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Abstract
This paper revisits Louise M. Rosenblatt’s model of reading, the transactional model (1978), and Eugene Nida’s concept of the “dynamic equivalence” (1964) in translation to base its main argument that a literary translation is not just a translation of a literary work but an outcome of an aesthetic reading of a literary work. It proposes a transactional view of translation that what the translator is translating is not the text but a response to the text that comes out of a transaction between the text and the translator. This response is reproduced in the translated text as an equivalence of the response to the original text. The nature of this response depends on the stance the translator takes. The more aesthetic a translator reads the source text, the more aesthetic the dynamic equivalence will be. Therefore, the produced text will fall on a certain point on a continuum that indicates an aesthetic/dynamic reading/translation on one of its poles and an efferent/formal reading/translation on the other. As Rosenblatt’s model of the process stops at the production of the response in the reader’s mind, the paper extends the process to the translation process using Nida’s concept, considering the common aspects in their models and view of the process of reading and translation. The paper analyzes two Arabic translations of some lines from William Shakespeare’s Henry VIII by Mohamed Enani (1996) to show how each translation is located differently on the reading/translation continuum due to the difference in the translator’s stance.
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1. Introduction
The present paper contributes to the argument that a literary translation is not just a translation of a literary work. It argues that a literary translation is an outcome of an aesthetic reading of a literary work that transfers this aesthetic response to an equivalence. This view of translation can explain how some translations of literary works fail to convey a similar aesthetic experience to the original text. When the translator does not adopt an aesthetic reading stance in the translation process, the work will lose much of its literary value. Recently, more attention has been directed in translation studies to the translation process and the role of the translator from different perspectives (Xu 2020). As literary translation is considered the most complicated type, the process of translating a literary work and the role the translator plays in all its stages is usually studied from a perspective that considers the aesthetic nature of the literary work. However, this aesthetic dimension is often confined to the textual and stylistic attributes of the work, and the literary value of translation is evaluated by the literary style of the translated text (Casagrande 1954; Landers 2001; Walker 2021). Literary studies in the reader response approach have highlighted the role the reader of the literary work has in casting an aesthetic response to a work. It is not enough to have a literary work with textual and stylistic aesthetic attributes; a reader is needed to evoke that work (Clifford 1991; Probst 1992; Davis & Womack 2002; Parker 2019).
The paper revisits Louise M. Rosenblatt’s (1978) model of literary reading, the transactional model, and Eugene Nida’s (1964) concept of the dynamic equivalence to base its main argument on the hypothesis that what the translator is translating is not the text, but a response to the text that comes out of a transaction between the text and the reader. This response is reproduced in the translated text as a dynamic equivalence of the original text. The nature of this response depends on the stance the reader/translator takes. The more aesthetic a translator reads the source text, the more literary the target text will be. Therefore, the produced text will fall on a certain point on a continuum that indicates an aesthetic/dynamic reading/translation on one of its poles and an efferent/formal reading/translation on the other. Rosenblatt’s model provides a clear view of what happens when a reader reads a literary text and how the result depends not only on the text’s textual features but also on the stance the reader adopts when they read. As Rosenblatt’s model stops at the production of the response in the reader’s mind, the paper extends the process to the translation process using Nida’s model.
Rosenblatt and Nida share common aspects in their models and views of the process of reading and translation that justify using their models to develop a framework that charts the translation process as a transaction (transactional translation). The proposed framework has the potential to structure its theoretical findings on translation and reading to shed more light on these debated issues in literary translation. The paper analyzes two Arabic translations of some lines from William Shakespeare’s Henry VIII by Mohamed Enani (1996) to explain how each translation is located differently on the reading/translation continuum as a result of the difference in the reading/translation process though both are done by the same translator and published in the same book. This example can clarify the effect of the stance in producing different translated texts depending on the response of the reader/translator and the equivalent they produce in their translation according to the proposed model.
2. From text to reader and from translation to translator
The second half of the twentieth century witnessed a growing interest in the role of the perceiver in studying human experience. This was due in part to advances in communication theory and cognitive science. These advances led to a better understanding of how people process information and make meaning. This interest in the perceiver also had implications for the study of how readers interact with texts. Literary criticism has tried to account for the role of the reader in determining the meaning of the text. What happens when one turns the pages of a literary work and starts reading? How does the reader respond to the text? What are the factors that govern this response? These questions also pertain to translation studies that tried to take the receptor of the translated text into account when studying the nature and mechanics of translation.
The reader-oriented approach began challenging the text-based approach in literary and critical studies. Reader-response criticism is one of these approaches that considers both the reader and the reading process. It was presented from different perspectives: a transactional perspective that emphasized the dynamic interaction between text and reader; affective stylistics that focused on how literary form shapes the reader’s emotional response and engagement; a psychological perspective that explored how readers’ personal experiences and unconscious desires influence their interpretations; a historical perspective that considered how historical and social contexts shape readers’ interpretations of texts; a subjective perspective that argued that meaning is entirely subjective and resides within the individual reader; a social perspective that examined how social and cultural factors influence readers’ interpretations of texts; and a textual perspective that foregrounded the text itself as an active agent that prompts and guides the reader’s response. For a detailed discussion of this shift in literary studies, see Crasnow (1987), Rabinowitz (1989), Regan (1998), Davis & Womack (2002), and Parker (2019).
A similar shift took place in translation studies. Some pioneers of translation studies focused on the translator’s role in mediating between cultures and achieving equivalence through linguistic choices; functionalist approaches emphasized the translator’s function, target audience, social role, and agency in the translation process; postcolonial and feminist approaches critiqued the potential silencing of marginalized voices and analyzed the translator’s role in shaping reception and rewriting literary canons; and some recent studies examine the ethical challenges, agency, and collaborative role of translators in a globalized world, the active shaping of meaning, and the promotion of intercultural understanding and dialogue. For a detailed discussion of this shift in translation studies, see Venuti (1986), Kolb (2011), Risku et al. (2013), Kaindl (2021), and Borg (2023).
For many years, the translator’s role in determining how a text is translated has received little attention in translation studies. Kaindl (2021: 3–4) argues that early studies were too focused on the product of translation rather than the process. Some approaches were “exclusionary” and omitted the human factor (the translator) altogether. Other approaches were “reductive”; they acknowledged the translator’s role but with “no consequence for the formation of translation theory” (Kaindl 2021: 3–4). These “dehumanized approaches of Translation Science” defined translation based on abstract models and language systems (Kaindl 2021: 4). He calls for translator studies to stand against the mechanization of translation studies (Kaindl 2021: 22). Venuti (1986, 2008) argues that the translator is often rendered invisible in contemporary culture, particularly in the Anglo-American context. He attributes this invisibility of the translator to two factors: the way translated texts are often received as if they were originally written in the target language and the criterion that governs the production and evaluation of translated texts as a reflection of the foreign author’s personality and the essential meaning of the original text. This means that the translator’s voice and perspective are often suppressed to give primacy to the author of the original text. As a result, the translator’s crucial intervention in the text is completely effaced. The greater the success of the translation, the more invisible the translator (Venuti 1986: 179).
