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Abstract 

This paper explores the translation of speech acts and conversational implicatures of two Arabic versions of A Farewell to Arms, which 

may face a longstanding problem in literary translation in terms of the translation of pragmatic meaning achieved by using ellipsis, 

hedging, rhythm, and turn-taking. The analysis is based on the Speech Act Theory and Gricean pragmatics, and it is operationalized 

following the translation procedures presented by Vinay and Darbelnet. The samples are fifty pragmatically salient interactions identified 

in dialogic passages. Data in the form of source-text exchanges were coded by illocutionary force, type of implicature, form of carriers of 

inference (e.g. ellipses, hedges, clipped turns) and data in the form of target-text renderings were coded in terms of translation procedures 

(literal, equivalence, modulation, adaptation) and operations (reduction, amplification, omission, explications). There was a 

four-dimensional evaluative rubric consisting of meaning adequacy, illocutionary preservation, implicatures retention, and style/register. 

The results suggest that the strategy profile where literal or equivalence procedures are mandated with controlled reduction is more 

reliable in maintaining illocutionary contours and form-bearing implicatures. However, another profile marked by amplification and 

modulation or adaptation, commonly involving explications and some omissions, neutralized the hedges and resolved productive ellipses 

and high register, which have reconstructed pragmatic force. The study has practical implications on Arabic translation of minimalist 

prose because emphases have been found upon formal carriers of implicatures and dialogic rhythm by preserving structures of directive 

and permission where they are pragmatically motivated, avoiding unjustifiable overexplicational. Future studies are recommended to 

focus on reader reception to determine how translational choices can affect interpretive uptake. 

Keywords: Conversational implicature, Illocutionary force, English–Arabic literary translation, Speech Act Theory, Vinay and Darbelnet, 

Descriptive Translation Studies, Hemingway 

1. Introduction  

Pragmatic meaning concerns what speakers actually do with words, and what they deliberately omit, and therefore, it provides a 

long-standing challenge to literary translation. The nature of meaning in pragmatics is seen as not merely that which derives from 

propositional content, but as the outcome of inferential processes triggered by contextual cues, including ellipsis, brevity, hedging, and 

turn-taking (Grice, 1975; Levinson, 1983). Empirical studies have demonstrated that readers are dynamically engaged in calculating 

conversational implicatures and that variation in these cues can substantially influence interpretation and affective response (Marty et al., 

2024). When such cues are altered in translation, even the lexical meaning may be reshaped, and the pragmatic meaning may likewise be 

affected. 

The recent translation studies literature is increasingly requiring pragmatically explicit models that traverse beyond word-level 

equivalence and the explanations of how implicature, ambiguity and discourse form are interacting across the source and target texts 

(House, 2014; Francesch & Payrató, 2024). In this respect, pragmatic meaning is mutually defined through linguistic form (e.g. ellipses, 

clipped turns, hedges), local discourse background, and reader inference. It is hence important that what is unsaid be maintained as an 

object of analysis in order to assess translational adequacy. The issue is especially relevant when translating fiction by Ernest Hemingway, 

where the calculative economy and understatement are also involved in the dialogue, and any minor changes in the form can significantly 

change illocutionary power and the inferences the reader makes. 

In the framework of translation research, both literary and audiovisual sources show that the disposition of maxim flouts, violations, and 

other mechanisms activated by implicatures systematically conditions equivalence relations and audience interpretation (Vallauri et al., 

2022; Wang and Xin, 2024). These observations highlight the need to retain formal vehicles of implicature, i.e. ellipsis, hedging, rhythmic 

brevity in the target language. In this light, the idea of equivalence, in this case, is not considered as a matter of semantic identity but 

rather as the maintenance of inference-facilitating form and illocutionary force. Operationally, the study implies considering the 
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representation of ellipses and dashes, hedged causation, adjacency-pair timing and two-beat dialogic cadence in Arabic, as these attributes 

permit the English source text to license a specific set of conversational implicatures. 

Based on this orientation, this study extends an application of Speech Act Theory and the theory of conversational implicatures to 

understand how two Arabic translations of A Farewell to Arms implement illocutionary force (e.g., prohibition-permission shifts and 

directive contours) and conversational implicatures (e.g., hedged causation and aborted utterances). The relevance of attending to 

figurative, implicit, and pragmatically loaded meaning within the framework of historical, literary, and technological contexts is also 

reinforced by the recent developments of the study of Arabic translation. Indicatively, Khasawneh et al, (2025) reveal that the diachronic 

changes in translation strategy, whether in classical Arabic poetry, have an impact on the translation of figures of speech, and the 

sensitivity of inferred meaning and formal and cultural mediation. At the same time, studies aimed at the examination of machine-aided 

and audiovisual translation show that literal transfer is not possibly the sole requirement to maintain pragmatic and idiomatic power when 

both metaphor and implicature interact (Alsharif and Khasawneh, 2025). These results, combined with each other emphasize the necessity 

of translation models that are both pragmatic and procedural profiling, which is particularly significant when translating minimalist 

literary dialogues such as Hemingway’s, where meaning is often conveyed through that which is not said. The profile of translator 

decisions is based on the translation processes of Vinay and Darbelnet, which permit the systematic comparison between the pragmatic 

structure of the source text and the realizations of state-text. The paper answers three questions: (i) what is the speech acts-implicatures 

structure of the dialogic scenes in Hemingway; (ii) how are these pragmatic elements translated in each Arabic translation; (iii) why are 

there some shifts in meaning and force. 

The research addresses a gap in the intersection of pragmatics and English-Arabic literary translation. Although studies of pragmatic 

equivalence, implicatures, and translational strategies have been performed before (e.g., Farghal and Almanna, 2014; Sipayung, 2018; He 

and Gao, 2020), there are very few studies analyzing pragmatic equivalence, implicatures, and translation strategies comprehensively and 

applying them to a literary corpus, especially in Arabic. The relationship between pragmatic form, stylistic minimalism, and translational 

procedure has not been studied extensively, and the existing literature has tended to concentrate on either non-literary texts or individual 

pragmatic phenomena. By examining A Farewell to Arms via a combined pragmatic and descriptive perspective, the current work makes a 

contribution to a finer-grained comprehension of the manner in which an informed interpretation, as well as illocutory interactions, are 

rebuilt across languages and cultural backgrounds. The implications of the findings include the training of translators, practice in literal 

translation and pragmatics-based translation analysis, especially in academic and professional translation in Arabic-speaking world.  

2. Literature Review 

Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS) 

Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS) is situated within a broad view of translation as a multifaceted activity serving different purposes 

and audiences—from literature, where meaning is outline contrasting orientations and techniques: Larson’s form-based vs. meaning-based 

(idiomatic) translation (Larson, 1977; Maskuri  Srilistyanto& Sutop 2016), Brislin’s pragmatic/aesthetic-poetic/ethnographic/linguistic 

types (Choliludin, 2009; Maskuris, 2016), Catford’s extent/level/rank divisions, and Newmark’s eight methods, ranging from 

word-for-word to adaptive translation (Catford in Maskuri  Srilistyanto& Sutop , 2016; Newmark, 1988; Syafrizala & Rohmawatia, 

2018). The early descriptive categories provided a valuable background to subsequent descriptive strategies, as they predetermined the 

diversity in translational practice instead of one best practice. Against long-standing debates on meaning, equivalence, and translatability, 

the current study adopts a descriptive stance that observes translators’ actual choices rather than prescribing ideal ones. Translation studies 

consolidated as a discipline with Holmes’s ―map,‖ which distinguishes pure (theoretical/descriptive) from applied branches and provides a 

program for systematic inquiry (Munday & Vasserman, 2022; Munday, 2022; Barkhordar, 2018). Within the descriptive branch, DTS is 

target-oriented, empirical, and interdisciplinary, tracing how translations function in cultural history (Rosa, 2016). The three pillars are: 

product-oriented DTS (comparative description of ST–TT pairs or multiple TTs to write a history of translation), function-oriented DTS 

(the role, impact, and value of translation in the target context, later engaging the sociology of translation), and process-oriented DTS 

(translator cognition; think-aloud protocols) (Pradita, 2016). Munday argues that descriptive study seeks general principles by comparing 

transformations; Holmes’s applied branch includes training, aids, and criticism, and Toury integrates function→product→process in a 

hierarchy where target-culture function conditions textual make-up and strategy (Munday, 2001; Salamah, 2021; Toury, 2012).  

