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Introduction:

I had three goals in mind when writing this research on metaphor
translation. The first is to see whether metaphor is a universal or cultural
phenomenon. The second concerns the rules governing metaphor
translation, and the third concerns the extent to which metaphor can be

considered as a cross cultural phenomenon.

To have a clear idea about the above questions, a practical study is
necessary. Arabic and English languages are chosen as a field of research

for the first step.

This research is divided into two parts: the first one is theoretical,
and the second is practical. The theoretical part consists of two chapters, the
first chapter deals with translation theory and the second with metaphor
theory.

The aim of the first chapter is to lay out the theoretical tools used in
the practical study and to make the reader more familiar with the
terminology of translation theory. For this purpose, ten issues linked to this
research are chosen to explore. The first deals with the definition of
translation, the second with translation and adaptation, the third with the
translator, the fourth with source text and target text, the fifth with the
theory of norms, the sixth with equivalence, the seventh with compensation,
the eighth with phonetics and translation and finally the ninth with
denotative and connotative meaning .

The second chapter is devoted to metaphor theory. Three major

issues will be discussed: firstly, the western theory of metaphor in which the
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typologies of Fowler, Newmark, and Dickins will be laid out. Secondly, the
Arabic theory of metaphor in which the following issues will be discussed:
the question of pretence and transfer, the question of simile and metaphor,
the question of structure and meaning, the rationality of metaphor meaning
and finally the types of metaphor. The third issue in this chapter is about
metaphor translation technicalities in which I will put forward Newmark’s
and Dickins’ approaches and their evaluation. The second chapter will be
concluded with an outline of our hypothesis suggested to metaphor
translation. In this model, we suggest that metaphor should be classified

from a translation perspective into common and specific metaphor.

The third chapter presents the practical analysis. The data is
classified into three sections: The first section is devoted to common
metaphor. The data is selected from the poetry of Nashe, Blake, Yeats,
Auden, Wordsworth and Shakespeare. The Shakespeare data is quoted from
Sonnets, Cymbeline, The Tempest, The Merry Wives of Windsor, Lover’s
labour’s Lost, Romeo and Juliet, Macbeth, The Merchant of Venice, King
Richard II, King Richard III, The Second Part of King Henry VI, The Third
Part of King Henry VI, King Henry V, King Henry VIII, The Rape of
Lucrece, Julius Caesar, Titus Andronicus, The Comedy of Errors, The
Gentlemen of Verona, A Midsummer Night's Dream, As You Like It
Venus and Adonis, Hamlet, Twelfth Night, Troilus and Cressida, Othello,
Measure for Measure, Antony and Cleopatra, Coriolanus, The Passionate
Pilgrim, The winter’s Tale, Prince of Tyre, and Two Gentlemen Of Verona.
The second section is devoted to specific metaphor. The data of this section
is divided into poetry and prose. The poetry data of this section is also

selected from the above mentioned Shakespearean works. The prose is
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selected from Traditional English Metaphor, Metaphor Dictionary and
Longman Dictionary. The last section focuses on applied metaphor
translation within a literary text. The novel of ‘The Old Man and the Sea’
written by Hemingway is chosen for this purpose.

15
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1- Definitions of translation

Our aim in this chapter is to shed light on a number of theoretical
translation tools used in this research so as to make the reader more familiar
with them.

Following House, we claim that “a good translation should not read like
a translation at all; but like a target language original.” (House 2000: 47).
This ideal level of translation presupposes the question how the translation
can achieve this level of perfection which, magically enough, eludes the
practical translation process itself. Utopian though it seems, this perfection
in translation is the ultimate hope of every translator. And for the
unfeasibility of that utopian translation, we have used “ definitions” to make
more explicit that each translator has his own definition in which he adopts

his own approach.

For Catford, translation is “the replacement of textual material in one
language (SL) by equivalent textual material in other language (TL).”
(1965: 20). The notion of equivalence induced here, which will be properly
discussed later on, evokes many effect constrictions namely those of culture,

language, implicitness and explicitness.

Catford was unambiguous in his interpretation of equivalence when he
writes that “Translation is an operation performed on language; a process of
substituting a text in one language for a text in another. Clearly, th~, any
theory of translation must draw upon a theory of language.” (1965:1). It is
obvious from his svords that a theory of translation should be built on a

theory of language. But how can such supposition be possible?
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The supposed interdependence between theory of language and theory
of translation has begun to be tabled ever since the advent of the langue—
parole distinction set up in linguistic science by De saussure in 1913. That
improvement resulted in some researchers starting to view translation theory
as a science of parole which should focus on the message of the text not on
language as a code. Fawcett approves this approach, saying that “the view
that translation must be studied as parole (communicative event) rather than

langue (an abstract system) is now widely accepted.” (1997: 4).

