated that the
translation failed to Sound Natural, butatbat the translation failed to achieve the other
three criteria. However, | did not see thatin@h i ne s e | RatersigGraupl} s 0 (
assessment results. Outcomes in bold font were mostly seen with zero percentage in the
Chinese I mmi gnt aesultss @xcept sSSOB-SKR-Fand Totally Lost.
Assigning SNOM-SR-F to a translated passage meart tthe Chinese felt that the
passage Made Sense even though: they did not feel the passage Sound Natural; they did
notknow what the intention was with tipassage (Original Manner failed); they did not

feel informed or persuaded by the passage (Similar Response failed). | then looked at
outcomes indicating that translated passages had not achieved Sound Nat&al(SN

had achieved Similar Response ($fRprder to look at the correlation between failures

of SN and achievement of SR, as showiiable 4.25

Table4.25. Comparing percentages of outcomes indicating thah&datural had not
been achieved (SN), while Similar Response (SR) had been achieved

Text 2
Possible outcomes Ratersi Groupl Ratersi Group2
SN-F 33.33% 0.00%
SN-OM-F 1.21% 0.00%
SN-MS-F 4.85% 0.00%
SN-MS-OM-F 1.82% 0.00%
Subtotal percentage 41.21% 0.00%

Note: the percentagipes not add up to 100 percent because this table includes only ou
indicating passages where Sound Natural had not been achieved, and where Similar f
had been achieved; thus SN is seenuttomes listed in this table, while SR is not.

Table 4.25shows that whildRatersi Groupl assessed 41.21% of passages in Text 2 as
not Sounding Natural, they still felt that these passages would elicit a Similar Response.
However,Ratersi Group 2 did not assign any passages in Text 2 the outcomes; that
means, when a passage did not Sound Natural, the passage did not elicit a Similar
Response, and that probably also explains the relatively higher percentage of Totally Lost
in Table 4.244.85%, Group ;110.30%, Group 2).

On the one handable 4.25howsthat findings ofRatersi Groupl 6 s r esul t s

fromRaters Group2 6 s results, and seemed to confl
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the criterion Sound Natural is of fundamental importance to a translated text achieving
Similar Response (see Secti®i3.]); on the other hand,able 4.24shows that findings

of Ratersi Group2 6 s results seemed to be consi ste
iI's again revealed in the two tahawimportagtr oup
achieving the criterion Saind Natural is in achieving a Similar Response. This

discrepancy is furter discussed in Chapter Five.

4.7 Summary of chapter

This chapter has presented assessment results from the two rater groups. Even though the
findings did not help identify any particulanslations that were most or least successful

at achieving Total Equivalence, theig reveal a gap between the professn al t r an s |
(Raterss Gr oup 1) and t he Chi Graus2 conceptionsgofwhatt s 0
characterises a good qualityanslation. While the professional translators assessed
almost60 percent of passages as having achieved Total Equiea(®8c15% inTable

4.12), the Chinese immigrants assesse¢try high percentage of passages as having
failed to elicit a Similar Resmse (i.e. SHF; 94.68% inTable 4.14, or as having failed

all four criteria (i.e. Totally Lost; 21.55% ifable 4.12. Text 6 and Text 8 were identified

they couldhelp support my argument for the initial criteria (see Se&i8r) that the set

of criteria wasin fact appropriate in examining translation quality from-ens e r 6 s ( t
Chinese I mmigr antlsgh percgnmage vppassdages\vasssssed Ayhhe
Chinese immigrants as having failed to achieve a Similar Responde) @8 showed
discrepancies which are discussed in more detail in the next chapter, specifically the

correlation between the criteria Soundttiral and Similar Response.

While the professional translators assigned a relatively high percentage of outcomes
indicating a transited passage that had failed Sound NaturatEpNut had achieved
Similar Response (25.61% Trable 4.16 across thd5translated texts, their assessment
results from Text 2 in particular also showed a high percentage of outcomes with such
features (4R1% inTable 4.2% . The i mmigrantsdé results,
percentage of outcomes where the translationsdidSound Natural (SI¥) but still
elicited a Similar Response (0.07% Trable 4.16 0% in Table 4.2%. Therefore,
translations assemd as having failed to Sound Natural (6Nin Text 2 will be helpful

to elucidate my argument of the relationship betwibercriterion SN and the other three
criteria (MS, OM, SR). Discussion based on the findings in the current chapter are
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presented itChapter Five in regards the appropriacy of my proposal and argument. In
Chapter Five, | also discuss the above findimggelation to responses to a post
assessment survey made by seven out ol fhyrofessional translators from Ratérs

Group laboutwhat they feel characterises a good quality translation.
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Chapter 5 Discussionl T Good Quality vs. Poor Quality

5.1 Introduction

The previous chapter presented the most salient findings in the assessment results for the
two groups of raters. These revealed a nundlberoteworthy matters, particularly the
importance of achieving Sountstural, and the correlation between Sounds Natural and
Similar Responserindings inChapter Fouseem to indicate that the initial criteria set
proposed irChapter Threéi.e. Critera Set 1,Table 3.) can help reveal whether a good
quality translatiorin the eyes of translators is also a good quality translation in the eyes

of the target reader.

This chapter starts by presenting a summary of responses received from eight prbfessiona
translators from the Rateiis Group 1. They voluntarily completed amline post
assessment survey (Appendix C) comprised of six questions ireg#rdir experience

as translators and of their translation training, and their views as to what chazaderis
good quality translation. The chapter then moves on to a disouskithe contrasting
results as to how the two groups of raters selected texts/paragnapthey feltto bea

poor translation (the meaning had been Totally Lost) or a good onee(Whndal
Equivalence had been achieveWyhile discussing the assessiessults, | will also
triangulate the diverggror contrasting results with ¢t
survey questions. Thiscussion is presented within the framework oEpptions among

both groups of raters, as to whether achieving thermit of Sounds Naturdk a

fundamental factor in achieving Similar Response.

To consolidate my argument for the proposed assessment criteria, Criteria Set 1 (see
Table 3.1in Section3.3.1) , Il would |Ii ke to state agair
Dynamic Equivalenc€1964) as the theoretical framework for developing the initial

criteria for community translatiopracticebecause:

1 Dynamic Equivalence can be very helpful to place emphasis on producing a
translation that the reader ofranslated text can easily understg8dtisno et al.,
2014, pp. 13301340)

1 this feature of Dynamic Equivalence translations is aligned with the aim of

community translationwhich is to provide minority group members with equal
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access to documents proddday public services and governmentles (Taibi,
2011; Taibi& Ozolins, 2016; also see Section 2.3)

In other words, a set of proposed assessment criteria for community translation services
should help translators determine whether minority group members (i.e. the TT readers)
can fully grasp the information conveyby the translation.

5.2 Postassessmensurvey

Eight out of thel5 professional translators fromRatersi Group 1 voluntarily and
anonymously participated in this online survey. The eight translators (respondents
hereafter) responded to six questions akdweit £xperience as translators andoadional
background of translation as a profession, and their concepts of what characterises a good
quality translation. The six questions posed to the translators are listed (selew
Appendix C for complete resporss® the questions)

1. Where did you regive training/education as a translator/interpreter? What type
and how long was the training/education (e.g. undergraduate/postgraduate degree,
or a paper that was part of a programme)?

2. How long have you been working a translator/interpreter, whethell ftime or
freelance in New Zealand and/or in other countries?

3. What characteristics do you think good quality translation should have? Please
rank in order of importance and please explain.

4. Considering the four critex, Sounds Natural (SN), Makes SenBES§, maintain
the Original Manner (OM) and elicit a Similar Response (SR): when comparing
the criterion SN with the other three criteria, how important do you think it is to
achieve Sounds Natural in EnghsiChinesetranslation in the New Zealand
contex?

5. How much consideration do you usually give to cultural differences when you do
Englishto-Chinese translation in the New Zealand context? What aspects do you
feel are important? (e.g. delivering health messagesaitithr an authoritative or
consultatve tone; demanding or suggesting)?

6. How well or how much have you applied what you have learned during the

training/education to your translation career?
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A summary of responses to each question is presented belowatlomgy interpretation

of respondents opi ni ons.

5.2.1 Questions 1 and 2Background in terms of professionaltraining

of the eight respondent s, Ssix received
translation and/or interpreting from a New Zealand ersity, while one received a

related degree in China, and one respondent did not specify where they received their
degree. Five respondents had more than 1
and/or interpreter, whether fitiime or freelance in Cha and/or in New Zealand. Two

had three years6é translation/interpretin

yearso translation/interpreting experien
Zeal and). I ndividual r endspeshdvenmiabtee®d.1 educat |

Table 5.1: Respondents' educational backgroundsterms of translation and/or
interpreting study

Location of . -
. Years of  Location of practicing
receivingthe . o .
. experience translation/interpreting
training

Respondent New Zealad 3 years New Zealand

1 diploma
Respondent Chinai 29 vears 26 years freelanceé China
2 bachel or e¢<’Y 3 years full timei New Zealand
Respondent location
p3 unspecified 11 years locaion unspecified
postgraduate

3 years freelance location

Respondent New Zealand 14 years  unspecified

4 certificate 1 yeari full time 1 New Zealand
Respondeni{ New Zealand 3 vears 3 years freelancé New Zealand
5 certificate y 1 yeari full time 7 New Zealar

Respondent New Zealand

6 masterss lOyears location unspecified

Respondent New Zealand 34 years location unspecified

7 degree unspecified
Respondeni{ New Zealand 4 vears 2 years full time 1 China
8 master 6s y 2 years freelanceé New Zealand
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Six out of the eight respondents had received translator/interpreter education at either the
Auckland University of Technology (Respondent 1, Respondent 4, Respondent 5,
Respondent 7 and Respondent 8) or the University of Auckland (Respd)d@oth
universities offer translation and interpreting qualifications approvedNB$TI for
granting a NZSTI membership on certain conditibhgNew Zealand Society of
Translators and Intpreters, 2016a; also see Section 3,5t include the NZSTI Code

of Ethics in theiprogrammes

5.2.2 Question 3: Perceptions as to what makes a good quality translati

In general faithfulnessto the original was the characteristic that the eight resguad

ranked highest ahead of other characteristics such as naturalness, clarity, fluency,
el oguence, and Sspirit (citing thsis onr e s p
faithfulness seemed to be aligned wnth t
the Code of Ethics of the New Zealand Society of Translators and Interghetezafter

NZSTI; 2013,p. 3)!°. However, such emphasis on faithfulness seemed to mean literal
translation in the con®@m7yum of Mikkel sol

I therefore interpreted the r eggleintlleent s ¢
translation being faithful to the messages or semantic meanings delivered by the original
text, rather than being faithful to the author. My interpretation was bassthtements

such as AStrictly faithfnuyl etloo gtuheen torwrgiitnie
(Respondent 2), ABeing loyalty [sic] to t
target | anguage ( Respondm®mmshould gonveyadhe damé& Go o
message as the or i gi similar emphasis on maikaenmg then d e n
original semantic meanings was expressed by Respondents 7 and 8 respectively. Both
stressed Aaccuracyo with Reusrgey the meabing 7 s |

would be lost, so it is the most important charactercsto .

18 Students need to achieve a minimum grade average B and B+ Practicahfloarislew Zealand Society of Translators and
Interpreters, 2016a)

19Members of New Zealand Society of Translators and Interpreters (NZSTI) shbaldware of and abide by NZSTI Code of Ethics
0S0ldzaS G(KS /2RS A& adKS R20dzySyid dzll2y ¢KAOK g SLINPITREBwabsaR{YESocieydTY 6 SNA 68 |
Trandators and Interpreters, 20, p. 1)

20aA118f&2y I NHdzSR {(KIFIiG GKSNB A& | O2yldAydzdzy 2F GFARBEMRGE&E NI yIAY
NBIAAGSNEZ (2 O0 O2y@gSeada |ttt 27F @ 8lonsd meaningine dayie registR(R0I7F SNByY G NBEIA &G SNE |



107

| interpreted their responses in the light of the three functional meanings referred to in the
systemic functional linguistics framewort.e. ideational, interpersonal and textual
meanings; Halliday, 1978, 2001; Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004; Kim & Matthiessen,
2015; see Table 2.3 in Section 2.3 )pemed to me that the surveyed translators paid
closer attention to the ideahal meanings of both the original text and the translation,
particularly the projected experiential reality. The latter refers to the reality that a person
experiences about theowd around him or her which is expressed by the semantic
meanings of word@Halliday, 2001; Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004; McDonald, 1988

Table 2.3 in Section 2.3.4n other words, when assessing traeslategments in Corpus

2, professional translators appeared to be more concerned with the meaning of a word
itself, rather than the meaning of a sentence, or a paragraph as a Rvbé&dssional
translatorsdé6 responses and wisskes€mentera
(2019)observation of aspects where proofreaders with professional backgrounds tended

to comment on the content of messagesamudracy of terminology.

Other than the emphasis on semantic meaningsiespense further drew my attention
because of the statement that AGood tran
readers can get the same enjoymentasifthney@edi ng t he ori ginal
This response could be a result of influenoenf impressionistic ideas proposed in both

the Chinese and Western translation theories/studigsh have largely been based on
translation of literary and religious worksee Section 2.2} that is, translatiostudies

often advocate the idea that awktions houl d convey the O0spiri!f
t he 6s oul 6(Charf, 2004hJanga2013;nXemzhang Luo, 1988b, 1988a; Z. Ma,
2012; Robinson, 1997; Wu, 2009Yhis response may also have revealed that
professioml translators may not always be able to differentiate between literary
translationand communitytranslation The first one aims to share and disseminate the

i nherent valwues of art and authorodés styl
deliver publicly accessible information regarding the right to health and legal services.

This is an issue that may deserve more attention in translator education.

21Impressionistic ideas are ideas and theories derived from personal experience in translation practice of literary tetigiand r

classics, rather than emital evidence; seSectio 2.2for details.



108

5.2.3 Question 4: Ranking the four criteria

Question Four asked respondents to rank the four critériBounds Natural, Makes

Sense, Original Manner and Similar Response in order of imparta . Respond
emphasis on faithfulness to the original semantic meanings is consistent with their
responses to Question 4, which asked them to compare the cr8etads Natural with

the other three criteria (Makes Sense, Original Manner and SRakponse) in terms of

their importance in producing a good quality translation in the New Zealand context.
While only two of the respondents clearly indicated the ingmme of achieving Sounds

Natural over the other three criteria (Respondent 4 and Respb8é), four respondents
ranked Makes Sense ahead of Sounds Natur &
sense is the most important as it could potentiallyenssld t he reader so (
and -8WM®BI-SRO i ndicating t ha tstinvpartarea amorfehe s e \

four criteria (Respondent 8).

Here again, it appears that the respondents were complying with and putting stress on the
gener al pcicnciaplye oh f&iae N&wSZedhnd Sacidtgof of E
Translators and Interpreters, 2013, p.1)erefore, | considered pEnses to Question 3

as being consistent with those to Question 4 because a translation that Makes Sense is one
that contains lexical items (particularly content worttig)t deliver messages fitting into

the context encompassing the translation (see $s&i8 and 3.3.for details). Further,

the respondentsd emphasis on achieving M
reflection of their emphasis on #fAfaithfu
and fAaccuracyo ofhetanstatonin terros ohhevafaithful they aré n t

to lexical items in the original.

5.2.4 Question 5: awareness of cultural differences

While placing emphasis on faithfulness to semantic meanings, respondents still showed
their concern for cultural difference@sresponses tQuestion 5, particularly the tones in
delivery of healthcare related messages; that is while the tone is more of a consultative
one in the New Zealand context, it is more of an authoritative one in the context of

mainland ChingSin, 2004). This conern was evident from statements, such as,

Respondent 1: When delivering bad news to the patients, cultural awareness is

very important;
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Respondent 2: There are certain culturally sensitive areas that | must consider in

En>Ch translationsand

Respondent:6The original tone must be preserved since it is as important as the

message itself.
The respondents also showed concern for

Respondent 4: |t depends on thdge cl i ent s¢

level and s@n; and

Respondent 8: Depending on the readers, | give more attention to official

documents than community pamphlets.

From their responses to Question 5, it seems that the respondents, even though not making
it specific, seemed to be awarethe possiblenfluence of cultural differences, which

might result in changes to the pragmatic functions of the original text. In other words,
they seemed to be not just concerned with ideational meanings, but also affected by
interpersonal meaning$d manner of theriginal text, and the response of the reader of

the translation. However, it is also interesting and unclear about how Respondent 8 (or
translators in general) would define an ¢
It seems thatften informatm on a o6écommunity pamphl et d
mi ght be presented in a way that is easi
be intimidating for some people in the community. In other words, when considering

r e adeodsmg@abilityetcans| at ors may have to deal wi
carefully. Furt hferrr e atdrea 19| alteacrodd ngo rade rl n
to be reflected in the assessment resulBatérsi Groupl 6 s (prof esgi onal

as presentedhiChapter Four because:

1 Table 4.4showed a high percentage of translated segments Wiaitgisi Group
1 had assessed as achieving a Similar Response, even though these failed to either
Sound Natural and/or Make Sense;

1 Table 4.16howed aelatively highpercentage of translated segments assigned by
Ratersi Groupl to indicate a translated segment which failed to Sound Natural,

yet had met the Similar Response criterion.
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The detailed discussion in Sectidn8, 5.4 and 5.Bcludes exampkefrom Corpus 2i.e.

15 EnglishChinese translation texts distributed in New Zealand; see S&#prnThe

di scussion shows how the professional tr
lexical items could affect their expectation of pragmatic fionstof a translted text, and

how their expectation could be different

translation.

5.2.5 Question 6: Relevance to translator education

Responses to Question 6 were generally positive in terms of the relevarmesttor
training/education to their translation career. Specifically in what area they had been able
to apply what they had acquired through training/education, two respondents stated that
it was the principle, guideline and/or code of ethics that tlaeydpplied mosto their

work (Respondent 3 and Respondent 5), and one again stressed the importance of

Afaccuracyo by saying that fAaccuracy i s ol

As mentioned in Section 5.2.1 (responses to Question 1), six out ofjkiteepondents

had received translator/interpreter education at either the Auckland University of
Technology or the University of Aucklandhich both teaclthe NZSTI Code of Ethics

as part oftheir programmes Hence | looked at their translator/intemgter training
background in order to try and determine what they might have referred to when
mentioning guidelines, principles and code of ethics.

While including detailed principles with regard to confidentiality, imipéty and

transl|l at ers®/ irmtl er pmalt competence, t he NZ
under Gener al Principles that Aétransl at
remaining faithful at al |l t i m&Nsw Zeaandt h e

Society of Translators and Integpers, 2013, p. 3with an expanation:

Accuracy for the purpose of this Code means optimal and complete
message transfer into the target language preserving the content and
intent of the source message or text without omission or dist¢iem
Zealand Society of Translators and Interpreted$32p. 3)

Respondents did slwv concern for cultural differences in their responses to Question 5,
which they might have construed as asking
in the NZSTI Code of Ethics. However, it was not clear from their responsesestiGh

6 whetherthey would apply what they had acquired through training/education to their
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translation work, and whether they would consider the possible pragmatic effects of a
translated text when making a translation quality assessment. Becausedeaspon
particularly stressed the importance of maintaining the original semantic meanings in
their responses to Question 3 and Question 4, and becautg ttheslators Ratersi

Group 1) were asked to assess transucgti on
competence et. ) , it seemed that the surveyed t
again related to maintaining semantic meanings. | deduced this because their responses
contained references to conceptfs ethdltsas
Aawcwrcacyo.

It seemed to me that the surveyed translators paid closer attention to the ideational
meanings of both the original text and the translation, particularly the projected
experiential reality. The latter refers to the reality thgierson experiees about the

world around him or her which is expressed by the semantic meanings of iWalldiay,

2001; Halliday & Mathiessen, 2004ylcDonald, 1998; see Table 2.3 in Section 2.3.4)

Overall, responses to the online pass sessment survey seemed
tendency tgroject anexperiential realitythrough the semantic meanings of individual
words (See Sectiorb.2.2); thatis the reality that a person experiences about the world
around him or her, and which is expressed by ideational mea(itaisday, 2001,
Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004; McDonald, 1998; see Table.ZlB® r esponden
tendency to preserve the original experiential reality involves more emphasis on the
delivery and maintenance of the original sematic meanings through iralivedacal

items chosen by the translator. Such emphasis may obviously restianslation with
unnatural, unconventional and marked expressi@hsToury, 1995) Responses to
Questions 3 and 4, which asked translators to comment on translation characteristics and
criteria, reflect their emphasis on Makes Sense over Sounds Natural. This emphasis may
also help me explore possible reasons for the divergence between the professional
translators Ratersi Group1) and the Chinese immigrantgtersi Group?2) when it

came to their assessment of the quality of the translated segments. | have provided
exampes from texts in Corpus 2 with back translations to present the semantic meaning
of lexical items in the Chinese translation, and have bolded words which are discussed in
detail to explain what may have caused the contrasting assessments results feeg bet

the two groups of raters.
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5.3 Divergence caused by emphasis on semantic meanings

I n this study, the concept of a fAgoodo t |
as having achieved Total Equivalence (i.e. pragmatic equivalence was deemee to ha
been achieved). Similarly, the slatioomheept of
the meaning was deemed to have been Totally Lost (i.e. failing all the assessment criteria).
An overview from the findings presented in Chapter Four has shbatntlie same
segments that were assessed as ofesdiooavi ng
translators were often assessed as a fApo
Table 4.12. When | compared percentages of segments in each 1 thets(in Corpus

2) assigned Total Equivalence and Totally Lost, sucbrdrastingopinion between the

two groups of raters was even more obvious in the assessment results relating to Text 6
(seeTable 4.22. While Text 6 was assigned by the professional teamis the highest
percentage of Total Equivalence (74.67%), this text was askigpehe Chinese
immigrant ratershe highest percentage of Totally Lost (36.00%).

An overall view of the contrasting assessment results for segments in Text 6 from the
perspectives of the two groups of raters can be found in Appendix D, while thelEnglis

original of Text 6 can be found in Appendix E.

| will start by discussing the assessment results for Segment 14 (in Text 6) sfi@biein
5.2 | start with these resultsecause they showed the greatest divergence between Total
Equivalence and Totallyost.

Table 5.2shows that Segment 14 was assessed as having achieved Total Equivalence by
all 15translators, but not bgnyof the immigrants. Instead, almost half of the immigrants
(46.67% inTable 5.2 assessed this segment as one in which the meaawngeen Totall

Lost. Table 5.2shows the percentages of Total EquivalenceFSRIS-OM-SR-F and

Totally Lost. In my view these indicate that none of the Chinese immigrants were fully
informed by Segment 14 because they did not regp¢Bunilar Responséailed) as
expected: they did not understand that they were asked to bring along the medicine listed
in Segments 15 through to 17 (¥&eample 5.).

