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Abstract

This study examines the use of the cohesive devices in an Arabic/English parallel corpus of the
United Nations texts and compares and contrasts them to identify cohesion shifts in the English
translations, to justify their occurrences and to find out how they are interpreted as equivalents.
Two research hypotheses are tested. The first one is that since each language employs its own
cohesive devices, English and Arabic would reveal differences in both their types and the
frequency of their use, which would considerably affect translation. The second one is that
because Arabic and English belong to two different language families, many differences would
appear in translation. Therefore, shifts of Arabic cohesive devices would occur. These shifts
would probably be due to the translators’ intention to meet the accuracy, transparency and
formality of the UN texts. With the help of corpus linguistics, a quantitative method and a
qualitative descriptive one are employed to demonstrate the extent to which source language
norms influence the use of cohesive devices in translation and to describe the accuracy of the
translation of these devices and how translators cope with the differences. Findings reveal that
Arabic and English have more similarities than differences in terms of the cohesive devices
used but there are significant differences in the frequency of their occurrence. The similarities
are significantly preserved for the purpose of accurateness, transparency and formality that
characterise the language of legal texts. The results also show that English translated texts have
a major tendency towards both explicitation and implicitation. This is demonstrated in the
occurrence of three types of shifts, namely addition, omission and substitution of the cohesive
devices used. Some extracts from the Parallel Corpus of the United Nations Texts are used for
the purpose of designing Data-driven Learning activities in translation classes.

Keywords: cohesive devices; Arabic/English translation; contrastive studies; parallel corpus.
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General Introduction

This thesis attempts to explore the use of cohesive devices in an Arabic/English
parallel corpus of the United Nations texts, with a view to discussing the differences and
similarities between these devices and examining their possible effects on the translation
product. On the basis of the corpus evidence and the help of discourse analysis, the study
compares and contrasts the use of these devices in the two languages and examines the
possible shifts of these patterns in the translated texts. In so doing, the study sets out to
heighten awareness of the vital role that these devices play in the teaching of discourse

cohesion in translation classes.

1. Rationale of the Study

Cohesive devices are considered as an essential prerequisite for text unity. They are
important elements of textuality that distinguish a text from a non-text, and connect the
sentences to each other both grammatically and lexically. The analysis of these devices in this

thesis is based on the model of cohesion suggested by Halliday and Hasan (1976).

The important role of cohesive devices in organising the linguistic elements into
unified texts became very pertinent to the study of translation. As a result of the application of
discourse analysis and text-linguistics theories on translation studies, cohesion of texts was
introduced and naturally became one major subject of text translation. Newmark (1987: 295)
pointed out that “the topic of cohesion has always been considered as the most useful
constituent of Discourse Analysis or Text Analysis applicable to translation”. Henceforth, this
growing interest fostered many researchers, such as Baker (1992), Hatim and Mason (1990)

and Blum-Kulka (1986) to scrutinise aspects of cohesion in translation.



During the process of translation, it is inevitably important to add or to omit parts of
the target text in order to maintain its cohesiveness; such changes occur as a result of the
decisions translators take in order to narrow the gap between the two languages involved.
They are in fact consequences of the translators’ efforts to establish textual equivalence
between the two languages. These patterns of change are known as shifts of cohesion that

help translators create accurate and natural translation products.

The analysis of shifts of cohesion in translation is carried out in this study in the light
of the explicitation hypothesis suggested by Blum-Kulka (1986). Explicitation, which is
considered as one distinctive feature of the translated text per se, is achieved as a result of the
tendency for translated texts to be more explicit than their source texts. According to many
researchers, namely, Toury (1995) and Baker (1993), explicitation and other features such as
normalisation, simplification and levelling out are presented as translation universal, as the
process of translation exhibit features that are translation-specific patterns. They are
particularly “the linguistic features that are, intuitively, considered common to all types of

translated texts, regardless of the source or target languages involved in the translation”

(Baker, 1993:243).

The investigation of this topic within the translation framework is carried out for a
couple of reasons: First, the distribution and frequency of cohesive devices require further
examination with computer tools and large corpora that the field of corpus linguistics has
made feasible. Second, this study is an attempt to describe the role of cohesive devices in a
specific type of texts, the UN texts, across two languages and their relevance in translation. In

fact, this topic has been slightly neglected in the area of legal discourse.



Such investigation is believed to provide new insights into the use of cohesive devices,
and may contribute to the contrastive study of Arabic and English, which is particularly
necessary for the analysis of cohesion shifts in the translated texts. Therefore, it would be
possible that the contrastive analysis together with the analysis of shifts of cohesion can
benefit the teaching and learning of cohesive devices in translation classes. These two types
of analysis illuminate the differences between Arabic and English UN texts with regard to the
use of these devices and explain the reasons of their occurrences in the translated texts. In this
view, the study suggests, on the one hand, a methodology for examining the behaviour of
cohesive devices across the two languages, and, on the other hand, tests the validity of the

explicitation hypothesis in the translated texts.

2. Statement of the Problem

Many translators may find themselves faced with texts containing a sequence of
grammatical sentences but not necessarily a cohesive one. Consequently, they may be
inclined to overuse some cohesive devices and underuse some others to reach textual
harmony. This may be due to their insufficient knowledge about the significant role of
cohesion in translation, or because of their assumption that translators do not need to learn
about these patterns since they come naturally. That is why, it is necessary that translators
should be aware of the use of cohesive devices in both the source and target language, in

order to be able to make the suitable cohesion changes in the translated texts.

Moreover, the differences between Arabic and English cohesive devices are likely to
pose challenges for novice translators and students of translation. Although these devices are

semantically and logically similar, the Arabic ones differ significantly from the English ones.



In fact, the differences are said to be due to the stylistic preferences in terms of use and

amount of cohesive devices that exist between the source texts and the target ones.

Furthermore, it is essential to be aware that the differences between cohesive devices
are not only due to language specificities but also a result of text-type norms. For this reason,
when translating specific text types, some modifications in the categories of cohesive devices
employed in texts as well as their distributions are predictably made by translators. That is to
say, since translated texts are generally supposed to be clear and natural and should look as if
originally written by natives, it is necessary to guarantee that the types of the source text’s
cohesive devices as well as their distribution should be adjusted to the target language

preferences and text types.

In this view, and in an attempt to produce accurate texts, translators would make it
possible to achieve the closest natural textual equivalence, and thus, make sure that texts are
well formed, i.e. they are both cohesive and coherent. Accordingly, when translators tend to
cope with the differences by adjusting cohesive devices existing in the source text, in order to
fit the organisation of the target texts, these adjustments result in shifts of cohesion in the

translated texts.

3. Aims of the Study

In an effort to carry out a corpus-based investigation of textual cohesion, the study
aims to observe variation in the way both languages (Arabic and English) make use of
cohesive devices to signal cohesion relations and to shed light on the semantic implications
resulting from translation in this area. It also attempts to examine the occurring patterns of
shifts of cohesion in the translation product, and consequently, uncover the distinctive

features of translated texts which are believed to be different from the source and target
4



language. Another goal of the study is to provide recommendations for translators and include
some Data-driven Learning activities that exemplify how to incorporate the development of

discourse competence, in this case aspects of cohesion, in translation classes.

4. Research Questions

This research will attempt to answer the following questions:

a. Are there any significant differences in the frequency of occurrence of cohesive
devices between Arabic and English in the Parallel Corpus of the United Nations
Texts?

b. Do the differences between Arabic and English conventions affect the choice of
cohesive devices in the translation of the United Nations texts?

c. When and why do translators shift the Arabic cohesive ties into English, and do
these shifts establish equivalence at the discourse level in the target language?

d. How can the parallel corpus be used to design Data-driven Learning activities in

translation classes?

5. Research Hypotheses

The hypotheses on which the present research is based are as follows:

First, since each language has its own cohesive devices and employs them following
its rules, this includes the frequency of using such devices, English and Arabic would reveal
differences in the types of cohesive devices and in the frequency of their use, which would
considerably affect any attempt at converting a text from one language into another. Second,
because Arabic and English belong to different language families, many considerable

difficulties would appear when it comes to translation. Based on the latter hypothesis, shifts of
5



Arabic cohesive devices would occur instead of being preserved in English; they would most
often succeed in establishing textual equivalence. These shifts would be motivated by the
translators’ correct interpretation of cohesive devices at the discourse level, since they intend
to produce natural products that fulfil the accuracy, transparency and formality of the UN

texts.

6. Research Method

This study makes use of quantitative and qualitative analyses of the use of cohesive
devices in the Parallel Corpus of the United Nations Texts (PCUNTS). The study is based on a
corpus-based approach combined with the manual analysis and the statistical analysis of data,
which help to shed more light on these devices in the source and translated texts and to

emphasise the importance of textual cohesion in translation.

With the help of computer tools, particularly, word frequency counts, concordance
lines, and aligned texts, which have been greatly facilitated by the development of the
software programmes, the corpus data are analysed both semantically and statistically. The
Anthony Software Tools, including the Anthony Concordancer (AntConc) and the Anthony
Parallel Concordancer (AntPconc), are used for the semantic analysis of data. The Software
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) is used for the statistical analysis and the comparison of

the two sub-corpora; it is employed to verify the significance of the obtained findings.

In fact, the study relies on samples of texts extracted from the United Nations’
documentation and produced by legal drafters. The samples given in Arabic and English are
extracted from a self-built unidirectional Parallel Corpus of the United Nations Texts
(PCUNTSs). The PCUNTSs consists of two sub-corpora, the Arabic source texts, Arabic United

Nations Texts (AUNTSs) and their English translations, English United Nations Texts
6



(EUNTS). It encompasses a total of 40 texts, organised in an aligned paragraph pattern where
the Arabic sub-corpus is established along with its translational counterpart in English. It
consists of 9 General Assembly Resolutions and 11 Security Council Resolutions published
over a period of three years (2011-2013)%, and related to the most relevant events in the
Middle East and North Africa, tackling mainly issues related to the crises in Syria, Iraq and

Libya.

7. Structure of the Thesis

This thesis includes seven chapters:

Chapter one aims at shedding light on the important role of discourse cohesion in
translation studies. It discusses and defines the main concepts related to discourse analysis,
genre and text types and cohesion within the framework of translation. The chapter reviews
more particularly, the topic of cohesion in English, as proposed in the seminal work of

Halliday and Hasan (1976).

Chapter two presents a brief account of contrastive linguistics and translation studies,
with special emphasis on more recent developments; it introduces some background
knowledge about the influence of contrastive linguistics on translation studies. This chapter
attempts to clarify how the emergence of computerised corpora has helped the two disciplines

to converge and gain more ground than ever.

Chapter three is devoted to a contrastive study of cohesive devices in English and

Arabic. It presents a detailed overview of the different categories of cohesive devices, in

The UN texts are available in the Document System of the United Nations: http://documents.un.org/
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English, as suggested by Halliday and Hasan (1976), and offers a discussion of these devices

in Arabic using insights from Al-Jabr (1987), in addition to some other researchers.

Chapter four describes the corpus linguistics methods used in this thesis to analyse the
translations of cohesive devices. The framework adopted for the study of cohesive devices,

the tools, the data collection and the procedures employed are discussed in this chapter.

In chapter five, the obtained results of corpus analysis are analysed. The chapter deals
with the semantic analysis of the data, covering descriptive statistics for cohesive devices as

well as the significance testing for differences between the two sub-corpora.

Chapter six presents an interpretation of the results of the contrastive analysis of
cohesive devices in the Arabic and English UN texts, and provides examples of shifts of
cohesion that occurred in the translations of these texts, and ends with some conclusions as

regards these shifts.

Finally, chapter seven is devoted to some pedagogical implications which bear on how
to improve learning and teaching translation by including the cohesive and coherent
dimensions of the source and target texts, using the Data-driven Learning approach. It also

suggests some outlook for digging further in this scarcely investigated area.
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Chapter I: Discourse Analysis, Cohesion and Translation

Introduction

This chapter provides a review of literature that is relevant to studies of discourse
cohesion in translation. It sheds light on the importance of textual cohesion in translation as
one type written discourse. Newmark (1987) affirmed that cohesion had always been
considered an important element in discourse analysis applications to translation. Therefore,
the main concepts related to discourse analysis and cohesion within the framework of
translation are investigated in this chapter. The chapter is divided into two main sections: The
first section presents an overview of text linguistics and discourse analysis particularly the
concepts of genre and text types. The second section describes the aspects of cohesion in
English, as proposed Halliday and Hasan (1976) and de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981).

Moreover, cohesion is examined in a translation framework.

I.1. Discourse Analysis

This section reviews some of the key terms that are relevant to the study of discourse
analysis. It relates a brief history of the theory of discourse analysis and its development
throughout the last decades. It highlight’s the distinction between discourse and text,
examines the contextual and textual features governing any piece of discourse, and presents
the notions of genre and text types, as they are crucial to the study of legal discourse, the one
used in the corpus, and translation studies. Finally, it highlights the significance of text as the
basic unit of discourse analysis and translation studies, and the relevance of discourse analysis

to translation studies.



I.1.1. Discourse Analysis: Origins and Development

In what follows is a brief account of the origins of discourse analysis and its
development throughout the last decades. Some of it is based on the sketches of discourse

development by VanDijk (1985) and Cook (2011).

1.1.1.1 Early Beginnings of Discourse Analysis

The origins of discourse analysis date back to the study of language, public speech,
and literature more than 2000 years ago. The focus on longer stretches of languages and their
correlation to specific communicative situations was typically directed by means of classical
rhetoric studies. This main historical foundation, i.e. rhetoric or the art of good speaking,
anticipated modern stylistics and structural analyses of discourse. Therefore, the central point
of ancient rhetoric lies mainly on Oratory and convincing features of language. Although
rhetoric lost much of its importance in the academic linguistic settings, many of its
classifications and approaches appear today both in newspapers and stylistics. However,
concurrently to the deterioration of rhetoric, new improvements in numerous fields of
humanities took place. That would in the long run prompt the development of discourse

analysis (Van Dijk, 1985).

As a matter of fact, the twentieth century saw important publications of linguistic
studies, which might be considered the commencement of today’s achievements in text
linguistics and discourse linguistics. Russian Formalism was the very first branch of
linguistics to introduce these approaches. During this phase, the young revolution in Russia
witnessed interdisciplinary developments; parallel new ideas in anthropology and poetics
emerged besides linguistics. For example, Vladimir Propp, a literary scholar and linguist,

wrote his eminent and most influential book Morphology of the Folktale; in which he
10



explored the wonder tales of Russia, in terms of predetermined thematic functions and
introducing variable subjects of different tales. His works, eventually, were important in

swaying opinions about the structure and main components of any story (Van Dijk, 1985).

Harris (1952) was the first modern linguist to study the relations between sentences.
He coined the term discourse analysis as the study of sentences in combination; that is why he
is sometimes cited as one who made the earliest attempts at a supra-sentential analysis. He
defined discourse analysis as “a method for the analysis of connected speech (or writing)”
(ibid: 1); he viewed discourse as the study of “continuing descriptive linguistics beyond the
limits of a single sentence at a time” and a study of “correlating ‘culture’ and language.” (ibid:
2) However, his model reaped little evidence, mainly because semantic aspects were detached
from formal structural units. Later on, discourse analysis was denoted as a branch of applied
linguistics but not treated as a separate one. Harris suggested an extension of discourse
analysis to grammatical examination which was somehow going back to syntactic
investigations. Mitchell (1957) presented an innovative analysis from a more semantic
outlook. Other linguists, e.g. Williams (1966), who did not necessarily use the term discourse
analysis, have contributed to its historical development. For example, some transformational -
generative (TG) grammarians have investigated aspects of discourse structure, although this

theory has not freely afforded itself to the basic principles of discourse analysis (Reed, 1996).

It is worth prompting, here, that the study of discourse is not only the result of
linguistic research, but also of other fields of investigation such as sociology, psychology,
anthropology, rhetoric, literary studies, psycholinguistics, computational linguistics, and
philosophical linguistics (Trappes-Lomax, 2004). That is to say, such disciplines influencing
the development of discourse analysis arose only loosely related to linguistics. Firstly, the

primary interests in systematic discourse analysis were basically a descriptive and structuralist
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enterprise, mainly, at the boundaries of linguistics and anthropology. Yet, on both sides the
interaction between structural linguistics and anthropology appeared to be very fruitful for the

initial interest in the study of language use, discourse, and communication forms.

For example, in the 1920s the anthropologist Malinowski highlighted the outlook of
language as action and coined it to the two terms contexts of situation and contexts of culture,
which became, subsequently, fundamental to discourse analysis today. Malinowski’s analyses
of the communicative behaviour would later influence his younger student’s views, Firth, the
first professor of general linguistics in Britain. This latter modelled his view on Malinowski’s
outlook and maintained that the ultimate meaning of a message comes about only once it
attached its importance to the context of situation. Halliday, who had a significant impact on
theories of discourse analysis, inherited Firth’s views of language and incorporated them into
his interpretation of language and discourse; he (1961) developed the systemic grammar, a
feature of the functional approach of linguistics, in which he scrutinised both the thematic
organisation of sentences and the relations between sentences and discourse. This work
motivated several studies at the borders of linguistics, stylistics, and poetics both by Halliday
himself and by Leech and Crystal. In this way, not only discourse, style, forms of address and
verbal art are investigated, but the social and cultural contexts and the variations of language

use also came to be studied systematically (Van Dijk, 1985).

McCarthy (1991) put forward that discourse analysis took a more separate form,
where the main discussions concentrated on its theoretical background and its application to

actual texts. According to McCarthy (ibid: 6):

In the 1960s and 1970s other scholars, that is philosophers of language or those
dealing with pragmatics, enormously influenced the development of this study as
well. Among other contributors to this field the Prague School of Linguists,
whose focusing on organization of information in communicative products

12



indicated the connection of grammar and discourse, along with text grammarians
are worth mentioning.

Eventually, this new and common attention in the diverse phenomena of language
use, either texts or conversations, by different researchers of various fields such as
anthropology, linguistics, psychology, sociology, etc. became more incorporated under the

notion of discourse analysis in the1980s.

1.1.1.2. Modern Discourse Analysis: A New Discipline (1972-1974)

The early 1970s witnessed obvious and full collections of publications describing
systematic discourse analysis as a new independent approach within and across a number of
disciplines. This growth, however, did not arise alone. According to Van Dijk (1985:5), “Part
of its theoretical and methodological inspiration was shared by other paradigm shifts in the
study of language, for example, a critical extension or refutation of formal context-free

transformational grammars.”

Firstly, in the late 1960s, sociolinguistics began to take place and display how the
main interest of linguistics shifted from the language formal account towards the significance
of language variation in sociocultural contexts. For example, Fishman (1968) rejected
concepts of ideal speakers and homogeneous speech community, and stressed the role of
language variation and social context. Thus, in addition to investigating variations in
phonology, morphology, and syntax on social factors, much consideration soon began to

include the interdependence of discourse and sociolinguistics (Van Dijk, 1985).

Secondly, the major contribution to the development of sociolinguistics on discourse
can be traced back to the philosophical work of Austin (1955 as cited in Van Dijk, 1985), in

which he maintained that the concept of speech-act theory and the close relation between
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language and action had as well deep outcomes on discourse analysis. Later on, in the 1970s,
Grice and Searle scrutinised the role of speech acts. They believed that utterances are also
forms of social action in addition to the classical grammatical concept of sentences. That is to
say, sentences should assign additional meanings or functions, known as illocutionary acts
defined in terms of speaker intentions, beliefs, evaluations, or relations between speaker and
hearer. In this view, besides the systematic characteristics of the context to be accounted for,

the social interaction can be elucidated here also (Van Dijk, 1985).

Thirdly, another important phase of discourse development as a separate discipline
manifests itself within the framework of grammatical theory, in which the study of sentences
in isolation was acutely questioned. Such arguments led to the development of text grammar
generated in East and West Germany and other European countries, which is often identified
as text linguistics or the study of trans-sentential phenomena. For example, the study of
pronouns, cohesion markers, semantic coherence, presupposition, topic and comment, overall
semantic macrostructures, and other typical features of texts understood as sequences of
sentences, along with the study of the cognitive processing of textual units helped push the
linguistic project beyond the confines of isolated sentences into a new integrated perspective.
Early examples include Halliday and Hasan (1976), de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981), Van

Dijk & Kintsch (1983) and Van Dijk (1985).

Concurrently, in the late 1960s, “attention was turned to everyday social interaction
and to common sense interpretation categories at the micro-level of social reality” (Van Dijk,
1985:7). During this phase, British and American scholars made significant involvements in
the evolution of discourse analysis. In particular, their works mingled with speech act theory

and conversation analysis and briskly unified their perceptions and categorisations.
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British researchers examined discourse from the perspective of the social functions of
language. For example, the University of Birmingham funded research works based on
systematic accounts of communication such as debates, interviews, doctor-patient relations;
particularly, paying close attention to the intonation of participants in talks, as well as their
comportments in specific circumstances. Some studies recommended well-construed speech
events, such as classroom interaction, with particular grammatical models in mind. For
instance, Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) used a system of analysis based on Halliday’s
grammar (1961) to analyse teacher-pupil interaction in order to begin to answer such
questions as how are successive utterances related? Who controls the discourse? How does he
do it? How, if at all, do other participants take control? How do the roles of speaker and
listener pass from one participant to another? How are new topics introduced and old ones
ended? What linguistic evidence is there for discourse units larger than the utterance? ...etc.

(McCarthy, 1991).

At the same time, in America, researchers examined small groups of people and their
discourse in real settings. Apart from that, they paid more attention to conversation analysis,
examining narratives and talks, and inspecting the behaviour of speakers as well as patterns
repeated in given situations. Moreover, Americans made significant contributions in discourse
type’s taxonomies, in addition to the social limitations of politeness and the description of

speech acts theories (McCarthy, 1991).

In this respect, Van Dijk (1985:7) said:

This conversational analysis recalls the early structural and formal approaches to
the structures of sentences and provides the first elements of a grammar of
verbal interaction. Thus, not only was a new dialogical dimension added to the
earlier monological studies of discourse structures, but also, a plea was made for
the study of language and language use as a form of social interaction, as
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pragmatics or speech act theory had done in more formal and philosophical
terms.

Fourthly, the closing word of these early stages of modern discourse analysis can be
summarised through discourse’s constant move. Actually, the mid-1980s saw the publication,
of the four-volume Handbook of Discourse Analysis, edited by Van Dijk (1985), in addition
to new textbooks and monographs in the field, which are continuously being published: de
Beaugrande and Dressler (1981), Brown and Yule (1983), Edmondson (1981), Enkvist
(1975), Gumperz (1982), Grimes (1975), Hoey (1983), Longacre (1983), Sinclair and
Coulthard (1975), and Stubbs (1983). In the early 1990s, some of the more influential
overviews included: Schiffrin (1994), Renkema (1993), Nunan (1993), Maingueneau (1991),

and Cook (1989) (Ostman & Virtanen, 2011).

Finally, despite such ties to the past, modern discourse analysts generally look to this
century for the original architects of the theory. We conclude, here, with some researchers’
standpoints about discourse development: Gleason (1968 in Reed, 1996) stated that discourse
analysis is indeed perfectly getting on the move. There are as yet very few fixed practical
results. But later, Stubbs (1983:12) claimed that “no one is in a position to write a
comprehensive account of discourse analysis. The subject is at once too vast and too lacking
in focus and consensuses...anything at all that is written on discourse analysis is partial and
controversial.” Tannen (1990:410 in Reed, 1996) acknowledged that discourse analysis “may
seem almost dismayingly diverse”; but she advocated that “an attitude of Catholicism toward
the necessary diversity of the field” is a strength of discourse analysis theoreticians.
Moreover, Schiffrin (1994) acknowledged the interdisciplinary variety of the field, though she
revealed that there are now theoretical limitations which characterise much of discourse

analysis. According to her (1987:1) “discourse analysis is a vast and ambiguous field.”
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1.1.2. Discourse Analysis and Text Linguistics

Discourse analysis is both an old and a new discipline. Originally, the use of the word
discourse arose from the Latin discursus, which signified written and spoken
communications; it referred to the study of everyday meaning as “an extended public

treatment or discussion of a subject in speech or writing”. Nowadays, the term discourse

[3 29

refers to “‘naturally occurring language use’ and ‘meaningful language use in context’.
(Malmkjeer, 2010: 133). Concerning terminology, discourse analysis took various definitions
and occasionally very deep meanings since it was first introduced to modern science,
particularly, since the publication of Harris’s paper (1952). That is why developing a suitable

analytical background from its varied and multiple meanings is a difficult task. In this

chapter, only discourse from the point of view of applied linguistics is explained.

Text-linguistics is a branch of linguistics interested in the study of texts as a
communicative system. As such, the investigation of texts skipped from merely going beyond
extension of traditional grammar towards an entire text. The first steps of evolution go back to
the 1976 Summer Meeting of The Societas Linguistica Europaea, where interdisciplinary co-
operations had been taken into account, instead of what traditional linguistics had advocated.
De Beaugrande and Dressler (1981) changed the perspectives of science of texts through
digging for new methods and theories, instead of building mere extension of older methods to
a new object of inquiry. At this point, linguistics shifted attention from sentence based
analysis to text-linguistics, and special disciplines began to concentrate on larger units, other

than sentence or intra-sentence relations.

According to de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981), the terms text-linguistics and text

grammar refer to the same type of analysis, but, specifically that of written texts. However,
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some linguists, e.g. Coulthard (1985) and Crystal (1987) reserve the term discourse solely for
speech, while the term text for the written use of language. De Beaugrande (1990), later on,
noted that the two terms are rarely distinguished. De Beaugrande put forward:
Although ‘text linguistics’ and ‘discourse analysis’ originally emerged from
different orientations, they have steadily converged in recent years until they are
usually treated as the same enterprise.... An exception is the ‘discourse analysis’
is practiced by philosophers, cultural anthropologists, and literary scholars,
especially in France, within such frameworks as post-structuralism,
deconstruction, radical feminism, and so on, whose relationship to text
linguistics has yet to be clarified (De Beaugrande, 1990: 11).
De Beaugrande (ibid.) further asserted that the term text-linguistics is quite restricted;
broader terms such as text studies, text science and textology have been advocated. Discourse

analysis, on the other hand, is generally the preferred term. However, both terms text-

linguistics and discourse analysis are used throughout this chapter.

The definition of text and discourse among researchers seems to unveil significant
differences, though, similarities do emerge as well. Because the terms text and discourse are
used ambiguously and defined in different ways by different researchers, there is a strong

need for a sharp distinction between the two terms to be highlighted.

In fact, researchers defined the two terms depending on their particular convictions
and affiliations: structuralism, functionalism, and social interactionism. Some linguists, e.g.
de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981) use only one of the two terms, others, e.g. Stubbs (1996)
and Salkie (1995) use both of them interchangeably, while generally most linguists, e.g.

Coulthard (1985) and Crystal (1987) reveal clear differences between the two.
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1.1.3. Discourse Analysis: Major Tenets

The following discussion explores three major areas of definition that can broadly be
identified under structural, functional, and social interactional standpoints, as proposed by

Schiffrin (1994) and Stubbs (1983).

Stubbs (1983) summarised the ambiguity of the term discourse analysis and offered a
broader definition; stating that discourse analysis involves the study of a. language use
beyond the sentence boundaries, b. the correlation between language and society and c. the
interactive properties of everyday communication. Stubbs wrote the following:

The term discourse analysis is very ambiguous. | will use it in this book to refer

mainly to the linguistic analysis of naturally occurring connected speech or

written discourse. Roughly speaking, it refers to attempts to study the
organisation of language above the sentence or above the clause, and therefore to
study larger linguistic units, such as conversational exchanges or written texts. It
follows that discourse analysis is also concerned with language use in social
contexts, and in particular with interaction or dialogue between speakers
(Stubbs, 1983: 1).
In a similar vein, Schiffrin (1994) suggested three main definitions of discourse, which

are open to the interpretation of different approaches and reflected to different traditions

between structuralist, functionalist, and social-interactionist tenets.

According to Schiffrin (1994), modern structural linguists defined discourse as
language above the sentence or above the clause. The problem with this approach is that the
units of speech do not look like sentences and are often not grammatically accurate. However,
in substitution of structuralism trusts, the functionalist approach views discourse as the study
of language in use, this approach emphasises on the multiple functions of language. The task
of discourse analysis, here, is to investigate the functions of language and the way that

language is used. This means that discourse analysis views discourse as a social phenomenon
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rather than a purely linguistic one. On the other hand, the third tradition, which appears to be
a kind of compromise, is a combination of both the structural and the functional description of

language.

Schiffrin (1994: 39) put it as follows:

This view captures the idea that discourse is above (larger than) other units of
language; however, by saying that utterance (rather than sentence) is a unit of
which discourse is comprised, we can suggest that discourse arises not as a
collection of decontextualized units of language structure but of inherently
contextualized units of language use.

1.1.3.1. Discourse as more than a Sentence

Traditionally, studies in linguistics examined language at the sentence level, however,
a remarkable shift towards the study of sentences in combination and their roles in building
coherent passages of language was advocated, since the early fifties, particularly, since the
publication of Harris (1952). Since then, modern linguists have abandoned the long-lived idea
that grammar is restricted to sentence boundaries, and regarded texts as wholes beyond the
level of grammatical sentences. That is why, it can be said that the two terms text-linguistics
and discourse analysis have emerged as a kind of reaction to traditional linguistics, which
seemed to have reached an impasse. That is to say, the need for some new perspectives of
analysis to deal with language use beyond the sentence level was advocated. As a result, and,
based on a structural definition of discourse, discourse is viewed as a unit of language above
the sentence level. According to Crystal (1992:25), discourse is “a continuous stretch of
(especially spoken) language larger than a sentence, often constituting a coherent unit such as
a sermon, argument, joke, or narrative.” To Celce Murcia and Olshtain (2000: 4) “discourse

analysis is minimally the study of language in use that extends beyond sentence boundaries.”
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1.1.3.2. Discourse as the Social Functions of Language Use

As a response to the formalist trusts in defining text and discourse, discourse analysts
and text-linguists became more concerned with aspects of language use, i.e. taking the
communicative-functional role of language into account. For Brown and Yule (1983: 4), “the
analysis of discourse is, necessarily, the analysis of language in use. As such, it cannot be
restricted to the description of linguistic forms independent of the purposes or functions which
are designed to serve in human affairs.” In this manner, discourse analysts reiterated that
discourse should be observed in social contexts and for social purposes. Therefore, the study
of language use offers more depth into social communication and social actions in many
areas. Language, then, is not constrained only to its complex rules and exceptions, but, it is
used for specific functions. That is to say, people do share the linguistic features within their
society, taking into account the broader cultural context and the shared knowledge of the

group community.

1.1.3.3. Discourse as Utterance

Schiffrin (1994) established a more balanced approach to discourse. She suggested the
utterance based approach to discourse analysis; it is a combination of both the formal and the
functional description of language. She viewed discourse as utterance and suggested that
“discourse arises not as a collection of decontextualized units of language structure but of
inherently contextualized units of language use” (ibid: 39). She emphasised that the suitable
approach to discourse analysis is “to examine structure in the light of functional requirement
and function in the light of structural requirement” (ibid: 361). From this perspective, the aims

for discourse analysis are not only syntactic but also semantic and pragmatic.
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In view of the previous discussion, it might be argued that the main aspects of
discourse depend strongly on three main approaches: structuralism, functionalism and social
interactionism. They are demonstrated as communicative events, contexts, social interactions,
and functions, which underlie the linguistic units beyond the sentence level. Hence, discourse
analysis takes account of both the language form and the language function and comprises
communication as well, which is elucidated through the various linguistic devices. Therefore,
in order to determine the nature of discourse, other factors should be taken into consideration.

Features of context, textuality and cohesion are basically required for text definition.

1.1.4. Text and Context in Discourse Analysis

It is well known that any passage of language is considered a text whenever it is
related to a specific context. Widdowson (2004) asserted that the interpretation of text is
particularly founded on the relationships between text and context; otherwise
misinterpretation will arise when contextual connections do not occur. Thus, the fusion of

both text and context is very important for the accurate interpretation of texts.

According to Brown and Yule (1983:25), “Here we simply remark that in recent years
the idea that a linguistic string (a sentence) can be fully analysed without taking ‘context’ into
account has been seriously questioned.” Cook (1989) believed that it is impossible to give a
piece of discourse its unity without considering the world at large, context, i.e. our knowledge
of the world outside language. Therefore, the contextual properties of language must be

incorporated.

To further explain, texts cannot be significant when they are examined separately; it is
only through their interconnection with other texts, the different discourse in which they draw,

and the nature of their production that they are made meaningful. Widdowson (2007) asserted
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that language is part of people’s everyday life; it is not separate but, indeed, very essential for
communication. In normal situations, language is not just displayed aimlessly, but it is used to
shape peoples’ internal thoughts and to communicate their purposes. Doubtlessly, producing

language in dissociation from these natural circumstances is very difficult to attain.

Therefore, in order to understand the communicative events and comprehend how
messages are appropriately interpreted, context must be taken into consideration. The context,
here, may be the internal relations within the text, the situation, the culture, the society, the
interactions between participants and their realisation of paralinguistic features. Schiffrin
(1994) argued that context is a world filled with people producing utterances. The people here
refer to one with “social, cultural, and personal identities, knowledge, beliefs, goals and
wants, and who interact with one another in various socially and culturally defined situations”

(ibid: 363).

It is worth mentioning that linguistic and situational contexts are very important for
text comprehension. According to Widdowson (2007), linguistic context or co-text is the
internal relations that link the linguistic components (words or sentences) with each other
within a text, whereas, situational context or the context of situation is the actual
circumstances of time and place in which language use is situated. It is clearly difficult for

speakers or writers to formulate their apposition out of its situational context.

Another crucial belief of discourse analysis is that language is always analysed in its
social context. Discourse analysts go to emphasise that the social contexts of a text usually
work with naturally occurring data. According to Van Dijk (1997:8), “when we speak or

write, we seldom do so by accident; rather, we have a social purpose in mind.” Taking up this
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point, Schiffrin (1987: 416) clarified that “Data come from a speech community: data are

about people using language, not linguists thinking about how people use language.”

Moreover, cultural context in which discourse occurs and shared values between
participants are strongly associated with the study of discourse analysis. Widdowson
(2007:25), for example, wrote:

Context can be thought of as knowledge of the world that text is used to refer to,

but of the world as it is known by a particular group of people. And this has not

only to do with what these different groups know about as matters of fact, but

also with their distinctive way of thinking about these things.

In this sense, people will develop standards and conventions of speaking and writing,

the discourse of a community, thus, will reveal the shared notions, or ideologies, of that

community.

To put it simply, Crystal (1987:116) summarised the notion of context and mentioned
that the common concern among discourse analysts is “to see language as a dynamic, social,
interactive phenomenon-whether between speaker and listener, or writer and reader.” He
(ibid.) reiterated that discourse involves “the participants’ beliefs and expectations, the
knowledge they share about each other and about the world, and the situation in which they

interact.”

Therefore, it can be said that discourse analysis is a way of understanding social
interactions, it is used in various senses to describe conventional ways of talking in society,
and which form an organisation of repeated meanings. It combines the application of both text
and context in language use and examines how texts are associated with specific contexts of

situations, societies, cultures, and how they are denoted ideology.
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From the above mentioned wide range of definitions suggested by various linguists
and scholars, we can understand: in the study of language, the concepts of discourse and text,
which embrace the focus of attention of discourse analysis and text-linguistics, have not been
easily defined because of the broad variety of disciplines. Fairclough (1989) argued that the
chief problem that makes the definition of discourse very ambiguous is the conflicting and
overlapping descriptions of discourse which are formulated from various theoretical and
disciplinary viewpoints. However, the most important and relevant definitions to this study

are those provided by Halliday and Hasan (1976) and de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981).

According to Halliday and Hasan (1976: 1), “a text is a unit of language in use”, and
since text is used in this study to refer to written language, it is, thus, referring to a dynamic
communicative event (de Beaugrande, 1997: 10). de Beaugrande (ibid.) maintained that: “It is
essential to view the text as a communicative event wherein linguistic, cognitive, and social
actions converge, and not just as the sequence of words that were uttered or written”, he
differentiated between text and discourse, claiming that if text is defined as a communicative

event, a discourse is seen as “a set of interconnected texts” (ibid: 21).

Moreover, Halliday and Hasan (1989) referred to text as language that is functional.
That is to say, language that is doing some job in some context of situation; and texts could be
of two mediums written or spoken, depending on the purpose of the study. They (ibid: 10)
wrote:

..... [Text is] language that is functional. By functional we simply mean

language that is doing some job in some context, as opposed to isolated words or

sentences [...]. So any instance of living language that is playing some part in a

context of situation, we shall call it a text. It may be either spoken or written, or
indeed in any other medium of expression that we like to think of.
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Another definition describes text as a unified whole that has a communication
meaning, but not merely a random collection of sentences. de Beaugrande and Dressler
(1981:63) defined it as “a naturally occurring manifestation of language, i.e. as a
communicative language event in a context. The surface text is the set of expressions actually
used; these expressions make some knowledge explicit, while other knowledge remains

implicit, though still applied during processing.”

1.1.5. Genre and Text-type

According to many researchers, e.g. Hoey (1991), Halliday (1985), Martin (1985), the
organisation of discourse is usually approached from the stand point of genre! and text-type.
Baker (1992:114) pointed out that both concepts concern “the way in which textual materials
packaged by the writer along patterns familiar to the reader.” In order to represent this type of
packaging, texts have been classified in two main ways. The first classification refers to
genre; “it is dependent on the contexts in which texts occur and results in institutionalized
labels such as journal article, science textbook, newspaper editorial, or travel brochure”
(ibid:114). The second classification refers to text-type; it is more subjective and less
institutionalised, that is why, it is indeterminate. This type of classification comprises labels

such as narration, exposition, argumentation, and instruction.

Because all text-types have their specific linguistic and organisational characteristics,
genre analysts set out to investigate what makes these texts special, i.e. what makes a
newspaper editorial a newspaper editorial or what makes a science textbook a science

textbook. Swales (1990) considerably devoted attention to the study of genre, in which he

1Genre is a set of texts, spoken or written, which are institutionalized in so far as they are considered by a given
speech community to be of the same type, for example the genre of political speeches or the genre of editorials
(Baker,1992:285).

26



examined the concept in various fields such as literature, linguistics and rhetoric. He (1990:
58) presented the following definition:

A genre comprises a class of communicative events the members of which share

some set of communicative purposes. These purposes are recognized by the

expert members of the parent discourse community, and thereby constitute the
rationale for the genre. This rationale shapes the schematic structure of the
discourse and influences and constrains choice of content and style.

The concepts of genre and text-type are crucial to discourse and translation studies;
similar to writers working with various text types, translators also deal with different and
specialised texts. We attempt in this study to combine two areas, which are slightly
neglected, legal genre and aspects of cohesion. The corpus under study consists of original
and translated texts from the United Nations documents. The textual genre chosen is hamed

for the purpose of the present study as legal translation, as translation at the UN is a special

genre of translational activity.

1.1.6. Discourse and Translation

As previously seen, the strong tendency of sentence-based approach to grammar was
rejected with the emergence of discourse analysis, which has become a popular topic in
linguistics. Instead of looking at sentences, the need for the study of whole texts with their
structural and contextual features was advocated. This same belief has finally found its way
into translation studies, where translators began to utilise texts in both practice and theory of
translations, and, as a result, has led to the expansion of unit of translation into being the

whole text.
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1.1.6.1. The Basic Unit of Discourse Analysis and Translation

In fact, the theoretical concept of unit of translation has witnessed controversial points
of view in recent years, as it goes back to the conflict between free and literal translation. A
number of translation theoreticians, e.g. Newmark (1987), considered text, the base of
discourse analysis, as a unit of translation, while others preferred the sentence. Originally, the
orientation of free translation has always focused on the sentence and “aims at capturing the
sense of a longer stretch of language”, while literal translation “is much focused on individual
words, or even sometimes morphemes” (Hatim & Munday, 2004:17). However, with the
development of text-linguistics, free translation shifted towards seeing the whole text as a unit

instead of a sentence.

For this reason, it is the role of the translator to choose whether to work with larger
pieces of discourse, here, free translation is under investigation, or to translate smaller units of
language, here, literal translation. In this manner, the translation activity, here, is subjected to
the type of the source text (ST) translators are working with, and the division of the basic
pieces of texts, either to deal with smaller or larger units. As a result, the unit of translation

ranges from being single words to whole texts (Newmark, 1987).

1.1.6.2. Unit of Translation

According to Trosborg (2000), the agreement about the true unit of translation has
become centred on the whole text. This same view is reinforced by discourse analysts who

emphasised the scrutiny of whole texts instead of isolated sentences.

For Newmark (1987), both the sentence and the text are units of translation. He argued

that the “sentence is a natural unit of translation” (ibid: 65), but all lengths of language
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beyond sentences are possibly considered units of translation since they bear functional

properties. Newmark stated,

All lengths of language can, at different moments and also simultaneously,
be used as units of translation in the course of the translation activity... to
me the unit of translation is a sliding scale, responding according to other
varying factors, and (still) ultimately a little unsatisfactory (Newmark, 1987:
66-67).

In short, Newmark (1987) reiterated that the features of any text can be derived from
individual words and sentences as well as from whole texts. He marked paragraphs and texts
as higher units of translation, whereas, sentences, clauses and words as lower units of
translation. He (ibid: 64) further claimed that “the mass of translation uses a text as a unit only
when there are apparently insuperable problems at the level of the collocations, clause or

sentence level.”

1.1.6.3. Application of Discourse Analysis in Translation

As previously scrutinised, discourse analysis is a branch of applied linguistics which
investigates the study of language in use. It is not only connected to the discipline of
linguistics, but can also be found in Psychology, Anthropology, and Theoretical Sociology. Its
emergence in the field of linguistics, as a result, added more insights to the field of translation
studies (TS). Snell-Hornby (1991:68), for example, argued that “the most fruitful interaction
between linguistics and translation theory came with pragmatic orientation of the 70’s.”
Accordingly, the focus of attention of discourse analysis has found applications in TS in the
1980s and the 1990s. Since then, numerous studies on translation have been perceived within
the paradigm of discourse analysis, e.g. Newmark (1987), Hatim and Mason (1990), Baker
(1992). In this perspective, TS, as an interdiscipline, shifted emphasis from isolated words to

whole texts with special attention on communicative functions and situational context of texts.
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Among the pioneers in this effort has been Hatim and Mason (1990), Snell-Hornby
(1991) and Schaffner (2002), who emphasised that developments in linguistics have had a

significant impact on TS.

Snell-Hornby (1991:69) reported the following:

With the development of text-linguistics and the gradual emergence of
translation studies as an independent discipline in its own right, there has been
an increasing awareness of the text.

Like Snell-Hornby, Wills (1982) highlighted the relevance of discourse analysis in

translation. He (ibid: 112) wrote:

Linguistic communication always appears in textual form. Texts are the primary
form of linguistic manifestations. Texts show different conditions of origin,
different structures, functions and they are designed for different recipients or
target groups. Translation therefore is a text-oriented event.

Schéffner (2002), likewise, emphasised that the methods and concepts adopted from
other disciplines, such as, Discourse Analysis, Anthropology and Cultural Studies have
become eminent in speaking about translation and have afforded more insights into the
phenomenon of translation as a social activity. In consequence, TS by its very nature is

regarded as an interdiscipline.

She further explained:

Speaking about translation with reference to concepts and methods derived from
linguistics, text- and sociolinguistics, pragmatics, and discourse analysis,
however, has a very strong tradition both in the discipline of translation studies
itself and in translator training. One of the main reasons being that, there is
general agreement that understanding a text is a prerequisite for translating it, i.e.
for producing a target text (TT) on the basis of a source text (ST). Understanding
includes reflecting about the linguistic structures which a text displays, realizing
that the structure chosen by the text producer is (to be) seen as the most
appropriate one to fulfil the intended aims and purposes which the author wanted
to achieve with the text for specific communicative situations in a specific
sociocultural context for specific addressees (Schaffner, 2002: 1-2).
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In view of this, translation is more than simply replacing the ST’s messages into the
TT’s; there are, however, so many different factors involved. For example, looking at TS
from the point of view of discourse analysis requires considering language at the socio-
cultural settings in which communication is taking place. In this manner, translators must
detect the socio-cultural settings of the ST and convert its messages in the TT in an accurate
and a coherent way that sounds natural; otherwise, the translation would seem complicated

and ambiguous.

Hatim (2009: 47) maintained that:

In practice, no text can remain in such a state of relative isolation from the

facts of socio-cultural life. To be closer to the life world of the language user

and to communicate anything meaning full regarding social, cultural or

political issues, texts must involve more than organization and mapping

procedures or simply the need to uphold conventionality.

A more extreme view is brought by Trosborg (2000). According to her, talking about
translation in relation to discourse analysis, or in her terms, the study of discourse analysis for
translation, led to a shift of emphasis from viewing language as a group of structures to

viewing language as communication. In this way, translation is not only focused on smaller

units of language, but also, on whole texts within their cultural and communicative directions.

1.1.6.4. Part of Discourse Analysis in Translation

In her lucid introductory chapter, Schaffner (2002: 3) argued that the aim of applying
discourse analysis in translation is “to identify specific textual features which are relevant for
the process of translation”. The problem that seems to arise, however, is the fact that the
analysis is not viewed as a text analysis in its own right, but rather, as a translation-oriented
analysis. In other words, “discourse analysis can be done for various purposes, where the aim

of the analysis could be to identify theme/rheme progression in a text or to see how the logical
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flow of some topic or argument (coherence) is reflected in the textual surface structure
(cohesion)” (Schaffner, 2002:3). Therefore, the focus of the study varies according to the
purpose of analysis; all depends on the requisite depth of analysis. According to Erdmann et
al., (1994: 4 in Schéaffner, 2002), in the process of translation, the analysis of ST has a
particular purpose to identify and highlight “specific textual features which might be expected

to present translation problems in order to steer translation decisions.”