I think the problem lies beyond the limitation of translation process to
language theory, language being only one parameter among others. There
are many other factors that should be taken into account in any approach,
such as source and target culture, the aim of the translation, the particular
features of ST and TT and so forth. An ST is not only a chain of words that
requires to be replaced by their correspondences in the TT. It is, however, a
mixture of many linguistic and extra-linguistic levels that should be treated

on equal bases.

In his definition of translation, House has adopted the notion of
equivalence which consists of semantic meaning and pragmatic meaning,
“Translation” he suggests “Is the replacement of a text in the source
language by a semantically and pragmatically equivalent text in the target
language™ (1997: 31). Equivalence as an aim permits the translators to go
beyond the surface level of the text and look into the deep level to create a

balance between ST and TT.
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Equivalence is not an automatic mapping of L1 to L2. Tobin explaines
this as he believes that “we may not automatically assume that translation is
an automatic mapping of “parallel” forms that are always “equivalent”
interlingually...This does not mean that similar messages cannot be
conveyed explicitly or implicitly with other linguistic forms.” (1986: 73).
The fact that translation is not an automatic mapping makes it, not a linear
process, but a circular one. The translator has to use his feedback and
background to render “faithfully” all the relevant features of the source text
in a circular process. Besides, the specificity of both ST/TT and their
cultures is no less determinant in making of translation not a linear process.

All these factors concur to make the translator’s task more delicate.

This diversity of points of view collaborates to construct definitions of
translation. Whether translation is a science or an art is the further question |

want to raise in this debate of variety of approaches .

Is Translation an art or a science?

We will not discuss here the exact meaning of “science” and “art”.
However, generally speaking, science is “knowledge ascertained by
observation and experiment, critically tested, systemized and brought under
general principles”. (Chambers Dictionary: p 1542). Science has the
connotation of rules, formula, precision and exactitude, whereas art “appeals
to human emotions. It can arouse aesthetic or moral feelings, and can be
understood as a way of communicating these feelings”.

(http://www.wikipedia.org/wiki/ Definition of art). It reflects freedom in
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viewing things. Generally, in art, the notion of rigour and systematization

are absent.

On the basis of this abstraction, some researchers consider translation as
a science or a technology. “Translation is also a science in the broad sense
of the term, for it is an activity which may be systematically described and
related to various disciplines. In the strict sense of the word, however,
translating is not a science but a technology, for it is built upon a number of
scientific disciplines including psychology, linguistics, communication
theory, anthropology and semiotics.” (Dewbard and Nida 1986: 185, quoted
by Gutt 2000: 4).

It seems from this statement that translation is a science which uses
many other sciences to justify its methodology and strategies. But Steiner
considers “what we are dealing with is not a science, but an exact art.”
(1975: 295). Newmark shares the same point of view as Steiner. He
considers translation as “neither a theory nor a science, but the body of
knowledge that we have and have still to have about the process of
translating.” (1988: 19).

The aforementioned points of view reflect the extent to which
researchers can disagree about the identity/definition of translation.
Translation theory faces enormous difficulties due to the large amount of
work dealing with it. The absence of a limited and exhausted data
complicates the task of finding out the rules which govern the translation
process. Literary texts are considered to be the most challenging in
translation due to its complex nature as we will illustrate in our practical

analysis.
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In the end of this brief discussion of the definition of translation, we can
infer that translation theory is in mess. Gutt resumes this situation when he
says, “many explanations have been proposed for this disappointing
situation. One is that translation theorists were preoccu “ed for too long
debating unfruitful issues, such as whether translation should be literal or
free, or whether translation has remained inadequate because it has never
been studied in its own right, but merely as a sub-domain of some other
subject, such as literature or foreign language teaching. Some scholars have
suggested the simple, if radical, explanation that translation simply is not
open to scientific investigation because it is an art or a skill. By contrast,
still others have suggested that our scientific understanding of translation is
so poor, because it really has not been studied in a proper scientific
manner.” (2000: 2). Gutt considers translation in a proper scientific manner
to be “the most important in that it poses a positive challenge, which has

already resulted in new research initiatives on translation.” (2000: 2).

