
 

Cultural Equivalence and Linguistic Equivalence 

Abstract 

This study is to find those factors which determine the equivalence 
in translation. 

The ideas of the prominent and distinguished scholars will be 

defined and elaborated. On the basis of those ideas, the final 
conclusion will be made. 
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Introduction 

Translation peers always encounter with different changes in 

equivalence within different language levels range from physical 
forms into meanings. Catford (1988) defined translation as the 

replacement of textual material in one language (SL) by equivalent 
textual material in other language (TL). Generally, almost all 

translation scholars emphasize the role of equivalence in the 
process or product of translation directly or indirectly. Therefore, it 

is in the center of the translation studies. It must be said that some 
scholars do not seem to refer to role of equivalence directly, 

however, if some one looks at their studies s/he will easily find out that 
equivalence would shed light on his/her studies. As a consequence, the 

nature of equivalence and its contribution and taxonomy will be defined 
in the following lines. 

Equivalence, inevitably, is involved in any theory of translation 
which can be understood by the comparison of various texts cross 

linguistically. Catford (1988) considers different shifts within 
languages and contends that there are various shifts when any of 

translation is carried out by translators. He, heavily, focused on the 
different linguistic elements as crucial variables in equivalence 

definition and equivalence finding. Accordingly, he divided the shifts 
across languages into level and category shifts. Level shifts include 

studies like morphology , graphology…… etc. and category shifts 
consist of structural, class, unit and intra-system shifts. 

There are other notions and assumptions described, explained and 
interpreted by translators and translation scholars. The work of Nida 

and Taber, Vinay and Darbenet, House and Baker are specifically 
dedicated to the equivalence, Baker (1992) regarded some different 

equivalents in his effort toward the notion and practice of 
translatics. She distinguished between grammatical, textual, 



pragmatic equivalents, and several others. Vinay and Darbelnet 

(1995) regarded translation as equivalence-oriented study. They 
said that equivalence is the ideal method in many practical 

problems of translatics. 

Nida and Taber (1964) focused on formal and dynamic equivalence; 
their flexible binary oppositions were revised several times. House 

(1977) contended that equivalence is either overt or covert; hence, 
she derived here theory of translation based on this taxonomy. 

Translatics or translation like many disciplines of science was 
scientifically developed in the second half of the century. Because of 

the fact that all theories of translation refer to equivalence as the 
most crucial factor centrally or peripherally. Dealing with the 

process of finding equivalence is the most significant issue existing 
among translaticists. Although finding equivalence is subjective, this 

subjectivity must be based on the taxonomies defined by translation 
scholars. 

Studying of factors effecting in the process of selecting equivalence 
started under the classifications of translation theoretician. 

Generally, all translators cope with finding equivalence in order to 
convey the translation units better. During this study and finding, 

any translation scholar contemplate about the possible factors 
which appear to affect it. Some scholars define a borderline 

between the equivalence which is related to form and the 
equivalence that is relevant to meaning, however, all of them have 

something in common that is the approval of some problems which 
impede finding equivalence. One of the most important theories of 

equivalence is the Catford's theory. Catford (1988) defined his 
theory based on different levels of equivalence. Afterwards, he 

explained the conditions in which all translators deal with the 
equivalence finding. He divided factors affecting equivalence finding 

into two different branches. The first one was the linguistic factors 

and the second one was the cultural factors. These two variables 
impress the equivalence finding process in various kind of 

translation. 

To sum up, translation is defined by Catford (1988) as the 
replacement of textual material in one language (SL) by equivalent 

textual material in another language (TL). Accordingly, Catford like 
many translation scholars defined an equivalence oriented theory. 

Later on, he went on details and described all kinds of possible 
equivalents in his theory. He also said that during the process of 

selecting, finding and creating equivalence, any translator should 

consider at least two factors, namely, linguistic and cultural factors. 
He said linguistic factors are those factors which exist at the levels 

of concrete form and abstract meaning of any chunk of language. In 



addition, cultural factors are those factors that can not be seen at 

the level of form or meaning of language, however, they exist 
among the background of mind of speakers and writers of source 

language, Catford (1988) said that any translator have to consider 
both cultural and linguistic elements and translate based on these 

two factors. It seems he meant to covey both cultural and linguistic 
elements of source language. 

As it was mentioned before, there are many definitions on the 

notion of translation. Almost all translation scholars in their theories 
somehow refer to the equivalence as the most significant part or at 

least one of the most crucial parts of translation. Accordingly, 

various equivalents were described by translators from different 
points of view. Scholars found out that the process of finding, 

selecting creating equivalence is not always as easy as it seems. In 
fact, there are many factors that affect the process of finding and 

replacing equivalence. Catford (1988) not only defined the 
translation and translation equivalence but also described the 

factors that put influence on the process of finding equivalence. He 
contended that there are at least two different variables that effect 

finding equivalence in translation. They are linguistic and cultural 
variables. 

In terms of details, it must be said that Catford (1988) defined 
translation as the replacement of textual material of target 

language by equivalent textual material of source language. 
Moreover, he described linguistic factors affecting equivalence as 

those element which exist at the level of concrete form or abstract 
meaning of any chunk of language and defined cultural factors as 

those elements that exist among the background of mind of 
speakers and writers and can not be seen at linguistic levels. 

Accordingly, the problem of this study is as follows: 

This study aims at discovering the accuracy and effectiveness of 
cultural and linguistic factors in finding equivalence. In other words, 

the writers want to find the existence and effectiveness of affecting 
factors in finding equivalence (cultural and linguistic factors).  

Equivalence is the central and integral part of Catford's theory of 

translation. His cultural and linguistic factors which put influence on 

the equivalent appear to exist cross linguistically. Based on the 
definition of these elements, this study posits the crucial factors 

affecting finding equivalence. 

The following graph will clarify this current study 



 

This study focuses on the bi-dimensional aspects which are very 

significant in the transference of equivalence from source text or 
language into target text or language. Linguistic elements of source 

and target languages vary; however, it does not mean that the 
translation is impossible. In addition, Most of structures or language 

levels shared among languages. On the other hand, Cultural 
elements are unique and effective in selecting equivalence.  

As long as translation exists, equivalence is its integral part. No 
matter the theory is from-based or meaning-based or source 

oriented or target-oriented, it always consists of some kind of 
exchange of equivalence in different levels of a language. The 

probable affecting factors are linguistic and cultural ones. If the 
existence, accuracy, and effectiveness of above-mentioned factors 

proved to be true, it will pave the path for carrying out the 
translation very correctly and effectively. 

Review of Literature 

 

 

Theories of Equivalence 

Translation defined by many scholars from different notions of view. 

Some of translation scholars defined their theories a source-
oriented theory, others regarded the target-oriented theories. There 

are also theorists who chose a place in between; however, all 
translation theories are related to the notion of equivalence in one 

way or another. Hence, equivalence plays a crucial role in 
translation. In fact, both source and target languages include 

ranges of equivalents from the least meaningful level of a language, 

namely, morpheme to the big levels like sentence. In the process of 
translation these levels of language appear to be equivalence levels 

between source language and target language. For example, if 
there is a word in the S.L, it must be translated into T.L at the word 

level usually. Accordingly, translation is the matter of establishing 
equivalence between S.L and T.L. 



Translation developed mainly in the second half of the 20th century. 

Therefore, theory of equivalence has been studied scientifically from 
the beginning of the second half of the 20th century up to now. 

 

 

Jakobson and Equivalence in Difference 

Jakobson (1959) made a contribution to the theoretical analysis of 
translation. He introduced the concept of equivalence in difference. 

He suggested three kinds of equivalence known as: 

-Intralingual (within one language, i.e. rewording or paraphrase) 

-Interlingual (between two languages) 
-Intersemiotic (between sign systems) 

 

 

Nida: Formal Equivalence vs. Dynamic Equivalence 

Nida (1964) argued that there are two different types of 

equivalence. Namely formal equivalence- which in the second 
edition by Nida is referred to as formal correspondence and dynamic 

equivalence. Formal correspondence focuses attention on the 
message itself, in both form and content, unlike dynamic 

equivalence which is based upon the principle of equivalent effect. 

Formal correspondence consists of a TL item which represents the 
closest equivalent of a SL word or phrase. Nida makes it clear that 

there are not always formal equivalents between language pairs he 
therefore suggest that these formal equivalents should be used 

wherever possible if the translation aims at achieving formal rather 

than dynamic equivalence. The use of formal equivalents might at 
times have serious implications in the TT since the translation will 

not be easily understood by the target audience. 

Dynamic equivalence is defined as a translation principle according 
to which a translator seeks to translate the meaning of the original 

in such a way that the TL wording will trigger the same impact on 
the original wording did upon the ST audience. 

House and Overt and Covert Translation and Equivalence 



House (1977) discussed the concept of overt and covert 

translations. In an overt translation the TT audience is not directly 
addressed and there is therefore no need at all to attempt to 

recreate a second original since an overt translation must overtly be 
a translation. By covert translation, on the other hand, is meant the 

production of a text which is functionally equivalent to the 
ST.  House also argues that in this type of translation the ST is not 

specifically addressed to a TC audience. 

Baker's Approach towards Equivalence 

Baker (1992) defined four kinds of equivalents as follows: 

-Equivalence that can appear at word level and above word level, 

when translating from one language into another. 

-Grammatical equivalence, when referring to the diversity of 

grammatical categories across languages. 

-Textual equivalence when referring to the equivalence between a 
SL text and a TL text in terms of information and cohesion. 

-Pragmatic equivalence, when referring to imprimaturs and 
strategies of avoidance during the translation process. 

Vinay and Darbelnet and Their Equivalence Definition  

Vinay and Darbelnet (1995) view equivalence-oriented translation 

as a procedure which replicates the same situation as in the 

original, whilst using completely different wording. They also 
suggest that, if this procedure is applied during the translation 

process, it can maintain the stylistic impact of the SL text in the TL 
text. 

Catford and Translation Shift and Equivalence 

Catford (1996) in the revision of his book introduced a very perfect 
taxonomy towards translation. 

Cartford's approach to translation equivalence clearly differs from 

that adopted by Nida since Catford had a preference for a more 
linguistic-based approach to translation and this approach is based 

on the linguistic work of Firth and Halliday. His main contribution in 
the field of translation theory is the introduction of the concepts of 

types and shifts translation. Catfrod proposed very broad types 
translation in terms of three criteria: 

1. The extent of translation (full translation vs partial translation). 



2. The grammatical rank at which the translation equivalence is 

established (rank bound translation vs. unbounded translation). 

