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Abstract

Apologies are sources of problems in the process of Persian-English subtitling as they are performed with
variant forms and functions in these two languages and cultures. ‘Ta’arof apologies’-Persian apologies
which are extended to show politeness-creates more serious obstacles for the subtitlers. These difficulties
root in the culture-specific contexts in which they are used as well as the cultural norms underlying their
practice in Persian. This study qualitatively analyses the difficulties encountered by Persian-English sub-
titlers of Iranian films in both understanding of ta’arof apologies in the source text (ST) and their translation
into the target text (TT).The results revealed that besides the subtitles applied for translating ta’arof apolo-
gies, different elements help the subtitlers to transfer their meaning into English subtitles. These elements
are speaker’s and the hearer’s utterances as well as the end act in the conversation and also the verbal and
non-verbal signs in the conversation and the previous and next scenes.
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INTRODUCTION

From among the disciplines which investigates
the discrepancy of ‘what is said’ and ‘what is
meant’ in interpersonal relationships, pragmatics
deals with the study of interpretation of meaning
of utterances by accessing to different elements
such as the shared knowledge between speaker (S)
and hearer (H), as well as the contexts in which
the utterance has been used (Austin, 1962; Searle,
1969; Grice, 1975; Cutting, 2002). Although the
number of comparative and contrastive pragmatic
studies between Persian and English has been
drastically increased in the past few years, few
studies were conducted which investigated Persian-
English and English-Persian translation of
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pragmatic issues. These studies mainly include
works on translation of speech act (Rahimi, 2004;
Zamani, 2013), face-threatening acts (Yaqubi,
2012; Yaqubi, et al., 2013; Moradi & Jabbari,
2015), conversational implicature (Hassani La-
haromi, 2013) deictic expressions (Zandi & Az-
izinezhad, 2011) and politeness (Amany et al.,
2014) in both written and oral texts.

In line with the development of pragmatics
across the world, several mono-cultural, cross-
cultural and interlanguage pragmatic studies ana-
lyzed the production of some specific speech acts
in terms of their pragmatic structures in Persian
(Afghari, 2007; Allami Naeimi, 2011; Aliakbari
& Changizi, 2012; Yaqubi et al., 2015; Yaqubi et
al., 2016). Among the culture-specific Persian
speech acts, those which are used in doing
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ta’arof-Iranian ritual system of politeness- are
reported to be sources of difficulties in intercul-
tural communication (Taleghani-Nikazm, 1998;
Koutelaki, 2002; Eslami, 2005). Mismatch of
form and function of a series of speech acts such
as apologies used in doing ta’arof may run the
risk of not being understood or misinterpreted by
the translators or subtitlers and leads to mistrans-
lation in the TT. As such, translating them is im-
mensely involved with difficulties of their under-
standing and transferring the linguistic and cul-
tural aspects. However, despite their importance,
the form and the meaning of these speech acts as
well as the cultural norms underlying them have
been attempted in separate studies. Besides, they
have been neglected in the area of translation and
subtitling. This study focuses on the difficulties
of Persian-English subtitling of ¢a’arof apologies
in order to fill the gaps in the area of pragmatics
and translation.

Persian Ta’arof

A great number of studies on the Iranian interper-
sonal relationship have focused on the usage of
‘Persian language’ as a prominent criterion to
investigate the extravagant intricacies of the Ira-
nians’ communications (Beeman, 1986, 1988,
2001; Sharifian, 2007, 2011; Koutlaki, 1997;
2002, 2010). Based on these studies, a great deal
of the Iranian society’s style of conversations ride
on their consummate verbal skills in using this
language. In his book “Language, Status and
Power in Iran”, Beeman (1986) compares Irani-
ans to magicians who are able to transform reali-
ty. Interpretation of the complex conversations
between Iranians in their usual communication
deals with the great discrepancy of what is being
said by S and the actual meaning of what he or
she has intended to deliver. Among other linguis-
tic patterns, in Persian, this discrepancy is re-
vealed and confirmed by its complex system of
politeness namely that of ta’arof. Sharifian
(2011, p. 144) believes that “a person’s ability to
exercise and respond to fa arof appropriately has
a significant bearing on their social relation-
ships”. As lzadi et al, (2012, p. P. 77) argue
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“ta’arof has been addressed as the backbone of
Persian politeness system and seems to be domi-
nant in a majority of interactions between Irani-
ans in different settings”.

