On the Translation of Modals from English into Arabic

 and Vice Versa: The Case of Deontic Modality

1.0 Preliminaries

1.1    Introduction

Modality has a claim to be considered a linguistic universal. There are many indications that this may be true. Yet, the concept of modality varies from one language to another. Even within a given language, there may exist uncertainties according to the approach: syntactic, semantic, pragmatic etc.; or formal definition vs. other definitions (e.g. English: modal auxiliaries, Arabic: verbs, prepositions and particles). The notion of modality is “notoriously vague” (Palmer 1986). It is further said that the meaning of modality is very difficult to determine relying on a single perspective. 

Such being the nature of modality, it has been difficult, so far, for any approach to satisfactorily describe it. In English attempts to account for modality as “semantic-grammatical” (Palmer 1990:1) have perhaps been most successful given the system of modal auxiliary verbs. However, in other languages such as Arabic, which has a notion of modality inherently different from that in English, such accounts may prove inadequate.
Perhaps the difficulty of understanding modality is best manifested when trying to translate ‘formulaic’ modalized expressions in a certain SL (source language) into another TL (target language). Mapping one system (modality) of an SL into its counterpart in the TL while disregarding all the factors that help perfect(1) the rendering process, is of no avail.   

Translating modalized expressions from English into Arabic and vice versa imposes a special difficulty on the translator for many reasons including, apart from the general problematics of the subject, the fact that Arabic does not have a defined modal system (2). Also, questions of contextuality, ambiguity, and indeterminacy, which are usually associated with modality, add to potential mistranslations.

This study is an attempt to highlight some of the problems encountered, particularly when translating deontic modal expressions from English into Modern Standard Arabic (and vice versa). A brief description of deontic modality in both English and Arabic is provided. Further, the study will recommend strategies and approaches that might facilitate the task of the translator when rendering deontic modal expressions from and into both languages.

1.2.0 English and Arabic Deontic Modality

Modality is an expression given to a type of meaning that reflects the speaker’s intention, judgment or perspective. Halliday (1970:335) defines modality as “a form of participation by the speaker in the speech event. Through modality the speaker associates with the thesis an indication of its status and validity in his own judgment, he intrudes and takes up a position.” Palmer (1990) likewise argues that modality is concerned with the speaker’s attitudes and opinions. He further argues (2001) that modality is concerned with the status of the proposition which describes the event, and that it is a cross-language grammatical category that can be subject to typological study. Modality according to Palmer can, therefore, be classified into a Propositional Modality and Event Modality. The first category can be of two types, epistemic and evidential, while event modality can be either deontic or dynamic. In the case of deontic modality, the factors controlling the event are external as far as the speaker is concerned. Thus, deontic is related to the notions of obligation or permission that have an external source. The typological categories, hence, are permissive, obligative, and commissive defined by Searle (1979:12) as “those acts whose point is to commit the speaker to some future course of action … a promise to commit the speaker to do something.”
Directives (trying to get others to do things) are the most common type of modality. In English, may, can, and must express directives. Palmer (1990:6) maintains that deontic modality is concerned with “influencing actions, states or events”; it therefore refers to events that have not taken place yet, but potentially can be actualized in the future. The speaker’s role is basically ‘directive’ expressing ability, willingness or promise to act.  

In English, examples such as:

1. You must leave now
2. You may leave now
3. You can leave now

4. are clearly deontic. In 1 must expresses subjective deontic necessity (obligation), 2 and 3 express subjective deontic possibility (permission). In Arabic, we have a similar situation:

5. يجب أن تغادر الآن
[must + subjunctive part.= that (hereinafter)+ come now](3)
6. بإمكانك أن تغادر الآن
[in ability your that leave now]
7. تقدر أن تغادر الآن
[can that leave now]
In 4 the deontic meaning is obligative, while in 5 and 6 it is permissive.

Common English deontic modals include must, may, can, have to, and the past tense forms: ought to, should, might, and could.

Arabic, on the other hand, uses many expressions deontically such as verbs like: وجب، لزم، جاز، قدر، وسع، سمح ; derived verb stems like تعين، انبغى، احتمل، تحتم، أفترض، استطاع، أمكن، تمكن; particles على; and modal phrasesمن الواجب، من المفروض، من الممكن، من اللازم، من المتعين، من الجائز باستطاعتك، بإمكانك، بوسعك، بمقدورك.



