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American Linguistic Translation Methodology 
 

“The lives of every creature on the earth 

may one day depend on the instant and 

accurate translation of one word.” 

(Engle& Engle, 1985:2)  

 

Abstract 
 

This research paper attempts to investigate the American workshop of translation studies 

and endeavors to highlight and trace back linguistic research methodologies employed in 

achieving their hypothesis. Hence it discusses two well-known macro models in linguistic 

research. These are :  the inductivist, and deductivist  approaches as being utilized by 

structuralism and post- structuralism Two well-known   American linguistic approaches 

have been thoroughly investigated ,  discussed and applied to translation in  an attempt to 

deconstruct their methods of research  and highlight their  contribution to  the science of 

translation studies.   

Key words: American translation, Methodology Inductivisim, Deductivism, 

Structuralism, Post- Structuralism.  

 

Introduction 

Translation has existed since time immemorial. There was an urgent need to 

communicate with different cultures and exchange knowledge and understanding among 

them.  This led to the development of different fields of knowledge such as; linguistics, 

literary studies, history, anthropology, psychology, and economics. Hence, translation 

can be considered as the cradle of all sciences and the mother of all knowledge. This fact 

has been effectively highlighted by Paul Engle as follows:  



As this world shrinks together like an aging orange and all peoples in all cultures 

move closer together( however reluctantly and suspiciously) it may be that the 

crucial sentence for our remaining years on earth may be very simply:  

TRANSLATE OR DIE. 

The lives of every creature on the earth may one day depend on the instant and 

accurate translation of one word. (Engle & Engle, 1985:2)  

Rational:  

The main rational behind this research work is to discover the tacit reason behind Americans 

linguists and translation theorists approaches to current linguistics and translation theories. Two 

main approaches have been suggested and analyzed to show the roots of Americans and 

Europeans trend of thinking. It has been discovered that American linguists and the whole 

workshop of translation are deeply rooted in inductivism this approach as this research has 

showing is speculative. Hence, the results obtained are speculative too. Though, Chomsky has 

warned against generalization of his own approach, Nida to prove that religion is scientific 

discipline applied Chomsky’s generative syntactic approach to the translation of the bible. This 

research attempted to show the pitfalls of inductivism and to prove that hypothetic deductive 

approach is more fruitful way applied adequately to linguistic and translation studies.  The latter 

approach i.e. hypothetic deductive approach is more practical and feasible in achieving a natural 

translation.     

 

 

 

 

 



Literature review:  

Throughout the history of Translation studies there are two main approaches, literal vs. 

communicative approach. According to Ghazala (1995:1-2) “ literal translation is where 

the forms of the original are retained as much as possible, even if those forms are not the 

most natural forms to preserve the original meaning. Sometimes called word -for -word 

translation as translators seeks as far as possible to capture the precise wording of the 

original text and the personal style of each writer. Therefore, literal translation has a 

correspondence between the two languages in terms of semantics and structure. Whereas, 

communicative translation is freer, and gives priority to the effectiveness of the message 

to be communicated, it focuses on factors such as; readability and naturalness, and 

appropriate to translations of “pragmatic” texts where the actual of the original is not 

closely bound to its intended meaning. These are texts such as; advertisements, tourist 

brochures, product descriptions, and instructions, manuals.  Also, 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 

readership. The communicative strategy is more concerned with the overall sense of the 

text.   

20
th

 century translation studies developed these ideas into two main approaches to 

translation namely; formal and dynamic equivalence. According to Nida, formal 

equivalence is more concerned with such correspondence such as; poetry to poetry, 

sentence to sentence, and concept to concept and the message of the receptor should be 

compared to the original message in terms of correctness, and accuracy. Whereas, 

dynamic equivalence is focused more on the principle of equivalent effect which means 



the translator while translating needn’t focus on the matching message meaning to the 

receptor language of the source language but it focuses on the dynamic relationship 

between the receptor and the message itself, the translator tries to use natural expressions 

of his own language to make it more comprehensible in the original message.  Nida 

(1964) stated the following requirements of good translation:  

 It must make sense.  