Studies on ta’arof have sporadically high-
lighted some concepts related to this notion.
These concepts are explained below:

o Adab (politeness): As an important
concept in the Islamic culture, adab
refers to many meanings such as
courtesy, morals, learning, literature,
etc. (Sahragard, 2003). Sahragard
(2003) believes that as a kind of so-
cial education and training, adab is
based on tarbiyat or good breeding.

o Shekasteh-nafsi: Shekast-e nafsi is a
compound in Persian made up of the
morphemes shekasteh ‘broken’ and
nafs ‘self’ (Sharifian, 2011, p. 113)
which  literally means  ‘self-
breaking’. Sharifian (2005, p. 337)
believes that shekasteh-nafsi moti-
vates the speakers to downplay their
talents, skills, achievements, etc.
while praising a similar trait in their
interlocutors.

o Ehteram (respect): The results of
Sahragard’s (2003) study suggest
that any verbal or non-verbal act
performed out of respect can be con-
sidered as ehteram. lzadi (2015)
translates this concept as deference.
He argues that ehteram reflects the
person’s showing awareness of self
and other’s territory of individuality,
autonomy, privacy, differentiation,
independence and the like (p. 83).

o Tavazo (humility): The English
equivalents chosen by Sahragard
(2003) for this concept are humility
and modesty. To show tavazo, peo-
ple downgrade or deny their abilities
and possessions.

o Mehman navazi (hospitality): Ira-
nians show their hospitality through
performing ta’arof. Sahragard ar-
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gues that it may involve using flow-
ery language, expressing strong and
repetitive insistence that the guest
eat something, degrading the host’s
belongings and capabilities, etc. (p.
417). According to Koutlaki (2010,
p. 44) “ta’arof is a “polite commu-
nication style that its practice stems
from religious teachings of generosi-
ty and hospitality”.

Ta’arof from Pragmatics Point of View

Since decades ago, ta ‘arof has been the centre of
attention of many scholars in different disciplines
such as pragmatics. In most of these studies
speech act has been the core subject. They pre-
sented a series of speech acts such as offer, com-
pliment, invitation, apology, refusal of offer and
invitation applied in doing ta’arof (Taleghani-
Nikazm, 1998; Koutlaki, 2002, 2010; Eslami,
2005; Salmani Nodoushan, 2005, 2014; Afghari
& Karimnia, 2012; Saberi, 2012; Babai
Shishavan & Sharifian, 2013; Babai Shishavan,
2016). In some studies (Koutlaki, 2002; Eslami,
2005) ta’arof has been used as an alternative
term for specific speech acts such as invitation,
offer or refusal of invitation and offer in conver-
sations. In some studies, a speech act and the
term ta’arof are coined such as ta’arof refusal
(Koutlaki, 2002) and ta’arof apology (Koutlaki,
2010). Difficulties of understanding or identifica-
tion of the culture-specific notion of ¢a arof have
been the centre of attention in mono-cultural and
cross-cultural pragmatic studies which mainly
investigate the intricacies of interpretation of cul-
ture-specific meaning of these speech acts for
non-native speakers of Persian.

One of the complex speech acts done in doing
ta’arof is apology. Koutlaki (2010) elaborated on
culture-specific types of speech acts in Persian
such as offers, refusals, compliment and apolo-
gies. She used ta’arof apologies and ostensible
apologies interchangeably to categorize them as
deference, humility and cordiality devices in
Persian. According to Koutlaki (2010) “if the
English use please and thank you more than oth-
er nations, Iranians must be the uncontested

champions of the ostensible apology”. She be-
lieved that in doing ta’arof, people exhibited
empty formality through which insincere hospi-
tality and respect will be shown. She argues that
“in the same way that the English “thank you” is
not always an expression of thank, as in “that ‘Il
be all for now, thank you”, Iranian apology can
be anything from an expression of humility, grat-
itude, thanks, or indebtness when offering a pre-
sent, or even a move to a closing sequence, as in
“sorry I’ve taken your time” (p. 47). Later Saberi
(2012) categorized the situations of ostensible
apologies based on Koutlaki’s (2010) conceptu-
alization of this speech act. These categoriza-
tions are as follow:

o Apology in offering a present:
when offering a present to some-
body the speaker apologizes, com-
municating the idea that the present
is not worthy of the receiver.

o Host’s apology for bad food: when
the host/hostess, apologizes to the
guests for not providing good and
delicious food.

o Apology for doing service or fa-
vour: when expressing gratitude and
indebtedness for a favour or service.

o Host’s Apology for inconvenienc-
es: when the host/hostess may apol-
ogize to the guest for the probable
inconveniences and lack of comfort.

o Guest’s Apology for trouble: when
the guest apologizes to the
host/hostess for their trouble.

