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Religious Culture in Mutran’s and Jabra’s
Translation of Shakespeare’s Hamlet
By
Ameer J. M. Assi
Supervised by
Dr. Bilal Hamamra

Abstract

This research is designed in order to examine Jabra’s and Mutran’s
translations of religious cultural traits in Shakespeare’s Hamlet and to study
the impact of foreignization and domestication on their translations of
Hamlet. In addition, this study will provide 11 subcategories of religious
cultural traits and find strategies to scrutinize Jabra’s and Mutran’s
translations of religious culture in the play. This research follows a
descriptive, quantitative approach where the collected data is taken from
the selected English ST in Shakespeare’s Hamlet (2002), followed by two
selected target texts of Jabra’s (1959) and Mutran’s (2013) given
translations of Shakespeare’s Hamlet. Following Dickins’, Hervey’s and
Higgins’ scale of ‘cultural transposition’, Hervey’s and Higgins’ model of
translating proper names and ‘the triple-analytical model’ , this study
reveals that Mutran domesticates or Arabizes Hamlet by employing
Quranic intertextuality. In addition, this study shows that Mutran
undermines his purpose of translation by moving the target reader to the
source text. In contrast to Mutran's adherence to the target culture, Jabra
perceives Shakespeare's texts including Hamlet as theological ones which
demand a faithful translation. However, he undermines his doctrine of

faithful translation by moving the source text to the target audience. While



both translators are affected by their religious culture — Christianity and
Islam — which punctuate their translations, the study concludes that faithful

translation is contradictory in terms.
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Chapter One
1.1 Introduction:
1.1.1 Language and Culture:

Language and culture have a complementary relationship in that both
reinforce each other’s dynamics (Nida, 2001; Bassnett, 1980). Language is
the mouthpiece of culture, expressing the collective systems of beliefs and
norms shared by a cultural community. Jiang (2000) points out that
“Language and culture make a living organism; language is flesh, and
culture is blood. Without culture, language would be dead” (p. 328).
Jiang’s analogy is a formidable metaphor that represents both language and
culture as a single body of a living creature with flesh and blood. The
function of language and culture is similar to that of flesh and blood.

Language is a flesh that takes nourishment from blood in this case.

Language and culture influence each other as substantiated by the
dialectics of denotation and connotation. Dickins, Hervey and Higgins
(2002) define denotative meaning as “That kind of meaning which is fully
supported by ordinary semantic conventions, such as the convention that
‘window’ refers to a particular kind of aperture in a wall or roof” (p. 52).
The stability of denotative meaning of a given word dilapidates when it is
used in a different context. Such instability initiates the latter term which is

connotative meaning. Dickins, Hervey and Higgins (2002) argue that



connotative meaning represents shades of meanings attributed to a word

after being intended by a certain culture and used in a certain context.

Difficulties in translation arise at the level of connotative meaning
because a given word may have the same denotative meaning in different
languages, but different connotative meanings. For example, at the
denotative level, the ow/ means a bird in both English and Arabic.
However, when it comes to a connotative level, translators have to take into
consideration that Arabic and English belong to different cultures. In the
English culture, the ow! conveys a positive connotation and symbolizes
wisdom. But within Arabic culture, the owl carries a negative connotation

and symbolizes bad omen.

An important example taken from Hamlet is when Hamlet advises
his mother not to allow his uncle to call her ‘his mouse’ (Act 3, Scene 4, p.
110, L. 182). At the level of denotation mouse is an animal in both English
and Arabic cultures. However, the connotations of this word differ in
Arabic culture and Early Modern English one. On the one hand, in Arab
culture, the mouse symbolizes dirt, ugliness and diseases. On the other
hand, the mouse in early modern English culture is an euphemism for the
female. Hamlet advises his mother not to let Claudius to treat her as his

mouse/ mistress.

The use of connotative and denotative meanings in literary texts can
be differentiated from non-literary texts by privileging connotative

meaning over denotative meaning of a given word. Newmark (1988)



stresses that both denotations and connotations are privileged one over the

other whether they are in literary or non-literary texts.

On the one hand, within a non-literary text, denotative meaning is
emphasized over connotative meaning. On the other hand, within a literary
text, connotative meaning is favored over denotative meaning. In fact,
meaning within a literary text is considered as cultural specific and it has to
be interpreted connotatively according to the culture it is derived from. For
example, the term ‘white dove’ in a non-literary text as a documentary
program refers to a specific kind of flying birds, but if the same term is
used within a literary text, it carries various connotative implications such

as peace and love.

In the context of Jabra’s and Mutran’s translations of religious
culture in Shakespeare’s Hamlet from English into Arabic, each language
has its own cultural specific concepts which vary from one culture to
another. Translation and culture share reciprocal bonds because the process
of translation involves giving a new life to culture by transferring it from

one language into another.

1.1.2 Translation and Culture:

Translators have endured hard labor and face difficulties to overcome
the differences between English and Arabic cultures. Also, they come up
with an satisfactory translation during the process of translating a source

culture into a target culture. Nida and Reyburn (1981) state that
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“Difficulties arising out of differences of culture constitute the most serious
problems for translators and have produced the most far-reaching
misunderstandings among readers” (p. 2). Therefore, the translators’ duty is
to bridge linguistic and cultural gaps. To do so, they have to possess a fair
cultural background for both source and target cultures (Mailhac, 1996, p.
132; Nair, 1996, pp. 78-79). The translation of cultural issues from one
language into another is playing an important role to outline translation

problems regarding the different culture each language belongs into.

Newmark (1988) defines culture as “The way of life and its
manifestations that are peculiar to a community that uses a particular
language as its means of expression” (p. 94). Newmark’s definition shows
that culture is a living style and it is declared by a cultural community who

uses a specific language as a way of representing themselves.

Newmark (1988, p.95) adapted Nida’s (1964) typology when he
established a list of terms in how he divided cultural items into five

categories as follows:

(1)  Ecology: Winds, hills, plains, ice, etc.

(2) Material culture: (a) Food (b) Clothes (¢) Houses and towns (d)

Transport

(3) Social culture: Work and leisure.



(4) Organizations: Customs, activities, procedures, concepts (a)

Political and administrative (b) Religious (c) artistic

(5) Gestures and habits: Non-verbal actions, such as ‘spitting’.

Each language has its own words that are attributed to its own
culture according to the previously given five categories. However,
difficulties arise if translators misunderstand a given cultural term and fail
to capture its intended or social meaning, such as the given example of
‘owl” and its problematic translation from one culture into another.
Therefore, it is important for translators to be familiar of these categories in
order to be able to provide an acceptable translation for them in the target
language. The following part includes the bottom line of this research

which is religious culture and how Jabra and Mutran approached it in their

translation of religious culture in Shakespeare’s Hamlet.

1.1.3 Religious Culture:

Religious culture illustrates the ways a cultural community deals,
reacts and interacts with religious rituals and deities. Nida (1961) stated
that “The religious culture includes those features which represent an
adjustment to ‘supernatural’ phenomena, e.g., gods, spirits, divine
sanctions; revelation, and rites” (p. 147-148). Religious culture consists of
specific features that stand for metaphysical and supernatural concepts such

as gods, angels, rituals, etc.
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As a result of the sacredness of such terms and their specificity, the
translation of religious culture is problematic because each culture has its
own religious terms which may not be easy to translate into another

different culture. Nida (1964, p. 94) argued that:

In matters of religious culture the problems of translation are
often the most perplexing. The names for deity are a
continual difficulty. The native word may have a heavy
connotative significance which makes it awkward to use. On

the other hand a foreign word often implies an “alien” God.

The term ‘God’ has different references for both Muslims and
Christians. On the one hand, ‘God’ for Muslims means Allah ‘&) and it
refers to only one god, ‘the only God and the only creator’. On the other
hand, ‘God’ for Christians means the ‘Holy Trinity’ in how it refers to
three gods in one as (the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit). As a result,
there 1s a wide religious cultural gap between different cultures which have

different concepts of the term ‘God’.

In their discussion of religious culture, neither Nida (1964) nor
Newmark (1988) subcategorized religious culture the way I did in this

research. I subcategorize religious culture into 11 categories:

1-  Eschatology: a subcategory of religious culture which stands for
theological beliefs of death, judgment and the final destination of
humankind. According to al-Maany Dictionary, It is defined as “the

branch of theology that is concerned with such final things as [...]



the end of the world”. Also, it includes supernatural powers that

interfere with humans’ lives, such as miracles, heaven and hell.

Ethical Criteria: a branch of religious culture which regulates
humans® behavior, such as beliefs, obedience, generosity, revenge

and courage.

Religious Artifacts: a part of religious culture which includes all the
forged paraphernalia and the manufactured tools used to serve a
religious and cultural purpose, such as swords, arrows, veils, inky

cloak and prayer rugs.

Religious constructions and sites: an eclement of religious culture
that involves any place used for religious purpose, such as a church,

a mosque or a cemetery.

Religious Events: a section of religious culture that stands for

positive or negative events related to religions, such as doomsday.

Religious Groups: an aspect of religious culture that represents
groups of people who share similar religious cultural ideology; and
give their complete loyalty to their king, such as ‘Liegemen to the

Dane’.

Religious Personages: a division of religious culture that stands for
both proper names and generic nouns which typifies religious

personages, such as ‘Cain’.



10-

11-

Religious Greetings: a fraction of religious culture which represents
greetings which are derived from a religion or culture and carry

religious cultural connotations, such as ‘adieu’.

Religious Activities: a chunk of religious culture which stands for
specific rituals and activity practiced according to religious norms as

specialized religious activities, such as ‘prayers’

Supernatural Beings: a portion of religious culture that stands for
any supernatural, metaphysical or extra ordinary referent which is
beyond the laws of nature, such as God, Allah, ghosts, angels, devils,

etc.

References of Revelation: a side of religious culture that stands for
divine and heavenly revelation of God’s will to mortals whether that
disclosure was written (Bible), oral (Qur’an), or via a vision during

sleeping, such as ‘filial obligation’.

