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This paper provides a comparative analysis that maps out the various translation strategies 

employed by each translator to render the linguistic, cultural, and, therefore, the aesthetic context of 

the source text into the target text. As will be seen, Jabra, Amin and Mutran employ various sets of 

strategies to create a transparent text where the structures are as close as possible to those used by the 

target reader when using Modern Standard Arabic. On a structural level, the three translators tend to 

adhere to the sentence structure of the target language. Since Jabra’s, Mutran’s and Amin’s 

translation strategies depend on the type of the culture-specific item, this study argues that functional 

equivalence, literal translation, and domestication, or neutralization, are more or less the most 

common translation strategies employed by the three translators. These strategies are meant to 

achieve the linguistic, or the formal equivalence, maintaining the communicative function of the 

source text rather than preserving its cultural identity. 

 
Many of the figurative and dialectic expressions, idioms and collocations are translated 

employing strategies of literal translation and domestication into a non-figurative language. 

Therefore, many of the cultural-specific items in the source text become void of their aesthetic 

and cultural impact. Shakespeare’s opening scene reads as follows: 

 
First Witch: When shall we three meet again? 

 

In thunder, lightning, or in rain? 

 

Second Witch: When the hurly-burly’s done, 

 

When the battle’s lost, and won. 

 

Third Witch: That will be ere the set of sun. 

 

First Witch: Where the place? 

 

Second Witch: Upon the heath. 

 

Third Witch: There to meet with Macbeth. 
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I come, Graymalkin. First Witch: 

 

(Shakespeare & Braunmuller 102) 

 

Jabra translates this scene as follows: 

 

 متي نلتقي ثانية نحن الثالث 1:ساحرة 

 

 في رعود وبروق وأمطار كاللهاث؟

 

 حين يكف الهرج والمرج رعبا 2:ساحرة 

 

 ويمسي القتال خسرانا وكسبا.

 

 ذلك قبل مغيب الشمس حاصل. 3:ساحرة 

 

 أما المكان؟ 1:ساحرة 

 

 ففي القفراء ماثل. 2:ساحرة 

 

 حيث نلتقي بمكبث. 3:ساحرة 

 

 ي الشهباء، لبيك!قطت 1:ساحرة 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

)53( 

 

Amin translates the scene as follows: 

 

 : متي نلتقي نحن الثالثة مرة أخري؟ عند قصف الرعد، البرق أم هطول األمطار؟الساحرة األولي

 

 : حين تنتهي المعمعة وتسفر المعركة عن هزيمة وانتصار.الساحرة الثانية

 

 : سيكون ذلك قبل غروب الشمس وانقضاء النهار.ةالساحرة الثالث

 

 : وأين؟الساحرة األولي

 

 : في المرج يكون اللقاء.الساحرة الثانية

 

 : حيث نقابل مكبث.الساحرة الثالثة

 

 )25( : إني قادمة ايتها القطة جريمالكين.الساحرة األولي

 

Because Mutran translated his text from French, his opening scene differs from that of 

 

Jabra and Amin. However, the two samples above show clearly Jabra’s and Amin’s attempts to 

follow distinctively Shakespeare’s poetic lines. Jabra, being a poet himself, tends to use short 

 

 

3 



 
rhymed lines as possible. Jabra even added the Arabic simile “ثاهللاك” and the noun “ابعر” to keep 

the lines rhymed. In the light of Nida’s conception of “Formal Equivalence,” explained before, 

Jabra is much more concerned to achieve the same poetic effect on the Arabic reader, as does the 

original text. In other words, he translates verse into verse. Moreover, although Jabra’s extra 

words add more to the dramatic effect of the scene after the hard battle, they represent Jabra’s 

understanding of the process of translation, a process in which the translator allows himself to 

interfere with and modify the original text. 

