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Drama Translation Challenges: Cohesion
and Coherence Shift in the Translation of Hamlet

Ahmad AL-HARAHSHEH

Introduction

Translating literary works is an arduous task as literary texts are full of
cultural, social and metaphorical meanings. The translator’s task is to
transfer the semantic, pragmatic and cultural meaning of a text adequately
and smoothly. Theatre translation is the most complicated type of literary
translation because “theatre is a mirror of the world, a mirror that not only
reflects the verbal utterances but also actions, gestures, silences and the
whole apparatus that goes together with them” (Peghinelli, 2012, p. 21).
“In theatre the impossible reigns, theatre works with the impossible, and is
made for expressing the impossible” (Ubersfeld, 1999, p. 190). Therefore,
translating theatre is a problematic task for translators as they should be
aware of the ideas, thoughts, concepts, and beliefs that will be expressed on
stage.

The present research investigated the lack or shift of cohesion and
coherence in translating Shakespeare’s Hamlet into Arabic by Jabra Ibrahim
Jabra. It hypothesizes that the shift of cohesion and coherence can disrupt the
continuity and the meaning of the translated text. It is a textual research
falling in the area of translation research studies that focus on texts ‘“as
linguistic data in written or oral form; textual research looks at the relations
between translations, their source texts, and parallel non-translated texts in
the target language” (Chesterman, 2005, p. 23). This type of studies,
according to Chesterman, gives serious consideration to concepts such as
“equivalence, naturalness and fluency” and tries to find “universal or very
general features of translations as texts of a distinctive kind.” Taking this
into consideration, the current study sets out to address the following
research questions:

1. What part do the concepts of cohesion and coherence play in
translation?
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2. To what extent the shift of cohesion and coherence affects the
translation of Hamlet in Arabic?

As one may notice, the first research question is a combination of both
descriptive and explorative - not only does it try to explore the role that
cohesion and coherence paly in translation, but it tries to give a general
description as well. The second question, however, is explorative as it seeks
to identify how the shift of cohesion or coherence may affect the translation
and change the intended meaning at varying degrees.

Jabra Ibrahim Jabra is a Palestinian fine artist, author, critic and
translator. He was born in Bethlehem in 1919, then he moved to Iraq in
1948, he worked at Baghdad University, he was teaching English literature.
He wrote several novels and poems, he also translated some of
Shakespeare’s play such as Hamlet, Macbeth, King Lear, the Storm and
Othello. He also translated significant works such as “The Sound and the
Fury” for William Falkner. He passed away in Baghdad in 1994.

Cohesion, coherence and translation

Translation is an act of communication that considers texts “as sets of
mutually relevant intentions, in which users (including translators) pre-
suppose, implicate and infer meaning” (Mason, 1998, p.170). Cohesion and
coherence are two crucial concepts in structuring, organizing and
understanding the text. Cohesion refers to the semantic relations that exist
between meanings in a text. “Cohesion occurs where the interprtation of
some element in the discourse is dependent on that of another. The one
PRESUPPOSES the other, in the sense that it cannot be effectively decoded
except by recourse to it” (Halliday and Hasan, 1976, p. 4). In other words,
cohesion means linking words or clauses (be they finite or non-finite)
together, thus having them hanging together as a cohesive text. In contrast,
coherence is “the configuration and sequencing of the concepts and relations
of the textual world which underline and are realized by the surface text”
(Bell, 1991, p. 165). Van Dijk (1977, p. 92) uses coherence to refer to
cohesion and coherence. He defines coherence as “a semantic property of
discourses, based on the interpretation of each individual sentence relative to
the interpretation of other sentences”.

Cohesion is semantic and grammatical, but coherence is pragmatic and
rhetorical (Hu, 1999); coherence establishes relevant meaning in a text, and
it facilitates the way of understanding any text. This is in line with Baker
(2011) who considers coherence as a pragmatic component; it helps in
interpreting the intended meanings in a text by creating related links between
sentences and ideas. Hoey (1991, p. 12), as cited in Baker (2011), highlights
the difference between cohesion and coherence as:
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We will assume that cohesion is a property of the text and that coherence
is a facet of the reader’s evaluation of a text. In other words, cohesion is
objective, capable in principle of automatic recognition, while coherence is
subjective and judgements concerning it may vary from reader to reader.

While cohesion can be captured by the text reader as it involves textual
relations appearing on the surface of the text, coherence cannot be captured
without relying on other external factors, such as the reader's socio-cultural
experiences, encyclopaedic knowledge, world view, background, accumulative
value system, and so on. This is because coherence does not involve textual
relations appearing on the surface of the text, but it is in our mind. In this
regard, Thompson (1996, p. 147) is of the view that coherence “is a mental
phenomenon”.

Halliday and Hasan (1976) identify two types of cohesion: ‘grammatical
cohesion’ that can be achieved by reference, substitution, conjunction, and
Ellipsis and ‘lexical cohesion’ that can be achieved by reiteration or
repetition (i.e. the same word(s), synonyms or near-synonyms, hyponyms,
meronyms or antonyms, superordinate or general word), and collocation.
Cohesion refers to the surface of the text, but coherence refers to the
completeness and unity of meaning or theme in a text. de Beaugrande and
Dressler (1981) hold that the text should have seven criteria, namely
cohesion, coherence, intentionality (achieving the author’s goals),
acceptability (the relevancy and importance of the text to the reader),
informativity (the amount of new information the text contains),
situationality (the relevancy of the text to its context of situation) and
intertextuality (the relation and dependency of the text with and on other
texts). While cohesion and coherence can be looked upon as ‘text internal’,
which makes the passage hang together as a cohesive and coherent text, the
other five criteria can be considered as ‘text external’ (cf. Tischeret, al.,
2000, p. 22 ; also discussed in Almanna, 2016, p. 126). A text, according to
de Beaugrande and Dressler (/bid., p.84) makes sense “because there is a
continuity (coherence) of senses among the knowledge activated by the
expressions of the text.” When the text becomes senseless, the text receiver
will discover that “there is a serious mismatch between the configuration of
concepts and relations expressed and the receivers’ prior knowledge of the
world” (p.84). The expressions in a text may have different meanings, but
the cognitive ability of the participants can decide the intended meaning
based on the participants’ experience and knowledge. Larson (1998, p. 429)
states that semantic domain enhances cohesion in a text. Semantic domain
does not mean to use the same form or reference for the same item
repetitively. However, the things used should be from the same domain or
have the same semantic components in common. “For example: from
specific to generic meaning component or vice versa, from explicit to
implicit meaning or vice versa”.
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The lack or shift of cohesion and coherence affects the meaning of the
text and it may lead to misunderstanding and misinterpretation. Therefore,
the translator should produce a coherent text that meets the understanding
and knowledge of the target readers. Hatim and Mason (1997, p.10)
emphasize that the translator, as a communicator, should keep “coherence
by striking the appropriate balance between what is effective (i.e. will
achieve its communicative goal) and what is efficient (i.e. will prove least
taxing on users’ resources) in a particular environment, for a particular
purpose and for particular receivers.” They (Ibid. p. 14) refer to the notions
of cohesion and coherence as “the texture and structure of texts. These are
areas of text organization involving both the way texts are put together and
the way the emerging patterns link up with some model of reality.”
In addition, they (/bid.) explain that to produce new cohesive meanings, the
new sequence of sentences must be situational (related to a situation of
occurrence), intentional and cohesive (mutually connected) and intertextual
(dependent on prior texts). To illustrate, the text must consist of
interconnected, cohesive and interrelated sentences. These sentences
communicate a coherent message and this message can be understood by
amalgamating these sentences together.