1.1.4 Translators’ Ideology and Axiology:

Many translation scholars such as House (1977), Hatim (2001),

Baker (2006) and Munday (2008) have pointed out that translators are not

passive mediators who keep themselves away or invisible during the

translation process. Their intervention in translation varies between two

extremes according to what House (1977) called covert and overt

translation. The former refers to the process in how translators cover the

features of the ST’s foreignness in the TT. Translators make the given



translation disguised as a second original which doesn’t sound alien in
accordance with the naturalness of TL. The latter means that the translation
of the given ST in the TT is apparently foreign and sounds alien regarding

the naturalness of TL.

Ideology and axiology are two crucial concepts in the translation of
religious culture. Ideology is a multi-functional term with multi-layer
meanings which vary according to the context and the field in which it is

used. Simpson (1993, p. 5, italics in original) puts it as:

From a critical linguistic perspective, the term normally
describes the way in which what we say and think interacts
with society. And ideology therefore derives from the taken-
for-granted assumptions, beliefs, and value-systems which
are shared collectively by social groups. And when an
ideology is the ideology of a particularly powerful social

group, it is said to be dominant.

Simpson affirms that our cognition and used language are all tied to
the society we are interacting with. Ideology uses language as means to
dominate the cognition of the social group by sharing the same ideology.
There is a personification in how Simpson concretized a term such as
ideology to be presented as a king who dominates a particular powerful
social group because the term dominant is related to a powerful person who

controls others.
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Ideology in the translation of religious culture discerns the way
language is used as a social practice. Ideology affects the use of language
by using it as a tool to control intentions within the translation of religious
culture (Hodge and Kress, 1993). Therefore, the translation of religious
culture is affected mainly by the ideology that lies behind the purpose of
the translation set by a particular commission. Ideology varies from
language into another, culture into another and social group into another.
Also, the process of translating religious culture differs according to
whether the translator is implementing the ideology of the given source
culture, his own axiology or the ideology of the target culture into which he

1s translating.

Axiology stands for the individual use of language. Beaton (2007)
defined axiology as a “Socially constituted evaluation” (p. 274), presenting
individual perspectives of values and beliefs that are manifested in
someone’s own discourse. Within the context of translation, axiology refers
to the way translators see the world from their own individual perspective

so as to handle the dominant values and beliefs in a society.

In the context of Jabra’s and Mutran’s translations of religious
culture, both ideology and axiology are playing a crucial role in the lexical
choices offered by Jabra and Mutran during their given translation which is
affected by the dynamics of ideology and axiology. They either subjugate
the translators’ axiology and absorb the fermented ideology of the ST, or

unleash the translators’ axiology and subjugate the ideology of the given
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ST. Baker (2006) stressed that “Translators and interpreters can and do
resort to various strategies to strengthen or undermine particular aspects of

the narratives they mediate, explicitly or implicitly” (p. 105).

This study examines the ways Jabra and Mutran approached
ideology and axiology in their translation of religious cultural terms in
Shakespeare's Hamlet from English into Arabic. 1 contend that Jabra
adapted the ideology of the ST over his axiology while Mutran favored his
axiology over the ideology of the ST. On the one hand, Jabra followed the
ideology of the ST, preserving the Christian ideology of the ST in the TT.
Therefore, Jabra’s axiology vanished by his use of the ideology of the ST.
On the other hand, Mutran employed his axiology, distancing himself from
the ideology of the ST. He replaced the ST religious cultural terms by
using Islamic terms in the TT to fit the Arabic context. As a result, the
ideology of the ST expunged in the TT by his use of his personal axiology
that affected his given translation and allowed it to be distinguished from

the original.

1.1.5 The Translation of Shakespeare’s Plays:

Shakespeare’s plays captivated the inspiration of many Arab
literature scholars and translators who move between the extremes of
foreignization and domestication. On the one hand, Mutran (1872-1949)
adapted the naturalness of TT. On the other hand, Jabra (1920-1994)

privileged the ST, treating Shakespeare’s Hamlet as ‘sacred texts’.
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Therefore, both Jabra and Mutran followed different strategies that affected

and distinguished their translations form each other.

The translations of Shakespeare’s plays from English into Arabic
beget a new trend for examining great foreign literary work by Arab
scholars. This new trend allowed Arab scholars to analyze the influence of
the translations of Shakespeare’s plays on the Arabic literatures. Also, it
created a golden opportunity for Arab scholars such as Jabra and Mutran to
realize the richness of Shakespeare’s plays. In addition, this new trend
allowed Arab scholars and writers to measure the extent of Shakespeare’s

assimilation into Arab culture.

Shakespeare’s plays widely flourished in the Arab world nearly in
the second half of the twentieth century when Arab scholars began their
efforts and published their translations of Shakespeare’s plays. For
example, Jabra provided a translation of Shakespeare’s Hamlet which was
classified as an authoritative translation because it was treated as a direct

rewriting of the original (Tounsi, 1989).

Jabra was among many scholars and translators who were
commissioned after the second half of the twentieth century to translate all
Shakespeare’s literary works from English into Arabic. Jabra picked
Shakespeare’s plays because they were the dominant great masterpieces
which invaded the conscious of Arab scholars and writers at that time.

Then, the second step was to examine and evaluate the given translations of
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Shakespeare’s plays and examine to what extent they matched the original

texts.

1.1.6 Mustran’s Domestication of Religious Culture in Hamlet:

During the process of translation, translators are guided by the
strategies they adapt. They either follow the SL and ignore the TL or
respect the TL and neglect the SL. Regarding the latter, translators in this
case favored the naturalness and fluency of the TL over the originality of
the SL and this is what Venuti (1995) called domestication as a TL-biased
strategy. Venuti (1995) defined domestication as “an ethnocentric reduction
of the foreign text to target-language cultural values, bring the author back
home” (p. 20). Domestication in translating religious cultural elements
functions in way that makes a given translation possesses both fluent and
transparent style, including reduction of strangeness of the original for TL
readers. The advantage of applying domestication while translating a given
text is that the target audiences/readers will understand TT easily without
encountering any strangeness, or coming across inaccurate elements that

may hinder their comprehensions (Venuti, 1995)

The translation of Shakespeare’s plays surpassed all the boundaries
and reached everywhere including the Arab world. Many of great Arab
writers and translators such as Mutran and Jubran were inspired by
Shakespeare’s plays and translated most of his plays. Each translator
followed a strategy that fulfills his purpose by either following the SL or

TL. Khalil Mutran (1872-1949), the Lebanese-born poet who immigrated
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to Egypt, picked domestication as his dominant strategy in his translation
of Shakespeare’s Plays. In his translation of Othello, Mutran applied what
he called as the ‘Arabaization’ of Shakespeare’s tragedy. Also, he
attributed an Arabic tongue to Shakespeare by domesticating all of his
given original elements and religious cultural items to be presented in the

TT as a resurrection of a new original (Mutran, 1976).

Mutran domesticated the original Christian religious cultural terms
by using Islamic religious cultural expressions to motivate the spirit of
Arabic originality in his given translation. “Mutran’s position demonstrates
a concern for issues related to performance as well as to textuality, and he
uses religious discourse to justify his use of a non-classical idiom for the

secular text he is translating” (Quoted in Ghazoul, 1998, p. 4).

Mutran asserts his use of arabization, the other face of domestication,
by adapting the given hadith (saying) of our Prophet Mohammed as “I have
been ordered to address people according to their comprehension” (Quoted
in Ghazoul, 1998, p. 4). Therefore, the interference of Mutran’s axiology
by implementing his personal Arabic beliefs and Islamic norms marked his

given translation and oppressed the ideology that occupied the original.

Mutran’s justifications for adopting domestication can be justified as
an indirect representation of the ST in his given TT. He pardoned himself
from the constraints of the original and stuck to the target ones. Therefore,
his intended aim was to move the writer toward the target readers.

However, Mutran sometimes violated his domestication of Hamlet and
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applied foreignization in his given translations without pointing out any

justification for doing so.

1.1.7 Jabra’s Foreignization of Religious Culture in Hamlet:

Foreignization favors the SL over the TL regarding all its elements
including structural aspects and cultural norms. This means that during the
process of translation, the translator sticks to the norms of the ST by
following SL rather than TL. Venuti (1995) illustrates foreignization as “an
ethnodeviant pressure on those (cultural) values to register the linguistic
and cultural difference of the foreign text, sending the reader abroad” (p.
20). In other words, by retaining the foreignness of the original, the
translator deliberately breaks the conventions of the TL as an attempt to

keep the originality of the ST.

In his translation of Shakespeare’s Hamlet, Jabra (1920-1994), a
prominent Palestinian translator, novelist, poet, critic and painter,
privileged the historical and cultural background of the original over its

modernization, treating Shakespeare’s plays as ‘sacred texts’ (Jabra, 1986,

p. 142).

Jabra criticized the translations of Shakespeare’s plays by Arab
scholars including Mutran as fragile translations which seemed inaccurate
and couldn’t reach the merit of Shakespeare’s values. Jabra stated that he
planned to render Shakespeare’s plays in a way that keeps the same flow of

form and content to preserve the sacredness of the original in the TT (Jabra,
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1986). Therefore, Jabra sacrificed the naturalness of a TT for the pursuit of
keeping the sacredness of the original text. Zaki (1978) described Jabra’s
translation of Hamlet as “a genuine attempt to produce a faithful rendition

of Shakespeare’s play” (p. 281).

In his use of foregnization, Jabra stressed that he preserved the spirit
of the original. He tended “to transplant the text, making sure that it is
accompanied by some of its native soil” (Quoted in Ghazoul, 1998, p. 5).
Jabra kept his axiology aside by retaining the ideology of the ST in a way
that imitates the same conceptual religious culture of the original text

regardless of the ideology of the TT.

Jabra used foreignization in his translation of Shakespeare so as to
maintain the identity and the taste of the original. Ghazoul (1998) stated
that Jabra pondered “on the organic images and how to render the details in

relation to the core as creatively and as coherently as possible” (p. 5).

