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Translation is not merely a linguistic activity but a complex process that in volves the 

transfer of meaning across languages and cultures. As language is inherently multi -

layered and context-dependent, words and expressions often carry more than one 

meaning. This semantic complexity poses a significant challenge for translators, wh o 

must accurately convey the intended meaning of the source text while making it 

accessible and natural to the target audience. Over the years, scholars such as Eugene 

Nida have emphasized the importance of meaning in translation, introducing concepts 

like dynamic equivalence to address the limitations of literal or formal translation. At the 

core of effective translation lies meaning analysis  — a systematic approach to 

understanding lexical, grammatical, and contextual meanings before rendering the 

message in another language. As global communication increases, the need for meaning -

centered and functionally equivalent translation practices becomes ever more vital.  

In the field of translation studies, meaning analysis refers to the systematic 

examination of the semantic components of a text to ensure that the intended message is 

accurately and fully conveyed in the target language. This process involves identifying 

different layers of meaning, such as lexical, grammatical, contextual, and pragmatic 

meaning, and understanding how these interact to form the overall communicative intent 

of the source text. According to Nida and Taber (1969), meaning in translation is not 

simply the sum of individual word definitions but is rooted in dynamic interaction 

between form and context. They argue that meaning must be analyzed not only at the 

word level but also at the level of phrase, sentence, and discourse. This is crucial because 
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many words are polysemous (having multiple meanings), and their interpretation depends 

heavily on syntactic and situational context1. Furthermore, Larson (1998) emphasizes that 

meaning resides in the combination of linguistic form and referential meaning, and that a 

translator must dissect the deep structure of the message before re -expressing it in 

another language. For instance, the word “bank” in English could mean a financial 

institution or the side of a river, and only careful analysis of co -text and context can 

reveal the intended sense. Without such semantic disambiguation, mistranslations are 

inevitable2. Meaning analysis also involves examining implicature and presupposition, 

particularly in culturally bound texts. The translator must be aware of the connotations 

and cultural references embedded in the source language, as these often cannot be 

transferred literally into the target language without loss or distortion of meaning3. This is 

where meaning analysis becomes a bridge to dynamic equivalence, as it guides the 

translator in re-encoding meaning in a functionally appropriate way. The analysis of 

translated texts can be seen as a process that involves a controlled regression from the 

translated text to the cognitive processing of the translator or the mediation of the original 

message. This can be accomplished through methods such as thinking-aloud protocols, 

introspective questioning, or detailed documentation of the translation process. The 

ultimate goal is to fully comprehend and unravel the numerous constraints that affect the 

translator, as well as the multitude of strategies used to effectively navigate within or 

cleverly bypass these constraints. Considering the indisputable reality that translation 

introduces an extra level of significance, in the form of a translated text, to an already 

existing one, commonly referred to as the source text, the concept of equivalence can  be 

more accurately described as a deep connection between these two messages, rather than 

a mere superficial resemblance between the source and target languages as linguistic 

entities. Therefore, careful and accurate methods can be systematically implemen ted to 

assess the practical worth of a translation, measuring its  significant achievement in 

accurately conveying and capturing the genuine essence and intended message of the 

original text, or in producing a comparable impact and resonance among the reade rs of 

the target language. Descriptive translation studies, namely in the context of offering 

normative resolutions for translation issues through the "Direct Translation" approach 

and the instruction of conceptual guidelines, are presently seen as relatively innocuous, 

calming, and promoting a translation scenario devoid of complications. When examining 

the translation scenarios presented by the Cultural Turn, it is more accurate to recognise 

that every practical translation and, in fact, all human-mediated communicative activity 

entails the process of interpreting and expressing the original message in a different way. 

Consequently, texts alone are no longer considered the primary focus of study, as 

 
1 Nida, E.A., & Taber, C.R. (1969). The Theory and Practice of Translation . Leiden: Brill. 
2 Larson, M.L. (1998). Meaning-Based Translation: A Guide to Cross-Language Equivalence. Lanham, MD: 

University Press of America. 
3 Leech, G. (1981). Semantics: The Study of Meaning  (2nd ed.). London: Penguin Books. 
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translation often occurs without the presence of an intermediary text 4. Instead, it  is more 

accurate to view the transfer and translation of messages as an event that involves 

interaction and negotiation between individuals or groups from diverse cultures, each 

with their own distinct behavioural expectations and norms. 

