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THE TRANSLATABILITY OF METAPHOR: STUDY AND INVESTIGATION

The appropriate handling of the metaphorical meaning during translation, along
with maximizing its level of equivalence in the target language, is going to be my central
focus through the course of this dissertation. Unlike many contributions that attempt to
reconcile the problem of translating metaphor, this study has come to approach the
subject from a new perspective. | believe that each of the two overlapping issues
regarding effective interpretation, translation and metaphor, necessitates a separate view.
Therefore, before | attempt to answer the question of how equally the metaphorical
meaning can be rendered across languages, the approach will address the following
questions: How to translate appropriately? What is the meaning of the metaphor in its
source language? And how are the mechanisms of metaphor and translation related? The
results of these questions will be directed to improve or to suggest new techniques for the

metaphorical translation.
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The following abbreviations are used throughout the dissertation:

T Text

ST Source Text

TT  Target Text

SL Source Language

TL Target Language

SLT Source Language Text
TLT Target Language Text
FE Formal Equivalence
DE  Dynamic Equivalence
SM  Source Metaphor

TM  Target Metaphor

SC  Source Culture

TC  Target Culture

SLC Source Language Culture

TLC Target Language Culture
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Chapter One

1.1 Introduction

Translation has been considered an essential factor of communication through the
ages to bridge the lingual and cultural gaps between different nations. However,
translation is always influenced by external and internal elements that shape its norms
and effectiveness. For example, in the last few decades, the relationships between the
Jewish nation in Israel and the Arab nations in the Middle East have been very limited
and mainly restricted to high-ranking politicians and governmental circles. The growing
interest in the domain of political and military conflicts at the expense of cultural
understanding has been pronounced since the establishment of the Israeli state and the
exile of the Palestinians out of their territories. Although translation was a useful way for
the common people of the two nations to understand each other’s culture, it has always
been the case that the motivation of the political atmosphere routed the priority of the
essence and content of any work of translation. As Kayyal (2003) pointed out,

TINNT PR TWIAN 29K WD MY DX 72172 777100 ANTI 21ONT MY

T8 €2Y NPT NPPVOOT NN IYINT 12D TR TXN ORI N1TH NOIET

NPT DR 727 77102 YAPW 27T NI PR CU0CILIR MOROTY D20 T My o

M2°yd HW IMINNONT 71D 2¥72 °0 PHRA N2 .MU MR 999D 0P DRI XN

" NPRIXY NPT MMANONA DPWIDA M 22272 AMPN AN 0NN

(The activity of translation to be discussed was mostly conducted in the

shadow of political violence and continuous confrontation between the

Zionist movement and the state of Israel, on the one hand, and the national

Palestinian movement and the Arab states, on the other hand. This

confrontation led to an antagonistic dialogue between the two parties

which determined most policies of translation and the attitude towards that
activity. It is obvious that in a situation like this, the progression of the

! Mahmud Kayyal, Bibliography of Arabic Translation and Studies about Modern
Hebrew Literature in Israel and Arab World (Tel-Aviv: The Institute for the Translation
of Hebrew L.iterature, 2003)



translation activity was relying on the manner of the political atmosphere

and political and military developments.)

In addition to the peripheral influences on translation, such as the political
environment, there are also internal elements that govern the adequacy of the translation.
All languages have such verbal and non-verbal features that distinguish them; hence, the
translator should be well acquainted with those characteristics in both the source and the
target language in order for his translation to achieve an appropriate level of equivalence.
Some of these verbal features are maintainable in translation, such as linguistic and
conceptual structures. The non-verbal features are complicated and at some degree are
untranslatable, such as the culture-specific and social significances, presenting unique
challenges during the translation process. Among the extreme problematic cases in the
field of translation that compiles both verbal and non-verbal substance is metaphor, the
focus of this study. It is necessary to view some of the most typical definitions of
metaphor before discussing the complexity of its translation.

1. According to Hughes (1966) “A metaphor is commonly defined as an implied
comparison between two things unlike in most respects but alike in the respect in
which they are cornpared.”2

2. Alice Deignan (2005) identified metaphor as “word or expression that is used to talk
about an entity or quality other than referred to by its core, or most basic meaning.
This non-core expresses a perceived relationship with the core meaning of the word,

and in many cases between two semantic fields.”

2 Richard E. Hughes, Principles of Rhetoric (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Pearson-Prentice
Hall, 1966), 213.
% Alice Deignan, Metaphor and Corpus Linguistics (Philadelphia: Benjamins, 2005), 34.



3. Al-Jurjant (1937) indicated,

e )8l Jui Uy yra gl gl 8 Ja¥) Ll 5 6 () Alealdl 855l ) aled
oY e DG Al alin g (deall Gl pe B selall dlesing A aiay Cps 4y (i) 4

Al dlla o S
(Know that the metaphor within the sentence is known to be the original
utterance in the linguistic sense; the content denotes it is correctly applied.
Then the poet uses it outside of its original context, and transfers it
unnecessarily to a new context, stripping it of its meaning.)

Understanding the linguistic aspects, as well as the problem of metaphoric
transference, has been a growing focus of study for many linguists and translation
scholars over the last few decades. The main motivation behind most recent studies of
metaphor is to solve many essential semantic and conceptual problems related to
comprehension such as the structure of meaning of the linguistic aspect and the very
nature of verbal communication.” Relaying the meaning of metaphor accurately is one of
the most common obstacles the translator faces. Since the process of interpreting a
metaphor within a language is considered by most linguists as a translation in itself, what
would be the case when we widen the horizon in translating metaphor across languages?
Dagut (1974) points out that,

W "ARPT" W MR "NMMORLA" WA WNWT NPV R 97 PR anAT

NYWAYR NAMIA -5V 2O9n-00118DY 209N MWIR NMIYRwR NINXN 2w wRn

(1277 XMW °9D) DWINA DRI VAT DW MO .NIIARA INONT IR Minvp

MRIT N W <NPMIDRY NN MWN2 P KD N DTN 7797 070 IR0

«("MORVA-KT) "ORVD"T MWHT PAY 2 MITANT WA O3 ROR WO YW T

muwi *o% "NPHRPT" YWY NN P20 NI WOR K931 OX POD MW

1
L"NPVRVD"T MYDINA 71DV ITMOY

(A clear example of that is the problem of using in ‘metaphoric’ language
the same ‘dynamic’ dimension of the language, producing by it new

“Abd al-Qahir al-Jurjani, ’Asrar al-Balaghah (Cairo: Maktabat al-Qahirah,
1937), 20.

> Teresa Dobrzynska, “Translating metaphor: Problems of meaning,” Journal of
Pragmatics 24, no. 6 (1995): 595-604.

® Menachem Dagut."msxun"a" "ouana n1nr» svadJournal of ha-Sifrut 5, (1974).



meanings of words and expressions by expanding existing meanings or by
changing them. The severity of that problem in translation (as in the
following discussion) leads to a clearer acknowledgement, not only in the
importance, quality and quantity for the dynamic dimension of a language,
but also in the essential difference between that dimension and the (non-
metaphoric) ‘static’ dimension, arousing suspicion, if it is at all possible,
to analyze and interpret the ‘dynamic’ linguistic phenomena according to
the methods that were developed to treat the ‘static’ phenomena.)

1.2 Aims of the Work

Adapting the cognitive linguistic view on metaphor, the first aim of this
dissertation isto discuss the translatability of metaphor across languages and to
evaluate the methods of translating metaphor provided by linguists and scholars
of translation. The second aim is to demonstrate how enhanced methods of
translating metaphor are required for achieving the fuller level of metaphorical
equivalence between the source metaphor (SM) and the target metaphor (TM) at

all levels of form and content.

1.3 Methodology

This first chapter introduces the thesis and outlines the framework of the
dissertation. In the second chapter | will present a comprehensive survey of the
common possible methods contributed by scholars in treating the issue of
equivalence in translation. Despite the disparity between different methods and
theories of translation, one of the common goals in the discipline of translation is
to achieve the equivalent effect of the original text in the target language. By
approaching the various schools of thought and their contributions to defining

“equivalent translation,” this chapter provides a historical review of translation



theories and methods that will help define the ideas of “equivalent translation” as
it applies to metaphor.

The third chapter introduces the concept of figurative language with a more
intensive focus on metaphor. Recent studies show that figurative language contains
literal and non-literal meaning. Knowles and Moon (2005)’ differentiate literal from
non-literal meaning in a word or utterance by stating that the meaning is literal when it
refers to a concrete entity — something with physical existence in the world — and is non-
literal when it refers to something abstract, or to abstract qualities. Through the course of
this chapter, | will introduce the various non-literal forms of figurative language such as
simile, metaphor and metonymy, represent theories of metaphor and their classifications
from a linguistic point of view, and explain how metaphor functions in language and
thought.

In light of translation, I will also introduce the complexity of metaphor and show
how scholars apply appropriate methods for how metaphorical meaning should be
transferred from the source language to the target language. An article by Dagut (1976)
suggests three strategies for how the translator handles metaphor in translation. The first
possible way to adopt metaphor to a new context is to use an exact equivalent of the
original metaphor or to utter a literal translation in which the TM is identical to the SM.
The second way is to replace the SM by a parallel TM that expresses the same dynamic
content and cultural value in the target language. The final alternative is to replace an

untranslatable metaphor in the original with its approximate literal paraphrase.®Newmark

" Murray Knowles and Rosamund Moon, Introducing Metaphor (Britain: TJ

International, 2005), 6.
® Menachem Dagut, “Can Metaphor Be Translated?” Babel 22 (1976): 21-33.



(1980) approaches the problem of translating metaphor by dividing it into five types, then
by developing seven possible methods on how to adapt it within translation. | will
discuss the various contributions of these two scholars, their relevance and application.

The fourth chapter represents the major contribution to the study case: The
translatability of metaphor. In it | address the complications of metaphorical structure
before, during, and after translation, then investigate, compare and contrast the various
methods used for translating metaphor. 1 divide this chapter into two sections, theoretical
argument and practical application. In the first section | will touch upon the correlation
between translation and metaphor in terms of their mechanism of operation as methods of
communication, and discuss the impact of the nature of the metaphorical meaning on the
translatability of metaphor. Then I will formulate a schematic pattern that can be applied
generally to examine the metaphorical equivalence between the source language (SL) and
the target language (TL).

The next section will apply my theoretical argument to the practical examination
of a literary text. The examination includes the translation of several selected
metaphorical models between three languages, Arabic, Hebrew, and English. | have
selected as my source material the Arabic novel, Zugag al-Midag®by Naguib Mahfouz.'

The Hebrew translated version is Simtah be-Kahir by Yitzhak Schreiber.'* The English

° Naguib Mahfouz, Zugaq al-Midaq (Cairo: Maktabat Misr, 1965).

10 “Naguib Mahfouz (born 1912) was Egypt's foremost novelist and the first Arab to win
the Nobel Prize in literature. He had wide influence in the Arab world and was the author
from that area best known to the West in the latter half of the 20th century. Zugaq al-
Midag. (1989) is considered by many to be Mahfouz's best novel.” See BookRags Staff.
Naguib Mahfouz. http://www.bookrags.com/biography/Naguib-Mahfouz/. 2005.
1yitzhak Schreiber, Simtah be-Kahir (Tel-Aviv: Am Oved, 1991).



http://www.bookrags.com/biography/najib-mahfuz/

translated version is Midaq Alley*? by Trevor Le Gassick.'®First | will analyze as well as
assess the principles, techniques and processes that the translators applied to this work in
treating metaphor. Next, | will provide my suggestions to maximize the level of
metaphorical equivalence from the SL to the TL. Finally, | propose that my method is
not limited to the material presented in this dissertation, but can be generally applied in

translating metaphors across languages.

My conclusion summarizes the findings of the proposed study and my deductions
based upon the progress of the investigation, and also offers some suggestions for future
research. Finally, I include an appendix of all metaphorical models that | have found in
the original story and their translation into Hebrew and English to be used for further
investigation by other studies of the translatability of metaphor. Further, considering
Nida’s view of the semantic order of the human conceptual system,™* another appendix
will include a basic diagram for the four major semantic domains used in the study, along

with the major categories of their lexical units.™

12 Trevor Le Gassick, Midag Alley (Beirut: Khayats, 1966).

'3 This short bibliography is taken from Critical Perspectives on Naguib Mahfouz, Trevor
Le Gassick, ed. (Three Continents Press, 1991), 86. “Trevor Le Gassick is a professor of
Modern Arabic literature at the University of Michigan. His 1936 article on the trilogy
and 1966 translation of Midaq Alley first introduced Mahfouz to western audiences. He
later translated, with M. M. Badawi, Mahfouz’s The Thief and the Dogs and is the
translator to other fiction from Arabic, including work by Yusuf Idris, Yihiya Haqqi,
Thasan ‘Abd-alQuddus, Halim Barakat, Emil Habibi, and Sahar Khalifa. He is also the
author of Major Themes in Modern Arabic Thought and the Defense Statement of Ahmed
‘Urabi, as well as various articles examining modern Arabic literature.”

4 Eugene Nida, Componential Analysis of Meaning: An Introduction to Semantic
Structures (The Hague: Mouton, 1975).

> The diagram was introduced originally in the Arabic work ‘Z/m al-Dilala by Ahmed
Mukhtar ‘Umar. However, by using the original work of Nida’s classification to the
semantic fields, I’ll reproduce this diagram into English.



Chapter Two

Survey of the Theories of Translation Equivalence

2.1 Introduction

Throughout history, translation scholars and practitioners have been searching for
appropriate translation theories and methods that can help to achieve the closest
equivalent of the original word in the target language. In order to establish a foundation
for this study, it is my goal in this chapter to summarize the translation principles laid
down by some of the major schools of translation and their contribution to attaining
equivalent translation between the source text (ST) and the target text (TT). | will
provide a historical review of translation techniques with a greater focus on the modern
approaches to the subject especially with their treatment of the concept of equivalence.

Although the concept of equivalence has been unanimously accepted as
indispensable in all translation-related discussions, Wolfram Wilss (1982)™ was the first
to study the term “equivalence” with critical rigor. He proclaimed that the concept of
equivalence relates to mathematical or formal logic, and has been adopted by translation
scholars in an attempt to create an autonomous terminology. Furthermore, he believed
that every translation is “an attempt to synchronize the syntactic, lexical, and stylistic
systems governing performance in two different languages, a source language (SL) and a

target language (TL); these attempts meet with varying degrees of success.”*

18 Wolfram Wilss, The Science of Translation: Problems and Methods (Tiibingen: G.
Narr, 1982).
7 Wills, The Science of Translation: Problems and Methods, 15.



More recently, Lawrence Venuti (2000)*® reviewed all major contributions made
to the study of translation equivalence in the Western literary tradition. According to
him, “the history of translation theory can in fact be imagined as a set of changing
relationships between the relative autonomy of the translated text, or the translator’s
actions, and two other categories: equivalence and function.”*® Venuti’s overview shows
that the discourse of equivalence offers multiple explanations on how translation is
connected to the foreign text. This multiplicityjustifies the discussion of the concept of
equivalence variously as accuracy, adequacy, correctness or correspondence by different
schools. Function, on the other hand, is viewed as the hidden characteristic of the
translated text that releases varied effects on the receiving language and culture equally to

those effects produced by the source text in its own culture.

2.2 Defining Equivalence Translation

A number of attempts have been made by scholars of translation to define
translation equivalence. Eugene Nida (1964:161)° attributes this multiplicity in
explanation to differences in the materials translated, the purposes of publishing
translations, and the needs of the prospective audience. Nida proclaims that since the
structures of live languages are always changing, the translation of a specific text might
be accepted at one period and rejected in another. He lists several prominent and
contemporary definitions of appropriate translation. According to him, Alexander Souter

(1920) recognizes translation to be ideal when the translated text affects the minds of its

ig Lawrence Venuti, The Translation Studies Reader (New York: Routledge, 2000).
Ibid., 5.
20 Eugene Nida, Toward a Science of Translating (Netherlands: Leiden, E.J. Brill, 1964).



readers in the same way that the original text affects its readers. Vladimir Prochazka
(1942) indicates three principles that the translator must take into account in order to
produce a proper translation, “...he must understand the original word thematically and
stylistically, he must overcome the differences between the two linguistic structures, and
he must reconstruct the stylistic structures of the original work in his translation.” Edgar
Goodspeeds (1954) states that an effective translation would appear to the reader as an
original work, and not as a translation at all. A. F. Matthew (1956) agrees with
Goodspeeds when he states, “A translation should affect us in the same way the original
may be supposed to have affected its first hearers.” Similarly, Leonard Forster (1958)
defines a good translation as the “one which fulfills the same purpose in the new
language as the original did in the language in which it was written.” Based upon the
aforementioned definitions, it is certain to say that equivalence is judged generally by two
essential factors, its effect and its function. That is, while Souter, Goodspeeds and
Matthew are alike since they regard equal effect between the source and the target text as
the main element for achieving equivalence translation, Prochazka and Forster consider
equal function between the source and the target text as the main component for the
translation to be equivalent.”*

Although most of these definitions lead to the goal of equivalence, scholars of
translation do not agree on the existence of a singular method to address and solve the
issue of equivalence. For our purposes here, the next question to be discussed in this
chapter is the necessary techniques suggested by several scholars for achieving the

maximum level of equivalence in translation.

2 All definitions were cited from Nida (1964: 162-164).



2.2.1 Eugene Nida

The American school of translation, represented by Eugene Nida has produced
phenomenal theories in the discipline of translation in regard to the notion of equivalence.
In his book Toward a Science of Translating (1964), Nida argues that since no two
languages are identical, there can be no absolute correspondence in translation;
nevertheless, a good translation is achievable by approaching an approximate level of
equivalence. This approximation, according to Nida, is based fundamentally on two
different types of equivalence, formal and dynamic. However, he also acknowledges the
existence of intervening grades between the two extremes of strict formal and complete

dynamic.?

A. FORMAL EQUIVALENCE (FE)

In regard to formal equivalence or structural equivalence, the translator should
focus attention on the message itself, in both form and content. That is to say, the
translator should take into account all the different elements of both form and content of
the source message and consider them as essential components that must be transferred as
closely as possible into the target language. Furthermore, Nida describes formal
equivalence translation as a “gloss translation” in which the translator makes efforts “to
reproduce as much as literally and meaningfully as possible the form and content of the
original.”® In such a translation, Nida indicates several useful principles that govern FE
while admitting their possible lack of productivity. Those principles, according to Nida,

are as shown below:

22 Ibid.,159-160.
23 Ibid.



Grammatical units - translating word for word, keeping all phrases and sentences in the
original syntactic word order, and preserving all formal indicators. However, where it is
impossible to reproduce certain formal element of the source message, such as is the case
with puns, Nida suggests adding a marginal note to explain the feature in question.
Consistency in word usage - that is, to render a particular term in the source-language
document by a corresponding term in the receptor language document. However, Nida
points out that maintaining consistency in FE translation leads to ambiguity in meaning
for the common reader. As a remedial measure, marginal notes again would sufficiently
explain some of the inadequately represented formal features, and also make the
employed formal equivalence comprehensible.

Meanings in terms of the source context - these are applicable by “not making adjustment
in idioms, but rather by producing such expressions more or less literally so that the
reader may be able to perceive something of the way in which the original document

employed local cultural elements to convey meanings.”24

B. DYNAMIC EQUIVALENCE (DE)

Dynamic equivalence translation is designed to produce an effective equivalence
rather than a structural equivalence. It is concerned with the dynamic relationship “in
which the relationship between reader and message should be substantially the same as
that which existed between the original receptor and the message.”®> Nida believes that
most contextual expressions of the message in both source and target language are

comprehended and naturally relevant. Thus, he describes DE translation as performing

24 Ibid.,165.
25 Ibid.,159.



the “closest natural equivalent to the source language message.””® This fact leads to three
essential principles that Nida proclaims govern dynamic translation: “equivalent,” which
aims at the message in the source language; “natural,” which aims at the target language;
and “closest,” which combines the two orientations together based upon the nearest
degree of approximation.?” Additionally, Nida draws our attention to issues that must be
taken into account in a translation that aims at DE:

e Special literary form — some literary texts are more problematic during translation
than others; for instance, translating poetry requires more adjustment than prose. A
good example would be the problem of maintaining rhythm, for which Nida suggests
that certain rhythmic patterns must be substituted for others.

e Semantically exocentric expression - this could be problematic when translating
literally otherwise meaningless expressions from the original into the receptor
language. In such circumstances, Nida recommends changing from an exocentric to
an endocentric type of expression.?® In other words, translating an idiomatic meaning
from the SL into a non-idiomatic meaning in the TL.

e Intraorganismic meanings - when the meaning of an expression used in a particular
language is understood only by its cultural context, and as a result is difficult to

transfer into other language-culture contexts. To maneuver around this obstacle, Nida

* bid.,166.

* Ibid.

%% The term “exocentric” has been defined as “designating or of a construction whose
syntactic function is different from that of any of its constituents, [for example] all the
way in the sentence, ‘He ran all the way.’”” While endocentric, on the other hand has been
defined as “designating or of a construction which in its totality has the same syntactic
function as one or more of its constituents, [for example] the phrase ham and eggs has the
same syntactic function as ham or eggs.” The Webster’s New World Dictionary,3" ed.,
s.vv. “Exocentric,” “Endocentric.”



recommends the translator to solely relate the relevant meaning of a term. For
instance, “translations as ‘anointed’ ‘Messiah,” and ‘Christ’ cannot do full justice to
the Greek Christos, which had association intimately linked to the hopes and

aspirations of the early Judeo-Christian community.”?®

C. GRADATE LEVELS BETWEEN FORMAL EQUIVALENCE AND DYNAMIC EQUIVALENCE

Nida highlights three common factors that may affect the translating approach,

whether formal or dynamic. These are “type of audience, purpose of the translation and

existing sociolinguistic pressure.”*® Then he discusses the areas of tension between a

strict formal equivalence and a complete dynamic equivalence. He attributes the need for

intervening grades to the situation that arises when the rules governing a particular

translation are somewhere at midpoint between the two extremes. These are the areas of

tension that are, according to Nida, the conflicting factors that become very difficult to

deal with during translation:*

1.

“Formal and functional equivalence”: To resolve this, Nida suggests several options.
The first is to place a term for the formal equivalent in the text of the translation and
describe the function in a footnote. An alternative is to place the functional
equivalent in the text, with or without identifying the formal referent in the margin.
Finally, it is possible to use a borrowed term, with or without a descriptive classifier,

or to use a descriptive expression employing only one word of the receptor language.

?° Nida, Toward a Science of Translating, 171.
% |bid., 156.
3 |bid., 171.



2. “Optional and obligatory elements”: In the case of obligatory elements, Nida
acknowledges the difficult obstacle the translator is confronted with when the
receptor language has no alternative for a particular feature in the source language
that is obligatory to transfer. Optional elements, on the other hand, are considered
even more difficult since the translator must choose one option from several
alternatives, which in varying degrees reflect proximity to the source message.**

3. “Rate of decidability”: This principle illustrates the relevance of cultural diversity
between the source and receptor languages. Nida recommends that the translator
should provide his target audience with a text that includes a satisfactory basis for
decoding, allowing the audience to interpret the transmitted message at an appropriate

rate, thus preventing his readers from becoming either bored or confused.*®

2.2.2 John Catford

A year later, John Catford published his essay A Linguistic Theory of Translation
(1965). In this study of translation equivalence, Catford defines translation as
substitution or replacement of related materials between two different languages; it is
“the replacement of textual material in one language by equivalent textual material in
another language.”34
Catford introduces four types of translation:“Full Translation,” ‘“Partial

Translation,” “Total Translation,” and “Restricted Translation.” He then distinguishes

between full and partial translation on the one hand, and by total and restricted translation

% |bid., 173.
% |bid., 175.
% John Catford, A Linguistic Theory of Translation (London: Oxford Press, 1965), 20.



on the other hand. In regard to “full vs. partial translation” he proclaims that in full
translation every part of the source language text (SLT) is replaced by target language
text (TLT) material, whereas in partial translation some parts of the SLT are left
untranslatedand are yet transferred into the TLT. A good example of partial translation
would be between phonology and graphology levels, or between either one of these two
levels and the levels of grammar and lexis.*> For instance, on the lexis level, some
literary lexical terms are adopted during translation either because they are untranslatable,
or because of the translator’s tendency to introduce to his audience a local significant
term from the source language. For example, the adaptation of the Hebrew term “noiss3”
ha-knesset (the Israeli parliament) into English “the Knesset,” and into Arabic “‘<uwwiSl”
Al-Kinisit.

In terms of “total vs. restricted translation,” Catford describes total translation as
the process of replacing all levels of SLT by other components from the TLT.*
However, he acknowledges that “total translation” is a misleading term and does not
necessarily lead to total equivalence at all levels since it is rarely possible to replace
phonology and graphology levels with equivalent materials in the TL. Restricted
translation on the other hand, Catford says, focuses on substituting the textual material of
the SL by their equivalent in the TL at only one level. That is to say, the translation is
only preformed at either the phonological or graphological level, or at any one of the

grammar and lexis levels.*” For example, although the English lexical unit “two” is used

% |bid., 21.

% Ibid., 22.