For the purpose of this thesis and inspired by the text-linguistics and the discourse
approach, translations should be examined at the textual level, i.e. the text is the basic unit of
analysis. And, since cohesion is one of the necessary elements in the creation of texts, it
strongly influences the quality of the translation product. The significance of this concept in
the framework of translation studies has attracted the attention of many researchers from
different perspectives, e.g. Baker (1992), Blum-Kulka (1986), Hatim and Mason (1990). It is
worth reminding, here, that cohesion is examined from the standpoint of translation
equivalence in order to demonstrate the similarities and differences of cohesive devices
between Arabic and English in the United Nations texts. The main goal is not only to compare
between the cohesive devices, but also, to examine how translators cope with the differences.
Henceforth, in what follows is a description of aspects of cohesion in one single language,
English, as proposed by the first eminent scholars, e.g. Halliday and Hasan (1976) and de
Beaugrande and Dressler (1981), as well as the scrutiny of cohesion in translation contexts, as

suggested by researchers, e.g. Baker (1992), Blum-Kulka (1986), Hatim and Mason (1990).

1.2. Aspects of Discourse Cohesion

This section bears on a particular aspect of discourse analysis, in addition to some

particular features characterising written texts as proposed by Halliday and Hasan (1976) and
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de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981). Under this theoretical framework, the basic concepts of
cohesion and coherence are discussed, revealing the relationship holding between the two
concepts and presenting to what extent they are considered as two essential prerequisites for
texts’ unity. However, the central focus of this study is exclusively on cohesion, i.e. the
semantic relations that distinguish a text from a non-text, and connect the sentences to each
other grammatically and lexically. The thesis is based on the theory of cohesion as suggested
by Halliday and Hasan (1976) for two main reasons: first, because it has been widely adopted
by numerous researchers and acknowledged as a seminal work in the field, and, second,
because it provides a consistent foundation for the contrastive study of cohesive devices

between Arabic and English.

1.2.1. Notion of Text according to Halliday and Hasan (1976)

As previously seen in section one, the strong tendency of sentence-based approach to
grammar was given much less importance in favour of the text-based approach, in which the
linguistic analysis covered the way sentences work in sequence to produce coherent passages
referred to as discourse or text. This resulted in the emergence of discourse analysis, which
has become a popular topic in linguistics and helped researchers to overcome the
shortcomings of sentence-based approach, which failed to provide satisfactory explanations to
many natural phenomena in language. Halliday and Hasan (1976) and de Beaugrande and
Dressler (1981) were probably among the prominent scholars to bring new insights to the
study of language at the textual level and bring new definitions related to various disciplines.
Consequently, the shift towards the study of language at the textual level has, obviously,
simplified the understanding and explanation of a number of textual issues, particularly, those

related to cohesion and coherence, in addition to their relevance to text typology.
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The present study examines the definition of text proposed in Halliday and Hasan’s
seminal work for the study of cohesion (1976), which signalled the establishment of the
cohesion theory. The authors have succeeded to bring a more thorough definition to the
notion of text at the very beginning of their book. According to them (1976: 1-2):

A text is unit of language in use. It is not a grammatical unit, like a clause

or sentence; and it is not defined by its size. A text is sometimes envisaged

to be some kind of super-sentence, a grammatical unit that is larger than a

sentence but is related to a sentence in the same way that a sentence is

related to clause, a clause to a group and so on: by CONSISTENCY, the

composition of larger units out of smaller ones. But this is misleading. A

text is not something like a sentence only bigger; it is something that

differs from a sentence in kind.

They (ibid: 2) added, “A text is best regarded as a SEMANTIC unit: a unit not of form
but of meaning.... A text does not CONSIST of sentences; it is REALIZED BY, or encoded in,
sentences.” In Halliday and Hasan’s perspective, a text is a semantic unit; it is not simply a
kind of sentence, only bigger. A text is made of meanings which are meant to be
communicated. Because it is not a unit of form but of meaning, it must be approached from a
semantic perspective. And when a text forms a unified whole, it is considered to have texture.

“The unity that it has is a unity of meaning in context, a texture that expresses the fact that it

relates as a whole to the environment in which it is placed” (ibid: 293).

1.2.2. Texture

Halliday and Hasan (1976) attempted to establish the properties of texts in English.
They asserted that any piece of text has features of organisation that help people distinguish
between a text and a random collection of sentences. The term texture refers to “the property

% 9

of ‘being a text’ ” (ibid: 2), it is derived from the fact that the text functions as a unity with
respect to the environment in which it is found. They (ibid: 293) stated: “texture expresses the

fact that it relates as a whole to the environment in which it is placed.” It is a combination of
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two semantic configurations: register and cohesion. On the one hand, register is the collection
of semantic features that is appropriate for a particular context of situation, and which
describes the components of text meaning: social, expressive, communicative, as well as
representational. On the other hand, cohesion refers to the semantic relations found in a text
that differentiate text from non-text and connect the substantive meanings of the text with
each other. Cohesion “does not concern what a text means; it concerns how the text is

constructed as a semantic edifice” (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 26).

This concept was further developed by de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981), who gave
new thoughts for the issue of texture and its constituents. They affirmed that in order to
determine a piece of text as a unified and communicative whole, seven standards of textuality
must be satisfied. According to them (ibid: 3), “If any of these standards is not considered to
have been satisfied, the text will not be communicative”. The seven standards are: cohesion,

coherence, intentionality, acceptability, informativity, situationality and intertextuality.

1.2.2.1. Cohesion

The first standard of textuality is cohesion. It refers to the surface relations between
sentences in a text, i.e. it is concerned with “the ways in which components of the SURFACE
TEXT, actual words we see or hear, are mutually connected within a sequence” (de
Beaugrande & Dressler 1981:3). Cohesion plays a vital role in the unity of texts, in that it
helps readers or listeners to follow the writers or speakers’ words in a consistent way. In this
manner, the communication between participants is best achieved. The texture of any piece of
text is formed by means of a collection of syntactical elements, phrases and sentences. It is,
thus, formed by means of cohesive devices such as lexical repetition, parallelism, ellipsis,

conjuncts, reference, substitution, etc.
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1.2.2.2. Coherence

The second standard is coherence, it is a network of conceptual relations which
underlies the surface text and which establishes the relevance of sentences to text meaning.
“[1t] concerns the ways in which the components of the TEXTUAL WORLD, i.e., the
configuration of CONCEPTS and RELATIONS which underlie the surface text, are mutually
accessible and relevant” (de Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981:4). That is to say, coherence refers
to links beyond the text; it has to do with the cognitive processes, which can be recovered or

activated with more or less unity and consistency in the mind.

In addition to cohesion and coherence, which are text-based notions, describing
procedures directed at the text materials, de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981) avowed that the
user-based notions, i.e. the remaining standards of textuality which influence the activity of
textual communication at large both by producers and by receivers, are also required. That is
to say, “the interaction of text-presented knowledge with people’s stored knowledge of the

world” is another prerequisite (ibid: 6). These user-based notions are described below.

1.2.2.3. Intentionality

Intentionality, the third standard of textuality, is mainly concerned with the attitude of
text producers. Speakers or writers have the intention to produce a cohesive and coherent text
that will achieve a particular goal and to communicate their meaning in an appropriate and

successful way (de Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981).

1.2.2.4. Acceptability

The fourth standard is acceptability; it refers to the receiver’s attitude towards a text,

i.e. the receiver’s ability to recognise the relevance of the text, to add any missing or
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unmentioned information. This standard is very much related to factors such as text type,
social or cultural setting, and the desirability of goals. For example, jokes are not always

appreciated by people of different cultures (de Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981).

It is worth mentioning that intentionality and acceptability are considered as pair
principle. When the speaker or writer produces a text, the listener or reader (i.e. receptor) has

on his/her turn to accept this text as a communicative one (de Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981).

1.2.2.5. Informativity

Informativity, the fifth standard of textuality, concerns the degree to which texts’
information is new or given. There must be a balance in the use of these two. Given
information build background which is important for text’s comprehension, and new

information bring new insights to the text understanding (de Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981).

1.2.2.6. Situationality

The sixth standard, situationality, focuses on the text relevance to a current situation.
That is to say, it is concerned with the factors that render text relevant to a situation of

occurrence (de Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981).

1.2.2.7. Intertextuality

Intertextuality, the seventh standard, pertains to “the factors which make the utilization
of one text dependent upon knowledge of one or more previously encountered texts” (de
Beaugrande, 1980:20). It refers to the ways in which the text presupposes knowledge of other
texts. For example, text users can recognise a poem, a scientific report or a newspaper on the

basis of their previous encounters with materials of the same type. That is why, intertextuality
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is considered to be responsible for the development of text types “as classes of texts with
typical patterns of characteristics” (de Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981:10).Finally, a glance at
these seven standards of textuality reveals that “[they] function as the CONSTITUTIVE
PRINCIPLES” (SEARLE, 1965), which define and create textual communication. In addition to
these constitutive principles, there are also three regulative principles such as efficiency,
effectiveness and appropriateness?, which control textual communication rather than define it
(de Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981). Nevertheless, of these seven standards, cohesion and
coherence are claimed to play the major role in creating texture. Cohesion and coherence
were, formerly, suggested as a pair of linguistic units by Widdowson (1973), when he
distinguished between de-contextualised data and contextualised data, in which five pairs of
linguistic terms: use/usage, sentence/utterance, locution/illocution, text/discourse, and
cohesion/coherence were suggested. Cohesion and coherence, since then, have become the
most important topics in discourse analysis; they have been widely known and have attracted

the attention of numerous researchers and linguists from different orientations.

It is worth mentioning that the standards of textuality are of great relevance to
translation studies, particularly when the focus of these studies is on texts as units of
translation. And, for reasons of peculiarities to the comparison of cohesive devices in Arabic

and English, the present study examines carefully one of these textual standards: cohesion.

> The EFFICIENCY of a text depends on its being useful to the participants with a minimum expenditure of
effort. The EFFECTIVENESS of a text depends on whether it leaves a strong impression and creates favourable
conditions for fulfilling an aim. The APPROPRIATNESS of a text depends on whether there is an agreement
between its setting and the seven standards of textuality (de Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981).
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In what follows is an attempt to present a brief discussion of cohesion/coherence

relationship.

1.2.3. Cohesion and Coherence

The two linguistic features of text, cohesion and coherence, are the core of the study of
discourse analysis. The past four decades have witnessed a growing interest in the study of
these two discourse phenomena. A wide range of models, to name but a few, Gutwinski
(1976), de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981), Hoey (1988, 1991), Martin (1992), Martin and
Rose (2002), Halliday and Matthiessen (2004) have been developed, revealing aspects of
discourse cohesion and coherence in different types of spoken and written language.
Consequently, this kind of models found their way in various fields of study, and their
applications covered a wide range of domains, such as sociolinguistics, teaching, translation,

etc.

The two linguistic phenomena of cohesion and coherence help texts appear as one
unified whole rather than a jumble of unrelated sentences, since they provide the textual and
cognitive means of texts’ comprehension. The two terms are closely related. They go back to
the Latin cohaerere, which means to cling or to stick. Cohesion, which refers to the semantic
relations that connect parts of text to each other by means of grammatical and lexical items
makes the text a unified whole, and, coherence, which exists when the result of
communication between the text and its hearer/reader is ensured, plays a crucial role in text
comprehension. For further details, it is more useful to present some definitions related to the
two concepts as examined in previous research works, revealing how their roles in discourse

have been perceived.
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1.2.3.1. Cohesion according to Halliday and Hasan (1976)

Although the concept of cohesion was introduced by many researchers in the early
1970s, e.g. Enkvist (1973), Gutwinski (1976), it was not until the publication of Halliday and
Hasan’s seminal work Cohesion in English (1976) that cohesion was thoroughly explored and
gained ground worldwide more than ever before. Many scholars believed that cohesion is an
indispensable feature of a text. For example, de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981) suggested
that cohesion represents the first of their seven standards of textuality. However, Halliday
and Hasan (1976: 13) asserted that:

The concept of cohesion accounts for the essential semantic relations whereby

any passage of speech or writing is enabled to function as a text. We can

systematize this concept by classifying it into a small number of distinct

categories [...] categories which have in common the property of signaling that

the interpretation of the passage in question depends on something else. If that

‘something else’ is verbally explicit, then there is cohesion.

According to Halliday and Hassan (1976), cohesion is expressed through grammar and
vocabulary; it can be found in English through four grammatical sources: reference,

substitution, ellipsis, and conjunction, in addition to lexical cohesion, which is divided into

reiteration (repetition, synonymy, etc.) and collocation (co-occurrence of lexical items).

In addition to register, which is a semantic feature referring to the variety of language
that is appropriate for a particular situation; cohesion is another aspect of texture. It “does not
concern what a text means; it concerns how the text is constructed as a semantic edifice”
(ibid: 26). Similarly, according to Halliday (1985:311), textual cohesion is one aspect of the
study of texture, which is defined as the process “whereby the flow of meaning is channeled
into a traceable current of discourse instead of spilling out formlessly in every possible

direction.” Likewise, Baker (1992) referred to cohesion as the network of lexical and
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grammatical relations, in addition to other relations® in a text that link its different parts to
create one unified whole. She (1992: 180) stated:

Cohesion is the network of lexical, grammatical, and other relations which

provide links between various parts of a text. These relations or ties organize

and, to some extent create a text, for instance by requiring the reader to interpret

words and expressions by reference to other words and expressions in the

surrounding sentences and paragraphs. Cohesion is a surface relation; it connects
together the actual words and expressions that we can see or hear.

Hence, cohesion is the aspect of joining parts of text together semantically by means
of various relations. These relations or ties are the result of the relationship between the text’s
components which occur at a linguistic level and which aim to interpret each other; they
create a text when readers interpret words and elements by reference to other words and
elements in the surrounding sentences and paragraphs. According to Halliday and Hasan
(1976:4):

Cohesion occurs when the interpretation of some element in the discourse is

dependent on that of another. The one presupposes the other, in the sense that it

cannot be effectively decoded except by recourse to it. When this happens, a

relation of cohesion is set up, and the two elements, the presupposing and the

presupposed, are thereby at least potentially integrated into a text.

Therefore, we cannot decode a cohesive element in a text without reference to another
one that may occur earlier or later. To explain, cohesion as a surface relation attaches together
the actual words and expressions with their references in order to form a text. The item them
in the text “wash and core six cooking apples and put them in a fire proof dish” obviously

refers to six cooking apples. The understanding of the second part of the text is dependent on

the first one which helps us to know what them stands for. Thus, the item them is an

3Consistency of style and tense and the use of punctuation can also contribute to the cohesion of a text (Baker,

1992:193).
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indication that some linguistic elements in the texts are used for the sake of interpreting some

others (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 4).

In Halliday and Hasan’s system of language, cohesion is one component in relation to
three major functional-semantic components that ensure communication. They are the
ideational, the interpersonal and the textual components. The ideational component is that
part of the linguistic system that expresses the content of the text. The second function is the
interpersonal component; it is concerned with the social and interpersonal relationship of the
speakers, as well as, their attitudes and judgments to each other. The third component, the
textual function, is “the text forming component in the linguistic system” (ibid: 27). It
comprises two constituents, information structure and cohesion. Information structure refers
to the “ordering of the text, independently of its construction in terms of sentences, clauses
and the like, into units of information on the basis of the distinction into GIVEN and NEW”
(ibid:27). Cohesion, the second part of the text forming component in the system of language,
is defined as “the means whereby elements that are structurally unrelated to one another are
linked together, through the dependence of one another for its interpretation|....] without
cohesion, the remainder of the semantic system cannot be effectively activated at all” (ibid:

27-28).

Halliday and Hasan (1976: 4) viewed cohesion as a semantic relation as it refers to
“relations of meaning that exist within a text and that define it as a text”, and like any
semantic system, cohesion is understood “partly through the grammar and partly through the
vocabulary” of a text (ibid: 5-6). They (ibid: 8) further explained that cohesion is “a semantic
relation between an element in the text and some other element that is crucial to the
interpretation of it”, and maintained that “cohesion is relational concept” because it is not the

presence of a particular class of item that is cohesive, but the relation between one item and
42



another. That is to say, presupposition (one element presupposes another which exists in the
text or in the context of situation, and which is crucial for text interpretation) is realised at
three levels: the semantic level as in reference, the lexico-grammatical level as in substitution

and ellipsis and the grammatical level as in conjunction.

1.2.3.2. Coherence

Coherence, the second important constituent of establishing text unity, is described as
a system of conceptual relations created in the hearers’/readers’ mind when they determine
whether what they have understood represents a single representation or not (Tanskanen,

2006).

As Baker (1992:218) explained, while cohesion is “the network of surface relations
which link words and expressions to other words and expressions in a text”, coherence is “the
network of conceptual relations which underlie the surface text”. Coherence in written texts
is defined as “a complex concept, involving a multitude of reader- and text-based features”
(Johns, 1986:247). In other words, it is defined according to two different perspectives. From
the text-centred perspective, coherence is a feature of text, either in terms of cohesion (i.e., the
linking of sentences) or unity (i.e. the relationships among propositions in the text); from the
reader-centred perspective, coherence considers the reader’s interaction with the text
depending on his/her prior knowledge of form and content. Coherence, then, is defined as

“the organization of discourse with all elements present and fitting together logically”

(Hinkel, 2004: 265).
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1.2.3.3. Cohesion vs Coherence

With the development of discourse analysis, researchers showed great interest in the
scrutiny of matters related to textual cohesion and coherence occurring in the readers’ mind.
Almost all researchers agreed that there are differences between cohesion and coherence, but
the points that differentiate between the two are not agreed upon. While cohesion refers to the
lexico-grammatical features on the surface of a text that link parts of the text together,
coherence also called texture (in Halliday and Hasan’s terms) is the combination of two
distinct semantic features: register and cohesion. According to many researchers, e.g. Carrell
(1982), Tanskanen (2006), coherence is not inherent in the text, but rather is the result of

communication between the text and its reader.

Wide-ranging reviews of previous literature, e.g. Carrell (1983), revealed that there is
a firm belief that an important contribution to coherence comes from cohesion, i.e. in addition
to other ways of indicating coherence in texts, such as register, cohesion is an essential
constituent at play here. One of the main beliefs is Halliday and Hasan’s argument that textual
cohesion leads inevitably to text coherence. According to them, “the concept of [cohesive]
ties makes it possible to analyze a text in terms of its cohesive properties and give a
systematic account of its patterns of texture [i.e. coherence]” (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:4).
They suggested that texts derive coherence from these cohesive relations. That is to say, the
cohesive relations existing between linguistic elements in the text and which contribute to its
complete unity guarantee the property of texture (coherence). Cohesion, thus, is viewed as the
basic constituent of text construction resources. Carrell (1983) pointed out that, apparently,
Halliday and Hasan (1976) supposed that the mere coherence of content is not enough to
make a text coherent; some linguistic properties, such as cohesive ties, must be incorporated

in order to contribute to the coherence of a text.
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Nevertheless, this is not always true; the cohesive theory of coherence has been
criticised by a number of researchers, e.g. Parsons (1990), Wessels (1993) (both cited in
Tanskanen, 2006). Many of their studies indicated that the relation between cohesion and
coherence is not so simple. That is to say, the use of cohesive devices is not as meaningful to
text coherence as suggested by Halliday and Hassan (1976). Parsons (1990) and Wessels
(1993) conducted their experiments on the students’ writing and found out that a large number
of cohesive devices in texts does not necessarily lead to a higher level of coherence.
Nevertheless, Tanskanen (2006) asserted that the results of these studies must not be
considered as proof for the insignificance of cohesion; they revealed that cohesion may not
distinguish between the perceived coherence of texts produced under identical conditions. But
cohesion is of great significance if it is only able to distinguish between texts produced under

different conditions.

1.2.3.3.1.Criticism of Halliday and Hasan’s Theory of Cohesion (1976)

Halliday and Hasan’s strong opinion on perceiving cohesion as an indispensable
property of text unity received fierce criticisms in the past years. Many researchers, e.g.
Enkvist (1978), de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981), Brown and Yule (1983) stressed that
cohesion is not a necessary part in text unity, claiming that explicit cohesive devices are not
enough to link parts of text together. What is significant is coherence between the
propositional units in the text: without coherence, the parts of text would not form a unified

whole, no matter how many cohesive ties there are between sentences (Tanskanen, 2006).

Enkvist (1978, cited in Tanskanen, 2006), as an instance, suggested an example in
which the abundant use of cohesive devices, mainly, repetition, does not ensure text unity, as

coherence between the propositions does not exist.
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Examplel:

- The discussions ended last week. A week has seven days. Every day |
feed my cat. Cats have four legs. The cat is on the mat. Mat has three

letters.

Likewise, in the example below, Widdowson (1978:26) revealed how a text is
coherent despite the non-use existence of cohesive devices, and asserted that a text can be

coherent without “overt linguistically signalled cohesion.”

Example 2:

a: That’s the telephone.
b: I’'m in the bath.
a: O.K.

Although there is no textual cohesion in this exchange, readers are able to interpret its
meaning, and, thus, there is coherence. The lack of cohesive devices which link texts’
components together will not limit the interpretation of discourse meaning; yet, because the
situation can be imagined, the three utterances make sense together and guarantee discourse
meaning. Accordingly, Enkvist (1978) and Widdowson (1978) concluded that the overt use
of cohesive markers is of less importance in comparison to the covert effect of coherence in

the creation of unified wholes (Tanskanen, 2006).

Moreover, Tanskanen (ibid.) asserted that due to the difficulty of finding data that
show coherence without cohesion, these two examples have been used extensively in many
studies, e.g. Brown and Yule (1983), Lautamatti (1990), in order to illustrate the lack of

surface cohesion in a coherent text. Using Widdowson’s example (1978), Brown and Yule
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(1983) and Lautamatti (1990) maintained that although coherence without cohesion sounds
entirely plausible, it is quite infrequent, at least in real language data. Short texts do make

sense without textual cohesion, but longer texts, in all probability, exhibit cohesive relations.

Furthermore, other researchers such as Morgan and Sellner (1980) and Carrell (1982)
strongly criticised Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) theory of cohesion as a measure of textual
coherence in the light of the view of schema theory of text processing*. According to Morgan
and Sellner (1980), understanding and processing a text, e.g. reading, is an interactive process
between the text and the reader, i.e. the prior background knowledge or memory schemata of
the listener or reader. A text is coherent if the intended meaning and the underlying structures
match the background knowledge of the readers and not because of the readers’ knowledge of
linguistic properties, like cohesion, as Halliday and Hasan (1976) suggested. They argued
that coherence of a text is a matter of content which happens to have linguistic consequences.
The source of coherence would lie in the content, and the repeated occurrences of certain
words would be the consequence of content coherence, not something that was a source of
coherence (Morgan & Sellner, 1980 in Carrell, 1982). According to them (ibid:179),
“...cohesion, in so far as any sense can be made of Halliday and Hasan’s description of it, is

an epiphenomenon of content coherence.”

A similar criticism was expressed by Carrell (1982), who asserted that cohesion is of
little importance in text studies; it is only an illusion created by the text’s coherence.

According to her, unlike cohesion theory, which works only on the surface structure of a text

4Schema theory is an approach to information processing emanating from research in cognitive science-i.e.,
research in cognitive psychology, artificial intelligence, linguistics, etc. (Bobrow and Norman, 1975 in Carell,
1982).
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to establish cohesive ties as though it occurred in a vacuum, schema theory takes the text
processors into account; in the schema theory of text processing, what is important is not only
the structure and content of texts, but what readers or listeners do with the text. Carrell’s
(1982) arguments were adduced against Halliday and Hasan’s belief that coherence is located
in the text and can be defined as a configuration of textual features. These text-analytic
procedures “fail to take the contributions of the text’s reader into account”, and, hence, “are
incapable of accounting for textual coherence” (ibid: 479). She suggested a more effective
approach to examining texts that first analysed a text’s underlying propositional units and then
looked for the cohesive ties. She (ibid: 486) wrote:

Cohesion is not the cause of coherence; if anything, it’s the effect of coherence.

A coherent text will likely be cohesive, not of necessity, but as a result of that

coherence. Bonding an incoherent text together won’t make it coherent, only

cohesive.

She further explained (ibid: 484) “when readers are able to connect text’s ideas
without relying on explicit cohesive devices, explicit cohesive ties are not needed to unify
text’s ideas”. She suggested the following example: “The picnic was ruined. No one
remembered to bring a corkscrew” (ibid: 484), in order to clarify that the absence of overt
cohesive devices between picnic and corkscrew does not impede its proper understanding,
because we have access to a familiar schema for interpreting it in which picnics and
corkscrews go together. Therefore, prior knowledge is crucial to recognise coherence in texts.
This is the point which Halliday and Hasan failed to take into account, i.e. the fact that readers
do not only depend on surface text properties but also on the world knowledge. Henceforth,
by drawing on schema theory, cohesion is guaranteed once considering the reader’s prior
knowledge, the ability to reason, the assumption that a particular text is coherent, and the

writer’s purpose.
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1.2.3.3.2. Cohesion and Coherence: Independent but Interrelated

Tanskanen (2006) asserted that the criticism of cohesion mentioned above is
insufficient because there are elements in discourse which indicate connections and unity. In
addition to cohesion, which is believed to be the most important phenomenon for ensuring the
unity of texts in Halliday and Hasan’s perspective, coherence is also of great importance and
deserves to be investigated in parallel with cohesion as they are both contributing to text
unity. For this reason, according to many researchers, the two concepts are examined

separately.

As an instance, Blum-Kulka (1986) separated between the two concepts, and argued
that cohesion is only a surface relationship that holds the text’s elements together; it is not
enough for a text to be cohesive. However, coherence is a semantic relationship between
elements that aims to interpret meanings expressed by the participants. She (ibid: 17) stated:

Coherence can be viewed as a covert potential meaning relationship among

parts of a text, made overt by the reader or listener through a process of

interpretation... Cohesion, on the other hand, will be considered as an overt

relationship holding between parts of the text, expressed by language specific

markers

In the same vein, de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981) considered cohesion and
coherence, the two constituents of the seven standards of textuality, as two distinct
phenomena, each having its own role in building unified texts, and without any influence on
each other. In their opinion (ibid: 3), cohesion “concerns the ways in which the components
of the SURFACE TEXT, i.e. the actual words we hear or see, are mutually connected within a
sequence.” Whereas, coherence is described as a “continuity of senses”; i.e. when there is

balance between the organisation of concepts and relations expressed and the readers’

background knowledge; this “continuity of senses” is defined as “the foundation of coherence,
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being the mutual access and relevance within a configuration of concepts and relations” (de
Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981: 84). Both concepts are “text-centred notions, designating
operations directed at the text materials”; yet, coherence is also a reader-centred notion, since
“a text does not make sense by itself, but rather by the interaction of text-presented

knowledge with people’s stored knowledge of the world ...” (ibid: 84).

To sum up, there is a clear distinction between the two concepts. The definitions
proposed in what follows reveal that cohesion and coherence are still interrelated although
they are examined separately. Baker (1992) asserted that both concepts are concerned with
the way parts of texts relate to each other. In the case of cohesion, parts of texts relate to each
other as a result of lexical and grammatical dependencies, while in the case of coherence, they
are related as a result of conceptual or meaning dependencies as recognised by language
users. She reinforced her opinion using Hoey’s own words (1991: 12):

We will assume that cohesion is a property of the text and that coherence is a

facet of the reader’s evaluation of a text. In other words, cohesion is objective,

capable in principle of automatic recognition, while coherence is subjective and

judgements concerning it may vary from reader to reader.

Hence, since cohesive devices occur at the surface of texts, they can be automatically
perceived and analysed, and, thus, are objective. Coherence, on the other hand, is only one
aspect of the readers’ interpretation of texts; that is why, it is more subjective and readers may
recognise them in different ways. She (1992) suggested one example: a conjunction such as
therefore describes conceptual relations of reason and consequence. Nevertheless, if readers
cannot recognise the underlying semantic relations of reason and consequence between the

elements related with therefore, they will not be able to understand the meaning of texts; that

is to say, “the text will not ‘cohere’ for [these] particular reader[s]” (Baker, 1992:218).
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Therefore, it can be said that “cohesion is the surface expression of coherence
relations, [....] a device for making conceptual relations explicit” (Baker, 1992: 218).
However, as Baker (ibid.) disproved, even though the text contains a number of cohesive
devices, it might be misinterpreted by some receivers; this confirms that what guarantees
texture is not the existence of cohesive devices but rather the receivers’ ability to perceive the
underlying semantic relations. Henceforth, “the main value of cohesive markers seems to be
that they can be used to facilitate and possibly control the interpretation of underlying

semantic relations” (ibid: 219).

In the same vein, prior work of Hasan (1984 in Tanskanen, 2006) stressed that
coherence is a linguistic feature, which is evaluated in terms of the readers’ interaction,
because it is a consequence of the cohesive harmony. The denser the cohesive harmony of a
text, the more coherent it will be judged. Some texts can thus be considered by the receivers
as more coherent than others. According to Tanskanen (2006), the importance of cohesive
harmony has been refuted by many researchers, e.g. Hoey (1991), Hoover (1997), Martin,
(1992), Parsons (1990, 1991), Thompson (1994) ; yet, there is an agreement that “coherence
is not inherent in text as such, but rather it is the result of the interpretation process and
ultimately depends on the relation between the receiver and the text; and that cohesive devices

predispose receivers to find the coherence” (Tanskanen, 2006:20).

In this view, it can be said that the receivers’ ability to recognise coherence, and,
therefore, to successfully interpret texts depends on their prior knowledge of the world, i.e.
their expectations and experience of the world. According to Baker (1992: 220), “the
coherence of a text is a result of the interaction between knowledge presented in the text and
the reader’s own knowledge and experience of the world, the latter being influenced by a

variety of factors such as age, sex, race, nationality, education, occupation, and political and
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religious affiliations.” Hence, in addition to the text itself, the receivers’ background

knowledge is necessary for ensuring successful coherence and communication.

From what has been discussed above, it seems that there is a clear distinction between
cohesion and coherence. Cohesion is a property of the text and coherence is an aspect of the
readers’ estimation of the text. Although they are kept distinct, they are, nonetheless, related
in the sense that the interaction between them is dependent on the interaction of cohesive ties
in a text. In other words, it is apparent that cohesive ties are used to facilitate the task of
recognising texts’ coherence. For Halliday and Hasan (1976), such ties, in English, are

referred to as cohesive devices.

1.2.4. Cohesive Devices

As it has been mentioned earlier, texture distinguishes a text from a non-text, it is
realised in relations existing between parts of a text. According to Halliday and Hasan (1976),
it is a matter of cohesion that texture is called so. That is to say, the cohesive relations existing
between the linguistic elements in the text, and which contribute to its complete unity,
guarantee the property of texture. For example, by means of anaphora, readers or listeners
would be able to associate the actual sentences with the preceding ones. This is explained in
the example suggested by Halliday and Hasan (1976: 4): “Wash and core six cooking apples.
Put them into a fire proof dish.” In this example, the element them refers to six cooking
apples; there is a relation between these two sentences that makes them become a text because
they hang together semantically and build one unified whole. As a result, the relation between
them and six cooking apples is a cohesive relation, and the pair of related items is a cohesive
tie. These ties are called cohesive devices, referring to the occurrence of two related items in a
cohesive way. Therefore, as Halliday and Hasan (1989:75) asserted, “such semantic relations

form the basis of cohesion between the messages of a text.”
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They explained (1989: 77):

Such devices become cohesive - have a cohesive function and so are
constitutive of texture- precisely if and when they can be interpreted to some
other (explicit) encoding device in the same passage. If the source for their
interpretation is located within the text, then a cohesive tie [....] is established;
the establishment of such a tie creates cohesion.
The different types of cohesive devices in English, as identified by Halliday and
Hasan (1976), are described in chapter three. They refer to the lexico-grammatical features of
a text that give it texture, and they comprise five different categories: reference, substitution,

ellipsis, conjunction and lexical cohesion.

1.2.5. Aspects of Discourse Cohesion in Translation

The discussion of cohesion within the framework of translation studies implies its
language and culture particularity. According to Blum-Kulka (1986:17), cohesion is “an overt
relationship holding between parts of the text, expressed by language specific markers.” For
the purpose of this study, we assume that cohesion differs across languages and cultures; it is
defined as a group of overt and language-specific resources that establish text unity. Hatim
and Mason (1990) maintained that cohesive devices are language specific because of the
languages’ different origins; that is why, they may pose great challenges for translators. They
(ibid: 194) wrote:

The various activities of translation criticism, translation assessment and

revision all run the risk of concentrating on features of texture without

relating them to the communicative process which engendered them. Texture

needs to be seen an integral part of what one is doing with one’s language.

According to them (ibid.), translators should consider the texture features existing in

each language while interpreting the communicative meaning. Likewise, Dooley and
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Levinsohn (2001: 27) affirmed that, “each language will, of course, have its own range of

devices which can be used for cohesion.”

In the same vein, Baker (1992: 220) suggested that “even a simple cohesive relation of
co-reference cannot be recognized ... if it does not fit in with a reader’s prior knowledge of
the world.” In her analysis of an extract from A Hero from Zero, she drew attention to the
language specificity of cohesive devices. According to her, in the extract suggested, there is
no cohesive relation which explains that Harrods and the splendid Knightsbridge store refer
to the same thing. It is only through prior knowledge that readers would know that Harrods is
a famous store and that it is in Knightsbridge, without inserting any explicit cohesive ties
between the two phrases, such as pronominal reference or repetition. However, because
readers in a different culture would not be able to make such a link, explicit cohesive ties
between Harrods and the splendid Knightsbridge store should be ensured. For Baker (ibid.),
the Arabic translation of this extract provides the repetition of the word store as an explicit

cohesive tie.

In his analysis of Chinese texts and their translations into English, Yeh (2004) took
into account the cross-linguistic differences in the structures of the languages involved in
translation. He (ibid.) concluded that different languages might have different systems of
cohesive devices. The cohesive devices suggested by Halliday and Hasan (1976) may be
found in all languages, but the importance given to some types rather than others is different
across languages. That is to say, in a specific language while some cohesive devices are
avoided, others are favoured. In the case of Chinese/English comparison, for instance, the
third person pronoun is avoided in Chinese and compensated by lexical repetition. He (2004:
249) stated “cohesion of a text in English is constituted by reference items, such as “he” or

“they”, while cohesion in Chinese might be realized by the existence of a topic chain.”
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Similarly, Baker (1992) stressed that thanks to the features of text organisation, i.e.
cohesive devices, which are language and culture specific, readers will be able to make a
sharp distinction between translations as natural texts, which are fluent and accurate, or
translations as foreign versions. She affirmed that during the process of translation, translators
should consider the lexical items and grammatical structures of both ST and TT. Translations
should be examined at the textual level, in the sense that the text’s unity is guaranteed both at
the beginning and the end of the process, and eventually, the target version would appear in a

way that makes it a text in its own right.

Henceforth, in order to guarantee a high degree of equivalence at the textual level,
translators are requested to adjust some of the features existing in the ST in order to fit the
organisation of the TTs. That is why, while translating, it is inevitably important to add or to
omit parts of text in order to maintain its cohesiveness; such changes are generally known as
shifts of cohesion which help translators to create accurate and natural translation products;

this fact is reflected in Blum-Kulka’s research work (1986).

In her discussion on shifts in cohesion, Blum-Kulka (1986:17) defined cohesion as “an
overt relationship holding between parts of the text, expressed by language specific markers.”
She postulated that the process of translation necessarily involves shifts in textual and
discoursal relationships. Her argument is grounded on the perception that translation is
viewed as an act of communication, and, therefore, “all differences connected to both
linguistic and cultural aspects holding between the two languages must be taken into

consideration” (ibid: 18).

According to her, shifts of cohesion are evident in translation and fall into two types:

shifts in levels of explicitness and shifts in meaning. She explained that cohesive explicitness
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refers to shifts in the type of cohesive devices used. These shifts are achieved through the
substitution of cohesive devices with some others which do increase the level of cohesion in
the TT. In the second type, i.e. shifts in meaning, she explained that the translation product
demonstrates a change in the explicitness and implicitness of the meaning of the ST. Factors
that explain these phenomena are explication, stylistic preferences or culture-bound
translation norms. She (1986: 19) indicated that:

On textual level, shifts in levels of explicitness through translation have been

claimed to be linked to differences in stylistic preference for types of

cohesive markers in the two languages involved in translation.

And because in any language transfer there is a tendency to explicate, this strategy has
been postulated as a universal strategy used by both novice and professional translators.
Blum-Kulka (ibid: 21) noted that “explication is a universal strategy inherent in the process of

language mediation, as practiced by language learners, non-professional translators and

professional translators alike.”

Therefore, it can be said that translation unescapably implies shifts at the textual level
that should take into consideration the linguistic and the cultural differences of cohesion

holding between the two languages.

1.2.5.1. Cohesive Devices in Translation

Other studies of cohesion in translation studies include Bystrova-Mclintyre (2012),
Zhao et al. (2009), Yeh (2004) and @veras (1998). Bystrova-McIntyre (2012) asserted that the
topic of cohesion within the framework of translation studies has gained ground only recently
with the introduction of Neubert and Shreve’s textual turn (1992), where textual features,
including cohesion, were recognised as important features of translation. Yet, a very limited

number of studies isolated cohesion of the translated texts since “the qualities that constitute
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cohesion are generally difficult to pinpoint and isolate” (Baer & Bystrova, 2009: 163). She
added that ensuring cohesion in translated texts may be complicated since the relation
between grammar and thematic structure is of high tension requiring some changes to be

made not only for semantic purposes, but also for the sake of cohesion.

Bystrova-Mclintyre (2012) constructed a three-dimensional multi-genre corpus from
Russian into English in order to compare the use of cohesive devices and other global textual
features, such as nominalisation, lexical density, average word length, average sentence
length, passives, and prepositional phrases. The study examined these features across three
sub-corpora: human-translated texts, non-translated texts and machine-translated texts in three
genres. The latter are literary, newspaper, and scientific. By shedding light on the
characteristics of translated texts, the study contributed to studies of translation universals and

laws of translation.

Moreover, prior works of @veras (1998), Yeh (2004) and Zhao et al. (2009) examined
cohesive devices in translation and considered them as important features of translation. Zhao
et al. (2009) tried to explore the regularity in shifting cohesive devices from English into
Chinese. Through using a parallel corpus, they analysed the similarities and differences of
cohesive devices between English medical texts and their Chinese translations. The study
revealed that since English medical texts and their translations have great similarity, the
majority of cohesive devices were maintained in the Chinese translation for the purpose of

precision, clarity and logicality.

@veras (1998) investigated cohesion in translation in view of translation universals.
She examined explicitation (i.e. a rise in the level of cohesion) in translational English and

translational Norwegian, based on the English-Norwegian Parallel Corpus (ENPC). Her study
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aimed at revealing the particularity of the language of translation irrespective of the
contrastive differences existing between the two languages, and, her ultimate objective was to
go beyond mere linguistic investigation since it attempts to reach conclusions on the literary
translational norms prevailing in the target communities she had studied. Her research tested
Blum-Kulka’s (1986) explicitation hypothesis in literary translations, and postulated that
English and Norwegian TTs are more cohesive than their STs. The empirical study confirmed
Blum-Kulka’s observations, since the explicitating shifts were found in all texts more than
implicitation strategies. In this view, the obtained results confirmed the point that explicitation

is an important feature of translated texts.

Finally, Bystrova-Mclintyre (2012) criticised the above mentioned studies of cohesion
in translation, as they have their limitations. First, the use of small corpora is not adequate,
since they do not represent a broader population, and the use of manual annotation of the
selected texts is not always suitable for the purpose of analysis. However, this is not always
true; human annotation allows also for a thorough analysis of the selected texts as, in the
works of @veras (1998) and Zhao et al. (2009). Second, these studies comprised a limited
number of text-types. For instance, Zhao et al. (2009) and @veras (1998) examined cohesive
devices only in medical texts and literary texts, respectively. That is why suggesting a

developed model of cohesion in translation with a multi text-type is required.

1.2.6. Cohesion across Genre and Text-type

As far as genre and text-type are concerned, cohesion is viewed as a genre-specific
and text-type specific phenomenon. According to Bystrova-Mclintyre (2012), investigating
cohesive devices implies that their usage differs across genres and text-types. She reinforced

her view using Mahlberg’s emphasis (2006: 107) that, for example, narrative texts that “deal
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with a central character... can provide many examples of reference and chains of reference
items”, while newspaper articles are “more likely candidates to illustrate lexical relationships
where sentences share three or more lexical links” as discussed in Hoey (1991). According to
Bystrova-Mclintyre (2012), many research works examined the genre-specificity of cohesive
devices. For instance, the use of conjunctions in fiction, religious texts, journalism, and
science was the focus of Smith and Frawley’s study (1983). The results revealed that
conjunctions used in fiction and religious texts are more similar than the ones used in

journalism and science.

Moreover, Al-Jabr (1987) investigated cohesion in the organisation of three text types:
literary fictional narrative texts, newspaper editorials and scientific texts in English and
Arabic. He found out that each type makes use of cohesion depending on the texts’
readership, reading style and pedagogical purposes. While cohesion is guaranteed in fictional
narratives through reference devices, lexical repetition is used more in newspaper editorials

and scientific texts.

Furthermore, it is important to mention that cohesion can be also examined across two
different mediums: oral vs written discourse. Aaron (1998 in Bystrova-Mcintyre, 2012)
suggested that “in written language there is a limit to how much repetition can be tolerated by
readers.” That is why repetition is more frequent in oral discourse than in written discourse.
Similarly, Tanskanen (2006) examined the differences in lexical cohesion across different
genres on a spoken-written continuum (face-to-face conversations-prepared speeches-mailing
list language-academic writing). She (ibid:173) revealed that “some cohesive features can be
studied across spoken and written texts as well as across dialogues and monologues, while

others are inevitably linked with particular type(s) of discourse only.”
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Finally, as far as legal discourse is concerned, and to the best of our knowledge, the
study of cohesive devices has been scrutinised in very few studies, e.g. Stanojevi¢ Gocié
(2012), Santaemilia et al. (2013). These studies have been concerned with these devices in
English legal discourse. However, the attempt to study these devices in legal discourse across
languages have been slightly neglected; only very few research works tackled this issue
recently, e.g, Hanting’s translation of conjunctive cohesion in legal documents (2013) and
Frenbiu’s study on the functions of the cohesive mechanisms in legal texts and their relevance
in Romanian-English translation (2005). Frenbiu (ibid.), for example, focused on the
functions of the cohesive mechanisms in legal texts and their relevance in translation. He
presented a corpus-based analysis of fragments of legal cases, derived from authentic
documents in Romanian and their translations into English. In his paper, Frenbiu (ibid.)
stressed that legal translators should carefully examine all the discursive and textual features
of the ST, because sometimes they may cause serious errors. According to him, after
determining the real meaning of the document, translators adjust their translation in order to

represent properly the reasons that lay behind the English text.

To sum up, we have tried in this section to highlight the significance of cohesion, one
linguistic aspect of text unity, in both monolingual and translation frameworks. This section
has revealed how the major role of this concept in organising the linguistic elements into
unified texts became very pertinent to the study of translation. Various opinions suggested by
different researchers have been dealt with concerning this aspect; yet, the main focus was on
Halliday and Hasan’s theory of cohesion. Although this model may seem incompatible for
other languages, as it is based on English language writing, the use of their classification of
cohesive devices is appropriate, in the present thesis, since the study deals only with the texts

translated into English. Therefore, in chapter three we present a detailed overview of the
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different categories of cohesion, in English, as suggested by Halliday and Hasan (1976) and

investigate their Arabic counterparts as summarised by Al-Jabr (1987).

Conclusion

This chapter has offered an overview of literature relevant to cohesion aspects in both
monolingual contexts, the case of English, and translation contexts. It has introduced some of
the key terms that are relevant to the study of discourse analysis. A brief historical review of
the emergence of new directions in the study of discourse analysis and the examination of its
typology has been provided. It has included further insights as to the relevance of discourse
analysis to translation studies. It has also showed that translation theoreticians have been
inspired by concepts from discourse analysis in the interpretation of any piece of translated
writing or speech. In the second section, the chapter has focused on cohesion as one of the
important aspects of discourse analysis; it has described the concept of cohesion in one single
language, English, as set forth by some eminent scholars such as Halliday and Hassan (1976)
and de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981). The concept of cohesion has been further described
within the translation framework as it is examined, in this thesis, from the standpoint of
translation equivalence. The main goal of this overview has not been only to compare
between the cohesive devices used in Arabic and English but also to examine how translators

cope with the differences.
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Chapter I1: Contrastive Linguistics, Translation Studies and Corpora

Introduction

This chapter is concerned with the way in which contrastive linguistics (CL) and
translation studies (TS) relate to each other, revealing how the emergence of computerised
corpora has helped the two disciplines converge and gain more ground than ever. Before
dealing with the interconnected relationship holding between the two disciplines in details, it
IS necessary to address some basic concepts related to the field of corpus linguistics, in
general, and to the new corpus-based approach to CL and TS, in particular. The first section
of this chapter is aimed at presenting definitions of key concepts that heavily accentuate on
corpus linguistics and modern day corpora. The second section will seek to demonstrate how
this new intellectual project, corpus linguistics, has strong significance to cross-linguistic
studies. First, the different types of corpora used in the two disciplines will be introduced,
with a specific focus on parallel corpora, the source data of this study, and comparable
corpora, which are quite applicable to cross-linguistic studies. Then, a brief account of the two
disciplines, with special emphasis on more recent developments will be presented. The main
purpose is to describe the role of multilingual corpora in providing a new stimulus to these
two disciplines and bringing them closer together. This will be discussed in the light of how
the use of multilingual corpora leads to a shift of research interest, from a theoretical approach
to a practical one in both areas. The chapter is concluded by an overview of the
interconnected relationship between CL and TS. It will show how the new corpus-based
approach has proved fruitful to both disciplines, revealing a close and complementary

relationship.
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11.1 Brief Introduction to Basic Corpus Linguistics

Before taking steps to present the precise details of the corpus-based approach to CL
and TS, some topics related to general corpus studies are first dealt with. Addressing some
basic concepts related to the field of corpus linguistics provides a starting point for gathering
information about the usefulness of the corpus-based approach to cross-linguistic studies and

offers a suitable source of data for embarking upon research.

11.1.1. Principles of Corpus Linguistics

In the last three decades, the collection and scrutiny of corpora stored in computer
databases have been subject to a great concern by linguists and have been introduced as a new
intellectual project known as corpus linguistics. Henceforth, corpus linguistics commences to
tackle the study of language in use through corpora and demonstrates how quantitative
analysis can fruitfully contribute to linguistic description (Kennedy, 1998). According to
Johansson (1995), corpus linguistics is defined as the branch of linguistics that studies
language on the basis of corpora, i.e. bodies of authentic texts which have been assembled

according to clear design criteria for a particular purpose.