Hu (1999, p. 33) states that translating is a hard task “because it demands
thematic unity, syntactic dexterity and lexical appropriateness at the same
time meaning is transferred.” In other words, the translator’s main role, as a
mediator between the ST and target readers, is to establish coherence in the
TT to create a meaningful and effective translation of the TT. Briefly,
coherence and cohesion are fully intertwined and dependent, cohesion leads
to coherence. This “network of cohesive relationships functions on two
levels: on the semantic level of signification, giving rise to propositions
unified by the theme, and on the pragmatic level of significance, presenting
the piece as descriptive reportage generating suspense” (Hu, 1999, p. 36).

Methods and theoretical framework

The data of the study consists of different extracts selected from different
parts of Jabra’s (1960) translation of Hamlet in Arabic. The ST
(Shakespeare’s transcript of Hamlet) was compared to its modern translation
in English, available on line'. This line-by-line intralingual translation to
Hamlet in contemporary English was referred to as a model when evaluating
Jabra’s translation into Arabic in terms of accuracy, rather than acceptability
or readability.

The research adopted Blum-Kulka’s (2000) approach of cohesion and
coherence shifts in translation as a theoretical framework. “Coherence can be
viewed as a covert potential meaning relationship among parts of a text,

" https://www litcharts.com/shakescleare/shakespeare-translations/hamlet
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made overt by the reader or listener through processes of interpretation”
(Blum-Kulka, 2000, pp. 298-299). Blum- Kulka’s (2000) quotes Halliday
and Hasan’s (1976) notion that cohesion maintains text continuity and
semantic unity. Concerning shifts in cohesion, Blum-Kulka (2000, p. 299)
discusses two types of shifts: shifts in levels of explicitness and shifts in text
meaning. Shifts in levels of explicitness occur because languages have
different grammatical systems and different cohesive ties to mark cohesion
in both ST and TT. This difference may create a shift of implicitness at the
text level. When the translator employs many cohesive devices in the TT, the
interpretation of the text will be more redundant than the ST. Shifts or
changes in text meaning occur in the explicit and implicit meaning potential
of the ST during translation.

In addition, Blum-Kulka (2000, p. 304), explains two types of coherence
shift: first, text-focused shifts, “linked to the process of translation.” Text-
based shifts may occur because of the translator’s failure to understand the
function played by a linguistic system in rendering the indirect meaning of a
text. The text is coherent when the readers can employ his/her world
knowledge and experiences to understand what is communicated by the text,
that is, the reader can interact with text, this envisioning the idea of the
whole text. This envisionment varies from one reader to another. This is
because people in general and readers/translators in particular are different
as they have different encyclopaedic knowledge, sociocultural experiences,
world views, accumulative value system, background, and the like. Second,
reader-focused shifts occur when there is “a change in reader audiences
through translation” (p. 309).

Cohesion and coherence shift in Jabra’s translation of Hamlet

When translating a concept, it is necessary to find an adequate equivalent
for it in the TL. Some concepts or expressions have exact or adequate
equivalents in the TL; however, the translator provides a literal or irrelevant
meaning. This, therefore, may cause misunderstanding or strike the TL
reader as unusual. This section studies the shifts of cohesion and coherence
in the translation of Hamlet by Jabra. Due to space limitations on the one
hand, and since the same method of application will be followed throughout
on the other, it is impractical to present and analyse the whole text.
Therefore, 172 lines taken from different acts and scenes to highlight these
shifts and their effects on the meaning and understanding of the text in
general are used as illustrative and selective examples.

Having identified the examples that are incoherent and meaningless, we
asked ten native speakers of Arabic holding an MA or PhD in either Arabic
literature or linguistics to go through the translations of the extracts used in
this study without informing them of our opinion. To avoid the connotation
that may arise from the use of certain technical terms, such as cohesion,
coherence, shift, and the like, the ten raters were asked to read the translation
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of each extract without having access to the ST and state whether it contains
some unacceptable examples in terms of the clarity of meaning or style.
Once these examples were identified by the raters, they were asked to choose
from four choices viz. acceptable (when it does not strike them as unusual,
i.e. adequate), it is Okay (when it has a minor stylistic issue, i.e. semi-
adequate) unacceptable (when it has a major stylistic issue, i.e. inadequate)
and no sense (when it is meaningless, i.e. inadequate), as shown below:

Extract Acceptable It is okay Unacceptable Nonsense
1. A 10% 30% 50% 10%
B 0.0% 40% 40% 20%
. 0.0% 0.0% 30% 70%
3. 0.0% 30% 50% 20%
A 0.0% 0.0% 30% 70%
B 20% 0.0% 0.0% 80%
5. 10% 30% 0.0% 60%
6. 0.0% 0.0% 20% 80%
7. A 40% 50% 10% 0.0%
B 0.0% 30% 60% 10%
8. A 0.0% 10% 60% 30%
B 20 % 0.0% 80% 0.0%
9. 0.0% 20% 10% 70%
10. 50% 50% 0.0% 0.0%
11. 20% 20% 40% 20%
12. 0.0% 0.0% 60% 40%