22 The Chinese immigrants were required to specify (in writing) actions they felt the segment wanted them to do or nat¢e do

Section3.6.
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Table5.2: Comparing percentages of outcomes assign&egonent 14 in Te 6

Raters Ratersi
Groupl Group2
professional Chinese
translators immigrants

Possible outcomes assigned to Segment 14, Text 6

Average percentage of
assigned outcome

Total Equivalence

0 0
(achieved all four criteria) 100.00% 0.00%
SRE 0.00%  33.33%
(failed toachieve Similar Response) ) )
OM-F 0 .
(failed to achieve Original Manner) 0.00% 0.00%
OM-SR-F 0 0
(failed to achieve Original Manner and Similar Respo 0.00% 0.00%
SN-OM-SR-F
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural, Original Manner 0.00% 0.00%
Similar Response)
MS-OM-SR-F
(failed to achieve Makes Sense, Original Manner 0.00% 20.00%
Similar Response)
Totally Lost . 0.00%  46.67%
(failed to achieve all four criteria)
SN-SR-F 0 0
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural and Similar Respot 0.00% 0.00%
SN-F 0 0
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural) 0.00% 0.00%
MS-F 0 0
(failed to achieve Makes Sense) 0.00% 0.00%
SN-OM-F 0 0
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural and Original Manng 0.00% 0.00%
SN-MS-F 0 0
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural and SimRa&sponse) 0.00% 0.00%
MS-OM-F 0 0
(failed to achieve Makes Sense and Original Manner) 0.00% 0.00%
MS-SR-F 0 0
(failed to achieve Makes Sense and Similar Respons 0.00% 0.00%
SN-MS-SR-F
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural, Makes Sense  0.00% 0.00%
Similar Response)
SN-MS-OM-F
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural, Makes Sense  0.00% 0.00%

Original Manner)

Note: underlined outcomes are the ones included in the initial criteria (see Sextpr

bold font indicates findings that are worth dissing
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Table 5.2 also agaishows that, while all th&5 professional translators assigned Total
Equivalence to Segment 14, almost half of the Chinese immigrants (46.67%) assigned
Totally Lost to the same segment. In other words, seven out b% tBleinese immigrants
appeared nobtunderstand the pragmatident of the segment at all. Further, one third

of the immigrants assigned SR(33.33%; Similar Response failed) to the segment. The
percentage of SIR specifically indicates that: only four out of theimmigrants felt the
sggment Sounded Natural and Madense, however they did not understand what
information was being conveyed, what actions they should take and how they should
respond. In other words. Pragmatic equivalence had not been achieved. FurtizZdmore,
percent of tB immigrants assigned the segnt MSOM-SR-F (20%; Makes Sense,
Original Manner and Similar Response all failed), meaning that they only felt that the
segment Sounded Natural, but did not feel that it Made Sense. Therefore, they did not
know what the intetion of the segment was (Onigal Manner failed), nor did they feel

they knew what and/or how to respond to the segment (Similar Response failed). In other
words. Pragmatic equivalence had not been achieved because achieving such equivalence

means achievimboth Original Manner and i8ilar Response.

That pragmatic equivalence involves achieving both Original Manner and Similar
Response may be a crucial concept in Community Translation. One of the purposes of
providing Community Translation services is txifitate the integration ofinority

group members into the mainstream society. Facilitating this integration may require
helping minority group members become accustomed to the social norms of the
mainstream society; for instance, Chinese immigrantsew Kealand may need to be
awae of and become used to the norms, different from China, where medical practitioners
may ask them for their opinions. They may also need to get used to representatives of any
governmenbody making suggestions about healthcather than commanding them to

do somethingOnce Chinese immigrants becormecustomed to such norms in New
Zealand society it may help them become more integrated and help them better
understand the difference betweehniri@se norms and New Zealand orfagther, with

regard to the pedagogical applicability of the proposed criteria, translators may also need
to be aware of the significance of achieving Original Manner (in other words, the
di fference bet weseung géecsandma nachdd ewrindy bire usdéde s e
in the New Zealand socicultural context) as that may be a crucial aspect in facilitating

the integration of minority group members.
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Other than the contrasting resultaJdochose to look at Segment because it had been

an addition & the English original. | considered this addition to reflect arguments
proposed by a number of Chinese and Western translation practitioners/theorists, such as
Zhi Qian, Yan Fu, Etienne Dolet and Abraham Cow(lsge Section 2.2; Amos, 1973;
Xinzhang Luo, 1988a, 1988b; Munday, 2001; K. Wang & Fan, 1999; Xiong, 20415)
trarslators are allowed to add in th@ersonal interpretation of the original text to the

translation to make it more understandable for the target reader.

Segment 14 is presented lixample 5.1along with other segments under the section
headingWhen you eme into hospitalExample 5.1presnts Segment 12 through to
Segment 17 with Segment 14 underlined.

Example5.1: Segment 1477 Text 6

Original text: When you come into hospital
Segment 12

BT: When you come to hospital to see a doctor
Original text: Please bring all of the medicines you are taking including:
Segment 13 onA Q L

BT: Please bring all the medicines you take.
Original text: N/A
Segment 14 D T wQr :

BT: Pleaseaememberto carry theitems listed below
Original text:  all medicines that your doctor has prescribed
Segment 15 q n AHX A Q

BT: all the medicines that the doctor prescribed for you
Original text: § medicines bought atsupermarket, healthop, pharmacy or over the internet
Segment16: ° |y GH o A Q

BT: medicines that you bought at supermarkets, pharmacy or over the internet
Original text: § herbal medicines, vitamins or natural remedies.
Segment 17 q y N éuw a

BT: herbal medicines,itamins and naturgireparation

Note: Segment 14 was an addition to the English original text

| suspected that the translator of Text 6 had added in Segment 14 as additional information
triggered by the use of the wondcluding in the English originabf Segment 13. The
Englishincluding could be considered as delivering key information as tosadyithe

reader toinclude what followed up in the bullet points. However, the English word

including should have been included in Segment 13 and translatedJas & nor
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bUo 15y , (both mearto includeor to contain?®. Instead of the two Chinese woyds
the phrasaia lie/tf w /belowlistedwas chosen to introduce messages in the bullet points

that followed, and the assessment results for this segment showeltieth@hinese
immigrants did not feel this addition facilitated their understanding of the itéaelped

them get the sense @tht/ D /remembein Segment 14.

Since neither group of raters was given the English original to compare to the translations,
both groups made their assessments on an equally informed basis. In other words, both
groupsread the translations in their capacity of native Chinese speakers reading a
translated Chinese text (see SectiB.2 for descriptions of assessment sessions).
Further, since they did not see the English original, the professional translators were not
aware what messages had been delivered in the English original. However, the discussion
presented in Sections.2.2 and 5223 uggests that t heecifcur vey
emphasis on the importance of (maintaining) semantic meanings seemed to divert them
from considering whether the segment fit into the surrounding context. Therefore, the
professional translators seemed unaware of whether Segment 14 Made Sense in the
experiential reality(i.e. ideational meanings; Halliday, 2001; Halliday & Matthiessen,
2004)represented under the section headlifigen you come into hospitédee page 151).

In otherwords, individual (content) words in Segment 14 were intended to deliver the
message direlgtrelated to seeking medical help at a hospital. In particular, the discussion

of the wordgizhtY D /rememberxiéda¥ [carry andw Y2 p/'®@-n /itemcould explain

A

the Chinese i mmigrantso6 as FTablsSdhecause: r e s ul |

1 the semantimeaning of the worfizhtY P isto bear something (usually a lesson
or advice) in mindor to keepsomething in memorfRevised Mandarin Chinese
Dictionary, 2005; The Contemporary Chinese Dictionary, 2002)

1 asking patients tbear a lesson in minok tomemorisesomething when they come
to hospital woulchot make sense;

1 the semantic meaning of the woxigédai Is to carry or to bring something
along (Revised Mandarin Chinese Dictionary, 2005; The Contenpd@hainese

Dictionary, 2002) and people usuallgarry or keepsomething (necessary) with

23 My translation of this English segment would be 1T °  /Please bring all the medicines you are taking,

which should include.
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them when they go to a destination (e.g. travel, commatephen they are
required to do so;

1 the wordxiédal /carry may sound more natural when collocated withtam

such as personal identification, personal belorfiteg. W Ju/carry
personal ID W W, /carry personal hygiene produdts
1 eventhough the wads xiédai [carry andw 2 /"y /item can form an

appropriate collocation (e.g. "Q; [carry hazardoustemsg, the word
w Y2 p/'®@-n /itemmay convey a context not directly in relation with the experiential

reality of seeking medical helpepresented with theestion headingVhen you

come into hospital

The above can then further explain why the Chinese immiigmnsidered that Segment
14 had not achieved all or some of the criteria{s##e 5.2 or t he Chi nese
assessment results; Totally Lost, 46.67%:F5R3.33%; MSOM-SR-F, 20%) because:

1 the wordjizhtY D /rememberwith its implication ofbeaing a lesson in mind
may not deliver a message with an informative tone, but rather avith
instructive/imperative/authoritative one as commonly seen in the mainland China
context(Sin, 2004) hence we can say that the translation failed to maitiain
Original Manner;

{1 the wordjizht/ P /rememberwith its instructive overtones, couldrdase the
Chinese immigrants since they would not have expected to be instriacted
memoriseor to bear a lesson in mindvhen going into hospital, hendbe
translaton failed to elicit a Similar Response (in terms of not feeling informed)

1 the wordxiédai [carry, if collocated withyaowd "Q/medicinein Segment
13, does not sound like a natural expression in Chinese, hence the segment failed
to Sound Natural;

1 neitherdid the wordsiédai [carry andw Y2 pf'®@-n /itemfit into the context
encompassing Text 6 as When you come into hospitdlence the translation
failed to Make Sense.

24The researcher of the current study, Wei Teng, is a native (Mandarin) Chinese speaker, hence capable of telling thessaitieain
Chinese phrase. Chinese phrasesd as examples are phrases found (with a command limiting results to the domain of mainland China websites)

with Google search engine, which can help identify phrases that native speakers mayeaiatural (Geluso, 2013; Kessler, 2013; Sha, 2010)
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The brief linguistic analysis of Segment 14 above is presenieabie 5.3 showing tlat
the professional ftasekfleded antheirrswwey respoases) dnithe
semantic meanings of words seemed to have detracted their attention from the

interpersonal meanings pthu P /remembe(delivering messages with an instruetiv
tone) and the ideational meaningigfdai [carry (less relating tdospita). Herein

possibly lies the explanation for the nature of the assessment results of the professional
translators (Raters Group 1) as being quite opposite to those of Rat&soup 2 (the

Chinese immigrantstable 5.2.

Table5.3: Contextual meanings of P /remembeand [carry in Segment 14

Content D
words s L s
jizhu xiédai
Meanings remember carry
. - to bear sometinig in mind - to carry or to bring something
Semantic 2
- to keep something in memory along

- to deliver with an
instructive/imperative/authoritative ton
- to refer to a lesson or advice - to refer to items such as
Ideational personal identification,
personal belonging

Interpersonal

While health texts that were originally written in English (in New Zealand) usually deliver

messages with a suggestive t¢8a, 2004) the instructive tone of the wojidht/ D

remembei s consi stent wi t lcon@ntional authaabve tomevnat i or
the Chinese version of health teX&004) While English original health texts (e.g.
pamphl ets, booklets) wusually deliver mes:
to you about é. . ge)thedonedf th€hidesernransldation wfehose exts

is usually more authoritatisSin, 2004) The authoritative tone of Chinese health texts

could explain why all the professional translators assigned Segment 14 Total Equivalence
seemingly withoushowing concern fothe instructive tone of the message (because of

jizhtY D /remembey, rather than a suggestive tone: which is more appropriate in the

New Zealand socigultural context).lt is interesting to note that all5 translators
assigned Segmed# Total Equivalengeeven though some of them had mentiofiea
consultative toneo (Respondent 5in theird 7))
responses to Question 5 of the passessment survey which asked about their awareness
of cultural differences.
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It would seem, based on Respondent 606s Wwc
(see Sectiob.2.?, that professional translators probably felt that an authoritative tone
was the O6spiritd and dalsxioeculturbleontextqasmhisinn t h
the Chinese socioultural context)In other words, the professional translators did not
seem to be aware of the fact that the English original text could have delivered messages
with a suggestive tone, and that taeemore appropri@ in the New Zealand soecio

cultural context; they hence may not have been aware of the potential impact that an

instructive tone might have had on the immigrants.

The Chinese immigrants, in contrast, seemed to be sensitive to thetinsttane of
Segnent 14. Even though there was no obvious indication that the Chinese immigrants
assigned Segment 14 Totally Lost (46.64%) andOM-SR-F (20.00%) due to the
instructive tone of the segment, the Chinese immigrants still seemed to be/s¢nsiie
instrudive tone of Segment 14 as | will attempt to show below by analysing linguistic
features of the segment. The high percentage of 66.64% (46.64% and 20.00%; nine out
of 15immigrants) did show that such an instructive tone did not seeruilitate delivery

of the messagewhile an instructive/imperative/authoritative tone is commonly seen in
the mainland China contef®in, 2004) The immigrants did not feel that the intention of

the segment was clear (as to instruct or to inform;i@algManner faile), neither did

they feel that they were being clearly instructed as to what they were required to do

(Similar Responstailed).

As to the professional translators, their focus on semantic meanings may have caused

them to overlooktte fact thathe sematic meanings okiédafl /carry andw Y2 /' n
7 litemin fact do not (directly) fit into thexperiential reality ofhe section headirdgyhen

you come into hospitalThat specific experiential reality projects the context on which
lower-literacy readers, the Chinese immigrantse (Sectior8.5.2for their backgrounds

of English language learning) may rely to comprehend a text more so thanlheyhey
reader, such as the professional translators, migkBeleDror, Pollatsek, & Scarpati,
1991, p. 474)Therefore, the contextual information projected through content words is
of crucial importance to the Chinese immigrants if they are to uader$the intent of)

the text. When assessing traatgin quality, translators as well as translation educators
should also always bear in mind the experiential reality represented by the ideational

meanings of the chosen content words.
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The linguistic anlysis also raises issues regarding the professtomala n s | at or s 0

lack of awareness of the semantic meanings of the wialdg P /rememberxiédai
/carry andw Y2 pf @-n /itemin Segment 14. That is, they did not appear to be aware

that the semantimeanings ofhose wordsould have projected a tlisted sociecultural

context. This distorted soecitultural context could then have influenced:

1 what ideational meanings were presented to the target reader, in terms of the
experiential reality and logat reality;
1 how interpersonal meanings of the chossords could influence the target

readersod response.

The two issues raised are particularly worth discussing because the linguistic analysis,
along with the Chinese | mmi ©rslowtthatéthe as s e
immigrants raters were rather sdive to the content words with regard to the
incongruence of ideational and interpersonal meanings to the@adtioal context of
Segment 14.

Segment 14, even though not really a translated segmemédthat was added in by the
translator of the T 6, offered a glimpse at how much the professional translators
(producer) and the Chinese immigrants (esdr) could differ in terms of their
sensitiveness to interpersonal and ideation@aningyseeTable 2.3 in Section 2.3.4)
projected and/or delered through content words. In this regard, | then noticed two
segments of salient divergence in the assessment results of Text 6, which were Segment
13 and Segment 24.

| have presented below the discussion on Segment 13 (in Sediamd Segment 24n(
Section5.5) with a focus on Chinese linguistic features in an attempt to explain the
Chinese i mmigrants6é assessment results a
contrasting assessment results of the two groups of .rdteesdiscussion reaés the

possible impact on translation quality of the interpersonal and ideational meanings of
Chinese lexicgrammatical arrangements: word collocation, a phrase or a sentence as a

whole.
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5.4 Divergence caused by a lack of awareness deational meanings

I chose to look at the assessment results for Segment 13 because the meggage
English original of this segment was closely related to Segment 14 (an addition to the
English original), and | suspected that Segment 14 had been edttedepresent the
ideational meaning of the Engligitludingin Segment 13 to introduce what are listed

in the following segments.
To clarify my discussion, | have again pasted Segment ERample 5.2

Example5.2: Segmet 137 Text 6

Original text: Please bring all of the medicines yane taking including:
Segment 13 OnA Q L
BT: Please bring all the medicines yiaike.

The back translation of Segment 13 shows that this Chinese translation delivered the
semantic meanings of every content word in the English original (exeeptling).
Segment 13 was assignédtal Equivalence by 86.67% of tthé professional translators,

while being assigned Totally Lost by 46.67%, or almost half of the Chinese immigrant
raters, meaning that seven out of fifeimmigrants felt completely lost when reading
Segment 13. Furthewhile none of the translators assigned the segmerfi §Rmilar
Response Failed), 40.00% of the immigrants assigned this assessment outcome to the
segment. In other words, six out theimmigrants still did not know how to respond to

the segment or whahey were expected to do, as shownTable 5.4 even though
Segment 13 Sounded Natural and Made Sense, and even though the immigrants felt that

they knew the intention of the segment.

Table 5.4also shows that some translators as well as immigrarttse(imvo rater groups)

did not feel the segment clearly deliveggdintent (i.e. to advise; hence Original Manner
failed; see OMF and Totally Lost), and/or did not feel that the segment would make the
reader feel that they were being advised (Similar Besp failed; see OMR-F and
Totally Lost). However, Segment t8uld still be considered as a structure produced in
accordance with the lexiegrammatical arrangements acceptable to native Chinese
speakers. More thab0 percent of the Chinese immigranisl dot feel that the segment
had failed Sounds Natural (see TidEguivalence 6.67%, SR 40% and MSOM-SR-F

6.67% inTable 5.4. All these assessment outcomes indicated that Segment 13 Sounded
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Natural to the immigrant raters even though it may have faitedor all the other three

criteria.

Table5.4: Comparing percentages of outcomes assigned to Segment 13 in Text 6

Ratersi Raersi
Groupl Group2
professional Chinese
translators immigrants
Average percentage of
Possible outcomes assigned to Segment 13, Text 6 assigned outcome
Total Equivalence
(achieved all four criteria) 86.67% 6.67%
SR-F
(failed to achieve Similar Response) 0.00% 40.00%
OM-F
(failed to achieve Original Manner)
OM-SR-F
(failed to achieve Original Manner and SimiResponse)
SN-OM-SR-F
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural, Original Manner and Sir  0.00% 0.00%
Response)
MS-OM-SR-F
(failed to achieve Makes Sense, Original Manner and Sii  0.00% 6.67%
Response)
Totally Lost
(failed to achieve allour criteria) 0.00% 46.67%
SN-SR-F
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural and Similar Response)
SN-F
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural)
MS-F
(failed to achieve Makes Sense)
SN-OM-F
(failed to achieve Soundgatural and Original Manner)
SN-MS-F
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural and Similar Response)
MS-OM-F
(failed to achieve Makes Sense and Original Manner)
MS-SR-F
(failed to achieve MakeSense and SimildResponse)
SN-MS-SRF
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural, Makes Sense and S 0.00% 0.00%
Response)
SN-MS-OM-F
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural, Makes Sense and Or 0.00% 0.00%
Manner)
Note: underlined outcomes dfee onesncluded in the initial criteria (see Secti8r8.1); bold
font indicates findings are worth discussing

6.67% 0.00%

6.67% 0.00%

0.00% 0.00%

0.00% 0.00%

0.00% 0.00%

0.00% 0.00%

0.00% 0.00%

0.00% 0.00%

0.00% 0.00%
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All 15 professional translators and almost half of the immigrants (6.67%, Total
Equivalence; 40.00%, SR) feel that the segment Sounded MaftuMade Sense and
maintained the Original Manner as to advising with a consultative Tdng.may have
been due to tweeasonsfirstly, Segment 13 was worded in accordance with lexico
syntactical rules of Mandarin Chinese, and secondly the tramslaitithe Englishyou

The Englishyouin the segment was translated with the pronoumh , which was also

mostly thecase with the Englisyouin other segments in Text 6 (which Segment 13 was
part of).

The Englishyousingular, can be translated intoifiése using any of a number of second

singular personal pronoufts for instance,n /¥ (male),n/Y (female) ornin

(respectful and gender neutral). While health pamphlets in New Zealand are usually
worded in an informative manner, advising and persuathiegtarget readers with a

suggestive tondSin, 2004) the Chinese pronounir/  is the proper choice for

deliveling such a manner of speaking in the translation of Text 6, including Segment 13.

The pronoumin/ is usuallyused in contexts where social hierarchy can be observed,

and the expression of politeness is required to expgefegence to someone who is highe
placed(Bing, 2006; Chang, 2@, p. 62; Nie, 2009; Wan, 2011; X. Wang, 2Q1Byr
instance, in a conversation between a junior academic and a highly respected professor,

the former may very possibly address the latter wiith , insteadn /& (male) omn /@

(female)

Generally speaking, in Chinese society (whether in mainlandaCHiong Kong, Taiwan)
authority and hierarchies are a common feature of social, family and working domains,
and there can be a huge power differerteiveen subordinates and super{btsfstede

Insights, 2018a, 2018c, 2018M)hus, imividuals at a lower hierarchical level would

expect to be told what to do in the secidtural context of mainland Chin&ofstede

Insights, 2018c)Therefore, unlike the New Zealand healtlecaystem, represented by
Waitemata District Health Boaf®ti n t hi's i nstance, where peé

decisions) are paramoulCrezee & Gordon, 2019k pamphlet distributed by any

250ther second singular personal pronouns in Chirsgsefor instanceNJE and@ i y; both namally usedn texts produced in the
Classical Chinese stylegnyanwén ),asinphraseNE Eoy 1/KoH & deherebyhurhéatgoeandK'S NIU 2 n yPilwhén £+ A
will you come again

26 Waitemata District Health Board is one of the twenty D&tii | S f 6K . 2F NR& Ay bSg w%SLHtlyRZ 1S& 2N
22aGSY FyR NB3Idz | §SR 068 (NMiksSy oOHealtl, a0N® Q&4 aAyA&aiGNE 2F |1 SIHfGK
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governmentbody in Chinese society is likely to be intended to instruct (rather than to
inform). In other words, the manner of a governnustributed pamphlet could in

gener al be masdirndp&di mst deleChi nese cont ex

While the pronoumin/ is usually used by a subordinate to address a superior in a

socially hierarchical relationgl the use of this pronoun shows awareness of a balance
of power or deliberately diminishes the sociatali€e between the subordinator (i.e. the
target reader) and the superior (i.e. the governipedy). Taking this Chinese cultural

characteristic intcaccount may help explain why the userdf¥  in the Chinese

translation helps present advice in a marsailar to that of the English original (i.e.
informative, consultative). This cultural characteristic also helps explain why a higher
percentage ofhie professional translators assigned Segment 13 Total Equivalence
(86.67%) because the translation shoveedattempt to ensure that the relationship
between the District Health Board proffering advice and the intended readeeshgs

equal as possible.hls attempt to provide more agency to individual rea@escia

Izquierdo & Montalt i Resurrecié, 201%yas al so consi stent W |
responsedo Question 5 in the postssessment survey (see Sectmf.4 stating

awareness of delivering messages with a consultative/suggestive tone.

