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Abstract

This paper basically aims at investigating some major problems encountered in the
translation of Arabic utterances containing implicatures (henceforth Arabic implicatures)
into English, where what is meant goes well beyond what is said. The data of the study
consists of 9 Arabic implicatures identified by the researcher as comprising difficulties to
translators. These implicatures have been drawn from Mahfouz’s (1947) novel Zigaq
Al-Midag. Fifteen M.A. students of translation at An-Najah National University served
as the subjects in this study. They were asked to provide their own translations of these
Arabic implicatures in the light of their original contexts. The study also uses Trevor Le
Gassick’s renditions in his (1975) translation of Mahfouz’s novel. For the purpose of this
study, the researcher devised a framework of analysis based on Grice’s (1975) theory of
conversational implicature. The framework features Tautology, Irony, and Metaphor as
strategies giving rise to conversational implicature. The present paper argues that, when
translating Arabic implicatures into English, emphasis should be placed on conveying the
pragmatic import by the employment of various strategies ranging from those capturing
the form and/or function to those capturing the communicative sense independently.
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1. Introduction

The present paper is mainly concerned with the translatability of
Arabic implicatures into English. Inner meanings or implicatures
constitute a problem in the translation of utterances from Arabic into
English and vice versa, and the translator is faced with a double-edged
problem: on the one hand; he has to identify the precise meaning intended
by the originator of the utterance; on the other hand, he has to convey the
accurate meaning in the Target Language (TL). An utterance may be open
to several possible interpretations. This possible ambivalence of inner
meanings in utterances has been troublesome for translators. In this
connection, Leech (1983:81) points out that “interpreting an utterance is
ultimately a matter of guess work, or hypothesis formation.” Each
utterance, therefore, should be considered in its immediate context of use
to arrive at the precise implicature intended by the speaker. This is not
always an easy task, for implicatures are usually determined by what is
conveyed by an utterance rather than by what is literally expressed. By
way of illustration, consider the following example from Mahfouz’s
(1947) “Ziqaq Al-Midaq™:

AN S T
U ASia) po i g Ll 5 ASaLiss Cullés
(P.105) "felide JaS/y e 5 clhaf

“Nobody should feel my presence in here, he said. She assured him, as

if she was certain of possessing him forever, with me you are very safe”.

(p.108) Le Gassick's rendition
Undoubtedly, Le Gassick’s translation of the above underlined
utterance bears witness to the fact that he fell short of accounting for the

metaphorical implicatures encapsulated in this utterance, namely the
eye-love metaphor, which emanates from the use of the expression
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“ue b el (Lit: I put you in my eye.), and the prison metaphor, which
arises from the use of “clle JaSP” (Lit: I smear you with Kohl.). Thus the
above utterance could be best translated as:

“You will be locked up in my heart forever™.
or something like “My heart will be your stronghold forever™.

In Grice’s system, this example basically violates the maxim of
Quality (speak the truth) and to a lesser extent; it violates the Quantity
maxim since the speaker in the above extract is being underinformative.

In order to explain how people can imply more than they actually say,
Grice (1975) developed a theory of conversation which consists of the
Cooperative Principle (CP) and its four maxims:

1. Maxim of quality (“do not say what you believe to be false or that for
which you lack adequate evidence”);

2. Maxim of quantity (“make your contribution as informative as is
required for the current purposes of the exchange, and not more
informative than is required”);

3. Maxim of relevance; and

Maxim of manner (“avoid obscurity of expression and ambiguity; be
brief and orderly”)

According to Grice, our talk exchanges do not normally consist of
disconnected remarks, but rather, they follow the (CP) in order to get
meaning across. Thus, a participant in a speech event, either observes the
maxims, or flouts one or more of them. To observe a maxim is simply to
follow its direction and to flout a maxim is not to follow its direction. In
this study we are concerned with the flouting of the maxims. Flouting a
maxim, according to Grice, is salvaged by the fact that the speaker is
fulfilling another maxim. Notice the successful communication in the
following example:

a: What on earth has happened to the roast beef?
b: The dog is looking very happy.