On the other hand, in English, ostensible
apologies are defined differently. Isaacs & Clark
(1990) argues:

Suppose an army officer orders a pri-
vate to apologize to her for some minor
infraction. When the private says, "I
apologize," they may both know he is
not truly sorry for the act. The purpose
of the apology is to establish the pri-
vate's respect for the officer's authority.
The officer must collude by acknowl-

br



34

Yaqubi, On Subtitling of Ta’arof Apologies

edging the apology. And if asked, "Do
you really mean it?" the private cannot
truthfully say "yes" but he also can't say
"no™ without undercutting his intention
of showing respect for the authority
structure (p. 504)

Later Link & Kreuz (2005) elaborated on
the concept English ostensible apology by pro-
posing a set strategies (characteristic features) of
these speech acts. These strategies are 1) the act
for which the speaker is apologizing was not the
addressee’s best interest, 2) speaker believes that
the act was not against the addressee’s best inter-
est; 3) speaker doesn't persist or insist on the
Apology.

Unlike English apologies whose function or
meaning rely mainly on the form or structure or
the offence made by S, studies on Persian apolo-
gies such as ta 'arof apologies indicate that, inter-
locutor signal the meaning of these speech acts
by using them in specific contexts including in
different times and places such as parties, and
also among different people such as the host and
the guest, as well as with different functions such
as to show hospitality or humility. These apolo-
gies occur when no offence has occurred, even in
most of the cases of ta ‘arof apologies, the speak-
er (S) does a favour to the hearer (H). Therefore,
interpretation of the meanings of ¢a arof apology
is more difficult for the translators as they are
highly context-dependent. Miller et al (2014, p.
3) believe that “anyone who wants a deep under-
standing of the Persian language will benefit
from understanding that the surface content of
ta’arof is not the most important aspect of its
meaning; rather what ta’arof signifies is a con-
textual understanding of the conversation that
follows and the actions that ensue from that con-
versation”. Koutlaki (2010) and Saberi (2012)
emphasize on the context of za ‘arof apologies i.e.
the place and time of the apology as well as the
people involved in their identification. However,
in the same situations, these apologies are not
used or less frequently used in English which
makes the transferring their meaning difficult.
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Therefore, variations of apologies in Persian and
English are expected to create difficulties of un-
derstanding in intercultural communications and
translation. Despite their prevalence and im-
portance, fa’arof apologies have been less dis-
cussed in the previous Persian speech act studies.
More importantly, they are ignored in the area of
translation and subtitling. In this study under-
standing these elements in Persian soundtrack of
Iranian films as well as their transference through
subtitling will be analyzed and discussed. In this
study, the problems of understanding and trans-
ferring the meaning of ta’arof apologies in the
process of subtitling of Iranian films into English
will be investigated. The research questions of
this study are as follow:

1. What types of ta arof apologies are
used in the corpus? What strategies,
ta’arof features as well as cultural
norms are evident in these speech
acts?

2. In what ways ta’arof apologies cre-
ate problems for the Persian-English
subtitles?

METHOD
In this study 80 ta’arof apologies are collected
from two sources as follow:

1. The soundtracks of 4 lIranian subti-
tled full films (7Tala-ye Sorx (Crimson
Gold) (2004), Marmulak (Lizard)
(2004), Sa’adat Abad (Land of Felici-
ty) (2011), Ye Habbeh Qand (A Cube
of Sugar) (2011)).