Though some researchers, such as Newmyer (2003) Widdowson (1991) and Prodrom
(1997) (cited in McEnery & Gabrielatos, 2006), believed that the new approach of corpus
linguistics is a matter of debate, the corpus-based approach, nevertheless, has significantly
influenced English linguistics in particular and linguistics in general. Principally, Sinclair
(1991) is considered to be the most eminent scholar to influence many succeeding researchers,
such as Leech (1991) Biber et al. (1998) Hunston (2002), in their considerable contributions
to the renovation of corpus linguistics. According to Sinclair (1991), a word in and of itself

does not carry meaning but that meaning is often made through several words in a sequence;
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and this is the building block of corpus linguistics. It is worth noting that it has been referred
to as the renovation of corpus linguistics instead of innovation because “corpus linguistics did
not begin with the development of computers but there is no doubt that computers have given
corpus linguistics a huge boost by reducing much drudgery or text-based linguistics and vastly

increasing the size of the databases used for analysis” (Kennedy, 1998:2).

11.1.2. Corpus-based Approach

The corpus-based approach indicates that corpus analysis can tackle new types of
research questions and reveal new information about language use that have not been brought
to light using traditional approaches. It deals with large amounts of language and monitors
many contextual factors at the same time, and, thus, facilitates a range of new investigations
of language use (Biber et al., 1998). Moreover, the corpus-based study makes use of corpus
data in order to enquire into language theories or hypotheses, so as to authenticate, disprove or
enhance them (McEnery & Hardie, 2012). Corpus linguistics as a method reinforces this

approach (as to be seen later).

11.1.3. Corpus Linguistics or Computer Corpus Linguistics

As a matter of fact, many of the advantages of the corpus-based approach emanate
from the use of computers; that is why, in Leech’s words (1992: 106), the term corpus
linguistics is a synonym of computer corpus linguistics. According to Leech (ibid.), the use of
computers “gives us the ability to comprehend, and to account for, the content of ....corpora

in a way which was not dreamed of... in the pre-computational era of corpus linguistics.”

In this sense, the use of computers has become a fundamental property of modern

corpus linguistics, in that it has assisted in the identification of tangled patterns of language
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use, has helped in the storage of larger databases of natural language, in addition to providing
researchers with consistent and reliable analyses. More particularly, the development of the
software programmes used to access and analyse the corpus data automatically or semi-
automatically has facilitated the collection and storage of large amounts of data and allowed

for the checking of the reliability of the statistical results (McEnery & Gabrielatos, 2006).

It is apparent, then, that the merit of computer corpus linguistics reveals itself in its
appropriateness for carrying out quantitative analyses (e.g. frequency counts, concordance
tools and phraseology) in order to treat the data under investigation. That is to say, the use of
corpora which covers the analysis of linguistic features has been considered to belong to the

area of quantitative analysis.

One type of processing data is the absolute and proportional frequency of linguistic
items, which appear prominently in most corpus studies. The frequency of occurrence is an
aspect of language that has a major role to play in many linguistic applications which involve
knowledge of what is possible to occur in language. McEnery and Wilson (1996: 12, in
Granger, 2002) stressed that even though corpora are considered as one source of evidence
among many, such as introspection and elicitation, it is commonly agreed today that they are
“the only reliable source of evidence for such features as frequency”. Another type of
processing data is concordance, the most commonly used format is known as KWIC (key
word in context), revealing the immediate contexts in which all the occurrences of a specific

search term are displayed in the corpus in an easy-to read format.

As Granger (2002) acknowledged, this quantitative approach brings useful insights to
the study of language. By way of illustration, Biber’s work (1988, in Granger, 2002)

demonstrated how the use of corpus-based methods in the study of language variation can
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reveal the distinctive patterns of distribution of each variety. Biber (1988, in Granger, 2002)
undertook quantitative comparisons of a vast array of linguistic features in corpora
representing different varieties of language, and revealed how different features come

together in distinct distributional patterns, generating different text types.

Nevertheless, the qualitative approach cannot be discarded by corpus linguists. The
combination of both methods offers reasonable explanations for the linguistic phenomenon
under observation. While quantitative analysis “enables one to separate the wheat from the
chaff: it enables one to discover which phenomena are likely to be genuine reflections of the
behaviour of a language or variety and which are merely chance occurrences” (McEnery &
Wilson, 1996: 76). Qualitative analysis “enables very fine distinction to be drawn since it is
not necessary to shoehorn the data in a finite number of classifications” (ibid.). Therefore, as
Mair (1991, in McEnery & Gabrielatos, 2006) stressed, it can be said that corpus linguistics
does not trivialise the qualitative analysis of data, it does; however, concentrate on

quantitative analyses.

Additionally, it is worth pointing out that corpus utilities have not only reinforced
descriptive linguistics, but have also boosted theoretically-oriented linguistic research. This
involvement has been perceived essentially in English linguistics, particularly in English
language corpora, such as the Brown Corpus (Francis & Kucera, 1961), the first computer-
based corpus, which covered about one-million words in size and comprised samples of
written American English. Subsequently, in recent times, the prompt progress of the software
tools and the storage process of updated computers have facilitated the emergence of multi-
million word corpora, such as the British National Corpus (BNC), which runs to 100 million
words, and has simplified the compilation of written and spoken English corpora, specifically

Sinclair’s Birmingham Collection of English Text and the Longman-Lancaster English
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Language Corpus (McEnery & Gabrielatos, 2006). Sinclair (1991) maintained that building
corpora of hundreds of millions of words becomes the norm nowadays. He (ibid: 1) stated:
Thirty years ago when this research started it was considered impossible to
process texts of several million words in length. Twenty years ago it was
considered marginally possible but lunatic. Ten years ago it was considered
quite possible but still lunatic. Today, it is very popular.
Therefore, it might be said that corpora are notable resources in modern linguistics;
thanks to the tools and techniques used to classify, count and display the large amounts of
data they cover, the use of corpus-based studies becomes of much importance. It is obvious,

then, that the availability of the software packages and the design of multi-million word

corpora are becoming the building blocks of corpus linguistics.

11.1.4. Nature of Corpus Linguistics: Method or Theory?

Whether corpus linguistics is a method or a theory is highly debatable. As indicated
above, since corpus linguistics maximises the quantitative analysis of data (i.e. it makes a
better use of computer tools to classify, count and display the large amounts and diversity of
language data they cover), it is, therefore, considered as a method of implementing linguistic
analyses. And since it examines many topics of linguistics and provides vital and even
unpredictable insights about language, it has become one of the most common methods of
linguistic investigation in recent years. For Stubbs (1996: 232, in Granger, 2002), “the
heuristic power of corpus methods is no longer in doubt”. Corpus linguistics has a greater
involvement in the discovery of new facts which “have led to far-reaching new hypotheses
about language, for example about the co-selection of lexis and syntax” (ibid.). Similar to this
viewpoint, most corpus linguists, to name but a few (Biber et al., 1998 and Kennedy, 1998),
viewed corpus linguistics as a methodology, but not a linguistic theory; it is all a matter of

doing linguistics.
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According to Granger (2002: 4):

Corpus linguistics can best be defined as a linguistic methodology which is
founded on the use of electronic collections of naturally occurring texts, viz.
corpora. It is neither a new branch of linguistics nor a new theory of language,
but the very nature of the evidence it uses makes it a particularly powerful
methodology, one which has the potential to change perspectives on language.

In a similar vein, Biber et al. (1998:4) maintained that when analysing language using
corpora there is a method to employ; they proposed the corpus approach which encompasses

four main characteristics:

=

It is empirical, analysing the actual patterns of language use in natural texts.
2. It utilizes a large and principled collection of natural texts, known as a “corpus”, as the
basis for analysis.
3. It makes extensive use of computers for analysis, using both automatic and interactive
techniques.
4. It depends on both quantitative and qualitative analytical techniques.

However, it would be misleading to advocate that corpus linguistics is free from any
theoretical considerations. As Meyer (2002:2) pointed out:

It is wrong to assume that the analysis of corpora has nothing to contribute to

linguistic theory: corpora can be invaluable resources for testing out hypotheses

based on more functionally based theories of grammar, i.e. theories of language

more interested in exploring language as a tool of communication.

He (ibid.) conducted a functional analysis of coordination ellipsis on various genres
of the Brown Corpus and the International Corpus of English, and argued that the variety of
text types in modern corpora makes such investigations promising. Hence, the emphasis on
the method of research and the type of corpus is influenced by the theoretical orientation of

the researchers, and a good instance is Kennedy’s (1998: 8) view that corpus linguistics tends

“sometimes to focus on lexis and lexical grammar rather than pure syntax.”

Tognini-Bonelli (2001, in McEnery & Hardie, 2012), also, distinguished between the

terms corpus-based linguistics and corpus-driven linguistics to explain that the former refers
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to what is described as corpus-linguistics as-method, and the latter refers to the neo-Firthian
corpus-linguistics-as-theory position. According to her (2001:1), corpus linguistics concerns
itself with a “theoretical status”, in the sense that interpretations of language facts give rise to
the construction of hypotheses and generalisations that are subsequently fused into a
theoretical observation; corpora are not only used to test existing theories, especially those
formulated on the basis of intuitions. Similarly, Teubert (2005: 2) focused on the theoretical
conceptualisation and described corpus linguistics as a “theoretical approach to the study of

language.”

It is worth pointing out that corpus linguistics has various definitions offered by many
scholars; yet, no exact definition is available; while some definitions have been addressed,
some others have been rejected. In addition to being a method or a theory, corpus linguistics
is a paradigm, a discipline or a combination of all of these (Taylor, 2008). To explain, because
corpus linguistics is based on the combination of data, description, theory and methodology, it
was argued that corpus linguistics is more than just a methodology. Laviosa-Braithwaite
(1996b:14ff. in Kruger, 2004) argued that it should be characterised as an independent
discipline within general linguistics. Hence, the interconnected relationship holding between
these four elements is “expressed in terms of a continual process involving corpus creation,
discovery, hypothesis formation, testing and evaluation.” Moreover, some scholars, such as
Leech (1992), considered it to be a research paradigm, i.e. doing research involves
fundamental assumptions as to what the object of study is and how it should be examined. He
stated that “computer corpus linguistics defines not just a newly emerging methodology for
studying language, but a new research enterprise, and in fact a new philosophical approach

to the subject” (Leech, 1992: 106, emphasis added).
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It is noteworthy that the approach that will be taken in this study is that of corpus
linguistics as a research methodology, which has the potential to contrast cohesive devices in

Arabic and English texts, and to examine its implications to cross-linguistic studies.

11.1.5.The Conception of Corpus

It is important to cast some light in this chapter on the definition of a corpus before

embarking into the interrelationship between CL and TS using the corpus-based approach.

11.1.5.1. Defining a Corpus

The word corpus is a Latin word that signifies body referring to merely a collection of
authentic texts usually amassed by a specific author. However, within the field of corpus
linguistics, the word corpus means essentially a large collection of naturally occurring
examples of language (spoken or written) stored electronically and complied for a specific
purpose. According to many scholars in the field of corpus linguistics, such as Sinclair (1991),
Kennedy (1998) and Hunston (2002), as well as many others, a corpus is a collection of
authentic language, which has been assembled according to clear design criteria for a

particular purpose.

Hunston (2002: 2), for example, stated that a corpus is defined in terms of both its
form and its purpose. It is used “to describe a collection of naturally occurring examples of
language, consisting of anything from a few sentences to a set of written texts or tape
recordings, which have been collected for a linguistic study.” This denotes that the size of the
corpus varies from a few sentences to large extracts of texts; it can be of two media, written or

spoken collected for one main purpose which is a linguistic study.
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Moreover, the word corpus is commonly used in a narrower sense today to refer to
systematic text collections that have been computerised. That is to say, it is reserved for a
large collection of texts that are stored electronically and processed by computers for some
linguistic purposes. Hunston (2002: 2) put it as follows:

More recently, the word [corpus] has been reserved for collections of texts (or

parts of texts) that are stored and accessed electronically. Because computers can

hold and process large amounts of information, electronic corpora are usually

larger than the small, paper-based collections previously used to study aspects of

language.

For Sinclair (2005:16), a corpus in a general way can be defined as “a collection of
pieces of language text in electronic form, selected according to external criteria to represent,
as far as possible, a language or language variety as a source of data for linguistic research.”
Collecting texts according to specific external criteria means that the structure and contents of

the corpus should adhere to sampling criteria, i.e. criteria on the basis of which the texts

included are chosen, several text types and varieties, etc. (as to be seen later).

Equally, according to Graner (2004: 226), “corpus, in modern linguistics, refers to
large collections of texts which represent a sample of a particular variety or use of language(s)
that are usually stored as an electronic database and are presented in machine readable form.”
The fact that corpora are collections of natural language held electronically, i.e. in a machine
readable form, means that the corpus data are capable to be analysed automatically or semi-
automatically, rather than manually (Baker, 1995). Interestingly, machine readable varieties
have many advantages over other forms of storage. McEnery and Wilson (1994) stressed that
they are explored and operated in ways which are not possible with the other formats, and

they can be quickly and easily improved with additional information.
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However, it should be noted that the word corpus refers to the collections of texts held
on computers and processed for particular linguistic purposes, but not for simply
accumulating texts. This is the difference between a corpus and other types of corpora such as
World Wide Web texts or database (as to be seen in what follows). Kennedy (1998) argued
that defining corpus as a collection of texts stored electronically is highly contentious because
there are numerous kinds of corpora. He disagreed that accumulating corpora with linguistic
analysis in mind is a must, but maintained that corpus design is still “systematic, planned and
structured”. He pointed out:

Some dictionary definitions suggest that corpora necessarily consist of structured

collections of text specifically compiled for linguistics analysis, that they are

large or that they attempt to be representative of a language as a whole. This is

not necessarily so. Not all corpora which can be used for linguistic (analysis)

research were originally compiled for that purpose. Historically it is not even

the case that corpora are necessarily stored electronically so they can be machine

reliable, although this is nowadays the norm (Kennedy, 1998: 3, emphasis

added).

11.1.5.2. Criteria for Defining a Corpus

In all the above definitions, there is a concentration on one point that corpora aim at
providing real and authentic language examples which may constitute a more reliable
resource for analysing linguistic phenomena. So, in order to compile any corpus, the
collection of texts must be made following some criteria. Common design criteria crucially
depend on the idea that corpora should comprise authentic data produced in natural
communicative settings, should be collected according to explicit design criteria, and should
be representative of a particular language or genre, and, finally, should be designed for a
specific linguistic purpose (Flowerdew, 2012). As an instance, McEnery and Wilson (1996)

scrutinised four essential characteristics that virtually all modern corpora must have. They are
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described as: sampling and representativeness, finite size, machine-readable form, and

standard reference.

In what follows, some of the most common features that virtually all researchers

agreed upon are discussed.

11.1.5.2.1. Representativeness

With the advance brought by computers and the use of sampling techniques in
addition to the abundant accessibility of texts, corpus compilation has received great
importance and high attention in the last decades. Sinclair (2005) stressed that the design of
corpora needs to meet two specific and important criteria. He (ibid. 8) suggested that “the
corpus builder should retain, as target notions, representativeness and balance. While these are
not precisely definable and attainable goals, they must be used to guide the design of a corpus
and the selection of its components.” Similarly, McEnery and Wilson (2009) maintained that
in order to compile a particular corpus and offer a precise picture of the population under
investigation, researchers must assure that corpora should represent, to a feasible extent, the

variety or genre of language.

Representativeness refers to the extent to which a sample comprises the huge array of
variability in a population. That is to say, a representative corpus is a sample of language use
from a particular population which enables results to be generalised to a specific variety or
genre of language. As put forward by McEnery and Hardie (2012: 250), a representative
corpus is “one sampled in such a way that it contains all the types of text, in the correct
proportions, that are needed to make the contents of the corpus an accurate reflection of the

whole of the language or variety that it samples.” As an instance, the structure of corpora
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such as the Brown Corpus and the Lancaster-Oslo/Bergen Corpus (LOB) aimed principally at

representing written American and British English respectively.

Equally, in his definition of representativeness, Biber (1993) tried to suggest a set of
rules for making sure that representativeness is part of corpus design, and further explained
that creating empirically determined representative corpora must be realised by measuring
internal variation within a corpus, “i.e. a corpus is representative if it fully captures the

variability of a language” (McEnery & Hardie, 2012:10).

Biber (1993) and Sinclair (2005) proposed seven important steps towards achieving as

representative a corpus as possible. As a sampler, you should:

a. decide on the structural criteria that you will use to build the corpus, and apply then to
create a framework for the principal corpus components;

b. for each component draw up a comprehensive inventory of text types that are found
there, using external criteria only;

C. put the text types in a priority order, taking into account all the factors that you think
might increase or decrease the importance of a text type — the kind of factors
discussed above;

d. estimate a target size for each text type, relating together (i) the overall target size for
the component (ii) the number of text types (iii) the importance of each (iv) the
practicality of gathering quantities of it;

e. as the corpus takes shape, maintain comparison between the actual dimensions of the
material and the original plan;

f. (most important of all) document these steps so that users can have a reference point if
they get unexpected results, and that improvements can be made on the basis of
experience (Sinclair, 2005: 8).

11.1.5.2.2. Balance

The second most important feature of corpus design is balance. A balanced corpus
includes a variety of text categories and is usually grounded on proportional sampling and text
typology. According to McEnery and Hardie (2012: 239), “A corpus is said to be balanced if
the relative sizes of each of its subsections have been chosen with the aim of adequately

representing the range of language that exists in the population of texts being sampled.”
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Nevertheless, not all available corpora are balanced. For example, The British National
Corpus (BNC) was heavily weighted in favour of written texts; only 10% of the 100 million
words were of spoken data representing the total picture of contemporary British English.
Whereas, the smaller (ICE), International Corpus of English, is one of the few corpora with
the balance weighted in favour of spoken texts, 60% were of spoken texts and 40% of written

texts (Kennedy, 1998).

11.1.5.2.3. Machine-readable Form

Another distinguishing feature is the machine-readability of corpora. It is concurred
that virtually all modern-day corpora must be machine readable. This form means that the
corpus is hold in plain ASCII or Unicode text files that can be inserted, operated, and treated
electronically. It is the machine processing that makes corpus analysis feasible and thanks to
the reliability of computers that the analysis of corpora became more accurate (Gries, 2009).
In other words, the machine processing simplifies the corpus analysis because it opens the
way to the quick and easy investigation and manipulation of data, and also allows for further
improvement by adding extra information. Basic mark-up way may include part-of-speech
tagging or lemmatization in order to achieve different goals. For example, according to
McEnery and Wilson (1996), some corpora are compiled with sophisticated retrieval software
that assists in checking precisely the defined syntactic and/or lexical patterns. Moreover,
being machine readable involves that corpora must be properly annotated; this means that the
corpus is stored, also, in text files with XML annotation, which is analytic information about
the language (Gries, 2009). According to Hall (2012), the use of annotation varies according
to the researchers’ goals and tools. Practically, all commercial corpora are annotated, whereas

the corpora used for individual purposes are not annotated at all.
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11.1.5.2.4. Standard Reference

A corpus is said to comprise a standard reference for the language variety that it
represents when it is used as a model of comparison with specialised corpora or when it is
used to produce reference materials for language learning or translation (Hunston, 2002). This
implies that it will be of a wide ranging availability to other researchers. For example, the
International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE) has been used as the basis of over 400
publications (Learner Corpus Bibliography, 2009 in Hunston, 2002). Hall (2012) affirmed
that because this one corpus had become the de facto standard, follow up studies could easily

be compared with earlier studies.

11.1.5.2.5. Size of the Corpus

The last relevant and important factor to the definition of corpora is their size. It is not
in any way related to the above-mentioned parameters. In fact, the size of the corpus varies
according to the researchers’ aims and objectives; it may range from hundreds of words to
many millions of words. In general, large-scale and general-purpose corpora are composed
of 100 million to 500 million words, whereas more specialised and genre-related corpora may
range from 50,000 to 250,000 words. For example, the corpus of general written American
English, the Brown Corpus, contains a million words, whereas, a limited number of words
may constitute some specialised corpora; Stubbs (1996), for example, collected and
investigated a corpus of the 880 words in two letters from Lord Baden-Powell, the founder of

the Boy Scouts (Hall, 2012).

In general, all researchers agreed that the larger the corpus the easier it is to include a
variety of genres, registers or text types. Sinclair (1991) stressed that corpora should be large

and should contain many millions of words in order to represent adequately the language used
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and to consider sufficiently the specific multiple occurrences of the items under investigation.
He (1991: 171) pointed out:

In modern computational linguistics, a corpus typically contains many millions

of words: this is because it is recognized that the creativity of natural language

leads to such immense variety of expression that it is difficult to isolate the

recurrent patterns that are the clues to the lexical structure of the language.

He (ibid.) underlined that corpora should be considered as a collection of millions of
words, presumably because his research main objective was the collection of general-purpose
dictionaries and grammars, which necessitated the scrutiny of millions of words, in order to
reach an ample description of the system as much as possible. In a similar vein, Sampson

(2001: 6, in Flowerdew, 2012) focused on the necessity of a “sizeable sample of real-life

usage” to guarantee an ample proof for formulating or testing hypotheses about the language.

However, Biber (1990 in Flowerdew, 2012) criticised the rule bigger is better, in that
the size of a corpus is significantly dependent on the object of the study and the phenomenon
under investigation. That is to say, smaller corpora can be also used to inquire into common
features of languages, such as grammatical units. Flowerdew (2012:5) pointed out that for
such aims, smaller corpora are perfectly suitable. She wrote:

Smallish samples of a few thousand words can yield useful insights into the

linguistic realization of strategic competence for maintaining interpersonal

relations. There is thus a case to be made for using more qualitative data for
examining very specific sub- purposes concerning socio- pragmatic behaviour,
which could easily be overlooked in larger- scale quantitative analysis.

Therefore, it can be said that there is no basic prerequisite for a definite size in corpora.

The corpus size is contingent on its specific purpose, and since there is a great diversity of

purposes, different sizes will essentially be found.
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To put it in a nutshell, from the above discussion a short definition of modern-day
corpora can be suggested: Corpora refer to machine-readable collections of naturally
occurring data (spoken or written) which are amassed from different sources on a variety of
topics for a specific purpose and according to explicit design criteria, with the intention to be

representative of a specific linguistic variety or genre and to be analysed linguistically.

11.1.5.3. What a Corpus is not

As mentioned earlier, corpora differ from other large collections of machine-readable
texts. For the sake of terminological clarity, it is important to sharply differentiate between
examples of language texts that are confused with corpora, mainly World Wide Web and

Database.

11.1.5.3.1. Corpus vs Web

Although most corpora, as a general rule, are of substantial dimensions they are still
definite and well-defined. However, the indefinite and the huge collection of ever-growing
data used for the study of language obtainable from the Internet may also act as “a type of
corpus [but] for quick and dirty work™ (Hall, 2012:41). As an instance, Hall and Lee (2006 in
Hall, 2012) displayed the easy methods of the non-native teachers of English to draw upon
commercial search engines, such as Google, to examine the language structures, lexical

distributions, and syntactic differences in World Englishes.

Nonetheless, many researchers, e.g. Sinclair (2005), Hall (2012), McEnery and Hardie
(2012) do cast doubt on the argument that World Wide Web is considered as a type of corpus
for a number of reasons. Sinclair (2005) keenly questioned this point and summarised the

reasons as follows:
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The World Wide Web is not a corpus, because its dimensions are unknown and

constantly changing, and because it has not been designed from a linguistic

perspective. At present it is quite mysterious because the search engines,
through which the retrieval programs operate, are all different; none of them

are comprehensive, and it is not at all clear what population is being sampled.

(Sinclair, 2005:17, emphasis added)

Moreover, the data obtained from the web are considered as an undifferentiated mass
that entails a lot of processing to sort into meaningful groups of texts, this is mainly because
the content of the web is not divided by genre. Furthermore, because the web is continuously
changing, it is not possible to replicate studies based on the web done few years ago, and this

is a major disadvantage to the web as corpus-based study (McEnery & Hardie, 2012).

However, in spite of these uncertainties, Kilgariff and Grefenstette (2003: 334, in
Flowerdew, 2012) contended that the Web is seen a corpus only if “[it] is a collection of texts
when considered as an object of language or literary study.” They maintained that corpus
linguists should ask the question “Is corpus x good for task y?” instead of “What is a corpus?”
Therefore, they grappled with the problem of absence of representativeness in World Wide
Web texts, revealing that this criterion is not clearly evident in the collection of large-scale

general corpora either.

It is worth mentioning also that irrespective of the criticism levelled against the web,
some of the merits of using the Web as a corpus have been put forward. In addition to using
commercial search engines such as Google, interfaces have been specifically designed to
support the use of Web, permitting users to present more sophisticated inquiries. Such search

engines include WebCorp (Renouf et al. 2007, in Flowerdew, 2012).
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11.1.5.3.2. Corpus vs Database

Numerous corpus linguists like Leech (1991) and Hunston (2002) pointed out that
corpora differ from databases, in that they are designed according to clear design criteria for a
particular purpose. However, a database or text archive, is a large unstructured collection of
texts, often amassed according to easily accessible data rather than on the basis of systematic
sampling techniques. According to Sinclair (2005, 17), “an archive is not a corpus. Here the
main difference is the reason for gathering the texts, which leads to quite different priorities in
the gathering of information about the individual texts.” In a similar vein, Leech (1991:11)
suggested that “the difference between an archive and a corpus must be that the latter is
designed or required for a particular “representative” function.” It is, nevertheless, not always
easy to see unequivocally what a corpus is representing in terms of language variety

(Kennedy, 1998).

11.1.5.3.3. Corpus vs Other Text Collections

In addition to the web and databases, other types of text collections, as suggested by
Sinclair (2005), include a collection of citations, and a collection of quotations. These types of
texts are rejected from corpus compilation because of a number of reasons. For example, the
collection of citations is not a corpus because it is a short collection from a text, selected
according to internal criteria and decided by human beings and not machines. Likewise, the
collection of quotations, which lacks the textual continuity and anonymity that characterise

the data retrieved from a corpus, sets it apart from a corpus.

80



11.1.6. Applications of Corpus Linguistics

As Hunston (2002) explained, the application of corpus linguistics has strong
significance to a wide range of linguistic enquiries such as for language teaching, translation,
lexicography, critical linguistics, literary studies, forensic linguistics, etc. For the purpose of
this research, the two fully-fledged disciplines of CL and TS, which are taking great
advantage of the merits of corpus linguistics, will be discussed in the second section of this

chapter.

11.1.7. Types of Corpora

Corpora are always designed for a specific use, and their types depend heavily on their
purposes. They are categorised according to various criteria such as the content, the form of
the corpus, and the number of languages incorporated. Some commonly used corpus types
include: general, specialised, parallel, comparable, learner, pedagogic, monitor and historical
corpora. Based on Hunston (2002), McEnery et al. (2006) and Bennett’s typologies of corpora

(2010), the following types are briefly demonstrated.

11.1.7.1. General Corpora

A general corpus is a corpus of many texts’ types; it may contain written or spoken
data or both. It is usually very large, comprising many millions of words, and covering a
variety of languages in order to generalise from it some conclusions. Though it is implausible
to represent all possible language, it includes a wide range of texts that help users get the

complete picture of language.

Occasionally, a general corpus is called a reference corpus when it is used as a model

of comparison with specialised corpora and when it is used to produce reference materials for
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language learning or translation (Hunston, 2002). The British National Corpus (BNC) is an
example of renowned general corpora; it consists of written texts derived from different
sources such as newspapers, magazine articles, and works of fiction, as well as writing for
scholarly journals, government proceedings and business meetings. The generality of this
corpus makes it a useful source for research purposes in different fields such as linguistics,

lexicography, artificial intelligence and literary studies.

11.1.7.2. Specialised Corpora

Specialised Corpora are corpora of texts of a specific type. They can be large or small
and often designed to represent and investigate the language of this type. The collection of
texts may represent particular text types, genres or topics such as newspaper editorials,
academic articles, lectures, casual conversations, essays written by students, etc. Specialised
corpora for specific purposes are amassed by researchers in order to describe the type of
language under investigation. Examples of specialised corpora include The Michigan Corpus
of Academic Spoken English (MICOSE), which contains only spoken language in a
university setting. Other domain specific corpora include, for example, the Hong Kong
University of Science and Technology Computer Science Corpus (HKUST), which contains
one million words of written English from undergraduate textbooks in computer science. It is
important to note that specialised corpora can be extracted from general corpora. Because of
the variability of domains and genres, specialised corpora offer useful resources for studies in

the relevant domain and genres (McEnery et al., 2006).

11.1.7.3. Learner Corpora

A learner corpus is a kind of specialised corpora that is applicable to the classroom

settings. The data collected are the L2 writing or speech of learners acquiring a second
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language. This type of corpora allows researchers to determine “in what respects learners
differ from each other and from the native speakers, for which a comparable corpus of native-
speaker texts is required” (Hunston, 2002:15). The International Corpus of Learner English
(ICLE) (Granger, 2003) is the best known learner corpus; it contains approximately three
million words of essays written by English language learners from 14 different language
backgrounds (French, Swedish, and German, etc.). There are other learner corpora which are
more specialised. For example, the Standard Speaking Test Corpus (SST) contains oral

interview tests of Japanese learners (McEnery et al., 2006).

11.1.7.4. Pedagogic Corpora

Pedagogic corpora consist of all the language encountered in classroom settings. They
include academic textbooks, transcripts of classroom interactions, written text or spoken
transcripts that learners have used or heard in an educational setting. They are used for a wide
range of purposes such as to guarantee that students are learning useful language, to increase
the students’ learning awareness towards all instances of language in different contexts and to

study the teacher-student dynamics (Bennet, 2010).

11.1.7.5. Monitor Corpora

A monitor corpus is a corpus where texts can be added or removed. It is designed to
track existing changes and identify new words in a language. It is rapidly increasing in size
because it increases annually, monthly or even daily. But, the quantity of text types in the
corpus is constant, so that each year (or month or day) it is directly comparable with every
other corpus (Hunston, 2002). Danielsson (2003:6) explained that “the term monitor corpus
was first introduced by Sinclair (1987) in reference to a dynamic, as opposed to static corpus,

in which one may study the changing nature of language.”
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11.1.7.6. Historical or Diachronic Corpora

They are corpora of texts from different periods of time. They are used to find the
development of features of a language over a period of time. The Helsinki Corpus is the well-
known historical corpus of English; it consists of texts from the period between 700 and 1700

and contains 1.5 million words.

11.1.7.7. Comparable Corpora

They consist of two or more corpora in different languages or varieties of a language.
The collections of texts are compiled following the same type of criteria. For example, they
contain the same proportions of newspaper texts, novels, casual conversation, etc. While
comparable corpora of varieties of the same language can be used to compare those varieties,
comparable corpora of various languages can be used “by translators and by learners to

identify differences and equivalences in each language’ (Hunston, 2002:15).

11.1.7.8. Parallel Corpora

A parallel corpus consists of texts in one language and their translations into another
language and which are typically aligned at the sentence or word level such as when a novel
in language A is translated into Language B. There are also other texts that are produced
concurrently in two or more languages. For example, the EU regulations is a good foundation
for parallel corpora. The regulations released in all the official languages of the EU can be
used by translators and learners to examine the similarities and differences between languages.
Parallel corpora can be unidirectional (i.e. the translation from one language into another
Language), or bidirectional (i.e. into both directions: L1 into L2 and L2 into L1), or

multidirectional (i.e. when more than two languages are involved) (Hunston, 2002).
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Finally, what can be deduced is that the types of corpora depend heavily on the criteria
of their design and purpose (i.e. they are contingent on the research questions that users want
to investigate), and the wide availability of different types of corpora as linguistic resources is
due to the possible combination of the parameters differentiating corpus types. That is why,
in addition to the ready-made and available corpora, other self-made corpora can be

constructed in order to address the researchers’ inquiries.

In this section, some of the key concepts, which are particularly applicable to corpus
linguistics, have been briefly outlined; and hence, the necessary information about the
usefulness of the corpus-based approach to general linguistic enquiry will prove to offer a
suitable source of data for cross-linguistic studies. In view of this, and bearing in mind the
aim of the present study (i.e. to discuss the differences and similarities between Arabic and
English cohesive devices and examine their effect on translation), building our own
unidirectional parallel corpus would meet this objective. Accordingly, in order to better
structure this study, the subsequent section will review the two converging disciplines, CL
and TS, together with a detailed account of the role of corpus-based approach in bringing
them closer together. The main purpose is to bring to light the significance of the use of
translation in cross-linguistic relationships, as it seems to be a combining element between the
two disciplines, as well as, revealing how CL needs to inform translation research and vice

versa.

11.2. The Corpus-based Approach to Contrastive Linguistics and Translation Studies

As previously seen, by drawing on the assets of corpus linguistics, new approaches to
the study of language in use emerged and the renovation of a number of linguistic disciplines

was not an exception. Consequently, the linguistic disciplines that focus on the relationship
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between two or more languages (i.e. CL and TS) have also known an unprecedented
development in linguistic analysis thanks to the use of computerised language corpora.
However, before examining the corpus-based approach to CL and TS, it is necessary to shed

some light on the types of corpora used in these two disciplines.

11.2.1. Corpora in Cross-linguistic Research

As the application of corpus linguistics has strong significance to a wide variety of
disciplines, it is of no exception to cross-linguistic studies, i.e. CL and TS. The appropriate
types applied for each discipline include, multilingual, parallel and comparable corpora.
Unfortunately, bearing in mind the novelty of this research study, it is obvious that no clear-
cut terminology of corpus types is available; they are nonetheless interrelated and sometimes
leading to considerable uncertainty. For this reason, it is more convenient to organise the
typology of corpora in view of the researchers’ objectives; i.e., to specify which type of
corpus is appropriate for which study. In this view, as Granger (2003) suggested, two main

categorisations can be distinguished, one for CL and the other for TS.

First, from the contrastive perspective, contrastive linguists distinguish between two
main types of corpora involving more than one language, they are parallel corpora and

comparable corpora, in addition to the combination of the two (Granger, 2003).

A. Parallel corpora contain source texts plus their translations into one or other
languages. e.g. Canadian Hansard (Brown et al., 1991), CRATER (McEnery & Oakes,
1995).

B. Comparable corpora (are usually multilingual) consist of original texts in two or more
languages designed using the same sampling frame such as genre, time of publication
etc. e.g. The Aarhus corpus of contract law (Faber & Lauridsen, 1991).

C. The combination of parallel and comparable corpora, e.g. the English-Norwegian
Parallel Corpus (ENPC) (Johansson & Hofland, 1994).
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On the other hand, from the perspective of translation, translation researchers use
many terms to distinguish between the different types of corpora. Various attempts include
many studies like Baker (1995), Laviosa (1997, 2002), Zanettin (2000, 2011) and Fernandes
(2006). Baker (1995: 230), for example, suggested three main types of corpora, “in
anticipation of the surge of activity” in translation research and pedagogy; they are:

i.  Parallel corpora — “consist of original, source language-texts in language A and their

translated versions in language B” (ibid: 230);

ii.  Multilingual corpora — “refer to sets of two or more monolingual corpora in different
languages, built up either in the same or different institutions on the basis of similar
design criteria” (ibid: 232);

iii.  Comparable corpora — (are usually monolingual) “consist of two separate collections
of texts in the same language: one corpus consists of original texts in the language in
question and the other consists of translations in that language from a given source
language or languages” (ibid: 234).

Nevertheless, Baker’s threefold classification received some criticism by some
researchers, e.g. Fernandes (2006). The main reason is that the field of Corpus Translation
Studies (CTS) is in constant development, and, therefore, further improvements must be
fulfilled in order to describe precisely all types of corpora, which have recently emerged in
the field. Fernandes (ibid: 91) proposed a more flexible way of categorising the different types
of corpora in the descriptive and applied branches of this field. He reorganised the taxonomy
under only two main categories: parallel and comparable. The rejection of multilingual
corpora is due to the fact that the term multilingual does not carry any contrastive feature that
differentiates it from parallel and comparable corpora. He supported his classification with
the arguments brought by Teubert (1996) and Kenny (2001) who emphasised that the term
multilingual comparable corpus has often been used in substitution of multilingual corpora.

Similarly, for Olohan (2004), the focus is only on parallel and comparable corpora, and this

may imply a change of perspective on the way the types of corpora are classified.
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To explain, given that researchers are dealing with translations means that the corpora
used involve more than one language. Corpora consisting of at least three languages are
referred to as multilingual corpora or multi-source-language corpora, while those containing
two languages are usually referred to as bilingual corpora. To state some research works
dealing with this phenomenon: the English-Norwegian Parallel Corpus (ENPC), (Johansson
and Hofland, 1994) and the Translation English Corpus (TEC), (Baker, 1995). Thus, it can be
said that, the term multilingual does not reflect any contrastive feature that differentiates it
from the other two types of corpora. The term, however, obtains a contrastive feature only
when compared to other corpora in terms of language number, i.e. the corpora used must
involve more than one language. In this sense, for Fernandes (2006), what Baker (1995)
referred to as a multilingual corpus could be categorised according to this new viewpoint as a
linguistic multilingual comparable corpus. He (ibid: 92) explained:

Linguistic because corpora of this kind are not primarily concerned with the
study of translation, multilingual because of the number of languages involved
and comparable due to the fact that the texts comprising this kind of corpus are
assembled on the basis of textual resemblance (emphasis added).

In this section, the types of parallel and comparable corpora, which are very pertinent

to CL investigations and TS, will be introduced.

11.2.1.1. Parallel Corpora

Parallel corpora are multilingual corpora which exhibit some kind of parallelism. They
can be bilingual or multilingual consisting of texts in one language and translations of those
same texts in another language. For this type of corpora, the following terms at least are found
in the literature: A parallel corpus in McEnery et al. (2006) and in Baker (1993, 1995); a
translation corpus in Granger (1996) and Johansson (1998), and a translational corpus in

Lauridsen (1996).
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According to Teubert (1996: 245), there are many possibilities for parallel corpora,

among which are:

A parallel corpus containing only texts originally written in language A and their
translations into languages B (and C...).

A parallel corpus containing an equal amount of texts originally written in languages
A and B and their respective translations.

A parallel corpus containing only translations of texts into the languages A, B and C,
whereas the texts were originally written in language Z.

For Ebeling (1998: 3), parallel corpora suggest

that the two subcorpora represent different languages or dialects with the same
amount of data drawn from comparable sources; or

that they express the same content in different languages or dialects; or

that the same effect is aimed at using different languages or dialects (or even styles);
or

that one subcorpus consists of original text, the other of translated text in the same
language.

For the purpose of this research, the focus will be on the first type of Teubert’s (1996)

classification and the second of Ebeling’s (1998) one, since it is most suitable for the study of

what seems to be equivalent structures in the two languages. It is, in fact, the most common

version, where only two languages are involved; one sub-corpus consists of original texts,

while the other of translated texts in a different language.

111.2.1.1.1. Existing Parallel Corpora

Some of the existing parallel corpora have been reported by Kenning (2010: 488).

They include:

The European Corpus Initiative multilingual corpus which contains texts in twenty
seven (mostly European) languages;

Hansard French/English, a collection of parallel texts in English and Canadian French,
drawn from official records of the proceedings of the Canadian Parliament;

Avrabic English parallel news, Arabic news stories and their English translations;

The Hong Kong Laws parallel text (Chinese, English).

The CRATER project (Spanish, French and English),

The English— Norwegian parallel corpus (ENPC),
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- INTERSECT (English, French and German),

-  COMPARA (Portuguese, English),

- JRC-Acquis, a Multilingual Parallel Corpus of EU legislative texts covering over
twenty European languages.

However, because of the scarcity of publicly or commercially available parallel
corpora, or sometimes the difficulty of having access to both STs and their translations
(especially when they do not serve the objectives of corpus users), texts which are produced
simultaneously in different languages (e.g. EU Regulations) make an excellent example of the
category of parallel corpora and offer a satisfactory solution for translators, since they

instantly provide reliable translations (Hunston, 2002). For example, the Open Source Parallel

Corpus (OPUS) offers downloadable parallel texts from the European Parliament Proceedings.

Moreover, in the absence of suitable corpora, an easy solution that might be helpful
for researchers is to compile one’s own parallel corpus. The compilation of such corpora
necessitates the use of computational algorithms, such as sentence alignment and parallel
concordances. This can be accomplished through the use of some aligner functions of
commercially available software such as Scott’s WordSmith Tools (2014). It is important to
mention that presenting a set of aligned parallel texts, as Barlow (1996 in Danielsson, 2003)
reiterated, is very remarkable because it helps users see every sentence with its corresponding
translation, and therefore, compare the translated texts with their originals. Therefore, it is
inevitable that the equivalence of particular constructions can be obtained through parallel
corpora. The sentence alignment functions allow learners to pinpoint all the occurrences of
expressions together with the corresponding sentences in the other language. Furthermore, the
use of translation memories retrieved from machine translation, for translations, where the
STs and the TTs are held in an aligned design can be considered parallel corpora. From these
translation memory systems, translators can examine the translated language in order to

virtually guarantee prompt, accurate and consistent translations (Kibler & Aston, 2010).
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11.2.1.2. Comparable Corpora

A comparable corpus is a multilingual corpus that is developed on the basis of
comparability. It can be defined as a collection of texts that are compiled following the same
type of criteria i.e. sampling frame and similar balance and representativeness (McEnery,
2003). Unlike parallel corpora, there is no translation relation between the two or several
texts in the comparable corpus. Instead, they do entail some different types of equivalence.
For example, the same proportions of the texts are combined on the basis of similarity of
content, domain, communicative function from a given period. According to Kenning (2010:
487), “the sets themselves, however, remain independent. Newspaper articles, election
speeches, job adverts, birth announcements, all of which obey textual conventions that vary

across cultures, exemplify the kinds of item of interest to compilers of comparable corpora.”

From the contrastive perspective, it is worth pointing out that, in general, large corpora
that include texts from a wide range of genres or varieties of the same language collected
according to similar criteria can be used to compare those varieties of corpora, and therefore,
can be regarded as constituting comparable corpora (Kenning, 2010). Corpora such as the
British National Corpus (BNC), the Brown University Standard Corpus of Present-Day
American English (Brown), and the Lancaster-Oslo/Bergen Corpus (LOB), which are well
known outside the discipline of CL and designed for representing modern English, contain
comparable texts from different varieties of English, thus, permitting for a cross-variety
comparison of specific linguistic features. The terms of such corpora tend to be reserved for
specialised corpora consisting of particular types of text, e.g. Kenning (2010), and are
generally referred to as reference corpora, e.g. Hunston (2002). However, McEnery and Xaio

(2008:20) explained that “[reference corpora] are not comparable corpora because all corpora,
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as a source for linguistic research, have ‘always been pre-eminently suited for comparative

studies’ (Aarts, 1998), either intralingual or interlingual.”

Moreover, comparable corpora of various languages can be used by learners to
identify differences and equivalences in each language. McEnery et al. (2008: 49 in Zanettin,
2011) stressed that “since the sampling frames used for the Korean National Corpus, the
Chinese National Corpus and the Polish National Corpus are similar to that of the BNC, these
corpora are said to form a balanced comparable corpus that makes contrastive studies for
these four languages possible.” Similarly, from the perspective of translation, translation
researchers do not necessarily have a strong need for only parallel corpora; comparable
corpora, especially those of specialised texts, can also be used in translation training. This is
for the sake of helping translators understand the terminology of texts, improve their

phraseology as well as evaluating the students’ translations.

For Teubert (1996: 243),

A corpus that will be exploited with the ultimate goal of facilitating translation

should probably contain only texts with features that make them likely to be

translated. A good model for comparable corpora are the national reference
corpora designed in the project Network of European textual Reference Corpora

(NERC). These corpora will be of equal size and (on the basis of certain features

of central importance) equal composition (Calzolari et al., 1994a).

To summarise, from the angle of the contrastive features of parallel and comparable
corpora, it can be said that, in a parallel corpus, texts are collected on the basis of translational
similarity (i.e. original texts in one language, together with their translations into another
language). On the other hand, in a comparable corpus, texts are gathered on the basis of
textual similarity (i.e. similarity of topic, text-type, communicative function, etc.).

Nevertheless, from the perspective of translation, the main difference between parallel and

comparable corpora is not restricted to the fact that the former comprise translations and the
92



latter do not, since not all comparable corpora are of naturally occurring language. Kenning
(2010:487) stressed that

What distinguishes parallel from comparable corpora is that parallel corpora

imply a common source text. This common source may be part of the corpus, or

it may lie outside the corpus... Other possibilities include translations in more

than one language, and multiple translations of the same text into one particular

target language (resulting in a monolingual parallel corpus if the source text is

not included).

As a final point, it would be possible to specify which type of corpus is more
appropriate for which type of study. A number of research works, e.g. Teubert (1996),
Johansson (2003) and Granger (2003) discussed this idea and agreed that all types of studies
require parallel corpora in a way or another. Granger (2003), for example, summarised the

different types of cross-linguistic comparison and the disciplines within which they are

undertaken. She (ibid: 21) presented the table below:

Type of Comparison Type of Corpus Discipline

1. | OLx< OLy Multilingual comparable corpus of original texts CL

2. | SLxe TLy Multilingual translation corpus CL&TS

3. | SLxe TLx Monolingual comparable corpus of original and | TS & CL
translated texts

4. | TLxe Ty Multilingual comparable corpus of translated texts TS

Table 1: Types of Corpus-based Cross-linguistic Comparison; according to
Granger (2003)

Furthermore, it is evident that the existing technology empowers the combination of
several types of corpora. Johansson (2003) indicated that multilingual corpora of original

texts and their translations, multilingual comparable corpora and monolingual corpora

" OL = Original Language  SL = Source Language TL = Translated Language
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consisting of original and translated texts can be joined within the same general framework,
and the types can be used to manipulate and complement each other. A case in point is the
English-Norwegian Parallel Corpus (Johansson, 1998). In this respect, the same corpus can be
used for both CL and TS, and, therefore, it would be possible to avoid problems of

translationeses (as to be seen later).