However, Segment 13 did not reflect the tesisbe English original, present progressive

as withare taking Rather than using markers such as verb affixeg (progressiveand

I ed(past; perfective) to reflect tense, Chinese language relies on aspect markers such as
zail orzhéngzaiE (durative; ongoing) ani#/? (perfective)o project the temporal
context of araction, as to whether the actienbeingperformed othasbeenperformed

(C. N. Li & Thompson, 1981; J. Lin, 2003; T. Lin & Liu, 2004; Smith, 1994; Smith &
Erbaugh, 2001)

Since the English original, with its temporal contextapé taking implied thatthe
medicinesaremedicines you have been taking since you started feeling uhwellld

have used the aspect markbengzaiE  in thetranslation, placing it beforféiyondd
n /take (medicine)The translation would then have read A& ©On A 'Q
/Please bring all the mégines you are takingl would have choseahéngzdiE

overzail’ because the temporal context thhéngza#E projects is an ongoing, yet
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temporary, event within a specific time period wiéd’ indicates a more general sense

of progressive ever{T. Lin & Liu, 2004).

Therefore, the absence of the durative aspect matiémgzdiE  in Segmeh 13
resulted in the absence of a temporal context whigyengyaowt® n  Q /take

medicineshould have been interpreted as an ongoing action vatlpecific timeframe,
namelysince you started feeling unwellhe absence of any mention of such a timeframe
may have caused difficulties to the Chinese immigrants in Rat@rsup 2, especially

when considering their possible lowlgeracy educationabackground, as described in
Section3.5.2 Unlike higherliteracy readers, lowditeracy readers may more g

rely on the contextual information encompassing a segment, and they may not make full
use of the information to understand the segrtien-Dror et al., 1991; Ng, Payne, Steen,
StineMorrow, & Federmeier, 2017)n other words, the absencezb@ngzd®E could

have caused the Chinese immigrants to feel confused as to the temporal context, making
them unsure as tohatmedicinethe segment referred ttie medicine | am taking at the

moment, | have been takingn@e when?), or | took (when?)

The absence of the expected temporal context, due to the labiemdzai®E , could

then have helped explain the high pateges of the Chinese immigrants assigning
Segment 13 S (40.00%) and Totally Lost (46.67%). Iteseed that the Chinese
immigrants assigned SR (Similar Response Failed) to indicate that the absence of the

aspect markezhéngzai®E meant that they hadridea of what and how to respond to

the segment. In particular, the immigrants may have been esh&ssto what medicine

they were required to take along to the hospital: in spite of the fact that they seemed to
feel the segment Sounded Natural and M&dase, and also seemed to know that the
segment was giving them some informatiogflécting an infomative genre, as per the
Original Manney. As to the assignment of Totally Lost (all four criteria failed), it seemed

that the absence shéngzaE  could have even made the Chinese immigrants feel that

the segment did not Sound Natural, which then teddilures of the other three criteria
because of the correlative relationship between the achievement of Sounds Natural and
that of the other theecriteria (Makes Sense, Original Manner, Similar Response; see
Figure 2.2in Section2.31).
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My explanation of these assessment results would be that when a Chinese sentence does

not have any aspect marker or temporal adverb fewy. tLiwlyasterdayxianzai
/now, y Y HW, Lu/the near futurgto project a specific temporal context of an event (or

action), the event in question could be considered to be:

1 acovert past actiofd. W. Lin, 2003)an action that can be interpreted as an action
that happened in the paastcording to the surrounding contexttbe semantic

implication of the verkobject collocation, for instanéei » A E /he has

refused my requedt
1 a constant statéSmith & Erbaugh, 2001)for instancer r o /I walk to

school(a habitual event) or T /llike pizza(a preference).

Therefoe, the absence ahéngzd®E in Segment 13 may imply either ththe reader

already took some medicinethatthe reader is constantly taking medici@pecifically,
if a constant state was implied in the texg tBhinese immigrants could feel that the

segment did not Sound Natural because the imydnd® i1 /take (medicinehas a

(strong) pragmatic correlation withedicine andtake medicinshould not be considered
as a constant state (except for people suffefiom a congenital illness on an ongoing

basis and requiring constant medical care, such as cystic fibrosis).

In considering my argument for a correlative relationship between Sounds Natural and
the three criteria (sekigure 2.2in Section2.3.1), the mplication of taking medicine

could thencause the segment to fail to Make Sense to the Chinese immigrants because
the message (the implication) is detached from the logical and experiential reality (see
Table 2.3in Section2.3.4 where someone takes meide only wherthat person has
noticeable symptoms-ailing to Sound Natural and Make Sense then caused the segment
to fail to maintain the Original Manner as of being informative, and fail to elicit a Similar
Response in terms @hsuring the Chinese imgrants knew what they should do with

the medicine

The high percentage of the professional translators (86.6@®te 5.4, who assigned
Total Equivalence to Segment 13 in Text 6, seemed to indicate that thirteen out®f the

27The actiorjujué/  /refusecan be interpreted as a covert past action because the action may not be performgdfyd 8 Ij A ¢

/requesthas not been made.
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translators were only payirgitention to messages delivered through content words in the
segment. In other words, their assessment seemed to be based on judgement of whether
the semantic meaning of words themselves Made Sense in the segment, and seemed to
lack consideration of the ¢pcal and experiential reality associated with the wofde

fact that they did not take logical and experiential reality into account mayéswéd

in projecting a temporal context irreconcilable to the experiential redlifext 6. If we
lookatHa | | i day 6 s Fi e (HdllidayT1878;tadidayp&nMihtthidssah,e200

Kim, 2007) the constant state (i.e. the temporal contextyle medicineloes not match

the Field (i.e. the experiential realitfyable 2.3in Section2.3.4 of the section heading

/When you come to hospital to sedoctor(Segment 12 ifcxample

5.1). The latter relates to the scenario: when people go to hospital, they would probably
take the medicine they have taken since they started feeling unwell.

Example 52 hows t hat the professional transil
Senseseemed to be limited to the semantic level of messages, without extending to the
correlation between semantic meanings and ideational meanings of the context
encompassingthearn s | at ed text. Therefore, the ei:q
to Questions 3 and 4 (sée2.2and5.2.3 also revealed that the results of the assessments

by thel5 professional translators seemed to be based on the idea that seneamiitgs

do not overlap with the ideational meagsn in other words, the professional translators

did not appear to see the ideational meanings embedded into the semantic meanings of a
word. For this reason, the linguistic analysiE€gample 5.2lso slows that the proposed
assessment Criteria Set 1d3able 3.1in Section3.3.1) could help us assess translation
quality in a comprehensive aspect covering the interpersonal and ideational meanings of
the chosen lexicgrammatical arrangements. That Is triteria set is aligned with the
perspectives oéndusers (i.e. the Chinese immigrants) who assessed the quality of a
translation by considering not only the semantic meanings, but also the interpersonal and
ideational meanings of words, as exemplifieéegment 13 the use thfe pronoumir/

lyou (respectful; gender neutral and the absence of the durative aspecizimankedi

3
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5.5 Divergence caused by a lack of awarenessf interpersonal
meanings
As Text 6 was assigned the highest percentage ofiyf btest by the Chinese immigrants
(Ratersi Group 2) in their assessment, the next step involved looking at text segments
that the immigrants assigned Totally Lost most frequently. | therefore looked at Segment
24 and Segment 25 because more #ttgrercent of the immigrant raters assigned Totally
Lost to both segments (see 73.33% in Appendix 3@gment 24 was a subheading,
followed by Segment 25, the elaboration of the subheatlingve chosen to examine
Segment 24 in particular because this segistemts again a significant contrast between
the assessment results of two groups of raters. Whitge than70 percent of the
immigrants assigned Totally Lost to Segment 24, more than half dftpeofessional
translators assigned this segment Total Equiva€53.33%)as shown imable 5.5

Further, even though a majority of the Chinese immigrants assigned Totally Lost to
Segment 24, it could still be considered to be in accordance with the-tgiconatical
arrangements acceptable to native Chinese&kspgan other words, the translation would

be considered to have achieved Sounds Natural. Please see percentdgesl of
Equivalence, SHE and MSOM-SR-F in Table 5.5where a number of raters from the

two groups did not assess Sounds Natural as havied.fa
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Table5.5: Comparing percentages of outcomes assigned to Segment 24 in Text 6

Ratersi Raters
Groupl Group2
professional  Chinese
translators  immigrants

Possible outcomes assigned to Segment 24, Text 6

Average percentage of
assigned outcome

Total Equivalence

0] 0,
(achieved all four criteria) 53.33% 0.00%
SRF o o
(failed to achieve Similar Response) 0.00% 13.33%
OM-F o o
(failed to achieve Original Manner) 0.00% 0.00%
OM-SRF o o
(failed toachieve OrigineManner and Similar Response) 0.00% 0.00%
SN-OM-SR-F
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural, Original Manner and Sir  20.00% 0.00%
Response)
MS-OM-SR-F
(failed to achieve Makes Sense, Original Manner and Sit  6.67% 13.33%
Response)
Totally Lost o 0
(failed to achieve all four criteria) 6.67% 73.33%
SN-SR-F o o
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural and Similar Response) 0.00% 0.00%
SN-F o o
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural) 0.00% 0.00%
MS-F 0 0
(failed to achieve Makes Sense) 0.00% 0.00%
SN-OM-F o N
(failed to achieve Smds Natural and Original Manner) 6.67% 0.00%
SN-MS-F o o
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural and Similar Response) 0.00% 0.00%
MS-OM-F o N
(failed to achieve Makes Sense and Original Manner) 0.00% 0.00%
MS-SR-F o o
(failed toachieve Makes Sense and Similar Resppnse 0.00% 0.00%
SN-MS-SR-F
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural, Makes Sense and S 0.00% 0.00%
Response)
SN-MS-OM-F
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural, Makes Sense and Or  6.67% 0.00%

Manner)

Note:underlined outcomes are the ones included inrttiali criteria (see Sectiod.3.1); bold

font indicates findings are worth discussing

| have presented both Segments 24 and Zxample 5.3vith Segment 24 underlined

in order to show the context where the Chinese translation, Segment 24, delivered an

interpersonal meaning that was different from the English original.
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Example5.3: Segment 24 Text 6

Original text: How youcan help

Segment 24. s A F3 o
BT: Whatshouldone oneself do?
Original tex: We aim to give you the safest care possible. You can help us to make su
medicine gives you the greatest benefit with the lesisto you.
Segment25 TX =SAW S A QW o« A T
Qo xn? H in Y L
BT: Itis only you yourself who can beensure that your medicine brings you
best effect with the lowest risk. If you have any question or concern, f
feel free tdoring it up.

The back translation of Segment 24 shows that:

1 the Chinese translation did not deliver the semantic mgarthat were equivalent
to those of the content wordgo{iandhelp) in the English original,

1 the modality otanwith its function dintroducing the concept of ability/capability
to the reader of the English original was changed to thstiaidldas ifurging the
reader of the Chinese translation to take the suggested action. This was due to the
assertive tone of the Chinese modabwerd n § g Ushould(Hsieh, 2006; C. N.
Li & Thompson, 1981, p. 182; Y. Liu, Pan, & Gu, 1996, p. 101; H. Zhanth )20
which made the sentence sound ke should do it on your own

1 the declaative sentence (as a statement) in the English original had also been
changed to an interrogative sentence (as a question) with the interrogative word
z Dn/#e /how proposinga nonpolar question in the Chinese translation
(Halliday & McDonald, 2004) A change from a declarative to arerrogative
means a&hange of illocutionary interfBurn & Crezee, 2017; Crezee et al., 2020;
Teng et al., 2018)That is, while the English original of Segment 24 introduced
the message that followed with an informative manner, the translation delivered a

questioning manner which alsayed (due to the modakvby ¢ n ¢ g Ushould

the reader to give the answer.

Because neither of the two rater groups was given the English original text when they
were completing their assessments, neither group was able to tell whether the translation
had delivered the semamtmeanings equivalent to those of the English original. |
therefore will not discuss issues regagithis The two rater groups, however, were able

to make their assessment in their capacity of native Chinese speakers readisigtedra
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Chinese text talecide if they felt that the translation sounded like Chinese (Sounds
Natural), was easy to understand (Makes Sense), made them feefavatied (Original

Manner) and made them know what to or not to do (Similar Response).

Segmeh 24, similar to Segménl3 (see Sectioh.3), also seems a representation of
arguments proposed in both the Chinese and Western theories of literary traiislation
translators are allowed to add in their personal interpretation of the original text to the
translation to make inore understandable to the target redsee Section 2.2.2; Amos,

1973; Xindhang Luo, 1988a, 1988b;wMday, 2001; K. Wang & Fan, 1999; Xiong, 2015)

In this example, a personal interpretation was added to Segment 24, which was evident
from the altered semantic meanings (which | will not discuss for this example), the
modality (alility vs. demand) andhe mood (declarative vs. interrogative) of the English
original. | would say it was particularly the modality and the mood of Segment 24 that
had contributed to the contrasting assessment results between the two groups of raters.

Themodality as to the aset of demanding something (iye.0 n ¢ g Ushould and the
mood of anonpolar interrogative (i.ez N n/#;e /how) resulted in Segment 24

delivering an interpersonal meaning that appeared to be acceptable to the professional
translators (53.33% Tot&lquivalenceTable 5.5, yet confusingo the majority of the
Chinese immigrant raters (73.33% Totally Lostple 5.9.

While modal verbs in both the English and Chinese language function to communicate
interpersonal meaning#ialliday & Matthiessa, 2004; Halliday & McDonald, 2004)

the involvement of the modal vesb § n f g Ushouldin Segment 24 expressed an

interpersonal meaning that may be acceptable in the-sottical context of a Chinese
society, namely an instructive/imperative/auttadive one as commonly seen in the
mainland China contexgin, 2004)

Considering the Chinese cultural characteristics explained in Sé&cdditivat there can be

a huge power differential between subordinates and superiors in Chinese society overall
(Hofstede Insights, 2018c, 2018a, 201 8mjlividualsat a lower hierarchical level would
expect to be told what to do in the secidtural context of mainland Chin@&ofstede
Insights, 2018c)Therefore, a pamphlet distributed by any governrbedy in Chinese
society is likely to be intended to instruct (rather than to inform). In other words, the
manner of a governmedistributed pamphlet could in general be demandinghe

Chinese context, which is consistent with the tone of Segment 2ddeettee segment
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sounded like it was demanding with an assertive tone expressed by the modal verb
y 0 n § g Ushould(Hsieh, 2006; C. N. Li & Thompson, 1981, p. 182; Y. Liu et al.,

1996, p. 101; H. Zhang, 2015)

The involvement of the modal veybd n § g Ushouldin Segment 24 also appeared to

be consistentwit®&i n 6 s o0 b s e r nventionabanthodtdtivettonean tlee €hinese
version of New Zealand health tex204) A modal verb in a Chineseatnslation, such

asyad~ andy 0 n § g (imay either intensify or diminish the autonomy that the

original text aimed to afford the reader, the degree of power that the reader possesses
when making decision&rezee et al.2020) Whether itis intensifying or diminishing

depends on the context encompassing the translation, in this case the New Zealand
healthcare context/setting. Hence, when | considered the experiential reality of Text 6 as

a whole (which included Segmie24), the involvemenif the modal verly 0 n § g Ui

could have served well to meet the expected pragmatic intent of Segment 24 from the
Chinese cultural perspective, which was to tell the reader what they should do with
medicine, expressed by means of an assertive and demdodegin other words,
Segmeh 24 was telling the reader thitey should do somethirgy diminishing their
autonomy to act, and this was expressed through the modal \ierb ¢y g UHowever,

such an assertive and demanding tone did not convey the pragovattion of the
English orginal (informing but not demanding), as reflected in the high percentage of the

Chinese immigrants assigning the segment Totally Lost (73.33%hile 5.5.

While the modal verty 0 n §§ g U delivered a sense to the reader thwytwere

instructed to do soathing, which diminished their autonomy, the interrogative mood of
Segment 24 seems to have counteracted this pragmatic function. This is because the

segment was formed with a sentence structure involving the interrogative vibrd#n e
3> /how, which poses guestion rather than giving the reader an instruction. In other

words, when reading Segment 24, the Chinese immigrants would probably have felt that:
on the one hand, the segment i s @rjitnsstr uc
Afaskingo sheuldwd la addition, considering the aforesaid hierarchical
relationship from the Chinese cultural perspective, the Chinese immigrants would also
probably have feltthat: s n6t t he government sWhpipthised t
segment heretosak me a questi on | Fdrther,&ihce thennwodal t h e

verby ¢ n ¢ g Uwas involved in a sentence with an interrogative mood, the assertive
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and demanding tone could be intensified, delivering a sense that it was an obligation of
the readertat they should know what to do. Demanding patients to come up with answers
they are seeking would not make sense in either the-solticral context of New Zealand

or that of mainland China (the original country of the Chinese immigrants). This might
hawe confused the immigrant raters, and yet the professional translatorsdseele
unaware of any such potential confusion caused by this culturally inappropriate

expression of interpersonal meaning.

5.5.1 Perspectives of the immigrants on Segment 24

In considering my argument for a correlative relationship between Sounds Natural and
the three other criteria (s€&gure 2.2in Section2.3.1), achieving Sounds Natural does

not appear to guarantee the achievement of Makes Sense as seen in the Chinese
immgrant sé6 assessment results for Segiment 2
sensitive as to whether the semantic meanings aligned with the Field (see experiential
reality and logical reality iTable 2.3 Section2.3.4 of the translated text, batso as to

whether the semantic meanings fit the Tenor (interpersonal meanitigg obnslated

text (seeTable 2.3in Section2.3.4for a discussion of Field, Tenor and Mode). That is,

once the semantic meanings do not fit the Field and/or the Tetlor tefxt, the segment

does not Make Sense, as seen with the semantic mearantjred# > /howdid not fit

the Field of providing healthcare information (rather than asking a questiory),@mdg g U i

/shoulddid not fit the Tenor of asking a question wih interrogative mood,

demanding that patients should know the answer. Further,tfrerperspective of the
Chinese immigrants (the ender of translation), what could be argued is that achieving
Makes Sense may be considered a prerequisite of achievigqn@rManner. This
argument can be particularly supported by the evidence tha abrihe Chinese
immigrants assessed any segment inlth&anslated texts (i.e. Corpus 2) as failing to
Make Sense, yet achieving Original Manner (§able 4.7, including Segments 13, 14
and 24 in Text 6 (se@able 5.2, Table 5.4 and Table b.9he asessment by the
immigrant raters all showed zero percent of-MISNMS-F, MS-SR-F and SNMS-SR-

F (except the 0.02% of MSR-F and SNMS-SR-F in Table 4.7which coud be
considered nil). In other words, none of the Chinese immigrant raters felt that $8gmen
13, 14 and 24 Made Sense. Therefore, even though the Chinese immigrant raters assessed
Segment 24 as Sounding Natural, it did not express the message with plee pro

interpersonal meaning, hence did not Make Sense to the Chinese immigrants. This in turn
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caused the segment to fail the Original Manner of being informative. It also failed to elicit
a Similar Response in terms of making the Chinese immigrants feeathehlet (Text

6) was trying to tell them what they should or could (the modality of tigErnoriginal)

do withthe medicine

5.5.2 Perspectives of the translators on Segment 24

The fact that more than half of the professional translators (53.83%gned otal
Equivalence to Segment 24 in Text 6 seemed to indicate again that the professional
translators were only paying attention to messages delivered through content words in the
segment. In other words, their assessment seemed to be based on judgerhetiiesf w

the semantic meaning of words themselves Made Sense in the segment, and seemed to
lack consideration of the interpersonal meaning associated with these Woedack of

such consideratioseemed to result in translators overlooking the fact beatrtodality

ofy ¢ n § g cbmbined with the interrogative moodfd n/#nz (i.e. demanding an

answer) of Segment 24 was irreconcilable to the experiential reality of Text 6. That is,
the Tenor of Segment 24 did not match the Field that Text 6 projeceth{grpersoria

and ideational meanin@able 2.6in Section2.2) because Text 6, a pamphlet, had been
produced to suggest and to inform the reader with information related to the use of

medicine, rather than asking the reader for an answer.

Example 5.3p130 shows that the professional tr
Makes Sense seemed to be limited to the semantic level of messages, without extending
to the correlation between semanticamiegs and interpersonal meanings of thetext

of the translated text. The eight transl.
5.2.2and5288, al so revealed that the professio
to reflect the idea #it semantic meanings do not overlap witterpersonal meanings; in

other words, the professional translators did not seem to see the interpersonal meanings
embedded in the semantic meanings of a word. Further, the discus&ranople 5.1,

Example 5.2 amh Example 5.3while revealing the contrasg assessment results, also

led me to believe in the suitability of Criteria Set 1 ($able 3.1in Section3.3.])

because it seems to be aligned and compatible with therenéd r s 6 (t he (
I mmi g r agspéctivés)whep thay looked at a translé¢sd HenceCriteria Set 1 may

be a set of criteria applicable to rdié¢ practiceof community translation, and this is

something | will elaborate on iBection6.1



135

5.6 Summary of chapter

This chapter began by disu s si ng t he e i g h totht posiassessmaentor s 6
survey. Following this, it discussed the contrasting results of the assessments by the
professional translators and the immigrants, triangulating these with the survey responses.
The discussio focused on whether achieving the criteriof Sounds Natural is a
fundamental factor in achieving Similar Response, and whether the proposed Criteria Set

1 (seeTable 3.1in Section3.3.1) was aligned withtheemdl s er s0 per spect i v

Discussion in this chapter has revealed that the professionar ans| at or s o
results were correspondent with the surv
(maintaining) semantic meanings €s8ections.2), which seemed to be a cause of the
contrasting assessment results between the two rater gitwgpdiscussion also indicated

the importance of developing a set of assessment criteria through including both
producer-@seabd,aptdroughoelysig on theoretical frameworks that

are enduser oriented in terms of their grasp of infotima in the translation. In other
words, if the enduser does not clearly understand the message or know what they are
meant to do, then the trdason has not been successful. Through brief linguistic analyses

of exemplified segments (in Sectidh8, 54 and 5.%, the proposed Criteria Set 1 seemed

to have been developed with such perspectives. The next chapter will review Criteria Set
1 which linitially proposed through arguing that only a translation that Sounds Natural
can achieve the other thre@eria (Makes Sense, Original Manner and Similar Response)
and hence achieve pragmatic equivalence. The review will investigate whether ttee criteri

is able to determine whether a segment has been produced with consideration of all three

contextual valuesf ideational, interpersonal and textual meanings.
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Chapter 6 Discussion Il Assessing Contextual Meanings

6.1 Introduction

Following the consistency betweéhr i t er i a Set 1 and the en
i mmi grant sod) perspect i ve schaptervhegm$ with the n C
suitability of the proposed Criteria Set. The discussion focuses on whether the proposed
criteria set can help assess #lation quality with consideratioto all three contextual

values of ideational, interpersonal and textuahniegs. Assessing translation quality by
considering all three contextual values is important because a translation that is produced
withsuchconsder ati on can achieve what Matthie
on the level of conteXx001, p. 78)

This chapter also includes two amendments tae@ai Set 1. One is to support my
argument for the fundamental importance of Sounds Natural in achieviothdérehree

criteria. The amendment is that: while achieving Sounds Natural is of fundamental
importance to a translated text achieving Similargease, the achievement of Similar
Response may closely depend on whether the linguistic features of tHatitvansan

deliver the expected pragmatic functions and have those functions fulfilled in the target
sociccultural context. The other amendmentas the initial criteria set to have SN

included in Criteria Set 1 for its applicability in translator eation. The assessment
outcome SN can serve to reveal and raise st
and why achieving/failing Sounds Natluria of fundamental importance in achieving

Similar Response.