  
1.2.1 Note on Ambiguity

One of the factors that contribute to modal complexity is ambiguity. In the examples 2, 3, 5, and 6, using may and can to express permission is clearly deontic, but if we just replace the pronoun you with he, the modal meaning will become vague. The sentence He must/may/can leave now is ambiguous as to the notion expressed viz possibility, permission, or ability (in the case of can). Therefore, epistemic, deontic, and dynamic interpretations are possible. Suzuki (1986: 16-17) argues that such vagueness “among the root senses of modals have much to do with their related backgrounds. It is because there is much confusion as to whether the speaker is referring to permission or some other … type of situation in the background that ambiguous sentences … come about.”

It is, therefore, difficult to draw a borderline between the notions expressed by the modals and clearly determine the correct usage of these modals in terms of their logical categories: epistemic, deontic, dynamic. Leech and Coates (1980) refer to this issue as “semantic indeterminacy” where one cannot easily decide on the type of meaning the modal expresses. Leech identifies three types of indeterminacy:   

A. Ambiguity: where more than one interpretation is possible; two or more meanings, e.g.

English:

8. He must understand that we mean business.

(epistemic / deontic interpretation of necessity)

9. Arabic:

10. لم أستطع أن أنام في تلك الليلة
[I couldn’t sleep that night.]

(dynamic ability / deontic permission)

Under this category, we usually select one meaning. (either/or relationship)

B. Merger: where we have two interpretations bearing mutual meanings. Usually both meanings are possible; whichever meaning is used, the sentence makes sense in roughly the same way (both/and relationship).

English:

11. You can go home now.

(possibility / permission)

Arabic:

12. أجل لقد انتهيت، تقدر أن تغادر الآن   

[Yes, I’ve finished. You can leave now.]

(possibility / permission)

C. Gradience: where two meanings exist e.g. possibility, permission, between which we have intermediate cases that cannot be clearly assigned to either a or b (fig. 1)

a. ــــــــــــــــ × ـــــــــــــــ b

                                                 |

                    (------------------- -------------------(
                            similarity to a                       
 similarity to b

(fig. 1)

English:

13. You can’t do that.

Possible meanings:

· I forbid it.

· It would be breaking the law.

· It is against the rules.

· It is not right.

· They’ll think you are mad.

· It is not reasonable.

· It is non-ethical.

· It is against your religion.
etc.

14. Arabic:

15. يجب أن تذهب إلى المسجد   

[must that you go to the mosque]

Possible meanings:

· pray
·  meet someone
· work
· see what is going on
· participate in a meeting
etc.

It is clear from the above examples that ambiguity is attributable to the “backgrounds” rather than the modals themselves. If so, it is understandable why there “arise many ambiguities, since backgrounds in which we make utterances are infinite, often idiosyncratic, and never uniform.” (Suzuki 1986:17)

1.2.2 Note on Context   

If the “backgrounds” of utterances are known, modal meaning ambiguity should decrease. This can be realized by contextualisation. Most decontextualised utterances are inherently ambiguous. In the case of Arabic modal expressions the situation is yet more complex. Arabic is a diglossic language; standard Arabic contextualised utterances are either very rare or artificial. On the other hand, contextualised colloquial modalized expressions are varied, uncodified and are almost impossible to account for. Moreover, in the absence of linguistic corpora of usage, any attempt to arrive at a monolithic system of modality for a certain vernacular of Arabic will end with many shortcomings and may be a complete failure.

A successful interpretation of the meanings conveyed by modal expressions seems to require a context in all cases. Even so, very fine distinctions between one meaning and another that modals pose will remain a problem that needs more than one approach to explain, if indeed it is at all possible. Sperber and Wilson (1995) maintain that the interpretation of utterances is linguistically underdetermined and that factors governed by the context interact with purely linguistic meaning to provide a complete interpretation of the utterance, which is the proposition processed against the context. In Modal meaning several contexts interact e.g. tense, aspect, intentionality (in addition to extralinguistic factors) which increase the degree of indeterminacy. The dominant association should be that of the notion the modal expresses. If it is not possible to associate a certain contextualised meaning with the modal in question, misinterpretations occur.