2. Soundtracks of 4 lranian TV
films(Ma Xune nistim (We are not at
home) (2009), Bolur-e Baran (The
Crystals of Rain) (2010), Dard-e Sar
(Trouble) (2010), Kabutar ba Kabu-
tar (Birds of a Feature) (2011))
broadcasted from the international
channels of Jam-e-Jam or IRIB (ls-
lamic Republic of Iran broadcasting)
These films are also called tele-film
interchangeably TV films are full-
length audiovisual products which are
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produced solely for the purpose of
showing on TV. The rational for choos-
ing these films as the corpus is that no
researcher has ever used Iranian TV
films as the corpus for subtitling or
dubbing analysis. Therefore, there is a
need to investigate their subtitling in
terms of transference of cultural aspects
into English as they are watched by
many people around the world through
the International IRIB channels.

This collection is done in two stages as follow:

O

Identification of Apology Strategies:

In this study, in line with Afghari
(2007) a combination of frameworks
composed of strategies proposed by
Blum-Kulka & Olshtain (1984), OlI-
shtain & Cohen (1983), Trosborg
(1987), and Blum-Kulka, et al. (1989)
is used in order to identify the apology
strategies in Persian. The following fig-
ure shows strategies proposed in this
framework:

An expression of an apology
(use of IFIDY)

Apologw

4[ Explicit self blame
| Lack of intent

Strategies

An acknowledgement of
responsibility

4[ Justifying the hearer

)
a
4[ Request for forgiveness ]
J
J
)
)

Amn explanation or account of I ExprBSSJUn of self
the situation

<[ Amn offer of repair

] 4[ Concern for the hearer ]

Statement of the
«[ A promise of forbearance } offense

Figure 1: Apology Strategies in Persian

Distinguishing Ta’arof features: A set
of contexts and functions of Persian os-
tensible apology or ta'arof apologies was
proposed by Koutlaki (2010). In this
study her adoption of these apologies
will be minimally modified to distinguish
ta’ arof apologies from the other Persian

apologies.

Investigation of cultural concepts: A
set of cultural concepts relevant to the

o Analysis of the subtitles: After the col-

lection of ta’arof apologies, they are
compared with their English subtitles. To
this aim, a qualitative approach to ana-
lyze the transference of the meaning into
TT will be taken.

RESULTS
Results of these study show that ta 'arof apologies

notion of ta ‘arof and apology will be in- below:

vestigated in identification of ta’arof

apologies.

occurred in three situations or contexts. Examples
of these situations and their subtitle are given

Host’s apology for bad food: following extract

taken from the movie Lizard (2004) shows com-
bined ta’arof apologies by host for bad food. The
Persian soundtrack (source text (ST)), gloss
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translation (GT) and the subtitle (target text (TT)
have been given.

1. Context: The conversation occurs when Yasi,
the female host (in her 30s) has prepared a lot of
food. She has been busy with cooking in the pre-
vious episodes. She welcomes the guests to help
themselves.
Guest: [ST]: Yasi che kard-i

[GT]: [Yasi][what][you did]

[TT]: Yasi, it’s wonderful

Host [ST]: Nushe jan

[GT]: [bon appetite]

[TT]: Enjoy it.
Guest:[ST]: Bebaxsh-id

[GT]: [forgive]

[TT]: Sorry

Host:

[ST]: Ajale-i shod

[GT]: [in hurry][it became]

[TT]: If it’s late
Guest: [ST]: chi kar
ge?

mixast-i bokon-i di-

[GT]:[What][job][you wanted][you do]
[any more]
[TT]: What else you could do?

In this conversation, upon the guest’s com-
pliment, the host states “bebaxshid” (forgive me)
and “ajalei shod” (the quality of the food is not
good as it is prepared in hurry) as she knows that
it is customary to downgrade her talent of cook-
ing in order to show herself as motevaze or hum-
ble. The guest understand the intended meaning
of these apologies i.e. ‘she is doing fa’arof’, or
‘she is being polite’ based on the mutual cultural
values i.e. knowledge of ravazo, shekaste nafsi,
or mehman navazi. Therefore, inferring the in-
tended meaning of the apologies, the host rejects
the apologies by stating “chi kar mixasti bokoni
dige?” (What else you wanted to do?).