It is obvious, then, that parallel and comparable corpora represent a remarkably
significant recourse for cross-linguistic studies. Bearing in mind the focus of the present study,
to contrast Arabic and English cohesive devices, parallel corpora, which serve as an essential

resource for establishing equivalence between the ST and the TT, will prove fruitful.

I11.2.2. The Corpus-based Approach: Contrastive Linguistics and Translation Studies

Interrelated

By means of the new corpus-based approach to CL and TS, the interrelationship
holding between these two disciplines and the need for a common ground to work on became
of a pressing necessity. For this reason, what follows is a brief account of CL and TS with
particular emphasis on more recent developments. The main purpose is to describe the role of
computerised language corpora in providing new stimulus to these two disciplines and

bringing them closer together.

11.2.1.1. Contrastive Linguistics

Much of the development of the contrastive analysis approach had been undertaken
with foreign language teaching rather than translation in mind. However, some years later,
several large contrastive projects were set up, contrasting English with other languages with

the purpose of providing input to translation studies. For example, Candlin (1980: iv)
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emphasised that the significance of contrastive analysis should not be exclusively related to
practical language teaching terms; he said: “there was always more to contrastive analysis
than making claims about learner difficulty.” Through several contrastive projects, in which
James (1980: iv) was a major contributor, contrastive analysis “has had much to offer to
translation theory, the description of particular languages, language typology and the study of
language universals.” Following this tendency, a shift was sensed towards the study of
contrastive analysis as the systematic comparison of two or more languages. CL is best
defined as “the systematic synchronic study of similarities and differences in the structure and
use of two or more language varieties, carried out for theoretical or practical purposes”

(Bugarski, 1991:77 in Ramon Garcia, 2002).

It is important to mention that the systematic study of similarities and differences of
languages is of great significance in both theoretical and applied perspectives. Fisiak (1981)
emphasised that the focus of CL offers a crossing point between theory and application. For
the objective of applicability (e.g. foreign language teaching, bilingual analysis or translation),
applied contrastive studies draw on the findings of theoretical contrastive studies and provide
a framework for the comparison of languages. In a similar vein, Johansson and Hofland
(1994. 25) stated:

Language comparison is of great interest in a theoretical as well as an applied

perspective. It reveals what is general and what is language specific and is

therefore important both for the understanding of language in general and for the
study of the individual languages compared.

Hence, broadly defined, CL is the study of one or more languages for applied or
theoretical purposes. The main goal of the comparison may diverge; it may range from

understanding languages in general to comparing and contrasting two or more languages, in

order to describe the similarities and differences between them. In this view, CL is not viewed
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as an integrated discipline because the scrutiny of language comparison is not limited to only
the immediate practical/pedagogical applications (i.e. with the aim of offering better
descriptions and improving teaching materials for language learners), but also to some

theoretical or applied perspectives (i.e. with a specific purpose in mind) (Johansson, 2008).

Accordingly, Johansson (2008) explained that the comparison across languages is a
good way of highlighting, more obviously, the characteristics of each language and a
constructive contribution to an improved description of every single language. This type of
contrastive analysis is also called analytic comparison or linguistic characterology in
Mathesius’ terms (1975). He referred to this type as a means of defining each language
feature and gaining a thorough understanding into their specific features. Similarly, Firbas
(1992) followed the same model of comparison proposed by Mathesius (1975). He compared
an original text in French with its translations into English, German, and Czech, and pointed
out that “the contrastive method proves to be a useful heuristic tool capable of throwing
valuable light on the characteristic features of the languages contrasted” (Firbas, 1992: 13 in

Johansson, 2008).

Furthermore, the substantial contribution of CL extends beyond individual languages.
The comparison across a number of languages assists also in the clear description of the
characteristic of languages more generally. Through this type of comparison, it will be
necessary to identify universals of language, i.e. features of language in general (Johansson,

2008).

In what follows, some of the most related features to CL are outlined by Johansson

(2008), Ramon Garcia (2002) and Taboda et al. (2012):
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a. The scrutiny of language comparison can be carried out at different levels, from
phonetics, to grammar, lexis or text linguistics. Early contrastive studies had always focused
on the microlinguistic approach to language, i.e. the analysis of grammar, phonology and lexis
(James, 1980: 61ff.). Examples of research questions include:

- What are the consonant phonemes in languages X and Y? How do they differ
in inventory, realization, and distribution?

- What is the tense system of languages X and Y?

- What are the verbs of saying in languages X and Y?

However, with the development of linguistic studies in the 1970s and 1980s,
contrastive studies had also been carried out at higher levels. It has become increasingly
concerned with macrolinguistic contrastive analysis (James, 1980: 98ff.), i.e. the study of

discourse analysis and text linguistics. Examples of research questions include:

- How is cohesion expressed in languages X and Y?

- How are the speech acts of apologizing and requesting expressed in languages
Xand Y?

- How are conversations opened and closed in languages X and Y?
Hence, when contrastive studies covered such questions on a macro-linguistic level;
new directions of CL were stuck to a comparison of cultures. At this point, as Gast (2011)
maintained, other fields proved to have a close connection with CL bringing about the
emergence of novel research fields, such as contrastive sociolinguistics (Hellinger and
Ammon, 1996), cross-cultural pragmatics (Wierzbicka, 1985; 1992) and contrastive rhetoric

(Connor, 1996).

Moreover, as Johansson (2008) asserted, when such new questions had been addressed,

it became increasingly important to base the contrastive study on authentic texts, and this is
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where multilingual corpora emerged. Hence, contrastive linguists started to base their
contrastive studies on texts that “... may be derived from either (a) a bilingual's use of himself
as his own informant for both languages, or (b) close comparison of a specific text with its
translation” (Levenston, 1965: 225 in Johansson, 2007). And this justifies the use of
translations as a means of establishing cross-linguistic relationships. By drawing on
translations, researchers would be able to analyse and contrast languages in use, and answer
important questions concerning equivalence. In this view, both disciplines CL and TS share,

now, one integrating element, equivalence.

b. Contrastive Linguistics is mostly built upon equivalence:

It is a common fact that any contrastive analysis emphasises on the so called tertium
comparationis (TC). This means that any two languages must have some shared ground by
which they can be used as a point of departure for a contrastive analysis; otherwise such a task
will not be possible. The most commonly used measure is equivalence, particularly
translation equivalence. James (1980), in his attempt to thoroughly define translation
equivalence, concluded that translation equivalence is the best available TC for contrastive
analysis. He sees translation equivalence in the light of Halliday’s three metafunctions of
language (1970), and stated that “For two sentences from different languages to be
translationally equivalent they must convey the same ideational and interpersonal and textual
meanings” (James, 1980: 178). Therefore, translation as a tool of research in contrastive
studies concentrates on the equivalence established between the source language and the
target one. This fact is especially notable in studying the relationship between CL and TS,
which is a bidirectional one (as to be seen further down). On the one hand, translations may

provide data for contrastive analysis; on the other hand, contrastive analysis may provide
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justifications of the difficulties encountered in translation (Hoey & Houghton, 1998 in

Johansson, 2008).

c. The comparison of two languages can be carried out following any linguistic model,
bearing in mind that the same model is required to be applied in both cases. One of the
outlined approaches dealing with CL includes functional models (Chesterman, 1998); it is a

proposal for a methodology for contrastive functional analysis (Johansson, 2008).

d. As mentioned earlier, CL is taking a new shape as a discipline on its own, different
from contrastive analysis, the “purely applied enterprise” (Granger, 2010), which focused on
the production of more systematic foreign language teaching methods and tools. The
discipline has been subjected to both great expectations and severe criticism throughout its

appearance.

In the early decades of its appearance it achieved success when it had brought many
advantages to the development of students’ learning processes. A number of studies carried
out by many proponents of contrastive analysis, who were inspired by the behaviourists in
psychology, e.g. Lado (1957), stressed that language learning was essentially transfer of the
mother tongue habits to the foreign language. Lado (ibid: 2) stated: “Those elements that are
similar to his native language will be simple for him, and those elements that are different will
be difficult.” In this sense, the fundamental concepts of negative and positive transfer and
their importance in the understanding of learning a second language were essential to this

view of contrastive analysis.

However, in the late 60s and early 70s the findings obtained from CL which were the
basis of the teaching syllabus revealed some kind of unreliability. Hence, contrastive analysis

was no longer focusing on pedagogic considerations as it formerly did. The great limitation of
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contrastive analysis, for which it is usually criticised, is its main emphasis on one type of error,
interference. Researchers such as Corder (1977) showed that interference of a learner’s native
language is not the only factor at play here. Other factors causing transfer of errors are: age,
learning situation and method of teaching. Corder (1975: 207) wrote: “It is clear that many
factors play a part in causing transfer errors: age of learner being the principal one but also the
formality of the learning situation and the method of teaching.” In response to this type of
criticism, error analysis was suggested as an alternative. These concepts of positive and
negative transfer, which were believed to be strong and narrow, led to a questioning of the
very basis of contrastive analysis. They were rejected in favour of advances in the
understanding of second language acquisition (SLA) mechanisms that took into consideration

the influence of teaching methods or the motivation of learners (Granger, 2010).

Although contrastive analysis lost its importance for a period of time, there were some
efforts to revive it since the 80s when researchers, e.g. Odlin (1989), Selinker (1992), and
James (1998) re-established transfer as a key factor in second language acquisition (SLA),
giving rise to a progressive return of contrastive considerations in teaching (Granger, 2010).
However, the most recent factor which played a key role in the revival of CL was the
emergence of corpus linguistics, focusing on cross-linguistic matters. Granger (2010:1) stated
that:

Contrastive linguists now have a way of testing and quantifying intuition-based

contrastive statements in a body of empirical data that is vastly superior — both

qualitatively and quantitatively — to the type of contrastive data that had hitherto

been available to them.

According to her (ibid.), multilingual corpora provide contrastive linguists with a more

solid empirical foundation than they had been formerly available. Prior research works of

Vinay and Darbelnet (1977) and Malblanc (1968), containing abundant examples of
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contrastive statements had been largely intuition-based. However, since intuitions can be
ambiguous and a few striking differences can lead to dangerous over-generalisations, this

contrastive assertion needs more empirical investigations.

111.2.1.1.1. The Corpus-based Approach to Contrastive Linguistics

As previously seen, the shift of interest from foreign language teaching to translation
has brought considerable changes into CL; yet, this is not the only factor leading to a rigorous
restructuring in the discipline. The emergence and rapid development of corpus linguistics,
which has been increasingly focusing on cross-linguistic matters in the last 20-25 years, is a
different factor. The availability of computerised language corpora and particularly the
emergence of multilingual corpora have played a major role, though a contentious one, in the
resurgence of CL in this period. According to Salkie (1999 in Johnasson, 2003),

Parallel corpora [i.e. multilingual corpora] are a valuable source of data; indeed

they have been the principal reason for the revival of contrastive linguistics that

has taken place in the 1990s.

Equally important, the huge number of empirical evidence that multilingual corpora
provide is considered to be highly constructive for CL. Because corpora provide a wide range
of real examples of one linguistic item or structure, the linguist will have a huge number of
pertinent cases from different sources and in different contexts, in the two languages.
Consequently, corpora of this kind are seen as useful tools in providing comparisons about all
aspects of language, from lexis to syntax and to discourse. It is important to note that the
comparison provided by corpora casts light also on differences and similarities across
translated and original texts, genres and cultures, in addition to texts written by native and

non-native speakers (Taboada et al., 2012).
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Within studies on CL, some examples include Ebeling’s study of the behaviour of
English there-constructions and the Norwegian equivalent det-constructions (1998);
Johansson’s examination of the English nouns person and thing in a contrastive perspective
(2007); and Barlow’s exploration of the similarities in the paradigms of go and aller, with
special emphasis on collocations and idiomatic uses (2008). These studies are only few
examples of the available research projects concerned with the corpus-based approach to CL.
They demonstrate the fruitful cooperation between CL and TS, and how the adoption of a
common corpus-based methodology, especially the relationship of equivalence, is of great

asset for the two disciplines.

11.2.1.1.2. Role of Corpora in Corpus-based Contrastive Linguistics

CL and TS now share a common ground, the corpus-based approach, in their analysis
of languages. In view of the corpus-based approach to CL, two main types, comparable and

parallel corpora can be used with different purposes.

11.2.1.1.2.1. Role of Comparable Corpora

Comparable corpora provide linguists with natural language produced by native
speakers of those languages. The description of the linguistic structures or items found in both
languages must be achieved separately in order to avert the influence of other languages,
which is the case of parallel corpora, since the ST will obviously apply some kind of
influence on the TT. This type of corpora in Lauridsen’s view (1996 in Ramdn Garcia, 2002)
is the most direct approach in standard CL, since it provides results representing real language

in use for both languages.
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According to Ramon Garcia (2002:399),

[...] the use of these corpora for this type of CL resembles the use of corpora in
descriptive linguistics. Monolingual corpora of the general language or of one
specific language variety provide the most basic data necessary for carrying out
a case study in what we will label pure or basic CL. (Bolding in original text)

She (ibid.) explained that the purpose of this type of CL is to describe similarities and
differences between languages, but not the translation process between them. Therefore, the
results obtained from basic CL will be representative of the two languages and can be used in
many fields such as descriptive linguistics, foreign language teaching and translation with a

high degree of naturalness in the target language. That is why this genuineness of data for the

target language makes it an ideal source for translation.

However, it is worth mentioning that establishing comparability of texts is not always
straightforward because some types of texts are culture-specific and no exact equivalents exist
in other languages, and this makes it the main shortcoming of comparable corpora. For
example, McEnery and Xiao (2004) designed the Lancaster Corpus of Mandarin Chinese
(LCMC) as a precise copy of the Freiburg-LOB Corpus of British English (FLOB) in order to
guarantee comparability of the data. However, because the category of western and adventure
fiction has no exact equivalents in Chinese, a category of martial art fiction substituted it

(Granger, 2010).

111.2.1.1.2.2. Role of Parallel Corpora

Translated texts as a source of data for contrastive analyses have been known for a
long time. Previously, as Jakobson (1959: 234 in Johansson, 2008) stated, “[n]o linguistic
specimen may be interpreted by the science of language without a translation of its signs into

other signs of the same system or into signs of another system”; he added “Any comparison of
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two languages implies an examination of their mutual translatability [...].”Likewise,
Levenston (1965: 225 in Johansson, 2008) suggested that contrastive statements “... may be
derived from either (a) a bilingual’s use of himself as his own informant for both languages,

or (b) close comparison of a specific text with its translation.”

In recent years, the emergence of corpus linguistics and the new perspectives adopted
for contrastive studies have motivated many linguists to use translations as an ideal resource
for establishing equivalence between languages, “since they convey the same semantic
content and are pragmatically and textually comparable” (James, 1980:178). Many
researchers, e.g. Johansson (2008), Mauranen (2002), claimed that parallel corpora represent a
consistent foundation for contrastive studies. Johansson (2008), for example, argued that since
translation demonstrates the elements that may be associated across languages, it is
convenient to base a contrastive study on parallel corpora. Similarly, Mauranen (2002: 166)
maintained that translated language, in spite of its special features, “is part of natural language
in use, and should be treated accordingly.” In this view, it can be said there is an
interconnected relationship between CL and TS, “where the applicability in translation is
considered on an a priori basis before actually carrying out the contrastive analysis.” This

type of contrastive approach is called a translation-oriented CL (Ramon Garcia, 2002:400).

Nevertheless, it should be noted that the significance of parallel corpora and the
importance of translated texts as a suitable source of materials seemed to be contentious all
the way through its appearance. Many researchers (e.g. Teubert, 1996) argued that the original
text and the translation process do inevitably apply some kind of influence on the TT, and,
thus, leading to a high degree of distortion that affects the reliability of the results obtained.

And this makes it the main shortcoming of parallel corpora.
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a. Parallel Corpora: A Source of Language Corruption?

In his assertive opposition, Teubert (1996: 247) postulated one objection of parallel
corpora, and stated that:

Translations, however good and near-perfect they may be (but rarely are), cannot

but give a distorted picture of the language they represent. Linguists should

never rely on translations when they are describing a language. [...] Rather than

representing the language they are written in, they give a mirror image of their
source language.

He (ibid.) added:

Working with translations means working with distorted mirror images of the

source language in the medium of the target language, when the objective is to

analyse and describe the language in its own right, not just as a target language.

Thus, being a source of corruption for language study, parallel corpora cannot create a
consistent foundation for contrastive analysis. While they are seriously questioned, they can,
however, be used as a source of departure for contrastive analysis in complement with
comparable corpora. This compromise has been offered in order to reach ideal design criteria
of suitable corpora in corpus-based CL. In view of this, Teubert (1996) and Kenning (2010)
explained that finding a middle ground of this kind is a good circumvent of the drawback
mentioned above. Kenning (2010) argued that comparable corpora contain only naturally
occurring examples of language, and because of the greater availability of source materials
they collect, they tend to be of greater reliability. In addition, Maurannen (2002:182)
recommended that parallel corpora can serve as a useful starting point for CL, they can be “as
sources of insights and as bridges between monolingual and comparable corpora.” She argued

that the exclusive dependence on parallel corpora is not sufficient, because they are in many

ways constrained by genre, text type, and size as well.
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Another satisfactory remedy of this shortcoming is the use of bidirectional corpora or
Teubert’s type reciprocal corpora (1996), i.e. parallel corpora in which all directions of
translation are covered for all the languages involved. For Kenning (2010:492),

. the ability to draw on a wide variety of texts translated by a range of
translators provides a useful means of testing hypotheses and confirming (or
disproving) contrastive statements based on intuitions and a small number of
examples. This is particularly true of bi-directional corpora, which can be used
to study the frequency with which two items or categories are translated into
each other...

Similarly, McEnery and Xiao (2008) supported the use of a bidirectional parallel
corpus instead of a unidirectional parallel one, which presents a poor basis for cross-linguistic
contrast since translated language is translationeses, i.e. “deviance in translated texts induced
by the source language” (Johansson & Hofland, 1994:26). They argued that with the use of a
bidirectional parallel corpus the effect of translationeses can be moderately reduced. They
(ibid: 24) stated that “a well matched bidirectional parallel corpus can become the bridge that

brings translation and contrastive studies together.” Examples of research work in this area

include Ebeling (1998) and Maia (1998).

Nevertheless, the significance of parallel corpora was defended by many researchers.
Mauranen (2002), for example, presented different arguments in refutation of Teubert’s (1996)
rejection. First, she contended that Teubert (1996) is writing from the viewpoint of a bilingual
lexicographer, and if his argument is true of the corrupt nature of translations, they can barely
be well founded for linguistic analyses. Second, she explained that the corrupt nature of
translations implies the inherent imperfection of translators, and therefore, she questioned
how translations are sensed as a distorted picture of language, if their nature is not similar to
that of originals. Also, she postulated that the output of translators diverges depending on

their different qualifications and standards, as it is the case of any language user, and,
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therefore, translators are not worse than bilingual or monolingual users. Finally, she (2002)
argued that Teubert (1996) described translation in a narrower sense, when he conceived
translations as a mirror image of their source language in the medium of the target language.
According to her, translation is not simply a linguistic substitution; it is a complex process of
transferring entire texts from one culture to another. Therefore, in her view point, translations

are a language of a special kind.

b. Translation: a Language of a Special Kind

In fact, there are two main types of features which separate translations from original
texts and make them a language of a special kind. According to Mauranen (2002), the first
systematic influence comes from the phenomenon of translationeses, i.e. special features
which may deviate from original texts in the target language; examples include the works of
Gellerstam (1986) and Rayson et al. (2008). The second influence is that parallel corpora
display what Baker (1993, 1995) called translation universals, i.e. “features which typically
occur in translated texts rather than original utterances and which are not the result of
interference from specific linguistic systems” (Baker, 1993: 243). In view of her arguments,
and in spite of the special features of translation, Mauranen (2002: 165) highlighted two major
points: First, translated language “is part of natural language in use, and should be treated
accordingly”, and, second, similar to other language varieties such as medical language, or

women’s language, translations are worth to be investigated in their own right.

Another problem that arises with the use of parallel corpora is that mentioned by
Malmkjeer (1998b: 539) that the translation only represents “one individual’s introspection,
albeit contextually and cotextually informed.” That is to say, they provide only one

translation solution of every ST, and the best way to overcome this problem is to include
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various versions of the same ST by different translators. According to Mauranen (2002), this
solution is certainly of great importance, even though it is more crucial for understanding
translation than contrasting languages. The collection of multiple translations on the same

texts is undertaken in Norwegian works (see, Johansson et al. 1999/2001).

c. Advantages of Parallel Corpora

Many of the assets of parallel corpora were advocated by Mauranen (2002: 161), who
stressed that the use of parallel corpora offers practical and effective advantages for
contrastive studies, as they provide “language that has been used in its normal communicative
contexts by a large number of users.” She (ibid.) added “a parallel corpus can capture
relations of sense as well as form, which would be very hard to capture without such data.”
She (ibid: 182) also emphasised that parallel corpora are a more reliable source for fruitful
cross-linguistic contrasts, because they invite “further research with monolingual corpora in
both languages.” In this view, parallel corpora are “indispensable for contrastive language

study.”

It is worth pointing out that parallel and comparable corpora “offer specific uses and
possibilities” for contrastive and translation studies. According to Aijmer and Altenberg
(1996: 12, in McEnery & Xiao, 2008):

(1) They give new insights into the languages compared - insights that are not likely to

be gained via the study of monolingual corpora.

(2) They can be used for a range of comparative purposes and increase our knowledge

of language-specific, typological and cultural differences, as well as of universal

features.

(3) They illuminate differences between source texts and translations, and between
native and non-native texts.
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(4) They can be used for a number of practical applications, e.g. in lexicography,
language teaching and translation.

To sum up, in the CL framework, translated texts serve as an inconsistent basis for
contrastive studies, since the ST and the translation process apply some kind of influence on
the TT, and, thus, they lead to serious distortion of the final product. In this sense, parallel
corpora present a poor basis for contrastive analysis if they are used separately; yet, if they are
used in conjunction with comparable corpora, the problem will be solved. Fortunately, an
adequate corpus model would be possible to control the translation-specific features. As
Johansson (2007) asserted, it is not necessary to choose between parallel and comparable
corpora. Both corpora can be combined, as has been done with the corpus model for English-

Norwegian Parallel Corpus (ENPC) (Johansson & Hofland, 1994).

11.2.1.2. Translation Studies

It was only in the 1980s that translation studies started to be fully established as a
distinct academic discipline with its specific aims and methods. Previously, the intense
concentration had been on the analysis of the translation process from different perspectives,
particularly linguistic ones; and translation was considered as a subdivision of other
disciplines such as CL or interlanguage studies. According to Halliday et al. (1964:112 in
Ramoén Garcia, 2002), “the theory and method for comparing the working of different
languages is known either as comparative descriptive linguistics or as contrastive linguistics.
Since translation can be regarded as a special case of this kind of comparison, comparative

descriptive linguistics includes the theory of translation.”

Subsequently, great efforts were suggested in order to free translation from other
disciplines. Translation was no longer regarded as a subdivision of other linguistic fields but

rather a distinct academic discipline, which concerns itself with translation as the prime object
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of study. Holmes (1988, in Baker, 1993), the first to propose a general framework for this new
field, showed some discontent with introspective methods which are sensed by CL and
recommended as alternatives to large bodies of translated texts. Holmes (ibid: 101) spelt out
that:

Many of the weaknesses and naiveties of contemporary translation theories are a

result of the fact that the theories were, by and large, developed deductively,

without resources to actual translated texts in function, or illustration rather than

of verification or falsification.

Moreover, one of the developments which are contributory in preparing the ground for
the corpus-based approach to translation is the decline of what is called the semantic view of
the relationship between STs and TTs, i.e. the emphasis on equivalence with the ST (Baker,
1993). In order to discard equivalence, “if seen as a static relationship between ST and TT”,
Newman (1980:64 in Baker, 1993), suggested that the consideration should be on the actual
translations, and on the basis of examples of translations, “the kind of generalities that might
form the basis of a theory of competence or systematic description” will be determined.
Similarly, theorists such as Toury (1980, 1995) strongly recommended a target orientation in
order to break away from prior equivalence-based research. In his view, the shift of focus in
translation research from the relationship between STs and TTs into translations themselves
has given rise to the development of a different paradigm which is Descriptive Translation

Studies (DTS).

Moreover, as Venuti (2000) asserted, this new trend essentially displaces equivalence
as a central concept in translation research by orienting the concentration on the TT.
Henceforth, the emphasis on the TT brings with it a focus on translations themselves. Even-
Zohar (1979, in Ramoén Garcia, 2002), for example, considered the translated text as a system

in its own right. She examined the role of translations in the target-language polysystems, and
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clarified that in addition to the importance given to the TT, the importance of the whole target
system emerged. This main change in perspective is described by Venuti (2000:123) as
follows:

The literature on equivalence formulates linguistic and textual models and

often prescribes a specific translation practice (pragmatic, functional,

communicative). The target orientation, in contrast, focuses on actual
translations and submits them to detailed description and orientation. It inspires
research projects that involve substantial corpora of translated texts.

As a result of this changeover of research interest, corpora have become an essential
tool in TS, since they provide substantial amounts of real data, and, therefore, the corpus-
based approach to the field of TS developed. At the same time, the target orientation
motivated researchers to elaborate projects comprising sizable corpora of translated texts.
Pioneering studies into translation-based approach were undertaken by Baker (1993, 1995),
who suggested new approaches to be adopted in the field of translation, by integrating the
methods and tools of corpus linguistics into Descriptive Translation Studies, and pointing out
the difficulties that translation poses for corpus studies. Baker (1993:237) stated:

The move away from source texts and equivalence is instrumental in preparing the
ground for corpus work because it enables the discipline to shed its longstanding
obsession with the idea of studying individual instances in isolation (one
translation compared to one source text at a time) and creates a requirement which
can find fulfilment in corpus work, namely the study of large numbers of texts of

the same type. This is precisely where corpus work comes into its own.

111.2.1.2.1. The Corpus-based Approach to Translation Studies

It is Baker (1993) who deserves credit for initiating the corpus-based approach to
translation studies in the early 90s. She (1993, 1995) collected corpora of translated texts
with the purpose of revealing the distinctive patterns of translation, and, hence, studied the
nature of translated texts by means of corpora. In her investigation (1993), she anticipated that

the wide accessibility of large corpora of original and translated texts, in addition to the
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advances of corpus-driven methodology would facilitate for translators to reveal “the nature
of translated text as a mediated communicative event” (Baker, 1993: 242). She (ibid.) put it as
follows:

There is no doubt that the availability of corpora and of corpus-driven

methodology will soon provide valuable insights in the applied branch of

translations, and that the impact of corpus-based research will be felt there long
before it begins to trickle into the theoretical and descriptive branches of the
discipline.

Her prediction emanates from Sinclair’s point of view (1992), which is probably one
of the very few opinions that he has made on translation. From a linguist position, Sinclair
(ibid.) expected that the resources of corpora will have a profound effect on the translation of
the future. Enhancing the performance of translators and machine translation systems are the
prime concern in order to know enough about the languages concerned to fulfil an adequate
translation. Baker (1993), however, considered that what Sinclair’s referred to as profound
effect should not be limited to knowing enough about languages to approach to their structures
and natural patterns. According to her, since the focus is on translation, approximating to the
patterns of the target language is not necessarily as possible as it is expected, and this is not
the only influence on determining transitional behaviour. She (ibid: 242-3, emphasis added)
put forward that “the profound effect that corpora will have on translation studies will be a
consequence of their enabling us to identify features of translated text which will help us
understand what translation is and how it works.”® Hence, once the phenomenon of translation

is explained in its own right, it would be more possible to improve the final translation

product.

8 These features are referred to as universal features of translation (as to be seen in what follows).

112



Following this new tendency, many researchers, e.g. Toury (1991) and Malmkjeer
(1998b) have become well conscious of the significance of the corpus-based approach to TS,
and a number of publications have been devoted to theoretical and descriptive studies on
topics related to the nature and characteristics of translation. As an instance, in a special issue
of Meta: Translators’ Journal (1998), which was devoted to a collection of corpus-based
studies, Laviosa (1998a:1), the editor, argued that “a growing number of scholars in
translation studies have begun to seriously consider the corpus-based approach as a viable and
fruitful perspective within which translation and translating can be studied in a novel and
systematic way.” The studies covered have been concerned with theoretical issues related to
the scope, object of study, and methodology of the corpus-based approach, Shlesinger (1998),
Halverson (1998), Puurtinen (1998), and Malmkjeer (1998b)); empirical and pedagogical
studies of translation and translating, e.g. Munday (1998), @veras (1998), Ebeling (1998),
Zanettin (1998) and Bowker (1998)); in addition to Tymoczko’s (1998) which discussed the

role of computerised corpora in the development of the discipline as a whole.

11.2.1.2.1.1. Corpora and Translation Universals

Baker’s research (1993) revealed a novel perspective on the language of translations.
She focused on the necessity of developing the corpus techniques in TS in order to clarify the
nature of translated text as “a mediated communicative event”, and, subsequently, to identify
its specific features (ibid: 242). Her investigations (1993,1995) brought to light examples of
features of translated texts which are not the result of deviance from original texts or the
influence of other linguistic systems; they are, however, patterns of translated language that
result from constraints inherent in the translation process. She (1993:243) referred to them as

translation universals, and described them as “features which typically occur in translated
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texts rather than original utterances and which are not the result of interference from specific

linguistic systems.”

It is important to mention that the roots of universals features of translation originate
from Toury’s (1991) and Even-Zohar’s (1979 in Baker,1993) comments on the idea that the
activity of translating functions as a limitation on translational behaviour, leading to patterns
which are specific to translated texts. Even-Zohar (ibid: 77) emphasised that “we can observe
in translation patterns which are inexplicable in terms of any of the repertoires involved”, i.e.

patterns which are not the result of interference from the source or target language.

Examples of features which are considered common to all types of translated texts
have been suggested by Baker (1993: 243-5), they include: simplification (the tendency to
simplify texts in order to improve the readability of translations, e.g. breaking up of long
sentences); explicitation (the tendency to clearly explain contents of the source language text
in their translations, e.g. filling out elliptical units, explaining cultural references);
normalisation (the tendency to conform, to the point of exaggerating, to patterns typical of the

target language); and levelling out (gravitating around the centre of any continuum).

As an instance of a study of universal features of translation is the examination of
explicitation (i.e. a rise in the level of cohesion). @veras (1998) investigated this feature in
translational English and translational Norwegian, based on the English-Norwegian Parallel
Corpus (ENPC). Her study aimed at revealing the particularity of the language of translation
irrespective of the contrastive differences existing between the two languages. And, her
ultimate objective was to go beyond mere linguistic investigation since it attempted to reach

conclusions on the literary translational norms prevailing in the target communities she had
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studied. Her research tested Blum-Kulka’s (1986) explicitation hypothesis® in literary
translations, and postulated that English and Norwegian TTs are more cohesive than their STs.
The empirical study confirmed Blum-Kulka’s observations, since the explicitating shifts were

found in all texts more than implicitation strategies.

To conclude, it can be said that the ultimate influence of universal features of
translation originated from two sources: the development of Descriptive Translation Studies
and the abundance of electronic corpora. The development of Descriptive Translation Studies,
e.g. (Toury 1980, 1995), which encouraged the shift of attention in translation research from
the relationship between STs and TTs into translations themselves, aims to identify the
distinctive features of translated texts, in order to expect the principles governing their
production. In addition, the abundance of computerised corpora, e.g. (Baker 1993, 1995),
which have offered substantial examples of translated texts, provides not only suggestions of

how words or phrases are translated but also insights into the process of translation itself.

11.2.1.2.2. Applications of Corpora for Translation Studies

As already mentioned the application of the corpus approach to the study of translation
is a recent phenomenon and it is increasingly developing. Baker (1999 in Danielsson, 2003)
asserted that “Work in this area began in an exploratory fashion in the early nineties and is

only now beginning to yield some concrete findings, albeit on a relatively small scale.”

The explicitation hypothesis postulates that a rise in the level of cohesion in the TL text takes place “regardless
of the increase traceable to differences between the two linguistic and textual systems involved” (Blum-Kulka,
1986:19).
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As a matter of fact, the application of corpora in translation is covering two wide areas:
practical and theoretical. According to Hunston (2002), in theoretical terms, corpora are used
to study the translation process by exploring how an idea in one language is conveyed in
another language. She (ibid: 123) postulated that “Because corpora can be used to raise
awareness about language in general, they are extremely useful in training translators and in
pointing out potential problems for translation.” In practical terms, the software tools are

developed in order to train translators to use corpora as aids in translation.

In other words, at the theoretical level, the availability of large amounts of original
texts and their translations in machine readable format, in addition to the abundance of corpus
linguistics tools have brought considerable benefits for translators, in solving many translation
problems, for lexicography, as well as, terminology extraction. McEnery and Xiao (2008)
highlighted a number of instances of theoretical considerations, citing, for example, the works
of Laviosa (1997, 1998b), which revealed that the process of translation differs from both the
source language and the target language, in that the source language texts diverge markedly
from the translated texts into that language. She (1998b) carried out a study that delves into
the linguistic nature of English translated text, and examined L1 and L2 English narrative
prose. Based on a sub-section of the English Comparable Corpus (ECC) (Laviosa-Braithwaite,
1996), her study revealed that translated L2 language has four patterns of lexical use: a
relatively lower proportion of lexical words against grammatical words, a relatively higher
proportion of high-frequency words against low-frequency words, relatively greater repetition
of the most frequent words, and less variety in the words which are most frequently used.
Additionally, beyond the lexical level, translation universals, (e.g Baker, 1993 and @veras,
1998) help translators and trainee translators to become aware of the problems of the

translation process (McEnery & Xiao, 2008). Moreover, the features that differentiate
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between translated language and non-translated language are also highlighted. Kenning (2010)
cited the work of Baker (2007), who studied the meanings of idiomatic expressions. Based on
the Translational English Corpus (TEC) and a comparable subset of the British National
Corpus (BNC), Baker (ibid.) found out that translated English reveals a lower occurrence of
idioms, with a strong preference for the literal meanings of idiomatic expressions. Only two
of the thirteen occurrences of off the hook in TEC were idiomatic, versus twenty idiomatic

and fifteen literal uses in the British National Corpus (BNC).

At the practical level, computerised corpora are used for the training of translators,
translation assessment, as well as for developing machine translation systems. According to
McErny and Xiao (2008), the usefulness and versatility of corpora offer effective reference
tools for translators and trainees, and provide a good basis for developing applications like
Machine Translation (MT) and computer-assisted translation (CAT) tools. The research works
of Zanettin (1998) and Bowker (1998), which are directly involved in the applied area of
translator training, are only few examples. Zanettin (1998), as an instance, showed how small
bilingual corpora of both general and specialised language can be used to develop a variety of
structured and self-centred classroom activities that aim at enhancing the students’
understanding of the source language text and their ability to produce coherent target
language texts. In this respect, Laviosa (1998b) predicted that Zanettin’s (1998) idea of
giving the translator trainee workstation will become a common feature in more revolutionary
and technologically advanced training institutions. Bowker (1998) also reported on the results
of an experiment comparing two translations produced by a group of translator trainees. She
found that corpus-aided translations, i.e. with the aid of specialised monolingual corpus, using

analytical facilities provided by WordSmith Tools, were of a higher quality in connection
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with subject field understanding, correct term choice and idiomatic expressions in comparison

to those undertaken using traditional resources.

11.2.1.2.3. Role of Corpora for Translation Studies Research

As previously seen, in order to solve translation problems, computerised corpora of
different types are used by translators, for theoretical research as well as aids in translation

research. These types have been discussed previously in section I1.1.

It is worth mentioning that unlike the contrastive-based approach, which makes use of
corpora of translated language for the purpose of comparing languages, the translation-based
approach investigates corpora of translations for their own sake. In this respect, translations
are not considered as a source of corruption for language study, they are the object of study in
the field of TS since they help in understanding the process of translation and provide a sound

good resource in translation training.

Henceforth, parallel corpora proved to be useful for language learning and the training
of translators. As an example, Aston (1999 in McEnery & Xiao, 2008:26) reiterated that
parallel corpora provide “[g]reater certainty as to the equivalence of particular expressions”,
and with the help of appropriate tools (e.g. ParaConc), they allow users to “locate all the
occurrences of any expression along with the corresponding sentences in the other language.”
Thus, parallel corpora help both professional translators as well as trainees to produce more
accurate translations, and achieve better precision concerning terminology and phraseology

(e.g. Williams, 1996).
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Similarly, parallel corpora offer systematic translation strategies for linguistic
structures which have no direct equivalents in the target language. Zanettin (1998:2) asserted
that:

the comparison between large numbers of texts and their acknowledged

translations can show how equivalence has been established by translators under

certain circumstances and provide examples of translation strategies. If such
corpora are sufficiently varied and large, looking at recurring linguistic choices
made by translators allows general patterns to be perceived. Learners can thus
notice "preferred ways of putting things" (Kennedy 1992), and generalize from

the aggregation of sets of individual instances.

In the same vein, comparable corpora have brought many advantages to the field of
translation. According to Kenning (2010), bilingual comparable corpora work as translation
aids: they help translators to benefit from a thorough understanding of STs and their
terminology, to determine possible equivalents of the target language and to improve its
phraseology. And in the absence of parallel corpora or in fast developing fields, where
terminology is probably in constant evolution, these assets are of great advantage to
translators working with language pairs. Finally, in addition to the training of translators,
translation evaluation, as advocated by Bowker (2001), plays a significant role in the
teaching/learning of translation. Evaluation corpora (i.e. the combination of parallel and

comparable corpora) help teachers of translation to evaluate students’ translations and afford

more objective feedback.

To summarise, it is interesting to quote from Laviosa (1998a:1), “the corpus-based
approach is evolving, through theoretical elaborations and empirical realisation, into a
coherent, composite and rich paradigm that addresses a variety of issues pertaining to theory,
description, and the practice of translation.” In this respect, it can be said that the merits of
corpus-linguistics, especially, the availability of multilingual corpora make it possible to

reorganise the fields of CL and TS. It has been revealed that the use of multilingual corpora in
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cross-linguistic studies proved to be useful because they provide the researchers with more
solid empirical data about language than the intuition-based approach. The significance of
these corpora is summarised by Johannson (2007:67):

If we are prepared to look energetically into multilingual corpora, we can see

correspondences across languages, we can see individual languages in a new

light, we can pinpoint characteristics of translation, we can see meanings, we can

see grammaticalisation, we can see collocations, we can see the intimate

relationship between lexis and grammar. Seeing through corpora we can see

through language.

It can be observed, indeed, that there was a changeover of research interest, from a
theoretical approach to a practical one in both areas. Moreover, the use of multilingual
corpora, namely, parallel and comparable corpora, which involve some sort of contrastive
procedure between the languages concerned, revealed that there is a close relationship
between TS and CL. That is to say, the effectiveness of comparable corpora in translation is
apparent, since they assure the naturalness of the target language. The usefulness of parallel
corpora in providing translators with equivalent units in different languages, for the sake of
explaining the phenomenon of translation, enables translators to improve their final product.
Henceforth, it can be said that TS is regarded as a tool for CL, since the translation of specific
pieces of text sheds light on the different aspects of CL and provides it with the essential data.
In the same way, CL serves as a tool for TS, and accordingly, it is a must in its development,

since the use of translation equivalence provides data for TS and explains the phenomenon of

translation (Ramon Garcia, 2002).

11.3. The Correlation between Contrastive Linguistics and Translation Studies

As a matter of fact, the interconnected relationship between CL and TS was
established before the wide-spread development of corpus linguistics techniques and tools.

Ramoén Garcia (2002) explained that the two disciplines are concerned with languages and
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linguistics in general, and with applied linguistics in particular. They examined the
characteristics of the languages involved, and, subsequently, afforded constructive
contribution to an improved description of every single language; that is why; they are
believed to share one common ground. However, it should be noted that, although the two
fields share one object of study, i.e. they “are interested in seeing how ‘the same thing’ can be
said in other ways” (Chesterman, 1998: 39 in Granger, 2003); they have different aims: while
CL examines the similarities and differences between languages, in TS the consideration is on

the actual translations, i.e. on the translation process and its products.

Previously, the interconnected relationship holding between the two disciplines
addressed two main concepts: the usefulness of translation equivalence as the best available
TC for contrastive analysis, and the application of contrastive analysis results, which provides
justifications in different aspects of TS. According to Hoey and Houghton (1998: 49, in
Johansson, 2008), “The relationship between CA and translation is bidirectional. On the one
hand, the translation of specific pieces of text may provide the data for CA [...]. On the other,
CA may provide explanations of difficulties encountered in translation [...].” Ivir (1981:209,
in Ramoén Garcia, 2002) also wrote:

Translation can serve as a tool of contrastive analysis, while the findings of

contrastive analysis may - in addition to their other practical applications -be

applied in the training of translators, preparation of translation manuals, and,

most importantly perhaps, in constructing a theory of translation.

However, in recent years, the two fully-fledged fields of CL and TS have started to
take great advantage of the merits of the corpus-based approach. As set out by Granger (2010),
the wide availability of corpora provide both fields with excellent empirical bases in order to

enrich their descriptions, test their theories and enhance the cross-linguistic applications

resultant from their corresponding research. Multilingual corpora have the promise for a
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closer contact and overlapping of the two disciplines since they “...rely on the same type of
data, use the same software tools and are partly interested in the same corpus-based
applications, notably reference materials — dictionaries, grammars — and teaching methods”

(Granger, 2010: 9).

Hence, thanks to the wide-spread use of corpora in the two fields, numerous
publications have brought them closer together, substantiating the importance of the empirical,
interdisciplinary and multilingual investigations. Examples of research works include Ebeling

(1998), Barlow (2008) and Serpollet (2008).

The two disciplines are interrelated in that, on the one hand, the development of the
CL approach shifted from foreign language teaching to translation matters, and the
significance of translations as a useful tool for CL lies in the equivalence established between
the source language and the target one. On the other hand, TS necessarily involves cross-
linguistic analysis, particularly with the new tendency towards the study of real texts based on
language corpora. According to Toury (1980: 29), “an exhaustive contrastive description of
the languages involved is a precondition for any systematic study of translations.” This
explains how the corpus-based approach to TS makes use of CL to provide explanations of

translational phenomena.

Henceforth, as Ramon Garcia (2002:403) asserted, it is concurred that “corpus-based
CL may well exist without considering translation as its most immediate application, whereas
any type of approach to translation from a descriptive corpus-based perspective must take into
account some kind of contrastive aspect.” Consequently, CL is a fundamental component of
TS, since “no study into translation can be done ignoring previous contrastive analyses, which

constitute a basic starting point for the discipline” (ibid.).
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In brief, it can be said that this new interconnected relationship holding between CL
and TS, based on computerised corpora, arises from the shift of interest from theoretical to
practical perspectives. As far as CL is concerned, a rigorous restructuring in the discipline
was sensed, when there was a change of research interest from foreign language teaching to
translation, to the point that a new contrastive approach called the translation-oriented CL (i.e.
translations represent a consistent foundation for CL) developed. On the other hand, the
emergence of TS as a distinct academic discipline which concerns itself with real translated
texts as the prime object of study required some kind of contrastive analyses. Hence, “In a
way we can say that CL and TS have turned to face each other directly and are more

interrelated than ever, complementing each other constantly” (Ramoén Garcia, 2002:403-4).

Moreover, other motivations which have given rise to this mutual relationship were
advocated by Granger (2010), who clarified that, regrettably, both disciplines are usually
conjoined together as there are some theoretical aspects in one discipline which are
disregarded in the other. Chesterman (1998: 6 in Granger, 2010) asserted that “Although these
are neighbouring disciplines, it nevertheless often appears that theoretical developments in
one field are overlooked in the other, and that both would benefit from each other’s insights.”
Granger (2010) specified that, on the one hand, the misunderstanding of TS results may lead
CL researchers to misinterpret the differences between languages involved, when they result
from translation norms or strategies. On the other hand, because of the translators’
unfamiliarity of the systematic differences between the languages contrasted, they may
misinterpret their data. Likewise, the scarcity of corpora, which significantly hampers cross-
linguistic analysis, is another reason of conjoining the two disciplines together. If the two
fields’ resources are joined together, they will offer a bright future for corpus-based cross-

linguistic research and applications.
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It is obvious, then, in view of this mutual relationship as well as their different
objectives?, TS is carried out on different grounds. In Johansson’s opinion (2008), since TS
covers both theoretical and applied approaches, it is, therefore, wider than CL. Yet, as it is
restricted to translated texts and the translation process, it is narrower. In the same vein,
according to Ramon Garcia (2002), while TS takes the contrast between two languages to a
much more specialised ground, CL follows a more general basis. She asserted that the
involvement of TS in the research process is more active than that of CL, which is,
nevertheless, a key component of the whole system. In her own words, “TS is the part that
benefits in a more direct way....... TS makes use of CL as a mere tool that serves its purposes:
It feeds in information, has it processed, and then recovers the results for its own use.
However, CL is limited to carrying out the parallel description of one particular linguistic

aspect” (ibid: 404).

In sum, thanks to the usefulness and versatility of computerised language corpora, CL
and TS have known an unprecedented development in the last two decades. CL researchers
and translation scholars have become very conscious of the strong significance of the corpus-
based approach, to the point that they have succeeded in confirming and enhancing prior
theories, and, therefore, pushing these areas towards empirical, interdisciplinary and
multilingual investigations. Not only this, but they have also given rise to an exhaustive

reorganisation in the two disciplines, and, subsequently, in their interconnected relationship.

