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ABSTRACT: 

Politeness refers to the social norms and behaviours that imply respect, consideration and courtesy towards others. The 

current study investigates the translation of polite requests as speech acts from English into Kurdish. Focusing on the 

challenge of translating pragmatic meaning, it aims at identifying the different patterns of polite requests in English, 

translating these patterns from English into Kurdish to see how they are realized in Kurdish and shedding light on the points 

of similarity and difference between the English constructions and their realizations in Kurdish. In order to achieve the aims, 

the study hypothesizes that: (1) there is no one-to-one correspondence between the structures of polite requests in English 

and their realization in Kurdish. (2) Kurdish makes use of markers of polite requests more than English does. (3) The 

illocutionary force of English polite requests the intended effect or function of the utterance can be translated in case the 

communicative translation is exploited. To test these hypotheses, the study adopts a qualitative research methodology 

utilizing Newmark’s (1988) approach to translation in terms of his distinction between semantic translation (word-for-word 

accuracy) and communicative translation (contextual and cultural effectiveness), as a framework to analyse 10 polite 

requests in English translated by 10 fourth-year students at the Dept. of Translation-College of Languages, University of 

Duhok. Translation Failure is also taken into consideration which is a text where the message transfer is inaccurate due to 

significant linguistic or pragmatic errors. The study concludes that polite markers which give the utterances the force of 

polite requests in Kurdish are more than those in English. Moreover, the differences in percentage, (79% semantic) and 

(17% communicative) and (4% failure) highlight that there is no one-to-one correspondence between the structures of polite 

requests in English and their realization in Kurdish. 

KEYWORDS: COMMUNICATIVE TRANSLATION, ILLOCUTIONARY FORCE, POLITENESS, REQUESTS, 

SEMANTIC TRANSLATION, SPEECH ACTS, TRANSLATION. 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

        Pragmatics is the study of the speaker’s intention. One of the 

main aspects of pragmatics is speech act theory that was founded 

by John Austin (1962) and developed later by John Searle (1969). 

According to this theory, speakers perform actions while making 

utterances such as apologies, promises, invitations, requests, etc. 

The comprehension of speech acts relies on both the speaker and 

hearer. The speaker has an intention, and the hearer has to decode 

that intention based on the cultural, personal and interpersonal 

aspects of the utterance. Both parties are helped by the 

circumstances surrounding the utterance, namely the speech 

events. It is not easy to translate a speech act from one language 

into another, particularly when the two languages are distinct; for 

instance, when they do not have a lot in common. This study 

deals with translating polite requests from English into Kurdish 

which are distinct culturally and linguistically. Accordingly, 

rendering a speech act that is culturally and cognitively different 

from one language into another is not an easy task. This 

translation process is complicated because the social norms 

governing politeness vary significantly between the two cultures. 

1.2  Statement of the Problem: 

 
* Corresponding Author. 

This is an open access under a CC BY-NC-SA 4.0 license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/) 

        Polite requests are speech acts whereby a speaker requests a 

hearer to do something for his own benefit. They are expressed 

by both syntactic structures and lexical items. Moreover, means 

of expressing polite requests are not identical in both English and 

Kurdish since such means are culture specific. However, the 

performance of polite requests creates problems for both 

requestees and translators. For example, an English request using 

a modal verb like "Would" may be structurally different from the 

corresponding Kurdish phrase, forcing the translator to choose 

between preserving the literal words (syntactic structure) and 

preserving the social function (politeness level). Once the 

requester requests something, he/she will perform three acts, 

namely a locutionary act, an illocutionary act and a 

perlocutionary act. Thus, the translator does not know which one 

of these three acts should be translated unless he is well aware of 

the requester’s intention. This uncertainty in prioritizing the 

locutionary act (what is said), the illocutionary act (the intention), 

or the perlocutionary act (the effect) is a core problem for 

rendering pragmatic meaning accurately. Another challenge 

arises because English uses conventional indirectness (e.g., 

questions like "Can you open the door?") to signal politeness, a 

strategy that, if translated literally, may sound direct or even rude 

in Kurdish. Furthermore, the use of Kurdish lexical items that 
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function as 'softeners' or 'mitigators' in a request (which have no 

direct English equivalent) presents a practical dilemma for 

maintaining the original degree of politeness. To the researcher's 

best knowledge, no study has been tackled on the translation of 

polite requests from English into Bahdini Kurdish. 

1.3 Aims and Objectives of the Study: 

The current study aims at: 

1. Identifying the different patterns of polite requests in 

English. 

2. Translating these patterns from English into Kurdish to find 

out how they are realized in Kurdish.  

3. Shedding light on the points of similarity and difference 

between the English construction and their realizations in 

Kurdish. 

4. Specifying the main problems that translators may 

encounter when rendering these constructions into Kurdish. 

5. Suggesting the most effective ways of translating these 

polite requests into Kurdish. As measured by the successful 

transfer of the original illocutionary force using Newmark's 

communicative translation approach.  

1.4  Hypotheses: 

The present study aims at validating the following hypotheses: 

1. There is no one to one correspondence between the 

structures of polite requests in English and their realization 

in Kurdish. 

2. Kurdish makes use of markers of polite requests more than 

English does. 

3. The illocutionary force of English polite requests can be 

translated if communicative translation is exploited.  

1.5 Data collection and procedure:  

        In this study the data chosen for analysis consist of 20 

patterns of polite requests taken from books related to the subject. 

The selection of these 20 patterns was focused on constructions 

known to exhibit pragmatic divergence across languages (e.g., 

highly indirect vs. direct forms) to maximize the potential for 

observing translation challenges. As for the procedure used in 

this study, it can be summarized as follows: 

1. Surveying literature review on polite requests in both 

English and Kurdish. 

2. Distributing the 10 patterns of polite requests among the 

subjects of the study to render them into Kurdish. The 

sample size of 10 requests translated by 10 students is 

appropriate for this qualitative, exploratory study, where the 

aim is to analyze depth of pragmatic choices rather than 

statistical generalizability. While the small sample size 

limits the statistical reliability, it allows for a focused, in-

depth analysis of individual translation processes and errors, 

particularly pragmatic transfer. 

3. Analyzing the source language (SL) constructions and their 

rendering in terms of type of sente2nce and type of 

translation. 

4. Making some comments on subjects’ rendering in order to 

highlight their shortcomings, if there are any. 

5. Proposing the most appropriate translation or suggesting a 

different translation when necessary. It is acknowledged that 

the subjects, being students, may exhibit performance bias 

due to their learning stage, which is a potential limitation in 

generalizing results to professional translators. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Polite Requests as Speech Acts: 

        Inquiry into polite requests as a speech act is a core branch 

of pragmatics, focusing on the social actions performed via 

language (Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969). Requests are inherently 

Face-Threatening Acts (FTAs) because they impose an obligation 

on the hearer, thereby risking their negative face—the desire for 

autonomy (Brown & Levinson, 1987). Consequently, the 

strategies used to politely execute a request are salient indicators 

of cultural norms, social structures, and interpersonal 

relationships. 

        The foundational framework for studying these strategies is 

Brown and Levinson’s (1987) Politeness Theory. This model 

posits that speakers employ linguistic strategies to mitigate the 

threat posed by an FTA. While the theory offers a universal 

calculus for politeness, its realization is highly subject to 

sociocultural factors such as age, sex, cultural standing, and 

relational distance (David et al., 1989; Holmes, 1995; Coates, 

1996). For instance, research suggests that subordinates and 

women often employ more indirect or mitigated requests. 

Furthermore, cross-cultural studies highlight divergent 

preferences: Eastern, collectivist cultures often adopt ceremonial 

and structured politeness (Leech, 2014), while some American 

and European cultures are characterized by a more 

straightforward and diplomatic style. Crucially, while ample 

research has explored politeness in major world languages, 

studies specifically addressing the pragmatic and translational 

differences between English and the Kurdish dialect of Bahdini 

remain scarce. This lacuna is the primary justification for the 

current study. 

2.2 Brown and Levinson’s Politeness Theory: 

        Politeness, in pragmatic terms, is understood as an effort to 

mitigate potential affronts to an individual's "face" or self-worth 

in social interactions (Brown & Levinson, 1987). This concept of 

"face" originated from Erving Goffman's (1967) sociological 

work, where he defines it as the positive social value a person 

claims for themselves. Building on this, Brown and Levinson 

(12987) distinguish between two types of face: positive and 

negative.  

Positive face refers to an individual's desire for their self-image 

to be appreciated and approved by others. In contrast, negative 

face reflects the desire for autonomy, freedom from imposition, 

and the right to act unimpeded by others (Brown & Levinson, 

1987, p. 302). In communication, certain utterances inherently 

run contrary to these face wants and are thus termed Face-

Threatening Acts (FTAs) (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 65).  

FTAs vary depending on whose face is threatened 

(speaker's or hearer's) and which type of face (positive or 

negative). For instance, requests are a prime example of FTAs, as 

they intrinsically impose on the hearer's negative face by asking 

them to perform an action. They can also threaten positive face if 

they imply a lack of consideration for the hearer's desires or 

social standing. To minimize such threats and maintain social 

harmony, speakers employ various politeness strategies. Thus, to 

minimize FTAs, speakers employ the following politeness 

strategies:  

A.  Bald-on-record: This strategy involves performing an FTA 

directly and explicitly, without any linguistic softening (e.g., 

“Close the door”). It is often used in situations of urgency, great 

familiarity, or where power differentials allow for directness 

(Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 68). 