6.2 Suitability of Criteria Set 1

The three segnmts (Segment 13, 14 and 24) discussed in SebtRwere the ones where

the assessment results showed the biggest contrast. In other words tsegnanwere
assessed by the professional transl at or ¢
Equivalerte and deemed to achieve pragmatic equivalence) were often assessed by the
Chinese i mmigrants as a fdpoornmdfalingalithel at i
assessment criteria). Basedtbe discussion of these segment&xample 5.1, Example

5.2 and Example 5,3t became apparent that there was a significant divergence between
the perspectives of the two groups of raters. To furtheragxghe divergence, |

considered semantic, ideational and interpersonal meanings as three factors tisaeraters
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on a translated segment, and it seems that the translators could see only one factor, one

particular aspect of meaning.

Among the three facts, semantic meaninig the only one not mentioned in Kim and
Matthiessenods t hr ee sioehgosal iotérpefsanal and iexdual a |
(2015, p. 335; see Table 2.3 in Section 2.3HHwever, | see thisemanticaspect as
beingcontained in the ideational meaning to represent the experiential reatipn{nast

to the logical reality; se@able 2.3in Section2.3.4. Hence, | could see that the
professional translators had sepadatas aspect from the ideational meaning as well as
overlooking the interpersonal meanings when they made their assesEmeatiscussion

has revealed how the professional transl
in a difference between thegerspectives and those of the Chinese immigrant raters, as

shown inFigure 6.1

Rater—Group 1 Rater— Group 2

Professional translators Chinese immigrants

aspect of: aspect of:
ideational semantic interpersonal ideational semantic interpersonal

meaning meaning

JORN

meaning meaning meaning meaning

RN

;
s
2
2
e.
s
2
s
2

Z
_

tra

AN

Figure6.1: Contrasting difference in two rater groups' perspective of semantic meanings

Figure 6.1shows that:

9 the professio a | transl atorsé emphasis on sem
Crezee an2bl9)Bbsevnadtsi on of prof dsmakonal s
comments on the messages in the translatios;three aspects of semantic,
ideational and interpersonal meanings did not seem to overlap in the their

perception of what characterises a good quality translation;
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1 the Chinese immigrants, other than assgssnly the appropriateness of semantic
meanings of content words in the translation (i.e. assessing whether the word or
word collocation Sounded Natural and Made Sense), alsmesensitive to the
ideational and iterpersonal meanings; the three aspddsmantic, ideational and
interpersonal meanings seemedbtoall present in the their perception of what

characterises a good quality translation.

The linguistic analysis of the Segments 13, 14 andd&jether wih the comparison of
thetworatergroufis a s s e s s rhava shown that tlnd proposed Criteria Set 1 (see
Table 3.1in Section3.3.1) could help us assess translation quality if we focus on the end
user so perspectives, repr@mksiemdaseed i mmi tgh i
assessmenthe | attersd perspectives represent

meanings, but also the ideational and interpersonal meanings of a translation.

Also, to clarify my discussion, | have again inserted theetlsegments below. Segments

13 and 14 & included inExample 6.1and Segment 24 iBxample 6.2

Example6.1 (duplication of Example 5.1): Segment-12i Text 6

Original text: When you come into hospital
Segment 12:

BT: When youcome to hospital to see a doctor
Original text: Please bring all of the medicines you are taking including:
Segment 13 OnA Q L

BT: Please bring all the medicines you take.
Original text: N/A
Segment 14 D T wQ; :

BT: Pleasgemember carrying thetemslisted below
Original text: § all medicines that your doctor has prescribed
Segment 15 q n AHX A Q

BT: all the medicines that the doctor prescribed for you
Original text: § medicines bought at a supermarket, hesttibp,pharmacy or over the internet
Segment16 ¢ ° 1y aH p A Q

BT: medicines that you bought at supermarkets, pharmacy or over the internet
Original text: 9 herbal medicines, vitamins or natural remedies.
Segment 17 § y N éuw a

BT: herbal medicines,itamins and naturgreparation

Note: Segment 14 was an addition to the English original text
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Example6.2 (duplication of Example 5.3): Segment2Zext 6

Original text: How youcan help

Segment 24. s A F3 o
BT: Whatshouldone oneself do?
Original text: We aim to give you the safest care possible. You can help us to make su
medicine gives yothe greatest benefit with the least risk to you.
Segment25 TX =SAW S A QW o« A T
Q X I H in Y !
BT: Itis only you yourself who can best ensure that your medicine brings yc
best effect with the lowest risk. If you have any questio concern, pleas
feel free to bring it up.

When compared with t hesestheremdesyeerds & rpaenrss pad o
not place particular emphasis on the accuracy of messages (faithfulness to semantic
meanings; see Sectiob2.2 and 5.2)3or on whether the translated text Makes Sense

(when this criterion is confined to the semangiedl of messages).

Findings from the assessment of the three segments have shown that the Chinese
immigrants assigned only tleeitcomes underlined ifiable 5.2 Table 5.4 and Table 5.5

which were the seven outcomes included in the initial criteridei@iSet 1 (se&€able

3.1in Section3.3.1), namely:

1 Total Equivalence (achieved Sounds Natural, Makes Sense, Original Madner an
Similar Response);

1 SRF (failed to achieve Similar Response, but achieved the other three criteria);

1 OM-F (failed to achiev®riginal Manner, but achieved the other three criteria);

1 OM-SR-F (failed to achieve Original Manner and Similar Response, big\ath
Sounds Natural and Makes Sense);

T SN-OM-SR-F (failed to achieve Sounds Natural, Original Manner and Similar
Response, buwtchieved Makes Sense);

1 MS-OM-SR-F (failed to achieve Makes Sense, Original Manner and Similar
Response, but achieved Sounds Ndjuand

1 Totally Lost (failed to achieve all four criteria)

The observation that the seven outcomes listed in Criteria\Betelconsistent with the
outcomes appearing in the assessment results of the Chinese immigraibie ih. 7(see
Sectiord.3) is worthnotingbecause | proposed that these outcomes be part of the criteria
based on my argument of a correlative relatigngi@tween the four criteri&igure 2.2
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in Section2.3.1). In other words, Criteria Set 1 again seems to be an appropriate
representation of the emdls er sé perceptions o f wh at c

translation.

Although Sectior6.2 appeared to shothe suitability of Criteria Set 1 (in terms of being
inlinewithenduser sé6 perspectives), hehaspeciefthe s e ¢
findings. These findings did not seem to support my arguments for Criteria Set 1,
particularly my contention #t theachievement of Sounds Natural is fahdamental
importance to the achievement ofSamilar ResponseTo provide a ratioale for this
contention, | will begin discussing those outcomes which indicated that the two groups

of raters felt a segment hadhieved all three criteria except Similar ResponseHBR

6.3 Divergence in the assessment of Similar Response

Assigning SRF (Smilar Response Failed; SR to a segment indicated that the raters

felt that the segment Sounded Natural, Made Sense and imadhtiae Original Manner,

but had failed to elicit a Similar Response. Among the sixteen possible outcordes, SR
was the outcom most frequently assigned by the Chinese immigrants with an average
percentage of 44.63% (s€able 4.12andTable 4.13. This finding is worth discussing
because the high percentage ofSRi n t he Chi nese i mmi grant
support my agument that the achievement of Sounds Natural is of fundamental
importance to a segment also achieving a Similar Response.ntimgyfalso seemed to
contradict my discussion B.1 which showed that the initial criteria set, Criteria Set 1,

was aligned with the Chinese immigrantand er s® per spectives wk
assessment. Ehefore, it is necessary to examine the argument and the suitability of
Criteria Set 1.

Among thel5 translated texts in Corpus 2, the Chinese immigrants assigned Text 8 the
highest percentage of SR (55.11%; seelable 4.21 and 4.22 The professional
translatorshowever assigned this text the third highest percentage of Total Equivalence
(69.33%; se Table 4.21 and Table 4.22n other words, while the translators felt that
almost’lOper cent of the segments were @gnpicodo t
equivalence), the Chinese immigrants felt that they did not know what they were

instructedto do after reading more than half of the segments in Text 8.
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While looking at the assessment results of Text 8 which showed a high percentage of SR
F (as asessed by the Chinese immigrants) and Total Equivalence (as assessed by the
professional translats), it is possible that the Chinese immigrants felt that the segments
they assigned SR di d not actually constitute a f
segments did not successfully make the Chinese immigrants feel that they knew what
they were expded to do after reading the segment, they still felt that the segment
Sounded Natural and Made Sense. They also felt that they knew the intention of the
segmat (i.e. to inform, hence achieving Original Manner). When | compared their
assessment results ségments achieving Sounds Natural, Made Sense and Original
Manner with the professional transl ator s
were cosistent. Therefore, it is also necessary to investigate what had caused a segment
to not elicit aSimilar Response from the Chinese immigrants as the professional
translators appeared to have expected.

There werel5 segments in Text 8, and among those, @ninese immigrants assigned
Segment 3 the highest percentage ofFSRable 6.1shows that 733% of the Chinese
immigrants assigned Segment 3-BRwvhile 80% of the professional translators assigned
the segment Total Equivalence.

The fact that both gups of raters assessed Segment 3 as achieving the three criteria
(other than Similar Responsekseed to indicate that there was a consensus between the
professional translatorsé6é and the Chines:¢
This is becase both groups of raters felt that Segment 3 Sounded Natural, Made Sense,
and intended to inforrthe reader with answers to a question (i.e. achieving the Original
Manner of being informatit). However, the high percentage of the Chinese immigrant
ratersassigning SH- to Segment 3 again indicated that there wddfarence between

the perspectivesf the two groups of raters when they made the assessment. That is, the
professional translators detached the aspect of semantic meanings from ideational

meanngs (i.e. considering only the experiential reality, and not logical reality). In contrast,

28 At the training sessions, the proféssal translators were instructed that all the English oragitexts of thel5 translated texts in
Corpus 2 were produced with an intention to inform and/or persuade the reader to take or not to take actions suggesteer \mootls, the
Original Manneexpected to be achieved in the translated texts was to imf@nd/or persuade the target reader. Before the assessment sessions,
the translators were reminded of such pragmatic intention and were instructed to bear that intention in mind when asdesgingst(also see

Section3.6.1).
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the Chinese immigrants considered both the ideational meanings (involving both

experiential and logical reality) and interpersonal meanings as a wholegsee6.1).

Table6.1: Comparing percentages of oomees assigned to Segment 3 in Text 8

Ratersi Ratersi
Groupl Group2
professioneé Chinese
Possible outcomes assigned to Segment 3, Text 8 translators immigrants
Average percentage ¢
assigned outcome

80.00% 6.67%

Total Equivalence
(achieved all foucriteria)

(SfI;_i-IZd to achieve Similar Response) 0.00% 73.33%
E?alti/ll;; to achieve Original Manner) 6.67%  0.00%
%achieve Original Mamm and Similar Response) 0.00% 6.67%
SN-OM-SR-F

(failed to achieveSounds Natural, Original Manner and Sinr 0.00%  0.00%
Response)

%eve Makes Sense, Original Manner and Similar Res 0.00% 13.33%
z;g—iﬂi%Lieve all four criteria) 0.00%  0.00%
(Sf[a\:rlscli?_tzachieve Sounds Natural and Similar Response) 0.00% 0.00%
(Sf;-lgd to achieve Sounds Natural) 13.33%  0.00%
'(\gjl_gd to achieve Makes Sense) 0.00%  0.00%
(ng:-lgcljvlt-olzachieve Sounds Naal and Original Manner) 0.00% 0.00%
(Sf[a\:rlg/ldst_cl): achieve Sounds Natural and Similar Response) 0.00% 0.00%
'(\gasi’l-é)d'\{tl(-)lzachieve Makes Sense and Original Manner) 0.00% 0.00%
'(\gjl_eSng achieve Makes Sense and Similar Response) 0.00% 0.00%
(ng:-ltl\aﬂds'jz-clzhievéSounds Natural, Makes Sense and Similar Resp 0.00%  0.00%
SN-MS-OM-F

0, 0,
(failed to achieve Sounds Natural, Makes Sense and Original Me 0.00% 0.00%
Note: underlined outcomes are the ones included in the icitialia (see SectioB.3.7); bolc
font indicates findings are worth discussing

An overall view of contrasting assessment results for the segments in Text 8 across the
perspectives of the two groups of raters for each segment can be seen in Appendix F,

while the English original ofext 8 can be seen in Appendix G.
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Segment 3 was a subheading in Text 8, which gave information about spironolactone, a
diuretic medication used to treat patients who are at risk of heart failure. The subheading
was preceded by description of the effectd spironolactone (Segment 2), and followed
by a list of side effects that could be caused by this drug. To clarify my discussion, | have
presented Segment 3 underlinedExample 6.3long with Segment 2 and the first two

of the five side effects that folwed Segment 3.

Example6.3: Segment 3 Text 8

Original text: Spironolactone (Spiractth Spiroton&) helps to reduce symptoms a
improve survival in patients who have heartif | ur e é .

Segment 2: X y B v AW . éA Eé.
BT: Evidence shows that spironolactone deaprove the condition o
patients who have heart failu

Original text: What are some of the side effects?
Segment 3: X L W
BT: What side effects dogspironolactonghave?

Original text: Upset stomach or diarrhoea
Segment4: - 1
BT: Upset intestines and stomach
Original text: Rash
Segment5: n
BT: Rash

Looking at two Chinese linguistic features in Segment 3 helped me find a possible
explanaion as to whya majority of raters in the two groups felt that Segment 3 Sounded
Natural, Made Sense amutended to inform the reader with answers to a questian (i.e

achieving the Original Manner of being informative)

T The s wtrpnelactoneéfi wlbsent ia Segment 3 (see the back translation in
Example 6.3 Itis common to see a sentence without a suljechoth the written
and spoken Chinese because the €ensyntax allows the subject of a sentence
to be omitted (i.e. a null subject) when subject is understandable in the context
of the sentencéChu, 2018C. N. Li & Thompson, 1981; Y. Liu et al., 199@)he

o mi s s ispironolacfonei as t he subject i n Segmen:

grammaticality of thesentence and the accessibility of the message;

29 The concept of subject is understood in the systemic functional linguistics with three cor(étglislay & Matthiessen, 20045
grammatical subject has a grammatical relationship with the verb or predicate of a sentence (e.g. the form of the coptHangeb in the sentence

He is John, and | am Tim); a logical subject is the actor atton (e.g. he as the actor of thelad 2y t 29SS Ay GKS aSyidSyos

a

psychological subject is the concern of the message (e.g. the subject he is the concern of the message love pastadnyft@ Sentd KS t 2 gSa LI a i
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1 Segment 3 involved the interrogative wasidénmAL  /what which may have

made the raters feel that, even though unaware of the English original, Segment 3

was produced to inform the reader with answers to the question in the segment.

Therefore, in regartb the gramma the accessibility of the messaa®d thequestioning

tone of Segment 3, a majority of raters in the two groups assessed the segment as having
achieved Sounds Natural, Makes Sense and Original Mdseerpercentage of Total
Equivalence and SR in Table 6.). However, even though theydhassesd Segment

3 as having achieved the above three criteria, the Chinese immigrants presumably did not
know how to respond to the segment or what they were expected emddence the

segment did not achieve Similar Response and assessedr8$ SR

Since Sgment 3 passed the tests of the three criteria (Sounds Natural, Makes Sense and
Original Manner), looking at the semantic meaning and syntactical structure did not help
me explain the contrasting assessment results of the two rater groups. S¢glkents

13 and 14Example 6.1 and Segment 2&kample 6.2, that Segment 3 did not achieve
Similar Response did not involve issues of temporal aspect markers, word collocation and
modal verbs. Instead, it seemed to be related to leyw@mmmatical featas relagd to the

question wordshénméll  /what Namely, even though Segment 3 involvig:
interrogative wordshénmAl /whatto form a question, it lacked the sentefiocal
particle neé to express the interpersonal meaning that could have elicited &iSimi

Response from the Chinese immigrants.

When | looked at the English original, it seemed to me tthatreader othe English

original of Segment 3 would have beexpected to be awar# possible side effects of
spironolactone when they were reading tbffects of the medicine in the previous
segment. Therefor®y putting a question to the reader, the English original of Segment

3 seemed to deliver a pragmatic function of making ¢laeler feel thatie author knows

what | want to ask and here is theesgtion that | wanted to askhis pragmatic function

was achieved because the segment seemed to express the interpersonal meaning that the

author of the English original was in the sapusition as the target reader. Hence the

301In the criteria sethat the immigrants used to asses(iTable 3.2in Sectior3.3.2, the criterion Similar Response was provided with
(®) A HY/youknowwhatyoushould (notydo ! & GKS GNIAyAy3dI &S8aAr2yas (GKS AYYABNI yia 6SNB
felt about a translated segmert. K Sy i KS& GAO1ISR Wwyz2Q i GKS ONARGSNA2zZY {wX (KS& RAR yz2i

translated segment they had assessed (also see Se@i6risand 3.6.2
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question posed in the Endlis or i gi nal of Segment 3 migl
attention to the answer (i.e. the side effects) that were immediately listed after the question.
However, wher readthe translatetext, it seemed to me that Segment 3 would not have

successfully etiited that particular response from the Chinese immigrants.

While a question in Chinese can be formed with sentence particles sueh asalr
ne & , the pragmatic intention of theserfieles may vary from making strong

assumptions to simply seeking pjoins(Crezee et al2017; Teng, 2019)Specifically,

the sentencéinal particle néé , when attached to a question, does not express an

expectation of an answer to the question when the question is closely related to previous

messages. Instead, the partici#é introducesadditional information related to those

previous messag€€. N. Li & Thompson, 1981; C. Lin, 2003n other words, while an

interrogative question involving a word suchshe&nméll /whaf! expects the reader
to give an answer to the question, the involvement of the panide mitigatesthe

effect of questioning and draws the readc

Therefore, withouheé mitigatingthe questioning tone, thehi®iese immigrants seemed

to be confused by the question (Segment 3) posed. They may haveed#{pesegments
that followed the description of spironolactone to clearly tell them something more about
the medicine or what to do with the medicine, rathantlasking them to answer a

question.

Indeed, when making their assessment, neither groupes$ f@aad access to the English
original and thusvasnot able to judge the pragmatic function (the English original of
Segment 3) that | postulate here. Howeltas this equally informed basis, in terms of

both groups seeing only the translation, thitia revealed the divergent perspectives of

the two rater groups when they assessed a translated text. Even though a majority of raters
in the two groups assess8egment 3 as having achieved Original Manner in terms of
expressing the intention of askingjaestion and seeking an answer, | would say that the
interpersonal meaning the raters (in both groups) felt about the segment was not a sense

of empathy. In otér words, Segment 3 did not make the Chinese immigrants feéi¢hat

31Similar to Englistvhat, the Chinese question worshénmé.  /what can also be used in a statement. Whe#rénmé  /whatis
used to form a statement, the meaning is similar to Englibhtever For instance, the sentend¢dikewhateveryou likecan be translated a&
/you likewhat | then likewhat. Thequestionword shénmé.  /whatin Segment 3, however, indicated a question because it was not

used in the syntactical structure to indicate the concept of whatever.
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author knows what | warnb ask, and he/she is going to give me the answashence
confusion occurred, leading to more thé&hpercent of the Chinese immigrants (7.33%

in Table 6.} assigning SH to Segment 3.

At the beginning of SectioB.3, | indicated that the high perdege of SRF in the
Chinese i mmigrantso results seemed62 o be
namely that the initial criteria set (Criteria SetséeTable 3.1in Section3.3.1) was

aligned withtheend ser sé6 (i . e. t h erspEdtiviesnnwhandhey nmadei g r ¢
their assessment. However, the brief linguistic analysis of Segment 3 in this section shows
thatthe proposed Criteria Setsktemsagan t o be in | ine with t
perspectives when | explain the analysis basetherthree aspects of meanings (see
Figure 6.). In other wordsthe professional translators agagemed to detach the aspect

of semantic meanings (experiential reality) from ideational meanings to assess Segment
3, which was consistent with the surveyedr ans| at or s6 emphasi s
meanings of and faithfulness to the message (see SestihAsand 5.2)3 Even so, the

Chinese immigrantsonsidered both the experiential reality (i.e. semantic meaning) and

the logical reality delivered by way dhe ideational meanings when making their

assessment.
I n addition, the pr ofacksfaawacenessfthetinaparopsateat or
interpersonal meaning of Segment 3 was

translators not being awawd the potential pragmatic function of Chinese particles
(Crezeeetal., 2017; Teng, 2019; Teng et al., 2008)is respect, findings of the Chinese

i mmi gr ant s 0 lingussscanalysss of Seguhent 3ishleowed that the achievement
of the criterion Similar Response was not a definite result ofdhiexsement of the other
three criteria (Sounds Natural, Makes Sense and Original Manner). Moreover, linguistic
features thatdcilitate the achievement of the three criteria do not necessarily guarantee
the achievement of Similar Response. For instanc&eSé syntax does not always
require the presence of function words such as particles, aspect markers and modal verbs
in a setence. Absence of these words may not affect the grammaticality and the
naturalness of a translated sentence, meaning the c¢rit€oonds Natural can be
achieved. Hence, attention to the pragmatic functions that Chinese function words could
deliver (e.g.aspect marker, particles, modal verbs) may deserve further study in
combination with my proposed Criteria Set 1. The criterizaetserve as a pedagogical

model in Chinese languagelated translator education because in particular, the
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assessment of @inal Manner and Similar Response which are closely related to
pragmatic functions of words, may be particularly significant imineling student
translators that doing translation is more than expressing meaning by replacing source
texts with words in théarget language. Therefore, the proposed Criteria Set 1 can help
rai se student transl| at or s Ovaleneedqyskowiagthem o f
the significance of assessing whether the contextual meanings of a translation (e.g.
ideational and iterpersonal meanings) fit the so@oltural context that encompasses the

translation.