10 While CL focuses on acquiring knowledge about the languages contrasted, on a descriptive basis, TS focuses
on the actual translation process between the languages involved.
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Conclusion

In this chapter we have attempted to demonstrate how the two fully-fledged
disciplines of contrastive linguistics and translation studies started to take great advantage of
the merits of corpus linguistics, in the last two decades. The use of computerised corpora,
mainly, parallel and comparable, turned to represent a remarkably significant recourse for
cross-linguistic studies. And, some of the research studies, which have been reviewed,
revealed that the use of multilingual corpora, gave rise to a shift of research interest, from a
theoretical approach to a practical one in both areas. According to Altenberg and Aijmer
(2000: 15-16 in Serpollet, 2008), multilingual corpora “have come to be recognised as
indispensable resources for cross-linguistic research at all levels of linguistic description, for
theoretical as well as practical purposes.” We have also showed that by means of the new
corpus-based approach to both disciplines, and, in spite of their different aims, they started to
converge and complement each other more than ever. The use of multilingual corpora, which
involve some sort of contrastive procedure between the languages concerned, revealed that
there is a close relationship between CL and TS. While the findings of the corpus-based
approach to contrastive analysis offer valuable assistance for both theoretical and practical
purposes of TS, the corpus-based approach to TS requires some kind of contrastive analyses,
which constitute a basic starting point for the discipline, on different linguistic levels for
specific purposes. That is why, it is agreed, now, that CL is a fundamental component of TS.
Rabadan (2002, in Ramén Garcia, 2002) indicated that, truly, CL is of key importance in

translation theory providing the genuine transition between theory and practice.
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Chapter I11: Cohesive Devices in English and Arabic

Introduction

This chapter is devoted to a contrastive study of cohesive devices in English and Arabic.
The main objective is to set a theoretical foundation for a contrastive analysis of cohesive
devices used in some Arabic and English United Nations texts. The chapter is organised along
two sections. The first section presents a detailed overview of the different categories of
cohesion, in English, as suggested by Halliday and Hasan (1976) as well as other researchers.
The second section outlines these cohesive devices in Arabic as summarised by Al-Jabr (1987),

in addition to other researchers.

I11.1. Cohesive Devices in English

According to Halliday and Hasan (1976:5), similar to other semantic relations,
“cohesion is expressed through the stratal organization of language.” Language is explained on
the basis of three different levels of coding, each of which is realised in the one immediately
below it. That is to say, stratum represents meanings in language, and it is realised through the
lexicogrammatical system, which includes forms of language. This latter is in turn recoded in
expressions of language (phonological and orthographic systems). Figure 1, below, represents

the three levels of coding in the language as suggested by Halliday and Hasan (1976:5).

Meaning (the semantic system)
Wording (the lexicogrammatical system, grammar and vocabulary)

Sounding/writing (the phonological and orthographic systems)

Figurel: The Three Levels of Coding in Language according to Halliday & Hasan (1976:5)
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Wording, also referred to as the lexicogrammatical system, includes both the grammar
and the vocabulary of language. According to them, there are no clear rules to define the
relationship between grammar and lexicon; the basic idea is that the more general meanings are
expressed through the grammar, the more specific ones are expressed through vocabulary.
Cohesion follows the same pattern; some meanings are expressed through grammar and some
through vocabulary. Cohesion expressed through grammar is known as grammatical cohesion;
it is divided into four types: reference, substitution, ellipsis and conjunction. Cohesion
expressed through vocabulary, lexical cohesion, is divided into relations of reiteration
(repetition, synonymy, etc.) and collocation (co-occurrence of lexical items). Each of these

cohesion relations is discussed in details in the following section.

I11.1.1. Reference

In Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) taxonomy, the first source of cohesion in English is
reference. According to them, reference is a term used to refer to certain items, which cannot be
interpreted semantically in their own right but rather need to make reference to somewhere else
in the text for their interpretation. Reference occurs when participants retrieve and identify
presupposed information in the immediate context, and in this manner building a cohesive
relation. In the example (ibid: 31), “three blind mice, three blind mice, see how they run! See
how they run”, the pronoun, they, refers to three blind mice within the textual world itself. They
stated:

...... reference is the specific nature of information that is signalled for retrieval.

In the case of reference the information to be retrieved is the referential meaning,

the identity of the particular thing or class of things that is being referred to; and

the cohesion lies in the continuity of reference, whereby the same thing centres
into a discourse a second time. (ibid: 31, emphasis added)
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Although reference is expressed by grammatical means, it is a semantic relation “since
the relationship is on the semantic level, the reference item is in no way constrained to match
the grammatical class of the item it refers to. What must match are the semantic properties”

(Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 32).

Depending on whether the presupposed element occurs within the text or outside it,
reference can be exophoric or endophoric. Exophoric reference refers to items outside the text,
i.e. the source of information is retrieved from the immediate context of situation, and
Endophoric reference or endophora refers to items in the text, i.e. information retrieved from
the text itself. Exophoric reference is excluded from the scope of the present study for two
main reasons: first, because they do not contribute to the unity of texts, and second, because
this study uses corpus analysis tools; the focus is only on overt grammatical relationships that
can be detected by computer software. The figure below is a summary of Halliday and Hasan

(ibid: 33) types of reference:

Reference:
[Situational] [Textual]
Exophora Endophora
| |
[To preceding text] [To following text]
Anaphora Cataphora

Figure2: Types of Reference according to Halliday & Hasan (1976:33)

Examples:
[1]
a. For he is a jolly good fellow. And so say all of us (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 17-

32).
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b. Wash and core six cooking apples. Put them into a fireproof dish (Halliday &
Hasan, 1976:2-18).

c. This is how to get the best results. You let the berries dry in the sun till all the
moisture has gone out of them. Then you gather them up and chop them very

fine (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 17).

Exophoric reference is represented in example (a). The pronoun he does not refer to any
element in the text, but rather to an element that occurs in the context of the situation. Though
the text does not make it clear who he is, participants are able to identify the referent by the
context in which the situation occurs. Example (b) is an instance of endophoric reference; the
personal pronoun them in the second sentence refers back to six cooking apples in the first

sentence.

Endophoric reference is among the cohesive devices included in the corpus. It is further
sub-divided into two types: anaphoric reference (reference to the preceding text) and
cataphoric reference (reference to the following text). In example (b), above, them refers
anaphorically to six cooking apples, whereas, in example (c) the demonstrative pronoun this
refers forward to the whole sentence. Koch (2001:4) observed that in written discourse,

“anaphoric reference is more often used than cataphoric reference.”

Nevertheless, Halliday and Hasan (1976) asserted that because cataphoric reference
does not always function across sentence boundaries, it does not always play a role in texts’
unity. Therefore, it can be said that anaphoric reference is the only type that is applicable to
cohesion, as it “provides a link with a preceding portion of the text” (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:
51). They (ibid: 329) said “The typical direction ... is the anaphoric; it is natural, after all, to

presuppose what has already gone rather than what it is to follow”. Therefore, reference is a
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device which allows the reader/hearer to trace participants, entities, events, etc. in a text.
However, in the present research, the type of cataphoric reference is included as the analysis of
cohesive devices is not merely restricted to inter-sentential ties. Since the study examines
translated texts, in which the punctuation system of Arabic and English is very flexible, and the
notion of sentence boundaries is not specific, the analysis of cataphoric reference within

sentences, i.e. at the intra-sentential level, is to be covered as well.

11.1.1.1. Types of Reference
In English three types of reference are distinguished: personal, demonstrative, and

comparative reference.

111.1.1.1.1. Personal Reference

According to Halliday and Hasan (1976:37), personal reference is “reference by means
of function in the speech situation, through the category of PERSON.” The category of
personals includes personal pronouns (I, me, you, he, him, she, her, they, them, etc.), possessive
determiners (my, your, his, her, etc.) and possessive pronouns (mine, yours, his, hers, etc.).
They are considered to be cohesive devices only when they link to some other elements in the
text. In what follows, Table 2 demonstrates three classes of personal reference in English (ibid:

38):
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Semantic Category Existential Possessive
Grammatical Function Head Modifier
Class Noun (Pronoun) Determiner

Person :
speaker (only) I me my
addressee(s), with/without you mine your
other person(s) we us yours our
speaker and other person(s) he him ours his
other person, male she her his her
other person, female they them hers their
other person; objects it theirs its
object; passage of text one [its] one’s
generalized person

Table 2: Personal Reference in English (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:38)

The importance of the three classes of pronouns, or in Halliday and Hasan’s term (1976)
the person system, lies in their function as a “means of referring to RELEVANT persons and
objects, making use of a small set of options centring around the particular nature of their
relevance to the speech situation” (ibid:45). They maintained that the persons defined refer to
other elements by means of function in the speech situation, and distinguished between them by
their roles in the communication process as well as all other entities. They referred to the
former by speech roles, which include speakers (first person forms) and addressees (second
person forms), and to the latter by other roles, which include all other participants (third person
forms). They further made a distinction between the speech roles and other roles. The first and
second person forms do not refer to the text at all but rather to the situation, i.e. the first and
second person pronouns do not refer back to other elements or expression in the text, but rather
to the speaker and hearer. Nevertheless, the third person form is the only form that is inherently
cohesive as it refers anaphorically or cataphorically to the text. They (ibid: 48) stated “the first-

and second-person forms essentially refer to the situation, whereas those of third person
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essentially refer anaphorically or cataphorically to the text”. Table 3 below summarises the

different roles of reference:

Speech Roles Other Roles
Specific
Speaker Addressee . ;
p Human Non Generalized Human
human
| me He, him,
T his, his, It it [its]
One . You, you She her its One one-ones
My, mine
Your, yours hers her
More We, us, ours, Y They, them, theirs,
than one our their

Table 3: Different Roles of Personal Reference in English (Halliday & Hasan,

1976:38)

Halliday and Hasan (1976) concluded that in the absence of any reference to first and
second person forms, the text meaning is still complete and true. In written language, first and

second person forms are anaphoric when they occur in quoted direct speech rather than other

examples where writers address their speakers. Consider their example:

[2]

There was a brief note from Susan. She just said, ‘I am not coming home this

weekend.” (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:49)

This example is an instance of indirect anaphora. While the pronoun I in the quoted
clause is a first person form, it refers back to Susan in the first instance, similar to the preceding

third person pronoun form she. Although the pronoun I refers to the speaker, we need to look in

the text for who the speaker is.
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On the contrary, in the absence of any reference to third person form, the text meaning
is incomplete. According to them (1976: 49), “a third person form, while typically anaphoric,
may refer exophorically to some person or thing that is present in the context of situation.”
They suggested the following example to illustrate how a third person pronoun may refer to an

entity which is present in the context of situation rather than in the text:

[3]

- Oh, he’s already been? - Yes, he went by about five minutes ago. (Halliday &

Hasan, 1976: 49)

The identity of the third person pronoun he is clear. Although it is typically anaphoric, it
refers exophorically to a person present in the context of situation. That is why Halliday and
Hasan (ibid: 49) reiterated that “present in the context of situation does not necessary mean
physically present in interactant’s field of perception; it merely means that the context of
situation permits the identification to be made.” Hence, they speculated that the mode of the
third person form was situational, and that endophoric reference emanates ultimately from
exophoric reference. Therefore, what makes reference a situational relation is that third
personal pronouns do not usually refer merely to other elements in the text but may also be
used to refer to other elements, which occur in the immediate context of situation. Baker (1992)
stated that although Halliday and Hasan (1976) restricted the concept of reference to textual
rather than extra-linguistic relations, they still recognised that the relationship of reference may
be established situationally. Yet, it is, of course, true that “the typical instance of third person
reference is textual, and therefore cohesive, and in many texts constitutes the most frequent

single class of cohesive items” (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 49).
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It is worth pointing out that another type of reference relation, which was not discussed
in Halliday and Hasan’s taxonomy of cohesion, is coreference. Baker (1992) suggested an
example of a chain of co-referential items: Mrs Thatcher ® The Prime Minister ® The Iron
Lady ® Maggie, in which the relation between these entities depends on the knowledge of the
world rather than on textual competence. The type of coreference is not strictly textual. Hoey
(1988:162, in Baker, 1992) pointed out that co-reference “is not strictly a linguistic feature at

all but a matter of real world knowledge.”

111.1.1.1.2. Demonstrative Reference
Demonstrative reference is achieved by means of items which refer to other elements by
locating them on a scale of proximity. It is classified semantically into adverbial

demonstratives (circumstantial) and nominal demonstratives.

Halliday and Hasan (1976: 38) differentiated between the dimension of near and the
dimension of not near. According to them (ibid: 57-58), “the adverbial demonstratives here,
there, now, and then refer to the location of a process in space or time and they normally do so
directly, not via the location of person or object that is participating in the process.” Thus,
adverbials typically function as adjuncts in the clause. They do not function as elements within
the nominal group, and they have a secondary function as qualifier (e.g. that man there).
However, “the remaining (nominal) demonstratives this, these, that, those and the, refer to the
location of something ... -a person or an object- that is participating in the process; they

therefore occur as elements within the nominal group” (ibid: 57-58).
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Semantic Category Selective Non-selective
Grammatical Function Modifier/Head Adjunct Modifier
Class Determiner Adverb Determiner
Proximity:
Near this, these
here, [now]

Far

that, those there, then

the

Neutral

Table 4: Demonstrative Reference in English (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:38)
Similar to third person pronouns, demonstratives often refer exophorically to something
in the context of situation; they may go with demonstrative actions such as gestures referring to

objects. For example:

[3]
a. Pick these up!
b. Leave that there and come here!
c. Look at the flowers!

d. Don’t go; the train’s coming. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:58)

The demonstratives this, these and here indicate proximity to the speaker, while that,
those and there indicate distance from the speaker, “which may or may not involve proximity
to the addressee” (ibid: 59), i.e. the meaning is near you, or not near either of us, but whatever
happens is not near me. Likewise, the definite article the is used exophorically, i.e. the situation
clarifies what the referent is. In examples (c) and (d), the meaning of definite article the is clear
as the context of situation specifies the referent. However, as already mentioned, exophoric
references are excluded in this study because they are not textually cohesive. Yet, this and that,

which are used in endophoric reference, are explainable by reference to exophora, and the
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definite article the, which is used anaphorically or cataphorically, is also interpretable if related

to exophora.

1. Selective Nominal Demonstratives

In general, Halliday and Hasan (1976) considered that the selective nominal
demonstratives, which occur extensively with anaphoric function in all varieties of English,
embody within themselves three systematic distinctions. These distinctions are related to
cohesion as they partly describe the use of these items textually (in endophoric reference). They

are.

a. Between Near and not Near: this/these VS that/those

Examples:
[4]

a. There seems to have been a great deal of sheer carelessness.
- This is what I can’t understand.

b. There seems to have been a great deal of sheer carelessness.
-Yes, that is what I can’t understand.

c. We went to the opera last night.
-That was our first outing for months.

d. We’re going to the opera tonight.

- This’1l be our first outing for months. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:60)

In examples (a) and (b), this and that refer anaphorically to something that has been said
before. Demonstrative this is used to refer to something the speaker himself has said, and that is
used to refer to something said by the speaker’s interlocutor. So, the distinction is in terms of

proximity to the speaker, i.e. it is between near and not near (the speaker). Moreover, proximity
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is interpreted in terms of time. Halliday and Hasan (1976) explained that demonstrative that is
concerned with a past-time referent and this for one in the present or future, examples (c) and

(d) are good instances.

b. Between Singular and Plural: this/that VS these/those
The distinction is between this/that referring to singular or mass nouns and these/those
to count plural nouns. Plural forms may not merely refer anaphorically to a prior plural noun

but also to sets that are plural in meaning. For example:

[5]
- TI’ve ordered two turkeys, a leg of lamb, some cooked ham and tongue, and two
pounds of minced beef.

- Whatever are you going to do with all that food? (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:62)

In this example, that food refers back to the whole set of food: turkeys, a leg of lamb,
cooked ham and tongue, and some minced beef. This explains that anaphoric reference items

refer to the meanings and not to the forms mentioned before.

c. Between Head and Modifier: this, etc. as pronouns VS this, etc. plus following noun
A demonstrative as Head (demonstrative pronoun), which may refer freely to non-
humans, refers also with a high restriction to human nouns. Reference to human nouns, whether
anaphorically or exophorically, is not possible except in the special environment of an equative

clause, where one element is providing the identification of the others. Examples:

[6]

- Do you want to know the woman who designed it? -That was Mary Smith.
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Who are those colourful characters? -Those must be the presidential guards.

(Halliday & Hasan, 1976:63)
d. Extended Reference and Reference to Fact: this and that

The use of demonstratives to refer to extended texts (like fact) is quite related to the
generalised type of demonstrative reference, but, it pertains only to singular items this and that
without the presence of a subsequent noun. For example:

[7]

- They broke a Chinese vase.

a. That was valuable.

b. That was careless. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:66)

In (a) that refers to a vase. The sentence could be: that vase was valuable. In (b) that

refers to the whole event of breaking the vase, i.e. the breaking of the vase was careless.

e. Anaphoric and Cataphoric Demonstratives

In extended text reference, that is always anaphoric, whereas this can be both anaphoric

and cataphoric. For example:

[8]

a. Viola: Iam all the daughters of my father’s house
And all the brothers too, -and yet | know not.-
Sir, shall | to this lady?
Duke: Ay, that’s the theme.
b. Hamlet: Why, you look there! Look, how it steals away!
My father, in his habit as he liv’d!

Look where he goes, even now, out of the portal!
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Queen: This is the very coinage of your brain.
c. Cassius: That you have wronged me doth appear in this:
You have condemn’d and noted Lucius Pella
For taking bribes here of the Sardians;
Wherein my letters, praying on his side,

Because | knew the man, were slighted off. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:68)

2. Definite Article the

Halliday and Hasan (1976) classified the definite article the with the determiners, and,
in more particular, with the specific determiners: the demonstratives and the possessives.
According to them, the definite article the is a reduced form of the demonstrative that, unlike

the demonstratives which can function as head, the functions only as a modifier.

The definite article the is viewed as “the most neutral item amongst the demonstratives”
(Thompson, 1996: 150). According to Halliday and Hasan (1976:71), it “merely indicates that
the item in question is specific and identifiable; that somewhere the information necessary for
identifying it is recoverable.” The information is found either in the situation or in the text. If it

is in the situation i.e. exophoric, the item is distinguishable in one of two ways:

i. A specific item is being referred to and identifiable in the specific situation. For
example: Don’t go; the train’s coming. The noun the train is understood as the train we are

both expecting, but not as a warning to avoid an accident.

ii. The referent is identifiable on extra-linguistic bases irrespective of the situation. It
occurs in two conditions: First, because there is only one member of the class of objects
referred to (e.g. the sun). Second, the referent is the whole class (e.g. the stars) or it is

considered as a representative of the whole class like the child, in the example: As the child
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grows, he learns to be independent. This type of reference is called homophoric to distinguish

from the situationally specific type (Halliday & Hasan, 1976).

Nevertheless, the source of identification may be in the text, i.e. endophoric reference.
In this case it may be cataphoric or anaphoric. The definite article the can never refer forward
across a sentence boundary cohesively. It can only refer to some elements within the same
nominal group (e.g. the party in power). However, anaphoric reference occurs when the
information needed to identify the items is to be recuperated from the previous text, as in: She

found herself in a long, low hall.... There were doors all-round the hall.... (ibid.)

3. Demonstrative Adverbs

Halliday and Hasan (ibid.) included four items here, there, now and then in this
category, although the demonstrative adverb now is not always cohesive. The three adverbs
there, then and now should be differentiated from non-demonstrative forms, i.e. the pronoun
there and the conjunctions then and now. Corresponding to demonstrative this and that, the
items here and there can be both anaphoric and cataphoric, as in:

[9]

- Do you play croquet with the queen today?
‘I should like it very much’ said Alice, ‘but [ haven’t been invited’

- “You’ll see me there’, said the cat, and vanished. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:74)

The use of the temporal demonstratives then and now is restricted. While the
demonstrative then embodies the anaphoric reference to time (i.e. the meaning of then is at the

time just referred to), the meaning of now is restricted to the state of affairs having come about.
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For example:

[10]
- In my young days we took these things more seriously. We had different ideas
then.
- The plane touched down at last. Now we could breathe freely again. (Halliday &
Hasan, 1976:75)
It is worth mentioning that there is an overlap between referential items and
conjunctions, and this does not force the sharp distinction between them. Since the focus of this

study is to reveal the cohesive properties of texts, the decision of classifying these items should

follow the semantic consistency.

111.1.1.1.3. Comparative Reference

Comparative reference establishes relations of identity and similarity or difference
through the use of adjectives like “same, identical, different, else, better, more, etc. and adverbs
like equally, similarly, so, such, more, etc.” (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 39). According to
Thompson (1996: 149), comparison “includes two things that are being compared; and any
comparative attached to one entity or concept thus implies the existence of the other entity or
concept.” Table 5 demonstrates Halliday and Hasan’s system of comparative reference in

English.
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Grammatical Eunction Modifier: Deictic/Epithet Sub modifier/Adjunct

Class Adjective Adverb

General comparison:

Identity o same identical equal identically

General similarity: o . S o

Difference (i.. non-identit similar additional similarly likewise so such
e Y | other different else differently otherwise

or similarity)

. so more less equall
better, more, etc. [comparative qually

Particular comparison: adjectives and quantifiers ]

Table 5: Comparative Reference in English (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:39)
In Halliday and Hasan’s system (1976), comparative reference is categorised into two

types: general comparison and particular comparison.

a. General Comparison

General comparison is described as a comparison in terms of “likeness and unlikeness,
without respect to any particular property: two things may be the same, similar or different
(where ‘different’ includes both ‘not the same’ and ‘not similar”)” (Halliday & Hasan 1976: 77).
This type of reference is expressed by a certain class of adjectives and adverbs. The adjectives
function in the nominal group either as Deictic (the adjective identical in the identical two
cards functions as a deictic to the head of the nominal group cards) or Epithet (the adjective
identical in two identical cards). The adverbs function in the clause as Adjuncts, (the adverb
identically in the others performed identically). These types of adjectives and adverbs are
called adjectives of comparison and adverbs of comparison in order to differentiate between

them and comparative adjectives and comparative adverbs such as bigger, better, more quickly.

According to Halliday and Hasan (ibid.), general comparison expresses the likeness
between things; it may take the form of identity and similarity in addition to the combination of

the two (non-likeness):
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1. Likeness may take the form of Identity, where two things are the same thing:
Example: It’s the same cat as the one we saw yesterday.

2. Likeness may take the form of similarity, where two things are like each other:
Example: It’s a similar cat to the one we saw yesterday.

3. The combination of the two concepts takes the form of difference (non-likeness):
Example: It’s a different cat from the one we saw yesterday. (Halliday & Hasan,

1976:78)

They (ibid: 78) maintained that “since likeness is a referential property. A thing cannot
just be ‘like’; it must be ‘like something’. Hence comparison is a form of reference alongside
personal and demonstrative reference; and it embraces the same set of possibilities.” Similar to
other types of reference, comparative reference may be exophoric or endophoric. That is to say,
the referent of the comparison may be in the situation or in the text. If it is endophoric, the
reference may be anaphoric or cataphoric and it may be structural or non-structural (cohesive).
Moreover, the comparison can be internal, i.e. “the likeness expressed as a mutual likeness

without a referent appearing as a distinct entity” (ibid: 78).

b. Particular Comparison

Particular comparison, on the other hand, is described as a “comparison that is in
respect of quantity or quality. It is also expressed by means of adjectives or adverbs, not of a
special class, but ordinary adjectives and adverbs in some comparative form” (Halliday &
Hasan, 1976: 77). The adjectives function in the nominal group either as Numerative (e.g. more
as in more cards) or as Epithet (e.g. better as in better cards). The adverbs function either as
Adjunct in the clause (e.g. better in the others performed better) or as a Submodifier, where
they occur within an Epithet (e.g. such in such good cards) or a Numerative (e.g. so in so many

words), or within an Adjunct (e.g. equally in the others performed equally badly).
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According to Halliday and Hasan (1976: 80), “particular comparison expresses
comparability between things in respect of a particular property ... [which] is a matter of
quantity or quality”. The comparison in terms of quantity is expressed in the Numerative
element in the structure of the nominal group, either by a comparative quantifier (e.g. more in
more mistakes) or by an adverb of comparison sub-modifying a quantifier (e.g. as in as many
mistakes). The comparison in terms of quality is expressed in the Epithet element in the
nominal group or as an Adjunct in the clause. In the epithet element, comparison is further
expressed by a comparative adjective (e.g. easier, more difficult) or by an adverb of
comparison sub-modifying an adjective (e.g. so in so difficult a task). As an Adjunct
comparison is expressed by a comparative adverb (e.g. faster in Cambridge rowed faster) or by

an adverb of comparison sub-modifying an adverb (e.g. as in she sang as sweetly).

Similar to general comparison, particular comparison is also referential. A standard of
reference by which one thing is said to be superior, equal, or inferior in quality or quantity is
required in particular comparison. In the exchange below, Alice is demanding for a standard

reference (referent) when faced with a comparative of this type. Example:

[11]

“Take some more tea”, the Match Hare said to Alice, very earnestly.
“I’ve had nothing yet”. Alice replied in an offended tone. “So I can’t take more.”

(Halliday & Hasan, 1976:81)

Moreover, particular comparison is either exophoric or endophoric, which can also be

either anaphoric or cataphoric.
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It is important to mention that there are some words of comparison that require some
attention here. Words of comparison like so, such and as are viewed “as variants of the same
word, which takes the form of such when it is an adjective, so when it is a free adverb, and as
when it is bound adverb” (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 84). In the examples below, such and so

are used as intensifiers, meaning extremely:

[12]
- The war scenes in the film were so terrifying.

- Our neighbours are such a nuisance. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:85)

Another example:

[13]
- Such an efficient man as John
- So efficient a man as John is unlikely to be mistaken.

- A man as efficient as John

I11.1.2. Substitution

Unlike reference, which is a relation between meanings within text, substitution is a
relation between linguistic items, such as words or phrases, i.e. it functions as a linguistic link
on the lexico-grammatical level. While reference is a semantic phenomenon, substitution,
including ellipsis, is a grammatical phenomenon. Substitution is defined as the replacement of
one item by another and not to its referent. The substitute item maintains the same grammatical
function as that for which it substitutes. It is used in order to avoid the repetition of a particular
item; instead, one of the grammatical resources of the language is used to replace the item

(Halliday & Hasan, 1976). In the following example, the words one and does are both
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substitutes for axe and knows respectively. It follows that the substituted item is replaced
without any effect on the meaning.
[14]
- My axe is too blunt. I must get a sharper one.
- You think Joan already knows? — | think everybody does. (Halliday & Hasan,

1976:89)

111.1.2.1. Types of Substitution

Halliday and Hasan (1976) distinguished three types of substitution: nominal, verbal,
and clausal, which reflect its grammatical function. They (ibid: 90) argued that “since
substitution is a grammatical relation, a relation in the wording rather in the meaning, the
different types of substitution are defined grammatically rather than semantically [...] in

English the substitute may function as a noun, as a verb, or as a clause.”

Non-prominent Prominent (new)
(given)
Thing (count noun) one(s) the SAME
Process SO do
Nominal (nominalized) be }the SAME
Attribute say
Fact
Verbal Process (+...) do Do So
Clausal (B): positive SO SO
report,
condition,
modality negative not NOT

Table 6: Summary of Substitution Forms in English (Halliday & Hasan 1976:141)
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111.1.2.1.1. Nominal Substitution
The example below is an example of nominal substitution. The term ones, which is the
Head of the nominal group leaden ones, is a substitute for the Head bullets in the nominal
group bullets made of platinum. Thus, the substitute ones assumes the function of the
presupposed item. Example:
[15]
| shoot the hippopotamus
With bullets made of platinum
Because if | use leaden ones

His hide is sure to flatten’em. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:91)

According to Halliday and Hasan (ibid.), the substitute one or ones are the terms most
commonly used for nominal substitution in English. They always function as the head of a
nominal group, and can substitute only for an item which is itself a head of a nominal group.
The item ones substitutes for the noun bullets in the first sentence. Therefore, it would possible

to repeat the noun bullets in the second sentence to appear as | use leaden bullets.

111.1.2.1.2. Verbal Substitution

According to Halliday and Hasan (ibid: 112), verbal substitution in English is realised
through the verb do, which “operates as Head of the verbal group, in the place that is occupied
by the lexical verb; and its position is always final in the group.” In the following example, the
verb do substitutes for the previous verbal group know the meaning of half those long words,

and the presupposed item is in the same sentence. Example:
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[16]
- I don’t know the meaning of half those long words, and, what’s more, I don’t

believe you do either!” (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:112)

Moreover, verbal substitution may either function within the same sentence or extend
across sentence boundaries, and the verbal substitute do can also substitute for a verb plus

certain other elements in the clause. For example:

[17]
- He never really succeeded in his ambitions. He might have done, one felt, had it

not been for the restlessness of his nature. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:113)

In this example, the verbal substitute done in the second sentence substitutes not only
for the verb succeeded in the first sentence but also all the other elements accompanying the
verb in the clause succeeded in his ambitions. Done substitutes for a verb plus certain other
elements in the clause and links the two sentences together anaphorically. Therefore, it would
be possible to maintain the elements accompanying the verb succeeded to appear as: He might

have succeeded in his ambitions (Halliday & Hasan, 1976).

111.1.2.1.3. Clausal Substitution

Halliday and Hasan (ibid:130) proposed a third type of substitution, clausal substitution.
It is a “further type [...] in which what is presupposed is not an element within the clause but
an entire clause.” The terms used in clausal substitution are so and the negative form not. They
function on the entire clause and they do not presuppose a noun or a verb but presuppose the
entire clause. That is to say, in clausal substitution the entire clause is presupposed, and the

contrasting element is outside the clause. Examples:

148



[18]
a. Isthere going to be an earthquake? - It says so.
b. Has everyone gone home? - | hope not. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:130)
In example (a), the term so substitutes for the previous clause there is going to be an
earthquake and the contrastive environment is provided by says which is outside the clause. In

example (b) the negative form not is a substitute for the clause everyone has gone home.

111.1.3. Ellipsis

Ellipsis is a special instance of substitution, in that it is referred as substitution by zero.
According to Halliday and Hasan (1976), ellipsis means something is left unsaid. They (ibid:
142) stated “There is no implication that what is unsaid is not understood; on the contrary,
‘unsaid’ implies ‘but understood nevertheless’, and another way of saying ellipsis is in fact as
SOMETHING UNDERSTOOD, where understood is in the special sense of ‘going without
saying’.” In simple words, ellipsis is the omission of an item (or items), in which the lexical
item mentioned for substitution is replaced by nothing, and without any effect on the meaning.

For example:

[19]
- Four other oysters followed them, and yet another four'®. (Halliday & Hasan,

1976:142)

In the second clause above, the item oysters was omitted. Without this kind of omission,
the clause would appear as: and yet another four oysters. This, however, makes the structure

repetitive and redundant.

10 Halliday and Hasan’s example (1976:142) is from Lewis Carroll (1872).
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According to Halliday & Hasan (1976: 142), since language does not operate in
isolation but functions as text in actual situation of use, there are always some sources of
information available for hearers/readers “to interpret a sentence than is contained in the
sentence itself”. These sources are required to supply “what is left unsaid”. One of these
sources is related to ellipsis. Ellipsis arises when a piece of information that is structurally
necessary is left unsaid and therefore creates a sense of incompleteness. Where there is ellipsis
in the structure, there is some assumption that something is to be supplied or understood, “and
in the great majority of instances the presupposed item is present in the preceding text” (ibid:
144). Yet, rarely, the presupposition in an elliptical structure may be exophoric, i.e. in the
context of situation. Therefore, ellipsis is a relation within the text. It refers to a presupposed
anaphoric item and the presupposed item is understood through its structural link. Its cohesive
effect appears in the fact that it recuperates an item from the previous sentence and uses it to fill

an empty slot in the following sentence.

111.1.3.1. Types of Ellipsis

Since ellipsis is a special case of substitution, the types of ellipsis are the same: nominal,
verbal and clausal. However, “they are two different kinds of structural mechanism, and hence
show rather different patterns” (ibid: 142). The difference between these two devices is that in
substitution “a substitution counter occurs in the slot, and this must be deleted if the
presupposed item is replaced”, whereas, in ellipsis, “the slot is empty- there has been

substitution by zero” (ibid: 145).

111.1.3.1.1. Nominal Ellipsis
Halliday and Hasan (ibid.) defined nominal ellipsis as the omission of a nominal item
from the structure. In other words, nominal ellipsis functions on the nominal group. The logical

structure of the nominal group (noun phrase) consists of a head with optional modifier. The
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modifying elements include some which precede the head and some which follow it; they are
referred to as pre-modifiers and post-modifiers respectively. The former can be further
subcategorised as a deictic, numerative, epithet, or a classifier, whereas the latter contains only
a qualifier. For example:

[20]

- These two fast electric trains with pantographs. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:161)

In the example above, the Head of the nominal group is the noun trains. Within the pre-
modifiers (these two fast electric), these functions as a deictic, two a numerative, fast an epithet,

and electric a classifier, while the post-modifier (with pantographs) is a qualifier.

It is obvious then that the context allows listeners/readers to understand what is elliptic.
The omission of the nominal item, the word chocolates in the example below, from the
structure and its substitution by nothing in the sentence do not affect the interpretation of

meaning. For example:

[21]
- Have another chocolate.

- No thanks; I’ve had my three. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:161)

111.1.3.1.2. Verbal Ellipsis

Verbal ellipsis is the omission of a verb or verbal element. For example: Have you been
swimming? Yes, | have. Here, there is only one lexical element, the verbal form swimming, in
which the form of the present perfect continuous tense have been swimming is omitted. In fact,

ellipsis is probably the default case, more so in spoken language (Halliday & Hasan, 1976).
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It is worth mentioning that in order to say whether a verbal group is elliptical or not, we

should observe its textual environment, i.e. the co-text.

111.1.3.1.3. Clausal Ellipsis
Clausal ellipsis is the omission of the clause structure. According to Halliday and Hasan
(1976), it is not very easy to distinguish between clausal ellipsis and verbal ellipsis, which is
always accompanied by the omission of other elements in the clause structure in addition to the
verbal ones. They (ibid: 194) put forward:
Verbal ellipsis is always accompanied by the omission of the related clause
elements, these that are in the same part of the clause as the relevant portion of
the verbal group. So in operator ellipsis, where there is omission of the finite
part of the verbal group, the subject is also omitted; in lexical ellipsis, where
there is omission of the non-finite part of the verbal group, all complements
and adjuncts are also omitted.
For example:
[22]

- The cat won’t catch mice in winter.

a. Or @ chase birds.

In (a), the subject cat is omitted in addition to the operator won 'z, whereas in (b), the

lexical verb catch, the complement mice and the adjunct in winter are altogether omitted.

For Halliday and Hasan (ibid: 195), the other elements in the clause structure are

omitted or clearly replaced, the examples below illustrate this:

[23]
- The cat won’t catch mice in winter.

a. Nor the dog chases rabbits.

b. It will birds.
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c. It will in summer. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 195)

Example (a) is an instance of operator ellipsis; the subject is repudiated, i.e. the subject
cat is replaced by the noun dog to mean: nor will the dog chase rabbits in winter. In example
(b), which is an instance of lexical ellipsis; the complement mice is replaced by the noun birds
to mean: it will catch birds in winter. In (c), which is an example of lexical ellipsis, the Adjunct

in winter is repudiated by in summer to mean it will catch mice in summer.

Nevertheless, it is worth emphasising that while Halliday and Hasan (1976) highlighted
a clear distinction between ellipsis and substitution, Thompson (1996), for example, considered
them as one category. He (ibid: 153) described them as two types of ellipsis, “ellipsis proper
(“a gap”) and substitution (where a gap is filled with “a substitute form”).” Yet, this kind of
categorisation is of little influence on the present research since these two devices are very

scarce in legal texts.

111.1.4. Conjunction

The last instance of grammatical cohesion is conjunction. It entails the use of conjuncts,
or conjunctives, such as and, yet, so, then, etc. to link parts of the text to each other. As a
grammatical device, it connects what is to follow to what has gone before. According to
Halliday and Hasan (1976), these expressions indicate a cohesive effect but which is different
from other devices; conjunctions are not simply an anaphoric relation, they are rather different
in nature from the other cohesive relations: reference, substitution, and ellipsis. They (ibid: 226)
stated:

Conjunctive elements are cohesive not in themselves but indirectly, by virtue of

their specific meanings; they are not primary devices for reaching out into the

preceding (or following) text, but they express certain meanings which
presuppose the presence of other components in the discourse.
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Halliday and Hasan (1976) explained that conjunction is a different type of semantic
relation. Unlike the types mentioned above, the semantic relation is represented in a number of
conjunctive elements that are not cohesive in themselves; instead, it is the meanings of these
conjunctive elements that create ties between parts of the text. They asserted that conjunction is
not a “kind of search instruction” as in reference, or the replacement of some elements by some
others as in substitution, or the substitution by zero elements as in ellipsis. With conjunctions,
however, the semantic relations are “a specification of the way in which what is to follow is
systematically connected to what has gone before” (ibid: 227). In other words, conjunctive
relations are not related to any specific sequence. If two sentences are joined together as a
result of conjunctions, they are not necessarily limited to that specific order. In this view, the
same relations are sometimes mutually dependent through the meaning of two continuous parts.

They stated:

The conjunctive relations themselves are not tied to any particular sequence in

the expression; if two sentences cohere into a text by virtue of some form of

conjunction, this does not mean that the relation between them could subsist

only if they occur in that particular order [...] two sentences may be linked by a

time relation, but the sentence referring to the event that is earlier in time may

itself come later, following the other sentence (Halliday & Hasan,1976:227).

More specifically, as cohesion, which is a relation between sentences in a text, is
concerned with sentences alongside their actual sequence, i.e. “the sentences of a text can only
follow one after the other”, the focus of attention will be on the function of conjunctive devices
in “relating linguistic elements that occur in succession but are not related by other, structural
means” (ibid: 227), as in the case with substitution, for example. Therefore, conjunctions as

cohesive devices are not restricted merely to semantic relations, but also link parts of the text

which are not linked through other structural relations. They wrote:
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In describing conjunction as a cohesive device, we are focusing attention not on

the semantic relation as such, as realized through the grammar of the language,

but on one particular aspect of them, namely the function they have of relating to

each other linguistic elements that occur in succession but are not related by

other, structural means. (Halliday & Hasan,1976:227).

Therefore, conjunctions join the textual elements together in order to a guarantee a
coherent semantic unit. Conjunctions are not bound to a particular text element to form a
structural semantic relation; the semantic relation is established through their function. Halliday
and Hasan (1976) suggested that the semantic relations which apply to un-structurally related
sentences are called conjunctions, and the elements which make these relations explicit are

called conjunctives, adjuncts or discourse adjuncts. Consider Halliday & Hasan’s examples of

adversative relations (ibid: 229):

[24]

a. Although he was very uncomfortable, he fell asleep.
b. He was very uncomfortable. Nevertheless he fell asleep. (Halliday & Hasan,

1976:229)

In the second example, the adverb nevertheless links two sentences and the link
between them is not structural but cohesive. However, the first example illustrates the structural

relation within the sentence.

Moreover, while the cohesive devices of reference, substitution, and ellipsis are
grammatical, since they comprise systems of person, number, proximity, degree of comparison,
or presence/absence, conjunction is “on the border-line of the grammatical and lexical”
(ibid:303). According to Halliday and Hasan (ibid:303-4), “the set of conjunctive elements can
probably be interpreted grammatically in terms of systems, but ... some conjunctive

expressions involve lexical selection as well, e.g., “moment” in “from that moment on.”
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111.1.4.1. Types of Conjunction

Halliday and Hasan (1976) divided conjunction into four types, additive, adversative,
causal, and temporal, typified by the conjuncts and, yet, so and then, respectively. According to
them, this fourfold classification is one of many available classifications of conjunctions in
English, arguing that “there is no single, uniquely correct inventory of the types of conjunctive
relation; different classifications are possible, each of which would highlight different aspects

of the facts” (ibid: 238).

As clearly observed, Halliday and Hasan’s classification (ibid.) is based on the semantic
cohesive relations which are realised by the explicit presence of conjunctions in discourse,
rather than on investigating conjunctions as such. Halliday and Hasan (ibid.) extended this four
category classification into more complex and detailed sub-classifications, justifying that “a
very simple overall framework like this [four category classification] does not ELIMINATE the
complexity of the facts; it relegates it to a later, or more ‘delicate’ stage of analysis” (ibid: 239).
That is why their classification is thought to be able to handle all the possible subcategories.
They emphasised that:

[This framework] seems to have the right priorities, making it possible to handle

a text without unnecessary complication. A detailed systematization of all the

possible subclasses would be more complex than is needed for the understanding

and analysis of cohesion; moreover, they are quite indeterminate, so that it

would be difficult to select one version in preference to another (Halliday &

Hasan, 1976: 239).

Moreover, Halliday and Hasan (ibid.) divided conjunctive relations into two levels:
external and internal, which are quite hard to distinguish between. They (ibid: 321) stated:
“conjunction may be located in the phenomena that constitute the content of what is being said

(external), or in the interaction itself, the social process that constitutes the speech event

(internal)”. The two examples below illustrate the external and internal relations respectively:
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[25]
- They gave him food and clothing. And they looked after him till he was better.

- They gave me fish to eat. And I don’t like fish. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 321)

a) Grammatical Features of Conjunctions
In addition to the semantic features of conjunctions, Halliday and Hasan (1976)
recognised their syntactic characteristics. The conjunctive taxonomies they suggested were

distinguished from other grammatical items, such as coordinators and subordinators.

According to Halliday and Hasan (ibid.), two main grammatical categories, adverb and
preposition contribute to the structure of conjunctive expression as cohesive elements. They are

categorised into three kinds:

1. Adverbs, including :
Simple adverbs ‘coordinating conjunctions’, €.g.: but, so, then, next
Compound adverbs in -ly e. g.: accordingly, subsequently, actually
Compound adverbs in there- and where- e. g.: therefore, thereupon, whereat
2. Other compound adverbs, e. g.: furthermore, nevertheless, anyway, instead, besides
Prepositional phrases e. g.: on the contrary, as a result, in addition
3. Prepositional expressions with that or other reference item, the latter being
(i) Optional, e. g.: as a result of that, instead of that, in addition to that or

(i) Obligatory, e. g.: in spite of that, because of that.

It is worth mentioning that many of these conjunctions substitute one another to have
the same function in text. For example, the prepositional expression because of this can be

replaced by the adverb therefore. According to to Halliday and Hasan (1976: 232), “This is
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because conjunctions express one or other of a small number of very general relations, and it is
the conjunctive relation rather than the particular nominal complement following the

preposition that provides the relevant link to the preceding sentence.”

Generally, the conjunctive adjuncts occupy the first position in the sentence. If the
meaning of the conjunction is not limited by another one, it extends to cover the whole
sentence. However, many exceptions are found. Because of the flexibility of the punctuation
system and the imprecision of the notion of sentence boundaries in written text, the conjunctive
adjunct is usually followed by a colon or a semi-colon. Conjunctions can also be found in the

middle of the sentence, presupposing a previous clause in the sentence (ibid.).

Nevertheless, Halliday and Hasan (ibid: 238) asserted that the different types of
conjunctive relations are not similar to the logical relations that are expressed through
coordination. They maintained that the coordinate relation is structural in nature, which occurs
between elements of the same sentence, whereas the conjunctive relation is a semantic one,
which occurs between sentences. Considering Halliday and Hasan’s instance of conjunction
and, there is coordinate and which is structural and additive and which is semantic. Coordinate
and joins elements together within the sentence, while conjunctive and joins two independents

sentences.

According to them (ibid: 237), logical relations of and and or differ from other

conjunctive relations in the following ways:

1. They are expressed structurally in the form of coordination.
2. They are retrospective since they can link a series of elements related to the
same argument.

3. They have correlative forms, both ... and, either ...or.
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4. They have a negative form nor (=‘and not’) together with correlative neither ...

nor (=both not... and not).

However, unlike but, which contains within itself the logical meaning of and, and which
is similar to and however, other conjunctions such as yet, so and then do not have these
properties, i.e. they do not cover this additive meaning. Such words do not include the additive
and, they are rather combined with and to form a single element: and yet, and so, and and then
in order to express addition together with the semantic relation of the conjunction (Halliday &

Hasan, 1976).

Therefore, conjunction is not only coordination functioning between sentences. The
closest type of conjunctions to coordination is additive, in which the conjunction and is the
closest among the structural relations. However, the additive relation is more complicated as “it

contains components of emphasis which do not exist in and relation” (ibid: 238).

Halliday and Hasan concluded that:

Conjunctions are not logical relations but textual; they represent the generalized
types of connection that we recognize as holding between sentences. What these
connections are depends in the last resort on the meanings that sentences express,
and essentially these are of two types: experiential, representing the linguistic

interpretation of experience, and interpersonal, representing participation in the
speech situation (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 238).

111.1.4.1.1. Additive Conjunction

As mentioned above, there is a difference between structural relations which hold
within a sentence and cohesive relations which hold within or between sentences. Under the
heading of textual cohesion, the coordination elements and/or are considered as additives.
According to Halliday and Hasan (1976), the additive conjunction is a semantic relation that is
based on the words and, or and nor. They (ibid: 249) argued that “these words are all used

cohesively, as conjunctions; and all of them are classified here as additive.” They may express
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either the external or the internal type of conjunctive relation. Halliday and Hasan (ibid.)

summarised the conjunctive relations of the additive type as follows:

a. Simple Additive Relations (External and Internal)
i. Additive: and; and also, and... too
According to Halliday and Hasan (ibid.), there is no clear distinction between external
and internal relations in the additive context. However, when and is used alone as a cohesive
item different from and then, etc., it is usually internal, having the sense of there is something
more to be said, as in example 1, or of a different kind as to link a series of questions, as in

example 2, or to link dialogue and narrative, as in example 3:

[26]

1. 1 was very nearly opening the window, and putting you out into the snow! And
you’d have deserved it...