87 catford explains that levels of language are those linguistic categories applied by
M.A K. Halliday to analyze the human language behavior and interact in social situation.
See Catford (1965: 1-19).



to maintain the grammatical function of duality, expressed as a numerical value, when
translating the Arabic dual masculine noun “kitaban” (two books), the gender of duality
is lost in English and therefore total equivalence is restricted at the grammar level.

Moreover, Catford believes that “total translation” requires source language and
target language texts or items to be intertchangeable in a given situation.®® In other
words, items in both source language and target language are always different in their
meaning, yet they can function the same way in the same situation. That situation is
always found at sentence level since it is the most direct grammatical unit associated to
speech-function in a particular situation. Additionally, equivalence in “total translation”
is achievable when source language and target language texts or items are related to at
least some of the same features of substance. Based on the overlapping relationships
between source language and target language, Catford classifies these features of
substance into “situational features” and “distinctive features” and points out that the
more situational features that the target language text shares with the source language
text, the more accurate and better the translation.*® However, Catford admits that these
common situational features are problematic when they are relevant to the SL text, but
lost from the cultural context of the target language.*°

Catford also recognizes translation equivalence as an empirical phenomenon that
is revealed by comparing the source language text with the target language text. He
distinguishes between two types of translation equivalence, namely, “textual

equivalence” and “formal correspondence.” On the one hand, he defines textual

%8 Catford, A Linguistic Theory of Translation, 49.
% Ibid., 50.
“* Ibid., 49.



equivalence as any target language text or part of a text that is found to be the equivalent
of a specific source language text or part of a text.** On the other hand, he defines formal
correspondence as any linguistic item of the target language system that can possibly
possess the same level in the economy as the given linguistic item of the source language
system.*?

As we have seen, since translation between different levels is unattainable,
Catford admits the possibility of “shifts” occurring in translation; he defines those shifts
as deviations from formal correspondence during translating from the SL to the TL.** He
classifies those shifts into two major types, “level shifts” and “category shifts.” Catford
explains that the level shift occurs when a source language unit at a particular linguistic
level has an equivalent translation in the target language at a different level.** Such areas
of shifts can be detected from grammar to lexis and vice-versa. Category shifts, on the
other hand, are seen as deviation from formal correspondence in translation. Such
changes could be occurring at structure-shifts, class-shifts, unit-shifts, and intra-system-

shifts between SL and TL.*°

2.2.3 Otto Kade
Otto Kade advocates his theory of equivalence in his book, Zufall und

Gesetzmassigkeit in der Ubersetzung (1968)."° Kade argues that the process of any

! Ibid., 27.

*2 Ibid., 29.

* Ibid., 73.

“ Ibid.

* Ibid., 76.

® Otto Kade, Zufall und Gesetzmassigkeit in der Ubersetzung(Leipzig: Verlag
Enzyklopéadie, 1968).



translation is controlled by structural relations between the source language and the target
language. He categorizes translation equivalence into four types of correspondence based
upon the unit or word level: “one-t0-one (total equivalence),” “one-to-many (optional

2 13

equivalence),” “one-to-a-part-of-one (approximate equivalence),” and “one-to-none
(zero-equivalence).” In his study of Kade’s principles, Edwin Gentzler, in his
Contemporary Translation Theories (1993), points out that Kade considers the unit of a
text or word’s level as the kernel from which the text is built as a whole; hence, in the
process of a translation, the translator has to first break the original text into units, then
select the “optimal equivalent” from the different types of equivalence to build the units
of the target text which results in the creation of an integrated whole.*’

Kade’s approach to translation equivalence attracted many theorists and critics
such as Mary Hornby (1988), Wolfram Wilss (1982) and Mona Baker (2006). Hornby
recognizes Kade as one of the most influential scholars of translation; yet she criticizes
his system of equivalence as being incapable of any further development since it
essentially depended on the level of the individual words.*®

Wilss agrees with Kade that one-to-one correspondence is important on the
content level, yet since every language system is built differently, an identical interlingual

achievement does not exist. Thus, “in addition to lexical, syntagmatic and syntactic one-

to-one correspondence, there is also interlingual one-to-zero, one-to-many and

" Edwin Gentzler, Contemporary Translation Theories (Great Britain: Cromwell Press
Ltd., 2001), 68.
8 Mary Snell Hornby, Translation Studies (Amsterdam: John Benjamin, 1988), 20.



conversely, zero-to-one and many-to-one correspondences with different degrees of

549

complexity.”” Wilss also carefully discussed the conditions of each type as follows:

The condition for the total TE is the existence of a formal and a semantic
interlingual one-to-one correspondence both in language system and in
language usage.

The condition for optional TE is the existence of one-to-many

correspondence which can be reduced to a one-to-one correspondence by

referring to respective context.

The condition for approximative TE is the existence of semantically

unequivocal item in SL and TL. Both items are, however, in terms of

meaning range not identical. Therefore, it is not possible to speak of one-

to-one correspondence; rather, one must speak of one-to-part-of-one

correspondence.

Zero equivalence results from TL lexical gaps relative to SL lexical items

requiring adaptational transfer procedure in going from SL to TL.*

Likewise, Baker explains that in the “one-t0-one” category of equivalence, a
single expression in the target language fits to a single expression in the source language.
However, when a group of expressions in the target language are set to fit with a single
expression in the source language, then the equivalence category is going to be “one-to-
many.” Furthermore, in the “one-to-part-of-one” category, a target language expression
captures only part of an idea that was fully presented by a single expression in the source
language. Finally, in “nil equivalence,” there is no expression in the target language that
is equal to an expression in the source language.® From a linguistic point of view, and of
course, drawing upon the discussion by Gentzler and Wilss, it seems that semantic factors

such as lexical meaning and textual unit relations are the dominant elements in obtaining

translation equivalence of both form and content in Kade’s theory.

% Wilss, The Science of Translation: Problems and Methods, 148.
50 [|hi
Ibid., 149.
' Mona Baker, Routledge Encyclopedia of Translation Studies (London: Routledge,
2006), 78



2.2.4 Werner Koller

Another outstanding study regarding the notion of equivalence was contributed by
Werner Koller, Einfilhrung in die Ubersetzungswissenschaft (1979).> Koller
differentiates the concept of correspondence from that of equivalence in translation. He
describes correspondence as formal similarity between language systems, or as the
relation between two languages, whereas, equivalence is seen as relationships of
components between actual texts and their utterance in two different languages. Further,
he indicates that equivalence is usually based on the fact that words’ meanings are
supposedly related to the same objects in the linguistic system of both source and target
languages.”®  Koller distinguishes between five types of translation equivalence:
“denotative,” “connotative,” “text-normative,”pragmatic,” and “formal equivalence
translation.”

Jutta Muschard (1996) explains that “denotative equivalent” relates to the
exralinguistic facts imparted by means of the text. “Connotative equivalence” conveys
connotations with regard to stylistic effect, social and geographical dimensions. “Text-
normative equivalence” refers to the distinctive features of a text. “Pragmatic
equivalence” or the communicative function means that the translated text affects its
target audience the same way the source text affects its original reader. Finally, “formal

equivalence” conveys formal aesthetic and individualistic quality.54

52 Werner Koller, Einfihrung in die Ubersetzungswissenschaft (Heidelberg: Quelle und
Meyer, 1979).

%3 Baker, Routledge Encyclopedia of Translation Studies, 77.

> Jutta Muschard, Relevant Translations: History, Presentation, Criticism, Application
(Frankfurt: Peter Lang, 1996), 35.



Similarly, Juliane House (1997) indicates that the concept of equivalence is called
“denotative” when the notion of equivalence directs itself to the extra linguistic referents
to which the text is related. Equivalence is called “connotative” when the connotations
are conveyed through the specific means of the verbalizations present in the text.
“Normative equivalence” refers to specific text types in which a particular text is
characterized by the linguistic and the textual norms of usage in the SL. Equivalence is
described as “pragmatic” when the translation carries out its communicative function on
its target reader. And finally, equivalence is called “formal” when its concept relates to a
certain aesthetic such as those formal and idiosyncratic features of the source text.>

Koller was attacked by other scholars such as Mary Hornby (1988) and
Muschard (1996). Hornby did not recognize Koller’s approach as a development of
theory but rather as a regrouping of other studies on the same subject, “little more than a
reshuffling of other equivalence types, and the terms themselves are far from

watertight.”‘r’6

Similarly, Muschard considers Koller’s approach as more or less
regrouping of Kade’s categories of equivalence under consideration of contextual
dimensions.>” However, in my point of view, Koller appeared to be influenced by Kade’s
theory, yet his technique in approaching the subject of equivalence seems different. That

is, while Kade focuses on the syntactic factor of a text, Koller on the other hand,

concentrates on the semantic factor of a text.

*® Juliane House, Translation Quality Assessment: A Model Revisited (Narr: Tiibingen,
1997), 25.

*® Hornby, Translation Studies, 21.

" Muschard, Relevant Translations: History, Presentation, Criticism, Application, 34.



2.2.5 Gideon Toury

Gideon Toury’s In Search of a Theory of Translation (1988)>® approaches the
problem of translation equivalence from a different angle compared with the earlier
scholars. Through his study, Toury distinguishes between two types of translations,
literary translation and non-literary translation. In regard to literary translation, he
proclaims that the translated source text must be encoded linguistically and literally in the
target language system. He defines literary translation as any literary text in the target
literary system that is equivalent to another literary text in the source language. Non-
literary translation, on the other hand, is defined as an interlingual translation that is not
taking any position in the target literary system.>

Similar to Catford, Toury considers the translation’s process as a replacement of a
source text in one language by a target text in another language. He argues that in any act
of translation, relationships between the source and the target texts are going to be
established; as a matter of fact, these relationships are recognized as the main anchor for
achieving translation equality. However, the determination of these relationships is based
on all or part of those same relevant features shared between the source text and the target
text. Thus, the more relevant features that the source text and the target text share, the
more equivalent the translation is going to be, and vice versa.®® In other words, the

degree of equivalence relies on the behavior of those shared relevant features. Toury

%8 Gideon Toury, In Search of a Theory of Translation (Tel Aviv: Porter Institute for
Poetics and Semiotics, Tel Aviv University, 1980).

% Hornby, Translation Studies, 37.

* Ibid., 36-37.



adds that those relevant features existed in both the textual and linguistic levels or in
either one.®

Toury builds his so-called “norm system” and introduces it as a theory of
translation norms. According to his study, there are three groups of translational norms.
Preliminary norms affect the existence and the nature of translation policy and also the
directness of a translation. In regard to translation policy, Toury outlines some elements
determining its choice, such as source text types, authors, source literature and others.
And for directness of translation, Toury states that it concerns the tolerance or intolerance
of the target audience regarding a text that has been translated through an intermediate
language other than its source language.®

Operational norms include two categories,namely, the “matricial” and “textual”
norms, which affect decisions made during the process of a translation.®® Matricial
norms govern the substituted textual materials of the target language for their equivalents
in the source language, the amount of translation and location in the target text, and,
finally, the textual segmentation.®* Textual norms govern the selection of the textual
materials in the target language to replace certain textual and linguistic segments of the
source text.®

Initial norms are the basic choice in translation wherein the translator has to
subject himself to the norms expressed by the original text, or to the linguistic and literary

norms in the target language and culture. Adopting the position of norms in the original

% |bid., 38.

%2 |hid., 53.

%3 |bid.

8 \venuti, The Translation Studies Reader, 209.
% bid., 210.



text determines the adequacy of translation, while adopting the position of norms in the
target language determines its acceptability.®

Toury’s approach to the notion of norms has concerned other scholars in the field
of translation such as Mona Baker, who comments that these norms stand for an
intermediate level between two concepts, competence and performance. Baker explains
that competence is the level of description that allows the theorists to list the inventory of
opinions that are available to translators in a given context, while performance concerns

the subject of opinions that translators actually select in real life.®’

Moreover, she points
out that Toury adopts Noam Chomsky’s terms “competence” and “performance,” and
introduces an interlevel of norms that enables the analyst to make sense of both the raw
data of performance and the idealized potential of competence.®®

Toury recognizes translation equivalence as “that relationship between two
utterances in two different languages defining translation,” or “distinguishing translation
from non-translation.”®His main argument via his approach to the norms system is that
these norms are the essential factors for achieving equivalence: “translational norms are
the intermediating factors between the system of potential equivalence relationships and
the actual performance, i.e., the reason for the functioning or certain relationships as

translation equivalence.””® He emphasizes those norms as essential to determining the

actual position of a translation whether it is adequate or acceptable.

% Toury, In Search of a Theory of Translation, 54-55.

2; Baker, Routledge Encyclopedia of Translation Studies, 164.
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2.2.6 Juliane House
Another major approach to the subject of equivalence was presented by Juliane

House in A Model for Translation Quality Assessment (1977) where she first developed
her theory of quality in translation, then in a further study entitled Translation Quality
Assessment, A Model Revisited (1997) in which she highlights the importance of
functional equivalence. In her later study, House indicates that she based her models for
evaluating translation on two major elements: the pragmatic theories of language use, and
the notion of equivalence.”* In regard to the pragmatic theory, she adopts Stalnaker’s
definition: “[Pragmatic theory] is the study of the purposes for which sentences are used,
of the real world conditions under which a sentence may be used as an utterance.”’> For
the notion of equivalence, she points out three aspects of a meaning to which the notion
of equivalence is related:

1. “Semantic aspect”: The relationship of linguistic units to their referents that the
human mind is able to construct.

2. “Pragmatic aspect™: That is, according to House, “the illocutionary force that an
utterance is said to have, i.e. the particular use of an expression on a specific
occasion.””

3. “Textual aspect”: All linguistic elements that account for a textual meaning should be
kept equivalent in translation.’* Catford has already introduced the aspect of textual

meaning when he defines translation as a replacement of related textual components

of a text in one language by their equivalent in another language.

! House, Translation Quality Assessment: A Model Revisited, 29.
72 :
Ibid., 30.
" Ibid., 31.
™ Ibid.



House moves on to discuss the roles of function in translation. She believes that
“function” is the fundamental criterion of translation quality. She considers the function
of a text as the application or use which the text has in the particular context of a
situation.” Moreover, House claims that the essential point of any translated text is to
match the function of its original text as well as to operate as an equivalent situational
means to achieve that function: “a translation text should not only match its source text in
function but employ equivalent situational means to achieve that function.””® She
suggests that analyzing the source text language before translation is required for
achieving the functional equivalence between the source language and the target
language text means.

Additionally, House outlines Crystal and Davy’s models in Investigating English
Style (1969)"" and adopts their system of situational dimension for her study. After
reclassifying Crystal and Davy’s system of “situational constructions,” she produces her
model for translation quality assessment in two major sections, “dimension of language
user” and “dimension of language use.” Each one of the two dimensions is followed by
subcategories. For instance, the categories under the “dimension of language user”

2 ¢e

contain ‘“‘geographical origin,” ‘“social class,” and “time.” On the other hand, the

2 ¢

categories under the “dimension of language use” include “medium,” “participation,”
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“social roles relationship,” “social attitude,” and “province.
House further proclaims that the function of a text can be realized by analyzing

that text along the abovementioned dimensions and their linguistic correlates. That is to

" bid., 36.

" Ibid., 42.
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say, the process of breaking down a text into parts and studying it closely creates a
textual profile that is taken as a norm against which the quality of the translation is
evaluated. Finally, House distinguishes between two types of translation, overt and covert
translation. She believes that in an overt translation, the function of the translated text is
never equal to that of the original; yet it is recognized as “second level” function that
enables its receptors to access the function of the original through another language.
Covert translation, from the other point of view, is an imitation of the original language
function in a different discourse frame.” Moreover, she claims, overt translation is
necessary whenever the source text is “source-culture linked” and has an “independent
status” in the source language. On the other hand, covert translation is necessary when

the source text has neither of the mentioned conditions for the overt translation.

2.3 Summary and Criticism

In discussing these translation studies, specifically to understand the notion of
equivalence provided by several scholars, | conclude this chapter with a series of
observations. First of all, in terms of definition, | find it certain that although the singular
goal of all of these scholars is to attain equivalence between the translation and the source
text, these scholars differ in their definitions of equivalence. For example, Nida suggests
that equivalence can be either “formal” or “dynamic.” To help the translator make his
choice, Nida explains that the essential factors to determine the type of equivalence (FE
or DE) are the message and the target readers. That is, if the message of a text is

considered the important element, then the translation should be aimed at formal

 Ibid., 29.



equivalence; but if the receptor’s response is more important, then the translation should
be aimed at dynamic equivalence.®® We can see that Nida is proposing two types of
equivalence: the one relates to the effect of the message on the target and the second
relates to a close rendering of the original message. In my consideration, Nida’s theory
of equivalence is perfectly applicable to all types of text, but less successful when applied
to some parts of speech, such as puns and metaphoric language in which the meaning is
complex and needs further analysis for accurate interpretation. This point will be
discussed further in chapter two when | introduce figurative language.

Similar to Nida’s DE, Catford defines equivalence as a substitution of
components between two languages in which they function the same way in the same
situation. Werner KollerandOtto Kade base their theories on a linguistic dimension since
theyidentify equivalence as overcoming the linguistic differences (semantic, syntax, etc.)
between the original text and the target text. In contrast, Toury views equivalence as a
part of literary translation and achieved only if the information in the source text is
transformed linguistically and literarily in the target language system. House, on the
other hand, believes that equivalence is achievable only by matching both function and
situational means between two texts.

Catford, Toury and House as a group are similar in their approach to the subject
since they aim for functional equivalence of a given text between two different
languages. However, when studying these scholars individually, | find that although
Catford provides a comprehensive study of equivalence and prescribes replacing

elements of the source language in the target language, he does not explain how
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specifically this replacement can be done. Toury’s method of equivalence, however, has
been limited only to literary texts and does not include other texts, such as commerce and
political translation. House’s view adds a practical angle to this discussion by
highlighting the rule of function and recommending that the two texts must have the same
methods in order to achieve that function: “a translation text should not only match its
source text in function but employ equivalent situational means to achieve that
function.”® For this reason, she seeks to analyze the source text language by using her
model’s system before translation.

But from a different standpoint, Kollerand Kade rely in their studies on the
linguistic features of the source text and their relationships with their relative features in
the target text. In my opinion, if we think of applying their methods for a text as a whole,
then the significance of their approach might not be fully successful. But if we apply
their methods to parts of a text (sentence and/or word level that contain a precise form of
a figurative language), then their approaches are certainly appreciable. This point of
semantic relations will be discussed further in chapter four when | deal with metaphoric
analysis and translation.

My second observation is that even though all scholars have developed different
types of theories regarding to translation equivalence, the problem of equivalence
persists. Successive scholars have pointed out the shortcomings in the wvarious
equivalence theories and have constantly called for more investigation. For instance,

Nida proposes two types of equivalence, “formal”and“dynamic,” yet later in his study he

8 House, Translation Quality Assessment: A Model Revisited, 42.



admits that a number of intervening grades have been detected between what might be
considered as strict formal equivalence and complete dynamic equivalence.

Catford also defines two types of translation equivalence, “textual equivalence”
and “formal correspondence.” However, he was criticized for depending essentially on a
narrow theory such as the referential theory of meaning®and for limiting his analysis to
simple sentences to exemplify his categories of translation equivalence.®

Kade also distinguishes between four types of translation equivalence, “one-to-
one, one-to-many, one-to-a-part-of-one, and one-to-none.” But since his system
essentially relies on a linguistic relationship between units in both source text language
and target text language, his theory comes under criticism for being limited to the level of
individual words, which minimizes its capability for further development when it applied
to the text as a whole.**Likewise, Koller introduces five types of translation equivalence,
“denotative, connotative, text-normative, pragmatic, and formal equivalence.” But in the
eyes of other scholars in the field of translation, his theory did not really enhance the
study of equivalence; in fact, it appeared to be regrouping earlier works on equivalence,
but from a contextual point of view.®

House, too, introduces two types of translation, “overt” and “covert,” based on the
function of a text. However, | found that neither overt nor covert would really attain
equivalence in translation since there is no equal function between two texts in overt
translation, and function in covert translation is an imitation of the original language

function in a different discourse frame. In contrast, Toury distinguishes between “literary
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translation”and “non-literary translation.” Literary translation is viewed as any literary
text in the target language literary system that must be equivalent to another text in the
source language literary system. Non-literary translation, on the other hand, is viewed as
an interlingual translation that is not taking any position in the target literary system.®
Toury did not treat equivalence as a problem of translation, but in fact as a problem of
comparative literature; thereby, by restricting his view of equivalence only to literary
text-type, he left the issue of equivalence in the non-literary text (law, commercial, etc.)
unresolved. I agree with Hornby on the fact that Toury’s theory has made the translated
text to be completely rooted in the target culture and not as a reproduction of a foreign
text from another culture.®’

My third observation is related to text typology. After comparing the typologies
of equivalence between the scholars, | found that some types of translation have much in
common. For instance, Catford, Koller and Nida similarly distinguish between
correspondence and equivalence. Koller recognizes correspondence as formal similarity
between language systems, while equivalence is the relationships of components between
actual texts and utterance. Similarly, Catford recognizes correspondence as any target
language category that possesses almost the same economic position in the target
language as the given source language category occupies in the economy of the source
language; while, equivalence is any target language form that is observed to be the
equivalent of a given source language form. Likewise, Nida indicates that dynamic

translation is set to achieve equivalence with the source language message, while formal

% Toury, In Search of a Theory of Translation, 37.
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translation attains literally and meaningfully as much as possible the form and content of
the original.

From a different point of view Toury, House and Nida have much in common in
their methods since they have based their translations’ typology on text types. That is,
the translation is going to be no more than a linguistic correspondence between two
systems of language, unless, according to Toury, the translated text has a literary value in
the original language. And for House, the translated text should have a “source-culture
linked” and “independent status” in the source language. Finally, text types also play a
role in Nida’s method since form and content of a message are set to specify the genre of
a text and also to direct the type of translation to be formal or dynamic equivalence.

Equivalence in translation is unattainable since it is based on the ideal context of
complete sameness of linguistic communication between two languages. However, it is
possible to achieve partial equivalence depending on the translator’s comprehension of
the original text as well as his knowledge of the source and target languages. | will

examine partial equivalence more closely in chapter four.



Chapter Three

Figurative Language: Metaphor

3.1 Introduction

Traditional and recent studies confirm that figurative language contains two types
of meanings, literal and figurative, used differently according to the occasion of
utterance; people generally speak and write figuratively in everyday life and discourse to
express their emotions and thoughts towards something that the literal language is unable
to convey. Knowles and Moon (2005)% differentiate the literal from the figurative
meaning in a word or utterance by stating that the meaning is literal when it refers to a
concrete entity — something with physical existence in the world — and is figurative when
it refers to abstract ideas or qualities. Katz (1998)% indicates that the human mind is
capable of understanding the two different structures of meaning, the literal that involves
language and the non-literal that implies thought; the literal language has a surface
meaning which a person is normally able to understand without going through a series of
cognitive mechanisms (more on this later). Gibbs (1994)® argues that figurative
language has a deep meaning that requires special cognitive processes to decode its non-
literal meaning. That is to say, literal meaning requires the speaker’s creativity to make

the meaning of his utterance explicit and transparent as much as possible to his receiver.
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Figurative meaning, on the other hand, tests the speaker’s ability to make the meaning of
his utterance sophisticated and implicit in term of semantics; the receiver will need to go
beyond his normal intellectual capacity in order to attain sufficient understanding of the
speaker’s intended meaning. This chapter will narrow down this distinction between
literal and figurative meanings to explore the concept of figurative language and its major
forms, such as simile, metonymy, irony and metaphor. However, since metaphor is the
central subject of my research, | will devote most of this chapter to introducing concepts,

major theories, types and patterns of metaphor, and problems of translating metaphor.

3.2 Figurative Language

There are different types of figurative language or tropes in which the meaning of
an expression deviates from its normal literal pattern. In this section, | will briefly cite
only those that are closely related to my study.

Metonymy is employed when a speaker applies the characteristics of a specific
object to another related object in the same domain.”* As an example, in the expression
“Riyadh and Washington are allies in war on terror” Riyadh stands for the people of
Saudi Arabia and Washington stands for the people of the United States. Irony is another
type of trope in which the speaker’s intended meaning is the opposite of the meaning of
his utterance. There are different types of irony, but similar to all other types of
figurative speech, constructing and understanding any ironical expression requires from
both speaker and listener an extra conceptual process of coding and decoding. For

instance, to say “He is very smart” about someone who is really stupid or to remark as
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“nice job” a wrong or inappropriate act would be considered as instances of irony.
Indirect speech is also a major type of trope in which the speaker’s intended meaning is
understood from the content of his words. For instance, in the middle of a speech, one
might say to someone else “I am talking” in order to convey “Do not interrupt,” or a child
might tell his mother “I am thirsty” to mean “I need to drink” or someone might respond
to a friend’s invitation to a restaurant for lunch by saying “I just had a sandwich” to mean
“I am full.” Also another type of figurative language is the metaphor in which the
speaker says something and means something else.”> For example, a metaphorical
expression such as “warm relations” refers to the idea of good relations (a detailed
discussion on metaphor will follow later).

Although each type of the aforementioned tropes is structured and employed
differently in language, the process of their interpretation is very much similar since they
all require a second thought in order to comprehend their non-literal meaning. In the next

section, | will discuss the major tropes and their relation to the metaphor.