B. Positive politeness: This strategy enhances solidarity through 

strategies like compliments (e.g., “Sir, you’re great at fixing 

computers, could you help me?”) or seeking agreement (e.g., 

“The team played badly, didn’t they? (e.g., “Can you spare a 

cigarette?”). These strategies aim to minimize the social distance 

between the speaker and hearer, often by expressing solidarity 
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and satisfying the hearer's positive face wants. They include 

various tactics that show appreciation, common ground, or shared 

interests. Examples include Noticing and Attending to Hearer 

(e.g., complimenting a hearer's skill before making a request 

(Watts, 2003, p. 89).  

C.  Negative politeness: This strategy is oriented towards the 

hearer's negative face, aiming to avoid imposition and show 

deference. It acknowledges the hearer's desire for autonomy and 

freedom from constraint. Key tactics include being 

conventionally indirect (e.g., "Could you please pass the salt?"), 

questioning and hedging (e.g., using "I wonder if..." or softening 

terms like "sort of"), minimizing the imposition (e.g., "Could I 

bother you for just a minute?"), and apologizing (e.g., "I'm sorry 

to ask, but..."). These are frequently employed to mitigate the 

inherent imposition of requests (Brown & Levinson, 1987).  

D.  Off-record: This strategy involves performing an FTA 

indirectly, in an ambiguous way that allows the speaker to deny 

having performed the FTA. The hearer must infer the speaker's 

true intention. This includes tactics like giving hints to avoid 

direct responsibility for the FTA (e.g., "It's cold in here," as an 

indirect request to close a window) or using metaphors/irony. 

This strategy provides maximum face-saving for both parties but 

risks misinterpretation (Brown & Levinson, 1987).2 In 

translation, these strategies must be adapted to align with the 

target language’s cultural norms, particularly in collectivist 

cultures like Bahdini Kurdish, where negative politeness often 

predominates (Öpengin, 2012).  

        For the purposes of this study, these strategies provide the 

analytical toolset for classifying English requests. The central 

challenge lies in determining which strategy, when translated into 

Kurdish, most effectively aligns with the target culture's 

(Bahdini's) social norms, which have been noted to favor 

negative politeness and indirectness (Öpengin, 2012). 

2.3 Politeness in the Kurdish Language: 

        In the Kurdish langauge, a language with diverse dialects 

such as Kurmanji and Sorani spoken across regions in Iraq, Iran, 

Turkey, and Syria, politeness strategies reflect cultural values and 

pragmatic conventions. Within this broader context, Bahdini 

Kurdish, a subdialect of Kurmanji spoken primarily in the Duhok 

region of Iraqi Kurdistan, presents a specific case that remains 

underexplored. Research on polite requests in both Kurdish 

generally and Bahdini Kurdish specifically is limited.  

Hassani (2018) pointed out that there are no digitized corpora of 

the data for dialects of Kurdish especially Bahdini. This makes a 

large scale pragmatic analysis rather difficult. Such limitation 

decreases the possibility of carrying out corpus based research of 

actual speech data which could be helpful in examining 

deficiency of politeness in the requests made in different dialects 

of Kurdish and especially in Bahdini dialect.  

Mohammad (2019) examined Sorani Kurdish and claimed that 

speakers often apologize or express gratitude prior to making a 

request as a more polite way of imposing, which is an indirect 

strategy. According to Mohammad, politeness in Kurdish is 

indicative of social identity and group cohesion, which could be 

the case for many Kurdish dialects, including Bahdini, due to 

common cultural traits. Alas, the focus on Sorani leaves a gap 

regarding other dialects such as Kurmanji and its subdialects, 

including Bahdini, which is less explored. 

Majeed and Rasheed (2019) conducted a study on external 

request modification in Kurdish language focusing on the socio-

pragmatic strategies employed by Kurdish university students 

and highlighting how politeness is negotiated across gender, 

power, and social distance. The findings revealed a clear gender-

based difference, with Kurdish female speakers showing a higher 

tendency to use various mitigating devices such as alerters, 

grounders, disarmers, and apologies compared to their male 

counterparts, a pattern consistent with broader sociolinguistic 

literature . Critically, social variables strongly influence Kurdish 

politeness: the hierarchical nature of the culture mandated that 

both genders use extensive external modifiers and minimizers 

(e.g., "I'm not ordering you") when addressing individuals of 

dominant status. Regarding social distance, Kurdish women 

generally employed more supportive moves with strangers, while 

Kurdish men used them more frequently with friends. Overall, 

the study offers valuable insights into the cultural norms and 

values that govern appropriate request modification in Kurdish, 

thus contributing significantly to cross-cultural pragmatics 

literature. 

2.4 Realization of Polite Requests: 

        Making polite requests incorporates some form of linguistic 

strategies to mitigate face-threatening acts (FTAs) that infringe 

on social approval (positive face) or the hearer’s autonomy 

(negative face) (Brown & Levinson 1987). Like other speech 

acts, requests are made differently in various languages and 

cultures due to lexical, syntactic and pragmatic choices (Searle, 

1969). 

In English, polite requests are made through the use of 

interrogatives, modal auxiliaries, or hedges (Blum-Kulka & 

Olshtain, 1984). Lexical indicators such as “please” and “thank 

you” also help to enhance the level of politeness. In contrast, 

Bahdini Kurdish, which is more collectivist, employs indirect 

questions, explicit markers, and use of honorifics to show 

politeness and deference (Öpengin, 2012). Norms and values of 

cultures determine the level of directness, and thus individualistic 

cultures which prioritize choice are more direct as compared to 

collectivist cultures which are more respectful (Beebe et al., 

1990). 

2.4.1 Polite Requests in English:  

        Requests are quite useful and become common in everyday 

interactions, especially for novice language learners, as they are 

the first step towards effective communication. Of all the speech 

actions, the illocutionary act of requests seems to be the most 

studied in the context of secondary language acquisition. There 

are many ways to formulate a request, some of them include an 

imperative sentence, a declarative sentence, or an interrogative 

sentence.  Any request made is bound to be a face-threatening act. 

Speaking to the audience involves some strategies to mitigate or 

completely eliminate the chances of offending the audience 

(Achiba, 2003). Searle stated, within the five speech act types 

(representatives, directives, commissives, expressives and 

declarations), that the act of directives is an example of an 

attempt to “get the listener to do something” (Searle, 1976, p. 11). 

He lists the verbs “order,” “request,” “advise,” “pray,” “permit,” 

“invite,” “command,” “beg,” “ask,” and “permit” as well as 

“plead” as belonging to this set. As with any speech acts, systems 

of requests tend to lean heavily on notions of face, indirectness, 

and politeness.  

        Since face involves social and cultural aspects, the speaker 

naturally wants to avoid the risk of looking foolish, so to combat 

the threat, discourse becomes indirect.  It has also been noted that 

indirect strategies tend to result in greater politeness. Polite 

requests in English use syntactic and lexical strategies to mitigate 

FTAs. Syntactically, requests employ interrogatives (“Can you 

pass the sugar?”), declaratives with hedges (“I was wondering if 

you could help”), or modal auxiliaries (“Could you close the 

door?”) to soften imposition (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984). 

Lexically, verbs like “request,” “please,” or “mind” enhance 

politeness, as in “Would you mind closing the window?” 

(Hussein, 1984, p. 73). Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984, p. 201) 
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categorize requests by directness: explicit (e.g., imperatives), 

conventionally indirect (e.g., modals), and non-conventionally 

indirect (e.g., hints). Indirect requests, common in individualistic 

cultures, reduce face threats by emphasizing choice (Dittrich et 

al., 2011, p. 3809).  

2.4.2 Polite Requests in Bahdini Kurdish:  

        Polite requests in Bahdini Kurdish, a dialect of Kurmanji 

spoken primarily in the Duhok region of Iraqi Kurdistan, are 

realized through a combination of explicit politeness markers, 

indirect phrasing, and an understanding of social context. Like 

many cultures, politeness in Bahdini is crucial for maintaining 

social harmony and showing respect. This pragmatic realization 

directly reflects the collectivist cultural norms of deference 

(Öpengin, 2012) and contrasts structurally with English request 

strategies (Chyet, 2003). 

Polite requests in Bahdini Kurdish are realized through four core 

strategies, which directly align with the sociopragmatic findings 

across Kurdish dialects (Ali, 2020; Haig & Matras, 2002): 

1. Explicit Politeness Markers (Lexical Mitigation) 

        These fixed lexical elements are the most common and 

straightforward ways to soften the imposition of a request: 

زەحمەت) •  Meaning "without difficulty/trouble," this :(بێ 

versatile marker functions as the most widely used 

equivalent of "please" for small requests. 

o Example: .بێ زەحمەت، ئاڤێ ب دە من ("Please, give me water.") 

o Example: .بێ زەحمەت، دەرگەهی بگرە ("Please, close the door.") 

