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Translating offensive Items, Taboo Words
and Expressions in Two Selected Translations of
Naguib Mahfouz's Zugaq Al-Midaqq
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Translating offensive Items, Taboo Words and
Expressions in Two Selected Translations of Naguib
Mahfouz's Zugag Al-Midaqq
e Abstract
This study is concerned with investigating the

domestication and foreignization procedures, couplets, triplets and
quadruples employed by two distinctive translators of Naguib
Mahfouz's Zugaq Al-Midaqqg; namely: Le Gassick's (Mldag Alley)
(1975) and Davies' (Mldaq Alley) (2011). This study aims at
investigating and determining through a comparative quantitative
qualitative analysis which TT succeeded in delivering the intended
meaning of the concerned types of offensive language, taboo
words, swear words, profanity language, derogatory words and
expressions, and which TT is more faithful to the ST culture
without causing unfamiliarity to the TT audience who have a
different cultural background from the ST. accordingly, this study
is based on applying Newmark's (2001) model of translation
procedures and Venuti's (2004) model of domestication and
foreignization to both determine the procedures, couplets, triplets
and quadruples employed by each translator for rendering
elements of offensive language, taboo words, swear items,
derogatory words and expressions which are related to debatable
thorny topics including familial rebellion, violence, hatred, marital
treachery, impudent behaviors, prostitution, poverty, and death.
The sample of the study consists of (120) words and expressions
that belong to the main category of social life, social concepts,
habits, customs, attitudes, social gestures and beliefs based on
Newmark's (2001) taxonomy of cultural-specific items and
expressions.
o Key words:

Taboo words, offensive language, derogatory expressions,
procedures, couplets, cultural faithfulness, semantic consistency,
intended meaning
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1. Introduction

Because of being a socially-oriented novel that depicts the
lives of social classes through highlighting the sense of prejudice
and hatred between divergent social classes in the Egyptian
society and because of being a novel full of controversial issues
such as forbidden love, brazen behavior, jealousy, envy, critical
debatable situations between spouses and above all because of
witnessing and reflecting the social transformations that hit the
Egyptian society particularly after WWII aftermath and after
being total occupied by Great Britain, Naguib Mahfouz's Zugaq
Al-Midaqq is full of cases and elements that belong to offensive
language, swear words, taboo words and expressions,
dysphemistic words, derogatory words and expressions. This is in
addition to being full of a plethora of profanity language elements
and expressions. Such cultural elements are both culturally-bound
and phrasal idiomatic expressions that should be -carefully
translated particularly when translating between two languages
belonging to two asymmetrical cultures such as the case when
translating from Arabic into English and vice versa.

Domestication and foreignization are two main strategies
for translation and are proposed by Venuti (1995) for rendering
cultural elements which seem problematic when translating
between two languages belonging to divergent socio-cultural
norms and to divergent linguistic systems.

2. The Purpose of the Study
The objectives of this study could be proposed as the
following:

(1) Identifying and classifying elements of offensive language,
profane and taboo words, swearing items, diminutives,
derogatory words and expressions found in Naguib
Mahfouz’s Zugaq Al-Midaqg.

(2) Determining and evaluating the translation procedures
employed by Le Gassick and Davies in transferring such
cultural references and expressions in the translated
versions of the novel according to Newmark’s (2001)
proposed translation procedures.
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(3)Applying  Venuti's notions of domestication and
foreignization to determine the extent to which each
translator has domesticated or foreignized the ST in this
respect, and its effect on the quality of the translation?

(4) Determining who of the two concerned translators was able
to preserve aspects of the ST, so as to authentically reflect
the local color of the Egyptian community of the ST into
the TTs.

(5) Determining to what extent the concerned translators could
use both domestication and foreignization mixed
procedures to translate particular elements of offensive
language, profane and taboo words, swearing items,
diminutives, derogatory words and expressions mentioned
in the ST.

(6) Pinpointing which one of the two TTs is more cultural
consistent and closer to the ST and which one is more
adaptable to the TL culture.

3. The Significance of the Study

The study attempts to add to the field of literary translation
through applying Newmark’s (2001) taxonomy of translation
procedures and Venuti's (2004) taxonomy of domestication and
foreignization on two Arabic-English translations of Naguib
Mahfouz’s Zugaq Al-Midaqqg to indicate to what extent the ST
(Zugag Al-Midaqq) is one of the Egyptian novels that requires
being both faithful to the culture of the ST and to be linguistically
and pragmatically accurate when rendering the numerous
elements offensive language, swear words, taboo words and
expressions, dysphemistic words, derogatory words and
expressions that reflect the Egyptian culture in the ST.

4. The Literature Review
vér
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Zhuo (2022) conducted a study for pinpointing the
domestication and foreignization procedures which are used for
translating network catchwords. This study indicated that both
strategies should be used for translating internet catchwords but
this study gives preference to using domestication particularly for
rendering catchwords from English to Chinese and vice versa.
Meanwhile, this study indicated that foreignization should not be
totally ignored as a translation strategy for translating network
catchwords. The reason for that perspective is that domestication
Is a translation strategy that could be used to lessen the cultural
gap between the ST and the TT. Accordingly, foreignization could
be used as a supplementary translation strategy that helps in
maintaining the cultural flavor the ST in the TT. This study found
out that domestication has superiority over foreignization for
translating network catchwords as “Domestication dissolves cross-
cultural conflicts, provides a broader space for translators to better
understand the source language, and achieves the best effect of
cross-cultural communication.” (p. 63). Finally, it was found out
that it is necessary for translators of network catchwords to make
balance between employing domestication and foreignziation as
they are not totally binary opposites but the two strategies of
translation complement each other for overcoming the cultural
difficulties of translating internet catchwords.

Youssef and Albarakati (2023) investigated the strategies
implemented for translating culture-specific metaphors on taboo
in the English version of Abdo Khal's (2011) "Tarmy Besharar"
through comparing between such metaphors in the ST and in its
English translation titled "Throwing Sparks" translated by both
Maia Thabet and Michael Scott (2014). This study tackled
rendering such culture-specific metaphors on taboos through
proposing a model to improve translating culture-specific
metaphors related to four types of taboo; namely: sex,
homosexuality, poverty and slavery (p. 1404). This study also
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introduces the Triangle of culture-specific metaphors on taboos
(TCMT) (p. 1405). The study found out that the techniques
adopted for rendering culture-specific metaphors on taboos are:
(1) preserving the metaphor in case of the TT readers' ability to
grasp its intended meaning, (2) changing the metaphor through
means of explicating it in case of the TT readers' cultural and
semantic inability to understand it and (3) "demetaphorizing a
metaphor when the topic is not realized as a taboo in the TL
culture (p. 1404). Moreover, this study proposed solutions for
rendering culture-specific metaphor particularly religious ones as
literally translating such metaphors could result in having absurd
Images causing a semantic loss in the TT (p. 1410). Thus, this
study scope is partially similar to the scope of the current study as
both are concerned with investigating the intertwined relationship
between metaphors as cultural-bound and fixed idiomatic
expressions, culture, translation, cultural background, taboos,
cultural awareness and creativity. This study found out that
metaphors could also be used as euphemizing means to avoid
mentioning taboo words and expressions directly in both the ST
and the TT. This study also concluded that domesticating such
types of culture-specific metaphors is the most preferable
technique of translation through changing the metaphor type and
through demetaphorizing such cultural-bound and fixed idiomatic
expressions. Also, the study found out that explication of
metaphors is another means to make them more comprehensible
to the TT audience. The study recommended some solutions for
communicatively translating culture-specific metaphors on taboos
through employing functional equivalence as a procedure of
domestication. Finally, this study recommends continuing
research in this interdisciplinary fields of intercultural and
translation studies.
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Mudawe (2024) tackled the Arabic translation and
subtitling of cultural-bound expressions mentioned in the English
sitcom Friends TV series. This study is mainly based on a
hypothesis that both understanding and misunderstanding the
meaning of cultural-bound expressions could affect the quality of
the subtitling process. This study also investigated the challenges
of subtitling such cultural-bound expressions into Arabic and it
endeavored to determine the impact of applying Pederson's (2005)
model of subtitling procedures and strategies on overcoming
problems related to subtitling from English into Arabic.
Accordingly, this study adopted a corpus-based approach that
relied on Pederson's model. The main focus of this study is
tackling the Arabic subtitling of cultural expressions and elements
including elements of pop culture, idioms and phrases. This study
found out that idiomaticity of English culture-bound structures
and expressions in Friends correlates with the difficulty of their
rendering into Arabic. Moreover, it concluded that Pederson's
(2005) taxonomy of subtitling procedures and techniques is very
applicable and useful for investigating and handling difficulties
faced in subtitling comic media discourse. This study also asserted
that the adopted framework (i.e. Pederson's (2005) model) is very
practical in filling the gap when translating between two
heterogeneous languages belonging to two asymmetrical cultures
such as the case when subtitling from English to Arabic.
Additionally, this study found out that "ambiguity and sometimes
absurdity of cultural representation in various audiovisual
products significantly widen the gap between the two cultures™ (p.
224). This study also pointed out that "technology has drastically
tapered the gap through broad exposure to audiovisual products,
contributing to the intensifying of cultural awareness among Arab
viewers" (p. 224). Finally, this study recommended doing further
empirical studies through tackling problems of subtitling between
two heterogeneous languages and through employing other
models of subtitling strategies and procedures.
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5. Methodology and Framework
5.1. Newmark’s Approach of Translation Procedures
(1) Literal translation

Newmark stressed that literal translation could be described
as a scale that “ranges from one word to one word translation, one
group to one group translation, one collocation to one collocation
translation, one clause to one clause translation to one sentence to
one sentence translation” (1988, p. 69). Thus, literal translation is
a translation procedure that operates at the word level, the
sentence level and the textual level.

(2) Transference

According to Newmark, transference is “the process of
transferring an SL word to a TL text as a translation procedure”
(1988, p. 82). In the same vein, Newmark pointed out that
“transference relates to the conversion of different alphabets”
(1988, p. 82). Therefore, the word transferred becomes a ‘loan
word’. Thus, transference includes both transliteration and
transcription.

Naturalization

As a procedure for translation, Newmark pointed out that
naturalization “succeeds transference and adapts the SL word first
to the normal pronunciation, then to the normal morphology
(word-forms) of the TL” (1988, p. 82).

(3) Cultural equivalence
Newmark indicated that cultural equivalence as a procedure
for translation is “an approximate translation where a SL cultural
word is translated by a TL cultural word” (pp. 82-83).

(4) Functional equivalence

Functional equivalence as a procedure for translating
cultural-specific items requires “using a culture-free word,
sometimes with a new specific term; it therefore neutralizes or
generalizes the ST word; and sometimes add a particular one in
the TT” (Newmark, 1988, p. 83).
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(5) Descriptive equivalence

As the term suggests, descriptive equivalence as a
procedure for translating cultural-specific items requires the
translator to add some descriptions and explanations to clarify the
meaning to the TT audience. Therefore, cultural equivalence
means “using several TL words in order to give a descriptive
equivalent to the CSI of the SL” (Newmark, 1988, p. 84). As one
of translation procedures proposed by Newmark, descriptive
equivalence could sometimes be very practically useful when
translating between two divergent languages such as the case
when translating from Arabic into English.

(6) Synonymy
According to Newmark, synonymy as a procedure for
translation, means “using a near TL equivalent to an SL word in
context, where a precise equivalent may or may not exist in the
TL” (1988, p. 84).

(7) Through-translation
Through-translation means “the literal translation of
common collocation, names of organizations, the components of
compounds or perhaps phrases” (Newmark, 1988, p. 84). In the
same vein, Newmark stressed that “through-translation should be
used only when they are already recognized terms™ (1988, p. 85).

(8) Shifts or Transpositions
Based on Catford’s (1965) term (i.e. translation shift) and
Vinay and Darbelnet’s (1995) term (i.e. transposition), Newmark
pointed out that this translation procedure “involves a change in
the grammar from SL to TL” (1988, p. 85). In this regard,
Newmark distinguished between four main types of shifts as
indicated below:

A) Change in the grammar due to the grammatical difference
between the ST and the TT, for example, 1)abL Alad ~ai il
— He succeeded distinctively.
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B) Change in the grammatical structure of the SL because of
the lack of this grammatical construction in the TL, for
example, sl adadia saa 4l —5 He is exceptionally famous.

C) The third type of shift is adopted when literal translation of
the SL is grammatically possible, but the sound is awkward
in the TL, for example, _:siSl a3 daia b 25edl o3 il
2 VAVY — The Jews were defeated the most brutal defeat in
the war of October 1973 (awkward literal translation), but
“The Jews were drastically defeated in October 1973 war”
Is much more accurate and acceptable.

D) The fourth type of shift is used when replacing the ST
grammatical construction with a lexical construction in the
TL, for example, <&l Yl g4 ¥ Ly — undoubtedly. (1988,
p. 86, the researcher’s examples).

(9) Modulation

As the term denotes, modulation as a translation procedure,
is related to modality and perspective. Thus, Newmark pointed out
that modulation occurs where “there is a variation through a
change of viewpoint, or perspective and very often a category of
thought” (1988, p. 88). Similarly, Daghoughi and Hashemian
(2016) indicated that “modulation occurs when the translator
produces the message of the original text in the TL text in
accordance with the current norms of the TL, because the SL and
the TL may be different in perspective” (p. 173).

