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Abstract

Scholars opt for several ways to avail themselves of previous
studies produced in a foreign language as they author in their
native tongues. Among these ways is translation rendered either
by authors themselves or commissioned translators. The author of
this paper, a sequel to Yildiz (in press), observed another strategy
adopted by Turkish scholars, i.e. pseudo-retranslation as an act
and product, which can be defined as an academic author’s partial
or complete presentation of another author’s translation as a
retranslation of (a portion of) the original work. Although this
definition is similar to plagiarized translation (Turell, 2004; Sahin,
Duman, Giirses, Kales, and Woolls, 2019; Sahin, Duman, and
Giirses, 2015), translational plagiarism (Giirses, 2011), translation

* This paper was derived from the author’s post-doctoral project “Patient
Zero: Pseudo-retranslation in Academic Papers” in the Center for Middle
Eastern Studies at the University of Texas at Austin.

™ ORCID: orcid.org/0000-0001-9482-4358

ASOBID e Amasya Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi
Ceviribilim Ozel Sayisi/ Translation Studies Special Issue
Nisan/April 2020 e Sayfa/Page: 131-161



132

Mehmet YILDIZ

plagiarism (Tas, 2019; Parlak, 2008; Leighton, 1994), the author
refrained from defaulting to one of these terms and thus coined a
novel term, pseudo-retranslation, because the author did not wish
to discuss the unethicality/ethicality of this act and present it as a
misconduct but as a strategy of academic textual production by
avoiding the confused and confusing terminological profusion. For
the purpose of the study, he employed a software program,
WCopyFind, to identify intertextual similarities and to harvest
qualitative and quantitative data. By doing so, the present study is
intended to analyze the pseudo-retranslations by Turkish
academic authors to reveal morphological, lexical, and syntactical
elements obfuscating the tie between their pseudo-retranslations
(in Turkish) and the source translation (in Turkish). The corpus
consists of one non-academic and 15 academic works, i.e. seven
articles, five master’s theses, two dissertations, and one book.
Only the works containing “Drmrod” and “Dromrod”, misspellings
of (Jeanne Ellis) Ormrod, and incorporating her six-item list of
metacognitive skills in Turkish were included in the study. These
two common misreferences are operationalized as initial
indicators of pseudo-retranslations. The results revealed that
Kalafat (2004) was the first to translate Ormrod’s six-item list into
Turkish and to introduce the misspelt “Drmrod” and the other 15
(re)translations(!) were its pseudo-retranslations. The results also
showed that the authors had recourse to partial or complete
pseudo-retranslations, the 14 pseudo-retranslations incorporated
textual properties obfuscating the source translation, and
WCopyFind was not competent enough to detect Turkish
intertextual similarities owing to the obfuscating properties in the
pseudo-retranslations.

Keywords: Obfuscation, pseudo-retranslation, academic works,
intertranslational similarity, misreferencing.

0z

Bilim insanlari, anadillerinde metin olustururken yabanci bir dilde
iiretilen onceki ¢alismalardan faydalanmak icin gesitli yollara
bagvururlar. Bu yollardan biri yazarin kendi yaptig1 veya bir
cevirmene yaptirdig1 cevirilerdir. Yildiz'im (baskida) devamu
niteligindeki bu calismanin yazari, Tirk bilim insanlar tarafindan
basvurulan bagka bir strateji gozlemlemistir. Yazar bu goériingiiyli
‘sozde yeniden ceviri’ olarak adlandirmistir. Bir eylem ve bu
eylemin iirtinii olarak sézde yeniden g¢eviri; bir akademik yazarin
baska bir akademik yazarin ¢evirisini, kaynak metnin bir kisminin
veya tamaminin yeniden ¢evirisi gibi sunmasi olarak
tanimlanabilir. Her ne kadar bu tanim ceviri intihaline (Turell,
2004; Sahin, Duman, Gilirses, Kales, and Woolls, 2019; Sahin,
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Duman, and Giirses, 2015; Giirses, 2011; Tas, 2019; Parlak, 2008;
Leighton, 1994) benzese de yazar bu terimi kullanmak yerine yeni
bir terim (s6zde yeniden ¢eviri) iiretmeyi tercih etmistir. Clinka
yazarin amacl bu eylemin ahlaki boyutunu tartismak ve s6z
konusu eylemi etik olmayan bir davranis olarak sunmak degil;
ceviri intihalinin kavramsallastirilmas1 konusunda yasanan
karisikliktan kacinarak bu eylemi bir akademik metin liretme
stratejisi olarak ele almaktir. Bu amag¢ cercevesinde yazar,
biitiincede bulunan metinler arasindaki benzerlikleri bulmak ve
hem nitel hem de nicel veri toplamak icin WCopyfind adli yazilim
kullanmistir. Bu yolla yazar, Tiirk akademik yazarlarin sézde
yeniden cevirileri (Tirkge) ve kaynak ceviri (Tiirk¢e) arasindaki
bag1 gizleyen/bulaniklastiran bicimsel, sézciiksel ve sézdizimsel
unsurlar1 ortaya ¢ikarmayr amaglamistir. Calismanin biitiincesi;
yedi makale, bes yiiksek lisans tezi, iki doktora tezi, bir kitap ve
bir de akademik olmayan c¢alisma olmak iizere 16 eserden
olusmaktadir. Sadece (Jeanne Ellis) Ormrod’'un hatali yazimlari
olan “Drmrod” ve “Dromrod”u ve Ormrod’un alti {stbilissel
becerisini iceren calismalar (ingilizce kaynak metin, bir Tiirkce
kaynak ceviri ve 15 Tiirk¢e s6zde yeniden ¢eviri) biitiinceye dahil
edilmistir. Bu iki yazim hatasi, biitiince ¢oziimlenirken sozde
yeniden cevirilerin ilk gostergesi olarak islevsellestirilmistir.
Sonuglar; Kalafat'n (2004) Ormrod’'un alti maddelik {istbilis 133
listesini Tiirkceye c¢eviren ve “Drmrod” yazim hatasini
gerceklestiren ilk yazar oldugunu ve diger 15 (yeniden)
cevirinin(!) Kalafat'in (2004) s6zde yeniden cevirileri oldugunu
gostermistir. Sonuglar ayn1 zamanda; yazarlarin kismen ya da
tamamen soézde yeniden cevirilere basvurduklarini, 14 soézde
yeniden cevirinin kaynak c¢eviriyi gizleyen metinsel o6zelliklere
sahip oldugunu ve so6zden yeniden cevirilerde bulunan gizleyici
ozelliklerden dolayr WCopyfind'in Tiirkce metinler arasindaki
benzerlikleri bulgulandirmada yeterince yetkin olmadigini
gostermistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Gizleme, sézde yeniden ceviri, akademik
calismalar, cevirilerarasi benzerlik, kaynak gosterme hatasi.