 Literally "from your grace/generosity," this is :(ژ کەرەما خۆ) •

a more formal and stronger than "please," conveying a sense 

of requesting a favor out of goodwill, often used for more 

significant requests or when addressing higher status. 

o Example: .ژ کەرەما خۆ ، هاری من بکە ("From your grace, help 

me.") 

 Another common word for "please," often used in a :(هیڤییە) •

slightly more direct way, though its specific usage and 

perceived strength can vary contextually. 

o Example: .هیڤییە، وەرە ("Please, come.") 

2. Conventional Indirectness and Question Formulations 

Framing a request as a question or indirect statement softens the 

imposition, aligning with the prevalent characteristic of 

indirectness noted in Middle Eastern speech (Ali, 2020). 

 This :("...If it's not too much trouble") ئەگەر زەحمەت نەبیت… •

is a highly polite and deferential preface, showing 

awareness of the potential burden on the listener. 

o Example:  ئەگەر زەحمەت نەبیت، دێ شێی ڤێ پەرتووکێ بدەیە من ؟ ("If 

it's not too much trouble, could you give me this book ?") 

شێی؟ •  Using the :(?...Will you be able to...? / Can you) دێ 

modal verb form frames the request as a question about 

capability, making it less of a direct command. 

o Example: بدەیە من؟  Can you give me the") دێ شێی پەرتووکێ 

book?") 

دشیاندایە؟ •  This is a more formal :("?...Is it possible") :ئەرێ 

and indirect way to inquire about the possibility of an action. 

o Example: ئەرێ دشیاندایە هێدیتر بئاخڤی؟ ("Is it possible to speak 

more slowly?") 

3. Softening the Imperative Verb: 

        While the imperative form exists, an unadorned imperative 

can sound blunt or rude in many social situations. It is typically 

mitigated by the politeness markers described above. 

• Direct (less polite): (!وەرە) - "Come!" 

• Polite: (.وەرە، بێ زەحمەت) - "Come, please." 

        Ali's (2020) research, which emphasizes Kurdish speakers' 

reliance on the conventionally indirect strategy (Blum-Kulka & 

Olshtain, 1984) during formal interactions, is consistent with 

these Bahdini features. Ali's findings, in the context of the Middle 

East, support a prevalent characteristic of speech that is linked to 

the notion of indirectness as a form of politeness. While Ali does 

not directly concern himself with Bahdini, his consideration of 

politeness strategies enables one to think about Bahdini speakers, 

and also illustrates the need for more dialectal research to test 

these claims across the Kurdish dialects. 

        Unlike English, Bahdini relies less on modal auxiliaries and 

more on indirectness and address terms, reflecting cultural values 

of respect for authority and group cohesion (Chyet, 2003). 

Limited research on Bahdini highlights the need for dialect-

specific studies 8(Ali, 2020). This translational study, therefore, 

bridges the research gap by investigating the transfer of English 

request strategies into the context-sensitive politeness system of 

Bahdini Kurdish. 

2.5 The Concept of Translation: 

        Translation involves transferring meaning across languages 

while navigating cultural and pragmatic differences. The 

theoretical frameworks provide the essential tools for analyzing 

the transfer of politeness strategies between English and Bahdini 

Kurdish. Foundational linguistic views frame translation in terms 

of equivalence. Catford (1965) views translation in terms of 

textual equivalence, while Nida (1964) distinguishes ‘formal 

equivalence’ (word-for-word literal accuracy) from ‘dynamic 

equivalence’ (achieving the same audience impact). 

        However, translating social actions like polite requests 

necessitates moving beyond purely linguistic fidelity. The 

cultural turn in translation studies, led by Bassnett and Lefevere 

(1990), views translation as a sociocultural act shaping cultural 

discourses. Functionalist approaches, like Vermeer’s (1989) 

‘Skopos theory’, prioritize the translation’s purpose (the 

‘skopos’), guiding choices between fidelity and adaptation. For 

this study, the ‘skopos’ is achieving pragmatic equivalence: 

successfully rendering the politeness function of the English 

request so that it is perceived as equally polite and appropriate in 

Bahdini Kurdish. In translating polite requests, cultural norms of 

politeness must be preserved to achieve pragmatic equivalence 

(Hatim & Mason, 1997). This requires the translator to adopt a 

functional and target-oriented approach to ensure the request is 

socially acceptable in the Bahdini context. 

2.6 Types of Translation:  

        Translation is important in interlingual and cross-cultural 

communication as it enables understanding and interpreting texts 

in different languages (Catford, 1965). For this purpose, different 

strategies of translation have been formulated, each of them with 

distinct advantages based on the text, audience, and goals of the 

translator (Nida, 1964). Translation is well studied by many 

scholars, such as Nida and Jakobson. Nida's (1964) work explains 

the distinction of formally bound texts, where the text is 

translated on a word-for-word basis as is the easier approach used 

in technical and legal translations, and formally responsive texts 

where a loose translation is used to invoke the same response 

from the audience, often referred to as dynamic translation.  

       Jakobson’s (1959) interlingual translation describes the 

relations between languages and contextualizes the meaning of 

words, reinforcing the argument that each different language 

system requires careful translation because words are embedded 

with meaning. These approaches span from literal, source-

oriented techniques to more liberal, target-oriented ones. For this 

study, the model by Newmark (1981, 1988), which differentiates 

between semantic and communicative translations, stands out as 

the primary framework for analyzing the choice of request 

realization in Bahdini Kurdish. 
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2.6.1 Semantic Translation:  

        Semantic translation focuses on keeping the original 

meaning of the source text regardless of stylistic or cultural 

transformation. This approach plays an important role throughout 

translation theory. The major draw of this approach is fidelity to 

the semantic content of original but with some capabilities in 

form. Semantic translation aims at replicating the original texts’ 

forms within the target language, reproducing the original 

context, and retaining the characters of the SL culture in the 

translation. A semantic translation is more source text focused. 

Although, not necessarily a literal translation, it follows the 

source text more closely (Newmark, 1988). Semantic translation 

differs from 'faithful translation' only in as far as it must take 

more account of the aesthetic value of the source language text, 

compromising on the 'meaning' where appropriate so that no 

assonance, word-play or repetition jars in the finished version. 

Further, it may translate less important cultural words by 

culturally neutral third or functional terms but not by cultural 

equivalents. Thus, the distinction between 'faithful' and 'semantic' 

translation is that the first is uncompromising and dogmatic, 

while the second is more flexible, admits the creative exception 

to 100% fidelity and allows for the translator's intuitive empathy 

with the original text (Newmark, 1988).  

        Semantic translation attempts to render, as closely as the 

semantic and syntactic structures of the second language allow, 

the exact contextual meaning of the original (Newmark 1981, p. 

39). Newmark, in his seminal work, ‘Approaches to Translation’, 

states that semantic translation is more concerned with meaning 

conservation and tends to retain literal until it affects 

comprehension. On his part, Gutt (1991, p. 124) defines semantic 

translation as a direct translation strategy, with the emphasis on 

semantic fidelity rather than interpretive resemblance and applies 

it for its utility in conveying explicit meaning across languages. 

Newmark (1988, p. 46), in ‘A Textbook of Translation’ points out 

that semantic translation is appropriate for text types that are 

“expressive” or those where precision is required. He mentions 

that it aims at preserving the meaning from the source rather than 

transforming it to achieve a preferred style. In their book 

‘Discourse and The Translator’, Hatim and Mason (1990, p. 78) 

mentioned “semantic translation” and stated it has some merit in 

providing semantic coherence, especially in situations where 

there is no room for distortion such as formal or technical 

discourse. 

        House (1997, p. 108) criticizes “semantic translation” 

stating that stressing source-text semantics can lead to functional 

gaps in the target language. She also argues that this method may 

be inappropriate for texts that need a pragmatic intervention. 

Venuti (2008, p. 25) views “semantic translation” as one of the 

translations done under the state of non-fluency and argues that 

it is associated with some foreignising translation strategies. In 

conclusion, semantic translation is a critical approach to the study 

of translation because it concerns the accurate conveyance of 

meaning from one language to another. Its focus is on the 

preservation of the semantic content, contextual meaning, and 

cultural elements of the source text by using its language through 

the lens of theories from linguistics, semantics and pragmatics. 

2.6.2 Communicative Translation:  

        Communicative translation attempts to render the exact 

contextual meaning of the original text in such a way that both 

content and language are readily acceptable and comprehensible 

to the reader. It is particularly suitable when translating 

conventional formulae or proverbs and it involves some levels of 

cultural approximation. Communicative translation aspires to 

create the same effect created by the SL text on the TL reader. 

Though it is not as accurate as semantic translation which sticks 

to the original text, it communicates the meaning at the expense 

of accuracy.  

        However, it is preferred by many translators because it 

resorts to concepts that are more familiar to the TL reader on 

cultural and social levels. It is usually used for culturally specific 

idioms, proverbs or clichés where the translator replaces a SL 

word or concept with one that already exists in the TL (Newmark, 

1988). Communicative translation centres on the specific 

language and culture and focuses on the TL readers. The 

translation under this method is clear, smooth and concise. 

Communicative translation is focused on the target text and aims 

to ensure that the reader will understand the message of the text 

(Newmark, 1988). Newmark (1981, p. 39) defines 

communicative translation as an approach that “attempts to 

produce on its readers an effect as close as possible to that 

obtained on the readers of the original”. Contrasting it with 

semantic translation, which preserves source text meaning, 

Newmark emphasizes fluency and accessibility, often adapting 

the text to suit the target culture. His framework highlights its 

utility in audience-focused contexts (Newmark, 1988).  