Moreover, Munday (2016) pointed out that there are several

types of modulation as proposed by Vinay and Darbelnet (1995,
pp. 246-255) as indicated below:

(1) abstract <> concrete or particular < > general

(2) effect <> cause or cause < > effect

(3) whole <> part or part <> whole

(4) part <> another part

(5) reversal of terms

(6) negation of opposite

(7) active <> passive or passive < > active

(8) Rethinking of intervals and limits in space and time

(9) change of symbol (as cited in Munday, 2016, pp. 90-91)

VoY
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(10) Recognized translation

Based on Newmark’s (1988) definition of recognized
translation, Daghoughi and Hashemian (2016) pointed out that
“recognized translation occurs when the translator normally uses
the official or generally accepted translation of any institutional
term” (p. 173). Moreover, Newmark stressed that the translator
could gloss the institutional term when it is appropriate to do so;
thence, the translator indirectly show disagreement with this
official version (1988, p. 89).

(11) Translation label
Translation label is “a provisional translation, usually of a
new institutional term which should be made in inverted commas,
which can be later discretely withdrawn” (Newmark, 1988, p. 90).

(12) Compensation
According to Newmark (1988), compensation “is said to
occur when loss of meaning, sound effect, metaphor or pragmatic
effect in one part of the sentence is compensated in another part or
in a contiguous sentence” (p. 90).

(13) Componential analysis
Newmark pointed out that componential analysis is “the
splitting up of a lexical unit into its sense components, often one-
to-two, -three, or -four translations” (1988, p. 90).

(14) Reduction and Expansion
Firstly, reduction refers to omitting particular ST items in
the TT. Such items or translation segments are supposedly
unimportant elements in the ST but it is not always the case that
such items omitted in the TT are unimportant; thus, reduction
should be adopted with care when translating CSls.
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On the other hand, expansion means expanding the TT
through explicating some cultural elements which are implicit in
the ST because leaving them implicit could hinder understanding
the TT causing confusion or misunderstanding on the part of the
TT readers. Moreover, Newmark stressed that the concerned
procedures of translation (i.e. reduction and expansion) ‘“are
practiced intuitively in some cases, while they could be practiced
ad hoc in some other cases” (1988, p. 90).

(15) Paraphrase
Paraphrase means “an amplification or explanation of the
meaning of a segment of a text. It is used in an ‘anonymous’ text
when it is badly written, or when the ST has important
implications or omissions” (Newmark, 1988, p. 90).

(16) Couplets

As the term denotes, couplets - as a procedure of translation
- is @ mixed procedure i.e. couplets refers to adopting a procedure
that combines two of the aforementioned procedures of
translation. In this regard, Newmark pointed out that “couplets,
triplets, and quadruples combine two, three or four of the above-
mentioned procedures respectively for dealing with a single
translation hindrance. They are particularly common for cultural
words” (1988, p. 91).

(17) Notes, Additions, Glosses
When translating from Arabic into English or vice versa
(i.e. between two divergent languages of two different language
systems and of two different cultures, it is significant and
faithfully required to use notes, additions and glosses in order to
clarify some historical, cultural references or to provide detailed
explanations for some significant CSls. This is highly applicable
to both translations of Naguib Mahfouz’s Zugaq Al-Midaqq
(namely Le Gassick’s (1966/1975) Midaq Alley and Humphrey
Davies’ (2011) (Midag Alley) as both translators provided
introductions, prefaces and used glossaries to make the TTs more
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comprehensible and culturally contextualised for the TTs readers
and to clarify and explicate some cultural elements which are
implicit but culturally significant in the ST.

5.2. Mixture of Domestication and Foreignization Procedures

Using a mixture of domestication and foreignization
procedures could be very useful for filling cultural gaps, lexical
gaps and/or lacunas in the TT. In this regard, it is noteworthy to
refer to lvir (1987), Jianghua (2006) and Abdel-Hafez (2020) who
pointed out that adopting a combination of procedures could be
very useful for achieving the best possible cultural equivalence
between the ST and the TT. Moreover, Abdlel-Hafez (2020)
indicated that translators of Naguib Mahfouz’s Sugar Street (i.e.
Hutchins and Samaan) opted for using several strategies for
rendering culture-specific words or expressions that have no
equivalent in the TL (p. 47). Moreover, some of the concerned
procedures could be regarded as a mixture of domestication and
foreignization such as the following ones:

(1) Borrowing plus explanation occurs where “the translators
use an SL word as it is in the TL, but they provide an
explanation for this word.” (Abdel-Hafez, 2020, p. 47)

(2) Borrowing plus substitution occurs when “the borrowed SL
word is accompanied by a TL equivalent.” (Abdel-Hafez,
2020, p. 47)

(3)Calque plus explanation: “This strategy involves calque
supplemented with explanation.” (Abdel-Hafez, 2020, p. 47)

Accordingly, the researcher investigates whether the
concerned translators (i.e. Le Gassick and Davies) relied on using
a mixture of domestication and foreignization procedures in
translating some aspects offensive language, swear words, taboo
words and expressions, dysphemistic words, derogatory words and
expressions in the ST. Moreover, an attempt is made to pinpoint
reasons for adopting such mixtures of procedures as well as
measuring the frequency count of their occurrence in each one of
the two TTs. In this regard, one could point out that Newmark’s
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(2001) model of translation procedures referred to adopting a
mixture of translation procedures (i.e. couplets, triplets and
guadruples) where he indicated that such procedures are very
useful ones particularly for translating culture-specific elements
and cultural-bound expressions including elements of offensive
language.

Through the following table, an attempt is made to indicate
the main differences of domestication and foreignization as two
main translation strategies and an attempt is also made to illustrate
that the two strategies are not totally two binary opposite but it is
better to regard them as two points on a continuum where the
translator has to adopt a mixture of both translation strategies for
handling the cultural differences between the ST and the TT. This
IS a main way to be faithful to the ST, to maintain the cultural
flavor of the ST in the TT and to make the TT both
comprehensible and acceptable to its readers.

Table (1): Differences between the two dichotomies of
translation: domestication and foreignization

Domestication Foreignization

Target Text (TT) Oriented Source text (ST) Oriented

Target Language (TL) Oriented| Source Language (SL) Oriented

A second original An access to the original text

A new product/ a translation A second version of the origing

The translator is invisible The translator is visible

(-) ST cultural flavor (+) ST cultural flavor

o1
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6. Methodological Procedures

This study entails four basic steps as follows:
Reading the ST and the TTs to identify elements of

offensive language, swear words, taboo words and
expressions, dysphemistic words, derogatory words and
expressions.

Tracking renderings of such elements in each one of the
TTs.

Analyzing aspects of offensive language, swear words,
taboo words and expressions, dysphemistic words,
derogatory words and expressions selected from the ST,
and comparing them with their equivalents employed in
the TTs, to determine the translation procedures employed
by each translator according to Newmark’s (2001) model
of translation procedures: literal translation, transference,
naturalization, cultural equivalent, functional equivalent,
descriptive equivalent, synonymy, shifts or transpositions,
modulation, through-translation, recognized translation,
translation label, componential analysis, compensation,
reduction and expansion, paraphrase, couplets, notes,
additions and glossaries. This procedure is mainly adopted
in order to pinpoint the most frequent translation
procedures and the least frequent ones for each TT and to
investigate to what extent there are similarities and/or
differences between the two TTs in adopting all the above-
mentioned translation procedures for rendering the
concerned various elements of offensive language.
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7. The Suggested Model

The researcher adopts Newmark’s (2001) model of
translation procedures to collect, categorize and analyze the data.
These procedures are several (more than fifteen procedures of
translation) and could be very practically useful for rendering
aspects of offensive language, swear words, taboo words and
expressions, dysphemistic words, derogatory words and
expressions as indicated before. Then, all the concerned
translation procedures (i.e. Newmark’s (2001) model of
translation procedures) are ranked in a scale that begins with a
procedure that maintains the characteristics of the SL culture and
ends with a procedure with the largest adaptation to TL culture.
After that, the concerned procedures are divided into two groups
under the main categories of foreignization and domestication
proposed by Venuti. Finally, the researcher determines the extent
to which each translator domesticated of foreignized the TT and
which one was more successful in faithfully and adequately
representing the culture of the Egyptian people in Old Cairo and
which one is more successful in bridging the cultural gaps
between the ST and the TT through preserving the cultural
consistency of the ST in the TT and through making the TT more
adaptable to the TL culture.

8. Research Questions
(1) What are the translation procedures employed by Le

Gassick and Davies in transferring aspects of offensive
language, swear words, taboo words and expressions,
dysphemistic words, derogatory words and expressions in the
translated versions of the novel according to Newmark’s
proposed translation procedures?

(2) What is the extent to which each translator has
domesticated or foreignized the text, and what is its effect on

the quality of the translation?
YoA
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(3) Could relying on a particular strategy (either
domestication or foreignization) more than the other, when
rendering aspects of offensive language, swear words, taboo
words and expressions, dysphemistic words, derogatory
words and expressions in the ST, lead to translation loss in
the TTs?

(4) Which translator is more consistent in translating
elements of offensive language, swear words, taboo words
and expressions, dysphemistic words, derogatory words and
expressions in the ST? In other words, which translator
follows the same translation procedures for translating a
particular recurrent culture-specific words and cultural-bound
expressions of offensive language in the ST?

(5) To what extent does employing a mixture of
domestication and foreignization procedures for translation
aspects of offensive language, swear words, taboo words and
expressions, dysphemistic words, derogatory words and
expressions contribute to reducing the cultural gap between
the ST and the TT?

9. The Limitations of the Study

This study is only concerned with analyzing and comparing
two translations of Naguib Mahfouz’s Mldaq Alley in order to
determine how the concerned translators rendered elements of
offensive language, swear words, taboo words and expressions,
dysphemistic words, diminutives, profane words, derogatory
words and expressions through the application of the approach
provided by Newmark (2001) concerning procedures of
translation and Venuti's (2004) model of domestication and
foreignization strategies.
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10. Analysis and Commentary

Sample analysis (1):

Taboo words Their Their
and expressions in renderinas in renderings in
Naguib Mahfouz's g Humphrey
No. Trevor Le g
(1947) Gassick's (1975) Davies' (2011)
Zugaq Al- MIdaq Alley Mldaq
Midaqqg Alley
g s L oLkl You must The fact is,
_ 7 _llearn, you fool, | dumbo, that at
sl s 2l lthat  the  zoo|the zoo  the
(1) | & «lela  Juxa| Monkeys live in | monkeys live
) A g | 9roups in  the |in troupes in
(YA -02) o= cages. (p. 30) the cages ... (p.
31)

Commentary

The Arabic word "_Jks 1" is mentioned and used informally
and metaphorically in the previous Arabic extract. This word is
used to denote someone’s stupidity, ignorance, and naivety
through describing this person as a ‘“stupid donkey or jackass”.
Accordingly, it is a taboo word which is used for insulting,
reprimanding and/or slandering someone. The denotative meaning
of this word indicates that it is used metaphorically in informal
situations such as this conversation between Hussein Kersha and
Abbas El-Helw where Hussein blames his close friend, Abbas, for
being so naive and satisfied with his miserable and disappointing
life as a poor, unenthusiastic simple barber in Zugag Al-Midaqg.
The concerned Arabic CSI belongs to the sub-category of social
life, social habits, customs, activities and social concepts based on
Newmark’s taxonomy of CSIs. Le Gassick adopted domestication
as he employed synonymy through replacing the concerned CSI
with a near synonymous word to give an approximate intended
meaning. In brief, Le Gassick delivered the intended meaning
faithfully and adequately through domesticating the concerned
CSI in order to make it familiar and comprehensible to the TT
readers.
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Davies opted for domestication and employed cultural
equivalence for rendering the colloquial Arabic CSI “Jle L7
which is used as an insult for scolding in vernacular Arabic.
Cultural equivalence is employed as Davies replaced the
concerned Arabic CSI with another cultural word (i.e. dumbo)
which could denote the same intended meaning through
performing the same semantic function in the TT. Moreover,
“dumbo” is adaptable to the TL culture and more comprehensible
to the TT readers. In this regard, the concerned Arabic CSI L~
“_lea is used metaphorically to denote stupidity and naivety in the
SL. Davies was able to grasp the intended meaning of “_Jles L7
and rendered it communicatively in the TT. In this regard,
Cambridge Electronic Advanced Learner's Dictionary defines
“dumbness”, which is the noun derived from the stem “dumb” as
“mainly US informal: stupid and annoying”. Thus, “dumbo” is
equivalent to “dumbhead” which literally means stupid, naive and
fool in English. To sum up, Davies succeeded in conveying the
intended meaning adequately and without obliteration in the TT.
Moreover, he maintained the TT consistency to the ST and made
the TT familiar to the TT audience in this respect.

o Sample analysis (2):

Taboo words Their Their
and expressions renderinas in renderings in
in Naguib Trevor Lg Humphrey
0. | Mahfouz's (1947) Gassick's (1975) Davies' (2011)
Zugaq Al- Mldag Alley Mldaq
Midaqqg Alley
O O &l - - "You're the “You’re
= o 4l is|real bore! Going | pain! Any
e iy Bl 35| anywhere s much | journey’s better
(§)-¢+ . u=) JSac | better than Mldaq | than Midag
) Alley, and better | Alley. Any
than Uncle Kamil. | journey’s better
(p. 31) than Uncle
Kamel. (p. 33)
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Commentary

"IS i ol <l s a colloquial Egyptian Arabic scolding
expression which is used informally and metaphorically to insult,
reprimand and/or slander someone. It belongs to the taboo words
which could have a very dysphemistic effect over the addressee in
informal and colloquial conversations. In this regard, Hussein
Kersha uttered this expression as a reaction to his close friend,
Abbas El-Helw’s point of view that he objects to abandoning his
work as a barber in Zugaq Al-Midaq to travel and join the British
camp. Le Gassick adopted domestication through employing
cultural equivalence for rendering this idiomatic expression into
English. This is because the translator replaced the concerned
expression with a similar cultural one in the TT (i.e. real bore) to
give the same intended meaning. To sum up, Hussein Kersha used
the concerned expression to denote his strong objection to Abbas'
resentment of travelling and Le Gassick adopted cultural
equivalence to make the TT familiar and comprehensible to its
readers in this respect. Moreover, Le Gassick avoided literal
translation as it could cause readers’ confusion and/or
misunderstanding because of having noticeable cultural
differences between the ST and the TT.