One of the consequences of this mechanical perspective of translation and the neglect of the translator was a mystification about the process of translation (Risku et al. 2013: 169) due to deficits and insufficiencies of introspective accounts of the translation process (Bernardini 2011: 260). It was Cognitive Translation Studies that brought the translation process into focus (Borg 2023: 1); however, these studies were concerned with non-literary translation and neglected literary translation that was studied mostly from a “product perspective” (Kolb 2011: 260; Borg 2023: 2). The literary translation process was left unexplained (Borg 2023: 1) without either a common framework of reference (Risku et al. 2013: 152) or tools to observe its process and learn more about “what actually goes on in the translator’s mind and what goes into the making of a literary translation” (see also Kolb 2011: 260; Bassnett 2019: 6). 
Studying literary translation from a process-oriented perspective considers it an artistic practice, not a mechanical endeavor (Kolb 2011: 260; Borg 2023: 184). These studies presented the idea of translation as a response in a target language to a work written in a source language. The readers of translated literary works do not just read the work of the source text author but also that of the translator. This idea of translation-as-response moves away from a source-centric notion of translation as verbal-semantic transference and towards a functionalist stance that foregrounds the aesthetic agency of the translator (Lee & Chan 2018: 189, 204; Borg 2023: 178). Similarly, the “function-oriented,” and the “target-text oriented” approaches intensified the functionalist view of translators as real people (Kaindl 2021: 6). Levy (2011: 13–15) presented the “aesthetics of translation” as an alternative basis for studying literary translation, apart from the linguistic basis; literary translation, for Levy (2011: 57–58), is an “original creative process”. Vermeer (1989) presented the Skopos theory of translation that held purpose (skopos) of the translation as the determining factor for decisions in the translation process (Nord 2014: 10–11). Translators, asserts Vermeer, direct their work “to function in the situation in which it is used and with the people who want to use it and precisely in the way they want it to function” (as cited in Nord 2014: 29).
Some studies that looked at translation and literary translation from the process-oriented and functionalist perspectives used or referred to Rosenblatt’s theory to explore different aspects of translation, such as the role of the translator, the relationship between the original text and the translation, and the different ways in which readers respond to translated texts. In studying the personal nature of translation and its influence on the translation process, Whitaker (2023) considers the transactional nature of translation through the reader-response approach by asking participants in his study to try to understand the personal nature of translation and its influence on the translation process. He used Rosenblatt’s notion of internalization of language as a personal linguistic experience reservoir to conclude that translation is a way to gain a deeper understanding of each individual reservoir. Likewise, Mikkelson (2022) combines Appiah’s method of thick translation with Rosenblatt’s concept of literature as a space for self-discovery to model a form of translation that centers on exploratory enrichment.
In exploring the socio-cultural dimensions of reading translated work, Rosenblatt’s theory was foregrounded to base the personal elements of reading on readers’ milieus. Wilson (2021) presents a re-examination of Rosenblatt’s work in the reader-response theory and argues that poems are essentially social in nature and can open a space in which conversation and interpretation can take place. Her work represented for him a model of pedagogy and discourse about poetry that prefigure roles in aiding the reader’s aesthetic and transactional interpretations of poems. Walker (2021) presents a model of the literary reading process from a transactional perspective in which readers construct their response to the text in a single cultural environment. He then integrates the translation process into a model in which the readers of the translated text construct their response in the translated language culture. He shows how the literary transaction in the monolingual model is relatively straightforward “from a communicative perspective” (Walker 2021: 182) compared to the significantly complicated literary transaction in the translation model after integrating a translator and the translation process.
The critical perspectives derived from Rosenblatt were highlighted in other studies for their important implication. Hiepler (2018) turns to Rosenblatt’s transactional reader response theory as a critical framework for rethinking originality and text development. She calls for a different way of thinking about the relationship between readers, “original” texts (Hiepler 2018: 3), and their derivative works and suggests that Anglo-American readers would do well to take a more critical perspective on the translation process. Likewise, Scott (2015; 2018) presents a model of translation based on his expertise as a French-English translator and his belief that translation is not a transcription of another text but a transcription of the sensations and memories of a reader of that text. He considers a “text” in translation “a conduit, a working more than a work” (Scott 2018: 5–6) and concludes that “[t]ranslation is the becoming of a text” (Scott 2018: 238). These ideas reflect Rosenblatt’s work, though he does not mention her. However, in his work, Scott (2015, 2018) is much indebted to Attridge’s (2015) The Work of Literature. Attridge (2015: 89) affirms that his understanding of literature is closer to Rosenblatt’s, “who is largely ignored in both analytic and continental traditions”.
As Rosenblatt’s (1978) model of the transactional process of reading stops at the creation of the literary work in the reader’s mind, Nida’s (1964) concept of dynamic equivalence can help extend the process to the translation process. Though there is no reference in their writings to each other’s writings, there are many common underpinnings upon which both built their perspectives of the reading and the translation processes and what happens when a reader/translator engages in their work. Both Rosenblatt and Nida affirm the experiential nature of their ideas as they were the result of a long-life experience either in teaching literature (Rosenblatt 1978: x) or translation studies (Nida 1964: ix). Like Rosenblatt (1978: 10), who was concerned with what happens between the reader and the text before arriving at a response to the work, Nida (1964) was also concerned with the “obvious principles and procedures that govern [the translation’s] functioning” (3) and set his aim as “providing an essentially descriptive approach to the translation process” (8). Both emphasized the experiential aspect of their fields; translation studies were mostly prescriptive with a focus on error analysis (Dollerup 2009), and critical studies were mostly text-based without actual consideration of the way literature is taught in classes (Pradl 1991).
Looking at translation as an aspect of “human behavior” (Nida 1964: 8) and reading as the activities of the “organism” (Rosenblatt 1978: 17) marked their perspectives with a synchronic view that reading is “an event in time” (Rosenblatt 1978: 12) and translation is a “communicative event”[footnoteRef:1] (Nida 1964: 8, 40) and this view necessitated a vocal role played by the human agent in the form of “the whole human personality” of the reader (Rosenblatt 1978: xi) and the “personal involvement” of the translator (Nida 1964: 9). [1:  Dollerup (2009: 88–89) shows how Nida overlooked the distinction between the synchronic and the diachronic processes drawing examples from biblical translations and generalizing the process without regard to the time span. Dollerup considers it a general factor at that time: “the 1960s, factors such as displacements in time and space were not central to thinking in the humanities”. However, it was clear in Nida’s model that he made room for these considerations: differences in times and differences in culture. In Figure 42, that represented biblical translation in a modern language, he used a level representation to indicate non-contemporariness (Nida 1964: 147–149).] 