        Communicative translation concentrates on the message and 

the main force of the text, tends to be simple, clear and brief, and 

is always written in a natural and resourceful style (Newmark 

1988, p. 48). For some linguists, communicative translation ‘is 

produced, when, in a given situation, the ST uses a SL expression 

standard for that situation, and the TT uses a TL expression 

standard for an equivalent target culture situation’ (Dickins et al., 

2005, p. 17). Baker directly engages with communicative 

translation. Referencing Newmark, she notes it prioritizes 

equivalence at the level of effect, allowing translators to adjust 

the text for functional appropriateness (Baker, 2011). The 

communicative translation paradigm is highly relevant to this 

study because achieving pragmatic equivalence in polite requests 

necessitates shifting the realization strategy to align with Bahdini 

norms. The translation of English requests into contextually 

appropriate Bahdini forms (e.g., converting an English 

conventionally indirect modal request like "Could you help me?" 

into the Bahdini mitigated query "  من هاری  شێی  دێ  زەحمەت،  بێ 

 represents a shift from a semantic approach to a ("بکەی؟

communicative one, where fluency and cultural acceptance 

supersede word-for-word accuracy. It is important to note that 

gaps persist in the literature, particularly regarding its application 

to non-literary texts, digital communication and areas that require 

further exploration through contemporary research. 

2.7 Translation and Politeness: 

        Translating polite requests requires balancing linguistic 

accuracy with cultural politeness norms. Brown and Levinson’s 

(1987) framework highlights the need to adapt positive and 

negative politeness strategies to the target culture. In Bahdini 

Kurdish, negative politeness (e.g., indirectness, mandatory use of 

honorifics) is prevalent due to cultural deference, unlike 

English’s varied strategies (Hatim & Mason, 1997). This means 

that a seemingly polite English structure may translate to a face-

threatening act in Bahdini Kurdish if a purely semantic approach 

is used. 

        Translators must adjust syntactic structures (e.g., shifting 

English modals and conditionals to Bahdini mitigated questions) 

and lexical choices (e.g., adding explicit politeness markers like    

زەحمەت  to maintain pragmatic equivalence. Becher (2011) (بێ 

notes that pragmatic shifts, such as modifying directness levels, 

are critical for politeness. House (2015) emphasizes cultural 

knowledge in achieving equivalence, particularly for languages 

like Bahdini Kurdish with limited documented pragmatics. The 

current study directly applies the principles of communicative 

translation to this challenge. The data analysis will evaluate how 
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translators utilize communicative shifts moving away from the 

source text form to successfully encode the required level of 

politeness in Bahdini Kurdish. This ensures the request not only 

conveys the action but does so with the necessary cultural 

deference, thereby achieving the desired functional (Skopos) and 

pragmatic equivalence. 

3. Methodology 

3.1 Introduction and Research Design: 

        This section explains the research methodology adopted to 

investigate the translation of English polite requests into Bahdini 

Kurdish. The methodology was precisely aligned with the study's 

objectives to analyze the strategies used in the translation of 

pragmatic meaning. This study employed a cross-sectional, 

qualitative, descriptive design. A qualitative approach was 

selected because it allowed for the in-depth, interpretive analysis 

of complex linguistic and cultural phenomena namely, the 

pragmatic decisions and strategies inherent in translating polite 

requests. The research was primarily guided by Newmark's 

(1988) approach to translation, specifically his distinction 

between semantic and communicative translation, which 

provided a framework for examining the necessary balance 

between fidelity to the Source Text (ST) and the need for 

effective communication (pragmatic equivalence) in the Target 

Text (TT). The core logic of the design was contrastive and 

descriptive: it contrasted the pragmatic strategies present in the 

English STs with the strategies and linguistic devices used by the 

student translators in the Bahdini TTs. 

3.2 Participants and Research Material: 

3.2.1 Participants and Sampling Justification: 

        Participants were selected using purposive sampling to 

ensure the sample group possessed a high level of formal, 

academic exposure to both English and translation theory. The 

sample comprised ten (10) fourth-year students from the 

Department of Translation, College of Languages, University of 

Duhok, enrolled during the academic year 2024-2025. 

Fourth-year students were chosen as their translations reflect the 

application of advanced academic theory. This size (N=10, 

yielding 100 TTs) is justified for a qualitative study, providing 

sufficient data points to uncover patterns and strategies without 

requiring the statistical generalizability of quantitative research. 

3.2.2 Research Materials: Corpus and Context: 

        The research materials consisted of a corpus of ten (10) 

English requestive utterances that served as the Source Texts 

(STs). These utterances were carefully selected based on their 

structural and pragmatic variety to elicit a wide range of 

politeness strategies. 

Selection and Context: The utterances were extracted from three 

established academic sources focused on English grammar, 

usage, and pragmatics, ensuring the pragmatic validity and 

authenticity of the English request forms: 

    Trosborg, A. (1995). Interlanguage pragmatics: Requests, 

complaints and apologies. 

    Swan, M. (2016). Practical English usage (4th ed.). 

    Carter, R., & McCarthy, M. (2006). Cambridge grammar of 

English. 

Data Corpus: Each utterance was embedded within a brief, 

context-setting scenario to guarantee that the intended 

illocutionary force (request) and socio-pragmatic variables 

(Distance ‘D’,  Power ‘P’, Rank of Imposition ‘R’) were clear to 

the participants. The final data corpus consisted of the 10 English 

STs and their (100) corresponding Bahdini Kurdish Target Texts 

(TTs) (10 utterances × 10 students). 

3.3 Research Tools and Data Analysis: 

3.3.1 Research Tools: 

        The primary research instrument was a structured 

Translation Elicitation Task (TET). This task presented the 10 

English requestive utterances, each with its brief scenario, on a 

paper-based format. The tool included clear instructions directing 

students to translate the utterances into the most pragmatically 

and socially appropriate Bahdini Kurdish equivalent. 

3.3.2 Model of Analysis and Evaluation Criteria: 

        Contrastive Analysis informed by Newmark's (1988) model 

was used as the central analytical approach. 

Framework Application: Newmark's distinction between 

semantic and communicative translation provided the primary 

evaluative lens: (1) TTs that prioritized linguistic fidelity and the 

source culture’s politeness forms (e.g., direct word-for-word 

rendering of a modal auxiliary) were categorized as leaning 

toward semantic translation. (2) TTs that drastically adjusted 

linguistic form to ensure maximum naturalness and appropriate 

pragmatic impact in Bahdini (e.g., adding زەحمەت  or an بێ 

honorific) were categorized as leaning toward communicative 

translation. 

Criteria for Evaluation (Pragmatic Equivalence): The success of 

a translation was ultimately evaluated based on the attainment of 

pragmatic equivalence. A translation was successful if it 

conveyed the intended request while maintaining the appropriate 

social tone and level of politeness as determined by established 

Bahdini cultural norms. 

3.3.3 Steps of Analysis and Strategic Coding: 

The analysis of the 100 TTs was conducted in three rigorous 

steps: 

1.  ST Analysis: The English STs were analyzed using Brown and 

Levinson's (1987) framework to identify the specific politeness 

strategies and illocutionary force intended. 

2.  TT Categorization: The 100 Bahdini TTs were analyzed to 

identify the specific politeness markers and realization strategies 

used by the students (e.g., use of honorifics, explicit markers, 

conventional indirectness). 

3.  Translation Failure Categorization: where the attempt to 

convey a message from a Source Language (SL) to a Target 

Language (TL) results in an output that is inaccurate, 

inappropriate, or ineffective. 

3.4 Reliability, Validity, and Ethical Considerations: 

3.4.1 Reliability and Validity: 

        Internal Validity: The use of context-setting scenarios for all 

10 utterances ensured that the participants understood the 

intended pragmatic function (illocutionary force) of the request, 

thereby maximizing the internal validity of the elicited translation 

data. 

Reliability: To ensure consistency in the coding process, the 

categorization of a subset of the TT data into 

semantic/communicative was checked by a second expert in 

Kurdish pragmatics and translation, establishing inter-rater 

reliability. 

Potential Bias: The study acknowledges the potential bias 

inherent in using student translators, whose choices might reflect 

prescribed academic instruction rather than organic, real-world 

usage. This is mitigated by analyzing the variation in choices 

made across the 10 students, which reveals the range of accepted 

strategies. 

3.4.2 Data Collection Procedure and Ethics: 
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        Data collection took place during the academic year 2024-

2025 at the Department of Translation, College of Languages, 

University of Duhok. 

Procedure: Participants were briefed and provided explicit 

''Informed Consent'' before commencing the task. The TET was 

administered in a controlled classroom setting, and a 

standardized time (60 minutes) was allotted to ensure conditions 

were uniform. 

Ethical Considerations: All student participation was 

anonymized using coded numbers (e.g., S01-S10) to ensure 

confidentiality. Students were assured that their participation was 

voluntary, involved ''No Coercion'', and had no bearing on their 

course grades. The data collected was stored securely on the 

researcher's password-protected device. 