The significance of DTS lies in formulating, testing, and refining translation norms in specific cultural settings through a blend of 

humanistic interpretation and empirical rigor, ensuring reliability and validity (Dai, 2019). In this context, the texts translated become the 

cultural facts, the formal and pragmatic characteristics of which display target-system restrictions and expectations.  As an inherently 

social activity, translation is seen to foster cross-cultural communication and communal understanding; promoting descriptive translation 

supports community interaction and accessibility (IvyPanda, 2020). Practically, DTS challenges fixed norms, informs decision-making 

and operative norms, and serves both theory and training by offering pattern awareness and transferable skills; it also opens space for 

multicultural, non-divisive perspectives on practice. By examining textual and contextual variables together—products, processes, and 

functions—DTS yields robust generalizations about how and why translators act as they do, advancing translation studies beyond 

prescriptive method lists to evidence-based explanations anchored in target-culture realities (Dai, 2019; Pradita, 2016; Rosa, 2010; 

Munday, 2001). Recent studies on the Arabic-centered DTS indicate that the change of translation norms may have a crucial influence on 

figurative and implied meaning translation in historical and literary settings (Khasawneh et al, 2025). 
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Speech Acts and Conversational Implicatures 

Pragmatics frames translation as meaning-in-context, centering the speaker’s intended action rather than surface form (Levinson, 1983; 

Fitriana, 2015). Building on Speech Act Theory, Austin distinguishes locutionary (what is said), illocutionary (what is done by saying it), 

and perlocutionary effects (what it causes), while Searle classifies core illocutionary types as Representatives, Directives, Commissive, 

Expressive, and Declarations; effective translation therefore targets illocutionary preservation and anticipates perlocutionary outcomes, 

not merely propositional content (Austin, 1962; Searle, 1976). Translationally, pragmatic misalignment can be due to the failure to 

preserve illocutionary force in the appearance of semantic equivalence. Complementing this, Grice’s theory treats implicatures as 

meaning implied by saying something else and separates conversational from conventional types; conversational implicatures are 

diagnosed via the Cooperative Principle and the maxims of Quantity, Quality, Relation, and Manner, including patterned non-observance 

(flouting, violating, opting out, infringing) that cues inference (Grice, 1975). Conversational implicatures further divide into generalized 

and particularized, and exhibit defeasibility, calculability, and context-dependence (Rett, 2015). Such properties render implicatures 

particularly translatologically delicate, especially in literary conversation. For English–Arabic literary dialogue, attending to carriers of 

inference (ellipsis, hedging, brevity, turn-taking/beat) helps preserve force and reader uptake; rendering only locution risks literalism, 

whereas capturing illocution tends to enhance idiomatic acceptability (Al-Azzawi, 2019). 

Conversational implicatures and speech acts in literary works have been discussed by various scholars. The aim was to arrive at the aims 

of their employment and how to infer their meanings. Additionally, their conveyance in other languages during the process of translation 

has been investigated as well. The implied or intended meanings conveyed by these two pragmatic mechanisms impose burdens on both 

readers and translators. For example, Qordawi (2021) qualitatively chart conversational implicatures in Hemingway’s The Old Man and 

the Sea, showing frequent generalized and particularized implicatures serving functions such as conveying/entertaining information, 

self-defense, power, and etiquette; Fethallah and Armouche (2022) use a DTS lens on Mahfouz’s Palace Walk, finding translators 

routinely deploy explicitation, deletion, and preservation to carry implied meaning; and Abualadas (2019) documents systematic 

explicitation in two Arabic translations of A Farewell to Arms, which heightens informational load and reader guidance while reflecting 

euphemistic/politeness norms, though it treats implicatures only and in selected chapters. Recent literature takes pragmatic issues to 

machine-aided and comparative translation, and demonstrates that translation strategies have a direct impact on preserving figurative and 

inferred meaning (Alsharif and Khasawneh, 2025). The present paper advances this literature by (i) analyzing both pragmatic 

mechanisms—Speech Acts (illocution/perlocution) and Conversational Implicatures—within a single English corpus and two Arabic 

translations; (ii) systematically mapping Vinay & Darbelnet procedures and operations (e.g., Literal/Equivalence vs. 

Modulation/Adaptation; Reduction/Amplification/Omission/Explicitation) to pragmatic outcomes (illocution preserved/reshaped; 

implicature retained/neutralized); (iii) focusing on Hemingway’s minimalist dialogue to test whether Arabic TTs preserve carriers of 

inference (ellipsis, hedging, clipped turns/beat) and directive/permission force; and (iv) extending coverage and adding a transparent 

evaluative rubric (meaning adequacy, illocution preservation, implicature retention, style/register) to yield a replicable, DTS-grounded 

account of English→Arabic literary translation. 

3. Methodology 

Analytical units were bounded exchanges (one or more adjacency pairs) appearing in the ST and both TTs. Each exchange was first coded 

in the ST for speech-act type (representatives, directives, expressives, commissives, declarations where applicable), implicature type 

(generalized/particularized) and implicated maxims (quantity, quality, Relation, Manner), and the carriers of implicatures (ellipsis, 

hedging, repetition, beat/timing, deadpan imagery). The corresponding TT renderings were then coded for translation procedures 

(borrowing, calque, literal, transposition, modulation, equivalence, adaptation), with analyst tags for Reduction, amplification, omission, 

and explicitation (Chesterman, 1997). Pragmatic fidelity was evaluated on a four-dimension rubric—meaning adequacy, illocutionary 

force, implicature retention, and style/register (3+3+3+2; total 11)—to enable systematic comparison across translators and scenes. 

Multi-criteria rubrics of this kind are standard in translation assessment (House, 2014). 

This rubric was operationalized before the analysis (dimension definitions, score descriptors, and decision rules) and then applied in a 

systematic way to all the chosen exchanges in TT1 and TT2; the resulting scores appear in the Results section per dataset. This 

operationalized rubric was applied to all selected exchanges in both texts and reports an analysis and findings are provided in explicit 

reporting sections. To establish that scoring was based on similarity of decision rules, and not on impressionistic scoring, every exchange 

was scored at the end of ST pragmatic coding and TT procedure coding, and borderline cases were repeated using the same rubric 

descriptors to ensure cross-case consistency.Close reading and memoing governed the procedure: identification of candidates in the ST; 

parallel extraction in TT1 and TT2; sequential ST coding; TT procedure coding; and synthesis linking procedure patterns to shifts in force 

and implicature. To enhance rigor, coding criteria and exemplars were pre-specified and ambiguous cases were resolved by comparative 

checks across scenes; where applicable, a subsample may be double-coded to estimate agreement (e.g., Cohen’s κ). In the current research 

the following procedures of rigor were employed: (i) the use of coding sheets that identified categories and decision rules was carried out 

throughout; (ii) analytic memoing was applied during the coding process to record the inferential grounds by which given classifications 

were arrived at and (iii) ambiguous cases were resolved by systematic cross-scene comparison and re-coding in such a way that the same 

pragmatic configurations were handled consistently across the corpus. The study uses published texts and involves no human participants. 