Similar to the guest, ST audiences can infer
the meaning of apologies through context and
shared knowledge of Iranian culture i.e. hosts are
expected to apologize for bad food before and
after serving the food. They also can understand
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the meaning of these apologies through retro-
spective reference to the previous episodes of the
movie, in which the host is preparing the food
stage by stage. Furthermore, they can infer the
meanings of the apologies through the visual
signs e.g. big quantity and good appearance of
the food as well as the happy and surprised faces
of the guests. Finally, final utterance by the guest
which implies no harm or offence has occurred;
help them to decipher the meanings of the apolo-
gies. However, although in the English subtitles,
the forms of apologies are recreated in the TT
through the subtitle ‘sorry if it is late’, transfer-
ence of their meanings i.e. ‘the host is apologiz-
ing out of politeness’ cannot be guaranteed. This
is due to the cultural variations of intended mean-
ings of apologies in Persian and English cultures.
In other words, apologies where no insult or of-
fence occurs, are less frequently done in English
and the subtitling of these apologies may signal
genuine meaning in English. Furthermore, TT
audience is presumed to not understand the
meaning of the apologies as the second apology
has been wrongly translated. While in ST, the
host apologized for her fast preparation of the
food which leads to its bad quality, in the TT, the
offence implied is that the food has been pre-
pared very late. In response, the guest implies
that the food looks great and it is of high quality.
If the offence had been properly translated in TT,
the guest response as well as the visual signs i.e.
the appearance of the food could help to provide
a clearer meaning in TT. Besides, visual signs in
the previous scenes which show that the host has
prepared the food in several stages help them to
infer the meaning. This may risk the transference
of the meaning of apologies into TT.

o Host’s apology for inconveniences:
ta’ arof apologies in the corpus were used
by the hosts to the guests for inconven-
iences such as bad accommodation, late
preparation of the tea, privacy issues,
messiness of the house, and forgetting to
offer food. However, in the previous and
current scenes in which these apologies
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occurs, these offences did not occur and
the hosts only used them to show their
tavazo or modesty and mehman navazi or
hospitality. The following conversation
contain ta’arof apologies and their Eng-
lish subtitles taken from the movie Crim-
son Gold:
2.The host is a rich man in his 30s who has invit-
ed a pizza deliverer person to his house as he was
alone. He was abroad for several years and he has
just come back to Iran. The pizza deliverer per-
son is a poor man in his 40s who is surprised by
the host’s invitation.
Host: [ST]: Rasti bebaxsh-id
[GT]: [oh] [forgive]
[TT]: -
[ST]: man ta’arof na-kard-am
[GT]: [1] [ta’arof] [Idid not]
[TT]: | forgot to offer you
[ST): Tu yakhchal har no
drink-i  bexa-in hast
[GT]:[in ][fridge][any][type][drink]
[you want] [there is]
[TT]: There lots in the fridge. All
kinds of drinks
[ST]: Manzur-am  nushidani-e
[GT]: [my intention] [drink is]
[TT]: -

In this conversation, the context i.e. the roles
of the characters which are host and guest imply
that the meaning of the apologies, i.e. ‘the host
wants to show himself as mehman navaz (hospi-
table)’. Although the host has been abroad for
several years, he remembers that the hosts are
expected to show their mehman navazi through
offering foods, drinks and also apologize for bad
hospitality in Iran. Both ST and TT audiences
access to the previous episodes which implies the
guest’s poverty (he has to deliver pizza to meet
the ends of his family) and unexpected hospitality
of the host as well as the visual signs such as
guest’s surprised look at the luxurious house im-
ply that he has not been to such a place before.
Although TT audience may presume that the act
for which the speaker is apologizing was not the
addressee’s best interest (Link & Kreuz, 2005),

however, ST and TT audiences do not share the
same background knowledge of ta’arof. There-
fore, apology structures in the subtitle do not
guarantee the transference of their meaning in the
TT.

o Guest’s apology for the inconven-
iences: some of the apologies in the
corpus were done by guest to the host.
Here is an example of this type of
apology from the movie we are not at
Home (2009):

3.Context: This conversation is between a host
and a guest. The host is a man in his 50s while
the guest is his friend who is a male director in
his 40s. The director and his group have been in
the host’s house for some days.
Guest:

[ST]: Bebaxshid  ejaze mid-id?

[GT]: [forgive me][allowance][you give?]