Shifts in text meaning

Shift in text meaning occurs when the translator provides an inadequate
word or expression that is inconsistent with the context of the text. This may
change the meaning of the ST, thereby resulting in an incoherent translation
(Blum-Kulka, 2000). Larson (1998, p.43) states that information or meaning
is sometimes left “because of the structure of the source language; some
because it has already included elsewhere in the text, and some because of
shared information in the communication situation”. Larson explains that
explicit information is clearly “stated by lexical items and grammatical
forms. It is a part of the surface structure form.” However, “the implicit
information is that for which there is no form, but the information is part of
the total communication intended or assumed by the writer” (p. 44). It is
worth mentioning that the notion of explicitness versus implicitness is very
much related to accessibility versus inaccessibility respectively. As such,
when writers assume that the information in their minds is universal and
supposedly shared by a great number of readers, they feel that less needs to
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be expressed explicitly in the text, and thus the text becomes less accessible
(cf. Bell, 1991, p. 188). With this in mind, the translator needs to be aware of
the explicitness and implicitness of the information communicated in the ST;
this can be performed by understanding the context of situation of this
information. In Hamlet’s translation, the translator decided to be very close
to the ST, thus opting for a literal translation on many occasions. Therefore,
there were some incongruences in his translation.

In extract (1) below, the translator provided a literal, translation for and
let us once again assail your ears, That are so fortified against our story as
Lyloy ol L ciiva (&1 clidl gy51 858 @2lls. This rendition is incoherent in
Arabic as it confuses the readers. It literally means let’s attack your ears
again, instead of let’s inform you of our story that you disbelieve. The
translation is completely incoherent with the context of the scene. The
expectancy chain for the verb «xa, i.e. fo attack, in Arabic could be a word

such as enemy, not ears. Paying extra attention to the context in which the
word or expression is used would help translators to draw a coherent image
of what is going on in the scene. This is indicated by 50 % of the raters who
stated that the translation is unacceptable, while 10 % stated that the
translation is acceptable. 30 % of them declared that the translation is semi-
adequate (it is okay) and 10 % confirmed that it makes no sense. Added to
this, the sentence let us once again assail your ears is metaphorically used in
this context. Therefore, the translator needs to figure out the intended
meaning, thus rendering it in a way that would facilitate the process of
understanding. Had the translator given the context and differences between
the interfacing languages/cultures full consideration, he could have suggested
a rendering of the following kind:

Lo Bersady Lisasas (285 @l Lihad e 631 Bpe clpses Licsy s Ll
BN LU L ) SN RV 52

As one may observe, the suggested translation is more adequate and
coherent with the context of the scene on the one hand, and on the other
hand, it does not strike the TL reader as unusual, i.e. acceptable and
readable.

Another example of shift in text meaning in this extract is the utterance
Horatio says 'tis but our fantasy And will not let belief take hold of him
Touching this dreaded sight. This utterance was also translated literally as

Laggell 29,01 e suimy dide oy Gatadll gy oo Y1 el Lia g 4l clgidlyga  Jsdn.
40 % of the raters held that such a rendering is unacceptable while 40 %
were of the view that it has a minor stylistic issue (it is okay), 20 % of them
states that it makes no sense. It is uncommon in Arabic to use the noun (g;uas
belief and verb L. . to control as they do not collocate well with each other.
In Arabic, it would be more economic and idiomatic to say sias o, i.e. you
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won'’t believe in it. The same holds true for the sentence he may approve our
eyes, which was literally translated in Arabic as Lise 4l, L pes. Again, it is
uncommon in Arabic to say lise 4, L es, but rather it would be more
acceptable to say Lsge 41y L giiuast, Which literally means fo believe in
what our eyes saw or L, L s meaning fo believe in what we saw.

Extract (1): (Act 1, Scene 1, lines 19-31)

ST Intralingual Translation Jabra’s Translation
MARCELLUS: MARCELLUS: U3, s Ja by
What, has this thing So, has the thing ALl «5Pi 50 s sl

appear'd again to-night? appeared again tonight? T -
BERNARDO: I have | BARNARDO: Lk &l 192,40

seen nothing. I haven’t seen anything. Jeds tudaspa
MARCELLUS: pod lis @9 il |5l yo

Horatio says 'tis but our MARCELLUS: Horatio Gatsatll 5 olo Y]

fantasy, And will not let | says it’s all our imagination, .
belief take hold of him | and he won’t let himself M'? é““ajm’{aw
Touching this dreaded | believe in this awful thing Labily ) Adeiell 203,01

sight, twice seen of us: | we’ve now seen twice. I ezl gy Il . cnipe
Therefore I have entreated | asked him to join us in our 3585 alb 5,laxl Lae
him along With us to | guard duty tonight, so that if I sl 1308 AL U1 i

watch the minutes of this | the ghost appears he can

night; That if again this | confirm what we see and CIRCY LR AR

apparition come, He may | speak to it. e (IS5 Lisgue
approve our eyes and RAEH A H VS [PV
speak to it. HORATIO: Oh, come ey
HORATIO: Tush, | now. It’s not going to Seld gl 9353
tush, 'twill not appear. appear. - i ;3 ad
BERNARDO:Sit elidl 5y31 8y pr by
down awhile; And let us BARNARDO: Sit down #13) Leusds g (A

once again assail your | for a while, and let us tell obild sl 5 Lo Lol 5
ears, That are so | you again the story you 3

fortified against our | refuse to believe, about what
story. What we have two | we’ve seen the last two
nights seen. nights.

Again, there is an example of shift in meaning, which leads to the lack of
coherence and cohesion, thereby affecting the meaning of the whole context.
In extract (2) below, the translator rendered the interrogative sentence Will
you walk out of the air, my lord? literally as $¢¥sa b slsl (30 755 0o @ U Ja.
This translation is inadequate and meaningless in Arabic. 70 % of the raters
held that such a rendering makes no sense and 30 % stated that it makes no
sense. This means all of them confirmed that in Arabic it is uncommon to
say slsdl o g5 of @ <U Ja Will you get out of the air? Also, it is incoherent
with the context of the scene. Again, this interrogative sentence was
metaphorically used in the ST. The translator needs to be aware of the
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cohesiveness of the whole context, i.e. the relation of the previous events to
the present one. Besides, the translator needs to be aware of the ‘mood span’
in narrative discourse as a cohesive feature (Larson, 1998). Cast in less
technical terms, the emotional state of the actors on stage needs to be given
serious consideration as this will help the translator understand the
contextual meaning communicated during the scene. Taking into
consideration the intended meaning which is Will you come in from outside?