In the same vein, it seems that not only translation, but human sciences
in general, should open many channels into other sciences for mutual
exchanges in order to achieve what is called “the complementarity of
knowledge”. Only by this method can researchers approﬁch any significant

question scientifically and give an objective answer to it.

2. Translation and Adaptation :

Adaptation i1s another term in the translation field which 1s no less
ambiguous than the term translation itself. Some researchers try to draw

boundaries between franslationfadaptation and to relate each of them with a



specific context. They say that translation theory embodies three major
questions which are: meaning, purpose, and intention. According to them,
“translation stays basically at the level of meaning, adaptation seeks to
transmit the purpose of the original text, and exegesis attempts to spell out

the intentions of the author.” (Encyclopaedia of Translation 1998: 8).

I think that the boundaries drawn above are more theoretical than
practical; otherwise, how can we distinguish concretely between meaning,
purpose and intention? In most cases they overlap. It is an adventure to

associate each one of them with a specific context.

Nord considers adaptation to be “a procedure that is part of the daily
routine of every professional translator.” (1991: 25). Now, the question is:
what are the factors that push translators to have recourse to adaptation? For
Vimay and Darbelnet, “adaptation is a procedure which can be used
whenever the context referred to in the original text does not exist in the
culture of the target text, thereby necessitating some form of recreation.”

(Encyclopaedia of Translation 1998: 6).

From this perspective, adaptation is a kind of rewriting ST; it is a kind of
recreation by using means such as: omission, expansion, exoticism,
updating and situational equivalence. An eventual situational inadequacy
impels the translator to compensate what might be lost by applying
adaptation as a strategy.

On the other hand, there is a negative view which considers adaptation
as a betrayal to the origin text. “Some historians and scholars of translation
take a negative view of adaptation, dismissing the phenomenon as distortion,

falsification or censorship.” (Encyclopaedia of Translation 1998: 6).
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However, the underlying dilemma is the manner whereby to achieve
faithfulness to the ST. One wonders, in this respect, it is by translating the
ST as it is or by adapting the ST to the TT that translation becomes
meaningless and, therfore, affects truthfulness. This is why “some argue that
adaptation is necessary precisely in order to keep the message intact (at least
on the global level), while others see it as a betrayal of the original author.”

(Encyclopaedia of Translation 1988: 6).

A brief glance at language as a means of communication reveals that
many structures cannot be translated as they are due to such factors as
culture, figurative speech, language itself and the degree of poeticism
especially in poetic language. All these factors call for not restraining
oneself only to translation as means to render the ST to the TT. The
adaptation procedure seeks to achieve a balance between what can be
translated and what cannot be. It is the last resort which enables us to deal

with what may be so difficult to render.

3- The Translator

The translator is an essential component in the translation process. A
good translator produces a good translation. For the translator to be good,
researchers see that he has to be characterized by such qualities as “loyalty”
and “fidelity”.

Nord defines “loyalty” as “a moral principle indispensable in the
relationship between human beings who are partners in a communication

process, and “fidelity” as a rather technical relationship between two texts.”
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(1991: 29). Before any attempt towards those moral principles, the translator
has to be competent enough to master not only ST and TT languages, but
the subject of his translation as well since “the more unequivocal and
definite the description of the TT recipient, the easier it is for the translator
to make his decisions in the course of translation process. The translator,
therefore, should insist on being provided with as many details as possible.”
(Nord 1991: 9).

This mastery enables the translator to go beyond the surface level of the
ST rather than reading it in a naive or intuitive manner. A true translator
should read “every new ST in the light of his experience as a critical

recipient and translator.” (Nord 1991: 11).

The translator is also a special kind of recipient who “reads the ST
instead of the initiator or some other recipient who belongs to a target

culture which may be quiet different from the source culture.” (Nord 1991: 10).

A translator is also a producer who “may be compared with a ghost-
writer who produces a text at the request, and for the use, of somebody
else.” (1991: 10). Thus, the translator occupies a central position in the
translation process. He is, at the same time, the reproducer of the ST and the
recipient of the TT. In other words, he is a rewriter and a reader of the text

translated.

Knowing two languages is not enough for a translator to be a reproducer
of ST and a recipient of TT at the same time. A translator has also to be bi-
cultural “which means a perfect command of both the source and the target
culture.” (1991: 11). This perfect command of both languages and both

cultures allows him to be rewriter of ST and producer of TT.



Hatim prefers to describe the translator as “a special category of
communicator.” (1997: 2). His description is shared by Gutt who says that
“the translator must be seen and must see himself clearly as a

communicator.” (2000: 19).