Concerning Davies, he employed functional equivalence for
rendering the concerned scolding expression. However, he
partially diluted the intended meaning and he had better employed
a foreignization procedure such as literal translation or another
domestication procedure such as cultural equivalence to be more
culturally faithful and consistent to the ST and to deliver the
intended meaning adequately in the TT. Through literally
translating “<IS ¢l el the translator could also preserve the ST
cultural impact in the TT without causing any partial dilution in
the intended meaning.
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o Sample analysis (3):

Taboo words . .
o Their Their
ﬁr;d Sixbpﬁisﬁ?gjz'-g renderings in renderings in
No. g (1947) Trevor Le Humphrey
Zugag Al- Gassick's (1975) Davies' (2011)
Midaqq Mildag Alley Midag Alley
Ll Ciae "You must Alarmed, her
;@5 | have been | mother, said,
& o ) - fconceived by | “You’re the
Aia (5 g Audl) | devils!" her | offspring of
(3) (¢° .0=) | mother shouted. | devils and |1
"None of | declare 1 have
my blood is in| nothing to do
you." (p. 35) with you.” (p. 37)
Commentary

In the previous Arabic extract, (Al s and ¢l e (2)
are two fixed idiomatic expressions which could be classified as
offensive and taboo ones. Moreover, the two concerned
expressions belong to the sub-category of social life, social habits,
customs, activities and social concepts based on Newmark’s
taxonomy of CSls and expressions. In this regard, it could be
pointed out that these two expressions are used by Um Hamida as
a reaction and reply to Hamida’s opinion that the Jewish girls live
better, happier and wealthier than traditional miserable girls in
Zugaq Al-Midaq such as Hamida herself. Accordingly, Hamida is
rebellious and always dreams of living a life similar to theirs. Le
Gassick opted for domestication and employed paraphrase for
rendering the two concerned expressions into English. He added
extra details and supplemented additional explanation in the TT in
order to simplify the intended meaning to the TT readers. To sum
up, the translator was able to deliver the ST intended meaning
faithfully and accurately through paraphrase as he made the TT
culturally consistent to the ST without obliterating the intended
meaning.
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Concerning Davies, he opted for foreignization and
employed literal translation for rendering 4wl & as he rendered
it literally into its perfect one-to-one English equivalent (i.e. the
offspring of devils) to deliver the meaning faithfully and
adequately in the TT. The translator aimed at preserving eth ST
cultural impact in the TT without obliterating the intended
meaning. He was also able to make the TT familiar and
comprehensible to the TT readers.

Davies opted for domestication and employed descriptive
equivalence for rendering“cis ¢ » =", This is because he
rendered the concerned expression through making noticeable
amplifications and through adding descriptive explanatory details
to clarify the meaning to the TT readers who have a different
cultural background from that of the ST author. Through
rendering the concerned expression into “I declare I have nothing
to do with you”, Davies aimed at making eth TT more adaptable
to the TL culture and more comprehensible to the TT audience
without changing or diluting the intended meaning.

e Sample analysis (4):

Taboo
Words_ and_ Their Their
expressions in L .
Naguib renderings in renderings in
No. Mahfouz's Trevor Le Humphrey
Gassick’s (1975) Davies' (2011)
(1947) Midag Alle Midag Alle
Zugaq Al- a y a y
Midaqq
o as - - "Do you “You  think
Lead, b A want to ruin my | you can destroy
@) |.o=) !sd 1 & home, you rake |my home, you
(Y+Vland son  of | miserable little
rakes!" (p.86) pansy?” (p. 93)
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Commentary

“a8, 1 and its derived fixed idiomatic and cultural-bound
expression “s8 )1l ;) W are taboo words which are mentioned in
the previous ST segment. They belong to the sub-category of
social life, social habits, customs, activities, social concepts and
beliefs based on Newmark's taxonomy of CSls and expressions.
They are also used in informal situations to reproach and criticize
someone for doing impudent immoral deeds which are usually
rejected by the sound social and cultural standards and habits in
specific human societies. In this regard, Wehr (1976) translates
“aB)” as “af) raqi‘: stupid, silly, foolish; impudent, impertinent,
shameless; (pl. 43, arqgi‘a, ¢*8) ruqaa)” (p. 354). In a similar
vein, Cambridge Electronic Advanced Learner's Dictionary
defines “rake” as “a man, especially one who is rich or with a high
social position, who lives in an immoral way, especially having
sex with a lot of women”. Le Gassick opted for domestication and
employed synonymy as a procedure for rendering the concerned
CSI into English. This is because he replaced “x2,” with a
synonymous near equivalent TL word (i.e. rake) which could
denote a similar intended meaning through performing the same
semantic function in the TT. In addition, “rake” is adaptable to the
TL culture and more familiar to the TT audience. Accordingly, it
could be pointed out that the translator provided an adequate
communicative translation through domesticating the concerned
expression to adapt it to the TL culture.

As for Davies, he opted for domestication and employed
cultural equivalence for rendering “s=8 1l (1l b &8, W into English.
This could be manifested as he replaced the concerned expression
with a TL cultural one (i.e. you miserable little pansy) which
could denote the same intended meaning through performing a
similar semantic function and which is more adaptable to the TL
culture. In other words, Davies purposefully aimed at maintaining
the TT semantic consistency to the ST and at making the TT more
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comprehensible and readable to its audience without diluting or
changing the intended meaning. In this regard, the previous ST
segment showecases that semantic repetition is a writing feature
which is applicable to Arabic writing but not to English. This is
because both “x&” and “s=8 11 are morphologically driven from
the same stem. The translator avoided literal translation for
rendering the concerned expression as this could result in
obfuscating the intended meaning and in making the TT
unfamiliar or incomprehensible to its readers. Employing cultural
equivalence is purposeful to facilitate grasping the intended
meaning by the TT readers who have a different cultural and
ideological background from that of the ST author. In this regard,
Cambridge Electronic Advanced Learner's Dictionary defines
“pansy” as “offensive old-fashioned: a man who behaves in a way
that is considered to be more typical of a woman”. To sum up,
Davies succeeded in delivering the same intended meaning and in
avoiding obfuscating the intended meaning by domesticating the
concerned expression communicatively.

o Sample analysis (5):

Taboo
Words_ and_ Their renderings Their
expressions in : L
Naguib in renderings in
No. Mahfouz's Trevor Le Humphrey
Gassick's (1975) Davies' (2011)
(1947) MIldaq Alley MIldag Alley
Zugag Al-
Midaqqg
s yall Caadll g Mrs. Kirsha, and the
. panting for breath, | woman wrapped
©) ok e Sy wrapped herself in | herself, panting,
Ca was  «yglilher  cloak  and, | in her milaya,
P . shouting in a voice |and in a voice
= —**Iloud enough to|that resounded
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Taboo
words and
expressions in
Naguib
Mahfouz's
(1947)
Zugaq Al-

Midaqq

No.

Their renderings
in
Trevor Le
Gassick's (1975)
Mildag Alley

Their
renderings in
Humphrey
Davies' (2011)
Mildag Alley

o Al g 1all
15 ogdll
coibda U -
L Jed U
S I Gt
Wb o
29 fonmad
Boe b (npdald
waddu by U
deay e
.u) RPN
(v

crumble the walls of
the cafe, addressed
her husband:

- "You hashish
addict! You
nincompoop!  You
filthy lout! You
sixty-year-old! You
father of five and
grandfather of
twenty! You rotter !
You dumb oaf! | feel
like spitting in your
dirty, niggerblack
face!” (p. 87)

through the café
screamed,
“Hashish-
smoker!
Lunatic! Filth!
Son of sixty
bitches! A
father of five
and
grandfather of
twenty!
Lowlife! Idiot!
I Spit on your
black face!”
(pp. 93-94)

Commentary

Firstly,“cili~ L” was mentioned in the previous ST
segment. This word is a scolding one which is used to reprimand
someone who is very addicted to hashish. Moreover, the
concerned word could be used in quarrels and debates between
two rivaling parties such as the case in the previously mentioned
ST extract where Um Hussein reproached her husband (Boss
Kersha) for his addiction to hashish. This taboo and derogatory
word belongs to the sub-category of social life, social habits,
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customs, activities, social concepts and beliefs based on
Newmark's taxonomy of CSls. Le Gassick adequately rendered
the concerned word into English. Through rendering “Jilis W7
into “you hashish addict”, the translator was able to deliver the
intended meaning literally and faithfully in the TT. He employed
literal translation and was able to preserve the ST cultural flavor
in the TT. He also maintained the TT semantic consistency and
cultural faithfulness to the ST. Moreover, the TT is familiar and
more comprehensible to the TT readers.

Secondly,“dsX W was mentioned in the previous ST
segment. Le Gassick rendered this word into “you nincompoop”.
This indicates that he opted for domestication and employed
cultural equivalence for rendering this taboo word into English.
This could be manifested as he replaced the concerned term with
another TL cultural word (i.e. nincompoop) which could denote
the same intended meaning through performing the same semantic
function in the TT, and which is adaptable to the TL culture and
more familiar and comprehensible to the TT readers. In this
regard, Wehr (1976) translates “Js” as “Js mazhil:
perplexed, startled, alarmed, dismayed, dazed, confused, baffled,
bewildered; distracted, absent-minded” (p. 314). In a similar vein,
Cambridge Electronic Advanced Learner's Dictionary defines
“nincompoop” as “a silly or stupid person”. In short, it could be
pointed out that Le Gassick preserved the ST cultural flavor in the
TT. He delivered the intended meaning without dilution in the TT.
Additionally, he was able to make the TT more adaptable to the
TL culture without causing any change or dilution in the intended
meaning.
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Thirdly, Le Gassick opted for domestication and employed
componential analysis for rendering the scolding and
reprimanding word “z-s L which is always used metaphorically
in informal verbal debates between rivals to rebuke someone who
Is always impudent and who does not feel ashamed of doing filthy
unacceptable debauched deeds such as Boss Kersha in Zugaq Al-
Midaqgqg. In this regard, Wehr (1976) translates “Zss* as “Zs
wasik: dirty, filthy, soiled, sullied, unclean” (p. 1066). In a similar
vein, Cambridge Electronic Advanced Learner's Dictionary
defines “lout” as “a young man who behaves in a very rude,
offensive and sometimes violent way”. Le Gassick separated the
concerned Arabic CSI into its sense components (i.e. you filthy
lout) and this resulted in having a one-word to two-word
translation in the TT. He aimed at making the ST and the TT
equivalent semantically and communicatively. The translator
succeeded in delivering the intended meaning accurately and
without obliteration in the TT. He also domesticated the
concerned CSI to make it more adaptable to the TL culture and
more familiar to the TT readers. In this regard, Le Gassick
avoided employing literal translation for rendering this CSI as this
could make the TT seem opaque or rather awkward to the TT
readers.

Fourthly,*s 3 W was mentioned in the previous ST extract.
This word belongs to the sub-category of social life, social habits,
customs, activities, social concepts and beliefs based on
Newmark's taxonomy of CSls. This word is a colloguial taboo one
which is derived from [the noun phrase] “_\=”. Le Gassick opted
for domestication and employed cultural equivalence for
rendering this CSI into English. This is because he replaced L~
“s 3¢ with another TL cultural word (i.e. rotter) which could
denote the same intended meaning through performing the same
semantic function in the TT. In this regard, Cambridge Advanced
Learner's Dictionary defines “rotter” as “someone who is very
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unpleasant or does very unpleasant things”. To sum up, employing
cultural equivalence for rendering “s,e & is purposefully aimed at
domesticating the concerned CSI to make the TT more adaptable
to the TL culture, at maintaining the TT semantic consistency and
cultural faithfulness to the ST. This is also aimed at delivering the
intended meaning without obliteration in the TT.

Fifthly,“Jk_ &’ was mentioned in the previous ST extract.
This word also belongs to the sub-category of social life, social
habits, customs, activities, social concepts and beliefs based on
Newmark's taxonomy of CSls. Le Gassick avoided employing
literal translation for rendering this CSI as he adequately supposed
that the surface meaning of this CSI is different from its intended
pragmatic meaning. He also thought that employing literal
translation would result in producing an awkward unacceptable
unreadable translation. Accordingly, Le Gassick opted for
domestication and employed both componential analysis and
functional equivalence for rendering this taboo scolding word into
English. Componential analysis is employed as Le Gassick
separated “Jh, W into its sense components (i.e. dump oaf)
resulting in having a one-word to two-word translation to make
the intended meaning more familiar to the TT readers. Moreover,
functional equivalence is employed through replacing “Jb, W~
with culture-free words (i.e. dump oaf) which are capable of
denoting a similar intended meaning through performing the same
semantic function in the TT. In short, through employing a couplet
of domestication procedures, Le Gassick maintained the TT
semantic consistency and cultural faithfulness to the ST without
diluting the intended meaning. Moreover, he made the TT more
readable to the TT readers.
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Sixthly, Le Gassick opted for employing a couplet of
procedures for rendering the colloquial cultural-bound and fixed
idiomatic expression “as¥) eay e aiiw” which was
mentioned in the previous ST segment. Literal translation, as a
foreignization procedure, is employed as Le Gassick rendered the
concerned expression literally into “I feel like spitting in your
dirty, niggerblack face!”. He aimed at delivering the surface and
intended meaning literally and adequately in the TT. He also
aimed at preserving the ST cultural impact in the TT. Le Gassick
also found it linguistically and culturally important to add some
descriptive explanatory details and to make noticeable
amplifications to explicate and clarify the intended meaning to
make the TT more familiar to the TT readers. Such additions are
justifiable because of the ST-TT cultural differences. Adding
certain words such as “I feel like, and dirty” is advisable to lessen
the ST-TT cultural gap. To sum up, the translator was able to
deliver the intended meaning without obliteration in the TT and to
maintain the TT semantic consistency and cultural faithfulness to
the ST through employing a couplet of divergent procedures.