2. Was she in a shop? And was that really- was it really a sheep that was sitting on
the other side of the counter?

3. ‘...Who in the world am I? Ah, that’s the great puzzle!” And she began thinking
over all the children she knew that were of the same age as herself, to see if she

could have been changed for any of them. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 245)

According to Halliday and Hasan (1976: 235), “the typical context for the conjunctive
and is one in which there is a total, or almost total shift in the participants from one sentence to

the next, and yet the two sentences are very definitely part of a text.” For example:

4. He heaved the rock aside with all his strength. And there in the recesses of a

deep hollow lay a glittering heap of treasure. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 235)
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The additive and in the above example is between two meanings. The two different
facts are joined by and, which makes it external, and by conveying the speaker’s meaning,

which makes it internal, the two facts are linked in some way.

ii. Negative: nor, and ...not, not...either, neither

Additive conjunctions signalled by nor, and...not, not... either, neither are used to
negate the presupposed item. Conjunction nor is the simplest item expressing a negative form
of the additive relation as in nor can I. In addition to nor there are different combined
expressions with the same meaning or else, as extension of or, and...not, not... either, neither,

and ... not ... either (ibid.). Examples 5 and 6 below illustrate this:

5. Perhaps she missed her train. Or else she’s changed her mind and isn’t coming.

6. I couldn’t send all the horses, you know, because two of them are wanted in the

game. And | haven't sent the two messengers either. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 247)

Halliday and Hasan (1976) added that the expanded forms with either hold an extra
element of explicitness in them, revealing a sense of and what is more. This is considered as an
element of internal meaning because the speaker is using an expression to show his/her attitude
to or evaluation of what he/she is saying. Example 6 is a combination of both internal and

external conjunctions.

iii. Alternative: or; or else

According to Halliday & Hasan (ibid: 246), “the distinction between the external and
internal planes, with the ‘or’ relation, is perhaps more clear-cut. The basic meaning of the

conjunctive ‘or’ relation is ALTERNATIVE.”
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In the external sense, the contribution of alternative or in addition to its expansion or
else is generally limited to questions, requests, permissions and predictions (realised in the

grammar as interrogative, imperative, and modalised clauses). For example:

7. ‘Shall we try another figure of the Lobster Quadrille?’, the Gryphon went on. ‘Or

would you like the Mock Turtle to sing you a song?’ (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 246)

However, if or is related to statements, it has the internal sense of an alternative

interpretation, another possible opinion, explanation, etc. in place of the one just given, as in:

8. Perhaps she missed her train. Or else she’s changed her mind and isn’t coming.

(Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 247)

b. Complex Additive Relations (Internal): Emphatic

According to Halliday and Hasan (ibid: 246), “there are specifically EMPHATIC forms
of the ‘and’ relation occurring only in an internal sense, that of ‘there is yet another point to be
taken in connection with the previous one’.” A large number of expressions that have this
meaning include: further, furthermore, again, also, moreover, what is more, besides,
additionally, in addition to this, not only that but. These expressions give a rhetorical flavour,
as in:

[27]

- My client says he does not know this witness. Further, he denies ever having

seen her or spoken to her. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 246)

In the above example, the two sentences are linked by the conjunctive expression
further because “the speaker wants them to be as it were added together and reacted to in their
totality”(ibid: 246).
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c. Complex Additive Relations (Internal): De-emphatic

There are some items such as incidentally and by the way that join together the sense of
additive with that of afterthought. Halliday and Hasan (ibid: 249) believed that “they are
perhaps on the borderline of cohesion; they may often hardly presuppose any preceding
discourse, although in principle one sentence can be incidental only by reference to a previous

one.” For example:

[28]
- ‘You’ll see me there’, said the Cat, and vanished... While she was looking at the
place where it had been, it suddenly appeared again: By the-bye, what became of
the baby?’ said the Cat, ‘I’d nearly forgotten to ask.” (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:

249)

d. Comparative Relations (Internal)
i. Similar: likewise, similarly, in the same way, in (just) this way

Under the heading of additive Halliday and Hasan (1976) included relations of
similarity. According to them (ibid: 247), “the source of cohesion is the comparison of what is
being said with what has gone before.” Patterns such as similarly, likewise, and in the same way,
etc. are related to additive conjunctions in that they are used to emphasise that “a point is being
reinforced or a new one added to the same effect; the relevance of the presupposing sentence is
its similarity of import to the presupposed one” (ibid: 247). For example:

[29]
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- Treating people as responsible citizens brings out the best in them; they behave as
such. In the same way if you treat them as criminals they will soon begin to act

like criminals. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 247)

ii. Dissimilar: on the other hand, by contrast, conversely
Parallel to similarity, contradistinction or dissimilarity of meaning is part of
comparative relations in the additive context. According to Halliday and Hasan (ibid.), this
type of negative comparison is usually expressed by phrases such as on the other hand, by

contrast, as opposed to this, etc. For example:

[30]
- Our garden didn’t do very well this year. By contrast, the orchard is looking very

healthy. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 247)

iii. Appositive Relations (Internal)

Other subcategories of the additive include expository and exemplifactory relations.
Halliday and Hasan (ibid.) believed that both of them are relations of apposition rather than
coordination. In the expository sense, the items | mean, that is, that is to say, (or) in other
words, to put it another way, etc. are usually used to ensure this function. In the
exemplificatory sense, the items for instance, for example, thus, in addition to namely and the

abbreviations: i.e., viz. e.g. are used as additive conjunctions. For example:

[31] a. I wonder whether that statement can be backed up by adequate evidence. — In
other words, you don’t believe me.
b. ‘What sort of things do you remember best?’ Alice ventured to ask. ‘Oh, things

that happened the week after next’, the Queen replied in a careless tone. ‘For
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instance, now’, she went on...‘there’s the King’s Messenger...(Halliday &

Hasan, 1976: 248)

111.1.4.1.2. Adversative Conjunction

According to Halliday and Hasan (1976), the adversative relation signifies contrary to
expectation. The origin of expectation can be the content of what is being said, and hence,
cohesion is on the external plane, or the communication process, i.e. the speaker-hearer
situation, in which cohesion is on the internal plane. Halliday and Hasan (ibid: 255-56)

summarised the conjunctive relations of the adversative type as follows:

a. Adversative Relation proper: External

Halliday and Hasan (ibid: 250) pointed out that “an external adversative relation is
expressed in its simple form by the word yet occurring initially in the sentence”. For example:
[32]
- All the figures were correct; they have been checked. Yet the total came out

wrong. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 250)

Similar to yet, the conjunctions but, however, and though have the same function:
contrary to expectation. These cohesive forms yet, but, however, and though are used to add
another sentence which is contrary to what the preceding sentence implied. The difference
between but and yet lies in the fact that the former contains the element and as one of its
components, whereas the latter does not. That is why it is very common to find sentences
starting with and yet, but never and but. Unlike the words yet and but, the conjunction however
can occur non-initially in the sentence. Halliday and Hasan (1976: 251) added “in some
instances the adversative relation between two sentences appears as it were with the sequence

reversed, where the second sentence and not the first would correspond to the although clause
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in a hypotactic structure.” In this case, conjunction yet is the usual cohesive device. In this

view, conjunction and is also found in adversative use. For example:

[33]
a. The total came out wrong. Yet all the figures were correct; they have been checked.
b.‘Dear, dear! How queer everything is today! And yesterday things went on just as

usual’. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 252)

b. Contrastive Relations as against: External
Similar in function to the conjunction on the other hand, the elements but and however

can be used to express contrastive relations:

[34]
a. She failed. However she’s tried her best.
b. He’s not exactly good-looking. But he’s got brains.
c. ‘I see you’re admiring my little box’, the knight said in a friendly
tone......You see I carry it upside-down, so that the rain can’t get in.” ‘But

the thing can get out,” Alice gently remarked. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 252)

Halliday and Hasan (1976) explained that in the above examples, the elements however

and but are used to convey the meaning of as against and to be set against but not despite.

c. Contrastive Relations as against (internal)
Another form of the adversative relation proper, which is also internal, is equivalent of
the contrastive meaning as against. Items such as in fact, as a matter of fact and to tell the truth

have the same meaning as against what the actual communication process leads listeners to
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expect (ibid.).They (ibid: 253) pointed out that “The conjunction takes the form of an assertion

of veracity, an avowal”. For example:

[35]
‘Now the cleverest thing I ever did’, he went on after a pause, was inventing a new
pudding during the meat-course. In time to have it cooked for the next course? Said

Alice, ‘well, that was quick work, certainly.’

‘Well, not the next course.” The Knight said in a slow thoughtful tone; ‘no, certainly
not the next course’.... In fact he went on, holding his head down, and his voice
getting lower and lower. I don’t believe that pudding ever was cooked! In fact I don’t
believe that pudding ever will be cooked. And yet it was a very clever pudding to

cook. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 253)

d. Corrective Relations

Related to the avowal, another type of the adversative relation is correction relations.
The general sense of this relation is contrary to expectation with specific sense of as against
what has just been said. The difference between the avowal in fact, for example, and the
correction relations is that “the former is an assertion of facts in the face of real or imaginary
resistance (as against what you might think), whereas, in the latter one formulation is rejected
in favour of another (as against what you have been told)” (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 254). In

the example below, the contrast is between two alternative phenomena.

[36]

a. He showed no pleasure in hearing the news. Instead he looked even gloomier.

167



b. I don’t think she minds the cold. It’s the damp she objects to, rather. (Halliday &

Hasan, 1976: 254)

e. Dismissive Relations

The final type of adversative relations is generalised or dismissive relation (no ...matter,
still). It refers to some circumstances which have been mentioned earlier but dismissed as
irrelevant later on. Dismissive relations are represented by in any/either case/event, any/either

way, whichever..., anyhow, at any rate, in any case, however that may be. For example:

[37]
a. We may be back tonight; I'm not sure. Either way, just make yourself at home.
b. Your partner may support you or may change to another suit. In either case you

should respond. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 254)

111.1.4.1.3. Causal Conjunction

Causal conjunction is a cause-effect relation. According to Halliday and Hasan
(1976:256), “the simple form of CAUSAL relation is expressed by so, thus, hence, therefore,
consequently, accordingly, and a number of expressions like as a result (of that), in
consequence (of that), because of that.” All these words and expressions occur frequently with

initial and. Halliday and Hasan (ibid.) summarised the relations of the causal type as follows:

a. Causal Relations, Specific
Under the heading of causals, specific relations of result, reason and purpose are
included. These relations are not distinguished in the simplest form of causals such as so, thus,

hence and therefore. As an example, conjunction so means as a result of this, for this reason,
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and for this purpose. However, when they are conveyed as prepositional phrases, they are

likely to be different (ibid.).

According to Halliday and Hasan (ibid.), in the context of causal relations, the
distinction between the external and internal types is not clear-cut because the notion of cause
already includes partly the interpretation made by speakers. However, there are still noticeable
differences. The simple forms thus, hence, and therefore occur frequently on the internal plane;
they involve “some kind of reasoning or argument from a premise” (ibid: 257). This is also
valid to expressions like arising out of this, following from this, it follows that and from this it

appears that.

I. Reversed Causal Relations, General

According to Halliday and Hasan (ibid.), the reversed form of causal relations, in which
the presupposing sentence reflects the effect of cause, is less common as a cohesive device. The
reversed form of the words so, thus, hence and therefore are the words for and because. Within
the sentence, it is very common to find the structural expression of cause going in either

direction: both directions.

b. Conditional Relations: (if ...then) (external and internal)

A different type of conjunctive cohesion included under the heading of causal is the
conditional type. According to Halliday and Hasan (1976: 258), the causal and the conditional
types are closely related, linguistically; “where the causal means ‘a, therefore b’, the
conditional means ‘possibly a@; if so, then b’, and although the ‘then’ and the ‘therefore’ are not
logically equivalent - a may entail b without being its cause- they are largely interchangeable as

cohesive forms.”
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They explained that the word then is the simple form of the conditional type, meaning
under the circumstances, as in example 38, and the negative form of the conditional, under

other circumstances, is expressed cohesively by otherwise, as in example 39.

[38]
‘Have some wine’, the March Hare said in an encouraging tone.
Alice looked all-round the table, but there was nothing on it but tea. ‘I don’t see any
wine’, she remarked.
‘There isn’t any’, said the March Hare.

“Then it wasn’t very civil of you to offer it’, said Alice angrily. (Halliday & Hasan,

1976: 258)

In this example, causal and conditional relations overlap; the meaning is if, as is the
case ..., then .... The corresponding relation could be expressed by either if or since, as, seeing

that: if/since there isn’t any, (then) it wasn’t very civil of you to offer it.

[39]
It’s the way I like to go to work. One person and one line of enquiry at a time.

Otherwise, there’s a muddle. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 259)

c. Respective Relations: with respect to, (internal)

According to Halliday and Hasan (1976: 260), respective relations, represented by
expressions such as in this respect/connection and with regard to this, are the internal analogue
of conditional relations. The meaning is “if we have now reached this point in discourse”.
Being related to the conditional relations, reversed polarity conjunctions such as otherwise and
under the circumstances are also equivalents of in other respect and aside/apart from this. For

example:
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[40]

- One level is the taxation of personal incomes. With regard to this question, the
impressions current among members of the public are often very far removed.

(Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 260)

111.1.4.1.4. Temporal Conjunction

According to Halliday and Hasan (ibid.), temporal conjunction is simply a relation of
sequence in time. It connects two sentences in terms of their sequence in time (the one is
subsequent to the other). The conjunctive relations of the temporal conjunction can be simple
or complex, they are expressed by words such as then, and then, next, afterwards, after that,
sequentially and a number of other expressions such as next day, five minutes later, and five
minutes earlier. Example 41 illustrates how a temporal conjunction then joins all sentences

together:

[41]
(Alice) began by taking the little golden key and unlocking the door that led
into the garden. Then she set to work nibbling at the mushroom...till she was
about a foot high: then she walked down the little passage: and then- she found

herself at last in the beautiful garden. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 261)

According to Halliday and Hasan (1976), in order to make the temporal relation more
specific, the presence of an extra component in the meaning in addition to that of succession in
time is possible. For example, the following conjunctions can be found: then + immediately (at

once, thereupon, on which); then+ after an interval (soon, presently, later, after a time); then +
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repetition (next time, on other occasion); then + a specific time interval (next day, five minutes

later), etc. Halliday and Hasan (ibid.) suggested the following examples:

[42]
a. ‘Tickets, please!, said the Guard, putting his head in at the window. In a

moment everybody was holding out a ticket.

b. “You alarm me!’ said the King. ‘I feel faint- Give me a hamsandwich!’
On which the Messenger, to Alice’s great amusement, opened a bag that
hung round his neck, and handed a sandwich to the King, who devoured it

greedily. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 262)

Halliday and Hasan (1976: 262) stated that:

In all these instances the external temporal relation is paralleled by the sequence

of the sentences themselves: the second sentence refers to a later event. But this

is not necessarily the case; the second sentence may be related to the first, still

by means of temporal cohesion, through an indication that it is SIMULTANEOUS

in time, or even PREVIOUS.

In terms of simultaneity, words and expressions, e.g. (just) then, at the same time,
simultaneously can be found, and in the same way simple time relations can be complemented
by other elements such as then + in the interval (meanwhile, all this time), then + repetition (on

this occasion, this time), then + moment of time (at this point/moment), then + termination (by

this time), etc.. For example:

[43]
‘.... That will be a queer thing, to be sure! However, everything is queer today’.

Just then she heard something splashing in the pool a little way off... (Halliday &

Hasan, 1976: 262)

172



According to Halliday and Hasan (ibid: 263), in the conclusive sense, “the presupposing
sentence may be temporally cohesive not because it stands in some particular time relation to
the presupposed sentence but because it marks the end of some process or series of processes.”
Words such as finally, at last, in the end and eventually express the external conclusive

relations. For example:

[44]
All this time the Guard was looking at her, first through a telescope, then through
a microscope, and then through an opera glass. At last he said ‘You’re travelling
the wrong way’, and shut up the window and went away. (Halliday & Hasan,

1976: 263)

In one sense, what distinguishes temporal conjunctions from other types is their
correlative form, “with a cataphoric time expression in one sentence anticipating the anaphoric
one that is to follow” (ibid: 263). Cataphoric temporals include: first, also at first, to begin with,
etc. Considering one of these conjunctions, the expectation is that items such as then, next,

second or finally follow them.

According to Halliday and Hasan (1976), unlike the other relations, in temporal
conjunctions the distinction between the external and internal types is obvious. They (ibid: 264)
stated “In the internal type the succession is not in the events being talked about but rather in
the communication process itself.” Words such as next, then, secondly, thirdly, etc. reflect the
meaning of “next in course of discussion” and expressions such as finally, as a final point, in

conclusion, are used to refer to the end of a discussion. For example:

[45]

a. What sort of insects do you rejoice in, where you come from? The Gnat inquired...
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Well, there’s the horse-fly. Alice began, counting off the names on her fingers

And then there’s the Butterfly, Alice went on.

b. Finally we should record that the influence of the humanists contributed a good deal

towards the final decay of the plainsong tradition. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 263)

As far as the internal temporal relation is concerned, some conjunctions are “the relating
of what is being said to the particular stage which the communication process has reached to
the HERE and NOW of the discourse” (ibid: 264). They may take the form of past, present or
future. Typical expressions are past: up to now, up to this point, hitherto, heretofore; present: at

this point, here; future: from now on, henceforward. For example:

[46]
a. The Middle Ages have become the Renaissance, and a new world has come into
being: our world. In what way is it ‘our world’? At this point we run into some

difficulty. (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 264)

The final types included under the heading of temporal relations are the internal
summary relations, namely, culminative and resumptive expressions. In the culminative sense,
Halliday and Hasan (ibid.) suggested that the meaning of to sum up, expressed in items such as
in short or briefly, is also a temporal conjunction . In terms of resumption, they included the
sense of going back to the point; there is indication of resuming the main purpose of
communication. Words such as to resume, to get back to the point, and anyway are resumptive

expressions.
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111.1.4.1.5. Other Conjunctive Items (Continuatives)

Halliday and Hassan (1976) also included in their model other items which do not
belong to any of the previously identified conjunctive relations, but still have a cohesive force
in the text; they are referred to as continuatives. The items included are now, of course, well,
anyway, surely, after all. These items are not investigated in this work as they are infrequently

used in written discourse; they are rather more related to spoken discourse.

I11.1.5. Lexical Cohesion

The last type of cohesive relation is lexical cohesion. It differs from the four preceding
cohesive relations in that it is non-grammatical. Halliday and Hasan (ibid: 274) defined lexical
cohesion as “the cohesive effect achieved by the selection of vocabulary.” That is to say, it is
through the choice of words that lexical cohesion is realised. Under this heading, the authors
identified five main types of lexical cohesion, grouped into two basic categories: reiteration

and collocation. Each type of lexical cohesion is discussed in what follows:

111.1.5.1. Reiteration

Halliday and Hasan (1976) defined reiteration as a form of lexical cohesion which is
related to the repetition of the same word, the use of a synonym or near-synonym, a
superordinate word, or a general and specific word. They (ibid: 278) stated: “Reiteration is a
form of lexical cohesion which involves the repetition of a lexical item, at one end of the scale;
the use of a general word to refer back to a lexical item, at the other end of the scale; and a
number of things in between the use of a synonym, near-synonym, or superordinate.” They

suggested the examples below to demonstrate each of the four types of reiteration:
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[47]

a. There was a large mushroom growing near here, about the same height as herself;
and when she had looked under it, it occurred to her that she might as well look
under it, it occurred to her that she might as well look and see what was on the
top of it.

She stretched herself up on tiptoe, and peeped over the edge of the mushroom,...

b. Accordingly... I took leave and turned to the ascent of the peak. The climb is
perfectly easy...

c. Then quick rose Sir Bedivere, and ran,

And leaping down the ridges rightly, plung’d
Among the bultush beds, and clutch’d the sword
And lightly weel’d and threw it. The great brand
Made light’nings in the splendour of the moon...
d. Henry’s bought himself a new Jaguar. He practically lives in the car. (Halliday

& Hasan, 1976: 287)

In example (a) there is repetition of the same lexical item mushroom. In (b), the word
climb refers back to ascent, which is its synonym. In (c) brand refers back to sword, it is a near
synonym. In (d), the word car refers back to Jaguar, which is a kind of car, and car is a
superordinate of Jaguar, i.e. a name for a more general class. All these examples illustrate that
one item refers back to another, to which it is related by having a common referent. Generally
speaking, the referent is accompanied by a reference item, the definite article the, as in: “There

is a boy climbing the tree” (ibid: 279).

[48]

a. The boy’s going to fall if he does not take care.
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b. The lad’s going to fall if he does not take care.
c. The child’s going to fall if he does not take care.

d. The idiot’s going to fall if he does not take care.

Example (a) illustrates a repetition of the same lexical item boy. The reiteration is
demonstrated: in example (b) in the form of a synonym or near-synonym lad, in example (c) in
the form of the superordinate of the term child, and in example (d) of a general word idiot.

Therefore, according to Halliday and Hasan (ibid.), the type of reiteration covers:

a. Exact repetition, which takes place when the same word (a noun, verb, adjective or

adverb) is repeated throughout the text, e.g.: the boy/the boy;

b. The use of a synonym, or near synonym, i.e. words sharing the same or nearly the
same meaning. Under this subcategory Halliday and Hasan (1976) included hyponyms: words

having more specific meanings, e.g.: the boy/the lad;

c. Superordinates or hypernyms, i.e. words which are more generic than the given

words; they are defined as general-meaning words, e.g. (the child/the boy);

d. General words, i.e. words with broad meanings used to refer back to previously
mentioned lexical items, e.g. (the idiot/the boy, Jaguar/the car). This category of general words
differs from the superordinates in that, with the aim of achieving cohesion, they need to be

preceded by the reference item the or a demonstrative.

Therefore, as Halliday and Hasan (ibid: 284) maintained, reiteration takes place, on the
one hand, through the “repetition of an identical lexical item” and, on the other hand, “through
occurrence of a different lexical item that is not identical but that is systematically related to the

first one”, as a synonym or superordinate.
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111.1.5.2. Collocation

Similar to reiteration, collocation, the second aspect of lexical cohesion, depends on
interpreting one lexical item through the presence of another. “[It] is achieved through the
association of lexical items that regularly co-occur” within the same text, regardless of the
presence of identity of reference (ibid: 274). Collocation takes place when a pair of words is
not contingent upon any semantic relationship but rather they tend to share the same lexical
environment. In this respect, any pairs of lexical items that are related to each other through
collocation, i.e. which have the tendency to appear in similar contexts, create a cohesive force
if they occur in adjacent sentences. That is to say, the close co-occurrence of lexical items that
tend to appear in similar contexts generates a stronger cohesive effect. In other words, the

closer lexical items are to each other between sentences, the stronger the cohesive effect.

It is worth mentioning that the cohesive force achieved by collocation is not restricted to
a pair of words. According to Halliday and Hasan (1976: 286), “it is very common for long
cohesive chains that are built up out of lexical relations of this kind, with words chains like
‘candle...flame...flicker’,‘hair...comb...curl...wave’,‘poetry...literature...reader...writer...
style’ ‘sky ...sunshine...cloud...rain’; these patterns can occur both within and between

sentences.”

Halliday and Hasan (ibid.) believed that the term lexical cohesion is rather vague. They
extended the basis of lexical relationships to include not only synonyms, near-synonyms and
superordinates but also three types of semantic relations a) pairs of opposites of various kinds,
b) pairs of words drawn from the same ordered series, and c) any pairs drawn from unordered

lexical sets. Instances of each subcategory are listed in what follows:
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I. Pairs of opposites of various kinds:
a. Complementaries: boy ...girl and stand up ...sit down,
b. Antonyms: like ...hate and wet ...dry.
ii. Pairs of words drawn from the same ordered series: Tuesday ...Thursday,
dollar ...cent, north ...south.
iii. Any pairs drawn from unordered lexical sets: basement ...roof, road ...rail,
red ...green. The members of such sets often stand in some recognisable semantic
relation to one another; they may be related:
a. As part to whole: car ...brake, box ...lid, or
b. As part to part: mouth...chin, verse...chorus;
c. They may be co-hyponyms of the same superordinate term, i.e. both
members of the same more general class: chair ...table (both hyponyms of
furniture), walk ...drive (both hyponyms of go); and so on. (Halliday and Hasan,

1976:285)

It is worth mentioning that Halliday and Hasan (1976: 288) asserted that unlike
grammatical cohesion, in which the effect is clear and exact, the effect of collocation on texts is
not easy to describe or to detect. According to them, unlike reference items, substitutes and
conjunctions, which presuppose some other elements in a text, no lexical item bears a sign of
functioning cohesively or not, as it is determined only by reference to the text. Apparently, no
particular lexical item has a cohesive function in lexical cohesion; lexical cohesion does not

convey any meaning.
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Halliday and Hasan stated:

[....] Lexical cohesion carries no meaning; that it is simply an incidental
consequence of the fact that discourse does not wander at random from one

topic to another but runs on reasonably systematic lines with a certain

consistency of topic and predictability of development. In general, of course,

this is true; most discourse is well organized, and the patterned occurrence of

lexical items is a natural consequence of this but this does not imply that
lexical cohesion has no meaning (Halliday & Hasan, 1976: 288-89).

They suggested that the cohesive power of the co-occurrence of two or more lexical
items is affected by three factors: 1) the frequency of their co-occurrences in texts in general,
i.e. a word which enters with equal readiness into collocation with words of every possible
range of lexical meaning effects relatively little cohesion with any of them , 2) the frequency of
their occurrence in the language as individual words, i.e., there is proximity in the simple sense
of the distance separating one item from another, and 3) their physical proximity in a text, i.e. if

two items occur in adjacent sentences, they exert a very strong cohesive force, this would

progressively weaken the greater textual distance between them.

Therefore, if we want to summarise the authors’ words, it can be said that the area of
lexical cohesion is vague and confusing. Halliday and Hasan (1976: 292) stated: “The concept
of the lexical item ... is not totally clear-cut....although clearly defined in the ideal, it presents
many indeterminacy...” The main reason is that there are many ways word meanings can be
related to one another and can co-occur. Consequently, because of its imprecision, the category
of collocation is dropped in this study. The previous overview of lexical cohesion was provided
in brevity although it is a rich topic that deserves to be investigated in its own and may be

easily dealt with as part of the corpus tools.
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I111.2. Cohesive Devices in Arabic

Since the present study aims to demonstrate the similarities and differences of cohesive
devices between Arabic and English in the United Nations texts and to examine how translators
cope with the differences, it is important to review the cohesive devices used in Arabic in order

to offer a sound basis for comparison.

It is well known that Arabic and English belong to distinct language families, and
therefore, they vary considerably in their cohesive systems for written texts. In this view, it is
quite problematic to find a unified descriptive framework to use in contrastive studies, as it is
not usual to examine the different features of the various languages according to the same
framework. Hence, although the model developed by Halliday and Hassan (1976) may seem
incompatible for other languages, e.g. Arabic, as it is based on English language writing, the
use of their classification of cohesive devices is appropriate, in the present thesis, since the
study deals only with the Arabic texts translated into English. Accordingly, similar to the
classification of cohesion proposed by Halliday and Hasan (ibid.) for English, the cohesive
devices in Arabic, as summarised by Al-Jabr (1987), are divided into five main categories:
reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction, and lexical cohesion. Nevertheless, this
classification exhibits a different presentation and includes also the phenomenon of parallelism,

an important feature of Arabic text organisation.

It is worth mentioning that although the study of aspects of cohesion received higher
attention in English in the mid-seventies, it did not find the same consideration in Arabic until
the eighties. Previous research works include Williams (1982), Koch (1983) and Al-Jabr (1987).
For the purpose of this research work, this section examines the major cohesive devices of

Arabic as summarised by Al-Jabr (1987).
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111.2.1. Reference
Halliday and Hasan (1976) distinguished three types of reference: personal,

demonstrative, and comparative. These types are described in Arabic as follows:

111.2.1.1. Personal Reference (Pronominals)

Two types of pronouns explicit and implicit are distinguished in Arabic. Explicit
pronouns (.dma:%ir al?ibra:z) ) »¥! Jlesa as the name indicates, are entities which are visible
in discourse. Implicit pronouns (a.d.dama:?ir almustatira) 5%l ezl are entities which

have no visible form but are still understood. Each of these types is described below:

111.2.1.1.1. Explicit Pronouns
Explicit pronouns may be either independent (a.d.dama:?ir almunfa.sila) ezl

alaildl or enclitic (a.d.dama:?ir almutta.sila) daiall yilazl,

First, independent pronouns may occur individually as detached elements; “pronouns
like s «i il may be used for stylistic purposes of emphasizing the function of a person in a
speech situation” (Al-Shurafa, 1994:19). Independent pronouns can occur in the beginning of

the sentence as its subject, for example:

[49]

-l %) el (Ll
- 7ana: (?anta, huwa) .ta:libun.

- lam (you are, he is) a student. (Al-Jabr,1987:66)

Independent pronouns may also follow the nouns they refer back to, for example:
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[50]
SN SORU | PO
- 7a.hmad (huwa) .ta:libun muziddun.

- Ahmad (he) is the industrious student. (Al-Jabr,1987:66)

Independent pronouns may also occur in final positions, similar to the English reflexive
pronouns myself, yourself, etc. which are expressed in Arabic through the words (binafsi:) (s

and (bicajni:) =, the example below illustrates this point:

[51]
- Ul asals
- Jathadtuhu ?ana..

- I'saw him (I) (myself). (Al-Jabr,1987:66)

Second, enclitic pronouns (a.d.dama:?ir almutta.sila) 4wl ylexll unlike the
independent ones, do not occur as detached elements by themselves; they are, however, always

attached to other words, for example verbs, as illustrated in examples [a-b]:

[52]

- e, daoll lal,
- ra%ayna: arrazula. ra”a:ha: arrazulu.

- We saw the man. The man saw her. (Al-Jabr,1987:67)

111.2.1.1.2. Implicit Pronouns
The second type of Arabic pronominals is implicit pronouns (a.d.dama:?ir almustatira)

5 yiiwall ylaall; as the name indicates, they are elements which have no visible form but are still
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understood; they are rather incorporated into the verb. The verbs inflect for number and gender,
and the pronouns attached to the verbs appear as morphemes that help readers find the suitable
referent. Therefore, “a native speaker of Arabic can intuitively recognise any implied pronoun
and its antecedent” (Al-Jabr, 1987: 68). For example, it is easy to identify and distinguish the
implicit pronoun in (kataba) < he wrote and (katabat) <—wiS she wrote through the use of the

feminine marker, the suffix = (t): (ta:? atta?ni:0) cwlid) £

It is worth mentioning that Arabic and English differ considerably in their use of
pronouns. Possessive pronouns such as mine, her, yours, etc. do not exist in Arabic. The
possession in Arabic is indicated by possessive determiners and pronouns, in which the
morphemes are attached to the lexical item. The morphemes specify the number and the gender
of the possessor; the following phrases demonstrate this: my book (kita:bi:) US and her book
(kita:buha:) ks, where the suffixes (jir) ¢ and (ha:) W are used to refer back to their
antecedents. In this case, the suffixes (ji:) < and (ha:) @ function as cohesive devices since they
join two sentences together. Similarly, the distinction between pronouns in terms of gender
differentiation vary from English into Arabic; while only the third person singular (she and he)
indicates gender differentiation in English, in Arabic the second, the third person singular and

the plural pronouns show this distinction (Al-Jabr, 1987).

In addition, Arabic uses special pronouns to refer to two entities (dual), e.g. they (two)
went, (0ahaba:) Ll vs. they (plural) went (dahabu:) '3 However, the category of dual does
not exist in English that is why it can be said that English does not have such a variety of
pronouns. Moreover, for the third person singular non-human pronoun it, Arabic does not have
a distinct equivalent; it uses the same human pronoun (huwa) s# he or (hija) * she. The table
below summarises the Arabic explicit pronouns according to Beeston (1970:40 in Al-Jabr,

1987):
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Speech Roles Other Roles
Speaker(s) Addressee(s) Human & non-human
Entities
Masc. Fem. Masc. Fem.
Singular ana bl -ni &, -i anta <l | anti <l | huwa s hija
-ka & -ki & hus
ha &
Plural nahnu ¢~ , -na b antum | antunna | hum s hunna ¢»
Al il hum a
kum & | kunna hunna ¢»
oS
Dual antuma L«-u\ kuma huma W huma Lea
(XS

Table 7: Arabic Personal Pronouns (Beeston, 1970:40 in Al-Jabr, 1987)
111.2.1.1.3. Cohesive Function of Arabic Personal Pronouns

The cohesive function of pronominals in Arabic is usually anaphoric. Beeston (1970:41
in Al-Jabr, 1987) explained that “a pronoun always refers to a previously mentioned covert
entity”. He also recognised the non-specific reference of the third person plural they when used
to refer to people in general. For example, “they say it will rain tomorrow” 12 haiu Ll ¢ sl say.
In addition, the third person singular pronoun can refer to some facts or ideas that have been
mentioned, as in “he isn’t coming today, and it is a great pity” s Causs el 43 ol Sl o) 4
(Beeston, 1970:41 in Al-Jabr, 1987). Besides, the cataphoric function (reference to the
following text) also exists in Arabic. Beeston (ibid: 41) recognised, for example, the cataphoric
function through the use of the same pronoun “to foreshadow any entity term occurring later in

the sentence, as in it's a great pity that he isn't coming today.”

Nevertheless, Beeston (ibid.) overlooked the cohesive function of pronouns across
sentence boundaries. He did not specify whether the previously mentioned overt entity is
located at the inter-sentential or intra-sentential level, but, it holds true of third person reference.

The anaphoric function is illustrated in the example below:
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[53]
- b S gl Ja el
- 3a:7a razulun. ?innahu ya”ti: mubakkiran da:?iman.

- A man has come. He always comes early. (Al-Jabr,1987:70)

The cataphoric function exists in Arabic, but, it is not as frequent as anaphora; the

example below illustrates this:

[54]
- Lol Jaalas
- fi: yi.ta:bihi: qa:la almaliku...

- Inhis speech, the King said... (Al-Jabr,1987:70)

In the same way, Arabic implicit pronouns function cohesively; they can function both
anaphorically and cataphorically, by making reference to the preceding or the following text.

The examples below show the anaphoric and the cataphoric functions respectively:

[55]
- sl Gan ) sl lsall ) Al caad
- Oahaba alwaladu ?ila addukka:ni, lagad ?iftara: bag.da al.halwa.

- The boy went to the shop. He bought some candy.

- s A S de e (=S 5 0
- qadima jarku.du musriagan, ka:na alwaladu kha:%ifan.

- He came running fast; the boy was scared. (Al-Jabr,1987:71)

Implicit pronouns can occur also exophorically, especially when their antecedents are

found in the context of situation such as when drawing attention to someone:
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[56]
- .L::\l;“_j (QJL:.AA.LM
- saja.s.tadimu bil.ha:".ti.

- He will hit the wall. (Al-Jabr,1987:71)

It is worth mentioning that Arabic pronouns function mainly as anaphoric reference in
written discourse. Yet, exophoric reference is rather a property of spoken discourse. In addition,
cataphoric reference is less frequent than anaphora, except for narrative purposes, i.e. in
narrative texts the referent is delayed in order to encourage some suspense (Al-Jabr, 1987).
Moreover, the linguistic system of Arabic allows for a variety of pronouns in one sentence and
this enriches the amount of pronominals. Al-Jabr (ibid.) suggested the following example to
demonstrate that personal pronouns obtain a greater referential significance in Arabic and to
determine the intrinsic linguistic potential Arabic has for gathering all types of personal

reference in one chunk.

[57]
- L oo s A Al IV A jaall ()15l Al Y s a8 el Al 8 QU e la ) 8
- faqad =zarraha: marrata:ni gabla ha:tihi almarrati lijasga: .hatta la:
tanquluhu alwazaratu “?ila almadrasati al?ilza:mijjati allati: huwa
mudarrisun fi:ha: .
- He visited it (Cairo) once before this time so that the ministry shouldn’t transfer
him from the compulsory school in which he worked as a teacher. (Al-

Jabr,1987:72)
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Five cohesive devices appear in this example, the italicised pronouns three enclitics (ha:
& and hu 4) and one independent (huwa) s# , in addition to two implicit pronouns in (za:raha:

W) jand jasga: == ) are found in one sentence.

111.2.1.2. Demonstrative Reference
Arabic uses demonstrative pronouns in the same way as English does. Arabic
demonstratives are classified in terms of proximity into two sets: near and far from the speaker,

as categorised by Halliday and Hasan (1976). Table 8 shows Arabic demonstratives:

Proximal Distance Near Far
Masc. ha:0a: da:lika (or da:ka) <lia elld
Singular
Fem. ha:dihi (or ha:0i) s s tilka <l
Plural Masc. &Fem. ha:?u:la:?i «¥ s 2ula:?ika <5l
da:nika <Ll
ha:da:ni o'
Masc. dajnika <l
Dual ha:dajni i
Fem. ta:nika <L
ha:ta:ni oLl
tazjnika <l

Table 8: Beeston’s Classification of Arabic Demonstratives (1970:42 in Al-Jabr, 1987)

The only difference between Arabic and English demonstratives is that Arabic
demonstratives are inflected for gender and number: While this and that in English are used to
refer to masculine and feminine elements without gender differentiations, Arabic uses two
various demonstratives to achieve this role: this (ha:0a: 1% or ha:0ihi »3, ha:di: ) and that
(0a:lika <3, da:ka <12 or tilka <), In addition, Arabic allows for special demonstratives for the

category of dual (two elements), e.g. ¢! (ha:0a:ni) or o8 (ha:ta:ni) (Al-Jabr, 1987).
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111.2.1.2.1. Cohesive Function of Arabic Personal Pronouns

As far as the cohesive function of demonstratives is concerned, similar to their English
equivalents, Arabic demonstratives are essentially anaphoric (i.e. they refer back to previous
texts). Also, like the English demonstratives, in which this is restricted to cataphora and that is
always anaphoric, Arabic cataphoric reference is typical of (ha:0a:) '3 this, whereas (da:lika)
<l that is anaphoric (Al-Jabr, 1987). The following examples illustrate the anaphoric and the

cataphoric reference respectively:

[58]

- ausl el et e i€ as gy

ju:zadu kita:bun gala arraffi ; da:lika alkita:bu li:.

There is a book on the shelf. That book is mine.

- e le OS5k ) Gany

- jazibu ?an jaltazima kullun minna: biha:da:.

Each one of us should abide by this: (followed by what should be abided by)

(Al-Jabr,1987:74)

The cohesive function of English plural demonstratives these and those matches that of
Arabic demonstratives (ha:?ula:?i) «¥3 and (?ula:?ika) <l respectively. While in English,
these can function both anaphorically and cataphorically, and those is always anaphoric, in
Arabic, however, demonstratives (ha:?ula:?i) Y3 these and (?ula:’ika) <l those are

principally anaphoric. Consider the same example:
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[59]

- el OS5k o ey
- jazibu ?an jaltazima kullun minna: biha:da:.
- Each one of us should abide by this: (followed by what should be abided by) (Al-

Jabr,1987:74)

In this example, the demonstrative pronoun (ha:dihi) s2» these cannot replace '3 (ha:0a:)
this, because it requires a noun to modify, e.g. (ha:dihi attagliima:t) <lad=ill 232 these

instructions, and the demonstrative (ha:?ula:?i) ¥ s» these, cannot be used in this context.

[60]
- Osaine YY1 Y e £ Sae A paall YY) Cay
- jadhabu al?awla:du ?ila almadrasati mubakkiri:na, ha:?ula:?1 al?awla:du
mu3ztahidu:na.
- The boys go to school early. These boys are hardworking. (Al-Jabr,1987:75)
o elabie e dtil i el i e ) @l oS
- ka:na alfara:¢inatu aqwija:?a , ?ula:?ika riza:lun ¢ud.ama”u.

- The Pharaohs were powerful. Those men were great. (Al-Jabr,1987:76)

The examples above demonstrate how the plural demonstratives: ¥ s (ha:?ula:?1) these

and <l i (?ula:?ika) those function anaphorically in Arabic.
In the same way, the dual demonstratives function anaphorically, as illustrated below:
[61]

- otadal plalg olaa ¢olal gl els
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- 3a:?a alwalada:ni. ; ha:0a:ni walada:ni la.ti:fa:ni.

- The two boys have come. These (two) boys are nice. (Al-Jabr,1987:76)

According to Al-Jabr (ibid.), demonstrative pronouns: singular, dual or plural function

exophorically to refer to an entity in the context of situation:

[62]

Jcaudal g 108
- ha:da: jawmun la.ti:ffun.
- Thisis anice day.

- Al jsao

- ha:dihi .suwarun 3ami:latun.

- These are beautiful pictures.

- okelie gl ol

- ha:da:ni walada:ni mufa:"giba:ni.

- These (two) boys are trouble makers. (Al-Jabr,1987:76)

111.2.1.2.2. Arabic Demonstrative Adverbs

According to Al-Jabr (1987), unlike English which includes four items here, there, now
and then under the category of demonstrative adverbs, Arabic does not include the temporal
demonstratives now and then. These temporals are treated as adverbs of time in Arabic and

match their English counterparts in their textual function. They can be anaphoric, as in:

[63]

- ey Gl i ), 5yl cilas 33
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- lagad .ha.ttati a.t.ta:?iratu. al?a:ana jumkinuna: attanaffusu bi.hurrijjatin.

- The plane has just landed. Now, we can breathe freely.

- sLudY Al Ca ey Ndie (S al ¢ puia a5 60 IS Cumy OIS

- ka:na jagabaOu bikulli faj?in wahuwa .sa"gi:run, lam jakun c¢inda”idin
jagarifu gqi:mata al?afja:?.

- He was careless about everything when he was young. He didn’t know the value

of things then. (Al-Jabr,1987:77)

The Arabic demonstrative adverbs (huna:) Ys here and (huna:lika) <lta there
demonstrate an anaphoric relation when they refer to previously mentioned items in the text, as

in:

[64]

- @kl il all i)

- MNnnani: fi: almar?abi , sa?antad.iruka huna:k.

- I’min the garage. I’ll wait you here.

- ol Gl el B GlE 8 il

- sajataqa:b:alu alfari:qa:ni: fi: almalgabi , sa?ara:ka huna:ka ?idan.

- The two teams will meet in the stadium. I’ll see you there, then. (Al-

Jabr,1987:77)

These demonstratives signal exophoric reference as: s 3 (taga:la huna:!) and <l &

(gif huna:ka!): Come here! Stand there!
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111.2.1.2.3. Definite Article 2 (al)

The definite article 2! (al) corresponds to the English definite article the; yet; it occurs in
contexts which are not tolerated in English. While the definite article the modifies only nouns,
Arabic J (al) can modify nouns, adjectives and gerunds (Al-Jabr, 1987). The following
example demonstrates that the Arabic demonstrative 2 (al) modifies the nouns (fata:t) st girl

and (masra.h) z_~= theatre, the adjective (3ami:la) 4w« beautiful and the gerund (0aha:b) —al

going:

[65]

- _C).....\A\ | g&ﬂ\&ﬁg@\ﬁ\ﬁﬂ\gﬁjy

la:tar"ghabu alfata:tu alzami:latu fi: addaha:bi ?ila almasra.hi.

The beautiful girl doesn’t feel like going to the theatre. (Al-Jabr,1987:78)

Nevertheless, the application of JI (al) at the inter-sentential level is under consideration
here, since cohesive devices between sentences are “the only source of texture” (Halliday &
Hasan, 1976: 9), and, that “it is the inter-sentence cohesion that is significant, because that
represents the variable aspect of cohesion, distinguishing one text from another” (ibid.).
Therefore, despite the variety of use of demonstrative J (al), only the examples of this article
with nouns referring to elements mentioned in the text or context of situation are considered
cohesive. The occurrence of J (al) with adjectives and gerunds is, rather, restricted to the intra-

sentential level, and therefore, it is not cohesive.

According to Al-Jabr (1987), the cohesive function of demonstrative J (al) corresponds
also to that of the English demonstrative the; it can occur anaphorically and exophorically, as in

the two examples below respectively:
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[66]

s I3 Ja ol Jaial, ddaaddl A Ja els

za:a” razulun ”ila alma.ha.t.tati. ?istagalla arrazulu ?awwala qi.ta:rin.
- A man came to the station. The man took the first train.
- sl el

Oahaba ?ila almadrasati.

He went to the school. (Al-Jabr,1987:78)

In the second example, the article ' (al) is cohesive when the referent is present in the

context of situation; here, there is a specific school in the speaker’s minds.

Definite article ' (al) can also be exophoric if the element is recognised on
extralinguistic grounds (Halliday & Hasan 1976: 71). For example, when it modifies elements
which have only one member in their class as in il (algamar) the moon; or when it occurs

with elements that are generic of their class. For example 3l <!l (almar?a) the woman in:

[67]

- el e Seas ST 51l
- almar?atu ?akfaru ta.hammulan mina arrazuli.

- (The) woman can bear more than the man can. (Al-Jabr,1987:79)

Moreover, Al-Jabr (1987) maintained that the definite article 2! (al) occurs together with

a demonstrative in Arabic; this is only tolerated in the linguistic system of Arabic, as in:

[68]

- bl eda (5 il o )l Ales 5 )l Ll
194



- innaha: sajja:ratun zami:latun. ?uri:du ?an ?aftarija ha:0ihi assajjarati.

- Itis beautiful car. I want to buy this (the) car. (Al-Jabr,1987:79)

Hence, from the above mentioned examples, it can be said that the linguistic system of

Arabic allows for a number of cohesive devices in discourse that are not possible in English.

111.2.1.3. Comparative Reference

According to Halliday and Hasan’s taxonomy (1976), comparative reference is
categorised into two types: general comparison and particular comparison. On the one hand,
general comparison is described as a comparison in terms of likeness and unlikeness of objects,
i.e. two things may be the same, similar or different. Adjectives of comparison and adverbs of
comparison, as Halliday and Hasan (ibid.) labelled, are used to describe this type of
comparison. On the other hand, particular comparison is described as a comparison in terms of
quantity and quality. It is expressed through a class of “ordinary adjectives and adverbs of some

comparative form” (ibid: 77).

Particular comparison is the only type of comparison that is used in Arabic. General
comparison, however, as suggested by Halliday and Hasan (ibid.) does not exist in Arabic,
since there are no adjectives and adverbs of comparison that express this form of comparison in

Arabic; yet, other resources that suit this type of comparison are possibly found (Al-Jabr, 1987).

According to Al-Jabr (ibid: 80), particular comparison is achieved by “a form that can
be derived from any dynamic verb.” The comparative form takes the form of (a-f) in addition to
the particle (min) o= than, e.g. o= Jil (?af.dal min) better than or o= »S1 (?akbar min) bigger

than, etc. Example:
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[69]

- e oSS
- karim ?adka min calij.

- Kareem is cleverer than Ali. (Al-Jabr,1987:80)

General comparison in Arabic can be achieved by means of words such as o (nafs)
and &as (mu.ta:biq) referring to same, which take the form of identity; likeness through the
form of similarity can be expressed by words such as Jis (mi6l) and 4L (mufa:bih), referring
to such and similar respectively; whereas the words which specify the difference are A1 (a:yar)

and <aliss (muytalif) referring to other and different (Al-Jabr, 1987).

