
 

 

Journal of  

Language and Translation 

Volume 9, Number 4, Winter 2019, (pp.1-16) 
 

  

 

 

 

  

 

 

Retrospective and Introspective Think-Aloud Protocols in Translation Quality 

Assessment: A Qual-Quan Mixed Methods Research 
 

 

Samaneh Heidari
1
, Natasha Pourdana

2*
, Gholamhasan Famil Khalili

3
 

1
MA in Translation Studies, Faculty of Literature and Foreign Languages, Islamic Azad  

University, Karaj Branch 
2* 

Assistant Professor of TEFL, Faculty of Literature and Foreign Languages, Islamic Azad  

University, Karaj Branch 
3
Assistant Professor of TEFL, Faculty of Literature and Foreign Languages, Islamic Azad  

University, Karaj Branch 

Received: 11 June, 2019       Accepted: 25 December, 2019 

Abstract 

A major concern in Translation Studies (TS) has been on what really goes on in the translators’ head 

while they are translating (not what researchers claim is going on). Among the techniques utilized in 

studying such cognitive processes and systems, think-aloud protocols (TAPs) have been widely em-

ployed. As a content analysis study, this Qual-Quan mixed methods research aimed at exploring the com-

parative differences introspective and retrospective TAPs can cause in English-to-Persian translation 

quality. The selected participants were 15 MA students studying TS at Islamic Azad University, Karaj 

Branch. The participants were required to translate two English texts into Persian, one introspectively and 

the other retrospectively, while the participants’ voices were audio-recorded and fully transcribed later. 

Relying on a recent translation quality assessment scale (Famil Khalili, 2011), the frequency distribution 

for the 14 encoded themes proved that the participants performed differently in introspection and retros-

pection TAP phases. In fact, while the themes coherence and grammaticality had the highest frequency 

counts in the retrospection phase, dialogical register, linguistic functions and speech acts had a considera-

ble improvement in the introspection phase. 
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INTRODUCTION 

As a longstanding line of research, translation 

criticism and error analysis are by nature prod-

uct- and not process-oriented. When comparing 

the target to the source content or looking at the              

committed translation errors, one may at best

 

hypothesize what has happened in the mind of 

the translator during the translation process. In 

cases of interference, such assumptions may 

have had a high degree of possibility, but other 

kinds of recognition are difficult to reach. For 

instance, through examination of translation er-

rors, one might  speculate that a translator's for-

eign language competence is not adequate but 

when talking to him, one may discover that he 
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has problems expressing himself in his mother 

tongue, too. Consequently, some means are re-

quired to figure out what  is going on in the 

translator's mind as a means to reach a glimpse 

into his black box. 

As O’Brien (2013) pointed out, the research 

on translation process has intensely borrowed 

from a number of disciplines such as linguistics, 

psychology, cognitive science, neuroscience, 

reading and writing research and language tech-

nology. The impact of these disciplines and their 

specific research directions and strategies on 

translation researchers  is something of a one-

way affair, but given time, a reciprocal interdis-

ciplinary relationship may emerge, so that trans-

lation studies would be not only a borrower but 

also a lender. A number of attempts have been 

made at probing into the translator’s mind. One 

of them is to directly ask a translator himself to 

think aloud and open up his mental processes 

while or after a translation task. Theoretically,  

think aloud protocol (TAP) is a method in which 

the physical and cognitive processes in a transla-

tor’s mind are examined (Ericsson, 1993). As it 

was suggested, TAP methodology takes four 

major considerations (Corlett, 1995):  

(1) The position of verbal protocols as 

evidence, their validity as data, and 

the kind of data to be obtained,  

(2) Techniques or practical aspects of 

gathering data and making task situa-

tion,   

(3) Analyzing or extracting the legiti-

mate and helpful information from the 

verbal protocol data, and finally, and 

(4) Tools or different hardware and 

software to perform TAP analysis 

TAP is not however an easy, fast-forward 

method of gathering and analyzing data. View-

ing translation performance as a problem-

solving process, translation studies scholars be-

lieve that it should be possible to study such a 

demanding cognitive process by means of TAP. 

On the other hand, due to some doubts, applica-

bility and possible consequences of TAP in TS, 

adopting a multimethod approach to provide 

data on translators’ hidden mental states while 

carrying out the task has its own advocates, pre-

ferences and impediments. For instance, Wil-

liams (2004) set out one of such approaches to 

translation quality assessment as an amalgam of 

content analysis and argumentation theory. Wil-

liams characterized argumentation as a dis-

course which has two categories: (1) argument 

macrostructure and (2) rhetorical topology with 

five subcategories of organizational schemas, 

conjunctives, types of argument, figures and 

narrative strategy. In this approach, the original 

text is initially examined with reference to its 

argument schema. Next, the translation is ex-

amined in order to evaluate its overall arrange-

ment. Thirdly, a comparative assessment is 

conducted with reference to the five rhetorical 

subcategories, and finally, an overall argumen-

tation-centered translation assessment is done 

(Williams, 2004). 

As it was reported, a comparatively large 

TAP study was done in which 48 German EFL 

learners translated English texts into German 

while thinking aloud introspectively. After ana-

lyzing the transcripts, as a side-effect of TAP, 

the EFL learners’ capacity for problem-solving 

seemed to increase, suggesting that TAP might 

also have important pedagogical applications to 

improving the quality of translation (Lörscher, 

1991). To bridge the gap in ST literature, the 

current researchers conducted a comparative 

qualitative study of introspective and retrospec-

tive TAP to explore the possible difference they 

make in Iranian translators’ translation quality. 

To serve the objective of the research, the fol-

lowing descriptive/qualitative questions were 

raised: 

- To what extent does the retrospective TAP 

make any difference in Iranian translators’ 

English to Persian translation quality? 

- To what extent does the introspective TAP 

make any difference in Iranian translators’ 

English to Persian translation quality? 
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METHODS 

Participants 

In this research, the participants were a sample 

of 15 Iranian MA students majoring English 

translation (70%) and English literature (30%) at               

Islamic Azad University, Karaj Branch who 

were non-randomly selected to serve the objec-

tives of the study. The researchers’ expected 

qualifications for the participants were academic 

experience with Persian-to-English translation. 

Table 1 reports on their demographic informa-

tion. For ethical preservations, the participants 

remained anonymous in this study.  

 

 

Table 1. 

The participants’ Demographic Information 

Participant Gender Degree Educational Background Age (Year) 

AL Female MA student English Literature 43 

DP Male MA student English Translation 27 

EM Female MA student English Literature 38 

KE Female MA student English Literature 29 

MB Female MA student English Translation 26 

MJ Male MA student English Literature 25 

NE Male MA student English Translation 36 

NS Female MA student English Translation 26 

RH Female MA student English Translation 26 

SM Female MA student English Translation 26 

SB Female MA student English Literature 36 

SO Male MA student English Translation 34 

SA Female MA student English Translation 49 

ZA Female MA student English Translation 28 

MZ Male MA student English Translation 35 

 

As Table 1 displays, the age range of the par-

ticipants was 25 to 49 years old. They were re-

quired to translate two selected English texts of 

120-125 words to Persian, while thinking aloud 

introspectively in one of the tasks and retrospec-

tively in the other. The texts were selected from 

Pride and Prejudice (Austen, 1775) and the Gift 

of the Magi  (Henry, 1862), with the Flesch 

Reading Ease Score of 87.8 which designated 

the passages as easy to read. 

 

MATERIALS 

In this Qual-Quan mixed methods research, Fa-

mil Khalili’s (2011) translation quality assess-

ment (TQA) scale was used as the rating scale 

for both introspective and retrospective phases. 

The scale originally consists of eleven criteria: 

linguistic features, genre, speech acts, adequate     

lexical choices, proper choice of register, gram-

matically well-formed sentences author`s personal 

view point, culturally appropriate language, cohe-

rence, stance and proper choice of cohesive devic-

es. In this study, however, the researchers initially 

encoded the occurrence of these TQA criteria in 

the participants’ translation performance and later 

inserted them into NVivo 10 for further content      

analysis. 