I n brief, t he Chi nm sesultsihaven hejpedanmmet exabnineansys e s
argument that the achievement of Sounds Natural is of fundamental importance to the
achierement of Similar Response. One amendment that | will make to this argument is
the following: while achieving Sounds Natural is foihdamental importance to a
translated text achieving Similar Response, the achievement of Similar Response may
closely deped on whether the linguistic features of the translation can deliver the
expected pragmatic functions of the source text and whtttbse functions are fulfilled

in the target socigultural context. For instance, if the English tag quegtituddleston,

Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech, & Svartvik, 1988 like pizza, correctlvith a falling tone),

is literally translated into Chinese asY x Y h Wdinmd®p ¢ si’ Y ?/you

like pizza, correct?the original illocutionary intent of making an assumption that the
l i stener wil | ag rementisNasttinithe Chinese tgnsatok leecadse s
the translation delivers the illocutionary intent to seek information witrdear
assumptiong(Teng et al., 2018)The Chinese translation Sounds Natural, tyet

linguistic features of the tag questialuii ma /correct do not elicit a Similar

Responséo the English original.

This section has investigated the divergence in the assessmerEqBS8Rilar Response
Failed) through examining possible Chinesgliistic features that made the translation
Sound Mtural, yet fail to deliver the pragmatic functions of the original text. It is worth
noting that the Chinese immigrants in my study seemed tquiie sensitive to the
pragmatic functions of those lingtics features, even though they felt the translation
Sounded Natural. The professional translators, who also felt the translation Sounded
Natural, however did not seem to be aware of what pragmatic functions the linguistic

features had delivered in the tsdattion.
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This concludes a brief discussionofthevo r at er groupsO concep
Response could be achieved. | will now look at the correlative relationship between
Sounds Natural and Similar Response from another perspective. | wildocgegments

that the Chinese immigrants felt Sol@d Natural, while the professional translators did

not feel that way, yet still assessed those segments as achieving a Similar Response.

6.4 Divergence in the assessment of Sounds Natural

Assigning SNF (where a segment fails to Sounds Natural, while therathree criteria

have been achieved) to a segment indicated that the raters felt that the segment did not
Sound Natural to a native speaker of the language, but had achieved all the other three
criteria, including Similar Respongé Among the sixteen psible outcomes, SIF was

the outcome second most frequently assigned by the professional translators with an
average percentage of 21.33% (second to Total Equivalenc&abke4.12 and Table

4.13. This finding is worth discussing because none of the&3e immigrants assigned

this outcome to any of thikb texts in Corpus 2. In other words, when a segment did not
Sound Natural, the Chinese immigrants did not seem to perceive the message of the
sggment (Makes Sense), nor the intention of the segmentig@riylanner), nor how

they were supposed to respond to the segment (Similar Response). This finding is worth
discussing also because the high percentage eF SNi n t he professi o
reaults appeared to contradict my argument that achievingritegion Sounds Natural is

of fundamental importance to a translated text achieving Similar Response. Therefore, it
is necessary to discuss this aneekamine my argument and the suitability aft€ria

Set 1.

32At the training sessions (see Sect.]), the professional translators were instructed that all the English original texts dfdhe
translated texts in Corpus 2 were produced with an intention to inform and/or persuade the readike or not to take actions suggested. In other
words, the Similr Response expected to be achieved in the translated texts were that the Chinese immigrants could be clearly informed and
persuaded to or not to take actions suggested in the translati@fol® the assessment sessions, the translators were remindedobf gragmatic

intention and were instructed to bear that intention in mind when assessing the texts.
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Table6.2: Comparing percentages of outcomes assigned to Segment 3 in Text 2

Ratersi Ratersi
Groupl Group2
professional Chinese
Possible outcomes assigned to Segment 3, Text 2 translators immigrants
Average percentage of
assigned outcome

26.67% 26.67%

Totd Equivalence

(achieved all four criteria)

SRFE

(failed to achieve Similar Response)

OM-F

(failed to achieve Original Manner)

OM-SR-F

(failed to achieve Original Manner and Similar Respons
SN-OM-SR-F

(failed to achieve Sounds Natural, Original Manner  0.00% 0.00%
Similar Response)

MS-OM-SR-F

(failed to achieve Makes Sense, Original Mannerand S 0.00% 13.33%
Response)

Totally Lost . 13.33%  6.67%
(failed to achieve all four criteria)

SN-SR-F

(failed to achieve Sounds Natural and Similar Respons

SN-F

(failed to achieve Sounds Natural)

MS-F

(failed to achieve MakeSense)

SN-OM-F

(failed to achieve Sounds Natural and Original Manner 0.00% 0.00%
SN-MS-F

(failed to achieve Sounds Natural and Similar Respons

MS-OM-F

(failed to achieve Makes Sense and Original Manner)

MS-SR-F

(failed to achieve Makes Sense and Similar Response)

SN-MS-SR-F

(failed to achieve Soundsatural, Makes Sense and Sim  0.00% 0.00%
Response)

SN-MS-OM-F

(failed to achieve Sounds Natural, Makes Sense and O  0.00% 0.00%
Manner)

Note: underlined outcomes are the ones included in the initial criteria (see 3.1.
font indicates fdings are worth discussing

6.67% 46.67%

6.67% 0.00%

0.00% 6.67%

0.00% 0.00%

46.67% 0.00%

0.00% 0.00%

0.00% 0.00%

0.00% 0.00%

0.00% 0.00%
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Table6.3: Comparing percentages of outcomes assign&agonent 10 in Text 2

Raters Raters
Groupl Group?2
professiona Chinese
Possible outcomes assigned to Segment 10, Text 2 translators immigrants
Average percentage o
assigned outcome

13.33% 13.33%

Total Equivalence

(achieved all four criteria)

SRFE

(failed to achieve Similar Response)

OM-F

(failed to achieve Original Manner)

OM-SR-F

(failed to achieve Original Manner and Similar Response
SN-OM-SR-F

(failed to achieve Sounds Natural, Originslanner an 0.00% 0.00%
Similar Response)

MS-OM-SR-F

(failed to achieve Makes Sense, Original Manner and S 6.67% 26.6 0
Response)

Totally Lost . 20.00%  6.67%
(failed to achieve all four criteria)

SN-SR-F

(failed to achieve Sounds Natural &ithilar Response)
SN-F

(failed to achieve Sounds Natural)

MS-F

(failed to achieve Makes Sense)

SN-OM-F

(failed to achieve Sounds Natural and Original Manner)
SN-MS-F

(failed to achieve Soundsatural and Similar Response)
MS-OM-F

(failed to achieve Makes Sense and Original Manner)
MS-SR-F

(failed to achieve Makes Senand Similar Response)
SN-MS-SR-F

(failed to achieve Sounds Natural, Makes SenseSamdar 0.00% 0.00%
Response)

SN-MS-OM-F

(failed to achieve Sounds Natural, Makes Sense and O  0.00% 0.00%
Manner)

Note: underlined outcomes are thees included in the initial criteria (see 3.1.1); |
font indicates findings are worth discuggin

0.00% 33.33%

0.00% 0.00%

6.67% 20.00%

0.00% 0.00%

46.67% 0.00%

0.00% 0.00%

6.67% 0.00%

0.00% 0.00%

0.00% 0.00%

0.00% 0.00%
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Among thel5translated texts in Corpus 2, Text 2 was assigned the highest percentage of
SN-F by the professional translators (33.33%; $able 4.23. However, none of the
segments in this text were assigned-lSKy any ofthe Chinese immigrant®©%,; see

Table 4.23 ad Table 4.2} | also further looked at the results of segments that had failed
Sound Natural, as well as Make Sense and/or Original Mayetestjll achieved a Similar
Response (i.e. outcomes $\N SNOM-F, SNMS-F and SNMS-OM-F; as shown in

Table 4.2%. The findings of those segments showed the Chinese immigrants did not
assign anyf these outcomes to any segments. The professional trassiatoontrast to

this, assigned one of these outcomes to 41.21% edele 4.2% of the segmentgmong

the eleva segments in Text 2, Segment 3 and Segment 10 were assigned the highest
percentage of SI¥ (46.67%) by the professional translators. Fingiofjthe assessment
results of the two segments further showed a different opinion on the achievement of
Sounds Nairal, as shown iffable 6.2 and Table 6.3

An overall view of contrasting assessment results for the segments in Text 2 across the
perspectres of the two groups of raters for each segment may be seen in Appendix H,

and the English original of Text 2 cae seen in Appendix I.

Table 6.2 and Table 6show that while Segment 3 and Segment 10 did not Sound Natural
to almost half of thel5 profesional translators (see 46.67%; -8B the two segments
Sounded Natural to the majority of the Chinese immigramits, the exception of one
immigrant who did not feel that way (see 6.67%; Totally Lost). This is a rather interesting
finding as this findig seems to contradict my discussion in Sect@®@sand 6.3This
indicates that the Chinese immigrants seemed reensitive to the interpersonal and
ideational meanings of certain pragmalinguistic features (expressed through particles and
modal verbs, ahcollocation of words). The low percentage of Chinese immigrant raters
who assigned Totally Lost (6.67%) appeacethdicate that the Chinese immigrants were

not as sensitive as the professional translators to the naturalness of expressions. However,
this is my interpretation of the findings, trying to view them from the professional
transl at or s 6 rpverdssl poala roti helpebut wonder wehy theeimmigrants
had a different view from us translators (including myself among the latter here).
However, this perspective may not be the most appropriate since it is the immigrants who
are the endisers of a tramated text(cf. also Garcidzquierdo & Montalt i Resurrecio,

2017) It is only when the endsers are able to fully grasp the purpose of the information
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contained in the original text, that a translated text can be considered to be successful (see

Section?2.7 for more discussion on the significance ofend er 6 s ivgs)er spect

When | interpreted the assessment results of both Segment 3 and Segment 10 in Text 2
from the I mmi gTader62 and Tapl®g.draskedunyselfwhy a text that
Sounded Natural to the immigrants did not Sound Natural to the transf@tenswer

this question, | again analysed the Chinese linguistic features of both Segment 3 and
Segment 10. The anal yses seemelkletobther e v e ¢
importance of semantic meanings in the achievement of Makes SensaalQvignner

and Similar Response, and thiksick of awarenessf certain Chinese pragmalinguistic

features (discussed in Sectidnd and 5.k

6.5 Assessing Similar Response without cerdering Sounds Natural

In terms of naturalness of expression, lagrdelwi t he pr of essi onal tr
that Segment 3 did not Sound Natural. This segment, however, Sounded Nahowgd to
than90 percent of the Chinese immigrants (see Totplizalence 26.67%, SR 46.67%,
OM-SRF 6.67% and MSOM-SR-F 13.33% inTable 6.9. Aligning myself with the
Chinese i mmi gurseentss0d (ptehres peercd i ves, I anal
Segment 3 and realised that the segment was indeed irdaecerwith the Chinese

syntax. The linguistic analysis also seemedterad t he pr of essi onal

1 Dbelief that a translation may still achieve Similar Response even if the translation

does not Sound Natural.

This belief is apparently contrary toy argument that there is a correlative relationship
between the achieweent of Sounds Natural and that of the other three criteria (Makes
Sense, Original Manner, and Similar ResponseFgpae 2.2n Section2.3.1). In other
words, Sounds Natural is fandamental factor in a translated text achieving Similar

Response.

| have presented Segment 35rample 6.4with the pronouns /¥ /youandn Y/a &
/yourin bold.
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Example6.4: SegmenB - Text 2

Original text:  You are also likely to put on extra weighyibu eat more food thayour body
needs for energy
Segment3: ‘Qa A\ af A Ya F 7
BT: If the amount ofyour intake of food exceeds the energy tyatr body needs
you will gain weight.

The bak translation of Segment 3 shows that the English prongomandyour were

all kept in the Chinese translation, Segment 3. The segment was produced in accordance
with the Chinese syntactical rules and the semantic meanings of content wordsealso fi

the context surrounding the segment itself, the use of insulin and diet control. In other
words, there was nothing amiss in Segment 3 either syntactically or semantically. That
al so means, the segment Sounded ddsmentr a l
results, even though the professional translators did not feel the same way. One linguistic
feature of the Chinese language can help explain why the segment did not Sound Natural
to the translators and may have again revealed their lack of awarehesential

pragmatic functions delivered through certain pragmalinguistic features of the language.

Chinese is a language which allows pronouns to be omitted from a sentence when the
context surrounding that sentence allows the reader to have a clearwded of whom

the omitted pronouns refer (€. N. Li & Thompson, 1981; Xiao & Hu, 2015 this

regard it is similar to other higtontext languages, such as Korean, which has a null
subject(cf. Lee, 2009) When a pronoun (particularly a personal pronoun) frequently
appears in a sentence of a translation, the frequent use of the pronoun is often a result of
Anglicisation, meaning that the pronoun could have been omitted to make the translation
sound more Chinedike (Dai, 2016; Xiao & Hu, 2015)The frequent use of the pronoun

n /Y /youin Segment 3 couldxplain why the segment did not Sound Natural to almost

half of the professional translators (see-SM6.7% inTable 6.3. However, what should

also be noted is that frequent use of a personal pronoun in a sentence doestibicaff
grammaticality of he sentence, meaning that the sentence still follows the syntactical
rules of Chinese and may still sound like Chinese. That then could explamaevayhan

90 percent of the Chinese immigrants felt Segment 3 Sounded NatuealT (dal
Equivalence 26.67¥%5R-F 46.67%, OMSR-F 6.67 and MSOM-SR-F 13.33 inTable

6.2). This may explain the contrasting assessment results of Segment 3 by the professional

translators and the Chineisemigrants.
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Even though there are no clear rules ashen a pronoun should bendgted, a pronoun
present in a sentence (when it can be omitted) functions to deliver the textual meaning
that the speaker/writer intended to place emphasis on that pr@aNnLi & Thompson,

1976, 1981)Particularly when this pronounms/¥ /you the speaker/writer is making it

clea that it isyouwhom | am talking tqHsiao, 2011; C. N. Li & Thompson, 1981

addition, because the imperative structure in Chinese allows kegippyonoum /&
/youin the sentence, the emphatic function of the prormofifi/youcan be amplified.

That then achieves the interpersonal function of delivering the message with an
authoritative and i mperative ton(B0P4) and
observation thatthe tone in delivery of healthcarelated messages is more of an

imperative one in the mainland Chinese context

It is interesting to note that some of the survey respondents had mentioned the importance
of keepingih @ ¢ o n saun & despanhdem| 5 &nd 74h their responses to the peost
assessment survey in Question 5 which asked about their awareness of cultural
differences. However, eighty percent of the professional transkdtibfelt that Segment

3 had achieved a Similar ReEmse (se Total Equivalence 26.67%, GM6.67 and SN

F 46.67 inTable 6.2, and maintainedth@ or i gi nal t o n & 8pitegoRtlees p o n

potentially imperative tone of the pronoan¥ /you (as in | am talking to/ou). The

pr of essi on adkof@aaranes®f tree podential interpersonal meanings of the

pronounn /¥ /youis consistent with my discussionBkample 6.Xalso see Sectidn 3),

where the translators also appebaumaware of the potentiahpact that the imperative

tone ofthe wordjizht/ P /remembemight have on the Chinese immigrants.

The tone of Segment 3 sounded imperative and was consistent with the interpersonal
function expected from healthcarelated messges in the mainland Chinese context.
However, this segment did not elicit a Similar Response for ali#percent of the
Chinese immigrant ratet$(see SRF 46.67%, OMSR-F 6.67 and MSOM-SR-F 13.33

in Table 6.2 as b the point thathey get to know tlyeshould not eat more than their

bodies need

331 speculate that there are more issues involved. One particular issue that interessswhether the Chinese immigrants had already
been used to New Zéal Yy RQ& O2y & dzf i | dphtiér relgtibnéhiizNIBat meyins ltheyrcaul@ haeNdeen socially integrated to NZ

mainstream society in this aspg@. Tang, 2017My spealation would of course warrant further research.



155

Table6.4: Comparing percentages of excluded outcomes assigned to Segment 3 in Text
2

Ratersi Ratersi
Groupl Group2
professioné Chinese
The outcomes listed in this tabhere excluded from Criteria Set 1 translators immigrants
Average percentage ¢
assigned outcome

(Sf[a\lirlgg%tz achieve Sounds Natural and Similar Response) 0.00% 0.00%
ﬁghgd toachieve Sounds Natural) 46.67%  0.00%
'(\gj[(le:d to achieve Makes Sense) 0.00%  0.00%
?a\hgc'ivl t-oFachieve Sounds Natural and Original Manner) 0.00% 0.00%
(Sf[a\:rltl\e/lds';cl): achieve Sounds Natural and Similar Response) 0.00% 0.00%
?gasi)l-eczil\{[l(-)lzachieve Makes Sense and Original Manner) 0.00%  0.00%
'(\gjl_eSdR;g achieve Makes Sense and Similar Response) 0.00% 0.00%
E[a\:-lgﬂdss l;f-cliwieve Sounds Natural, Makes Sense and Similar Res 0.00%  0.00%
dailed to achi 0.00%  0.00%

(failed to achieve Sounds Natural, Makes Sense and Original Me

Further, even though there was no obvious indication that the imperative tone of Segment

3 had caused the Chinese immigrants to not know how to respond to the segment, such
an imperative tone did not seem to facilitate delivery of the messathe tGhinee
immigrants. More thaf0 percent of them did not get the message tthe should not

eat more than their bodies need Exact causes of the Chini
Similar Response to Segment 3 may not be clear. However, the above prggistit

feature of the pronoun /¥ /yourevealed that the proposed Criteria Set 1 again seemed

to be in line with the Chinesemi gr ant ss@s €t @) emar sTaele t | v e
6.4 shows that none of the assessment outcomes that | had excluded from Criteria Set 1
appeared in theiassessment results. To put it the other way around, Criteria Set 1

included only the outcomes thaould appearintheendis er 6 s assessment

In addition, the proposed Criteria Set 1 did not include the assessment outceifne SN
(Sounds Natural is Had while the other three criteria have been achieved). This outcome
was not included becauserafy argument that Sounds Natural is a fundamental factor in

achieving a Similar Response. This ar gume
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assessmerresults because once the immigrants did not feel the translated segment
Sounded Natural, theyidinot get what the segment meant (failed Makes Sense), what
the segment intended to do with the message (failed Original Manner), and what they

should or shdd not do (failed Similar Response).

However, the high percentage of $Nn the professionaltnas | at or s6 assess
revealed a point of amendment that | may need to make to Criteria Set 1. Thatis, SN
may have to be included in the criteria f@tits pedagogical applicability to translator
education, because it can serve to reveal studebh r ans| at or s concep
Natural is of fundament importance in achieving a Similar Response. IncludifgirsN

the criteria set may also reveahether student translators hold the belief that a translation
may still achieve a Similar Respge even if the translation does not Sound Natural. It
may then turn out thatjust like the eight survey respondentstudent translators place

more emphasion semantic meanings of the translation. This may then also potentially
reveal a &ck of awareass,amongst these students, of other potential ideational and
interpersonal meanings (see Sectibrfsand 5.5 as well as potential textual meanings

as disassed in this example.

6.6 Assessments without considering the three contextual meanings

The assessemt results of Segment 3 resulted in my amendment of the initial criteria set
by adding SNF to Criteria Set 1. The assessment results of Segment 10 siral&oly
revealed a lack of consideration of potential textual meanings of the segment. While
SegmentlO did not Sound Natural to almost half of the professional translators (see SN

F 46.67% inTable 6.3, the segment Sounded Natural to more tB@mpercent ofthe
Chinese immigrants (see Total Equivalence 13.33%F SR.33%, OMSR-F 20% and
MS-OM-SR-F 2667% inTable 6.2. To explain why Segment 10 Sounded Natural to the
majority of the Chinese immigrant raters, | analysed the linguistic features of the segmen
and realised that the segment was again indeed in accordance with the Chinese syntax.

Thelingu sti c analysis also seemed to reveal

1 lack of awarenessf influences from a potentially Anglicised Chinese sentence
structure irtranslation;

T lack of awarenessf the textual function of the copular veshiy /bein terms of
giving affirmation to or assertion of the following or preceding mess@gjezo,
1965; C. N. Li & Thompson, 1981; McDonald, 199and
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1 Dbelief that the criterion Makes Sense can only be achieved through the semantic
meanings of a segment, which then can lead to the achievement of Similar
Response eveifithe segment does not Sound Natural (see discussion in Sections
5.2.1,5.2.2and 5.2.3

| have presented Segment 1@Example 6.5vith the copular verlshi /bein bold.

Example6.5: Segment 10 Text 2

Original text: If you are unwell it is important you do more testing because it can cft
your blood glucose level.
Segment 10: | Qa n oy £ nn -~ "}
BT: If you feel unwell, increase the number of blood tesigngery important.

The back translatioof Segment 10 clearly shows that the message in the English original
becauseclause was not included in the translation. The omission of that messagesleserve
further discussioff. However, the two groups of raters were not given the English
original (hene were unaware that any information had been omitted). | therefore will not

discuss the impact on translation quality caused by the omission.

The copular védy shir /be in Segment 10 could help explain why the professional
translators did not feel the segment Sounded Natural. The copulatvgrifbewas not
used in conjunction with the partickA t o f orm a fsh3éde str

commonly seen structuie Englishto-Chinese translation as revealed by Xiao and Hu
(2015) In other words, if Segment 10 had involved the partigéd at the end of the

sentence, makingg read £ n 1 - "~ A, the professional translators

assigning theesgment SNF would most probably have felt it Sounded Natural.

However, even though commonly seen in Engls€hi nese transl ati ol
s t r u dstoftem ivappropriately adopted franslatiordue to the English copular verb

bebeing literally tanslated as the Chinese counterphity /be (Xiao & Hu, 2015, pp.

140/ 143) The literal tanslation of the Englistbe leads to an Anglicised Chinese
structur e (Ddi, 2016 p.2165 Xiao & Hu, 2015, pp. 14@3) One

34 Further discussion may include not only the impact on the translation quality bust also external factors that may haweddftbe
translators, such as what and how well instructions were given tdrémeslators, what original texts were actually given to the translators and so on.

These aspects, even though deserving serious adejth discussion, may be beyond the scope of the aurstudy, and hence are not included.
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syntactical feature of utcherraewt (dntei.c n@®hi

English to Chinese translations) is that the copular siefly /becanbe left out, and that
the message preceding the parta#&\ will still be the focal point of informatiofC. N.