According to Al-Jabr (ibid.), the cohesive function of comparative reference items
corresponds to that of English; they can occur anaphorically, cataphorically and exophorically,

as in the following examples respectively:

[70]

- STsaaly e Caagl sl oda a i Y

- la: ?uri:du ha:0ihi assajja:rata ?ab.habu ¢an wa:hidatin ?akbara.

- I do not want this car. I'm looking for a bigger one.

- b pea sl oda (Sl Al AV B Ll

- assajjar:a al?uyra muna:sibatu la:kin ha:dihi assajja:rata .sa"gi:ratun.
- The other car is suitable, but this car is small.

- Ade Al pd gl S

- kuntu atawaqqgacu risa:latan muytalifatan.

- I’ve been expecting a different letter. (Al-Jabr,1987:81)
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111.2.2. Substitution
Halliday and Hasan (1976) distinguished three types of substitution: nominal, verbal,

and clausal, which perform a cohesive link.

111.2.2.1. Nominal Substitution

According to Al-Jabr (1987), because of the restricted concept of sentence in Arabic,
the role substitution plays in the creation of unified texts has not been investigated in Arabic.
The phenomenon of substitution has not been scrutinised as a cohesive device; yet, it was
treated through other resources that suit the linguistic system of Arabic. For example, the
Arabic (wa:.hid) 25 is the corresponding of the English nominal substitution one, which can

function cohesively, as in:

[71]

- Al kel iz e e (s I3
- ha:0a: sandwi:fun "gajru .t.azizin, ?a¢a.tini: wa:.hidan ?a:yara.

- This sandwich is not fresh. Get me another one. (Al-Jabr,1987:83)

In this example, the term )5 (wa:.hid) one in the second clause is a substitute for the
noun (i sxie sandwich in the first one. Thus, the substitute s (wa:.hid) one assumes the
function of the presupposed item Ui sxws sandwich. Also, the elements, associated with the
presupposed item (“ghajru taziz) zJ 4= e not fresh are replaced by the item _Al (?a:yar)
another. Hence, it can be said that the Arabic word sl (wa:.hid) functions cohesively in the

same way as its English equivalent one.

Unlike English, the substitute ones does not exist in Arabic; the whole nominal group

should be repeated. The following example: “These examples are wrong. Give me some new
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ones” is not possible in Arabic, as the plural form of one does not exist, i.e. there is no plural
form of the term (wa:.hid) a5 one (ibid.). Therefore, in order to accommodate the Arabic
linguistic system, the only possible equivalent would be to rephrase the sentence and to repeat

the whole nominal group, as in:

[72]
- 3uall ABQY) (e uhel Gaia e AERY) o2
- ha:0ihi al?’am6ilatu  “gajru  3ajjidatin, “ag¢.tini: baca.da al?am6ilati
alzadi:dati.

- These examples are wrong .Give me some new examples. (Al-Jabr,1987:83)

Nevertheless, it is important to note that the cohesive function of substitution mentioned
above should not be mixed with the other structural functions of its English equivalent one (Al-
Jabr, 1987). According to Halliday and Hasan (1976), the word one can be a personal pronoun,
cardinal numeral, indefinite article and pronoun. These functions are not cohesive; they are

illustrated below:

a. Personal Reference

- QJA.\M‘;\A\.\AJ;\)S\U‘)’-\\Y
- layjagrifu alwa:. hidu minna: mata: sajamu:tu.

- One never knows when he’ll die. (Al-Jabr,1987:84)

b. Cardinal Numeral

- aalgale oSl o5 ke Gl
- “intalaqa cafaratun wala:kin ¢a:da wa:.hidun.

- Ten set out, but only one came back. (Al-Jabr,1987:84)
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c¢. Indefinite Article

- aad g eluad G ) /5 sedll e Lilaid oy
- “uri:du finza:nan mina algahwati /?10an ?uskub linafsika wa:.hidan.

- l'would like a cup of coffee. / Then pour yourself one. (Al-Jabr,1987:84)

In this case, it is equally possible to repeat the word o= (finza:n) cup, instead of using
asl s (wa:.hid) one. This is also appropriate for the examples where (wa:.hid) one is used as a

cohesive device as seen above.
d. A Pronoun

- Sy Y Lulia 13 Jie laal 5 (S 1Y)
- i0a: ka:na wa:.hidan mifla ha:0a: muna:siban li?an ya.hkuma, takallam.

- If such a one be fit to govern, speak. (Al-Jabr,1987:84)
In this example the use of one is similar to a general noun.

Moreover, the word o« (nafs) same as an element of comparative reference is possible
to occur in Arabic, as seen previously, whereas in the case of nominal substitution it is not
likely to take place. In the example below, the word ¢ (faj?) thing is a substitute of the word
hamburger and o< (nafs) same is an element of comparative reference, but not a nominal

substitute (Al-Jabr, 1987).

-l el ) Ly i )
- uri:du sandwi:fan. ?uri:du affaj?a nafsihi.
I’ll have the same thing. But not: I’d like a hamburger. I’ll have the same. (Al-

Jabr,1987:85)
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111.2.2.2. Verbal Substitution
According to Al-Jabr (1987), verbal substitution, which is realised in English through

the verb do, is not dealt with in Arabic. Its occurrence is only possible in yes/no answers as in:

[73]

- o) i aad gl Calad S8 s € ) K Ja
- hal katabta addarsa:? nagam lagad fagaltu. /nagam katabtu addarsa.
- Have you written the lesson? Yes, | have done/written the lesson. (Al-

Jabr,1987:85)

In yes/no answers, two choices are possible: a repetition of the same verb € (kataba)
have written or the use of another form (fagaltu) <& have done. However, in some other
contexts in English the verb do is quite adequate, yet, it is not so in Arabic. In the example

below, the only possibility is to repeat the lexical verb remove in the second sentence:

[74]
- Have they removed the furniture?

- They have done the desks, but that’s all. (Al-Jabr,1987:85)

According to Al-Jabr (ibid.), similar to nominal substitution, the cohesive function of
the verbal substitute do should not be mixed with its structural functions. These structural
functions are lexical verb, general verb, verbal operator and pro-verb. The functions that can

occur in Arabic are:

a. General Verb
- e cuale Y o) sl 13 Jaty Loy

- rubbama: jafcalu ha:0a: addawa:?a alaga:3iba magaha:.
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- This medicine might do wonders for her. (Al-Jabr,1987:86)
b. Pro-Verb
- et ) dadi oS Al S cuilS 1l
- ma:da: ka:at tafcalu ? lam takun ta:fcalu ajja [aj?in.

- What was she doing? She wasn’t doing anything. (Al-Jabr,1987:86)

111.2.2.3. Clausal Substitution

The third type of substitution is clausal substitution, it is expressed through the terms so
and the negative form not. The equivalents of the English clausal substitutes are not considered
as substitutes in Arabic; they are rather included under the category of reference. The
corresponding of the English clausal substitutes so in Arabic is the demonstrative reference

item (0a:lika) <l that (Al-Jabr,1987). For example:

[75]
X Jul .EJAM ol CA_\:\.MIMiJSSQi
- Yagtaqidu ?annahu sajanzahu ha:0ihi almarrata. ?a:mulu da:lika.

- I think he’ll pass this time -1 hope so. (Al-Jabr,1987:87)

In Arabic, clausal substitution is likely to occur only in expressions such as <l okl

(@0.unnu da:lika) I believe so, and < J=4; (jafcal da:lika) do so, for example:

[76]

- ki skl o e Lk

.tabgan tagrifu a.t.tari:ga? ?ad.unnu oa:lika.

Of course you know the way? | believe so.

- .éhdajemhi?délallwidg
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- hal ?a.t¢amta a.t.t.tifla ? a.haduhum fagala da:lika.

- Have you fed the boy? -Someone did so. (Al-Jabr,1987:87)

In the same way, the negative form of clausal substitution is not frequent in Arabic,
expressions like ¥ L, (rubbama: la:) perhaps not and ¥ stk (bitta?ki:di la:) certainly not, are

only possible. For example:

[77]

- (el ()Y L, §eac b JilSe S )
- law kunta maka:ni:, satusa:¢ciduhu ? rubbama: la: (Ian ?usa:giduh).

- Would you help him if you were me? Perhaps not (certainly not). (Al-

Jabr,1987:87)

In addition, it is worth reminding, here, that the equivalents of the English clausal
substitutes do not function as substitutions in the Arabic examples; they rather exhibit the
anaphoric function of these substitute items (this is the only way to replace the previously
mentioned items in the text). Moreover, as seen above, in order to accommodate the linguistic
system of Arabic, it is also possible to repeat the same items when substitution can be used.

This is also valid for ellipsis, as to be seen in the next section (Al-Jabr, 1987).

111.2.3. Ellipsis

Similar to substitution, the notion of ellipsis has not been scrutinised by Arab linguists
in view of Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) classification; they instead investigated ellipsis at the
intra-sentential level (i.e. within the sentence boundaries: for example, the omission of a

subject, verb, adjective, etc.). According to Al-Jabr (ibid.), the elements which are easily

202



understood from the context are omitted. He illustrated this point using Cantarino’s example

(1974):
[78]

- ) 8 Ay ye 92158 L el ol
- “%ajna ?ummaka ja: fou?ad ? mari.da fi: albajti.

- Where is your mother, Fouad? Ill at home. (Al-Jabr,1987:88)

In the above example, it can be seen that there is an omitted item, and the context
allows for the interpretation of the omitted item as the noun ‘;ﬁ (ummi) my mother. Since the
omitted item occurs in the second sentence and refers to a previously mentioned item; this

example of ellipsis is considered as a cohesive device (Al-Jabr, 1987).

Similar to substitution, Halliday and Hasan (1976) distinguished three types of ellipsis:

nominal, verbal, and clausal.
111.2.3.1. Nominal Ellipsis

According to Halliday and Hasan (1976), nominal ellipsis functions on the nominal
group, and the omitted item may be deictic, numerative, epithet, classifier or qualifier. Al-Jabr
(1987) used Halliday and Hasan’s examples in order to determine whether or not Arabic has

the same capability for expressing such a relation as English does. Examples:

[79]
- A gy S Y Aeiall flagiive) il 5l Agaiall sl oJshl L) o e
- man jadumu zama:nan “a.twal, alqu.dba:nu almun.hanijatu “%aw

alqu.dba:nu almustaqi:matu ? almustaqi:matu la:tankasiru bisuhu:latin.
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- Which lasts longer, the curved rods or the straight rods? The straight are less

likely to break. (Al-Jabr,1987:89)

In this example, the head of a nominal group is an epithet. The epithet dasiwall
(almustagi:ma) straight in the second sentence is elliptical and the noun (alqu.dba:n) sl

rods is ellipted.
[80]

- A Al s agia s AT G e Ay )
- Tarbagatu ma.ha:ra:tin ?uyra: tabigcathumu wa ?arbagatun ?uyra:.

- Four other oysters followed them, and yet another four. (Al-Jabr,1987:89)

The second example illustrates a numerative ellipsis. The second occurrence of s
(?arbagat) four is the elliptical numerative, and the noun <l s« (ma.ha:rat) oysters is ellipted.
It should be noted that the noun cannot be omitted after a deictic in Arabic (Al-Jabr, 1987). The
English example illustrated below is not tolerated in Arabic; instead, the ellipted noun paper

should be repeated:

[81]

They haven’t got my usual morning paper. Can | borrow yours?

hal bi’imka:ni: ?an ?astaci:ra .sa.hifataka?

- Can I borrow your newspaper? (Al-Jabr,1987:89)
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According to Al-Jabr (1987), the category of classifier, which “is very rarely left to
function as Head” in English (Halliday & Hasan, 1976:153), can occur in certain contexts in

Arabic. For example:

[82]

- tahdl s olif of gl Al 4 al) Biad) dday ) oda
- ha:dihi rab.tatu algunuqi al.hari:rijjati allati: ladajja ?am %innaka tufa.dilu
alqu.tni:;jata?

- This is the silk tie I’ve got. Or would you like the cotton? (Al-Jabr,1987:89)

It is worth mentioning that nominal substitution is used in Arabic instead of nominal
ellipsis, when this latter is not tolerated in some contexts. In the previous example, the noun
Giall iy ) (rab.tatu algunugqi) tie is deleted from the question, whereas, as illustrated below, the

substitute one does not have the same function in the two languages:

[83]

- _Qg,\;iQ;\Bh\jéﬁiOi@ﬁuigﬂéﬁ\hﬁﬁﬁ\@\l@)o&
- ha:oihi rab.tatu algunuqi al.hari:rijjati allati:
ladajja astati:gu ?an ?ugi:raka wa:hidatan ?in ?a.hbabta.

- This is the silk tie I’ve got. I can lend you one if you like. (Al-Jabr,1987: 90)

111.2.3.2. Verbal Ellipsis

According to Al-Jabr (1987), verbal ellipsis, i.e. the omission of a verb or verbal
element, is very limited in Arabic. There is no direct corresponding of certain English elliptical

examples in Arabic, as in: Have you done the homework? - Yes, | have. In Arabic, the possible
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answer to this question is the use of the verbal substitute or the repetition of the whole clause as

illustrated in the following example:

[84]

R R P
- nacam lagad fagalt.
- Yes, | have done.
Or
- () dlee) ailac 28 aas
- nacam lagad ¢amaltuhu (¢amaltu alwa:3ib).

- Yes, | have done it. (I have done the homework.) (Al-Jabr,1987:91)

Nevertheless, verbal ellipsis is possible in certain contexts in Arabic, yet, the repetition

of L iSi (Paktubu addarsa) write the lesson is more usual:

[85]

- oo (Sl € CuSs cas 3l
- ma:0a: kunta taktubu ? (?aktubu) addarsa.

- What have you been writing? -The lesson. (Al-Jabr,1987:91)

According to Al-Jabr (1987), some types of English ellipsis do not occur in Arabic. For
example, operator ellipsis and lexical verbal ellipsis do not occur in Arabic since Arabic does
not have these categories. The examples below, adopted from Halliday & Hasan (1976: 170),

present these two categories respectively:

206



- Is John going to come? He might. He was to, but he may not. He should, if he

wants his name to be considered.

And

- Has he sold his collection yet? He has some of the paintings.

In the first example, the repetition of the verb b (ja”ti:) come is necessary in rendering

the sentence in Arabic. Aljabr (1987) suggested that this example would appear as:

[86]

- Y L) S il IS Ly faeal il e
- hal saja”ti: ?a.hamadu? rubbama ka:na saja”ti: la:kin rubbama: la:ja”ti..
- Is Ahmad going to come? —Maybe. He was to come, but maybe not (he may not).

He should come, if he wants his name to be considered. (Al-Jabr,1987:92)

Similarly, in the second example, the repetition of the verb gL (ba:¢a) sold is necessary

in Arabic. The sentence would be:

[87]

- Al gL a8l € Al seaa glda
- hal ba:¢ca mazmu:catahu? lagad ba:¢a bag.da allawah:ati.

- Has he sold his collection yet? He has some of the paintings. (Al-Jabr,1987:92)
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111.2.3.3. Clausal Ellipsis

In Arabic, this type of ellipsis is only possible in yes/no answers. For example:

[38]

- e fuaall s da

- hal katabta addarsa ? nagcam.

The clause | have written the lesson (=3 <€ 23l (lagad katabtu addarsa) is ellipted; the
answer ~= (nagam) yes presupposes the whole clause. Examples of clausal ellipsis which

occur in Arabic are illustrated below:

[89]

A oo QS fadn llall S L
ma:da: ka:na a.t.ta:libu sajaf¢alu? - jaktubu addarsa.
What was the student going to do? - Write the lesson.

b, ldall € il S OIS (1
man ka:na sajaktubu addarsa?- a.t.ta:libu.

Who was going to write the lesson? - The student. (Al-Jabr, 1987:92)

Example (a) is an instance of modal ellipsis, the modal element <l o\ (ka:na
a.t.ta:libu) (the subject and the operator) is deleted. But, example (b) which is an instance of
prepositional ellipsis, that requires the omission of the complement, the adjunct and the lexical
verb, is not appropriate in Arabic. The prepositional ellipsis, oS <l (a.tta:libu ka:na) the

student was, is not adequate in Arabic (Al-Jabr, 1987).
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Therefore, it can be said that the only possible context for verbal and clausal ellipsis in
Arabic is yes/no and WH-questions; yet, they do not occur as freely as in English. For example,
the answer yes it has instead of the plane has landed is not possible in Arabic. The adequate
way to answer this question in Arabic is either »= (nagam) yes or e 3l .23 (nagam lagad

habatat) yes it has landed (Al-Jabr, 1987).

Finally, unlike English, substitution and ellipsis occur in quite restricted contexts in
Arabic. What is possible is either the repetition of the item under discussion or its occurrence
as an anaphoric reference of the substitute/ellipted item, in order to accommodate the linguistic

system of Arabic.

111.2.4. Conjunctions

Conjunction is a term used to refer to elements (words or phrases) that link between
parts of discourse together, such as words, phrases, clauses/sentences, paragraphs, or larger
units of discourse, and to indicate the relationship between them. Conjunctions in Arabic are
known as conjunctive particles —kall <5~ (huru:f algatf) ; the sets of these particles were
used, previously, by linguists to connect between elements at the intra-sentential level; yet, the
inter-sentential linkage had not been explored. Earlier classifications, such as those suggested
by Arab linguists Naser (1976) and Abdullatif (1982) and Western linguists (Wright, 1975),
revealed some divergence regarding the terms used to the different sets of conjunctions. These
discrepancies led to the lack of agreement among linguists as to what is categorised as

conjunctions and what relations are represented by which conjunction.

For example, Abdullatif (1982) presented a set of particles that perform specific
relations, as follows: Addition: s (wa), sequence: 4 (fa-) ~ (Bumma), sequence and grading: -

(fa), purpose: i (.hatta), alternative: sl (aw), specification and equation: # (am), negation:
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oS (lakin), partial contrast: ¥ (la:), complete contrast: J: (bal). However, he did not
investigate the behaviour of these particles across independent sentences, as his study was

restricted to only complex sentences (Al-Jabr, 1987).

Although these classifications represent to some extent the Arabic conjunctions, Al-Jabr
(1987) proposed a more detailed taxonomy that corresponds to most of Halliday and Hasan’s
classification (1976). In his taxonomy, Al-Jabr (ibid.) took into consideration the function of
conjunctions in texts, regardless of what labels they are given, being either an adverb or
prepositional phrase; what really matters is what relations are embodied by which conjunction.
Following Halliday and Hasan’s model to examine conjunctions in view of their functions, and
using the English-Arabic dictionary Al-Mawrid, as a reference to provide the most adequate

equivalents in Arabic, Al-Jabr (1987: 96-97) presented the list of conjunctions as follows:
Additive

s (wa) and; Lads (wa ?aj.dan) and also; ¥ s (wala:) nor, and not; ¥!s (wa?illa:) or else;
b Je 33 (gala:watan cala da:lika) furthermore, in addition, besides; < (« ¥ (badalan
min da:lika) alternatively; il (bilmuna:saba) by the way; &l ! (ajj ?anna) that is; (bimagna
aryar) A = in other words; Jédll Juw e (gala: sabi:li almifa:l) for instance ; sl 4al (1
(min na:.hijatin 6a:nija) on the other hand; J:eal & (fi: almuga:bil) in contrast; & (Gumma)

then.
Adversative

Ay ae (maca Oalika) yet, though, nevertheless; ¢ (lakin) but; Ja 41 e
(cala ?ajjati .ha:l) however, anyhow; <3 (e a2 b (birra”gmi min da:lik) despite this; &89 & (fi:
alwa:qigi) in fact, actually, as a matter of fact; <4l L. & (fi: nafsi alwaqti) at the same
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time; ¢~ Y (badalan min) instead; s~Y4 (bil?a.hra) rather; S« e (cala alga:ks) on the
contrary; g e (cala ?al?aqal) at least; J= 4 e (cala ajjati .ha:l) in any case; Jisa¥) i
(fi: ?ajji alla.nwa:l) in either case; <s\S 44 )l 4L (bi%ajjati .tari:gatin ka:nat) whichever way it is;

¥ K g (mahma: jakun al?amr) however it is.

Causal

Al (lida:lika) so, therefore, consequently; o3 (?idan) hence; <lb s (bisababi
da:lik) because of this, on account of this; (liha:da assabab) <l 131 for this reason; <y as
(nati:zatan lida:lika) as a result of this, in consequence; lic¥! (e 1341 (?a:yidan bigajni
al%igtiba:r) with this in mind; =4 13 (liha:0a al"gara.d) for this purpose; = (bisabab),
oY (li%ana) for, because; =¥l 1 Jle(gala ha:da: al?as:as) on this basis; &) »3¢! (liha:dihi
al"ga;ja) to this end; o3 (idan) then; Al &l & (fictilka al.ha:la) in that case; (fi: mifli
ha:0a: ad.0.arfi) <kl 132 Jis 4 in such an event; <kl o232 <uad (ta.hta ha:dihi ad.0.uru:f)
under the circumstances; ¥!s (wa?illa:) otherwise; il <as b s (ta.hta d.uru:fin Puyra)
under other circumstances; (=s=all 13 (biha:da: alyu.su:.s) olill 13 (biha:da: affa”an) in

this respect; <ld la= (cada: da:lika) aside from this.

Temporal

e (¢inda?idin) just then; & (Bumma), < x (bagada da:lik) next, after that; o« &
< ) (fi: nafsi alwaqti) at the same time; &l (sa:bigan), Wi (?a:nifan) previously; <2 Jé (gabla
da:lika) before that; |l (%ay:iran) finally, at last; Js @ (fiz.ha:l) at once; (¢alada:lika) after a
time; (fi: almarrati atta:lija) %\l 5 3 next time; Al 4lie & (fi: muna:sabatin ?uyra) on
another occasion; W »sd) & (fi: aljawmi atta:li:) next day ; 4=ls 2 (bagda sa:ga) an hour
later; <> o s=me A (fi: "gu.du:ni da:lika) meanwhile; cpall &y Ss ((hatta da:lika al.hi:n) until

then; sl s & (fi: ha:dihi alla.hd.a) at this moment; ¢¥! 4 (litga:jati al?a:n) up to now; L
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(huna:) here; lxelad ¥ e (mina al?a:na fa.sa:gidan) from now on, henceforth; _l<iil
(biyti.sa:r) in short, briefly; W_3 (gari:ban), 3ale (ca:zilan) soon; Ji 2= (bagada qali:l) after a

time.

Continuative

oYl (al?a:n) now; b (.tabgan) of course; (.hasanan) Lua well; (cala %ajjati .ha:l) i e

J anyhow; St (bittaki:d) surely; s sl e (cala: algum:um) after all.

Commenting on this list of conjunctions, Al-Jabr (1987) stressed that conjunctions have
other synonyms not mentioned in his classification, which comprise only the commonest ones.
Moreover, conjunctions in Arabic bear a multifunctional nature more than their English
counterparts do. For example, the conjunction then in addition to its temporal function can be
also additive, which is not the case in English. Also, some Arabic conjunctions can
accommodate more than one English equivalent, for example, <X (lida:lika) is an equivalent of

so, therefore and hence.

Nevertheless, it should be mentioned that the main difference between Arabic and
English lies in the degree to which these two languages make use of conjunctions. While
English employs a variety of conjunctions, Arabic uses a restricted number of conjunctions, but,
with greater frequency, especially, the particles: s (wa), 4 (fa) and ¢<! (la:kin). Yet, of course,

this does not prevent the occurrence of other conjunctions.

The most commonly used conjunctive particles in Arabic are:s (wa),2 (fa), 2 (bBumma),
oS (lazkin) and J: (bal). Most of these conjunctive particles have attracted the attention of many
researchers, e.g. Wright (1975), Cantarino (1975), Williams (1989), Holes (2004) and Fareh

(1998). These particles are dealt with below:
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111.2.4.1. 5 (wa)

The conjunctive particle 5 (wa) is the most commonly used particle in Arabic. Holes
(2004:267) noticed that “wa is the primitive conjunctive particle: it is the most commonly
encountered sentence connective and has the widest variety of uses, analogous in these aspects
to English and. Unlike English and, however, wa regularly functions as a textual, as well as a

sentence connective.”

Many linguists examined the redundancy of s (wa) in Arabic and explained that a
number of factors contribute to its high frequency. According to Dudley-Evans and Swales
(1980 cited in Al-Jabr, 1987), in addition to other things, the lengthy sentences that characterise
Arabic generate the abundant use of s (wa). Also, the trend of Arabic towards using
coordination as a favoured structural device enriched the use of conjunction s (wa). Williams
(1982:119) observed that “wa is used not only as a coordinator but also as a subordinator.”
Moreover, Holes (1983 in Al-Jabr, 1987) affirmed that the English punctuation system is
challenging for Arab writers. Although the use of the comma and the full-stop was introduced
to Arab writers, they still use only s (wa) and - (fa) to separate between clauses. This is due to
new development of the punctuation system in Arabic. Baker (1992:193) explained that while
English depends heavily on the punctuation marks “to signal breaks and relations between
chunks of information”, Arabic “prefers to group information into very large grammatical

chunk” mainly through the use of conjunctions s (wa) and - (fa).

Furthermore, the occurrence of s (wa) with other conjunctions such as the additive L
(?aj.dan) and adversative ¢! (la:kin), which is very usual in Arabic, enhances its frequency.
But, it is the other conjunction, Ll (%aj.dan) or ¢S (la:kin), that joins parts of discourse
together instead of s (wa). Equally, the conjunction and occurs with other conjunctions in

English, for example and also, but does not occur with but, since it contrasts with the meaning
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of and. In terms of functions, the conjunctive particle s (wa) has diverse functions. According
to Holes (1983: 234 in Al-Jabr, 1987), “wa can mark temporal sequence, simultaneous action,
semantic contrast and semantic and temporal sequence, logical sequence, purpose, result or

concession.”

The behaviour of s (wa) in Arabic texts has been pointed out and illustrated by a
number of researchers, e.g. Holes (2004), Fareh (1998), Al-Azzawie (2014). For reasons of
viability, the most frequent functions that appear in Holes (2004: 267-71) are demonstrated.

Holes (ibid: 267) specified that s (wa) may express one of the following relations:

a. Introductory s (wa)

This particle, also known as introductory s (wa), commonly occurs in the initial position
of sentences or paragraphs. In simple narrative, the conjunctive particle s (wa) serves a general
introductory function for beginning a topic, i.e. it is sometimes used to signal the beginning of

every paragraph except the first one. For example!!:

- wa there were a few women, some of them revealing dainty arms which carried
handbags resembling shoe- or jewel-boxes. wa there was not a single peasant

woman among them.(Holes, 2004: 268)

b. Temporal s (wa) (X thenY)

The conjunctive particle s (wa) can also introduce a temporal relation between the

clauses it joins, i.e. s (wa) functions as an adjunct to link the successive events, as in:

1 The Arabic examples suggested by Holes (2004) do not appear in the original text.
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- They brought out the pot wa took the mashed dates wa threw them into the

middle of the pot wa mashed them. (Holes, 2004: 268)

c. Simultaneous s (wa) (X at the same time as Y)

The Arabic particle 5 (wa) can be used to express simultaneous actions, as in:

- | watered the crops wa ate. (Holes, 2004: 268)

In this example, the particle s (wa) joins the two clauses, without indicating which one

takes place first (the watering or the eating).

d. Circumstantial s (wa) (X in circumstance Y)

The conjunctive particle s (wa) can be used to indicate circumstantial relations between

clauses. For example:

- He abandoned them wa they were small. (Holes, 2004: 268)

In this example, the conjunctive particle s (wa) is used to join the two clauses in order
to show the circumstances in which the action of abandoning them took place. This case of s
(wa) is similar to another use of s (wa) in Arabic, which is called circumstantial s (wa) or

(wa:w al.ha:1) J=dl 515 (when/while).

e. Adversative s (wa) (X but Y)

The conjunctive 5 (wa) is used to express an adversative relation between the clauses.

According to Holes (2004: 271), “without any adverbial support, wa may link two sentences
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that are overtly or implicitly mutually inconsistent or when the second implies a restriction or

concession of some kind on the first.” For example:

- Asif (she) was in the city, wa (yet) out of it.

- You do not know today, wa (but) you will tomorrow. (Holes, 2004: 268)

In this view, it can be said that the extensive usage of s (wa), in addition to this variety
of functions (working as additives, temporals, adversatives, etc.), increases the frequency of

this particle.

111.2.4.2. 4 (fa)

The conjunctive particle -4 (fa), the second most frequent conjunction, occurs rather less
than s (wa). According to Holes (2004: 271), the main difference between s (wa) and - (fa) in
Arabic is that “fa usually betokens a relationship between [two clauses] or between the
paragraphs of a text such that the [second clause] describes a state or an action which occurs as

a consequence of the [first one].” He presented the following examples to illustrate this!2:

[90]

- | discovered from the first puff that smoke was escaping from lots of holes fa |
stubbed it out in the ashtray.

- Ithink fa I am. (Holes, 2004: 271)

Similar to the conjunctive particle s (wa), - (fa) can indicate different relations between

discourse units. Many researchers have tackled its various functions in Arabic texts, e.g. Holes

12 The Arabic examples suggested by Holes (2004) do not appear in the original text
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(2004), Thabit and Fareh (2006). Following Thabit and Fareh’s description (2006:23-25), 4 (fa)

holds five functions as illustrated in what follows:

a. Sequential 2 (fa)

Similar to the conjunctive s (wa), the particle 2 (fa) can be used to express sequential
and temporal relations. However, unlikes (wa) which connects two elements, events or
propositions without indicating the order of occurrence of one over the other, 4 (fa) signals
different relationships, in that, what comes before 4 (fa) has a priority over what follows it. In

other words, - (fa) guarantees a consecutive relation between the two events. For example:

- b peanlld slaay ) Caad
- Oahabtu ?la ba"gda:da falba.srata.

- |l went to Baghdad, fa (then) to Basra. (Thabit & Fareh, 2006: 23)

In this example, sequential - (fa) links the two events going to Baghdad and going to
Basra, which are time related, occurring one after another. According to Thabit and Fareh

(2006), sequence refers to the order of time and events.

b. Resultative 2 (fa)
The conjunctive particle 4 (fa) signals also a resultative function or (a consequence)

between clauses, where the second clause is a consequence of the first one. For example:

- 7a.habba ?a.hmadu alma.sra.ha fa2 ?abdaca fi:hi.

- Ahmad loved theatre fa (and so) he excelled in it. (Thabit & Fareh, 2006:23)

In this example, - (fa) functions as a resultative conjunction as the second clause his

excellence in theatre is the result of Ahmad’s passion for theatre.
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c. Causal 2 (fa)
In the same way, the conjunctive particle 2 (fa) is an indicator of cause between clauses.

The clause which is introduced by - (fa) provides a reason for the first clause as in:

- el gl SaY
- la: tabki: fainna albuka:?a .dugfun.

- Do not cry fa (because) crying is weakness. (Thabit & Fareh, 2006:24)

In this example, - (fa) ensures a causal relation between the two clauses, in that; it joins
the two clauses together by making the second the cause of the first one. That is to say, because

crying is weakness, he/she should not cry.

d. Explanatory - (fa)
The particle 2 (fa) may express an explanation, in that it indicates that the second

sentence is an explanation of the first one. For example:

- L G s lek S Gl Jlie b plall jee Judie 85,88 238 )5 oUalf ellia
- huna:ka ?ayta:?un tariyijjatun ka6fi:ratun fi: musalsali gumar alyajja:m
faM"gtyja:lu almaliki ka:na .tagnan wa lajsa summan.
- There are various historical mistakes in the series of Omar Al-Khayam that should
have been checked. fa (For example), the king was stabbed not poisoned. (Thabit
& Fareh, 2006:24)
In this example, the sentence the king was stabbed not poisoned is one example of the
various historical mistakes in the series of Omar Al-khayam as stated in the first sentence.
e. Adversative 2 (fa)
Similar to s (wa), the conjunctive particle 4 (fa) can express an adversative relation or (a

contrast) between the two clauses or sentences it connects. For example:
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- Alged g_u\ehﬁm Slea
- daga:ni .sadi:qi: falam ?u3zib dagwatahu.
- My friend invited me to visit him, fa (but) I turned down his invitation. (Thabit

& Fareh, 2006:25)

In this example, - (fa) connects the two clauses my friend invited me and | turned down
his invitation, that are in an adversative relationship. The particle 2 (fa) introduces the second

clause, which expresses an unexpected result.

Therefore, it can be said that this variety of functions signalling five different semantic
relations (a sequence of time, cause, result, explanation and concession) explains the high

frequency of - (fa) in Arabic.

111.2.4.3. &5 (Bumma)

The conjunctive particle & (bumma) is one of most commonly used particles in Arabic.
It signals a consecutive action, coming after the action in the preceding clause/sentence.
According to Holes (2004:272-273), “like wa, thumma indicates a sequence action”; yet, the
difference between s (wa), < (fa) and & (bumma) is that

thumma marks a new development, event, or change of direction in the action

described in the narrative [...] thumma acts as a superordinate staging marker for

the narrative as a whole, wa adds information within each of the narrative frames

thus created without taking the narrative forward, and fa introduces sentences

that describe outcomes or results.

In other words, ~ (Bumma) differs from s (wa) and - (fa), in that the former highlights
“the sequence existing between two structurally independent statements as a pause or an
interval” (Tahaineh & Tafish, 2011: 231), contrary to and, which has the additive function, and

contrary to - (fa), which stresses the connected series indicating an immediate succession of

events without any delay or pause of time between the two events. Thus, “Oumma links
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clauses/sentences by specifying how one clause/sentence is related to another in terms of time”

(ibid: 231).

In terms of functions, ~ (Bumma) is essentially a temporal conjunction, yet, it can
appear in various contexts. Tahaineh and Tafish (2011:230-1) highlighted that » (Bumma)

holds five functions. They are illustrated as follows:

a. Sequential Function with Span of Time

The main function of s (Bumma) is to signal a temporal relation. The sequential
(Bumma) signals that the two actions included in the sentence occurred consecutively, with a
pause or an interval of time in the sequence. The interval of time between the two actions is,

usually, indeterminate, but in some cases, it can be also specified, as in:

- s 30 A e g
- tazawwaza calijjun Qumma ruziqa bimawlu:d.

- Ali got married Jumma (and then) he got a child. (Tahaineh & Tafish, 2011:230)

In this example, there is a logical sequence of the two events: getting married and
getting a child, the period of time between the two events is logically understood, but the time
between the two actions is not specified; the length of the period of time is determined

according to the context and meaning the discourse marker signals. Another example:

- adh Gl ale AN g yle y)
- ?am.da 3ajdun ¢afru sanawa:tin fi al"gurbati Qumma ca:da ?ila wa.tanihi.
- Zayd had spent ten years abroad fumma (and then) he returned to his home.

(Tahaineh & Tafish, 2011:230)
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In this example, the time between the two events is specified, Zayed had stayed ten
years abroad continuously and then he returned to his home. So, there is an interval of time
between the two events. Hence, as Baker (1992) suggested, what determines the function of
discourse markers is frequently determined by the context in which they are used. In this
example, the context is a logical sequence of two actions with a period of time of ten years

between them.

b. Sequential with Immediacy or with a Short Span of Time
The particle & (Bumma) can also indicate a sequence (in order) with no interruption
between the two events, i.e. an immediate sequence of the two actions that come before and

after &5 (Bumma).

S TER S IRER TN
- 7istajqad.tu mina annawmi Qumma rattabtu fira:shi:.
- 1 woke up from sleeping Gumma (and then) | tidied my bed. (Tahaineh & Tafish,

2011:230)

The particle & (Bumma) in this example indicates a sequential and temporal relation. It
implies that after the action (waking up) has been accomplished, the new action (tidying the

bed) is immediately (or without much delay) introduced.

c. Resumptive Function

The Arabic particle ~ (Bumma) is often used at the beginning of clauses, sentences and
paragraphs, but not the first. It holds a resumption function, known in Arabic as 48Liiuy) A3
(bumma al?isti?na:fijja). The resumptive particle » (Bumma) comes after a clause/sentence that
had been completed and introduces another one in order to serve the sequential function with a

span of time (whether it is short or long). For example:
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-l ) e sle A alle o il
- ’istaradda 3ajdun ma:lahu. Qumma ¢a:da ¢alijun ?ila albajti.
- Zayd restored his money. Bumma (Then) Ali returned home. (Tahaineh & Tafish,

2011:231)

In this example the two sentences, which are syntactically inappropriate, are joined by
the particle & (bumma). Two messages can be understood from these two independent
sentences: In the first one, Zayd got his money back, while in the second, which begins with

(bumma), the meaning is resumed by introducing a new topic: Ali returned home.

In similar instances, there is an assumption that the two sentences are derived from texts,
which are known by the participants: both speakers and hearers. In order to convey the meaning,
Arabic makes use of extracted clauses or sentences rather than using the whole text, and the
particle & (Bumma), which has a presumptive function, is used to signal speech continuity

(Tahaineh & Tafish, 2011).

d. Adversative Function

Similar to s (wa) and - (fa), the particle 5 (bumma) can signal an adversative function
between the two clauses or sentences it connects. In Arabic, & (bumma) is used to denote the
general meaning of what is called <!\ 3.l (al?istidra:k), i.e. the particles used to signal an

adversative meaning. For example:

- lakee N dsa gl b Al Sae ) i)
- 7stajgad.a zajdun mubakkiran Qumma ta?ayara fi: alwu.su:li ?ila ¢amalihj,
- Zayd woke up early; Bumma (however/but) he arrived to his work late! (Tahaineh

& Tafish, 2011:231)
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In this example, ~ (Bumma) joins the two clauses, Zayd woke up early and he arrived
his work late, that are in an adversative relationship. It introduces the second clause which
expresses an unexpected result. The adversative attitude in the second clause signals a negative

feeling, such as (shock, surprise, astonishment, or anger, etc.).

e. Consequential Function
The particle & (Bumma) signals also a resultative function or a consequential function
between clauses, where the second clause is a consequence of the first one. In Arabic, &

(Bumma) is called 4xesdl &5 (Bumma assababijja) or (the consequential Bumma). For example:

- S Al ) deay 2 ) S e Jadial

- Mistajqad.a calijjun mubakkiran OQumma wa.sala %ila almadrasati
muba:kkiran.

- Ali woke up early; Bumma (consequently), he arrived to the school very early.

(Tahaineh & Tafish, 2011:232)

In this example, as a result of his waking up early, Ali arrived to school very early. That
is to say, the second clause of this sentence (arriving to school very early) is a consequence of

the first one (waking up early).

From this brief review of Arabic conjunctions, it is obvious that several relations can be
expressed by the same conjunction in various contexts. Al-Jabr (1987) affirmed that this is
similar to Abdullatif’s belief (1982) that the function of conjunctions is frequently determined
by the context in which they are used. English conjunctions have also this multiplicity of
functions, when the conjunction then signals temporal and causal relations in various contexts.
However, the multiplicity of conjunctions in one sentence, as in Arabic, e.g. ¢S5 (wala:kin)

Lai s (wa”aj.dan) is not usual in English.
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111.2.5. Lexical Cohesion

The phenomenon of repetition and parallelism are two important features of Arabic text
organisation. Repetition in Arabic has been discussed from different perspectives such as
traditional grammar, literary studies and text linguistics. Many studies have broadly examined
the rhetorical and the textual functions of repetition in Arabic. As far as rhetoric is concerned,
repetition is used artistically and rhetorically as a stylistic preference of language; it may be
part of aesthetic devices in discourse or 4l Cliusdl (almu.hassina:t albadi:gijja). However,
repetition as a textual device functioning in a way so as to realise lexical cohesion is used to

join the different parts of a text through the recurrence of words.

Many modem researchers have studied the phenomenon of repetition, e.g. Koch (1981),
Williams (1982), Al- Jubouri (1983), Holes (2004), Abdel-Hafiz (2003), and Monassar (2014).
Koch (1983) was among the first researchers to investigate repetition as a device of lexical
cohesion in contemporary Arabic. In Koch’s analysis of persuasive texts in modern Arabic, she
(ibid: 47) pointed out that repetition is employed “to provide far more than ornamental
intensification in Arabic prose; it is the key to the linguistic cohesion of the texts and to their
rhetorical effectiveness.” She emphasised that repetition, as a mode of argumentation, is a
consequence of the cultural importance of the Arabic language in the Islamic society. Similarly
Al-Jubouri (1983 in Al-Jabr, 1987) investigated the role of repetition in Arabic argumentative
discourse. He presented three levels of repetition: morphological level, word level, and the

chunk level.

In the same vein, Monassar (2014) suggested a close textual investigation of repetition
in the various linguistic levels and in three Arabic varieties: Classical Arabic, Modern Standard

Arabic, and Yemeni Adeni Arabic dialect. Unlike the previous works of Koch (1981), who
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focused on repetition in a specific genre of writing in Modern Standard Arabic, and Al-
Jubouri’s view on repetition as a rhetorical tactic used for persuasion (1983), Monassar (2014)
examined the purposes and motivation of repetition in the three Arabic varieties, emphasising
that it is a cohesive device that enhances textuality. In Monassar’s terms (ibid.), repetition in
Arabic is called parallelism. He excluded the term repetition in order to avoid any negative
implications, as repetition may imply redundancy. He identified four types of parallelism,
which pervade throughout the various linguistic levels: morphological, lexical, syntactic and
textual. These types are duplication, recurrence of root; replication, recurrence of the same
thought in different forms; reiteration, recurrence of the same word; and alternation,

recurrence of alternatives.

For a detailed description of the different types of repetition, in what follows is a

presentation of Al-Jubouri’s taxonomy (1983) as summarised in Al-Amri (2007):

111.2.5.1. Repetition at Morphological Level
According to Al-Jubouri (1983:100), “Morphological repetition is enhanced in words
that lie in close syntactic proximity, and [it] is manifested in their root or pattern similarity”. He

differentiated between the root and the pattern repetition®2,

Root repetition is used to generate many derivatives. The lexical elements, which are
derivatives of one root, are repeated in one sentence. Koch (1981 in Al-Jabr, 1987) illustrated
that the words <=3 (tazrufu) sweeps and Y~ (zarfan) sweeping are derivatives of the word
s » (3araf). On the other hand, pattern repetition is used to describe the words that have the

same morphological patterns. In the example: 13swa 5 s il ca ped ) sl

13 The root system in Arabic is known as alzud.u:r, while the patterns of the derived form are called al?awza:n
(Al-Jubouri, 1983).
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(almun.hanaja:tu allati: tagarrazat da:yilaha: hubu:.tan wa .sugu:dan), the words L= (hubu:.t)
and 2= (.sucu:d) end with the (fugu:l) pattern. In fact, the final | (?alif) indicates the

adverbial J= (.ha:l) or (circumstantial role) in the sentence.

In addition, there are some different collocational pressures that influence
morphological repetition. These collocational pressures are “the sequences of verbs and their
verbal nouns which habitually co-occur and whose constituents are semantically cohesive” (Al-

Amri, 2007:61). For example:

[91]

- Ayl yagd 5 Y

la: tarbi.tuhumu rawa:bi.tun wa.tanija ...

... are not linked by national links and....

lagad .ha:na al?awanu lita.shi:hi aly.ta:%

(the) time is timed to redress the wrongs (Al-Amri, 2007:61)

111.2.5.2. Repetition at Word Level

There are two types of repetition at the word level: word repetition and word strings.
While the former involves the use of the same lexical item several times in one paragraph, the
latter is achieved through the use of various lexical items, which are put together to form one
set. These lexical items are of the same syntactic category and share the same meaning (Al-

Amri, 2007).

The combination of nouns, verbs, adjectives and adverbs generates the word strings and

create a semantic elaboration as illustrated below:
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[92]

- dle b s a huru:bun wa muna:zaga:tun wars and conflicts

- Gl g8l na:qif wa ba:hi0 debated and discussed
- @kl sxaly  waidihun wa qa:.tigun clear and decisive
- s jUadls saiyi.tan wa .ha:qidan grudgingly and maliciously

(Al-Amri, 2007:63)

According to Al-Amri (2007), because the components of word strings share a similar
semantic spectrum, the relations of synonymy, near synonymy, implication, antonymy, etc. are
realised and guaranteed in one text. Eight categories of the word strings are suggested in Al-

Jubouri (1983: 102). They are illustrated in the following:

a. The word string is composed of components which are synonymous. For example:

SR IPFUATIPRRE RIS
- ta.d.hjja:tun wa badlun wa fida:?un
- [Sacrifice and sacrifice and sacrifice]
b. The word string is composed of components which are near-synonyms, and which

offer also, to some extent, two different views of the referent. For example:

- Gyl g el saall
- a.s.sawa:¢iqu wa a.d.daraba:tu

- The thunderbolts and the blows

c. The two components of the word strings are related through implication. The two
components can lead to one another, i.e. the former can lead to the latter or vice versa. For

example:
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C LS 5 Y
- Misti"gla:lan wa maka:siban

- Exploitation and gains

d. The two components of the word strings share to some extent a common meaning,

but they are different; while the first is more precise, the second is more general. For example:

- Yl i 54
- al.hurri:jjati wa .huqu:gi al?insa:n

- Liberty and human rights

e. One of the components of the word strings modifies the meaning of the other. For

example:

- al%igna:gu wa al.huzzatu wa addali:lu.