as shown in the intralingual translation below, one may suggest an adequate
and coherent translation of the following kind ¢ ¢¥ge L, 55 ol el Ja, ie. Will
you come in, my lord ? This is an example of modulation to borrow the term
from Vinay and Darbelnet (1958/1995) as the perspective was changed here
from going outside to coming inside. Hamlet’s response, i.e. into my grave,
was cynical and it is coherent with Polonius’s response Though this be
madness, yet there is method in’t. Again, the utterance Indeed, that is out of
the air was rendered literally based on the prior turn as ¢/l oe 7yl el s,
Such a literal translation is incoherent with the context of the scene. Had the
translator paid extra attention to the context, he could have suggested a
rendering of the following kind: aa3 cowdd sia (ST, i.€. surely, it isn't just a
walk. With this in mind, the rest of the scene could be translated in a way
that would help the target readers comprehend the text easily and read it
smoothly on the one hand, and on the other hand, it would not strike them as
unusual, as in:

o0 Spo L (alailly Jaall (e Smcy ailila] Glall b (2 oS (Lil>)
O 92l oSOl (dga (cdaly)) (Bl oy iy slad iyl (3 oW1 aSyili Ogazd]
Bl a3 i
Extract (2): (Act.2, Scene.2, lines 195- 204)

ST Intralingual Translation Jabra’s Translation
POLONIUS: [aside] POLONIUS: lia o) (k) Luswigles
Though this be madness, | [To himself] There’s a

yet there is method in’t.
[to HAMLET] Will you
walk out of the air, my
lord?

HAMLET: Into my
grave.

POLONIUS: Indeed,
that is out of the air.
[aside] How pregnant
sometimes his replies are.
A happiness that often
madness hits on, which

method to his madness.

[To HAMLET] Will you
come in from outside, my
lord?

HAMLET:

Into my grave.
POLONIUS: Well, that’s
certainly not outside.[To
himself] His answers
sometimes seem so full of
meaning! That’s a talent

skl g aisls ogin
2okl § el o (L)
S ¥ belogdl (0

Tnd Jlicdola

ol elI3 lis - ugaislss
3 4nigal Sl Lo.slggdl e
el Lpdlombo¥ yan

Ogiel ae 3435 Le 1,688

Bhilly Jaall e qanis
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reason and sanity could | that many insane people iy s Lall yoa¥l yualg 4S5l
not so prosperously be | share, and that is less Y (o). Gl ¢
delivered of. I will leave | evident in people who are "-5.}0 . TR
him and suddenly | sane. I'll leave him now and el o3 el pa,Sd!
contrive the means of | arrange a way for him to run
meeting between him and | into my daughter.

my  daughter—  [to
HAMLET] My honorable | [To HAMLET] My noble
lord, I will most humbly | lord, I’ll now humbly leave
take my leave of you. you.

In extract (3), there is an example of shift in lexical cohesion. To
explain, the utterance And for the day confined to fast in fires was
translated inadequately as )l 3 Le gz ssuasl 03 LAl G, i.e. In day time,
I may starve in flames. This translation strikes the target reader as
unusual as it is uncommon in Arabic to have a collocation such as g.xsf
I § les> Where Leg> s5unsl 10 starve and . flame are used together.
This is indicated by 50 % of the raters whereas 30 % of them were of
the view that there is a minor stylistic issue. Had the translator given
the context and the collocative meaning of words full consideration,
he could have suggested a rendering like:

ble skl SU st 68T 0lg S (¥ § gl o (e @S> g ell cida i
Sl 3 Leasl &1 il ey SL Giylas S
Lexical cohesion is the first layer of cohesion; therefore, should the
translator pay attention to it, among other layers of cohesion, s/he will

be able to provide a stretch of language hanging together as a cohesive
text.

Extract (3): Act.1, Scene.5 lines (13-17)

ST Intralingual Translation | Jabra’s translation
Ghost: I am thy father’s | Ghost: I'm the ghost of POSSRE ) ol z9, !
spirit, your father, doomed for a N
Doomed for a certain term to | certain time to walk the Jelll 3 dsbl ol e
walk the night earth at night. During the | g3l W8 Ll 39,lia}
15 day, I'm confined in the . .
And for the day confined to | fires of purgatory, until Ol dl oelll § oo
fast in fires, those flames have burned oo 4id 81 Lo (§ylxy
Till the foul crimes done in away the sins I committed Liall il § pl5Y1
my days of nature in my life. - -
Are burnt and purged away. Lo ypold
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In the following extract (4), there is an example of shift in lexical
cohesion. Again, the translator decided to be very close to the ST, thus
providing his readers with a literal translation. Not only does such a
translation affect the naturalness of the text, but it influences the
overall meaning of the text. To make this clear, the utterance So the
whole ear of Denmark can be considered. As one may notice, it was
translated incoherently as .l 0,31 lgeus . It is uncommon in Arabic to
use the verb g2a, i.e. to deceive, with the nouns (3, i.e. ear and .1,
i.e. country. This is indicated by all the raters who agreed that not only
is this translation unacceptable (30 %), but it makes no sense (70 %)
as well.

To live up to the target readers’ expectation, one may render it as
laudl 3 caiddl 1glls. The collocation The serpent that did sting thy
father’s life was also rendered literally in Arabic as ceud &l a8 ¢
el e 8Ledl. In Arabic, it is uncommon to use the verb g4, i.e. to sting
and the noun 3L, i.e. life together. 70 % of the raters were of the view
that such a rendering is meaningless and 30 % stated that it is
unacceptable. To produce an acceptable translation that does not strike
the target readers’ as unusual, one may opt for cloi cdid sl A8Y1, ie.
the snake that killed your father, which is very close to the intralingual
translation. Or more idiomatically, one may suggest a rendering of the
following kind cluf slues <ol &1 A3Y), i.e. the snake that caused death
to your father.