Rosenblatt and Nida reject the simple mechanical “stimulus-response” model of meaning creation in favor of a more pragmatic approach to the creation of meaning (Nida 1964: 34–35; Rosenblatt 1978: 16–17). Neither of them denied the primacy of the text as a “stimulus” in the process and the importance of the “response” as the target of the process of reading (Rosenblatt 1978: 32) and translation (Nida 1964: 7). They both clarify the relevance and the importance of the “generative view” of language to translation (Nida 1964: 9) and the “transformationalist” view of linguistic behavior in reading (Rosenblatt 1978: 41). Both refer to Noam Chomsky’s “dynamic mechanisms” (Nida 1964: 9) and “innate linguistic ideas and linguistic universals” (Rosenblatt 1978: 41) and how these ideas and other similar ideas from the then “contemporary studies” undergirded their views and brought numerous insights into the processes they analyze (Nida 1964: 9; Rosenblatt 1978: 4).[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Porter (2005) and Dollerup (2009) present a review of the historical and academic milieu in translation in which Nida’s writings appeared. Likewise, Clifford (1991), Davis & Womack (2002), Parker (2019) and Wilson (2021) situate Rosenblatt’s writings within the reader-response studies of her time.] 

3. Reading as a transaction
[bookmark: _Hlk128943359]In Knowing and the Known (1949), John Dewey and Arthur Bentley laid the foundation of the transactional approach. They considered all human activities as processes of transaction between the organism and the environment. Rosenblatt (1970, 1978) built her view of the reading process upon this transactional approach that sees knowledge not as an external reality, but as the consequence of the relationship between the activities of the organism (1978: 17). Rosenblatt (1976: 20) considers this “transactional view of human life” fully applicable to the study of the process of reading. The model she developed of the reading process focuses on the stages of this “on-going” process that goes on between the reader and the text “by which a reader arrives at an interpretation of the text” (Rosenblatt 1978: 6). These stages are usually forgotten or ignored “by the time a satisfactory reading has been completed” (Rosenblatt 1978: 10), and the focus is usually directed to either the text or the response that is considered the ultimate end of the reading process.
Rosenblatt presented a different concept of the “work of art” (Rosenblatt 1978: 12). It is not the text, as held by the formalist approaches, nor the response, as held by the advocates of the reader-oriented approaches. Rather, it is the outcome of the transaction between the text and the reader. She calls this outcome “the poem” (Rosenblatt 1978: 12) which refers in her reading theory to the response evoked by the reader from the text during the process of reading to differentiate that response from both the text (the ink on the page) and the reader’s mind. Rosenblatt (1978: 12) clarifies her distinction between “text and “poem”:
‘Text’ designates a set or series of signs interpretable as linguistic symbols. […] ‘Poem’ presupposes a reader actively involved with a text and refers to what he makes of his responses to the particular set of verbal symbols. […] I shall use the term ‘poem’ to refer to the whole category of aesthetic transactions between readers and texts without implying the greater or lesser ‘poeticity’ of any specific genre.
Rosenblatt’s (1978: 10) transactional view of the reading process considers reading an event in time that takes place between a text, which is a set of signs, and an active reader who brings from their past experience “images, feelings, attitudes, associations, and ideas” that evoke a response from the signs of the text. The meaning of the text emerges from a network of associations that take place in the encounter of the text and the reader in a non-linear fashion that entails much adjustment and readjustment with no demarcation between the reader and the text as an “active, self-ordering and self-corrective process” in which the reader pays attention not only to the referents but to what they evoke (Rosenblatt 1978: 11, 18). It is a “live circuit” in which each component “functions by virtue of the presence of the others” and “conditions the other” (1978: 14, 18). It is a “situation” in which “[a] specific reader and a specific text at a specific time and place: change any of these, and there occurs a different circuit, a different event-a different poem” (Rosenblatt 1978: 14). Thus, she changed the view of the work of art from an “object” or an “entity” into an “active process” that is not the result of “seeing + meaning” but “this-reading-event” as a whole (1978: 21). 
This reading event is determined by a “stance” (Rosenblatt 1978: 23). The idea of the stance distinguishes Rosenblatt’s model of reading from the reading theories that consider the process of reading a set of techniques that produce a certain response based on the properties of the text. She laid out the factors of the different responses in the process of reading and the way a reader approaches the text to “[evoke] the literary work of art” (1978: 49). The text is a “necessary condition”, but it is not a “sufficient condition” (1978: 23) for deciding the type of the reading event. She affirms that “[t]he event that produces the reading of a ‘poem’ is different from other reading events” (1978: 23). It depends on the “stance” adopted by the reader during the reading event (1978: 23). This stance can be described as “aesthetic” or “non-aesthetic” depending on the reader’s focus of attention during the event. So, it is not the text that decides a reading event is “aesthetic”. For an aesthetic reading to take place, the reader has to adopt an “aesthetic” stance that she distinguishes from the “non-aesthetic” stance which she calls the “efferent” stance (1978: 23). In “efferent” reading the reader’s focus of attention is on “what will remain as the residue after the reading […] concepts to be retained, ideas to be tested, actions to be performed after the reading” (1978: 23–24). While in “aesthetic” reading, the reader’s focus of attention is on “what happens during the actual reading event […] associations, feelings, attitudes, and ideas […] what he is living through during his relationship with that particular text [emphasis in the original]” (1978: 24–25).
The distinction between both stances is in what the reader does and where the focus of attention is laid. Rosenblatt (1978: 184) postulates an “efferent-aesthetic continuum” on which the stance adopted in the reading process falls on a certain point of the continuum: “a series of gradations between the nonaesthetic and the aesthetic extremes [emphasis in the original]” with “a multiplicity of ways between the two poles [emphasis in the original]” that range from a fully efferent reading to a fully aesthetic reading with no “hard-and-fast” line to mark them apart (1978: 35). So, it is a matter of degree that renders an aesthetic or an efferent reading of a text, and one reading of the same text by the same reader can shift from an efferent reading to an aesthetic reading or mix both. Rosenblatt (1978: 40) affirms, as well, that the adoption of a certain stance is usually done unconsciously unless there is some inappropriateness to the context that requires some suspension of belief. Some adopt the aesthetic stance intuitively, but others need to learn how to read aesthetically.
Based on Rosenblatt’s (1978) discussion of the transactional process of reading, Figure 1 represents her model of the live circuit of reading as an event in time and the role stance plays in determining the response. The diagram shows how the work of art is produced out of a reader’s response. This response is an outcome of a transactional process that involves a reader who comes to the text with past experience that filters through the selective attention and the adopted stance of particular elements from the text within the textual limits of openness and constraints. During this process, the response may need some readjustment through suspension of belief to accommodate the textual elements. The main steps of this transactional process of reading can be listed as follows, rephrased, and listed from Rosenblatt (1978: 48–100):
1. A reader confronts a text and responds to the text cues (openness and constraints).
2. The reader adopts a stance of reading (efferent or aesthetic) consciously or unconsciously, according to textual signals and/or a personal attitude.
3. The reader develops a tentative framework of organization and selectively directs attention to certain elements of the text.
4. Particular elements in the reader’s past experience are activated arousing some expectations that influence the selection and synthesis of further responses.
5. These expectations are fulfilled or denied leading to a revision of the framework or a rereading of the text.
6. An internal response is evoked from the links between the elements of the text and the reader’s experience.
7. More expectations arose and the reader may suspend some elements to accommodate other elements.
8. Meaning emerges from a network of relationships among these elements.
9. With the completion of the reading of the text, the final synthesis or organization is achieved.
10. The reader interprets and synthesizes the response into a new experience which becomes the work of art.
[image: ]Figure 1: Rosenblatt’s Model of Transactional Reading (Rosenblatt 1978)
This study assumes that the translator, as a reader of the literary text in the first place, goes through this process as they embark on translating the text. They bring to a text past experience in reading and translating literary texts to confront a new text with its textual limits. The stance adopted and the process of selection and adjustment lead to a response that they transfer to another language. However, we cannot say that the reading process of a reader who is conscious of the role they will play later in transferring the text into another language is the same as that of the reader who does not have the intention of playing that role. Nida’s (1964) model of translation can help in extending Rosenblatt’s (1978) model into translation.
4. Translation as a dynamic equivalence