3.3 Types of Figurative Language
3.3.1 Simile

As defined by A Handbook to Literature (2009),* simile is a figure of speech “in
which a similarity between two objects is directly expressed, as in Milton’s, ‘A dungeon
horrible, on all side round/ as one great furnace flamed....” Here the comparison between

the dungeon (Hell) and the great furnace is directly expressed in the use of as. Most

%2 Owen Barfield, “Poetic Diction and Legal Fiction,”inEssays Presented to Charles
Williams, ed. C. S. Lewis (London: Oxford University Press, 1947). Also see Max Black
(1962, 32), footnote 7.
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similes are introduced by as or like or even by such a word as ‘compare,” ‘liken,” or
‘resemble.””” A Glossary of Literary Terms (1999)** defines simile as a “comparison
between two distinctly different things is explicitly indicated by the word ‘like’ or ‘as.’
A simple example is Robert Burns, ‘O my love’s like a red, red rose.””’The Concise
Oxford Dictionary of Literary Terms (1990)% describes simile as “an explicit comparison
between two different things, actions, or feelings, using the words ‘as’ or ‘like,” as in
Wordsworth’s line: I wandered lonely as a cloud.”®®

Although both simile and metaphor involve figurative comparison, they are
distinctly different. Firstly, the comparison is explicit in simile, whereas it is implicit in
metaphor. In simile, the comparison is made by using words, such as “like, as, resemble,
etc.” but in metaphor, these words are omitted from the literal content in the comparison.
For instance, “his heart is like a stone” is simile, but if we leave out the comparison word
“like,” the expression “his heart is a stone” becomes metaphor.”” Secondly, on the literal
level, simile is a true statement even if it appears inappropriate, whereas metaphor is
always a false statement. This means that a simile such as “this boy runs like a cheetah”
might sound awkward literally, but it is still true if the speaker’s intention is to compare
the boy to the cheetah in terms of speed. However, the metaphor “this boy is a cheetah”
is an illogical statement since the boy is human and the cheetah is animal and the boy

cannot become an animal.®® Lastly, it is possible to consider the figurative meaning of a

%A Glossary of Literary Terms, 7" ed., s.v. “Simile.”
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metaphor as the literal meaning of a corresponding simile.*® Thereby, the metaphorical
meaning of “He is a burned candle for others” in its non-literal meaning is synonymous

with “He is like a burned candle” to refer to someone used up in the service of others.

3.3.2 Metonymy

A Handbook to Literature describes metonymy as “the substitution of the name of
an object closely associated with a word for the word itself. We commonly speak of the
monarch as ‘the crown,” an object closely associated with royalty thus being made to
stand for it.”*°°’A Glossary of Literary Terms defines metonymy as “the literal term of one
thing is applied to another with which it has become closely associated because of a
recurrent relationship in common expression. Thus, ‘the crown’ or ‘the scepter’ can be
used to stand for a king and ‘Hollywood’ for the film industry.”***The Concise Oxford
Dictionary of Literary Terms defines metonymy as a “figure of speech that replaces a
name of one thing with the name of something else closely associated with it, e.g. the
bottle for alcoholic drink, the press for journalism, skirt for woman....”*%

As was also the case for simile in relation to metaphor, metonymy resembles
metaphor in concept since both are used to establish different connections between things

and make the human mind conceptualize one thing by means of its connection to

something else.’® Lakoff and Johnson (1980)'%* point out that the distinctions between
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metonymy and metaphors are based on the function of each type. This means that
metaphor involves conceptualizing one thing in terms of another and understanding its
essential goal, whereas metonymy is about the use of one entity to represent another and
its first and foremost function is referential.

From a different angle, Gibbs (1994)'% distinguishes metonymy from metaphor
based on the rule of mapping™® for each trope. According to him, during the process of a
metaphorical expression, two different conceptual domains are responsible for making
the connection between two things in a way that one is comprehended in terms of
another. In metonymy, there is only one conceptual domain that makes the connection
between the two objects, and that connection remains within the same frame of that
domain. To illustrate more on the mapping rules of metaphor and metonymy, Gibbs

»107 tast to each case. In terms of

provides examples and then applies the “is like
metaphor, as in “The creampuff was knocked out in the first round of the fight” the
interaction is between two contrasted distinct conceptual domains (athletes and food).
The conceptual mapping is going from fighter to pastry and the point of resemblance is
that they both are soft and easy to knead and damage. In metonymy, on the other hand,

as in “We need a new glove to play third base,” the interaction happened only in one

conceptual domain (baseball player). That is, the mapping was between the baseball

1% Gibbs, The Poetics of Mind, 322.

106 Mapping is a major factor in governing consciousness in the conceptual structuring
system. Metaphorical mapping occurs when conceptual metaphors map the source
domain onto the target domain, so that the correspondences and logical relationships
from the source domain are replicated in the target domain. For more discussion on this
topic, see Deignan (2005), 162: George Lakoff and Mark Turner (1989), 89.

197" According to Gibbs, the “is like” test, if a figurative expression X is like Y is
meaningful when X and Y are referring to terms from different domains, then it is a
metaphor; but if it would be nonsensical to say this, then it is a metonym. For more on
this subject, please refer to Gibbs (1994), 322.



player and one of its properties, the glove, which in reality is part of the baseball

player.'®

Examining the “is like” test on the structural meaning of metaphor, it makes
sense to say “The boxer is like a creampuff’.” Unlike in metonymy, the meaning of “the
third baseman is like a glove” is vague and unacceptable.

Similar to Gibbs, Knowles and Moon (2005)** draw their distinction between
metaphor and metonymy. According to them, the heart of each metaphor usually
signifies similarity between two unrelated entities; each entity stands for different things.
By contrast, metonymy is about closeness; in which an integral part of a single entity is
used to refer to the same entity. To prove their point, they compare the use of the word
“head” in “sixty head of cattle” and in “the head of the organization” and conclude that
the first expression is metonymy since the word “head” is a body part refers to each
animal in the cattle, and heads and cattle belong to the same entity. On the other hand,
the second expression is metaphor since the word “head” links between two separate

entities, body and organization.**® Further, Knowles and Moon recognize metonymy as

referring, and metaphor as understanding and interpreting. While metonymy is referring

108 part-and-whole relationship between two things in the same domain is called
synecdoche and has been recognized by many scholars such as Lakoff, Moon and Gibbs
as a subtype of metonymy in which the whole entity is referred to by the name of one of
its essential components, or vice-versa. However, to distinguish metonymy from
synecdoche, Gibbs introduces metonymy as token-for-type relation that is more specific
and productive in terms of replacing a particular characteristic for a general function. And
in most cases its terms of reference bridge the abstract and the concrete, such as in
substituting pen for author, and the flag for command. Synecdoche or part-for-whole, on
the other side, substitutes the part for the whole, and its terms of reference are concrete,
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Gibbs (1994), 322.
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to something by mentioning something else that is a component part or closely related to

it, metaphor is about understanding one thing and explaining it in terms of another.***

3.3.3 Idiom

Like metonymy, understanding the difference between idiom and metaphor is also
important for the translator. A Handbook to Literature defines idiom as “a use of words
particular to a given language, an expression that cannot be translated literally. “To carry
out” literally means to carry something out (of a room perhaps), but idiomatically it
means to see that something is done, as “to carry out a command.”ldioms in a language
usually arise from a peculiarity that is syntactical or structural—as in a common but
understandable phrase such as “How do you do?”—or from the obscuring of a meaning
in a metaphor (as in the preceding example). The adjectives ‘brief” and “short” mean
much the same, but their adverbial forms, by a quirk of idiom, are different; compare “I’ll
be there shortly” and “I’ll be there briefly.”***The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Literary
Terms defines idiom as a “phrase or grammatical construction that cannot be translated
literary into another language because its meaning is not equivalent to that of its
component words. Common examples, of which there are thousands in English, include
follow suit, hell for leather, flat broke, on the wagon, well hung, etc. By extension, the
term is sometimes applied more loosely to any style or manner of writing that is

characteristic of a particular group or movement.”*®
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Idioms have always been recognized by scholars as dead metaphors. For
example, Gibbs explains that the language of an idiom may once have been used as
metaphor but over time has lost its metaphorical feature and has been recognized in the
human lexicon as a set of common phrases or dead metaphors.*** To distinguish idiom
from metaphor, Gibbs suggests that metaphorical expressions are creative and cannot be
paraphrased; while idiomatic expressions are repeated too often and their figurative
meaning is equal to a simple literal phrase. For instance, an idiom such as “John spilled
the beans” has an equivalent meaning to the literal statement “John revealed the

secret,”11°

3.3.4 Irony

Irony is “a broad term referring to the recognition of a reality different from
appearance. Verbal irony is a figure of speech in which the actual intent is expressed in
words that carry the opposite meaning. We may say, ‘I could care less’ while meaning ‘I
couldn’t care less.”™°A Glossary of Literary Terms defines verbal irony as “a statement
in which the meaning that a speaker implies differs sharply from the meaning that is
ostensibly expressed. An ironic statement usually involves the explicit expression of one
attitude or evaluation, but with indication in the overall speech-situation that the speaker
intends a very different and often opposite, attitude or evaluation.” The Concise Oxford
Dictionary of Literary Terms defines irony as a “subtly humorous perception of

inconsistency, in which an apparently straightforward statement or event is undermined
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by its context as so to give it a very different significance.... At its simplest, in verbal
irony [sic], it involves a discrepancy between what is said and what is really meant, as in
its crude form, sarcasm for the figures of speech exploiting this discrepancy, see
antiphrasis, litotes, meiosis.”’

Commonly, metaphor and irony reflect a contrast between the utterance and its
meaning in a particular statement or situation, in which a distinction is made between
reality and expectation. In addition, understanding both irony and metaphor requires the
cognition of both speaker and listener of the subject being referred to.**® The distinction
between irony and metaphor is overt and simple. That is, irony often associates an
utterance with its literal meaning whereas metaphor deals with the utterance and its non-

literal meaning.**®

To make this distinction clearer, the ironical statement violates only
the surface meaning of words in some local discourse. Hence, understanding the ironical
meaning is possible by assuming the opposite of its literal meaning. On the other hand,
the metaphorical statement violates both surface and deep meaning structure of words
during the discourse. Thus, understanding metaphorical meaning requires more
realization and mental analysis.  Moreover, the nature of irony in our social
communication allows us to say one thing but mean something else. In this regard, Gibbs
points out jocularity and sarcasm as the two major types of irony that people use daily in
social communication. According to his words, jocularity and sarcasm are involved in

contextualizing solidarity and authority relationships. To differentiate one ironic type

from the other, Gibbs explains that jocular statements are usually associated with
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solidarity and encouragement that asserts social relationships and aims to scold others in
a jesting manner. Quite the opposite, sarcastic statements are often associated with either
solidarity or authority relationships between speakers and listeners and its function is

specially used to degrade others.®

3.3.5 Personification

A Handbook to Literature defines personification as a figure of speech that
“endows animals, ideas, abstraction, and inanimate objects with human form: the
representing of imaginary creatures or things as having human personality, intelligence,
and emotions; also an impersonation in drama of one character or person, whether real or
fictitious, by another person.”***A Glossary of Literary Terms defines personification as a
figure that is related to metaphor, “in which either an inanimate object or an abstract
concept is spoken of as though it were endowed with life or with human attributes or
feelings.” ?The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Literary Terms defines personification as a
figure of speech “by which animals, abstract ideas, or inanimate things are referred to as
if they were human. As in Sir Philip Sidney’s line: Invention, Nature’s child, fled
stepdame Study’s blows. This figure or trope, known in Greek as prosopopoeia, is
common in most ages of poetry, and particularly in the 18™ century. It has a special
function as the basis of allegory. In drama, the term is sometimes applied to the

impersonation of non-human things and ideas by human actors.”*?
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In relation to metaphor, personification has been recognized by many scholars as
an ontological metaphor. For instance, Lakoff and Johnson (2003) view personification
as a general category of metaphor in which entities are ascribed to human actions.
Likewise, Knowles and Moon believe that personification is a subtype of metaphor in
which human characteristics are applied to inanimate objects or that inanimate object is
used to personify human qualities or activities.” Making the comparison from a

linguistic perspective, Owen Thomas (1969)'%

indicates that in terms of metaphor, the
whole linguistic structure functions to create metaphorical meaning; whereas in
personification, only parts of the linguistic structure are used to found the figurative
image. For example, according to Thomas, in ‘misery loves company’ (“Nominal + Verb
+ Nominal”), the personification happened only because of the abnormal relationship
between the contextual features of the verb “love,” which is a human characteristic, and

the subject “misery,” the abstract noun; but the relationship between the remaining

components of the expression (love + company) is considered normal.

3.3.6 Metaphor

The first known examination of the notion of metaphor was by Aristotle (335 BC)
and has been considered, in both classical and modern works on rhetoric and literary
criticism, as one of the most influential contributions to scholars who have studied the
subject.  Aristotle defines metaphor as “giving the thing a name that belongs to

something else; the transference being either from genus to species, or from species to
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genus, or from species to species, or in the ground of analog” (Gibbs 1994). To elaborate
more, Gibbs suggests that when the transfer is accounted from species to genus as in
“Indeed ten thousand noble things Odysseus did,” the species of meaning “ten thousand”
IS used instead of the word “many.” Whereas, in the case of metaphor by analogy as in
“Old age is to life as evening is to day,” the phrase “old age” is applied to both day’s
evening, and the evening of life.*®

Aristotle’s definition highlights that metaphor is a matter of words not sentences,
since the metaphoric transfer takes place only at the level of words. Also, it shows that
while constructing a metaphorical expression, a deviation from the literal meaning occurs
when a name or an attribute belonging to an object is inappropriately transferred to
another object. Based on these ideas, Gibbs argues that there must be some underlying
resemblance that allows the transferring process of each metaphor from genus to species,
species to genus, species to species, or by analogy.*?’

Drawing upon Aristotle’s treatment of the term, most modern scholars from
different fields of knowledge such as philosophy, linguistics and psychology have
developed a number of theories regarding understanding and interpreting metaphor. The
common belief for those theorists is that verbal metaphors in language and thought
manifest a complex process of mental mapping that shapes our thinking, imagination, and
communication in everyday life, and affects our abilities in many aspects such as
learning, remembering, making decisions and thinking.'® Furthermore, modern theorists

claim that verbal metaphors as well as conventional expressions that are based on
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metaphor reflect an underlying conceptual mapping in which the human mind is
figuratively capable of conceiving an abstract knowledge such as emotions and ideas in
term of concrete knowledge.'?

Following Aristotle’s view, metaphor has been recently identified as “[A]n
analogy identifying one object with another and ascribing to first object one or more of
the qualities of the second.”®® Likewise, The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Literary
Terms defines metaphor as “the most important and widespread figure of speech, in
which one thing, idea, or action is referred to by a word or expression normally denoting
another thing, idea, or action, so as to suggest some common quality shared by the two.
In metaphor this resemblance is assumed as an imaginary identity rather than directly
stated as a comparison: referring to a man as that pig, or saying he is a pig is
metaphorical whereas he is like a pig is a simile.”*** From a philosophical point of view,
I. A. Richards (1981) is among those first theorists who approach the subject of
metaphor.*** In one of his remarkable lectures,The Philosophy of Rhetoric, Richards
discusses the structure of metaphor and sets the foundation for many other theorists who
observed the analysis of the metaphoric construction (more on this later.) Richards’s
views metaphor as a combination of terms and the interactions between them. According
to him, “In the simplest formulation, when we use a metaphor we have two thoughts of
different things active together and supported by a single word, or phrase, whose

meaning is a resultant of their interaction.”**® Richards rejects the idea that metaphor is

129 1bid., 90.
130A Handbook to Literature, 11" ed., s.v. “Metaphor.”
B1The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Literary Terms, s.v. “Metaphor.”
132 | A. Richards, The Philosophy of Rhetoric (London: Oxford University Press, 1981).
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shifting and a substitution of words. Metaphor from his point of view is “borrowing
between and intercourse of thoughts, a transaction between contexts.”** To develop a
method that can assist in analyzing the underlying structure of metaphor, Richards
divides the components of metaphor into two extremes and a ground. He calls the two
extremes by the technical terms “tenor” and “vehicle.” The “tenor” has been recognized
as the “principle subject” of the metaphor, or the idea expressed by the “vehicle.” The
“vehicle” is regarded as the hidden idea of the metaphorical expression that furnishes a
new meaning for the “tenor.” Finally, the ground is defined as the similarity between the
“tenor” and “vehicle.”*® For instance, in a metaphor such as “sea of knowledge,” the
tenor would be the knowledge, the vehicle would be the sea, and the ground is the
similarity of wideness and depth.

Linguistically speaking, Max Black (1962)**° argues that understanding
metaphorical meanings requires the use of a systematic implication as a method for

137 In a

choosing, emphasizing, and organizing relations in different semantic fields.
similar manner to Richards’s treatment of the structure of metaphor, Black suggests that a
metaphor constructs two subjects, namely the “principle subject” and the “subsidiary
subject,” and the “associated commonplaces.” For example, in “Man is a wolf” Black

explains that the principle subject is “man” and the subsidiary subject is “wolf,” and the

relationships between them are the commonplaces.'*®

34 |bid., 94.
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Cornell University Press, 1962).
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From the same angle, Eva Kittay (1987)**°

proposes that metaphor is a linguistic
tool used to puzzle out the obscure meaning of thought. According to her, the function of
metaphor in language is to “...provide the linguistic realization for the cognitive activity
by which a language speaker makes a use of one linguistically articulated domain to gain
an understanding of another experiential or conceptual domain, and similarity, by which a

. 5,140
hearer grasps such an understanding.”

In other words, understanding metaphorical
expression is primarily based on two things: understanding the relationships between the
linguistic components constructing that expression, and understanding the relation of
these components to their counterparts in the target language.

In contrast to psychologists who view metaphors as a conceptual process in which
our conceptual system constructs our metaphorical utterance, Kittay argues that our
conceptual system is shaped by the linguistic rules of our language. Therefore, the

metaphorical structure or concept is also controlled by these linguistic rules.*** (A further

discussion of linguistic metaphor will proceed later in this chapter.)

3.4 Theories of Metaphor

Generally there are two major views by which most theories on metaphor have
been developed. On the one hand, there is the traditional view in which metaphor
functions only at the level of language, not thought. Metaphor, according to this
perspective, is a poetic device used to decorate the literal language, “a device of the

poetic imagination and the rhetorical flourish — a matter of extraordinary rather than

139 Eva Feder Kittay, Metaphor: Its Cognitive Force and Linguistic Structure (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1987).
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ordinary language.”*** The traditional view denies the cognitive function of metaphor
and argues that metaphor is a secondary function in language that is used to ornament the
literal meaning of an utterance or to fill the lexical gaps in language.'*® On the other
hand, the contemporary view that recognizes metaphor as a conceptual device relates to
thought and has little to do with language. That is, the locus of metaphor is not situated
in language, but in the way that our conceptual system recognizes one mental domain in
terms of another; this recognition undergoes a sophisticated process of mapping that links
different conceptual domains in our conceptual system.**

For the benefit of my study, this chapter will focus on the modern theories of
metaphor, particularly the cognitive-linguistic approach, since they will be adopted for
analysis in chapter four. However, | will throw some light on the traditional theories

when the case is relevant to the study.

3.4.1 The Substitution Theory

The substitution theory views metaphor as an ornamental method to substitute an
abnormal figurative expression for a normal literal expression. According to I. A.
Richards, “At the one extreme, the vehicle may become almost a mere decoration or
coloring of the tenor, at the other extreme, the tenor may become almost a mere excuse

for the introduction of the vehicle, and so no longer be the ‘principle subject.””**°

142 |_akoff and Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, 3.
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Reader (London; Oakville: Equinox, 2007), 267.
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Black (1962) points out that the substitution view of metaphor is to substitute a
metaphorical expression for other literal expressions aiming to express the same meaning.
To explain this more, the meaning of a linguistic expression in its metaphorical utterance
is equal to its literal meaning in its non-metaphorical utterance. Moreover, Black claims

s to

that the metaphorical use of a word or an expression in a given literal frame*
convey a meaning that could have been expressed literally. In such a process, the author
substitutes the metaphoric expression for the literal expression to create a puzzling
meaning. In order to resolve the vagueness of the new meaning, the reader needs to
invert the substitution by using the literal meaning of the metaphorical expression as a
hint to decode the proposed figurative meaning.*’

Gibbs discusses the substitution view and concludes that metaphorical forms like
A is B are nothing but an indirect way of saying A is C. For instance, when a speaker
says Richard is a lion, he means nothing but enhances his description of Richard’s quality
of being brave (Richard is brave). Additionally, understanding the meaning of the
metaphorical expression requires the listener’s ability to encode the figurative meaning of

Richard is brave (A is C) by finding the hidden resemblance (C) “braveness” between (A

and B) that is Richard and the Lion.**

148 «Focus” and “frame” are the terms introduced by Black to describe the semantic
structure of a metaphorical sentence. According to him, focus is the word that is used
metaphorically and frame is the remaining words used literally in a given metaphor. See
Black (1962: 28)
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3.4.2 The Comparison Theory

Max Black argues that the comparison theory is a special form of the substitution
theory of metaphor, in which the metaphorical expression is supposedly substituted by its
equivalent literal comparison.**® To draw the distinction between the two theories, Gibbs
suggests that the notion of metaphor from the substitution viewpoint is a replacement of
the metaphorical terms by their approximate literal equivalents, whereas the comparison
theory views metaphor as an implicit similarity between the metaphorical terms, which
can be expressed in the form of simile in most cases.”™ That is to say, a metaphoric form
such as A is B would be understood as A is like B from a comparison point of view. For
example, instead of Richard is a lion, the comparison view would say Richard is like a

lion. '

3.4.3 The Conceptual Theory

The conceptual theory developed by Lakoff and Johnson (2003) influences many
scholars of philosophy and linguistics who have contributed to the study of metaphor. In
contrast to the substitution theory in which metaphor is regarded as a decorative device
limited only to language use, the conceptual theory advocates that metaphor is a matter of
language, thought, and action and that our conceptual system in terms of thinking and
acting in everyday life is essentially metaphorical in nature. Therefore, according to the
conceptual view, metaphor serves as a cognitive device that allows us to understand and

experience a relatively abstract subject matter in terms of a more concrete subject matter.

149 Black, Models and Metaphors, 34.

150 Gibbs, The Poetics of Mind, 212.

3! Transforming metaphor into simile is a common technique during translation across
languages. | will discuss this matter in chapter four.



As a result, understanding metaphor is already inherent in our conceptualization of
experience.'*

Lakoff and Johnson view the mechanism of the human conceptual system as the
recognition of how different concepts are grounded, organized, characterized and linked

3

to one another.™®® They argue that since concepts and activities are metaphorically

structured, language is also metaphorically structured.'**

For example, Lakoff and
Johnson indicate that in many conceptual metaphors (conceptual metaphor will be
discussed later in this chapter) such as argument is war, the words argument and war are

different entities and activities, but our thought and culture allow us to structure,

understand, and talk about argument in terms of war.'*®

3.4.4 The Prototype Theory

The prototype theory of metaphor suggests that many concepts acquire a core
meaning that represents the essential characteristics of the whole category and also that
other less distinctive attributes approach their boundary.*® Richard Trim (2007)"’
explains the benefits of the prototype theory for understanding the creation of metaphor.
According to him, metaphor is found when two entities from two entirely different

conceptual domains are matched to structure the metaphoric expression.

152 |_akoff and Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, 3.

'3 Ibid., 106.

%% David L. Ritchie, Context and Connection in Metaphor (New York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2006), 31.
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1% Boundary area represents the fuzzy edges of meaning that can be found in word-
category as well as in less clearly defined expressions.

37 Richard Trim, Metaphor Networks: The Comparative Evolution of Figurative
Language (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007), 15.



3.4.5 The Interaction Theory

Unlike the substitution and the comparison theories of metaphor in which some
partial similarity between metaphorical components preexisted at the underlying level of
meaning, the interaction theory, established first by Richards (1936) and later developed
by Black (1962), suggests that these partial similarities, the ground, are newly created as
a result of an interaction between the two metaphoric domains, the tenor and the

158

vehicle. Black proposes that the meaning of an interaction-metaphor is irreducible

since each of its components possesses distinct semantic contents'*®

reflecting the
difficulty in paraphrasing the interaction metaphor into literal language and keeping its
semantic contents at the same time. It means that the interaction theory negates those
previous theories of “substitution and comparison” in which a metaphor can be replaced
by literal translation while maintaining the same cognitive content.*®

Additionally, in regard to the mechanism of understanding the meaning of the
interaction metaphor, Black suggests that the listener should not search for an existing
similarity between the principal subject and the subsidiary subject in order to decode the
speaker’s intended meaning; rather, the listener should try to create the similarities by
viewing the characteristics of each subject individually. For example, understanding a
metaphoric expression, such as “man is a wolf” requires the listener’s knowledge of the
properties of all lexical meanings of both (man) and (wolf) to draw the similarity that

formulates the new meaning “Man is fierce.”'® Black refers to the lexical contents of
g

each subject by the term “system of associated implication,” to the created similarity by

'8 Gibbs, The Poetics of Mind, 233.