Introduction

Scholars write to spread the results of their research across
their respective academia and to become academically visible by
contributing to the literatures of their fields. The dissemination of
scientific knowledge - of any kind indeed - has become faster
than ever before with the advent of internet and thanks to its use
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as a sharing medium. This easily accessible environment has
allowed publications to “migrate readily from one medium to
another” (Modern Language Association of America, 2016) and
led to the proliferation of high-quality but also questionable
works (Beins, 2012). Undoubtedly, the mindset favoring ‘publish
or perish’ has greatly contributed to the profusion of academic
works and exacerbated the issue of low-quality textual
productions.

In 2007, several Turkish scholars faced allegations of
plagiarism! (Brumfiel, 2007) and one, on behalf of his colleagues,
defended themselves against such allegations attempting to justify
their intertextual “borrowing” by claiming “[f]or those of us whose
mother tongue is not English, using beautiful sentences from other
works on the same subject” “simply helps to better introduce the
problem” (Yilmaz, 2007). They believe that unless they publish,
they will “perish” “under pressure to publish [their] findings along
with an introduction that reads well enough for the paper to be
published and read, so that [their] research will be noticed and
inspire further work (Yilmaz, 2007). The attempt of Yilmaz (2007)
to justify his and his colleagues’ recourse to other academic
works’ “sentences” epitomizes the pressure Turkish scholars may
have to cope with and ‘unorthodox’ strategies they may resort to
in order not to “perish” in the Turkish academic setting. This
paper describes one of such unorthodox strategies that Turkish
scholars adopt to produce academic papers, ie. pseudo-
retranslation, which can be defined as ‘an academic author’s
partial or complete presentation of another author’s translation as
a retranslation of (a portion of) the original work’ (Yildiz, in
press). For convenience of the reader, the author operationalized
‘to pseudo-retranslate (from)’ as a verb to refer to the act and
‘pseudo-retranslation’ as a noun to refer to both the act and
product. This novel translational phenomenon was
conceptualized with specific foci on its differences from its two

1 The present paper does not intend to accuse any academic work of plagiarism
or unethical misconduct of any kind.
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morphological constituents, i.e. retranslation and
pseudotranslation, and from translational plagiarism.

1. Pseudo-Retranslation vs. Retranslation

Translation is roughly an inter- or intra-linguistic textual
production based on a source text and, particularly for the ones
who have no command of the source language, the produced
target text assumes the duties, e.g. informative and aesthetic, that
the source text should be fulfilling. Yet translations do not
necessarily remain fully or partially functional; therefore, source
texts may have to be translated again over time in view of
“shifting needs and changing perceptions” (Koskinen and
Paloposki, 2003: 23). This practice is called ‘retranslation’.

Gambier (1994: 413) refers to retranslation as the new partial
or complete translation of a translated text into the same
language?3. It is defined by Koskinen and Paloposki (2010: 294)
as “second or later translation of a single source text into the same
target language”. The term refers to either “the act of
retranslating” (Tahir-Giir¢aglar, 2011: 233) by a different or the
same translator (Feng, 2014: 70) or “the retranslated text itself”
(Tahir-Giirgaglar, 2011: 233; Koskinen and Paloposki, 2010: 294).
According to (Lowe, 2014: 415), a couple of reasons underline the
need for retranslations. The first one is a publisher’s belief that
“available translations are not well done and that there is a
market for a better version of the text”. The second is related to
the lifespan of translations. Because “‘half-life’ of a translation is
thirty years, and that translations age more quickly than the
original”, “re-translation can be seen as a kind of historical
revision, a modernization of the text to reflect changes in language
and context”. The last is the introduction of “a new edition of the
source text”, which “replaces earlier versions as the new standard
reference” (Lowe, 2014: 416).

2 La retraduction serait une nouvelle traduction, dans une méme langue, d'un
texte déja traduit, en entier ou en partie.

3 All the translations herein were rendered by the author unless stated
otherwise.
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The preceding discussions* about retranslation are intended
for literary works as “[m]ost studies on retranslations” do
(Koskinen and Paloposki, 2010: 295), which supports the fact that
“the phenomenon of retranslation is seldom discussed outside the
book publishing and literary genres” (Koskinen and Paloposki,
2010: 295). This scanty problematization can be justifiable since
retranslation of non-literary works is an uncommon practice.
(Jianzhong, 2003: 195) is of the view that retranslation of non-
literary texts “should be strictly limited and not be encouraged”
and even be “banned” except for the following three cases:

(a) “The language and terms used in the former version are
out of date and need to be revised.”

(b) “The former version has some major mistakes that would
mislead the readers and need correcting.”

(c) “The original has different versions and there are many
differences in these versions” (Jianzhong, 2003).

As Jianzhong discusses, non-literary works should be
retranslated if a new edition has been introduced because the
former one is outdated, if the older version of the source text
contains some critical mistakes and the new has been produced to
remove these mistakes, and if the source text has been produced
in many different versions with plenty of differences among them.

It is understandable from the foregoing remarks that
retranslation is a new partial and complete translation of an
already translated text into the same language by the same or a
different translator and it denotes both the act and the product
thereof. It is also evident that research on retranslation of non-
literary works is as exiguous as non-literary retranslations
themselves. To compare retranslation with pseudo-retranslation
in consideration of these facts concerning the former, even though
pseudo-retranslation is traceable back to a source text, it is not a
product of an actual inter-linguistic transfer but of a partial or

4 For more on retranslation of literary texts, see Tahir-Giir¢aglar (2011) and
Koskinen and Paloposki (2010).
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complete use of another translator’s interlinguistic rendition.
Besides, pseudo-retranslations occur in non-literary texts,
academic works in the present study, while retranslations are
very rare in this genre.

Both retranslations and pseudo-retranslations cannot occur
without a source text, yet there is a type of translation that can do
so, namely pseudotranslations. The following part features their
characteristics and provides a comparison between them and
pseudo-retranslations.