3. The levels of language involved in translation (total translation 
vs. restricted translation). 

He also defined the shifts which exist within different languages. 

His category is as follows: 

Shifts will be divided into two parts level shifts: (morphology, 
graphology,….) and category shift which include structural shift 

(order of words in a sentence) and class shifts (part of speech) and 
unit shifts (sentence, clause, phrase, word) and intra-system shifts 

(structure of parts of speech) 

Catford (1996) described his latest category of equivalence (his 

notable contribution in the field of translation). It is the binary 
taxonomy which sheds light on the translation studies. In fact, 

Catford (1996) studied the equivalence and found out that there are 
two factors which affected the equivalence. They are linguistic and 

cultural factors. These two factors brought two equivalents. They 
are linguistic and cultural equivalents. This finding of Caford is very 

significant because it consists of both important approaches toward 
equivalence, namely, linguistic and cultural approaches. In fact, 

what other translation scholars defined separately and one 

by one, Catford described and explained in one binary 
opposition (cultural and linguistic factors or equivalents). 

Conclusion 

Prior to the Catford's theory, five other studies were defined. By 
deeply looking at these studies, Catford understood that the prior 5 

studies (Jakobson, Nida, House, Baker, and Vinay&Darbelnet) could 
be divided into two groups. The first group included jakobson's, and 

Vinay&Darbelnet's that mainly defined and focused on linguistic 
aspects of equivalence. The second group consisted of Nida's, 

House's, and Baker's that emphasized on the cultural dimensions of 
equivalence. Therefore, Catfrod (1988) introduced a new taxonomy 

included both linguistic and cultural aspects, in fact; he utilized the 
others' ideas and put them in his categorization. What Catford and 

the others theorized is illustrated as follows: 
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Joseph F. Graham in his article Theory for Translation (p.24) asks 

the question if the time-honoured act of translation really is a 
subject that begs to be theorized. It seems to me that this is indeed 

the case if the wealth of literature on the subject available today is 
any indication. Early attempts at theory can be traced back over 

2000 years to Cicero and Horace, with the key question being 
whether a translator should be faithful to the original text by 

adopting a “literal” (word-for-word) approach or whether a “free” 
(sense-for-sense) approach should be taken. This discussion 

continued right through to the second half of the 20th century when 

more systematic analyses were undertaken by Western European 
theoreticians. These systematic analyses, which elevated translation 

studies from its role of being primarily a language-learning activity, 
centred on theories of translation in new linguistic, literary, cultural 

http://www.translationdirectory.com/translators/french_english/peter_hodges.php


and philosophical contexts (Mundayp.162). It is the linguistic 

approach that is the subject during the course of this discussion. 

The linguistic approach to translation theory focusing on the key 
issues of meaning, equivalence and shift began to emerge around 

50 years ago. This branch of linguistics, known as structural 
linguistics, features the work of Roman Jakobson, Eugene Nida, 

Newmark, Koller, Vinay, Darbelnet, Catford and van Leuven-
Zwart. It wasn‟t long however, before some theorists began to 

realize that language wasn‟t just about structure – it was also about 
the way language is used in a given social context. This side of the 

linguistic approach is termed functional linguistics (Berghout lecture 

7/9/05), with the work of Katharina Reiss, JustaHolz-Mänttäri, 
Vermeer, Nord, Halliday, Julianne House, Mona Baker, Hatim and 

Mason figuring prominently. 

Of course other theorists have contributed to the development of a 
linguistic approach to translation, but the abovementioned have 

been singled out for discussion primarily because of their influence, 
and also because they are perhaps the most representative of the 

trends of the time. 

Douglas Robinson writes that for some translators “the entire 

purpose of translation is achieving equivalence.  The target text 
must match the source text as fully as possible” (p.73). Linguistic 

meaning and equivalence are the key issues for the Russian 
structuralist Roman Jakobson who, in his 1959 work On Linguistic 

Works of Translation, states that there are 3 types of translation:  

1) intralingual – rewording or paraphrasing, summarizing, 

expanding or commenting within a language 

2) interlingual – the traditional concept of translation from ST to 
TT or the “shifting of meaning from one language to another” 

(Stockinger p.4) 

3) intersemiotic – the changing of a written text into a different 

form, such as art or dance (Berghout lecture 27/7/05; 
Stockinger p.4). 

For Jakobson, meaning and equivalence are linked to the 

interlingual form of translation, which “involves two equivalent 
messages in two different codes” (1959/2000: p.114). He considers 

Saussure‟s ideas of the arbitrariness of the signifier (name) for the 
signified (object or concept) and how this equivalence can be 

transferred between different languages, for example the concept of 
a fence may be completely different to someone living in the 

suburbs or a prison inmate. He expands on Saussure‟s work in that 



he considers that concepts may be transferred by rewording, 

without, however, attaining full equivalence. His theory is linked to 
grammatical and lexical differences between languages, as well as 

to the field of semantics. 

Equivalence is also a preoccupation of the American Bible translator 
Eugene Nida who rejects the “free” versus “literal” debate in favour 

of the concept of formal and dynamic equivalence – a concept that 
shifts the emphasis to the target audience. This was done in order 

to make reading and understanding the Bible easier for people with 
no knowledge of it (www.nidainstitute.org). Formal equivalence centres 

on the form and content of the message of the ST while dynamic 
equivalence, later termed functional equivalence (Venuti p.148), 

“aims at complete naturalness of expression” (Munday p.42) in the 
TT. His 1964 Toward a Science of Translating and his co-authorship 

with Taber in 1969 of Theory and Practice of Translation aim at 
creating a scientific approach incorporating linguistic trends for 

translators to use in their work (Munday p.38). He views Chomsky‟s 
theory of Universal Grammar as a way of analyzing the underlying 

structures of the ST in order to reconstruct them in the TT, so that a 
similar response between the target audience and TT and source 

audience and ST can be achieved. 

His linguistic theory moves towards the fields of semantics and 

pragmatics, which leads him to develop systems for the analysis of 
meaning. These include: 

1) Hierarchical structures (superordinates and hyponyms), such 

as the hyponyms “brother” or “sister” and the superordinate 
“sibling” (Libert lecture 24/3/05). In a cultural context it may 

not be possible to translate “sister”, so “sibling” may need to 

be used. 

2) Componential analysis, which identifies characteristics of 
words that are somehow connected, such as “brother” in Afro-

American talk does not necessarily refer to a male relation 
born of the same parents. 

3) Semantic structural differences where the connotative and 
denotative meanings of homonyms are identified, for example 

“bat” the animal and the piece of sporting equipment 
(Berghout lecture 14/9/05). 

The British translation theorist Peter Newmark, influenced by the 

work of Nida, feels that the difference between the source language 
and the target language would always be a major problem, thus 

making total equivalence virtually impossible (Munday p.44). He 
replaces the terms “formal equivalence” and “dynamic equivalence” 

http://www.nidainstitute.org/


with “semantic translation” and “communicative translation”, and 

alters the focus of the translation back to the ST with his support for 
a literal approach. 

Nida‟s attempt at a scientific approach was important in Germany 

and influenced the work of Werner Koller for whom equivalence 
“may be „denotative‟, depending on similarities of register, dialect 

and style; „text-normative‟, based on „usage norms‟ for particular 
text types; and „pragmatic‟ ensuring comprehensibility in the 

receiving culture” (Koller in Venuti p.147). He also works in the area 
of correspondence, a linguistic field dedicated to examining 

similarities and differences between two language systems. One 

example of this would be looking at the area of “false friends”, such 
as the French verb rester, which does not mean “to rest” but “to 

remain”. 

Although discussion on equivalence has subsided, it still remains a 
topic that manages to attract a certain amount of attention from 

some of translation theory‟s leading figures. Mona Baker and 
Bassnett both acknowledge its importance while, at the same time, 

placing it in the context of cultural and other factors. 

The emphasis of the structural approach to translation changes 

towards the end of the 1950s and early 1960s with the work of 
Vinay, Darbelnet and Catford, and the concept of translation shift, 

which examines the linguistic changes that take place in the 
translation between the ST and TT (Munday p.55). According to 

Venuti “Translation theories that privilege equivalence must 
inevitably come to terms with the existence of „shifts‟ between the 

foreign and translated texts” (p.148). 

Vinay and Darbelnet in their book Stylistiquecomparée du françaiset 

de l’anglais (1958) compare the differences between English and 
French and identify two translation techniques that somewhat 

resemble the literal and free methods (Vinay and Darbelnet in 
Venuti p.128).  Direct (literal) translation discusses three possible 

strategies: 

1) Literal translation or word-for-word 

2) Calque, where the SL expression is literally transferred to the 

TL, such as the English character „Snow White‟ in French 
becomes „Blanche Neige‟, because the normal word 

configuration in English of „white snow‟ would be transferred 
as „neige blanche‟ 

3) Borrowing – the SL word is transferred directly into the TL, 

like „kamikaze‟. 



Oblique (free) translation covers four strategies: 

1) Transposition – interchange of parts of speech that don‟t 

effect the meaning, a noun phrase (après son départ) for a 
verb phrase (after he left) 

2) Modulation – reversal of point of view (it isn‟t expensive / it‟s 

cheap) 

3) Equivalence – same meaning conveyed by a different 

expression, which is most useful for proverbs and idioms 
(„vousavezunearaignée au plafond‟ is recognizable in English 

as „you have bats in the belfry‟) 

4) Adaptation – cultural references may need to be altered to 

become relevant („cen‟est pas juste‟ for „it‟s not cricket‟) 
(Vinay and Darbelnet in Venuti pp129-135). 

Two other important features arise from the work of Vinay and 

Darbelnet. The first of these is the idea of “servitude”, which refers 
to the compulsory changes from ST to TT; and “option”, which 

refers to the personal choices the translator makes, such as the 
modulation example above. Option is an important element in 

translation because it allows for possible subjective interpretation of 
the text, especially literary texts (Munday pp. 59-60). 

In 1965 the term “shift” was first applied to the theory of 
translation by Catford in his work A Linguistic Theory of 

Translation. Here he discusses two types of shift: 

1) Shift of level, where a grammatical concept may be conveyed 
by a lexeme (the French future tense endings are represented 

in English by the auxiliary verb „will‟). 