It is worth noting that adhering to the same word order without
considering the differences between the interfacing languages may
well lead to shift in coherence and cohesion, thus affecting the texture
of the text. By way of clarification, the following example along with
its translation can be considered:

1 find thee apt, And duller shouldst thou be than the fat weed. That
roots itself in ease on Lethe wharf, Wouldst thou not stir in this ...

i e Lbis seis @l Onendl coiall o alif Sy cJoall i 21
53l Le. 1 ol 51" g )"
As one may observe, the translator maintained the same word order
when he rendered the text into Arabic without trying his hand to
reorganize it in a way to read more smoothly and cogently. This is
flagged up by majority of the raters. Only 20 % of the raters were of
the view that such a rendering is acceptable. 80 % of the raters,

however, stated that not only does such a translation strike them as
unusual, but it is unacceptable. To produce an acceptable and accurate
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text, one may reorganize the textual materials in the TT, thus ensuring
its coherence as follows:

Blas e gais G 8ylall JuilasliS als (oIS cluaiy @1 13) (cladS el
1iSa «ad] areald (Sagas § Ll cuS Al Tgad aal ledala b pesl g ¢
G ¥ o daadl i) Ll elel (S35 ign e (e chiladadl 3 ulid 1slls
Al Y s el 8lesey il
Extract (4): Act.1, Scene 5. Lines (37-40)

ST Intralingual Translation Jabra’s Translation

GHOST GHOST: I like your words. | Sy ,Jeall lLuge iyl

I find thee apt, And duller You’d have to be as slow and el dadl e Al

shouldst thou be than the fat | dull as a weed growing on the [FES 9 X il
weed banks of Lethe not to be e b > ‘-sud

. . brought to anger by my story. s o o *c_S-*-J Slas
That roots itself in ease on Now, Hamlet, listen. The | clola L &MB Jsdl L
Lethe wharf, official story is that a poisonous | Ll a8 ol lgand A&l
40 Wouldst thou not stir in | snake bit me while T was | .. .~ .. .
this. Now, Hamlet, hear. ‘Tis | sleeping in the orchard. That is | - el t?""m W?"‘«'“"f 3
given out that, sleepinginmy | a lie that deceives all of | 45 <Ll 03l lseus 1iSa
orchard, A serpent stung me. | Denmark. You noble youth, | oSl dse oo Bualddly
So the whole ear of Denmark | know that the snake that killed | . el gall L ele

Iise:t)}/l a forged process of my z;)(:lvrvnf.ather is now wearing his o0 bl el @jl @éfﬂ
Al O s el

Rankly abused. But know, Toe T

thou noble youth, 45

The serpent that did sting thy

father’s life Now wears his

crown.

In the following extract, the content (semantic meaning) was given
serious consideration by the translator at the expense of other levels of
meaning, such as the illocutionary meaning and stylistic meaning, not to
mention intertextuality. This resulted in shift in cohesion and coherence. To
explain, in the extract below, Hamlet talked ironically to Guildenstern and
Rosencrantz. However, the illocutionary meaning and stylistic meaning were
neglected by the translator. Added to this, the ‘mood span’ in narrative
discourse as a cohesive feature was not taken into consideration (Larson,
1998). To make this point clear, the utterances aull &, &8, oo Jaill @ Y9
Ll s el LgliasT (g, sl 4y (e Ayl eliac! 3 were translated literally,
thus resulting in shift in cohesion and coherence. 60 % of the raters stated
that such a literal translation makes no sense. Paying extra attention to the
context and mood span in narrative discourse as a cohesive feature, one
could suggest a rendering like this:
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el 4, Jl=S W - 561,855,
Bolaud) Aed § Lad i oliiase Lad LT e laa : O Audale
T elaad Ly : culala

Sy s 215 Vg 1ia ¥ 5,550,

Larse civatio § lapas Jo Laiild (311 cdala
L 3 ellaug dgi o ¢ pad 1 O ludale

oo Loy Lo By2ld Luasd Lpl uio 1 Lge g5 dawel 3 Ll @ clsla

Y

Extract (5): (Act.2, Scene.2, lines (236-247)

ST Intralingual Translation Jabra’s translation
HAMLET HAMLET Cdall Mal : cdala
My excellent good | Ah, my good old friends! | L ¢l a8 lenadall
friends! How dost thou, | How are you, Guildenstern? | L caly Ofudade
Guildenstern? And  Rosencrantz!  Good 61,8539,
Ah, Rosencrantz! Good | friends, how are you both

lads, how do you both? doing? oo Lgud 11 S5,
ROSENCRANTZ ROSENCRANTZ ) oo sl
As the indifferent | As well as any old average

children of the earth. man. w Wl pfadale
GUILDENSTERN GUILDENSTERN ol o La¥, el

Happy, in that we are
not overhappy.

240

On Fortune’s cap we are
not the very button.
HAMLET

Nor the soles of her
shoes?
ROSENCRANTZ
Neither, my lord.
HAMLET

Then you live about her
waist, or in the middle of
her

favors?
GUILDENSTERN

245

Faith, her privates we.
HAMLET

In the secret parts of
Fortune? Oh, most true.
She is a

strumpet. What news?

Happy that we’re not too
happy. We’re not exactly the
luckiest men in the world.
HAMLET

But not the unluckiest either,
right?

ROSENCRANTZ

Neither, my lord.

HAMLET

So you’re hanging around
Lady Luck’s waist, right in the
middle of her favors?
GUILDENSTERN

Yup, we’re like privates in her
army.

HAMLET

You’re in Lady Luck’s private
parts? Ah, it’s true. She is a
whore. So what’s the news?

omid |, bolawdl oue
Aad 0 Aoddl 8 Lid
adll &,

o Jaidl (3 ¥ seda
T el
Wy lda ¥ Ul ,SG50;
¥ LIS
Je Lusle O3 redala
Sod!l bwg 3 Layas

g by o Gy
:edala
ol &y o Ayl
sl Lpl dlly il
oo LSy L. Byld
¢ LY
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Another example of shift in lexical cohesion is the use of > ,zasl geus ¥
which makes no sense in Arabic. 80% of the raters who were asked to
express their opinion about this expression were of the view that such an
expression is meaningless. To illustrate, the sentence let me not burst in
ignorance used in the original text simply means let me not to explode from
curiosity as indicated in the intralingual translation, i.e. don’t make me
explode from curiosity. Had the translator taken into account the intended
meaning of the expression burst into ignorance, on the one hand, and how
words collocate well in Arabic, he could have suggested a rendering like ¥
Joadll (e yzasl glaxs meaning do not make me explode from curiosity or more
idiomatically gl Jeaall ¢ 5 ¥, which literally means do not let curiosity kill
me.