 
Jabra’s cultural identity may be clearer in his translation of the word “Graymalkin” in 

Shakespeare’s text. This word is a cat’s name in the English culture. It is connected with witches and 

their evil deeds. Cats and other animals such as toads in the English culture may also represent 

incarnation of a demon or a disguised witch (Shakespeare & Braunmuller 103). Obviously, this 

cultural aspect does not exist as it is in the Arabic culture. Therefore, Jabra transferred the proper 

noun “Graymalkin” into the adjectival phrase “ءابهشلا يتطق”. On the other hand, Amin’s lines tend to 

be a little longer than Jabra’s. Although the lines are also rhymed, they are not as light as Jabra’s 

lines. However, Amin seems to be much more conservative with the original text. While he does not 

add extra elements that do not exist in the original text, his choice of words tends to deliver the 

dramatic effect as possible. The word “ةعمعملا” seems to be a clear example. As such, his translation 

shows commitment and faithfulness to the source text in its aesthetic and structural character. 

Therefore, it is worth re-mentioning that some linguistic elements are highly rooted in the source 

culture. A culture-specific item is “any object, idea or action that exists in the source culture but not 

in the target culture, or any such object, idea or action that exists differently in the target culture in 

usage, frequency or characteristics” (Deconinck et al. 183). 
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Culture-specific items then refer to various domains such as fauna, flora, food, work, 

clothing, religion, among others. It is worth mentioning that this study agrees with many cultural 

translation theorists that cross-culture translation inevitably results in cultural losses, especially 

when dealing with two distant cultures. Therefore, there are some problematic structures, 

idiomatic and culture-specific expressions that seem beyond translation by any strategies but 

literal translation and domestication strategies, which is seen distinctively in the three Arabic 

translations. The three Arabic translations are then “communicative” in nature, to use 

Newmark’s term. By “communicative” translation, Newmark refers to the translation that is 

targeted to communicate the content of the source so that the target reader does not encounter it 

as a “foreignized” text. The following excerpts also illustrate this point. 

 

First Witch: Where hast thou been, sister? 

 

Second Witch: Killing swine. 

 

Third Witch: Sister, where thou? 

 

First Witch: A sailor’s wife had chestnuts in her lap 

 

And munched, and munched, and munched. ‘Give me’, quoth I. 

 

‘Aroint thee, witch’, the rump-fed runnion cries. 

 

Her husband's to Aleppo gone, master o’th’Tiger: 

 

But in a sieve I’ll thither sail, 

 

And like a rat without a tail, 

 

I’ll do, I’ll do, and I’ll do. 

 

Second Witch: I'll give thee a wind. 

 

First Witch: Thou’rt kind. 

 

Third Witch: And I another. 
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First Witch: I myself have all the other, 

 

And the very ports they blow, 

 

All the quarters that they know 

 

I’th’shipman’s card. 

 

I’ll drain him dry as hay: 

 

Sleep shall neither night nor day 

 

Hang upon his penthouse lid; 

 

He shall live a man forbid. 

 

Weary sennights nine times nine, 

 

Shall he dwindle, peak, and pine. 

 

Though his bark cannot be lost, 

 

Yet it shall be tempest-tossed. 

 

Look what I have. (108 -112) 

 

Mutran translates the scene as follows: 

 

 من أين مجيئك يا أختي؟األولى: 

 

 كنت  أقت ل خنازير.الثانية: 

 

 وأنت يا أختي؟الثالثة: 

 

اعزبي يا ساحرة  »! قضم، تقضم، تقضم، فسألتها شيئًا منه فطردتني قائلةكانت امرأة مالح تحمل في حضنها كستناء، وت  األولى: 

قلعة «حلب  »إن زوجها قد سافرالي  « ربانًا بدجلة، سأركب الغربال ُم  ُُ ه،  ًُ ليكون   إليه، وسأعمل سحري كمايُ عملُ الفأر ناب 

 وهبتك ريحًا عاتية.الثانية: قرضًا، قرضًا، قرضًا. 