To achieve a successful translation, the translator has to obey the
following guidelines:
A translator has to understand fully the ST.
A translator should not move too far from the ST.
A translation should never be more than 10% longer than the original text .
A source text unit should always be translated by the same target language
word.
Never translate a source language word you do not know by a target

language word that is not in the dictionary. (For more details, see Fawcet
1997).

4-Source Text and Target Text

In translation, there is always a distinction between the source text and
the target text. The source text is the original text which a translator wants to
render into another language. The target text is the version of the ST after its
translation. ST and TT are respectively parts of source culture and target
culture. The movement between ST and TT should take into consideration
both ST and TT cultures. The rendering process should be, not an
automatic, but a pragmatic one for the purpose of intercultural

communication.
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5- Approaches to Translation

There are different types and approaches to translation; each one
outweighs an aspect on the others such as: “literal” versus “free”, “form”
versus “content”, “formal” versus “dynamic equivalence”, “semantic”
versus “communicative”. Under this subtitle, we lay out a number of useful

terms used in many approaches in the translation process.

1- Free Translation: “A translation is declared free not (only) when it
wanders too far from the meaning of individual SL words or sentences, but
when it flouts normative rules set up for the ideological policing of meaning
transfer.” (Encyclopaedia 1988: 89). In free translation, the translator does
not bind himself to ST either in form or in content. It is a kind of
reproduction of the ST in a new form. For this reason, some researchers

describe such translations as ‘unfaithful’.

2- Literal translation: “In literal translation proper, the denotative
meaning of words 1s taken as if straight from the dictionary (that is, out of
context), but TL grammar is respected.” (Dickins et al 2002: 16). It seems
that this approach can be applied only if ST and TT share the same syntactic
features as it is illustrated below:

- J’ai mal a la téte.

- 1 have a headache.

- Ich habe kopfweh.

The syntactic formula of the above sentences is (S+V+CV). This type of

translation is also called “degree zero of translation” (Fawcett 1997: 36).
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3- Word-for-word translation (Interlinear): A “Word-for-word
translation generally means what it says i.e. is essentially rank-bound at
word-rank.” (Catford 1965: 25). For (Nord 1991: 72-3), it is a “documentary
translation” in which “the translator tries to preserve the local colour of ST.”
It is also called an “interlinear translation” where “the TT does not
necessarily respect TL grammar, but has grammatical units corresponding
as closely as possible to every grammatical unit of the ST.” (Dickins et al
2002: 15).

A brief comparison between the three previous types of translation shows
that literal translation is situated between two extremes: Free translation in
which the translator transgresses the norms of language used in the ST and
word-for-word translation in which the structure of the ST is respected. But
it 1s worthwhile underlining that translation is more than replacement of
grammatical and lexical units. It is a complex process in which language is

no more than one factor.

4- Functional approach: In a functional approach, the translator is more
tied to the TT than to the ST. He is more interested to orient ST towards the
prospective function of the TT. Functional approach is “as an act of
intercultural communication rather than a skill in transferring minimal

linguistic units across language boundaries.” (Encyclopaedia 1988: 61).

5- Communicative approach: It is widely accepted that the raison
d’étre of translation is to communicate, to convey a message and to share
mformation with others. A 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
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situation.” (Dickins et al 2002: 17). Dickins illustrates this approach by the
Arabic saying ‘e i . A communicative translation will be “let
bygones be bygones.” The style adopted here is more appropriate to the TT
than to the ST. Nord terms this approach “instrumental translation” (1991:
73) where the translator is more preoccupied by the textuality of both ST
and TT in the sense that the soul of the ST should be kept in the TT. The
translator in this kind of translation should be keen on keeping all the

relevant elements of the ST in TT.

It appears from the previous brief survey that each approach gives
importance to some targets rather than others. Nevertheless, in applied
translation, to bind oneself to one approach rather than another is unfruitful
and senseless since all of them can work successfully in some cases but fail

in others.

As it stands, the choice of the right approach seems so delicate. ST
should have a great role in the determination of an approach. With its
components (language, figurative speech, culture, and so forth), it guides the
translator to choose the most appropriate approach to each context. Thus, it
1s impractical to apply one approach to the whole text. A translation model
with recourse to all the previous approaches will be more beneficial because

it will preserve all the features and the colour of both the ST and the TT.

6- Theory of norms

It is not our aim here to expose the theory of norms in detail; we will
only show its importance for the achievement of a successful translation.

For this reason, researchers are interested in the elaboration of the norms.