 

Retrospective and Introspective TAP 

By definition, in the introspective TAP, a con-

current verbalization of thought and task per-

formance takes place, while in retrospective 

TAP, a post hoc verbalization is stimulated 

(Ericsson, 1993).The participants, therefore, 

were coached thoroughly and required once to 

think aloud whatever came to their mind while 

they were translating a text and, and once to 

think aloud after performing on the translation 
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task. The time lapse between two phases of in-

trospection and retrospection was 8 weeks. Both 

their TAP performances were recorded. Later, 

the transcripts were encoded following the crite-

ria in Famil Khalili’s (2011) TQA scale. Finally, 

the content analysis of the translated texts was 

done by means of NVivo 10.  

  

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The participants’ recorded verbal protocols were 

segmented, encoded, and analyzed according to 

the 11 descriptors in Famil Khalili’s TQA scale, by 

the researchers. After content analysis of the trans-

lated passages, 14 themes were explored. Later, the 

researchers made use of NVivo 10 to measure up 

the frequency distribution of these themes in the 

introspective and retrospective TAP phases, sepa-

rately. Table 2 displays the relative occurrences of 

the 14 themes in Retrospection Phase 

Retrospective Phase  

Table 2 displays the relative occurrences of the 14 

themes in the Retrospection Phase. In Table 2, the 

frequency distribution of the 14 criteria in Famil 

Khalili’s (2011) TQA scale which have been en-

coded are illustrated in the participants’ transla-

tions as following: 

Lexical Choices. They refer to the choice of ap-

propriate equivalences in the translated text were 

distributed in MJ’s translation with the frequen-

cy of (f=8.64%) in retrospection. For example in 

translating the following text: 

Elizabeth listened in silence. She was not 

convinced. `Jane is so kind!` she thought. `Al-

ways ready to see the good side of people`s cha-

racters! I considered Mr. Bingley`s sisters too 

proud, almost rude, in fact. I`m sure they feel 

superior to most other people, like Mr. Darcy`. 

But she did not say any more.  

ثبخْدع . لبًغ ًؼذٍ ثْد. الیشاثت در طکْت گْع فزاداد

ُویؼَ رّی خْة ػخصیت . فکزکزد جیي خیلی هِزثبى اطت

هي خْاُزاى آلبی ثیٌگلی را خیلی هغزّر ّ . هزدم را هیجیٌذ

ػبى هطوؼي ُظتن کَ آًِب خْد. تمزیجب ثی ادة فزض هیکزدم

را ثبلاتز اس ثیؼتز هزدم هثل آلبی دارطی هیذاًٌذ، ثیغ اس ایي 

 .دیگزی چیشی ًگفت

On the other hand, in NS’s translation the  

frequency of appropriate words was (f=3.93%).  

ثب خْد . اّ هتمبػذ ًؼذٍ ثْد. الیشاثت در طکْت گْع کزد

ایٌجب هیتًَْ ّجَِ ی آدهب  ] [Side هِزثبًَفکزکزد کَ جیي خیلی 

ُویؼَ ثزای دیذى رّی خْة  ]ثبػَ ّلی تزجیخ دادم ًگن

هتْجَ ػذم کَ خْاُزآلبی ثیٌگلی . ػخصیت ُبی افزاد آهبدٍ اطت

هطوؼٌن کَ آًِب . در ّالغ ثظیبر هغزّر ّ در ّالغ ثی ادة اطت

.هثل آلبی دارطی ًظجت ثَ اکثز هزدم دض ثزتزی دارًذ

 

Table 2.  

The Frequency Distribution of the 14 Encoded Themes in Retrospective Phase (in percent) 
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AL 4.03 61.37 1.18 3.55 0 14.22 6.87 1.66 0 0 3.55 1.42 0.24 1.90 

DP 5.44 66.32 0.84 1.46 0 11.72 4.81 1.88 0.84 0 1.46 2.72 0.21 1.46 

EM 6.27 48.43 1.74 2.09 0 21.60 5.92 3.48 1.05 0 2.09 3.83 0.35 2.79 

KE 5.28 48.28 1.06 3.96 1.58 15.83 5.28 1.58 1.32 0 3.96 3.17 0.26 3.17 

MB 4.41 56.15 1.16 3.94 0 16.47 4.64 2.78 0.46 0 3.94 2.55 0.23 1.62 

MJ 8.64 41.2 1 4.98 1 28.90 2.99 0 0.33 0 3.99 3.65 0.33 2.99 

MZ 7.39 57.64 0.99 3.2 0 17.73 2.96 0 0 0 3.2 2.22 0.25 3.20 

NE 6.79 57.44 1.31 2.35 0 20.37 2.09 0.78 0 0.26 2.35 3.13 0.26 2.87 

NS 3.93 70.53 0.79 2.75 0 10.81 1.96 0.79 0.39 0 2.75 2.36 0.20 1.96 

RH 4.25 65.18 0.61 2.83 0.81 14.98 1.62 0.81 0.4 0.81 2.83 1.62 0.20 2.23 

SA 5.48 47.67 14.25 3.56 0 14.52 3.01 1.1 0.27 0 3.56 2.47 0.27 2.74 

SB 4.88 63.67 0.78 3.32 0 18.16 1.56 0 0 0 3.32 2.34 0.20 1.56 

SM 4.17 69.13 0.95 2.84 0 11.36 1.14 2.46 0.19 0 2.84 1.89 0.19 2.46 

SO 6.79 51.09 1.36 2.17 0 27.17 1.90 0 0.82 0 2.17 2.45 0.54 3.53 

ZA 4.58 68.13 0.88 1.76 2.11 11.80 1.58 0.88 0 2.11 1.76 2.11 0.18 1.58 

Coherence. NS with the frequency of 

(f=70.53%) paid enough attention to the rhetori-

cal aspects of the translation in the following 

text:  
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Elizabeth listened in silence. She was not 

convinced. `Jane is so kind!` she thought. `Al-

ways ready to see the good side of people`s cha-

racters! I considered Mr. Bingley`s sisters too 

proud, almost rude, in fact. I`m sure they feel 

superior to most other people, like Mr. Darcy.` 

But she did not say any more. 

ایي .]اّ هتمبػذ ًؼذٍ ثْد.الیشاثت در طکْت گْع کزد

هتمبػذ رّ هي ّاطَ ایي اًتخبة کزدم چْى لزار ًجْد کظیْ 

لبًغ کٌَ،ثزای ُویي اس لبًغ کزدى اطتفبدٍ ًکزدم، خْدع تْ 

اّ فکز کزد جیي ثظیبر هِزثبًَ، [. هتمبػذ ًؼذٍ ثْد دل خْدع

رّ   ready.]ُویؼَ رّی هثجت ػخصیت هزدم رّ هیجیٌَ

دذف کزدم ادظبص کزدم چْى سیبد جبلت ًیض، ادظبص کزدم 

لؼٌگ ًیض کَ ثگن ُویؼَ آهبدص ، فکز کزدم هیگَ ُویؼَ 

هذل ػخصیتغ ایٌجْریَ کَ تب یَ کظیْ هیجیٌَ ثؼذ هثجتؼْ 

رّ دذف  readyًفی ُبػْ ًویجیٌَ، ثخبطز ُویي  هیجیٌَ م

هغزّر ّ  هي هتْجَ ػذم خْاُز آلبی ثیٌگلی ثظیبر[. کزدم

چْى جلْتز ُن کَ هیخًْین هی فِوین .]اکثز اّغبت گظتبخَ

 proudُبع صذجت هیکٌَ ثزای ُویي ثزای  دارٍ اس هٌفی

[. هفزّر هیگن،هؼبدل ُبی هثجت دیگغ درطت ًیض

On the other hand, in MJ’s translation, Cohe-

rence with the frequency of (f= 41.2%) was the 

least frequent in this category in translating the 

same sentence as following: 

یؼٌی طکْت ] الیشاثت در طکْت هذط گْع هی داد

ثَ  .اّ هتمبػذ ًؼذٍ ثْد[.کزدٍ ثْد ّ فمط داػت گْع هی داد

اّ جیي ثیغ اس دذ هِزثبى اطت ّ ُویؼَ در هْرد  ػمیذٍ ی

 domesticate   ًجبیا دىیرا د ّاىیپز ل ی هَیى ػخصیت

 یهغزّر ّ الجتَ ة اریثض یًگلیة یثَ گوبى هي خْاُز آلب .[ػذٍ

 .]ادة اطت

 

Dialogical Register (Tenor). MJ with the  

frequency count of (f=4.98%) was the most fre-

quent user of the dialogical register in his trans-

lation, and translated the following passage: 

I considered Mr. Bingley`s sisters too proud, 

almost rude, in fact. I`m sure they feel superior 

to most other people, like Mr. Darcy. But she did 

not say any more. 