159 Kittay, Metaphor: Its Cognitive Force and Linguistic Structure, 6.
160 Black, Models and Metaphors, 46.
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the term “system of associated commonplaces,” and to the new meaning by the term “the

new implications.”'%

From a similar perspective, David Miall (1982)*

views the interaction metaphor
as an “interanimation” of two juxtaposed words from different semantic categories.'®
This view shows the metaphorical statement as a combination of words or units from
different semantic fields. Each word or unit possesses semantic features that contain
literal and non-literal meanings and after observing the rule of interaction or mapping
between words or units, the intended meaning is determined by the occasion of utterance
and by the semantic structure of metaphor.’® That is to say, the meaning of an utterance
is literal when the interaction between its components does not violate the semantic rules;
however, if a violation occurs, then the meaning would be considered fuzzy and
figurative. Based on this observation, Miall suggests that the figurative meaning of a
metaphorical term is logically independent from the context in which the term is
expressed.*®®

| believe that the procedure proposed by the interaction view for analyzing
metaphor is of more assistance to students as well as professionals of translation who are
encountering obstacles when translating metaphors from one language into another.

Therefore, | will adopt the interaction theory of metaphor for identifying and analyzing

the metaphorical expressions | am going to investigate in chapter four.
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3.4.6 The Anomaly Theory

Not far from the interaction theory, the anomaly view proposes that understanding
metaphorical expression comes after the recognition of its linguistic violation. To
explore these violations, linguists and philosophers*®’ have developed a set of rules to
identify the metaphorical expression based on the various deviant features constructing
the whole metaphorical statement.'®®

To substantiate, a metaphorical expression is considered metaphor only when its
creation necessitates the violation of either or both linguistic and conceptual rules that
govern the boundaries of a specific language in which that metaphor is spoken. These
violations, according to the anomaly view, can be seen as a grammatical deviance,
semantic abnormality, and conceptual vagueness in the metaphorical structure. For
example, in creating a metaphoric expression like “the stone died,” the speaker employs
an inanimate subject “stone” to perform an animate human activity “died.” In such
practice, the speaker violates the rules governing the different grammatical categories and
subcategories in which the terms in permissible word strings may be combined and
consequently affects the semantic structure and the conceptual structure of the
statement.*®°

Moreover, Gibbs believes that understanding metaphor according to the anomaly

view requires interpreting the metaphorical expression into a non-deviant normal

187 Gibbs lists several theorists such as Monroe C. Beardsley (1962), Derek Bickerton
(1969), Timothy Binkley (1974), Samuel R. Levin (1977), Ina Loewenberg (1975), and
Robert J. Matthews (1971). See Gibbs (1994: 222).

1% Gibbs, The Poetics of Mind, 222.
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expression that is closely related to the original expression.'’”® This means, the listener
must find an expression that observes the linguistic rules and contains an equal meaning
to the original metaphoric expression at the same time. In this case, Gibbs suggests
translating metaphor into simile as in “the stone died” to “the stone-like individual died.”
However, Gibbs criticizes the anomaly theory for being less accurate in certain
circumstances. He argues that not all grammatically deviant sentences are metaphors;
and in fact, many sentences are grammatically correct but regarded as metaphors. For
instance, in a case like “the grass who you cut was bright green” is grammatically deviant
because of some feature-rules violation, yet the expression itself is not metaphor;
whereas, in “the rock is becoming brittle with age”the expression is metaphoric, although

its grammatical nature has not been violated.*™*

3.5 Types of Metaphor
As metaphor has become a major subject in philosophy, psychology, and
linguistics, various types of terminologies, definitions, and viewpoints have been

2

included under “metaphor.” However, since types of metaphor are large in number and

widely branched, I will cite here only those that are relevant to my study.

3.5.1 Conceptual Metaphor
Lakoff and Johnson argue that most conceptual thought consists of two
juxtaposed conceptual domains (abstract concept and physical or concrete experience)

expressed in related groups of conceptual metaphors. These conceptual metaphors

170 |pid., 223.
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function as groundwork to generate a number of new metaphors.*”

The conceptual
metaphor is the idea or knowledge that is a consequence of mapping between an abstract
concept and a concrete object, or as in different terms, the source domain and the target
domain. Those conceptual metaphors are restricted to thought and are rarely used in
spoken or written language; their locus is at the center of our conceptual system and
serves as a foundation to group many other linguistic metaphors (more on this later) into
their conceptual boundaries.'”  Further, Lakoff and Johnson describe conceptual
metaphors as “structural metaphors” in which concepts are metaphorically structured one

in terms of another.™

To elaborate more, in “argument is war,” entities and activities of
the target domain (argument) are structured in terms of the source domain (war).
Thereby, the conceptual metaphor “argument is war,” according to the conceptual theory,
functions as a matrix for many other pre-existing metaphorical structures in which we
experience arguments in terms of wars in our everyday life. Lakoff and Johnston suggest
a list of metaphorical expressions to explain how culture allows us to talk and think in
many ways about entities and activities of arguments in terms of wars (all of the given
examples are Lakoff and Johnston’s own examples):

Your claims are indefensible.

He attacked every weak point in my argument.

His criticisms were right on target.

| demolished his argument.

I’ve never won an argument with him.

You disagree? Okay, shoot!

If you use the strategy, he’ll wipe you out.
He shot down all of my arguments.*"

172 Ritchie, Context and Connection in Metaphor, 32.
173 Deignan, Metaphor and Corpus Linguistics, 14.
17% |_akoff and Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, 5.
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Taking these expressions into account, Lakoff and Johnson assert that concepts
are metaphorically structured one in terms of another, and the whole conceptual
metaphor, as in “argument is war” is deeply structured in our thought in a way that can be
interpreted only through other metaphors. In addition, these other metaphors are situated
in the human conceptual system, and their function is to represent our concepts through

linguistic expressions.*’®

However, taking into account the coherence and systematic
metaphorical concepts in the human conceptual system, Lakoff and Johnson introduce

two other types of metaphor: orientational metaphor and ontological metaphor.*’’

3.5.2 Orientational Metaphors

Orientational metaphors are those cases when concepts in a metaphorical
expression are not structured one in terms of another but establish a whole system of
concepts with respect to one another.}”® Lakoff and Johnson point out that metaphorical
orientation generally involves opposite concepts of spatial orientation or direction (up-
down, in-out, on-off etc.) They are systematically assigned and have a basis in human
physical and cultural experience. Thus, most orientational metaphors are universal in
nature and not limited to a particular culture.

To elaborate further, metaphorical orientations like “up-down” can be embodied
by various numbers of orientational metaphors in other target domains, such as happy is
up / sad is down, conscious is up / unconscious is down, health and life are up / sickness

and death are down, more is up / less is down, and so on. Each one of these orientational
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metaphors, according to the conceptual theory, generates a number of metaphorical
expressions. For instance, considering the orientational metaphor “conscious is up/
unconscious is down,” Lakoff and Johnson suggest various metaphors to prove their
point, such as “Get up. Wake up. 'm up already. He rises early in the morning. He fell

asleep. He dropped off of to sleep. He’s under hypnosis. He sank into a coma.”"®

3.5.3 Ontological Metaphors

Ontological metaphors are those conceptual metaphors by which the human mind
conceptualizes experiences in term of physical objects and substance. “Once we can
identify our experiences as entities or substances, we can refer to them, categorize them,

»180 1 other

group them, and quantify them — and by this means, reason about them.
words, ontological metaphors enable us to conceptualize and talk about abstract things as
if they are physical objects. For instance, we talk about knowledge as if it has physical
form, as in “treasures of knowledge; now I can taste the fruit of knowledge; knowledge is

an effective weapon; always feed the brain with the best of knowledge.”181

3.5.4 Linguistic Metaphor
Deignan (2005)**? claims that most linguists who have discussed the subject of

metaphor agree that linguistic metaphors function only at the language level to realize the
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% This means that

underlying mental structure of conceptual metaphor in discourse.™®
linguistic metaphor is the language tool by which metaphorical concepts can be realized
and transformed from thought into language via various linguistic expressions. For
example, the correspondences in thought between the two different conceptual domains
“sad” and “down,” as in “sad is down” are interpreted from thought into language by
various linguistic metaphors, such as “I’'m feeling down. He is in deep sorrow. My spirit
is failing.”*®*

Moreover, Deignan suggests that the meaning of a linguistic metaphor is usually
described in terms of vehicle and topic. According to him, the vehicle is the literal
meaning of a word in its source domain; whereas the topic is the figurative meaning of
that word in its target domain. For instance, in “sad is down,” the meaning of “down” as
the vehicle is directed toward the ground, but the meaning of “down” as the topic in the

target domain is sad.'®

3.6 Patterns of Metaphorical Structure

Scholars of cognitive linguistics propose different patterns of metaphorical
structure upon which linguistic metaphorical expressions can be classified and analyzed
in language practice.’® The following metaphorical patterns are the major categories that
| am going to adopt for grouping metaphors for analysis when 1 discuss the translatability

of metaphor in chapter four.

183 See e.g., Lakoff & Johnson (1980), Kittay (1987), Gibbs & Steen (1999), and Deignan
(2005).
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3.6.1 Primary Metaphor

Lakoff and Johnson (1999)*" believe that primary metaphors or “simple
metaphors” are similar to conceptual metaphors in that they both are usually the result of
the combination of a sensory experience and a subjective experience in which one can
conceptualize abstract concepts on the basis of inferential patterns directly related to the
human body. That is to say, primary metaphors are often structured in the source
domains that relate to our experiences and activities as human beings, such as human
motor action, physical movements, treatment of physical objects and the felt experience
of bodily engagement with objects.'*®

Grady (1997)'® explains that primary metaphors are recognized as the basic
metaphorical structure that involves a single across-domain mapping between the source
domain and the target domain. He views primary metaphor as metaphorical mapping for
which there is an independent and direct experiential basis and independent linguistic
evidence.*®

For better understanding of the mechanism of mapping in the primary structure of
metaphor, let’s consider these two examples:

1. 1 am hungry for knowledge (hunger is desire)

2. Today is my big day (size is importance)

187 George Lakoff and Mark Johnson, Philosophy in Flesh: The Embodied Mind and Its
Challenge to Western Thought (New York: Basic Books, c1999), 54.

188 Joep Cornelissen and Mario Kafouros, “The Emergent Organization: Primary and
Complex Metaphors in Theorizing about Organizations,” Organization Studies 29,
(2008): 957. http://oss.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/29/7/957. Also see Lakoff and Johnson
(1980, 1993), Grady (1997), Ritchie (2006).
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Drawing upon these examples, the concept in the source domain (hungry, big) expresses
a single semantic item of the concept in the target domain (desire, importance) in the
underlying meaning structure to create the foundation for constructing a simple across-

domain mapping structure.

3.6.2 Compound Metaphor

Compound metaphors,***

according to Lakoff and Johnson, usually depict
mapping of primary metaphors and their entailments in a sequential manner to denote an
additional item of meaning to the logic of the metaphorical expression or to add an
intended confusion. Moreover, because the structuring process is grounded in the
metaphorical conceptual system as a whole, a single complex metaphor can generate

even more complex metaphors.'%?

For instance, considering the primary metaphor “love
is a curse,” we can construct complex metaphors such as:
1. The only oasis of love died under the broiling sun of jealousy.
2. Her cold heart killed the thirst of his blind love.
3. The ship of longing is anchored at the crazy port of love.

The structure of each example in 1, 2, and 3 reflects the blending of multiple
metaphors in order to create a larger schema for the whole complex metaphor. To
illustrate, the complex structure in the first example contains two multiple metaphors

(Oasis of love died + broiling sun of jealousy); each metaphor includes two simple

metaphors (Oasis (+) of love + died) + (broiling (+) sun + jealousy); by blending all

19 Also called complex metaphors and defined as a combination of primary metaphors or
metaphorical units to build a larger metaphorical expression. See, Lakoff and Johnson
(1999).
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metaphorical pieces together, the result would be a more complex metaphorical

expression (The only oasis of love died under the broiling sun of jealousy).

3.7 Metaphor in Translation

Generally speaking, we have learned in the previous chapter that meaning loss is a
common problem for translators to experience while translating. This problem becomes
even more sophisticated when dealing with figurative language, precisely metaphor.
Scholars who have approached this issue believe that the problem of translating metaphor
consists of three discursive dimensions: linguistic, conceptual and cultural.'*®

The transferring of metaphorical meaning from the source language metaphor
(SLM) into the target language metaphor (TLM) and the strategies of transferring have
been always in dispute between scholars who have contributed to the subject. Among
several approaches, | found Menachem Dagut (1976, 1987) and Newmark (1981, 2003)
are the more relevant to the purpose of this study. Despite their different standpoints on
treating the problem of metaphoric translation, both scholars have introduced insights
into the topic. However, for the benefit of my research, I do not intend to discuss their
conflicting views, but rather, I am more interested in blending their principles in order to
suggest a critical account to be used later when | investigate the translatability of

metaphor in chapter four.

1% Hornby, Translation Studies, 20.



3.7.1 M. B. Dagut

Dagut in his article “Can ‘Metaphor’ Be Translated” (1976) approaches the issues
of cross-language equivalence, particularly metaphor. He argues that some parts of
speech have different roles in language in addition to their grammatical roles. Thus, they
are an exceptional phenomenon in their source language, and they also are going to be an
exceptional problem in translation.’® Dagut suggests two ideas to help translators to
understand metaphor from the viewpoint of translation. First is the idea of
“performance” in which metaphor is a phenomenon of producing or changing that affects
the governing linguistic and conceptual rules in the SL system in a way that is not
predictable and irreducible. Based on this view, metaphor is problematic in translation
because it requires the translator to cause the same phenomenon (violation) in the
semantic dictionary of the TL. Second is the idea of “competence” in which metaphor is
a new linguistic creation in the SL system. The level of translation equivalence
according to this view depends completely on the translator’s knowledge of both
languages in determining the accurate components of meaning constructing the SM and
their counterparts in the TL. To help in comprehending these two ideas, Dagut

categorizes metaphors in three different, but overlapped categories:

A. PERFORMANCE METAPHORS VS. COMPETENCE METAPHORS
Dagut highlights that metaphors are performance when their semantic
connotations are still unique and unknown to the addressee. They are significant for their

innovation in the lexical treasure of the language. Further, “performance” metaphors are
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also “proper” metaphors because they disappear shortly after they appear in a language.
In contrast, “competence” metaphors used to be “proper” but after a period of time and
also due to an excessive use, they gradually have lost their uniqueness and became part of
the language treasure.

From a translation viewpoint, Dagut points out that since the nature of the
linguistic performance is always developing and limited to a specific language,
translating “performance” metaphors always relies on the translator’s ability in
functioning as an author in order to recreate their equivalents in the target language.
“Competence” metaphors, on the other hand, continue in practice until they fall into
various levels on the scale of metaphor. That is to say, the more they are familiar to the
speaker, the less metaphoric they become. For that reason, translating competence
metaphors relies on the translator’s bilingual cognition of both SL and TL.

Moreover, Dagut classifies the range of “competence” metaphors into two groups.
The first group is live metaphors in which the meaning of a metaphorical expression
contains two active possible interpretations at the same time, literal and figurative. The
second group is dead metaphors in which the metaphor contains only one meaning that
could be found in the language dictionary. That means that when a metaphor is overused
in a language, its figurative meaning gradually loses its ambiguity so that the second
meaning replaces the first. In view of that, Dagut claims that since dead metaphors have
lost their criteria for being figurative and do not function as metaphors, they should be

recognized as a syntactical unites or “formator” in their SL and so as well in the TL.*®

19 Dagut, “Can Metaphor Be Translated?” Babel 22, (1967), 22.



Dagut also claims that the term metaphor is too general and confusing for students
and translators. He argues that once metaphors became “competence” they are not

bh (194

metaphors anymore, but they should be considered as “polysemes,” “idioms,” or

2

“formators.” To bolster his argument, he redefines metaphor as “an individual creative
flash of imagination fusing disparate categories of experience in a powerfully meaningful
semantic anomaly; whereas metaphorically derived forms and collocations (polyseme,
idioms, proverbs) have lost their creative anomalousness and come to be a part, indeed a
central part, of the lexical system of the language in question.”*%°

Finally, Dagut describes the relation between polyseme and idiom to their original
proper metaphor as the genetic relationships between descendants and their ancestors.

These relationships should be shown from the diagram below:

Performance Simple Complex
Performance l
[ Format ] [ Format j
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B. SIMPLE METAPHORS VS. COMPLEX METAPHORS

Based on their linguistic patterns, Dagut classifies metaphors as simple metaphors
and complex metaphors. He then explains that simple metaphors are easier to translate
since the passage of the metaphor from the stage of performance to the stage of
competence only consists of one lexical item. On the contrary, complex metaphors are
more difficult in translation because they always consist of more than one lexical item
passing from performance into competence. Finally, Dagut emphasizes that in the
competence stage, if the structure of the proper metaphor was simple, then the
metaphorical expression is going to be a polyseme; but if it was complex, then it is going

to be an idiom.

C. LEXICAL METAPHORS VS. SYNTACTIC METAPHORS

Based on his argument that once a metaphorical expression becomes “formator”
then it is no longer recognized as metaphor but as a unit of syntax, Dagut presents the
structural syntax of a “formator” as another obstacle for translating metaphors across

languages. For instance in his example, ““2°3-12 771 >0 "MNX YW _32°3-n2 7n°7 N1 “Rosie

was my sister’s age, and Yosie mine.” Dagut explains that the Hebrew metaphors “bat-
gilah and ben-gili” (literary means: Daughter of her age and son of my age) have
completely lost their metaphorical significance for the Hebrew speakers and have come
to function as morphological grammar. Therefore, they are not to be of concern in the
source language nor shall they be in the target language, and hence the translator should
render their meaning according to their equivalent syntax units in the TL. Furthermore,

Dagut professes that “formators” are not always simple in translation, but in fact, they



trap most translators and distort their translation every so often. He argues that since
languages operate differently, a metaphor that was considered dead in one language
might become alive after being transferred into another language. This situation occurs
usually during translation between languages that are not from the same family group,
like Hebrew and English. Also Dagut highlights that “formators” can be even more
difficult in translation, especially when “formators” in the source language hold two
lexical meanings, one of which is dead while the other is still active, or when the
syntactical system in the target language has no parallel units that contain the same
metaphorical connotations to the components of meaning in the SM. This is the case, for
example, when translating “n°2-12”to “a son of the house,” or translating “¥v1 9% w°R”as
“cach one to his friend.”*® The translator in such scenarios is encountering a
sophisticated syntactical metaphor that performs a further grammatical function in
addition to its lexical function.

Elsewhere in “More About the Translatability of Metaphor”(1987), Dagut
introduces the cultural factor as another obstacle for metaphoric translation. He claims
that “what determines the translatability of a SL metaphor is not ‘boldness’ or
‘originality’ but rather, the extent to which the cultural experience and lexical matrices on
which it draws are shared by speakers of the particular TL.”'*®  To state the matter
differently, if the cultural background of a metaphor is shared between the speakers of
two languages, then the translation of that metaphor is going to be manageable. In

contrast, if a metaphor is culturally specific and delimited to the receptors of one

97 Dagut, Journal of ha-Sifrut 5, (1974), 134.
1% Menachem Dagut, “More About the Translatability of Metaphor.” Babel 33, (1987),
82.



language, then it is untranslatable. To make this point clearer, Dagut distinguishes
between two levels of culture that should be taken into account in metaphoric translation.
The first is “culture-bound” which also branched into cultural “essential” that is critical
for understanding the ST, and therefore it must be passed over to the target reader; the
other branch is cultural “concomitants” that are important, but not necessary for the
purpose of understanding the ST. The second type is “cultural void” in which some
words of the SL are culture specific and have no counterpart in the target culture, such as
“ha-Knesset” the Israeli parliament. In such a case, Dagut recommends to transliterate
them in the actual target language and provide a glossary to illustrate their meanings to
the target reader.®® Finally, Dagut suggests three options for transferring the meaning of

a metaphor from the SM to the TM:

SM —— TM (literal translation in which the TM is identical to the SM)

According to this strategy, the translator should be faithful to the source metaphor
by rendering its structural components literally into the target language. However, the
disadvantage of such a strategy is that the translator will create a semantic anomaly in his
translation. In this regard, Dagut acknowledges that such a technique will empty the

source metaphor of its dynamic content and subsequently will confuse the target reader.

SM —— TM (finding a parallel TM)
The suggestion here is to replace the SM by a TM that has an equal dynamic

content and also possesses the same cultural value in the TL. Adapting this strategy, the
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translator has killed two birds in one stone, being loyal to the SM and also performing an
appreciated metaphoric translation to his target reader. However, while some languages
allow metaphors to have more than one active meaning at the same time, other languages
do not. Therefore, finding a metaphorical expression that is equally capable of carrying

all possible connotations of the SM in the TL is far to seek.

SM — @ TM (paraphrasing the meaning of the SM into the TL)

The third choice is to convey the message of the source metaphor through non-
metaphorical interpretation into the target language. Although this technique might result
in changing or even omitting the entire metaphorical expression and taking it out of its
context, Dagut believes that such a strategy is still faithful and successful for rendering

the content of the SL into the TL.

3.7.2 Newmark

Newmark (1980) believes that all languages consist of a stock of more or less
fossilized metaphors. He points out that the purpose of a metaphor is to “describe an
entity, event or quality more comprehensively and concisely and in a more complex way
than is possible by using literal language.”®® Newmark classifies metaphors into six
types: dead (fossilized), cliché, standard (stock), adapted, recent, and original (creative).
He then suggests some principles to treat each type differently during translation (all

examples given below are Newmark’s examples):

200 peter Newmark, Approaches to Translation (Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1981), 84.



Dead metaphors are the easiest in translation since they have been removed from their
figurative quality and became part of the lexical treasure of the language. He
suggests that since the figurative concept of a dead metaphor is ignored in the SL,
then it also should be ignored in the TL.

Cliché are those excessively used metaphorical expressions that have nearly become
dead. Newmark points out that translating cliché is determined by the typology of the
text. That is to say, in terms of informative and vocative texts, the translator is
permitted to get rid of any kind of cliché, but if the text is expressive, then cliché
should be maintained in translation.

Stock metaphors including cliché are the biggest group of metaphors in language.

They are tricky in translation, especially when their equivalents are dead, or used by a
different social class or age group in the TL. Newmark suggests seven principles for
translating stock metaphors and arranges them according to their order of preference

as follow:

reproducing the same image in the TL

- replacing the image in the SL with a standard TL image
- translating metaphor by simile

- translating the metaphor by simile plus sense

- converting the metaphor into sense

- deletion

same metaphor combined with sense

Adapted metaphors are those metaphors adapted by the author of the source text from

another language. Newmark recommends that the translator, if possible, translate an



adapted metaphor by an equivalent adapted metaphor in the target language.
Otherwise, the translator can reduce the adapted metaphor to sense.

e Recent metaphors are those neologisms in which new words or phrases are used by

the speakers of the SL to describe new objects or process. Newmark suggests that if
there is no equivalent in the TL to the recent metaphor, the translator can either
describe the object or attempt a translation label in inverted commas, e.g., the French
59201

expression “building disease” might be translated as “high-rise building mania.

e Original metaphors are those shocking metaphors created for a specific purpose and

circumstance. According to Newmark, original metaphor should be translated literally
as much as possible. However, if a metaphor is obscure, and its absence will not
affect the comprehension of the target reader to the ST, then the translator should

replace it whit a descriptive metaphor or transfer its meaning into sense.

3.8 Conclusion

Since the main goal of this chapter is to review the subject of metaphor, | put
together a practical account or schematic pattern to be used in chapter four when |
investigate the translatability of metaphor.

Firstly, we have seen that verbal discourse has two forms of speech, denotative
and connotative. From the distinction stated above between the two forms, we learned
that denotative discourse expresses a surface meaning that is less complicated in terms of
constructing and understanding. On the other hand, connotative discourse conveys

figurative meaning that requires more attention from human perception. Additionally, in

201 peter Newmark, A Textbook of Translation(New York: Pearson-Prentice Hall, 1988),
111.



terms of connotative meaning, the key element in distinguishing one speech type from
another is the process of mapping, upon which the level of complexity of the conceptual
structure is determined.

Secondly, although modern theorists primarily tend to treat metaphor as a matter
of thought, the cognitive linguistic contribution to the subject seems to be more
comprehensive, especially from a translation viewpoint. | agree with Kittay (1987) that
the linguistic dimension is no less important than the philosophical view when it comes to
understanding metaphorical expression. Therefore, to acquire sufficient knowledge of
the source metaphor, translators must distinguish the nature of the metaphorical meaning
from the linguistic structure of metaphor.

To differentiate the nature of metaphor from the structure of metaphor, the first
associates with thought whereas the second associates with language. This means that in
terms of the nature of metaphor, philosophers who study the nature of a human thought
view metaphor as an essential factor by which we come to realize an abstract concept and
perform an abstract reasoning.’’? From this perspective, metaphor is always conceptual
in nature and its language is a surface representation of its deep meaning.?®® On the other
hand, the structure of metaphor has been viewed as a systematic mapping between
different entities. Each entity belongs to distinct conceptual domains, the source and the

target domains.”® This conceptual mapping process is grounded in our bodies and in
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everyday experience, and therefore our conceptual system is shaped by many numbers of
inherited structural metaphors.?®

Thirdly, modern theorists also point out that creating a structural meaning of a
metaphorical expression generally violates the rules of logic and linguistics of a specific
language. In regard to the violation of logic, the conceptual mapping usually confuses
the listener by creating a false statement that often conveys illogical relationships
(physical + metaphysical) between the source domain and target domain. The linguistic
violation usually affects the governing rules of the language in which the metaphorical
statement is constructed. The violation could damage all or any of the general linguistic
rules, such as semantic, syntax, phonology, morphology, and lexical.?%

Fourthly, modern scholars combine the metaphorical structures of thought and
language and develop a category of metaphorical patterns. Each pattern has unique
characteristics. However, taking into account the needs of my study, it is sufficient to
group those patterns into the two common categories, primary and compound metaphors.
Such categorizations will help translators to understand the relationships between the
lexical units constructing the metaphorical meaning in the SL, and also to find their
appropriate counterparts in the TL in order to achieve a fuller equivalent metaphoric
translation.