Despite the different perspectives Nida (1964) discussed as pertaining to his understanding of language and translation that ranges from pure linguistic studies to semantic and pragmatics studies, the generative-transformational view of language forms the general framework that generated his model of the translation process. He affirms that viewing language as a “generative device” provides the translator with an adequate technique to analyze the process of decoding the source text and a procedure to describe the generation of the appropriate corresponding expressions in the receptor language (1964: 60). Language, for Nida (1964: 8), is a “communicative event” or a “code in operation […] functioning for a specific purpose or purposes” not just the meanings of the symbols. He distinguishes three types of meanings in the communicative event: linguistic, referential, and emotive. The emotive meaning is related to the responses of the participants in the communicative act (1964: 70). One communication event may be understood differently not only in terms of its type of meaning but also in terms of “the manner in which the different purposes of communication result in differences in meaning” (1964: 43). He made the translator a “focal element” in the process of translation with a role “central to the basic principles and procedures of translating” (1964: 43). He criticized the approaches that relegate the translator to the end of the process as a follower of prescribed steps. Nida (1964: 148) refuses to consider the translator a “pseudo-receptor of the original text”. No translation can avoid “a certain degree of interpretation by the translator” (1964: 156).
Like Rosenblatt, Nida uses a continuum to represent the different types of translations that range from “ultraliteral translation” to “free translation” (Nida 1964: 156). He expressed the two extremes of the continuum as one that is “concerned with giving information” and the other as concerned with “creating in the reader something of the same mood as was conveyed by the original” (1964: 156). The factors that determine the type of the translation adopted include the nature of the text, the purpose of the author, and “by proxy, the translator, and the type of audience (1964: 156). Later, Nida (1964: 157) gives prominence to the purpose of the translator in determining the type of translation and affirms that the purpose of the translator need not be similar or compatible with that of the original author. Thus, it can be postulated in Nida’s (1964) model a continuum of translation methods, ranging from strict formal equivalence to complete dynamic equivalence. He labels translations that aim to deliver the information of the text as informative and largely cognitive. Translations that aim to suggest a possible line of behavior are more intelligible. Translations with a greater degree of adaptation become more imperative and aim at something more than just understanding (1964: 157–160). As there can be no absolute correspondence between languages, the translator must find the closest possible equivalent. Nida (1964: 159–166) identifies two basic orientations in translation: formal equivalence and dynamic equivalence. Formal equivalence focuses on the message itself and aims to reproduce as literally and meaningfully as possible the form and content of the original. This approach is often used in translating legal, technical, and scientific texts, where the accuracy of the information is paramount. Dynamic equivalence focuses on the dynamic relationship between the message and the receptor and aims to reproduce the same relationship that existed between the original receptor and the original message. This approach is often used in translating literary texts, where the goal is to create a translation that is both accurate and engaging for the target audience (1964: 159–166).
[image: ]Nida’s (1964: 64) model of translation is a two-stage process of decomposition and recomposition. In the decomposition stage, the translator breaks down the source text into its component parts, such as words, phrases, and sentences. This stage involves understanding the meaning of the source text and the way it is structured. In the recomposition stage, the translator reconstructs the source text in the target language. This stage involves finding the equivalent words, phrases, and sentences in the target language that convey the same meaning as the source text. He, thus, rejects the simple understanding of translation as the mere “matching of successive corresponding symbols and grammatical structures of the two languages” which may apply only to some artificial simple situations (Nida 1964: 146). This model is based on the image-plan model of communication, which posits that communication involves the transfer of a conceptual image from the sender to the receiver. In translation, the conceptual image is the meaning of the source text. The translator’s task is to recreate this conceptual image in the target language (1964: 147). Figure 2 is the diagram he used to represent the process of decoding and encoding a communication message from one language to another through some transfer mechanisms.
Figure 2: Nida’s Model of Translation (reproduced from Nida 1964: 146)
In this figure, Nida (1964: 146) assigns to the translator the role of the receptor of message A (RA), who carried out the procedures of decoding, and the source of message B (SB) who carried out the procedures of encoding. So, in the translation process, it is the translator who is the “source for the encoding of the message into language B” (Nida 1964: 146).
Nida (1964: 68–69) gives a more detailed description of the work of the translator that entails three stages: (1) reducing the source text to its structurally simplest and most semantically evident kernels; (2) transferring the meaning from source language to receptor language on a structurally simple level; and (3) generating the stylistically and semantically equivalent expression in the receptor language. In the reduction process, the basic concepts that are expressed in the text are identified, regardless of their grammatical or syntactic form. By considering the meaning of the kernels in the context of the entire text, the transfer process finds equivalent kernels in the receptor language that convey the same meaning as the original kernels. The style and register of the text, as well as the intended audience, come into play in the generation process when the translated kernels take shape into a grammatically correct and natural-sounding sentence in the receptor language. The translator plays a central role in all stages as they iterate between the stages, making decisions about how to translate the text. The translator’s creativity and artistry come into play in the generation stage.
5. Transactional translation: From a response to an equivalence
[image: ]A framework of transactional translation can be speculated out of these two major models of the processes of reading and translation. This framework merges the basic features of Rosenblatt’s (1978) model of reading with the main steps in Nida’s (1964) mode of translation. It combines the stage of evoking a response out of a literary work and the stage of transferring the response into another language. The framework allows for a range of responses on a continuum of efferent/aesthetic responses and a range of translations on a formal/dynamic continuum. Thus, the same literary text can be read efferently and translated into a formal equivalence or read aesthetically and translated into a dynamic equivalence. Figure 3 represents this suggested framework for transactional translation.
Figure 3: Framework for transactional translation, based on Rosenblatt (1978) and Nida (1964)
According to this framework, a translator reads a literary text with a purpose in mind that leads consciously or unconsciously to an adopted stance that falls on the efferent/aesthetic continuum. The process of reading will go transitionally according to Rosenblatt’s (1978) model to produce a response that matches the adopted stance. The response will be transferred into an equivalence that falls on the formal/dynamic continuum according to Nida’s (1964) model. The framework proposed posits that if the translator’s purpose is to understand the text and convey its message, they are likely to adopt an efferent stance. If the translator’s purpose is to appreciate the text’s aesthetic qualities and convey this quality, they are likely to adopt an aesthetic stance. Allocating a translated literary text on such a continuum can help evaluate its literary value. Transactional translation allows for a better view of the process of literary translation as it accommodates textual analysis, a more active role for the translator, and a wide range of translated texts that can be evaluated in the light of the aesthetic experience of the translator not merely the stylistic features of the produced texts. The more aesthetic a translator’s reading of the source text is, the more aesthetic the dynamic equivalence will be.
6. Sample analysis
The famous Egyptian translator Mohamed Enani (1939–2023) published a 1996 Arabic translation of Henry VIII (1603) by William Shakespeare. Enani included in his translation a lengthy introduction to discuss the debated issues about the authorship of the play’s text, and the historical background of its characters and incidents. He had to compare different versions of the play to resolve the differences among these versions since its first publication in 1623. These differences led to the belief that the text cannot be completely attributed to Shakespeare. In 1850, J. Spedding was the first to claim that he recognized two different writing styles in the play. It is believed that another playwright of the time, John Fletcher (1579–1625), wrote some parts of the play (Enani 1996: 14–15). In the introduction, Enani presented a translation of two passages from the play: one that is attributed to Shakespeare and another attributed to Fletcher. He wanted to refute the claimed differences in the styles. However, in the translated text of the play, he did not use the translated texts he used in the introduction; he presented different translations.
The academic discussion of the attribution of the text is out of the scope of this paper; instead, it tries to explain why Enani’s translation of these passages in the introduction differed from their translation in the main text. According to the framework developed in this paper, Enani adopted two different stances in these translations that led to two different equivalent responses to the same passages: one in verse and the other in prose. To clarify the application of the framework to this instance, only one passage will be analyzed. This passage is Cardinal Wolsey’s speech in Scene II, Act III in reply to King Henry VIII’s reminder of his favors to Wolsey and his request for a clear act of loyalty. Wolsey is expressing gratitude to his sovereign for the many favors he has received. He acknowledges that he has not been able to repay these favors, but that his efforts have always been directed towards the good of the sovereign and the state. Table 1 presents the source text (ST), the first translated text used in Enani’s introduction (TT-1), and the second translated text used in Enani’s Translation of the play (TT-2). Appendix A presents the texts and literal back-translation of each of the Arabic texts.
Table1: ST, TT-1, and TT-2 in structural parallel (with backtranslation)
	ST
	TT-1
	TT-2