2. Pseudo-Retranslation vs. Pseudotranslation

Translation presupposes a source text, from which it is derived.
If a text is propounded as a translated one yet fails to prove that it
is or is proven otherwise, then it can be regarded as a false
translation, which is referred to as pseudotranslation.
Accordingly, Toury (2012) proposes three assumptions pertaining
to the existence of an actual translational rendition: (a) “there is
another text, in another culture/language, which has both
chronological and logical priority over it”; (b) “the process
whereby the assumed translation came into being involved the
transfer from the assumed source text of certain features that the
two now share”; (c) “There are tangible relationships that tie [a
translation] to its assumed original” (Toury, 2012: 29-30). All
utterances which are presented or regarded [as translations] are
assumed as translations (Toury, 1995: 32) until they fail to
observe these three assumptions. In the event of such a failure, the
text at hand assumedly regarded as a translation comes to be
labelled as a ‘pseudotranslation’. Rambelli (2011: 208-209)
defines a pseudotranslation as “a target-oriented practice of
imitative composition which results in texts that are perceived as
translations but which are not, as they usually lack an actual
source text”. Pseudotranslations “resemble translations”
(O’Sullivan, 2014: 123) and “may even mimic genuine
translations” (Toury, 2012: 29) without being a product of “factual
‘transfer operations’ and translation relationships” (Toury, 1995:
40).
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Pseudotranslations and pseudo-retranslations share similar
characteristics. They both do not arise from an act of transferring
from a source text, but pseudo-retranslations are derived from a
source ‘translation’ and can be traced back to a source text written
in another language. Additionally, they are both presented as
actual translations and regarded as such if not shown they are not
because one would hardly suspect their true nature until the
“mystification” (Toury, 2012: 212) over them is uncovered, which
is the primary concern of the present study. The upcoming title
discusses the need for the problematization of such a concern and
how pseudo-retranslation conceptually differs from translational
plagiarism, which can be mistaken for a synonym of pseudo-
retranslation.

3. Pseudo-Retranslation vs. Translational Plagiarism

Academic integrity forms the backbone of scholarly writings;
therefore, any kind of academic text is expected to follow the
ethical standards. Nonetheless, a plethora of unethical
misconducts (Shepherd: Accessed. 05.11.2019; Jia: Accessed.
05.11.2019; NBCNEWS: Accessed. 05.11.2019; Huckabee:
Accessed. 05.11.2019) can be listed. Among these academic
wrongs is plagiarism, which can be committed intra- and inter-
linguistically. Translation, majorly as an interlinguistic practice,
can be manipulated by academics primarily to mystify the source,
i.e. a piece of information, and thereby to bypass the efforts
intended to detect plagiarism (Sousa-Silva, 2014: 76; Sousa-Silva,
2015: 305; Gipp, 2014: 35; Franco-Salvador, Rosso, and Montes-y-
Gémez, 2016: 97; Alzahrani et al.,, 2012: 135). This act is called
cross-language plagiarism (Ferrero, Besacier, Schwab, and
Agnes, 2017; Ezzikouri, Erritali, and Oukessou, 2016; Danilova,
2013; Franco-Salvador, Rosso, and Montes-y-Gémez, 2016;
Potthast, Barron-Cedeno, Stein, and Rosso, 2011; Kent and Salim,
2010) or translated plagiarism (Pataki, 2012; Pataki and Marosi,
2013; Gipp, 2014).
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These two types of plagiarism should not be mistaken for
translational plagiarism (Giirses, 2011: 6), which refers to a
misconduct, in which “a translation is published as an original
work and the translator acts as the author” or “an old translation
is published under a new translator name”. Similar terms have
been used in the related literature to attend to the same
phenomenon, among which are plagiarized translation (Turell,
2004; Sahin, Duman, Giirses, Kales, and Woolls, 2019; Sahin,
Duman, and Giirses, 2015), translation plagiarism (Tas, 2019;
Parlak, 2008; Leighton, 1994), plagiarism in translation (Sahin,
Duman, and Giirses, 2015; Turell, 2004), plagiarism in
retranslation (Sahin, Duman, Giirses, Kales, and Woolls, 2019),
and fake retranslation (Sahin, Duman, and Giirses, 2015).

Reminding the reader of the definition of pseudo-retranslation
would prove fruitful to better exhibit its difference from
translational plagiarism. Pseudo-retranslation is ‘an academic
author’s partial or complete presentation of another author’s
translation as a retranslation of (a portion of) the original work’,
which is Ormrod’s (1990) six-item list of metacognitive skills in
her book Human Learning: Principles, Theories, and Educational
Applications in this paper. As can be inferred from this definition,
pseudo-retranslation is observable in non-literary works,
academic papers in particular. On the other side, translation
plagiarism has been discussed in the realm of literary translation.
Secondly, unlike translational plagiarism the author’s purpose
hereby is not to present pseudo-retranslations as unethical
practices and discuss its unethicality/ethicality but to investigate
it as a strategy of text production. Lastly, the author wishes to
refrain from the aforementioned terminological
confusion/profusion.

The next part depicts the methodological procedures followed
to evidence the occurrence of pseudo-retranslation in academic
papers and what kind of obfuscating elements exists in these
papers.
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4. Method
4.1. Corpus

The primary objective of the present study is to reveal to what
extent pseudo-retranslations differ from the first translation (here
by [Kalafat. Accessed. 28.05.2019]°) and what kind of obfuscating
elements exist in them. To this end, the author analyzed one
source translation, which is in Kalafat (2004), and 15 Turkish
pseudo-retranslations of Ormrod’s (1990) list of six metacognitive
skills.

4.1.1. Source Text

The source text is an excerpt from Human Learning: Principles,
Theories, and Educational Applications by Jeanne Ellis Ormrod
(1990), the first edition. The original text (Ormrod, 1990: 292) in
English is as follows:

1. Being aware of one’s learning and memory capabilities, and of
what learning tasks can realistically be accomplished

2. Knowing which learning strategies are effective and which are
not

3. Planning an approach to a learning task that is likely to be
successful

4. Using effective learning strategies

5. Monitoring one’s present knowledge state; knowing when
information has been successfully learned and when it has not.

6. Knowing effective strategies for retrieval of previously stored
information

To establish a tertium comparationis - “a text-independent
meaning (invariant) shared by both the SL and TL unit, by means
of which the variation in equivalence between the two units can
be established” (Munday, 2009: 231) -, only the Turkish pseudo-
retranslations of these six items were included in the analyses; in
other words, all the other pseudo-retranslations attributed to
‘Drmrod’ were excluded from the corpus. The following title
presents how a corpus of one initial translation and 15 pseudo-
retranslations was refined from 47 online entries.

5 Hereinafter referred to as Kalafat (2004) for stylistic consistency.
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4.1.2. Initial/Source Translation and Pseudo-

Retranslations

The author of this paper came across this phenomenon,
pseudo-retranslation, as he translated academic papers. In the
course of a commissioned translation, he realized that ‘Drmrod’
was a recurring misspelling of ‘Ormrod’ - the last name of the
author who wrote Human Learning: Principles, Theories, and
Educational Applications in 1990 - and these occurrences made a

pattern.

