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ABSTRACT

In translation process, editing plays a key role in conveying the right
meaning of a text. Accordingly, the present study intended to investigate
the ability of B.A. and M.A. students of English language translation in
identification and correction of errors in a sample Persian text based on
Iran’s Academy of Persian Language and Literature’s editing guidelines. A
researcher-made text was administered to the students in which errors had
been intentionally embedded to assess their editing ability in error
identification and correction. Using whole group sampling, two groups of
35 B.A. level and 35 M.A. students of English language translation were used
as participants. The results indicated that the mean of the total score in B.A.
group was significantly lower than the medium level; the mean of the total
score in M.A. group was at the medium level; recognition score of the M.A.
group was significantly higher than the B.A. group; correction score of the
M.A. group was significantly larger than the B.A. group, and the total score
of the M.A. group was significantly larger than the B.A. group. In general, it
was found that the participants’ editing ability was very low. This could have
many reasons including lack of qualitative teaching or courses on IAPLL
rules and regulations in English language translation syllabus. The findings
of this study are in line with findings reported by Zare and Falahati Qadimi
Fumani (2020) who reported that students of English language translation
in Iran were weak at editing skills and specifically know very little about the
terms approved by IAPLL. The findings of this research could be used by
different groups such as students of English language translation, Persian
language and literature students, university professors, instructors, writers
and policy makers.

Key words: Translation problems, Editing problems, IAPLL, Error
identification, error correction, translation assessment.

1. Introduction

Language is an inherent feature of human beings. As put by Fishman
(1996), it is through language that we communicate with other people
within our society or from other nations. Language studies cover a wide
range of issues, including teaching, translation, testing, etc. From among
these, translation further covers a wide range of research topics including
theories of translation, translation of poetry, translation software, etc. No
matter what type of translation we deal with, editing is always there as a
fixed and necessary component. In fact, no translation work is presented
without pre and post editing.
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The availability of different components in translation activity reveals that translation is a process rather than
a result, that is, to render a text/speech from one language into another, a number of steps are involved. In general,
any translation activity could broadly be classified into two classes, translation and editing, or as stated by Esposito
(2018) into three classes namely translation, editing and proofreading. During translation, the translator extracts the
meaning of the source text and expresses it by equivalent meaning in the target text. During the editing phase,
however, formatting modifications are made. It is in this process that spell and grammar checks are made. Further, in
this step correct application of punctuation marks are checked. Finally, during the proofreading phase, final revisions
are made before sending the text for publication.

Translation Editing Proofreading

«Wording = Grammar

= Clarity = Spalling

« Structure = Punctuation

« Taminology «Word usage

+ Begistar = Printing arrors
= Consistancy

Figure 1.1. Three phases in translation cycle (Esposito, 2018).

Editing involves several types including ‘content’, ‘line’, ‘copy’, and ‘proofreading’. As put by Esposito (2018),
in content edit the flow and structure of the whole body of work is inspected. Similarly, in line edit wording checks
are made and sentence structure are looked for confusing and repetitive word combinations. In the same way, in
copy edit the mechanics of applying style manual rules for grammar and punctuation are dealt with. Finally, in
proofreading edit, which acts as a final check, cases like extra spaces, misspelled words and missing periods are found
and corrected.

This brief introduction reveals that editing is not an easy task and editors need to take into consideration a
long list of items, i.e. correct word choice, accuracy, style, consistent use of vocabulary, punctuation marks, grammar,
etc. Further, when some large texts are translated by more than one translator, it is the job of the editor to review and
revise the entire translation to ensure consistent use of terminology and style. Editors, as a prerequisite, should also
have a good command of both the source and the target languages and they are not free to make unbounded
changes to the source text (Newmark, 1991). Further, as put by West (1983, p. 286), deficiencies in proofreading skills
lies in “a lack of instruction rather than “carelessness, laziness, lack of motivation, dishonesty or even mediocre verbal
skills”. Also, poor editing results in poor translation. Despite the great importance of the role of editing in the
translation process, not much work has been undertaken on assessment of editing ability of translators, translation
professors as well as translation students (Mohammadian, 2013).

Having specified the gap in the literature, the present researchers decided to investigate the degree to which
B.A. and M.A. students of English language translation could identify and correct potential problems in the sample
Persian text based on Iran’s Academy of Persian Language and Literature (IAPLL) editing guidelines. From this broad
objective, the following research questions were proposed:

Q1) To what extent do Iranian B.A. students master the editing principles based on IAPLL guidelines?

Q2) To what extent do Iranian M.A. students master the editing principles based on IAPLL guidelines?