Its scope is limited to one novel and two translations; future work should broaden the sample and test reader reception empirically, 

especially the effects of preserving ellipsis, hedging, and beat structure on inferential processing in Arabic. Because of the qualitative, 
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product-oriented design and the use of one primary coder, formal inter-rater reliability statistics (e.g., Cohen κ) could not be determined, 

so reliability was ensured by defining the categories explicitly, engaging in repeated recoding, and ensuring that readers have access to the 

derivation of each judgement in the analysis process. 

The data collection and analysis in this study were performed manually by systematic close reading of the source text (ST) and the target 

texts (TT1 and TT2). From the novel’s dialogic passages, approximately fifty pragmatically salient exchanges were purposefully sampled 

where speech-act force or implicature is concentrated (e.g., prohibition→ permission pivots, clipped refusals, ellipses/dashes, hedged 

causation).  Selection was directed by representative samples of implicatures and speech acts utilized in the original text and their 

corresponding equivalents in the translated texts. The implicatures and speech acts picked from A Farewell to Arms are chosen based on 

their definitions by Austin and Grice, or according to criteria established by critics and theorists who have examined the narrative. In 

accordance with the qualitative approach to translation analysis, the texts were comprehensively examined, and all pragmatically significant 

interactions were identified, categorized, and analyzed for their speech-act functions, implicature types, and translation procedures. Baker 

(2018) and Munday (2016) contend that manual analysis is crucial in pragmatic and discourse-oriented translation research, since it 

facilitates interpretive sensitivity to variations in meaning, stylistic nuances, and contextual inferences that automated techniques fail to 

capture. 

To increase the methodological transparency, the analysis reports of each dataset the following: (a) the ST pragmatic classification (speech 

act and implicature type); (b) the TT procedure profile; and (c) the rubric-based evaluation analysis, thus making clear that the connection 

between procedures and pragmatic effect is explicitly recorded, rather than assumed. 

This study adopts a qualitative, product-oriented textual analysis situated within Holmes’ Descriptive Translation Studies, with a light 

process perspective to explain observed choices. Austin’s Speech Act Theory and Grice’s theory of implicature provide the pragmatic lens 

for modeling illocutionary force and inference in the English source text (ST), while Vinay and Darbelnet’s taxonomy is used to profile 

procedures in the Arabic target texts (TTs). The corpus comprises Ernest Hemingway’s A Farewell to Arms and two published Arabic 

translations (Naseem, 1972; Baalbaki, 1977).  

4. Results  

Data set number one: 

The hallway scene encodes grief and agency through minimalist turns, repeated refusals, and aborted lines (e.g., ―I cannot tell you‖, ―The 

operation proved‖). In Austin’s terms, the doctor’s utterances mix Directives (offers to escort) and Representatives/Expressives (helpless 

sympathy), while Henry counters with Directives (refusals; topic-closure: ―I do not want to talk about it‖) and terse Representatives 

(―There’s nothing to say‖). Gricean particularized implicature (PCI) arises from ellipsis and dashes, with strategic pressure on Quantity 

(extreme brevity), Relation (topic refusal), and Manner (broken, disfluent lines), inviting the reader to infer an unsayable tragic outcome 

and Henry’s demand for solitude. 

TT1 tends toward amplification/explicitation and register elevation (e.g., ―ٜفقظ رغَخ ى…‖, rights-based ―ىٞظ ٍِ دقل‖ ،added plea ―أسج٘ك…‖, 

stage direction ―ّذ٘ اىَصؼذ‖), and it resolves the ST’s suspended utterances into full statements. This dampens the PCI of ineffability and 

diffuses illocutionary force (e.g., ―ِأُ رخشج ً  replaces two sharp imperatives). TT2 largely preserves brevity, ellipsis, and ‖ثإٍنبّنِ جَٞؼب

cadence (e.g., ―…. ثشْٕذ اىؼَيٞخ اىجشادٞخ”, “ىل  ….‖; crisp ― ًلا. شنشا.‖; imperative pair ― ٗىزخشج… أخشجٜ …‖), thereby maintaining the 

implicature of grief-closure and the directive force of Henry’s agency. 

Procedure-wise (Vinay & Darbelnet): 

 TT1: Literal base with frequent Amplification (AMP)/Adaptation (ADAPT)/Modulation (MOD); a notable Omission of the 

aborted ―operation proved—‖ thread; MOD shifts nurse’s procedural ―can’t now‖ into deontic ―not your right,‖ altering force 

and tone. 

 TT2: Predominantly Literal/Equivalence with controlled Reduction (RED); ellipses mirror the ST’s dashes, and imperatives are 

retained, conserving illocution and implicature. 

TT1 = 6/11 (Fair) vs TT2 = 11/11 (Excellent). TT2 better recreates the ST’s illocutionary profile and Gricean implicatures, while TT1’s 

explicitation and register lift reduce the inferential workload intended by Hemingway’s style. 

Data set number two:  

The bedside scene encodes stoic acceptance and fragile agency through minimalist turns and a pivotal Directive→Directive reversal in the 

touch exchange (―Don’t touch me.‖ → ―You … touch me all you want.‖). In Austin’s terms, Catherine alternates 

Representatives/Expressives (―I’m going to die … I hate it.‖) with Directives (prohibition then permission), while the narrator supplies 

Expressives/Representatives of reassurance (―You’re all right, Cat‖). Gricean particularized implicature (PCI) arises from brevity and 

micro-reversals: calm assertions plus the swift permission invite the reader to infer composure alongside aversion to death; the late coda 

(―I’m not afraid. I just hate it.‖) sharpens the stance as non-fear vs. dislike, without explicit commentary. 

TT1 tends toward amplification/explicitation and occasional force drift: added pleas and vocatives (― ٜأسج٘كِ ألّا رجن ‖ ،repeated endearments) 

heighten sentiment; crucially, Catherine’s permission is recast as a declarative prediction (« ًع٘ف ريَغْٜ مثٞشا»), weakening the illocutionary 

punch of the ST’s permission. TT1, however, retains the closing stance contrast (― أٍقذ… بئفخ ىغذ خ  …‖), albeit with a romantic adaptation 
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 .which reframes the implicature toward separation rather than existential aversion ,(‖أُ أفبسقل―)

TT2 largely preserves brevity, cadence, and directive shapes: reassurance remains economical; the prohibition→permission sequence is 

kept as prohibition + explicit permission (« ثإٍنبّل أُ رَغّْٜ ٍب شئذ« → »… لا رَغّْٜ »), conserving agency and rhythm; the ―letter‖ line is 

rendered idiomatically with restraint. The principal drawback is an omission of the final line (―I’m not afraid. I just hate it.‖), which 

slightly narrows the pragmatic contour otherwise sustained by the translation’s minimalism. 

Procedure-wise (Vinay & Darbelnet): 

• TT1: Literal base with frequent Amplification (AMP)/Modulation (MOD)/Adaptation (ADAPT); one salient force shift (permission → 

declarative); minor lexical slip ( اىشذ٘ة↔ اىشؼ٘ة  ). 