30



Schiffner makes it clear that “translation studies have been concerned with
the description of actual translation, with the formulation of general
principles and with the practical application. Norms play a role in all these
respects since they are related to assumptions and expectations about
correctness and for appropriateness.” (1999: 1). However, some scholars
prefer “to speak of conventions instead of norms (e.g. Reiband Vernea
1991: 78) with the argument that norms are usually associated with rules,
and non-adherence to them results in sanctions. Conventions, however, are

not binding but only embody preferences.” (Schiffner 1999: 4).

No matter how otherwise nominated, norms are the set of general values
and ideas shared by a certain community. They serve to distinguish between
right and wrong, adequate and inadequate. They are considered as
guidelines to orient the translator to achieve correctness and appropriateness.
This concept is very important in translation field. On the one hand, it shows
“how to produce utterances and texts that are correct according to the
respective rules and norms. On the other hand, the relations and regularities
between the two linguistic systems that were discovered on the basis of
contrastive analysis were “translated” into guidelines or rules for the
translator.” (Schéiffner 1999: 3).

The theory of norms handles the text as a basic unit in the translation
process. Its account is based on text linguistics which “defines the text as
the basic unit of communication and, therefore, as the primary object of
research.” (Schéffner 1999: 3). It considers translation not only as

transcoding linguistic signs but as retextualising the ST,
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The transgression of norms may lead to a misleading translation.
“Norms are binding, and their violation usually arouses disapproval of some
kind among the community concerned. The force of a norm is built up in the
relationship between norm authorities, norm enforcers, norm codifiers and
norm subjects.” (Schiffher 1999: 3).

7- Equivalence

Equivalence as a concept in translation theory has freed researchers
from the old debate whether translation should be literal or free. The
discussion of equivalence is tantamount to the discussion of the translation

definition.

As mentioned before, a translator should not only be bilingual but bi-
cultural too. This is crucial to achieve equivalence between ST and TT.
House sees that “the notion of equivalence is related to the preservation of
“meaning” across two different languages. There are three aspects of that
“meaning” that are particularly important for translation: a semantic aspect,
a pragmatic aspect, and a textual aspect of meaning.” (1997: 30). On the
basis of the meaning, he distinguishes the following types of equivalence:
“Connotative equivalence” is related to the connotations conveyed in the text.
“Denotative equivalence” is related to the extra linguistic referents.

“Text normative equivalence” is related to the linguistic and textual norms
of usage.
“Pragmatic equivalence” is related to the recipient/reader for whom the

translation is especially designed.
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However, the extent the translator should work up to in his observance

these equivalences in the course of translation process is a question that

arises in this respect. House was conscious of the complexity of the problem
as she suggests that “the translator has to set up a hierarchy of demands on
ivalence that he wants to follow.” (1997: 26). It results from his attitude
that total equivalence is too difficult to realize and that a translator has to
give priority to some elements of the ST at the expense of the others.
| Theoretically speaking, the notion of hierarchy proposed by House seems to
resolve the matter. But, in practice, one of the question marks to emerge is
whether it is the text, the receiver or the translator that sets up the hierarchy
of demands? Evidently, the original producer, the translator and the receiver
cannot share the same priorities. Contrary to House, it is safe for not only
ﬂ:c translator but the text (original producer) and the receiver as well that

should set up this hierarchy of demands

Nida starts from his experience of translating the Bible and includes the
- recipient as a vital element in translation process. He breaks down
equivalence into two categories “formal equivalence” and “dynamic

equivalence”.

- Formal equivalence: Formal equivalence was an old issue of traditional
translation. “Formal equivalence focuses on the message itself, in both form
and content ... One is concerned that the message in the receptor Iaﬁguage
should match as closely as possible the different elements in the source
language.” (Nida 1964a: 159). As it appears here, the aim of formal
equivalence is to preserve as much as possible all the elements of the ST

form and content.
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Dynamic equivalence: A shift has occurred from the message to the
receiver who begins to be taken into consideration in the development of
what Nida calls “dynamic equivalence”. In Nida’s belief, this concept is
“therefore to be defined in terms of the degree to which the receptor’s
language responds in substantially the same manner as the receptors in the
source language. This response can never be identical, for the cultural and
historical settings are too different, but there should be a high degree of
equivalence of response, or translation will have failed to accomplish its
purpose.” (Nida 1969: 24). This excerpt spells out that, even though
receptor’s response is as important as the TT, the degree of the response to
the TT will not be identical to that of the ST.