2.1 The Study
This study sheds light on some of the problems encountered when translating modal verbs from English into Modern Standard Arabic (and vice versa). The premise of the study is that translation of modal verbs is a process that should be approached with fine discrimination due to the delicacy of meaning they convey.
The modal verbs in question are those which express deontic meaning in both English and Arabic. In English the study will focus on the modal auxiliaries such as must, should, have to, may, and can. The Arabic modals, on the other hand, are limited to وجب، انبغى، تعين، وسع، قدر، جاز، أمكن، استطاع.(4) Other modal verbs, modal phrases or modalized expressions are beyond the scope of this study.

Besides showing how the translation of modal verbs is problematic, the study will suggest techniques to deal with the problem. Due to the ambiguity of decontextualised examples, the study deals with ‘supposedly’(5) contextualised examples: extracts from subtitle translations of feature films and TV interviews.

2.2 Translating Modal Verbs
The problematic area of translating modality from English into Arabic and vice versa centres around a certain set of English modal auxiliaries and Arabic modal verbs (above). English periphrastic modals, Arabic modal phrases and modalised expressions seem to pose fewer problems. This may be due to the formal similarity between these expressions, contrary to that of ‘true modal verbs’, in both languages. For example, it is possible will be easily rendered into Arabic as من الممكن and vice versa, but You cannot smoke in here is problematic. If cannot is translated as لا يمكنك ،تقدر ،تستطيع then the message rendered is weak. A rather stronger expression is needed like    غير مسموح لك, لا يسمح لك or ممنوع. Of course, we should always bear in mind the contexts and the backgrounds of utterances. 

2.2.1    Examples Investigated

 The examples investigated basically deal with the meaning conveyed by using ‘true’ modal verbs and lexical verbs that usually express deontic modality. For the sake of brevity, the analysis of the examples focuses on most problematic, but not all the modals in the two languages. The translation of each modal is analysed through looking at a set of examples that provide different translations for the same modal. 

2.2.2   Have to

Some linguists do not consider have to as a true modal verb. Usually, when grammar is at question, have to is not included in the list of modal auxiliaries because it fails Palmer’s NICE properties. However, have to is one of the most important modal expressions when it comes to discussing modal meanings. Huddleston (1984:165) argues that have to “though semantically very close to must, has none of the modal properties and is clearly a catenative [verb with verbal complement, like want to], not a modal.” But, for Palmer (1990:25), have to is a “semi-modal” due to its meaning. Unlike other periphrastic modals, however, have to is not a true periphrastic modal, thus posing a special problem. The following examples illustrate how have to was rendered in Arabic:  

13. All I have to do is to drive my car in the area.


بينما لا يتوجب علي إلا أن أتجول بسيارتي في المنطقة

[whereas no must on me but that wander about in my car in the area]
14. It is pretty obvious what you have to do.

انه واضح جدا ما ينبغي عليك عمله.

[that it clear very what should on you do it]
15. Do we have to do this now?


هل يلزم أن نقوم بهذا العمل الآن؟

[Interrog. Part.+ need to that we do this job now]
16. I have to go.


علي أن أرحل.

[ on me that leave]
17. Yes, I have to say that; this is not my way of doing it. 


نعم، يجب أن أقول ذلك، فهذه ليست طريقتي.

[yes, must that say I that this not my way]
18. We are gonna have to cancel it. (surgical operation)


سنضطر لإلغائها.


[shall we compelled to cancel it]
In the examples above, it is clear that the Arabic translations of have to use different expressions according to the different backgrounds and contexts involved. In 13, the expression لا يتوجب علي إلا  is a complex one. The negative particle preceding يتوجب negates the phrase يتوجب علي  and إلا  preceding the أن  clause confines the action of the speaker to what is expressed in the أن  construction. The original English text has a different meaning, not exclusion; rather paucity is expressed, denoting that the action to be done is “not a big deal”. What contributed to the apparent message mistranslation is the context, not the ambiguity present in have to. Using the Arabic وجب  is fine; however, the construction لا يتوجب علي إلا  is misleading. Of all the Arabic modals وجب  (and its constructions) is the most ambiguous; it accounts for all shades of necessity  with an amazing flexibility of usage.(6) The deontic meaning have to and وجب  express is external; the speaker’s involvement in the speech act is indirect in the sense that he/she is not the one laying the obligation. Therefore, a subject-oriented interpretation (dynamic) is more plausible.