4. Data Analysis 

        This chapter presents the systematic qualitative analysis of 

the 100 Target Texts (TTs) generated by the participants in 

response to 10 English polite requests. The requests were 

selected to represent a comprehensive range of linguistic 

structures and politeness levels, from direct to highly indirect 

forms. The analysis focuses on identifying and explaining the 

translation strategies—categorized by the researcher as 

semantic (ST fidelity) or communicative (TT pragmatic 

equivalence)—employed by the student translators, along with 

the specific politeness markers utilized in the Bahdini Kurdish 

TTs. All student translations are presented verbatim and 

unaltered.  

Crucially, the students were only instructed to produce the most 

pragmatically and socially appropriate Bahdini Kurdish 

equivalent. The classification of their final outputs into semantic 

or communicative categories is an analytical choice made solely 

by the researcher based on the linguistic structure of the 

resultant TT. While the sample of ten 4th-year students limits 

generalizability to professional translators, their choices serve as 

a valuable source of academically informed translational 

practices within the local context. The 100-point qualitative 

corpus provides sufficient data for identifying clear strategic 

patterns and maximizing the internal validity of the findings. 

The method for categorizing translations is guided by Newmark's 

(1988) distinction. The analysis operates on the following 

principle: 

1. Semantic Translation Focus: Analysis will first focus on the 

viability of Semantic Translation to see how English 

constructions are realized in Bahdini Kurdish. This is the attempt 

to retain the linguistic form and literal meaning of the Source Text 

(ST). 

2. Shift to Communicative: In cases of pragmatic failure (where 

a semantic translation results in a perceived inappropriate, rude, 

or contextually ineffective request in the Target Text), a 

Communicative Translation is deemed necessary. This strategy 

involves a functional substitution or adaptation of the ST 

structure to ensure the intended pragmatic meaning and level of 

politeness are readily acceptable and comprehensible to the 

Bahdini Kurdish reader. 

The analysis, systematically assesses the viability of Syntactic 

Alignment (Semantic Translation) against the necessity of 

Pragmatic Intervention (Communicative Translation) for 

achieving fluent, contextually appropriate Bahdini Kurdish. 

Utterance (1) "Do you mind if I sit here?" 

 بۆ تە نەخوشنابیت ئەگەر ئەز ل ڤێرێ بڕوینم؟ . ۱

 درۆستە ل ڤێرێ بڕوونم؟ . ۲

 دێ کێشە هەبیت ئەگەر ئەز ل ڤێرێ رووینم ؟ . ۳

 . کێشە نینە ئەگەر لڤێرێ ب رینم؟ ٤

 . ئاریشە نینە بوتە لڤێرێ روینم ؟٥

 . ئەگەر ئەز ل ڤێرێ برینم تە پێ نەخوش نابیت؟٦

 ئەرێ ئەز دشێم ل ڤێرە ب رینمە خوار؟ . ۷

 تە چ ئاریشە نابن ئەگەر ئەز لڤێرە برینمە خار؟ . ۸

 بۆ تە نەخوش نابیت ئەگەر ئەز ل ڤێرێ برینم ؟. ۹

 ئەرێ چ ئاریشە نینن، ئەگەر ئەز لڤێرێ برینم؟. ۱۰

Discussion: 

        This request is conventionally indirect and requires a 

translation that foregrounds the hearer's comfort. The initial 

classification shows a tendency toward Semantic Translation (8 

instances) and Communicative Translation (2 instances). As for 

translation it seems students (1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9 and 10) have used 

semantic translation. On the other hand students (2 and 7) have 

used communicative translation. The use of the semantic 

translations directly questioned whether the action would be a 

problem using kurdish polite markers such as (  نەخوش نابیت, ئاریشە

 While these maintain the ST's interrogative structure, they .(نابن

risk sounding unnatural due to over-reliance on literal forms 

compared to the more conventional Bahdini query. The 

communicative solutions were superior, utilizing non-imposition 

Kurdish polite markers such as (درۆستە) which directly target the 

function of seeking assurance. The student translations were, 

therefore, a mixture of approaches, confirming the inconsistent 

application of strategy, where students vacillate between 

structural fidelity (semantic) and pragmatic fluency 

(communicative). 

Utterance (2): " Can I leave this in your office?" 

 ئەز دشێم ڤێ بهێلمە ل ئوفیسا تە؟ .۱

 درۆستە ڤێ ل ئۆفیسا تە بهێلم؟  .۲

 ئەرێ ئەز دشێم ڤی تشتی ل ئۆفیسا تە بهێلم؟ .۳

 ئەز دشێم ئەڤێ بهێلمە ل ئۆفیسا تە؟  .٤

 ئەز دشێم ڤێ بهێلمە ئوفیسا تە ؟ .٥

 ئەرێ دێ شێم ڤی تشتی ل ئۆفیسا تە بهێلم؟ .٦

 ئەرێ ئەز دشێم ئەڤێ ل نڤیسینگەهێ بجهبهێلم؟  .۷

 ئەرێ ئەز دشێم ڤێ بهێلمە د ئوفیسا تە ڤە؟ .۸

 ئەز دێ شێم ڤێ ل نڤیسینگەها تە هێلم؟ .۹

 ئەز دشێم ئەڤێ بهێلمە ل ئوفیسا تە ؟  .۱۰

 Discussion: 

        This request is an indirect, interrogative utterance using the 

modal auxiliary "Can" to ask for permission for a personal favor. 

As for translation it seems that almost all students have used 

semantic translation except student (2) which have used 

communicative translation. The majority of students directly 

translated the modal verb and interrogative structure, resulting in 

kurdish polite markers such as (شێم دێ  ئەز  شێم,  دئ   which (ئەرێ 

mirror the source text's grammatical form and illocutionary force. 

This consistency demonstrates that the concept of "ability" or 

"possibility" is an accepted and effective means of conventional 

indirectness in both languages, allowing for successful Syntactic 

Alignment. In contrast, only student (2) used communicative 

translation using the marker (درۆستە), highlighting the optionality 

of the communicative shift when the semantic approach is 

already pragmatically successful. 

Utterance (3): "Close the door, please. It's cold in here." 

 .هیڤیدکەم، دەرگەهی بگرە. ڤێرێ یا سارە .۱

 .دەرگەهی بگرە بێ زەحمەت، سارە ل ڤێرێ .۲

 .هیڤیدکەم، دەرگەهی بگرە، ل ڤێرێ سارە .۳

 .بێ زەحمەت دەرگەهی بگرە ڤێرێ یا سارە .٤

 . دەرگەهی بگرە بێزەحمەت، سارە ل ڤێرێ .٥

 .بێ زەحمەت دەرگەهی بگرە. ڤێرێ یا سارە .٦

 .هیڤیدکەم دەرگەهی بگرە،ڤێرە سارە .۷

 .دەرگەهی بگرە هەکە زەحمەت نەبیت. کەش و هەوا یێ سارە لڤێرە .۸

 .هیڤیدکەم دەرگەهێ بکڕە. ڤێرێ سارە .۹

 .هیڤیدکەم دەرگەهی بگرە، ڤێرە سارە .۱۰
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Discussion: 

        The data for this direct request showed a 100% adherence to 

Semantic/Functional Translation. All students have directly 

translated the imperative verb ‘close’ and the politeness marker 

‘please’ using high-frequency Bahdini Kurdish equivalents like 

تکایە) نەبیت,  زەحمەت  هیڤیدکەم,  زەحمەت,   This high consistency .(بێ 

highlights the direct correspondence between the English and 

Kurdish politeness markers for such a straightforward command, 

suggesting that the function of "please" is an almost exact lexical 

match in this context. The explanatory sentence ("It's cold in 

here") was also consistently included, indicating a complete 

preservation of the source text's proposition and pragmatic intent. 

No instances of pragmatic failure or unnaturalness were 

recorded, as the semantic rendering was functionally equivalent. 

Utterance (4): "I'd appreciate it if you'd help me just this 

once." 

 .ئەز دێ سپاسداربم ئەگەر تۆ ڤێ جارێ هاریکاریا من بکەی .۱

 .دێ گەلەک کەیفا من هێت گەر چ نەبیت تۆ ڤێ جارێ هاری من بکەی .۲

 .  دێ گەلەک سوپاسدار بم ئەگەر تە ئەڤ جارە تنێ هاریکاریا من کر  .۳

 .دێ یێ سوپاسداربم ئەگەر تۆ هاریکاریا من بکەی بەس ئەڤێ جارێ .٤

 .دێ سوپاسدار بم ئەگەر بتنێ ڤێجارێ ژی هاریکاریا من بکەی .٥

 .دێ پێخوشحالبم ئەگەر بتنێ تۆ ڤێ جارێ هاریکاریا من بکەی .٦

 .گەلەک پێخوش بم ئەگەر ئەڤجارە هاریکاریا من بکەی .۷

 .دێ سوپاس داربم هەکە هاریکاریا من بکەی ڤێجارێ بتنێ .۸

 .ئەز دێ یا سپاسداربم ئەگەر تۆ بەس ڤێ جارێ هاریکاریا من بکەی .۹

 .ئەز دێ سوپاسدار بم ئەگەر تنێ ئەڤ جارە هاریکاریا من بکەی .۱۰

Discussion: 

        This indirect request showed that almost all students have 

used semantic translation except student (2) which have used 

communicative translation. The initial discussion noted a split 

between students using direct gratitude in Kurdish such as (  دێ یێ

 and those using happiness/appreciation Kurdish polite (سوپاسداربم

,ئەز دێ پێ كەفخوشبم) گەلەک کەیفا من هێت    Both groups successfully .(دێ 

conveyed the illocutionary force by shifting the request from a 

command into a conditional statement of the speaker's positive 

internal state (Positive Politeness). The distinction is subtle: the 

semantic group directly translated the lexis of 

"appreciate/grateful," while the communicative group translated 

the feeling into a more intense expression of happiness. 