[TT]: Can | come in?
Host:

[ST]: Xahesh mikon-am,

[GT]: [request] [l do]

[TT]: Sure

[ST]: Befarma-id

[GT]: [you command]

[TT]: Come in
Guest:

[ST]: Bebaxsh-id agaye Kashi,

[GT]: [forgive me][Mr.][ Kashi]

[TT]: I'm sorry Mr. Kashi,

[ST]: In

azyate shoma ham shod

[GT][this][sounds][we][cause][annoy][you

][also] [became]

[TT]: We were shouting all over the place
Host:

[ST]: Extiar dar-in

[GT]: [authority][you have]

[TT]: No problem

[ST]: In-am yek tajrob-as

[GT]: [this-also][one][experience is]

[TT]: It’s just an experience

sar-o sedaye ma baese azaro

In this conversation, the context in which the
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apology is used i.e. the conversation happens be-
tween host and guest indicates that the apology
“bebaxshid aqaye Kashi, in saro seddaye ma
baese azaro azyate shoma ham shod” (excuse me
Mr. Kashi, these sounds disturbed you) is done to
fulfil the requirement of ta’arof i.e. to show
ehteram (respect). The host and ST audiences
know that the guests are expected to apologize
for the inconvenience frequently. The host’s re-
sponse “‘extiar darin, inam ye tajrobas” (you
have authority, this is an experience) indicates
that no offence has occurred and he is enjoying
hosting the guest. However, this may create am-
biguity for TT audiences as they may think that
‘if the host is enjoying hosting the guest and the
guest know about it why the guest is apologiz-
ing?’ If these apologies occur in a written text,
the translator could explain their meanings via
explicitation, footnote and other translation strat-
egies. But in the case of subtitling, time and
space restrictions make it impossible for the sub-
titlers to elaborate on these meanings in this con-
strained mode of translation.

DISCUSSION AND LIMITATIONS

Analysis of the Persian apologies revealed that
the categorization of explicit illocutionary force
indicating device (IFID) included the most fre-
guent strategies in the Persian and English cor-
pus. This strategy included apologies with re-
quest for forgiveness (RF) and ‘expression of
regret (ER) which totally includes 50% of the
data in Persian and 60% of the English data
which confirmed a number of previous studies on
apology in Persian and English (Olshtain and
Cohen, 1983; Afghari, 2007; Shahrokhi & Jan,
2012; Sadeghi, 2013).

High frequency of the utterance bebaxshid in
the Persian corpus confirmed the result of studies
on Persian apologies (Afghari, 2007; Shariati and
Chamani, 2010). About the high frequency of
bebaxshid Shariati & Chamani (2010) argue that:

“Iranian culture considers human be-
ings as different parts of the same body,
and encourages establishing friendly re-
lationships among people, while it dis-
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approves keeping distance from others.
Therefore, bebaxshid (forgive me) is
more common among Iranians probably
because it builds the least distance be-
tween S and H. Another possible expla-
nation is that bebaxshid is pronounced
much easier than other forms while it
consists of more semantic components”

(p. 1694).

On the other hand, in English subtitles, the
high frequency of the apology form of ‘be sorry’
confirm the results of previous studies (Olshtain
and Cohen, 1984) which argue that this form is
the most frequent form of apology in English.

Besides bebaxshid, the word zahmat (bother)
and mozahem (intruder) were used frequently in
the corpus. Koutlaki (1997, p. 82) maintains that
“very often the guest will reply to the host’s
apology with (bebaxshid) zahmat daadim (i.e.
‘you-PL forgive, trouble we-gave’), or she may
offer this phrase on the way out in order to ex-
press thanks”.

Analysis of the structures of apologies in the
corpus revealed that, strategies of IFID namely
‘expression of regret’ and ‘request for for-
giveness’ were not used in single forms. If they
were used in a single form, the addressee as well
as the original audience will not understand the
reason of the apology. Therefore they were com-
bined with apologies with other strategies such as
‘statement of offence’ in order to implicate the
reason for the apology. The analysis revealed that
the only strategy which was used in single form
was ‘statement of offence’. These offences were
‘taking the time of the addressee’, ‘bad food’,
‘lack of convenience’, ‘messiness of the room’,
etc. However, these apologies were between host
and the guest which as Koutlaki (2010) and Sa-
beri (2012) believe are manifestation of ta’arof
rather than real apologies for a real offence. In a
similar way, ST audience will understand the os-
tensible meaning as no offence has been commit-
ted by S and also they can recourse to their
knowledge of ta’arof. About ta’arof apologies,
Koutlaki (1997, p. 82) argues that the speaker is
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ostensibly apologizing for bad food, lack of com-
fort, waste of the visitors' time: in short, she pre-
sents her hospitality as being worse than what the
visitors deserve. The results of this study con-
firmed this claim.