Q3) Is there any difference between Iranian M.A. and B.A. students in the recognition of editing errors
based on IAPLL guidelines?

Q4) Is there any difference between Iranian M.A. and B.A. students in the correction of editing errors
based on IAPLL guidelines?

Q5) Is there any difference between Iranian M.A. and B.A. students in total score of editing errors based
on IAPLL guidelines?

From these five research questions, five hypotheses were extracted as follows:

HO.1. English B.A. students master the editing principles at the medium level based on IAPLL guidelines.
HO0.2. English M.A. students master the editing principles at the medium level based on IAPLL guidelines.
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HO0.3. There is a significant difference between English M.A. and B.A. students in recognition of editing
errors based on IAPLL guidelines.

HO0.4. There is a significant difference between English M.A. and B.A. students in correction of editing
errors based on IAPLL guidelines.

HO.5. There is a significant difference between English M.A. and B.A. students in total score of editing
errors based on IAPLL guidelines.

2.Literature review

The term translation has already been defined by many researchers. According to Hatim and Mason (1997, p.
25) translation involves “the negotiation of meaning between producers and receivers of the text.” Similarly, based
on the research conducted by Bell (1991), translation is a procedure of conveying oral and written messages from one
language to another. Maier (1994) defined translation as “an activity of multiple mediations or ‘refractions’ that
includes both translator and reader (p. 193).” Further, Lambert (1998) asserts, “A translation is the fruit of a substantial
creative effort by the translator, who is the key agent in the subjective activity and social practice of translation” (p.
130). According to Catford (1965, p. 20); “translation is the replacement of textual material in one language (SL) by
equivalent textual material in another language (TL).” Catford’s definition (1965) implies that translation is a process
in the sense that it is an activity performed by people through time when expressions are reworded and paraphrased
into simpler ones in the same language, or they are translated from one language into a different language.

Based on the studies of Kelly (2005), translation is defined as the ability of comprehending the source text and
transferring it to the target text by utilizing the register, the background knowledge, and other language resources
according to the intended goals. According to Newmark (1981, p. 7), translation is a skill that aims to substitute a
written message and/or statement in one language by the same message or statement in another language; that is,
a written communication in a second language having the same meaning as written communication in a first
language.

As mentioned in the introduction of this paper, translation is a process with a number of components — editing
being a single but an important one. A review of the literature within translation studies shows that the first
publications on revision appeared two to three decades ago, and most of them were handbooks or practical guides
for students and practicing translators (Thaon & Horguelin, 1980; Mossop, 2019). A second wave of publications came
in the 2000. These were based on empirical research, but tended to draw on indirect methodologies in the form of
surveys and interviews (Shih, 2006). “Only in a third wave of research on revising, observational methodologies begun
to appear on the scene” (Brunette et al. 2005).

Revision is considered to be a type of editing. The main task of a reviser is to read and evaluate a text, correct
the test and produce a final draft of the text that is free of vocabulary, grammar, etc. errors. (Roussey & Piolat, 2008).

But, what is it that editors should find and revise in a text? Mossop (2019) in his book Revising and Editing for
Translators introduced a short list of translation error types and 12 revision parameters which were finally classified
into 4 groups of Transfer (focusing on accuracy and completeness), content (dealing with logic and facts), language
(covering items like smoothness, tailoring, sublanguage, idiom, and mechanics) and presentation (including items
like layout, typography, and organization). Mossop (2019) states that an experienced reviser actually checks those 12
parameters simultaneously by instinct when going through each sentence. Mossop’s model for translation revision is
not only useful for revisers, but it is also useful for translators, because questions asked in each of the four groups of
parameters help to produce a better translation. Accuracy, completeness, and logic are the main parameters to check.
Among them, accuracy is the most important feature of a translation.

A lot of studies have investigated and compared the effect of direct versus indirect strategies in helping
learners in accuracy and overall writing quality (Robb, Ross, & Shortreed, 1986). Direct or explicit feedback occurs
when the teacher identifies an error and provides the correct form, while indirect strategies refer to situations when
the teacher indicates that an error has been made but does not provide a correction, thereby leaving the student to
diagnose and correct it.

Error detection or identification is an indicator of error correction potential: If you identify an error, you can
potentially correct it, and the correction is, potentially, an improvement. You cannot correct a mistake until you have
found it.” (Mossop 2019, p. 165).