Concerning Davies, he opted for foreignization and
employed synonymy and transference for rendering “Jilis L7,
This could be manifested as he rendered the concerned CSI into
“hashish-smoker”. Davies employed transference through
inserting an Arabic loan-word by transliterating it in the TT. In
addition, he employed synonymy through inserting a synonymous
near equivalent TL word (i.e. smoker) to deliver the same
intended meaning in the TT. Thus, Davies was able to maintain
the TT semantic consistency and cultural faithfulness to the ST
and to deliver the intended meaning adequately without change or
dilution in the TT.
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Secondly, Davies preferred to domesticate “J s . This is
because he replaced the concerned reproaching offensive CSI with
a synonymous near equivalent TL word (i.e. lunatic) which could
denote the same intended meaning through performing the same
semantic function and which is more adaptable to the TL culture.
Thus, employing synonymy resulted in making the TT more
readable to its audience without diluting or changing the intended
meaning.

Thirdly, Davies opted for domestication and employed shift
(transposition) for rendering the insulting, demeaning and
scolding offensive colloquial word “Zs L which was mentioned
and employed metaphorically in the previous Arabic extract. This
could be manifested as he made a class shift through changing the
syntactic structure in the TT from being [an adjective phrase] in
(i.e. &=5) in the ST into another syntactic structure in the form of
[a noun phrase] in (i.e. filth) in the TT. Davies was able to deliver
the same intended meaning and to preserve the ST cultural impact
inthe TT.

Fourthly, Davies employed a couplet of procedures for
rendering “oisl co) W which is an informal rebuking expression.
This could be indicated as he rendered the concerned expression
into “son of sixty bitches”. The translator employed literal
translation as a foreignization procedure to deliver the same
intended meaning adequately and to preserve the ST cultural
flavor in the TT. Moreover, he relied on addition inside the text
through adding a TL word (i.e. bitches) which does not apparently
have an Arabic equivalent in the ST. Davies aimed at clarifying
the intended meaning in order not to obfuscate the TT.
Accordingly, it could be pointed out that adding “bitches™ is
justifiable as a complementary procedure to make the TT more
familiar and readable to its readers who have a different cultural
background. In short, employing a couplet of procedures resulted
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in delivering the meaning adequately without change or
obliteration, in adapting the TT to the TL culture, and in
maintaining the TT semantic consistency and its cultural
faithfulness to the ST.

Fifthly, Davies opted for domestication and employed
functional equivalence for rendering “s_e LW’ which was mentioned
in the previous Arabic extract. this could be indicated as he
replaced the concerned demeaning and reprimanding offensive
CSI, which is morphologically driven from “_=”, with a culture-
free TL word (i.e. lowlife) which could approximately deliver the
same intended meaning. However, Davies unintentionally
obliterated the ST cultural flavor in the TT. This is because the
concerned CSI could be rendered more adequately through
employing literal translation by rendering it into “shameful” to be
more culturally faithful to the ST and to maintain the TT semantic
consistency to the ST without changing or diluting the intended
meaning.

Sixthly, Davies opted for domestication and employed
functional equivalence for rendering “Jdk, W’ which was
mentioned and employed metaphorically as a colloquial
reprimanding, reproaching and scolding CSI in the previous
Arabic extract. Davies replaced “Jbk, & with a culture-free TL
word (i.e. idiot) which could perform the same semantic function
through denoting a similar intended meaning and which is more
adaptable to the TL culture. In this regard, Davies avoided literally
rendering the concerned CSI as this could hinder contextualizing
its intended meaning accurately by the TT readers. To sum up,
employing functional equivalence resulted in maintaining the TT
semantic consistency and its cultural faithfulness to the ST and in
making the TT more familiar to its audience without changing or
diluting the intended meaning and without making the TT seem
bizarre to its readers.
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Seventhly, Davies preferred foreignization and employed
literal translation for rendering “asw¥) deas e Ladinw”, Literal
translation is employed as Davies rendered the concerned
structure literally into (i.e. | spit on your black face!) to deliver the
same surface and intended meaning faithfully and adequately in
the TT and to maintain the TT semantic consistency and its
cultural faithfulness to the ST. To sum up, Davies was able to
preserve the ST cultural flavor in the TT without diluting the
intended meaning through literally rendering the concerned
structure.

e Sample analysis (6):

Taboo words Their

i i Their i .
and expressions in renderings in renderings in
Naguib Mahfouz's g Humphrey

No. Trevor Le .
(1947) Gassick's (1975) Davies' (2011)
Zugaq Al- Midag Alley Midagq
Midaqq Alley
Goald Gl - - "The bitch!
. ) But it's really my | “Harridan!
Woegle S S ionn fault, | | Wanton! But

da e AT Jalid | deserve even worse | it’s my fault. I
o i Y e i than that. What a | deserve worse.
(6) fool a man is who | Anyone  who
(V+A .a) -..Laslli| doesn't use a stick | sends his wife
on his wife!l" (p.|to bed without
88) a good beating
1s a fool,” ...

(p. 95)
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Commentary

“s % which was mentioned in the previous ST extract, was
not used literally but employed metaphorically and pragmatically
in the ST. In other words, its surface meaning is noticeably
different from its implied meaning. It is an offensive taboo word
which is wused in informal colloquial Egyptian Arabic
conversations for scolding, rebuking and reprimanding a woman
or a girl. Le Gassick was culturally aware of the implied meaning
of the concerned CSI and was also able to render it
communicatively and adequately in the TT. Through opting for
domestication and through employing functional equivalence, Le
Gassick rendered ‘s into “bitch”. He replaced the concerned
CSI with a culture-free word to denote the same implied meaning
to perform the same semantic function in the TT.

Moreover, Le Gassick opted for reduction as he avoided
rendering the second offensive scolding word (i.e. 3_24) inthe TT
because it has the same intended meaning of “t%” in the
aforementioned ST extract. This could be manifested as he opted
for omitting the English equivalent of “3_,a in the TT. In short,
the translator was able to deliver the intended meaning without
obliteration. He also maintained the TT semantic consistency and
cultural faithfulness to the ST. Also, he made the TT more
adaptable to the TL culture to be more readable to the TL
audience.

Concerning Davies, he opted for domestication and
employed cultural equivalence for rendering “zs”. This could be
manifested as he replaced the concerned disparaging CSI with
another English CSI (i.e. harridan) which denotes the same
intended meaning through performing the same semantic function
and which is more adaptable to the TL culture. In this regard,
Cambridge Electronic Advanced Learner's Dictionary defines
“harridan” as “an unpleasant, especially older woman who shouts
a lot”. Thus, it could be stated that Davies succeeded in delivering
the meaning accurately as denoted in the ST. He was also able to
maintain the TT semantic consistency and its cultural faithfulness
to the ST. Above all, he made the TT familiar and more readable
to the TT audience through domesticating the concerned CSI.
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Davies also preferred domestication and employed
synonymy for rendering the CSI “¢_2%” which was mentioned in
the previous ST segment. This is because he replaced the
concerned rebuking CSI with a synonymous near equivalent TL
word (i.e. wanton) which could denote an approximately similar
intended meaning through performing the same semantic function
in the TT. In this regard, Cambridge Electronic Advanced
Learner's Dictionary defines “wanton” as “(of a woman) behaving
or appearing in a very sexual way”. In this regard, “3,aW” is
uttered by Boss Kersha in the previous extract to rebuke his wife
for making him a scandal through revealing the facts about his
filthy brazen profligate behavior. In short, Davies was able to
deliver the intended meaning adequately and faithfully in the TT.
He was also able to make the TT more familiar and
comprehensible to its readers without changing or diluting the
intended meaning.

o Sample analysis (7):

Taboo words . .
. . Their Their
ﬁlr;d Sixbplr\ﬁzsr:?gjzl'rs] renderings in renderings in
No. g (1947) Trevor Le Humphrey
Zugagq Al Gassick's (1975) | Davies' (2011)
Midaqq Mildag Alley Midag Alley
Ldlle 10l L - - "What's “What’s
(V)4 .0=) .ailll &) | wrong with you? | wrong with
What's  wrong | you?”  What’s
@ with you, you | wrong with
son of a|you? You’re as
villain?" (p.96) |bad as your
miserable
father!” (p. 103)
Commentary

"ailll ) W' which was mentioned in the previous ST
segment, is a colloquial expression which is commonly employed
in informal Egyptian Arabic conversations for disparaging,
rebuking, scolding and reprimanding an inferior addressee such as
the case in the aforementioned Arabic extract when Umm Hussein
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(i.e. Boss Kersha wife) uttered this expression to scold her son
(i.e. Hussein Kersha) and to reprimand him strongly to express her
objection to his abrupt decision of abandoning his father's house
intentionally to join the service of the British Army Camp at Al-
Tal Al-Kebier. Le Gassick opted for domestication and employed
functional equivalence for rendering the concerned cultural
expression. This could be manifested as he rendered it into "you
son of a villain" which could denote an approximately similar
intended meaning and which is more adaptable to the TL culture.
To sum up, Le Cassick succeeded in maintaining ST cultural
flavor in the TT and in delivering the meaning adequately in TT.

As for Davies, he employed paraphrase as a domestication
procedure for rendering the scolding and rebuking cultural-bound
and fixed idiomatic expression“a2ll ¢l W”. This could be
manifested as he rendered it communicatively into “You’re as bad
as your miserable father!”. Davies made noticeable amplifications
and explicated certain implicit ST elements to clarify the intended
meaning of this expression to the TT readers. Thus, it could be
pointed out that Davies employed paraphrase to domesticate the
concerned expression through making it more adaptable to the TL
culture to be more familiar to the TT readers. In addition, he
delivered the intended meaning adequately in the TT.

o Sample analysis (8):

Their
Taboo words - S
: Their renderings in
anciineﬁparej?tl)ons renderings in Humphre
No. Mahfouz% (1947) Trevor Le y Davies'
Zugag Al- Gassick’s (1975) (2011)
Mida MIldag Alley Midaq
a9 Alley
Gl b cwe gone c;'ul_t|a\(;$ yB(/)oul# craz;A;gu }slgg
@ | 'Y c0=) 4w | mind you son of |of a bitch?”
() |an old hag?" (p. | (p. 105)
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Commentary

“dadll cpl b is metaphorically used in colloquial Egyptian
Arabic in informal conversations as a scolding, reproaching and
demeaning one. Additionally, this expression is very culturally-
bound to the Egyptian culture and it literally refers to belittling the
addressee through describing him metaphorically as the son of old
shoes. Moreover, trhe concerned expression belongs to the sub-
category of social life, habits, customs, gestures and social habits,
beliefs, cultural-bound, and fixed idiomatic expressions based on
Newmark's taxonomy of CSls. In the aforementioned Arabic
extract, Boss Kersha uttered this colloquial informal expression
metaphorically to scold his son (i.e. Hussein Kersha) as Boss
Kersha objects to his son's audacious decision to abandon his
miserable life in Zugaq Al-Midaqgq against his family's will. Le
Gassick opted for domestication and employed cultural
equivalence for rendering this scolding and belittling expression.
This could be manifested as he replaced the concerned expression
with another cultural-bound one (i.e. son of an old hag) to denote
an approximately similar intended meaning through performing an
approximately similar semantic function in the TT. In this regard,
Cambridge Electronic Advanced Learner's Dictionary defines
“hag” as “an ugly old woman”. To sum up, employing cultural
equivalence for rendering “4e:dll cul L enabled Le Gassick to
deliver the meaning faithfully and adequately in the TT and to
preserve the ST cultural flavor in the TT. In addition, the TT is
adaptable to the TL culture and more comprehensible and familiar
to the TT readers. Above all, the intended meaning is partially
delivered with slight change or in the TT. In other words, Le
Gasick could have rendered "4wadll ) W' more adequately and
more communicatively into "you are a miserable son of such a
miserable woman"
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Davies opted for domestication and employed functional
equivalence for rendering the scolding, reprimanding and
rebuking expression “4awll 5 L7 which was mentioned and
employed metaphorically to insult, disparage and demean
someone in colloquial informal Egyptian Arabic conversations.
Davies replaced the concerned expression with a culture-free one
(i.e. son of bitch) which could denote the same intended meaning
through performing the same semantic function and which is more
adaptable to the TL culture. Davies purposefully aimed at making
the TT more familiar and readable to its audience without
changing or obliterating the intended meaning. Moreover, he
maintained the TT semantic consistency to the ST. Davies also
succeeded in delivering the intended meaning adequately and as
denoted in the ST.

o Sample analysis (9):

Taboo words Their Their
and expressions in renderinas in renderings in
Naguib Mahfouz's g Humphrey
No. Trevor Le g
(1947) Gassick's (1975 Davies' (2011)
Zugag Al- Me}fjsm Asil( ) Mldaq
Midaqqg aq Alley Alley
o b els - - "What next, - “Wow,
1iaa | YOU  SON of a|hear the man
9) 143 | Whore!" (pp. | talk!”
(Ve .a) 113) (p. 121)
Commentary

"asalall cpl b 4l eLs W was mentioned in the previous Arabic
segment. This expression is commonly employed in colloquial
informal Egyptian Arabic conversations for disparaging, insulting
and rebuking someone such as the case in the aforementioned ST
segment when Boss Husniya uttered this CSI to rebuke and
reprimand Zieta for his filthy behavior, his offensive odor and for
his timidity. Accordingly, this word belongs to the sub-category of
social gestures, social habits, social customs, activities, social
concepts and beliefs according to Newmark's taxonomy of CSls.
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Le Gassick opted for domestication and employed cultural
equivalence for rendering the concerned CSI into English. This
could be manifested as he replaced it with "you son of a whore"
which is more adaptable to the TL culture and which could denote
an approximately similar intended meaning through performing an
approximately similar semantic function in the TT. In short,
employing cultural equivalence resulted in maintaining the TT
semantic consistency to the ST and in making the TT more
familiar to its readers.