Through the analysis of ta’arof apologies, the
researcher noticed the important role of some
cultural norms related to ta’arof in practicing
Persian apologies. These notions were adab (po-
liteness), ehteram (respect), mehman navazi
(hospitality), tavazo (modesty) and shekaste nafsi
(self-breaking).

Among these notion, adab has been reported
to be a very important notion related to ta’arof
(Sahragard, 2003; Salmani Nodoushan, 2005).
The primary English equivalent of this notion
is  ‘politeness,” ‘courtesy’ and ‘respect’
(Sahragard, 2003). The main components relat-
ed to adab, is ehteram (respect) (Koutlaki,
2002; Sharifian, 2007). Similar to adab,
ehteram is also connected closely to ta’aro
apologies. Result showed that in all examples
in the corpus, the characters extend apologies
to show adab and ehteram.

As cited in Behnam & Amizadeh (2012, p.
66) “ta’arof has deep roots in the Iranian tradi-
tion of treating your guests better than your own
family and being great hosts” (Rezaei, 2007).
This concept is also related to the concept of
ta’arof and more specifically mehman navazi
(hospitality) and Persian apologies. Analysis of
the data showed that the host’s apologies for bad
food and other offences are seen as a sign of con-
sideration for their guests and of concern for the
guests’ needs and more generally as sign of
mehman navazi or hospitality.

Another cultural concept related to ta’arof
are shekaste-nafsi and ravazo which mean hu-
mility or modesty. This concept was very evi-
dent in the Persian ostensible apologies in the
corpus. In such cases, the host downgrades the
food or the convenience the host has prepared
for the guest. Shekaste nafsi is done by the host
to show tavazo or modesty which is one of the
components of ta’arof. Koutlaki (1997, p. 78)
argues that:

Under the maxim of Humility, a
host/ess will offer fruit or sweets to a
guest saying gabele ta’arofi nist (‘it's
not worth to be offered’, i.e. it’s not
good enough for the guests) thus pre-
senting her hospitality as inferior. It
may be that the speaker does not be-
lieve this to be the case at all, but the
operation of the humility maxim is so
strong that she must present it as such.

The most important limitation of this study is
the scarcity of research on similarities and differ-
ences of Persian and English apologies as well as
the lack of comparative research for translation of
ta’arof apologies. As a fundamental aspect of
Iranian conversations, ta’arof in general and Per-
sian OSAs in particular are ubiquitous elements
in Iranian films. However, due to the purposes of
the study, the research had to limit the study to
the subtitled Iranian films which make the data
collection difficult.

CONCLUSION
Analysis of the data revealed that subtitling of
ta’arof apologies creates difficulties for the sub-
titlers due to cultural differences which can occur
in two stages: identification and transferring the
meaning. However, based on the qualitative
analysis, besides the subtitle used for subtitling of
ta’arof apologies, the different clues help the
subtitler in subtitling them and help the audience
to decipher ostensible meaning of the apologies.
These clues are 1) S’s utterance (the offence ar-
ticulated e.g. ‘it’s a mess’), 2) H’s utterance
which implicate the non-occurrence of offence
(e.g. ‘forget it, “I wanna talk to you’ as a reply to
the apology ‘it’s mess’), 3) the end act (e.g. si-
lence of S), 4)polysemiotic signs (e.g. host’s
apologies for bad food to a guest who is licking
his fingers), and 5) getting information from the
verbal and non-verbal elements in previous/ next
(e.g. several stages of preparing the food).

Based on the analysis of the subtitles, it can be
concluded that the subtitlers should transfer the
reason of the apology in order to signal the mean-
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ing in TT i.e. no offence has taken place and
make the audience think that the apologies are
done out of politeness. Visual elements i.e. the
role of the characters can be good clues for TT
audience to understand the meaning of apologies.
However, subtitler needs to take this issue into
account and use the subtitle as an additive factor
for transferring the meaning of ¢a 'arof apologies.
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