Extract (6): (Act. 1, Scene.4, lines (46-49)

ST Intralingual translation Jabra's translation
Hamlet: Ham}et: ...Oh, answer me! gy clblal Cagls
I’ll call thee “Hamlet,” Don’t make me explode e Kl ciala chiass]
e e ’ from curiosity. Tell me why | /=22~ ’ 50
King,” “Father,” “royal our bones, which were o b LS LSy L
Dane.” O, answer me! y ’ R Gezl by S)laiag
blessed and sanctified in . g
Let me not burst in burial rites, have burst out Mo ez =85l gets ¥y
ignorance ... of their coffin ... g chlbae cas 13U
gl gals

Shifts in levels of explicitness

Literary texts are full of figurative expressions where their
denotative meanings are sometimes different from their connotative
meanings. Therefore, it is the translator’s task to be an insider first in
the ST to figure out the symbolic level of the expression, rather than
the superficial meaning. To do so, s/he needs to read the text at hand
carefully and analyse it syntactically, semantically, pragmatically and
culturally. This can be done by activating (1) a bottom-up process of
reading with a view to form a general idea of the text by relying on the
linguistic elements presented in the text, and (2) a top-down process
by utilizing the general idea formed by virtue of the bottom-up
process to better understand some linguistic elements that might be
difficult to be understood by the first process of reading. Having
understood the text, the translator should not produce segments that
hang together as a cohesive text only but should maintain the train of
thought or continuity in the TT, thereby guaranteeing the consumption
of the text by the TT readers.
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In extract (7) below, the translator decided to be very close to the
ST, thus adhering to the superficial level of meaning rather than the
symbolic level. To illustrate, the expression friends to this ground was
translated literally as o siJ olaue. Although 40 % of the raters
stated that such a rendering is acceptable and 50 % were of the view
that the translation has a minor stylistic issue, the translation is
inadequate as the translator failed to figure out the intended meaning.
The word s suggested by the translator refers to the planet, and it
does not convey the intended meaning, i.e. the homeland as indicated
by the intralingual translation friends of this country. Building on this,
one may suggest that such a rendering is okay in terms of acceptability
and readability as it does not strike the target reader as unusual, but it
1s not accurate as it does not convey the intended meaning. To strike a
balance between acceptability and readability on the one hand, and
accuracy on the other, one may suggest a rendering such as i
ol two friends of the homeland.

The utterance O, farewell, honest soldier. Who hath relieved you?
translated into $eSbus oo 0 LS wixll e Lelsg of, 1.€. O, farewell, honourable
soldiers, who will take your place?. As one may observe, the word
@¥> characterized by uniplexity, i.e. referring to one solider in the
scene, was changed to xasoldiers, thus affecting the mental image
conjured up the mind of the target reader. Had the translator paid extra
attention to such an issue, he could have suggested a translation like
S(Blazdl @) oy oy« palill suizdl LT Lelog. As regards Barnardo has my
place. Give you good night, it was translated into s 4 53,5, 1.€.
Barnardo has my place. Such a rendering, which is very close to the
original text, does not sound Arabic. 60 % of the raters admitted that it
is unacceptable and 30 % stated that it has a minor stylistic issue. To
produce an acceptable and accurate translation, one may suggest a
translation such as 5,lazl 3 Gl Al 95,550,

Extract (7): (Act.1, Scene.1, lines 8-13)

ST Intralingual Translation Jabra’s Translation
BARNARDO BARNARDO: Well, 200d | |3, clylue wlls 13] 253535
Well, good night. night. If you see Horatio and | lns sadhsa )

Marcellus—who are going | = =7 77 7
to stand guard with me—tell Bl @ glad, Ly
i ) them to hurry. gl Leayo
The rivals of my watch, bid | pp ANCISCO:I think T hear | (Guiopes secha J)

them make haste. them. Stop! Who’s there?

..T . .i . P
FRANCISCO HORATIO: Friends of this | & & 2 *

If you do meet Horatio and
Marcellus,
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15 I think I hear them.— | country. oo lea ,ad legaewd
Stand, ho! Who’s there? MARCELLUS: And loyal Sella
HORATIO servants of the Danish king. e .
- - FRANCISCO: Good night | 280 isethse
Friends to this ground ¢ Lood mg 55
to you. e
MARCELLUS
And 1 1o the D MARCELLUS: Oh, | <& oldlges by
ndiesemen o fhe Lane. goodbye, honorable soldier. 2hlesud
Who’s relieved you? .
Bace Al s gSCuutund
FRANCISCO FRANCISCO: Barnardo’s T
Give you good night. taken my place. Good night. | <= kel Lelag ol puduaya
MARCELLUS FRANCISCO exits. 1 SeSdit (10 01,S])
O, farewell, honest soldier. A oay  gSududyd
Who hath relieved you? (zr3) Bsau U, 6
FRANCISCO
20Barnardo has my place.
Give you good night.
FRANCISCO exits.

Extract (8) below is another example of an accurate translation where the
translator adhered to the superficial level of meaning, rather than the
symbolic level in many cases. The word illume, for instance, was translated
as Jaxiy without any attempt to figure out its contextual meaning, i.e. shining
as indicated by the intralingual translation. Further, the phrase Last night of
all mistranslated to 5.3 4l g Yet, it means last night a1 LWl The
whole translation was incoherent as indicated by 60 % of the raters who
were of the view that the translation is unacceptable and makes no sense. To
live up to the target readers’ expectations, one may suggest a rendering such
as

e @]aj_n p.g_’d‘ ool (&..2_7_” ey yms ladie (AWl Al L_? 1930y

Al oglewslog B

Furthermore, the utterance [to HORATIO] Thou art a scholar. Speak to

it, Horatio was inadequately rendered into 4:b\& | 4 sl,9a | 4,28 =si. The word

scholar in this context refers to a well-educated person. However, the word

488 j.e. jurist, suggested by the translator has a religious connotation. Only

20% of the raters were of the view that the translation is acceptable. 80% of

the raters held that such as unacceptable. To reflect the intended meaning

communicated implicitly in the ST, one may suggest a translation of the
following kind:

Ad) Sazs celaie pasd il (gedlysa Liblxa)
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Extract (8): (Act.1, Scene.1, lines 40-52)

ST

Intralingual Translation

Jabra’s Translation

HORATIO

40.Well, sit we down, And
let us hear Barnardo speak
of this.

BARNARDO

Last night of all,

When yond same star
that’s westward from the
pole

Had made his course t’
illume that part of heaven
Where now it Dburns,
Marcellus and myself,

45.The bell then beating
one—

The GHOST enters.
MARCELLUS

Peace, break thee off.
Look where it comes
again!