2) Category shifts, of which there are four types – structural 

shifts (in French the definite article is almost always used in 
conjunction with the noun); class shifts (a shift from one part 

of speech to another); unit or rank (longer sentences are 
broken into smaller sentences for ease of translation); 

selection of non-corresponding terms (such as count nouns). 

His systematic linguistic approach to translation considers the 

relationship between textual equivalence and formal 
correspondence. Textual equivalence is where the TT is equivalent 

to the ST, while formal correspondence is where the TT is as close 
as possible to the ST (Munday p.60). Catford also considers the law 

of probability in translation, a feature that may be linked to the 
scientific interest in machine translation at the time. 



Some thirty years after Vinay and Darbelnet proposed the direct 

and oblique strategies for translation, Kitty van Leuven-Zwart 
developed a more complex theory, using different terminology, 

based on their work. Her idea is that the final translation is the end 
result of numerous shifts away from the ST, and that the 

cumulative effect of minor changes will alter the end product 
(www.erudit.org). She suggested two models for translation shifts: 

1) Comparative – where a comparison of the shifts within a 

sense unit or transeme (phrase, clause, sentence) between 
ST and TT is made. She then conducts a very detailed 

analysis of the “architranseme” or the core meaning of the 
word, and how this meaning can be transferred to the TL. She 

proposes a model of shift based on micro-level semantic 
transfer. 

2) Descriptive – situated in the linguistic fields of stylistics and 

pragmatics deals with what the author is trying to say, and 
why and how this can be transferred to the TT. It deals with 

differences between the source and target cultures and serves 

as a model on a macro level for literary works (Berghout 
lecture 31/8/05; Mundaypp 63-66). 

The 1970s and 1980s sees a move away from the structural side of 

the linguistic approach as functional or communicative consideration 
is given to the text. Katharina Reiss continues to work on 

equivalence, but on the textual level rather than on the word or 
sentence level. She proposes a translation strategy for different text 

types, and says that there are four main textual functions: 

1) Informative – designed for the relaying of fact. The TT of this 

type should be totally representative of the ST, avoiding 
omissions and providing explanations if required. 

2) Expressive – a “higher” level of literary text such as poetry in 

which the TT should aim at recreating the effect that the 
author of the ST was striving to achieve. In this case Reiss 

says “the poetic function determines the whole text” (Reiss in 

Venuti p.172). 

3) Operative – designed to induce a certain behavioral response 
in the reader, such as an advertisement that influences the 

reader to purchase a particular product or service.  The TT 
should therefore produce the same impact on its reader as the 

reader of the ST. 

http://www.erudit.org/


4) Audomedial – films, television advertisements, etc 

supplemented with images and music of the target culture in 
the TT (de Pedros p.32). 

Criticism has sometimes been levelled at Reiss because the chosen 

method for translation may not depend only on the text type, which 
may also have a multifunctional purpose (Berghout lecture 7/9/05; 

Munday pp73-76). 

Within the realm of functional linguistics is JustaHolz-Mänttäri‟s 

theory of translational action that takes into account practical issues 
while, at the same time, placing the emphasis firmly on the reader 

of the TT.  This means, for example, that things like the source text 
type may be altered if it is deemed to be inappropriate for the 

target culture. She sees translation as an action that involves a 
series of players, each of whom performs a specific role in the 

process. The language used to label the players very much 
resembles that of Western economic jargon – initiator, 

commissioner, ST producer, TT producer, TT user, TT receiver, that 
is adding another dimension to the theory of translation as yet 

rarely mentioned (Munday pp77-78). 

The Greek expression “skopos” that means “aim” or “purpose” was 

introduced to translation theory by Hans Vermeer in the 
1970s. Skopos theory, which is linked to Holz-Mänttäri‟s 

translational action theory (Vermeer p.227), centres on the purpose 
of the translation and the function that the TT will fulfil in the target 

culture, which may not necessarily be the same as the purpose of 
the ST in the source culture.  The emphasis once again stays with 

the reader of the TT, as the translator decides on what strategies to 
employ to “reach a „set of addressees‟ in the target culture” (Venuti 

p223). Cultural issues in a sociolinguistic context therefore need to 
be considered. Skopos is important because it means that the same 

ST can be translated in different ways depending on the purpose 

and the guidelines provided by the commissioner of the translation. 

In 1984 Vermeer and Reiss co-authored Grundle 
gungeinerallgemeine Translationstheorie (Groundwork for a General 

Theory of Translation) based primarily on skopos, which tries to 
create a general theory of translation for all texts. As a result, 

criticism has been levelled at skopos on the ground that it applies 
only to non-literary work (Munday p.81); it downplays the 

importance of the ST; and does not pay enough attention to 
linguistic detail.  I tend to disagree with this last point because I 

look at skopos as a means of reflecting the ability of the 

translator.  If he/she is able to produce a TT that meets the 
requirements stated at the outset of the assignment, which may lie 

somewhere between the two extremes of a detailed report or the 



summary of a sight translation, whilst working with possible time 

and financial constraints, then the linguistic level is not an area that 
merits criticism. 

Christiane Nord in Text Analysis in Translation (1989/91) states that 

there are two types of translation: 

1) Documentary – where the reader knows that the text has 

been translated. 

2) Instrumental – where the reader believes that the translated 
text is an original. 

She places emphasis on the ST as she proposes a ST analysis that 

can help the translator decide on which methods to employ. Some 

of the features for review are subject matter, content, 
presupposition, composition, illustrations, italics, and sentence 

structure (Munday p.83). In Translation as a Purposeful Activity 
(1997) her theory is developed as she acknowledges the importance 

of skopos. The information provided by the commissioner allows the 
translator to rank issues of concern in order before deciding on 

inclusions, omissions, elaborations, and whether the translation 
should have ST or TT priority. By also giving consideration to Holz-

Mänttäri‟s role of players, she manages to provide a viewpoint that 
accommodates three important concepts in the functional approach 

to translation. 

Linked to Nord‟s theory of ST analysis is discourse and register 

analysis which examines how language conveys meaning in a social 
context. One of the proponents of this approach was the Head of 

the Linguistics Department of Sydney University, Michael Halliday, 
who bases his work on Systemic Functional Grammar – the 

relationship between the language used by the author of a text and 
the social and cultural setting. Halliday says that the text type 

influences the register of the language – the word choice and 
syntax. He also says that the register can be divided into three 

variables: 

1) Field – the subject of the text 

2) Tenor – the author of the text and the intended reader 

3) Mode – the form of the text 

all of which are important on the semantic level. Some criticism has 
been directed at Halliday‟s complex terminology and his approach, 

mainly because it is English-language based (Munday pp89-91; 
Berghout lecture 7/9/05). 



Juliane House‟s Translation Quality Assessment: A Model Revisited 

(1997) also examines ST and TT register, and expands on Halliday‟s 
ideas of field, tenor and mode.  She creates a model for translation, 

which compares variables between ST and TT before deciding on 
whether to employ an overt or covert translation (Stockinger 

p.18). An overt translation is one that clearly centres on the ST, in 
no way trying to adapt the socio-cultural function to suit the target 

audience (like Nord‟s documentary translation).  This means that 
the target audience is well aware that what they are reading is a 

translation that is perhaps fixed in a foreign time and context. Such 
is the case with Émile Zola‟s Germinal, first published in French in 

1885 and translated into English by Leonard Tancock in 
1954.  Readers of the English know that they are reading a 

translation of a description of coal mining conditions in northern 
France in the 1800s, which retains all proper nouns of the original 

French text (Ma Brûlé, Philomène, Bonnemort, Mouque – 

p.282). This is just one of the techniques used to reveal the overt 
nature of the text. A covert translation (like Nord‟s instrumental 

translation) is one in which the TT is perceived to be an original ST 
in the target culture.  Such is the case with the guide leaflets 

distributed to visitors at Chenonceau Castle in the Loire Valley, 
which seem to have been created individually for an English 

audience and a French audience (and possibly German, Spanish, 
Italian and Japanese audiences), so much so that it is almost 

impossible to tell which is the ST and which is the TT. 

In Other Words: A Coursebook on Translation (1992) by Mona 

Baker, taking advantage of Halliday‟s work, raises a number of 
important issues. She examines textual structure and function and 

how word forms may vary between languages, such as the 
substitution of the imperative for the infinitive in instruction 

manuals between English and French. Gender issues are raised as 
she discusses ways in which ambiguous gender situations can be 

overcome, such as adjectival agreement in French. She also 
discusses three pragmatic concepts where pragmatics is “the way 

utterances are used in communicative situations” (Baker in Munday 
p.95): 

1) Coherence relates to the audience‟s understanding of the 
world, which may be different for ST and TT readers. 

2) Presupposition is where the receiver of the message is 

assumed to have some prior knowledge. “It‟s a shame about 
Uncle John!” assumes the reader knows that something bad 

has happened to that person called Uncle John. This raises 
problems in translation because TT readers may not have the 



same knowledge as ST readers. Possible solutions are 

rewording or footnotes. 

3) Implicature is where the meaning is implied rather than 
stated. “John wanted Mary to leave” may imply that “John is 

now happy that Mary left” (Libertlecture 24/3/05), which can 
lead to a mistranslation of the intention of the message. 

Basil Hatim and Ian Mason co-authored two works: Discourse and 
the Translator (1990) and The Translator as Communicator (1997), 

in which some sociolinguistic factors are applied to translation. They 
look at the ways that non-verbal meaning can be transferred, such 

as the change from active to passive voice which can shift or 
downplay the focus of the action. They also examine the way lexical 

choices are conveyed to the target culture, for example “Australia 
was discovered in 1770 by Captain Cook” to an Aboriginal audience 

(Berghout lecture 12/10/05). However, I believe that they tend to 
revert to the literal versus free discussion with their identification of 

“dynamic” and “stable elements within a text, which serve as 
indicators for a translation strategy (Munday p.101). Mason, in his 

essay Text Parameters in Translation: Transitivity and Institutional 
Cultures (2003) thinks that Halliday‟s Systemic Grammar should be 

viewed in the context of translational institutions, such as the 

European Union where it “might make a more significant 
contribution to translation studies” (Venuti p.333). Interestingly, the 

outcome of this paper reveals a tendency for EU translators to “stay 
fairly close to their source texts” (Mason InVenuti p.481). 