Jabra’s translations are distinguished form Mutran’s by being an ST-
biased, privileging the originality of the ST over the naturalness of TT.
However, even though he gave his full loyalty to the original and adapted
foreignization, Jabra sometimes broke his norms of original translation and
employed domestication in his translation of religious culture in

Shakespeare's Hamlet.
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1.1.8 Qur’anic Intertextuality:

There is either a direct or indirect connectivity between texts in a
way that they can’t be completely isolated from each other. Dickins,

Hervey and Higgins (2002, p. 139) argue that:

No text, and no part of any text, exists in total isolation from
others. Even the most innovative of texts and turns of phrase
from part of a whole body of speaking and writing by which
their originality or unoriginality is measured. We shall give
the term intertextual level of textual variables on which
texts are viewed as bearing significant external relations to

other texts in a given culture or cultures.

Texts tempt to endure relations to other existed texts in a way that
refutes the state of isolating a current text from other texts. Such
connectivity evokes within a current text either a forthright or a disguised
apparition of other previously existed texts or parts of texts. The latter
mechanism is called intertextuality. Hatim (2001) defined intertextuality as
“a standard of textuality which taps our knowledge of previously
encountered texts and regulates how text types, genre conventions and

ultimately discursive formations evolve” (p. 34).

Translators have to keep in mind that while translating any given
text, whether it consists of a single word or run into thousands, it is treated

as a single chunk of meaning rather than separated words, phrases or
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sentences (Hatim, 2001). Therefore, it is impossible to attribute complete

meaning to a part of a given text.

Intertextuality stands for correlations between newly-made and
already-existed texts. It is an expression that alludes to a license to reuse
old texts in new contexts. Many scholars such as Kristeva (1980) and
Barthes (2001) examined intertextuality profoundly to provide a fair
illustration for such an expression and its importance in the field of
translation. On the one hand, Kristeva stressed that the use of texts is
limitless and endless. They cannot be captivated in one product or
restricted in one context. Also, the use of intertextualituy released texts
form their limits to be active within producers and users of them in various

contexts (Kristeva, 1980).

On the other hand, Barthes (2001) redeemed texts from authority by
ending authors’ ownership of texts. He intended to negotiate the stability of
how to translate and understand the text away from its author and to grant it
several meanings regarding various contexts in which it is used. Therefore,
Barthes’ illustration of intertextuality typifies a termination of authors’ era
and a resurrection of readers’ new regime. In other words, meanings are

attributed to texts according to contexts in which they are used.

1.1.9 Shakespeare’s Hamlet as a Biblical Text:

Shakespeare’s Hamlet is a revenge tragedy of blood that dramatizes

the legacy of Adam, Eve, Cain and Abel. Hamlet enacts the conflation
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between sexuality and murder, conflating the carnal with the charnel. In the
widest sense of the word, Hamlet is a theological text riddled with Pagan
and Christian discourses with respect to the rituals of suicide, sexuality and
revenge. Bilal Hamamra says that ‘Hamlet is a conflict / a negotiation
between bodies and spirits which embody the renaissance aesthetics and
imagination of embodiment and disembodiment’ (private communication,

14 March 2018).

1.2 Statements of the Problem:

The main problem that this research is going to include in Jabra’s
and Mutran’s translation of religious culture in Shakespeare’s Hamlet from
English into Arabic is that there are no precise or specific translation
strategies for religious cultural terms. Also, none of the scholars who
examined religious culture appeared to provide subcategories that underlie

religious culture.

Another problem that this research seeks to examine is related to
Mutran’s and Jabra’s adopted strategies in their translation of
Shakespeare’s Hamlet from English into Arabic regarding Foreignization

and Domestication.

1.3 Purpose of the Study:

This research is designed in order to examine Jabra’s and Mutran’s
translations of religious culture in Shakespeare’s Hamlet with particular

reference to the impact of foreignization and domestication on their
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translations of Hamlet. In addition, it will provide 11 subcategories of
religious culture and recommends strategies to scrutinize Jabra’s and

Mutran’s translations of religious culture in Hamlet.

1.4 Research Questions:

This research seeks to answer the following questions:

I-  What are the subcategories that underlie religious culture in Jabra’s
and Mutran’s translation of Shakespeare’s Hamlet from English into

Arabic?

2-  Are Jabra and Mutran consistent in the use of froeignization and
domestication as strategies in their translation of Shakespeare’s

Hamlet?

3-  What is the impact of applying foreignization or domestication on

the translation of religious cultural terms of Shakespeare’s Hamlet?

1.5 Methodology:

This research will follow the descriptive analysis method, i.e. the
researcher is going to collect data, organize it, then depict it in order to give

a full description of data collection.

The collected data is taken from the selected English ST which is
Shakespeare’s Hamlet (2002), followed by two selected target texts of
Jabra’s (1959) and Mutran’s (2013) published translations of Shakespeare’s
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Hamlet. Jabra’s and Mutran’s translations are selected because they portray
the religious cultural items differently by following two translation
strategies, such as foreignization and domestication, which occupy one
opposite edge of the extremes for each one by being either a ST or a TT

biased.

The collected data is presented in a table that includes one category
of religious culture, page number and line, examples from the ST, Jabra’s
and Mutran’s already given Arabic translation of the ST religious cultural
items and texts from the Holy Qur’an that encloses Mutran’s Qur’anic

intertextuality.

The analysis of Jabra’s and Mutran’s translations of the religious
cultural categories will be presented by applying two translation models.
On the one hand, eschatology, ethical criteria, religious artifacts, religious
constructions and sites, religious events, religious groups, religious
greetings, religious activities, supernatural beings and references of
revelation will be measured by applying Dickins’, Hervey’s and Higgins’
(2002, p. 29) scale of ‘cultural transposition’. The scale includes four
models of translation which are ‘exoticism and calque’, ‘cultural
borrowing’, ‘communicative translation’ and ‘cultural transplantation’ that
vary between the two extremes of being either a ‘Source-culture bias’ or

‘Target-culture bias’

On the other hand, I will examine the translation of religious

personages by applying Hervey’s and Higgins’ (1992, p. 29) model of
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translating proper names. It is a combination of four translation strategies
which are ‘exoticism’, ‘transliteration’, ‘conventional equivalents’ and

‘cultural transplantation’ that vary within two opposite extremes.

Jabra’s and Mutran’s used strategies will be analyzed in accordance
with which one of the two extremes each one followed in his given
translations. Therefore, I will use ‘the triple-analytical model’ which is a
combination of Vermeer’s (1989/2004, p. 234) ‘skopos theory’,
Schleiermacher’s (1813/2004, p. 49) ‘two paths of translation” and Venuti’s

(1995, p. 20) theories of ‘foreignization’ and ‘domestication’ in translation.
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Chapter Two
2.1 Literature Review:

The translation of Shakespeare’s Hamlet has been a main source of
inspiration for many scholars and translators who conducted many studies
that examined the processes of translating the given ST regarding its used
strategies and outcomes. Delabastita (1993, p. 13-14) scrutinized the
translation of Shakespeare’s wordplay in the context of Hamlet by
contextualizing the meanings of the ST in accordance with both cultural

and linguistic meanings by stating that:

Texts are made within and in response to a particular context,
which is alluded to, thematized, commented on, or
presupposed in any other way. Accordingly, we may believe
that texts contain a load of cultural meanings on top of (next

to, within) their linguistic meanings.

The study was built upon relating the translations to the historical,
ideological context the text existed in and to the content which is an
interwoven entity of both cultural and linguistic meanings. The main
concern that dominated the study is the linguistic level because most of the
examined elements were all related to the linguistic aspect of the
translation. Also, the cultural aspect was given a short space and discussed
superficially. However, in his illustrations of the cultural aspects in Hamlet,
Delabastita overlooked religious culture without any attempt to examine

the religious culture that forms the nature/essence of Hamlet.
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Aaltonen and Ibrahim (2016) commented on the translation of
allusions in Hamlet, arguing that “Allusions in Hamlet are intrinsic to the
Shakespearean text and its meaning, but at the same time they are culture
specific” (p. 124). Allusions typify the process of intertextuality in that a
given text alludes to a pre-text classified as ‘culture specific’. The
translation of ‘culture specific’ items undergoes certain challenges because
their meaning vary from language to another regarding the cultural
differences between them. However, this study outlines culture-specific
meanings without any attempt to allude Hamlet to the religious culture

embodied in Shakespeare’s theological text, Hamlet.

Boullata and Deyoung (1997) examined the applicability of
‘Arabization’ within the translation of Shakespeare’s Hamlet from English
into Arabic by stating that “By resorting to ta rib (Arabization) rather than
straightforward translation, the men of the Arab theater were trying to bring
these plays closer to the tastes and the environment of the audience” (p.
180). The term ‘Arabization’ as a translation strategy involves a complete
adaptation of the original in a way that a given translation carries both the
taste and the identity of the TT. In the words of Venuti (1995), they adopt

the strategy of domestication.

Boullata and Deyoung (1997) justified applying ‘Arabization’ during
the translation of Hamlet by stressing that “Some of the originals
underwent drastic changes by virtue of the adapter’s freely omitting,

condensing or altering the source” (p. 180). This justification dilapidates
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the stability of the originality by unleashing the ‘adapter’s’ manipulations
to be implemented ‘freely’. The ‘drastic changes’ in this context typifies

excessive domestication of the given ST in the TT.

2.2 Theoretical Framework:

The translation of religious cultural elements in the text doesn’t
involve only a linguistic shift from language into another, but it also
includes a religious cultural transfer from culture into another. The analysis
of the translations of the religious cultural categories will be done by
applying two translation models to find out the models that Jabra and
Mutran applied in their translations of Hamlet. On the one hand,
eschatology, ethical criteria, religious artifacts, religious constructions and
sites, religious events, religious groups, religious greetings, specialized
religious activities, supernatural beings and references of revelation will be
examined by applying the scale of ‘cultural transposition’. Dickins, Hervey
and Higgins (2002) define ‘cultural transposition’ as “The process of
transferring the contents of an ST from one culture to another” (p. 29).
They provide a scale that underlies their process of cultural transposition
and subcategorizes it into four models of translation that vary between the
two extremes of being either a ‘Source-culture bias’ or a ‘Target-culture

bias’ as the following figure shows:
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< Target-culture bias
I | U U

Exoticism and Cultural Communicative Cultural
Calque borrowing translation transplantation

A

Figure (1): Dickins’, Hervey’s and Higgins’ scale of cultural transposition.