Online Academic Drmrod-Only Six-Item
Entries | Works Only Academic Segment in
Works Turkish
Articles 19 12 7
Master’s 14 7 5
Theses 47
Dissertations 8 6 2
Books 2 2 1
TOTAL 43 27 15

Table 1. Refinement from online entries to a corpus

A search on Google yielded 47 academic and non-academic
online entries in Turkish, which incorporated the misspelling
‘Drmrod’® (Table 1) as the primary source or as available in
secondary sources and her six-item list of metacognitive skills.
The 47 works were later reduced to 43 academic works. A further
refinement resulted in 27 works, which include ‘Drmrod’ as the
primary source. Lastly a final refinement was conducted to
achieve a corpus of 15 works, which solely contains the Turkish
academic works purporting to have translated Ormrod’s six-item
list directly from the original book. The author also included one
non-academic work, Kalafat (2004), as it was found to be the first
work to include the Turkish translation of the source text
segment, which is the list of six metacognitive skills. As a result, he
ended up with 16 works in his corpus (Table 2).

6 ‘Dromrod’ in three cases, two of which are available in the resultant corpus.
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Year | Authors Genre In-text Referencing
Citation
1 2004 | Kalafat Unreviewed Drmrod Drmrod, J. E. Human Learning. Macmillan
Article P. Company. New York: 1990
2 2007 | Ozkan Dissertation Drmrod Drmrod, J. E. (1990). Human Learning.
New York: Macmillan.
3 2007 | Kozan MA Thesis Drmrod Drmrod, J. E. (1990). Human Learning.
New York: Macmillan P. Company
4 2008 | Ozkan Article Drmrod Drmrod, J. E. (1990). Human learning.
New York: Macmillan
5 2010 | Giiven and Article Dromrod | Drmrod, J. E. (1990). Human learning.
Belet New York: Macmillan Company
6 2011 | Olgun MA Thesis Drmrod Drmrod, J. E. (1990). Human Learning.
New York: Macmillan P. Company
7 2012 | Alkan and Article Dromrod | Drmrod, J.E. (1990). Human learning. New
Erdem York: Macmillan
8 2013 | Tuncerand | Article Drmrod Drmrod, J. E. (1990). Human learning.
Kaysi Macmillan P. Company. New York
9 2013 | Dogan Article Drmrod Drmrod, J. E. (1990). Human learning.
New York: Macmillan.
10 | 2013 | Kaysi MA Thesis Drmrod Drmrod, J. E. (1990). Human Learning.
Macmillan P. Company. New York
11 | 2014 | Sengiil and Article Drmrod Drmrod, J. E. (1990). Human Learning.
Isik New York: Macmillan
12 | 2014 | Kuyumcu- Article Drmrod Drmrod, J. E. (1990). Human learning.
Vardar and Macmillan P. Company. New York
Arsal
142 13 | 2015 | Algan Dissertation Drmrod Not available
14 | 2015 | Demirci MA Thesis Drmrod Drmrod, J. E. (1990). Human Learning.
Macmillan P. Company. New York
15 | 2017 | Koksal and Book Drmrod Unobtained
Atalay
16 | 2018 | Degirmenci MA Thesis Drmrod Drmrod, J. E. (1990). Human learning.
New York: Macmillan

Table 2. Initial translation and pseudo-retranslations in the corpus

The following six-item list of metacognitive skills in Turkish is
the initial/source translation by Kalafat (2004). It is supposed in
the study that the 15 pseudo-retranslations were derived from
this source translation. It is evident from the except below that he
is the first to introduce “Drmrod”, a misspelling of Ormrod, (also
see Table 2), “hanilerinin”?, a misspelling of “hangilerinin”, and
“yliksekogrenim”8, an extralinguistic element.

7 Marked with (?); Turkish for “which ones”
8 Marked with (?); Turkish for “higher education”.
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1- Kisinin kendi 6grenmesinin, belleginin ve hangi 6grenme
gorevlerinin gercekci bir sekilde tamamlanacaginin farkinda
olmasidir.

2- Hangi o6grenme yonteminin etkili, hanilerinin[?] etkisiz
oldugunu bilmesidir.

3- Bir 6grenme gorevine basarili olmasi muhtemel olan bir
yaklasim planlamasidir.

4- Etkili 6grenme stratejilerini kullanmasidir.

5- Kisinin o anki 6grenme durumunu izleyebilmesi, bilgiyi basarili
bir sekilde 6grendigini yiiksekogrenim[?] ya da 6grenmedigini
bilmesidir.

6- Daha once depolanmis bilginin geri c¢agirimi icin etkili
yontemler bilmesidir. (Drmrod, 1990; s.292).

The next title compares this source translation with the

15 pseudo-retranslations to find out to what extent they
differ from Kalafat (2004).

4.2. Limitations and assumptions

The present study is limited to the works which are
retrievable online and which incorporate the misspellings
‘Drmrod’. It assumes that Kalafat’s translation, i.e. ‘Kalafat
(2004)’, of the six metacognitive skills of Ormrod (1990) is
the initial translation because (1) it is the earliest translation
the author could collect and it is stated on
https://psikoloji.gen.tr/bilissel-psikoloji/ustbilis-
metacognition/? that it was published on May 30, 2004 at
00:37 am. Therefore, he operationalized Kalafat (2004) as
the source translation. The study also assumes that the 15
pseudo-retranslations were derived from this source
translation.

4.3. Analysis

The study was built on the textual similarities obtained by a
software program, WCopyfind, to reveal the obfuscating elements
in the pseudo-retranslations. The program “is an open source
windows-based program that compares documents and reports
similarities in their words and phrases” (Bloomfield: Accessed.

9 Accessed: 28.05.2019
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11.06.2019). One can harvest percentages of similarity and counts
of overlapping words along with a side-by-side juxtaposition of
the compared textual segments. The overlapping segments are
highlighted in red by default.

The author operationalized the recurrent misspelling ‘Drmrod’
as the primary benchmark of intertextual relationships among the
texts in the corpus. By utilizing the program, he was able to
determine the counts and percentages of the overlapping words,
which he operationalized as the first parameters to judge the
extent of obfuscating. Thanks to these two parameters, he was
able to order the 15 pseudo-retranslations in terms of the
obfuscation criticality. Following this step, he compared the
content of Kalafat (2004) firstly with those of one unobfuscated
and the four least obfuscated pseudo-retranslations and then with
those of the five most obfuscated ones. Thereby, he was able to
produce major and minor categories of obfuscating elements.