Nevertheless, Nida wants to draw our attention to the fact that “It would
be wrong to think, however, that the response of the receptor in the second
language is merely in terms of comprehension of the information; fbr
communication is not merely information, it must also be expressive and
imperative.” (Nida 1969: 24). Information is, thus, not the only instigator of
recipient interest. Beside this, some critical studies have approved that
expressive elements as well have a great impact in creating a vivid
relationship between the text and the recipient. Nida refers to his experience
as a Bible translator to assert that “a translation of the Bible must not only
provide information which people can understand but must present the
message in such a way that people can feel its relevance.” (1969: 24). Once
this is done, the translator will achieve what Nida calles “imperative

function” in which the receptor enters in a dynamic relationship with the text.
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It 1s important to underline in this respect that imperative function is not
only relative to the sacred text, but to any text in which poetic language is
used. The relation between “expressive function’” and “imperative function”
can be summed up as follows: The more the expressive function is reduced,
the more the imperative function is weak, and the more the dynamic

equivalence is absent, the more the translation is unsuccessful.

Dickins finds the term “equivalence” useful “to avoid an absolutist
ambition to maximize sameness between ST and TT, in favour of a relativist
ambition to minimize difference: to look not for what is to be put into TT,
but for what one might save from ST.” (2002: 20). To elucidate Dickins’
point of view, it is useful as a preliminary step to make a distinction
between two kinds of languages: normal language and poetic language. The
former 1s generally used in scientific discourse and daily life, whereas the
latter is used in literary and religious texts. In a normal language, a
translator should minimize differences between the ST and the TT, while in
poetic language sameness should be maximized in the use of figurative
speech, connotative meaning, etc. Otherwise, the translator will miss the

objective to which ST was created.

It seems that by maximizing sameness we could achieve dynamic
equivalence. The following sample can illustrate clearly our purpose. The
English expression used by Hemingway in “The Old man and the Sea”
p.87 *“bad luck to your mother” is used to invoke death. If we adopt
equivalence as minimizing differences, the Arabic translation wil, be < sall

4de lead which will not render the real meaning of the ST. In this case, we



have to maximize sameness and the idiomatic translation to achieve that is
Slal Sl

It appears from this brief illustration that poetic language requires
special treatment to maintain the soul of the text and the effect on the
receptor. An ordinary translation would spoil and underminé the mood of
the literary text. The translator of a literary text should be concerned with

establishing equivalence, not of natural language, but of artistic procedures.

Sameness in translation cannot be achieved. This is stated by Bassnett as
she mentiones that “equivalence in translation...should not be approached
as a search for sameness; since sameness cannot even exist between two
versions of the same text, let alone between the SL and TL version.” (1991:
29). On the face of it, a dichotomy is set between the impossibility of
achieving sameness and maximizing it. But, on deeper scrutiny, it reveals
that maximizing sameness in poetic language points towards attaining
sameness as quality not quantity. Thus, sameness as quantity can never be
achieved even within one language let alone two different languages. But,
sameness as quality can be attained using compensatory means. In this case,
translation of a literary text should be more a recreation than a translation in

1ts strict sense.

8- Compensation

The notion of “compensation” implies the non-existence of perfect
translation, reflecting the loss to be compensated for in the TT. It “is a
technique in translation which involves making up for the loss of source text

effect by recreating a similar effect in the target text through means that are
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specific to the target language and/or text.” (Encyclopaedia of Translation
1998: 37). The translator has recourse to compensation to substitute the loss
that may occur in the TT and to cover aspects of loss in the areas of: culture,
meaning, syntax, phonetics, metaphor, simile, and so frth. The aim of
compensation is to create a balance between the ST and the TT. What is
seen as a “loss” in the ST may be a “gain” in the TT. But the subtlety in the
technique is how to compensate? Dickins sees that compensation “can never
" be considered in and for itself in isolation from other crucial factors:
context, style, genre, the purpose of the ST and TT.” (2002: 44). This means
- that all the internal and external factors of the text should be taken into
account in any compensation process; otherwise, the TT would appear alien

to the target culture.

Dickins describes the compensation process as “a matter of choice and
decision.” (2002: 49) and “a matter of conscious choice.” (2002: 49). The
mastery of both language and culture of ST and TT help the translator to
make the right choice and decision and allows him to create a logical thread

between the loss in ST and the gain in TT.