	My Sovereign, I confess your royal graces
Shower’d on me daily, have been more than could
My studied purposes requite, which went.
Beyond all man’s endeavours. 
	مولاي، إنني أُقر بالعطايا الملكية
كل ما أمطرتَني به من النعم ... في كل يوم،
تلك التي تفوق ما أستطيع أن أناله مهما بذلتُ من جهد،
بل فوق ما يستطيع أي فرد أن يحقِّقه.
My Lord, I acknowledge the royal gifts,
And all the blessings you showered me with... Every day,
Those that exceed what I can get no matter how hard I try,
It is above what anyone can achieve.
	إني أعترف يا مليكي أن نِعمَك وأفضالك الملكية
التي ما فتئت تمطرني بها وتغدقها عليَّ في كل يوم،
كانت أكثر مما يمكن أن أحققه بجهودي مهما تكن،
وأكثر مما أستحق! 
I confess, O King, that your royal graces and virtues,
Which you have been showering me with and lavishing on me every day,
It was more than I could achieve with my efforts, whatever they were,
And more than I deserve!

	[…] My endeavours 
Have ever come short of my desires,
Yet fill’d with my abilities; Mine own ends
Have been mine so, that evermore they pointed
To th’good of your most Sacred Person, and
The profit of the State. 
	أما إذا كانت جهودي قد أتت ببعض خيرٍ لي،
فإن غايتي كانت وما تزال تحقيق الذي
يعود بالخير العميم دائمًا
لشخصكم، وما له من بالغ القداسة،
وثروة البلاد كلها! 
But if my efforts have brought me some good,
My goal was and still is to achieve that
It always brings great good
For your person, and its utmost holiness,
And the wealth of the whole country!
	[...] كانت جهودي تقصُر عن تحقيق غاياتي
وإن كنتُ حقًّا كل ما أستطيع.
كانت دائمًا ترمي إلى ما فيه الخير
لشخصكم المقدَّس ورفاهية الدولة وثرائها.
My efforts have always fallen short of achieving my goals
Although they are really all I can.
And if my efforts have brought me some good,
My goals have always been aimed at the good of your holy person and the welfare and wealth of the State.