In this exchange of talk, B apparently violates the maxim of relevance
because his answer is not directly related to A’s question. But, a deeper
analysis tells us that B is being rather cooperative. Thus, A will deduce
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that the roast beef has been eaten by the dog. He inferred this by using the
implicature of B’s reply, hence the successful communication between A
and B.

2. Research Methodology
2.1. Research Design

This paper studies 9 Arabic implicatures identified by the researcher
as featuring difficulties to translators of Arabic texts into English. These
implicatures were drawn from Najeeb Mahfouz’s (1947) novel “Zigaq
Al-Midag”, which was translated by Trevor Le Gassick (1975) into
“Midaq Alley”. The study was conducted by means of a translation task.
The task, which included 9 underlined Arabic implicatures in their original
contexts, was administered to 15 students in the M. A. translation program
at An-Najah National University, Palestine. The students were asked to
translate only the underlined implicatures and to take enough time to do so
(see Appendix). The subjects’ translations along with Le Gassick’s (1975)
renditions were analyzed into three categories generating conversational
implicature, namely Tautology, Irony and Metaphor.

2.2.Subjects

In order to highlight the problem under discussion, a translation task
was distributed among 15 M.A. students of translation. The subjects were
haphazardly chosen. The researcher administered the task only to student
translators who expressed their willingness to do the job. All of these
students were native speakers of Arabic. They hold a B.A. degree in
English Language and Literature. During their study for the M.A. degree
in translation, the subjects took courses in translating Arabic texts into
English, and vice versa. Therefore, all of them were expected to have a
good command of both English and Arabic.

3. Analysis and Discussion

This section deals with some major problems that translators may
encounter when they embark on translating Arabic utterances containing
implicatures into English. In order to carry out the analysis as well as the
discussion appropriately, a framework of analysis is provided. The
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framework features three categories generating conversational implicature
and these are: tautological implicatures, ironical implicatures and
metaphorical implicatures.

3.1. Tautological Implicatures

Tautology is the saying of the same thing again in a seemingly
redundant, uninformative way. In Brown and Levinson’s (1987) terms, a
tautology is the search for the informative out of the uninformative. Thus,
the ever-cited tautological expression “War is War” conveys what it
conveys in a seemingly uninformative way. In other words, at face value,
the utterance seems a needless repetition, but, deeply, it can be used to
convey a significant communicative import, namely that war brings death,
destruction, suffering and pain, hence the need for its tolerance is called
for.

According to Grice (1975), tautologies trigger conversational
implicature via violating the maxim of quantity, i.e. by violating the
speaker’s obligation to be as informative as is required for the purposes of
the exchange. Thus, the tautological expressions “Aelaill & Aclail”
(courage is courage), “<sall 54 &sal” (death is death),

“loa gl e | asall 4le” (compensation be upon Him ! compensation
be upon Him !), “das J>, < (a thousand man and a man), (see
Appendix) are all cases of conversational implicature arising from the
speaker’s violation of the maxim of quantity as will be shown in some
detail below.

In recent studies, three approaches have been addressed to account for
the interpretation of tautological utterances, namely, the radical pragmatic
approach, the radical semantic approach, and the non-radical approach (cf.
Wierzbicka, 1987). In the radical pragmatic approach, the interpretation of
tautological expressions is governed by universal principles of
conversation, and those expressions “are considered uninformative by
themselves, but meaningful in context” (Okamoto 1993:434). By contrast,
the radical semantic approach argues that the interpretation of tautological
utterances is partly conventional and language- specific. Further, this
approach maintains that meaning of tautological utterances “cannot be
fully predicted in terms of any universal pragmatic representation” (ibid:
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435). The non-radical approach is viewed as a compromise and argues that
the interpretation of tautological utterances combines both semantics and
pragmatics. In support of this, Farghal (1992: 225) explains that
tautological expressions have “instantaneous implicatures that are
derivable only from the context of situation, and core implicatures that can
be derived from semantic representations”.