Finally, Zare and Falahati Qadimi Fumani (2020) investigated the application of IAPLL approved terms by
Iranian B.A English translator training students and showed that they did not use the terms much mainly due to the
unavailability of such courses on application of IAPLL approved terms in the higher education system. They also
asserted that due to missing of such trainings on IAPLL approved terms, almost all Persian texts need to undergo sort
of editing and revisions. In fact, compatibility of terms in a text to IAPLL approved terms is a constant type of practice
all editors should exercise.
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2.1. Foundation of IAPLL

Iran’s Academy of Persian Language and Literature is not the only academy in the world. In fact, there are a
large number of academies over the globe. One major function of such academies is that they care for the language
and try to preserve and improve it in a systematic manner, i.e. often by introducing guidelines for application of local
terms rather than the foreign ones. They may, at times, introduce new local terms to replace foreign borrowed words.
In what follows, IAPLL is briefly introduced.

The Academy of Persian Language and Literature is an Institute the main task of which is to establish rules and
principles and adjust the necessary regulations to guide the development and preserving of language. The
interrelationship among different nations and languages has resulted in the availability of a large number of foreign
borrowed terms in Persian. Hence, a big problem in Iran is how to express such foreign terms in Persian. In fact, the
kind of linguistic awareness that arose among Iranian researchers led to the emergence of the academy in Iran (Iran’s
Academy of Persian Language and Literature [IAPLL], 2023). Further, the effort of Iranian scholars to preserve Persian
against rival global languages was another motivation for establishment of Iran’s Academy of Persian Language and
Literature (IAPLL).

IAPLL does not have a long history in Iran in deed. But its whole life could be divided into three eras (IAPLL,
2023). The first academy, called the Iranian Academy, was founded in 1935 until 1953 with the objective to replace
foreign words with Persian ones. The second Iranian academy, named Iranian Academy of Language, was founded in
1970 with the objective to introduce Persian terms for new foreign scientific, technical, and cultural concepts; and to
conduct studies on all languages and dialects of Iran to get a better knowledge of Persian (IAPLL, 2023). By 1976,
almost 35,000 new Persian words had been proposed by the academy. Then, “the third academy, under the title of
Academy of Persian Language and Literature (IAPLL), was established in 1991, with an active word-selection
committee” (Spolsky, 2004, pp. 37-38). This Academy is an independent institution functioning under Presidential
Foundation and its approvals are further approved by the president of Iran. The academy members are academics of
Persian literature and linguistics from Iran, Tajikistan, Afghanistan, and Uzbekistan. This third Academy has three sub
Academies namely: Academy of Sciences, Academy of Medical Sciences, and Academy of Art.

English, as a lingua franca, has certainly impacted almost all languages of the world including Persian. To
safeqguard Persian, IAPLL played an important role by setting its objectives as follows: To keep the power and
originality of Persian language; to develop a refined expressive language to express scientific and literary ideas; to
promote Persian language and literature and to spread out its domain inside and outside of the country and to create
vitality and growth in Persian language with regard to requirements of human life and the advance of science and
technology while maintaining its originality.

As stated in this brief literature review, in order to fill in the gap in research on revising of Persian document,
studies need to be undertaken. In an effort to reduce this gap in the literature, the present researchers decided to
investigate the degree to which B.A. and M.A. students of English language translation could identify and correct
potential problems in the sample Persian text based on Iran’s Academy of Persian Language and Literature (IAPLL)
editing guidelines.

3.Methodology
3.1. Participants

In this study, a descriptive quantitative research design was used to assess the ability of the participants in
identification and correction of editing errors in a sample Persian text. To select the sample participants, first Zand
Institute of Higher Education (https://edu.zand.ac.ir/Sess/16428651193) was selected. This institute was selected
since the needed number of students of English language translation were available there (B.A. students= 35, and
M.A. students=35). To select the participants, whole group sampling was used. The B.A. level senior students were 38
and there were also 37 M.A. level students of translation (who had passed all their courses and were working on their
theses). Three students from the B.A. level class and 2 students from the M.A. level class were discarded since they
were males — because the majority of the students were female, only female students were used as participants in
this study. This led to 35 B.A. level and 35 M.A. level students who were used as the ultimate participants of the study.

3.2. Instrument
A researcher-made instrument was used in this study. The instrument was a Persian text (including 200 words
and 20 errors). The term error here means violation of IAPLL rules. These rules are as follows:
1. Missing of short vowels and superscripts resulting in pronunciation difficulty. For example, in Becket,
<SG should be used rather than <&
2. Missing Tanvin in words rooting in Arabic. Like | U should be used rather than | s
3. Joining and disjoining plural marker & and sla. Plural marker should be written with half space after the
root like: s4ii sirather than sl 43 5
4. No space should be left between a word like 453 in fact 4S ¢l is wrong
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5. Tanvin should not be deleted from words rooting in Arabic. Like: lia should be used rather than Lis

6. Tashdid should not be missed if its deletion causes ambiguity in pronunciation of words like: = should
be used rather than = if it means ‘cause’ or ‘reason’.