هي خْاُزاى آلبی ثیٌگلی را خیلی هغزّر ّ تمزیجب ثی 

هطوؼي ُظتن کَ آًِب خْدػبى را ثبلاتز اس .ادة فزض هیکزدم

ثیغ اس ایي چیش دیگزی  ثیؼتز هزدم هثل آلبی دارطی هیذاًٌذ،

.ًگفت

Cultural Appropriacy. SA with the frequency of 

(f=14.25%) puts the highest emphasis among 

other participants on the cultural aspects of the 

text, to translate the following text: 

Charlotte was a sensible, intelligent young 

woman of twenty-seven, the eldest daughter of 

Sir William and Lady Lucas, who were neigh-

bors of the Bennet family.   

اّ دختز  .طبلَ ی ػبلل ّ ثبُْػی ثْد27ػبرلْت سى جْاى 

 .طز ّیلیبم ّ ثبًْ لْکبص اس ُوظبیگبى خبًْادٍ ثٌت ثْد

On the other hand, RH with the frequency count 

of (f=0.61%) used the least number of culture-

bound words and translated the same passage as: 

ثشرگ  آلبی ّیلیبم ّ خبًْم لْکبص کَ لجلا ُوظبیَ ی دختز  

 .آلبی ثٌت ثْدًذ

 

On the other hand, DP with the frequency count 

of (f=1.46) employed dialogical register less 

than all other participants and translated the text 

like this:  

ّر یب دتی ثی ادة ثٌظزهي خْاُز آلبی ثیٌگلی خیلی هغز

هطوؼٌن آًِب هثل آلبی دارطی ثب دیگزاى هغزّراًَ . اطت

. الیشاثت چیشی ًگفت .ثزخْرد هیکٌٌذ

Genre. Genre is commonly known as the use of 

figurative language in the translated text. ZA 

with the frequency of (f=2.11%) paid enough 

attention to the genre-based language and trans-

lated the following text: 

`Jane is so kind!` she thought. `Always ready 

to see the good side of people`s characters! 

ایي داطتبى غزّر ّ تؼصت  تْی سهبى اًگلظتبى ػصز ]

ّیکتْریب هیگذرٍ،  ثخبطزُویي داطتبًغ یکن ادثیبت طٌگیٌی 

ت ثَ داطتبى دیگَ چْى ژاًزهتي ادثیَ ثبیذ ُوًْجْری دارٍ ًظت

لبًغ . الیشاثت در طکْت گْع فزاداد[. ُن ادثی تزجوَ ثؼَ

ُویؼَ  .ثبخْدع فکزکزد جیي خیلی هِزثبى اطت.ًؼذٍ ثْد

 . رّی خْة ػخصیت هزدم را هیجیٌذ

On the other hand, MB with the frequency count 

of (f=0%) hardly used any genre-specific words 

in translating the text.  

کَ  she] لبًغ ًؼذٍ ثْد الیشاثت در طکْت  گْع هیکزد،

کز کزد کَ جیي خیلی  ف[.ثَ هؼٌی اّ ثْد رّ دذف کزدم

هِزثًَْ،ُویؼَ آهبدطت تب رّی خْة ػخصیت آدم ُبرّ 

 ].کلوَ ثَ کلوَ هؼٌی کزدم] ثجیٌَ

 

Grammaticality. MJ with the frequency count of 

(f=28.90%) had the most grammatical language 

in his translation of the following text: 
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Elizabeth listened in silence. She was not 

convinced. `Jane is so kind!` she thought. `Al-

ways ready to see the good side of people`s cha-

racters! I considered Mr. Bingley`s sisters too 

proud, almost rude, in fact. I`m sure they feel 

superior to most other people, like Mr. Darcy.` 

But she did not say any more. 

ثب  .لبًغ ًؼذٍ ثْد .الیشاثت درطکْت کبهل گْع فزاداد

ة خْدع فکزکزد جیي خیلی هِزثبى اطت ّ ُویؼَ رّی خْ

هي خْاُزاى آلبی ثیٌگلی را خیلی .ػخصیت هزدم را هیجیٌذ

هطوئي ُظتن کَ آًِب . هغزّر ّ تمزیجب ثی ادة فزض هیکزدم

خْدػبى را ثبلاتز اس ثیؼتز هزدم هثل آلبی دارطی هیذاًٌذ، 

 .ثیغ اس ایي چیش دیگزی ًگفت

 

On the other hand, NS with the frequency count 

of (f=10.81%) had the most ungrammatical 

translation of the passage:  

اّ خْدع تْ دل خْدع .الیشاثت در طکْت گْع کزد

ایي هتمبػذ رّ هي ّاطَ ایي اًتخبة کزدم ] هتمبػذ ًؼذٍ ثْد

چْى لزار ًجْد کظی را لبًغ کٌَ، ثزای ُویي اس لبًغ کزدى 

رّی اّ فکز کزد جیي ثظیبر هِزثبًَ، ُویؼَ [. اطتفبدٍ ًکزدم

رّ دذف کزدم  ready]     .هثجت ػخصیت هزدم رّ هیجیٌَ

ادظبص کزدم سیبد جبلت ًیض،ادظبص کزدم لؼٌگ ًیض کَ 

ثگن ُویؼَ آهبدص ، فکز کزدم هیگَ ُویؼَ هذل ػخصیتغ 

ایٌجْریَ کَ تب یَ کظی رّ هیجیٌَ ثؼذ هثجتؼْ هیجیٌَ هٌفی ُبػْ 

تْجَ ػذم هي م[.  رّ دذف کزدمreadyًویجیٌَ، ثخبطز ُویي  

. خْاُز آلبی ثیٌگلی ثظیبر هغزّر ّ اکثز اّغبت گظتبخَ

چْى جلْتز ُن کَ هیخًْین هی فِوین دارٍ اس هٌفی ُبع ]

هفزّر هیگن، هؼبدل  proudصذجت هیکٌَ ثزای ُویي ثزای 

هطوئٌن  کَ آًِب دض ثزتزی [. ُبی هثجت دیگغ درطت ًیض

آلبی  هثل. ]ًظجت ثَ ثیؼتز هزدم دارًذ هثل آلبی دارطی

دارطی رّ هیخْاطتن ثیبرم اّل جولَ ّلی فکزکٌن ػبیذ ًْیظٌذٍ 

هٌظْری داػتَ کَ آخز جولَ اّردٍ طؼی کزدم طیك طبختبر 

. ، اهب اّى چیش ثیؼتزی ًذاػت[جولَ تزجوَ کٌن

Linguistic Functions. They refer to the actions 

caused by language use. AL with the frequency 

count of (f=6.87%) used the most appropriate 

linguistic functions while translating the follow-

ing passage as: 

I`m sure they feel superior to most other 

people, like Mr. Darcy.` But she did not say any 

more. Elizabeth knew that her sister was close to 

falling in love with him. 