Davies employed a triplet of procedures for ¢ L 4l £Ls "
"14a3)l), This could be manifested as he rendered the concerned
expression communicatively into "Wow, hear the man talk". He
employed functional equivalence through replacing "4 <L& "
with an English culture-free word (i.e. Wow) which denotes the
same intended meaning through performing the same semantic
function, and which is more adaptable to the TT culture. He aimed
at making the TT more familiar and comprehensible to its readers.
Moreover, he employed omission as he avoided rendering the
cultural-bound and colloquial disparaging expression "l oL 4"
which is employed purposefully in the ST to belittle and
offensively rebuke the addressee (i.e. Zeita "the cripple maker").
This unjustifiable omission negatively affected the TT semantic
consistency and its cultural faithfulness to the ST. Moreover,
Davies employed addition through adding a descriptive
explanatory structure (i.e. hear the man talk) which does not
seemingly have an Arabic equivalent in the ST. Davies aimed at
clarifying the intended meaning to the TT readers through making
them more enabled to grasp the intended meaning contextually.
Thus, such explication is justifiable as an attempt to bridge the
ST-TT cultural gap in this respect. However, Davies noticeably
caused a partial change in the intended meaning of the concerned
derogatory and scolding expression. In other words, Davies could
have rendered "asilall ¢ L 4l ¢Ls " more adequately and more
communicatively into "what do you think, you son of whore!"
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o Sample analysis (10)

Their
Taboo words e -
: .| renderings in Their
\ and eﬁpagejisl;onsm Tr(e;vor_LIE I_rlenderr]ings in
0. . assick's umphrey
Mahtouiz s (1947) (1975) Davies' (2011)
?\/I(iqda Mldaq Mldaq Alley
99 Alley
S s - - "Avery| - “A
ﬁ:‘ o ich e | IMportant man, bridegroom of
(10) el e i <o indeed, and not | high standing —too
.ua) ...l @y L just a dreamer, | high to even dream
yo.—y¢q | YOu bitch.” (p.|of,  you little
( 121) minx.” (p. 129)
Commentary

The colloquial expression "SIl <y " was mentioned in the
previous Arabic extract. This expression is uttered intimately by
Umm Hamida in her conversation with her daughter (i.e. Hamida)
to express the former's astonishment that Hamida is lucky as
Master Salim Elwan wants to marry the latter. Thus, this
expression belongs to the sub-cattery of social life, social habits,
customs, activities, social concepts and beliefs according to
Newmark's taxonomy of CSls. Le Gassick opted for
domestication and employed cultural equivalence for rendering
the concerned expression which is employed intimately and not
for disparaging, rebuking or scolding the addressee (i.e. Hamida)
in the previous ST extract. Cultural equivalence is employed as Le
Gassick replaced "8 <y W' with "you bitch" which denotes the
same intended meaning and which is more adaptable to the TL
culture. In other words, Le Gassick maintained the TT semantic
consistency to the ST. He also succeeded in delivering the
intended meaning communicatively and in making the TT familiar
and comprehensible to its audience.
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Davies preferred domestication and employed -cultural
equivalence for rendering "<l < W which was mentioned in the
previous Arabic extract. This could be manifested as he replaced
this taboo and scolding expression with an English cultural one
(i.e. you little minx) which denotes an approximately similar
intended meaning through performing an approximately similar
semantic function and which is more adaptable to the TL culture.
In this regard, Cambridge Electronic Advanced Learner's
Dictionary defines "minx" as "a girl or young woman who knows
how to control other people to her advantage”. Davies aimed at
making the TT more familiar and comprehensible to the TT
audience without changing, diluting or obfuscating the intended
meaning. Moreover, he was able to maintain the TT semantic
consistency and its cultural faithfulness to the ST.

o Sample analysis (11):

Taboo words

- : Their
and expressions Their L
in Naguib renderings in HrErr]r?errllrnegs n
No. Mahfouz's Trevor Le Davi(gs' (23611)
(1947) Gassick's (1975) Mida
Zugaq Al- Mldaq Alley Allg
Midaqgq y
Ll g e Je - "On the “No it
. . |contrary, everything | isn’t! It’s
o axd e s g ife s filth and | crap! | got laid
(st Jde  @usl|corruption!  They | off so | came
é_i'\.c\ il Ja o laid me off. There |back to the
(11) s O =5 was nothing to do|alley against
(Y17 .ua) flad | but return to Midag | my will. Were
Alley. Have they|you Ilaid off
fired you too?" (pp. | too?” (pp. 232-
212) 233)
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Commentary

"<d " and "« were mentioned in the previous Arabic
extract. These two words are used metaphorically in colloquial
informal  Egyptian  Arabic  conversations to  describe
someone/something which is unbearable, hateful, and extremely
distasteful. Accordingly, the two concerned CSlIs belong to the
sub-category of social life, social habits, customs, activities, social
concepts and beliefs according to Newmark's taxonomy of CSls.
Le Gassick opted for domestication and employed synonymy for
rendering the two concerned words into English. He replaced
"<é " with "filth”, and rendered "<w" into "corruption”." Le
Gassick replaced the two concerned dysphemistic CSls with
synonymous near equivalent TT words that could denote an
approximately similar intended meaning through performing an
approximately similar semantic function in the TT. Thus, it could
be pointed out that Le Gassick succeeded in making the TT more
adaptable to the TL culture to be more familiar to the TT readers.
He also maintained the TT semantic consistency to the ST.

As for Davies, he opted for domestication and employed
cultural equivalence for rendering two euphemistic negative
connotative synonymous CSI "<é)" and "<La" which were
mentioned in the previous ST segment. This could be manifested
as he rendered these two words into “crap™ which is an English
CSI that could denote the same intended meaning and which is
more adaptable to the culture. In this regard, Cambridge
Electronic Advanced Learner's Dictionary defines "crap" as
"something which is not worth anything, not useful, nonsense or
of bad quality. To sum up, Davies succeeded in delivering the
same intended meaning adequately and communicatively. He also
maintained the TT semantic consistency to the ST without
changing, obliterating or obfuscating the intended meaning. He
also made the TT more familiar and comprehensible to its readers.
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o Sample analysis (12):

Tal?joo words Thei Their
and expressions eir inas i
in Naguib renderings in I_rlir:r(]jerrllrr;gs n
No. Mahfouz's Trevor Le Davigs' (23611)
(1947) Gassick's (1975) MIda
Zugag Al- Mldaqg Alley AII%
Midaqq i y 5
C . Se He's still just a He may be
@Lbuﬁii boy. But there aren't | a boy but not
Loyl Ll dls many grown men| many _men
YIA . a) taxis | like him, don't you | could stand up
1) | (7h oo i agree?" (p. 214) to him. Now do
you see,
reenhorn?”
pp. 234-235)

Commentary

"axie L' was mentioned in the previous ST extract. This
word is used to describe someone who is naive or narrow-minded.
It is a colloquial word which is used commonly in informal
Egyptian  Arabic conversations. Le Gassick opted for
domestication and employed paraphrase through explicating the
concerned cultural-implicit word by adding descriptive
explanatory details to clarify the intended meaning to the TT
audience. Through rendering "asi& " into "don't you agree?". Le
Gassick aimed at making the meaning more familiar to the TT
readers without negatively affecting the TT semantic consistency
to the ST. In this regard, Wehr (1976) translates "aic" as "anic
gastm pl. ¢Lie gusama’: inexperienced, ignorant, foolish, dumb,
stupid; new (at an office), green, a greenhorn; raw, boorish,
uneducated; unskilled, untrained, clumsy, awkward, gauche; raw,
crude, unprocessed, unworked" (p. 674). To sum up, despite
partially obliterating the ST cultural flavor in the TT, Le Gassick
was able to deliver an approximately intended meaning.
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Davies opted for domestication and employed cultural
equivalence for rendering the colloquial CSI "~2¢ ", This could
be manifested as he replaced it with an English cultural word (i.e.
greenhorn) which could denote the same intended meaning
through performing the same semantic function in the TT and
which is more adaptable to the TL culture. In this regard,
Cambridge Electronic Advanced Learner's Dictionary defines
"greenhorn™ as "a person who is not experienced”. To sum up,
employing cultural equivalence for rendering "~ L" resulted in
making the TT more familiar and comprehensible to its audience
without negatively obliterating the ST cultural impact in the TT.
Moreover, Davies was able to maintain the TT semantic
consistency and its cultural faithfulness to the ST without
changing, diluting, or obfuscating the intended meaning.

11. Discussion

After analyzing selected examples of elements of offensive
language, swear words, taboo words, derogatory words and
expressions, dysphemism words and phrases as manifested in both
TT1 and TT2, it could be pointed out that the ST is full of such
cultural-bound elements and CSlIs. Such cultural elements could
be regarded as a hurdle for English translators who translate
between two asymmetrical languages belonging to two completely
divergent cultures. Accordingly, a translator of such cultural
elements should be both a bilingual and a bicultural mediator to be
able to mitigate the ST-TT cultural differences through employing
both domestication and foreignization procedures. This also
means that a translator of such controversial works which are full
of elements of offensive language should do their best efforts to
make the TT familiar to its audience without diluting the ST
cultural flavor in the TT and without diluting or obfuscating the
intended and pragmatic meaning of certain elements of offensive
languages, diminutives, taboo words, derogatory expressions and
words and swear words. In this regard, such cultural elements are

usually employed cunningly and purposefully by certain
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characters in the ST to denote other levels of meaning as pointed
out through commenting on the ways both Le Gassick and Davies
translated such elements.

Sample of the study consisted of (120) elements of
offensive words, reprimanding expressions, dysphemism words,
derogatory words, taboo items, swear words, insulting words, and
diminutives. (12) Examples are analyzing through determining the
similarities and differences between Le Gassick and Davies in the
procedures, couplets, triplets and quadruples they employed for
rendering such types of expressions and words into English.

Concerning the procedures employed by Le Gassick, literal
translation is the most recurrently employed procedure as it
occurred in (26) instances reaching a frequency percentage of
(21.67%). While literal translation is the most frequently
employed single foreignization procedure in TT1, its total
frequency percentage does not outnumber employing the total
frequency percentage of employing single domestication
procedures. In other words, several domestication procedures are
employed but only one type of foreignization procedures (i.e.
literal translation) is implemented for rendering the concerned
types of words and expressions as showcased before. In this
regard, Le Gassick relied on literal translation when it is
semantically, culturally and linguistically possible to deliver the
meaning of such cultural elements literally through replacing a
certain taboo word or swear item or derogatory expression with its
perfect one-to-one English equivalent.

Concerning domestication procedures employed by Le
Gassick in this respect, synonymy is the most recurrent
domestication procedure employed by Le Gassick for rendering
elements of offensive language, diminutives, taboo words, swear
items, derogatory words and expressions. This could be
manifested as Le Gassick noticeably replaced numerous Arabic
offensive words and expressions with their English near
synonymy and semi-equivalents which could denote
approximately similar meaning through performing approximate
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semantic functions. In this regard, synonymy occurred in (17)
instances reaching a frequency percentage of (17.17%). It is the
highest frequency percentage following the frequency percentage
of literal translation (i.e. =21.67%) as referred to before.
Concerning both cultural equivalence and functional equivalence,
each one of those two types of equivalence are the second most
frequently employed single domestication procedure after
synonymy. Both types of equivalence are equal in their frequency
count and frequency percentage. This could be manifested as
cultural equivalence occurred in (12) instances reaching a
frequency percentage of (10%). Similarly, functional equivalence
is employed by le Gassick in (12) instances reaching a frequency
percentage of (10%). Despite his reliance on both cultural
equivalence and functional equivalence for rendering elements of
offensive language and taboo words as manifested in TT1, Le
Gassick does not frequently employ the third type of equivalence
(i.e. descriptive equivalence) for rendering such types of cultural
elements. This could be showcased as he employed descriptive
equivalence in only (1) instance reaching a frequency percentage
of only (0.83%) which is a very low frequency percentage when
compared to the frequency percentage of employing other types of
domesticating procedures in this respect. Unpredictably, omission
is employed in (3) instances reaching a frequency percentage of
(2.50%). Omission occurred when Le Gassick noticeably avoided
rendering certain taboo words, swear words, diminutives,
derogatory words and expressions intentionally because of certain
ideological, religious and cultural considerations. However, such
omission could obliterate the ST cultural flavor in TT1 because of
not being able to deliver the intended meaning as denoted in the
ST. concerning other domestication procedures employed by Le
Gassick in this respect, shift (transposition) occurred in (4)
instances reaching a frequency percentage of (3.33%) while
componential analysis occurred in (2) instances reaching a
frequency percentage of (1.67%). Paraphrase is the least
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frequently employed domestication procedure as it occurred in
just (1) instance like descriptive equivalence. This means that the
frequency percentage of employing paraphrase reached only
(083%) which is the lowest frequency percentage for employing
single domestication procedures.

Through the following table, a comparison is made between
the translation procedures, couplets and quadruples employed by
Le Gassick for rendering elements of offensive language including
derogatory words, offensive expressions, taboo words, swearing
words, insulting and reprimanding expressions, diminutives and
some dysphemistic words. This comparison is aimed to determine
the frequency count and frequency percentage of such procedures,
couplets and quadruples in order to pinpoint which is the most
employed procedure, couplet and the least recurrently employed
ones.