Miki (1996) introduces the idea of shared beliefs or knowledge as a
basic criterion in accounting for the interpretation of tautological
utterances. For instance, tautologies such as “Jla Jleall” (a donkey is a
donkey); “aul 2w (a lion is a lion) convey what they convey provided
that the speaker and the addressee share certain cultural beliefs, on top of
which might be that “donkey” stands for stupidity, hence a condemnation
implicature arises, and “lion” stands for boldness, hence an admiration
implicature is inferred. Being aware of this, the translator may transfer the
implied meaning of “ s jleall” and “aul WY1 when they are said to refer
to a person in a particular situation into something like “he is a stupid
person” and “he is a brave person”, respectively. But, if the same
implicature could be obtained, resorting to a similar tautology in the target
language (TL) as “a donkey is a donkey” and “a lion is a lion”,
respectively, it would be most welcome.

In the light of the foregoing discussion, we can argue that tautologies
in general seem to fall into two types, depending on context: partially
context-dependent tautologies (partial in the sense that their meanings are
not entirely contingent upon the context), and completely
context-dependent tautologies. The former type refers simply to
tautologies which bear meanings when used in or out of context. Thus,
tautologies such as “Aelaill & e\l (courage is courage); “csall sa &sall”
(death is death); and “0 s sa o 56” (a law is a law), are all examples of
this type. Each of these tautological expressions, it should be noted, may
furnish several possible interpretations, but, when they are used in context,
their meanings are drastically narrowed. Thus, context in this case is seen
as a narrower (of meaning). By contrast, completely context-dependent
tautologies refer to tautological expressions, which bear a communicative
import only when they are used in context, i.e. when they are
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pragmatically determined. Thus, the context here is viewed as the bearer
of meaning. By way of illustration, consider the following two tautological
implicatures:

1 Josdd e [l ped) 4de
2. Jassdas <dli(see Appendix for the larger context)

The analysis of data showed that many of the respondents as well as
Le Gassick (1975) rendered (1) and (2) above literally. Hence the target
language (TL) message is distorted. Observe the following two renderings
of (1) by some students and Le Gassick, respectively:

— May God compensate me, may God compensate me.
— May God recompense him! May God recompense him!

Obviously, such a translation does not convey the meaning intended
by (1), namely that nothing good or useful is expected from the person in
question, and there is no use in talking to him to stop his bad habit
(homosexuality). This implicature, it should be noted, is arrived at through
background knowledge about the person in question. This knowledge is
obtained from the broader context in which the utterance was produced.
Similarly, note the literal translation of (2) by some students and by Le
Gassick, respectively:

— Athousand man and a man
— Athousand and one man

It is clear that the students as well as Le Gassick misread (2) above
and, consequently, have come up with inappropriate renderings. The
implicature derived from (2) is that many men would be glad or honored if
they married the woman in question (see Appendix). So, (1) and (2) above
can be best translated by resorting to functional equivalence which gives
priority to meaning over form. Hence the translation of (1) and (2) above
could be something like (1.a) and (2.a) below:

1.a. 1 wash my hands off you! I wash my hands off you!
2.a. Lots of men.

On the other hand, nominal tautologies such as “dsladll & dslail)
and “cgall 2 @gall” (see Appendix) can be easily translated by a
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comparable tautology in the target language since they are universally
recognized and used by the target language community. The renderings of
all the student translators bear witness to this. All of them as well as Le
Gassick (1975) came up with the same translation:“courage is courage”
and “death is death”, respectively. This is in fact a good translation since it
conveys the implicature of the original, namely that courage remains the
same regardless of the passage of time, and one should never fear death
since death is an inevitable end that all creatures shall encounter.