5. Results

This title presents the results obtained with WCopyfind under
two sub-titles, namely ‘extent of obfuscation by word count and
percentage’ and ‘extent of obfuscation by content’. The latter is
further divided as ‘unobfuscated and the least obfuscated pseudo-
retranslations’, and ‘the most obfuscated pseudo-retranslations’.

5.1. Extent of Obfuscation by Word Count and Percentage

This title attempts to determine the extent of obfuscation in the
15 pseudo-retranslations in the corpus. In other words, it aims to
reveal to what extent the pseudo-retranslations differ from the
first translation available in Kalafat (2004).
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Count of Words Overlap with
Overlap with | Kafalat (2004) by
Kafalat (2004) percentage
Academic Work | by word count
1. Kalafat (2004) 62 words 100
2. Kaysi (2013) 62 words 100
3. Demirci (2015) 61 words 98
4. Olgun (2011) 60 words 97
5. Tuncer and Kaysi (2013) 56 words 90
6. Sengiil and Isik (2014) 41 words 66
7. Koéksal and Atalay (2017) 40 words 65
8. Ozsoy (2007) 40 words 65
9. Ozsoy (2008) 40 words 65
10. Alkan and Erdem (2012) 40 words 65
11. Dogan (2013) 39 words 63
12. Kozan (2007) 36 words 58
13. Algan (2015) 35 words 56
14. Glven and Belet (2010) 27 words 44
15. Kuyumcu-Vardar and Arsal 14 words 23
(2014)
16. Degirmenci (2018) 12 words 19
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Table 3. Overlap of the pseudo-retranslations with the initial translation by
word count and percentage

Table 3 provides the number and percentage of the words in
the 15 pseudo-retranslations overlapping with the ones in the
initial translation, which is available in Kalafat (2004). The first
row reveals that the Turkish translation of Ormrod’s six
metacognitive skills in Kalafat (2004) consists of 62 words. It is
obvious that Kaysi (2013) pseudo-retranslated from Kalafat
(2004) because the number of the overlapping words is 62 words
and the percentage thereof accounts for 100%. Besides, it can be
understood from the table that Demirci (2015) and Olgun (2011)
incorporate 61 and 60 words overlapping with Kalafat (2004),
corresponding to similarity rates of 98% and 97%, respectively. It
can be inferred from these figures that Kaysi (2013) contains no
obfuscating elements, while Demirci (2015) and Olgun (2011)
have one and two lexes, respectively, different from Kalafat
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(2004). Another work involving a high rate of overlap (56 words,
accounting for an overlap of 90%) is Tuncer and Kaysi (2013).
Kaysi (2013) is a master’s thesis and Tuncer of Tuncer and Kaysi
(2013) is Kaysi’s supervisor. Therefore, the similarity between
Kalafat (2004) and Tuncer and Kaysi (2013) may not be an
unexpected occurrence considering that Kaysi's (2013) similarity
with the former accounts for 100%.

Two figures in the table are particularly prominent, i.e. an
overlap of 14 words (23) and an overlap of 12 words (19%),
which occur in Kuyumcu-Vardar and Arsal (2014) and Degirmenci
(2018), respectively. These two can be anticipated to contain the
most severe obfuscation. The figures concerning textual
similarities between Kalafat (2004) and other nine remaining
works are striking too since the lexical overlaps, ranging from 44
through 66, evidence that these pseudo-retranslations are likely
to incorporate fewer obfuscating elements than Kuyumcu-Vardar
and Arsal (2014) and Degirmenci (2018) do but higher than
Demirci (2015), Olgun (2011), and Tuncer and Kaysi (2013).
Moreover, they are particularly significant to exhibit how different
pseudo-retranslation can get from the initial translation.

The data related to the intertextual similarities between the
first translation and the pseudo-retranslation in view of word
counts and percentages indicate that the number of obfuscating
elements varied across the pseudo-retranslations in the corpus,
which results in varying degrees of intertextual similarity. The
numbers in this part may fall short of revealing the true nature of
obfuscation in the pseudo-retranslations; hence, their contents
should be further probed into to produce more valid data on the
extent of obfuscation.

5.2. Extent of Obfuscation by Content

The preceding title presents the data on the extent of
obfuscation in the pseudo-retranslations in view of word counts
and percentages, yet these data should be triangulated because
they offer partial insight into the nature and existence of
obfuscating elements in pseudo-retranslations. Therefore, the
contents of the pseudo-retranslations in the corpus should be
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analyzed to obtain a thorough understanding of these blurring
aspects. This part tackles the obfuscating elements in the pseudo-
retranslations under two sub-titles: ‘Unobfuscated and the least
obfuscated pseudo-retranslations’ and ‘the most obfuscated
pseudo-retranslations’. To save space in the tables, the author
used codes the descriptions of which are available in Table 4.

Codes Descriptions Codes Descriptions

1. UnCh Unchanged 2. PhrSub Phrasal Substitution

3. Altinf Alternate Inflection 4. ClsOm Clausal Omission

5. LexAd Lexical Addition 6. ClsSub Clausal Substitution

7. LexOm | Lexical Omission 8. SentOm Sentential Omission

9. LexCor | Lexical Correction 10. SentSub Sentential Substitution

11. LexSub | Lexical Substitution 12. SynReOr Syntactical Reorganization
13. PhrAd Phrasal Addition 14. ReWrd Rewording

15. PhrOm | Phrasal Omission

Table 4. Codes and their respective descriptions

5.2.1. Unobfuscated and the Least Obfuscated Pseudo-
Retranslations

The reader can find the analyses of five pseudo-retranslations
(Table 5). The data are presented in consideration of one