Table (2): The frequency count and percentage of Le
Gassick's procedures, couplets and quadruples employed for
rendering elements of offensive language, swear and taboo words,
and derogatory words and expressions in Naguib Mahfouz's Zugag
Al-Midagg according to Newmark's (2001) framework of
translation procedures as manifested in Mldaq Alley (1975)

Le Gassick's (Mldag Alley) procedures, couplets and
guadruples employed for rendering elements of offensive
language, swear and taboo words, and derogatory words

and expressions in Zugaq Al-Midaqgq

No. Procedure(s) Fré%ﬂmcy Percentage
1) literal translation 26 21.67
(2) cultural equivalence 12 10.00
(3) functional equivalence 12 10.00
4) descriptive equivalence 1 0.83
(5) synonymy 17 14.17
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Le Gassick's (Mldaq Alley) procedures, couplets and
guadruples employed for rendering elements of offensive
language, swear and taboo words, and derogatory words

and expressions in Zugaq Al-Midagq

Frequency

No. Procedure(s) Count Percentage
shift (transposition .

6 hift iti 4 3.33
(7) paraphrase 1 0.83
(8) componential analysis 2 1.67
9) omission 3 2.50

Literal translation +

(10) functional equivalence ) 4.17
Literal translation +

(11) cultural equivalence ) &80
Literal translation +

(12) descriptive equivalence ) &80
Literal translation +

(13) paraphrase 2 1.67

Literal translation + shift

(14) (transposition) 1 0.8
Literal translation +

(15) addition in the text 1 0.83
Literal translation +

(16) synonymy 2 1.67
Literal translation +

(17) modulation 1 0.83
Literal translation +

(18) omission 2 1.67
Literal translation +

(19) transference 1 0.83

descriptive equivalence +
(20) shift (transposition) 1 0.83
cultural equivalence +

(21) shift (transposition) 1 0.83
cultural equivalence +

(22) paraphrase 1 0.83
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Le Gassick's (Mldaq Alley) procedures, couplets and
guadruples employed for rendering elements of offensive
language, swear and taboo words, and derogatory words

and expressions in Zugaq Al-Midagq

Frequency

No. Procedure(s) Count Percentage
cultural equivalence +
(23) omisgion 1 0.83
functional equivalence +
(24) cultural equivalence 1 0.83
functional equivalence +
(25) descriptive equivalence 1 N
functional equivalence +
(26) transference 1 N
functional equivalence +
(27) synonymy 1 0.83
functional equivalence +
(28) paraphrase 1 0.83
functional equivalence +
(29) omission 3 2.50
(30) paraphrase + omission 5 4.17
(31) paraphrase + synonymy 1 0.83
(32) synonymy + modulation 1 0.83
paraphrase + literal
translation + shift
(33) (transposition) + addition in 1 0.83
the text
literal translation +
cultural equivalence +
(34) componential analysis + 1 0.83
paraphrase
Total 120 100%
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As indicated in the aforementioned table, Le Gassick relied
on a wide range of couplets for rendering derogatory words,
offensive expressions, taboo words, swearing words, insulting and
reprimanding expressions, diminutives and some dysphemistic
words. However, he relied on single domestication procedures
more frequently than couplets. In this regard, the most frequently
employed sub-type of couplets is [literal translation + functional
equivalence] which is employed in (5) instances reaching a
frequency percentage of (4.17%). It could be pointed out that
literal translation is the most commonly employed foreignization
procedure which occurred in combination with certain
domestication procedures to form (10) sub-types of heterogeneous
couplets. Moreover,[literal translation + cultural equivalence] as
another sub-type of heterogeneous couplets occurred in (3)
instances reaching a frequency percentage of (2.50%). Similarly,
the sub-type of [literal translation + descriptive equivalence] has
the same frequency count and percentage, while each one of the
following the sub-patterns of heterogeneous couplets including
[literal translation + paraphrase], [literal translation + synonymy]
and [literal translation + omission] is employed in (2) instances
reaching a frequency percentage of (1.67%) for each one of them.

Concerning employing homogenous couplets, Le Gassick
rarely relied on the sub-type of homogenous foreignization
couplets consisting of two ST-oriented procedures. In other words,
the sub-type of [literal translation + transference] is the only
homogenous foreignization couplet which occurred in only (1)
instance reaching a frequency percentage of (0.83%). On the other
hand, Le Gassick recurrently employed several sub-types of
homogenous domestication couplets. The most frequently
employed sub-type of such homogenous couplets is [paraphrase +
omission] which occurred in (5) instances reaching a frequency
percentage of (4.17%). Thus, it is the most recurrent sub-type of
homogenous domestication couplets that outnumbered the
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frequency count and percentage of any other sub-type of
homogenous domestication couplets. Moreover, [functional
equivalence + omission] is the second most frequently employed
sub-types of such couplets as it occurred in (3) instance reaching a
frequency percentage of (2.50%). The other sub-types of both
heterogeneous couplets and homogenous domestication couplets
are rarely employed. This could be manifested as each one of
these sub-types of couplets occurred in only (1) instance reaching
a frequency percentage of (0.83) for each one of them as indicted
in the aforementioned table.

Moreover, Le Gassick did not rely on any sub-types of
triplets but he rarely employed specific sub-types of quadruples.
This could be manifested as he employed only two sub-types of
heterogeneous couplets; namely: [paraphrase + literal translation +
shift (transposition) + addition in the text] and [literal translation +
cultural equivalence + componential analysis + paraphrase].
However, such sub-patterns of the two concerned heterogeneous
guadruples are not recurrently employed because of employing
each one of them in only (1) instance reaching a frequency
percentage of only (0.83%) for each. To sum up, Le Gassick
mainly relied on single domestication procedures for rendering
elements of offensive language, swear words, taboo words,
derogatory words and expressions which are very frequently
mentioned in the ST as indicated before.

Through the following table and according to Venuti's
(2004) model of domestication and foreignization, an attempt is
made to compare between the total frequency count and total
frequency percentage of translation procedures, couplets, and
quadruples employed by Le Gassick in this respect. In this regard,
there are (6) main patterns of such procedures, couplets, and
quadruples as showcased in the following table:
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Table (3): The frequency count and percentage of Le
Gassick's procedures, couplets and quadruples employed for
rendering elements of offensive language, swear and taboo words,
and derogatory words and expressions in Naguib Mahfouz's Zugaq
Al-Midaqgq according to Venuti's (2004) model of domestication
and foreignization as manifested in Midag Alley (1975)

Le Gassick's (Mldaq Alley) procedures, couplets and
triplets employed for rendering elements of offensive
language, swear and taboo words, and derogatory words and
expressions in Zugag Al-Midaqqg

No. Procedure(s) Frequency | Percent
Count age
(1) foreignization 26 21.67
(2) domestication 52 43.33
3) - _homogenous 1 0.83
foreignization couplet

a homogenous
(4) domestication couplet 21 17.50
(5) a heterogeneous couplet 18 15.00
(6) a heterogeneous 5 167

quadruple

Total 120 100%

As indicated in the aforementioned table, domestication
procedures are most frequently employed by Le Gassick for
rendering cultural elements of offensive language, taboo words,
swear words, diminutives, insulting and reprimanding words and
expressions, derogatory words and expressions and some
dysphemistic words and elements. This indicates that Le Gassick
aimed at making TT1 more adaptable to the TL culture to be more
familiar to its audience who are not culturally oriented to some
aspects of the Egyptian social life. Moreover, Le Gassick found it
necessary to rely on literal translation as a foreignization
procedure to relatively maintain the TT semantic consistency and
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its cultural faithfulness to the ST. this is also aimed at relatively
preserving the ST cultural impact in the TT. In this regard,
employing single domestication procedures occurred in (52)
instances reaching a frequency percentage of (43.33%). It is the
highest frequency percentage when compared to the frequency
percentage of any other sub-type(s) of translation procedures,
couplets or quadruples employed by Le Gassick in this respect.
On the other hand, literal translation is the second most
recurrently employed single procedures as it occurred in (26)
instances reaching a frequency percentage of (21.67%). Thus, it
could be pointed out that Le Gassick also paid attention to
preserving the ST cultural flavor in TT1. However, he gave
priority to adapting TT1 to the TL culture to deliver both the
surface and the implied meaning of certain elements of offensive
language, wvulgar words, swearing words, taboo words,
diminutives, derogatory words and expressions and some
dysphemistic words communicatively to the TT audience. In a
similar vein, employing homogenous domestication couplets
outnumbered employing both homogenous foreignization couplets
and heterogeneous couplets as referred to before. All in all, there
are (21) instances of employing homogenous domestication
couplets reaching a frequency percentage of (17.50%). As for
employing heterogeneous couplets, they occurred in (18) instances
reaching a frequency percentage of (15.00%). It could be pointed
out that Le Gassick relied on such sub-types of hybrid couplets
when he found it necessary to mediate the ST-TT cultural
differences through combing both domestication procedures and
foreignization procedures together. This is mainly purposeful for
both preserving the ST cultural impact in the TT through
employing literal translation, and for adapting the meaning of the
concerned types of words and expressions to the TL culture
through employing one of the various recurrent domestication
procedures. To sum up, employing heterogeneous couplets is
practically useful for both making the TT faithful to the ST culture
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and adaptable to the TL culture to be more comprehensible to its
audience who have a different cultural background form that of
the ST. concerning employing homogenous foreignization
procedures, it is the least frequently employed sub-type of
couplets as there is only one sub-type of homogenous
foreignization couplets; namely [literal translation + transference]
which occurred in only (1) instance reaching the lowest frequency
percentage (i.e. 0.83%) as indicted before. Finally, employing
quadruples is not so frequent as showcased in the analysis before.

In short, Le Gassick aimed at producing a TT which is more
comprehensible to its audience through employing both single
domestication procedures and homogenous domestication
couplets. Moreover, he relied on specific sub-types of
heterogeneous couplets consisting mainly on literal translation
accompanied with a wide range of domestication procedures to
perform the task of a cultural mediator. In other words, Le
Gassick aimed at communicatively mitigating the T-TT cultural
differences concerning rendering elements of offensive language,
taboo words, diminutives, swearing words and expressions,
derogatory words and expressions, insulting and reprimanding
elements and some dysphemistic words and expressions because
such cultural-bound, fixed idiomatic words and expressions
should be carefully translated to deliver their intended meaning
adequately and without obliteration in the TT. Also, rendering
such cultural elements literally would result in having a TT which
Is murky. This, in turn, could negatively affect its readability and
familiarity to the TT audience.

Accordingly, Le Gassick aimed at both partially preserving
the ST cultural impact in TT1 without diluting the intended
meaning and at producing a TT which is both adaptable to the TL
culture and more comprehensible to the TT audience. In short, Le
Gassick adopted a semantic-communicative translation
perspective for rendering elements of offensive language, taboo
words, diminutives, swearin? words and expressions, derogatory
words and expressions, insulting and reprimanding elements and
some dysphemistic words and expressions which are so
abundantly recurrent in the ST.
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Concerning Davies and the procedures, couplets and triplets
he employed for rendering cultural elements of offensive
language, taboo words, diminutives, swearing words and
expressions, derogatory words and expressions, insulting and
reprimanding elements and some dysphemistic words and
expressions as manifested in TT2, he mainly relied on single
domestication procedures. However, literal translation is the most
frequently single procedure and it is the only foreignization
procedure employed individually for rendering the concerned
cultural elements of offensive language, vulgar expressions and
taboo words. This could be showcased through the following table
and which indicates that literal translation occurred in (43)
instances reaching a frequency percentage of (35.83%) which is
the highest frequency percentage when compared to the frequency
percentage of any other procedure(s) or couplet(s) employed in
this respect. Thus, it could be pointed out that Davies adopted a
general ST-oriented approach for rendering the concerned types of
cultural elements of offensive language. In other words, Davies
purposefully employed literal translation recurrently to preserve
the ST cultural flavor in TT2.

This does not imply that he avoided employing
domestication procedures. In other words, Davies employed (7)
main types of single domestication procedures but their frequency
count and frequency percentage are not the same. In this regard,
functional equivalence is the most recurrently employed
domestication procedure. Employing functional equivalence
occurred in (13) instances reaching a frequency percentage of
(10.83%). Davies employed functional equivalence recurrently
through replacing a certain ST word or expression with their
English functional equivalents which could approximately denote
the same meanings through performing the same semantic
function in TT2. Synonymy is the second most frequently
employed domestication procedure as it occurred in (12) instances
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reaching a frequency percentage of (1.00%). Synonymy is
preferably employed by Davies through using TL near
synonymous words which could denote an approximately similar
meaning of certain offensive words, taboo items or derogatory
expressions in order to make a certain cultural item or expression
more adaptable to the TL culture and to mitigate the dysphemistic
effect of certain swearing words or diminutives expressions in
TT2. Concerning cultural equivalence, it is the third most
frequently employed domestication procedure as it occurred in
(11) instances reaching a frequency percentage of (9.17%).
Cultural equivalence is usually employed where Davies replaces
certain Arabic swearing words, taboo items, offensive
expressions, derogatory words and elements with their English
cultural equivalents to make the meaning more adaptable to the
TL culture and to lessen the ST-TT cultural divergences in this
respect. Descriptive equivalence is also employed as a single
domestication procedure as it occurred in (6) instances reaching a
frequency percentage of (5.00%). Descriptive equivalence is
employed when Davies found it culturally, linguistically and
communicatively important to add explanatory descriptive words
to illuminate the meaning of certain Arabic murky cultural
offensive words and vulgar expressions to the TT readers who are
not culturally acquainted to the ST culture.