7. No space is left between the two components of complex words like: J5«a so _\S a4 is wrong.

8. Prefixes like = ,«i = are joined to the main part of the verb by half space like: 21 S« rather than
£,

9. Marker _sis presented by no space like: " Jiiw rather than, 5 (iw or " LS rather than %S,

10.The problem with homophones. The word _ sh! ! should be written as L 53l =l or J1_i should be written
as Jloh,

The researchers embedded errors from all the 10 categories above in the sample text. Two errors from each
category (totally 20 errors) were embedded in the text. Then, the text was given to 3 experts with at least 10 years of
experience in editing to check the text and issue their comments regarding the clarity and coverage of the problems.
Their modifications were minor and concerned only error spacing or word spacing which were immediately revised
by the researchers. Then, the text was distributed among the participants to detect and identify the errors. They had
40 minutes to finish their editing job.

3.3.Scoring
The following procedure was used to score each paper corrected by each participant. In all, there were 20

editing problems in the text. For each identification of the problems a 0.5 was assigned. For each correction of the
problems identified again a 0.5 was assigned. Since there were 20 editing errors, the optimum score a student could
get from both identification and correction was 20 meaning that the student had identified all the 20 editing
problems and had successfully corrected them. The minimum score was 0 meaning that the student had failed to
identify even a single editing problem. Nor had the student been able to correct any of the problems embedded
intentionally into the text. To clarify the issue, imagine that a student had been able to identify 12 out of 20 problems
and out of the 12 problems identified, s/he had been able to correct 8 based on IAPLL guidelines. The score of this
student could be computed as follows:

12*0.5=6 the identification score out of 10 (60% success)

8*0.5=4 the correction score out of 10 (40% success)

Total score= 10 out of 20 (50% success)

3.4. Data Analysis Procedure

In order to analyze the data, IBM SPSS version 22 was used. Both descriptive and inferential statistics were
drawn on. To find the quality of performance of B.A. and M.A. students, descriptive statistics (means, frequency and
standard deviations) was used to describe data collected throughout the research process. Also, in order to analyze
the performance of each group of students on identification and correction of editing errors an Independent samples
t-test was used. In order to check the inter-coder validity of the data extracted, three editors with at least 10 years of
editing history were requested to read the instrument (sample text produced) and comment on it.

4, Results
4.1. Descriptive Statistics

The sample consisted of 35 Bachelor and 35 Master's students. Their task was to recognize and correct 20 word
errors in a sample text with 200-words. These words were representatives of 10 types of errors as specified by IAPLL.

Table 1. Distribution of recognition of different types of errors by BA and MA students

Error Group
Type Score Master Bachelor
Recognition N % N %
Typel 0 17 48.6% 19 54.3%
0.5 15 42.9% 13 37.1%
1.0 3 8.6% 3 8.6%
Type2 0 5 14.3% 7 20.0%
0.5 16 45.7% 12 34.3%

1.0 14 40.0% 16 45.7%
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Type3 0 12 34.3% 14 40.0%
0.5 18 51.4% 14 40.0%
1.0 5 14.3% 7 20.0%
Type4 0 18 51.4% 25 71.4%
0.5 9 25.7% 7 20.0%
1.0 8 22.9% 3 8.6%
Type5 0 4 11.4% 4 11.4%
0.5 21 60.0% 13 37.1%
1.0 10 28.6% 18 51.4%
Type6 0 8 22.9% 6 17.1%
0.5 11 31.4% 18 51.4%
1.0 16 45.7% 11 31.4%
Type7 0 2 5.7% 12 34.3%
0.5 11 31.4% 13 37.1%
1.0 22 62.9% 10 28.6%
Type8 0 20 57.1% 24 68.6%
0.5 14 40.0% 11 31.4%
1.0 1 2.9% 0 0.0%
Type9 0 5 14.3% 8 22.9%
0.5 7 20.0% 14 40.0%
1.0 23 65.7% 13 37.1%
Type10 0 14 40.0% 24 68.6%
0.5 1 31.4% 7 20.0%
1.0 10 28.6% 4 11.4%

*Type 1: Missing of short vowels and super scripts resulting pronunciation difficulty, Type 2: Missing Hamza in words
rooting in Arabic, Type 3: Joining and disjoining plural marker & and s, Type 4: No space should be left between a
words like "Inkeh " 4%l based on the rules of compound nouns, Type 5: Tanvin should not be deleted from words
rooting in Arabic, Type 6: Tashdid should not be missed if its deletion causes ambiguity in pronunciation, Type 7: No
space should be left between the two component of complex words, Type 8: Prefixes like (-« ¢« <« should be joined
to the main part of the verb by half space, Type 9: Marker _s should be added to the root by no space, Type 10: The

problem with homophones.