1-  Exoticism and calque are known to be the extreme options of source-
culture bias because they are located on the left edge of the scale and

can be defined as the following:

a- Exoticism: Dickins, Hervey and Higgins (2002) defines it as
“One which constantly uses grammatical and cultural features
imported from the ST with minimal adaptation, and which
thereby constantly signals the exotic source culture and its

cultural strangeness” (p. 29-30).

b- Calque: Dickins, Hervey and Higgins (2002) defines calque as
“An expression that consists of TL words and respects TL
syntax, but is unidiomatic in the TL because it is modeled on the

structure of an SL expression” (p. 31).

2-  Cultural borrowing: Dickins, Hervey and Higgins (2002) put it as “It
introduces a foreign element into the TT [...] cultural borrowing

does not involve adaptation of the SL expression into TL forms™ (p.
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32). This equals what they called also as ‘transliteration’ to be as the

similar other side of cultural borrowing.

3-  Communicative translation: Dickins, Hervey and Higgins (2002)
argue that “A communicative translation is produced, when, in a
given situation, the ST uses an SL expression standard for that
situation, and the TT uses a TL expression standard for an equivalent

target culture situation” (p. 17)

4-  Cultural transplantation: Dickins, Hervey and Higgins (2002, p. 32)

defined cultural transplantation up the inverse of exoticism as:

At the opposite end of the scale from exoticism is cultural
transplantation, whose extreme forms are hardly translations
at all, but more like adaptations- the wholesale transplanting
of the entire setting of the ST, resulting in the entire text

being rewritten in an indigenous target culture setting.

I will use the scale of cultural transposition in this research to explain
the models presented by Jabra and Mutran employed in their translation of
religious culture in Shakespeare’s Hamlet. On the other hand, I will
examine the translation of proper names within the category of religious
personages following Hervey’s and Higgins’ (1992) model of translating
proper names which is a combination of four translation strategies which
include exoticism, transliteration, conventional equivalents and cultural
transplantation that vary within two opposite extremes. Hervey and Higgins

argue that: “Either the name can be taken over unchanged from the ST to
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the TT, or it can be adopted to conform to the phonic/graphic conventions

of the TL” (p. 29). The given four strategies are listed and defined

according to the hierarchy of the two extremes: alienating or naturalizing

the translation of the given proper name.

1-

Exoticism: Hervey and Higgins (1992) consider it as one strategy of
translating proper names that “is tantamount to literal translation, and
involves no cultural transposition” (p. 29). This strategy doesn’t
respect the naturalness of the TT and involves a given translation like

an intruder in the TT.

Transliteration: Hervey and Higgins (1992) put it as one strategy of
translating proper names that “is less extreme: conversional
conventions are used to alter the phonic/graphic shape of a ST name
so that it comes more into line with TL patterns of pronunciation and
spelling” (p. 29). Transliteration strategy means coming up with a
proper name in the TL that carries the closest style and pronunciation

of the original one.

Conventional equivalents: Hervey and Higgins (1992) state that
“Some names do not need transliteration, but have standard
indigenous TL equivalents” (p. 29). This means that in the case of
having ‘standard indigenous TL equivalents’ the translator has to
fulfill his/her translation by avoiding transliteration and picking the
already existed TT equivalent that completely stands for the original

proper name.
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4-  Cultural transplantation: Hervey and Higgins (1992) define it as one
strategy of translating proper names in which “is the extreme degree
of cultural transposition. SL names are replaced by indigenous TL
names that are not their literal equivalents, but have similar cultural
connotations” (p. 29). This typifies a complete adaptation of the

given ST proper name in the TT.

I derived the following diagram to adapt Hervey’s and Higgins’
(1992) initiated model of translating proper names to examine Jabra’s and

Mutran’s translations of religious cultural proper names in Shakespeare’s
Hamlet:

Source-culture bias < > Target-culture bias
! J J |
Conventional Cultural

equivalents transplantation

A

Exoticism Transliteration

Figure (2): Hervey’s and Higgins’ model of translating proper names.

I conceptualize ‘the triple-analytical model’, a combination of
Vermeer’s, Schleiermacher’s and Venuti’s theories in translation, to
analyze the adopted strategies in Jabra’s and Mutran’s translations of
religious culture in Hamlet. On one hand, Skopos Theory is a translation
theory which was initiated by Hans Vermeer in the 1970s. The term
‘skopos’ is derived from Greek and it stands for ‘purpose’ or ‘aim’. In fact,

Vermeer’s theory combines both the skopos of translation and the real
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action of translating. Vermeer (1989/2004) argues that “What the skopos
states 1s that one must translate, consciously and consistently, in
accordance with some principle respecting the target text. The theory
doesn’t state what the principle is: this must be decided separately in each

specific case” (p. 234).

Vermeer’s translation theory focuses on the purpose of translating a
given ST into a TT and the function of the given ST in a given TT. The
flexibility of Skopos theory is shown in the flexibility it allows to the same
given text to be translated in different ways in accordance with the purpose
it is attributed to. Therefore, translator’s justification of their used strategies
during their translation will be provided by the application of skopos
techniques. Furthermore, the given translation will be analyzed according
to the translators’ stated purposes. Munday (2008) provides a commentary
that supports Vermeer’s theory by stressing that “In skopos theory,
knowing why an ST is to be translated and what the function of the TT will
be are crucial for the translator” (p. 79). In other words, instead of
rendering randomly, there must be a particular purpose for doing the

translation of an ST and a function that has to be achieved in a TT.

On the other hand, we have Schleiermacher’s two-paths strategy of
translation. Schleiermacher (1813/2004) puts it as: “Either the translator
leaves the writer in peace as much as possible and moves the reader toward
him, or he leaves the reader in peace as much as possible and moves the

writer toward him” (p. 49). Schleiermacher’s strategy is divided into two
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opposite ends. The first one is to favor the ST writer and sacrificing the TT
reader by ‘alienating’ the TT elements and bringing him towards the ST
writer, or alternatively to a side with the TT reader and sacrifices the ST
writer by ‘naturalizing’ the TT and bringing the ST writer towards the TT
reader. These proposals equal Venutie’s domestication and foreignization

as the following figure shows:

Domestication

Foreignization >

ST writer biased

Figure (3): The triple-analytical model.

TT reader biased
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Chapter Three
Data Analysis
3.1 Translation of Eschatology:

Eschatology, which includes theological beliefs of death, judgment
and the final destination of humankind, typifies a subcategory of religious
culture in the context of Jabra's and Mutran's translation of Shakespeare’s
Hamlet. 1 will examine the translation of eschatology by applying Dickins’,
Hervey’s and Higgins’ (2002) model of cultural transposition. In addtion, I
will analyze the translation strategies applied by Jabra and Mutran by
attempting the triple-analytical model. The following table includes

examples of eschatology from both source and target texts.



Table (1): Eschatology
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The first example, ‘Leave her to heaven’, is a biblical belief about
Heaven as a destination where mortals ascend for judgment. ‘slaudl LS5 a
direct denotative meaning of the original, is Jabra’s translation of the
original ‘Leave her to heaven’. Jabra’s translation is an example of calque
(Dickins, Hervey and Higgins, 2002). Jabra’s calquing foreignizes the
biblical connotations of ‘Leave her to heaven’. He preserves the originality
of the biblical eschatology, moving the target reader to the ST and

sacrificing, in doing so, the naturalness and fluency of the TT:

Domestication

TT reader
biased

ST writer
biased

)

Figure (4): Jabra’s ST writer biased.

‘lplic & &2 is Mutran’s translation of the original ‘Leave her to

heaven’. In his translation of the given ST religious cultural term, Mutran

uses the connotative meaning ‘lglic & &2 which is a specific religious

cultural term that used particularly in an Islamic context. Unlike Jabra,

Mutran uses cultural transplantation (Dickins, Hervey and Higgins, 2002)
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so as to domesticate the biblical connotations of ‘Leave her to heaven’. His
use of the term ‘lglic & g2’ is a direct intertextuality from the Holy
Qur’an’s expressions as mentioned above. By applying my triple-analytical
model, Mutran’s skopos was to move the text to the target readers,

privileging the naturalness and fluency of the TT over originality of the ST:

Domestication

Foreignization >

Cultural U'

transplantation

TT reader
biased

ST writer
biased

N 7

Figure (5): Mutran’s TT reader biased.

To conclude, on the one hand, the analysis of Jabra’s translation of
the given ST eschatology is shown as a justification of his place at the left
edge of the two extremes in my triple-analytical model. His translation is a
foreignization of the original because he favors the ST, ignoring the
naturalness and fluency of the TT religious cultural item. On the other
hand, the analysis of Mutran’s translation of the given ST religious cultural
term is shown as a justification of his place at the right edge of the two

extremes in my triple-analytical model. His given translation is a
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domestication of the original; he replaces the source biblical religious

expressions with a target Islamic religious cultural term.

3.2 Translation of Ethical Criteria:

Ethical Criteria, which subjugates and shapes humans’ behavior,
reflects a subcategory of religious culture in the context of Jabra's and
Mutran’s translation of Shakespeare’s Hamlet. 1 will examine the
translation of ethical criteria by applying Dickins’, Hervey’s and Higgins’
(2002) model of cultural transposition. I will, also analyze the translation
strategies used by Jabra and Mutran by applying the triple-analytical
model. The following table includes examples of ethical criteria from both

source and target texts.