Li & Thompson, 1981)For instance, the messageudr  /Junein the sentencer Y
shi lityué dao de r b 3 A /it was in June when | arriveid emphasised in contrast

to other months of the year through excluding those months. Using that syntactical rule,

the sentence can be utteresdva¥ | i Y%y/u T bt & A (it wak @ June when | arrived
still delivering the same textual meaning asiaguer + /Junebeing the focal point of

information.

Bearing in mind this syntactical rule, | reworded Segment 10 in order to test whether the
segment had satisfied the rule, anoiid still be grammatical and sound natural if | left

out the copular verbhir /beand added the partictefA to the segment.

Segment10, £ n 1 -|T—= ~ Jincrease the number of blood testing is very impoytant
was then reworded by leaving out the copulabi /bebeforen D n  z h/5 ‘ngy "~ o
~ Ivery importantand adding the particige/A . The sentence thenread a§ n 1l

—-" ~ A lincrease thenumber of blood testing very importarfthis reworded sentence

however, sounded neither grammatical nor natural. In othersw8etyment 10 was not
a sentence produced with a structure that complies with the syntactical rule of the
Ash3éde st tralsooneans tieefprofessidnal translators did not seem to be aware

of the ungrammaticality of the segment.

In fact, Segment 1@as a grammatical sentence and did Sound Natural, but exerted an
illocutionary force that was not equivalent or similar to the Original Manner of the source
text, which had served to inform the target reader using an assertive tdead ke

illocutionary force of Segment 10 seemed to trigger an argument by weakening the

importance of £ n 1l /increase the number of blood testifdis illocutionary force
was exerted by the copular veshi /be for its textual functions:ieven though
functioning to affim or assert the following or preceding mesq&tjeao, 1965; C. N.i
& Thompson, 1981; McDonald, 1992he copular verlshi /be could also deliver an
expression that may be similar to a softened expression of EagésithouglfY. Liu et

al., 1996, p. 394)That softené expression aéven thougimay then lead to a concession
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of theimportance of messages both preceding and following the copulasivigfldbe,

and hence detach those messages from being the focal point of information. For instance,
the copular verBhir /be while weakening the importancesitidy hardn the sentence
y.ngg®@ng d¥shi/ashé kN /swdyling lwayd is very important
implies that there are other matters more importantshady hard Therefore, attention

of the target audience mae drawn away froretudy hardo, for instancehealthin the
sentencey , ngg@ng d¥%shl sh3 hin zh, mgy o d’" n

- YT B~ ~ /study hard is very important, but health is more importémt
other words, a sentence with the copulabsiri /bemay cause the target audience to

expect that what fabws deserves more attention. The something that deserved more
attention however was absent from the English original of Segment 10, and hence the
textual meanings delivered in the segmentnek to have hindered the Chinese
I mmi gr ant s& u n degmesttinaarasionwgat or fhowttohrespond to the

segment.

To clarify my discussion, | have again included Segment Example 6.6 The textual
meaning (the emphasised informationjnafease the number of blood testicwuld have

been signified by #involvement oh - /very(in bold font in the example).

Example6.6: Segment 10 Text 2 (shortened)

Originaltext: ¢i t i s i mportant you do more tes
Segment10: £ nn - "

BT: éincrease the rnngisMergimpodant. bl ood t e

The involvement of the copular veshir /be however, may attenuate the illocutionary

force of advising patients to do more testindpile implying that there was something

else more important than that advidéhat is, the textdameaning of £ n 1l

/increase the number of blood testiimgSegment 1@vas distorted because it delivered
the implied message that increasing the number of blooditast®t of importance, yet
not followed by the message that was important to the taegder.That may explain
why eighty percent of the Chinese immigragits not know how to respond to Segment
10 (i.e. SRF; see SR 33.33%, OMSR-F 20% and MSOM-SR-F 26.67% inTable 6.3
even though they all felt the segment Sounded Natural.
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This brieflinguistic analysis of Segment &@ain seemed to indicate that the professional
translators were only paying attention to the message delivered through content words in
the segment. In other words, their assessment seemed to be based odgerient b
whether the semantic meaning of words themselves Made Sense in the segment, and in
this example, seemed to lack consideration of the textual meaning associated with certain

content words (e.g. the copular vestivr /be). My analysis also seeméd revealthat

the professional translatorsdo concept of
the commonly used Angl i ci s édho & Hua205K)pp.t i on
140 143). This maypossibly have led them to assess the segment as not Sounding Natural.
This may also have resulted in thi&ick of awarenesef the textual meanings dfe

copular vertshir /be

The Chinese immigrants, in contrast to this, seemed tadre sensitive to the textual

meanings of certain pragmalinguistic features, such asofgar vertshi /bein this

example. In other words, the difference in assessment between theotyps gfraters

was not only reflected in their consideration of semantic, ideational and interpersonal
meanings (sekigure 6.}, butthe consideration of textual meanings also seemed evident

i n the Chinese i mmigrantso qualitydrenpldtonof  wl
Hence, the discussion in this section has

emphasis on the experiential reality of semantic meanings reflected a different view to

that of the Chinese i mentednfFigunet626 assessme.l
Rater—Group 1 Rater— Group 2
Professional translators Chinese immigrants
aspect of: . ' aspect of: .
i |deat|<?nal textu?l |nterper§onal
meaning meaning Inl1‘ean|ng' meanlng

(experiential reality in ideational meaning)

Figure6.2: Contrasting difference in two rater groups' perspectives of three contextual
meanings
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Figure6. 23 hows t he Chinese I mmigrantso sokensit
ideational, interpersonal and textual meanings (as discussed in S&cliobs and 6)3

as reflected in their assessment results and revealed in the above linguistic.analysis

Figure 6.2also showed again the proposed Criteria Set 1 (see S8@&itnseemed to be

in line and compatible withtheends er s 6 (t he Chinese I mmigr
they looked at a translated text. Criteria Set 1 hence may be a setrid applicable to

the reallife practiceof community translation in terntf determining translation quality

on the | evel of context, meaning a possi
ma x i mum e g(@00Y, p. 8 atso s® Section 2.4)

6.7 Summary of chapter

This chapter began by discussing thdtability of the proposed Criteria Set. The
discussion was conducted algh relying on theoretical frameworks that are-aser

oriented in terms of their grasp of information in the translation. In other words, if the
enduser does not clearly und&sd the message or know what they are meant to do,
then the translation kanot been successful. Through brief linguistic analysesmple
segments in this chapter, the proposed Criteria Set 1 seemed to have been developed with
such frameworks. The digssion therefore indicated that the proposed criteria set seemed

to be ableto help assess translation quality with consideration of all three contextual
values of ideational, interpersonal and textual meanings. Such consideration of all three
contextual @lues was in line withtheends er 6 s per spect iFiguwes, as
6.2 Assessing translation quality with such consideration is important because a
translation that is produced with such consideration can achieve what Matthiessen termed

Amaxienpuun val enceodo on the |l evel of context

This chapter includetivo amendments to the proposed initial criteria set (i.e. Criteria Set
1). One is particularly for my argument for the fundamental importance of Sounds Natural
in achieving the otlhrethree criteria. The amendment is that: while achieving Sounds
Natural isof fundamental importance to a translated text achieving Similar Response, the
achievement of Similar Response may closely depend on whether the linguistic features
of the translabn can deliver the expected pragmatic functions and have those functions
fulfilled in the target sockzultural context. The other amendment is for the initial criteria
set, which is to have SN included in Criteria Set 1 for its applicability in tranetat
educationWhile the four criteria, Sounds Natural, Makes Sense, Ofi¢iaamner and
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Similar Response, are equally important in achieving pragmatic equivatleaceterion

Sounds Natural is the fundamental factor in achieving the other three ciitegr@fore,

the assessment outcome-ENan serve as an assessment outdomeveal and raise
student translatorsdé (un)awareness of h o

could be of fundamental importance in achieving SiniRlesponse

The next chapter, the Conclusion chapter, will present the amendments in datail alo
with the adopted theoretical framewor ks
Functional Linguistics). The chapter will also include possible future studies on

improving the proposed criteria set.
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Chapter 7 Conclusion

7.1 Introduction

This thesis set duo test a set of criteria for community translation and involved two
groups ofraters(professional translators and Chin@senigrants) assessing a number of
health texts with had been translated from English into Mandarin Chinese. This chapter
starts wih a review of the rationale and methodology of the current study, before focusing
on the contrasting assessment results of the two groups of raters. It then discusses the
pedagogical applicability of the proposed criteria, which | have referred to asi&8et

1 (Table 3.1in Section3.3.1). This chapter then outlines some amendments to the criteria
set which | deemed necessary in order to address some of my findingsinkhede the
transl atorsé apparent attit udtlausal, dndtherr d t
apparent lack of awareness that the role the three contextual meanings (i.e. ideational,
interpersonal and text meanings) play in achieving pragmatieadgace. | then outline

some directions for possible future research.

7.2 Review of the original aim of the study

This study aimed to develop a set of assessment criteria to evaluate the q&aglshf
Chinesehealth translations, which are aimed at ttfenegal publicreadership This
concerns a type of community translation, which rbaydefined ashe translation of
public service information aimed at the general pufligibi, 2011; Taibi & Ozolins,
2016) A set of assessment criteria, reéerto as Criteria Sef%(see eitheable 7.1or
Table 3.1in Section3.3.1), was developedvith a focus on maintaing the original
informative and persuasive intent of the source texts, thus achieving pragmatic
equivalencgHale, 2014) This translation quality is important in all situations because
maintaining pragmatic intent, for examptmuld mean the difference between freedom
and imprisonment, or between life and death for minority mem{igascrof, 2015;
Bowcott, 2013; Gentile, 2014; Slaney, 2012)

35While the professional &mslators (i.e. RatersGroup 1) used Criteria Set 1 to make assessments, the Chinese immigrants (i.e. Raters

¢ Group 2) used Criteria Set With Chinese translation (seable 3.2, which was provided with the Chinese translation for each criterion.
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Table7.1 (duplication ofTable3.1): Criteria Set 1

Evaluation Criteria
Linguistic/Sociocultural Syste Sociccultural System
maintains e_Iic_its
SoundsNaturall MakesSense Original Manne Similar .
(SN) (MS) (OM) Response Possible
(SR) outcomes
n n n n Total Equivalenc
n n n SRF
n n n OM-F
n n OM-SR-F
n SN-OM-SR-F
n MS-OM-SR-F
Totally Lost

Note: The letter F stnds for Failed, denoting criteria not achieved in the translatio
symboln refers to the achievement of a criterion, and the symbalefers to instance
where a criterion has not been achieved.

As mentioned in Chapter Onesamslation that meetsriteria assessing pragmatic
equivalence is also one produced in accordancetivti et hi ¢s of commun
the practiceof translation(Chesterman, 2001, pp. I4t1) While one of the aims of

such ethics is tofacilitate crosscultural communication(Pym, 2000) achieving
pragmatic equivalence in turn facilitates crassnmunity cooperation (between the
mainstream anchinority communities). That means the realisation of social inclusion of
linguistic and culturalminorities in a societyln this regard, providing community
translation services is a way to fulfil
(European Commssion, 2011; New Zealand Human Rights Commission, 2008; Viezzi,
2015) In addition, achievingragmatic equivalence in translation of health information

i mpacts the basic human rights of an den

access to palicly shared information and thearellbeing.

Because language barriers should not compromiseper sonés basic r
healthcare serviceEzer & Cohen, 2013) and bec auseaseitoesfioe ct i
recogni se | an g (Reaa &Crezee, 201 c2d1ahkaltrctiareslatisnomust

not be misleading, and must achieve pragmatic equivalence. It was therefore my aim to

develop a set of criteria (i.e. Criteria Set 1) to assess dhiev@ment of pragmatic

equivalence in health translation, througariéying the two overarching questions
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1. What is the importance aichieving pragmatic equivalence in health translations
2. How adequte arethe current criteria for accessing the qualdf community

translation particularlypragmatic equivalence?

Anothe aim is for the proposed Criteria Se{skeTable 7.) to help bridge the gap in
terms of the paucity of empirical studies testing assessment criteria for community
translationin geneal (Taibi & Ozolins, 2016) Then the testing criteria could be applied

to translator education to help produce good quality translation, meaning translation

which ahieves pragmatic equivalence.

7.3 Review of arguments for thenitial set of Criteria (Set 1)

For accessing the achieving of pragmatic equivalendesw on functional translation
theories(Nida, 1%4; Reiss, 1981a; Vermeer, 1988ystemic functional linguistics
(Halliday, 2001; Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004; Kim, 200ahd Vygotskian social

constructivisn (Barrs,2016; Bednar et al., 2013)'he aim waso:

1 explain the pragmatic nature that differentiates the translation of religious and
literary texts from the translation of healthcare texts;

1 explainthe social significance and importanoé achieving good @glity health
translation; define the pragmatic functions of health translagioa;

1 establish a set @fssessmemntiteriaby considering the process by which meaning
is socially constructed

With regard to social constructivisnh took into consideration the two questions
concerning the fidelity of translation raised by Holly Mikkels(2017) at the First

International Conference on Legal and Healthcarerpreting:

1 Defined by whom?

1 Measured how?

To answer the two questions, | perceived translation quality in the way that the quality
can be collaboratively defined by translators and the reader of translated texts. Therefore,
| included both the producére. the translator) and thaakuser of translated texts (i.e.

the reader) to collaboratively test the feasibility and the pedagogical applicability of my
initial criteria set, Criteria Set 1.



166

This study recruited a group of voluntary raters composetbdChinese language)
professonal translators based in New Zealand (i.e. Ratgesoup 1) to assess chosen
translated texts in their role as a translation producer. This study also recruited a group of
raters composed d65Ch i ne s e i c h a(i.enRaterin@roug 2) who imgeited

to New Zeal and t hr @ohgston d al.h 2006meamng gldedyt i o0 n ¢
migrants wio follow their adult children to New Zealand under the parent category
(Immigration New Zealand, 2016bence to reflect the collakaiive approach of this

study, Rater$ Group 2 provided the perspectives of @rs@rs of the translated texts as

opposed to the perspectives of the producers, Ratersup 1.

Further, both groups of raters made their assests on an equally informdsis®
because neither group of raters was given the English original to compare to the translated
texts (i.e. Corpus 2). They therefore all made the assessment in their capacity of native
Chinese speakers reading a tramslaChinese text. Both grosif raters assesséé
translated healthcarelated texts with the proposed initial criteria set, Criteria $stéd

Table 7.). This criteria set is composed of seven possible assessment outcomes, where
each outcome aims tadicate to what extent they felt a translation had achieved
pragmatic equivalence. Among the seven outcomes, Total Equivalence is the term used
to convey a anse of a translatiomavingachieved pragmatic equivalence, meaning the
translationmaintains theoriginal three functional components ideational, interpersonal
and textual meanings so as to mdlealth translatioras possibly informative and
persuasive aits source tex{Crezee et al., 2020; Crezee & Grant, 2016; Hale, 2014;
House, 19812001, 2006; Teng, 2019; Teng et al., 2018)

Criteria Set 1 was used by RatéiGroup 1 (the professional translators). They were told

at the training sesons (see Sectio.6.]) that they were not required to assess
translations by choosing only fraiime seven outcomes listed in the criteria set, but instead
were required to assess which of the four criteria they felt had been achieved. In other

words, the assessment focused on individual achievement of the four criteria. Raters were

36 Indeed, professional translators may have better understandings and knowledge of the medical system in NZ, particuldnigywhen
were all NZSTI qualified translator. It is also theg the Chinese chain immigrants may not have the knowledge and |gegaiaility in the socio
cultural context of New Zealand. However, this is the reality of providing community translation services for membersitf grimaps in any
country, where tle endusers are usually at a disadvantaged position of possessingdgegility and socioultural knowledge of the mainstream

society.
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not asked to compe the translated texts with their source texts, but to assess whether

they felt the segments in those texts had achieved any or all of the criteria.

SinceCriteria Set 1 includes four criteria (Sounds Natural, Makes Sense, Original Manner
and Similar Rgsonse), there could be sixteen possible combinations of the criteria, where
either all four criteria have been achieved, or where some or none have begerddhi

chose to include the seven outcomes in Criteria Set 1 based on an argument that there is
acorrelative relationship between Nidaods
Dynamic Equivalence in translation (see SectibB.]). The four requirments test
whether a translation Sounds Natural (SN), Makes Sense (MS), maintains the Original
Manrer (OM) and elicits a Similar Response (SR). Among the four requirements, Sounds
Natural is the fundamental factor in achieving the other three require(sestigure

2.2). That is, only a translation that Sounds Natural can be comprehensible toetedtarg
reader, and when the translation Makes Sense to the reader, the translation then can re
produce the Original Manner, which could then elicit a Simiksgdnse from the reader.

While the target reader of a translation usually consist of native spealktre target
language, and while unnatural expressions may push the reader(eouay, 1995)
involving the perspectives dhe enduser (i.e. the target reader) may support the
argument of Sounds Natural being a fundamental factor. That in turn also points out the
importance of dveloping a set of assessment criteria that is aligned with the perspectives
of the enduser, andg able to test whether a translation maintains the Original Manner
and elicits a Similar Response, thereby achieving pragmatic equivalence.

7.4 Summary of findings and discussion

Chapter Four showed significant contrast in the assessment by the two groafessof

while also showing that the seven possible assessment outcomes included in the initial set
of criteria, Criteria Set 1 (séleable 7.}, were consist& with the outcomes appearing in

the assessment results of Rate@roup 2 (the Chinese immigrait Hence, Criteria Set

1 was evidently aligned with the perspectives of the immigrants, thesard. Such
consistency was investigated in Chapter Fiveubh linguistic analyses of selected
segments. The analyses showed that the professional tramdidtaot seem to be aware

of contextual meanings (i.e. ideational, interpersonal and personal) of certain Chinese
pragmalinguistic features which the Chiaesimigrants, in contrast, seemed ton@re
sensitive to. As evidenced by findings from the lirsgiai analyses along with the
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assessment results, Criteria Set 1 appeared to be able to pick up on pragmalinguistic and
sociopragmatic aspects dfanslations, and to therefore be applicable to translator
education. This also means that Criteria Set 1 eamskd in translator education, as will

be explained in Sectioh3.1

7.4.1 Pedagogical Applicability of Criteria Set 1

Trainee translators would bditdrom an easy to use set of criteria to assess their own
translations. Here | will discuss whether Crite8iet 1 might provide them with such a
set of assessment criterias discussed in Sectidh?7, it is the immigrants who are the
endusers of a tnaslated text, and it is only whémeyare able to fully grasp the intended
information of the original texthat the translated text can be considered as a successful
one. The summary ofresponses to the pesssessment survey, the comparison of
assessnmd results andinguistic analyses of exemplified segments in Chapters Four and
Five, all helped explain why @eria Set 1(seeTable 7.} is pedagogically applicable
while being inline with the perspectives of the eaderin a twofold way:

1 the seven gtential outcomes in Criteria Set’showed a consistency with the
assessment outcomes appearing in the resuttee Chinese immigrants; that is,
what was not included in the criteria
assessment results;

7 linguistic analyses of exemplified segments and comparison of assessment results
of those segments showed a lack afigsideration of ideational, interpersonal and
textual meanings in the assessment made by the professional translators; that is,
the criteria setould help assess translation quafitym the perspectives of the

enduser.

Therefore, Criteria Set 1 can hetanslation educators incorporate the three contextual
meanings into their teaching/trainitaog mat

thesociecul t ur al cont ext where the transl ati

37 Total Equivalence: achieved Sounds Natural, Makes Sense, Original Manner and Similar Response;

SRF: failed to acteve Similar Response, but achieved the other three criteria;

OM-F: fdled to achieve Original Manner, but achieved the other three criteria;

OM-SRF: failed to achieve Original Manner and Similar Response, but achieved Sounds Natural and Makes Sense;
SNOM-SRF: failed to achieve Sounds Natural, Original Manner and SiRglsponse, but achieved Makes Sense;
MSOM-SRF: failed to achieve MakeSense, Original Manner and Similar Response, but achieved Sounds Natural;

Totally Lost (failed to achieve all four criteria)
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of view to theenduser sd6 perspectives, and helop

failures.

Assessing translation quality fromtheendu s er 6 s per specti ves

The seven potential outcomes included in Criteria Set 1 were developed based on my
argument illustrated ifigure2.2 (and duplicated ifrigure 7.): only a translation that
Sounds Natural can achieve the other three criteria (Makes Sense, Original Mahner an

Similar Response) and hence achieve pragmatic equivalence.

Similar response

|

Original manner

|

Making sense

|

Matural expression

Figure7.1 (duplication ofFigure 2.2: Correlativerelationship in producing {&
translation(Crezee et al., 2017, p. 5; Teng, 2019 1.

In other words, achieving Sounds Natural is a fundamental factor in achieving pragmatic
equivalence. Therefore, when developing CiateSet 1, | had excluded a number of
combinations of the four criteria which were not aligned to this argumestp@rticular
outcome that | had excluded in the initial criteriacfetriteria yet frequently appeared

i n the prof es sassamenresults,wasrdeaSediofl)OAssagRIing

SN-F to a segment indicated that raters felt that theskaged segment had achieved the
other three criteria (including Similar Response), even though the segment did not Sound

Natural to a nativepeaker of the target language. AssigningfStherefore contradicts:

1 the correlative relationship shown kiigure7.1 because when Sounds Natural is
failed, the other three criteria may not have been achieved and hence pragmatic
equivalence may not havedn achieved; and

1 the assessment results of the Chinese immigrants, thesens] who did not assign

SN-F to anyof the translated segment.



170

Therefore my rationale for not including SIR and other outcomes involving SN(e.g.
SN-MS-F38) in the developmenof Criteria Set 1 was legitimate because the seven
potential outcomes in Criteria Set 1 (see footrdten pagel63) were in line with the
perspectives of the engser. Criteria 8t 1 hence help translation educators assess
traineesd transl ati ons f r o nhodelofehe pneisers pe ct
and reveal the contextual meanings that the traimegdack awarenessf. Criteria Set

1 can also help fill the gap idéfied in Section2.6 in which previous studieassessing
pragmatic equivalence did not have the-ensl e r.e0 Bl re@der) perspective involved

in the development of assessment criteria.

Assessing translation quality on the level of context

Asdiscussé i n Chapter Two, translation theor
i We s t darghhabeen confined to a discussion of literal and free translation methods
over the past two millennia. In other words, translation is a product on awamtiwith

two extremes from source text oriented {&iented) to target text oriented (foFiented),

as shown irFigure 7.2(duplication ofFigure 2.).