BARNARDO

In the same figure like the
king that’s dead.

MARCELLUS

[to HORATIO] Thou art a
scholar. Speak to i,
Horatio.

HORATIO: Sure, let’s sit
down and listen to Barnardo
tell us about it.

BARNARDO

Last night, when that star to
the west of the North Star had
moved across the heavens to
brighten that spot in the sky
where it’s shining now, at

precisely one o’clock,
Marcellus and I—The
GHOST enters.
MARCELLUS: Quiet, stop
talking! Look, it’s come
again.

BARNARDO: Looking
exactly like the dead king.
MARCELLUS:

[To HORATIO] You’re well-
educated. Speak to it
Horatio.

03] ulmild cgdlysa
.33)3).‘.4.3.:\.2.?..\_';5.13
Byl alll G t93yiy
ezl cUd L1y Leic
cadll (3L digyd (gl
ce Aad el wad
Y g s eleud!
l.'aiguu.Lw,A LI.S,M
B lodl 3o vupedls,
(cadall ds0y)

F_K_:_,' S !Li.w Zu.«.l.wﬁ
JSEd ells 3 tgayip
-Js5 gl ALK iy

Lodwdd col souglewyle
abls, ocdlion

In extract (9) below, there is an example of meaning shift in the
translation of the mark me, as it was translated as .V L&l without taking into
consideration the context in which it is used. Here, Ghost is going to tell
Hamlet the reality; therefore, there is a process of saying that implicitly
requires an act of listening, rather than looking. In light of this, mark me
lends itself to {J| aexul, Jl asol, etc. Further, the complex sentence My hour is
almost come When I to sulfurous and tormenting flames Must render up
myself, which means the speaker must go back to the torment of the flames
of purgatory as indicated in the intralingual translation, was rendered in
Arabic literally as lially conSOl olad guis el ol Led de @ Gl s, This
translation is meaningless and there is shift in meaning. 70 % of the raters
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held that the translation makes no sense and 10 % stated that it is
unacceptable. Here, Shakespeare transfers religious signs to his text, when
opting for the use of the word purgatory, which is a term used in Catholic
doctrine to refer to “a place or state of suffering inhabited by the souls of
sinners who are expiating their sins before going to heaven” (Oxford
Dictionary On line). Had the translator given this issue adequate
consideration, he could have suggested a translation of the following kind 3!
bl ol cad § glillas b1 (§ ols¥ ofy &eludl cil> where some lexical items and
expressions such as aclull caols, ,bi, gLlas and ekl with religious

connotation are used.

Extract (9): (Act. 1, Scene.5, lines:1-6)

ST Intralingual Translation Jabra’s Translation
The GHOST and | The GHOST and HAMLET . .
HAMLET enter. enter. dolay cadall Ju,
HAMLET: Where wilt | HAMLET: Where are you

thou lead me? Speak, I'll
go no further.

GHOST: Mark me.
HAMLET:I will.

GHOST: My hour is
almost come

When 1 to sulfurous and
tormenting flames

leading me? Speak. I’'m not
going any farther.

GHOST: Listen to me.
HAMLET: I will.

GHOST: The hour has
almost come when I must
return to the torment of the
flames of purgatory.

Sgobdl Aas ol J cdala
L o gl shasl V10085
o lasi:adatl

Jalcdala

e @l gl cas il
olpd ouas el ol Lpb

Must render up myself.

sldally cu S

Coherence shift of expression

In cohesion shift, the textual explicitness of the TT is adjusted, and it can
be clearly recognized “at textual relationship namely objectively detectable
of lexically dependable in the phrase (as a language pair-specific
phenomenon) of TL translation” (Brata, 2008, p.43). Coherence shift, by
contrast, is “an adjustment of meaning concept of a covert discoursal
potential meaning relationship among parts of the text made overt by the
translator through process of interpretation” (p. 43). To put this differently,
coherence refers to the communicative translation of the TT, i.e. the TT
should be read and understood smoothly by the target readers. In the
translation of Hamlet discussed in this study, the translator decided to be
very close to the ST, thus resulting in many examples of coherence shift. In
extract (10) below, for instance, there is an example of coherence shift that
affects the whole meaning of the text. The translator rendered what art thou
that usurp’st this time of night Together with that fair and warlike form In
which the majesty of buried Denmark Did sometimes march? By heaven, |
charge thee, speak uttered by Horatio literally as (ys a3l 1o cogazel craly il oy
clalsl § bl o 4 @dar J ) (Slaiadl A o g1 Joad! (6 Suadl JSa) ell3g LI
oKz of slewdly. Here, as one may notice, the phrase, the majesty of buried
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Denmark, was literally translated as J>,JI §;Lesl 33>, thereby changing the
entity to which the referring expression the majesty of buried Denmark
refers. Added to this, the clause that fair and warlike form...sometimes
march, which means being dressed in his battle armour, was translated
literally into _oldl o 4 @ieay o (&Saall JSaJ1 clldy, thus leading to a non-
communicative and inconsistent text. Had the translator figured out the
intended meaning and paid extra attention to the target readers’ expectations,
he could have resorted to a more communicative and rhetorical translation
such as

cle acid cal L Jalll e ol o cumzel e by SelSa of <l clalerad
oyl cdy iy O M (6 Suadl dugy Jo 1) ey lasad)
Added to this, the finite clause I is offended was rendered as stiul 38, j e.
he was offended, without indicating in his translator the offender. Although
50 % of the raters were of the view that such a translation is acceptable and
50 % held that it is okay, it is still vague. If the translator had employed the
addition strategy here to clarify what is meant by this utterance, he could
have come up with a rendering such as clis sliwl 43 4 s, i.€. it seems that he
was offended with you. By contrast, in the translation of the sentence see, it
stalks away meaning he’s going away, the translator unjustifiably added the
prepositional phrase <Ly, i.e. proudly, thus changing the meaning.

Extract (10): (Act.1, Scene.1, lines 51-60)

ST Intralingual Translation Jabra’s Translation
HORATIO HORATIO: pals  cole  igedlisa

What _art _thou that | Who are you, disturbing
usurp’st this time of | this time of night, and
night appearing just like the dead | @sSwadl  JSAJI U3

Together with that fair king _Of Denmark, dressed | gyy, o€ ol Juaz!
and warlike form in his battle armor? By ] J.;|,Jl <l

b b (e sbed
55 In  which the God, I order you to speak. € t

majesty of buried | MARCELLUS: Ol elawdl elalsi S ol
Denmark You’ve offended it. N

Did sometimes march? | BARNARDO: .
By heaven, I charge | [ ook, it’s moving away. il ul: agleols
thee, speak. sl a4l il 933
MARCELLUS
It is offended.
BARNARDO

See, it stalks away.