Like all other theories, discourse and register analysis has received 

its share of criticism. It has been labelled complicated and unable to 
deal with literary interpretation.  The possibility of the author‟s real 

intention being determined, along with its fixation in the English 
language are also subject to some scrutiny. 

The linguistic approach to translation theory incorporates the 
following concepts: meaning, equivalence, shift, text purpose and 

analysis, and discourse register; which can be examined in the 
contexts of structural and functional linguistics, semantics, 

pragmatics, correspondence, sociolinguistics and 
stylistics. Meanwhile, as translation strives to define its theory 

through the linguistic approach, Eugene Nida‟s scientific approach 
has evolved into a quest for a more systematic classification of all 

translation theories, which he says should be based on linguistics, 
philology and semiotics (Nida p.108). 
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Section one: 

English to Arabic 



The king’s friend 

Jul 2nd 2009  

From The Economist print edition 

A NEW political force is emerging in Moroccan politics. The Authenticity and 

Modernity Party, known by its French acronym, PAM, with a centrist non-ideological 

platform open to all comers, has been in existence for less than a year. Yet it already 

seems destined to win the general election in 2012. In its electoral debut in last 

month’s municipal poll, PAM won the ballot with 22% of the vote. Yet for all its 

success, the ascent towards the prime ministership of its founder, Fouad Ali El 

Himma (pictured), is the chronicle of a political elevation foretold.  

In 2007 Mr El Himma resigned from his job as deputy interior minister and 

announced his intention to run as an independent in the parliamentary election that 

year. Where a few saw a fall from royal grace— he was known to be a close political 

adviser to King Muhammad VI—others sensed the beginning of a reconfiguration of 

monarchist parties. 

Mr El Himma founded an anti-Islamist group, the Movement of All Democrats, which 

he then used as a springboard to create PAM. He recruited extensively from what is 

known as “administrative parties”—electoral machines dating to the time of the 

monarch’s late father, Hassan II, and composed mostly of provincial notables. He 

also wooed bright young leaders of civil society. PAM drew most of its MPs from 

rival parties, prompting these to complain that it was promoting “political 

transhumance”. This is forbidden by the electoral code, which bans elected officials 

from changing affiliation while in office, but the law has thus far been enforced 

selectively. 

In response, on May 29th, on the eve of the municipal elections, PAM withdrew 

support from the coalition led by the prime minister, Abbas El Fassi, leaving the 

government in a minority. King Muhammad reiterated his support for Mr El Fassi, 

and the government will not fall unless there is a vote of no-confidence. But the move 

is seen as heralding the formation of a new government led by PAM. The party’s rise, 

wrapping old political networks in new reformist rhetoric, highlights the enduring 

strength of the makhzen, the informal political-security-economic groupings that 

dominate Moroccan politics.  

Mr El Himma has left the official leadership of PAM to Muhammad Sheikh Biadillah, 

a former health minister from the disputed Western Sahara province; he is more 

comfortable working in the background. The Moroccan press refers to Mr El Himma 

as “the king’s friend”. Like all the most important royal advisers, he is a former 

classmate of King Muhammad, and his success depends largely on having (or being 

perceived as having) the monarch’s ear. 

That is an uncertain advantage. One royal confidant says “the king likes Fouad, but 

does not want him to become another Driss Basri”—a reference to the late ex-

minister of the interior who harshly repressed opponents of Hassan II. Tellingly, 

within three months of ascending the throne King Muhammad sent his father’s right-



hand man into exile. If Mr El Himma rises too high, he may yet find himself on the 

way out. 

 



The next jihad 

Jul 2nd 2009 | BUALE AND DUSAMAREB   From The Economist print edition 

THE Juba river region, in Somalia, is hard country. Women are regularly eaten by 

crocodiles while fetching dirty water. The sandy farmland is either in drought or 

flooded. And the militants known as the Shabab, who rule the area, exact brutal 

justice. Your correspondent had to turn back from the town of Wajid (see map) this 

week because, within, a man was being beheaded. A day later, a clan leader was shot 

dead. As The Economist went to press, three more were to be beheaded in Wajid, and 

two more had suffered the same fate in a nearby village. 

All were suspected of being “collaborators” with the internationally recognised, but 

largely powerless, transition government in Mogadishu that is protected by a small 

African peacekeeping force. It is led by Sharif Ahmed, a moderate Islamist, who once 

headed the Islamic Courts Union. This had imposed a tenuous calm in the city, but 

was swept from power by Ethiopian forces in 2006 because its erstwhile allies in the 

Shabab, or “Youth”, had ties with al-Qaeda. If anything, the intervention strengthened 

the Shabab and hardened their link with global jihadism—not least because of an 

influx of foreign fighters who see Somalia as the next battleground for holy war. 

The Shabab now control most of south and central Somalia, and much of Mogadishu. 

Western security sources worry they could stage attacks outside the country, of the 

kind that destroyed the American embassies in Kenya and Tanzania in 1998. 

The Shabab, for their part, have nothing but contempt for President Ahmed. “Even 

you [an infidel] are closer to us than he is," one stern-looking Shabab commander tells 

your correspondent. “He is far, far from us, because he has sold out his religion.” 

Dressed in jeans and sandals, and sporting a wispy beard, the commander asks not to 

be identified; even speaking to an unbeliever can invite retribution. Western security 

sources say many foreign militants are in the Juba valley. And the commander is 

happy to have them. “Colour makes no difference,” he says, “All Muslims are the 

same. They are welcome.” 

There is a streak of pragmatism among the Shabab that is distinct from al-Qaeda. The 

Shabab guarantee the safety of the food convoys of the United Nations’ World Food 

Programme (WFP). That said, there is an air of fear in Shabab-ruled areas such as 

Buale. Checkpoints are everywhere. Elders seem to be losing authority; they stick to 

resolving disputes over land and marriage. Residents are for the most part reluctant to 

talk. One tells the story of a 15-year-old boy who returned home to the Juba river after 

fighting with a ferocious Shabab unit in Mogadishu. When his mother pleaded with 

him not to return to the fighting, he threatened to kill her on the spot.  

Not all those who bear arms in the name of Islam support the Shabab. Several 

hundred kilometres north-east of Buale, in the town of Dusamareb, Sheikh Omar 

Sharif Muhammad, a Sufi religious leader, has mobilised fighters to “liberate” 

Mogadishu from the Shabab. On July 1st, Somalia’s Independence Day, a local crowd 

gathered to sing patriotic songs and raise the national flag, a white star on an azure 

background—a rare sight for a country without a working government since 1991. 

Some of the men from his movement, Ahlu Sunna Waljama, had shiny new 



Kalashnikovs; Sheikh Omar said they were not gifts from Ethiopia or America, both 

of which want to counter the backing given to the Shabab by Eritrea and private Arab 

donors. 

Sheikh Omar’s men do not have the strength to march on Mogadishu any time soon, 

but in several recent battles they have halted the northward advance of the Shabab. 

They claim to have killed all manner of foreign fighters, and to have recently 

intercepted two Canadians of Somali extraction sent out as suicide-bombers. 

Security in the Galgadud, the desert region controlled by the militia, has improved. 

But the humanitarian situation is dire. WFP says 90% of the 400,000 people in the 

area need food aid to survive. The failure of the Gu rains, which fall between April 

and June, promises greater misery. Matters are made worse by the arrival of 60,000 

people fleeing Mogadishu. 

Some of the refugees are gathered in a compound near Sheikh Omar’s base, among 

them Muhammad Hassey, who says he has moved house ten times over the years to 

escape fighting. He finally left Mogadishu when his two brothers and two sisters were 

killed by a mortar shell. Kadijo Hassan, an elderly lady, interrupts. “Mogadishu is 

unbelievable,” she says. “It is war. Everyone is crying there.” 

 

 

Section Two: 

Arabic to English



 اىِخ اٌّصبهف اٌؼب١ٌّخ: ً٘ ٠ٛعل ثل٠ً ئٍلاِٟ؟

 اٌّشٙل ٠جلٚ ػبك٠ب ِٓ كافً أؽل فوٚع اٌجٕه الإٍلاِٟ اٌجو٠طبٟٔ اٌنٞ أٌٍ لجً ٍٕٛاد ل١ٍٍخ فٟ ثو٠طب١ٔب. 

ٚ٘ٛ فٟ هأٞ ػّلائٗ "ر٠ًّٛ "ؽلاي" رّبِب وبٌٍؾُ اٌؾلاي اٌنٞ ٠جبع ػبكح فٟ ِزبعو ا١ٌٍَّّٓ فٟ ثو٠طب١ٔب. 

ٗ ػٍٝ أٔٗ اٌجل٠ً الإٍلاِٟ ٌٍٕظبَ اٌّبٌٟ اٌّؼّٛي ثٗ فٟ الالزصبك اٌؼبٌّٟ ٚاٌمبئُ ػٍٝ اٌفٛائل. ٠ٚملَ اٌجٕه ٔفَ

 فًٙ ٕ٘بن فبهق وج١و ث١ٓ ِب رملِٗ ِب رَّٝ ثبٌجٕٛن الإٍلا١ِخ ٚاٌجٕٛن الأفوٜ اٌزٟ ٠طٍك ػ١ٍٙب "اٌوث٠ٛخ". 

أْ اٌجل٠ً الإٍلاِٟ "ِٛعٛك ِٓ ؽ١ش ٠ٚوٜ اٌلوزٛه عٛكح ػجل اٌقبٌك، ِفىو ٠َبهٞ ٚالزصبكٞ ثبهى فٟ ِصو، 

إٌظو٠خ" ثً ٠ن٘ت ٌٍمٛي ئْ إٌظو٠خ اٌّصوف١خ الإٍلا١ِخ "أهلٝ ِٓ ِض١ٍزٙب اٌٛظؼ١خ لأْ اٌّصوف فٟ الإٍلاَ 

 ٘لفٗ ر١ّٕخ اٌّغزّغ ٚئلبٌخ اٌّؼَو ١ٌٌٚ فمػ رؾم١ك اٌوثؼ ثأٞ صّٓ". 