Thus, perhaps, using تعين  here would be more appropriate. The above Arabic construction could be replaced by كل ما يتعين علي فعله هو أن … , though it should be noted that in face-to-face colloquial interactions such expressions  are impossible.  

Example 14 poses a different calibre of problem: have to has been rendered as ينبغي. يجب، ينبغي  and يتعين  are these days used indiscriminately in Modern Standard Arabic. Many argue that choosing between the three is a matter of style. Well, style too should be used in its appropriate context, and backgrounds play an important role in such a choice. We would claim that  ينبغي  is a counterpart to should, while يتعين   is a counterpart to have to.   يجب , its phrases and constructions, on the other hand, can fit as an equivalent for all English modal verbs and expressions as accounted for by necessity.

In example 15, have to is translated as يلزم  meaning lexically to be necessary, requisite, imperative, indispensable, and incumbent upon. But perhaps the closest English modal equivalent to يلزم   is need to. However, because don’t have to expresses lack of necessity, which might be rendered into Arabic as لا يلزم  the translator succumbed to using يلزم  in place of other possibilities such as يجب، ينبغي، يتعين  or other lexical items as يتحتم  and ضروري  .

I example 16, have to is appropriately rendered into Arabic as على , which is a preposition but when used with the أن  construction, as in the above example, it expresses deontic necessity or obligation. Sometimes, it is used with يجب ، يتعين  and يتحتم to express a stronger type of deontic necessity. However, in such a case as 16 above, ambiguity does exist. Dynamic subject-oriented interpretation is very possible, even more appropriate.

The translator in example 17 used the ‘neutral’ يجب , which expresses all meanings possible. In other words, the translator translated the ambiguous have to by its ambiguous counterpart.

In example 18, the deontic obligation expressed by have to is rendered into Arabic by using a lexical verb يضطر  (compel) which expresses extreme compulsion. The speaker will have to do the action even though he/she doesn’t want to do it.

2.2.3   Should 

19. We should change the funeral arrangements.


يجب أن نغير ترتيبات الدفن


[must that we change arrangements burial]
20. I should quit my role in this movie.


ينبغي أن أعتزل دوري في هذا الفيلم


[should that I quit role my in this film]
21. I think you should know that Nikkei was corrupt and very miserable.


أعتقد بأن عليك أن تعرف أن (نيكي) كان فاسدا وتعيسا للغاية
[I think that should you that know that Nikkei was corrupt and miserable very much]
Should, like have to, was rendered into Arabic in the above examples using a variety of modals.

In 19 should is translated as يجب . Palmer (1979:69) argues that ought to and should will be treated with dynamic necessity though they sometimes have highly deontic characteristics”. He further argues that “we could include should and ought to (with deontic modality). With these the speaker takes responsibility for the judgment without actually involving himself in a performative action.” (59)

From the above it is clear that should in English is more dynamic than deontic. The same can be said about يجب  in Arabic. However, because there is no usage evidence indicating whether to use يجب  or other modals such as ينبغي and يتعين  where the meaning is clearly not epistemic, it is a matter of stylistic choice especially between يجب  and ينبغي. Personally, I prefer ينبغي though يجب  is not incorrect.

Should in example 20 is satisfactorily rendered as ينبغي  though يجب  and عليّ  are also adequate here. A combination of يجب  and عليّ  is unnecessarily strong and should be viewed as equivalent to must.

In example 21, you should is translated as  عليك.  The sentence starts with I think, which is in itself a kind of modal placing the speaker as a source of judgment as to the action required from the hearer. The meaning that can be associated with should bears inter alia three interpretations:

· It is important that you know that …

· It is necessary that you know that …

· It is better for you to know that …

If we accept that any of the above could be the intended message of the speaker (of course, depending on the context and background involved), then perhaps a more appropriate way to render should might be by using periphrastic modals such as من المهم أن تعرف ,الضروري أن تعرف  من, من المستحسن أن تعرف for it is important, necessary and better for you to know respectively.