Kinds of Compensation

Researchers have classified compensation into four categories:

1- Compensation in kind: it involves the different linguistic devices
that “are employed in the target text in order to re-create an effect in the
source text.” (Encyclopaedia of Translation 1998: 38). According to Dickins
(2002: 44), compensation in kind can be applied at many levels including

the implicit, denotative meaning, rhythm, assonance and alliteration.
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2- Compensation in place: it takes place “where the effect in the target
text is at a different place from that in the source.” (Encyclopaedia of
Translation 1998: 38). It means that there is no correspondence in the TT or,
if it exists, it does not complete the same meaning. In this case, the
translator has to look for a word to compensate the meaning of the ST word.
Dickins (2002: 45) illustrates the idea by the following example <y lallS agé
3 e Bes Sy Laed) | If the word <u lie is translated by “devils™, it
would make nonsense in English. The word “naughty” is more appropriate

in this context.

3- Compensation by splitting: it occurs “where the meaning of a
source text word has to be expanded into a longer stretch of the target text.”
(Encyclopaedia of Translation 1998: 38). Dickins (2002: 38) illustrates this
kind of compensation by the following example (s a5 essy an
idiomatic translation into English would involve splitting the Arabic
adjective (#3324 into two adjectives. Thus, the translation will be

“overwhelming greed and extreme caution.”

4- Compensation by merging: it happens “where source text features
are condensed in the target text.” (Encyclopaedia of Translation 1998: 38).
Dickins (2002: 38) clarifies this type of compensation by the following
example uailly 8l (4 5 mas An appropriate translation into English
would merge the two words <w<ill 3 48 into one English word “straw mat”

instead of “straw and cane”.

However, one can wonder whether or not compensation as a technique
could cover everything in ST. It seems that, in any case, TT will never be

the same as ST. no matter how hard the effort is, there will be still
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something missing especially at the phonetic level as the following subtitle

explains in detail.
9- Translation and Phonetics

Phonetics is the science of sounds. But, there is a considerable lack as to
references about its possible link with, or theoretical contribution to,
translation. 1 think any interest in this promising field will help clarify the

role phonetics can play in the translation process.

According to phonetic theory (Delattre 1965, Fonagy 1983 and others),
speech is divided into two levels: segmental and suprasegmental or prosodic
features. The first category comprises consonants and vowels. The second

- one covers (stress, intonation, rhythm, pause, etc).

From a translation point of view, Dickins mentions these two levels
when he says: “It is virtually impossible to produce a TT that both sounds
natural and reproduces the prosodic characteristics of the ST.” (2002: 86). It
| is true from the perspective of oral translation that a translator cannot
produce phonetically a TT similar to the ST in both segmental and
suprasegmental features. But a deep analysis reveals that segniental units are
. translatable whereas prosodic ones are not. Obviously, ST and TT do not
- share the same monemes even if they share some of them; otherwise, .they
- would be one language. Translation is concerned with monemes rather than
isounds. However, the fact is that, phonetically, segmental features are
- classified as translatable such as ‘<8’ ‘to write’; there is always a way to

sort out any obstacle related to this level. The difficulty is in prosodic
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features which are phonetically classified as untranslatable. Prosodic
features are the ways of articulating any given language. Each language is
characterized by its own stress, intonation and rhythm, no matter what
attempts one makes, for instance, to translate a sentence expressing the
feeling of complaint, our translation will be only a translation of the
meaning of complaint and not the way of expressing this meaning. This
phonetic reality in translation is that prosodic features remain a specific
characteristic to each language in spite of some universal common

dominators between languages.

The aforementioned remarks pertain to oral translation. In translating
writing to speech, a translator has to transform non-verbal elements into
verbal ones. “The translator’s job ... is to select a written form which
suggests an intonation and a stress pattern which ensure that the TT
sentence has the same communicative purpose as its ST counterpart.”
(Dickins et al 2002: 87). This sounds as a translation within translation,
namely a transformation of graphic signs into verbal units so as to maintain
the communicative function. Dickins expands on the issue saying that “the
only ways of conveying intonation and stress in English writing are through
typography. The most popular typographical device is italics, but capitals or
bold type face are also sometimes used. None of these devices is widely
used in Arabic, and capitals do not exist. Sometimes, where punctuation and
typography cannot give the desired nuance, the translator has to resort to
adding explicit information about how the sentences are spoken, as in “she
exclaimed in surprise”, “she said angrily.” (Dickins et al 2002: 116). All the
devices suggested to sort out the prosodic problems are useful only in

conveying the meaning of any stress or intonation. Meanwhile, prosodic
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features such as the mode of articulation, melody, pitch and intonation

remain untranslatable and specific to each language.