Table 1 shows the distribution of different types of errors recognized by B.A. and M.A. students. In type 1
error and for master students, it indicates that 17 students (48.6% within M.A. group) had a score of 0, while 15
students (42.9%) received 0.5 and 3 students (8.6%) obtained 1 (complete score) for type 1 error. Similarly, for type 1

error and in B.A. group, 19 (54.3%), 13 (37.1%) and 3 (8.6%) students received 0, 0.5 and 1 respectively.

Table 2. Distribution of correction of different types of errors by B.A. and M.A. students

Group
Erro.r Score Master Bachelor
Type Correction
N % N %
Type1 0 17 48.6% 21 60.0%
0.5 15 42.9% 11 31.4%
1.0 3 8.6% 3 8.6%
Type2 0 6 17.1% 8 22.9%
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0.5 15 42.9% 13 37.1%
1.0 14 40.0% 14 40.0%
Type3 0 22 62.9% 21 60.0%
0.5 11 31.4% 11 31.4%
1.0 2 5.7% 3 8.6%
Type4d 0 23 65.7% 30 85.7%
0.5 4 11.4% 3 8.6%
1.0 8 22.9% 2 5.7%
Type5 0 4 11.4% 5 14.3%
0.5 21 60.0% 14 40.0%
1.0 10 28.6% 16 45.7%
Type6 0 10 28.6% 12 34.3%
0.5 12 34.3% 15 42.9%
1.0 13 37.1% 8 22.9%
Type7 0 4 11.4% 17 48.6%
0.5 13 37.1% 11 31.4%
1.0 18 51.4% 7 20.0%
Type8 0 23 65.7% 28 80.0%
0.5 11 31.4% 7 20.0%
1.0 1 2.9% 0 0.0%
Type9 0 9 25.7% 16 45.7%
0.5 11 31.4% 12 34.3%
1.0 15 42.9% 7 20.0%
Type10 0 19 54.3% 26 74.3%
0.5 12 34.3% 8 22.9%
1.0 4 11.4% 1 2.9%

Table 2 shows the distribution of different types of errors corrected by B.A. and M.A. students. In type 1 error
and for master students, it indicates that 17 students (48.6% within M.A. group) got 0, while 15 students (42.9%)
received 0.5 and 3 students (8.6%) obtained a score of 1 (complete score) for type 1 error. Similarly, for type 1 error
and in B.A. group, 21 (60%), 11 (31.4%) and 3 (8.6%) students received 0, 0.5 and 1, respectively.

Table 3. Distribution of miss-recognition of a correct word as an incorrect one by B.A. and M.A. students

Group
Wofgsrrect Score Master Bachelor
N % N %
Word1 0 27 77.1% 24 68.6%
1 8 22.9% 11 31.4%
Word2 0 30 88.2% 22 62.9%
1 4 11.8% 13 37.1%
Word3 0 33 94.3% 35 100.0%
1 2 5.7% 0 0.0%
Word4 0 34 97.1% 34 97.1%
1 1 2.9% 1 2.9%
Word5 0 33 94.3% 33 94.3%
1 2 5.7% 2 5.7%
Word6 0 30 85.7% 30 85.7%
1 5 14.3% 5 14.3%
Word7 0 35 100.0% 33 94.3%
1 0 0.0% 2 5.7%
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Word8 0 33 94.3% 35 100.0%
1 2 5.7% 0 0.0%
Word9 0 34 97.1% 29 82.9%
1 1 2.9% 6 17.1%
Word10 0 28 80.0% 29 82.9%
1 7 20.0% 6 17.1%
Word11 0 33 94.3% 23 65.7%
1 2 5.7% 12 34.3%
Word12 0 18 51.4% 34 97.1%
1 17 48.6% 1 2.9%
Word13 0 30 85.7% 33 94.3%
1 5 14.3% 2 5.7%
Word14 0 33 94.3% 29 82.9%
1 2 5.7% 6 17.1%
Word15 0 32 91.4% 33 94.3%
1 3 8.6% 2 5.7%

Table 3 shows the distribution of mistakenly identifying a correct word as an incorrect one by B.A. and M.A.
students. For example, for word No. 1, in master students group, 27 students (77.1% within M.A. group) recognized
the word as a correct one (0 score), while 8 students (22.9%) mistakenly as an incorrect word (1 score). Similarly, for
word 1 and in B.A. group, 24 students (68.6%) recognized the word as a correct one and 11 students (31.4%) as an
incorrect one.

