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  چكيده

 :)اهميت موضوع و هدف(موضوع و طرح مسئله.الف

حوزة بازبيني ترجمه، ادبيات موجود در اين زمينه  نظران صاحبگفتة بسياري از  هباهميت اين پژوهش در آن بود كه 
فرايند ترجمه  ةبرداشت مناسبي از اين مرحلموجود نيز  هاي بخشچندان قوي نيست و  به لحاظ نظري و عملي

و از ديگر سو دارند خودبازبيني تأكيد از بيشتر بر دگربازبيني از يك سو  يافته انجامهاي  ، پژوهشبا وجود اين. ندارند
توجه  بايدانجام دهد و به چه مسائلي  ايدب كه بازبين چه نوع تغييراتيپردازند  موضوع مي به اين لحاظ نظريتنها به 

هاي دست اول متفاوت  نگارش ويرايش توان ادعا نمود كه ماهيت بازبيني ترجمه با ماهيت ، مياز آن گذشته. كند
هاي خاص و حتي سويگي  را با تكيه بر جفت زبان بازبينيبايد ماهيت و فرايند  نيز در زمينة ترجمه اگرچهاست، 

شده و متون مبدأ  زبينيهاي با نشده با ترجمه هاي بازبيني در اثر مقابلة ترجمههايي كه  پيكره. ترجمه بررسي نمود
جلب ترجمه حين فرايند هاي احتمالي  حل آموزان را به مشكلات و راه توجه مدرسان ترجمه و ترجمهحاصل شوند 
خود را بر بازبيني شخصي  پسندهاي دد كه بازبين ترجمه نبايده حظات نظري نشان ميعلاوه، ملا به. خواهند نمود
لاحظات اما آيا اين م. اي به اصلاح دست زند متن ترجمه درمشكل  صورت وجودو ضروري است تنها در  اعمال كند

  ؟يابند كاربرد ميدر عمل نيز 

 :ها ها و فرضيه مباني نظري شامل مرور مختصري از منابع، چارچوب نظري و پرسش. ب

  :هايي به چهار پرسش زير بود ن پاسخاين پژوهش در پي يافت
 شود؟ نويس ترجمه مي خودبازبيني ترجمه اغلب موجب ايجاد چه نوع تغييراتي در نسخة اوليه و پيش .1

 شود؟ نويس ترجمه مي دگربازبيني ترجمه اغلب موجب ايجاد چه نوع تغييراتي در نسخة اوليه و پيش .2

 است؟ هايشان چگونه واكنش مترجمان به دگربازبيني ترجمه .3

) ي آنها ها و محدوديت ها، شاخص شامل اهميت، بسامد، ويژگي(برداشت مترجمان از بازبيني ترجمه  .4
 چگونه است؟ 

گيري و  روش تحقيق شامل تعريف مفاهيم، روش تحقيق، جامعة مورد تحقيق، نمونه. پ
تحليل  وري و تجزيه وآگيري، نحوة اجراي آن، شيوة گرد گيري، ابزار اندازه هاي نمونه روش
  :ها داده

سال ششم و هفتم كارشناسي مترجمي  دانشجوي نيم 40ورده و فرايندمحور، دو گروه شامل فرا در اين پژوهشِ كيفيِ
و  نامه تهيه هاي پژوهش، دو ابزار شامل آزمون ترجمه و پرسش وري دادهردآبراي گ. زبان انگليسي شركت نمودند

نوع  3پژوهشگر  از آنجا كه پژوهش فاقد چارچوب نظري بود،. ري شدومرحله گردآ 4نياز در هاي مورد  سپس داده
 پيامد«، و »بازنمود متني بازبيني«، »فنون بازبيني« از بودند ايجاد نمود كه عبارتبراي تحليل نتايج  بندي طبقهنظام 
 .»بازبيني

  :هاي تحقيق يافته. ت
تن خودبازبيني بيشتر موجب ارتقاء م. برابر خودبازبيني بود 3 تغييرات ايجادشده در اثر دگربازبيني تقريباًبر طبق نتايج، 

در هر . ه بودمقصد به لحاظ قواعد سجاوندي و املايي زبان فارسي و دگربازبيني موجب ارتقاء آن به لحاظ معنايي شد
. بود يكسان بوده با تغييراتي كه منجر به تنزل نحوي شد ه بوددو نوع بازبيني، تغييراتي كه منجر به ارتقاء نحوي شد

تغييرات دهندة حجم زياد  كه نشان تغييرات در هر دو نوع بازبيني موجب ارتقاء كيفيت شد درصد 20در مجموع، تنها 
نظر  بينيز % 25/28مخالف و دربارة % 34/34با  ،ها موافق تغييرات دگربازبين% 39/37مترجمان با . بودضروري غير