Critically, none of three groups relied on the literal conditional 

structure of the English hint, confirming that Semantic Over-

reliance on the structural form was avoided in favor of a 

functional declarative statement. The split indicates that both 

methods are acceptable for achieving pragmatic equivalence for 

this type of indirect request. 

Utterance (5): "May I interrupt for a moment?" 

 دێ شێم چرکەیەکێ تە بڕم؟  .۱

 دروستە ئاخفتنا هەوە ببڕم پیچەکێ؟ .۲

 ئەرێ ئەز دشێم بۆ دەمەکێ کورت ئاخفتنا تە ببڕم؟  .۳

 دێ شێم بۆ خولەکەکێ ئاخڤتنا تە برم ؟ .٤

 دێ شێم بۆ دەمەکێ ئاخفتنا تە برم ؟  .٥

 دێ شێم بۆ دەمەکی ئاخفتنا هەوە برم؟  .٦

 دشێم بۆ دەقەکێ ئاخفتنا تە ببرم؟  .۷

 ئەرێ ئەز دشێم خولەکەکێ ژ دەمێ تە بگرم؟  .۸

 ئەز دێ شێم ئاخفتنێ برم بۆ چرکەکان؟ .۹

 ئەرێ ئەز دشێم ئاخڤتنا تە ببرم بۆ دەمەکێ؟  .۱۰

 

Discussion: 

        This indirect request for permission, using "May," was 

dominated by ‘Semantic Translation; (10 instances), relying on 

the Bahdini modal equivalent (شێم دێ  دشێم,   This again .(ئەز 

confirms that, for permission requests, a direct modal transfer is 

considered an effective, polite, and fluent solution.. As for 

translation it seems students (1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9 and 10) have used 

semantic translation. On the other hand students (2 and 8) have 

used ‘Communicative Translation’ relying on the non-imposition 

markers (درۆستە). Student (8)'s translation (  ئەرێ ئەز دشێم خولەکەکێ

 is a significant communicative shift, reframing the (ژ دەمێ تە بگرم؟

action of interrupting into the more general, less intrusive action 

of saying something. This demonstrates a subtle, successful 

strategy to minimize the face-threatening act. 

Utterance (6): "I was wondering if you would give me a 

hand." 

 .من پسیارکر کا ئایا تۆ دشێی هاریکاریا من بکەی .۱

 .من هزردکر کا دێ شێی هاری من کەی یان نە .۲

 .بۆ من مەرەقە كا تۆ دێ هـاریكارییا من كەى .۳

 .من هزر دکر کا ئەرێ تۆ دێ هاریکاریا من کەی .٤

 من هزر دکر کا دێ شێی هاری من کەی؟ .٥

 .من حەزکر زانیبا کا تۆ دێ هاریکارییا من کەی .٦

 من پسیارکر ئەگەر شیای هاریکاریێ بکەی؟ .۷

 .من پسیار ژ خۆ دکر کادێ هاریکاریا من کەی .۸

 .من پسیار دکر ئەگەر تۆ هاریکاریا من بکەی .۹

 .من هزرا خۆ دکر کۆ دێ شێی هاریکاریا من کەی .۱۰

Discussion: 

        This indirect request aims to lower imposition by expressing 

the request as a thought process. The translation was highly split: 

‘Semantic’ (8 instances) and ‘Communicative’ (2 instances). The 

semantic group (1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9 and 10) focused on the literal 

meaning of "wondering" with phrases in kurdish like ‘من پسیارکر’ 

and ‘من هزر دکر’. This resulted in an ‘unnatural or overly literal 

form’, as it often loses the essential tentativeness of the ST. The 

Communicative group (3 and 6) focused on conveying the intent 

of the request by substituting the thought process with a statement 

of desire or curiosit    (من  حەزکر). These communicative shifts are 

generally more successful as they transform the request into a 

fluent, mitigated statement, avoiding the awkwardness of the 

literal translation.  

Utterance (7): "Would you mind doing my shopping today? 

I've got so many other things to do." 

بۆ تە خوشە ئەڤڕۆ بهێیە دگەل من فروشگەهێ؟ من گەلەک تشتێن دی هەنە کو  .۱

 .بکەم

 .دێ شێی کڕینێت من کەیی ئەڤرو؟ من گەلەک تشتێن دی یێن هەین دڤێت بکەم .۲

ئەرێ دێ كێشە هەبیت ئەگەر تە ئەڤرۆ بازاركرنا من كر؟ من گەلەك كارێن دى  .۳

 .یێن هەین بكەم

لدەڤ تە چ کێشە نینە ئەگەر ژ پێش من ڤە بچیە بازاری؟ من گەلەک کار یێن  .٤

 .هەین

 . دێ شێی تشتا ژ پێش منڤە کری؟ من گەلەک کارێ هەی کو دڤێت بکەم .٥

ئەرێ تە پێ ناخوش نابیت ئەڤرو ل جهێ من بچیە کرینا تشتا؟ من گەلەك تشتێن  .٦

 .دی یێن هەین بکەم

 . نەخوشە ئەڤرو کرینێ ئەنجام بدەم؟ من گەلەک تشتێن دیتر یتن هەی بکەم .۷

ئەرێ تۆ یێ رازی من بەیە بازاری ئەڤرو؟ من گەلەك تشتێن هەین یا پێدڤیە ئەز  .۸

 .بکەم

ئەرێ بو تە نەخوشە ئەڤرو بازارکرنا من بکەی ؟من گەلەک کارێن دی هەنە   .۹

 . کو بکەم

ئەرێ بۆ تە نە ئاریشە یە ئەگەرئەڤرۆ دگەل من بازاری بکەی، من گەلەک   .۱۰

 .کارێن دیتر هەنە بکەم

Discussion: 

        This conventionally indirect, interrogative request focuses 

on the hearer's willingness to perform a substantial favor. The 

initial classification was largely semantic translation used by 

students (3, 4, 6 and 9) (relying on the modal/mind concept) with 

students using phrases like (ئەرێ دێ كێشە هەبیت, ئاریشە نینە and  پێ

 While students (2 and 5) were identified as using .(نەخۆشە

communicative translation, reframing the request to focus on the 

action itself using phrases such as (دێ شێی and ئەرێ دەڤ تە ئاساییە) 

and students (1, 7, 8 and 10) have failed conveying the correct 

message into Bahdini Kurdish. A critical analysis reveals that the 
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semantic translations (e.g., using كێشە or ئاریشە) were functionally 

communicative in this context, as these phrases are 

conventionalized ways in Bahdini to ask for a favor while 

minimizing imposition. The primary pragmatic goal here is to 

address the high level of imposition by explicitly mentioning the 

potential inconvenience ("mind"). Therefore, the most successful 

translations (e.g., ئەرێ دێ شێی کڕینێت من کەیی ئەڤرۆ؟ or   لدەڤ تە چ کێشە

 (are categorized as Communicative because they either: 1 (...نینە

use the direct Bahdini non-imposition formula, or 2) use the 

ability query (شێی  with the second, explanatory sentence (دێ  

reinforcing the need for the favor, thereby fully preserving the 

source text's politeness level and pragmatic intent. 

Utterance (8): "I'd like two kilos of tomatoes, please." 

 .هیڤیدکەم، من دوو کیلویێن باجانان دڤێن .۱

 .من دوو کیلۆیێن تەماتێ دڤێن، بێ زەحمەت .۲

 .من دوو کیلۆ تەماتە دڤێن، هیڤیدكەم .۳

 .من دوو کیلو یێن باجانان دڤێن، بێ زەحمەت .٤

 . من دوو کیلوێت باجانا دڤێن، بێ زەحمەت .٥

 .بێ زەحمەت، دوو کیلویێن تەماتا بدە من  .٦

 .من دوو کیلویێن تەماتا دڤێن، هیڤیدکەم .۷

 .من دوو کیلوگرامێن باجانکان دڤێن، زەحمەت نەبیت .۸

   .من دوو کیلویێن باجانان دڤێت ،بێ زەحمەت .۹

 .من دوو کیلویێت باجانێ دڤێن بێ زەحمەت .۱۰

Discussion: 

        This indirect request utilizes the declarative form 'I'd like' 

softened by 'please.' As for translation it seems all students except 

student (6) have used semantic translation, directly rendering the 

speaker's desire using phrases like (دڤێت من  دڤێن,   combined (من 

with explicit politeness markers (هیڤیدکەم زەحمەت,   This .(بێ 

combination is highly effective, as the Semantic translation of the 

desire is mitigated by the ‘Functional’ translation of 'please.' The 

communicative translation used by student (6) reframed 

conventions, such as the direct imperative with mitigation (  بێ

من بدە  تەماتا  کیلویێن  دوو   The high semantic alignment .(زەحمەت، 

shows that expressing desire in Bahdini Kurdish is an accepted 

strategy for polite ordering, provided it is explicitly mitigated. 