In short, we can say that if the source language (SL) tautological
expression is not available in the target language (TL), the translator
should try to render the implied meaning of the tautological utterance
without paying attention to the form as shown in the translation of
examples (1) and (2) above. However, if the (SL) tautology exists in the
(TL) and is used by the (TL) community, the translator can render the
meaning by resorting to it as exhibited in the translations above of « 4elsill
deladll a7 and “Csdl g s,

3.2. Ironical Implicatures

Irony is another strategy of triggering conversational implicature via
violating the conversational maxims in general and the maxim of quality
in particular (Grice 1975, Levinson 1983, Brown and Levinson 1987).
Grice (1975) states that flouting the maxim of quality is a necessary and a
sufficient condition for ironical interpretation. That is, what the originator
of ironical utterances intends is quite the opposite of what he has literally
said. Thus, for Grice, ironical utterances would conversationally
implicate, rather than figuratively mean, the opposite of what they literally
say. A speaker can indirectly convey his ironic sense by implicating the
opposite of what is actually said. Stressing the same point, Kotthoff
(2003:1387) maintains that in irony “the said represents a perspective
which is combined with a counter-perspective- the intended”.

Furthermore the interpretation of ironical utterances depends greatly
on context as well as on various assumptions shared by the speaker and the
addressee. Mateo (1995: 172) writes, “irony depends on context since it
springs from the relationships of a word, expression or action with the
whole text or situation”. What is possibly more important is that in the case
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of ironical utterances “what the speaker means is not identical with what
the sentence means” (Searle 1979: 77). In other words, the speaker’s
communicative import and the sentence meaning are extremely at
variance. Hence, the translator is usually faced with a double interpretation
(the literal and the ironic), and he has to choose between these two
interpretations depending on three parameters, which collectively activate
the ironic situation namely, speaker, addressee and the broader context.
What complicates the task of the translator is that “the ironist does not
always need to signal his intention to ironize” (ibid: 172). This is obvious in
cases of implicit irony where no indicators of irony are used. However
regarding explicit irony, it is highlighted by markers, such as “it is ironic
that, ironically, it would be a bitter irony if, there is a certain irony” Barbe
(1993: 579). Likewise, in the case of Arabic, one may come across certain
expressions which may signal that an ironic interpretation rather than a
literal one is called for. Some of these expressions, which are usually
encountered in literary works, are: “Iale J& (he said ironically);
“e) 33l J& (he said mockingly); or

“aS¢i J& (he said sarcastically).

It goes without saying that maintaining the Irony Principle (IP) (Leech
1983) in the target language can be seen as one of the most serious
problems the translator may encounter in rendering Arabic ironical
utterances into English. By way of clarification, consider the following
example:

telsaf i 5 puafV leds (Lit. Of course! A princess daughter of princes).

The speaker in the above example (see Appendix) apparently fails to
observe the maxim of quality, thus giving rise to conversational
implicature, that is, the speaker does not intend to convey that the
addressee in question is of a noble or royal family, but rather, she is
implying that the addressee is of a humble origin, and therefore she has no
right to boast off. By so doing, the speaker is being impolite in a seemingly
polite manner. This is what Leech (1983) observes as being offensive in an
apparently friendly way, i.e. being ironic. More specifically, the
implicature derived from the (IP) in the above example works as follows:
what the speaker says to the addressee (you are a princess) is polite and is
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not true. But, what the speaker really means (the addressee is not really a
princess) is impolite to addressee and true (of her). Perhaps the larger
context of the novel indicates that the addressee is of a low, or humble
social class. This context in itself would trigger the intended irony. The
irony is also derived from the tune (intonation) of the speakers, a factor
that cannot be shown in translation without using certain orthographical
signals, such as quotation marks or exclamation marks or ellipsis, etc. In
our analysis of the data, we found that a large number of students adopted
a literal translation of the above utterance. It is true that their translation
presents a reasonable meaning of the utterance, but it does not capture the
ironic meaning implicated in the utterance. Le Gassick (1975), however,
rendered the utterance by resorting to paraphrase, but he enclosed his
translation within inverted commas in order to alert the reader that an
ironic sense is intended in the original. His reasonable translation reads as
follows:

“Of course you will, a princess like yourself, a daughter of royalty™.