The literary text, nonetheless, represents a subtle task for translation.
Fawcett emphasizes this in his assumption that “there are special sound
effects such as alliteration ... and assonance ... that can combine to special
effect ... it is for more important for the translation to be sensitive to sound
effects ... to judge to what extent the sound effect is intentional or
accidental, and finally to assess the likehood of its transfer to another

language; although not necessarily using the same sound.” (Fawcett 1997: 11).

The phonetic aspects such as assonance, alliteration and rhyme are
elements of the poetry of a literary text. The translation of these aspects
becomes more challenging especially when they are intentionally used.
Dickins has suggested some solutions to minimize this phonetic loss. He
thinks that “under such circumstances, it may be preferable to translate the
. 3348 into free verse or into a form of prose which maintains at least some
- prosodic and phonic features typical of poetry. It may also be possible to
compensate for some of the loss of metrical and rhyming features by careful
- use of vocabulary which belongs to an obviously poetic register, or which

has particularly appropriate connotations in the context in which it is used.”
(2002: 92).

It is clear that the phonetic aspect is very rich with many issues still
uncovered. A scientific understanding of the problem depends upon the

degree of translation openness towards phonetics.
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10- Denotative and connotative meaning

Some researchers believe that the basic element in translation is the
meaning. That is why they claim that “it is clearly necessary for translation
theory to draw upon a theory of meaning.” (Catford 1965: 35). Larson
makes it clear that “behind the surface structure is the deep structure, the
meaning. It is this meaning that serves as the base for translation into
another language.” (1984: 26). However important it is, there are other
levels of language that should be taken into account in any translation
process. Thus, any scientific theory of translation should draw upon an

interdisciplinary theory that includes the theory of meaning as well.

Denotative meaning: it is also called cognitive, propositional, and
literal. It means “the direct specific meaning of a word.” (Newmark 1986:
119). Denotative meaning refers “to meaning which is referential, objective
and cognitive and hence, the shared property of the speech community

which uses the language of which the word or sentence forms as part.” (Bell
1991: 98).

Synonymy and hyponymy fall under denotative meaning. In the
translation process, Dickins suggests that “when there is no full TL
synonymy for a given ST expression (e.g. uncle), the translator must look

for an appropriate TL hyperonym.” (2002: 55).

Connotative meaning: it “refers to meaning which is not referential but
associational, subjective and effective.” (Bell 1991: 99). For Newmark,
connotative meaning is that meaning of a particﬁlar word or word-group

which is based on the feelings and moral ideas it rouses in the transmitter or
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| receptor.” (1986: 119). Thus, connotative meaning is related to the
evocative and expressive properties of a word whereas denotative meaning

- 1s related to its conceptual content.

Implicit and explicit meaning are also other levels of semantic analysis
- and should be taken into account while rendering ST into TT. The concept
s indispensable to any interpretation of ST meaning; its absence “can give
mse to a wide range of misinterpretations; ambiguities can be resolved the
wrong way, metaphorical expressions can be missed, and so forth.” (Gutt
2000: 77). Context provides the translator with guidelines to choose the
might word for the meaning. A translator is not only concerned with the
explicit meaning. He has to convey the implicit meaning of the ST also.
“Reshuffling” is one approach among others to achieve that. Gutt proposes
pat the translator “can “reshuffle” the explicit and implicit assumption in
uch a way that will avoid conflict ... such “reshuffling” of information is,
fact, considered a legitimate part of “communicative” approaches to
anslation.” (Gutt 2000: 100). Not all hidden meaning is implicit. A
lator has to distinguish between what is really intended and what is not
ended by the author so as to create a balance between the implicit and the
explicit of ST. Gutt suggests in this respect that “the sum total of the
explicatures and implicatures of the translation must equal the sum total of

explicatures and implicatures of the original.” (Gutt 2000: 100).

However, in this light the translator is not given the green light to
write the ST to his wish. A translator “is not free to make in the text any
and all kinds of explanatory additions and/or expansions.” (Nida and Tabber
21969: 111). On the contrary, he has to keep the meaning and tone of the ST.
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Secomnd chapter

The Theory of metaphor

1- Western theory of metaphor
- Definition of metaphor
- Types of metaphor
2- Arabic theory of metaphor
- The question of pretence and transfer
- The question of simile and metaphor
- The question of structure and meaning
- The rationality of metaphor meaning
- Types of metaphor
3- Metaphor translation technicalities
- Newmark’s approach
- Dickins’ approach
-Evaluation of Newmark’s and Dickins’ approaches
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