 لك الشكر.األولى: 

 

 وأنا أمنحك ريحًا ثانية.الثالثة: 
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سأدعه جافا كالتبن، ال  أما سائر الرياح فهن لي، كما أن لي مراسي السفن وسائر األماكن المرسومة في خرائط البحار.األولى: 

يع مكررة. تسع يعلق النوم ليالً وال نهارًا بأهداب جفنيه، حياته حياة الطريد المحروم يظل يضعف وينحف، ويذوب تسعة أساب

 (9)مرات يأبى القدر أن تغرق سفينته، ولكنها تستمر عرضة لألمواج بال انقطاع، انظري ما بيدي؟ 

Jabra translates the same scene as follows:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(57) 
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Amin translates the same scene as follows  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

(29) 

 

Although the three translations transfer the same content of the source text, linguistic and 

idiomatic expressions differ in each translation. Mutran’s and Amin’s translations are more 

concerned with the communicative meaning of the source text. This is obvious in translating the 

phrase “I’ll do” which is translated into the verb phrase “مضقأ” in Amin’s translation and “َاضرق” in 

Mutran’s while it is translated literally in Jabra’s translation into “لعفأس”. Jabra’s translation keeps the 

original reference impeded by the verb “do.” Instead of fixing its meaning as “مضقي” or “امضق”, the 

verb is translated by means of “formal” equivalence letting the target reader to infer 
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the referentiality of the verb. In Mutran’s and Amin’s translations, the target reader is much more 

helped by means of interpretation and paraphrasing. Therefore, they decided that the verb “do” 

refers to the verb which a rat does while eating. Moreover, Amin and Mutran translate the verb 

“munch” into “مضقت” while Jabra translates it into “غضمت”. These linguistic differences, 

although do not affect the general communicative message of the source text, indicate the 

cultural perspective of each translator and his interpretation of the overall textual structure. 

 

As such, some sort of linguistic loss is inevitable when translating between two languages 

belonging to distant cultures. This implied loss seems to maintain most of the characteristics that 

Newmark, in his About Translation (1991), assigns for that kind of text in which translation 

strategies are adopted to transfer the content, the message. In this sense, this study claims that the 

three translations are mostly “communicative” in nature. As put by Newmark, a 

“communicative” translation is mostly “reader-centered” since it neutralizes the target text for its 

target readers (10). A “communicative” translation also “adapts and makes the thought and 

cultural content of original more accessible to the reader” (11). In other words, it is “more 

natural, smoother, simpler, clearer, more direct, more conventional. Conforming to a particular 

register of language” (12). The following examples further support this claim. In these examples, 

the three translators distinctively deal with linguistic expressions that are highly rooted in 

culture. Therefore, they resort to simplification, alteration or omission and paraphrasing. 

 
ALL The weird sisters, hand in hand, 

 

Posters of the sea and land, 

 

Thus do go, about, about, 

 

Thrice to thine, and thrice to mine, 

 

And thrice again, to make up nine. 
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Peace, the charm’s wound up. 

 

. . . 

 

So withered and so wild in their attire, 

 

That look not like th’inhabitants o’th’earth, 

 

And yet are on’t? - Live you, or are you aught 

 

That man may question? You seem to understand me, 

 

By each at once her choppy finger laying 

 

Upon her skinny lips; you should be women, 

 

And yet your beards forbid me to interpret 

 

That you are so. (112) 

 

Jabra translates these lines as follows:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

(59) 
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As obvious, Jabra translates the phrase “The weird sisters” into “تاوخأ ردقلا” which 

indicates his tendency to neutralize the source cultural context into another supposedly 

equivalent context in the target culture. Shakespeare’s use of the word “weird” simply has some 

denotations and connotations. They have unfamiliar appearance since they have beards just like 

men. It also suggests and indicates the supernatural aspect of these sisters or strange women. 

They furthermore suggest the mysterious nature of Macbeth’s future. That is, their speeches are 

simply prophecies. Jabra’s translation employs the phrase “ردقلا تاوخأ” to simply equate the 

figurative and mythical context of the source expression. However, they do not connote neither 

the strange appearance of the “weird sisters” nor the prophetical nature of their speech. Thus, 

Jabra’s translation tends to adaptation, domestication, and neutralization as translation strategies 

that adapt to the original context. This is also apparent in his translation of the phrase “the 

charm’s wound up” into “ ةيقرلاف توتسا” in which the original word “charm” is replaced by a 

religiously-oriented word “ةيقر” which connotes a different meaning in the target culture. 