Utterance (9): "Please stand over there." 

 .هیڤیدکەم، لوێرێ ڕابوەستە .۱

 .بێ زەحمەت ل ڤێرێ بڕاوەستە .۲

 .هـیڤیدكەم، ل وێرێ راوەستە .۳

 .بێ زەحمەت ل وێرا هە ب راوەستە .٤

 . هیڤییە ل وێرا هە راوستە .٥

 .بێ زەحمەت لوێرێ راوەستە .٦

 .ئەگەر زەحمەت نەبیت لڤێرێ براوەستە .۷

 .زەحمەت نەبیت، لوێرێ راوستە .۸

 . هیڤیدکەم لوێرێ براوەستە .۹

 .هیڤیدکەم لرەخێ هە راوەستە .۱۰

Discussion: 

        The analysis for this direct request showed a 100% 

adherence to Semantic/Functional Translation, by directly 

rendering the imperative verb ‘stand’ and the kurdish politeness 

marker ‘please’ using Bahdini Kurdish equivalents (  ,بێزەحمەت

 This highlights the direct correspondence between .(هیڤیدكەم, تکایە

the English and Kurdish politeness markers for such a 

straightforward command. The consistency of translation 

suggests this translational solution is highly standardized and 

widely accepted among the students.  

Utterance (10): "Will it be all right if I bring a friend?" 

 دێ یا باش بیت ئەگەر هەڤالەکی بینم؟ .۱

 درۆستە هەڤالەکێ خۆ بینم؟  .۲

 ئەرێ دێ کێشە هەبیت ئەگەر من هەڤالەک لگەل خۆ ئینا؟ .۳

 چ کێشە نینن ئەگەر ئەز هەڤالەکی بینم؟ .٤

 دروستە ئەز هەڤالەکێ خۆ بینم؟ .٥

 چ ئاریشە نینن ئەگەر ئەز هەڤالەکی بینم؟ .٦

 ئەرێ دروستە ئەگەر هەڤالێ خۆ بینم؟ .۷

 ئەرێ دێ یا قەبیلکری بیت ئەز هەڤالێ خو بینم؟  .۸

 ئەرێ دی یا ئاسایی بیت ئەگەر ئەز هەڤالەکێ دگەل خۆ بینم؟ .۹

 ئەرێ دێ یا دروست بیت ئەگەر من هەڤالێ خۆ ئینا؟  .۱۰

Discussion  

        This indirect request, seeks permission by asking about the 

appropriateness of an action, resulted in more preference for 

‘Communicative Translation’ (6 instances) over Semantic (4 

instances). It seems that students (2, 5, 7 and 10) have used 

semantic translation. On the other hand students (1, 3, 4, 6, 8 and 

9). The initial discussion noted semantic attempts translating "all 

right" with phrases like (درۆستە). The most successful 

communicative strategies focused on the illocutionary force of 

the request, using non-imposition phrases like (چ ئاریشە نینن, ئەرێ   

هەبیت کێشە   or directly translating the concept of ,(دێ 

appropriateness (دێ یا ئاسای بیت). The high frequency of these non-

imposition markers (نینە ئاریشە   confirms the cultural (درۆستە, 

priority of addressing the hearer's face when requesting 

permission.  

5. Findings  

        This section synthesizes the analysis of 100 translations into 

the core findings regarding the strategic translation of English 

polite requests into Bahdini Kurdish. The evaluation moves 

beyond description to critically assess why certain strategies were 

chosen and their overall effectiveness in achieving pragmatic 

equivalence.

 

5.1 The Strategic Dichotomy: Semantic Adequacy vs. 

Pragmatic Necessity:  

        The primary finding is the existence of a clear strategic 

dichotomy that dictated translational success: students employed 

a high volume of Semantic Translation (ST) when structural 

fidelity was pragmatically adequate, but were compelled to use 

Communicative Translation (CT) when literalism 

failed.Synthesis of Strategic Choice: The overall success rate was 

high, with 96% (96) of TTs achieving pragmatic equivalence. 

However, the distribution of successful strategies reveals a clear 

strategic function:

 

Table 1 

Strategy Percentage Primary Function (Why Chosen) Consequences of Failure 

Semantic Translation 

(ST) 

79% Default choice for direct, 

conventionally structured 

requests (Modals, Mitigated 

Imperatives) where Syntactic 

Alignment preserves politeness. 

Failure leads to unnatural 

literalism in highly indirect 

requests (e.g., 

"wondering"). 

Communicative 

Translation (CT) 

17% Mandatory Pragmatic 

Intervention for highly 

indirect/off-record requests 

where the ST structure has no 

Failure leads to loss of 

politeness or unidiomatic 

TTs (TF). 
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fluent Bahdini parallel (e.g., 

complex non-imposition 

queries). 

Translation Failure 4% No function No Fuction 

 

5.2 Critical Evaluation of Politeness Structures: 

        The analysis of the various request types highlights specific 

conditions under which each strategy was most effective, directly 

addressing the demand for critical evaluation of strategy 

effectiveness. 

A. High Success: Modal and Imperative Requests (Semantic 

Translation ‘ST’ Dominance) 

For direct requests employing Modal Verbs ("Can you...," "Could 

I...") and Mitigated Imperatives ("Close the door, please"), 

Semantic Translation was overwhelmingly dominant (up to 

100% consistency in U3 and U9). Bahdini Kurdish modal (  دێ

 show (بێ زەحمەت, هیڤیدکەم) and direct mitigation markers (شێی / دشێم

a near one-to-one pragmatic correspondence with English, 

making ‘ST’ the most efficient and conventional choice. This 

strategy successfully employs the politeness strategy of querying 

ability (e.g., U3) or explicitly marking mitigation (e.g., U9) to 

soften the command, achieving high pragmatic fluency without 

intervention. 

B. High Risk: Highly Indirect and Off-Record Requests 

(Communicative Translation ‘CT’ Necessity) 

Requests that rely on complex English formulations of the 

speaker's internal state (e.g., "I was wondering," "I'd appreciate 

it," "wouldn't mind") represented the highest translational risk. 

Over-reliance on Literal Forms: Unnatural literalism is strongly 

confirmed in Utterance 6. Direct Semantic transfer of "I was 

wondering" (  من هزر دکر or من پسیارکر) often resulted in TTs that 

sounded like a statement of internal curiosity rather than a 

tentative request, failing to fully preserve the source text’s 

pragmatic intent (e.g., U6). The successful translations 

demonstrated Pragmatic Intervention, shifting the illocutionary 

force to fluent Bahdini conventions: (1) Expressing Desire: 

Replacing "wondering" with   من دڤیا بزانم(I wanted to know). (2) 

Using Non-Imposition Markers: Replacing complex forms like 

"wouldn't mind" with direct, fluent markers such as چ ئاریشە نینن   

(there is no problem) or درۆستە  (is it right). 

5.3 Synthesis of Politeness Markers and Translational Issues 

The following table is restructured to link the markers clearly to 

specific translation issues or effectiveness.

 

 

Table 2 

Politeness Marker 

Category 

Bahdini Kurdish Markers Primary Translation Strategy Effectiveness and Issue 

Link 

Direct Mitigation  بێ زەحمەت, هیڤیدکەم, زەحمەت نەبیت Mandatory Sematic Transltion 

(ST) 

High Success. Direct functional 

equivalence; ST is mandatory. 

Ability/Capability دێ شێی, دشێم Dominant Semantic Translation 

(ST) 

High Success. Conventional 

polite frame; ST preserves 

politeness. 

Permission/Discomfort کێشە, ئاریشە, نەخوش, درۆستە High Communicative 

Translation (CT) 

Dual Function. Fluent CT is 

used to query non-imposition; 

ST attempts using Kurdish 

Markers (  ,کێشە, ئاریشە, نەخوش

 that risk unnatural (درۆستە

literalism. 

Speaker's Internal 

State 

 Mandatory Communicative من دڤیا بزانم, دێ سوپاسداربم 

Translation (CT) 

Pragmatic Necessity. Used to 

replace complex English forms 

(e.g., "wondering"); ST of these 

forms leads to pragmatic 

failure. 

 

 

6. Conclusion 

        This study investigated the translation of 10 English polite 

requests into Bahdini Kurdish by 10 student informants (100 total 

translations). The analysis provides a critical understanding of 

the strategic choices required to achieve pragmatic equivalence 

between the two languages. 

6.1 Synthesis of Findings and Hypothesis Verification: 

        The data demonstrated a high overall rate of pragmatic 

success (96%), but this was achieved through a strategic 

negotiation between two translation methods: Semantic 

Translation (ST)  and Communicative Translation (CT). 

This strategic distribution verifies Hypothesis No. 1 (There is no 

one-to-one correspondence between the structures of polite 

requests in English and their realization in Kurdish). If a direct 

correspondence existed, the CT rate would be negligible, and the 

few ST attempts that led to unnatural literalism (e.g., in U6) 

would not have occurred. The necessity of using CT in nearly half 

the cases confirms that direct structural alignment often fails to 

produce a fluent, appropriate Bahdini equivalent. 