unobfuscated/verbatim pseudo-retranslation and four

least

obfuscated pseudo-retranslations. As shown in the table, the
counts of the overlapping words, which are highlighted in bold,
range from 62 to 41.
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Kalafat Kaysi (2013) Demirci Olgun (2011) Tuncer and Sengiil and
(2004) (62 words) (2015) (60 words) Kaysi (2013) Isik (2014)
(62 words) (61 words) (56 words) (41 words)
1. Kisinin Kisinin kendi | Kisinin kendi | Kisinin kendi | Kisinin kendi | Kendi
kendi ogrenmesinin | 6grenmesinin | 6grenmesinin | 6grenmesinin | 6grenme
6grenmesinin belleginin ve belleginin ve belleginin ve belleginin ve siirecinin
belleginin ve hangi hangi hangi hangi belleginin ve
~ | hangi 6grenme | é6grenme égrenme égrenme 6grenme hangi
3 | gorevlerinin gorevlerinin gorevlerinin gorevlerinin gorevlerinin 6grenme
S | gergekgi bir gercekci bir gercekci bir gercekci bir gercekci bir gorevlerinin
= | sekilde sekilde sekilde sekilde sekilde tamamlanmasi
‘5;: tamamlanacagl | tamamlanaca | tamamlanaca | tamamlanaca | tamamlanaca | gerektiginin
® | nin farkinda ginin farkinda | ginin farkinda | ginin farkinda | ginin farkinda
4
olmasidir olmasidir olmasidir olmasidir farkinda olmasi
olmasi
Obfuscating UnCh UnCh UnCh AltInf LexOm,
Element PhrOm, LexAd,
AltInf
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2. Hangi Hangi Hangi Hangi Hangi Hangi
O6grenme 0grenme dgrenme dgrenme 0grenme yont | 6grenme
yonteminin yonteminin yonteminin yonteminin eminin etkili yonteminin
etkili, etkili etkili etkili hanilerinin(?) | etkili hangileri
hanilerinin(?) hanilerinin(?) | hanilerinin(?) | hangilerinin etkisiz nin etkisiz
etkisiz etkisiz etkisiz etkisiz oldugunu oldugunu
oldugunu oldugunu oldugunu oldugunu bilmesi bilmesi
bilmesidir bilmesidir bilmesidir bilmesidir
Obfuscating UnCh UnCh LexCor AltInf LexCor, AltInf
Element
3. Bir 6grenme | Bir 6grenme Bir 6grenme Bir 6grenme Bir 6grenme Karsilastig1 bir
gorevine gorevine gorevine gorevine gorevine gorev i¢in
basarili olmas1 | basarili basarili basarili basarili basarili olacag
muhtemel olan | olmasi olmasi olmasi olmasi 1 digtindigi
bir yaklasim muhtemel muhtemel muhtemel muhtemel bir yaklasim
planlamasidir olan bir olan bir olan bir olan bir planlamasi
yaklasim yaklasim yaklasim yaklasim
planlamasidir | planlamasidir | planlamasidir | planlamasi
Obfuscating UnCh UnCh UnCh AltInf LexAd, LexOm,
Element AltInf,
4. Etkili Etkili Etkili Etkili Etkili Ogrenme
6grenme 6grenme 6grenme 6grenme 6grenme stratejilerini
stratejilerini stratejilerini stratejilerini stratejilerini stratejilerini etkili bicimde
kullanmasidir kullanmasidir | kullanmasidir | kullanmasidir | kullanmasi kullanmasi
Obfuscating UnCh UnCh UnCh AltInf SynReOr,
Element AltInf
5. Kisinin o Kisinin o anki |Kisinin o anki |Kisinin o anki |Kisininoanki |O anki
anki 6grenme  |6grenme dgrenme dgrenme 6grenme 6grenme
durumunu durumunu durumunu durumunu durumunu durumunu
izleyebilmesi izleyebilmesi |izleyebilmesi |izleyebilmesi |izleyebilmesi |izleyebilmesi
bilgiyi bagarili |bilgiyi basarih |bilgiyi basarilh |bilgiyi basarih |bilgiyi basarih |bilgiyi basarili
bir sekilde bir sekilde bir sekilde bir sekilde bir sekilde bir
6grendigini ogrendigini ogrendigini ogrendigini ogrendigini sekilde 6grenip
yliksekogreni  |yiiksekégreni |yada yada yiiksekdgreni |6grenmedigini
m(?) yada m(?) yada ogrenmedigini |6grenmedigini |m(?) yada bilmesi
6grenmedigini |0grenmedigini |bilmesidir bilmesidir ogrenmedigini
bilmesidir bilmesidir bilmesi
Obfuscating UnCh LexOm LexOm AltInf LexOm,
Element ReWrd, AltInf
6. Daha 6nce Daha 6nce Daha dnce Daha dnce Daha 6nce Daha 6nce
depolanmis depolanmis depolanmis depolanmis depolanmis depolanmis
bilginin geri bilginin geri bilginin geri bilginin geri bilginin geri bilginin

gagirimi i¢in
etkili

cagirimi i¢in
etkili

c¢agirimi icin
etkili

c¢agirimi icin
etkili

cagirimi icin
etkili

geri cagrilmasi
icin etkili yont

yontemler yontemler yontemler yontemler yontemler bil | emleri
bilmesidir bilmesidir bilmesidir bilmesidir mesi bilmesidir
Obfuscating UnCh UnCh UnCh AltInf AltInf
Element

Table 5. Unobfuscated or the least obfuscated five pseudo-retranslations
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It can be observed in the table that Kaysi (2013) has pseudo-
retranslated Ormrod’s six metacognitive skills in Kalafat (2004)
verbatim, while there are some minor differences between Kalafat
(2004) and the other four pseudo-retranslations. The table also
shows that five types of obfuscating elements are available in the
analyzed pseudo-retranslations, i.e. alternate INFLECTION (12
times), lexical and phrasal OMISSION (six times), lexical
ADDITION (two times), lexical CORRECTION (two times), and
SUBSTITUTION (e.g. rewording and syntactical reorganization)
(two times). The reader can see that alternate inflection was
employed 12 times!0, e.g. ‘olmasidir’ of Kalafat (2004) into
‘olmas1’ of Tuncer and Kaysi (2013) in String 1 and ‘bilmesi’ in
String 5 instead of ‘bilmesidir’. Lexical omission as the second
most common operation in Table 5 occurs five times as with the
omission of ‘yiiksekdgrenim’1! in String 5, which is an extratextual
word and its removal potentially makes the segment more
understandable. It is obvious that two of five academic works
have failed to detect this non-coherent lexis. The other
obfuscating element in Table 5 is phrasal omission in String 1 of
Sengill and Isik (2014), which misses the adverbial phrase
‘gercekci bir sekilde’ available in Kalafat (2004). The table
evidences that each of lexical addition and lexical correction is
observable twice. For example, the lexis ‘kendi’ is added to String
1 of Sengtl and Isik (2014), while ‘hanilerinin!?’ - misspelling of
‘hangilerininl3’ - is corrected to restore its actual spelling. Another
form of obfuscation is substitution, which occurs in Table 5 as
rewording and syntactic reorganization. In String 5 of Sengiil
and Isik (2014), ‘68rendigini ya da’ are reworded as ‘68renip’. The
reassignment of the adjective ‘etkili’l* describing ‘68renme’ in
String 4 to form an adverbial clause (i.e. ‘etkili bicimde’l5 ) and

10 Recurring obfuscating elements in each string were enumerated only once.
11 Marked with (?); Turkish for “higher education”.