According to Newmark (1991), it is quite preferable, when translating
ironical utterances, to use inverted commas and/or an exclamation mark in
order to alert the readership. In support of this, Baker (1992:230)
maintains that “in English, the use of inverted commas around a word or
expression in the body of a text can suggest a range of implied meanings”.
Thus, the above utterance can be best translated into something like:

“Certainly! You are a princess, a daughter of princes!”

Obviously, the translation above shows that literal translation does
work in rendering ironical utterances provided that the translation be
enclosed within inverted commas and/or be supplemented by an
exclamation mark to point out that an ironic sense is intended in the
original. However, in many cases of irony, literal translation falls short of
accounting for the ironic meaning present in the original. By way of
illustration, consider the example below:

g s p g4l pil ol 4 an 4 (Lit. May God have mercy upon your father
the seller of al-doom (a kind of wild fruit) in Marjoosh (a name of a
place)).
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This utterance is a clear case where the speaker’s utterance meaning
and the sentence meaning are seriously at variance. The difficulty of
translating the above expression lies in the fact that it can be used to
implicate more than one meaning in different contexts of situation.
Farghal and Borini (1997:79) maintain that this expression may be
ironically uttered “upon the mention of the deceased denotatum in a
conversation for the purpose of disreputing him in a polite manner”. What
is more, the utterance above drifts from its semantic import and acquires
new pragmatic and semantic dimensions. It is used ironically to perform
an illocutionary act (Searle 1979) of insulting. This being the case,
translators should scrutinize the pragmatic aspects of any expression with
a theistic reference in order to come up with an appropriate rendering.

The analysis of the data showed that all the student translators but one,
and Le Gassick (1975) fell victim of literal translation in their renderings
of the above utterance. Their literal renderings bear witness to the fact that
in some ironic usages the unsaid far exceeds the said, and meanings must
be derived irrespective of the linguistic surface structure of the utterance.
Observe the following inappropriate literal renderings of the previous
expression by some of the students and by Le Gassick :

— May God have mercy on your father (Le Gassick).
— May God bless your father.
— May God mercy your father’s soul.

The remaining respondent, however, seemed to realize that an
impolite illocution is meant by the ironic usage of the utterance, and he
reflected that offence in his rendering, but without preserving the
implicated ironic sense. Note his translation below:

— God damn your poor father.

Depending on the background knowledge throughout the total context
of the utterance, one can realize that the speaker is being ironic by
conveying an impolite illocutionary act (insulting) in an apparently polite
way. That is, the speaker ironically reminds the addressee of her father’s
poor state. In addition, the ironic sense is indicated through the use of an
explicit indicator (see Appendix) of ironic intention namely, “3_als &
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(she said ironically). In order to capture the message intended by the above
utterance, the following functionally-equivalent translation would work:

She rejoined: ““Remember your father! The door-to-door hawker”.

Another example, which violates the maxim of Quality and implicates
the opposite of what is said, is:

J alil) Jid o g8 b 98, 9(Lit.Catch me, you, before deterioration)

In this example, the speaker (see Appendix) violates the maxim of
quality since what she means is the opposite of what is being proposed.
Relying on the overall context which plays an important role in the
creation of irony, we can realize that the speaker (a young beautiful girl)
does not hold any kind of love or admiration towards the addressee (an old
man) who chases her with his eyes in an attempt to win her love. Instead,
she looks down upon him, hence an ironic interpretation of the speaker’s
utterance arises. That is, what the speaker really means (she will never
think of loving the person in question) is the opposite of what she says,
namely that she is deeply in love with him. So, in order to maintain the
irony present in the original, the utterance above should be rendered in a
way that reflects the ironic intention intended by the speaker. In his
rendering of the above expression, Le Gassick (1975) failed to reflect its
ironic sense though it seemed that he was aware of the ironic meaning
implicated in it. Observe his rendering below:

“You are not for me, Abbas!”

However, a sizeable number of the students succeeded in figuring out
that the speaker intended an ironic sense, and consequently they provided
an acceptable translation. The renderings below by two of those students
bear witness to this:

Oh! Help! Before | am lost!