هطوئٌن خْدػبى رّ اس ُوَ ثبلاتز هیذاًٌذ درطت هثل آلبی 

درطت هثل آلبی دارطی آًِب ُن خْدػبى رااسُوَ  (یب) دارطی

رّ ثبیذ دذفغ کزد یب ثگین تمزیجب یب  almost.]ثبلاتز هیذاًٌذ

،اهب چیش [آلبی دارطی ُن هیتًْظت ثیبد اّل یب آخزجولَ .خیلی 

الیشاثت هی داًظت کَ خْاُزع ثَ سّدی  .ثیؼتزی ًگفت

یؼٌی دارٍ ایي اتفبق  close to.]ػبػك آلبی ثیٌگلی هیؼْد

 [هیبفتَ،ًشدیکَ کَ ایي اتفبق ثیبفتَ

 

 On the other hand, SB with the frequency count 

of (f=1.56%) used the least number of linguistic 

functions in the translation of the similar text:  

هتْجَ ػذم کَ خْاُزآلبی ثیٌگلی در ّالغ ثظیبر هغزّر ّ 

الیشاثت هیذاًظت  کَ خْاُزع در  . در ّالغ ثی ادة اطت

 .ػزف ػؼك اطت

 

Methods of Translation are the occasion that the 

translator mentions his strategy of translation. 

EM with the most frequent frequency of transla-

tion strategy awareness (f=3.48%), translated the 

following text: 

Elizabeth listened in silence. She was not 

convinced. `Jane is so kind!` she thought. Al-

ways ready to see the good side of people`s cha-

racters!   

[ هتي رّخًْذم ثؼذ جولَ جولَ تزجوَ کزدم یَ دّرکل]

الیشاثت درطکْت گْع [. جولَ ی اّل ّدّم رّ ثب ُن گفتن]،

. فکزهیکزد کَ جیي خیلی هِزثًَْ . هیکزد ّلی لبًغ ًؼذٍ ثْد

[good  sideرّ گفتن ًکبت هثجت ] ُویؼَ ًکبت هثجت

 .خصیت آدهِب رّ هیذیذع

On the other hand, MZ with zero frequency 

(f=0%) did not mention her method of transla-

tion at all while translation the same passage.  

یؼٌی طکْت کزدٍ ]الیشاثت در طکْت هذط گْع هیذاد 

ٍ ی ثَ ػمیذ. اّ هتمبػذ ًؼذٍ ثْد[. ثْد ّ فمط داػت گْع هیذاد

اّ جیي ثیغ اس دذ هِزثبى اطت ّ ُویؼَ در هْرد ػخصیت 

 .افزاد ًیوَ ی پزلیْاى را هیجیٌذ

 

Full Translation is the translator’s commitment 

to translate the whole passage with no missing 

parts. KE with the frequency count of (f=1.32%) 

had the largest amount of full translation in the 

following passage: 

I considered Mr. Bingley`s sisters too proud, 

almost rude, in fact. After the dance the Bennet 

and Bingley families began to visit each other 

every few days. 

ثب ایٌکَ خْاُزُبی آلبی ثیٌگلی خیلی هغزّر ّ کوی ُن 

ثْدًذ، ثؼذ اس رلص ثیٌگلی ّ ثٌت، خبًْادٍ ُبیؼبى  پزرّ 

 .ػزّع ثَ دیذارُوذیگز کزدًذ
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On the other hand, AL with the frequency count 

of (f=0%) had several sections in the text un-

translated, such as: 

ثؼذارهجلض رلص خبًْادٍ ثٌت ّ خبًْادٍ ی ثیٌگلی ػزّع 

دتی  every  few days]دیذّثبسدیذُبی ثیؼتزکزدى ثَ 

 [هیتًْظت دیذارُبی ُفتگی ثبػَ

 

Personal View Point. Point of views expresses 

the translator’s personal attitude. ZA with the 

frequency count of (f=2.11%) used his view-

point most frequently in translating the follow-

ing passage: 

Elizabeth listened in silence. She was not 

convinced. `Jane is so kind!` she thought. 

رّ گفتن silence .]الیشاثت در طکْت گْع هیکزد

لبًغ ًؼذٍ [. طکْت، ثٌظزم ایٌجْری ثیؼتز ثَ جولَ هیخْرد

اّرّ دذف کزدم چْى جولَ ی لجلی الیشاثت داػت، ثؼذ ]ثْد 

، ایي ادتوبلا داػتَ ثب خْدع فکز Jane is so kindهیگَ کَ

، ثبخْدع فکزهیکزد جیي هِزثبى [هیکزدٍ ثخبطز ُویي گفتن

 [.رّآّردshe thoughtٍالجتَ .]اطت 

 

On the other hand, MB with zero frequency 

(f=0%) of personal view point, hardly used his 

point of view in the translation of the same text.  

اّ لبًغ ًؼذٍ ثْد ّ پیغ .الیشاثت در طکْت گْع هیکزد

 .خْدع فکزکزد جیي خیلی هِزثبى اطت

       

Speech Act. Speech act refers to the use of an 

expression on a specific occasion when the 

speaker/writer pursues a certain function. MJ 

with the frequency count of (f=3.99%) used the 

most speech acts in translating the following 

text: 

I considered Mr. Bingley`s sisters too proud, 

almost rude, in fact. I`m sure they feel superior 

to most other people, like Mr. Darcy. But she did 

not say any more 

خْاُزاى آلبی ثیٌگلی را خیلی هغزّر ّ ثی ادة هي 

فزض هیکزدم ّ ثب آًکَ هطوئي ثْدم آًِب هثل آلبی دارطی 

خْدػبى را ُویؼَ یک طز ّ گزدى ثبلاتز اس ُوَ هزدم هیذاًٌذ 

.  لام تب کبم دزفی ًشدم

On the other hand, DP with the frequency count 

of (f=1.46%) used the least number of speech 

acts in translating the same text: 

دلیمب  ] ثٌظز هي خْاُز آلبی ثیٌگلی خیلی هغزّر اطت

ایي جولَ رّ )، (هثل خْد هتي اصلی تذت اللفظی تزجوَ کزدم

ثٌظزهي خْاُز آلبی ثیٌگلی [ چظجًْذم ثَ جولَ ی لجلی گفتن کَ

 هي هطوئي ُظتن کَ آًِب. خیلی هغزّر یب دتی ثی ادة اطت

خْد را ثزتز اس ثظیبری اس هزدم ادظبص هیکٌٌذ، هبًٌذ آلبی 

.  اهب چیشی ًگفت. دارطی

 

Stance. Stance refers to the writ-

er/speaker/translator’ feelings or emotions about 

something. EM with the frequency count of 

(f=3.83%) used the stance most frequently in 

translating the following text: 

I considered Mr. Bingley`s sisters too proud, 

almost rude, in fact. I`m sure they feel superior 

to most other people. 

هي ادظبطن ایٌَ کَ خْاُزآلبی ثیٌگلی خیلی هغزّر ّ ثی 

دّطت دارم ایٌطْر فکز کٌن کَ خْدع رّ ثبلاتز اس . ادثَ

 .تزهزدم هیجیٌَ هثل آلبی دارطیثیغ

 On the other hand, AL with the frequency count 

of (1.42%) had the fewest use of stance in trans-

lating the similar passage 

یب خیلی پزرّ  هغزّر ّ ثٌظزم خْاُزاى آلبی ثیٌگلی یب

ًذارٍ ّلی هي ثزای ایٌکَ یَ جولَ ثؼَ   orایٌجب  .]ثْدًذ

،هطوئٌن خْدػْى رّ اس ُوَ ثبلاتز [ایٌجْری تزجوَ کزدم

 .هیذاًٌذ درطت هثل آلبی دارطی

Textual Register (Mode). It refers to the written 

or spoken modality of the translated text. DP 

with the frequency count of (f=0.54%) highly 

observed the textual register in the following 

passage:  

Jane is so kind!` she thought.  She was dis-

cussing this with her good friend, Charlotte Lu-

cas, one day. 