 It must convey the spirit and manner of the original.  

 It must have a natural and easy form of expression.  

 It must produce a similar response.  

The contribution of Eugene Nida in the field of translation studies cannot be overstressed, 

with his two famous books in the 1960s: toward a science of translating (1964) and the 

co-authored the theory and practice of translation (Nida and Taber, 1969), attempting to 

give a more scientific sense of translation. Borrowing theortical concepts from semantics 

and pragmatics, and being influenced by Chomsky’s theory “generative transformational 

grammar (1965), Nida adopts a more systematic approach to exploring the field of 

translation studies. With regard to equivalence, Nida maintains that there are two basic 

types of equivalence: (1) formal equivalence and (2) dynamic equivalence. In particular, 

Nida argues that in formal equivalence the TT resembles very much the ST in both form 

and content whereas, in dynamic equivalence an effort is made to convey the ST message 

in the TT as naturally as possible. This comes as no surprise given the fact that Nida was, 

at the time at which he proffered his views about equivalence, translating the Bible, and 

hence trying to produce the same impact on various different audiences he was 

simultaneously addressing. Nida’s “ preference is more clearly stated in Nida and Taber’s 



edition(1969) since it is argued that dynamic equivalence in translation goes beyond 

correct communication of information (p.25).  

As Munday (2001) points out, Nida is credited for introducing a receptor-based direction 

to the task of translating (p.42). Nevertheless, Nida’s theory has been severely criticized 

for several reasons. In more detail, Lefevere(1993, p.7) holds that equivalence is still 

focused on the word-level whereas Broeck (1978) wonders how it is possible to measure 

the equivalent effect since no text can have the same effect or elicit the same response in 

two different cultures in different periods of time (p.40).  

Perhaps, the fiercest critic of Nida’s work is “Edwin Gentzler, who dedicates a whole 

chapter to the science” of translation in his Contemporary Translation Theories (2001), 

using quotation marks around the word science perhaps in order to indicate his own 

skeptical views on the scientific virtue of translation methods. Gentzler overtly criticizes 

Nida for using the concept of dynamic equivalence in order to proselytize readers, 

regardless of their culture, to endorse the ideas of Protestant Christianity.  

Despite these criticms, it could be concluded that Nida moved a long way forward from 

the position of his predecessors because he was able to produce a systematic and 

analytical procedure for translators working with all kinds of texts and more importantly 

brought into the translation game, the readers; that is, the receptors, as well as their 

cultural expectations.  

To prove that translation is scientific discipline Nida for example; adopted Chomsky’s 

linguistics approach. Though Chomsky did not recommend his model to be used to 

translation both Nida, and Wilss adopted, correctly or incorrectly, certain aspects of 

Chomsky’s model in their work   



Research Methodologies: 

Throughout the history of linguistic research studies there are two different approaches. 

These are: inductive and deductive reasoning. The inductive approach moves from the 

specific to the general, in other words inductive approach is drawing conclusions from 

evidence. According to Crowther and Lancaster (2009) the deductive approach is based 

on a general idea in order to reach the specific situation, and to come up with hypothesis 

using a certain theory, in other words deductive approach is finding evidence to support 

or disprove conclusions. According to Ridenour, and Benz and Newman (2008)  

inductive approach gives  more opportunity to the researcher to produce subjective 

reasoning based on real life examples, whereas deductive approach is always looking for 

hypothesis in order to prove or disprove certain assumptions.   

 

Inductive Approach  

In an inductive approach to research, a researcher would begin by collecting data that is 

more common way to conduct experiments. Once a good amount of data has been 

collected, then the researcher would have an idea to study and analyze them in depth, 

after that they go and collect data through experiments, surveys, and observations then 

with all the data on hand they analyze it to reach conclusions and build up recurrent 

patterns. Furthermore, the inductive method is a natural order which can be discovered 

through rational means by inspecting natural phenomena because it is determined by 

natural order and natural law; it is a reflection of nature. This kind of approach is based 

on specific observations in order to have eventually good conclusion that lead to 

generalizations. However, conclusions might be untrue, so this kind of reasoning needs to 



be careful with its conclusion to avoid reaching wrong conclusion. This approach can be 

schematized as follows:  

 

 

The inductive approach is the direct opposite of deductive reasoning. Inductive research 

reasoning is based on particular observations in order to eventually reach conclusion that 

lead to generalizations. But the conclusion at times might be invalid and therefore false. 