Table (2): Ethical Criteria

38

SubcaF cgory Pag.e and Shakespeare’s Jabra’s Mutran’s , . )
of religious | No. line . : Quran’nic Intertextuality
Hamlet Translation Translation
culture number
1 p.59 1.10 To revenge, alaisy) L 8y
2 |p3916 You come e sa (B i | g 8 cdia | tapd) e calS sl o) -1
most carefully 8y IS T L
up on your 28l . 4103/ eLuilly s LS
hour. i & Jeadll asn o) -2
417 /Ll
psle am Sl -3
-%50/423) 5l
Ethical 3 |p4l1156 |Before my S ledls | oy CGafie]
Criteria God, I might daay| T 7
not this believe | 48la3aled V! Yol A )
Without the s | L e salgd
sensible and Ul e (e R |
true avouch o
of mine eyes.
4 p.44 1.165 Anq do inpart | 4 Gxa¥ Sy | gy, Gl s | G3iEs QS iy (bl o
believe it. ’ i N
485l ks
5 p.197 For god’s love AAS[EL 5 oI5 ) bl

let me hear!




39

The first example, ‘To revenge’, is a biblical belief, about avenging
the innocent killed mortals in order to redeem their souls and as an
accomplishment of a released verdict. ‘,&¥V, a direct denotative meaning
of the original, is Jabra’s translation of the original ‘To revenge’. Jabra’s
translation is an example of calque (Dickins, Hervey and Higgins, 2002).
Jabra, in his given translation of the orgional, foreignized its biblical

connotations. Therefore, Jabra is an ST cultural biased.

Jabra preserves the originality of the biblical religious ethical criteria
of the given English ST, moving the target reader to the ST and sacrificing,

in doing so, the naturalness and fluency of the TT:
Foreignization < >

Calque @

TT reader
biased

Domestication

ST writer
biased

Figure (6): Jabra’s ST writer biased.
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<L WY is Mutran’s given ‘metatext’ of ‘To revenge’. In his
translation of the given ST religious cultural term, Mutran used the
connotative meaning ‘il Y g~ which is a specific religious cultural
term that is used particularly in the Islamic context. Unlike Jabra, Mutran
applied communicative translation strategy (Dickins, Hervey and Higgins,

2002) so as to domesticate the biblical connotations of revenge.

Mutran sacrifices the originality of the biblical expression to promote
a resurrection of an Islamic religious cultural term as an apparition of new
TT. By applying the triple-analytical model, one can notice that Mutran

favors the naturalness and fluency of the TT over originality of the ST:

Foreignization >

Communicative
translation

TT reader

ST writer
biased

Figure (7): Mutran’s TT reader biased.

To conclude, Jabra’s translation is a foreignization of the original

while Mutran's is a domestication of the ST.
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3.3 Translation of Religious Artifacts:

Religious Artifacts, which consists of paraphernalia and the
manufactured tools used to serve a religious and cultural purpose, typifies
an element of religious culture in the context of Jabra’s and Mutran’s
translation of Shakespeare’s Hamlet. 1 will examine the translation of
religious artifacts by applying Dickins’, Hervey’s and Higgins’ (2002)
model of cultural transposition. I will, also examine the translation
strategies applied by Jabra and Mutran by following the triple-analytical
model. The following table includes examples of religious artifacts from

source and target texts.



Table (3): Religious Artifacts
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The first example ‘Stoups’, is a biblical cultural artifact that holds
holy water in Christian churches. Shakespeare’s use of such an expression
in the given ST has great density of religious implications and cultural
value upon its target readers in a way that typifies a specific cultural taste
and a particular religious identity. However, the ST carries neither a direct
equivalent nor a direct denotative meaning in Arabic, but rather a close
communicative meaning. Therefore, Jabra and Mutran adapt the full term

to fit the target context by applying different methods of translation.

‘s5S’ 1s Jabra’s given ‘metatext’ of the original ‘Stoups’. In his

translation of the given ST religious cultural expression, Jabra uses the
term ‘55" which is a connotative meaning of the original. Jabra’s
translation is an example of communicative translation (Dickins, Hervey
and Higgins, 2002). Jabra violates his translation conventions of being an

ST cultural biased, by domesticating the biblical connotations of ‘Stoups’.

Jabra sacrifices the originality of the biblical religious artifact
subverting his perception of the original as a sacred text. While Jabra’s
fulfilled skopos is to move the text to the target reader, he privileges the
naturalness and fluency of the TT over the originality of the ST as the

following figure shows:
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Foreignization

Communicative
translation

TT reader
biased

ST writer
biased

)

Figure (8): Jabra’s TT reader biased.

‘vl is Mutran’s given ‘metatext’ of the original ‘Stoups’. In his

translation of the given ST, Mutran used the connotative meaning © )l

which is a specific religious cultural expression that used particularly in an
Islamic religious context. Mutran’s cultural transplantation (Dickins,

Hervey and Higgins, 2002) domesticates the biblical connotations of

‘Stoups’. Mutran’s use of ‘ )l in his translation is a direct intertextuality

from the Holy Qur’an’s expressions as shown in the following verses:
CgdallE gl 5yl (e ek e 4) JB 3
“He said, “It is a palace paved with glass.”” (THE ANT (an-Naml): 27: 44)
BN T i ag538 Al Gy )5 .

“Crystal of silver—they measured them exactly.” (MAN(al-Insan): 76:16 )
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Mutran approximates the text towards the target readers, privileging the

naturalness and fluency of the TT over originality of the ST as the

Foreignization > Domestication

Cultural
transplantation

following figure shows:

TT reader
biased

ST writer
biased

Figure (9): Mutran’s TT reader biased.

To conclude, on the one hand, Jabra appears to have violated his
norms in that he domesticates the biblical artifact, in his given translation,
in example B. On the other hand, the analysis of Mutran’s translation of the
given ST religious cultural term is shown as a justification of his place at
the right edge of the two extremes in our triple-analytical model. His given
translation is a domestication of the original because he intends to prefer
the TT reader to satisfy the naturalness and fluency of the TT. In addition,
by his implication of intertextuality, he replaces the source biblical

religious cultural item with a target Islamic religious cultural term.
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3.4 Translation of Religious Constructions and Sites:

Religious Constructions and Sites, which stands for any place or
construction used for religious purposes, represents a part of religious
culture in the context of Jabra’s and Mutran’s translation of Shakespeare’s
Hamlet. 1 will survey the translation of religious events by following
Dickins’, Hervey’s and Higgins’ (2002) model of cultural transposition.
Furthermore, I will examine the translation strategies employed by Jabra
and Mutran by applying the triple-analytical model. The following table
includes examples of religious constructions and sites from both source and

target texts.



Table (4): Religious Constructions and Sites
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The first example ‘Thine eternal cell’, which is a biblical religious
cultural site, symbolizes the everlasting-dwelling at graves. ¢ <lipa &
el a direct denotative meaning of the original, is Jabra’s given
‘metatext’ of the original ‘Thine eternal cell’. Jabra’s translation is an
example of calque (Dickins, Hervey and Higgins, 2002). Jabra’s direct
translation of the given religious event foreignized its biblical connotations.
Therefore, Jabra is an ST cultural biased. He kept the originality of the
biblical site of the given English ST, moving the target reader to the ST and

sacrificing, in doing so, the naturalness and fluency of the TT:

Foreignization 4 Domestication

U' Calque

ST writer
biased

)

Figure (10): Jabra’s ST writer biased.

TT reader
biased

‘Al i &) 1s Mutran’s given ‘metatext’ of the original ‘Thine

eternal cell’. In his translation of the given ST religious cultural term,

Mutran uses the connotative meaning ‘Alall ¢liS & which is connotatively

distanced from the original. Unlike Jabra, Mutran used cultural
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transplantation (Dickins, Hervey and Higgins, 2002) so as to domesticate
its biblical connotations. He sacrifices the originality of the ST biblical
event, privileging the naturalness and fluency of the TT over originality of

the ST:

Domestication

U’ Cultural &

transplantation

Foreignization

TT reader
biased

ST writer
biased

N

Figure (11): Mutran’s TT reader biased.

To conclude, on the one hand, the analysis of Jabra’s translation of
the given ST religious constructions and sites is shown as a good reason of
his place at the left edge of the two extremes in our triple-analytical model.
In fact, his translation is a foreignization attempt of the original. On the
other hand, the analysis of Mutran’s translation of the given ST religious
cultural term is shown as a confirmation of his place at the right edge of the
two extremes in my triple-analytical model. Therefore, his given translation

is a domestication attempt of the original.
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3.5 Translation of Religious Events:

Religious Events, which includes both positive and negative events
derived from religion, typifies a branch of religious culture in the context of
Jabra’s and Mutran’s translation of Shakespeare’s Hamlet. 1 will scrutinize
the translation of religious events by applying Dickins’, Hervey’s and
Higgins’ (2002) model of cultural transposition. Furthermore, 1 will
examine the translation strategies employed by Jabra and Mutran by
applying the triple-analytical model. The following table includes examples

of religious events from both source and target texts.



Table (5): Religious Events
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The first example ‘doomsday’ is a biblical event of resurrection after
death. 4.ldll o4, a direct denotative meaning of the original, is Jabra’s
translation of the original ‘doomsday’. Jabra’s translation is an example of
calque (Dickins, Hervey and Higgins, 2002). Jabra’s calquing, in his
translation of the given religious event, foreignized its biblical
connotations; and is presented to be the extremist option of the cultural
transposition scale. Therefore, Jabra is an ST cultural biased. He preserved
the originality of the biblical event of the given English ST, moving the
target reader to the ST and sacrificing, in doing so, the naturalness and

fluency of the TT:
Foreignization <

Calque

Domestication

TT reader
biased

ST writer
biased

)

Figure (12): Jabra’s ST writer biased

‘ Jsdall 25 1s Mutran’s translation of the original ‘doomsday’. In his

translation of the given ST religious cultural expression, Mutran uses the

connotative meaning ‘ sl 25’ which is a specific religious cultural term
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that used particularly in Islamic context. Unlike Jabra, Mutran uses cultural
transplantation (Dickins, Hervey and Higgins, 2002) so as to domesticate

its biblical connotations.

Mutran manipulates his given translation, to achieve the same
intended function of the original, taking advantages of the intertextual

level. His use of the term ‘sl 4’ is a direct intertextuality from the Holy

Qur’an’s expressions as mentioned above.