Oh, people! Help me before sinking in his love!

A good rendering of the above utterance could be:

“Hey everyone! Rescue me from falling in this passionate love!”
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3.3. Metaphorical Implicatures

It has been argued several times that the meaning of metaphor has to
be computed regardless of the linguistic surface structure of the
metaphorical utterance. This of course creates situations where the
translator needs to exert much effort in order to arrive at the implicature
intended by the use of a metaphor in a speech situation.

Grice (1975:53) views metaphor as a strategy of generating
conversational implicature via violating the maxim of quality. This
violation, it should be noted, occurs when the speaker tries to convey or
emphasize a certain meaning or idea in an apparently strange and striking
way. In this regard, Searle (1979) says that metaphors display obvious
falsehood, semantic nonsense, or violation of conversational principles of
communication. Thus, translating metaphors is no doubt a difficult task,
for it involves many problems to tackle.

Before embarking on the discussion of the data, it is of great
importance to point out that the translation of metaphor depends mainly on
the job the metaphor does in the text, that is, whether the metaphor is used
creatively (absolutely necessary and indispensable) or decoratively (just to
add to the beauty of the text) (cf. Broeck 1981). If the metaphor is creative,
as it is often the case in a work of art, a formal equivalence is required
though it sometimes renders the metaphor less natural to (TL) readers (cf.
Farghal and Shorafat1996). On the other hand, if the metaphor is used
decoratively as it happens sometimes in editorials, flexibility should be
sought on the part of the translator in the sense that he has the option to
choose between formal, functional or ideational equivalence. That is,
either he translates the metaphor creatively (formally) as long as the
context permits that or renders it simply by reducing it to its
communicative import. To illustrate, let us investigate the rendering of the
following metaphorical utterance by some of the student translators and by
Le Gassick:

Yia agmsli uad; (Lit. their hearts danced with happiness).

Obviously, the implicature in the above utterance is triggered off by
the use of the verb “cuxd )” as it flouts the quality maxim. At face value, it
seems strange and nonsensical to use the verb “cuxd” in the above
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utterance. Moreover, the use of “cuxd )” goes against and contradicts our
factual background information in the sense that dancing is an act usually
performed by human beings and never, by, say, one’s internal body parts.

In terms of analysis, the data demonstrated that most of the
respondents were aware of the fact that the utterance above was used
metaphorically. But, a few tried to render the same metaphor present in the
source utterance. Most of them went for converting the metaphor into
sense. Observe the following renderings by two of the students:

They felt happy.

They were very joyful.

These renderings, it should be noted, are to some extent, acceptable
provided that the metaphor above is meant to be decorative rather than
creative, and the translator runs short of finding an equivalent
metaphorical imagery in the (TL). But, clearly, the metaphor is creatively
used, and thus we should try to keep it in our translation to reflect its
peculiar qualities and maintain the same effect on the (TL) reader. Some
students, however, succeeded to a certain extent in preserving the
metaphorical imagery in their renderings. Below are some of their
renderings which illustrate this point:

Their hearts danced happily.
Their hearts danced joyfully.

Their hearts danced out of cheerfulness.

Depending on the context, Le Gassick (1975) went for paraphrasing
the metaphor in an attempt to explain the intended implicature. Consider
his rendering below:

They thoroughly enjoyed witnessing such a dramatic scene.
However, a good rendering could be something like:
Their hearts danced with ecstasy.

To shed more light on this category, consider the following metaphor,
which gives rise to conversational implicature:

gl s S ali o Ao il ciibrg (Lit. She settled the self to wear for
every case an attire).
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At the literal level, this utterance seems odd since it contradicts our
factual background information. In other words, one might wonder how
the self can wear an attire. Hence, a metaphorical meaning and a
conversational implicature arise.

Specifically, the implicature derived from the above metaphor is that
the woman in question is so experienced that she can cope with every
circumstance.