Finally, as the study approaches the issue of metaphor in translation, I would like

to briefly reflect on the two above-stated contributions in handling the subject of

metaphor in translation. In terms of classification, Dagut criticizes Newmark’s categories

205 |_akoff and Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, 3.
2% Gibbs, The Poetics of Mind, 222.



of metaphor “original” or “live” and “dead” or “permanent” for being too general and
confusing for understanding and translating metaphor. He agrees with Newmark that
only “proper” metaphor (Newmark calls it “original” or “live”) can be considered as a
metaphor. But in regard to what Newmark calls “dead” or “permanent” metaphors,
Dagut believes that they are not actually metaphors but sort of polyseme or idioms.

In terms of translation, considering the nature of the metaphorical meaning, Dagut
emphasizes that only “proper” or “original” metaphor can be translated, since the
translator will have to create the same source metaphorical image in the target language.
On the contrary, transferring the meaning of metaphorical derivatives forms such as
polyseme, idioms, and proverbs, or what Newmark calls it “dead” metaphor is not really
metaphoric translation, but is more of a replacement. To make his argument clearer,
Dagut explains that translating metaphorical derivatives (dead metaphor) can be achieved
simply by finding their existing matching forms in the target language. In this regard, the
translators’ skills are put to the test only where there is no equivalence to a particular SL
item or expression in the target language. In such a case, the translator will have to find a
strategy for rendering the meaning, but not the pictorial image of the SM into the TL.
Therefore, translating metaphorical derivatives is considerably the same process as the
translating of any other component of the SL system into the TL system.

From my point of view, Dagut was specific in making a clear distinction between
metaphor “proper” and its derivative forms “polyseme,” “idiom,” and “proverbs.” His
classification helps the translator to determine whether the given expression should be
created, as in the case of metaphor “proper,” or found, as in the case of “derivative

forms,” in the target language. However, my concern about Dagut’s approach is that he



is focusing more on metaphor as a special problem in translation, without providing a
sufficient account on how metaphor should be handled during translation. Newmark, on
the other hand, focuses more on how metaphor should be treated during translation and
suggests some translation principles for achieving metaphorical equivalence in
translation. However, I agree with Dagut that Newmark’s principles are appreciated for
handling any general textual problems that might arise in translation, but not particularly

applicable to metaphoric translation.



Chapter Four

Metaphorical Translation

4.1 Introduction

Despite all previous contributions to metaphoric translation that the approach has
come across up to this stage, | believe that there is a lot more to add to the topic.
Therefore in this chapter, the course of the study will be moving to the theme question of
the entire dissertation: What level of equivalence can be achieved when translating
metaphor from one language into another? To answer this question, | am going to divide
this chapter into two sections, theoretical investigation and practical examination. The
theoretical part will address the issue of translatability vs. untranslatability of metaphor,
which | suppose is the pivotal concern for translators and also translation scholars. Then,
in the practical section, the study is going to introduce with illustration my method of
analysis, which | think will offer a better reading and understanding of the structural
meaning of a given metaphorical expression in both SL and TL.

In the practical part, first | am going to develop a tree diagram that will assist
scholars of translation to outline the interrelationships between the metaphorical
components constructing the structural meaning of a metaphorical expression before and
after translation. The goal of such an outline is not only to help translators improve their
comprehension of the process of metaphor translation, but also to help them realize the
metaphorical shift that might happen while translating, a matter which I consider very

important for elevating the level of equivalence in metaphoric translation.



In the second practical part, based on the information given by the tree diagrams, |
will be carefully investigating the metaphorical structure before, during, and after
translation. Following outlines of each model, I will provide an intensive analysis of the
strategies applied for rendering the metaphorical content of the SM into the TM. My
ultimate goals in this chapter are to improve the current methods used by the translators
for translating metaphor and also to suggest new strategies to be of a better assistance for

future studies on the subject.

4.2 Translatability of Metaphor

The topic of metaphor in translation is a slow-growing subject as in most cases
scholars approach it as a secondary issue.””” As has been mentioned in the previous
chapter (3.7), there are a few different principles suggested for translating metaphor. The
treatment of metaphor is always enclosed within a range of levels between full
translatability (equivalence) and untranslatability (deletion). To understand the gradual
levels between the two extremes, translators need to compare the metaphorical form
(grammar and genre) and content (depiction and function) before and after translation. In
the case of complete translatability (fuller equivalence), the metaphorical expression is
dressed the same in different places, so that its form and content are kept intact before
and after translation. In contrast, the structural form and/or content of a metaphor in the
state of untranslatability is altered during translation for various reasons. For instance,
the metaphorical expression might lose its figurative significance in the target language

when some or all of its components of meaning have no existing counterparts in the TL.
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Another situation in which a metaphor may be deleted in translation is when the
metaphorical expression is redundant in the ST and is not essential to the content of the
entire message. 2%

For a better understanding of this view of the process of metaphoric translation, |
would like to consider the following drawing board of the journey of transferring the
metaphorical content from the SL to the TL:

e The speaker or writer constructs a SM in a particular language by configuring its
components (conceptual dimension, linguistic dimension, culture connotation,
function, and target receivers).

e The speaker or writerconstructs the metaphorical components in a coded meaning that
is supposed to be accessed only within the boundary of the language where it is
produced.

e The translator decodes the meaning of the SM by deconstructing its substance and
realizing their interrelationships one to another within the SL.

e The translator finds the best possible corresponding elements to the components of
the SM within the boundaries of the target language. Along with that, he carefully
maintains the process of recoding the metaphorical structure and limits its access to
the boundaries of the target language.

e Lastly the translator reconstructs the proposed components to create an approximate
equivalent TM.

Theoretically speaking, the assumption here is that all components of a given

metaphorical expression are in a state of a complete correspondence between the SL and
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the TL. Therefore, transferring the metaphorical structure from one place to another
should not be an obstacle. On the basis of this assumption, the ultimate goal of any
metaphoric translation is to reflect the maximum level of translatability or fuller
equivalence between the SM and the TM. However, since all languages are constructed
and function differently, the degree of correspondence between the SL system and TL
system always differs. Consequently, achieving a complete equivalence in metaphoric
translation at most times is too far to seek. In fact, translation always affects the
metaphorical form by adding or deleting some, or even all, of its connotations. As a
result, the metaphorical meaning for the most part is depicted differently outside the
boundary of its original language.

In my view, in order to come up with a translation technique that can convey a
fuller equivalence of the SM in the TL, or at least can minimize the meaning loss during
metaphoric translation, translators must enhance their comprehension of the content of
the source metaphor before rendering its meaning into the TL. This means that
translators must carefully analyze the SM structure in its SL at all levels (semantic,
conceptual, syntactical and cultural). Then they can rely on their knowledge and skills to

find the adequate corresponding structural components of the SM in the TL.

4.3 Analyzing the Structural Meaning of Metaphorical Expression
Before the dissertation approaches the structural meaning of metaphor and shows
how it is vital for metaphorical equivalence across languages, | would like to reconsider

the interaction view of metaphor in which a metaphorical image in a sentence or a phrase



is a result of a violation to the semantic rules governing that language during a conceptual
interaction between a group of words from different semantic domains.?*

Adopting the interaction view of metaphor, the central focus in metaphoric
translation upon which the norm of equivalence is measured is the level of
correspondence in the interaction process between the components of the metaphorical
image before and after translation. To make this point clearer, | am going to redefine
metaphor according to its three stages of structural rotations in translation: Before,
during, and after translation. Before translation [SM] is an acceptable violation [@] to the
governing rules of a particular language within its boundary. Metaphor during translation
is a murky process of reproduction in which the translator carefully compares the
components of a given metaphorical content in two distinct boundaries (SL and TL).
Metaphor after translation [TM] is an imposed but acceptable violation on the governing
rules within the boundary of the TL. For more comprehension, these definitions can be

abbreviated as follow:

Before translation @ —»SL = SM
During translation SM —»@ —»TL=TM

After translation SM=TM

With this outline in mind, | emphasize that metaphor before and after translation
are two sides of the same coin. It is a fixed frame that was structured in a specific

language and reflected by another. Based on the degree of overlapping between the two

209 See chapter three, section 3.4.6



languages, the quality of such reflection (equivalence) is subjected to either normal or
abnormal obstacles. To distinguish between the two types, metaphors with normal
obstacles are those related to language and / or thought differences between the SL and
TL. While metaphors with abnormal obstacles are those that contain cultural or socially
specific roots in addition to either or both linguistic and conceptual differences.

| claim that metaphorical expressions with normal obstacles are usually
translatable. The translator can achieve either fuller equivalence by keeping as much as
possible from the metaphorical concept and function, or partial equivalence by keeping
the function but not the allegorical structure of the SM in the TM. In other words,
metaphors with normal obstacles are commonly experienced in translation since
linguistic and conceptual systems of all human languages are encoded similarly. Such a
fact makes the structure of a normal metaphor easy to convey in translation, especially if
the translator knows how the metaphor systematically operates in the source language
and on the target language. To illustrate more, the linguistic and conceptual systems of
English and Arabic share the same value of some body parts. Speakers in both languages
are able to produce the same metaphorical expression to describe the same situation. For
example, using the concept of face to express the idea of preserving one’s honor as in the
English metaphor “to save face” appears to be more or less equivalent to the idea
expressed by the Arabic metaphor “4a sl sle U=isy” (yahfadu ma’ al-wajh). The universal
metaphoric mechanism in this scenario eases the translator’s task in achieving a higher
level of equivalence by finding the similar expression of the SM that is already exists in
the target language. Moreover, the universal metaphoric mechanism enables the

translator to achieve gradual levels of metaphorical equivalence, even if the TL does not



have an existing metaphorical expression that is similar to the SM. In such a scenario,
the translator can use the conceptual content of the SM to find a TM that is essentially
comparable to the content of the original metaphor in the source language. For instance,
the same metaphorical content of the English metaphor “to save face” found in Hebrew,
but with a different allegorical picture “7125 nX 2°¢7%” (lehatsil “et kevodo). Although
using the word7a>(kavod, dignity) instead of face caused the allegorical picture to be
designed differently in the TL, the functional content of the SM has been delivered
equally in the TM.

In contrast, metaphors with abnormal obstacles contain additional nonverbal
connotations such as time, place, and events that denote some cultural significance to a
specific group of people. In my view, the difficulty in handling culture-specific metaphor
in translation is that the metaphorical content in the SL is usually associated with a
specific implication in the source culture, and therefore the SM image operates as a mere
container or symbol to reflect that culture-specific merit. The influence of such cultural
delimitation on translation equivalence is that the translator might be able to reconstruct
the image of the SM and convey its message in the TL, but he will not be able to express
the cultural value behind the content of the SM in his TM.

Translating culture-specific metaphors can be even more critical when there is a
cultural contradiction between the source language culture (SLC) and the target language
cultures (TLC). In other words, the cultural background of the SM is opposed by the
culture of the receivers in the TL. A good example of such situation is the Arabic
translation “d s Ju eall 3ae” (‘ajiz al-jahra bi-talli hubbi lahu) of the Hebrew

metaphor “0°272 MR 377 2ONR PRI N2 TPYI” (ne‘qad be-’ahavati v-"en ’onim le-



hagid ’ota be-rabim), “Bound by my love and helplessly unable to make it known.”**°In

spite of the metaphorical structures and contents (syntax, semantic, concept, emotion) of
the Hebrew metaphor (ne‘qad be-’ahavati) are equally maintained in the Arabic
corresponding metaphor (tallahu hubi ), the cultural heritage of the SM in the SLC
contradict the culture in the TL. To explain further, the cultural significance of both
metaphors is rooted in the same event (the biblical story of Abraham sacrificing his son).
However, the two essential items of meaning signifying the metaphorical content in each
languagene ‘gad and tall (bound by) have a particular cultural value that is motivated by
two contradictory religious backgrounds. That is, according to the Jewish tradition in the
SLC, the concept behind ne‘gad refers to Prophet Isaac. Whereas according to the
Muslim tradition in the TLC, the concept refers to the Prophet Ishmael. Considering this
example, | found it certain that the possibility for equivalence in translating a culturally
specific metaphor requires more than capturing image and function, and therefore it is out

of the question.

4.4 Semantic Analysis of Metaphorical Meaning

We have seen in a previous chapter (3.1) that the meaning of a metaphorical
statement is a deviation from the rules of language and thought governing the structure of
a particular sentence or phrase. For the most part these rules are linguistic and
conceptual. We also learned from the cognitive linguistic view of metaphor that semantic

and conceptual systems are built upon each other, so that the violation of one system is

210 Dagut (1974): 120-153 borrowed this example from A. B. Ychoshu‘a, in “Hatunatah
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Hebrew and English.



also violation of the other. As I see it, understanding this violation is very important for
translators, especially if we know that in order to obtain a fuller equivalence, the
translator will have to create the exact anomaly of the SM in the TL.

| have stated in this chapter (section 4.1) that the process of translating metaphor
is more or less a matter of decoding and recoding its structure. To put it differently, the
more comprehensive and accurate the decoding of the structure of a metaphor in the SL,
the more adequate the rendering and recoding is going to be in the TL. This gives us the
idea that the first step toward equivalence in metaphoric translation begins with the
appropriate examination of its structures in the source language. The translator can
analyze the metaphorical structure by deconstructing the SM and studying the overlapped
semantic associations between its lexical components of meaning. | have already
reviewed the human conceptual system and the mapping process from one semantic
domain into another.?** However, for the benefit of my study, it is important to briefly
reflect on the mechanism of semantic domains and explain how metaphorical statement
affects semantic rules.

Taking into consideration the semantic order of the human conceptual system, all
languages share some universal types of semantic domains or fields.”*? Each semantic

domain contains sets of categories. Each category includes a number of subcategories.

211 See chapter three, section 3.4.3.
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Each subcategory contains several units or items, and each item reflects a specific
meaning that is subjected to a specific dictionary entry.?*

Studies about human perception classify the semantic domains respectively
according to their various features into four major domains (entity, events, abstract, and
relation) and list a number of subcategories under each domain.?** To explain more, a
group of lexical items such as pants, shirt, jacket, skirt, and hat share the same quality of
being part of the lexical field of clothing, although each one of these item signifies a
specific lexical meaning. Taking into account the chain of semantic domains, the lexical
field of clothing is considered a subcategory of the semantic filed of constructed entity;
that is also a subcategory of the inanimate domain; that is also a subcategory of the major
domain of entity. These hierarchal relationships denote that the lexical item is the kernel
that distinguishes one semantic domain from another. It also shows that the deviation
from the rules of semantics in a given metaphorical expression is a result of a conceptual
interaction between two or more juxtaposed words from different semantic domains.?*
Finally, it indicates that the degree of deviation in the semantic structure of a metaphor is
measured according to the distance between the substances of each one of its lexical
items.

Moreover, the deviation from semantic rules also affects the logic of the
metaphorical message for being correct or false. Katz (1966: 46) points out that the

meaning of a sentence is true if and only if the content designated by its subject has the

213 See Katz (1966), The Philosophy of Language; Nida (1975), Componential Analysis of
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property designated by its predicate. This means, the true / false condition of an image
drawn by a sentence (such as A is B) will be true if and only if the image in the semantic
domain of the subject (A) possesses the same quality of the image in the semantic domain
of the predicate (B); otherwise the statement is false. This highlights that the meaning of
a sentence as a whole is built on the compound meaning of its individual units, and that
the true / false condition of the whole meaning is determined by the lexical relationships
between the properties of those units and the ways they are assembled to construct the
semantic structure as a whole. For example, the Arabic metaphor “<—ll 2 9l (*aswad al-
qgalbi) is used to describe an ill-wisher. The two lexical items constructing the meaning
are ‘aswad which literally means black, and al-galbi which literally means heart. The
possible semantic analysis of the two lexical items will be as follow:

e ’aswad — color — abstract —» metaphysical

e (alb —» body part —»human beings —panimate —entity —pphysical

.
\”

By breaking down the semantic structure of “ldll 25u” we can arrive at three
observations: First, it shows that along with maintaining the relevant relationships from
one domain into another, the hierarchical order in the semantic structure of each domain
(black and heart) goes from specific to general.?® In other words, each arrow takes the
lexical item across categories of domains, and each domain is a subcategory from another
related superior domain. The second observation indicates that the conceptual interaction

happens between two different lexical items that belong to the different semantic domains

of abstract and entity, and therefore the mapping between the units of meaning has indeed

28 Unlike the analytical theory introduced by Jerrold Katz and Jerry Fodor where

examining the sense of a word progress from general to particular. See Ullmann,
Meaning and Style, (1973). 35.



violated the rule of semantics. Finally, it also implies that the logical relation between
the units of meaning is false since the metaphorical statement ascribes the substance of a
metaphysical abstract (color) to the substance of a physical entity (heart).

To sum up this section, analyzing the governing linguistic and conceptual rules in
a given metaphorical structure is the keystone for understanding its implication in the SL.
Therefore as a first step toward fuller equivalence, the translator must carefully examine
the conceptual register of the units of meaning in the source language, and then make
sure that the semantic connotations of these units agree with the lexical database of their

counterparts in the target language.

4.5. Analytical Account for Metaphoric Translation

Having in mind all the theoretical account viewed so far, in the rest of this chapter
I will evaluate my approach to metaphoric translation by demonstrating how enhanced
methods of translating metaphor are required for achieving the fuller level of
metaphorical equivalence between the SM and the TM at all levels of form and content.
For that purpose, | am going to adopt the cognitive linguistic view of metaphor to set up a
general proposal for the translatability of metaphor. Through the course of the
evaluation, I will analyze as well as compare the translatability of metaphor from Arabic
into Hebrew and English. The tools used in the investigation will include the Arabic

novel Zugag al-Midag®*’

(Midag Alley) by Naguib Mahfouz, and its translations into
Hebrew by Yitzhak Shreiber and into English by Trevor Le Gassick. Moreover, for

studying the lexical meaning in the source language, the Arabic definition dictionary

27 Naguib Mahfouz, Zugag al-Midaq (Cairo: Maktabat Misr, 1965).



Muhit al-Muhit will be used during the experiment;**® for Hebrew, | will be using
Avraham Even — Shoshan Milon Hadash:?® finally, the Webster’s Third New

International Dictionary will be used for English.?%°

4.5.1. The Case Study: Metaphor

I will be defining metaphor according to the interaction view, in which the
meaning of a metaphorical sentence or phrase is a result of the conceptual interaction
between some integrated words from different semantic domains.??* This definition is
very useful for distinguishing the metaphorical statement from other forms of speech in
the source text. Further, this definition provides greater understating of the conceptual
dimension of the metaphorical statement in the SL, and helps the translator to provide a
special treatment for any semantic problems that might arise during the rendering of

metaphor in the TL.

4.5.2 Analyzing the Metaphorical Meaning

As | have explained in the previous section, equivalence in metaphoric translation
can be achieved if the metaphorical expression undergoes the same processes of
constructing before and after translation. To put it differently, translating metaphorical

statements depends on the translator’s ability to analyze the semantic as well as the

218 Butrus al-Bustani ed., Muhit al-Muhir (Lebanon: Dar al-Kutub al-‘Ilmiyah, 2009).

219 Avraham Even-Shoshan, Milon Hadash: Menukad u-Metsuyar (Yerushalayim:
Kiryat-Sefer, 1964).

220 philip Babcock Gove ed., Webster's Third New International Dictionary of the
English Language, Unabridged. A Merriam-Webster (Springfield, Mass.: G. & C.
Merriam Co., 1961)

221 See chapter three, section 3.4.5.



conceptual denotations of the lexical units involved in constructing the metaphorical
meaning in the SL. One of the most successful methods for studying the meaning of
words was introduced by Katz and Fodor in their article “The Structure of a Semantic
Theory (1963).”?** Based on their approach, there are three methods of analysis that help
the translator to understand the meanings of words. The first is to analyze all words of
each semantic field and realize the relations between their relevant data. The second is to
analyze all homonymic words and their various meanings. The last is to analyze and
compare the distinctive features of all units of meaning. | am not going to give a detailed
account to the application of Katz and Fodor here due to the huge space that it would
take. However, since it is very relevant to my study, | will employ their methods to build
up a suitable schema that will assist students and translators with practical analysis to the

structural meaning of metaphor.

4.6 Methods for Analysis

The norms for selecting the metaphorical models for the purpose of analysis are
based essentially on the nature of the metaphorical meaning in the original text.
Throughout the analysis, | will focus on the semantic structure of metaphor before,
during and after translation. Further, | will devote a sufficient constructive criticism to
the techniques applied by the translators for transferring the metaphorical content from
the SL to the TL.

The following is the outline of my analytical approach throughout the

gxamination:

222 J. Katz and Jerry A. Fodor, “The Structure of a Semantic Theory”’Language, 39

(1963): 170-210.



4.6.1 Normative Descriptive
A. Primary norms.
1. The construction of the allegorical image.
2. Explicitation (depth) of meaning.
B. Secondary norms.
1) The culture-specific association of the SL.

2) The culture-specific association of the TL.

4.6.2 Classification of Metaphorical Patterns
A. Primary metaphorical patterns.

B. Compound metaphorical patterns.

4.6.3 Lexical Analysis

This stage is to compare the lexical components of the selected metaphorical
models to their translated versions in the target languages. For this purpose, | will
develop a tree diagram to study the following:

1. Identifying the components of meaning constructing the metaphorical image and
analyzing their semantic connotations based on the relevant data found in the lexical
treasure (dictionary).

2. Determining the major semantic domains to which the metaphorical components

belong (entity, event, abstract, relation) and their subcategories as needed.



3. Observing the conceptual interaction between the semantic domains according to
their substance (physical + metaphysical / metaphysical + physical = anomaly) or
(physical + physical / metaphysical + metaphysical = ordinary).

4. Determining the logical relations between the components of meaning as a result of
mapping from one domain matrix into another as true / false relation, as the

investigation may mandate.

4.6.4 Strategies of Translation

Throughout the course of the evaluation, 1 am going to examine the various
procedures used by the translators in handling the issue of equivalence in metaphorical
translation. The investigation is only to focus on analyzing the source metaphorical
expressions and their translations into Hebrew and English. However, the context in both
SL and TLs will be considered if the examination requires so. My criteria for evaluating
the degree of equivalence between the source metaphor and the target metaphor will
focus on comparing these three dimensions:
1. linguistic structure
2. conceptual mapping
3. social- and culture-specific associations

The aim of my approach is to provide flexible strategies that can provide a better
assistance for translators to solve the common obstacles that are often experienced during
transferring metaphor from one language into another. | assume that the result of this
investigation will provide a sufficient functional account to suggest some general

techniques for metaphoric translation.



4.7 Examining the Metaphorical Models

Model 1

SM: 22% 43S a5 shsi(tantiqu shawahidu kathira)

ocoukrwhE

Case: metaphor

Type of pattern: primary

Explicitation of meaning: one metaphorical image

Structure of meaning: two lexical units

Social-cultural significance: none

Description of image: Historical and archeological evidences ‘tell’ us that Midaq
Alley was one of the architectural masterpieces of Egyptian pre-modern civilization.
The author ascribes the human quality of speech to the non-human objects ‘history
and archeology.’

TM1: 172w mnan 277 2*(Harbeh hokhahot yesh beyadenu)

ocouarwnE

Case: literal phrase

Type of pattern: none

Explicitation of meaning: none

Structure of meaning: three lexical units

Social-cultural significance: none

Description of image: The translator divests the metaphorical depiction in the SM. As
a result, the metaphorical meaning (ascribing human quality of speech to a non-
human subject) becomes literal in the TL (evidence and its state of existence all can
be sensed by human hands.)

TM2: Many things combine to show®*

ocoarwnE

Case: literal phrase

Type of pattern: none

Explicitation of meaning: none

Structure of meaning: Three lexical units

Social-cultural significance: none

Description of image: The translator lost the metaphorical picture of the SM during
translation. The statement “Many things combine to show” is true, and therefore
understanding its meaning does not require a second interpretation.

223 Mahfouz, Zugaq al-Midag, 5.
224 yitzhak Schreiber, Simtah be-Kahir (Tel-Aviv: Am Oved, 1991), 5.
22% Trevor Le Gassick, Midaq Alley (Beirut: Khayats, 1996), 1.



Figure 1

The Arabic Source Metaphor:
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Figure 2
The Hebrew Translation:
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Figure 3
The English Translation:

[Many /things/ /combine/ /to show/]

thingscombineto show

I TN

things ‘ combine to show
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From comparing the metaphorical components of the TMs in figures 2 and 3 to
the components of the SM in figure 1, it is obvious that neither the Hebrew nor the
English translators were successful in transferring the image of the Arabic metaphor to
their target readers. The SM in both versions was stripped of its image until its pictorial
meaning was completely lost in the TLs. This indicates that the translators’ concern was
only to capture the idea of the SM, and hence their technique was paraphrasing metaphor
into sense. However, | ask translators to avoid paraphrasing in metaphoric translation,

especially if the semantic associations between the components of the SL and the TL



allow the translator to create a TM that can capture the message as well as the image
depicted in the SM.