However, Inductivism is rooted in all American schools of thought, such as; 

Bloomfieldianism, and is adhered by many notable scholars e.g. Harris, Hocket, Pyke and 

Chomsky. This methodology needs to be experienced by the researcher uses his own 

experience of analyzing the exhaustive data he has already collected own way of 

analyzing it.  American linguists for example explain a linguistic theory or to uncover 

patterns from the corpus. The pattern has to be in a good representation of the linguistic 

phenomena in which no adherence of any previous linguistic theory will exist. 

Inductivism has been criticized on several points. Specifically when it comes to the 

observation as it depends on the researchers’ own experience and point of view, there is 

no such thing as theory it is all about free observation and data collection. In this 

approach the observer cannot come up with clear point of view and this will influence on 

the observation as well by introducing subjective elements that are created by implied 

point of view. Therefore, it will be difficult to authorize an important point of view as 



well as, it is difficult to know when to stop observing, and when to start generalizing. 

Also, the results will rely on the researcher’s experience, and it will be different from one 

researcher to another. As we know that this approach requires a huge amount of data to 

insure the generalizations that are true representations of linguistic data, however 

generalization doesn’t apply to the whole community. Because these generalizations are 

explanatory statements which talk about one particular language and have no common 

assumption, this approach is totally specified and have no guarantee that the data 

observed are all alike, logical and extensive.  

Science, however, begins with empirical observations; we cannot simply observe 

without a theoretical background; instead, “[observation is always selective, and] 

it needs a chosen object, a definite task, an interest, a point of view, a problem” 

(Popper, p.26). In other words, we cannot have any observations that are lacking 

of theoretical background are simply nothing. Therefore, inductivism that is based 

on meaningless observations as a beginning of any scientific discovery is 

spontaneous.  

 

To sum up, the basic idea of inductivism is that “science starts with observations, 

and moves on from them to generalizations (laws and theories), and predictions”  

(Gillies, p.5) inductivists think that scientific discovery “proceeds by first    

collecting observations or data and then inferring laws and predictions from this 

data by induction” (Gillies, p.26).  

   

To sum up indcutivism has so many pitfalls to name but: 

  It cannot be sure about its conclusion.  

 It accepts the uniformity of the nature throughout the universe. 

 It relies on observation for information collection.  



 Time-taking. 

 Sometimes can be frustrating for students who would prefer to be told the rules 

simply which means in learning styles.  

 

 Deductive Approach  

This approach has been suggested as a result of the failure of inductivism. A deductive 

approach to research starts with a well-tested and an adequate theory. This theory then 

tests its application with data, by moving from a more general level to a more specific 

one. In this approach the researcher studies what others have done, and read existing 

theories, then tests hypotheses that emerge from those theories. In other words, deductive 

approach is about finding a solid evidence to support or refute reached conclusions. 

However, this kind of approach would have a combination that if the premise is correct 

then the conclusion must be true and logical. This entails that  

 

 

 

In the deductive approach the deductivists believe in a theory as a basement that must be 

strong.  It consists of statements, definitions, or a descriptive model of language that 

cannot be verified, only refuted if it is shown to conflict with the data. In this approach 

the deductivists begin with a theory which has strong (basic premises); a deductivist 

theory is an axiomatic theory which has a complete set of primitive propositions. 



Moreover, the choice of principles will rely on observations and experience, and 

therefore is intuitive and random. Principles are chosen according to two conditions a 

priori and a posterior one. This can be schematized in the following diagram:  

 

 

Disadvantages:  

 It is quite formal – encourages the belief that learning problem solving for 

example: learning a language is simply a case of knowing the rules.  