 
Therefore, Jabra’s translation suffers from some kind of cultural loss, that is, the cultural 

context in the source text, which refers to elements of superpower, magic, and prophetic speech, 

differs from that of the target text. The kind of linguistic and cultural losses here could be called 

“modified loss” (Al-Masry 85). Cultural loss occurs when the target language/culture has 

equivalent idiomatic expressions similar to that of the source language/culture. Modified loss, as 

the term indicates, affects the cultural structure of the source text. In other words, it modifies the 

cultural context but preserves the linguistic and communicative aspects of the text. Amin’s 

translation is similar to that of Jabra’s. Amin translates the same lines as follows: 
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(30) 

 

Like Jabra, Amin translates “weird sisters” into “ردقلا تاوخأ” applying the same translation 

strategies to maintain the mythical and supernatural effect of the source text. However, unlike 

Jabra, Amin translates the phrase “posters of the sea and land” into “ضرلااو رحبلا عرذن” which 

preserves the linguistic meaning of the original which indicates moving quickly through seas and 

lands. However, Amin chooses the word “ةذيوعت” as an equivalent to the word “charm.” As such, 

Amin’s translation seems more faithful to the source context than Jabra’s who transferred the 

context through adaptation, neutralization, and domestication. However, Mutran translates the 

phrase “The weird sisters” into “تارحاسلا” by which he seems to be much more preserving to the 

source text since this Arabic word connotes superpower and mythical character. Mutran 

translates the previous excerpt as follows: 
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(10) 

 

As obvious, Mutran’s translation seems to be more elliptic than Amin’s and Jabra’s. Again, this 

is because Mutran’s translated Macbeth from a French text. 

 

As such, literal translation, formal equivalence, and domestication strategies neutralize 

the text for its reader. The three translations distinctively seem to be mostly concerned with the 

message, the content, of the source text. Here, cultural loss only stands out if the text is translated 

back into standard Arabic. In other words, translating literary and metaphoric language is at best 

preserved if the message is transferred literally. That is, losing the cultural aspect in culturally 

idiomatic expressions are inevitable. In this sense, Jabra’s, Amin’s and Mutran’s translations are 

much understood in light of Even-Zohar’s theory of translation which conceives of literature as a 

whole. In his mapping of the Polysystem Theory in his Papers in Historical Poetics (1978), 

Even-Zohar argues that it is more convenient to take all sorts of literary and semi-literary texts as 

a polysystem. As he puts it: 

 

. . . the code of translated literature may be enriched and become more flexible . 

. . not only is the socio-literary status of translation dependent upon its position 

within the polysystem but . . . phenomenon whose nature and borders are given 

once and for all, but an activity dependent on the relations within a certain 

cultural system. (27) 
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For Even-Zohar, the internal relations among systems are constrained by the larger socio-

cultural system. In other words, the literary polysystem is influenced by other socio-cultural co-

systems, such as politics, religion, and socio-economics (Gambier & Doorslaer 337). This 

justifies the different linguistic structures employed by each translator to transfer the same source 

text. That is, the three translations in this study represent three different interpretations of the 

same source text which is due to the cultural difference of each translator. Even-Zohar’s 

functionalist model offers a flexible framework for the study of translation, especially the 

translation of literature. It rejects determining in advance what a translation is or should be 

(Makaryk 53). Nor does it determine to what extent a translation has to correspond to the original 

text. Therefore, Jabra, Amin and Mutran often resort to omission and paraphrasing to deal with 

problematic linguistic structures, especially those which are culture-specific. For the polysystem 

theory, a translation is assessed in terms of its success in innovating or preserving the literary, 

and therefore, cultural system. 

 
As seen in the excerpts above, all of the Arabic translations more or less succeed in 

preserving the literary and cultural systems of the source text. As such, literary translation 

occupies a unique position since it functions as an in-between ground for two cultures. It has the 

potential to demonstrate characteristics of the source culture, as well as that of the target culture. 