12 Marked with (?); Meaning “of their painted combers”

13 Turkish for “which ones”

14 Turkish for “effective”

15 Turkish for “in an effective way”
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describe the predicate ‘kullanmasr’

reorganization.

exemplifies syntactical

It can be concluded from Table 5 that the most commonly
observed obfuscating aspect is alternate inflection, which is
followed by omission, addition, correction, and substitution. It is
expected that the numbers of these elements increase and the
types thereof get diverse as the counts of the overlapping words
decrease. The following title sheds more light on this interrelation
among these three parameters by analyzing the contents of the
pseudo-retranslations.

5.2.2. The Most Obfuscated Pseudo-Retranslations

Table 6 shows that the counts of the words in the five pseudo-
retranslations overlapping with those of Kalafat (2004) range
from 12 to 36, corresponding to Degirmenci (2018) and Kozan
(2007), respectively. The overlapping words are highlighted in
bold. The obfuscating elements in Table 6 can be roughly grouped
into four obfuscation -categories: (a) SUBSTITUTION, (b)

OMISSION, (c) alternate INFLECTION, and (d) ADDITION. These
phenomena were observed 36, 33, 26, and 10 times, respectively.
Kalafat Degirmenci Kuyumcu- Giiven and Algan (2015) | Kozan (2007)
(2004) (2018) Vardar and Belet (2010) (35 words) (36 words)
(62 words) (12 words) Arsal (2014) (27 words)
(14 words)
1. Kisinin Kendi Kendi Ogrenme Kendi Kendi
kendi 6grenme 6grenme siirecinin bell dgrenme dgrenme
0grenmesinin stireclerinin siirecinin bell eginin ve slirecinin stirecini belle
belleginin ve farkinda eginin ve hangi anlama ginin ve hangi
—~| hangi 6grenme | olmasi hangi 6grenme kapasitesinin odgrenme
S | gorevlerinin gorevlerin gorevlerinin ve 6grenme gorevlerinin
| gergekgi bir tamamlanmas1 | gercekei gorevlerinin tamamlanmasi
= | sekilde gerektiginin bir bicimde tamamlanmasi | gerektiginin
“L,: tamamlanacag farkindadir tamamlanaca | gerektiginin farkinda olma
E mnin farkinda gmin farkinda olma
olmasidir farkindadir
Obfuscating LexOm, LexAd, | LexOm, LexAd, | LexOm, LexAd, | LexOm, AltInf, LexOm, LexAd,
Element AltInf, ClsOm, AltInf, PhrOm LexSub, AltInf, PhrSub, PhrOm,
PhrOm, ReWrd | LexAd, PhrOm, | PhrSub, AltInf
ReWrd
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2. Hangi Ogrenme Ogrenme Hangi 6grenme| Kendisi icin Hangi 6grenme
0grenme yontemlerini yontemlerinden | yonteminin hangi 6grenme | yontemlerinin
yonteminin kendine gore etkili etkili oldugunu| yontemlerinin | etkili

etkili, ayristirabilmesi | olanlarini bilir bilir etkili hangilerinin
hanilerinin(?) veya etKisiz etkisiz

etkisiz oldugunu bilme| oldugunu bilme
oldugunu

bilmesidir

Obfuscating PhrSub, AltInf, | ClSub, AltInf, CISub, AltInf PhrAd, AltInf, AltInf, LexCor
Element LexOm, PhrAd, | LexOm LexOm, LexAd

PhrOm, LexSub

3.Bir 6grenme | Karsilastig Basariigin ger | Ogrenme Bir gorevle Karsilastig1 bir
gorevine gorevlerde ekenislemleri | siirecinde bas | karsilastifinda | gorev igin
basarili olmas1 | basarili planlar aril1 olmaya bu gorevde basarili
muhtemel olan | olacag: yonelik birya | nasil basarili olacagim
bir yaklasim yaklagimi klasim planlar | olacagina distindigi bir
planlamasidir secebilmesi yonelik bir plan hazirlama
Yaklasim
planlama
Obfuscating CISub, AltInf, PhOm, CISub, LexOm, CISub, AltInf CISub, PhSub
Element PhOm, LexOm, | Altlnf, LexSub,
LexSub PhSub, AltInf
4. Etkili Not Available | Ogrenme Ogrenme Ogrenme Ogrenme
0grenme stratejilerini stratejilerini stratejilerini stratejilerini
stratejilerini etkili sekilde etkili bir etkili bir etkili bicimde
kullanmasidir kullanir bigimde kullanir| bigimde kullanma
kullanma
Obfuscating SentOm SynReOr, SynReOr, SynReOr, SynReOr,
Element PhrSub, AltInf PhrSub, AltInf PhrSub, AltInf PhrSub, AltInf
5. Kisinin o anki | Kendi Ogrenme Gergeklestirdigi | Kendi 6grenme| O anki
6grenme 6grenme durumunu 6grenme durumunu izle| 6grenme
durumunu durumunu izler durumunu me ve bilgiyi durumunu izle
izleyebilmesi izleyebilmesi izleyebilir basarili yebilme bilgiyi
bilgiyi basaril bir sekilde basarili bir
bir sekilde Ogrenip sekilde 6grenip
ogrendigini o0grenmediginin | é6grenmedigini
yliksekogrenim( farkinda olma | bilme
?)yada
6grenmedigini
bilmesidir
Obfuscating LexOm, LexOm, LexOm, PhrOm, LexSub, | LexOm, AltInf,
Element SentOm PhrOm, AltInf, PhrOm, AltInf, AltInf, ReWrd, ReWrd
SentOm SentOm LexOm, PhrSub
6. Daha 6nce Hafizasindaki On bilgilerini Daha Onceden depo | Daha énce
depolanmig eski bilgilerini | yeni once edindigi lanmis olan depolanmis
bilginin geri geri gorevlerde bilgileri etkili bilginin bilginin geri
¢agirimi icin cagirabilme etkin hale bicimde geri cagrilabilm | ¢agrilmasi igin
etkili becerilerine getirir kullanir esinde etkili etkili
yontemler sahip olmasi olan yontemleri | yontemleri
bilmesidir bilme bilme
Obfuscating PhrSub, AltInf, SentSub ReWrd, AltInf, ReWrd, LexAd, | AltInf
Element LexAd, PhrOm, PhrOm, AltInf
LexSub SynReOr,