The term “equivalence” is a crucial concept in translation theory as it is fundamental to 

the process of translating. It is also a highly ambiguous and much debated concept. 

Equivalence is defined by Catford as the relation between a source language item and a 

target language item which are considered to be sufficiently alike to be capable of 

standing in a replace relation with each other. This definition is rather abstract and is 

focused more on the criteria required for a decision of equivalence, than equivalence 

itself. It does not demonstrate how the relation is ascertained or what level of similarity is 

required between items. Nida provides a more operational definition, stating that 

‘translating consists in reproducing in the receptor language the closest natural equiv alent 

of the source language message, first in terms of meaning and secondly in terms of style. 

Here, the concept of equivalence is closely bound with the concept of “meaning”, 

although Nida does not clearly articulate how equivalence of meaning is determi ned 

between source and target language items5. Wider encyclopedic information is also a 

component of meaning and is hard to measure in terms of similarity 6. Equivalence, as one 

of the most critical problems encountered in the process of translation, has attracted a 

tremendous amount of attention and extensive deliberations within the realm of 

translation studies. The primary challenge lies in the task of generating an equivalent 

meaning in the target language that is consistent with the source language. It is argued 

that this meaning is somehow intrinsically intertwined with the linguistic structure of the 

original text. Consequently, proponents of translation equivalence have tirelessly sought 

to pinpoint the target language structures that can closely approximate the source 

language forms. In essence, all these perspectives on translation are grounded in the 

assumption that it is indeed feasible to discern a series of translational operations that, 

when applied to the source language text, will ultimately yield a target language text that 

native speakers of the target language will deem to be ‘the same’ as the source text7. This 

standpoint can be referred to as the translational view of equivalence, as it perceives the 

equivalence between the source language and target language texts as a connection 

between two distinct entities: the original text and the translated text.  

Dynamic equivalence is a translation principle developed and widely popularized by 

the American linguist and Bible scholar Eugene A. Nida in the mid-20th century. It refers 

to a translation strategy aimed at conveying the intended effect or response of the source 

text in the target audience, rather than maintaining a strict word-for-word or syntactic 
 

4 Bekouche, Mahbouba Faiza . Translation Analysis and Editing . University of Algiers 2 Abou EL Kacem Saâdallah, 

2024. ResearchGate, 
5 Catford, J. C. (1965). A linguistic theory of translation. Oxford University Press. 
6 Bekouche, Mahbouba Faiza . Translation Analysis and Editing . University of Algiers 2 Abou EL Kacem Saâdallah, 

2024. ResearchGate, p.53 
7 Catford, J. C. (1965). A linguistic theory of translation. Oxford University Press. 
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correspondence with the original text. According to Nida (1964), dynamic equivalence 

seeks to ensure that “the receptor of the message in the target language responds to it in 

substantially the same manner as the receptor in the source language.” In contrast to 

formal equivalence, which prioritizes grammatical structure and lexical fidelity, dynamic 

equivalence focuses on functional and communicative effectiveness. This involves 

adapting idioms, adjusting word order, or rephrasing culturally bound expressions to 

achieve a natural and meaningful rendering in the target language. The aim is not literal 

replication but equivalent impact. This approach is particularly important in contexts 

where cultural and linguistic gaps exist between the source and target languages, such as 

in literary, religious, or media translation. For instance, translating the English idiom “He 

kicked the bucket” into another language would require a dynamic equivalent like “He 

passed away” rather than a literal translation, which would obscure the intended meaning. 