Mediating two cultures by means of translation is also obvious in the following excerpts: 

 
MACBETH Stay, you imperfect speakers. Tell me more. 

 

By Finel’s death, I know I am Thane of Glamis, 

 

But how of Cawdor? The Thane of Cawdor lives 

 

A prosperous gentleman, and to be king 

 

Stands not within the prospect of belief, 
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No more than to be Cawdor. Say from whence 

 

You owe this strange intelligence, or why 

 

Upon this blasted heath you stop our way 

 

With such prophetic greeting? Speak, I charge you. (114) 

 

Jabra’s translation tends to be linguistically oriented. That is, it is faithful to the linguistic 

structures of the source text. He translates the previous lines as follows: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

(60) 

 

Jabra’s translation employs a hermeneutic approach of translation in which he interprets 

the source text and renders his interpretation within the linguistic structure of the target text. 

However, his translation seems more or less verbose. This is obvious in his “  روظنم يف لعجأ نأو

 Mutran translates .”قعاوصلاب ةرطمملا ةلافلا“ as well as ”ردوك ريمأ ينوك دعب ٌديعب ،ًاكلم يتروريص قدصلا

the same lines as follows: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

(11) 
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Mutran also tends to adopt a hermeneutic approach. He translates the phrase “imperfect speakers” 

into “ريداقملا ريمض يف امع حاصفإ ريغب قطاونلا” by which he adds extra linguistic structures by means of 

paraphrasing in order to maintain the textual coherence of the target text. As such, metaphoric language is 

elusive in translation since they are open to interpretation. The hermeneutic approach is also apparent in 

interpreting the word “prosperous.” While Jabra translates it literally 

 
as “معنتم”,ً Mutran translates it as “هرهد نم لابقإ يف” which is translated in terms of age or health. 

 

Amin translates the same lines as follows:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(32) 

 

Amin’s translation is much more concentrated and direct. His interpretation of the word 

“prosperous” attests to its formal meaning indicating wealth. 

 
As such, the three pieces of translation tend to adhere to the receiving cultural norms 

foregrounding naturalness of expression and style at the expense of preserving the linguistic 

information in the source text. As put by Nida, in his Contexts in Translating (2002), in a successful 

translation “biculturalism is even more important than bilingualism since words only have meanings 

in terms of the cultures in which they function” (82). Moreover, it is obvious that conveying the 

communicative aspect of the text is much easier than preserving its cultural identity. Nord, in his, 

Translating as a purposeful activity: functionalist approaches (2014), perfectly refers 
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to this issue explaining that “cultural gaps between the source language and the target language 

have always turned to be a hard nut for translators to crack” (34). 

 

Therefore, cultural translation involves the translation of linguistic items with regard to 

the wider sphere of culture. Therefore, the translator should consider not only meaning 

equivalents, but he also should go deep into higher semantic and contextual levels. As put by 

Lefevere, in his essay “Translation: Its Genealogy in the West” (1990), “language is not the 

problem” but the “cultural elements that are not immediately clear, or seen as completely 

misplaced in what would be the target culture version of the text to be translated” (26). However, 

it is also important to refer to the relativity of the notion of “cultural loss” since, as Bassnett has 

emphasized, the “exact reproduction [of the source text] is impossible, since the worlds in which 

the original text and its translations are produced are inevitably different worlds” (1). In this 

regard, Evan-Zohar further highlights the intricate nature of the process of translation in terms of 

culture. As he points out, translation is not “a phenomenon whose nature and borders are given 

once and for all, but an activity dependent on the relations within a certain cultural system” (qtd. 

in Eysteinsson & Weissbort 434). The following excerpts are a case in point: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

(142) 
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In translating this excerpt, each translator interprets its structure differently. They also 

differ in their chosen vocabulary which reflects the fact that their translations are mainly reader-

centered and communicative in nature. That is, the three translations seek to transfer the verbal 

signs of the source text preserving its supposedly intended meaning. Jabra translates these lines 

as follows: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

(82) 

 

Jabra’s translation attempts to keep the poetic character of the source text present in the target 

text. It also interferes with translation by means of interpretation. This is obvious in Jabra’s 

translation of the phrase “Which gives the stern’st good-night. He is about it” into “ بهرأ ةئراق ملاسلا”. 