 It is passive and boring lesson. 

 Teacher centered (one way of communication). 

 Lack of students’ involvement and struggle for understanding.  

 Younger students/ people find it rather difficult because they may not understand 

the concept.  

 Due to short of time and limitation of this research work, special attention will be 

focused on Inductitivism application to Linguistics and Translation Studies.  

 



Application  

Inductivist approach: 

 American Translation Workshop   

Noam Chomsky: 

Deep structure/ surface structure  

In 1957, Chomsky defined his syntactic theory, in which he developed the idea that each 

sentence in a language has two levels: a deep structure and a surface structure.  The deep 

structure represents the core semantic relations of a sentence whereas; the surface 

structure represents the phonological form of the sentence via transformations.  

We have two types of transformations;  

i. The post- deep structure transformation it changes the whole structure of the 

sentence for example; if the sentence contains with X NP AUX Y it will convert 

to X AUX X NP.  

ii. Also, generalized transformation this kind it deals with the structure which 

generated by other rules, and get combined.  

 

Chomsky believes in prior knowledge of language that is surface structure of language 

such as; grammar, spelling, style, and phonics as he believes in some aspects of 

knowledge and understanding are inherited just as we have our brain which means totally 

innate. Moreover, Chomsky used to point out that knowledge is not understandable as a 

skill, or habits. His model is composed of two kinds of rewriting rules: these are “phrase 



structure rules,” that accomplish the deep structure of a sentence, whereas, “lexical 

rules,” it derives from universal categories and that is common in all languages. 

According to Chomsky’s theory he has a double movement from the base to the deep 

structure via phrase structure rules, and then from the deep structure to the surface via 

transformational rules.  

Philosophers started having objections regarding Chomsky’s assumptions about the 

human mind and how it knows language. Such concepts as “innateness”, “intuition”, and 

“tacit” knowledge, they did not find it convincing. Chomsky argues that language 

acquisition is innate structure, or function of the human brain he believes that there are 

structures of the brain that control the interpretation and production of speech and he 

gave an example that children do not need any kind of formal teaching to learn how to 

speak, they acquire a language from their parents between the ages 3 to 10, so he builds 

up his theory by saying that a child or any other person does not need any trigger to begin 

language acquisition, it happens on its own as his response toward language structure is 

not based upon living language- how humans actually use language in a social situation- 

but on sentences found only in an ideal state:  

Linguistic theory is concerned primarily with an ideal speaker-listener, in a 

completely homogeneous speech-community, who knows its language perfectly 

and is unaffected by such grammatically irrelevant conditions as memory 

limitations, distractions, shifts of attention and interest, and errors … (Chomsky, 

1965:3-4). Chomsky has idealized the speaking subject and has empowered it 

with unique abilities with regard to its creative ability to use language. However, 

all those usages including errors and slips of the tongue are not integrated into 



Chomsky’s model, he believes in that language is a “conditioned behavior”: the 

stimulus response process and he schematized as follow;  

 Stimulus             Response                 Feedback             Reinforcement  

The following how a child would learn a language according to Chomsky: 

Imitation   

                       Repetition   

                                                   Memorization  

 

                                                                                                   Controlled drilling  

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                         

Reinforcement  

 

  
 

Reinforcement can be either positive or negative.  

 

Though Chomsky’s approach has been badly criticized, two translation scientists have 

adopted a Chomskian model for their theories of translation. Eugene Nida, who argues 

that his science of translation is based upon a model similar to Chomsky’s deep-structure/ 

surface structure, he has simplified Chomsky’s work and misappropriated it for his 

purposes. Wolfram Wilss, a leading German translation scientist, who argues that his 

model is not based upon Chomsky’s work; he has adopted more from Chomsky than he is 

willing to admit. The main problem is the “depth” of the formal properties whether the 



base structure or phrase structure is common property. Chomsky says that yes the formal 

properties can go much deeper than the particular deep structure of a sentence in any 

language and they are not specific to any particular language (Chomsky, 1965:117).   

