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Abstract 

Studies in translation encompass various fields like cognitive 

translation studies. This study was an attempt to investigate whether 

there was any difference between field dependent and independent 

cognitive styles of BA translation students regarding their translation 

quality of a literary text from English to Persian. To gain the purpose 

of the study, the researcher followed a comparative study procedure. 

Piloted TOEFL test was administered to 297 participants and from 

among them, 204 who were homogeneous in terms of English 

language proficiency took GEFT test.  Sixty four field dependent 

(FD) and sixty four field independent (FI) participants translated a 

same literary text by Virginia Woolf. Three raters scored the 

participants’ translations. The obtained data from scoring GEFT and 

translations of the participants went through data analysis. The t-test 

result indicated FI translation students outperformed FD students in 

literary translation.
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1.1. Introduction 

 “For most people, the main goal of learning a foreign language is to be 

able to communicate. It is through communication that people send and 

receive messages effectively, and negotiate meaning” (Rubin &Thompson, 

1994,p. 30). Translation is considered as “an act of communication” 

(Hatim & Mason ,1997,p.1). 

      “Translation is a multidisciplinary process, and that a multidisciplinary 

viewpoint is necessary for the understanding of the translation process”( 

Wilson ,2009,p.3). Toury (1982) believes translation, as a cognitive 

science, has to reach beyond linguistics, and calls it "interdisciplinary". 

Translation process and product are investigated through Cognitive 

Translation Studies (Hurtado Albir & Alves, 2009). 

On the other hand, in her work on allusions in literary translation, 

Leppihalme (1997, pp.8-20) describes various views regarding translator`s 

role, one of which is translator`s capability of making choices and 

decisions in translation. The degree to which choices can and need to be 

made by the translator depends on various factors. Lopez Folgado (2012) 

explains that literary comprehension in translation involves not only 

cognitive activities, but also the aesthetic experience. Successful 

production in translation also does not rise from equivalence finding of 
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individual words or sentences, but is gained by means of a mentally 

formulated image gestalt, which is an integrated entity of both linguistic 

organization and visualized scene (Jiang, 2008).  

     An individual goes through a certain organization and range of 

cognitive resources to translate a text. These multiple translation-relevant 

Cognitive resources are referred to Translation Competence (TC) (shreve, 

2006). 

     In translation studies, the characteristics of a good translator have been 

typically addressed based on the concept of (TC). Originally, Competence 

stands for the quality of acquiring a skill, knowledge, or qualification. In 

that sense, it is a synonym for aptitude. However, competence has acquired 

a new meaning in translation studies as “the knowledge a speaker / listener 

has of his language” that is a mental faculty or underlying knowledge. As 

such, Competence is thought of as a psychological attribute of an 

individual (Rothe-Neves, 2007). 

      In addition, according to Process of Acquisition of Translation 

Competence and Evaluation (PACTE) research group in 2000, translation/ 

translator competence, which is the underlying system of knowledge 

needed to translate, includes five interrelated and hierarchical sub-

competencies: 1. Bilingual sub-competence; 2. Extra-linguistic sub- 
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competence; 3. Knowledge about translation; 4. Instrumental sub-

competence; 5.strategic competence (PACTE, 2011; Farrahi Aval, 2009). 

      In fact, the TC Model proposed by PACTE research team (2003) is 

made up of 5 sub-competencies and psycho-physiological components that 

overlap each other as they operate (Montalt Ressurrecci, Ezpeleta Piorno 

& Garcia Izquierdo ,2008).The psychophysical components include 

different types of cognitive and attitudinal components and psychomotor 

mechanisms (PACTE, 2011). Furthermore, Robinson (2003, p.49) puts 

forward that “translation is an intelligent activity involving complex 

processes of conscious and unconscious learning.” He mentions that, 

“translation is an intelligent activity, requiring creative problem-solving in 

novel, textual, social, and cultural conditions” (p.51). “A translator should 

know that translation is a learning activity and it involves the use of the 

main direct (memory, cognitive and compensation) and indirect 

(metacognitive, affective and social) language-learning strategies” 

proposed by Oxford (1990, p.14). 

       “ The way we learn things in genral and the way we attack a problem 

seem to hing on a rather amophous link between personality and 

cognition;this link referred to as cognive style”(Brown, 2000 ,p.113). He 

defines FI style as human ability to perieve a particular, relevent item or 
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factor in a “field” of distracting items. In psycholoical terms,that 

“field”may be perceptual,or it may be more abstaract and refer to set of 

thoughts,ideas,or feeling from which the task is to perceive specific 

relevent subsets.In contrast , Field dependence is the tendency to be 

“dependent ”on the total field so that the parts embedded within the field 

are not easily perceived,although that total field is perceived more clearly 

as a unified whole. A FI style enables the person to distinguish parts from 

a whole, to concentrate on something,to analyze seprate variables without 

the contamination of neighboring variabels. 

      Translation is a transfer process which aims at the transformation of a 

written SL text into an equivalent TL text, and which requires the 

syntactic, the semantic and the pragmatic understanding and analytical 

processing of the SL text (Wilss, 1982). “A good translator must be aware 

of the importance of cognitive information processing of texts so that they 

can be accurately understood, processed and transformed by their cognitive 

system” (Gurdial -Singh, 2005).  

1.2. Statement of the Problem 

    Vandepitte’s (2008) wide map of translation studies distinguishes four 

main types of methods employed: deductive translation studies, 

experimental approaches, speculative ones and inductive translation 
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studies with its qualitative, quantitative and hermeneutic approaches. In 

addition, various fields of translation study also apply methods typically 

related to their field: linguistic, neurolinguistic, cognitive, 

psycholinguistic, behavioral, communicative / functional, semiotic, 

sociological approaches in interpreting, etc. Halverson (2010) more 

specifically proposes that to answer questions about translational 

phenomena, cognitive translation scholars use numerous ways within 

translation studies` sister disciplines of bilingualism, psychology, cognitive 

science, etc. Vandepitte (2008) adds in TC research, translators are seen as 

individuals going through the translation process and taking many 

decisions. Hurtado Albir (2001) highlights the process of translation as a 

complex process, which requires processes of problem-solving, decision-

making and the use of strategies. 

     Decisions are taken consciously or unconsciously, they may involve 

translation strategies. How to improve students’ TC is a very frequent 

subject in translation studies specifically in teaching translation that forms 

a fruitful field of study. The area includes issues such as translation 

curriculum design, program implementation, translation assessment or 

evaluation, translator training institutions and the place of technology in 

translation training. (Williams & Chesterman, 2002)  