As such, Jabra dissolves the idiomatic expression into its extra-linguistic elements. In other words, 

this linguistic structure has a cultural aspect. At the time of the play, those who are condemned to 

death were to be visited by “bellmen” at the night of their execution as the last good night because 

they will be executed in the morning. Here, the sound of the owl, which is the sound of ill-omen, is 

compared to the sound of the bell. Jabra then does not translate the idiomatic expression literally. 

However, he resorts to the “dynamic” equivalence to preserve both the linguistic and cultural aspects 

of the source structure. In terms of what theorist Sanchez addresses 
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as the “cultural” equivalence, Jabra’s translation cannot achieve the “cultural” equivalence since 

this “last goodnight” does not exist in the Arabic culture. Therefore, Jabra tended to preserve the 

linguistic and cultural significance of the source text which leads to inevitable misalignment in 

the semiotic aspect of the target text. 

 
The target reader has to know about this cultural information to grasp the analogy between 

the owl’s shrieking sound and the sound of the bill. That is why Jabra provides his translation with 

footnotes to explain these extra-linguistic elements facilitating the process of experiencing the source 

culture. However, Jabra’s translation here is somewhat ambiguous. In the phrase “ لوغشم هنا اهب”, it is 

not clear what is meant by this use of pronouns. this ambiguity is due to the literal translation. That 

is, instead of transferring the communicative or verbal message of the source text, Jabra transfers the 

source structure literally and linguistically. This is not the case in Mutan’s and Amin’s translations in 

which they seem to grasp the fact that “he” in this context refers to the man hired by lady Macbeth to 

poison the guards and kill the king. Mutran’s translation, on the other hand, is much more leaning to 

a hermeneutic approach of translation in terms of the linguistic and semantic structures of the source 

text. He translates the same lines as follows: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

(23) 

 

Mutan’s translation seems to fail to grasp the extralinguistic element of the source idiomatic 

expression. He translates the phrase “the fatal bellman” as “ قيعنمؤشملا رحاسلا  ” which does not 

correlate with the original cultural context since the “bellman” is just a guard who visits the 
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condemned in their last night before their death in the morning. However, he also approaches the 

idiomatic expressions of the source text differently. Mutran translates the idiomatic expression 

“That death and nature do contend about them, / Whether they live, or die” into “  وسيلو ءايحأ مهف

 by which Mutran’s translation preserves the linguistic meaning but not the same verbal ”ءايحأب

signs. This is also clear in his translation of the phrase “What hath quenched them, hath given me 

fire” into “ينضهنأ مهدعقأ يذلاو” which does not follow the same verbal sign of the original but 

preserves the communicative aspect of the text. 

 
That is, it transfers the linguistic message of the original without necessarily adhering to 

formal equivalence. in this sense, Mutran’s translation here prefers applying the notion of 

“dynamic” equivalence. Amin translates these lines as follows: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(52) 

 

In this translation, Amin employs his interpretation to overcome any ambiguity that 

might stem from the use of pronouns in the source text. He translates “what quenched them” into 

 by which he refers to the drink in which the hired man by lady Macbeth put ”لئاسلا امهدمخأ يذلا “

the poison. Also, in his translation of the analogous expression “It was the owl that shrieked, the 

fatal bellman” into “لجلاا لولحب رذني ليللاب توملا سوقانك” which preserves the linguistic and 

communicative message of the source. The following examples further illustrate this point: 

 
FIRST WITCH Thrice the brindled cat hath mewed. 
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SECOND WITCH Thrice and once the hedge-pig whined. 

 

T H I R D W I T C H Harpier cries, “Tis time, 'tis time.' 

 

FIRSTWITCH 

 

Round about the cauldron go; 

 

In the poisoned entrails throw. 

 

Toad, that under cold stone 

 

Days and nights has thirty-one 

 

Sweltered venom sleeping got, 

 

Boil thou first i'th'charmèd pot. 