ه ػجل اٌقبٌك ٠غ١ت ثبٌٕفٟ ٠ٚزَبءي ٌٛ وبْ ٘نا ٌىٓ ً٘ ٠ٛعل ثل٠ً ئٍلاِٟ ٌٍٕظبَ اٌّصوفٟ اٌؼبٌُ ا٢ْ؟ اٌلوزٛ

 اٌجل٠ً ِٛعٛكا فأ٠ٓ ٘ٛ؟ 

ٚعٙخ إٌظو ٘نٖ ٠قزٍف ِؼٙب اٌلوزٛه ػجل اٌؾ١ّل اٌغياٌٟ أؽل اثوى اٌّزقصص١ٓ فٟ الالزصبك ٚاٌز٠ًّٛ 

اوزّبي الإٍلاِٟ. ٚ٘ٛ وبٌلوزٛه عٛكح ػجل اٌقبٌك ٠وٜ أْ اٌجل٠ً الإٍلاِٟ ِٛعٛك ِٕن أهثؼخ ػشو لؤب، أٞ ِٕن 

 اٌزشو٠غ الإٍلاِٟ ثزّبَ ػصو إٌجٛح. 

 "رؾو٠ُ اٌفبئلح" 

٠ٚشوػ اٌلوزٛه اٌغياٌٟ أُ٘ فصبئص إٌظبَ اٌّصوفٟ الإٍلاِٟ ٟ٘ أْ إٌمٛك "لا رٍل ٔمٛكا ٚاٌفبئلح ِؾوِخ 

 لأٔٙب ِٓ اٌوثب ٚاٌوثب ِؾوَ فٟ الإٍلاَ. ٚػٛظب ػٓ اٌفبئلح رملَ اٌجٕٛن ِب ٠َّٝ ثّؼلي اٌوثؼ. 

ٌجٕٛن الإٍلا١ِخ فٟ هأٞ اٌلوزٛه اٌغياٌٟ "لا رملَ لوٚظب ثبٌّؼٕٝ اٌّفَٙٛ ٚئّٔب رّٛي ِشوٚػبد مٌه أْ ا

 ٚرىْٛ ثبٌزبٌٟ شو٠ىخ فٟ اٌوثؼ ٚاٌقَبهح فٟ اٌّغوَ ٚاٌّغُٕ ف١ّب ٠َّٝ ثؼمل اٌّشبهوخ". 

١ٓ ِؼلي اٌوثؼ أٚ ٌىٓ ٔظوح ػٍٝ الأهلبَ اٌّٛعٛكح ػٍٝ ِٛلغ اٌجٕه الإٍلاِٟ اٌجو٠طبٟٔ رظٙو اهرجبغب ٚاظؾب ث

الإ٠غبه فٟ ؽبٌخ اٌموٚض اٌؼمبه٠خ ٚث١ٓ ٍؼو اٌفبئلح ٌجٕه أغٍزوا اٌّوويٞ. فاما وبْ اٌجٕه الإٍلاِٟ اٌجو٠طبٟٔ 

ئٍلا١ِب، فٍُ ٠ورجػ ثجٕه أغٍزوا اٌّوويٞ؟ ٌُٚ رورجػ الأٍؼبه اٌزٟ ٠طوؽٙب ٌٍز٠ًّٛ ثأٍؼبه اٌفبئلح ٘جٛغب 

 ٚصؼٛكا؟ 

ا الاهرجبغ "أْ اٌجٕه الإٍلاِٟ ٚاٌجٕه اٌٛظؼٟ ٠ؼّلاْ فٟ ث١ئخ الزصبك٠خ ٚاؽلح. رف١َو اٌلوزٛه اٌغياٌٟ ٌٙن

 ٚثبٌزبٌٟ ٠ورفغ اٌوثؼ فٟ ؽبٌخ اٌوٚاط الالزصبكٞ رّبِب وّب ٠ورفغ ٍؼو اٌفبئلح ٚاٌؼىٌ صؾ١ؼ". 

 ِب اٌنٞ ١ّ٠ي اٌز٠ًّٛ الإٍلاِٟ؟ 

م الإكاهح فٟ عبِؼخ اٌمب٘وح ٚاؽل اٌٛعٖٛ ٠وٜ اٌلوزٛه اٌغياٌٟ ٠ٚزفك ِؼٗ اٌلوزٛه ِؾّل اٌّؾّلٞ ِبظٟ أٍزب

 الإٍلا١ِخ اٌجبهىح ثأْ ؽوِخ اٌفبئلح ١ٌَذ ا١ٌّّي اٌٛؽ١ل إٌظبَ اٌّبٌٟ الإٍلاِٟ. 

ا١ٌّيح الأُ٘ فٟ هأ٠ّٙب ٘ٛ اهرجبغ اٌز٠ًّٛ ثّب ١ٍّبٖ ثبلالزصبك اٌؼ١ٕٟ. ٚ٘نا فٟ هأ٠ّٙب فٟ ؽَبة أكق ٌّقبغو 

ٍجبة الأىِخ اٌّب١ٌخ اٌؾب١ٌخ. فبٌجٕٛن اٌغوث١خ أػطذ لوٚظب ٌّٓ لا ٠َزط١ؼْٛ الائزّبْ اٌزٟ وبْ ئغفبٌٙب أؽل أُ٘ أ

اٌَلاك ف١ّب ػوف ثأىِخ اٌوْ٘ٛ اٌؼمبه٠خ. ٚهإ٘ذ ػٍٝ أْ أٍؼبه اٌؼمبهاد ٍزٛاصً صؼٛكٖ، أٞ أٔٙب ٌُ رٍيَ 

 ؽنهح؟  عبٔت اٌؾنه. ٌىٓ اٌجٕٛن الإٍلا١ِخ ٌُ رٛاعٗ ٘نٖ اٌّشىٍخ". ً٘ مٌه ٌىٛٔٙب ئٍلا١ِخ أَ لأٔٙب

فٟ هأٞ اٌلوزٛه اٌغياٌٟ فاْ ؽَبة ِقبغو الائزّبْ ِجلأ الزصبكٞ ئٍلاِٟ. ٠ٚمٛي اٌغياٌٟ: "اٌموآْ ٠ؾط 

ػٍٝ وزبثخ اٌل٠ْٛ ٚاٌج١ٛع..ٚلجط اٌو٘بْ )فو٘بْ ِمجٛظخ( ..ٚالإِبَ ِبٌه ٠مٛي )ٚاهرٙٓ ئما ألوض( ٚاٌوٍٛي 

 ه٘ٓ كهػٗ ِمبثً اٌّبي." 



١وا فٟ ؽَبة ِقبغو الإئزّبْ فاْ مٌه ٠ّضً ِشىٍخ ٌٍؼّلاء. ٚثؾَت اٌلوزٛه ٚلأْ اٌجٕٛن الإٍلا١ِخ رؾزبغ وض

 عٛكح ػجل اٌقبٌك فاْ إٌّزظ إٌٙبئٟ ٌٍجٕٛن الإٍلا١ِخ أوضو رىٍفخ ٌٍؼّلاء ِّب رؼوظٗ اٌجٕٛن الأفوٜ. 

 ٕٚ٘بن ِشىٍخ أفوٜ ٠ٛظؾٙب أٔلٞ وو٠زشٍٛ ِل٠و ٚوبٌخ كاٚعٛٔياٌّب١ٌخ رزّضً فٟ غ١بة اٌّؼب١٠و. 

ٛي وو٠زشٍٛ: " لا ٠ٛعل ِؼ١به ٚاؽل ٌّؼٕٝ الاٌزياَ ثبٌشو٠ؼخ. فبٌشووبد رؼ١ٓ ِغبٌٌ اٌولبثخ اٌشوػ١خ اٌقبصخ ٠م

ثٙب ٚرلفغ ٌُٙ هٚارجُٙ. ٌٚىٟ ٠صّّٛا ٌُٙ ِٕزغب ٠زفك ِغ اٌشو٠ؼخ. لل ٠قزٍف ِؼُٙ ِغٌٍ هلبثخ شوػ١خ فٟ 

ث١زب ثلا أٍبً. ئم لا ِؼ١به ِؾلك ٠ؾزىُ ئ١ٌٗ.  ِصوف آفو أٚ كٌٚخ أفوٜ. فبٌجٕٛن الإٍلا١ِخ ِٓ ٔٛاػ وض١وح رشجٗ

 اٌّؼ١به ٘ٛ الإٍلاَ". 

اٌؾً ٌٍزف١َواد اٌّزؼلكح فٟ الإٍلاَ ٠ىّٓ ؽَت هأٞ اٌلوزٛه اٌغياٌٟ فٟ "ٚعٛك صلاصخ ِغبِغ فم١ٙخ ش١ٙوح فٟ 

ّغ اٌفمٟٙ اٌؼبٌُ ٠َزٕبه ثوأ٠ٙب ٟ٘ ِغّغ اٌجؾٛس فٟ الأى٘و ٚاٌّغّغ اٌفٟٙ ٌّٕظّخ اٌّإرّو الإٍلاِٟ ٚاٌّغ

ٌواثطخ اٌؼبٌُ الإٍلاِٟ ثقلاف ارؾبك اٌّصبهف الإٍلا١ِخ. ٌىٓ ٘نا فٟ ها٠ٗ لا ٠ّٕغ ِٓ ٚلٛع فلافبد ثً 

 ٚأفطبء". 

ٚوٟ ٠ىْٛ ٕ٘بن ثل٠ً ئٍلاِٟ وبًِ لا ثل أْ ٠ىْٛ إٌظبَ اٌؼبٌّٟ وٍٗ "٠أفن ثبٌّجبكب الإٍلا١ِخ فٟ الالزصبك"، 

 وّب ٠مٛي اٌلوزٛه عٛكح ػجل اٌقبٌك. 

ً فٟ ظً اٌٛظغ الالزصبكٞ اٌؼبٌّٟ اٌؾبٌٟ ٠ّىٓ فؼلا اٌمٛي ئْ ٕ٘بن ثل٠لا ئٍلا١ِب، ٚإٌظبَ اٌغوثٟ فٟ هأٞ فٙ

اٌلوزٛه اٌغياٌٟ ٚغ١وٖ ِٓ ِٕظوٞ الالزصبك الإٍلاِٟ ١ٌٌ ِقبٌفب رّبِب ٌزؼب١ٌُ الإٍلاَ فـ "رلفً اٌلٌٚخ وّب 

ىي ٌغ١و اٌمبكه٠ٓ ػٍٝ ٍلاك اٌموٚض ِجلأ ؽلس فٟ ٘نٖ الأىِخ ٚاعت ئٍلاِٟ. ١ٍٚطوح اٌجٕٛن ػٍٝ إٌّب

ئٍلاِٟ ٠وعغ ٌّجلأ: فٍىُ هؤًٚ أِٛاٌىُ لا رظٍّْٛ ٚلارظٍّْٛ. ِٚٓ ٠وثؼ فٟ ا١ٌَٕٓ اٌَّبْ ٠زٛلغ اٌقَبهح 

 ؽ١ّٕب رأرٟ إٌَْٛ اٌؼغبف" وّب ٠وٜ ٘إلاء إٌّظوْٚ.