According to the semantic analysis of the nature of meaning in this example, |
argue that paraphrasing was not necessary since the semantic relationship between the SL
and TLs are not too far to seek. To investigate the loss of the aesthetic value and the
quantity of information in the Hebrew translation, we need to compare the contents of the
metaphorical image pictured in the SM to its copy in the TL. In the original metaphor,
the expressed idea shows that our visual perception of Midag Alley reflects some
intellectual realization about things that are implied from Midag Alley. However, the
idea delivered by the Hebrew translator has come to assure the physical existence of
many evidences that refer to Midag Alley. Such semantic misreading of the structural
meaning of the SM is most likely the reason behind the leak of equivalence in the
Hebrew translation. To make this point clearer, the lexical treasure of both languages
highlights that the word “mn>” (proofs) in the TL is not the right lexical register to
equate to the word “w) & (witnesses, views) in the SL. Also the phrase “11°7°2 w°” (to
hold something by hands) is far from being the Hebrew correspondence to the Arabic
word “Ghi (to utter, or to say). As a consequence of such lexical interpretation, the
conceptual emphasis has been shifted from being an intellectual recognition of things as
in the SM 35S aaleh 3kii” to the state of a physical possessing of things as in the
Hebrew translation “1°7°2 w° 017 7277,

As for the English translation in figure 3, the translator has moved the Arabic
metaphor out of its metaphorical image into literal sense. His procedure reflects that he

was aiming at the metaphorical function, and hence the metaphorical expression before



and after translation conveys the same informative message. We can trace the loss of the
metaphorical image by studying the structure of meaning in diagrams 1 and 3. Based on
the lexical configuration, the TL lexical items “things” and “combine” correspond to the
SL item “2al 35 (views, witnesses) and the word “show” is the match for “3&ki (says or
utters). By juxtaposing each unit in the SL to its parallel in the TL, we can see the
semantic connotation of “! & is limited to a specific number of lexical units, while its
TL match “things” is a universal lexical property shared by most lexical units. Further,
while the word “3hi” is a specific feature that belongs to human activity, the TL
matching word ‘showing’ is an event of instructing ascribed to both human and
nonhuman. Taking this lexical comparison into consideration, the focus of the
metaphorical meaning after translation has been moved from being too specific “»!s&” to
too general “things” and therefore its figurative significance has been lost in the TL.
Before I wind up the analysis of this example, it is still possible to improve the
translation of the Arabic SM into Hebrew and English by translating metaphor for
metaphor rather than a complete paraphrasing into sense. In this regard, | suggest
constructing a TM that captures as much as possible of the information delivered by the
SM. To do so, the translator should first find the approximate corresponding semantic
units in the TL, and then try his best to recreate a target metaphorical image that is more
or less compatible with the image depicted in the SM. For example, the translation
would read more appropriately if the Arabic metaphor was translated into Hebrew by a
metaphor like “nXan N127 11X (re’ayot rabot mar’ot);or into English by a metaphor like
“many things bear witness.” In such a procedure, the condition of metaphorical

equivalence was noticeably elevated at both levels of function and allegorical depiction.



Model 2

SM: sl (385 e ol pem A 3 Baal) (35 il g ccunall il (uadll 228 (3]-shamsu ’adhanat
al-maghib, wa-iltaff Zuqaq al-Midaq f1 ghulalatin samra’ min shafaq al-ghurib)

ogakrwdE

TML: 7w pw-"m1Ta7 22 00w Ao a5uyn1 PTabR NN 1Y Anvl wawn

Case: metaphor

Type of pattern: compound

Explicitation of meaning: three metaphorical images

Structure of meaning: four lexical units

Social-cultural significance: none

Description of image: The author is personifying a physical space (Midag Alley),
which is rolling up itself with an abstract substance (color of light).

221 (ha-shemesh

ntetah la‘arov v-simtat al-madaq nit‘atfah glimah shehora shel dimdumei sheqi’ah)

ocouarwnE

Case: metaphor

Type of pattern: compound

Explicitation of meaning: three metaphorical images

Structure of meaning: four lexical units

Social-cultural significance: none

Description of image: The translator is personifying a physical space (Midaqg Alley),
which is rolling up itself with an abstract substance (the color of light).

TM2: The sun began to set and Midag Alley was veiled in the brown hues of the glow.??®

ocoarwnE

Case: metaphor

Type of pattern: compound

Explicitation of meaning: one image

Structure of meaning: four lexical units

Social-cultural significance: none

Description of image: The translator is using an abstract substance (color of light) as a
physical material (cloth) to impose a physical movement (covering) on a physical
space (Midaq Alley).

226 Mahfouz, Zugaq al-Midag, 5.
227 gchriver, Simtah be-Kahir, 5.
228 |_e Gassick, Midaq Alley, 1.



Figure 1

The Arabic Source Metaphor:
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Figure 2
The Hebrew Translation:
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Figure 3

The English Translation:

[The sun began to set and {\Midaq Alley\ \was veiled\} \in the brown hues\ of the

\glow\}].

Midaqg Alleywas veiled in the brown hues of the glow
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From comparing the metaphorical structure in figure 1 and its Hebrew translation
in figure 2, | found that the metaphorical frame before and after translation has undergone
the same conceptual and linguistic process. The translator adapted the SM image in his
translation by composing its counterparts into the TL. The overall result is a considerable
equivalent translation between the two metaphorical images.

However, the comparison account at the lexical level, or to be more specific at
word option, shows that the metaphorical picture in the original image was taken a little
earlier than in the target image. The shift in time is very important in the original,
especially if we learn from the context that the race between day and night influences the
actions and interactions among the characters in the story. That is, daytime represents the
good side of people’s life, whereas nighttime represents the dark side of people’s life in
Midag Alley. To illustrate more, the word “s|,ew” which reflects the color at the
beginning of the afterglow during sunset in the original Gl Gl ) <aill 5 ccuiall Cudl (uadl)
Csall (385 (e ¢l e ADE 87 §s a feminine adjective driven from “s,5.” which means the
grayish color between black and white; whereas its supposedly Hebrew corresponding

word “7MnY” in the target metaphor “ 7MW 772°%3 7HLYNI PTAPR NVRDY MNW? INVI WHWH

TYPW-"mTAT YW is also a feminine adjective driven from “nnw” but it means complete
darkness or blackness.

Perhaps such a micro-level analysis is not of a big concern for standard target
readers, but it could make a significant difference for professional readership, especially
if we know that throughout the story, as in this particular metaphor, color was very
important element for the sequence of events. For elevating the level of equivalence in

the Hebrew version, the translator should have used a target lexical unit that contains



equal semantic implication to the source lexical unit. For example, the word “n"7ox”
(’afrurit) which means grayish-ness or ashen-ness, properly would be the Hebrew

2

counterpart for the Arabic word “s! e~ Therefore, the Hebrew translation should be
read as “v pw MINT YW N27100KR 71073 DLYNI PTAYR NV 217V NVl whw:.”

Likewise, the procedure in the English account, the diagram in figure 3 shows that
the translator adopted the same image produced in the SM, although the metaphorical
dimension was reduced from three images in the SL to only one in the TM. However,
this metaphorical reduction was not a result of translation defect but because of the
linguistic associations between Arabic and English are far from agreeing on allowing
such conceptual anomaly in the SL to happen in the TL.

To approach the problem of conceptual restriction between the SL and the TL in
this example, | first suggest dividing the SM expression before translation to one major
metaphorical frame image and a few allegorical elements. Those elements, or what |
shall call minor images, contribute additional aesthetic bonuses to the major image that
formulates the whole metaphorical expression. Second, during translation, the translator
should adopt the major image frame and carefully delete those aesthetical bonuses which
in the TL are not acceptable. To explain more, during translating of the Arabic metaphor
Coag all (383 e el pen AN 8 Gaall (38 ) Caill 5 ccunall @il uelll” into English, the translator
realized that the underlined units of meaning ‘4>’ (light underwear) and “<i\” (to veil)
carry sophisticated metaphorical detail that is not going to fit in the TM due to conceptual
intolerance in the TL. To solve this problem, he changed the syntax of the verb “ill”
from active in the SM to passive in the TM. He then crossed out the lexical unit “4>e”

from the conceptual structure of the TM “the sun began to set and Midaq Alley (was



veiled) in the brown (...) hues of the glow.” In spite of changing the linguistic structure
in the TM affected the metaphorical depiction and reduced the metaphorical meaning
from three images in the SL to only one image in the TL, the English translator was very
successful in achieving a higher level of equivalence by producing more or less the same

SM image and function in the TM.



Model 3

SM: 4wl 5 )l e (313 % (dhaga mararat al-khayba)

ok~ E

TM1: niann MARE DANA YIRS 7Y X2 DynD

Case: metaphor

Type of pattern: compound

Explicitation of meaning: two metaphorical images

Structure of meaning: three lexical units

Social-cultural significance: none

Description of image: The author ascribes sensory substance (bitterness) to emotive
(emotion). The metaphorical picture depicts the state of disappointment that the
character has been experiencing through his miserable life as if he was eating
bitterness all the time.

230 (kim‘at ba’ ‘ad ye’ush mehmat h’akhzvot

harabot)

oakrwdE

TM2: He had tasted the bitterness of disappointment.

ocoarwnE

Case: metaphor

Type of pattern: primary

Explicitation of meaning: one metaphorical image

Structture of meaning: two lexical units

Social-cultural significance: none

Description of image: The translator ascribes the substance of movement (x2) to
emotive (vx°). The character has come at the edge of despair because of the many
disappointments he has been experiencing through his life.

231

Case: metaphor

Type of pattern: compound

Explicitation of meaning: two metaphorical images

Structure of meaning: three lexical units

Social-cultural significance: none

Description of image: The translator ascribes sensory substance (bitterness) to
emotive (emotion). The metaphorical picture depicts the state of disappointment that
the character has been experiencing through his miserable life as if he was eating
bitter all the time.

229 Mahfouz, Zugaq al-Midag, 11.
230 schriver, Simtah be-Kahir, 11.
231 e Gassick, Midaq Alley, 10.



Figure 1
The Arabic Source Metaphor:
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Figure 2
The Hebrew Translation:
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Figure 3

The English Translation:

[He had /tasted/ the {/bitterness / of /disappointment/}]

tasted the bitterness of disappointment
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One conclusion that can obviously be drawn by comparing the outline of the SM
in figure 1 to the outline of the Hebrew TM in figure 2 is that although the procedure was
to translate metaphor by metaphor, the conceptual shift that occurred during the process
of transferring has affected the nature of meaning in the TL. As a consequence, the
allegorical dimension of meaning was reduced from two metaphorical images in the SM
to one in the TM. The impact of such a conceptual reduction on translation also affects
the level of equivalence and reduces it from fuller to partial equivalence.

According to the information in figure 2, | see the failure in achieving a fuller
equivalence in the TM is attributed to the failure in decoding the semantic structure of the
SM. To revise his translation, the Hebrew translator tried to approximate the

metaphorical disparity between the SL and the TL by adding non-metaphorical items to

the TM “mana maroRa nnnm Wk 79 X2 vynd” (He almost despaired due to the many

disappointments). From this additional meaning we can learn that the translator was

more concerned about the comprehension of his target reader than with maintaining the
beauty of the metaphorical picture itself.

However, instead of creating a new metaphorical expression in the TL that is less
allegorical than the SM, the translator could have achieved a fuller equivalence if he just
tried to reproduce the same image of the SM in the TL. In my view, since semantic
associations of Arabic and Hebrew in this particular example are very close, a simple
word-for-word translation is going to reflect a fuller equivalence in the TL. Therefore,
the Arabic metaphor “4xall 3, (313” would be translated into Hebrew as“ 2w m»ni avo
7arRT” (ta‘am  ha-mrirut shel ha-’akhzavah) (He had tasted the bitterness of

disappointment).



Examining the structure of metaphor in figure 1 and its translation in figure 3, on
the other hand, the translator’s technique was to reproduce the same source metaphorical
expression in the TL by violating the same semantic and conceptual rules that had been
violated in the SL. This procedure, as the study has mentioned earlier in this chapter, was
explained by Kade as one-to-one correspondence in both semantic and conceptual
systems between the SL and TL. This means that in order to have an identical
metaphorical image in both SL and TL, the translator will have to violate the governing
rules of the target language the same way that the author had violated the governing rules
of the source language.

To conclude the analysis of this example, we have two different techniques for
treating metaphor in translation. The first was in the Hebrew version, in which in addition
to the metaphorical function, the translator was trying to capture as much as possible
from the image of the SM by translating metaphor for metaphor plus sense. The result
was different metaphorical pictures with an equal message, and therefore the translation
is considered to be partially equivalent. The second technique suggested by the English
translator was a word-for-word translation. The aim is to reconstruct a TM that can
compile both image and function by matching the units of meaning in the SM with their
counterparts in the TL. Because he was successful in decoding the components of the
structural meaning in the SM, and also finding and recoding their counterparts in the TL,
the English translator was able to achieve a fuller equivalence at both the levels of form

and content.



Model 4

SM: audls gl mad agiad a3 s AN pae ¢ a?®(tajarra‘a ghasas al-’alam hata
takhayala li‘aynayhi shabah al-jaza‘ wa-Ibaram)

Case: metaphor

Type of pattern: primary

Explicitation of meaning: one metaphorical image

Structure of meaning: three lexical units

Social-cultural significance: none

Description of image: Ascribing the substance of a physical entity (food) to a physical
emotive (pain). The author is depicting misery as a terrible type of food that the
character was eating all the time until he completely lost the shadow of hope and
began to surrender to the imagined ghosts of despair and impatience.

ogakrwdE

TM1: Metaphor was deleted during the translation into Hebrew.

TM2: Metaphor was deleted during translation into English.

2 Mahfouz, Zugaq al-Midag, 11.
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By comparing the original story to its translations into Hebrew and English, 1
found that the SM has been omitted during translations. In other words, neither the
Hebrew nor the English translator had tried to tackle the author’s allegorical depiction in
their translated versions. From my point of view, since some languages accept the
recurrence of sentences and words, while others do not tolerate such repetition, omitting a

word or a sentence during translation is a very useful strategy for maintaining the writing



style between the source and the target language. In this regard, | strongly encourage
translators to delete as much as possible of those recurring words or sentences as long as
the deletion is not vital to the content of the original text, and it is not going to affect the
comprehension of the target reader of the conveyed meaning. However, in terms of
metaphoric translation, as | have stated in a previous example, that deletion should not be
looked upon as a strategy of translation since metaphor is the mirror that reflects the
aesthetic value of any literary composition. In fact, | emphasize that deletion helps only
in matching the stylistic rules of writing and composition between the SL and the TL, and
therefore 1 do not recommend it as a major procedure of translation of figurative
language.

Therefore, omitting the SM from the English and the Hebrew versions was not the
right decision. From decoding the structural meaning of the Arabic metaphor, | realize
that the semantic associations between the components of meaning in the SL and their
counterparts are not far to seek in both Hebrew and English. In Hebrew, the semantic
relationships between Arabic and Hebrew are very closely related so that each element of
meaning in the SM has a counterpart in the TL, and so the attempt for decoding the SM
and recoding it in the TL was quite simple. Therefore, instead of omitting the Arabic
metaphor “a_l 5 & sall zad 4gied WAS s AV aat ¢ a5 the translation should reproduce
the same image by a target image that has a fuller equivalence at all levels of forms and
content, such as in “m" Y2 MY IRIT PTW DR IR TV IRM PIRI” ( ne’enaq mi-ke’ev
‘ad she-ra’ah et shedi dika’on ve-shi‘amum be‘eynei ruho).

As for English, the chance for a fuller equivalence is a bit difficult since the

semantic structure in English does not tolerate such a conceptual deviation presented in



the SM. We already learned from a previous chapter (3.7.1) that structural inconsistency
between SL and TL such as semantic, syntactical, and conceptual structure is an expected
fact, especially if both languages are not from the same family, as in the case of Arabic
and English. To approach this issue in translation, | have observed several techniques
through this study that can be put to use for translators to deal with structural
disagreement in metaphoric translation. One possible method is to simply give up the
notion of conceptual equivalence and focus only on functional equivalence. This method
was introduced by Nida as “Dynamic equivalence,” in which the translation is designed
to produce an effective equivalence rather than a structural equivalence.”®®* The TM
should affect the target reader that same way that the SM affects its original reader.

234 in which the translator

Another suggestion was introduced by Kade as “one-to-many
can express the idea that was presented in a single expression in the SM by a group of
expressions in the TL. Also, Newmark suggests that the translator canexplicate the
untranslatable part of meaning in the metaphorical picture by producing the same
metaphor combined with sense.?®>  However, for the purpose of equivalence at all
levels, we need a TM that echoes both the form and content of the original metaphor. To
achieve that goal, | suggest keeping the SM image and deleting only those untranslatable
item(s) or phrase(s) from the original metaphorical expression, then recovering the
missing part (S) with more or less equal units in the TL. To put such suggestion to
examination, the Arabic metaphor “.s_l s g Jal) zed 4xial WAS Jia AY) jaad ¢ 2% might

be translated into English as: “The pain that he was forced to gulp down choked him until

233 Chapter 2 section 2.2.1
2% Chapter 2 section 2.2.3
2% Chapter 3 section 4.3.2



he saw the ghosts of despondency and resignation with his own eyes.” By this
translation, | was able to reproduce almost the same metaphorical form and content of the
SM, except that | had to change the active voice of the Arabic verb “¢ »»3 to passive in

the English by explaining its meaning “was forced to gulp down.”

Model 5
SM: Jalll Jilas i 2% (wa-tagaddamat jahafil al-layli)

1- Case: metaphor

2-Type of pattern: primary

3- Explicitation of meaning: one metaphorical image

4- Structure of meaning: three lexical units

5- Social-cultural significance: none

6- Description of image: The author is depicting the night as an army amassed, drawing
heavily onward, using its forces of time and darkness to impose the quietness on Midaq
alley.

TM1: wona 7257 o7pna 723%%

(kevar hitgadem ha-laylah bemasa‘o)

1- Case: metaphor

2- Type of pattern: primary

3- Explicitation of meaning: two metaphorical images

4- Structure of meaning: three lexical units

5- Social-cultural significance: none

6- Description of image: The translator depicts the journey of the night as continuing
until it reaches its peak, so that everyone in Midaq Alley is compelled to return each to
his home.

TM2: It was very late now?*®

1- Case: literal phrase

2-Type of pattern: none

3- Explicitation of meaning: none

4- Structure of meaning: three lexical units

5- Social-cultural significance: none

6- Description of image: The time is very late.

236 Mahfouz, Zugag al-Midag, 14.
237 Schriver, Simtah be-Kahir, 14.
2%8 Mahfouz, Midaqg Alley, 13.
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Figure 2
The Hebrew Translation:
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Figure 3
The English Translation:

[It was very late now]

It was very latenow
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From comparing the original metaphorical picture in figure 1 to its Hebrew
translation in figure 2, | noticed that although the metaphorical image before and after
translation has been portrayed differently, the form and content in each metaphorical
expression deliver the same message. This means that the translator is using the concept

of the original image as a database to construct a parallel TM image that affects its target

A 4

Normal

reader the same way that the SM has affected its original reader.




At the functional level, the Hebrew translation was successful because the
semantic relationships between the essential components of meaning in both Arabic and
Hebrew allow for an equal understanding of the metaphorical message, and hence
equivalence at the functional level was not difficult to accomplish during translation.
However, equivalence at the conceptual level seems to be a bit of concern since the
conceptual system in Hebrew will not tolerate such an anomaly as produced in the Arabic
SM. To treat the issue of conceptual restriction, the translator employed the metaphorical
concept upon which the SM was conceptually structured to create a similar TM
expression that is no less allegorical than the SM at both levels conceptual and
informative.

To explain more on the procedure of translation used in figure 2, it is necessary to
focus on the metaphorical image during the process of translation and realize the
metaphorical shift took place before and after translation. According to the nature of
meaning in figures 1 and 2, the mapping between the semantic domains involved in
creating the structural meaning of each metaphor does not entirely violate the governing
rules of its language. Therefore, the created anomaly at the conceptual level before and
after translation has only a minor influence on the metaphorical meaning of each
metaphor. To take advantage of such minor violation, the Hebrew translator kept the
non-metaphorical units (Jdl) «=wa) in his translation through their Hebrew counterparts
(7297 «a7pnn), and replaced the metaphorical unit (Jiss) by a different Hebrew unit
(von). By doing so, he was not only successful in achieving functional equivalence, but
also in maintaining an equally poetic depiction by creating a TM image that is no less

aesthetic than in the original.



As for the English translation in figure 3, the applied procedure was paraphrasing
metaphor into sense. | have explained in previous analyses that when there is a linguistic
contradiction or conceptual restriction between the SM and the TL, the translator might
think of converting metaphor into sense. However, since most translators favor the
function of meaning at the expense of the allegorical dimension of meaning, the impact
of paraphrasing on metaphoric translation is severe and therefore not desired. Moreover,
since figurative writing is what really distinguishes literary work from other writing,
losing such a factor in translation will not only distort the original work, but also will
prevent the target reader from being aware of the values of language and culture from
where the SM has been translated. Given the circumstances, | ask translators to limit the
strategy of paraphrasing as much as possible, especially in metaphorical translation.

To understand the problem in the English translation, the investigation shows that
the translator has overexposed the figurative meaning of the original metaphor during
translating, and as a consequence the figurative meaning was completely lost after
translation. To revise the English translation in figure 3, the translator should have
challenged the poetical mind of the author and invented a parallel metaphoric atmosphere
that combines both concept and content of the original metaphor. For instance, instead of
paraphrasing the Arabic SM “dilll Jilaa <38 jnto sense as in figure 3, I suggest to
reproduce the same picture in the TL as in “A host of armies amassed of the night
advanced on Midaq Alley.” By such revision, I achieved a fuller metaphorical
equivalence at all levels, except for the implicit meaning of the word “Jis>” became

explicit in English “a host of armies amassed.”



Model 6

SM: Lesidl 8 daeliia 43lalS & a #*%(wa jarat kalimatuhu mutanaghimatan fi *udhnayha)

ok~ E

TM1: 7299 aPamd 7°1RY 2on%pn P27 vh

Case: metaphor

Type of pattern: primary

Explicitation of meaning: one metaphorical image

Structure of meaning: four lexical units

Social-cultural significance: none

Description of image: The harmony streamed out of his words and overflowed her
sense of hearing with joyfulness.

9 (hayu devrav megalhim le’oznehah ke-

manginah ‘arevah)

TM2: Hamidah was delighted to hear his words.

ocoarwnE

ogakrwdE

Case: simile

Type of pattern: none

Explicitation of meaning: none

Structure of meaning: five lexical units

Social-cultural significance: none

Description of image: His words streamed into her ears like a lovely melody.

241

Case: literal phrase

Type of pattern: none

Explicitation of meaning: none

Structure of meaning: four lexical units

Social-cultural significance: none

Description of image: She was delighted to hear his words.

9 Mahfouz, Zugag al-Midaq, 105.
249 schriver, Simtah be-Kahir, 96.
241 e Gassick, Midaq Alley, 120.



Figure 1

The Arabic Source Metaphor:
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Figure 2

The Hebrew Translation:
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Figure 3

The English Translation:

[{\Hamidah\ was \delighted\ \to hear\ \nis words\}]

Hamedahwas delighted to hear his words
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From the information given by the tree diagrams in figures 1 and 2 we can see
that the translation technique used in Hebrew is changing metaphor to simile. Such a
technique had been introduced as one of Newmark’s (1984) suggestions for translating
stock metaphors.?* | have also distinguished between metaphor and simile in a previous
chapter (4.3.3) in which metaphor is an implicit comparison between two objects,
whereas in simile, the comparison is explicit.**

By looking closely at the Hebrew translation in figure 2, the translator has used
the preposition “mn>” (like) to express the similarity between the state of feeling a great
pleasure when hearing “»1111 M12°7” and “7127 71°211.” In other words, the translator here
is explicitly comparing the impact of hearing (the tone of a lovely melody) “m27y 71n”
to the impact of (the sweet meaning of a charming speech) “°1°11 712°7” on the listener;
and the point of similarity is that in both cases the ears are delightfully actinglike a
channel for the emitted sound.

From a figurative point of view, metaphor is always more sophisticated than
simile in terms of constructing, understanding, and also translating. The Arabic metaphor
in figure 1 and its Hebrew simile version in figure 2 are very likely portraying the same
figurative picture. However, the imaginative element portrayed in the Arabic metaphor
seems to be much more expressive than in the Hebrew simile. This indicates that the
capacity of the conceptual system in Arabic allows the author to draw his metaphorical
concept on one image, whereas in Hebrew, the translator has to join two separate images
in order to correspond to the idea produced by the author in the SM. To illustrate more

on this point, the nature of the structural meaning in the SM “lgidl 3 datlite 43l & o 57

242 Chapter 3 section 4.3.2
243 Chapter 3 section 3.3.1



shows that the allegorical focus was distributed equally among the lexical units
constructing the meaning of only one image “his words come in harmony to her ears.” In
contrast, the allegorical focus in the Hebrew simile “;727¥ 713115 mIng? 2nopn 1727 va”
was divided among two separate images ‘iKY o°n2pn 127 a7 (the flowing of his
words into the ears) and “727y 712117 (the pleasant melody.)