LexOm, LexSub

Table 6. The most obfuscated five pseudo-retranslations
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These figures indicate that the most frequently occurring
mystification phenomenon is substitution, which refers to a
source translation’s - Kalafat (2004) herein - lexis, phrase, clause,
or sentence’s substituting or being substituted by another lexis,
phrase, clause, or sentence in a pseudo-retranslation. The
analyses revealed 7 lexical, 11 phrasal, 6 clausal, and 1
sentential substitution, 6 rewordings, and 5 syntactical
reorganizations. For instance, the lexis ‘segebilmesi’ in
Degirmenci (2018) substitutes for ‘planlamasidir’ in String 3 of
the source translation. Moreover, the adjectival phrase ‘Ogrenme
stirecinde basarili olmaya yonelik’ of Giliven and Belet (2010)
replaces another adjectival phrase ‘68renme gorevine basarili
olmas1 muhtemel olan’ in String 3. The sentence ‘On bilgilerini
yeni gorevlerde etkin hale getirir’ of Kuyumcu-Vardar and Arsal
(2014) substitutes for String 6 of Kalafat (2004). Rewording and
syntactical reorganizations can also be called as sub-categories of
substitution because a lexical segment is reworded to replace
another segment in the source translation, while the roles in a
sentence of a pseudo-retranslation can reassigned to create a new
sentence. To exemplify, the adjectival “daha 6nce depolanmis” in
String 6 of Kalafat (2004) was rephrased as another adjectival
‘daha once edindigi” by Giliven and Belet (2010), who relocated
the adjective ‘etkili’ in String 4 of Kalafat (2004) and created an
adverbial phrase ‘etkili bir bicimde’ to describe the predicate
‘kullanir’.

Omission is the second most common phenomenon
contributing to the mystification of the source translation of a
pseudo-retranslation. The detected subcategories of this element
are lexical omission, phrasal omission, clausal omission, and
sentential omission, which occur in the table 16, 12, 1, and 4
times, respectively. The inflected lexis ‘kisinin’ in String 5 of
Kalafat (2004) is omitted in the pseudo-retranslation of Algan
(2015), while the entire String 4 of Kalafat (2004) is not available
in Degirmenci (2018). There is only one case of clausal omission.
The clause ‘belleginin ve hangi 6grenme gorevlerinin gercekgi bir
sekilde tamamlanacaginin’ in String 1 does not exist in the
pseudo-retranslation by Degirmenci (2018). As the second most
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common omission type, phrasal omission occurs when Kuyumcu-
Vardar and Arsal (2014) misses the adverbial phrase ‘gercekgi bir
sekilde’ of Kalafat (2004) in String 1.

Omission is followed by 26 alternate inflections, detected in
Table 6. It can be the inflection of verbs or nouns as an alternate to
their respective inflected versions in Kalafat (2004). For example,
the noun ‘gérev’ in String 3 of Kozan (2007) is the uninflected
form of the inflected noun ‘gdrevine’, whereas Algan’s (2015)
conjugated verb ‘bilme’ in String 2 is a different inflection of
‘bilmesidir’ in the source translation. These morphological shifts
are thought to have occurred because Turkish is an agglutinative
language, which translates to the fact that suffixes added to the
end of a words also add to a chunk of meaningful morphological
segments. For instance, “etkili yontemler bilmesidir” in String 6 of
Kalafat (2004) and “etkili yontemleri bilme” in the String 6 of
Kozan (2007) can be translated as “IS HIS/HER knowing effective
methods” and “knowing THE effective methods”, respectively. In
these two examples, the upper-case lexes refer to the lexical
difference between the segments. “bilmesidir” in the former
example corresponds to “is his/her knowing”, while “bilme” in the
latter to “knowing”. Similarly, “yontemler” in the first and
“yontemleri” in the second refer to “methods” and “the methods”,
respectively. As clear from the examples, the attached suffixes in
the Turkish segments translate into separate lexes in English.

In Turkish, lexical and morphological units preceding or
following a lexis in a given segment can necessitate a different
inflection of that particular lexis. In String 1 of Kalafat (2004),
“tamamlanacaginin” occurs as “tamamlanmasi” in Kozan (2007)
because “gerektiginin” following the latter obligates its inflection
as such. Thus, the addition “gerektiginin” as an obfuscating
element requires the introduction of another.

The authors were also realized to have introduced new
segments in their pseudo-retranslations. In the pseudo-
retranslations in Table 6, eight lexical and two phrasal additions
were identified, which adds up to 10 additions. For instance,
Degirmenci (2018) was found to have introduced ‘siireglerinin’ in
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String 1 of her pseudo-retranslation, which is unavailable in the
source translation by Kalafat (2004). Besides, Algan (2015) adds
the prepositional phrase ‘kendisi i¢cin’ in her String 2.

There is one last obfuscating factor in Table 6, which is lexical
correction. This phenomenon occurs in Kozan (2007), where she
replaces the misspelt ‘hanilerinin’ of String 2 of Kalafat (2004)
with the correct spelling ‘hangilerinin’.

The analysis under this title indicates that substitution,
omission, alternate inflection, and additions are the most
observed obfuscating procedures. Although these phenomena are
observable in Table 5 as well, the textual segments they cover in
Table 6 are much longer, ranging from words to sentences.

6. Conclusion

The present study is intended to analyze the pseudo-
retranslations by Turkish academic authors to reveal
morphological, lexical, and syntactical elements obfuscating the
tie between their pseudo-retranslations (in Turkish) and the
source translation (in Turkish). The study was relied on a
misspelling “Drmrod”, a misspelling of Ormrod. Ormrod wrote the
first edition of her book Human Learning: Principles, Theories, and
Educational Applications in 1990, where a list of six metacognitive
skills exists. This list is the source text which the first translation
in Kalafat (2004) was derived from and all the 15 pseudo-
retranslations in the corpus can be traced back to. The common
referencing errors “Drmrod” in these 14 texts and “Dromrod” in
two made the author of this paper investigate the source of this
error. He detected an unreviewed online article, Kalafat (2004).
On understanding that the existence of this misspelling potentially
ascertains the intertextual ties in the corpus, by working his way
up from Kalafat (2004) to the most recent academic work
incorporating this misreferencing, he attempted to reveal the
textual similarities by a software program, WCopyfind. Based on
the counts and percentages of the words in 15 pseudo-
retranslations overlapping with the ones in the source translation
in Kalafat (2004) and by comparatively analyzing the content of
Kalafat (2004) and that of each pseudo-retranslation, the author
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discovered that the pseudo-retranslators were likely to opt for
verbatim pseudo-retranslation or modify the source translation to
varying degrees.

As far as the purpose of the present study concerns, the least
obfuscated pseudo-retranslations were found to incorporate
alternate inflection, omission, addition, correction, and
substitution - from the most to the least common - as the
obfuscating operations. On the other hand, the most critically
obfuscating operations were discovered to be substitution,
omission, alternate inflection, and addition - from the most to the
least frequently employed. Another notable result is that the least
obfuscated  pseudo-retranslations  involve  modifications
particularly at morphological or lexical level, while the most
obfuscated pseudo-retranslations were realized to contain lexical
to syntactical modifications.
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