Nida thought that the same deep structure could underline a sentence in two particular 

languages; Chomsky does not claim that deep structures are universal. He advised 

caution for his thesis by saying:  

The existence of deep-seated formal universals... implies that all languages are cut 

to the same pattern, but does not imply that there is any point by point 

correspondence between particular languages. It must be some reasonable 

procedure for translating between languages. (Chomsky, 1965:30)  

Nida avoided this caution and built up his theory by deriving a translation procedure upon 

a very simplified notion of Chomsky’s theory, which focuses on the deep structure, 

transformational rules, and surface structure rather than on the deeper phrase structure 

rules that actually allow for real structural diversity as well as surface differences in 

human languages.  

Regardless of all restrictions from creative writers, and literary translators, regardless of 

his own caution from his theory, some translators accepted his expressions because they 

are proficient in their own language so they know which expressions are acceptable and 

which are unacceptable. Although Chomsky argued that the whole thing is related to the 

human brain and it contains a limited set of rules for speaking a language fluently which 

means that all languages have a same structural basis which is known by Universal 

Grammar. Chomsky stated that “I think, yet the world thinks in me”; he meant that since 



humans are natural beings then the Universal Grammar is biological and common to all 

languages. Regarding Chomsky’s theory about transformations he believes that the most 

important thing should be the phrase structure to generate sentences in all languages then 

the Generative Transformational Grammar (GTG), as Edwin Gentzler (2004) in his 

Contemporary Translation Theories, argued that Chomsky didn’t jump to conclusion, 

based upon correlations between two languages and not assume that a grammar particular 

to one language would work systematically for another, which means that surface 

structure shouldn’t be like the underlying deep structure. Also, while transferring to the 

(GTG), have probably problems in translation focusing on Neologisms to archaisms, 

proper nouns to metaphors, high registers to dialects and mistakes; however both are 

complicated and sophisticated problems in translation.  Overall, universal structures, and 

the generative transformational grammar are idealistic and too theoretical for many 

translators and they haven’t persuaded whether Chomsky’s theory is most suitable model 

for literature translation and free from internal issues or critics, or even able to adopt and 

apply them unreflectingly. Even though, his theory turned to be the most influential 

approach for decades. Chomsky’s approach can be summarized in the following diagram:  

Proposition /inflection (Universal):  



 

 

 



Applying Generative Grammar to Translation:   

 Eugene Nida is the best known for the concept of Dynamic Equivalence and Functional 

Equivalence;  

Formal vs. Dynamic equivalence 

Formal Equivalence Dynamic Equivalence 

Focuses on the message itself, in both form and 

content.   

Sense for sense translation.  

Word for word translation.  Not so concerned with matching the 

receptor – language message with the 

source language message.  

The receptor language should match as close as 

possible the different elements in the source 

language.   

Aims at complete naturalness of expression.  

Literal translation.  Relates the receptor to modes of behavior 

relevant within the context of his own 

culture.  

 

According to Nida, formal equivalence is more concerned with such 

correspondence such as; poetry to poetry, sentence to sentence, and concept to 

concept and the message of the receptor should be compared to the original 

message in terms of correctness, and accuracy. Whereas, dynamic equivalence is 

focused more on the principle of equivalent effect which means the translator 

while translating needn’t focus on the matching message meaning to the receptor 

language of the source language but it focuses on the dynamic relationship 

between the receptor and the message itself, the translator tries to use natural 

expressions of his own language to make it more comprehensible in the original 

message. According to Nida, his goal is to affect the appropriate response in 

which   start a dialogue not between the receiver and the text but between the 



receiver and God. For the protestant, communication has to do more with the 

event of the transfer of the power of the word (Nida, 1960).  