Literal Free
translation Translation Orientation translation
i i >
ST-oriented TT-oriented

Figure7.2 (duplication ofFigure 2.): Tension of translationrientation

Ideas proposed along this continuum have fedusn syntactical features (e.g.
maintaining the original word order in the target text) and/or the semantic meanings of
words. Consideration of pragmatic functions of thaéséeither the sourcaer the target)

has seldom been the focus of discussion, and consideration of the three contextual
meanings has never been elaborated on in the development of assessment criteria that are

suitable for todayym@tcecommunity transl ati

The linguisticanalyses (in Chapters Five and Six) have shown that the translators seemed
to be more concerned with the meaning of each individual word, rather than the meaning
of a sentence, or a paragraph as a wfaleBaker, 1992; discussioaf equivalence at

and above word level)n other words, when assessing translated segments in Corpus 2,

380utcomes involving SR included SI$RF, SNOM-F, SNMSF, SNMSSRF and SNMMSOM-F.
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professional translators appeared to be more concerned with the meaning of a word itself,
rather than the pragmatic function$ a sentence, or a @graph as a whole. The
professional translators in my study made assessments based on judgement of whether
the semantic meaning of words themselves Made Sense in the segment. They also made
assessments with an apparent lack of cemattbn of the logicadnd experiential reality
associated with those words. In other words, the assessments were made with a lack of
holistic consideration of the three contextual meanings associated with the words:
ideational, interpersonal and textuaéamings(Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004; Kim &
Matthiessen, 2015; Teng, 201%uch holistic consideration of the three contextual
meanings was revealed through the lingaiatialyses outlined @hapters Five and Six,

andisinline withtheend ser 6 s per spect Figueg.3 as repres

End-user
perspectives

aspect of:
ideational textual interpersonal
meaning meaning meaning

&\\\\\\\\

Figure7.3:Enduser sd6 perspectives on tran

In other words, while Criteria Set 1 can helpr ansl ati on educator
translations from the perspectives that are aligned with those of thesendCriteria Set

1 can also:

reveal the contextual meanings that the traime@glack awarengsof;
help editors or translators assessdfation quality, taking into consideration not
only semantic meanings, but also the ideational, interpersonal and textual

meanings of a translatidof. Poon, 2005)
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Criteria Set 1 would then assess whether a translation has achieved what Matthiessen
termed fAmaxi mum e q oficontaxt(2001,q.e/8hraugh cdnsidering e v e |

all three contextual meanings.

7.4.2 Amendments to the Initial Set of Criteria (Set 1)

Chapter Six included two amdments to Criteria Set 1, both related to thiéerion
Sounds Natural. Amendment One addresses my argument for the fundamental
importance of Sounds Natural in achieving the three other criteria (i.e. Makes Sense,
Original Manner and Similar Response),imendment Two addresses the necessity

of adding the assessment outcome-BN.e. Sounds Natural failed) to Criteria Set 1.

Amendment One led me to reconsiélegure 7.1(seeSection7.4.1) which represents my
argument for the fundamental importance Sdunds Natural in achieving a Similar
Respons. This amendment involves concerns of the pragmatic functions delivered
through linguistic features in the correlative relationship between the four criteria, as

represented ifigure 7.4

Pragmatic Equivalence

Similar Response

| expected pragmatic functions | ] target

1
i 1
1
' 1
= 1 2
! /Ef 1 socio-cultural
! 1
i 1
! |

i
! I linguisticfeatures I context

Original Manner

3

Makes Sense

| |

Sounds Natural

Figure7.4: Correlative relationship in achieving pragmatic equivalence

Figure 7.4shows that: Sounds Natural make the translation comprehensible to the target
reader, and when the translation Makes Sense todtemnat then is possible to maintain
the Original Mannefi.e. as to informing or persuading the reader). The linguistic features

of the translation then should be able to achieve the expected pragmatic function in the
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surrounding sockezultural context bthe translation. That then makes it possible to elicit

a Similar Response from the target reader. For instance, linguistic features in the Chinese
translation of a New Zealand healthcagtated booklet (i.e. the translation is to be
distributed in New 2aland) have to make the translation informative withaut
imperative tone because such a tone is not expected in this type of texts distributed in the
New Zealand socigultural context (also see Sectios2 and 6.3 Therefore,

Amendment One is

1 while achieving Sounds Natural is of fundamental importan@ettanslated text
achieving Similar Response, the achievement of Similar Response may closely
depend on whether the linguistic features of the translation can deliver the expected
pragmatic functionsind have those functions fulfilled in the target saxittural

context (also see Sectiér).

Amendment Two is proposed particularly on the proposed Criteria Set 1. This amendment
is to have SNF included in the criteria set for its applicability iartslator education, as
represented iffable 7.2with SN-F in bold.

Table7.2: Criteria Set 2 revised set of assessment criteria (originally Criteria Set 1)

Evaluation Criteria
Linguistic/Sociocultural Syste Socio-cultural System
maintains gliqits
SoundsNatural| MakesSense Original Manne Similar _
(SN) (MS) (OM) Response Possible
(SR) outcomes
n n n n Total Equivalenc
n n n SRF
n n n OM-F
n n OM-SR-F
n SN-OM-SR-F
n MS-OM-SR-F
n n n SN-F
Totally Lost

Note: The letter F stands for Failed, denoting criteria not achieved in the translati

symboln refers to the achievement of a criterion, and the symbotefers to instance
where a criterion has not been achieved.
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This takes me back to the pedagogical applicability of my proposed initial set of criteria
(Set 1). On one hand, the seven potential ouésoamiginally proposed in Set 1 can help
transl ation educators assess tatarealignheds 6 t
with those of the endser, and reveal the contextual meanings that the trainees are not
aware of, on the other, the outco8®&F can serve to reveal t
concept of whether Sounds Natural is of fundament importancehiavaty a Similar
Response. Including SR in the criteria set may also reveal whether student translators
hold the belief that a translati may still achieve a Similar Response even if the
translation does not Sound Natural. It may then turn out thdemsturanslators place

more emphasis on the semantic meanings of the translation. This may then also
potentially reveal a lack of awarengsamongst these students, of other potential
ideational, interpersonal and textual meanings. Therefore, the assessiteme SN

can serve to reveal and raise student tr
achieving/failing Sounds Natural coulie of fundamental importance in achieving a
Similar Response. Exercises that involve semantic andlgisPoon, 2005iscourse
analysige.g. Wadensjo, 1993nd particularly text analysfs.g. Kim, 2007; Teng, 2019)

can help students develop the awareness of the ideational, integbessadntextual

meanings in both the source text and translated texts.

7.5 Where my findings sit in relation to previous studies

Previous studis of community translation have often been descriptive and argumentative,
namely what community translation is, wkoserves and the impact that community
translation may have upon a sociétyg. A. Gentile et al., 18 Lesch, 2004; Niska,

2002; Taibi, 2011, 2014; Taibi & Ozolins, 2016; aslo see SectionRuMther, previous
discussionn thepraciceof 61 i t er al 6 v er sfailedtodpfrovidee 6 t |
assessment tools for evaluatitfie quality of pragmatic equivalence in community
translationge.g. Amos, 1973; Chan, 2016; Jia@@13; Xinzhang Luo, 1988b, 1988a;
Newmark, 1981; Robinsp 1997; Schleiermacher, 1992; Toury, 1995; Xiong, 2015; H.
Zhang, 2015) Therefore, there is still a paucity of studigkich effectively uncover
crosslinguistic features regarding the achievemehtpragmatic equivalence, and to
develop operable assanent criteria for thpracticeof health translation.ifdings in the

current study can be seen as empirical evidence that bridge the gap between linguistics
and its application to community trangtat in the health setting.
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Findings are aligned withrevious studies on failures of pragmatic equivalence caused
by crosslinguistic featuresnamelythat poor translation qualities do compromise the
pragmatic functions of the translation. Further, tiwdihgs also show that poor
translation qualit can bea result of pragmalinguistic failurg®urns & Kim, 2011;
Crezee et al., 2020, 2017; Hale, 2014; Sin, 2004; Teng, I@hg; et al., 2018; Thomas,
1983) These failures can then cause difficulties to the readers (of translation) receiving
intended information, as shown with linguistic analyses of examples in Chapters Five and
Six and assessment results of the Chinese inamig (i.e. Raters Group 2). Finthgs in

the current study hence reveal tingportanceof achieving pragmatic equivalence in
community translation, particularly in health translation, as argueddtion 2.4 and
revealed in previous studi@Burns & Kim, 2011; Crezee, 2015; Crezee et al., 2020, 2017;
Sin, 2004; Teng, 2019; Teng et al., 20I@)at is, findings on assessment resultthef
Chinese immigrants show thathéeving pragmatic equivalence is a matter of whether:

1 atranslation can achieve the functions of the original;

1 readers of the translation can be informed, suggested and/or persuaded in the same
or similar manner as theaders of the original; and

1 readerof the translation would respond to the information and (not) take actions
suggested in the information.

While revealing again (along with previous studies) the significance of achieving
pragmatic equivalence throughet use of the initial set of crifiar Criteria Set 1, the
findings also show that Criteria Set 1 is different from assessment tools developed in
previous studi es, f o r-andframsst semante(refeedm@ n n 6 s
Lauscher, 2000and approadts that see translation as either a process or a pi@dg.ct

Colina, 2008; Crezee, 2016; Crezee & Grant, 2016; Crezee & Lugti§; Zrezee et al.,

2017; Orlando, 201; Teng, 2019; Teng et al., 2018; also see. ZlGg consistency
between the assessment results of Chinese immigrants and the initial set of criteria,

Criteria Set 1, shows that:

1 the findings support the argumentstadies of translation reception,rielation to
the i mportance of t huserspimdet@rminimgeranslations 6  (
gualities;

1 Criteria Set 1 has been developed with perspectives that are aligned with those of

the endusers.
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One other g=ect in the findings also makes téria Set 1 stand out compared to other
assessment tools. Since the initial Criteria Set 1 helped identify translated segments
produced with pragmalinguistic failures, Criteria Set 2 (the amended set of criteria) can

helpassess whether a translation wesdpced with consideratiaot both:

1 linguistic systeni considerations of lexicgrammatical correctness, for instance
assessing the achievement of Sounds Natural and Makes Senkabsee 2;

1 sociccultural systemi considerations of three contextuaéanings, Field, Tenor
and Mode, for instance assessing the achievement of Original Manner and Similar
Response (s€kable 7.3.

Considerations made in the two systems can be seen as a realisation of wh&2@afina

p. 107) argues that assessing pragmatic functions in translation frees translation
assessment from the confinement of making judgement on gramneaticadtness and
word choices.

When applied to translator education, | would say Criteria Set 2 (revised set of initial
assessment criteria; séable 7.2 can help assess translation as both a process and a

product:

1 as a process the criterion Sounds &ural can help reveal and raiseidsnt
translatorsé (un)awareness of how and
be of fundamental importance in achieving Similar Response (see 6.3, 6.4 and 6.6)

1 as a produdt the Criteria Set as a whole can hegiermine whether a translation
wasproduced with considerations of the three contextual meanings (Field, Tenor
and Mode) in both the source text and translated text, and hence determine whether

the translation has achieved pragmatic equivalence.

To sum p where the current study sits ielation to previous studies, | would say the
current study offers empirical evidence to show the significance of achieving pragmatic
equivalence in health translation, while also offering a set of assessment criteisa tha
operable in health translatiavith a holistic approach to looking at both the semittural

and lexicegrammatical features of a translation.
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7.6 Directions for future research

While Amendment One (see Sectibd.2 involves considerations of potermagmatic
functions of linguistideatures, Teng2019)has indicated that pragmalinguistic features
may cause failures of Original Manner, but those features could still help achieve Similar
Response due torosscultural differences (e.g. ggestive tones in the NZ healthcare

context versus instructive tones in the Chinese one). Therefore, future studies could:

1 examine whether achieving Similar Response has to involve consideration of not
only the sociecultural context of the target languagnd the target reader, but also
the sociecultural context where the translation is used.

Further, community translation aims to help immigrants be socially integrated into the
mainstream society. Therefore, such ttatien may also help them get usedhe norms

of the mainstream society; for instance, suggestive tones are commonly used in the New
Zealand healthcare context. Hence, in the English to Chinese translation of a healthcare
booklet, it is important to ackve Original Manner of the Englisiiiginal in order to help

the Chinese immigrants be familiar with and become accustomed to such a norm in the
New Zealand healthcare context. However, if the translation of a New Zealand healthcare
booklet is to be distibuted in mainland China, the traasbn may not have to achieve
Original Manner (i.e. suggestive tones). Instead, the tone of the translation may have to
be imperative in order to achieve Similar Response (as to informing and persuading)
because soundinmperative and instructing what treader should do is what is expected

in the Chinese socioultural context(Sin, 2004)

In regards to achieving Similar Response, hence achieving Pragmatic Equivalence in
community translation, it may be necesstrypoint out the importance of thsocio
cultural context that will encompass the translation. Therefore, future studies of

community translation could also:

1 apply the criteria to see how community translation differs from literary
translation; unlike dter types of translation (e.g. tdation of literary texts), the
sociccultural context encompassing a product of community translation is neither
the context where the target language is used as the main language, nor the context
where the endisers areriginally from; it is the contexthe endusers are expected

to be integrated into.
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f examine whether transl at or suturahacontextn n a e
where a product of community translation is used, and how that context could
affect the achievement of Original Manner arfimilar Response withthe

consideration of helping the emnders be integrated to the mainstream society.

Additionally, the scope of the peassessment survey conducted in the current study has
preliminarily revealedp r of essi onal transl atorso perc
translation entails. To provide a fuller picture of how producers andissd wold

describegood quality translation in their own words, future studies could:

1 conduct experiments, for inst@ involving a Think Aloud Protocol, to clarify
professional t r a mosnvestigaieheir @pparentsbplief thate s é
translation that does not sound natural can still elicit a similar response;

1 use other methods, suchiaserviews, to inestigatetranslatoréandendu s er s 0
actual responses to a translation that they do not consider to be afugdivg

7.7 Possible limitations of the study

Sone factors could limit thgeneralisabilityof this study. The most obvious one is the
fact that ts study was undertaken for the requirements of completing a PhD Shaly.
resources of time and fundirignited the study in the selection of participanisl ahe

met hod of retrieving participantsd opini

7.7.1 Limitations of participants 6 backgr ounds

Since only translators who hold or are eligible for NZSTI membership are allowed to
undertake translation as professionals in New Zealandast mecessary to exclude
unqualified translators from this study (thus reducing the pool of pess#gkuits).
Further, since community translation is aimed at the general public, not just the older
people (i.e. the Chinese chain immigrants), includiny amimigrants 57 yearsld or

above reflects the Chinese language usages of this group only. iIHes€language hs
been influenced through anglicisation (i.e. influence from the English language) in the
past two hundred year®ai, 2016) Particularly since the May Fourth Movement,
Anglicisation has been mainly observedintten expressions, particularly in translated
literary works(C. Ma, 2010) One example of anglicised expressions in the Chinese

translation is discussed in Section 6.5.
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Considering the backgrounds of the chain immigrants partiogati this study (see
Table 3.6, | would say they might have only limited contact with translattealalry

works. Hence, their usage of Chinese expressions (e.g. collocations;gexicmatical
arrangements) could be rather different from Chinese immigrants born in China after the
1960s (particularly after the end of the Cultural Revolution; 196876). The later born
Chinese could have more opportunities of receiving education, reading translated texts,

hence seeing anglicised Chinese expressions as a norm.

Also due to increase@éeto-face communication between Chinese and English native
speakerssince the end of the Cultural Revolution, observation of anglicised Chinese
expressed has increased in spoken expresgionMa, 2010) Considering language
barriers tle participating chain immigrants might have, they might not have been
frequently exposed to anglicised Chinese expressions in Mainland China either. That
could also make their usage of Chinese expressions different from immigrants who have
more or constartontact with the English language, such as their adult childreew N

Zealand.

Therefore, assessment results of the elderly Chinese immigrants in this study could
present only how endsers of a similar age group (i.e. between 67-p&hand 80 year

old immigrants by 2017) would feel about the assessed translated texts.

7.7.2 Limitations of the scope of the survey

As there are several findings from data collection worthy of analyses (i.e. Step 3; see
Figure 3.}, this project might have gone beyond the notinaframe and research scale

of a PhD study if | had adopted methoithst required transcription and involved
interactions between the researcher and the participants (e.g. interviewsalDithk
protocols). | hence conducted a small survey among geatits in Raters Group 1 who

volunteered to take part.

Though the srvey included only opeended questions, this allowed the respondents to
express their opinions with sentences, giving deeper and clearer insights (compared to
closeended questionsHowever he survey, due to its lack of spontaneous interactions,
was irflexible, not allowing me to clarify with respondents when their responses were not
clear or were missing certain aspects in the questions. For instance, Respondent 1 made

this statement:
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Respondent 1: When delivering bad news to the patients, cultursdreesa is

very important.

This statement seemed related to phacticeof interpreting services, and | would have
asked the respondent to clarify how cultural awareness would be chieradcis/her
translation. Here is another statement, made by Respo@:

Respondent 2: ein |iterary works, somet:i
to do toretainthe original text's colour, be it using an equally colourful

idiom with the same meann g é .

I would not have had a chance to clarify with the respondgatdeng whether the terms

Acol our o and fAcolourfulo referred to ton
functions of texts. Hence my interpretation of the responses heavilyd rele
considerations of their backgrounds of NZSTI membership aretefving education as

a translator/interpreter. The backgrounds offeredpogsible insight in tavhat they

meant by certain term&or examplel lookedat termgeferredto in the NZSTICode of

Ethics (New Zealand Society of Translators and Interpreters, 20133 uc h as Af &

and Aaccuracyo (see Sdmapter Five for mor

7.8 Final Comments

In community translation, a translation should always sound as natural as possible to the
end usesin order to help them access information related to their veetfad rights as

easily as possible, and hence help theroobw® integrated into society with other
members of that society. Anecdotal evidence suggests that target readers may not
continue reading a translation which sounds clumsy or unnatural to thena, tivbgiare
continually oO6joltedbd ( Cr ectedexpressorsr s otherc o mn
words, the health tr &mschbaahil1062,p.462heaningtthe b e 7
transl ation should read | i ke a teixditorig
should sound natural. The ends er s 6 per spectives of | ook
involves holistic consideration of all three contextual meanings (i.e. e
interpersonal and textual meanings). Such consideration is necessary because: we, as the
endusers, always see all these three contextual meanings when we read a text written in
our first language and made for particular purposes (e.g. to inforrpersuade, to

command). ltistheerd s er s per spectives that the pr
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evidently shown to be aligned with, and it is their perspectives that we shoalgsdlear

in mind as a translator, translation researcher and ttems&ducator because:

When required in public service settings, translation and interpreting
are about people and, to the extent to which they may have an impact
on peopl eyase ndt just @ matter bf ta@nmunication. They
are, clearly and morenportantly, a matter of rights natural rights,
human rights; rights to be promoted, defended and guaranteed
(European Commission & DG Interpretation, 2011, p. 7)
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Text 1:

> 7, RENHIRTI0RR

HPVE3R

FEETATAEBREAY
Fr B HPV I 45 K 2 JE 5 B %
HPVE| & 47 st RMNAH LA
F? BB wEHH? TH
RATE A BT X T HPVSRCH Lty
BAMEIAE,

HPVAZ “AFL ki " 93¢
X R0 HPVR AT 4 #0 TR 55 4
H—ANAKE, KRG H100%
o ILFBHPVIG K 3R R R R EAH
BB T, A2 AE AR

(TERHPY) Fo ik 5B (REGH
HPV) ,

B A HPY A BLEE A HE A A
apeyEEa, FREREN
T, AEEHH . MR,
R B 5 BB HHPY
7 HHPV16/718 T A, 60~70%
88 B o X AL A B HPVRR
A K o A8 A BHPVIE H R BOH,
ER2FIRAMBE, WinRY
A T W RATEE H R B A K
F0 i FLA 5]

1. A4S BEHPY?

REAwiti, HPVE B 2t
AT Bk, A KA
74T HPVE — AR A 3% 6 -4,
AAREEFI—ETRESH
th, I J2 R BeHPVIE T R ok A — 2
S “HAAT AR o R R, B
R PHPVAR ety T A T 5 (Pt Dy
M. AW 624 ) At
Yotk . BNTAL KM % 0Y3E
Y 597, e 455 9T il AR JE HPV AR 2
e — iR 12,

2, HPVE RS BB AT
LEKR?

REANHHPVIR e T 3k 2 1
RAULILI A T H . X
AXEN-T, TRBEAER P
Hpvﬁﬁiéﬁ*%ﬁo 3%,

Seampmervacy

| EAHEM  RERR: BT

PNEELT
K % HHHPVREE e A Bt 677,
MUk i % 58 /1 3T ¥ i B, RA
7 S 4% Sk Y W A BLHPVAR %, 4,
B S AR i R By % A ALHPY
B, AoERE T,

Bk, TR AR BB THA
RHPVFA—Z HE 58, EREH
HV—EF LR EFTH" -

3, BEHPVEZRTG?

ik, HIFAK, BT HRA
I A 3T HPVA A B A K
2540, B4 E FRA R KHPVAE R BY
Hdh, B RPHTREY, KA
HEMRA BT FNIEE,

FEok, HPVEY % bR £ B R B9 ZAL
BBV o DR HPV I 2 B 4 e R
B, RAGIRIAMEH S HHE,
MLRHWAREREESTH (A
FHHRG “RBEAT ) R
HPVEZ3IRTHE, thinTCTH
RAHRERHA AR FRAR
W, LB R AEE, T4
s BTl “HRE A RN
o

4, BEHPVERE A M4 E
g7

E 0T 3 A B] MR AT — s 4
Wo B2 AR L = EHHPYS
BIE, TP R PTHPVE E
3 ek T, BTOATT A ARA R &
HeHPVG e 2 7T LA P A 35 8y, {82
W R ML AT, H&,
I RHPVE 258 R 408K F 55K
T, MapZit R HELHEE
o

e A HPVRR 2 1 3% A7 3L 15 %
JET] LA B, (R A JF R
Sl %, ll ’ll R AR (9
S T4, BUNSTFh

R

R

5, B3 265 FHEFT R D2

HPVEZ ¥ R —F “FibiiL" &4,
3% R T R ST EHPVE #, (2
B AT OB ECEHPVE B 3R A b
FTER

HPVE %404 =, W Fod ey
H S, R R, RERSE
B JLAPHPVIR A e, HPVR R — 224
100F ANk i, TR H R S AT IR
FRAMHPVE S, Bk, ZEELRLF
fith, B2, BT RE AL
FBOBHPVIE A PR — 1K /£ B #yHPY

(THRRBEHL), I EERR
HPEH, FEARKER, 5Tk
BREFEGHE, ERLEERARE
& 3T E TR &,

FE R I SRR RIS (&
RES&E, BEMNERAPENHK
), — AREA M T 2 T8I 45
E SRR, ElAM A 265 LU
A LOE S, TIRERRREATAR
AESEAEA5 % VARTE SHD 24 Y.