 عبوَْٛ، ؽ١بح ِٓ اٌجنؿ ٚاٌل٠ْٛ

 اٌجٛة ٚأوضوُ٘ ٔغبؽب ػٍٝ الإغلاق، آفو أ٠بِٗ ِضملا ثبٌل٠ْٛ. لعٝ ِب٠ىً عبوَْٛ، أؽل أػظُ ٔغَٛ ١ٍِٛمٝ 

ٚػٕلِب وبْ فٟ الأٚط، وبْ رمل٠و صوٚرٗ أٚ للهارٗ ػٍٝ اٌىَت أِوا صؼجب. فمل أٔزظ آٔنان أوضو اٌّغّٛػبد 

 اٌغٕبئ١خ ِج١ؼب فٟ ربه٠ـ ا١ٌٍّٛمٝ: صو٠ٍٍو. 

ئٌٝ ِؾبٌٚخ ِٕٙىخ ٌَّب٠وح ؽ١بح اٌجنؿ آِلا  -اٌجٛة اٌنٞ أػبك وزبثخ لٛا١ٔٓ لطبع ١ٍِٛمٝ-ٚأزٙٝ الأِو ثبٌّغٕٟ 

 ثاػبكح ثٕبء ١ِيا١ٔزٗ ثٛاٍطخ عٌٛخ ١ٍِٛم١خ ثٍٕلْ رعّٕذ ف١َّٓ ؽفٍخ. 

 -ئثبْ ِؾبوّزٗ ثزّٙخ اٍزغلاي الأغفبي ع١َٕب، ٚاٌزٟ ثوب ِٕٙب- 2005ٚلل ٚصفزٗ ١٘ئخ الإكػبء اٌؼبَ ػبَ 

 ثـ"ِلِٓ الإٔفبق". 

 ق ا١ٍ١ٌّبهك٠واد ث١ّيا١ٔخ ١ٔٛ١ٍِو". ٚلبٌذ ئْ ٌل٠ٗ "ػبكاد ئٔفب

 ئٍواف 

 ٠صؼت رمل٠و وُ وَت عبوَْٛ غ١ٍخ ؽ١برٗ اٌف١ٕخ. 

ٚلغ ِغ  1991ٚرقّٓ اٌؼل٠ل ِٓ اٌزمبه٠و أْ رىْٛ الأهثبػ لل ٔب٘يد ِئبد اٌّلا١٠ٓ ِٓ اٌلٚلاهاد. ففٟ ػبَ 

 ١ٍِْٛ كٚلاه.  65ٍٟٛٔ ػٍٝ ػمل رَغ١ً ثـ

 ٌلاغلاع ػٍٝ عبٔت ِٓ أٍٍٛة ؽ١برٗ اٌجبمؿ. وبٔذ ِٕبٍجخ  2005ٌىٓ ِؾبوّخ ػبَ 

فأصٕبء ئؽلٜ عٍَبرٙب أكٌٝ أؽل اٌّؾبٍج١ٓ ثشٙبكح عبء ف١ٙب أْ اٌّغٕٟ وبْ ٠ؼبٟٔ آٔنان "ِٓ أىِخ ِب١ٌخ ِزفبلّخ"، 

 ١ٍِْٛ كٚلاه فٟ إٌَخ أوضو ِّب وبْ ٠ىَت.  30ٚ 20ٚأٔٗ أفك ِب ث١ٓ 

 ٚاشزٙو اٌّغٕٟ ثاٍوافٗ فٟ شواء اٌٍؼت ٚاٌزؾف. 

: "ٌمل أٔفمذ ِلا١٠ٓ اٌلٚلاهاد ٠ٚ2006مٛي أؽل َِزشبه٠ٗ اٌّب١١ٌٓ ٍبثمب فٟ ؽل٠ش ٌصؾ١فخ ٠ٛ١ٔٛهن رب٠ّي ػبَ 

 ٠ٍٕٛب ػٍٝ اٌوؽلاد اٌغ٠ٛخ اٌقبصخ، ٚػٍٝ ِمز١ٕبد اٌفٕبْ ِٓ اٌزؾف ٚاٌٍٛؽبد." 

 20أٚ  15ِغ ؽبش١خ ثـ "ئما وٕذ رو٠ل أْ رَبفو ئٌٝ ٌٕلْ ثّفوكن فزٍه َِأٌخ. ٚئما وٕذ رو٠ل أْ رٛاصً اٌوؽٍخ

 شقصب، فَزص١و الأِٛه ِىٍفخ". 

 عٛلخ اٌلائ١ٕٓ 

ِٚٓ اٌّفبهلبد اٌّض١وح أْ َِزٜٛ اٌؾ١بح صبؽت صو٠ٍٍو، وبْ فٟ عيء ِٕٙب، صّوح ٌّب ٠لهٖ ػ١ٍٗ ه٠غ فٕب١ٔٓ 

 آفو٠ٓ ّ٘ب عْٛ ١ٌْٕٛ ٚثٛي ِبوبهرٕٟ. 

 ه ِبٌىخ ؽمٛق أغبٟٔ ِغّٛػخ اٌج١زٍي. ١ٍِْٛ كٚلاه لإٞ رٟ فٟ ١ِٛى٠ 4775، كفغ عبوَْٛ 1985ففٟ ػبَ 

 ، لجً كِظ ئٞ رٟ فٟ ثَٟٛٔ. 1995ٚػٕلِب أٌّذ ثٗ أىِخ ِب١ٌخ ػبَ 

١ٍِْٛ كٚلاه ِٓ ثٕه أٚف  200اٍزقلَ ؽصزٗ فٟ اٌشووخ ظّبٔخ ٌٍؾصٛي ػٍٝ لوض ثـ 2001ٚفٟ ػبَ 

 أِو٠ىب 

 ه. ئٌٝ ئػبكح ر٠ًّٛ ٘نٖ اٌموٚض فٟ ِؾبٌٚخ ٌلهء الإػَب 2006ٚلل أظطو ػبَ 

 ٌىٓ ٘نٖ اٌّؾبٌٚخ ٌُ رَبػلٖ ػٍٝ اٌزقٍص ِٓ اٌل٠ْٛ، ئما ٚاعٗ ػلح لعب٠ب هفؼذ ظلٖ ثَجت ِل١ٔٛ٠زٗ. 



 ١ٍِْٛ كٚلاه وّصبه٠ف ِزأفوح.  12ربثؼزٗ ١٘ئخ ١ٔٛ٠ْٛ فب٠ٕبٌٔ أٔل ئٔفَزّٕذ، ٌؼلَ ٚفبئٗ ثـ 2002ففٟ 

أٌف كٚلاه لبي ئْ عبوَْٛ ِل٠ٓ ٌٗ  91ربثؼٗ غج١ت ث١طوٞ لعبئ١ب ثلػٜٛ فٛار١و رؼلد ل١ّزٙب  2006ٚفٟ ٍٕخ 

 ثٙب. 

ظلٖ كػٜٛ لعبئ١خ لبي ف١ٙب ئٔٗ ألوظٗ ِجبٌغ  -ٔغً ػبً٘ اٌجؾو٠ٓ-وّب هفغ اٌش١ـ ػجل الله ثٓ ؽّل آي ف١ٍفخ 

 ِب١ٌخ ٌَّبػلرٗ ػٍٝ رغبٚى ِصبػت ِب١ٌخ. ٚلل ٌغأ اٌطوفبْ ئٌٝ ر٠َٛخ اٌقلاف فبهط اٌّؾىّخ. 

 رووخ ِؼملح 

 ْ ٠ؾبٚي عب٘لا ئ٠غبك ؽٍٛي ٌّشبوٍٗ اٌّب١ٌخ. ٚؽزٝ ٚفبرٗ وبْ عبوَٛ

فلأب ٚاٌزٟ اشزوا٘ب ػبَ  2500ففٟ ِبهً/ آماه اٌّبظٟ، وبكد أْ رزؼوض ئٌٝ اٌو٘ٓ ئلبِزُٗ ١ٔفولأل ماد اٌـ

 ١ٍِْٛ كٚلاه.  1476ثـ 1988

 ٚوبْ ٠أًِ أْ رٕؼش عٌٛزٗ اٌجو٠طب١ٔخ ؽ١برٗ اٌف١ٕخ ١ِٚيا١ٔزٗ. 

 اد ِٓ اٌىل ٌفَـ رووزٗ اٌّزلافٍخ ٚاٌّؼملح. ٚثؼل ٚفبرٗ رٕزظو ِؾب١ِٗ ٍٕٛ

٠ٚؼُزمل أْ ؽمٛق اٌزأ١ٌف اٌقبصخ ثأغب١ٔٗ ٚثأغبٟٔ اٌج١زٍي فل رٕب٘ي ِئبد اٌّلا١٠ٓ ِٓ اٌلٚلاهاد، ِٚٓ اٌّؾزًّ 

 أْ ٠طبٌت كائٕٖٛ ثؾصزُٙ ِٓ اٌزووخ أٍٛح ثأٍورٗ. 

 300ِٓ ك٠ْٛ ٚاٌزٟ رزواٚػ ل١ّزٙب ِب ث١ٓ ٌىٓ ٘نا اٌو٠غ لل لا ٠ىْٛ وبف١ب ٌَل ِب رواوُ ػٍٝ اٌّغٕٟ اٌواؽً 

 ١ٍِْٛ كٚلاه.  500ٚ



 ِغيٜ فطجخ هفَٕغبٟٔ فٟ عبِؼخ غٙواْ

اٌصؾف اٌجو٠طب١ٔخ اٌصبكهح صجبػ اٌَجذ هويد ػٍٝ رلاػ١بد فطجخ ٘بشّٟ هفَٕغبٟٔ فٟ غٙواْ اٌزٟ أزمل 

فٟ ؽّب٠خ اٌغٕٛك اٌجو٠طب١١ٔٓ فٟ  ف١ٙب اٌٍَطبد الإ٠وا١ٔخ، ٚالأزمبكاد اٌّٛعٙخ فٟ ثو٠طب١ٔب ثشأْ "اٌزٙبْٚ"

 أفغبَٔزبْ، ِٚٛاظ١غ أفوٜ.