Table 4. Statistics for research variables in M.A. and B.A. groups

Variable Group N Mea . .Std. Minimu Maximu
n Deviation m m
Recognitio Master 3 5.10 1.566 25 85
n 5 0 2
Bachel 3 417 1.905
or 5 1 7 1.0 8.5
Correction Master 3 430 1430 2.0 7.5
5 0 8
Bachel 3 3.24 1.605
or 5 3 9 > 7.0
Total-score Master 3 240 2.947 4.5 15.5
5 0 6
Bachel 3 7.41 3.107
or 5 4 1 1.5 14.0
Miss- Master 3 1.74 1314 0 5
Recognition 5
Bachel 3 1.97 1361 0 4
or 5

Table 4 presents statistics for research variables including recognition, correction, total score and miss-
recognition. It shows that recognition, correction and total scores means were greater in the M.A. group than the B.A.
For miss-recognition, the mean score of M.A. group was less than the B.A. which indicates that Master students had
fewer mistakes in identifying a correct word as an incorrect.

4.2. Inferential Statistics
To investigate the research questions, the normality of research variables was tested by the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov Test.
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Table 5. Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test of normality for research variables

Variable z Sig.
Recognition 0.096 0.186
Correction 0.099 0.084
Total-score 0.098 0.094
Miss-Recognition 0.186 0.000

Table 5 shows results for the Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test. Since the statistics were not significant (Sig.>0.05)
for recognition, correction and total score, they had normal distribution. In contrast, the test was significant
(Sig.<0.05) for miss-recognition which means that its distribution was not normal. So, for the miss-recognition we can
only use non-parametric tests.

Question 1: To what extent do English B.A. students master the editing principles based on IAPLL
Guidelines?

Hypothesis 1: English B.A. students master the editing principles at the medium level based on IAPLL
Guidelines.

To examine this hypothesis, we considered the medium level as 50% of the complete score. Then, we
compared the variable mean with this 50% score using the one-sample t-test.

For recognition and correction, fifty percent of the complete score is 5, so we considered the test value to be
5. For the total score (recognition + correction) the complete score is 20, so we considered the test value to be 10.

Table 6. The one-sample t-test for recognition and correction in B.A. group

Test value=5

. Std. Mean .
Variable N Mean Deviation Diff T df Sig.
Recognition 35 4171 1.9057 0.8286 2572 34 0.015
Correction 35 3.243 1.6059 17571 6.473 34 0.000

-Recognition:
According to Table 6, the mean of recognition in B.A. group (M=4.171) was less than the test value 5. As
shown in Table 6, the t-test was significant (Sig.<0.05). Thus the mean of recognition in B.A. group was significantly
lower than the medium level (5).

-Correction:

According to Table 6, the mean of correction in B.A. group (M=3.243) was less than the test value 5. As shown
in Table 4.6, the t-test was significant (Sig.<0.05). Thus the mean of correction in B.A. group was significantly lower
than the medium level (5).

Table 7. The one-sample t-test for total score in B.A. group

Test value=10

. Std. Mean .
Variable N Mean Deviation Diff. T df Sig.
Recognition 35 7414 3.1071 25857 4.923 34 0.000

-Total score:
According to Table 4.7, the mean of total score in B.A. group (M=7.414) was less than the test value 10. As
shown in Table 7, the t-test was significant (Sig.<0.05). Thus, the mean of total score in B.A. group was significantly
lower than the medium level (10).



Mohammad Reza Falahati Qadimi Fumani Ahmed

Question 2: To what extent do English M.A. students master the editing principles based on IAPLL
Guidelines?
Hypothesis 2: English M.A. students master the editing principles at the medium level based on IAPLL
Guidelines.
To examine this hypothesis, we considered the medium level as 50% of the complete score. Then, we
compared the variable mean with this 50% score by the use of the one-sample t-test.
For recognition and correction, fifty percent of the complete score is 5, so we considered the test value to be
5. For the total score (recognition + correction) the complete score is 20, so we considered the test value to be 10.

Table 8. The one-sample t-test for recognition and correction in M.A. group

Test value=5

. Mea Std. Mean d .
Variable N n Deviation Diff. T f 3ig.
Recognitio 3 5.10 1.566 0.100 0.37 3 0.70
n 5 0 2 0 8 4 8
Correction 3 4.30 1.430 - - 3 0.00
5 0 8 0.7000 2.894 4 7

-Recognition:

According to Table 8, the mean of recognition in M.A. group (M=5.100) was greater than the test value 5. As
shown in Table 8, the t-test was not significant (Sig.>0.05). Thus, the mean of recognition in M.A. group was at the
medium level (5).