آًزّس در هْرد ایي .اّ ثب فکزکزد جیي ثظیبر هِزثبى اطت

 .ف هیشدهْظْع ثب دّطت صویوی اع، ػبرلْت لْکبص، دز

 

On the other hand, ZA with the frequency count 

of (f=0.18%) used the fewest instances of textual 

register in translating the same passage.  

 ثَ را هْظْع اّایي.اّى فکز هی کزد جیي خیلی هِزثًَْ

.ثْد گفتَ ثْد خْثغ اسدّطتبى یکی کَ لْکبص ػبرلْت  

 

Cohesion. It refers to the connectedness of the 

ideas at the sentence level. SO with the frequen-

cy count of (f=3.53%) made the most cohesive 

translation of the following passage: 



8                                                                            Retrospective and Introspective Think-Aloud Protocols in Translation Quality… 

 

It became evident that Mr. Bingley admired 

Jane very much, and Elizabeth knew that her 

sister was close to falling in love with him. 

آػکبر ثْد کَ آلبی ثیٌگلی جیي را خیلی پظٌذیذٍ ثْد ّ 

الیشاثت ایي ّالؼیت را ثخْثی هیذاًظت کَ خْاُزع ثشّدی 

.در دام ػؼك ثیٌگی خْاُذ افتبد         

On the other hand, DP with the frequency count 

of (f=1.46%) translated the same passage with 

the least cohesive devices: 

ّاظخ ثْد آلبی ثیٌگلی رّ جیي را پظٌذیذٍ اطت ّ الیشاثت  

ایي ػزف رّ ]هیذاًظت خْاُزع درػزف ػبػك ػذى اطت 

 .[تزجوَ کزدم، کن کن دارٍ ػبػك هیؼَ  close toثخبطز

 

Introspective Phase 

In Table 3, the frequency distribution of the 14 

encoded themes in introspection phase has been 

summarized.  

 

 

Table 3.  

The Frequency Distribution of the 14 Encoded Themes in Introspective Phase (in percent) 
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AL 3.72 58.64 1.62 5.98 0 10.82 6.95 3.88 0.16 0 5.98 1.13 0.16 0.97 

DP 4.21 57.11 1 5.01 0 13.03 7.82 1 0.4 2 5.01 0.8 0.2 1.6 

EM 3.05 43 1.78 5.34 0 24.68 8.91 4.07 0 0 5.34 1.27 0.51 2.04 

KE 5.25 51.38 1.93 6.35 0 13.54 8.01 0 0.55 0 6.35 1.38 0.55 2.21 

MB 4.31 45.17 3.08 8.62 0 17.04 8.62 0 0.41 0 8.83 1.23 0.21 2.26 

MJ 4.09 42.55 2.64 8.65 0 17.31 8.65 0 0.24 0 8.65 1.68 0.24 3.61 

NE 4.23 49.24 3.02 8.16 0 12.39 7.55 0 0.6 0 8.16 1.51 0.3 3.93 

NS 3.26 53.7 2.61 10.43 0 10.43 2.83 0 0.22 0 10.43 1.52 0.22 3.48 

RH 4.02 51.34 2.9 8.93 0 14.96 3.35 0 0 0 8.93 1.12 0.22 3.35 

SM 3.02 56.16 2.38 7.13 0.43 13.17 3.46 2.38 0.22 0 7.13 0.86 0.22 3.46 

SB 4.08 56.12 3.06 8.42 0 7.91 5.1 0 0 0.77 8.42 1.79 0.26 3.32 

SO 5.59 53.07 1.4 7.82 0 11.73 3.91 3.07 0 0 7.82 1.4 0.56 3.35 

SA 5.31 51.92 1.47 6.19 0 13.86 3.83 3.24 0.29 0 6.19 1.77 0.29 3.83 

ZA 2.6 69.08 0.72 4.48 0.29 12.14 2.46 1.16 0 0 4.48 0.72 0.14 1.73 

MZ 5.87 60.22 1.52 5.87 0 12.17 3.7 0 0 0 5.87 1.3 0.22 3.04 
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Lexical Choices. In introspective phase, SO with 

the frequency of (f=5.87%) had the best choice of 

words in translating the following text: 

Then she heard his steps on the stair away 

down on the first flight, and she turned white for 

just a moment. She had a habit of saying a little 

silent prayer about the simplest everyday things, 

and now she whispered: “Please God, make him 

think I am still pretty.” 

 

ثؼذ اس چٌذ لذظَ اّ صذای پبی جین را کَ اس پلَ ُب پبییي 

رّ در پبگزد اّل first flight .]اّل ػٌیذ  هی آهذ در پبگزد

ػبدت  داػت ثزای چیش . اّ ثزای لذظَ ای رًگغ پزیذ[.  هیگن

پض سیز . ُبی خیلی طبدٍ یب پیغ پب افتبدٍ سیز لت دػب ثخْاًذ

لت سهشهَ هیکزد کَ خذای کبری کي  هي ٌُْس ثَ چؼوغ 

 .خْػگل ثیبم

On the other hand, ZA with the frequency of 

(f=2.6%) showed the poorest choice of words in 

translating the same text:  

فؼل آخزجولَ ]پلَ پبییي تز ػٌیذ ثؼذ صذای لذم ُبیغ را چٌذ

اّ [.ایي یَ اصطلاح تْ فبرطی]ّ یک لذظَ رًگغ پزیذ[ آّردم

ُویؼَ دّطت داػت کَ درثبرٍ ی طبدٍ تزیي کبرُبی رّساًَ 

جبثجبیی طبختبردارین هثل ]اع دػب ُبی کْچکی هیکزد

لا ثب ّ اّى دب[.آخزآّردى فؼل ّ دّتب جولزّ ثِن رثط دادم

یَ کبری کي کَ ]خْدع سهشهَ هیکزد کَ ای خذا،یب خذا جْى،

خْاُغ هیکٌن کبری [اّى فکزکٌَ لفظیؼَ ّلی هي تزجوَ هیکٌن

 .ثکي کَ فکزثکٌَ کَ هي ٌُْس خْػگلن

 

Coherence.  ZA with the frequency of 

(f=69.08%) paid enough attention to the rhetori-

cal aspects and translated the following passage: 

“Jim, darling,” she cried, “don’t look at me 

that way. I had my hair cut off and sold because I 

couldn’t have lived through Christmas without 

giving you a present. It’ll grow out again. 

ػشیشم، اًّجْری ثَ هي ًگبٍ ًکي  جین،: اّ ثب گزیَ گفت

[that way رّ هیگن اًّجْری[.]had my hair cut off  

دادم هُْبهْ کْتبٍ کزدى [ هیگن هي دادم هُْبهْ کْتبٍ کزدى

درطْل ایٌجب سًذگی کٌن ]ّاًِّب رّ فزّختن چْى ًویتًْظتن 

ثذّى دادى ُذیَ ای ثَ [ کزیظوض هٌظْرػَ ّلی لؼٌگ ًیض

ًویتًْظتن  ثشارم کزیظوض  (یب)تْکزیظوض رّطپزی  کٌن 

ایي دّثبرٍ ثلٌذ هیؼَ . ثگذرٍ ثذّى ایٌکَ ُذیَ ای ثَ تْ دادٍ ثبػن

هْ رّ  itثجبی  ]هُْبم دّثبرٍ ثلٌذ هیؼي  [هٌظْرع هُْبػَ] 

 [.هیگن

On the other hand, MJ with the frequency of 

(f= 42.55%) was the least frequent user in this 

category, and translated the same text as follow-

ing: 

هي .  جین ػشیشم اًّجْری ثَ هي ًگب ًکي: گزیَ گفت  ثب

اًّب رّ فزّختن چْى ًویتًْظتن طبلت . هُْبهْ کْتبٍ کزدم

دّثبرٍ  .کَ کزیظوض رّ ثذّى کبدّ دادى ثَ تْ ثگذرًّن . ثیبرم

 .هیؼَ هُْبم ثلٌذ

 

Cultural Appropriacy. MB with the frequency 

(f=3.08%) put the highest emphasis on the cul-

ture-bound expressions and translated the follow-

ing text: 

Please God, make him think I am still pretty”. 