 .برند ي را به كار ميخودبازبين ،بيان كردند كه هميشه يا اغلبدهندگان  پاسخ% 55 ،ها نامه تحليل پرسشدر . بودند
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هايشان را بازبيني كنند تا اين كه ديگران از آنها بخواهند  هايي كه از ديگران بخواهند ترجمه براي تمامي آنها موقعيت
نظر  ي بيشتر از دگربازبيني اتفاقزبينت خودبادهندگان بر اهمي پاسخ. افتاده بوداين كار را انجام دهند بيشتر اتفاق 

و  اوليه ترجمةزماني بين  هكردند و اغلب اعلام نمودند كه فاصل هايشان را دو بار بازبيني مي بيشتر آنها ترجمه. داشتند
هاي دستوري، و  ني، غلطهاي بازبيني نيز دقت، روا ترين شاخص مهم. بازبيني آن منوط به عوامل متعددي است

   .دي بودنعلايم سجاو
  :گيري و پيشنهادات نتيجه. ث

غيرآموزشي با استفاده از هاي  كنندگان و متون ديگر و نيز در محيط از شركت استفادهتوان با  پژوهش حاضر را مي
يفيت نهايي بر ك بازبينيو تأثير اين دو نوع ) انگليسي- فارسي(تغيير سويگي ترجمه . هاي طبيعي انجام داد پيكره

مفاهيم شناسي  هاي نظري به لحاظ اصطلاح ر پژوهشتوان ب مي. درخور پژوهش استنيز ) ظ كميبه لحا(ترجمه 
بر بازبيني را هاي شخصيتي  اي و ويژگي تأثير توانش ترجمه. هاي فكرگويي توجه بيشتر نمود و نيز پژوهشمرتبط 

هاي دانشگاهي و  محيطدر و آموزش آن جايگاه فعلي بازبيني شايسته است . مورد كاوش قرار دادتوان  مي
 .قرار گيردهاي آينده  دانشگاهي نيز محور پژوهشغير

 

  .نماييم نامه و ضوابط مندرج در فرم گواهي مي صحت اطلاعات مندرج در اين فرم را بر اساس محتواي پايان
  

دكتر غلامرضا تجويدي: نام استاد راهنما              
  دانشيار: سمت علمي              

 هاي خارجي ادبيات فارسي و زبان: دانشكده            :رئيس كتابخانه
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Abstract 

The main purposes of the research were to (a) illuminate changes made in 

the process of self-revising and third party revising translations, (b) 

ascertain translators’ reaction to their translations’ third party revisions, and 

(c) identify translators’ conception of revision. To that end, a translation 

test and a questionnaire were developed and two groups of students 

participated in the research. The participants of the first group took 

English-Persian translation test and revised it after one week. The 

participants of the second group revised the initial translations of the first 

group. In the next stage, the first group commented on all third party 

revision changes. All 40 participants filled in the questionnaire as well. To 

analyze and describe the changes, three taxonomies were developed by the 

researcher: “revision techniques”, “revision textual realization”, and 

“revision outcome”. The results indicated that third party revisers 

introduced almost three times as many changes as self-revisers did. Self-

revision resulted in more promotional changes in terms of orthography and 

third party revision in terms of semantics. In both revision modes, the 

frequency of syntactic demotion and promotion was equal. Besides, nearly 

20% of all changes in both revision modes resulted in quality promotion. 

Out of the total number of third party revision changes, translators agreed 

with 37.39%, were undecided on 28.25%, and disagreed with 34.34%. 

Analyzing the questionnaires revealed that self-revision was a habit for 

55% of respondents; all respondents had experienced more situations of 

asking others to revise their own translations than being asked to do so. 

Translators agreed upon the effectiveness of self-revision more than third 

party revision. Most translators revised their translations twice and most of 

them mentioned that their drawer-time is dependent upon external factors. 

In terms of revision parameters, generally speaking, accuracy, fluency, 

grammatical errors, and punctuation were among the most important 

priorities.  

Keywords: Revision, Self-Revision, Third Party Revision  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Overview 

This chapter provides a brief introduction to background, significance, 

purpose, and limitations of the study. To that end, background and 

significance of the study are discussed first. Then, research purpose and 

research questions are discussed. Elaborating on type of research and its 

scope and limitations concludes the chapter.  