Concerning paraphrase, it is the fifth most frequently
employed domestication procedure in this respect. This could be
showcased as it occurred in (40) instances reaching a frequency
percentage of (3.33%). Paraphrase is practically useful as a
domestication procedure to explain the meaning of certain cultural
elements (cf. elements of offensive language, diminutives, vulgar
items, swearing words, taboo words, insulting and reprimanding
words, and derogatory expressions) by adding explanatory details
and by making noticeable amplifications in the ST structure to
facilitate contextualizing the intended meaning of the concerned
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cultural elements to the TT audience. As for componential
analysis, it is rarely employed as a domestication procedure by
Davies in this respect. This could be showcased as he employed
this domestication procedure in only (2) instances reaching a
frequency percentage of (1.67%). Shift (transposition) is the least
frequently employed by Davies as a domestication procedure for
rendering elements of offensive language, diminutives, vulgar
items, swearing words, taboo words, insulting and reprimanding
words, and derogatory expressions. This is because he employed
Shift (transposition) in only (1) instance reaching a frequency
percentage of only (0.83%).

To sum up, while Davies recurrently relied on literal
translation as a single foreignization procedure for translating the
concerned cultural elements of offensive language, the total
frequency count and percentage of employing a wide range of
domestication procedures outnumbered those of literal translation
as it is the only foreignization procedure implemented for this
purpose as indicated in the following table.

Table (4): The frequency count and percentage of Davies'
procedures, couplets and triplets employed for rendering elements
of offensive language, swear and taboo words, and derogatory
words and expressions in Naguib Mahfouz's Zugag Al-Midaqgq
according to Newmark's (2001) framework of translation
procedures as manifested in Midag Alley (2011)

Davies' (Mldaq Alley) procedures, couplets and triplets
employed for elements of rendering offensive language, swear
and taboo words, and derogatory words and expressions in
Zugaqg Al-Midaqq

No. Procedure(s) Frce:%tlj?]r;cy Percentage
(1) literal translation 43 35.83
(2) cultural equivalence 11 9.17
(3) functional equivalence 13 10.83
(4) descriptive equivalence 6 5.00
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Davies' (Mldaq Alley) procedures, couplets and triplets
employed for elements of rendering offensive language, swear
and taboo words, and derogatory words and expressions in
Zuqgaqg Al-Midaqq

(5) synonymy 12 10.00
(6) shift (transposition) 1 0.83
(7) paraphrase 4 3.33
(8) componential analysis 2 1.67
) Literal tGrgSis\}g}L%ré (;- functional 1 0.83
Literal translation + cultural
(10) _ equivalence 1 0.83
iteral translation + paraphrase :
(11) Literal I h 4 3.33
@) | LU wandlaon st 1| o
Literal translation + addition in
(13) the text 4 3.33
(14) Literal translation + synonymy 1 0.83
(15) Literal translation + expansion 1 0.83
transference + functional
(16) eqUi 1 0.83
quivalence
(17) transference + synonymy 1 0.83
descriptive equivalence + shift
(18) (transposition) 1 0.83
araphrase + omission :
(19) paraph ISsi 3 2.50
synonymy + shift
(20) (transposition) 1 0.83
1) shift (ransposition) + i 0.3
(22) cultural equivalence + omission 1 0.83
functional equivalence +
(23) pa[]aphrase — 1 0.83
paraphrase + cultura
(24) equiva!cence + sk}ift (tranlsposition) 1 0.83
unctional equivalence +
(25) omission + addition in the text 1 0.83
literal translation + cultural
(26) equivalence + componential 1 0.83
analysis
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Davies' (Mldaq Alleiy) procedures, couplets and triplets
employed for elements of rendering offensive language, swear
and taboo words, and derogatory words and expressions in
Zuqgaqg Al-Midaqq

omission + paraphrase +
(27) trar;]sference — 1 0.83
paraphrase + cultura
(28) equivalence + literal translation 1 0.83
Total 120 100%

As indicated in the aforementioned table, Davies also relied
on certain sub-types of couplets for rendering elements of
offensive language, diminutives, vulgar items, swearing words,
taboo words, insulting and reprimanding words, and derogatory
expressions. In this regard, a wide range of heterogeneous
couplets and homogenous couplets are used for rendering such
specific types of cultural elements. Concerning the sub-types of
heterogeneous couplets, [literal translation + paraphrase] is the
most frequently employed sub-type of heterogeneous couplets as
it occurred in (4) instances reaching a frequency percentage of
(3.33%). Similarly, [literal translation + addition in the text] as
another sub-type of heterogeneous couplets occurred in (4)
instances having the same frequency percentage of [literal
translation + paraphrase]. It could be pointed out that literal
translation, as a foreignization procedure, occurred in all sub-types
of heterogeneous couplets where it is accompanied with one of the
domestication procedures to form a hybrid couplet. In this regard,
employing heterogeneous couplets is practically preferable when
translating between two asymmetrical languages such as the case
when translating from Arabic into English to both maintain the ST
cultural flavor in the TT and to make the TT more adaptable to the
TL culture to be more familiar and comprehensible to its
audience. Concerning other types of heterogeneous couplets, they
are rarely employed as each one of them occurred in only (1)
instance reaching a frequency percentage of only (0.83%) as
indicated in the aforementioned table.
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Furthermore, Davies relied on certain sub-types of
homogenous domestication couplets. This could be manifested as
he employed (6) main sub-types of homogenous domestication
couplets consisting of two domestication procedures (i.e. TT-
oriented procedures). However, Davies did not frequently rely on
such sub-types of homogenous domestication couplets as he did
not aim at only adapting TT2 to the TL culture. He mainly aimed
at both making a balance between preserving the ST cultural
impact in TT2 through employing literal translation and at making
TT2 more familiar to its audience through adapting it to the TL
culture by using a domestication procedure accompanied with
literal translation. In this regard, [paraphrase + omission] is the
most recurrent sub-type of homogenous domestication couplets as
it occurred in (3) instances reaching a frequency percentage of
(2.50%). Concerning other sub-types of homogenous couplets,
they are not frequently employed as each one of them occurred in
only (1) instance making the frequency percentage of each one of
those homogenous couplets reach only (0.83%). As stated before,
Davies paid more attention to mitigating and mediating the ST-TT
cultural divergences in this respect through adopting a general
semantic-communicative translation perspective to be both
faithful to the ST culture and to produce a TT which is more
adaptable to the TL culture. Accordingly, TT2 could be more
comprehensible to its audience without diluting the ST cultural
flavor in TT2. In other words, Davies gave priority to employing
heterogeneous hybrid couplets as they are employed in (15)
instances reaching a total frequency percentage of (12.50%)
compared to only (8) instances of employing homogenous
domestication couplets reaching a frequency percentage of only
(6.67%) as indicated in the following table.

Table (5): The frequency count and percentage of Davies'
procedures, couplets and triplets employed for rendering
elements of offensive language, swear and taboo words, and

derogatory words and expressions in Naguib Mahfouz's Zugaq
A
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Al-Midaqgq according to Venuti's (2004) model of domestication
and foreignization as manifested in Midaq Alley (2011)

Davies' (Mldaq Alley) procedures, couplets and triplets
employed for rendering elements of offensive language,
swear and taboo words, and derogatory words and
expressions in Zugag Al-Midaqqg
No. Procedure(s) Frg%ldmcy Percentage
(1) foreignization 43 35.83
(2) domestication 49 40.83

a homogenous
(3) domestication couplet 8 6.67
() a heterogeneous 15 12 50
couplet
a homogenous
() domestication triplet 2 1.67
(6) a heterogeneous triplet 3 2.50
Total 120 100%

Moreover, Davies relatively employed triplets for rendering
some elements of offensive language, diminutives, vulgar items,
swearing words, taboo words, insulting and reprimanding words,
and derogatory expressions. This could be refereed to through the
aforementioned table which indicates that he only employed three
sub-types of heterogeneous triplets and two sub-types of
homogenous domestication triplets in this respect. However, such
sub-patterns of triplets are not recurrently employed as each one
of them occurred in only (1) instance reaching a frequency
percentage of only (0.83%) for each one of the concerned sub-
types of triplets. Davies mainly employed such sub-types of
triplets for rendering cultural-bound and fixed idiomatic
expressions related to elements of offensive language,
diminutives, vulgar items, swearing words, taboo words, insulting
and reprimanding words, and derogatory expressions.
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According to Venuti's (2004) model of domestication and
foreignization and based on the data represented in the previously
mentioned table, domestication procedures is the most frequently
employed category for rendering the concerned cultural elements
of offensive language as domestication procedures occurred in
(49) instances reaching a frequency percentage of (40.83%).
Accordingly, employing single domestication procedures
outnumbered employing single foreignization procedures (i.e.
literal translation) as the latter category of foreignization
procedures occurred in (43) instances reaching a frequency
percentage of (35.83%). The third most frequent pattern is the
sub-types of heterogeneous couplets as they occurred in (15)
instances reaching a frequency percentage of (12.50%). In this
regard, it could be pointed out that Davies did not prefer
employing homogenous domestication couplets as they occurred
in (8) instances reaching a frequency percentage of (6.67%).
Davies aimed at having a TT which is both faithful to the ST
culture and which is more adaptable to the TL culture through
adopting a semantic-communicative translation perspective to
bridge the ST-TT cultural gaps and to perform the role of a
cultural mediator who contributes communicatively to making the
TT audience more acquainted to the ST culture without creating a
murky TT and without obfuscating or diluting the intended
meaning of several elements of offensive language in TT2. In this
regard, the least employed category that occurred for rendering
elements of offensive language and taboo word as manifested in
Davies (2011) (Mldaqg Alley) is triplets whether they are
homogenous domestication triplets or heterogeneous ones. This
could be showcased as there are only (5) sub-types of triplets and
they were not frequently employed as indicated before.
Accordingly, the total frequency count of employing triplets is (5)
instances reaching a frequency percentage of (4.17%). It is the
lowest frequency percentage when compared to the frequency
percentage of other procedures and couplets employed for
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rendering elements of offensive language, diminutives, vulgar
items, swearing words, taboo words, insulting and reprimanding
words, and derogatory expressions as indicated before.

The following table is concerned with comparing between
procedures, couplets, triplets and quadruples employed by the two
concerned translators (i.e. Le Gassick and Davies) to pinpoint to
what extent they are similar or different in the general translation
perspective each one of them adopted for rendering elements of
offensive language, diminutives, vulgar items, swearing words,
taboo words, insulting and reprimanding words, and derogatory
expressions as manifested in TT1 and TT2. Such a comparison
could be gquantitatively and qualitatively made through comparing
between the frequency count and frequency percentage of certain
translation procedures, couplets, triplets and quadruples to
determine which translator adopted an ST-oriented translation
perspective, which one adopted a TT-oriented translation
perspective, and which translator succeeded in mitigating the
Arabic-English cultural divergences concerning the rendering of
elements of offensive language, diminutives, vulgar items,
swearing words, taboo words, insulting and reprimanding words,
and derogatory expressions through making balance between
employing domestication and foreignization procedures and
couplets. In other words, the following table could assist in
determining which translator of the two concerned ones succeeded
in adopting a general semantic-communicative translation
perspective by not only relying on a single category of
domestication and/or foreignization procedures but by employing
heterogeneous hybrid couplets which could help in mediating the
ST-TT cultural divergences in order to overcome the hurdle of
rendering elements of offensive language, diminutives, vulgar
items, swearing words, taboo words, insulting and reprimanding
words, and derogatory expressions which are by nature cultural-
specific elements.
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Table (5): Comparing between Le Gassick's and Davies'
(Mldaqg Alley) procedures, couplets and triplets for rendering
elements of offensive language, swear and taboo words, and
derogatory words and expressions in Naguib Mahfouz's Zugaq Al-
Midaqq according to Newmark's (2001) framework of translation
procedures

Comparing between Le Gassick's (Mldaq Alley) and Davies'
(Mldag Alley) concerning the procedures, couplets and triplets
employed for rendering elements of offensive language, swear

and taboo words, and derogatory words and expressions in Zugag

Al-Midaqq
Trevor Humphrey
No. Procedure(s) Le Gassick Davies
(1) literal translation 26 43
(2) cultural equivalence 12 11
3) f_unctlonal 12 13
equivalence
() d_escrlptlve 1 5
equivalence
(5) synonymy 17 12
(6) shift (transposition) 4 1
(7) paraphrase 1 4
(8) compor_1ent|al 2 9
analysis
(9) omission 3 0
(10) L|_teral tran_slatlon + 5 1
functional equivalence
(11) Literal tra_nslatlon + 3 1
cultural equivalence
(12) L!tefal tranglatlon + 3 0
descriptive equivalence
(13) Literal translation + 5 4
paraphrase
(14) Literal translation + 1 1
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Comparing between Le Gassick's (Mldag Alley) and Davies'
(Mldag Alley) concerning the procedures, couplets and triplets
employed for rendering elements of offensive language, swear

and taboo words, and derogatory words and expressions in Zugag

Al-Midaqq
Trevor Humphrey
No. Procedure(s) Le Gassick Davies
shift (transposition)
Literal translation +
(15) addition in the text 1 4
(16) Literal translation + 5 1
synonymy
Literal translation +
(17) modulation 1 0
(18) theral_tre}nslatlon + 5 0
omission
(19) Literal translation + 1 0
transference
(20) literal translatlon + 0 1
expansion
descriptive
(21) equivalence + shift 1 1
(transposition)
cultural equivalence
(22) + shift (transposition) 1 0
cultural equivalence
(23) + paraphrase 1 0
(24) cultural _eq_uwalence 1 1
+ omission
functional
(25) | equivalence + cultural 1 0
equivalence
(26) functional 1 0

equivalence + descriptive
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Comparing between Le Gassick's (Mldag Alley) and Davies'
(Mldag Alley) concerning the procedures, couplets and triplets
employed for rendering elements of offensive language, swear

and taboo words, and derogatory words and expressions in Zugag

Al-Midaqq
Trevor Humphrey
No. Procedure(s) Le Gassick Davies
equivalence
27) synonymy + 0 1
transference
functional
(28) equivalence + 1 1
transference
functional
(29) equivalence + synonymy 1 0
functional
(30) equivalence + paraphrase 1 1
functional
(31) equivalence + omission 3 0
paraphrase +
(32) omission S 3
(33) paraphrase + 1 0
synonymy
paraphrase + shift
(34) (transposition) 0 1
synonymy + shift
(35) (transposition) 0 1
synonymy +
(36) modulation 1 0
paraphrase + cultural
(37) equivalence + shift 0 1
(transposition)
(38) functional 0 1

equivalence + omission +
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Comparing between Le Gassick's (Mldag Alley) and Davies'
(Mldag Alley) concerning the procedures, couplets and triplets
employed for rendering elements of offensive language, swear

and taboo words, and derogatory words and expressions in Zugag
Al-Midaqq

Trevor Humphrey

No. Procedure(s) Le Gassick Davies

addition in the text

literal translation +
(39) | cultural equivalence + 0 1
componential analysis

omission +
(40) paraphrase + transference 0 1

paraphrase + cultural
(41) equivalence + literal 0 1
translation

paraphrase + literal
translation + shift
(42) (transposition) + addition 1 0

in the text

literal translation +
cultural equivalence +
componential analysis +
paraphrase

(43)