2.2.4   Can

22. Benji cannot stay in here; not with her.

لا يستطيع بنجي أن يبقى هنا معها







[no can Benji that stay here with her]
23. You can turn it off (TV); I’m not watching.


يمكنك إغلاق التلفاز، فأنا لا أريد المشاهدة 

[can you turn off TV, I no want seeing]
24. I can’t talk to the government about you even when I am not any more your lawyer.


لا يمكنني التحدث إلي الحكومة بشأنكما حتى عندما لا أكون محاميكما

[no can I talking to the government about your business until when no I am your lawyer]
Can in the above examples clearly connotes deontic permission; nevertheless, the Arabic translation in 22 uses استطاع , unlike 23 and 24 which use أمكن.

Suzuki (1986) argues that can unlike may, when used as in the above examples, has a nuance of ability: “a particular meaning … is flavored with nuances from the other meanings of the same modal” (p. 22). The nuance described by Suzuki is present between the Arabic modals of ability and permission such as استطاع, قدر أمكن, وسع, جاز)  and (سمح. Thus, a sense of ability exists in the can of sentences 22, 23, and 24 though the meaning is clearly deontic. It is very difficult, however, to argue that a nuance of ability might exist in جاز  and سمح. استطاع ,  قدر  and وسع  basically denote dynamic ability, while جاز  and سمح  denote deontic permission. أمكن  is rather ‘ambiguous’ using Leech’s type of indeterminacy. Still, again, unless the full contexts and backgrounds are clear, one cannot appropriately and categorically opt for a permission or an ability modal.

In example 22  لا أسمح ل can be used if the background is clearly one of permission only.

In example 23 , وسع قدر and استطاع  are also very possible translations; however, سمح  and جاز   are inappropriate. 

Example 24 is ambiguous: both ability and permission are possible. Using an ambiguous counterpart is therefore a good choice (3.1.4). If  استطاع قدر, and وسع  are used, a stronger sense of ability will dominate; still deontic permission is quite possible.

2.2.5    Must / May
    25. You must keep what I’ve told you to yourself.

عليك أن تحتفظ بما قلته لك لنفسك
[must that keep you with what said I to you for self you]

26. I must pass the exam; otherwise, they’ll kick me out.

يجب علي أن أنجح في الامتحان و إلا فصلوني
[must on me that I succeed in the exam otherwise kick out they me]
27. Learning a language must involve, to some degree, learning its culture.

إن تعلم أي لغة يجب أن يشتمل و لحد ما تعلم ثقافتها

[emphasis part.+ learning any language must that include and to extent learning culture its]

28. You may eat now.

تستطيع أن تأكل الآن
[can you that eat now]

29. You may come in.

بإمكانك الدخول
[with can you enter]

30. May I help you sir?

هل باستطاعتي مساعدتك

[interrog. Part.+ with can I help you]
In example 25, must is translated as  . عليIn 26 and 27  يجب is used. As a matter of fact, whenever must is in question, what comes to the translator’s mind is يجب . يجب   and عليك are interchangeable whereas يجب عليك  is stronger. In 25, it is clear that there is an authority involved that is of the speaker. Also, there is a sense of warning that is not present in the Arabic .عليك In actual (colloquial) situations, other forms like the imperative, or those of warning are used. Example 26, however, is a bit different, though not of less compulsion than 25. The authority in 26 is not the speaker’s; rather, it is external, judgmental, and quite predictable. Therefore, example 26 has a nuance of epistemic possibility. Moreover, one could argue that a conditional sense is present in example 26. In colloquial Arabic, لزم  replaces يجب  to express the meaning intended.

Example 27 poses the classic problem: indeterminacy. Is must deontic? Or this is a clear use of subject-oriented modality - dynamic? Maybe must in 27 is epistemic! All interpretations are possible; hence, using يجب , which is as ambiguous as must, is a good choice. 