• TT2: Predominantly Literal/Equivalence with Reduction (RED); imperatives and turn length mirrored; a single Omission (final stance 

line). 

TT1 = 8/11 (Good) vs TT2 = 10/11 (Very good). TT2 better preserves the ST’s illocutionary profile and implicature-driven minimalism, 

while TT1 contributes full propositional coverage at the expense of over-explication and a weakened permission act. 

Data set number three: 

The delivery-room exchange encodes reassurance, pain, and veiled bad news through clipped turns, nurse-imposed silence (―Sh— don’t 

talk‖), and a crucial incongruity: the narrator’s upbeat Representative (―He’s fine‖) is immediately shadowed by ―the nurse look[ing] at me 

strangely,‖ which invites a particularized implicature (PCI) that all is not fine despite the assertion. In Austin’s terms, the scene interleaves 

Directives (hushing; ―Don’t talk‖) with Expressives/Representatives (Catherine’s pain, the narrator’s reassurance) and closes on a darkly 

comic descriptive Representative (―like a skinned rabbit with a puckered-up old man’s face‖) that sustains Hemingway’s affective restraint. 

Gricean pressure falls on Quality (possible mismatch between truth and reassurance), Relation (nurse’s look as a relevance cue), and Manner 

(economy and deadpan simile), prompting the reader to infer concealed trouble beneath phatic comfort. 

TT1 tends toward amplification, rephrasing, and additions that reframe the scene: it inserts extra vocatives, questions, and instructions 

(e.g., asking the narrator to leave or eat), upgrades reassurance to emphatic praise (― ًسائغ جذا‖), and omits/muddles the key dark-humor 

simile. Speaker attributions occasionally blur, and the nurse’s concise hushing expands into noisy stage business. These choices resolve 

Hemingway’s ellipses into explicit sentiment, dampen the Quality-based implicature (by overselling ―fine‖), and diffuse illocutionary 

force (the simple hush becomes a cluster of added moves). 

TT2 largely preserves brevity, cadence, and force: nurse Directives remain terse; the narrator’s reassurance is economical; the nurse’s 

―strange‖ look is retained as a cue; and the closing simile is rendered faithfully (« ِ م٘ج٘ٓ اىؼجبئضٗجٔ ٍزغضّ … أسّت ٍغي٘ر »), maintaining the 

scene’s deadpan register and inferential load. Minor padding (― ًجذا ً  do (‖ثخٞش مثٞش―) and one slightly odd reassurance collocation (‖…ٍزؼجب

not materially alter the pragmatic profile. 

Procedure-wise (Vinay & Darbelnet): 

• TT1: Literal base with frequent Amplification (AMP)/Adaptation (ADAPT)/Modulation (MOD), Transposition/Reordering, and salient 

Omission (the skinned-rabbit simile/attenuation). Additions and sentimentality raise register and neutralize PCI. 

• TT2: Predominantly Literal/Equivalence with light Reduction (RED); simile and hush Directives retained; minimal stylistic lift. 

Scores: TT1 = 4/11 (Weak) vs TT2 = 10/11 (Very good). TT2 better reproduces the ST’s illocutionary profile and Gricean implicature 

(reassurance shadowed by suspicion; deadpan imagery), whereas TT1’s additions, sentimentality, and omission of key imagery flatten the 

inferential texture intended by Hemingway’s minimalist style. 

Data set number four:  

The corridor exchange stages the incremental disclosure of the baby’s stillbirth through clipped Q&A and two key cues: the nurse’s ―Didn’t 

you know?‖ and, later, ―I thought you knew.‖ In Austin’s terms, the sequence interweaves Representatives (facts about breathing and the 

cord), Directives (―May I speak to you?‖ → moving to the hall), and soft Expressives (―It’s such a shame‖). Gricean PCI is driven by 

Relation/Quantity/Manner: the nurse’s surprise and hedging (―…or something‖) invite the reader to infer prior miscommunication and 

clinical uncertainty while the information is revealed gradually (alive? → dead? → cause/attempts → evaluative lament). 

TT1 skews the pragmatics by front-loading and over-writing: ―ٚمَب ظْ٘ٓ ىيٕ٘يخ الأٗى ً  adds an inference not in the ST; the hedged ‖ىٌ ٝنِ دٞب

causation and cord detail are omitted (― أٗ شٜء ٍِ ٕزا اىقجٞو… مبُ اىذجو اىغشٛ ‖ disappears), and the death is intensified via repetition (― ..ٍٞذ

 ‖erasing the ST’s crucial ―I thought you knew—(‖…الأفضو أُ رؼ٘دٛ―) The nurse’s closing line is replaced with an invented directive .(‖ٍٞذ

cue that carries the miscommunication PCI. Register is raised (― ً فبخشاً … فبجؼخ ٍذضّخ صجٞب ‖) and reassurance oversold earlier (― ًسائغ جذا‖), 

which together flatten the stepwise revelation and neutralize hedging-based implicature. 

TT2 largely preserves the ST’s cadence and staging: hall movement, stepwise Q&A, and the cord + hedging (― ٗمبُ اىذجو اىغشٛ ٝط٘ق ػْقٔ أ

―) keeps the surprise PCI intact. There is some register lift ‖ظْْذ أّل ػشفذ― ;are retained (‖شٜء ٍِ ٕزا اىقجٞو ً ٗأعفبٓ! غلاٍبً ضخَبً سائ ؼب ‖) and one 

added, minor instruction at the end, but these do not materially disturb the illocutionary profile or the gradual disclosure. Overall, the 

Representative content, the nurse’s Expressive, and the Manner hedging survive, sustaining the intended inference of prior 

misunderstanding and clinical contingency. 
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Procedure-wise (Vinay & Darbelnet): 

• TT1: Literal base with heavy Amplification (AMP)/Adaptation (ADAPT), Omission (cord + hedging), Modulation (added ―ٚىيَٕ٘يخ الأٗى‖), 

and Insertion of a closing directive—collectively compressing revelation and weakening PCI. 

• TT2: Predominantly Literal/Equivalence with light Reduction (RED); hedging and cause retained; mild AMP in lament; a small added 

instruction post-reveal. 

Scores: TT1 = 5/11 (Weak/Fair) vs TT2 = 9/11 (Good). TT2 better preserves the ST’s stepwise disclosure, hedged causation, and 

miscommunication implicature, whereas TT1’s omissions and additions blunt the scene’s inferential architecture. 

Data set number five:  

This bedside exchange stages oscillation between death-anticipation and reassurance, punctuated by an urgent imperative (―Give it to me 

quick‖). In Austin’s terms, Catherine alternates Representatives/Expressives (―I’m going to die… I get so tired of it‖) with a final 

Commissive (―I won’t let myself die‖), while the interlocutor counters with Directives/Expressives of reassurance (―You won’t. You can’t.‖ 

/ ―I won’t let you.‖). The scene’s Gricean PCI hinges on Manner (staccato turns; repetition), Quantity (minimal reasons but strong claims), 

and the unspecified object of the imperative (―it‖), which pragmatically points to immediate relief (analgesia/anaesthesia) without naming 

it—heightening urgency while keeping the referent implicit. 