-Correction:

According to Table 8, the mean of correction in M.A. group (M=4.300) was less than the test value 5. As shown
in Table 8, the t-test was significant (Sig.<0.05). Thus, the mean of correction in M.A. group was significantly lower
than the medium level (5).

Table 9. The one-sample t-test for total score in M.A. group

Test value=10

. Std. Mean .
Variable N Mean Deviation Diff T df Sig.
Recognition 35 9.400 2.9476 0.6000 1204 34 0.237

-Total score:

According to Table 9, the mean of total score in M.A. group (M=9.400) was less than the test value 10. As
shown in Table 9, the t-test was not significant (Sig.>0.05). Thus, the mean of total score in M.A. group was at the
medium level (10).

Question 3: Is there any difference between English M.A. and B.A. students in recognition of editing
errors based on IAPLL Guidelines?

Hypothesis 3: There is a significant difference between English M.A. and B.A. students in recognition of
editing errors based on IAPLL Guidelines.

To examine this hypothesis, we compared two groups of M.A. and B.A. students by the independent t-test.

Table 10. The independent t-test for comparison of recognition between M.A. and B.A. students

. gro Mea Std. Mean .
variable up N n Deviation  Difference T df 3ig.
recogni MA 3 5.1 1.5 0.9 2.2 6 0.0

tion 5 00 662 286 27 8 29
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3 4.1 1.9

BA 5 71 057

The result of independent sample t-test as presented in Table 4.10 shows that there was a significant difference
between the two groups (p<0.05). This indicates that recognition score of M.A. group was significantly greater than
B.A. groups.

Question 4: Is there any difference between English M.A. and B.A. students in correction of editing
errors based on IAPLL Guidelines?

Hypothesis 4: There is a significant difference between English M.A. and B.A. students in correction of
editing errors based on IAPLL Guidelines.

To examine this hypothesis, we compared two groups of M.A. and B.A. students by the independent sample
t-test.

Table 11. The independent t-test for comparison of correction between M.A. and B.A. students

variabl gro Mea Std. Mean

e up N n Deviation  Difference T df 3ig.
MA 3 4.3 1.43
correct 5 00 08 1.05 2.9 6 0
ion BA 3 3.2 1.60 71 08 8 05
5 43 59

The result of independent t-test as presented in Table 4.11 shows that there was a significant difference
between the two groups (p<0.05). This indicates that correction score of the M.A. group was significantly greater than
the B.A. group.

Question 5: Is there any difference between English M.A. and B.A. students in total score of editing
errors based on IAPLL Guidelines?

Hypothesis 5: There is a significant difference between English M.A. and B.A. students in total score of
editing errors based on IAPLL Guidelines.

To examine this hypothesis, we compared two groups of M.A. and B.A. students by the independent sample

t- test.
Table 12. The independent sample t-test for comparison of total score between M.A. and B.A. students
varia gro Std. Mean .
ble up N Mean Deviation  Difference T df 3ig.
MA 3 9.4 2.94
total 5 00 76 1.98 2.7 6 0.0
score BA 3 7.4 3.10 57 43 8 08
5 14 71

The result of the independent sample t-test as presented in Table 12 shows that there was a significant
difference between the two groups (p<0.05). This indicates that the total score of M.A. group was significantly greater
than the B.A. group.

5. Discussion and Concluding Remarks

In this section, the research questions are discussed in the context of other works introduced in the literature.
But before that one the research questions and also the results obtained during the study are restated for ease of
reference.

Q1) To what extent do English B.A. students master the editing principles based on IAPLL Guidelines?

Data analysis showed that the mean of the total score in B.A. group (M=7.414) was less than the test value 10.
As shown in Table 4.7, the t-test was significant (Sig.<0.05). Thus, the mean of the total score in the B.A. group was
significantly lower than the medium level (10).

Q2) To what extent do English M.A. students master the editing principles based on IAPLL Guidelines?
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According to Table 4.9, the mean of the total score in the M.A. group (M=9.400) was less than the test value 10.
As shown in Table 4.9, the t-test was not significant (Sig.>0.05). Thus, the mean of the total score in the M.A. group
was at the medium level (10).

Q3) Is there any difference between English M.A. and B.A. students in recognition of editing errors
based on IAPLL Guidelines?

The result of the independent sample t-test as presented in Table 4.10 shows that there was a significant
difference between the two groups (p<0.05). This indicates that recognition score of the M.A. group was significantly
greater than the B.A. group.

Q4) Is there any difference between English M.A. and B.A. students in correction of editing errors based
on IAPLL Guidelines?