 The last group of examples use the modal may to express three meanings of permission (the most typical meaning associated with may). In example 28, its meaning is rendered by  استطاع , which in addition to its dynamic ability can express permission. Clearly, there is a nuance of ability in the example above, but the dominant meaning is deontic permission.

A similar explanation may account for example 29. The authoritarian sense in 29 is stronger than in 28. أمكن  is used to express the permissive meaning in Arabic, which is fine here. However, قدر  (in addition to استطاع  and وسع) is the modal usually used in such situations. In colloquial Arabic قدر  is the only possibility. Using the phrase بإمكانك  in place of  يمكنك  does not affect the meaning. Nevertheless, in Arabic to English translations such phrases are often rendered by using a periphrastic modal: it is possible, you have the permission, etc.

Example 30 is in the form of a question. The deontic meaning here focuses on asking for a permission which is within the authority of the hearer. The Arabic translation used استطاع  and هل for the interrogation, which is satisfactory. Again, in real life situations where the colloquial is used, expressions like باستطاعتي  are impossible. Other modals may be used like ممكن  without an interrogative particle, and a form of the verb سمح .سمح  is also possible in MSA constructions; therefore, أتسمح لي بمساعدتك  is quite acceptable. Using may in example 30 is formal and more polite, a sense that is difficult to find in the Arabic translation. Now, if the Arabic utterance was back- translated, most probably the translator would use can to render استطاع , which is correct, but the sense of politeness and formality would be absent.

3.0 Techniques for Modal Translation     

It is widely accepted that there is never a specific correct version of a translated text that one could describe as the “only translation”. Many linguistic and extralinguistic factors influence the process of translation. The translator's choice of modal verbs should not be merely stylistic and should not only be subject to choice according to contextual probabilities. It should be noted though that non-stylistic choice is contextually free while stylistic choice is contextually bound. In modal translation, it is not enough to rely on the semantico-syntactic aspects of the utterance. Other aspects should be considered, e.g. backgrounds which are pragmatically contingent. Pragmatic choice involves the decision of what a person wants to convey in his linguistic message. In decoding the message the translator must understand in addition to its semantic aspect, the pragmatic, the grammatical and the stylistic. Especially, as regards modal meanings, if the sentence is thought to be ambiguous, then it is basically pragmatically ambiguous. The role of pragmatics in resolving indeterminacy and therefore facilitating modal translation is undeniable, but discussion of it is beyond the scope of the present study.

3.1 Techniques Suggested

3.1.1    Classification of Modals
It is evident from the discussion in the previous section that the basic problem the translator encounters when dealing with modality is associating the appropriate modal with the appropriate meaning. In most cases the translator has no idea of the subtle social, and cultural connotations each modal denotes. 
 To ease the problem a bit, the translator must find out what modal category is involved. English into Arabic translation and vice versa should consider only two types: epistemic and non-epistemic, i.e. root (performative) modality- basically deontic and dynamic. It is easier to tell if the meaning is epistemic based on knowledge and belief, and it is not acceptable for the translator to mistake epistemic must, for example, for root must. If the translator can make this distinction, the translation will most probably turn out to be acceptable. Following is a table showing the epistemic and non-epistemic usual associations of modals in English and their Arabic counterparts.


Epistemic




Non-epistemic

	Meanings
	English
	Arabic
	Meanings
	English 
	Arabic*

	Conclusion (inference)
	Must
	لا بد
	Obligation


	Must

	يجب/على

	
	
	
	Necessity
	Have to
	يتعين

	
	
	
	Duty
	Should
	ينبغي

	
	
	
	Duty
	Ought to
	ينبغي

	Conclusion
	May
	أمكن
	Permission
	May
	قدر/سمح

	Conclusion
	Can
	أمكن
	Permission
	Can
	استطاع/وسع


 Some of the Arabic verbs are more common in the imperfect.