 

ALL Double, double toil and trouble; 

 

Fire burn, and cauldron bubble. 

 

SECOND WITCH 

 

Fillet of a fenny snake, 

 

In the cauldron boil and bake: 

 

Eye of newt, and toe of frog, 

 

Wool of bat, and tongue of dog, 

 

Adder's fork, and blind-worm's sting, 

 

Lizard's leg, and howlet's wing, 

 

For a charm of powerful trouble, 

 

Like a hell-broth, boil and bubble. (190) 

 

This excerpt demonstrates the poetic and metaphoric language of Shakespeare which 

represents a difficult task in translation. Each translator distinctively attempts to grasp the poetic 
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character of the original. Both Amin and Jabra employ a poetic language that parallels the source 

text. However, they both use different linguistic structures. Amin’s translation is as follows: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

(93) 

 

Amin and Jabra translate the name of the animal “hedge-pig” differently. Although this 

does not affect the overall meaning of the source text, it does confirm this study’s argument that 

the individual cultural identity of each translator affects the choice of lexicons and syntax by 

each translator. The two poetic lines by Amin show his faithful attitude toward the nature of the 

source text. Amin translates Shakespeare’s poetic language into equivalent poetic lines that 

rhyme together. However, the poetic lines in Amin’s translation maintains the communicative 

message of the source. In other words, it is not a word-for-word translation, however, it is a 

translation that maintains both the “dynamic” and “cultural” equivalences. Jabra translates the 

same lines as follows: 
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(117) 

 

As obvious, both Amin and Jabra use different vocabulary that does not necessarily 

parallel that of the source text. However, it maintains the same verbal message. These 

translations just put the target reader as their main interest. As Anthony Pym emphasizes, the 

role of the translator is intercultural. In his Translation and text transfer: An essay on the 

principles of intercultural communication (1992), Pym describes translators as intermediary or 

in-between cultures. He also views culture as a constantly moving and changing entity or “a fact 

of frontier” (14). That is, it takes place at the intersection of cultures. Therefore, translation is 

“substantially conditioned by cultural discrepancies. But cultural diversity is only one side of the 

coin; the other side comprises the universal categories of culture” (Sakellario 566). Then, a 

translator of literary texts has to study as much about literature, in both source and target 

cultures, as those who translate technical or non-literary texts study science theories (Lefevere 

30). Hatim and Mason also underline the cultural aspect of translation. They extend their account 

to include the individual cultural identity of the translator. 
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In other words, they explain that the difference in the cultural background of translators is 

one of the most influential factors that lead to variations in translating the same text. That is, 

different translations exist for the same text. Hatim and Mason argue that 

 
The translator has not only a bilingual ability but also a bi-cultural vision. 

Translators mediate between cultures (including ideologies, moral systems and 

socio-political structures), seeking to overcome those incompatibilities which 

stand in the way of transfer of meaning. What has value as a sign in one culture 

community may be devoid of significance in another and it is the translator who 

is uniquely placed to identify the disparity and seek to resolve it. (224) 

 
In short, the three translations of Shakespeare’s Macbeth tend to adhere to the cultural, 

stylistic, and linguistic norms of the receiving culture. In so doing, they depend mostly on 

neutralizing the cultural information impeded in the source text. As have been analyzed, the most 

dominant translation strategies applied by the three translators are literal translation, functional 

or formal equivalence, neutralization, paraphrasing, omission, and domestication strategies. As 

Venuti explains, in the second chapter, domestication characterizes a type of translation in which 

the translator adopts a normative and transparent style in order to minimize the foreignness or the 

strangeness of the source text for target-culture readers. The aesthetic impact of the target text 

upon its readers differs greatly from that of the source text upon its readers. It is worth 

mentioning that this study perceives the concept of “cultural loss” as a label for the inevitable 

inequivalent items between two distant cultures, such as Arabic and English. Therefore, the label 

does not necessarily connote a negative judgment on the three translations. 