The result of the independent sample t-test as presented in Table 4.11 shows that there was a significant
difference between the two groups (p<0.05). This indicates that correction score of the M.A. group was significantly
greater than the B.A. group.

Q5) Is there any difference between English M.A. and B.A. students in total score of editing errors based
on IAPLL Guidelines?

The result of the independent sample t-test as presented in Table 4.12 shows that there was a significant
difference between the two groups (p<0.05). This indicates that the total score of the M.A. group was significantly
greater than the B.A. group.

In what follows the findings of the study discussed. A number of researchers observed that language users
preferred non-IAPLL rules in certain domains. Accordingly, findings of the present study are in line with findings of
Bagheri Haghighi (2014) who investigated 700 English terms and their equivalents as introduced by IAPLL. He found
out that most of the engineering community in Iran did not use IAPLL’s guidelines. Honarjooyan, (2013) also stated
that the rate of application of IAPLL rules by translators and editors was very low, meaning that they almost ignored
the terms introduced by IAPLL. Moreover, 62.6% of the users were not familiar with half spacing on their keyboard
(lack of background knowledge) which confirms why they did not observe IAPLL rules on spacing.

Findings of this thesis are also in line with Kolahdoozan, Mo'ini, Papi, Asgari and Zolfaghari (2004), Zolfaghari
(2007) and Arabzadeh (2013) who worked on sources like theses, journals and personal websites. They showed that
lack of knowledge by editors on principles of IAPLL was a major problem. This again emphasizes the role of training
in this issue since in universities and formal academic settings marginal attention is paid to the guidelines of IAPLL in
finding equivalents and also in typesetting. So, when the translators, editors and students are not well equipped with
such skills and knowledge it is axiomatic that they will not be able to follow IAPLL's rules.

Even regarding the quality of IAPLL approved terms, Tasnim News Agency (2016) asserted that IAPLL's
equivalents looked so unusual which was why people do not use them in their everyday speech and texts. For
example, 48! i< for pizza. Further, Daneshgar (2016) asserted that we should start from families to publicize IAPLL
terms. In the same vein, Amini (2016) believed that one reason why we have failed to publicize IAPLL guidelines is
that we had not considered real language user’s attitudes towards language terminology. All these pieces of evidence
showed that there is a lot to be done on institutionalization of IAPLL rules in the writings of the scientific community,
as well as in the mindset of translators and editors.

The purpose of this research was to assess B.A. and M.A. students of translation’s editing ability. The results
indicated that students lacked proper editing knowledge due to lack of proper training at the university. This study
had a number of pedagogical implications. The first point was that the results of this research could be used by
students of translation as well as students of Persian language and literature. Having shown low performance in
observing IAPLL guidelines, the students can equip themselves with knowledge on IAPLL rules and guidelines (esp.
the IAPLL approved terms). The second implication was for university professors, in general, and instructors of English
language translation and Persian language and literature, in particular. Because it appears that even their familiarity
with IAPLL approved guidelines was low. University professors and instructors could include in their syllabi some
portion on such rules and put more emphasis on such editing guidelines and rules within their classrooms. The third
implication was for policy makers in the higher education system. There is a need to embed some portion on IAPLL
guidelines in the curricula of courses like translator training, Persian language and literature, etc. The findings in this
study were also useful for authors of books. Different authors could choose this topic to compile a book and hence
produce some source material besides those delivered by IAPLL to publicize application of IAPLL guidelines by the
scientific community. The availability of these sources could help students and also university professors to work
harder and more systematically on this topic.

Like any other work the present study had also some limitations. First, because of the time limitation, the
researchers worked on a small sample of participant. Certainly, bigger samples could produce better results. Second,
gender was not considered in this research as a variable due to dearth of male participants in the population of English
translation students. If we had considered both genders, this could have resulted in other findings. Third, from the
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scale of level of education only B.A and M.A students were used as participants and A.A. and Ph.D. students were not
considered.

Certainly there is no end to research and what was undertaken in this study is not the end. Other researchers
may use the findings of the present study as a basis for their further research works. For example, here the researchers
focused on B.A. and M.A. students, so other researchers could also include Ph.D. students or other scholars or also
universities instructors and then make comparisons between and among these groups. Other researchers could also
consider gender as a variable. The researcher worked on senior translation students, other researchers could include
freshmen, sophomore and junior students as well. Here, a piece of academic text was dealt with. Other researchers
could use other types of texts or even poetry, drama, etc. Other researchers could also collect their data from students
of majors other than English translation like chemistry, mechanical Engineering, etc.
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Appendix:
Error Recognition and Correction Questionnaire
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