In our analysis, we found that all the (15) students as well as Le
Gassick (1975) recognized that the utterance above is wused
metaphorically. Consequently, most of the sudents and Le Gassick
resorted to two strategies to convey the intended meaning, namely
paraphrasing and converting the metaphor into sense. Consider

The following renderings by some of the students and Le Gassick:

She had accustomed herself to be ready at all times for any
eventuality, whether good or bad (Le Gassick).

She accustomed herself to coping with every case.
She managed to get along.

The above renderings, though acceptable, do not account for the
metaphorical meaning of the source utterance. Since we are dealing with a
literary work where metaphors are usually creatively used, our translation
should preserve the metaphorical imagery, which is found in the source
utterance. Thus a more appropriate rendering of the above utterance could
be:

She accustomed herself to wearing an attire for every circumstance.

4. Conclusion

The present paper has investigated some major problems translators
may encounter when they translate into English Arabic utterances
containing implicatures.

The study has revealed that in their attempt to render Arabic
implicatures, student translators, more often than not, adopted literal
translation where functional or ideational rendering should be used. The
study has also shown that student translators failed to identify the precise
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meanings intended by the Arabic implicatures, and thus failed to convey
the accurate meaning in the (TL). We have attempted to explain that
Arabic implicatures should be considered in their actual context to arrive
at the precise intended meaning as they are usually determined by what is
conveyed or implicated rather than what is literally expressed. However, it
is still necessary to note that the study has also revealed that in some cases,
literal translation does work in conveying the meaning of some Arabic
implicatures, thus nullifying the claim that implicatures must be always
rendered functionally. This has been obvious in the rendering of some
tautological and ironical utterances in the data of the present study.

With regard to tautological implicatures, I have argued that translators
should pay more attention to “ complete context-dependent tautologies”
than “ partial ones”. This is due to the fact that partial tautologies can be
translated, more often than not, simply by resorting to a similar tautology
in the (TL). This has been exhibited through the rendering of
“heladll o4 deladl” and “Ciseal s &gl into “Courage is courage” and
“Death is death”, respectively. In the case of complete tautologies,
translators should be aware of the fact that such tautological expressions
have no serious communicative import when they are used out of context,
hence the need for translators to consider their actual context of use to be
able to convey their precise implicated meaning. We have seen, for
example, the appropriateness of translating”Jda_ s Ja, <al” and “ | s2ll 4dle
uasall 4de” into “lots of men” and “I wash my hands off you! I wash my
hands off you!”, respectively.

As far as ironical utterances are concerned, translators should realize
the fact that in the case of ironical usages, the ironist’s communicative
intent and the sentence meaning are always at variance. In addition,
translators should make use of context, background knowledge and
explicit indicators of irony, which signal ironical intentions. Translators
should try to render the (SL) irony into a (TL) irony using literal
translation, provided that they use inverted commas and/or exclamation
marks in order to highlight the ironic meaning. This has been obvious in
the rendering of “s) el iy 3yl | luk!” into (“certainly ! a princess,
daughter of princes!””). However, if this fails, translators may resort to
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conveying the implied meaning of the ironic utterance while preserving
the ironic sense implicated in the original through the use of inverted
commas and/or exclamation point. We have observed the successful
rendering of “alill Jd o 8 L 35S, 3 into (“Hey everyone! Rescue me from
falling in this passionate love!””).Moreover, with regard to multi-purpose
ironic utterances (E.g., “&ll &) as ;) translators should investigate their
wider context of use.

As for metaphorical implicatures, translators should be fully
conscious of the fact that the translation of metaphor depends mainly on
the job the metaphor does in the text i.e. whether it is used creatively or
decoratively. So, if the metaphor is creative, a formal equivalence should
be called for though it sometimes renders the metaphor less natural to the
(TL) readers. We have noticed the rendering of « JSI puli o (e (il il
L sl s into “She accustomed herself to wearing an attire for every
circumstance”. If the metaphor is decoratively used, priority should be
given to formal over functional equivalence, provided that it sounds
natural in the (TL) text and makes sense to (TL) readers. Otherwise,
functional equivalence should be called for.
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