Total 120 120

Based on the aforementioned analysis and the data provided
in the previous table concerned with comparing between Le
Gassick's preferences and Davies preferences for rendering
cultural elements of offensive language, diminutives, vulgar items,
swearing words, taboo words, insulting and reprimanding words,
and derogatory expressions, one could divide all the procedures,
couplets, triplets and quadruples employed by both translators
according to Venuti's (2004) model of domestication and

foreignization as showcased in the following table and chart:
AeA
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Table (6): Comparing between Le Gassick's and Davies' (Mldaq
Alley) procedures, couplets and triplets for rendering offensive
language, swear and taboo words, and derogatory words and
expressions in Naguib Mahfouz's Zugaq Al-Midagq according to
Venuti's (2004) model of domestication and foreignization

Comparing between Le Gassick's (Mldaq Alley) and
Davies' (Mldaq Alley) concerning the procedures, couplets and
triplets employed for rendering offensive language, swear and
taboo words, and derogatory words and expressions in Zugagq

Al-Midaqqg
Trevo Hump
No. Procedure(s) rlLe hrey
Gassick Davies
(1) foreignization 26 43
(2) domestication 52 49
a homogenous
(3) foreignization couplet 1 0
a homogenous
(4) domestication couplet 21 8
(5) a heterogeneous couplet 18 15
a homogenous
(6) domestication triplet 0 2
(7) a heterogeneous triplet 0 3
(8) a heterogeneous 5 0
quadruple
Total 120 120
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Chart _(1): Comparing between Le Gassick's and Davies'
(Mldaqg Alley) procedures, couplets and triplets for rendering
elements of offensive language, swear and taboo words, and
derogatory words and expressions in Naguib Mahfouz's Zugaq Al-
Midaqg according to Venuti's (2004) model of domestication and
foreignization

Comparing between Le Gassick's and Davies' (Mldaq Alley) procedures, couplets and triplets of
rendering elements of offensive language, swear and taboo words, and derogatory words and
expressions in Naguib Mahfouz's Zugaq Al-Midaqq according to Venuti's (2004) model of

domestication and foreignization
.
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As indicated in the aforementioned table and chart, Le
Gassick generally preferred employing domestication procedures
while Davies made balance between employing single
domestication procedures and employing single foreignization
ones. In other words, Le Gassick's total frequency count of
employing single foreignization procedures is (26) instances
compared to a total frequency count reaching (52) instances of
employing single domestication procedures. This indicates that he
paid more attention to adapting TT1 to the TL culture even if this
could directly or indirectly affect TT1 semantic consistency and
its cultural faithfulness to the ST. on the other hand, Davies' total
frequency count of employing single foreignization procedures
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(i.e. literal translation) reached (43) instances compared to a total
frequency count of (49) instances of employing single
domestication procedures. Thus, it could be pointed out that even
if the two translators are similar in their preferences to employ
single domestication procedures more frequently than employing
single foreignization procedures, Davies paid more attention to
making balance between employing domestication procedures and
employing foreignization ones. This is also reflected in the
difference in their preferences of employing particular sub-types
of couplets. While Le Gassick preferred employing homogenous
domestication couplets to employing heterogeneous couplets,
Davies preferred employing heterogeneous couplets to employing
homogenous domestication couplets. The total frequency count of
employing homogenous domestication couplets by Le Gassick
reached (21) instances compared to only (8) instances of
employing homogenous domestication couplets implemented by
Davies. Moreover, employing heterogeneous couplets by Davies
outnumbered employing heterogeneous couplets by Le Gassick. In
other words, the total frequency count of employing heterogonous
couplets by Davies reached (18) instances compared to (15)
instances of employing the same sub-type of couplets by Le
Gassick. Also, Davies did not employ heterogeneous quadruples
at all for rendering cultural elements of offensive language,
diminutives, vulgar items, swearing words, taboo words, insulting
and reprimanding words, and derogatory expressions. In a similar
vein, Le Gassick did not employ any sub-types of heterogeneous
triplets or homogenous domestication triplets in this respect.

Table (7): Comparing between the percentages of Le
Gassick's and Davies' (Mldag Alley) procedures, couplets and
triplets for rendering elements of offensive language, swear and
taboo words, and derogatory words and expressions in Naguib
Mahfouz's Zugaq Al-Midaqq according to Venuti's (2004) model
of domestication and foreignization
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Comparing between the percentages of Le Gassick's and Davies'
(Mldag Alley) procedures, couplets and triplets for rendering elements
of offensive language, swear and taboo words, and derogatory words and
expressions in Naguib Mahfouz's Zugaqg Al-Midaqg according to Venuti's
(2004) model of domestication and foreignization

Trevor Le | Humphrey
No. Procedure(s) Gassick Davies
(1) foreignization 21.67 35.83
(2) domestication 43.33 40.83
a homogenous
(3) foreignization couplet 0.83 0.00
a homogenous
(4) domestication couplet 17.50 6.67
(5) a heterogeneous couplet 15.00 12.50
a homogenous
(6) domestication triplet 0.00 1.67
da neterogeneous rip € . .
7 het triplet 0.00 2.50
a heterogeneous
(8) quadruple 1.67 0.00
Percentage 100% 100%

Chart (2): Comparing between the percentages of Le Gassick's
and Davies' (Mldag Alley) procedures, couplets and triplets for
rendering elements of offensive language, swear and taboo words,
and derogatory words and expressions in Naguib Mahfouz's Zugaq
Al-Midaqq according to Venuti's (2004) model of domestication and
foreignization
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Comparing between the percentages of Le Gassick's and Davies' (Mldaq Alley) procedures, couplets and
triplets for rendering elements of offensive language, swear and taboo words, and derogatory words and
expressions in Naguib Mahfouz's Zuqaq Al-Midaqq according to Venuti's (2004) model of domestication and

50.00
45.00
40.00
35.00
30.00
25.00
20.00
15.00
10.00
5.00

0.00

To sum up, the two concerned translators are similar in the
main translation perspective adopted for rendering elements of
offensive language, diminutives, vulgar items, swearing words,
taboo words, insulting and reprimanding words, and derogatory
expressions. However, Le Gassick and Davies are different, to
some extent, in their preferences of the way they translated such
cultural references, cultural-bund and fixed idiomatic expressions.
In other words, while Le Gassick aimed at making the TT more
adaptable to the TL culture to be more comprehensible to its
audience, Davies paid more attention to decreasing the cultural
divergences between the ST and the TT without obliterating the
ST cultural flavor in the TT and without producing a TT which
could be murky or unfamiliar to its audience. In other words,
Davies aimed at mediating the ST-TT cultural differences without
diluting or obfuscating the ST cultural flavor in TT2, while Le
Gassick preferably employed both single domestication
procedures and homogenous domestication couplets to produce a
communicative version of the ST even the cultural flavor of the
Arabic text is, to some extent, obliterated in TT1.
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e Findings
This study is an analytical comparative-descriptive
linguistic one that aimed at determining the most predominant
types of elements of offensive language, diminutives, vulgar
items, swearing words, taboo words, insulting and reprimanding
words, and derogatory expressions in Zugaq Al-Midaqg and at
analyzing the domestication and foreignization procedures,
couplets and triplets implemented by both Le Gassick and Davies
in their rendering of such cultural elements through adopting
Newamrk's (2001) approach of translation procedures and
Venuti's (2004) model of domestication and foreignization.
Throughout the current study, it has been proven that:
(1) Translating taboo words, offensive language, swear words

and derogatory expressions which are abundantly recurrent
in Naguib Mahfouz's Zugag Al-Midaqgq requires a lot of
stylistic, cultural, linguistic and pragmatic effort to preserve
the stylistics, aesthetics, and eloquence of the ST in the TT.

(2)Because of being two languages that are culturally,
linguistically and etymologically asymmetrical, rendering
elements of offensive language, diminutives, vulgar items,
swearing words, taboo words, insulting and reprimanding
words, and derogatory expressions from Arabic into English
could be regarded as a hurdle as their rendering requires
both mitigating the dysphemistic effect of certain elements
of such offensive cultural words and expressions as well as
paying more attention to avoiding the obliteration of the ST
cultural flavor inthe TT.

(3) There are attested similarities and differences between Le
Gassick and Davies in their translation preferences
concerning the procedures, couplets, triplets and quadruples
each one of the two concerned translators preferred for
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rendering elements of offensive language, diminutives,
vulgar items, swearing words, taboo words, insulting and
reprimanding words, and derogatory expressions as
manifested through the methods they adopted for renderings
such elementsin TT1 and TT2.

(4) Le Gassick's main translation perspective for rendering most
elements of elements of offensive language, diminutives,
vulgar items, swearing words, taboo words, insulting and
reprimanding words, and derogatory expressions is a
communicative translation perspective as he generally
preferred employing TT-oriented translation procedures,
homogenous domestication couplets and triplets. In other
words, Le Gassick gave priority to producing a TT which is
more familiar and comprehensible to its English audience
even if this could, to some extent, affect the ST cultural
flavor in the TT negatively.

(5) Davies' main translation perspective for rendering the
concerned cultural elements is a semantic-communicative
translation one as he employed both foreignization
procedures, domestication procedures and heterogeneous
couplets which are particularly aimed at mediating the ST-
TT cultural differences through bridging the ST-TT cultural
gaps by both preserving the ST cultural impact in the TT
without producing a TT which could be unfamiliar or
incomprehensible to its English audience.

(6) One of the most significant findings of this study is that Le
Gassick is different from Davies in the main perspective he
adopted for rendering the concerned elements of offensive
language, taboo words, and derogatory expressions. This

could be manifested as Le Gassick mostly opted for
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domestication through employing TT-oriented procedures
while Davies mostly employed literal translation as a
foreignization procedure as he aimed at producing a TT
which maintains its semantic consistency and its cultural
faithfulness to the ST.

(7) Omission is not preferably practical for rendering elements
of offensive language, diminutives, vulgar items, swearing
words, taboo words, insulting and reprimanding words, and
derogatory expressions as recurrent unjustifiable omission
and/or reduction could make the TT get rid of the ST
cultural flavor. This, in turn, could also make the TT unable
to depict elements of the ST culture as represented in the ST.
However, translators would find it necessary to employ
omission in certain cases cautiously when an offensive
element, a taboo word, a swearing word, a diminutive, an
insulting word, or a derogatory word or expression is so
dysphemistic and which could violate the moral, societal,
religious, cultural or ideological norms of a particular
society. In a similar regard, translator have to compensate
for omitting some taboo words or offensive language
elements through employing certain  domestication
procedures such as functional equivalence, paraphrase,
synonymy among others in order to not totally obliterate the
ST cultural impact in the TT.

(8)Le Gassick employed a wide variety of homogenous
domestication couplets while Davies paid more attention to
making balance between employing homogenous
domestication couplets and employing heterogeneous
couplets. To sum up, Le Gassick paid attention to adopting a

general communicative translation perceptive to increase TT
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familiarity to its readers while Davies paid more attention to
both preserving the ST cultural flavor in the TT, to making
the TT more comprehensible to its audience without diluting
aspects of the Egyptian Arabic and Islamic culture in TT2
through adopting a general semantic-communicative
translation perspective.

(9) Davies' main translation perspective for rendering the
concerned cultural elements of offensive language,
diminutives, vulgar items, swearing words, taboo words,
insulting and reprimanding words, and derogatory
expressions is a semantic-communicative translation one as
he employed both foreignization procedures, domestication
procedures and heterogeneous couplets which are
particularly aimed at mediating the ST-TT cultural
differences through bridging the ST-TT cultural gaps by
both preserving the ST cultural impact in the TT without
producing a TT which could be unfamiliar or
incomprehensible to its English audience.

(10) Naguib Mahfouz's Zugaq Al-Midaqg, which is a socially
oriented novel, is full of a plethora of elements of offensive
language, diminutives, vulgar items, swearing words, taboo
words, insulting and reprimanding words, and derogatory
expressions. This is noticeably evident as the novel depicts
an era which witnessed a wide range of transformations on
the social, economic, political, national financial and even
psychological levels. Moreover, the novel tackles several
controversial topics such as poverty, marital disloyalty,
forbidden practices, violence, language harassment, brazen
behavior, familial rebellion, unpredictable death, injustice,

prejudice between divergent social classes, jealousy, envy,
AV
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women's work and prostitution among others. Accordingly,
a translator should pay particular attention when handling
such very specific challenging cultural elements in order not
to dilute the ST cultural flavor in the TT and in order not to
produce a TT which could be unfamiliar or even
incomprehensible to its audience. In other words, translators
of works including abundant elements of offensive
language, diminutives, vulgar items, swearing words, taboo
words, insulting and reprimanding words, and derogatory
expressions should do the task of cultural mediators who
could successfully, adequately and communicatively
mitigate the ST-TT cultural differences through making
balance between being faithful to the ST culture and being
adaptable to the TL culture.
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