صؾ١فخ "اٌغبهك٠بْ" ٔشود ِمبلا ثمٍُ ئ٠بْ ثلان، رؾذ ػٕٛاْ "فطجخ هفَٕغبٟٔ رملَ ٌؾظخ أفوٜ وبشفخ فٟ 

 اٌزبه٠ـ الإ٠وأٟ".

شق١ص هفَٕغبٟٔ وبْ هئ١َب ٍبثمب ٌٍغّٙٛه٠خ الاٍلا١ِخ فٟ ا٠واْ، ٚ٘ٛ ا٢ْ هئ١ٌ ِب ٠َّٝ ثـ"ِغٌٍ ر

 ِصٍؾخ إٌظبَ". 

 ٚلل أٌمٝ فطجخ اٌغّؼخ فٟ َِغل عبِؼخ غٙواْ فؾٛي اٌَّغل، ؽَت رؼج١و ثلان، ئٌٝ "ثٛرمخ ٌٍّؼبهظخ".

٠ٚؼزجو اٌىبرت أْ هفَٕغبٟٔ، اٌنٞ رىٍُ ػلا١ٔخ ٌٍّوح الأٌٚٝ ِٕن الأؽلاس اٌصبفجخ اٌزٟ ٚلؼذ اٌشٙو اٌّبظٟ 

 خ، أظبف "ٌؾظخ أفوٜ وبشفخ فٟ اٌزبه٠ـ الا٠وأٟ".ثؼل ئػلاْ فٛى أؽّلٞ ٔغبك فٟ أزقبثبد اٌوئبٍ

 فمل موو ٌٍّوح الأٌٚٝ أْ ٕ٘بن "أىِخ" فٟ إٌظبَ الاٍلاِٟ الا٠وأٟ.

ٚأ١ّ٘خ رصو٠ؾبد هفَٕغبٟٔ ؽَت اٌىبرت، أٔٙب رأرٟ ِٓ عبٔت شقص١خ "ِإصوح ثلهعخ وج١وح" ٚوٛٔٗ أ٠عب 

 "إٌّبفٌ اٌؼ١ٕل" ٌٍّوشل اٌوٚؽٟ آ٠خ الله فبِٕئٟ.

 اٌىبرت ئْ وب١ِواد اٌز١ٍفي٠ْٛ ٌُ رٕمً اٌقطجخ وّب رفؼً ػبكح فٟ ِضً ٘نٖ إٌّبٍجبد. ٠ٚمٛي

٠ٚع١ف أْ أ١ّ٘خ اٌؾلس رزّضً أ٠عب فٟ ؽعٛه ١ِو ؽ١َٓ ٍِٛٛٞ اٌنٞ اػزجو الأزقبثبد اٌزٟ فبى ف١ٙب ٔغبك 

 أزقبثبد "غ١و شوػ١خ"، وّب وبْ ؽبظوا أ٠عب ى١ٍِٗ الاصلاؽٟ ِٙلٞ فوٚثٟ.

 غبَٔزبْلزٍٝ فٟ أف

٠ٚفٕل اٌىبرت فىوح اهرفبع ِؼلي اٌمزٍٝ ث١ٓ اٌغٕٛك اٌجو٠طب١١ٔٓ فٟ افغبَٔزبْ ثلهعخ غ١و ػبك٠خ، ف١مٛي ئٔٗ "١ٌٌ 

 200ٍٕٛاد ٌُ ٠مزً ِٕٙب ٍٜٛ  8ؽم١م١ب أْ اٌّؼلي ِورفؼب ثلهعخ صبكِخ" ِع١فب أْ "لٛارٕب فٟ افغبَٔزبْ ِٕن 

، ٟٚ٘ اٌّؼووخ اٌزٟ فبظٙب Sommeٚي ِٓ ِؼووخ "ٍَٛ" أٌف عٕلٞ فٟ ا١ٌَٛ الأ 20ػَىوٞ، ث١ّٕب فملٔب 

 .1916اٌغ١ش اٌجو٠طبٟٔ فٟ شّبي فؤَب ظل الأٌّبْ فٟ اٌؾوة اٌؼب١ٌّخ الأٌٚٝ ػبَ 

 اٍبث١غ. 6ػَىو٠ب فٟ ؽوة فٛولأل اٌزٟ اٍزغولذ  ٠ٚ255ّعٟ لبئلا ئْ "لٛارٕب فَود 

ٙبِبد اٌّٛعٙخ ٌٕمص اٌّؼلاد اٌؼَىو٠خ ٚالاٍٍؾخ. ٠ٚمٛي أِب اٌفىوح اٌضب١ٔخ اٌزٟ ٠زٕبٌٚٙب اٌىبرت فٟٙ رزؼٍك ثبلار

اٌىبرت ئْ ٚظغ اٌّؼلاد شٙل رؾَٕب أف١وا، ٚئْ اٌغٕٛك لا ٠ّٛرْٛ ٔز١غخ ٔمص الأٍٍؾخ ثً "لأْ الأػلاء 

أصجؾٛا أوضو رص١ّّب ػٍٝ لزٍُٙ". ٚفصٛصب أْ "لٛارٕب أصجؾذ رمزوة ِٓ الأِبوٓ اٌزٟ ٔعطٍغ ثؾّب٠زٙب 

 اٌمٛاد ٌٙغَٛ اٌٍَّؾ١ٓ.ٕ٘بن، ٚ٘ٛ ِب ٠ؼوض 

٠ٚؼزوض اٌىبرت ػٍٝ أٌٚئه اٌن٠ٓ ٠ٕزملْٚ اٍزقلاَ ا١ٌَو ه٠زشبهك كأبد هئ١ٌ الأهوبْ اٌجو٠طبٟٔ غبئوح 

 ١ٍ٘ىٛثزو ربثؼخ ٌٍغ١ش الأِو٠ىٟ فلاي عٌٛزٗ فٟ أفغبَٔزبْ.

ّشىٍخ ئما ِب اشزووٕب كٌٚخ فٟ أفغبَٔزبْ ثم١بكح اٌٛلا٠بد اٌّزؾلح فّب ٟ٘ اٌ ٠ٚ40مٛي "ئٕٔب عيء ِٓ رؾبٌف ٠عُ 

 فٟ اٍزقلاَ آ١ٌبرُٙ".

اٌزٟ رأفو  ٠ٚA400Mؼزوض اٌىبرت ػٍٝ الأفبق اٌىج١و ِٓ عبٔت اٌؾىِٛخ ػٍٝ أزبط غبئوح إٌمً اٌؼَىو٠خ 

أزبعٙب ٌّلح صلاس ٍٕٛاد ٚاٌزٟ "لا رؼًّ ِؾووبرٙب" اٌنٞ ٠واٖ أِوا ِمصٛكا فمػ ِٓ أعً "اثواى ا٠ٌٛٙخ 

 اٌلفبػ١خ الأٚهٚث١خ".

 الأَ اٌجو٠طب١ٔخ

صؾ١فخ "اٌغبهك٠بْ" رٕشو رؾم١مب ؽٛي ٚاٌلح اٌجو٠طبٟٔ فج١و اٌىِٛج١ٛرو ث١زو ِٛه اٌّقزطف فٟ اٌؼواق ِٕن 

2007. 



ػبِب ثلأد أف١وا ؽٍّخ ظغػ ِٓ أعً ؽًّ ٚىاهح اٌقبهع١خ  53ٚرمٛي اٌصؾ١فخ ئْ اٌّوأح اٌجبٌغخ ِٓ اٌؼّو 

 اٌجو٠طب١ٔخ ٌلا٘زّبَ ثأِو اثٕٙب.

َ ػٍٝ اصواه اٌقبهع١خ ػٍٝ ػلَ اػطبء اٌّٛظٛع أ١ّ٘خ اػلا١ِخ ٚالاثمبء ػ١ٍٗ فٟ غٟ اٌىزّبْ ٚرؼزوض الأ

 ئٌٝ ؽ١ٓ رزّىٓ ِٓ اٌزفبٚض لاغلاق ٍواؽٗ.

شقص  100ٚوبْ ِٛه ٠مَٛ فٟ ِب٠ٛ/ أ٠به ثزوو١ت أٔظّخ وِٛج١ٛرو فٟ ٚىاهح اٌّب١ٌخ فٟ ثغلاك ػٕلِب أغبه ٔؾٛ 

 ؽواً الأِٓ اٌجو٠طب١١ٔٓ. ػٍٝ اٌّجٕٝ ٚافزطفٛا ِٛه ٚأهثؼخ ِٓ

ٚلل رٍمذ اٌَفبهح اٌجو٠طب١ٔخ لجً شٙو٠ٓ شو٠ػ ف١ل٠ٛ ٠ظٙو أْ ِٛه لا٠ياي ػٍٝ ل١ل اٌؾ١بح ٚأٗ ٠زّزغ ثصؾخ 

 ع١لح. ئلا أٔٙب رأًِ أْ رجني اٌؾىِٛخ ِي٠لا ِٓ اٌَّبػٟ اٌغبكح لاغلاق ٍواػ.

١وا فؤىً ؽٛي اٌعغخ اٌىج١وح اٌزٟ أؽلصٙب اٌمبء ٚئٌٝ اٌملً ؽ١ش رٕشو صؾ١فخ "اٌزب٠ّي" رؾم١مب ثمٍُ ِواٍٍزٙب ش

اٌمجط ػٍٝ أَ رٕزّٟ ١ٌٍٙٛك اٌّزشلك٠ٓ فٟ اٌّل٠ٕخ ِزّٙخ ثّؾبٌٚخ لزً اثٕٙب اٌطفً اٌنٞ ٠ؼبٌظ فٟ َِزشفٝ 

 ثبٌّل٠ٕخ.