TT1 leans into amplification and sentiment: it adds end-stopping and vocatives (―ٝب مبد اىؼضٝضح‖), recasts fatigue as finality (― أدظ أُ مو شٜء

 an explicitation that removes the ST’s purposeful indeterminacy. It also compresses the—‖اىغبص― and specifies the implicit ―it‖ as ,(‖قذ اّزٖٚ

dual reassurance (―You won’t. You can’t.‖) into a single line and slightly reorders the conditional (―ٗىنِ، ٍبرا ى٘ ٍذ؟‖). These choices soften 

illocutionary punch (less emphatic prohibition via two-step reassurance) and reduce implicature by explaining what the ST leaves inferred, 

though the closing self-Commissive (―ىِ أدع ّفغٜ رَ٘د‖) is retained. 

TT2 largely preserves sequence, brevity, and force: the reassurance remains a two-beat prohibition (―ٜلا. ىِ رَ٘رٜ. أّذِ لا رغزطٞؼِٞ أُ رَ٘ر.‖), 

the conditional is faithful (― س ىٜ أُ أٍ٘د؟ٗ ىنِ ٍبرا ى٘ قذُِّ ‖), and the urgent imperative keeps the unspecified object (― ٜأػطْٜ إٝبٓ ف

 but maintains the scene’s cadence; the final Commissive is (‖أعزشؼش―) matching the ST’s implicitness. Diction is slightly elevated—(‖عشػخ

intact. 

Procedure-wise (Vinay & Darbelnet): 

• TT1: Literal base with Amplification (AMP)/Modulation (MOD) and salient Explicitation/Adaptation (naming ―اىغبص‖), plus Reduction 

of the two-part reassurance to one. These moves erode PCI and trim the emphatic rhythm. 

• TT2: Predominantly Literal/Equivalence with light Reduction (RED); preserves turn order, the two-step reassurance, and the implicit 

object, thus conserving both illocution and implicature. 

Scores: TT1 = 7/11 (Fair/Good) vs TT2 = 10/11 (Very good). TT2 better sustains the ST’s illocutionary profile (distinct prohibitions, 

urgent directive, final self-commitment) and the implicature carried by the unspecified ―it,‖ whereas TT1’s explicitation and tonal lift 

diminish Hemingway’s minimalist effect. 

5. Discussion  

This study examined how two Arabic translations render the speech acts and conversational implicatures of Ernest Hemingway’s A 

Farewell to Arms, using Austin’s Speech Act Theory, Grice’s theory of implicature, and Vinay & Darbelnet’s translation procedures as the 

analytical lens. Across the five datasets, the English source text (ST) consistently encodes meaning through minimalist turns, clipped 

cadence, ellipses/dashes, hedged causation, and repetition—devices that shift interpretive work to the reader. In this stylistic ecology, 

illocutionary force (e.g., a prohibition, a permission, a refusal) and particularized implicature (PCI) frequently arise not from what is 

stated but from how it is said (brevity, broken lines) and what is left unsaid (aborted clauses, ellipses, hedges). 

Speech acts in the ST and their translation 

Across scenes of grief, delivery, disclosure, and bedside crisis, the ST interleaves: 

 Directives (e.g., hushing, refusals, prohibitions → permissions), 

 Representatives (clinical states, outcomes, factual updates), 

 Expressives (tenderness, fatigue, pain), and 

 Momentary Commissives (self-pledges to survive; vows to protect). 

The analysis shows that preserving illocutionary type and strength is decisive. When the ST shifts Directive → Directive (e.g., ―Don’t touch 

me.‖ → ―You … touch me all you want.‖), the reader experiences a fast restoration of agency. Where the translation rephrases a permission 

as a declarative prediction, the illocution weakens and the scene’s dramatic pivot blurs. Similarly, where the ST stages two-beat prohibitions 

(―You won’t. You can’t.‖), collapsing them into one beat dilutes the emphatic cadence that underwrites the reassurance. 

Thus, the patterns for translation were:  

1. TT2 tends to preserve directive shapes, cadence, and turn length, maintaining the illocutionary profile. 
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2. TT1 frequently elevates register and adds sentiment/vocatives, and occasionally shifts force (e.g., permission → declarative), 

which softens the pragmatic effect. 

Implicature and the reader’s inferential work 

Hemingway’s implicature arises chiefly from calibrated ellipsis and economy (Manner/Quantity), with topic pivots (Relation) and 

reassurances tinged by doubt (Quality). The main carriers are aborted or hedged statements (―I cannot tell you—‖; ―the cord … or 

something‖) and minimalist refusals whose stoic cadence invites inference. Preservation is strongest when translations retain ellipses, 

dashes, hedges, and clipped two-beat assertions, sustaining ambiguity and rhythm. Losses occur through explicitation or amplification 

(naming the indeterminate, adding causes or stage directions), omission of key hedges or stance lines (―I’m not afraid. I just hate it.‖), and 

register lift or romantic padding that recast existential stoicism as melodrama. Overall, TT2 largely maintains ellipsis, hedges, staccato 

cadence, and unspecified objects of urgent imperatives, preserving the reader’s inferential role, whereas TT1 tends to front-load and 

sentimentalize, resolving designed ambiguities and thereby neutralizing implicature. 

Translation procedures and their pragmatic effects 

Using Vinay and Darbelnet’s procedures, the evidence shows a tight link between technique and pragmatic fidelity. Literal or 

Equivalence—often coupled with Reduction—best preserves particularized conversational implicature (PCI) when the source text hinges 

on economy and ellipsis. In these cases, translators maintain turn boundaries, directive contours, hedges, and deadpan imagery, thereby 

retaining Hemingway’s calibrated silences and rhythmic minimalism; this profile predominates in TT2. 

By contrast, Amplification, Adaptation, and Modulation can aid idiomatic fit, but when deployed to explain the unsaid, elevate register, or 

inject sentiment, they weaken PCI, blur illocutionary force, reframe and scene patterns frequent in TT1. Omission is most harmful when it 

removes implicature carriers (ellipses, hedges, key stance lines) or the beats that create emphatic rhythm, since these deletions dismantle 

the inferential work the text assigns to the reader. 

Cross-dataset synthesis 

Across datasets, a consistent pattern emerges: TT2’s formal economy and procedural restraint preserve Hemingway’s implicature, while 

TT1’s explicitation and register lift tend to flatten it. In Dataset 1 (hallway) and Dataset 4 (disclosure), TT2’s retention of ellipses and 

hedges sustains grief-closure and stepwise revelation; TT1’s added directions and explanatory phrasing foreclose inference. Dataset 2 

(bedside touch) shows TT2 maintaining the Directive→Directive reversal and verbal economy, whereas TT1, despite keeping the final 

stance line, weakens the texture of permission and reframes the implicature by importing romantic color. In Dataset 3 (delivery room), 

TT2 preserves the deadpan simile and the nurse’s hush, keeping the Quality-based tension taut; TT1 introduces sentiment and stage 

business that mute the pragmatic charge. Dataset 5 (death anticipation) again demonstrates TT2’s restraint, keeping the unspecified object 

of urgency and two-beat reassurance, while TT1 names it (―gas‖), collapsing purposeful indeterminacy. Taken together, these results 

indicate that Literal/Equivalence paired with Reduction better conserves both illocution and implicature in Arabic renderings of 

minimalist Hemingway. 