	[…] For your good graces 
Heap’d upon me (poor Undeserver) I
Can nothing render but allegiant thanks,
My prayers to heaven for you; my loyalty
Which ever has, and ever shall be growing,
Till death (that Winter) kill it.
	وفي مقابل المكارم العظيمة 
تلك التي أغدَقتموها (فوق من لا يستحقها، أنا الضعيف).
لا أستطيع غير الشكر والولاء،
وكل دعوة من أجلكم إلى السماء،
وإخلاصي الذي ما انفك ينمو، بل وسوف يظل ينمو،
بل ولن يُفنِيه إلا الموت (ذلك الشتاء).
And in return for the great honors
The ones you lavished (over the one who do not deserve them, I am the weak).
I can only have thanks and loyalty,
And all supplications for you to heaven,
And my faithfulness, which has been growing, and will continue to grow,
Only death will destroy it (that winter).
	وليس في وسعي أن أقدم جزاءً على هذه النعم العظيمة
 التي تُغدِقونها عليَّ، أنا الضعيف الذي لا أستحقها،
إلا آيات الشكر العامرة بالولاء،
والدعوات التي أرفعها إلى السماء من أجلكم،
والإخلاص الذي ما برح [ينمو]، وسيظل ينمو
حتى يذوي ويموت في برودة شتاء الموت
And I can’t offer a reward for these great blessings.
That you lavished on me, I am the weak one who does not deserve them,
Except for verses of thanks full of loyalty,
And the supplications I raise to heaven for you,
And the sincerity that has been [growing], and will continue to grow.
Until it withers and dies in the cold winter of death!