Mutran sacrifices the originality of the ST biblical religious event to
promote a resurrection of an Islamic religious cultural term as an apparition
of new religious event. By following my triple-analytical model, Mutran’s
skopos was to move the text to the target readers, privileging the

naturalness and fluency of the TT over originality of the ST:

Foreignization > Domestication

Cultural U’

transplantation

TT reader
biased

ST writer
biased

N 7

Figure (13): Mutran’s TT reader biased.
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Example 4 ‘Disastering the sun’, which is a biblical event that
precedes ‘doomsday’, foreshadows the end of life on earth. Shakespeare’s
use of such an expression in the given ST carries great density of religious
implications and cultural functions upon its reader in a way that typifies a
specific cultural taste and a particular religious identity. However, the term
‘Disastering’ has neither a direct equivalent nor direct denotative meaning
in Arabic, but rather, close communicative meanings. Therefore, Jabra and
Mutran adapt the whole expression to fit the target context by applying

different methods of translation.

fomadll & Gyl s’ is Jabra’s  translation of the original

‘Disastering the sun’. In his translation of the given ST religious cultural
item, Jabra uses the term ‘_uedll & &Sl <’ which is a connotative
meaning of the original. Jabra’s translation is an example of
communicative translation (Dickins, Hervey and Higgins, 2002). Jabra
violates his translation conventions of being an ST cultural biased, by

domesticating the biblical connotations of ‘Disastering the sun’.

Jabra sacrifices the originality of the biblical religious event of the
given English ST regardless of any attempt to preserve it or support his
claim of treating the original as a sacred text. By following the triple-
analytical model, Jabra’s skopos is to move the text to the target reader.
Also, he favors the naturalness and fluency of the TT over the originality of

the ST as the following figure shows:



56

Foreignization > Domestication
Communicative
translation
TT reader

ST writer
biased

)

Figure (14): Jabra’s TT reader biased

biased

‘omedll il 1s Mutran’s  given ‘metatext’ of the original

‘Disastering the sun’. In his translation of the given ST religious cultural
expression, Mutran uses the connotative meaning ‘sl cialily” which is a
specific religious cultural term which is used particularly in Islamic
context. Mutran's cultural transplantation (Dickins, Hervey and Higgins,

2002) domesticates the biblical connotations of ‘Disastering the sun’.

Mutran sacrifices the originality of the ST biblical religious event to
promote a resurrection of an Islamic religious cultural term as an apparition
of new religious event. By applying the triple-analytical model, Mutran’s
skopos 1s to move the text to the target readers. Moreover, he privileges the
naturalness and fluency of the TT over originality of the ST as the

following figure shows:



Foreignization > Domestication

Cultural
transplantation

TT reader
biased

N 7

Figure (15): Mutran’s TT reader biased

ST writer
biased

To conclude, on the one hand, the analysis of Jabra’s translation of
the given ST religious events is shown as a justification of his place at the
left edge of the two extremes in my triple-analytical model. In fact, his
translation is a foreignization of the original because he intends to favor the
ST writer to satisfy the originality of the ST. Also, he sacrifices the TT
readers by ignoring the naturalness and fluency of the TT religious cultural
item. However, Jabra violates his norms in that he domesticates the
religious event, in his given translation in example 4. On the other hand,
the analysis of Mutran’s translation of the given ST religious cultural term
1s shown as a justification of his place at the right edge of the two extremes
in my triple-analytical model. His given translation is a domestication of
the original because he intends to privilege the TT reader to satisfy the

naturalness and fluency of the TT and to sacrifice the ST writer by ignoring
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the originality of the given ST religious cultural expression. In addition, by
his implication of intertextuality, Mutran replaces the source biblical

religious event with a target Islamic religious cultural term.

3.6 Translation of Religious Groups:

Religious Groups, which includes groups who share similar religious
culture and obey the doctrine of their kings, typifies a subcategory of
religious culture in the context of Jabra's and Mutran's translation of
Shakespeare's Hamlet. I will examine the translation of religious groups by
following Dickins’, Hervey’s and Higgins’ (2002) model of cultural
transposition. I will, also analyze the translation strategies implemented by
Jabra and Mutran by applying the triple-analytical model. The following
table includes the only available example of religious groups from both

source and target texts.
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Table (6): Religious Groups
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The first example ‘Liegemen’ is a term which typifies obedient
followers whose full loyalties are extended to their king. According to
Dictionary.com, ‘Liegemen’ means ‘faithful followers’. Shakespeare’s use
of such an expression in the ST carries great density of religious
implications and cultural functions upon its reader in a way that renders a
specific cultural taste and a particular religious identity. However, the term
‘Liegemen’ has neither a direct equivalent nor direct denotative meaning in
Arabic, but rather, a close communicative meaning. Therefore, Jabra and
Mutran adapted the full term to fit the target context by applying different

methods of translation.

‘oWlse’ is Jabra’s translation of the original ‘Liegemen’. In his

translation of the given ST religious cultural item, Jabra uses the term

‘oWlse’which is a connotative meaning of the original. Jabra’s translation is

an example of a communicative translation (Dickins, Hervey and Higgins,
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2002). Jabra violates his translation conventions of being an ST cultural

biased, by domesticating the cultural connotations of ‘Liegemen’.

Jabra sacrifices the originality of the religious group of the given
English ST regardless of any attempt to preserve it or support his claim of
treating the original as a sacred text. By following my triple analytical
model, it is obvious that Jabra’s fulfilled skopos was to move the text to the
target reader. Also, he privileges the naturalness and fluency of the TT over

the originality of the ST as the following figure shows:

Foreignization

> Domestication

v

& Communicative
translation

TT reader
biased

ST writer
biased

N S

Figure (16): Jabra’s TT reader biased

‘Glay is Mutran’s given ‘metatext’ of the original ‘Liegemen’. In

his translation of the given ST religious cultural expression, Mutran used

the connotative meaning ‘4l which is a specific religious cultural term

used particularly in Islamic context. Mutran’s cultural transplantation
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(Dickins, Hervey and Higgins, 2002) domesticates the cultural

connotations of ‘Liegemen’.

Mutran’s use of ‘4l in his translation has a specific connotative

meaning that undermines a similar function of the original. It is a religious
cultural bound expression in Islamic culture that implies intertextuality. In
fact, Mutran manipulates his given translation to achieve the same intended
function of the original by taking advantages of the intertextual level. L.e.

his use of the term ‘&l is a direct intertextuality from the Holy Qur’anic

expression:
G118/ ohee T 28555 e Ailkay 13355 Y 15l G AT G @

“O you who believe! Do not befriend outsiders who never cease to

wish you harm.” (FAMILY OF IMRAN (Ali 'Imran):3: 118)

Mutran sacrifices the originality of the ST religious group to promote a
resurrection of an Islamic religious cultural term as an apparition of a new
religious event. By following my triple-analytical model, Mutran’s skopos
1s to move the text to the target readers. He also privileges the naturalness
and fluency of the TT over originality of the ST as the following figure

shows:
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Figure (17): Mutran’s TT reader biased

To conclude, on the one hand, Jabra violates his norms in that he
domesticates the religious group, in his given translation. Also, he
privileges the naturalness of the TT over the originality of the ST. On the
other hand, the analysis of Mutran’s translation of the given ST religious
cultural term is shown as a justification of his place at the right edge of the
two extremes in my triple-analytical model. His given translation is a
domestication of the original because he intends to privilege the TT reader
to satisfy the naturalness and fluency of the TT. Mutran sacrifices the ST
writer by ignoring the originality of the given ST religious cultural term.
By his implication of intertextuality, Mutran also replaces the source

religious cultural expression with a target Islamic religious cultural term.
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3.7 Translation of Religious Personages:

Religious Personages which includes both proper names and generic
nouns typifys a branch of religious culture in the context of Jabra’s and
Mutran’s translation of Shakespeare's Hamlet. 1 intend to examine the
translation of religious personages by following Hervey’s and Higgins’
(1992) model of translating proper names. I tried to find out Jabra’s and
Mutran’s used strategies by applying my triple-analytical model. The
following table includes examples of religious personages from both source

and target texts.



Table (7): Religious Personages
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The analysis of the first given example will start by illustrating the
historical and biblical religious cultural background that underlies the
proper name ‘Cain’. Cain, Adam’s and Eve’s eldest son is the first
murderer. Shakespeare dramatizes the legend of Cain in Hamlet; Claudius

1s Cain who kills his brother Abel/Old Hamlet.

Jabra’s translation ‘0@ is an example of transliteration (Hervey

Higgins, 1992). Jabra accommodates the ST in the TT to be written and
pronounced by the phonic/graphic systems of the Arabic TT. However, the
applied model respected only the linguistic level without paying any
attention to the Biblical connotations of the original proper name ‘Cain’.

Therefore, Jabra 1s considered as an ST cultural biased.

Jabra’s transliterating of the given proper name foreignizes its
biblical connotation. He preserves the originality of the biblical religious
personages of the given English ST regardless of any attempt to achieve the
religious cultural function of the given ST on TT. Jabra’s fulfilled skopos is
presented to be a ST writer biased because he moves the target reader to the
ST. He privileges the originality of the ST by sacrificing the naturalness

and fluency of the TT as the following figure shows:



o
T D
U’ Transliteration g

TT reader
biased

Domestication

ST writer
biased

)

Figure (18): Jabra’s ST writer biased.

‘Jduld® is Mutran’s given Arabic equivalent translation of the ST
‘Cain’. According to al-Ma’any dictionary, the proper name ‘Jul# is an
Arabic and Islamic religious personage of Adam and Eve’s first son. In his
translation of the original English proper name, Mutran’s given translation
i1s an example of conventional equivalents (Hervey and Higgins, 1992).
Therefore, unlike Jabra, Mutran uses an already made ‘standard indigenous
TL equivalents’ that carries the same effect of the original proper name in
the target text. As a result, Mutran’s offered translation is classified as TT
cultural biased because he presents a religious cultural item that stands for
the same given ST but within the taste and the identity of the Arabic and

Islamic religious culture.