Although converting metaphor to simile is a common alternative tactical
maneuver to get around the untranslatability of some metaphors, I do not recommend it
as a proper solution for metaphorical translation. I am not proposing to underestimate the
value of such strategy in translation. In fact, despite the allegorical disparity between
metaphor and simile, the figurative frame in the SL before translation will certainly
remain in the TL after translation. However, since one of the major objects in this study
is to improve the methods used by the translator for treating metaphor, the translator
should have attempted to render metaphor by metaphor but not simile. Given the fact that
that conceptual borderline between the two figures of speech is so complicated, | believe
the best fit equivalent translation to the Arabic metaphor “leial (8 daclite 45K & ja 9 into
Hebrew would be “/Pink Tin% mamn2 a7 mn” (v-zarmu devrav beharmonya letokh
’oznehah).

In the other part of our analysis, the English translator in figure 3 has converted
the metaphorical expression into sense. | already have expressed my concern about the
effectiveness of paraphrasing in literary translation, especially in metaphoric translation.
| claim that paraphrasing metaphor into sense will divest the figurative meaning of the
SM of its conceptual dimension. In the long run, this is not only going to affect the

quality of translation and make it boring in the eyes of its readers, but also will lower



both quality and quantity of the literary values of the source materials. Therefore,
students of translation and professionals should avoid paraphrasing as much as possible
when treating metaphor in translation.

As for elevating the level of equivalent of the English translation, the nature of
meaning in the SM shows that the metaphorical image in Arabic was original or newly
invented. The metaphorical structure before and after translation also shows that the
semantic associations between Arabic and English in this example are very closely
related. Therefore to achieve a fuller equivalence, | suggest reproducing the same SM
image in the TL, or at least creating a target image that captures the message as well as
the idea of the original. By maintaining the semantic correspondence between the units
of meaning in the SL and their counterparts in the TL, | believe that instead of the current
rendering in figure 3 “Hamidah was delighted to hear his words,” the approximate
equivalent to the Arabic SM “lesdl & daeliia 43K & a7 in English would be “His words
were a sweet melody to her ears.”

Before closing the analysis of this example, both methods, converting metaphor
into simile and paraphrasing metaphor into sense, were successful only for achieving the
metaphorical function. That is, the target readers in Hebrew and English receive an equal
understanding of the message produced by the Arabic metaphor. However, in terms of
conceptual equivalence, the analysis shows that neither of the two translations
corresponds allegorically to the SM in the scale of equivalence, although the Hebrew
version seems conceptually larger in scope than the English in terms of figurative

depiction.



Model 7

SM: Laaxedll 4adal 5 2 (wa ahlamah al-bahimiya)

ok~ E

TM1: 0»nn27 Pnmbm

ogakrwdE

Case: metaphor

Type of pattern: primary

Explicitation of meaning: one metaphorical image

Structure of meaning: two lexical units

Social-cultural significance: none

Description of image: Ascribing inhuman entity (animal behavior) to human abstract
(dream). The author embodies the sexual attitude of the character into animal
behavior when it comes to carnal lust.

245 (va-halomotav ha-bhemiyim)

Case: metaphor

Type of pattern: primary

Explicitation of meaning: one metaphorical image

Structure of meaning: three lexical units

Social-cultural significance: none

Description of image: Ascribing inhuman quality (animal behavior) to human
characteristic (dream). The metaphorical picture is the embodiment of the character’s
attitude in an animal quality in terms of savageness and senselessness.

TM2: His lecherous dreams 246

ocoarwnE

Case: literal expression

Type of pattern: none

Explicitation of meaning: none

Structure of meaning: three lexical unites

Social-cultural significance: none

Description of image: The character has been characterized by being lustful.

244 Mahfouz, Zugag al-Midaq, 125.
2%% Schriver, Simtah be-Kahir, 112.
248 |_e Gassick, Midaq Alley, 143.
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Figure 2
The Hebrew Translation:
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Figure 3
The English Translation:

[{/lecherous / / dreams/}]

His lecherousdreams

Y/ N

lecherous dream
/Lewd, Goals,
lustful, evil WiSh,_
intention. sleeping
visions.
- } }
Metaphysical Metaphysical

A 4

Normal

By studying the analysis of the SM expression in figure 1 and its Hebrew
translation in figures 2, it is obvious that the translator’s technique was to adapt the whole
image of the SM by a literal transferring of its units of meaning from the SL to the TL.
In my perspective, adaptation during translation is a successful strategy when there is no
correspondence between the SL and the TL in a particular unit of speech. 1 also consider
adaptation as a useful educational tool that helps the translator introduce the taste of a

foreign culture to his target readers and enrich the lexical treasure and culture of the TL.



However, in order for adaptation to be more appreciated, translators must supply an
elaboration or footnotes to their target readers to prevent them from being confused or
puzzled.

However, since the aim of translation is not only to create a linguistic
correspondence between two expressions, but also to present a conceptual depiction, |
emphasize that word-for-word adoption is not a practical strategy for translating
metaphorical speech. Considering the metaphorical meaning in figures 2 “ 1Pnmom
o»n27” (animalistic dreams) it is clear that the translator has adapted the same
metaphorical image through only lexical matching between the SL and the TL; the result
of which is a TM that captured neither the meaning nor the message of the SM. To
elaborate further, the Arabic context shows that the use of the word “4x¢” comes
precisely to highlight the similarity between the character and animals in relation to
sexual desire. However in the TM, the semantic propriety of the selected Hebrew
counterpart ‘0»n12’° refers to animal aspects in general (body, eating, life, sex, etc.) From
the comparison, we can see that the conceptual registry in Hebrew zooms out the
metaphorical content from specific to general, and hence the original meaning is lost and
metaphorical comprehension becomes awkward in the TL.

To revise the Hebrew translation, since literal adaptation to the SM image in the
TL would distort the original meaning in the TL, | suggest adapting only the
metaphorical idea. In other words, the adaptation should be shifted from the metaphorical
form to the allegorical content. Thus, the Arabic metaphor “4xedl 43l would be
adopted in Hebrew as “nvnr »nm>n” halomotav h-zmyot). My only concern about this

translation is that the implicit meaning of the Arabic word “=x2.” becomes explicit in



Hebrew “7n1.” This might affect equivalence at the figurative level, but at the function
level, the Hebrew reader will have as much comprehension as the Arabic reader.

Studying the English translation, on the other hand, the tree diagrams in figures 1
and 3 show that the metaphorical picture in the SM has been stripped of its figurative
dimension into a literal sense in the TL. | have mentioned before that paraphrasing is not
appreciated in metaphoric translation, especially if the rules in the TL allow for
reproducing the same image and content produced in the SL. Instead of paraphrasing,
translators should seek to maintain both form and content of the SM by reconstructing
their conceptual and linguistic components in the TL.

To maximize the degree of equivalence in figure 3, given that the semantic
associations between Arabic and English are very closely related, the translator should
have tried to restore the TM image in the TL by deconstructing the SM expression and
relocating its components of meaning in the TL. That is, the Arabic metaphor « 4eJ\a]
420¢31” should be rendered into English as “His carnal dreams.” In this attempt, the word
‘dreams’ corresponds to “a2ai” and the word “carnal” corresponds to “4sx” and the

overall result is a TM that conveys a fuller equivalent at both levels form and content.



Model 8

SM: by 36 30 ilus Y *(13 tasluqi al-zuqaq bi-lisanik)

ok~ E

TM: 91Ww% WR2 70707 DR *9Wwn X

ogakrwdE

Case: metaphor

Type of pattern: primary

Explicitation of meaning: one metaphorical image

Structure of meaning: two lexical units

Social-cultural significance: yes*®

Description of image: Using the tongue as a weapon to scold others.

249(>al tidrfi et ha-simtah be-"esh leshonekh)

Case: metaphor

Type of pattern: primary

Explicitation of meaning: one metaphorical image

Structure of meaning: two lexical units

Social-cultural significance: none

Description of image: Comparing the tongue of an angry woman during an argument
to the tongue of a blazed fire, and the point of similarity is the damage to whatever
they reach.

TM2: Don’t slander the alley like that®*°

ocoarwnE

Case: literal phrase

Type of pattern: none

Explicitation of meaning: none

Structure of meaning: two lexical units
Social-cultural significance: none
Description of image: no figurative image

24T Mahfouz, Zugag al-Midag, 27.
248 The Qur’an 33:)4.

249 schriver, Simtah be-Kahir, 25.
250 | e Gassick, Midaq Alley, 29.
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Figure 2
The Hebrew Translation:
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Figure 3

The English Translation:

[Don’t slander the alley like that]

Don’tslander the alley

AN

don’t slander alley
Negative False and A narrow
command injurious passage or way
prohibiting statement about n a_Clty, as
something something. dlStII:]C'[ from a
| \publlc street.
Physical Physical Physical
4 l v
Event Event Entities
v

Normal

~

_/



Unlike all the previously examined metaphorical models, the SM expression in
this example contains additional nonverbal connotations that signify a culture-specific
implication related to a religious event in the source culture. Earlier in this chapter
(section 3), I have explained that the most accomplished degree of equivalence when
translating a culture-specific metaphor is a TM that compiles more or less the form and
content of the SM in the TL, but not the cultural heritage associated with the SM.

The metaphorical image in figure 1 “oldb Bl (literally: to boil something by
the tongue) is a dead metaphor used to convey the meaning of lashing out at someone.
The significance of this metaphor in the source culture is religious and rooted in the Holy
Quran. The idea behind the metaphorical image is to describe the attitude of the
hypocrites in certain events, such as the demand for sharing the booty following a war
with the actual Muslim fighters or Mujahedeen. Furthermore, the expression “gledl Gl
is widely used in spoken Arabic; its semantic connotation appears in most modern Arabic
dictionaries in one lexical unit as description of a vociferous person or termagant woman
during an angry conversation.

From the cultural perspective, no matter what the context of the source text, the
cultural referent of a metaphorical expression always remains the same in the SL. Unlike
in translation, the cultural importance of the original metaphor is always lost in the TL.
To explain my point, | have examined all metaphorical expressions that contain the same
image of “cludb 3Ll in the original story and compared them to their translated versions
into Hebrew and English. In terms of functional equivalence, regardless of the different
procedures used during translation, the metaphorical functions were equally delivered

from the SMs to the receivers in both TLs. However, in terms of conceptual equivalence,



the allegorical design of all the original metaphorical structures differs in the TL. |
assume that such metaphorical inconsistency in the TL is perhaps attributed to the
translator’s ignorance of the cultural association of the SM in the SL.

For example, by comparing the metaphorical form and content in figures 1 and 2,
despite the allegorical distance between the SM and the TM, the Hebrew image depicted
in “INWH WX "uROn DR 9TwN OXR’ very much carries the same functional impact as the
original ‘<lil.ly 383 i ¥ jn Arabic. That is, the Hebrew translator created a target
image that is allegorically different from the original, yet at the same time, the hidden
message behind the metaphorical meaning in both pictures still conveys the same content.

As for the English translation in figure 3, the translator has paraphrased the SM
into sense. Despite the effect of a paraphrasing strategy on metaphoric translation as |
have explained in previous models, the English version also suffers from semantic
miscomprehension of the structural meaning of the SM. A careful reading of the
components of meaning in the SM “cliluly 3E 30 &l ¥” shows that the translator has
misunderstood the semantic structure of the SM, and reconstructed its meaning
incorrectly in the TL as “don’t slander the Alley like that.” To elaborate further, the
character (Hamidah) in the SM was not uttering any slanderous statements about Midaq
Alley as the translator thought, but she was lashing out at her mother about the people of
Midag Alley. The reason for such a distinction between the conceptual structures of both
SL and TL is obviously attributed to lexical mismatching between the units of meaning
“sbds 3L and “slander.”

Furthermore, I have also mentioned that the metaphorical image “cbul Bls”

appeared in different places in the original story to express the same idea of lashing out at



someone or something. But in translation, the allegorical depiction in all TMs was never
the same in the TLs. For instance, in one place, the author employs the idea of Gl

Ol ag in “eluy o (il Ll 4ils o 25! (wa ’an taslughu bi-lisaniha salgan lan yansah)

to describe the reaction of an angry character (Hamidah) towards another character, as if

she is going to lash out at him so he will never ever forget such a moment. However, in

99252

the Hebrew translation “a?wh wow> ROwW 750 NWH-mwna 12 79°H%m (u-maslifah bo

bema‘anch-lashon shelah she-lo yishkehu le-‘olam), the translator has changed the image
of “oludy Bl to “Nwh-mivna 7°7xa%” in the TM. The difference between the two images is
that instead of the original idea of lashing out at him, the character according the Hebrew
image will sharply confute the other character by fluent and appropriate manner of

speech. Unlike in Hebrew, the English translator has converted the SM “leiludy 48l.3 into

sense “she would attack him so viciously that he would never forget her as long as he
lived.”®® This sort of unfolding of the figurative meaning of “clulls GL to its literal
meaning “attack viciously” in the TL reflects a fuller equivalence at the functional level,
but not at the conceptual.

Elsewhere in the story, the author also used the image “Olsll 3Ll to express the
idea of lashing out at someone during an argument « L 13} 558 8 L&Y &l 53 ) Covens
DMl el will® (Catahsabu ‘ani ’adhanu laka bi-linshadi fi qahwati ’idha ma

salagtani bi-lisanik al-gadhir). The Hebrew translator this time was slightly successful in

depicting the same SM in the TL 7w *IX oMM 100 DX 29Y 1NN aRW <72 2WT ANK 772 20

21 e Gassick, Midaq Alley, 157.
252 Schriver, Simtah be-Kahir, 141.
253 e Gassick, Midaq Alley, 180.
2% e Gassick, Midaq Alley, 9.



®ow aopa M 197%° (ve-khi ma ‘atah hoshev lekha, she-’im tiftah ‘alai ’et pikha ha-

mezoham ’ani marsheh lekha la-shir ba-gafaeh sheli?), except for the issue that is related
to semantic adjustment. To be precise in semantic terms, the lexical unit “< 5%’ or “my
café house” was translated into Hebrew as ““%w 19p” or my coffee. Likewise in English
“Do you think I am going to allow you to perform in my café if you are going to slander

»2®the translation also suffers from semantic misunderstanding.

me with your vile tongue,
The translator again is repeating the same mistake by using the word ‘slander’ instead of
‘lashing out at’ to correspond to the meaning of “Clwl 3l

From a different angle, the culture-specific elements in the TL play an important
role for functional translation. The Hebrew translator occasionally has replaced some
textual materials that are normal in the SL by materials that signify a culture-specific
value in the TL. Such a backward cultural specific rendering is not only beneficial for
achieving a great influence on the target recipient, but also for the enhancing the
comprehension of the source text in the TL. For example the original expression « s

99257

GBsaall 3l e vie jiaY) Lo s’ (wa tarahat ma‘bidaha al-’asfar ‘ind qadamayy al-

ghad al-marmiiq), she cast away her savings in the path of that long-awaited day, was

translated into Hebrew as “7nvi *237% 12 7729w 21a-23w nx 739wi”?8 (hishlikha et ‘egel-

hazahav she-‘avdah lo leraglay he-<atid), which means she cast away the golden-calf**®

[she-‘avdah lo] in the path of that long-awaited day. The Hebrew translator replaced the

character’s habit of worshipping money in the original picture by a target image that has

2% Schriver, Simtah be-Kahir, 9.
2% | e Gassick, Midaq Alley, 6.

%7 Mahfouz, Zugag al-Midaq, 170.
2%8 Schriver, Simtah be-Kahir, 153.
259 Exodus 32: 1-6.



a culture specific value to the Hebrew reader. The culture reference to the golden calf
that the Israelites made and worshipped during the exodus will have more impact on the
comprehension of the Hebrew reader and also corresponds very well to the author’s idea
of worshipping something undeservedly. In Another instance the Hebrew translator has
rendered the Arabic expression 2% « ) Ll jaa cuial Lalds 3l dxpa sl dagail] 3 yaall 4y ) sia

bl &l o8 you” (wa hafu bihi fi-lhujrati al-qadimati al-wadi‘ati ’alati talama *asghat

jidranuha ’ila samarihim al-wari‘i al-latif), they passed the evening celebrating with him
in the old modest room, whose walls so often echoed their pious and pleasant
conversation, into Hebrew as ““ m27 2°3w 77 71021 11 11°307 1720w 2020 11 2772 3M9Opn

7MN-1272 Mha omw oy bR vmwy”? (hegifuhu baheder ha-yashan veha-haviv she-

ktalav hiskeenu me’az u-mitamid zeh shaneem rabot li-shmo‘a ’el no‘am siham ba-lelot

be-divrei-torah.) The translator replaces the idea of pious and friendly discussions in the
source text with the culture specific experience of spiritual emotion that the Hebrew

readers feel when studying Torah.

4.8 Conclusion

The theoretical approach to the issue of metaphoric translatability in this chapter
highlights that understanding the linguistic rules of any metaphorical statement underlies
understanding its conceptual structure. Therefore, I claimed that decoding the semantic
structure of metaphor before translation is vital for determining the appropriate technique

for transferring its units of meaning into another language. To verify this statement, |

260 Mahfouz, Zugag al-Midag, 269.
261 Schriver, Simtah be-Kahir, 240.



have employed the nature of the metaphorical meaning to develop a schematic pattern
that can help to investigate the translatability of metaphor.

To expand the database of the research, my investigation includes the analysis of,
and the comparison to, the translation of several metaphorical models between three
languages. One of those languages, Hebrew, is related to the same language group of the
SL, and the other, English, is a member from a different family language group. Also
through the examination, | distinguished between a metaphorical structure that has only
verbal substance, and a metaphorical structure that has additional nonverbal substance.
Metaphors of the first type have been identified by the term “normal metaphor” and
metaphors of the other type by the term “abnormal metaphor.” Drawing upon the
analytical account of each model, | found it absolutely true that when those substances
were only verbal, transferring the metaphorical meaning from the SL to the TL was easier
and the level of equivalence was higher. However, when the metaphorical structure
included additional non-verbal substances, then transferring the metaphorical meaning
became difficult and the level of equivalence appeared lower.

Moreover, the approach and the analysis of the metaphorical models in the SL and
their versions in the TLs show that the governing linguistic and conceptual rules in
Arabic are very similar to those of Hebrew and English. This means that the
metaphorical mechanisms of all languages in this examination, for the most part, also
functioned in the same way. On the basis of this information, unlike in most random
translation strategies the study has come across in this analysis, where the figurative
value of the SM appeared less allegorical in the TLs, | emphasize that elevating the level

of equivalence between the SM and the TM requires the translator to carefully examine



the conceptual register of the units of meaning in the source language and make sure that
the semantic connotations of these units agree with the lexical database of their
counterparts in the target language.

Furthermore, when dealing with abnormal metaphors, in which the metaphorical
expression is a combination of verbal and non-verbal components, | stress that for
decoding non-verbal substances such as cultural significance, the translator should
navigate two parallel strategies at the same time, cognitive linguistic and culture
entailments. In the first strategy, as | have explained earlier based on the linguistic view
of metaphor, the translator should tackle the verbal substances of the SM by decoding its
conceptual structure and finding the accurate target counterparts to its components of
meaning in the TL. Then when reconstructing the SM in the TL, the translator should
endeavor to violate the same governing rules in the TL that have been violated in the SL
in order to recode the metaphorical components of his TM the same way that the SM was
coded in the SL. However, in the second strategy, when handling the cultural
significance, the analysis shows that the cultural heritage, encompassed by the SM cannot
be passed over to the TL by a coded TM. In such a scenario, the translator must educate
the target reader about the significance of the SM in the source culture by supplementing
his translation with a glossary, or adding a footnote.

In regard to the question of equivalence, the investigation proves that in these
examples metaphorical equivalence always exists between the SL and TL. However, it is
the level of equivalence that is never found to be absolute, but either fuller by keeping

both form and content or partial by keeping only one of these two structural elements.



By structural form | mean syntax and semantics, and by content | refer to meaning and
function.

Beside the form and content of all metaphorical models that | have examined,
culture-specific and social background components were added obstacles that influenced
metaphorical equivalence across languages. In my analysis | demonstrate that while both
Hebrew and English translators were successful in maintaining the conceptual and the
linguistic structures of the Arabic SM, they could not preserve the cultural heritage
associated with it. On the basis of such observation, | profess that metaphorical
equivalence is problematic in translation if and only if it is culture-specific. Otherwise,
the level of metaphorical equivalence is left to the translator’s skills and knowledge of
both languages.

Finally, we have learned that an effective translation is measured by making the
target reader unable to recognize whether the text in hand is a translation or original. In
this regard, | found backward culture-specific rendering is a very useful technique for
making the translation more effective in the eyes of its target reader. This can be achieved
by replacing some of the source text materials with target text materials that have culture

significance in the TL, as in the Hebrew version.



Chapter Five

Conclusion

5.1 Summary

Though many scholars have tackled the issue of equivalence in translation
generally, | have found only one scholar whose method is relevant to my proposal and is
beneficial for further research toward maximizing the level of metaphorical equivalence
between the SL and the TL. Introduced by Kade (1968), this method advocates breaking
the whole text into smaller units. Considering this method, it is difficult to treat the
whole text as one unit during translation, since each language has its own unique
linguistic system that functions differently from other languages. To avoid such a
linguistic complexity, this method proposes that any part of a text or word is the kernel
from which the text is built as a whole. Therefore, the translator should first break the
original text into units before selecting the “optimal equivalent” to integrate these units in
the TL in order to create an integrated TT as a whole.?*?

Methodologically speaking, this theory is very useful in distinguishing the
metaphorical expressions from other textual materials in the original text. Additionally, it
is very supportive for decoding the structural components of the metaphorical models
before translation, detecting the metaphorical shift during translation, and finally judging
the metaphorical equivalence after translation.

The study continues by analyzing the concept of figurative language and

distinguishes between literal and figurative meaning. As the approach focuses on

262 Edwin Gentzler, Contemporary Translation Theories (New York: Routledge, 1993),
68.



metaphor, | explore the concept that metaphor is a sophisticated subject mingled between
two sources, thought and language, so that achieving a fuller level of equivalence in
metaphoric translation requires a specific analysis of the form and content of these two
sources in the original metaphor. Richards (1981) pointed out that the content of thought,
or the conceptual structuring of metaphor, is the mental process in which the human
conceptual system involves two thoughts of different ideas interacting to produce a new
meaning that is a consequence of their interaction. For the linguistic form of metaphor,
Kittay (1987) stated that our conceptual system is shaped by the linguistic rules of our
language, and as a result any metaphorical structures or concepts are also controlled by
the rules of syntax, semantics, and morphology.

Having argued that form and content are both essential elements in producing the
metaphorical expression within a particular language and also the major obstacles for its
translation into another language, the study continues to draw more attention to the issue
of metaphorical equivalence as a major problem in translation. This dissertation touches
theoretically on the correlation between translation and metaphor in terms of their
mechanism of operation as methods of communication. In short, both subjects,
translation and metaphor, are more or less a matter of coding and decoding of an
informative content from one place to another. To put it differently, during the process of
translation, two equivalent messages are involved in two different codes.”®® The
translator’s task is to decode the content of the source message received from the source
text, recode it, and transmit it into the target language. Likewise in the mechanism of

metaphor, creating metaphorical expression requires the speaker to rely on his conceptual

263 Roman Jakobson, "On linguistic Aspects of Translation," in The Translation Studies
Reader, ed. Lawrence Venuti (New York: Routledge, 2000), 138.



system in breaking the rules of reality to code the intended deep meaning of his utterance.
On the contrary in understanding metaphor, the listener relies on his conceptual system to
decode the unreality of the surface meaning carried by the speaker’s utterance in order to
interpret the hidden meaning behind his utterance.

Fundamentally speaking, translators must clearly understand the relationships
between the linguistic and conceptual components constructing the metaphorical meaning
in its source language and their linguistic and conceptual associations in the target
language. From the method | have formulated, translators can learn how to identify and
outline the structure of a given metaphorical expression. Also, it teaches the translator
how to employ the nature of meaning to suggest treatments of the linguistic and
conceptual dimensions that exacerbate the problem of metaphorical equivalence in
translation. A comparison and analysis of the translation of several metaphorical models
from Arabic into Hebrew and English results in two observations:

First, though it is ineffectual to suggest that unique principles exist for treating
metaphor in translation, the highest level of equivalence in translating metaphorical
expressions is only achieved by retaining as much as possible the structural essence from
the SM. To highlight this point, the intrinsic nature of the metaphorical meaning in the
SM is what primarily determines the degree of difficulty in translation and therefore the
degree of equivalence possible. That level of equivalence is measured according to the
quantity and quality of the transferred amount of form and content of the metaphorical
substance from the SL into the TL. Therefore, the level of equivalence is at its fullest as
long as the TM contains the maximum features of the SM’s form and content; otherwise,

equivalence is only partial.