6.1. TT-1 as an efferent reading of the ST
Enani’s introduction states clearly that he wanted to clarify how the lines from the play (ST) demonstrate Shakespeare’s style to prove that the other text attributed to Fletcher has the same features. He, therefore, read and analyzed the text with a clear objective that took his reading more to the efferent pole of the reading continuum as illustrated by Rosenblatt (1978). In transferring this efferent response into Arabic, Enani seems careful to produce a formal translation as explained by Nida that retains, as much as possible, the stylistic features of the ST in verse form. Enani (1992: 63) preferred verse as it maintains the same atmospheric elements of the original text and makes it “ahistorical”. He produced a text that aimed at creating in its reader an efferent response like the response he had. That is not to say that TT-1 is not aesthetic at all but to clarify how it was produced and presented with a stance that falls closer to the characteristics of an efferent stance more than an aesthetic stance, especially when it is compared to TT-2.
The efferent stance made TT-1 more restricted in its use of the linguistic feature and its rendering of the ST meaning. It uses a more formal register of Arabic and more complex structures. It tried to preserve the original meaning of the ST, and sometimes to follow the original word order and structures. Interestingly, the TT-1 has the same number of words (103) as the ST. This is very uncommon, especially in translating text between two completely different languages in syntactical and semantical features like Arabic and English. Table 2 shows some formal and semantic features of TT-1 that show its efferent nature.
The examples in Table 2 show how the translator was restricted by his efferent stance to try as much as possible to retain the features of the original text to prove his idea that the style is Shakespearean. In samples 1 and 2, the translated texts are so close to the original texts to reflect their stylistic features. This conscious desire of the translator to keep these features forced him to have complex structures in samples 3 and 4. Sample 5 shows how the translator tried his level best to preserve the original meaning of the text and avoid its other shades. TT-1 shows that the speaker has no personal benefits from his endeavor to benefit the royalty and the state. TT-2, as will be explained later, shows this meaning expressed in mine so. Samples 6 and 7 show the literal translation of the metaphors, especially by using brackets to refer to the timing of death in sample 7. The adopted efferent stance forced on the translator some lexical and structural limitations that hindered some aesthetic features of the translated text. Part of this limitation is the way he tried to preserve in Arabic a feature in English verse that is not part of its nature. “Economy of expression,” says Enani (2000: 129) in another book, “is a well-known idea in English rhetoric […]. But the language of Arabic verse is different, and economy is definitely not a feature”.
Table 2: Formal and semantic features of TT-1
	Sample
	ST
	TT-1
	Feature

	1
	My Sovereign, I confess your royal graces
	مولاي، إنني أُقر بالعطايا الملكية
	Structures close to the original

	2
	beyond all man’s endeavours
	فوق ما يستطيع أي فرد أن يحقِّقه
	

	3
	Have ever come short of my desires,
	أما إذا كانت جهودي قد أتت ببعض خيرٍ لي،
	Complex structures

	4
	upon me (poor Undeserver) I
	فوق من لا يستحقها، أنا الضعيف
	

	5
	Mine own ends have been mine so, that evermore they pointed to the good of your most Sacred Person, and the profit of the State.
	فإن غايتي كانت وما تزال تحقيق الذي يعود بالخير العميم دائمًا لشخصكم، وما له من بالغ القداسة، وثروة البلاد كلها!
	Preserving original meaning and avoiding other shades

	6
	Shower’d on me daily
	أمطرتَني به من النعم ... في كل يوم
	Literal translation of metaphors

	7
	death (that Winter) kill it
	بل ولن يُفنِيه إلا الموت (ذلك الشتاء)
	


6.2. TT-2 as an aesthetic reading of the ST
In translating the play, Enani (1996) seems to indulge in a more aesthetic reading of the text that led to a more aesthetic response and produced a more aesthetic translated text that aims at conveying the emotional and artistic impact of the text more than its stylistic features. The aesthetic stance adopted in the second translation appears, on the formal and semantic levels, in the way he was free in rendering meaning, selecting vocabulary, and structuring the sentences. The prose form helped achieve this dynamic equivalence of the lines (Enani 1992: 63). On the aesthetic level, the translated text seems closer to producing a better aesthetic response in its reader. Table 3 shows the seven samples discussed in the efferent reading and their parallel translation in TT-2.
In TT-2, samples 1 and 2, the translated texts do not have the same stylistic features of the ST and they were written free from a desire to produce a structure that is close to the original. Similarly, the complex structures in samples 3 and 4 were produced in a more natural Arabic structures that are smoother than their equivalent in TT-1. Sample 5 presented a shade in the original meaning that TT-1 concealed. The expression mine so is rendered in TT-1 as were and are still; while TT-2 renders it as they are really all I can. TT-2 shows that the speaker had personal benefits from his endeavor, but they are nothing compared to the benefits he aimed for the royalty and the state. In samples 6 and 7, TT-2 comes with a more creative equivalent of the metaphors.
Table 3: Formal and semantic features of TT-1 compared to TT-2
	Sample
	ST
	TT-1
	TT-2