Say `Merry Christmas’ Jim. 

ثِن ثگْ کزیظوض . پذر همذص، ثگذار ثَ چؼوغ سیجب ثیبیین

 !هجبرک

On the other hand, ZA with the frequency count 

of (f=0.72%) used the least number of culture-

bound words and translated the similar passage 

as: 

جین  . اّ فکز کٌَ هي ٌُْس سیجب ُظتنخذایب لطفب کبری کي 

 .ثگْ کزیظوض ػوب هجبرک

 

Dialogical Register (Tenor). NS with the fre-

quency count of (f=10.43%) was the most fre-

quent user of the dialogical register. He translated 

the following passage as: 

“Jim, darling,” she cried, “don’t look at me 

that way. I had my hair cut off and sold because I 

couldn’t have lived through Christmas without 

giving you a present. It’ll grow out again—you 

won’t mind, will you? I just had to do it. My hair 

grows awfully fast. Say `Merry Christmas!’ Jim, 

and let’s be happy. You don’t know what a nice—

what a beautiful, nice gift I’ve got for you.” 

 

چْى خط ثبلا دلا  دارٍ دیگَ ًویگن دلا ]گزیَ کٌبى گفت 

جین ػشیشم ایٌجْری ثَ هي ًگبٍ [ گزیَ کٌبى گفت

یَ  couldn`t have lived through Christmas.]ًکي

ًویؼَ کزیظوض ثؼَ ّ هي ّاطت ُذیَ ای [ دبلتی هیؼَ کَ 

ًویتًْظتن ثجیٌن کزیظوض ػذٍ ّ ُذیَ ای ثزات (یب)ًذاػتَ ثبػن 

ایٌب دّثبرٍ ثلٌذهیؼي تْ اُویت ًویذی، هگَ .ًذارم یب ًخزیذٍ ام

[. ایي اًگبرهبل سثبى فبرطیَ]تْ اُویت ًویذی، هیذی؟ ( یب)ًَ؟ 

ثْدى یَ ثبر  ثَ هؼٌی هججْر ثْدًَ ّلی هججْر had toایٌجب]

هي فمط ثبیذ ایي کبرّ هیکزدم ، هي [ هٌفی دارٍ، ایٌجب ثبیذ ثگن 

 had toیجْری کَ یَ رظبیتی تْ ]دتوب ثبیذ ایي کبرّ هیکزدم 

هؼخص ثبػَ، ًَ ایٌکَ اس رّی اججبر ایي کبرّ کزدٍ 
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هُْبم خیلی سّد ثلٌذ هیؼي، دبلا ثگْ کزیظوض هجبرک [.ثبػَ

ّلی ثٌظزم دبلا ًؼْى  هیذٍ کَ هیؼَ دبلا رّ ُن دذف کزد ]

جین، دبلاثگْ [ دارٍ تؼْیمغ هیکٌَ اس اّى دبل ّ ُْا درثیبد

ًویذًّی چَ چیش لؼٌگی . ثبػین کزیظوض هجبرک ّثگذار ػبد

 .ثزات خزیذم

On the other hand, ZA with the frequency count 

of (f=4.48%) used the dialogical register less than 

all other participants and translated the text like 

this: 

جین ػشیشم ایٌجْری ثِن ًگبٍ ًکي، هي ًویتًْظتن ثذّى 

هُْبی هي . ایٌکَ ثزای تْ کبدّی کزیظوض ثگیزم سًذگی کٌن

تْ اُویت ًذٍ ثِغ، هیتًْی؟ هي ایي کبرّ . دّثبرٍ ثلٌذ هیؼَ

ریظوض هُْبی هي رػذع خیلی طزیؼَ ، ثِن ثگْ ک. کزدم 

تْ ًویذًّی چَ ُذیَ سیجب ّ . هجبرک جین ّ ثیب خْػذبل ثبػین

 .لؼٌگی ثزای تْ گزفتن 

 

Genre. SM with the frequency of (f=0.43%) paid 

enough attention to the genre-based language and 

translated the following text: 

    Jim was never late. Della doubled the fob 

chain in her hand and sat on the corner of the 

table near the door that he always entered. 

. جین ُیچ ّلت دیز ًوی کزد[.جولَ ثَ جولَ تزجوَ هی کٌن]

رّ طبػت تزجوَ    fobهؼٌی سًجیز هیذٍ    chainچْى  ]دلا 

، دلا سًجیز طبػت رّ در [هی کٌن، تبکزدى ثِتزیي هؼٌیَ ثزاع

دطتغ تب کزد ّ گْػَ ی هیش ًؼظت ًشدیک ثَ دری کَ اّ 

 .ُویؼَ اس آًجب ّارد هی ػذ

On the other hand, KE with the frequency count 

of (f=0%) hardly used any genre-specific words 

in translating the text.  

Late] جین ُزگش .] رّ دیز کزدى تزجوَ هیکٌن

هی تًْون  .رّ سًجیز هیگن  fob chain [.دیزًویکزد

کَ ثَ هؼٌی دّلاکزدى،دّتبیی    doubleسًجیزطبػت رّ ثگن،

کزدًَ،هي تبکزدى تزجوَ هیکٌن،چْى ادظبص هیکٌن سًجیزّ تب 

دلا سًجیز طبػت رّ کَ تْ دطتغ ثْد تب کزدّ یک .]هیکٌي

گْػَ ی هیش ًؼظت درطت ًشدیک دری کَ ُویؼَ جین اس اّى 

دم یَ فؼل اظبفَ ثگن کَ ثیؼتز اس یک جولَ هججْر ع[ّاردهیؼذ

 ]ػذ

 

Grammaticality. EM with the frequency count of 

(f=24.68%) had the most grammatical structures 

in his translation of the following text: 

“Jim, darling,” she cried, “don’t look at me 

that way. I had my hair cut off and sold because I 

couldn’t have lived through Christmas without 

giving you a present. It’ll grow out again—you 

won’t mind, will you? I just had to do it. My hair 

grows awfully fast. Say `Merry Christmas!’ 

Jim, and let’s be happy. You don’t know what 

a nice—what a beautiful, nice gift I’ve got for 

you.” 

جین ػشیشم اًّجْری ثَ هي ًگبٍ ًکي :دلا گزیَ کٌبى گفت 

هي هُْبین را کْتبٍ کزدم ّ فزّختن چْى تب ثذبل ًؼذٍ کَ 

یَ ثبر دیگَ، آخَ ایٌجب ]کزیظوض ثذّى ُذیَ دادى ثَ تْ ثگذرٍ، 

جولَ، هثلا ثکن  اگَ ثخْام تذت اللفظی تزجوَ کٌن ًویخْرٍ ثَ

تبدبلا ًتًْظتن سًذگی کٌن ایٌجْری کَ ثَ تْ کزیظوض کبدّ 

، تب دبلا ًؼذٍ کَ کزیظوض ثَ [ًذم،ًویخْرٍ ایي، ایٌجْری ثگن

، [ادتوبلا دارٍ راجغ ثَ هُْبع دزف هیشًَ. ]تْ کبدّ ًذم

دّثبرٍ هُْبم ثلٌذ هیؼي، اُویت ًذٍ ، ثزات هِوَ؟ هججْر ثْدم 

ایٌجب ثظیبر awfully. ]رػذ خیلی سیبدٍ.  ایي کبرّ اًجبم ثذم

ایٌجب ُوْى ]دبلا ثگْ کزیظوض هجبرک [ هیخْرٍ،ثظیبر ػذیذٍ

ُظت ، ًویخْام کزیظوظْ ثگن ػیذت  foreignizationثذث  

هجبرک ، هیخْام دتوب ثگن کَ ایي کزیظوض ثْدٍ،تْ کزیظوض 

جین ثیب خْػذبل ثبػین ، ًویذًّی چَ [.کَ اًّب ثِن کبدّ هیذى

. ُذیَ ی لؼٌگ ّ سیجبیی ثزات گزفتن

On the other hand, SB with the frequency count 

of (f=7.91%) had the most ungrammatical trans-

lated passage: 