Furthermore, the high success rate confirms that the illocutionary 

force of the English polite requests can be translated if the 

appropriate strategic choice is made, thereby validating 

Hypothesis No. 3 (The illocutionary force of English polite 

requests can be translated if communicative translation is 
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exploited). The reliance on CT was the mechanism that preserved 

the politeness level when ST proved structurally inadequate. 

6.2 Theoretical and Practical Implications: 

        The findings carry significant implications for both 

translation theory and pedagogical practice in the Kurdish 

context. 

Theoretical Implication: The Necessity of Pragmatic Intervention 

The study established clear parameters for when literalism fails. 

For highly indirect, off-record requests that rely on complex, 

internal-state English markers (e.g., "wondering," "mind"), 

Pragmatic Intervention (CT) becomes a mandatory requirement. 

This intervention primarily involves substituting the complex 

English structure with a simpler, culturally conventional non-

imposition marker in Bahdini Kurdish (e.g., using instead of a 

literal rendering of "you wouldn't mind"). This suggests that 

Kurdish politeness conventions prioritize the direct query of the 

hearer's face over convoluted structural softening. 

Practical Implication: Pedagogical Focus 

For translation pedagogy, the study indicates that: (1) Semantic 

Translation should be taught as the default success strategy for 

formulaic requests involving modal auxiliaries and explicit 

mitigation markers ("please"). (2) Curricula must specifically 

address the pragmatic failure inherent in literally translating 

complex indirect requests, training students to decode the 

illocutionary force and switch to a fluent Communicative strategy 

based on TL conventions. This directly addresses the tendency 

toward unnatural literalism observed in the ST attempts for 

highly complex utterances. 

6.3 Limitations of the Study: 

Despite the robust data, this study acknowledges two main 

limitations: 

1. Sample Size and Context: The reliance on 10 student 

informants limits the full generalizability of the findings to 

all Kurdish speakers. While the students function as expert 

informants within an academic context, further research 

involving professional translators and a wider 

sociolinguistic demographic is needed to confirm the 

universality of these strategic conventions. 

2. This Study is confined to translation from English into 

Bahdini Kurdish, excluding other Kurdish dialects such as 

Sorani, thus limiting the generalizability. 
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 ترجمة الطلبات المهذبة بالإنجلیزیة إلى الكردیة البهدینیة 

  الملخص

ة طلبات الأدب كأفعال كلامیة من یشیر الأدب إلى الأعراف والسلوكیات الاجتماعیة التي تنطوي على الاحترام والمراعاة والكیاسة تجاه الآخرین، وتتحرى هذه الدراسة ترجم

لمعرفة  ردیة، مركزةً على تحدي ترجمة المعنى التداولي )الاستعمالي(، وتهدف إلى تحدید الأنماط المختلفة لطلبات التأدب الإنجلیزیة وترجمتها  واللغة الإنجلیزیة إلى اللغة الك

( 2( عدم وجود تطابق واحد لواحد بین تراكیب الطلبات في اللغتین، )1، وتسلیط الضوء على نقاط التشابە والاختلاف، حیث تفترض الدراسة: ) اللغة الكوردیة كیفیة تحققها في 

( إمكانیة ترجمة القوة الإنجازیة )الأثر المقصود من المنطوق( عند استغلال الترجمة التواصلیة )الفعالیة  3الإنجلیزیة، و)اللغة  دب أكثر منلعلامات التأاللغة الكوردیة  استخدام  

الدراسة منهجیة بحث نوعیة باستخدام مقاربة نیومارك ) الفرضیات، تتبنى  الترجمة الدلالیة )الدقة  1988السیاقیة والثقافیة(، ولاختبار هذه  للتمییز بین  الحرفیة( والترجمة ( 

كلیة اللغات، جامعة دهوك.، حیث تم أخذ    -طلاب في السنة الرابعة بقسم الترجمة    10طلبات مهذبة بالإنجلیزیة ترجمها    10كإطار لتحلیل   ،)الفعالیة السیاقیة والثقافیة( التواصلیة

دقیق بسبب أخطاء لغویة أو تداولیة كبیرة، تخُلص الدراسة إلى أن العلامات المهذبة التي تمنح الأقوال قوة    فشل الترجمة في الاعتبار، وهو نص یكون فیە نقل الرسالة غیر

% 4% تواصلیة( و)17% دلالیة( و)79الإنجلیزیة. علاوة على ذلك، تظُهر الفروقات في النسب المئویة )اللغة    أكثر من تلك الموجودة فياللغة الكوردیة  الطلبات المهذبة في  

   .اللغة الكوردیة الإنجلیزیة وتحقیقها فياللغة  فشل( أنە لا یوجد تطابق واحد لواحد بین هیاكل الطلبات المهذبة في 

 الترجمةفعال الكلام، ا ،القوة التأثیریة، الأدب، الطلبات، الترجمة الدلالیة ،الترجمة التواصلیة  الكلمات الدالة:

 

 

 وەرگێڕانا داخازیێن ڕێزگرتنێ یێن زمانێ ئینگلیزی  بۆ زمانێ کوردی بەهدینی

 پوختە  

توێژینەوە ڤەکۆلی دەدەن. ئەڤ  بایەخدان و بەخشندەیی بەرامبەر کەسێن دی نیشان  نێ ل وەرگێڕانا داخازیێن ڕێزگرتن ئاماژە ب ڕێسا و ڕەفتارێن کۆمەڵایەتی کۆ ڕێز و 

یکرنا شێوازێن جیاواز یێن داخازیێن ڕێزگرتنێ د ڕێزگرتنێ وەك کردەیێن ئاخفتنێ ژ زمانێ ئینگلیزی  دا بۆ زمانێ کوردی دکەت. ئارمانجا ڤێ توێژینەوێ بریتییە ژ دیار

دبن و ڕووناکرنا خاڵێن   زمانێ ئینگلیزی و وەرگێڕانا ڤان شێوازا ژ زمانێ ئینگلیزی بۆ زمانێ کوردی بۆ وێ چەندێ کو بهێتە زانین چەوا د زمانێ کوردی دا جێبەجێ

بۆ بجهئینانا  ئارمانجێن سەری، توێژینەوە گرێمانێ دکەت   .زی  و جێبەجێکرنا وان د زمانێ کوردی داهاوبەش و جیاواز دناڤبەرا چاوانیا دروست بوونا وان د زمانێ ئینگلی

( زمانی کوردی زێدەتر ژ  2( هیچ هاوتایەكا ڕاستەوخۆ نینە دناڤبەرا  پێکهاتیێن داخازیێن ڕێزگرتنێ د زمانێ ئینگلیزی دا و جێبەجێکرنا وان د زمانێ کوردی دا.. ) 1کو: )

داخازیێن ڕێزگرتنێ بکاردئ ( هێزا ئیلۆکیوشینەری یا داخازیێن ڕێزگرتنێ د زمانێ ئینگلیزی دشێت بهێتە وەرگێران ئەگەر وەرگێڕانا  3ینیت. )زمانێ ئینگلیزی  نیشانێن 

بەکارهێنایە د ڕووی جیاوازیێ د  (  1988بۆ تاقیکرنا گرێمانێن سەری، توێژینەوە ڕێبازا ڤەکۆڵینا کوالیتیڤی بکارهێنایە کو رێبازا نیومارکی )  .پەیوەندیدار بهێتە بکارئینان

داخازیێن ڕێزگرتنێ (  10کرنا  )ناڤبەرا وەرگێڕانا واتایی)وردیاییا پەیڤ ب پەیڤ(  و وەرگێڕانا پەیوەندیدار )کاریگەریا جڤاکی و دەربڕین(، وەك چوارچێوەیەك بۆ شڕۆڤە

کۆلێژا زمان، زانکۆیا دهۆك هاتینە وەرگێران شکەستنا وەرگێڕانێ ژی هاتییە بەرچاڤکرن، -خوێندکارێن قۆناغا چوارەم بەشێ وەرگێڕان(  10ب زمانێ ئینگلیزی کو ژلایێ )

توێژینەوە گەهشتە وی ئەنجامی کو نیشانێن ڕێزگرتنێ کو هێزا داخازیێن .پراگماتی.کو بریتییە ژ دەقەکی کو گوهاستنا پەیاما ، ژ ئەنجامێ شاشیێن زۆر ل رەخنەوی یان  

شکستهێنان(  % 4% پەیوەندی( و )17% واتایی( و )79ڕێزگرتنێ ددەتەڤ گوتنان د زمانێ کوردی دا زێدەترن ژ زمانێ ئینگلیزی. هەروەها، جیاوازی ل ڕێژەیا سەدی ، )

 وان د زمانێ کوردی دا.  پشتگیریا ڤێ چەندێ دکەت کو هیچ هاوتایەكا ڕاستەوخۆ نینە دناڤبەرا  پێکهاتیێن داخازیێن ڕێزگرتنێ د زمانێ ئینگلیزی دا و جێبەجێکرنا 

   وەرگێران ، کردارێن ئاخفتنێ،ازی، وەرگێرانا واتاییو، ڕێزگرتن، داخکارتێکرنێوەرگێرانا پەیوەندیدار، هێزا   :پەیڤێن سەرەكی

 