Sl oo aopdl 1da cupane
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In extract (11), the translator opted for a literal translation L ¥ iS5
Seud clly o Sl (o AST Ui 13 i cumds uBg uai 5 1)1 S gutlyga, thus resulting in
an incoherent translation. A closer look at Barnardo’s turn below, we can
recognize how such a literal translation affects the meaning, cohesion,
coherence and the process of understanding the text. As can be seen, the
translator used g ilysa b (¥ aiSy instead of §sidlisa (uxy sl L. Although
this part did not strike the raters as unusual, there is a difference in meaning
between what he offered and what we suggest as the former is inadequate
and misleading.

As regards Before my God, I might not this believe without the sensible
and true avouch of mine own eyes uttered by Horatio, it was rendered as
Ll we (o Lugucms A8l 3als. This translation is tautological. The raters were
of the view that not only does such a rendering have a minor stylistic issue
(40 %), but it makes no sense (20 %), and unacceptable (20 %) as well. Had
the translators given this serious consideration, they could have opted for a
more idiomatic translation such as gus ol 4ai; @31 Y.

Extract (11): (Act.1, Scene. 1, lines 50 -56)

ST

Intralingual Translation

Jabra’s Translation

BARNARDO

How now, Horatio? You
tremble and look pale. Is
not this something more
than fantasy? What think
you on ’t?

HORATIO

Before my God, I might
not this believe

55Without the sensible

and true avouch Of mine
own eyes.

BARNARDO

How are you, Horatio?
You’re pale and
trembling.  Isn’t  this
something more than just
our imagination? What do
you think about it?

HORATIO

I swear by God, 1 would
never have believed this if
I hadn't seen it with my
own eyes.

L oY ay :9ayipm
adg aady S Serdiliea
oo AST Lid 13 el s

Saud ebii ) Lo Spasll

i€ Lo dily :geilyga
Aol Bald Yol ddu¥

Ll (S (p0 At gurma

In the extract (12) below, there is another ample example of coherence
shift. Again, the translator opted for a literal translation. Some meaningless
expressions were added, so this affects the texture of the text and its
meaning. The translation of the whole turn was incoherent and disconnected.
To illustrate, the expression a list of lawless resolutes, which means a gang
of thieves or anti-social fellows, was rendered in Arabic as sLa & o 1,45, i.€.
a group of unlucky or miserable people, thereby changing the meaning
dramatically. The expression For food and diet was also rendered literally as
¢ldally wgall J>i . In this translation, there is sematic repetitions the words
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=g and ¢1ie are synonymous in Arabic. In this regard, Dickins et al. (2002,
p.- 59) suggest four techniques to deal with such semantic repetition,
namely ‘merging’, ‘grammatical transposition’, ‘semantic distancing’ and
‘maintenance’. To live up to the target readers’ expectations, one may opt
for il daat Lilse where the semantic repetition is avoided by resorting to a
combination of two techniques, namely grammatical transposition and
semantic distancing. Added to this, there is coherence shift in the expression
Lyl | bgydig g8 Uy as it strikes the target reader as unusual, on the one hand,
and on the other hand, it is meaningless. 60 % of the raters held that it is not
only unacceptable, but it makes no sense (40 %) as well. In this vein, the
whole phrase could be substituted by ssall. The utterance The source of this
our watch, and the chief head of this post-haste and rummage in the land,
was inadequately and incoherently rendered in Arabic as alxall sia aueg
I sl aya59 5ayasd). This is also indicated by 60 % of the raters. To
explain, the phrase s\J! ¢Lix1 w,45 is irrelevant to the context of the scene as
it means that’s why we’re posted here tonight and why there’s been such a
commotion in Denmark lately, thus lending itself to:

N JE PRU PR |
Extract (12): (Act 1, Scene 1, lines: 94-108)

ST

Intralingual Translation

Jabra’s Translation

HORATIO: Hath in the
skirts of Norway here and
there

Sharked up a
lawless resolutes,

list of

For food and diet, to some
enterprise

That hath a stomach in’t,
which is no other—

100As it doth well appear
unto our state—

HORATIO:... For no pay
other than food on the
outskirts of  Norway.
They’re willing to give their
courage to the effort of
forcefully regaining the
lands the elder Fortinbras
lost. I believe this is the
reason that we’ve been sent
on guard duty, and the
primary source of all the
recent hustle and bustle in
Denmark.

La (o de> poxd
s g All AL 3 <liag
oo Otedall sla ¥ (e
G sldally csall i
elyaall  Bapud Adles
Ldoud i LS - Laaye
Le aziun O -zowse
lasas @l 8,8l g2l
boypdg Lgd dw , sgal
s &l Led lda L4yl
sl ataal I 4S¥1 a1l
b o Lsylas yuaag,
A pdio bbbl dlxall oda
I Ui
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Conclusion

Cohesive relations work to achieve proper understanding of a text and to
organize its consequent meanings and ideas. The study found that there were
a lot of examples of shift in cohesion and coherence in Jabra’s translation of
Hamlet. Tt also found that when there is shift in cohesion, this may well
affect the coherence of the text. Added to this, there were examples of shift
at the level of explicitness as the translator failed to figure out the symbolic
level of the utterance, but rather he adhered to its superficial level on many
occasions. Further, there were examples of shift in expression meaning; this
resulted from the inadequate translation of words, phrases or sentences. This
shift of meaning affects the coherence of the text in general. The
infringement of the contextual meaning can be the main source of cohesion
and coherence shift in translation. Therefore, to keep the unity of theme and
the continuity of train of thought in translation, the translation should rely
heavily on the context of situation. A literal translation is a workable local
strategy in certain contexts, but not in all contexts. These cases of cohesion
and coherence shift, as shown in the examples discussed in the current study,
turned the text to be unreadable, misleading and unrelated. The lack of
coherence, in particular, changes the meaning of the rendered message and
distorts the whole message. Therefore, not only should the translator give
serious consideration to the context of situation, and accordingly, not to add
unrelated or incoherent information, but s/he should take into account how
the target reader will perceive the TT, thus adopting a communicative
approach to rendering the message of the ST based on the context of
situation.
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