These findings carry specific implications for Arabic literary translation. The pull of Arabic discourse norms, vocatives, politeness 

formulas, explanatory additions, and register lift can inadvertently reallocate meaning from implicature to explicit statement, altering 

reader experience in prose architected by silence, hedges, and rhythm. Editors and translators should therefore preserve carriers of 

implicature (ellipses/dashes, hedges such as ―… أٗ شٜء ٍِ ٕزا اىقجٞو‖, clipped refuals, two-beat patterns), and guard illocutionary force by 

keeping imperatives as imperatives, maintaining permissions, and retaining sequential beats (e.g., ―You won’t. You can’t.‖). They should 

avoid unnecessary explicitation that names implicit referents or over-explains causes, match register to scene to prevent stoicism from 

drifting into melodrama, and allow idiomatic adjustments only when they recreate force and implicature (Equivalence/Modulation), not 

when they explain them away. 

Convergence and divergence with previous studies 

The current research conclusions are not only consistent with the past studies in the area of pragmatic meaning and literary translation, but 

also relate to the past studies in the field that are interested in implicature, explicability, and pragmatic equivalence in English-Arabic 

translations. Consistent with previous studies, the findings support the thesis that Arabic literary translations usually place an emphasis on 

explicitation, register elevation, and at the cost of conversational implicature and pragmatic subtlety. The pattern has been observed over 

and over again in the research on Arabic translation of Hemingway and other minimalist prose. In the example of Abualadas (2019), 

systematic explicitation exists in Arabic versions of A Farewell to Arms, stating that translation participants often address the problem of 

ellipsis and implied meaning to clarify and direct the reader better. The current results are consistent with this observation, particularly in 

TT1, where amplification, adaptation, and omission neutralize the application of ellipsis-based implicatures and dilute the strength of 

illocutionary force time after time. 

On the same note, current findings can be compared to those found by Qordawi (2021) on conversational implicature in The Old Man and 

the Sea, which show that Hemingway uses brevity, silence, and inference as fundamental aspects of the dialogue, placing a large 

interpretive burden on the reader. The current paper affirms that the same pragmatic strategies can be found in both works, A Farewell to 

Arms, and that the same strategies, namely, ellipsis, clipped turns, hedging and two-beat cadence, are fundamental to A Farewell to Arms 

and that their maintenance or failure determines meaning in translation. In that regard, the study overlaps with the prior pragmatic 
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research where implicature is seen as a central stylistic and communicative aspect of the Hemingway narrative discourse. 

Meanwhile, the results contrast with previous pieces of literature in a number of significant ways. Unlike most of the previous studies that 

may research conversational implicature or Speech Act separately, with a tendency to study selected chapters or specific pragmatic 

phenomena, the given research conducts a combination of Speech Act Theory and Gricean implicature into one interconnected analytical 

framework, charting translation processes (Vinay and Darbelnet) onto pragmatic consequences. This synthesis shows that pragmatic loss 

in translation is more than an incidental consequence of cultural or linguistic disparities, but is tightly connected to particular procedural 

decisions, like the production of the directives into the declaratives, how to resolve aborted utterances or the naming of the intentionally 

implicit referents. In this sense, this study expands on the work by Abualadas (2019) by showing that explicitation influences not only 

implicature but also illocutionary setup and interactional processes. 

Furthermore, although past research tends to suggest that literal translation is prone to pragmatic insufficiency, the current results balance 

such a misconception. The constant superiority of TT2 points to the possibility of Literal/Equivalence processes with the choice of 

controlled Reduction preserving pragmatic force and inference even better than the strategies based on amplification or adaptation. This 

finding contradicts the works that identify pragmatic adequacy with explicative or adaptative strategies first (e.g., Farghal & Almanna, 

2014), and it adheres to the more current claims in pragmatics-oriented research in translation that adherence to form, rhythm, and silence 

may be functionally communicative (House, 2014; Francesch & Payrató, 2024). 

Lastly, the results are echoed in more recent Arabic-specific studies of figurative and implicit meaning transfer, including Khasawneh, 

Moindjie, and Kasuma (2025) and Alsharif and Khasawneh (2025), which point to the idea that changes that happen in the norms of 

translations (be they diachronic or technological) have a direct influence on the treatment of inferred meaning. The current work fits in 

this body of work by demonstrating that procedural restraint as opposed to procedural richness, is commonly the source of pragmatic 

fidelity in the literary dialogue. Thus, it enhances extant descriptive explanations and provides a sharper explanation of how and why 

pragmatic meaning is maintained or neutralized in English-Arabic literary translation. 

6. Conclusion 

The study shows that pragmatic fidelity in translating A Farewell to Arms hinges less on lexical equivalence than on preserving the 

architecture of saying and not-saying: illocutionary shapes, elliptical form, hedged causation, beat structure, and register.  

Across the corpus, the translation that favored Literal/Equivalence with Reduction (TT2) more consistently recreated Austinian force and 

Gricean implicature, whereas the translation characterized by Amplification/Adaptation/Modulation (TT1) tended to flatten implicature, 

shift illocution, and raise register, thereby altering the reader’s inferential pathway and the novel’s tonal signature.  

Although these results explain the procedural-pragmatic connection in the corpus being studied, it is important to note several limitations. 

First, the research is only limited to one novel and two Arabic translations; hence, findings cannot be generalized to all the English Arabic 

literary translation contexts. Second, it is a qualitative, product-based study with a single coder. Even though reliability was established by 

the use of explicit coding sheets, repeated recoding and cross-scene consistency checks, the formal inter-rater statistical measures were 

not calculated. Third, the evaluative rubric, as a systematically applied framework, is based on a theoretically motivated framework that 

might need some adjustments when applied to different genres or stylistic traditions. Lastly, the experiment is pragmatic in the presence of 

textual analysis of the pragmatic effect against empirical reader-response data; therefore, the consequences of the study are analytically 

reconstructions, and are not experimentally determined. 

The paper has practical implications as well in terms of practice to both translators and educators. The findings stress that Arabic literary 

translators need to retain formal vehicles of implicature, including an ellipsis, hedge, a two-beat dialogic form, and the directive/ 

permission shift. As for minimalistic prose, translators ought to endeavor procedural modesty, and specify minimum expression of 

clarification that serves to address deliberate ambiguity or move beyond the tonal cost of the source text to a higher register. In the context 

of translation pedagogy, the incorporation of pragmatic profiling in the classroom setting can enhance the student awareness of the 

illocutionary force and implicature retention. Analytical accuracy and professional skill may be improved through training exercises in 

which the speech-act types, translation processes to pragmatic implications, and the extent to which amplification or diminution changes 

inferential load must be identified. 

Future studies can take this investigation in a number of directions. The corpus might be extended with other works of Hemingway or 

other minimalist writers in order to test the reliability of the relationship between procedure and pragmatic fidelity. A comparative study 

across time of Arabic translations might offer insight into whether the change or changes in translation normativity contribute to a 

systematic change in the implicature preservation. Further experimental reader-response research could be done into the role of 

differences in ellipsis, hedging, and dialogic rhythm on interpretive processing in Arabic. Lastly, more interdisciplinary solutions, such as 

intrinsic corpus-based techniques and pragmatic analysis, may streamline the definition of implicature carriers and can offer finer 

modeling of pragmatic loss and retention in literary translation. 
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Appendix  

Data set number one  

Data Excerpt (ST) 

Outside the room, in the hall, I spoke to the doctor, "Is there 

anything I can do to-night?" 

"No. There is nothing to do. Can I take you to your hotel?" 

"No, thank you. I am going to stay here a while." 

"I know there is nothing to say. I cannot tell you--" 

"No," I said. "There's nothing to say." 

"Good-night," he said. "I cannot take you to your hotel?" 

"No, thank you." 

"It was the only thing to do," he said. "The operation proved- - " 

 " 

"I do not want to talk about it," I said. 