اًّجْری ثَ هي ًگبٍ ًکي . جین،ػشیشم:اّ ثب گزیَ گفت

[that way رّ هیگن اًّجْری [.]had my hair cut off  

دادم هُْبهْ کْتبٍ کزدى ّ [ هیگن هي دادم هُْبهْ کْتبٍ کزدى

ایٌجب سًذگی کٌن درطْل کزیظوض ]فزّختن چْى ًویتًْظتن 

ریظوظْ طپزی  کٌن ثذّى ُذیَ ثَ ک[ هٌظْرػَ ّلی لؼٌگ ًیض

ًویتًْظتن  ثشارم کزیظوض ثگذرٍ ثذّى ایٌکَ ُذیَ ای (یب. )تْ

[. هٌظْرع هُْبػَ]ایي دّثبرٍ رػذ هیکٌَ .ثَ تْ دادٍ ثبػن

هي فمط ثبیذ [ چْى داطتبى ثبیذ رّاى ثبػَ]فکزػْ ًکي ،ثبػَ؟ 

جین ثگْ کزیظوض هجبرک ّ ثیب خْػذبل ثبػین .اًجبهغ هیذادم 

یذًّّی چَ ُذیَ ی خْثی ، چَ ُذیَ سیجب ّ خْثی ثزات ًن.

[ رّ ًیبّردٍ ّلی ثبیذ ثگین giftتْی لظوت اّلغ ]گزفتن 

 

Linguistic Functions. EM with the frequency 

count of (f=8.91%) used the most appropriate 

linguistic function while translated the following 

passage as: 

Please God, make him think I am still pretty 

It’ll grow out again—you won’t mind, will 

you.  

هُْبی هي  خذایب یَ کبری کي اّى فکز کٌَ هي ٌُْس سیجبم

 هگَ ًَ؟. تْ کَ ثزات هِن ًیظت. رػذع طزیؼَ

On the other hand, ZA with the frequency count 

of (f=2.46%) used the least number of linguistic 

function in the translation of the similar text:  
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 .خذایب لطفب کبری کي کَ اّى فکز کٌَ ٌُْس خْػگلن

 هُْبی هي خیلی طزیغ رػذ هیکٌَ یب رػذ خْاٌُذ کزد،هگَ ًَ؟

 

Methods of Translation, EM with the frequency 

of (f=4.07%) was talking about his method of 

translation more often than others in translating 

the following text: 

Jim was never late. Della doubled the fob 

chain in her hand and sat on the corner of the 

table near the door that he always entered 

اّل یَ ثبر لظوت ُبی هؼخص ػذٍ رّ خًْذم ثؼذ یَ )

دلا اّى .جین ُیچ ّلت دیز ًویکزد(. ًگبُی کزدم ثَ ّاژٍ ًبهَ

سًجیزطبػتغ رّ تْ دطتغ تب کزد ّ درکٌبرهیشی کَ ًشدیک 

 .دری ثْد کَ اّى ُویؼَ ّارد هیؼذ،ًؼظت

On the other hand, MB with zero frequency 

(f=0%) did not mention her method of translation 

at all while translation the same passage.   

دلا سًجیز طبػت رّ تبکزد کزد . جین ُزگش دیزًکزدٍ ثْد

ّ در گْػَ ی هیشی کَ کٌبر در ثْد ّجین ُویؼَ ٌُگبم ّرّد 

 .اس آى هیگذػت، ًؼظت

Full Translation. KE with the frequency count 

of (f=0.55%) had the most instances of full trans-

lation in the following passage: 

     And now she whispered: “Please God, 

make him think I am still pretty.” Say `Merry 

Christmas! Jim, and let’s be happy. 

خذاثب لطفب کبری کي : ّ دبلا داػت ثب خْدع سهشهَ هیکزد

جین، ثَ هي ثگْ کزیظوض هجبرک ّ ثیب .  کَ هٌْ ٌُْس سیجب ثجیٌَ

.  ػبد ثبػین

On the other hand, AL with the frequency count 

of (EM=0%) left several untranslated parts, as in 

the following passage: 

خذایب خْاُغ هیکٌن کبری کَ :سهشهَ کزد ّ الاًن سیزلت

جین دبلاثگْ کزیظوض هجبرک . اّى فکزکٌَ هي ٌُْسم خْػگلن

 .ثبػین ّثگذار ػبد

 

Personal View Point. ZA with the frequency 

count of (f=2%) used his viewpoint most fre-

quently in translating the following passage: 

I couldn’t have lived through Christmas with-

out giving you a present. It’ll grow out again—

you won’t mind, will you? 

ایٌجب اگَ ثخْام تذت اللفظی ثخْام تزجوَ کٌن ًویخْرٍ ثَ ]

جولَ، هثلا ثگن تبدبلا ًتًْظتن سًذگی کٌن ایٌجْری کَ ثَ تْ 

تب دبلا ًؼذٍ  ،[ کزیظوض کبدّ ًذم،ًویخْرٍ ایي،ایٌجْری ثگن

ادتوبلا دارٍ راجغ ثَ هُْبع . ]کَ کزیظوض ثَ تْ کبدّ ًذم

، دّثبرٍ هُْبم ثلٌذ هیؼي، اُویت ًذٍ ،ّالؼب ثزات [دزف هیشًَ

 هِوَ؟

On the other hand, MJ with zero frequency 

(f=0%) hardly used his point of view in the trans-

lation of the same text.  

اداهَ . تْاًن تصْر کٌن کَ ثَ تْ کبدّی کزیظوض ًذُنًوی 

 داد کَ ثزای تْ اُویتی ًذارد، دارد؟

 

Speech Act.  NS with the frequency count of 

(f=10.43%) used the most number of speech acts 

in translating the following text: 

 It’ll grow out again—you won’t mind, will 

you? 

Jim, and let’s be happy. You don’t know what 

a nice—what a beautiful, nice gift I’ve got for 

you.” 

هگَ لزارٍ ًؼي؟. هُْبم دّثبرٍ ثلٌذ هیؼي  

جین اگَ ثذًّی چَ کبدّی لؼٌگی ّاطت خزیذم خیلی 

. خْػذبل هیؼی

On the other hand, ZA with the frequency count 

of (f=4.48%) had the least number of speech acts 

in transiting the same text: 

 هُْبی هي دّثبرٍ رػذ هیکٌي، تْ کَ اػتزاظی ًذاری؟

تْ ًویذًّی چَ ُذیَ سیجب ّ لؼٌگی . جین  ثیب خْػذبل ثبػین

 .ثزای تْ گزفتن

 

Stance. SB with the frequency count of 

(f=1.79%) used her own feelings most frequently 

in translating the following text: 

Please God, make him think I am still pretty. 

My hair grows awfully fast. 

.خذایب یَ کبری کي کَ هي ثَ چؼوغ خْػگل ثیبم رػذ  

.هُْبم خیلی ُن خْثَ  

On the other hand, DP with the frequency count 

of (0.8%) had the fewest use of stance in translat-

ing similar passage: 

. خذایب لطفب کبری کي کَ اّى فکز کٌَ ٌُْس خْػگلن

 .هُْبی هي ثَ ػذت سّد رػذ هیکٌَ

 

Textual Register (Mode).  SO with the frequency 

count of (f=0.56%) observed the textual register 

of the following passage most often:  

She had a habit of saying a little silent prayer 

about the simplest everyday thing. 

 .اّ ػبدت داػت کَ ثزای ُز چیش پیغ پب افتبدٍ ای دػب کٌذ

On the other hand, ZA with the frequency count 
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of (f=0.2%) used the fewest instances of textual 

register in translating the same passage.  