	1
	My Sovereign, I confess your royal graces
	مولاي، إنني أُقر بالعطايا الملكية
	إني أعترف يا مليكي أن نِعمَك وأفضالك الملكية

	2
	beyond all man’s endeavours
	فوق ما يستطيع أي فرد أن يحقِّقه
	أكثر مما يمكن أن أحققه بجهودي مهما تكن

	3
	Have ever come short of my desires,
	أما إذا كانت جهودي قد أتت ببعض خيرٍ لي،
	كانت جهودي تقصُر عن تحقيق غاياتي

	4
	upon me (poor Undeserver) I
	فوق من لا يستحقها، أنا الضعيف
	أنا الضعيف الذي لا أستحقها

	5
	Mine own ends have been mine so, that evermore they pointed to the good of your most Sacred Person, and the profit of the State.
	فإن غايتي كانت وما تزال تحقيق الذي يعود بالخير العميم دائمًا لشخصكم، وما له من بالغ القداسة، وثروة البلاد كلها!
	كانت جهودي تقصُر عن تحقيق غاياتي
وإن كنتُ حقًّا كل ما أستطيع.
كانت دائمًا ترمي إلى ما فيه الخير
لشخصكم المقدَّس ورفاهية الدولة وثرائها.

	6
	Shower’d on me daily
	أمطرتَني به من النعم ... في كل يوم
	التي ما فتئت تمطرني بها وتغدقها عليَّ في كل يوم،

	7
	death (that Winter) kill it
	بل ولن يُفنِيه إلا الموت (ذلك الشتاء)
	حتى يذوي ويموت في برودة شتاء الموت


The above analysis establishes the difference between Enani’s two translations on the basis of the difference in reading the ST. An approach to explain the difference between the two translations from the perspective of literal and free translation cannot be satisfactory in presenting the nature of this difference. Both translated texts have expressions translated in a more literal way than the other. For example, sample 3 above in which the speaker uses hyperbole and personification to describe humility by saying that his endeavors come short of my desires. This expression is rendered in TT-1 as brought me some good, but in TT-2 it is rendered as fallen short of achieving my goals. TT-2 seems more literal in its rendering of the hyperbole, but it seems more aesthetically appealing to the reader of Arabic.
There is an “aesthetic aspect” of the voice translators seek to establish in their writings, but it is “often gets confused with or lost behind the personal aspect” (Wechsler 1998: 160). Enani was unconsciously aware of the effect of the translator’s stance in translation. In The Art of Translation (1992), Enani advocates the idea that the best translation of poetry is the one in which the translator imitates the original poet and produces an equivalent poem in Arabic that uses the features of the receptor language and poetry. This method of literary translation, which John Dryden called “imitation” (Enani 1992: 126) is, for him, the best method compared to “metaphrase” and “paraphrase” (1992: 126). He shows how he was amazed when he read Ibrahim al-Mazini (1889–1949) translating lines from Shakespeare that Enani translated before. When he compares his translation to al-Mazni’s, Enani (1992: 126–127) says:
[In my translation,] I tried to cope with all the meanings [and features] of the Shakespearian text. However, I could not do what al-Mazini did. […] I remember how I was satisfied with myself that I kept the features of the text: same number of lines and an end-of-line rhyme. Now, as I have more experience, I prefer the way al-Mazini did it. 
A reading of the al-Mazini’s and Enani’s (1992: 126–127) translation will come to the same conclusion discussed in comparing Enani’s two translations from Henry VIII. Enani produced an efferent translation based on an efferent reading of the text; while al-Mazini produced an aesthetic translation based on an aesthetic reading of the text.
7. Conclusion
The paper suggested a conceptual framework that frames two perspectives of reading and translation into a framework that represents a transactional view of translation. This framework is an extension of Rosenblatt’s transactional reading model depending on insights from Nida’s model of the process of translation. The study found similarities in the underpinnings of their models and basic assumptions they had. Rosenblatt presented a theory of reading in which the reader’s response depends much on the stance they adopt during the process of reading. The adopted stance can be allocated on a continuum that has as its poles the efferent stance and the aesthetic stance. Evoking a literary work from a literary text requires a stance that lies closer to the aesthetic pole of the continuum. Nida’s model of the translation process allows for a range of produced translated texts depending on the purpose of the translator. The translator’s purpose takes the translated text in the direction of either a formal or a dynamic equivalent of the original text.
Transactional translation of literature is one of the promising aspects of literary translation studies. The proposed framework in this study can help not only in identifying the nature and value of a translated literary text, but also in training translator on how to start their translation process of a literary text by reading the text with an aesthetic stance that will help them realize the artistic value of the work and then to transfer this aesthetic response into a dynamic equivalence that will produce a similar response in the reader. Practical application of the framework is also possible. The study presupposes that a pre-translation-task discussion of a literary text that focuses on its factual efferent features will lead practitioners into an efferent/ formal translation of the text, whereas a more focus in the discussion on the aesthetic elements of the text can lead to a more aesthetic/dynamic translation. Overall, it is a promising approach to literary translation that has the potential to make translated literature more accessible and enjoyable to a wider audience.
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