3.1.2    Modal Rephrasing
One of the helpful techniques for the translator who encounters difficulty in determining the modal meaning is modal rephrasing. English in particular prefers to use modal verbs rather than other expressions to convey modality. Structures such as obliged to, certain that, is capable of, is necessary, is possible, etc. express modal meaning. If the modal is paraphrased by its periphrastic counterpart, in most cases the translator will have no difficulty in identifying the intended meaning in the TL. However, using this technique does not entail rendering the periphrastic expression instead of the original, though it is not necessarily wrong to do that. In the sentence You must go home the meaning of must is not clear due to its ambiguity. If the translator can get to the background(s) of this sentence and according to the context rephrase the intended meaning - say: it is necessary that you go home, the translation of it is necessary will be, for example,  من الضروري; if the rephrase is you are obliged, an Arabic counterpart like وجب  or any of its synonyms will be appropriate.

3.1.3   Modal Re-translation
This technique is basically used to check if the translated word would give the original when retranslated back. Of course, the process of re-translation should take place some while after the first translation and without reference to the SL text. This could be done in the process of “text approximation” (7) if applied. For example, if the modal must was rendered as ينبغي  , the translator can later on retranslate ينبغي   to see if he/she would use must as a counterpart. If the re-translator does not use must and uses other modals such as have to or should, then his/her first translation may be inappropriate and should be reconsidered.

3.1.4    Utilizing Ambiguity
Most problems of indeterminacy are associated with ambiguity. Difficulty of assigning a specific meaning to a specific modal is the key reason for mistranslating modals. Ambiguity can, however, be utilized by the translator.(8) For example, if the TL has similar ambiguous modals to those in the SL, they can simply be used. An ambiguous sentence like the above You must go home can be rendered with the same ambiguity in the TL. In Arabic using the ‘ambiguous’  يجب is a perfect choice. Thus, a translation like يجب أن تذهب إلي البيت bears more than one interpretation: epistemic, deontic, and dynamic.
4.0 Conclusion
The process of translation necessitates a textual re-organization and an accounting for intertextual coherence together with its culture-specific aspects. The traditional dichotomy between source language and target language orientation does not apply to modal translation. The general meaning expressed by modals of the SL and the TL alike is governed by cognitive processes which in the translation process are controlled by three aspects: 1. Text-type conventions, 2. Text dynamics (information in the text and audience prior knowledge), and 3. Interpersonal factor (relationship between the writer and the reader).

In translating modals, one should take into account that root modals require that the characteristics of social situation (backgrounds) be taken into account such as power distance, which is large in Arab countries. A native speaker of Arabic has two major hurdles to overcome when confronting the modal system of English. The first is that there are no modal auxiliaries in Arabic; the second is that the dynamics of power relationships are very different (Harris et al, 2002: 12)

In Arabic, there is a tendency to use imperatives when it is a question of deontic meaning, and it seems that most Arabic modals tend to be dynamic or epistemic. The deontic sense is inherently weak. This fact influences the translator’s treatment of Arabic and English modals. Therefore, inaccuracies are often felt when examining English into Arabic translations and to less extent Arabic into English ones.

An effort to better understand the Arabic modal system is unquestionably required. There is a dire need for a comprehensive description of the Arabic modal system in the light of modern linguistic theories, but one which takes into consideration all the idiosyncrasies of Arabic. 

Notes
1. There can never be a “perfect” translation. However,  approximate equivalence is the target translators should aim at.
2. The Arabic “modal system” is not grammatical, rather it is mostly lexical. Therefore, any word which expresses a modal meaning can be part of the system regardless of its grammatical category. 
3. A general literal back-translation of the Arabic examples is provided between square brackets where appropriate to ensure a better understanding by readers who do not have enough knowledge of Arabic.

4. Derived forms and prepositional phrase constructions are included under this category; they express the same meaning of the basic form they are derived from.
5. Unless there is “natural context”, one can not claim full contextualization.
6. يجب can express epistemic, deontic, and dynamic meanings; thus, it is inherently ambiguous, which allows a wide range of usage flexibility.
7. Text approximation is the process of successively ‘approximating’ the initial translation to the final version. This process involves grammatical, cohesive, lexical, and tonic editing.
8. There are two schools of thought on this issue: the first advocates that ambiguity should be resolved, and it is the job of the translator to do so. The second thinks that ambiguity is part of the message, especially if it is intended; therefore, it should be preserved and it is the translator’s job to convey ambiguity in the target language.
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