اّى یَ ػبدتی داػت کَ درثبرٍ  ی کْچکتزیي ّ طبدٍ تزیي 

 .چیشُبی رّسهزگی دػب ثخْاًذ

Cohesion. NE with the frequency count of 

(f=3.93%) made the most cohesive translation of 

the following passage: 

“Jim, darling,” she cried, “don’t look at me 

that way. I had my hair cut off and sold because I 

couldn’t have lived through Christmas without 

giving you a present. 

اگَ هي . جین ػشیشم اًّجْری ثَ هي ًگب ًکي :ثب گزیَ گفت

کزدم ّفزّختن ثَ ایي خبطز ثْد کَ ًویتًْظتن  هُْبهْ کْتبٍ

 .طبلت ثیبرم کزیظوض رّ ثذّى کبدّ دادى ثَ تْ ثگذرًّن

On the other hand, AL with the frequency count 

of (f=0.97%) translated the same passage with 

the least cohesive devices: 

ٍ ًکي، هي جین ػشیشم ایٌجْری ثِن ًگب. دلا گزیَ هیکزد

ًویتًْظتن ثذّى ایٌکَ ثزای تْ کبدّی کزیظوض ثگیزم سًذگی 

 . کٌن

The researchers summarized the findings as 

following:  

 The theme Lexical choices had a range of 

frequency between 3.93% to 8.64% in 

Retrospection Phase, while, in Introspec-

tion Phase a much lower range of 2.6% 

to 5.87% could be tracked. 

 The theme Coherence had a range of fre-

quency between 4.2% to 70.53% in Re-

trospection Phase, and 42.55% to 69.08% 

in Introspection Phase, to represent the 

role of concurrent TAP in maintaining 

coherence. 

 The theme Cultural Appropriacy had a 

range of frequency between 0.61% to 

14.25% in Retrospection Phase, and 

0.72% to 3.08% in Introspection Phase 

which shows that the latent TAP helped 

the participants to be more considerate in 

their cultural observation.  

 The theme Dialogical Register (Tenor) 

had a range of frequency between 1.46% 

to 4.98% in Retrospection Phase, and 

4.48% to 10.43% in Introspection Phase 

which shows the superiority of introspec-

tion to generate the right tenors in trans-

lation. 

 The theme Genre had a range of frequen-

cy between 0.0% to 2.11% in Retrospec-

tion Phase, and 0% to 0.43% in Intros-

pection Phase which to illustrate once 

again the positive role of latent TAP in 

preserving genre in translation.  

 The theme Grammaticality had a range 

of frequency between 10.81% to 28.90% 

in Retrospection Phase, and 7.91% to 

24.68% in Introspection to indicate the 

Retrospection was more helpful in ob-

serving Grammaticality in translation.  

 The theme Linguistic function had a 

range of frequency between 1.56% to 

6.87% in Retrospection Phase, and 

2.46% to 8.91% in Introspection Phase 

which shows the more influence of con-

current TAP in finding suitable linguistic 

functions in the passage.  

 The theme Method of translation had a 

range of frequency between 0.0% to 

3.48% in Retrospection Phase, and 0% to 

4.07% in Introspection Phase to show the 

slight superiority of introspection in ver-

balizing the method of translation.  

 The theme Full Translation had a range 

of frequency between 0.0% to 1.32% in 

Retrospection Phase, and 0.0% to 0.55% 

in Introspection Phase to represent latent 

TAP positive role in completing the 

translation task.   

 The theme Personal view point had a 

range of frequency between 0.0% to 

2.11% in Retrospection Phase, and 0% to 

2% in Introspection Phase which indi-

cated similarity between introspection 

and retrospection to let the translators’ 

attitudes out in the translated passage.  

 The theme Speech act had a range of fre-

quency between 1.46% to 3.99% in Re-

trospection Phase, and 4.48% to 10.43% 

in Introspection Phase which displayed 

concurrent TAP had a better influence in 

using Speech act. 
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 The theme Stance had a range of frequency 

between 1.42% to 3.83% in Retrospection 

Phase, and 0.8% to 1.79% in Introspection 

Phase that demonstrated Retrospection had 

a better effect on using Stance than Intros-

pection verbal protocol. 

 The theme Textual Register (Mode) had a 

range of frequency between 0.18% to 

0.54% in Retrospection Phase, and 0.2% to 

0.56% in Introspection Phase which 

represented both of them had the similar 

impact on using proper more of translation.  

 Finally, the theme Cohesion had a range 

of frequency 1.46% to 3.53% in Retros-

pection Phase, and 0.97% to 3.93% in In-

trospection Phase which demonstrated 

that Retrospection TAP had a slightly 

better impact on using cohesive devices. 

Figure 1 illustrated the frequency distributions 

for the 14 encoded TQA criteria in this study. As 

it can be seen, the participants performed diffe-

rently in Introspection and Retrospection TAP 

phases of translation, so that while the themes 

Coherence and Grammaticality show the higher 

frequency in Retrospection TAP, Dialogical Reg-

ister, Linguistic Functions and Speech Acts show 

considerable growth in Introspection TAP.  

 

Figure 1. The Comparative Improvement of Transla-

tion Quality Criteria in Retrospective and Introspec-

tive TAPs 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

Recently, think aloud protocols (TAPs) have ex-

tensively been used in process-oriented Transla-

tion Studies (TS), however, the critical question 

of their experimental validity when applied to 

translation have often remained unspoken. The 

researchers in this study supported the fact that 

the translators would undoubtedly benefit from 

both Retrospection and Introspection TAPs. 

Trusting on the findings in this study, the transla-

tors’ metacognitive awareness – raised by think-

ing aloud - enhances the quality of their transla-

tion, no matter it takes place simultaneously or ad 

hoc. However, their translation performance was 

affected differently by Introspection and Retros-

pection as far as the criteria enlisted in Famil 

Khalili’s (2011) TQA scale are concerned. For 

instance, while the translators’ coherence is high-

ly improved in retrospective TAP, their ability to 

use speech acts is enhanced while they are in-

trospectively thinking aloud.  

In the same vein, in a study on the effect of 

TAP on translating English literary texts and 

found that 14 strategies were detected to be the 

most frequently used by the subjects in the study 

(Eftekhary & Aminzadeh, S, 2012). Using im-

agery and paraphrasing were the first and second 

most frequent while such strategies as resourcing 

and referencing, assessing and monitoring, prob-

lem tackling and co-text recourse stood in be-

tween. In another study over the effect of think 

aloud protocols on the amount of translation revi-

sion, the researcher aimed to check whether it 

had any considerable effect on the quality of the 

translation irrespective to the direction of lan-

guage.  (Shahrokhi, 2016) The texts were trans-

lated in two conditions of with and without 

TAP. The outcomes supported a considerable 

decrease in the amount of revision when the 

translators were distracted with verbalization 

during translation.  

This study was pioneering in terms of explor-

ing the comparative influences of both retrospec-

tive and introspective TAPs in improving the 

translation quality. As a response to some con-

cerns about  the possible benefits from verbaliza-
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tion of the translators only if they are profession-

als  (Bernardini, 2002), the  findings of this study 

would  contribute to the mainstream importance 

of think-aloud verbal protocols, in general as well 

as in Translation Studies, in particular. This study 

can aid the development of a theory of the appli-

cation of TAP in translation performance, and its 

impact on translation quality assessment with a 

much more cognitive orientation. 

This study, however, suffered from a number 

of limitations, which are worthy to consider in 

future research. The benefits of TAPs were ex

plored while the participants were required to 

translate the texts from English to Persian, and 

had the freedom to verbalize their thoughts in 

Persian. The researchers believe that the findings 

in this study might be different if the direction of 

language changes or the TAP would be con-

ducted in the target language. Next, the genre of 

the passages was limited to narrative and the size 

of the texts were as short as 150 words. Finally, 

the participants’ translation errors, of all sorts, 

were counted but not involved in the final report 

due to the qualitative nature of the collected data.  
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