Following the triple-analytical model, Mutran domesticates the given

term to fit the context of the Islamic and Arabic reader. He sacrifices the
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originality of the ST by privileging the naturalness and fluency of the TT.
Therefore, Mutran’s given translation of the original proper name tends to
locate his translation towards the TT reader because of his use of
‘conventional equivalents’ which functions the same of what domestication

strategy stands for as the following figure shows:

Foreignization Domestication

@l1>

UV Conventional UV

equivalents’

TT reader
biased

ST writer
biased

N

Figure (19): Mutran’s TT reader biased

Example 2 ‘To old Norway’ is classified as religious personages
because it consists of a generic noun. This Generic noun typifies an old title
attributed to the old king of Norway in accordance with his old age and
higher status; and is used as a religious cultural title by ordinary people to

address their kings.

Jabra’s translation ‘s Al ¢lle &0 W and Mutran’s translation © )

coill el ey are examples of cultural transplantation (Hervey and
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Higgins, 1992). Jabra’s adoption of the strategy of domestication
undermines his translation purpose of foreignizing the source text.
Therefore, both translators as the example above reveals are TT cultural

biased.

Jabra’s and Mutran’s use of ‘%) in their given translation has a

specific connotative meaning that undermines the function of the original
term. It is a religious cultural bound expression in Islamic culture that
implies intertextuality. In fact, Jubra and Mutran manipulate their given
translation to achieve the same intended function of the original by taking
advantages of the intertextual level. L.e. Their use of the term ‘.4l is a
direct intertextuality from the Holy Qur’an’s expressions as shown in the

following verses:
C423)pamilly %8 A0 Gl Ale) salal A E8Y e
“They said, “We cannot draw water until the shepherds depart, and our
father is a very old man.”” (HISTORY (al-Qasas):28: 23)
L §T8 sy WK Gaal Ma N W G A G Sall @ G 16 o

“They said, “O noble prince, he has afather, a very old man, so take one of

us in his place.”" (JOSEPH (Yusuf):12: 78)

Following the triple-analytical model, Jabra and Mutran domesticate
the given term to fit the context of the Islamic and Arabic reader. They both

sacrifice the originality of the ST by privileging the naturalness and fluency
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of the TT; and move the ST to the target readers. Based on the analytical
model, Jabra’s and Mutran’s given translations of the original proper name
tend to locate their translation towards the TT reader because of his use of
‘cultural transplantation” which functions as a domestication strategy as the

following figure shows:

Domestication

Foreignization >
Cultural u’

transplantation

TT reader
biased

ST writer
biased

N

Figure (20): Jabra’s and Mutran’s TT reader biased.

To conclude, on the one hand, the analysis of Jabra’s translation of
the given ST religious personages is shown as a justification of his place at
the left edge of the two extremes in the triple-analytical model. His
translation is a foreignization attempt of the original. However, Jabra
violates his norms in that he domesticates the proper noun, in his given
translation in example 2. On the other hand, the analysis of Mutran’s

translation of the given ST religious cultural term is shown as a
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justification of his place at the right edge of the two extremes in my triple-
analytical model. His actual translation is a domestication of the original
because Jabra intends to privilege the TT reader to satisty the naturalness
and fluency of the TT. He sacrifices the ST writer by ignoring the
originality of the given ST religious cultural term. In addition, by his
implication of intertextuality, Mutran replaces the source religious cultural

expression with a target Islamic religious cultural term.

3.8 Translation of Religious Greetings:

Religious Greetings, which represent all used greetings that have
reciprocal religious and cultural connotations, represent a subcategory of
religious culture in the context of Jabra’s and Mutran’s translation of
Shakespeare’s Hamlet. 1 will examine the translation of religious events by
following Dickins’, Hervey’s and Higgins’ (2002) model of cultural
transposition. Furthermore, I will examine the translation strategies
employed by Jabra and Mutran by applying my triple-analytical model. The
following table includes examples of religious greetings from both source

and target texts.



Table (8): Religious Greetings
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The first example ‘Adieu’, is a biblical religious cultural greeting.
According to Vocabulary.com, ‘Adieu’ is a term that acquired into English
from a French origin. It is used instead of the term goodbye to grant a
leaving person good wishes. Shakespeare’s use of such an expression in the
given ST has great density of religious implications and cultural functions
upon its reader in a way that represents a specific cultural taste and a

particular religious quality.

“letay’ is Jabra’s translation of the original ‘Adieu’. In his translation

of the given ST religious cultural item, Jabra uses the term ‘lelss’ which is a

direct denotative meaning of the original. Jabra’s translation is an example
of calque translation (Dickins, Hervey and Higgins, 2002). Jabra’s direct
translation of the given religious greeting foreignizes its biblical
connotations. Therefore, Jabra is an ST cultural biased. He protects the
originality of the biblical religious greeting of the given English ST,
moving the target reader to the ST and sacrificing, in doing so, the

naturalness and fluency of the TT:
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Domestication
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TT reader
biased

ST writer
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Figure (21): Jabra’s ST writer biased.

‘L.’ is Mutran’s translation of the original ‘Adieu’. In his

translation of the given ST religious cultural expression, Mutran uses the
connotative meaning ‘L.’ which has an Islamic religious cultural
connotation. Unlike Jabra, Mutran uses cultural transplantation (Dickins,

Hervey and Higgins, 2002) so as to domesticate its biblical connotations.

By doing so, Mutran sacrifices the originality of the ST biblical
greeting. By applying the triple-analytical model, Mutran’s sided attempt is
to move the text to the target readers, privileging the naturalness and

fluency of the TT over originality of the ST:
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Figure (22): Mutran’s TT reader biased

To conclude, on the one hand, the analysis of Jabra’s translation of
the given ST religious greetings supports once again his place at the left
edge of the two extremes in my triple-analytical model. His translation is
perceived as a foreignization attempt of the original because he privileges
the ST writer to satisfy the originality of the ST. In addition, Jabra
sacrifices the TT readers by ignoring the naturalness and fluency of the TT
religious cultural expression. By contrast, the examination of Mutran’s
translation of the given ST religious cultural term is shown as an
affirmation of his place at the right edge of the two extremes in the triple-
analytical model. Therefore, his given translation depends upon

domesticating the original text.
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3.9 Translation of Religious Activities:

Religious Activities, which stands for all particular ceremonial
activities that have reciprocal religious and cultural religious connotations,
stands for a branch of religious culture in the context of Jabra’s and
Mutran’s translation of Shakespeare’s Hamlet. 1 will analyze the translation
of religious activities by following Dickins’, Hervey’s and Higgins’ (2002)
model of cultural transposition. Furthermore, I will study the translation
strategies employed by Jabra and Mutran by applying my triple-analytical
model. The following table includes examples of religious activities from

both source and target texts.



Table (9): Religious Activities
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The first example ‘Thou pray’st not well’, is a biblical activity.
Shakespeare’s use of such an activity in the given ST is based on Christian
norms. It carries a great density of religious implications and cultural
functions upon its reader in a way that represents a specific cultural taste

and a particular religious mark.

‘e (ud sley’ is Jabra’s translation of the original ‘Thou pray’st not

well’. In his translation of the given ST religious cultural expression, Jabra

[3

uses the phrase ‘ i sl &sley’ which 1s a direct biblical connotative

meaning of the original. Jabra’s translation is an example of exoticism
translation (Dickins, Hervey and Higgins, 2002). Jabra’s translation of the
given religious greeting foreignizes its biblical connotations. Therefore,
Jabra is an ST cultural biased. He preserves the originality of the biblical
specialized religious activity of the given English ST, moving the target
reader to the ST and sacrificing, in doing so, the naturalness and fluency of

the TT:



Foreignization Domestication

Exoticism

TT reader
biased

ST writer
biased

)

Figure (23): Jabra’s ST writer biased.

“all puwad ¥ <)’ is Mutran’s translation of the original ‘Thou

pray’st not well’. In his translation of the given ST religious cultural
expression, Mutran uses the connotative meaning ‘sSuall ps3 Y &b)” which
carries an Islamic religious cultural connotation. Unlike Jabra, Mutran
applies cultural transplantation (Dickins, Hervey and Higgins, 2002) so as

to domesticate its biblical connotations.

By doing so, he manipulates his translation to reach the same
intended function of the original, taking advantages of the intertextual
level. His use of the term ‘sSuall (pead Y &b’ is a direct intertextuality from
the Holy Qur’an’s expressions as mentioned above. He therefore, sacrifices
the originality of the ST biblical activity in order to simplify a resurrection

of a new TT. Following the triple-analytical model, Mutran’s skopos is to
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move the text to the target readers, privileging the naturalness and fluency

of the TT over originality of the ST:

Domestication

Foreignization ;?

Cultural u

transplantation

TT reader
biased

ST writer
biased

N 7

Figure (24): Mutran’s TT reader biased

To conclude, on the one hand, the analysis of Jabra’s translation of
the given ST religious activities justifies his place at the left edge of the
two extremes in the triple-analytical model. His translation comes as a
foreignization attempt of the original because Jabra privileges the ST writer
to satisfy the originality of the ST. However, he sacrifices the TT
audiences/readers by ignoring the naturalness and fluency of the TT
religious cultural item. On the other hand, the analysis of Mutran’s
translation of the given ST religious cultural expression is presented as an
emphasis of his place at the right edge of the two extremes in the triple-

analytical model. Therefore, his given translation confirms his policy of
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domesticating the original text. Furthermore, his use of intertextuality
marks the TT with an Islamic religious cultural taste which sounds accurate

for TT audiences/readers.

3.10 Translation of Supernatural Beings:

Supernatural Beings, which represents all abnormal beings that are
depicted in religious contexts, represents a subcategory of religious culture
in the context of Jabra’s and Mutran’s translation of Shakespeare’s Hamlet.
I will examine the translation of supernatural beings by following Dickins’,
Hervey’s and Higgins’ (1992) model of cultural transposition. Furthermore,
I will analyze the translation strategies adopted by Jabra and Mutran by
applying my triple-analytical model. The following table includes examples
of translated material including supernatural beings from both source and

target texts.