 
The three translations, then, all contribute to the scholarly interest in the Shakespearean 

metaphoric language in general and consequently in the acquaintance with the main sources and 
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tools of literary referencing as well as the wide critical credit of translating Shakespeare into 

Arabic within the framework of accuracy, cultural sensitivity and the linguistic and literary 

excellence shown in their attentiveness to the component of imagery. The translators, Khalil 

Mutran, Jabra Ibrahim Jabra, and Husayn Ahmed Amin, all have certain commonalities in 

approaching Macbeth. As have been seen in the text analysis, they all tend to favor a target-

reader-oriented approach in translating Macbeth. That is, they use various translation strategies, 

such as literal translation, paraphrasing, omission, domestication, and “formal” equivalence, to 

fit the target text into the cultural context of the Arabic reader. Therefore, the three translations 

have resorted to altering the source text on both a linguistic and a cultural level. This does not 

mean that the three translations have failed in achieving the cultural equivalent of the source text. 

However, their translation strategies favored the linguistic approach of translation as a result of a 

tendency of faithfulness to the source text. 

 
As such, the linguistic and textual approaches to translation are not sufficient in covering 

all aspects of the process of translation (Károly 10). However, these approaches tend to claim a 

scientific endeavor in order to arrive at an “objective” theory of translation. Therefore, linguists 

based their theories largely on the notion of “equivalence” (Tabakowska 1). In this regard, the 

process of translation is seen as a transfer of linguistic data, a transcoding process between two 

different linguistic systems (Shreve & Angelone 86). Hence, these linguistic approaches 

privileged “langue” or the written system of language over “parole” or language in actual use 

(Kenny 4). In other words, linguistic approaches seem to have tended to establish objective and, 

therefore, scientific criteria for translation, depending on the assumption that different linguistic 

systems have common universals. However, these linguistic approaches are not completely 
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reliable in rendering other non-linguistic aspects, or extra-linguistic features, such as cultural, 

semiotic, social, and historical aspects (Palumbo 123). 

 

Opponents of these linguistic-oriented approaches claim that the linguistic system of a 

language is not separated from the wider cultural context. Language is seen as a product of 

culture, which reflects the different dimensions of that culture. In literary translation, the cultural 

aspect of translation is much more significant since any literary text necessarily reflects many 

aspects and features of the culture to which it belongs. Some of these features are highly culture-

specific. This means that the translator’s strategies in translating such culture-specific features 

are required to maintain the same content, rhetorical significance, and form, among other aspects 

of the literary text. However, some of these features are difficult and even sometimes impossible 

to render in the target culture, hence the problem of untranslatability. In this sense, the process of 

translation is seen as a transference of culture, rather than merely its linguistic system. It then 

follows that the translator’s task is not simply transferring objective or universal linguistic data 

or equivalent units from the source text into the target text. Rather, the translator mediates 

between two cultures (Trosborg 48). 

 
Conclusion 

 

As a literary text, Macbeth represents a difficult task in translation. This is simply 

because imagery and metaphor are deeply rooted in the cultural context of a language. Rendering 

the same cultural equivalent is not always possible. The three translators employ specific 

translation strategies, such as literal translation, domestication, paraphrasing, omission, and 

formal equivalence. Generally, linguistic and cultural differences always exist among languages. 

In translation, these differences gain much more significance if the target and source languages 

belong to distant cultures, as is the case between Arabic and English. Such linguistic and cultural 
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differences, consequently, affect the process of translation since they govern the translator’s 

choice of words and structures to reach the most possible linguist, semantic, textual and cultural 

equivalent. 

 

Jabra, Mutran, and Amin often resort to literal translation, domestication, and 

paraphrasing. Yet, Jabra is generally credited with his accurate translation of Shakespeare into 

Arabic employing the adaptation strategies to emphasize the form as well as the content of the 

source text. Mutran and Amin have also achieved an accurate representation of the form and 

content, as well as the aesthetic function, of the source text. They attempted to transfer the 

images of the source text and to render the specific details beyond expressions as creatively and 

as coherently as possible. Unlike Jabra, Mutran and Amin have shown some more flexibility in 

rendering the cultural and metaphoric items of the source text taking into account their 

appropriateness to the target culture and target readers. 
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