ٚلل أكٜ اٌمجط ػ١ٍٙب ئٌٝ ٚلٛع أؽلاس شغت ٚػٕف ث١ٓ أفواك غبئفخ ا١ٌٙٛك اٌّزشلك٠ٓ اٌن٠ٓ ٠شىٍْٛ ؽَت 

 صٍش ػلك ٍىبْ اٌّل٠ٕخ، ٚث١ٓ اٌشوغخ. اٌزؾم١ك،

ٚاٌّشىٍخ اىكاكد رؼم١لا ثؼل أعّبَ اٌؾبفبِبد ٚهعبي اٌل٠ٓ ئٌٝ ِياػُ ا١ٌٙٛك اٌّزشلك٠ٓ اٌن٠ٓ ٠وفعْٛ رّبِب 

 الارٙبِبد اٌّٛعٙخ ٌلأَ، ٠ٚمٌْٛٛ أٙب "أَ ٠ٙٛك٠خ ع١لح روثٟ فَّخ أثٕبء ٚرَٙو ػ١ٍُٙ".

ٔؾٓ لا ٍّٔه أٍٍؾخ ٚلا كثبثبد ٚلا شوغخ ٚلا ٍغْٛ، ٌىٕٕب ٍٕوًٍ ٠ٚمٛي ِزؾلس ثبٍُ ا١ٌٙٛك اٌّزشلك٠ٓ "

 ع١شٕب ِٓ أعً أمبم أٍوح، لأمبم أَ ٠ٙٛك٠خ روثٟ فَّخ أغفبي، ٚرؾ١طُٙ ثبٌؾت ٚاٌلفء".

ٚلل رؾٌٛذ اٌمع١خ ئٌٝ ٔياع ؽبك ث١ٓ ا١ٌٙٛك اٌّزل١ٕ٠ٓ ٚا١ٌٙٛك اٌؼٍّب١١ٔٓ. ٠ٚصٛه اٌطوف الأٚي الأِو ػٍٝ أٔٗ 

ف اٌؼٍّب١١ٔٓ، فصٛصب فٟ ظً اٌزٛرو اٌمبئُ ِٕن ٚصٛي ٠ٙٛكٞ ػٍّبٟٔ ٠وٚٔٗ ِؼبك ٌٍّزشلك٠ٓ ِمصٛك ِٓ غو

 ا١ٌٙٛك ٘ٛ ١ٔو ثووبد.

ٚوبٔذ وب١ِواد اٌَّزشفٝ لل صٛهد الأَ ٟٚ٘ رمَٛ ثٕيع الأٔجٛة اٌّٛصً ٌٍغناء لاثٕٙب ٚ٘ٛ ِب ٠ؼٕٟ رغ٠ٛؼٗ 

 ؽزٝ اٌّٛد ِٓ ٚعٙخ ٔظو اٌٍَطبد.

ٌِ ػٍٝ اغلاق ٍواؽٙب ػٍٝ أْ ٠ؼٙل ثٙب ٌوػب٠خ ؽبفبَ ثشوغ أْ رقعغ ٌزمل٠و ٚلل ٚافك لبض فٟ اٌملً أ

 أٌف ع١ٕٗ اٍزو١ٌٕٟ. 63أٌف ش١ىً أٞ ؽٛاٌٟ  400ؽبٌزٙب إٌف١َخ ٚأْ رلفغ 

٠ٚوفط ا١ٌٙٛك اٌّزل٠ْٕٛ أصلا فىوح أٔٙب لل رىْٛ ِصبثخ ثّوض ِٛٔشٛىْ، ٟٚ٘ ؽبٌخ ٔف١َخ رغؼً اٌّوء 

 وض عنة الأزجبٖ. ٠إمٞ أٚ ٠َٟء ئٌٝ لو٠ت ٌٗ ثغ

ِٚٓ ا٠واْ ئٌٝ أفغبَٔزبْ ؽ١ش رٕشو "اٌل٠ٍٟ ر١ٍغواف" اٌّؾبفظخ ِمبلا ػٓ اٌلٚه اٌٍَجٟ  اٌلٚه اٌٍَجٟ ٌلاػلاَ

اٌنٞ رٍؼجٗ أعٙيح الاػلاَ فٟ "ئظؼبف" اٌوٚػ اٌّؼ٠ٕٛخ ٌٍغٕٛك اٌجو٠طب١١ٔٓ اٌؼب١ٍِٓ فٟ أفغبَٔزبْ ػٓ غو٠ك 

 ٌي ِٛه وبرت اٌّمبي."لوع غجٛي الأٙيا١ِخ" وّب ٠مٛي رشبه

٠مٛي اٌىبرت ئٔٗ ١ٍلافغ ٘نٖ اٌّوح ػٓ اٌؾىِٛخ "ٚ٘ٛ أِو غ١و ػبكٞ ثبٌَٕجخ ٌٙنا اٌؼّٛك ٌٍٚصؾ١فخ ٔفَٙب فٟ 

 اٌٛلذ اٌؾبٌٟ"

٠َٚوك الارٙبِبد اٌّٛعٙخ ِٓ غوف أعٙيح الاػلاَ ئٌٝ هئ١ٌ اٌٛىهاء اٌجو٠طبٟٔ عٛهكْٚ ثوٚاْ، ِٕٚٙب أٔٗ 

 اد اٌٍَّؾخ."ِمزو" فٟ الأفبق ػٍٝ اٌمٛ



٠ٚمٛي اٌىبرت ئْ وً ٘نٖ الارٙبِبد ىائفخ، هغُ أٔٗ ١ٌٌ ٌل٠ٗ ِبٔغ ئما ِب ٍمطذ اٌؾىِٛخ. ئلا أٔٗ ٠َزلهن لبئلا 

 ئْ "أِٛها وض١وح ِٛظٛػخ فٟ ا١ٌّياْ ٕ٘ب".

٠ٕٚمً اٌىبرت ػٓ أؽل اٌّؾ١ٍٍٓ اٌّزقصص١ٓ فٟ اٌشإْٚ الا٠وا١ٔخ أْ فطجخ هفَٕغبٟٔ رؼىٌ  كٚه ا١ٌٍٛػ

 ٟ اٌم١بَ ثلٚه اٌٍٛبغخ ث١ٓ اٌطوف١ٓ: اٌطوف اٌؾىِٟٛ اٌوٍّٟ أٚ غوف إٌظبَ، ٚغوف اٌّؼبهظخ.هغجزٗ ف

 ٠ٚع١ف ِب ٠ف١ل أٔٗ أزيع ٌٕفَٗ اٌلٚه اٌنٞ وبْ ٠زؼ١ٓ اْ ٠مَٛ ثٗ فبِٕئٟ ٔفَٗ.

 ٚأشبه فٟ فطجزٗ ئٌٝ ظوٚهح رٛؽ١ل الأِخ ٚاٌلفٛي فٟ ؽٛاه ِطبٌجب ثبلافواط ػٓ اٌّؼزم١ٍٓ ٚاٌَّبػ ثؾو٠خ

 اٌزؼج١و، ٟٚ٘ ؽَت ِب ٠وٜ اٌىبرت "رزفك ِغ هأٞ اٌّؼبهظخ".

٠ٚقززُ اٌّمبي ثبٌمٛي ئْ فطجخ اٌغّؼخ فٟ َِغل  ئلا أٔٗ ٌُ ٠ن٘ت ئٌٝ ؽل اٌزشى١ه فٟ شوػ١خ أؽّلٞ ٔغبك.

اٌغبِؼخ ػبكح ِب رؾظٝ ثب٘زّبَ إٌظبَ، ؽ١ش ٠ؾشل أٔصبهٖ اٌن٠ٓ ٠أفنْٚ فٟ روك٠ل شؼبهاد اٌؼلاء لأِو٠ىب 

 ً، الأِو اٌنٞ ٌُ ٠ؾلس ٘نٖ اٌّوح، ثً ػٍٝ اٌؼىٌ عبءد اٌٙزبفبد ظل "اٌلوزبرٛه، ٚظل "اٌقصَٛ".ٚاٍوائ١

 ٠ٚع١ف أْ "اٌىً ٠لهن ِٓ اٌّمصٛك ِٓ ٘نٖ اٌىٍّبد".



A test of friendship 
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From The Economist print edition 

IN AN interview before his address to the Muslim world in Cairo on June 4th, 

President Barack Obama urged honesty in the American-Israeli dialogue. “Part of 

being a good friend is being honest,” Mr Obama said. On June 14th it will be 

Binyamin Netanyahu’s turn. The Israeli prime minister is due to give his reply to Mr 

Obama’s unwelcome demands that Israel freeze settlements, accept the principle of 

the two-state solution and get on with negotiations with the Palestinians to bring it 

about.  

Israeli politicians and pundits have been speculating about what the hawkish Mr 

Netanyahu might say. Could the name given to the speech provide any clues? At first 

it was dubbed “The Bar-Ilan Speech”, after the university that was chosen as its 

venue. Was Mr Netanyahu trying by that choice to signal reassurance to his seriously 

worried followers on the right, among the settlers and in his own Likud party? Bar-

Ilan was founded as a religious university and it retains a reputation, not entirely 

fairly, as a hotbed of right-wing and religious sentiment.  

Then a decision was made to change the name to “The Begin-Sadat Speech”, after 

the Begin-Sadat Centre for Strategic Studies, a think-tank attached to the university 

where the speech will be given. Begin-Sadat is a brace of words that evokes 

conflicting emotions for Israelis. The 30-year-old peace with Egypt has been a 

bedrock of strategic stability for both countries. But it was achieved by Israel 

withdrawing from all of occupied Egyptian territory—a bad precedent for the right. 

On the other hand, it enabled Israel to keep control of “Eretz Israel”, biblical 

Palestine which is at the heart of the right-wing religious ideology. The peace with 

Egypt, moreover, gave birth to the double-talk over Israeli settlement-building in the 

Palestinian territories that has soured Israel’s relations with America ever since. 

Jimmy Carter, who as president brokered the Egypt-Israel peace at Camp David, 

thought he had got a commitment from Israel’s then prime minister, Menachem 

Begin, to stop building them. Begin said he had only promised to stop for three 

months. 

Right-wingers with long memories recall, too, that Begin was able to push the 

Egyptian peace treaty through the Israeli parliament only with the help of the 

opposition Labour party. A majority of his own supporters opposed it. Is that, too, a 

precedent that the beleaguered Mr Netanyahu is eyeing, caught as he is between the 

proddings of the Obama administration and the resistance of his own coalition allies?  

 