"I would like to take you to your hotel." 

"No, thank you." 

He went down the hall. I went to the door of the room. 

"You can't come in now," one of the nurses said. 

"Yes I can," I said. 

"You can't come in yet." 

"You get out," I said. "The other one too." 

Translation 1 (TT1) 

 اىطجٞت : ٗفٜ اىشٗاق خبسج اىغشفخ عبه

 ػيٚ ْٕبك ٍب َٝنِ أُ أقذٍٔ ىل ؟

 .لا .. لا شٜء أثذا ، ارا مْذ فقظ رغَخ ىٜ ثبٝصبىل إىٚ اىفْذق

 . لا ، أشنشك، أسٝذ اىجقبء ْٕب فزشح أخشٙ

 . اػشف أّ لا ٝ٘جذ ٍب ٝقبه

 . فأّب لا اعزطٞغ أُ أخجشك

، لا اسٝذ اىغَبع ػْٖباسج٘ك   .. 

 أفضو أُ أدَيل ٍؼٜ اىٚ اىفْذق

شنشا -لا   . 

 . ٗ خطب ّذ٘ اىَصؼذ ، ثَْٞب ارجٖذ أّب إىٚ اىذاخو

 ىٞظ ٍِ دقل اىذخ٘ه اٖٝب اىغٞذ . 

 . خبطجزْٜ ادذٙ اىََشضبد

 ثيٚ ٍِ دقٜ . لا ، ىٞظ ٍِ دقل . 

 . ثبٍنبّنِ جَٞؼب اُ رخشجِ

Translation 2 (TT2) 

اىغشفخ فٜ اىشٗاق، رذذثذ إىٚ اىطجٞتخبسج  : 

 ٕو ثَخ شٜء ػيٜ أُ أفؼئ ٕزٓ اىيٞيخ؟-

 «لا . ىٞظ ثَخ ٍب رفؼئ. ٕو أعزطٞغ أُ أٗصيل إىٚ فْذقل؟»

 «. لا . شنشاً . ع٘ف أثقٚ ْٕب فزشح قصٞشح»

 «أّب أدسٛ أّٔ ىٞظ ثَخ ٍب ٝقبه أّب لا أعزطٞغ أُ أق٘ه .... ىل»

بهلا . ىٞظ ثَخ ٍب ٝق»فقيذ :   ..» 

ألا أعزطٞغ أُ أٗصيل إىٚ فْذقل ؟»ثٌ اعزذسك : .« إىٚ اىيقبء »ٗقبه:  » 

 «. لا . شنشاً »

ىٌ ٝنِ ثَخ ٗعٞيخ غٞشٕب . ىقذ ثشْٕذ اىؼَيٞخ اىجشادٞخ»قبه :   ....» 

أّب لا أسٝذ أُ أرذذس ػِ رىل»فقيذ :   ..» 

 «. إّٜ ٍغزؼذ لإٝصبىل إىٚ فْذقل»

 «. لا . شنشاً »

صاً اىشٗاق ٍٗضٞذ أّب ّذ٘ ثبة اىغشفخٍضٚ ىغجٞئ ٍجزب  . 

أّذ لا رغزطٞغ أُ رذخو اُٟ»قبىذ إدذٙ اىََشضبد :  .» 

 «.... ٗىنْٜ أسٝذ أُ أدخو»
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«ُ  «.ىٞظ فٜ اعزطبػزل أُ رذخو اٟ

« ً  «.. أخشجٜ أّذِ ٍِ ْٕب . ٗىزخشج اىََشضخ الأخشٙ أٝضب

Data set two :  

Data Excerpt (ST) 

Catherine looked at me and smiled. I bent down over the bed and started to cry. 

―Poor darling,‖ Catherine said very softly. She looked gray. 

―You’re all right, Cat,‖ I said. ―You’re going to be all right.‖ 

―I’m going to die,‖ she said; then waited and said, ―I hate it.‖ 

I took her hand. 

―Don’t touch me,‖ she said. I let go of her hand. She smiled. 

―Poor darling. You touch me all you want.‖ 

―You’ll be all right, Cat. I know you’ll be all right.‖ 

―I meant to write you a letter to have if anything happened, but I didn’t do it.‖ 

―Do you want me to get a priest or any one to come and see you?‖ 

―Just you,‖ she said. Then a little later, ―I’m not afraid. I just hate it.‖ 

Translation 1 (TT1) 

« الشعوبقبىذ ثص٘د أقشة إىٚ اىَٖظ، ٗٗجٖٖب أشذ ٍب ٝنُ٘ ٍِ « ٝب دجٞجٜ اىَغنِٞ،  .(اىشذ٘ة=)

« أسج٘كِ ألا رجنٜ… مبد اىؼضٝضح. أّذِ فٜ دبىخ دغْخ لا رخبفٜ ٝب .» 

« مٌ أٍقذ أُ أٍ٘د ٝب فشد اىَغنِٞ… إّٜ ٍبئزخ ٝب فشد .» 

« ع٘ف ريَغْٜ مثٞشاً »ثٌ: « … لا ريَغْٜ ٝب فشد. .» 

 «…لا ٝب مبد اىؼضٝضح، ع٘ف رزذغِْٞ قشٝجبً »

 «.أسدد أُ أمزت ىل سعبىخ قجو أُ رصو، ٗىنْٜ ىٌ أعزطغ»

« إدضبس مبِٕ ىشؤٝزل؟ ٕو رشغجِٞ فٜ » 

« )ٗغصّذ( ىغذ خبئفخ ٍِ اىَ٘د ٗىنْٜ أٍقذ أُ أفبسقل ٝب فشد… لا، فقظ أّذِ ٝب …» 

Translation 2 (TT2) 

 «…قبىذ مبثشِٝ فٜ سقخ ثبىغخ: أٖٝب اىذجٞت اىَغنِٞ! ىقذ ثذد سٍبدٝخ»

 «.أّذِ ثخٞش ٝب مبس. إّلِ رغزشدِٝ ػبفٞزل»

« أّب أمشٓ رىل»ثٌ: « عأٍ٘د. .» 

« ٝب دجٞجٜ اىَغنِٞ، لا ثأط، ثإٍنبّل أُ رَغّْٜ ٍب شئذ« … »َغّْٜ.لا ر .» 

 «.ع٘ف رغزشدِٝ ػبفٞزل ٝب مبس. أّب أػيٌ أّلِ ع٘ف رغزشدِٝ ػبفٞزل»

 «.مْذ أػزضً أُ أمزت ىل سعبىخ خشٞخ أُ ٝذذس شٜء، ٗىنْٜ ىٌ أفؼو»

ّٛ شخص آخش ىنٜ ٝشاكِ؟»  «ٕو ر٘دِّٝ أُ أعزذػٜ مبْٕبً أٗ أ

« كلا أسٝذ غٞش .»  

 

Data set 3 :  

"Hello, you sweet." "What sort of baby was it?" "Sh--don't talk," the nurse said. "A boy. He's long and wide and dark." "Is he all right?" 

"Yes," I said. "He's fine." I saw the nurse look at me strangely. "I'm awfully tired," Catherine said. "And I hurt like hell.Are you all right, 

darling?" "I'm fine. Don't talk." "You were lovely to me. Oh, darling, I hurt dreadfully. What does he look like?" "He looks like a skinned 

rabbit with a puckered-up oldman's face."  