Nida has adopted Chomsky’s concept of a deep structure; and add to it claiming that the 

meaning of any utterance (pragmatics) refers to the structure not at the surface level, but 

at the base, including that Nida’s base has a dual nature; a core of syntactic structures and 

of universal human experience. Nida must develop the nature of the core of his theory to 

add the “universal” experience element while receiving the message. Nida wants to 

redefine the original message as the “function of the message.” Which means he wants to 

build up his theory on the assumption that the original message of the text cannot be only 

resolved, but also it can be translated same as that perceived by the original receptors. 

Nida’s theory highlights not formal correspondence, but functional equivalence; not 

literal meaning but dynamic equivalence; not “what” language communicates, but “how” 

it communicates. Nida simplifies the multi-structure Chomsky model into two structures, 

which are “deep structure” and “surface structure,” and stated that the translator moves 

between them in terms of conveying meaning across languages. The deep structure is 

known as the underlying element of communication that contains all semantic meaning in 

a given text.  It is subject to transformational rules that are applied by a translator in order 

to be transferred across languages and when it’s complete, a set of phonological and 

morphemic rules are then applied in order to generate a surface structure (Nida, 1964:57-

69) 

 

 



Nida’s Approach –A Diagram model of translation process:  

 

Nida prefers to work backwards from the surface of the original text to its deep structure, 

transfer that deep structure to the deep structure of the new language, and then generate a 

surface structure in the second language. In other words, he posits a decoding and 

recoding process in which the original message never changes. Nida summarizes his 

translation methodology as follows: 

 To reduce the source text to its structurally simplest and most semantically 

evident kernels.  

 To transfer the meaning from source language to receptor language on a 

structurally simple level. 

 To generate the stylistically and semantically equivalent expression in the 

receptor language. (Nida,1964:68)  

However, Chomsky felt the concept was slightly misleading, and it was rapidly 

disappearing by the time Aspects appeared. While the notion of kernel sentences has, 



according to Chomsky, an “important intuitive significance”, it is not one that plays a 

“distinctive role in the generation or interpretation of sentences” (Chomsky, 1965:18).  

Similarities and differences between Nida and Chomsky:  

The differences and similarities between the two are half done according to their theories 

of translation. If Chomsky’s theoretical base is platonic, Nida- protestant, concerning the 

depth of common property, Chomsky viewed that formal properties go much deeper than 

the particular deep structure of a sentence in any given language and he doesn’t “think 

deep structures are universal. But Nida’s “deep structure, underlying a sentence in two 

particular languages, appears not to be evident. Both Chomsky and Nida made 

metaphysical claims about the object of investigation for their respective theories. 

Chomsky’s linguistics probed structures of the mind and changed the focuses of 

linguistics in the modern age; Nida’s “translation theory probed deep structures common 

to all languages and found a way to transform those entities in differing languages. The 

two approaches attempt to demonstrate different kinds of objects at the center which 

implies the existence of universal rules of grammar and universal lexical forms; the other 

making metaphysical claims about an original divine message. Nida tends to backwards 

from the surface to the original text to its deep structure, transfer that deep structure to the 

deep structure of the new language, and then elicit a surface structure in the second 

language by decoding process without changing the original message. However, 

Chomsky only suggests the non-linear transformational rules. It is a distortion for Nida to 

misuse Chomsky’s transformational grammar. Both Nida’s and Chomsky’s theories are 

self-reflective, the major difference being that Chomsky’s universal forms exist at a much 

deeper, more abstract and (less understood) level than Nida’s kernels.  



Conclusion: 

In this research work an attempt has been made to investigate the underlying research 

methodology of well-known American linguists and translation theorists namely Noam 

Chomsky, and Nida it has been concluded both of them adopted an inductivist research 

methodology in achieving their hypothesis. Though both of them claimed that their 

approach is scientific, it has been concluded that both of them are rather speculative. 

There is a demarcation between science and speculation. Obtained results by speculation 

cannot be regarded as scientific and should be abounded. Inductivist it has been 

concluded that inductivist approach has a lot of defects and rather a bankrupt approach.  

This entails that both Chomsky and Nida who adopted such approach are bankrupt too. In 

this paper it has been recommended that the application of a hypothetic to linguistics and 

translation might be more fruitful. 
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