TREZNTFERNRETELE
RS W B R HPY, B
4 FR 47 BHPV K B AR 9T ik 2 IREART %
AR, hFREHPVER 2 A7
RFEEZ KRN, FUBEZES
KA HPVEY A—HE T BLSE STHPVAE

HPVEE R RAF ARG 2 3R, &
BINTRAT 5 i, BTAARE R
FRESHHPVIE Y, o R E AT RS HEF
At AN AR H BN,

DA A b TR, W
S8 ), TR BHPVAG 3, 48 HE4
EHF—X

TREmE 2N HPVY,
3 BIRRA

: Ritt msm o



Text 2:

BINSREEMIE oo

BRRARLS A6 HEH
REARE =" ——pd bk, W
M W, KKk,
T4, HAFAN 45 AT Rk
EH AL, ‘YW ——WAR
SLEST AT, WAt £ 0 A AT
R,

TEHLIS K E

1, %% KRR E AL NE
AU, TSR MM X, AR
B, R RV AR A SRR, JE
M7 WY, AR, R R
To4F, AR MR A, AR 2k A i 1R
T XA RURMAT, K
ESL C O ¥V

2, WERE: R 2k 4 i 80T o At
BRI AT RIS T, K
M RTHe G RN DT LRE
R,

3, mAf: W RMRIE LN, W15

AE AR, Ao dudt b AR 1L, A5

10k A 3 H#H47 u
mol/L (Bf7mg/dL) , % #4360 wmol/L
(E6mg/dL) T4 0 4 “M5 B 8 fu
E" . BEAGMOLNEER LT
18 SEL S SISV DR LoTS '

BB A A (R 1R oy Rt 4=
o ARBRRITTARR, WA, by
HEREENER MR MTA R, &
SRR R R R RH80%; A, Hif
N AR fe, #9053 R 6920%,
EXAKARRAEGRER, THH
1200mg., 4 X = 4 K B £750mg, #EH
#800~1000mg, 2/3% # Rt HER, 1/38
skt EXWRT, AREX
RROFLfPE#ERFREFAT
i, AUt R B & s o by B
B LG b B AT e, BAHE
RMEARAREELE HTE,

B TR i £F F A Bk AT 2 A
R? EEAUTIAN @

LRELMHENRBE, A
BENED, LERCAAREREE

B R A, o R o
38

4. MR R BT £ 4R 1 e 8 B
kL, PEICHLER R R 8 K O OB AL, 1%
R An 0B AG o

B, AT 0 A0 09 SR TR 2
o) 08 A BBY, RIERG AR T4,
BEARTFHAABR? 015 W,
Tk, OB, — R AR K
WARD AL 0 4 56 O K%, A AL AR, 2
VUE M HEAT 0 28, BRI % i o
i, BT B MEAT, MO MR K
L SN

Rl 2 e JR Rk B — 3 W 4
FOM R 3k 45 0, R 3k 46 T AR A
AR KA R KA o BAT 5 Ak
Yo AR R e A R 5 B34 9T %7
A VAR R R L T AT
T RAE AT AL, oY By
Pt BT RAN KL 09 )0

PR P
R

(RO EERIE Lo,

TBITES. @
*=BLBNEK, BER
PSS, TRRLRNEEMND

REREE, tREN2NEK

Y RRBENLT LR
RABEL THEEE, 5By,
ZAER W /7 A0ALEE B IS A A g
R BAF AR, B d R ®>480,,
moVL, B FF #6754 3677 d R M2
~480umoVL2 ], TT4E 4 T4 5 4x e
3~6MA, WRER, BT LUty
T¥o K AR 0 o s g g
5 R pR L AF., 4 1R 105540 moy/
B g T #5497, 1 i i 4£420-540,,
moVLZ i, %4 T4 ik i 53~64p,
R, Itk

05 )R W A A 76 97 4145 LU F m Ay
ill: B L5 0K AT Y g
FmAnK o AL LR Bk, mg
JEd Fr A # 4 6 R i
B i, hiE K RBE R AR
ri fudE A (1) ke dl: w4
e el B A B IR A st Ao g
WA, KA R, B
Wdr, ME, BX, FHERKERE
%, AR, BT R, o
BREE K. KR D, RS
BRI D, B R % B A, AR AT
KT APE K10 ~18% 4 fn 1 sk (8 o
BB HEAK70~90wmol/L, (2) %4k
K HF B AR RIEA1500mIL Lk, %

lﬁmﬂl

IR iR ). ELR
LR P R
PFCETIERSNE, SRNEE
EIBNAMEIT

Gram, MRLKES (—R
ERZFREIRR) FRLROEN
HERG., NF-LRBEEHLEN
BERR, CRNSNERZENE—
BMHTIRE, SENNEER2E
SRETM,

206



Text 3:

s
W\t
JIAI\’

ijEE:;

20174 Y #R T
AR E 42 D 4 3K
1’1*1’? 5#1:1‘.&37'2%

= ﬁﬁﬁtﬁf@&ﬁ%‘ﬁw
Bar, £, KNELNENE-TEEELLHRS
RNOSHLHAXEE,
ERBA¥ERAMELZAAFHEESE LN
ECHANERRGE “REEAZAMSE, HEAY
FEER (EEELFULYPHREPBER) BER
Bty AR, P U0~65)LEE. B, EEA B
BREH FERTESEEPREREHHERNR -
SAE REKMAEREREREAY, I TER
RESE, REFHERTHEABLANREELA, ¥
EABEREHFETAABETELE M4 RR TR
E. i AMEE RS BRATE, FAARER
#H5 KAFEFEMEMRS, E)’*%“T‘J:J’LEI%
LA,
‘ : WREMA KRB R L, L
| ERLEHREY Y, 6TESE
| FEAEITB152175 88y “4e BE
ME", MERPLERAERTE
FHE LEAFREEL, F#T4
REERTLERN, KBS EEME
ESERS. PEERE “pTl
BT, A ThRBERLALE, hik,
B REREHEAFEOEH R B S,
FREFEBFNIESE, WS, Rt
EEPOEGRELTEPEEEL L AH S, 201745
6A12B T4, REEPARRE 258, HEHMNH
TIRHLEYRE, Rt FARBES ORISR, KA L
NEHFENREEHE—AKBER, ERASHEEL
H,HEFRESENARTBE R EAE SR, &
BEBPORGEEEERIER, B, REE
B HTAREREEL I, POHEARKE N

AEugryd
TR Y

NG LIECHE

RER10708 s 01757 20 H « KN T B ERH N

TS

ﬁl?iﬁﬁﬁ#ﬁ}ﬂﬁfiﬁﬁ.ﬁ-%ﬂéﬁ. B TR AR PEE £
XYMt RARERKABIAL, Pl EALT RS
Hedk S F %o WA EMEHE S RE TRE¥ K4 RA%
MR TGRS, EHYE, R
WERARIT TR EPREMGE,
BREPLFEHRICE, ZEE, %— [
WE, BdAX ARSI FER,
BlEt, EHFARAZFR AN EE A
KB HER, % % R B AR M
B4, iR w4 ERET
HAL A, % F 740X th ik Hede%, JEA
ML TR, BB AW EH R R R EEHY
P, BB EEEITE AR KMUT XD &, MEHIFNA
KEEHEG XA 8 % M RKIE 2, £AHB0RLE TR
HETEHRERER, ARG RERITEAX F. 48, RNE
WHEELFRTRNRED, #— PV KAREELEAR
HHB LT,

EEERHREELEARSRFHETREPE PR
ARROEERE, bREARBRHD . S RDTHEEL
o KEELARDERRGEEREST, AETEPATHE
REER S BRETBEFNROSLRGPEEL . 4
BERH, RESBHGPRD TS, ARTERS LN
U R REE URTE RS CE IO RIS
BT RS RERKRE S XL THF BT}
BHFREELE, ERTUFLE ERSTRS

A B ATLAR T P oy b4, 4ExHFIR, REHRL
Y. TR BER JekEEH —X!

207




208

3. ERMME

EXBATSR ,
WHEN, B
ik, LS. v

=, EERRS (6 O R A

REFMMARE :

1. REBRHNNTRRA

2. X8, BREDE

3. TRt REHRED

R TRIAB T, OF. OFEM
R, MR BB RK BRSO, BAR
.

PREISEY

Oft  #8 AT BN 0B HETR N

1. REEEMNBS TRE  FEMR

BiFEmEER.
2. AR , REFHEEDE.

1:s&wn!nwnim
4 gEAMHE , EHER.




209

AERBHTAFTIEE. ROAT
I B R T LR AR BB
& ARTFHSHMERE. 2HE
R EOBHENRFEEE, KRE
ERA B SR,
R EERnSE

Br iz e i £ R AR
R R A IR R MR SR
A MREZDBHESGH . HHE2E
BLERIA, EISLBDE) Rt KL%
SAELHMRE, HIXEEZEREM
BT RERBENRBRETER

EBRHTHXAE.

[E s EoIAs R
ABBFEMRRT,
s BERT AR

FREEHAIRTR “BiR "
HERAAKFARS A

TR S5 7 58 75 O A A 5
BEA. BRABENRTRE
BIREATT, S31E CRRBGER
i, MEEFRESREMEA.

B BEEEWLER

BEGE
EERRESY
W EE2A
L. mmhEE
ng. @8, &



210

PRLRRME ,

BZx%) B2
LHEEHRRER




211

Corpus 2

Appendix B

Text 1

fHERLHEEs?) p1 mimsmossssEraE ) P 7 /ext \N
BARGIRE T REB IR LRSI TIF © fR60.0R \VL; V@&maﬁmwm?fawﬁmwwgﬁﬁmﬁf zmaj@v £y
F—{EEREANAT - T IERR IR S S —EEs o LR RITIRY o JLE AT B L ] LS R RIT AR

sasssemee ) P Y

v EREOBRETS - Bl wosr ) Ple

v REERRITOSIRR - ERmmn D P
v HBMRUEIIESES ) P>

HOEAF > CIHTREMEIRSMONE o TSNS B LSRNy
MANRWEAGHE ~ 248 » DARJERE ~ BRED ~ FaffREaaik o

LBESH TR ORITEEL « B8 » RETHE m%v \v

%@mmﬁﬁm,maﬁéﬁmﬂm_,,\oﬁmﬁ%.@@ v \vﬂ
R o .

REEE4E RTREZESRRBALARR AL E /M E%Sﬁ%m@lﬁ%wuﬁﬁv PR
e

ﬁﬁ@@bﬁ%ﬁ@ﬁUﬁw\m@w@mm%@/ﬁ%ﬁmﬁmﬂ,E, v \v w\
BB A BT A (BRI

Qmunaﬁdmm@wmyﬁﬁmwm_SIF%@S*_mow r_.ww,mwmw@v \v ,
ORI Z R EREE RO IE S A R LARER I 178 o / N\

FrlEEsaEE ) PIS

> FTRREE - B \v / m

v SRIREE - AMEOREEIR AR BT

v RERARNIRGE  FRCMERReTeE ) P17
v TETIRE  SEmMRReEn ) Pl

SRR ERIRE - ﬂ%ﬂ%ﬂv Pl
% ~ HETSE - o 4




212

Text 2

BIVEMFINES > RBEWEROREE? ) P 1 k50 A SRR ELR » 5K 34 7 (BAE
m%§m$%M$%ﬁ%ﬂamm%$o§w§ﬁﬁam%%wv P9 MMMWEﬂEMMW§meﬂVemﬂﬁaﬁawwmﬁm
EHB > BRI HER SR IRROMAEFEY o) B/ INRF IS

IR A REBIT S WBEORR - (MEERITRE ) P33

FHREERTERFVNZRBERYN (SR(RMERTE) - Mv \J\ \v \0
BRORAT AT i ot e RIS SR T ©

BB 2 ) PS

%%u@m%mﬁm_ﬁﬂgﬁmmﬁﬁam\mmwxam@mﬁwm@:/wm.@ V N\
HEERIAEEITIRR S 3RATIE

) qﬂ.&mwxﬁﬁﬁl*wﬁ%ﬁ:wﬂm% «wmw_mm@uawmwml\,muﬁmaﬁﬁmm
\v \ HREREE A > SRR ARRARR

mmmwwm%aaﬁm&mﬁmmgﬂvwﬁ
(ERAT4 -7 mmol/L ) o

Aﬁscﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁmwﬂmﬁsﬁéaﬁ%mmm
BIRAMES-4K (B EBRE R EREER
EEIREF » YRAT AR RIS I KB

/&




213

Text 3

| Pl (BTSRRI A — R 7

mﬁmmmmmalﬁﬁﬂ%mm%meaﬁ@xa%$§3m
P2 (s vt s -

R 2 BN\ S IR AAPIR LA FE A R BRSO R (RT (7 DA E =
@) o SEAFFRBIRET—(ENE LB R - MRRBR

\v 3 HISRETER I B ST EE o ZERHEIR T RIS MAETEE - (2
TEMERARTEES R

\v«\ N%&aa>W$§§$Mm@mp&w%mﬁymmm%mﬁm@mﬂm%mmﬁma °3E
B N SHH TR EAE TR R

R A S B R B B AT R R B R L E
PS [ wrinttmrszmEmaian - SHEEEARORR RS
BT RO o
Pl 8\ TTRES BRI B R B L I8 2 218 e g LU
st o

Wd A»:ﬂ§&§$ﬁm%mﬂﬁ§ﬂﬁ%§m » FHELRRY R A G

SO .

A8 (B tErmmERg 2

A RAOBI AL AR © (BAVRIRAOIRA - SBB) ~ CIIRSEVF]
PG | PBRREETEE - (OMBEMTIERE » ERS (E0
i o

ke SED) ZEYy

Plo (Tes+=H » FuPr SRR SO 5 A R R THRR o

IRAEEAIRIER > MR RREERS R - HEBIR

pil (e

PN (BERRERRR
w&mmmmggﬁmwammmmgmy,MHﬁﬁ

B Usemms: -

w<sﬁésmm%aﬁmWﬁﬂ@wlam.@ﬁ&

EREER -

V(A=

Pl (>  FREEBERRRRROE %

P17 (> ERERSEHES %

MIRO> MR BB RAEA NSRBI S

P T i




214

Text 4

e

/ext z

EIFERE

= A (R M S =B 715 mmol/LLL | » AR T ) 1

MEEREER ) Ph

> msmmeRivEES ) P2

> EEIPY

> EpEE) P

— it \ ETREIGE AR - f@fFﬁREi@U%ﬁﬂﬂ%B#?E%T%Uﬁtﬁﬂ’ﬂJ]']l*%) %
B o

w%ﬁ%m%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ@%?)F7
INRARIZB R BES SRR B » (RIS BTREE SR ) f J'

‘,g]‘ °

e FTREE - & 1) PO

> RS ER s s ) Ao

> RUCETIESNE ) Pl

> IREBBEER ARSI R EEE ) P

AR IS E A N B » SEERTEER L o (BAIE N
T N B R R ES (15mmol/LLL |) » sSERRIREE f’
SHBEE o

memmmEsameEEyemm ) Y

> EEEEtromeE ) PIS

> R EREs ) PJb

A axsy



215

Text 5

Text S
sealzes ) P

.@mgmgﬁiﬁﬁ gg%i&ﬁ@ 713
TR

.sgﬁ%aﬁ:m?&r@; v PI¢
R, MFBIEP ARICFRIX—HR

.@ﬁ%&@ﬂwgﬁm%>m@ﬁﬁvw\n
T Wi Byt 4% bR R T R B 2%

.%E%ﬁ%lﬂgﬁﬁ*ﬂaﬁnvwa
19255 £ F—Fe, FERZG IS G
—TFE#FAR

Ry PRI A LAE G T ELRSES
M E, B R

.gﬁﬁgmﬁﬁﬂmA$$m@vgwm<ﬁ

HRIE, ERFNSIRE AL
AR 44 P B 25 Bt 1) R

o IR A N %@%.memmvw\w

Waitemata ﬁ_.H__Mummm\w__mHmﬁmﬂv P1
PRZ A TTRARTEARIBES TAR ) poy,

.ﬁﬁigﬁﬁ>s:ﬁﬂz&§ﬁﬁvww
125

.g;str%agﬁﬁéﬁfgﬁﬁvw$
N i 318 4T fA] 1) R

.g%ﬁ&w§£§§%ﬂﬁwﬁ@:vww
AR A B R LR A

.gﬁggq$%%3»ﬁm%mmvwm
e SR RAT 1 IR 25

.ﬁ?&ggwwﬁnﬁag ;%wqu
lﬁ¢ E ‘.Phwﬂ_&rdnﬂmavﬂlla

o MPRIGEAREELE, BAISRM
Dﬁ#mmwf v W%

.§93$%ﬁ%§ﬁmﬁﬁﬂﬁ§vw
k%, S7%%: 0800611 116 /o

N SRAENG ZG IS B, TH LA

R EEEA ., PR Ep O \vZ
A%, Si%y: 0800 POISON

(0800 764 766)

Classification number: 0768-01-016 (Review date: June 2019)

Text S

Waitemata

District Health Board

{ Best Care for Everyone

SER NG

Zii s

| Safe Use of Medicines

wmﬂ@ggﬁ
e

wﬂﬁﬁﬁg@>w§m§>¢

e



216

Text 6

Text &

mapEsie ) P> Y pra (SRR

12N

S E 2 BT (R A 025
LRI ARSI TRBL TR [p) o
ISRAE A AT B D2 A, R - |
BRI PIY (BT T

PIC [+ EEBETFMPTHAMZY)

pI6 (+ HERIT, 55 SR LR 925

pITL® 5. SEEMRA

\V\w (16 IR B 2R R

\V\N w_:.ﬁ S HE R A B LR, i - [E Bl

P19 (s

Nﬁmgﬁﬁgmﬁm3§§ﬂwmﬁm@
SRR RHY i, W4

Pal (¢ HLAEFREFAR

\VVVﬁ BEEBMAREE L

HESR AR T if— F e
wwwmgsm&

P1 ([ wEtsiEsmeE
(Bl e

P (spzepe

p3 (o BiNEEREMmE TR

m m§3$z§>mmﬁzz%m@#
PY¥ | maeisiesmzm

.E%»@ﬁ#%ﬁﬁﬂ%%ﬁ@%%
Fs it

% cmmzs.m\*:_.“_om?_c\_'amﬁ.344;_&
\ PRt sk

P ( wgrEs

B 4P A R AR B AT SA ERARAE 10
2. AR E SRS T R

P& W, WREETTHIEN, bR
it

w¢~§$@%4ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁ“
\V\Q AR =428, A R %

o ATTAE TR
IR, A
AN . R B R 2

PN | Eomsmsmeis
WAL T, RAVGEDR A
P AT

Text



217

Text 7

B [EEEE (Beta-Blockers)

eafaER D F1

B BT - F>

W Es) P2

WHEARROMIE ) P ¢

BTN LS ) T
HEMHES — 7R AR )PE
HPSH LBRRFNEETRSESR) P

<

< 4 4 £

HRP PEEER-EE

TR TR
metoprolol LT Betaloc CR?, Lopresor®, Slow Lopresor®

By carvedilol Regsers  Dilawend® \%

Atenolol  [EE¥ETH Lo-Ten®
celiprolol  ZEFZRTE Celol®
sotalol Elihese] Sotalol®
BArARR &G bEEmEET ) PP

¢ EFRREEIRETER ) Mo
ERRIBIARRER [REEE ) Y

v REER A G MBI R RG IRBAAAAREE - ﬁsﬁ%%ﬁﬁ,ﬂ%@ P

TS o
¢ (FRE-REMR I gREETY - ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂwﬂmﬁﬁﬁmv PR
AR ©

4HE#N.@@S@WEE,\Wmlm.wmx&w:.mmuwm_ﬁwn v \v\*
BE > SERAATERRR o

PIS (i+mEEiem 2

mrsgEmmgm@ﬁé@gz_ﬁﬁqmﬁr s IR
\v&&m@_ﬁﬁmwam_ﬁammamﬁ?_ﬁam@%%,;

P17 ﬁaﬁqﬁﬁ__ﬁ HOL - MBI S IR R S AR » 5%

SRARAERA: ¢
PIS (¢ FEfvks PN sk
pIgCY  BRE - EE pazcy  ER
Pro ¥ (FEEIKIR pag§ ARE
22/ v BE \v,:‘ Vs TEESC )

mﬁmcﬁﬁqﬁ$ﬁﬁm s R o
P26 (g

P21 (s

pap (¥ TEHIGEE - RS - HEE - STAELH

Y B ERHHEIRRY

AR R
¢ EEEEEAL

HAZEY) LR -




218

Text 8
R EE Spironolactone ( Spirotone - EERESBUEIRYE 4 )
waterE) f1
ﬁ%ﬁ‘%%ﬁiﬁ&iP\]E‘éﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁfDﬂﬁﬁﬁ%E’Jkl%?ﬂﬁ&ﬁ%%ﬂ?@ﬁ%ﬁ} 2)
PRk B » TRt B R A (AT o
witmaere) P2
v pErE)P¥ v w27
v B )PS v iEiEED) PF
v Bl — SUBERASEMEA) pL

" smaaERe £9

v RS LRRBRLR E R B RIS SRR © IR
%%EEW%%%#@\m@’%&zﬁﬁﬁﬁmﬁ%%;)&b
s N BEE SRS © ,

v e/ ) P

v EIREOEKE D PIX

v BRI (SETEEMERRESRE) PR
v IRMRHEEEERSE  SREE ) PI1Y

v REEARG - EEREE R ) IS

R

[v  mrEmssenreAosa s Ry SERERB0ER

R EmEsmAaEims

v ~%¢E%@%éﬁmﬁ%¢% A L I L

\ b EamEAmEEE A o

12

§ 229



Text 9

Text 7

Pl (BHEBRRERER?
by (IR R T — S MR o

BEIRATRELIENER & ~ AR EHSESN AR IAEHRHINE R

D> 3 % o EAEMREE - TRIFERBIREREHIN RS
?,% o

— AR S B B AR I PR TR

Pf(M%@%ﬁmo

py [EREBI BB TSE e
O I 055 R ST B AR (T B8 o
(SBER)

ASE IR N e g

D é RIMIREL B e o ANEAENET EBE AR - TS
YRAGIIMERY » AEWWEtSERE ME ~ i ~ IRE - CIRFIE R
183 - FRFIRERENETT ©

s ) R

mnsuun  REFE

ki
HWENE s’n.%_\/c_:{sz
s
f7[%%ﬁ’%ﬁﬁ%%%@ﬁm%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ4-meuﬁ%ﬁ
Al © 3

4 231

219



220

Text 10



























































































