 

1.1. Background of the Problem 

Revisability is a crucial distinguishing feature of writing in contrast with 

speech (Mossop, 1992). Revising is thus one of the most important skills to 

be learned not only by translators but also by everyone who is concerned 

about quality in writing; however, due to some further considerations (see 

Sainz, 1994; Hine, 2003; and Mossop, 2007 b), it is above all important in 

translating in a way that every text needs revision, be it translated by a 

novice translator or a professional one (Somers, 2001; Colina, 2003; and 

Hervey, Loughbridge, & Higgins, 2006). 
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Even though Künzli (2007 a) states that revision is increasingly becoming 

more important as a concept as well as a practice, it has no “well-developed 

history of theorizing and study” (Haar & Horning, 2006: 3) and above all it 

has not been “well understood, either as a concept or as an activity”, 

perhaps partly due to being “a deceptively simple notion” (Martin, 2007: 

57). Among the problems preoccupying translation scholars is that 

translators tend to be immersed in ST and therefore fail to consider the 

possibility of new alternatives for re-expressing what was previously said 

in TL or fail to focus on TT as the reader of an independent piece of 

writing (see Mossop, 1992; Hervey, Higgins, & Haywood, 1995; and 

Bazerman, 2006 among others).  

Translators may neglect to put themselves in the shoes of TT consumer (as 

they are TT producer and maybe unable to undertake a dual function). This 

in part bears on the fact that in the first ST reading and consequently 

translating, meaning comes to the translator’s mind through ST and it is 

only in follow-up consideration of TT (after translating) that meaning tends 

to come to the translator’s mind first through TT (Mossop, 1982). 

Therefore, when processing moves from unconsciousness to consciousness 

in primary translating and follow-up revision respectively and thus 

decreases in speed (Campbell & Wakim, 2007), the translator is provided 

with a fresh mind to adopt a new vision, regain the lost consciousness, and 



4 

specifically focus on TT. On these lines, Colina (2003: 36) takes the view 

that part of the problems of initial drafts of translations may be associated 

with “limitations in processing capacity.”  

 

1.2. Statement of the Problem 

The available literature on revision is by and large lacking in studies which 

juxtapose revised and non-revised translations to note features of a non-

revised translation which mostly change in revision process (see Mossop, 

2007 a); the studies would rather focus on theorizing about the possible 

parameters the translators tend to take into account and/or correct when 

they revise without trying to see (except Shih, 2006) whether these 

parameters are actually important for them. Even Shih’s study does not tell 

us whether revisers1 actually do what they believe they do. Another 

problem regarding theoretical and practice-based considerations in revision 

is that most of the studies focus on third party revision at the expense of 

self-revision (Mossop, 2007 a).  

 

 

                                                            
1Both spellings—reviser and revisor—are correct. However, as far as the present research is 
concerned, “reviser” is uniformly used, unless quoting a writer verbatim. 
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1.3. Significance of the Study 

It is widely argued that the volume of literature on revision is thin on the 

ground (Mossop, 2007 b) and even that part treats revision unfairly. That 

revision has no well-defined and well-developed history in terms of both 

theory and practice and is unknowingly treated as a simple notion is 

lamented by many scholars (see Chakhachiro, 2005; Bazerman, 2006; Haar 

& Horning, 2006; Künzli, 2007 b; Martin, 2007; and Shih, 2007). Still, 

Mossop (2007 a) argues that most of the studies on revision concern other-

revision or the so-called third party revision. The present study, among 

other things, will clarify the nature of self-revision as compared with its 

counterpart, other-revision.  

Furthermore, it is argued that translation revision procedures and 

considerations are totally different from original writing editing, not to 

mention specific SLs and TLs (see Sainz, 1994). Describing what self-

revision and third party revision means to translators helps to shed light on 

language-specific translation procedures and repeatedly occurring 

problems. Besides, it is contended that the nature of translation revision 

(either self or third party) must be delineated in terms of specific SLs/TLs, 

by taking into account even translation directionality (Mossop, 1992 & 
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2007 a), although Hine (2003) implies that part of revision principles 

universal. 

Raising the level of translators’ consciousness as to the nature of revision 

helps to better understand L1 interference. Martin (2007) argues that the 

actual benefit of revision lies in being “a feedback tool that allows its 

results to be channeled back into the whole cycle of translation production 

in order to eliminate or reduce problems at source” (62). Consciousness-

raising regarding problems which may happen during revision and the so-

called corpus developed through juxtaposing STs together with revised and 

non-revised TTs will hopefully help revisers, translators, and teachers 

among others. 

Finally, a review of the literature demonstrates that theorists conclude that 

a reviser must refrain from imposing his stylistic preferences on the 

translator by taking into account just problematic areas and what must be 

corrected, not what can be improved. Therefore, a reviser must not impose 

his own taste area and creativity on translation and translator (see 

Newmark, 1991; Hervey, Higgins, & Haywood, 1995; Chakhachiro, 2005; 

Künzli, 2007 a; and Martin, 2007 among others). Whether this is something 

which lends itself to theory more than practice or the other way round is 

cleared up through the present research. 