Table (10): Supernatural Beings
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Subcategory of No. | Page and line | Shakespeare’s | Jabra’s Mutran’s Quran’nic Intertextuality
religious culture number Hamlet Translation | Translation
1 |p431152 god of day el ) Sl 44,
2 | P431.138 .....Spirits phaa . C‘Jj ,,,,,
zlsY! sisal
Supernatural 3 |p481L131 O,....0rthat | eyl ol Qoo | Jaad) 2K0E5G & alls K)o
beings the o . .
Everlasting & ol Y b |- €54/Rd5 ?‘S?'JL-' ‘; s
had not fixed Aia dlay Aoyl | Ne &0 BA KD | FEE o
his canon o vee | e s et e b
“gainst self- S| e o {%54/ Dﬂ\% :.591._.
slaughter. andi | Al 5adll fg )l GIAN A 5 e
L 424/ paally LAY sl
4 |pd48l1 132 O God, God oy ol | 6l el
Pl
5 |p.581.66 My soul, Ny e A SA I [ I
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The first example, ‘god of day’, is a supernatural element.
Shakespeare’s use of such an expression in the given ST is based upon his
ideology of implementing ancient Greek theological beliefs. In other
words, it is a Greek mythical intertextuality. Therefore, his use of ‘god of
day’ carries a great density of religious implications and cultural functions
upon its reader in a way that represents a specific cultural taste and a

particular religious mark.

‘olall 4P’ 1s Jabra’s translation of the original ‘god of day’. In his

translation of the given ST religious cultural term, Jabra uses the
connotative meaning ‘!l 4’ which carries an Islamic religious cultural
connotation. Jabra uses cultural transplantation (Dickins, Hervey and
Higgins, 2002) so as to domesticate its mythical connotations. Jabra
sacrifices the originality of the ST mythical supernatural being.
Followingmy triple-analytical model, Jabra’s skopos is to move the text to
the target readers, favoring the naturalness and fluency of the TT over

originality of the ST:



Foreignization

< ‘i Domestication

& Cultural

transplantation

TT reader
biased

ST writer
biased

N S

Figure (25): Jabra’s TT reader biased

‘Olall &4y 1s Mutran’s translation of ‘god of day’. In his translation
of the given ST religious cultural expression, Mutran uses the term ‘ 45,

U@V which echoes the mythical connotative meaning of the original.

Mutran’s translation is an example of exoticism translation (Dickins,
Hervey and Higgins, 2002). Mutran’s translation of the given supernatural
element foreignizes its biblical connotations. Therefore, Mutran becomes
an ST cultural biased. He preservesd the originality of the mythical
supernatural element of the given English ST, moving the target reader to

the ST and sacrificing, in doing so, the naturalness and clarity of the TT:
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Foreignization < Domestication

Exoticism

TT reader
biased

ST writer
biased

)

Figure (26): Mutran’s ST writer biased.

To conclude, the analysis of the above examples seems abnormal
because the examination of the given translation confirmes that both Jabra
and Mutran seem to have violated their conventions in translation. They
also exchange their adopted strategies. On the one hand, instead of
foreignizing the ST, Jabra domesticates it in the TT and sacrifices the
originality of its mythical connotations. On the other hand, Mutran doesn’t
domesticate the ST in the TT as he is accustomed to do in his given
translations. He privileges its originality over the naturalness of the TT and

preserves its mythical connotations.
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3.11 Translation of Terms of Revelation:

Terms of Revelation, which represents all sacred fulfilled doctrines
and obligations, stands for an element of religious culture in the context of
Jabra’s and Mutran’s translation of Shakespeare’s Hamlet. 1 will study the
translation of religious activities by applying Dickins’, Hervey’s and
Higgins’ (2002) model of cultural transposition. Furthermore, 1 will
examine the translation strategies employed by Jabra and Mutran by
following my triple-analytical model. The following table includes

examples of references of revelation from both source and target texts.



Table (11): References of Revelation

88

it!

Subcategory of Page & line | Shakespeare’s Jabra’s Mutran’s , - :
religious culture No. number Hamlet Translation | Translation Quran’nic Intertextuality
1 p.471.91 filial obligation st ol &) A JB b i u—*ﬂ‘ & AL e
%62/&,_1\)';)(\
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The first example ‘filial obligation’ is a biblical term of revelation
that symbolizes a source of religious pledge with which mortals are
committed. ‘s <aly’, a direct denotative meaning of the original, is
Jabra’s translation of the original ‘filial obligation’. Jabra’s translation is an
example of exoticism translation (Dickins, Hervey and Higgins, 2002).
Jabra’s translation of the original expression foreignizes its biblical
connotations. Therefore, Jabra is an ST cultural biased. He maintains the
originality of the biblical religious event of the given English ST, moving

the target reader to the ST and sacrificing, in doing so, the naturalness and
< Domestication

U' Calque

ST writer
biased

fluency of the TT:

Foreignization

TT reader
biased

Figure (27): Jabra’s ST writer biased.

‘%) 4. is Mutran’s translation of the original ‘filial obligation’. In

his translaion of the given ST expression, Mutran uses the connotative

meaning ‘&) 4L’ which is a specific religious cultural term that used
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particularly in Islamic context. Unlike Jabra, Mutran uses -cultural
transplantation (Dickins, Hervey and Higgins, 2002) so as to domesticate

its biblical connotations.

Mutran’s use of ‘&l 4L’ in his translation of Hamlet has specific

connotative meaning that undermines similar function of the original. It is a
religious cultural bound expression in Islamic culture that implies
intertextuality. In fact, Mutran manipulates his given translation to achieve
the same intended function of the original by taking advantages of the

intertextual level. Le. His use of the term ‘4 43 is a direct intertextuality

from the Holy Qur’an’s expressions as shown in the following verse:
L 462/l U3 Ba A Gl 4L

“Such has been God’s precedent with those who passed away before.”

(THE CONFEDERATES (al-Ahzab): 33: 62).

Mutran sacrifices the originality of the ST biblical term of revelation
to promote a resurrection of an Islamic religious cultural term as an
apparition of new TT. Following the triple-analytical model, Mutran’s
skopos is to move the text to the target readers, privileging the naturalness

and fluency of the TT over originality of the ST:
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Foreignization >
Cultural
transplantation
ST writer TT reader

biased biased

Figure (28): Mutran’s TT reader biased

To conclude, on the one hand, the analysis of Jabra’s translation of
the given ST references of revelation is shown as a justification of his place
at the left edge of the two extremes in the triple-analytical model. Jabra’s
translation is a foreignization of the original because he intends to privilege
the ST writer to satisfy the originality of the ST. Also, Jabra sacrifices the
TT readers by ignoring the naturalness and fluency of the TT. On the other
hand, the analysis of Mutran’s translation of the given ST is shown as a
justification of his place at the right edge of the two extremes in the triple-
analytical model. His given translation is a domestication of the original
because he intends to privilege the TT reader to satisfy the naturalness and
fluency of the TT. However, he sacrifices the ST writer by ignoring the
originality of the given ST. Also, by his use of intertextuality, he replaces
the source biblical term of revelation with a target Islamic religious cultural

expression.
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Chapter Four
Conclusions and Recommendations

This research studies Jabra’s and Mutran’s translation of religious
culture in Shakespeare’s Hamlet to examine the impact of foreignization
and domestication on their translations of Hamlet. | have divided religious
culture into eleven categories - eschatology, ethical criteria, religious
artifacts, religious constructions and sites, religious events, religious
groups, religious greetings, religious activities, supernatural beings and
references of revelation - and provided examples out of Mutran’s and

Jabra’s translations of these categories.

This study examines Jabra’s and Mutran’s used models in their
translation of religious culture in Shakespeare’s Hamlet from English into
Arabic. I have followed Hervey’s and Higgins’ (1992) model of translating
proper names for the category of religious personages because it consists of
proper names and generic nouns. | applied Dickins’, Hervey’s and Higgins’
(2002) cultural transposition model of translation for the rest of ten
categories. In addition, I examined Mutran’s and Jabra’s followed
strategies by conceptualizing my triple-analytical model which is a
combination of Vermeer’s (1989/2004, p. 234) ‘skopos theory’,
Schleiermacher’s (1813/2004, p. 49) ‘two paths of translation’ and Venuti’s
(1995, p. 20) theories that varied between the two extremes of

foreignization and domestication in translation.
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Mutran intends to sacrifice the originality of the ST and to privilege
the naturalness and fluency of the TT by his use of domestication.
However, he violates his skopos by foreignizing his translation. Jabra’s
given translations of religious culture in Shakespeare’s Hamlet are
distinguished of being an imitation of the original. He is used to foreignize
his translations because he treates Shakespeare’s Hamlet as a sacred text,
privileging the originality of the ST over the naturalness and fluency of the
TT. However, he violates his skopos by domesticating his translation of

religious culture in TT instead of foreignizing it.

Hamlet is a translation of a translation as it alludes to many pre-texts,
echoes, marks of pre-mythological and biblical texts. Jabra’s and Mutran’s
translations of Shakespeare’s Hamlet from English into Arabic function as
a relocation of this text to a different historical, geographical and religious
context. The formulation of the text into a different culture embodies the
workings of the ghostliness of translation and intertextuality. One thread of
argument that this research does not touch upon is the association between
intertextuality, translation and Derrida’s concept of hauntology and the
strategies of domestication and foreignization which necessitate further

research.

The movement / re-turn of the text into another cultural and
historical context which displaces its original signification, shattering the
myth of equivalence and faithfulness in translation and the hierarchical

relationship between the source and the translated texts, is the uncanny
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asynchrony haunting textuality. While I favor the strategy of foreignization
in translating sacred texts, I do think that the culture of the translator affects
his adoption of the domestication or foreignization strategy when rendering
a text from one language into another. So, in the light of Jabra's and
Mutran's translation of religious culture in Shakespeare's Hamlet, one can
say a faithful translation or adherence to the source text or the translated
one is a wishful thinking. Jabran's and Mutran's violations of their fulfilled
purposes in translating religious culture in Hamlet reveals that a faithful
translation is a promise that cannot be fulfilled or a dream that cannot be
realized. This is of course is not a weakness on the part of the translator,
but it is an intrinsic part of translation which is a translation of a translation
that opens the text to a chain of significations that guarantee the afterlife,

survival of the text in on-going translations.
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