Second, the greater the understanding of the grammatical and semantic
associations between what is said and what is meant in the original metaphor, the more
quantitative and qualitative the allegorical meaning becomes in the TL. “What is said”
means the metaphorical form, which is dependent on the translator’s knowledge of the
mechanisms of the linguistic systems in the source and the target languages. “What is
meant” means the metaphorical content, which depends on the translator’s skill in
determining the appropriate methods of delivery for transferring the metaphorical
meaning and/or message from the SL to the target audience. These methods are

adjustable according the nature of meaning in the SM.

Proposal for Future Research

1. The first suggested subject of research that | see evolving from the above would be
the comparison and the analysis of metaphors between the different translated
versions of the Quran into Hebrew and English and/or the translated versions of the
Hebrew Bible into Arabic and English. Research could be carried out to investigate
how linguistic and conceptual structures of the classic languages and of the scriptural
metaphors could be maintained in the target language.

2. Since metaphors with non-verbal substance are not the central focus of this study,
further research could be carried out to investigate the impact of culture and social
events on the translatability of metaphor. Such research could touch upon cases
where the social or cultural heritage associated with the SM contradicts the culture of
the target language. What possibly could be done to ease the harshness of metaphor

if its understanding and interpretation in the TL displeases the recipients?



3. Another interesting study would be to investigate the employment of metaphorical
language by the media as an effective tool of communication between cultures. How
do current events and social and political environments dilute the translation’s

function and adequacy?



Appendix A

In this appendix | include all metaphorical expressions that | have found in the
original story, Midaq Alley, which might be used for further research by other studies of
the translatability of metaphor across languages. Followed by the page number, where
the metaphor was cited, the first line is the Arabic source metaphor, the second line is
Schreiber’s Hebrew translation, and the third line is Le Gassick’s English translation.

() Alde 4l (B8 Jmy A 3EH -]
(5) 02w DwN% P 129821 NOWN 7727 1 TUn0w 0D -5Y -AR)
Midag Alley lives in almost complete isolation. (1)

(0)_;LMS\ Blis ) (5 g ¢yl Bls i€ -9
(5) .A°%0 >0 Hw awnn 2 nnm avn o MoK

The noises of the daytime life had quieted now and those of the evening began to be
heard. (2)

(V) .l s DU ) sal 5 LS 13 -3
(5) .mxxom T9ORT YW T A%
...If we have been suffering the terrors of dark nights and air-raids. (2)

(7) Call &35 3l AS -4
(7) .23 munoon Y AW a7
Midag Alley would be completely silent now. (3)

(11) .ol atie 5.5
(11) .pmnwn 777 127 R0
His heart almost overflowed with a despair that nearly choked him. (10)

(11)  Adle Al S sh il o 5 5kl -9
(11) .MT7°727 199X 13001 MAXY TN DIONI 27 1T
(Metaphor was deleted from the English translation.)

(12) sl s N gla¥) aa a1 o) Y das a5 -10
(11)  .727R7 7012 MINXT NN TIR? 7258 MR IR AINRT IR 7Y
His faith rescued him from the gloom of his sorrows to the light of love. (10)

(12)  lapen il o am & 5305 coland) W aliy Uy caglais Liall ) 3l Uas-11

(11) .07X °12 92 HY 027K A9°DWI . PIW? 77PN M N7 JATT SVADD MWTWTA 1oAY TV
He stepped lightly over the sorrows of the world, his heart soaring heaven-words as he
embraced everyone with his love. (10)



(14)  Alsd i3l -12
(14)  .77797 woIT 21212 Ypwn 10 PUTVR
...quite lost in his usual stupor. (13)

(15)  aad iy iy oSl (35 -13
(14) .1apap nwpaa VPWA DX 197 11970
...Shattering the silence with the noise of his clogs. (14)

(16) .zl 3 ) oy daiall Luall o2 (A | suliamy () O sdaliony (ulil) (ams () e aila il -14
(15) .0V OY M PARNT 191 01IA 12 PRY O2IWL12°0RW A7 0K 191

His life showed that some people can live in this world, festering as it is with its bitter
troubles. (16)

(16 ).377% "X97 IR P2 MIRYY MWpanw 0°°y2
...With eyes gleaming with delight. (17)

(17) .M G 08 i Lallis L 5 g 23 Lsall 5 -1
(16) .7RM NOXmA SW 1T-p92 7T 2 YW 1T NYNON DOW RYOW XD T2 PR
Nature rarely leaves a face unharmed for over half a century. (17)

(VY) .7v77 IR 72102 OR NIRAY ARXY 1PORD INYTA 7703 <0pn-2on
However, she had accustomed herself to be ready at all times for any eventuality. (18)

OA) daa VY Ll cals Jy VA
(YY) 1192 IR PRYINIR NEYY PRY NW9-70n NPV NI ROR T K
Her tongue was hardly ever still. (18)

(V) Baagll He b gasleda N4
(1A).mM7>7257 MX 377 79K
This is one of the evils of being alone. (20)

(Y~) _C\j}\'&)\f@&'ﬁu@m_\’.
(19).°R1w°1 MY 7 °N%20 XY
I have had enough of the bitterness of marriage! (20)

(YY) 5kt 4y (iaili 53l agll 4xS5 Y
(20).727%% TA¥Y 2¥ ND2OP TART MR 92X
| thought it might be some excuse behind which were hiding yourself. (22)

(YY) s aalsd Jaiy =YY
(YY) .amawn [onwi 729
Her heart was filed with delight. (23)



(24).pia¥) g 2all A ) ganall Legan g ud 28,5 VY
(YY).7191 wRI-7120 D°W217 MIIAVIARD DOP2IRNT 177197
Her pock-marked face having taken on a serious and conscientious look. (25)

(27)\..1\ g;—“‘_)}tﬁ)?ﬁ‘c‘g} cc\}‘}ﬂ ;\J}gﬁ\i\uﬂ-24
(25).290R Q0T 07 PRIVOIT KOR <QORIWOIT NN 79177 I PR
I am not the one who is chasing marriage, but marriage is chasing me. (29)

(TA) Il Camady B Bl e il S Y0
(27) 9w Swa 71IRT TIWD DR OTAI XN PR

Do you remember all that fuss you made about a dress? (30)
(F+) elandl 28 o)l Goa VI el o )5 55 Y YT

(28).072wi1 D12 NTMIY ROW AT KOR WHWA INIR TIPON K?

The sun reaches it only after climbing high into the sky. (33)

(7)) .Gl sla Fa dlua dlld & s VY
(28).272K? 727 T 7ORDMI MW KX 12D
His reputation was widely known and had even crossed the boundaries of the alley. (33)

(Y9 ol cugd é:ﬁ\ -YA
(Y1).7m0%n0 v
The war broke out. (36)

(Y1) pbebisa -Y4
(33).7m70 TN
Your shop is asleep. (39)

(Y1) 5l sl oda glay o) ¥
(33).mmnn 02 T TRxY v
Shake off this miserable life. (39)
(YY) S ol il Y

(34).0°2%3 N2 72%5 X7 Y017
Travelling is a bitch. (40)

(Y9) ) o sl 138 o S8 (5 50 -T2
(36).31 191X T17-N020 NAwnn AHo
These thoughts ran their jagged course. (42)

(Y9) .l alle ) ) @S e Y3
(36).0°97%7 02w DX U0 7AW VRY-URY
The alley returned once more to that hour of murky shadows. (43)



£0 el g Al o Cagliy Cavie (ulua 5yl i Jli Y4
37 09 A¥IY IV ApWN? TN A0 a0
She was constantly beset by a desire to fight and conquer. (43)

Eo L5V Lead G de s yae Al gie L el 5 - Y5
37 w1 5%W T 93 XYY DORID ROW IR
This unnatural trait made her wild and totally lacking in the virtues of femininity. (44)

(8)) Al gl sl 8 Tkl g g 3 i e )50 ¥ -T6
(38).727R7 MW MEXINAT NIPAANTT *191 MYNII 1K)
And did not hesitate to walk arm-in-arm and stroll about the streets of illicit love. (45)

(i\) 'QQU;;JABM\}QHM@LA_V7

M HY 0T KM 727 TP N002 DWW DY WITR2 JONNAY 1D PMNAN2 NIOMNN M
(38).0o2%wn

She joined their laughter with a false sincerity, all the while envy nibbling at her. (45)

(£Y) .Jdushll labuly de Haa dedlens dals Lgilag sm o s < )l -38

(39).299% N7 ANWS-mYM ¢1°9° K932 LY AMINT ANYT PMNan av o9

She walked along with her companions, proud in the knowledge of her beauty,
impregnable in the armour of her sharp tongue. (45)

(£7) .JadiWl haiyaa g5 40 shaas Ol shad (3 ) shall e W s jaa) s -39
(39).wa11 21 79777 12 ANRPY TIW TY
In a few quick steps he was at her side. (46)

(£0) Boalubsls G n 4l Sw a8y -2()
(41).079n ¥7° KD 1MW 0°10p 1°°2 127 002NI 12
He felt drunk with joy from some magic potion he had never before tasted. (48)

(£9) WY a3 oe 2Dl alaSial canidiy £ ]

(42).m%°17 12 2°INONNW D19 MM 1931 1XX NMIPNT I
(Metaphor was deleted from the English translation.)
(£7) 33 sbal) Gliaal s yae (ile -£Y

(43).1917-°RX1> 01 1 1R 9D

...Had always lived a most irregular life. (50)

(£7) 3500 Ay g Lomplall slal) 3y 5l g8 5 £F
(43).7°0077 1271 2IP°ND 1NN PATNAY QTR X
Normal life had eluded him and he had become a prey to perversions. (50)

(£Y) Andia Lagi of sily Calliall ) siilyy g £ €
(43).mw>a%n D°NMYH NPHA SOITY ORI 9727 117291 NMLRY 7N 222100
...And were always only too ready to slander with their avid and greedy mouths. (51)



(2Y) bl ) g priilaial 4ie (e Caail 5 -£0
(43) .31 WI9P MR 7231 N0 PIYA)
...While a faint glint of evil seemed to issue from his dim eyes. (51)

(°)) Lok ol nadiy -2t
(47) .Annwn 1700 129
...His heart dancing with delight. (55)

(OV) .Jj).m” c.g_.i.lc).lm‘;éd)»}dﬁ\:l“ d;)“l;;a_iv
(47) .annwn 1292 1117N3Y WOIT-NTDN WIRT 1MYNI

(OF) Al a3l sed e Adiic A g Aledal 13 V) Lgd Jay ) sl Ui e Loty Sy 0l - €A
(47).730 HY 1% 119LY QYT PR VI IR 73 R ROW TV 12 YPwW anowa-0wn 1 PR KD
(Metaphor was deleted from the English translation).

(DY‘) 2\4@_&5\ e}a.u\ M;MQBJLA;‘}“ u.ué.ﬂ\'&)\)—qoi A -€9
(48).0°277 DYV AT0DRW KT MTHM NPORA YIA-1X DW NI IR KOR
...Although the bitterness of an evil soul will pollute the most appetizing tastes. (57)

(OF) .ola¥l Bl L Ldba aie )55 S -0
(49) .71NR YOW ¢V 11X PV KR 77
His expression was all purity and it spoken of his faith. (58)

(%) .Csiall Ay ji lats agie oS5 -0)
(49).7w3w% 770 1°17 0 73
(Metaphor was deleted from the English Translation).

(08) .otaludl 5 3 saill drilall 43 gl aady 43) 5 -0

1712772 WRI-72101 MO°PN DWW W9 WA ST-5Y VWA 70WY IV NPWA DR 2907 1M
(49).79%

Thus he satisfied his greed for power. (58)

(90) oubul Coansl oY
(50) .pnx-n2a 2R 1ID
(Metaphor was deleted from translation).

(1) Y coall Jlae 4 jlas caala o5 08
(85) .mnwRIT 22WI-NANYRY D101 1IMOW MR P
The First World War had come along and he had emerged successful. (70)

(YY) el iy SA al jally il g 00
(66).2°13Y MNIT 721NT2 1M
The woman tossed her unhappy memories over in her mind. (80)



(\’V) Ald Ju @) oy [PRNPREIFS (:J:u il -o
(66).0°92n X791 NMNITY MIXY-NTAINY 772123 707
(metaphor was deleted from the English translation).

(YY) . Sadl Gl glaal ) 4nds 5301 128 4ay Jal s -0V
(67).°0>1277 R2X7 PR 1711 DX 70N 27 WHI-NYOPI Nannw 200N
Perhaps this was the reason he threw himself into the arms of the British Army. (81)

(YY) o) 81 daae 45 yu) 2 g (i -OA
(67).%°57-"59177 YW 077°D "M°1? 1AV N1 NNDWAY R¥N 1OV
He learned his family was the subject of gossip. (82)

(Vo) s o jaa Slial 5049
(69).7m°1 RonN1
His heart filled with anger. (84)

(YY) Aisima by el Sl 2T
(71).noMWn <o MW
Hold your tongue, you imbecile! (87)

(M) osomd) slans (& Sl daling 05 -T)
(73).amawn "nwa TR?7 5132 AN
(Metaphor was deleted from the English translation).

(/\\‘) _4:\33;3)\);.3 G yeaid Y
(76).1727 012 WA
(Metaphor was deleted from the English Translation).

(AY) A elaal) 85d Caan gy 1Y
(76).ony>nw 5y mvNm
She found a new interest and pleasure in listening to him. (93)

(AY) daieall I Hlalall 5 jlai8 Ley yoe 45 8305 iy Ldla () Ay 18
(76).7°n¥ DR 1°910 LY MR 2V AT X0 YOR 1nT DaK
However, her mind leaped uncontrollably from the present into the future. (94)

(M) Boalldy pillag e
(77).7n2121m2 NN TIRWN
...full of indecision. (95)

(A0) . (3 Ll W it 211
(78).mpmw 0°19 0w 17 AR ORT X OX
The world will smile on us, with God’s grace. (96)



(M) Lala Lld o 5 -1
(79).12 7732 IWN
Her tongue had betrayed her. (97)

(AY) .l U8 18
(79).prana
Our time is up. (98)

(M) e 5 Jalial) mdlall Gl 1 5ok ) aledy 296
(80).0mm77 QMY RAWIT 102 DY PAIX HW NPT DY Ip0T XM
...had forced her to knock hopefully on his virtuous door. (99)

(M)A Ll s A alendl BT Lea 5 slganan (8 2 585 -VO)
(80).7M1771 719132 IRD AT VAL NINIXY
Her body and mind reflected fate’s scars. (99)

(37) Ll I L ) s 4V
(88).7212 NN AN*T2 A0
She had returned to her flat seething with anger. (110)

("\V) YhMJ?@_}}huﬁ}_\/z
(89).nmmwn on2 13171 027 Pax
They thoroughly enjoyed witnessing such a dramatic scene. (111)

O+ ) il Sus jaus585-V3
(92).1397 DdANM P5WRW QORP-NIIW
(Metaphor was deleted from the English translation.)

(V+)) ael) jeuaissed -V4
(92).712 D°33%ANN D2ARYAW RN
(Metaphor was deleted from the English translation).

O+ Y) Agilall auliil g et 5-V5
(93).mumea MR W INR 9%
His breath engulfed her. (116)

O+ 7)) ooda sl B sady jedy glall 5 V6
(94).1°1° DR XXM 172 MWPnRI I MWW NMYATI Wi 121K
Abbas felt warm tears seeking a path to his eyes. (118)

(Vr0) el ySuadyla gad cdilld V7
(96).71°9271 MW RIM ANAYY 7102
He turned abruptly towards her, delirious at her words. (120)



(V+0) Al G e SlalSll oda il 278
(96).777871 012777 123001 PNOW 192
Words streamed from his lips. (120)

(OY) el dagdll iy aladll Jilusd 279
(102).779m 91 NN N°27-592 1R
At the same bitter tone his father now asked. (129)

OV il ele LAl oage (& sy dlegns 2555 -80
(105).92 1707w 2°7IW1 VAP AP DM TTYNN 71D 1T
Her face reddened as its fading pulse quickened with a new youthfulness. (133)

OY)) sl s diS 75505 -81
(109).0’5213 MDA 00 Q17 DY QORIWOIIW 23 I
...marriage often made a worn-out lute play sweetly. (138)

(109).7°17772 3199 NIWITA NI N2un AN T
(Metaphor was deleted from the English translation).

(OY) a5l 5 uaall s ) ja 45 Sl 5 -83
(116).nywywna MpNm DAY AMWT DA 0w
Intoxicated by the power of his oratory and filled with anticipation. (148)

(\V~) A@A\@ﬂ]ﬁb&'&f&m)ﬂ a8l adl _R4
(117).n1°7253 5w °mn AR Qv °n°an1 025
I once tasted peace and mercy as | told you. (148)

(\Y‘\) LOASELIL Aaile adlia claw 5 0 O | )i sel 284 -85
(118).11212 MDA MTMIYT NIM2N NP IR DY 27 Y IwuN] 72
It disturbed him deeply to see his whole life clouded with problems. (150)

(V7)) il 38l Balall e 3 )ka0 3l -86
(122).anm077 1723V NITAT 22992 IRI1 707 191V 02
The steely glint in his eyes reflecting his annoyance and anger. (155)

(VYA) s il an s slald 87
(124).5173 782 77917 2319 1IN
Hamida’s face glowed with happiness. (158)

(V£71) Asladl g Akl ki olie 5 -88
(131).muwsn1 2%-210 1DPWI 1Y
His eyes revealed his honest simplicity. (166)



(VEA) Bolaall = g 3 g <lld aay Leallad -89
(133).9m0n% A71 MN>13-190 12 103
He decided to divorce politics and wed commerce. (169)

(100) Agasdaia elali 290
(139).110 Ny 7RI
His face lighted up. (177)

(Yo).dwaY) Jsd salall Lgle Cumaida (le yu (81591
(140) .7%pPIw SV ¥A0P 23777 KA 771 TIW O2IN)
But eventually their astonishment diminished as they grew accustomed to him. (179)

(109). Leallin (pe L 43Sl 5 cuall i 3o iy Lganad dile ) 558 43D Led i ay O sa 53 i€ 292
ROR 7MY °R 1OV 99DM a0 1OV TI/WN RO DY RIW-NIRAD 79V R120W 7252 nYonn anon
(143) .p1noxn Haw

(Metaphor was deleted from the English translation).

(V). P e Lo (Jginl 5 LS & jadil s L a5 5 jaall @ilS Ly 293
(144) .m7°v 273 79 DY ARDANI WYA-I7D TXIDNIW TV TR 7K%Y D137 p°H0N KD
(Metaphor was deleted form the English translation).

(144) .n1RY 70YIY ANNRn 93 1OV PDWNY 1910
Why should she want to take out her humiliation on him. (183)

(O TY).Aoa il O 5 ey 2l il 4le Cuzac 195
(146) .2>¥171 ROH 2R «71°HY 77w 7
(Metaphor was deleted from the English translation).

(\ ‘Y)u:\,.d\ B yans ol [EEGN )AJ\ oS -96
(146) v pws HW AN ™MMNOKR DA 22V YR AR 10
The air was quite still in the brown hues of the sunset. (185)

OTY). iy suall 3)) e Jaady 40 -97
(146) .¥oan MA-77IR2 7200w 7
He who endures the bitterness of waiting, attains. (185)

O TA).daa 0 i 2aly Jhal) Cagena Lan 5as ) ol 5 98
(152) .37°py% mxy 1ann NP2 701 7RI 70T M7
Her loneliness was now merely a temporary guest that would soon depart. (191)

(OV)).Lk Loall Led caal jecaall (e ddphal 4 50 -99
(154) anRPY 2231 9ax 22w 91 Nnonn Hw oovl 93
A gentle wave of warmth which seemed to make the whole world dance with joy. (194)



(VYY) s2ulall agl samy S gemae -100
(155) .onXIWY ONRIP V1A SNIR 179K
They have bitten me with their envy-filled eyes! (196)

(161) WM >m Y 117 M52 aNIX 77107
She felt full of life and happy at the thought of him. (205)

(VAT).Coany Lol ) s Ll Ll Ji 54102
(165) w1 722 N1 YR VMW XOW 329V 1T M
She seemed to be listening to her heart talking. (209)

(\/\\‘)L@huﬂ:\_m)}l\ o)\:ﬂt“_\;y uA\JJ})uLAJ}afJA)Af:}_IO3
(165) .°1% DTIR2 FPMMIR IRIY TV 7778 700w IR0
His words delighted her and her cheeks flushed. (210)

OAT). Lkl s 5 Lean s Ll ()5 -104
(167) .7>737m 9971 722 72 X590 7w 17NN
..Her heart, her blood and all her feelings danced within her. (212)

(Y 28).d=iV s zlell sy W Hoa &l 5 -105
(174) .mwaanam Axpn wyann 7272 2 nnn
Her breast heaved with outrage. (221)

() 90). Ll e culad La IS Lginli) <106
(175) aR1%m 02w amaw 70777 70on]
She was quite lost in thought. (222)

(VAY). Lk al i Lgilae s Lume gy Leilad (1S 107
(177) %31 210N 7927 7912 0¥on A YR anw? AN
Outwardly she was angry while inwardly she danced with joy. (224)

(YY) s i LgaDlal 5 sy 5 2 33 e s S -108

(177) .m2a0%3 MY 1DRW 7500190 228 YN NNTP WAk 7010

Her face had gone pale with rage while her dreams and hopes breathed new life and
happiness. (224)

(Y04). 452w A0 8 Jll) S -109
(183) .77 90
Night was drawing in now. (233)

(Y12). a5 dada (0 0 ey Lad Dot Lddise Lglind 1ad -1 10
(190) .72 791w “Wnim 19°vPn NYOW MY Nw=12mI 72178 X7 I09RY SNRIN
...revealing a nightdress trimmed with silk and velvet. (242)



(YY) 0kl lie aelay) 5 de ) 55) riy Ll 111
(191) .33 AmawD 70137 IR 1270
...something to be discarded and forgotten. (243)

(YYY).Gaee (ysS ailin o Gabal 5 3830 e 481, 2Dl i 2112
(198) .73 vPW °ann 222 VLW VA0 219-2Y INTIXA DR WD TN
The alley lay shrouded in darkness and silence. (252)

(YYY))ala il (S15-113
(206) .12 nvRWI R? MW? DI
(Metaphor was deleted from the English translation).

(YY) Alel Gl dadyy can 86l gual (iday o giilly paé 2114

(206) aNMAWS PamA QWY NANY DR NP2WH WIRTY WORIT

He felt despair smothering the last traces of his high spirits and suffocating all his hops.
(262)

(YY8). 3305 aDa¥) diglal ) aliind C2S 2115
(208) .M RW N1V RW-NMMINA YN M AYWYNWT TR
(Metaphor was deleted from the English translation).

(YT‘/\)_&.&_,B.A\) olsayy n.J@J :\.u.us o -116
(212) .A9R3 MIXM QN7 N2 0N
...would ever harbor such fears? (270)

(YT 9). 0l 5 Casadl 3 68 ladl by (3las @l 2117
(213) .M 7197 191 0°N2 XIDNR pAT
So it was he clung to the fringe of life. (270)

(Y£0).53,)L d8un CSan y 4li 5 el Sl 118
(218) .»93 PINX PRIX .ARIP-210K 127 "Wl
(Metaphor was deleted from the English translation).

(YOV). Al y canlis yadll cidaf 285119
(224) AWRM2 1O NWH NI2°1 N 920) MR
The wine now had a grip on his tongue. (283)

(YoY)aduae! 8 5y yedll cand (15120
(224) .1v2xy2 50T PO YIDYD DN 922 KITINR)
The alcohol soothed his nerves. (284)

(YO£).cnins Al o laela ol ol (5 6154121
(226) .0°10 777 TR ANOXAIW RIDK KD N
It was not surprising that she had become so successful. (286)



(Yoo) Aualloda Hhalsd a3 i€ 123
(227) DR mATIR-TMAIR AWT AW 7Y
(Metaphor was deleted from the English translation).

(228) .0V ARIPDY 727KRD A0 A0
She was obsessed with mixed feeling of love, hostility and suspicion. (288)

(Yoq).ldaall lalve ciahaig-]125
(230) .70 2177 NN PIY IRY VIND
His eyes revealed his astonishment. (290)

(Y1)l ) paae 4li g 52352126
(235) .m0 7Y WIRCT-013 DR NN
(Metaphor was deleted from the English translation).

(Y19)52a) 5 ddble (3830 o8 b s 127
(240) .71 TMR W7 70R°02 M%7 W
(Metaphor was deleted from the English translation).

(YY) orlial Al v lapasi W1 31 08 O3 ellia 2128
(244) 7077 7Y NWYIN *27 VIV IR
All this nearly broke my heart. (305)

(YAY). Al s Ciladia (e dadia iy 30dl) (1S5 2129
(253) .17 7700 99T T NI PTROR N
The alley was turning another of the pages of its monotonous life. (315)

(YAE) 4N (e da )l gand) ¢35 512130
(253) .23 TR HW 108N W
...or one of its menfolk was swallowed by the prison. (315)

(YA zlall 43 ela Lo o algd glawtl) jag s slasa) i 28 D213
(255) 10192 P12 1Y ROAAW 71 DY 7°DID NWID ANOWAW TY 27V P37 K7 Uynd

...and by evening whatever might have happened in the morning was almost forgotten.
(315)
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Appendix B

The diagram below demonstrates the four major semantic fields used in

the study, along with the major categories of their lexical units.

Semantic Fields
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Natural

Manufactured or

constructed

Geographical

Natural

substances

Flora and plant

Processed
substances

Constructions

Artifact
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