The emphasis is on achieving semantic and pragmatic accuracy, rather than lexical 

equivalence8. Dynamic equivalence has significantly influenced translation theory by 

shifting the translator’s role from a linguistic transcriber to a cultural mediator, 

emphasizing the importance of the receptor’s understanding and experience. Despite 

some criticism — particularly regarding potential loss of stylistic or theological nuance 

— it remains a foundational concept in modern translation practice. The difficulties in 

identifying and assessing when translation equivalence has been achieved are well 

known. Schleiermacher9 and Nida both pointed out that equivalent effects are 

identifiable, but since this is not always possible to approve the translation, utilize and 

affected text-based comparison to the source and target language audiences. There is also 

the problem of subjectivity as what one translator/person sees as equivalent, another may 

disagree. Di Sciullo and Baker’s point that it is too simplistic to categorize and describe 

translation equivalence. This echoes Catford’s ideas that there will never be complete 

equivalence between SLT and TL where simple translation will be essentially language 

learning. Eqbal’s information theory is relevant here too, with the setting of TL 

information levels below that of ELT, EQ can only be achieved by target language shifts 

above the levels of SL information. Finally, Munday suggests equivalence is tied to the 

function of TL text and it may be easier to assess this by comparing it with the source 

text10. Translation equivalence is a complex issue that has perplexed scholars and 

translators throughout history. The challenges in determining and evaluating when true 

equivalence has been attained are well-documented and widely acknowledged. Esteemed 

figures such as Schleiermacher and Nida have emphasized that while it is possible to 

identify equivalent effects, it is not always feasible to fully approve a translation without 

resorting to a nuanced comparison between the source and target languages 11. This 

 
8 Nida, E. A. (1964). Toward a Science of Translating: With Special Reference to Principles and Procedures 

Involved in Bible Translating. Leiden: E.J. Brill. 
9 Schleiermacher, F. (1813/2004). On the Different Methods of Translating. Translated by Susan Bernofsky. Samuel 

R. Levin (Ed.), The Translation Studies Reader (pp. 49-64). Routledge. 
10 Munday, J. (2001). Introducing translation studies. Routledge. 
11Nida, E. A. (1964). Toward a science of translating. Sublication of the American Bible Society. 
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comparison, heavily reliant on the nuances of the texts involved, sheds light on the 

intricate relationship between the translator and the audience. Subjectivity further 

complicates matters, as what one translator or individual deems as equivalent, another 

may vehemently disagree. Di Sciullo and Baker have rightly criticized attempts to 

oversimplify the complex notion of translation equivalence, highlighting the inherent 

limitations of categorization and description in this realm. These insights align with 

Catford’s astute observations that complete equivalence between the source language text 

(SLT) and the target language text (TL) is virtually unattainable, as translation itself 

inherently involves elements of language acquisition and learning. Building on these 

perspectives, Eqbal’s information theory offers valuable insights into the intricacies of 

translation equivalence. By establishing the notion that the information levels in the 

target language (TL) must be set below those of the existing English language text (ELT), 

Eqbal highlights the need for target language shifts that surpass the information levels of 

the source language (SL). This implies that true equivalence can only be achieved by 

elevating the target language’s information load beyond that of its source. Lastly, 

Munday’s valuable contribution to the discourse on translation equivalence centers on the 

concept’s connection to the function of the target language text. He posits that assessing 

equivalence may be more achievable by comparing the target language text with its 

source counterpart, shedding light on the text’s intended purpose and function.  

In conclusion, the exploration of meaning analysis and dynamic equivalence reveals 

the intricate and multifaceted nature of the translation process. Accurate translation goes 

far beyond the mere substitution of words; it requires a deep engagement with lexical, 

grammatical, contextual, and pragmatic dimensions of meaning. As demonstrated 

through the contributions of Nida, Larson, Catford, and others, dynamic equivalence 

serves as a powerful framework for achieving translations that not only preserve the 

informational content of the source text but also replicate its communicative effect within 

a different linguistic and cultural context. Meaning analysis plays a central role in this 

process by enabling translators to decode and re-encode meaning with cultural and 

functional appropriateness. While challenges such as subjectivity and the elusiveness of 

perfect equivalence remain, the integration of meaning-centered approaches offers a 

viable path toward more effective and audience-responsive translations. Ultimately, 

recognizing the symbiotic relationship between meaning analysis and dynamic 

equivalence equips translators with the critical tools needed to navigate the complexities 

of intercultural communication and deliver translations that resonate both cognitively and 

emotionally with target audiences. 
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