T1 : ٖب ثص٘د ضؼٞف ٍزٖذجٍشدجب ٝب ػضٝضٛ، قبىز صجٜ، أّ ط٘ٝو  - : ٍشدجب ٝب دجٞجزٜ أٛ جْظ ٕزا اىشقٜ اىصغٞش ؟ صخ . لا رزنيَٜ . أجبثزٖب اىََشضخ . ثَْٞب قيذ أّب - . 

ػضٝضٛ ؟ ّؼٌ ، ٗىنِ لا رزنيَٜ ٕو اّذ ٍغشٗس ٝب  . ػشٝض اعَش اىيُ٘ . ٕو ٕ٘ فٜ دبىخ دغْخ ؟ ّؼٌ ، سائغ جذا ؟ ٗسأٝذ اىََشضخ رْظش اىٚ ٗاٍبساد اىذٕشخ رؼٌ مو ٗجٖٖب

- . الاُ لا رزنيَٜ  -اىزفزذ ّذ٘ٛ : اُ ٝب ػضٝضٛ ىقذ مْذ ّجٞلا جذا طٞيخ دٞبرل ٍؼٜ ، اّٜ ادظ ثبلاىٌ ٝشزذ ، آٓ، الله ٝنبد ٝصش ػْٜ . ٍِ ٝشجٔ اىصجٜ ؟ صبدذ اىََشضخ ثٌ 

ٝضٛ ارٕت ٗمو ثؼض اىشٜء ٝب ػض . مَب رشٝذِٝ- . اسج٘ك أُ رغبدس اىغشفخ الاُ-  

T2: - «ٜ ٜ» : ٍِ أٛ ّ٘ع مبُ رىل اى٘ىٞذ؟ فقبىذ اىََشضخ «!ٕبى٘، أٝزٖب اىذجٞجخ» « . مبُ ص٘رٖب ضؼٞفبً جذاً، ٍزؼجبً جذاً  ! ٕبى٘، ٝب دجٞج صجٜ. إّٔ ط٘ٝو،  « . ٕش! لا رزنيَ

ٗػيٚ ٗجٖٖب اّطجبػخ غشٝجخٗسأٝذ اىََشضخ رْظش إىٜ  « . ّؼٌ . إّٔ فٜ دبىخ ٍَزبصح : فقيذ «إٔ٘ ثخٞض؟»- « . ػشٝض، أعَش ثخٞش؟ أّب ٍزؼجخ إىٚ دذ ٍخٞف.  : ٗقبىذ مبثشِٝ . 

ً - .. ثخٞش مثٞش . لا رزنيَٜ - إُ اٟلاً رَضقْٜ رَضٝقبً . ٕو أّذ إّٔ ٝجذٗ أشجٔ شٜء ثأسّت ٍغي٘ر اىجيذ رٛ -مٞف شنئ ؟  .ىقذ مْذ سفٞقبً ثٜ . آٓ ٝب دجٞجٜ، إّٜ أر٘جغ ر٘جؼبً سٕٞجب

ٓ اىؼجبئضٗجٔ ٍزغضِ م٘ج٘  . » 

Data set 4 :  

 

"May I speak to you?" I said to the nurse. She came out in the hall with me. I walked a little way down the hall. "What's the matter with 
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the baby?" I asked. "Didn't you know?" "No." "He wasn't alive." "He was dead?" "They couldn't start him breathing. The cord was caught 

around his neck or something." "So he's dead." "Yes. It's such a shame. He was such a fine big boy. I thought you knew." 

 T1: ؼيٌ ؟ اىٌ ر - أدذس شٜء ىيصجٜ ؟ . ٕو َٝنِ اُ اعأىل أٍشا فزجؼزْٜ اىٚ اىخبسج ، اىٚ ػزجخ اىجبة امبُ ٍٞزب ؟ ىٌ ٝزَنْ٘ا ٍِ جؼئ - . ىٌ ٝنِ دٞب مَب ظْ٘ٓ ىيٕ٘يخ الأٗىٚ -

 الافضو اُ رؼ٘دٛ اىٚ جبّت اىغٞذح ْٕشٛ  . ّؼٌ ، اّٖب فبجؼخ ٍذضّخ ... ىقذ مبُ صجٞب فبخشا ، ق٘ٛ اىجْٞخ-ٝزْفظ ارُ فٖ٘ .. ٍٞذ .. ٍٞذ 

T2: ٍٗشٞذ ثضغ خط٘اد فخشجذ ٍؼٜ إىٚ اىشٗاق «ٕو أعزطٞغ أُ أق٘ه ىل ميَخ؟ ً  - - »لا . «أىٌ رؼشف؟ «ٍب ػيخ اىطفو؟ - : ٗعأىزٖب .  ىقذ ٗىذ ٍٞزبً - « . ىٌ ٝنِ اىطفو دٞب

ظْْذ أّل ّؼٌ، ٗأعفبٓ! ىقذ مبُ غلاٍبً ضخَبً سائؼبً. « ػشفذ .  « . إرُ فٖ٘ ٍٞذ- .. ىقذ ػجضٗا ػِ دَئ ػيٚ اىزْفظ. مبُ اىذجو اىغشٛ ٝط٘ق ػْقٔ أٗ شٜء ٍِ ٕزا اىقجٞو- «؟

 ( . لا ، ىٌ أػشف ٍِ الأفضو أُ رشجؼٜ ٗرجقٜ إىٚ جبّت اىغٞذح- : فقيذ

 

Data set 5 :  

"Because I don't want to die and leave you, but I get so tired of it and I feel I'm going to die." "Nonsense. Everybody feels that." 

"Sometimes I know I'm going to die." "You won't. You can't." "But what if I should?" "Iwon't let you." "Give it to me quick. Give it to 

me!" Then afterward, "Iwon't die. Iwon't let myself die."  

T1 : اّٜ أدٞبّب اشؼش مبّٜ  . ٍب ٕزا ٝب مبد اىؼضٝضح . مو اّغبُ ٝشؼش مزىل . لاّٜ لا اسٝذ اُ اٍ٘د ٗادػل ٗدٞذا . آٓ ، ٗىنْٜ .. ادظ اُ مو شٜء قذ اّزٖٚ .. أشؼش ثقشة ىيْٖبٝخ

ى٘ ٍذ ؟ ىِ ادػل رَ٘رِٞ أٍ٘د ، ٗىنِ ، ٍبرا  . ٍب ، اىغبص اػطْٜ اىغبص . لا ! ىِ اٍ٘د ، ىِ ادع ّفغٜ رَ٘د . 

 T2 : أّب أدسك فٜ ثؼض  .- « . ٕشاء مو اٍشئ ٝغزشؼش رىل- « . الأّٜ لا أسٝذ أُ أٍ٘د ٗأفبسقل. ٗىنْٜ عئَذ ٕزٓ اىذبه إىٚ أثؼذ اىذذٗد، ٗأّب أعزشؼش أّٜ ع٘ف أٍ٘د

ثٌ أضبفذ  «!أػطْٜ إٝبٓ فٜ عشػخ. أػطْٜ إٝبٓ- « . ىِ أدػل رَ٘رِٞ-ٗىنِ ٍبرا ى٘ قذس ىٜ أُ أٍ٘د؟ - « . لا . ىِ رَ٘رٜ . أّذ لا رغزطٞؼِٞ أُ رَ٘رٜ- « . الأدٞبُ أّٜ عأٍ٘د

 « . ثؼذ رىل: ىِ أٍ٘د. أّب ىِ أدع ّفغٜ أٍ٘د

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