- Persuasion, proof and evidence

f. The components of the word strings indicate a shift of meaning and form a kind of

semantic scale. For example:

- algumdatu wa affajyu wal"gafi:ru walmuha:fio.u

- The mayor, the chief, the guard and the governor

g. The components of the word strings are antonyms or near-antonyms. For example:
- LL\AS}; (53 Caafa
- .hakamat OBumma hu:kimat
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- Ruled then got-ruled

h. The components of the word strings are freezes, or near-freezes. For example:
- en S sasd
- aljawma wa kulla jawm

- Today and every day

111.2.5.3. Repetition at Chunk Level
The phenomena of parallelism and paraphrase are two manifestations of repetition at the
chunk level. While parallelism has to do with repetition of form, paraphrase refers to repetition

of substance. They are described as follows:

111.2.5.3.1. Parallelism

Al-Jubouri (1983 in Al-Amri, 2007) asserted that in addition to its rhetorical function,
parallelism is considered also a cohesive device that guarantees the semantic unity of texts.
Unlike Halliday and Hasan (1976) who disregarded parallelism in their taxonomy of cohesive
devices, many researchers, e. g. Holes (2004), Beeston (1966), Kaplan (1966), Koch (1981),
and Williams (1982), added this process in their studies in Arabic. Two types of parallelism can

be identified: complete parallelism and incomplete parallelism.

a. Complete Parallelism
According to Al-Jubouri (1983: 105), complete parallelism occurs when “there is total,

or almost total, coincidence between parallel forms”. For example:

[93]

SEGI X JENY . JPRCIR AP\ JUN P PRGIC NG LIV S SN FWIR
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- wa kam min ?a.hza:bin .hakamat 6umma .hu:kimat, wa tawallat Bumma
indaOarat, wa ?artafagcat Oumma .saqa.tat.
- and how many parties ruled then got-ruled, and took power then perished, and

rose then fell. (Al-Jubouri, 1983: 107)

From the above examples, Al-Jubouri (ibid.) explained that, in terms of the structural
parallelism, there are three parallel word strings joined by the conjunction wa. The word strings
themselves are composed of two components joined by the conjunction & (Gumma). These
components are verbs in the past tense inflected to the feminine gender, i.e. they end with a
feminine marker, (ta:? atta?ni:0) <l <G, In terms of the flow of ideas, the components of the
three word strings share a similar meaning. The first components share a positive meaning, that
of strength <«S~ ((hakamat) ruled, < (tawallat) took-power, and <& )) (?irtafacat) rose,
whereas, the second components share a negative meaning, that of weakness <wS s> (.hu:kimat)

got-ruled, < 53 (?indafarat) perished, and <bsin (saga.tat) fell.

b. Incomplete Parallelism

As the name implies, incomplete parallelism occurs when there is a partial coincidence
between parallelistic forms. Al-Jubouri (1983:108) explained that “both complete and
incomplete parallelism give the effect of commutation of claims which makes the argument

more persuasive”. For example:

[94]
- OVl B il jall Al (e adla 1)
- 10a: da:faca can qa.di;jati al.hurri:jja:ti wa .huqu:qi al?insa:ni
- [if defended issue the-liberty and rights the-man]
C aslae S cpmial 13
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- 10a: ”.hta.dana kulla mad.lu:m

- [if embraced every unjustly-treated]

-kl PPERRY

- 10a: qa:wama alfasa:da

- [if resisted the corruption]

- Aallall s gl 8 AKRY) oy 1)

- i0a: .daraba al?amb6ilata fi: alqudwati a.s.sa:li.hati

- [if gave the-examples in the-exemplification the-good] (Al-Jubouri, 1983: 108)

According to Al- Jubouri (1983), the examples above are four instances of the
conditional construction reiterated. The constructions begin with 13 (ida:) if followed by a verb
in the past tense and an implicit subject. “The repetition begins with a relatively long
conditional clause [...] It is followed by two short clauses and two longer ones, the last being

composed of two parallelistic phrases combined with ‘wa’” (Al-Jubouri, 1983: 108).

111.2.5.3.2. Paraphrase

Al-Jubouri (1983: 110) explained that “paraphrase refers to a repetition of substance. It
involves a restatement of a certain point or argument a number of times.” He affirmed that this
type of repetition reflects of the writers’ tendency towards forceful assertion. Under this

heading, Al-Jubouri (ibid.) identified two types:

a. Paraphrase Type One
This type refers to “an action or event which is described a number of times from one

perspective. It is similar to a rephrasing of a statement” (ibid: 110). For example:
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[95]
- alaa ) ase sl g Jdl el
- alkalima:t ?ila af?a:1 wa alwugu:d ?ila .haqa:”iq

- The words into actions and the promises into realities (Al-Jubouri, 1983: 108)

b. Paraphrase Type Two
This type is “an action or event which is described from two opposite perspective” (Al-

Jubouri, 1983: 110). The following example illustrates this type:

[96]

- IS G o ol dad Y

- ol sy Ladie jelaid Agaal) 4tad

- la: qimata li.hizbin ?in huwa fawqga alkara:si;, wa qi:.matuhu
al.haqi:qijjatu fatad.haru ¢indama: janqudu assulta:na

- (no value to party as it in the power seats)
- (and as for value his, the true appears when criticizes the ruler)(Al-Jubouri, 1983:

110)

Conclusion

As the main goal of this research is to compare and contrast the cohesive devices used
in the United Nations texts between English and Arabic, we have discussed in details the five
types of cohesive devices in English as suggested by Halliday and Hasan (1976) and presented
a parallel discussion of these devices in Arabic as summarised by Al-Jabr (1987). The main
objective was to study the cohesive functions of Arabic devices and to highlight the aspects of

similarities and differences in the two languages. In addition, the phenomena of parallelism and
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paraphrase, which are typical of Arabic text organisation and which do not appear in Halliday
and Hasan’s model (1976) have also been examined. However, the major aspects of cohesion
that are pertinent to legal discourse and which do not exist in Halliday and Hasan’s taxonomy
(e.g. the subcategories of reference: blend words, numbering and articulation) are to be covered

in the subsequent chapters.
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Chapter IVV: Methodology of the Study

Introduction

This chapter offers a description of the corpus linguistics methods and tools used in
this thesis to analyse the translation of cohesive devices in some United Nations texts. The
chapter presents the framework adopted for the analysis and the procedure used to identify the

cohesive devices and to detect examples of shifts of cohesion in the translated corpus.

To this aim, this study makes use of quantitative and qualitative analyses of cohesive
devices in the Parallel Corpus of the United Nations Texts (PCUNTS). The corpus frequency
counts and the statistical analysis of data are presented in order to demonstrate the extent to
which source language norms and conventions influence the use of cohesive devices in
translation. The qualitative descriptive method is employed to describe the accuracy of the

translation of these devices and how translators cope with the differences.

The chapter is structured as follows: Section one presents the corpus design and the
procedure of its construction. The background to the corpus, its content and size, and the tools
used for data analysis are also provided. By suggesting a sample of analysis, section two
briefly summarises how the data used in the present thesis are linguistically and statistically
analysed. The linguistic analysis is based on the semantic framework for identifying and
classifying cohesive devices, as proposed by Halliday and Hasan (1976), and depends on the
explicitation hypothesis for explaining occurrences of shifts of cohesion in the translation
product, as indicated by Blum-Kulka (1986). Finally, section three presents the hypotheses

and research questions of this study.
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IV.1. Design and Compilation of the PCUNTS

To begin with, a description of the corpus data and tools used to test the present
hypotheses is provided. As previously mentioned, the methodology adopted for this study
requires the use of parallel corpora, which are the most suitable resources for both the
contrastive and the translation study. Therefore, the Arabic/English Parallel Corpus of the
United Nations is designed particularly to achieve this objective. The corpus is a
unidirectional parallel corpus; it consists of texts in one language, Arabic, and their
translations into another language, English. The aim of building a unidirectional parallel
corpus (Arabic texts and their translations in English) is to examine the similarities and
differences between Arabic and English cohesive devices and to observe their possible

influence on the translation product.

Nevertheless, although the significance of parallel corpora in finding equivalents has
been questioned by some researchers, as they are believed to be inconvenient sources of data
for translators, in this study, the translations the corpus contains are authentic documents

produced by competent legal drafters.

This section outlines the background to the PCUNTS, its content and size, the steps

and procedures of data compilation and the tools used for data analysis.

IV.1.1. Description of the United Nations Documents

First of all, it is important to start with a presentation of the nature of the UN
documents and their structures in order to offer a background to the PCUNTs. The reason
behind this is that legal documents differ significantly from other genres, such as fiction,

science or journalism. Legal texts in general and the UN texts, in particular, as one type of
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institutionalised language, require the use of specific conventions governing the preparation
of legal resolutions and rules, display different structures, and follow rigid methods of
dividing documents into parts or paragraphs. These particular aspects are specifically
preserved for purposes of formality, accurateness and transparency that characterise legal
discourse. In fact, these characteristics of legal discourse make it a distinctive type of
language for specific purposes. Formality is preserved in legal discourse, because legal
documents are generated in official situations and used in formal settings. The style of legal
texts is particularly deemed precise and accurate, as it aims at achieving exactness of meaning
and reducing any possible ambiguity that may affect the information. Transparency is another
important feature of legal documents. Since resolutions, reports and official letters are
supposed to take firm decisions and impose obligations on the member states, these types of

documents are written with high degrees of clarity.

The structure of the UN documents, as presented in the UN website** and in

Rafalovitch and Dale’s paper (2009), is summarised below:

1VV.1.1.1. Overview of the United Nations

The United Nations is an international organisation established in 1945. It is
composed of 193 Member States, which have the opportunity to express their views and
decisions in the six main organs of the UN. The main organs are the General Assembly, the
Security Council, the Economic and Social Council, the Trusteeship Council, the International

Court of Justice, and the UN Secretariat.

14 UN Overview: http://www.un.org/en/sections/about-un/overview/index.html
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The UN bodies address important questions and take firm decisions concerning the
challenges that face humanity, such as peace and security issues, disarmament, terrorism,
climate change, human rights, etc. These bodies generate a considerable amount of documents,
which are available in the six official languages of the UN®. These documents comprise
various categories, such as official resolutions, reports of previously achieved works or
summaries of the decisions taken by the originating bodies, letters from the Member States to
the organisation, and internal records such as daily journals, daily bulletins, agendas and draft

resolutions.

The documents selected for this study are official correspondences from the Arab
representatives to the General Assembly (GA) and the Security Council (SC) organisations.
The GA is the main deliberative and representative organ of the UN; it is the only UN
organisation with universal representation. The SC comprises 15 Members: 5 permanent and
10 non-permanent members. Because of its responsibility in preserving worldwide peace and
security, the SC determines the presence of any menace or act of aggression that threatens
countries and calls for both peaceful means and, sometimes, the use of force for a necessary

compromise.

1VV.1.1.2. Structure of the United Nations Documents

UN resolutions are formal texts presenting the opinions and decisions of the UN
organs. They are composed of three main parts: a heading, a preamble and an operative part.

First, the heading includes four parts:

1. The name of the organ issuing the resolution : e.g. the SC and the GA,

15 There are six official languages of the UN. These are Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Russian and Spanish.

238



2. The title of document: e.g. 1) lIdentical letters from the Permanent
Representative of the Syrian Arab Republic to the UN addressed to the
Secretary-General and the President of the SC;

3. Other information: e.g. a list of the Member States that voted on the resolution;

4. Document symbols identifying the resolution: They consist of specific

numbers referring to the relevant sessions, e.g. (5/2011/286 or A/66/338).

Second, the preamble is usually written in English; it presents the context of the
resolution, i.e., the context of the actions taken, the opinions expressed and the instructions
issued. In general, preambles comprise previous UN resolutions, treaties, statements made by
the Secretary-General, replies of UN bodies or Member States concerning the relevant topics,
or basically general information about the topic. As an instance®, the preamble of the report
of the Secretary-General contains a reply received from the Syrian Arab Republic in response
to the note verbale dated 12 May 2011 from the Secretary-General concerning the
implementation of the relevant provisions of the GA resolutions 65/17, entitled “Jerusalem”,

and 65/18, entitled “The Syrian Golan”.

Third, the operative part is the core of the resolution; it proclaims the opinions of the
organ and the actions or decisions the organ wants to implement. It necessarily addresses the

topics mentioned in the preamble.

In addition to these parts, the UN documents may be more complex, comprising

additional sections, such as annexes, enclosures and tables.

16 The example selected is text n° 14: see Appendix A.
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IVV.1.2. Data Collection
In what follows, a description of the main points that are taken into consideration
during the design stage of the PCUNTS is presented, dealing, in particular, with the selection

of texts for the parallel corpus, its content and size.

1VV.1.2.1. Selection of Texts for the PCUNTSs

The selection of texts for the PCUNTSs is mainly determined by two main criteria:
reputation and availability. In terms of reputation, the texts are exclusively extracted from the
correspondences of the Arab representatives to the SC and the GA; the two main organs of the
UN organisations and institutions. Because of their legal significance, UN documentations
undergo various levels of translations and authentication, and, therefore, the translations are
believed to be of great proficiency and of a high degree of reliability. In terms of availability,
the texts are available online and downloadable via the official website of UN Documentation

(The ODS)Y".

IV.1.2.2. Corpus Content and Size

The PCUNTSs is a self-built Arabic/ English corpus consisting of 40 UN documents. It
is a specialized one, since it focusses on one specific genre: legal translation. It consists of 9
GA Resolutions and 11 SC Resolutions published over a period of three years (2011-2013),
and related to the most relevant events in the Middle East and North Africa, tackling mainly

issues related to the crises in Syria, Iraq and Libya. The documents selected are letters and

17 http://documents.un.org/
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their annexes from the Member States to the UN organisations, in addition to reports

summarising the decisions taken and the works done by the originating bodies.*®

The majority of the documents selected are: 1) Letters from the permanent
representatives of the member state Syrian Arab Republic to the UN addressed to the
Secretary-General and the President of the SC; 2) Reports of the Secretary-General to the GA
containing a reply from the Syrian Arab Republic concerning the implementation of the GA

resolutions.

It is important to note that letters to the UN bodies are short and informative; they
serve to transmit the Members States’ position on the UN reports or to express their
governments’ opinions and concerns about a specific topic or crisis. The letters provide
examples of legal language and specialised translation. The translations are believed to be
accurate and good, as the documents in the TT legal system are interpreted in the same way as
in the ST legal system. That is to say, the same legal effect in the TT is observed in the ST.
Similarly, the TT is to be read by the target-language audience as the ST is read by the source-

language audience.

The PCUNTSs consists of two sub-corpora, Arabic source texts (AUNTSs) and their
English translations (EUNTS). It encompasses a total of 40 texts, organised in an aligned
paragraph pattern where the Arabic sub-corpus is established along with its translational
counterpart in English; that is to say, 20 AUNTs and 20 EUNTSs are covered. The wording of

texts ranges from 200 to 2000 word tokens per text. The whole corpus contains around 31,045

18 See Appendix A for the list of corpus texts.
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word tokens; the Arabic sub-corpus has fewer word tokens (13,753) in comparison to the

English one, 17,292 word tokens.

It is worth mentioning that because the methodology adopted in this study requires
more in-depth analysis, all texts are read and analysed manually. Moreover, for practical
considerations, this corpus is built according to explicit criteria. Features of representativeness,
balance, machine readable form and size are ensured. Likewise, the publication years and
lengths of samples are carefully chosen in the compilation of the corpus. Given these
important considerations, the two sub-corpora are to a feasible extent representing the genre
of law. Also, since the size of specialised and genre-related corpora can be relatively small,
and because cohesive devices tend to be more frequent in the two sub-corpora, it can be said
that the size of the present corpus seems to be sufficient and adequate for the purpose of

analysis.

1VV.1.3. Collection Procedure

The following part is devoted to the main steps taken during the collection of data.

IV.1.3.1. Preparation and Compilation

Since the availability of the software tools and techniques helps researchers classify,
count and display large amounts of data, the design of one’s self-built corpus allows for

extracting and analysing the samples under investigation before starting the comparisons.

Typically, the texts are available online as PDF files, and for the purpose analysis, the
texts are converted, first, into Microsoft Word 2010 files, in order to analyse the cohesive
devices in the STs and TTs, and then, converted into Plain Text format (UT-F8), in order to

be processed in the software tools. The documents are saved as Arabic STs and English TTs
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files; they are named, respectively, as ArbST and EngTT. For example, EngTT 15 represents
the English translations of the Arabic text ArbST 15 (i.e. its counterpart). Each pair of
documents is saved in one folder, e.g. Folder 15, and includes both Word and Plain Text

formats.

It is important to mention that in the process of corpus compilation, some basic
editions, i.e. changes and additions to the documents are ensured, leaving only the operative
part for the purpose of analysis. The documents’ symbols, names of the organs and page
numbers are removed. Titles of documents, preambles and lists of the Member States are, in
the same way, excluded from the samples, since they are originally written in English and
have their specific characteristics. Moreover, special characters, such as bold and italics are
not entered in Plain Text. The conversion involved also some manual analysis. For the
purpose of presenting the corpus in an automatic paragraph alignment pattern, the
organisation of texts involves a division or sometimes a combination of paragraphs in TTs in

order to get parallel paragraphs in STs.

IV.1.3.2. Corpus Alignment and Annotation

The concluding step in building the corpus is the alignment process. The corpus files
are processed automatically with paragraphs aligned across Arabic and English. That is to say,
the AUNTSs are aligned at the paragraph level along with their counterparts, EUNTSs. Barlow
(1996) reiterated that presenting a set of aligned parallel texts is very remarkable because it
helps users see every sentence with its corresponding translation, and therefore, to compare
the translated texts with their originals. It is important to note that the paragraph alignment
pattern is chosen instead of the sentence one, as the concept of sentence boundaries is not

specific in Arabic.
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Finally, for the purpose of this study, the corpus is not automatically annotated. It is
sufficient to generate the list of the cohesive devices in Plain Texts using software tools

without any linguistic annotation.

1VV.1.4. Tools of Research

Three main software tools are used in this study: Anthony software tools andSoftware
Package for Social Sciences. The Anthony software tools, including the Anthony
Concordancer (AntConc) and the Anthony Parallel Concordancer (AntPconc), are used for the
linguistic analysis and the frequency count of data. The Software Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS) is used for the statistical analysis and the comparison of the two sub-corpora; it is
employed to examine whether or not significant differences exist between the two sub-

corpora.

IV.1.4.1. Anthony Software Tools

For the purpose of analysis, the two software tools, AntConc and AntPConc,
developed by Anthony (2011, 2013) are used. The software tools are freeware concordance

programs intended for research in corpus linguistics and Data-driven Learning.

First, the AntConc (2011) consists of seven tools: Concordance Tool, Concordance
Plot Tool, File View Tool, Clusters/N-Grams, Collocates, Word List and Keyword List. Only
two tools of these seven are used: the Word List and the Concordance Tool. The Word List
function of AntConc counts all the words in the corpus and presents them in an ordered list; it
allows for the creation of the list of the most frequent cohesive devices in the PCUNTS, and
the comparison of the two sub-corpora in terms of the types of cohesive devices used. The

Concordance Tool displays a list of words extracted from the selected texts in a KWIC (Key
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Word in Context) format and shows how cohesive devices are commonly used in the

PCUNTs.

Second, the AntPConc (2013) is used in order to examine the differences and
similarities between Arabic and English cohesive devices. Through the parallel concordance
function of AntPConc, the differences between Arabic and English are distinguished in real

context, and therefore, shifts of cohesive patterns in the translated corpus are detected.

The following figures represent the Word List function of AntConc (2011) and the

KWIC concordance lines of AntPConc (2013):

p ORI ot hcrr A .
W AntConc 341w (Windows) 2014 (] L S
File Global Settings  Tool Preferences  Help
Gorpus Files | | concordance | Concordance Plot | File View | Clusters/N-Grams | Collocates| Word List |Keyword List |
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ENG TT 3.txt [ [ | (]
ENG TT 4.txt 1 (1663 |the !
ENG TT 5.txt 2 817 |of
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Figure 3: Word List Function of AntConc (2011)
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Figure 4: Screenshot of AntPConc (2013)

IV.1.4.2. SPSS 22
SPSS stands for Statistical Package for the Social Sciences; it is a software package
used for the statistical analysis of data, developed by IBM SPSS Inc. It is used to analyse the

samples under investigation statistically and test the validity of the present hypotheses.

For the purpose of comparing cohesive devices between Arabic and English texts, i.e.
for testing the null hypothesis, a Paired t-test, which is a powerful method for detecting

differences between data, is employed.

IV.2. Procedure of Analysis: Linguistic and Statistical Analysis

The methodology adopted for this study combines linguistic and statistical analyses,
with a view to investigating the differences between Arabic and English UN texts, in terms of
the cohesive devices used and their semantic relationships, as well as the possible occurrences
of cohesion shifts in the translated texts. Drawing specifically on the taxonomy of Halliday
and Hasan (1976), both quantitative and qualitative factors are considered in order to identify
the data under investigation.
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The first step in the analysis is the identification of cohesive devices in the two sub-
corpora, in which the frequency data, i.e. wordlists of cohesive types are extracted. The
analysis of the most frequent devices is carried out in order to identify the various categories
of cohesive devices used in the UN texts. Then, based on the analysis of concordance
functions of AntConc (2011) and AntPConc (2013), the contextual analysis allows for the
comparison of cohesive devices between Arabic and English sub-corpora and allows also for
the identification of shifts of cohesion in the translation product. Finally, descriptive

statistical investigation and significance testing are performed using SPSS22.

IV.2.1. Framework of the Study

As mentioned previously, the framework used for the analysis of cohesive devices in
this thesis is based on the taxonomy of Halliday and Hasan (1976). Based on this framework,
the sources of cohesion that are examined in the selected UN texts are reference, substitution,
ellipsis, conjunction and lexical cohesion, each with its subcategories. A summary of Halliday

and Hasan’s cohesion and coding scheme (1976) is presented as follows:

l. Reference: R.1/R.2/R.3

1. Pronominals: R.1
a. Sing masculine: he- him- his
b. Sing Feminine: she —her- hers
c. Sing Neuter: it- its
d. Plural: they- them- their- theirs

2. Demonstratives and Definite Article: R.2
a. Demonstratives near: this- these- here

b. Demonstratives far: that- those- there- then
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C.

Definite article: the

3. Comparatives ( not complete lists): R.3

a.

b.

e.

Identity: same—identical

Similarity: similar(ly)- such

Difference: different/other, else

Comparison- quantity: more/less; as many, ordinals

Comparison- quality: as+ adj/comparatives and superlatives

1. Substitution: S.1/S.2/S.3

1.

2.

Nominal Substitute: S.1

a. for noun head: one/ones

b. for nominal complement: the same
c. for attribute: so

Verbal Substitute: S.2

a. For verb: do- be- have

b. For process: do the same- likewise
c. For preposition: do so, be so

d. Verbal reference: do it/that -be it/that
Clausal Substitute: S.3

a. Positive: so

b. Negative: not

I1l.  Ellipsis: E.1/E.2/E.3

1. Nominal Ellipsis: E.1

a. Deictic as head : specific, nonspecific, post ( deictic)
b. Numerative as head: ordinal, cardinal, indefinite

c. Epithet as head: superlative, comparative, others
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2. Verbal Ellipsis: E.2

a.

b.

Lexical ellipsis

Operator ellipsis

3. Clausal Ellipsis E.3

a.

b.

C.

d.

Propositional ellipsis
Modal ellipsis
General ellipsis

Zero entire clause omitted ellipsis

IV. Conjunction: C.1/C.2/C.3/C.4/C.5

1. Additive: C.1

e.

And, and also, nor, and not, or else
Furthermore, add to that, alternatively
By the way, incidentally

That is, in other words, e.g., thus

Likewise, in the same way, on the other hand, by contrast

2. Adversative : C.2

o

e.

f.

Yet, though, only, but, however, even so, all the same
In point of , in fact, actually

But, and, conversely, on the other hand

Instead, on the contrary, rather

At least, | mean, or rather

In any case, either case, in any case, any how

3. Causal: C.3

a.

b.

So, then, therefore, consequently

On account of this, in consequence, with this in mind
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For, because
It follows, arising out of this, to this end
Then, in that case, in such event, under the circumstances, otherwise

In this respect, here, otherwise, apart from this, in other respects

4. Temporal: C.4

a.

b.

g.
h.

Then, next, just then, before that, hitherto

In the end

First-then, at first, originally, formerly, finally, now

At once, soon, next time, next day, meanwhile, until then, at this
moment

Then, next, finally, in conclusion

First-next, in the first place, to conclude with

Up to now, at this point, for now on

To sum up, to resume

5. Other Types: C. 5: Now, of course, well, anyway, surely, after all

V. Lexical Cohesion: L.1/L.2

1. Reiteration: L.1

Repetition: of same item, but not necessary of the same word class
Synonymy or near synonymy

Superordinate or hypernym: notion of inclusion e.qg.: car/jaguar

General Term: general words always preceded by article ‘the’ or

demonstratives

2. Collocation: L.2

a.

Relation of antonomy : opposite meanings : e.g., like/hate
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b. Relation of complementarity: in contrast to each other: e.g., girl/boy,
stand up/sit down

c. Relation of part to whole or meronymy: eg, Aminoacids part of proteins;
car/box

d. Relation of part to part. e.g., mouth/chin, verse/chorus

e. Relation of co- hyponymy: e.g., chair/table hyponyms of furniture

f.  Words from same ordered series: e.g., dollar-scent, north-south

g. Tuesday-Thursday

It is important to emphasise that according to Halliday and Hasan (1976), cohesive
devices between sentences are “the only source of texture” (1976: 9), and, that “it is the inter-
sentence cohesion that is significant, because that represents the variable aspect of cohesion,
distinguishing one text from another” (ibid: 9). However, in this thesis, the analysis of
cohesion is not merely restricted to inter-sentential ties for one main reason which is that the
punctuation systems in Arabic and English are very flexible, and the notion of sentence
boundaries is not specific. For example, one whole paragraph in Arabic may contain one
single sentence, whereas its translational counterpart in English definitely differs, and
sometimes vice versa. Hence, the analysis of cohesive devices within sentences, i.e. at the

intra-sentential level, is covered as well.

Moreover, for the discussion of shifts of cohesion in translation and the discussion of
explicitation, in particular, the methodology put forward by Blum-Kulka (1986) is adopted.
This methodology detects shifts of cohesion in translation by observing the omission,
substitution or addition of new cohesive devices in the translated texts. Therefore, all the
translations of these devices in the TTs are examined, revealing all possible occurrences of

shifts of cohesion in the translated sub-corpus.
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IV.2.2. Linguistic Analysis

After reading the corpus carefully, a manual analysis of the texts is carried out. All the
types of cohesive devices and the occurrences of shifts of cohesion, especially, explicitation,
are identified according to the framework provided in the previous section. The types of
cohesive devices identified in the corpus are represented by specific symbols; for example,
near demonstrative this and definite article the are represented as R.2. Similarly, as an
example, occurrences of shifts of cohesion detected by the addition of a new cohesive device

in the translated text are represented as cohesive-explicitation-added.

It is worth mentioning that the types of cohesive devices are linguistically analysed
and compared across the two sub-corpora in order to find out the differences between the
systems of the two languages, and the shifts of different types are examined in order to
understand the decisions that translators have taken, (i.e. when and why translators have the
tendency to explicitate). In other words, the analysis of these devices helps show the
differences between the two languages and justifies the occurrences of shifts of cohesion. The

linguistic analysis of these devices in AUNTSs and EUNTSs is carried out as follows:

First, all the types of cohesive devices used in AUNTSs are identified, and then, their
equivalents in EUNTS are analysed. Second, the frequency list of different types of cohesive
devices in the two sub-corpora is created through the frequency count function of AntConc.
Only the most prevailing cohesive devices, which are of a high frequency of occurrence, are
recorded and viewed as key words for the semantic analysis. Third, instances of shifts of
cohesion that occurred in the translations (i.e. additions, omissions or substitutions of
cohesive devices), are presented. The additions, omissions or substitutions of these devices,

operating at both the intra-sentential and the inter-sentential level, are signalled by means of
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(+), (—) or (<->) respectively. The detailed quantitative and qualitative analyses of data will be

presented in the following chapter.

IVV.2.3. Statistical Analysis

The aim of this part is to give a brief description of how to analyse the samples under
investigation statistically using the Word Frequency Count of AntConc (2011) and the latest
version of SPSS, SPSS 22 (2013). The statistical analysis of the cohesive devices in AUNTS

and EUNTSs is carried out as follows:

The first step is to calculate the descriptive statistics of cohesive devices, including the
frequencies of occurrence, the most basic corpus-based statistics, as well as the mean number
of cohesive devices, median, and standard deviation. The statistical results of the five

categories of cohesive devices will be presented and discussed in the following chapter.

It is worth pointing out that when comparing corpora of different sizes, the Arabic ST
sub-corpus (13,753 word tokens) and the English TT sub-corpus (17,292 word tokens), the
percentage is not calculated based on the number of tokens of the whole corpus but rather
based on the amount of times the same items are recurrent throughout each text. The
percentages, therefore, reveal the frequency of use of a semantic category compared to the
other semantic categories in the same text. The higher or lower frequency of cohesive devices
reveals to what extent the authors or the translators resorted to some semantic categories

rather than others. A table listing the word tokens in each pair of texts is found in Appendix C.

The second step is the use of inferential statistical tests to draw conclusions from the
sample data. These statistics are used to find out if there are significant differences between

the variables of the two sub-corpora. Because it is possible that the differences identified
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between the two sub-corpora may be due to chance, a statistical index used to find the
significance of the difference between the means of two samples is required. The required
level of the statistical significance is less than 0.05 (p-value <0.05). That is to say, if the p-
value is less than 0.05, there is a significant difference between the two sub-corpora. This
analysis aims to discover how similar are the two sub-corpora and in what way they differ

with respect to the use of the cohesive devices.

It is important to bear in mind that in order to interpret the statistical results and reach
conclusions, in this study, a statistical hypothesis testing was used. The statistical decisions
were made through rejecting the null-hypothesis (Ho), which takes the form of: there is no
difference among the two sub-corpora. Therefore, the alternative hypothesis (H1) would be:
the values are not equally distributed within the two sub-corpora. In this view, the statistical
hypothesis testing demonstrates that there is a statistically significant difference between the

means of the two sub-corpora. The formula is: Ho: pl1 = p2, whereas, Hi: not all ps are equal®®.

IV.2.4. Sample of Analysis

In order to describe the process of analysis in more details, a sample of Arabic UN
documents and its English equivalent is randomly selected. The sample of analysis is a
document issued by the SC (S/2011/286); it is an annex to the identical letters from the
permanent representative of the Syrian Arab Republic to the UN addressed to the Secretary-

General and the president of the SC%.

19141 is the mean of 1 population (Arabic sub-corpus); and p2 is the mean of 2" population (English sub-
corpus).

20 The sample of analysis is provided in Appendix B (text n°1).
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The document describes the position of the Syrian Arab Republic on the semi-annual
report of the Secretary-General on the implementation of SC resolution 1559 (2004)
(S/2011/258). The author, Bashar Ja’afari, Ambassador and Permanent Representative of the
Syrian Arab Republic in the UN, transmitted this letter and stressed the support of Syria for
the stability and security of Lebanon, for its efforts to liberate the parts of its territory

occupied by Israel, and for its territorial integrity, sovereignty and independence.

The style of writing is an example of institutionalised language. The document
includes a variety of text types: exposition, argumentation and narration. It is descriptive and
argumentative, since it aims at presenting facts and persuading not only the UN authorities but
also readers. Also, the document exhibits the narration of the successions of events or precise
reports that have taken place. Hence, it becomes very obvious that cohesive devices of various
categories play a vital role in the organisation of the document’s information. Dealing with
the five types of cohesive devices, the textual analysis, as to be seen in the following chapters,
will prove that cohesion is not only an essential feature for the creation of texts, but also, an

important aspect that influences the quality of the translation product.

As previously emphasised, cohesive devices in AUNTSs and EUNTS are identified and
classified according to the taxonomy of Halliday and Hasan (1976). The analysis is applied
both within sentences, i.e. at the intra-sentential level and between sentences, i.e. at the inter-
sentential level. That is to say, cohesive devices are observed across clauses and sentences.
The following procedure is applied for all the selected texts of the PCUNTSs. First, in the
selected document, the AUNT and the EUNT are provided with sentence numbers, (appearing
at the end of each sentence). Second, all the types of cohesive devices and their subcategories
are identified. Third, the total number of cohesive devices in the AUNT and the EUNT is

counted.
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In this analysis, the initials R, S, E, C and LC stand, respectively, for the five types of
cohesive devices: reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction and lexical cohesion, along
with their subcategories. Besides, in order to make the interpretation of results more practical
and much easier, in the selected document, the types of these devices are highlighted in
different colours and their presupposed elements are emphasised, according to the framework
mentioned previously?. The following analysis deals with only one paragraph extracted from

the selected document (S/2011/286).

1. Arabic Paragraph (AUNT)

s (Yeo£))10090aY) Gulaa ) 8 HlSal 2l 4y ) guall 2 geall Jom i) o S5 L )
& DoY) Jssall pe Gas /e 1A 10 A Leaady Lo Bty Cadld 38 Ly s s g e ) i)
Lo 8ty Caaldl Ly g O e a2 1 (Yo 0 £) V008 )3l 3t g alall (el o 585 (A Ly s s
Sl (8 g 3y 8 m Al Apudlly Al o) aly a6l ALET 38 (1) 4slSal e Leasy
(Ol (e Ay Sl Leilana s e 58 Lean Jm Lysm 2sems ¢ (il 358 5l JAxi ye (e ()
seall o8l Jo gl (2) Olils Lo cm AalS dpala sy Glle il Loyl oL Wil
Slo AT iy el el (8 daulid) A5 aelial dallaad A ghuall D) pudl — 253 gad) A8 yikal
(3) ol Ll s el e Jaliall (Saa sea S L) s g a

Table 9 shows the specific cohesive items, their types and numbers in each sentence,

as well as their presupposed items in the above Arabic paragraph:

21 See section (1V.2.1.) for the summary of these devices.
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Sentence N° | N° of CD Cohesive Item Type Presupposed Item
oS3 R.1 o 4l
oAl R2/L1 o Al
A gl L.1 4, 5-d) pargraph 1
(Y+ e €)10095aY1 Gulaa ) 3 alSa gal L.1 Glaa )8 alSal gl
oY) pargraph 1
9 R.1 Al eSSl
L L.1 L
Lady Lo R.1 L) g
1 18 BB R.1/L.1 ol
3 C.1 Clausel
L s L.1 Ly
DA 35 Jaa alall Gual) L.1 Jsn lall ¥y
(Y++%) 1008 BIBCIR:
pargraph 1
O e o C.2 Clause 2
L) s L.1 Ly g
Lpads L 2l L.1 Lo L 2athy
aalSal L.1/R.1 ol 1A plSa)
Yoo Yl
s C.1 Sentencel
Boal L.1. 2
¢l by L.1 Synonym of 24
ol alal Ll L dald el C.1/L.1. Sentence 2
Al L.2 duld )
ol C.1 Preceding clause
2 14 Sl C.1 Preceding clause
E Cl1l Preceding clause
b 356 L1 L) o 2 5
ALl L1 AL
glaza 5 Lg3) 58l Lgnas R.1 L) g
ol L.1 ol
b s L.1 L) g
ol L.1 okl
3 C.l Sentence2
Bl R.1/L.1 Brgul
3 seall L1 3 geall
4 gl L.1 4 g
ol L.1 ol
3 14 Ald sl C3R.LR3 | el sl Jsla
— 4 grdl AS jidal)
A gl
L) s L.1 L) s
Jad L.1 A2l
AVEN L.1 RPTEN
)i L.1 Synonym of (!
gl L.1 ol

Table 9: Cohesive Items, Types and Presupposed Items in the Arabic Paragraph
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In sentence one, 18 cohesive devices are used (i.e. 10 lexical items, 6 reference items
and 2 conjunctions occur). While some of these devices link the sentence with the preceding
paragraph, some others join the two clauses together. Lexical repetition is the mostly used
cohesive device in this sentence (i.e. 10 repetition items are employed). In fact, the abundant
use of lexical repetition is typical in AUNTS, since the stylistic features of language are
abandoned for the purpose of transparency and accurateness of meaning. In this sentence,
occurrences of reference items are mainly exemplified in pronominals. Both Arabic explicit
and implicit pronouns function cohesively, either anaphorically or cataphorically, e.g., »S3
A (Bakarahu attaqr:ir), =i L 2di (bitanfi:0i ma:jayu.s.suha:). However, the enclitic

pronoun (i.e. the suffix = (t) in <& ga:mat) is not considered cohesive, as it is limited to the

structure of the sentence.

14 cohesive devices are identified in the second sentence. Similar to the first sentence,
a high level of lexical repetition appears in this sentence: 7 elements of these devices are
repetition items referring back to the same items in the previous sentence. In this sentence, 5
conjunctions are used. The conjunctive item 2 (fa) joins the two sentences together by making
the second an explanation of the first one. The other conjunctive devices are also used
cohesively, and they are classified as additives. One reference item, the enclitic pronoun &
(ha:) in lglaeay g3l 8l Leass (sa.habiha: liquwwa:tiha: wa mugidda:tiha:) is counted. The
other pronouns in l¢lamaes I8l (liquwwa:tiha: wa mugidda:tiha:) are not considered
cohesive since they refer to the same unit L= (su:rija:). Only one example of synonymy
takes place in this sentence; the word <)) (?izra:?) and the word i (tanfi:d), in the

preceding sentence, share nearly the same meaning.
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In the third sentence, there are 9 reiteration items, 3 reference items and 2
conjunctions. In addition to the 8 occurrences of repetition of the same items, the words
(?amn) o<l and L) il (%istiqra:r) are synonyms. In this sentence, the types of reference which
play a cohesive role include: the definite article 2 (al) in .8 (attaqri:r), independent

pronoun s (huwa) and comparative reference _a! (?a:yar).

The following paragraph is the English parallel translation of the Arabic paragraph.

2. English Paragraph (EUNT)

The references made in the report to the Syrian Arab Republic’s efforts to implement
the provisions of Security Council resolution 1559 (2004) are an explicit acknowledgement
that Syria has fulfilled all obligations incumbent on it under that resolution (1). It is therefore
no longer acceptable for the Secretary-General to introduce Syria into his reports on the
implementation of resolution 1559 (2004) (2). The report notes not only that presidential and
parliamentary elections took place in a free and fair manner in Lebanon (i.e., without foreign
interference or influence), but also that Syria had withdrawn its troops and military equipment
from Lebanon and established full diplomatic relations with Lebanon (3). The reference made
in the report to joint efforts by Syria and Saudi Arabia to address the Lebanese political crisis
is yet another indication that Syria is doing its utmost to preserve the security and stability of

Lebanon (4).

Similar to the analysis of the Arabic paragraph, the specific cohesive items, their types
and numbers in each sentence, as well as their presupposed items in the English paragraph are

shown in Table 10:
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Sentence N° of Cohesive Item Type Presupposed Item
N° CD?*?
The R.2 References
The R.2 Report
1 6 Syria L.1 Syria
It R.1 Syria
That resolution R.2/L.1 Security Council
resolution 1559 (2004)
Therefore C.3 Sentencel
Syria L.1 Syria
His R.1 The Secretary-General
2 5 Reports L.1 Reports
The implementation of resolution L.l To implement the
1559 (2004) provisions of Security
Council resolution 1559
(2004)
The report L.1 Report
Not only... but also C.1 Sentence2
Parliamentary L.2 Collocation :Presidential
i.e. C.1 Sentence 3
Or C.1 Sentence3
3 10 Syria L.1 Syria
Its R.1 Syria
Lebanon L.1 Lebanon
And C.1l Preceding clause
Lebanon L.1 Lebanon
The reference made in the L.l The references made in
report the report: 1%t sentence
Efforts L.1 Efforts
Syria L.l Syria
4 9 Lebanese L.1 Lebanese
Yet C.2 Preceding clause
Syria L.1 Syria
Its R.1 Syria
Stability L.1 Synonym of security
Lebanon L.1 Lebanon

Table 10: Cohesive Items, Types and Presupposed Items in the English Paragraph

Unlike the Arabic paragraph, the English paragraph consists of four sentences, with a
total of 30 cohesive devices. In sentence number one, two types of cohesive devices occur:

reference and lexical repetition. Reference items include the definite article the, personal

22 CD refers to Cohesive Devices.
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pronoun it, and demonstrative that. The definite article the indicates that the items references
and report are identifiable in the text. The selective demonstrative that occurs with anaphoric
function; it refers anaphorically to the Security Council resolution 1559 (2004). Personal

pronoun it in this sentence refers to the item Syria.

5 cohesive devices are identified in the second sentence: 3 lexical repetitions, 1
conjunction and 1 reference. In addition to repetition of the same lexical items, Syria and
reports, there is one phrase repetition; the phrase ‘the implementation of resolution 1559
(2004)’ refers back to ‘to implement the provisions of Security Council resolution 1559 (2004)’
in the precedent sentence. In this sentence, the conjunction therefore expresses a relation of

result, and personal pronoun his refers anaphorically to the Secretary-General.

In the third sentence, 10 cohesive devices are used: 5 lexical items, 4 conjunctions and
1 reference. The 5 lexical cohesive devices are 4 repetitions of the same items and 1
collocation. 4 conjunctive additives are used to link these sentences closely. The
subcategories of this type include complex additive not only ... but also, exemplificatory i.e.,
alternative or and additive and. Only one reference item occurs in this sentence; the

possessive pronoun its functions cohesively, as it refers anaphorically to Syria.

In sentence number four, 9 cohesive devices occur: 1 reference item, 1 conjunction
and 7 lexical cohesive items. 6 occurrences of repetition of the same items and one example
of synonymy (security=stability). The conjunctive device yet plays a cohesive role of

adversative in this sentence and the possessive pronoun its refers back to the item Syria.

Regarding the analysis of the sample, the Arabic and English paragraphs are examined,
with a view to examining the translations of cohesive devices and defining cross-language

differences in the UN texts. In the following chapter, the detailed textual analysis will include
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the frequency of occurrence of these devices in the two languages, the linguistic analysis and

statistical interpretation of the results.

IVV.3. Research Hypotheses and Questions

Two hypotheses are investigated in this study. First, since each language has its own
cohesive devices and employs them following its rules, this includes the frequency of using
such devices, English and Arabic would reveal differences in the types of cohesive devices
and in the frequency of their use, which would considerably affect any attempt at converting a
text from one language into another. Second, because Arabic and English belong to different
language families, many considerable difficulties would appear when it comes to translation.
Based on the latter hypothesis, shifts of Arabic cohesive devices would occur instead of being
preserved in English; they would most often succeed in establishing textual equivalence.
These shifts would be motivated by the translators’ correct interpretation of cohesive devices
at the discourse level, since they intend to produce natural products that fulfil the accuracy,

transparency and formality of the UN texts.

The questions asked in this study are:

a. Are there any significant differences in the frequency of occurrence of cohesive
devices between Arabic and English in the Parallel Corpus of the United Nations
Texts?

b. Do the differences between Arabic and English conventions affect the choice of
cohesive devices in the translation of the United Nations texts?

c. When and why do translators shift the Arabic cohesive ties into English, and do

these shifts establish equivalence at the discourse level in the target language?
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The questions presented above represent the working hypotheses that are tested
concerning the Arabic/English translation of cohesive devices in some UN texts. The first two

questions test the first hypothesis, and the third question tests the second hypothesis.

Conclusion

This chapter has summarised the methods of corpus linguistics used to investigate
cohesive devices in the UN Arabic texts and their English translations. The tools and data
employed in this study as well as the framework and the procedure of analysis have been
presented in details. The study aims basically 1) to retrieve the cohesive devices used in the
two sub-corpora and to observe variation in the way each language makes use of these devices
to signal cohesion relations, and 2) to identify instances of cohesion shifts, at the textual level,

in the English translations of some Arabic UN texts, in addition to justifying their occurrences.
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Chapter V: Corpus Analysis

Introduction

This chapter is devoted to the analysis of the texts which make up the parallel corpus.
It deals with both descriptive statistics for cohesive devices and significance testing for
differences between these devices across the two sub-corpora (AUNTs and EUNTS). The
chapter is divided into two main sections. The first section deals with the results of the
semantic analysis of cohesion, in which the frequency of occurrence and percentages of these
devices in each pair of texts, as well as the total number of occurrences and the average
percentage of the whole corpus (PCUNTS) are recorded and presented in details. The second
section presents the statistical results of the corpus. By using SPSS, the differences in the
averages are subjected to a paired t-test in order to find out whether or not they are
statistically significant. But, prior to providing the findings about the use of cohesive devices

in the investigated UN texts, it is worth making some observations about cohesion analysis.

V.1. Analysis of the Cohesive Devices

The main points that have been taken into consideration in identifying the cohesive

devices in the parallel corpus are listed in what follows:

First, regarding the reference devices, Arabic and English pronouns are examined in
the same way. In both Arabic and English, when more than one pronoun refers to the same
element in the previous unit, only one device is considered cohesive irrespective of how many
times the pronoun is repeated. In addition, it is important to mention that not all personal
pronouns are considered cohesive. The existential it is not considered a reference cohesive
device in phrases, such as it is clear from the paragraph, it should be noted, it is essential to

say, etc. The item it is cohesive only when it refers to some other items in the text. Out of 126
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occurrences of the reference it, 86 items are considered cohesive. The following example is a
screenshot of the concordance lines of the PCUNTS, which illustrates the differences. The
first occurrence of it exemplifies the use of a third personal reference, while the second one is

an existential item.

File View Hits 10 File ENGTT1.txt

The references made in the report to the Syrian Arab Republic’s efforts to implement the
provisions of Security Council resolution 1559 (2004) are an explicit acknowledgement that Syria
has fulfilled all obligations incumbent on it under that resolution_ It is therefore no longer
acceptable for the Secretary-General to introduce Syria into his reports on the implementation of
resolution 1559 (2004)_

Figure 5: Concordance Sample of the Reference Item it in the PCUNTS
Moreover, the Arabic and English definite articles 4 (al) and the are examined in the
same way. While Arabic allows definiteness before nouns and adjectives in a nominal group,
English tolerates only one definite article in each nominal group. That is why only one
definite article is counted regardless of how many times it occurs in the nominal group.
Williams (1989) suggested that in the case of the nominal group, for example, ~Sall Al

(al.hizb al.ha:kim) the ruling party, only one definite article is counted.

Furthermore, it is worth noting that while investigating the examples of demonstrative
reference, demonstrative items in expressions, such as in this regard, in this way, before
that...etc. are considered as conjunctions in this analysis. In fact, taking up this point is based
on Halliday and Hasan’s idea (1976) that reference devices and conjunctions sometimes
overlap in meaning; that is why, in order to make it easy to analyse and compare the cohesive

properties of texts, selecting one category would maintain the line of semantic consistency.

Second, as far as conjunctions are concerned, many steps have been initiated in order
to identify their cohesive function in the parallel corpus. Instances of these devices at both

intra-sentential and inter-sentential levels are examined. With the help of concordances, all
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conjunctions are scrutinised with a view to eliminating occurrences of non-conjunctive items.
For example, all occurrences of coordinators s (wa) and and are double-checked in order to
exclude instances of enhancements (i.e. when the texts list long sequences of nouns separated

from each other by means these coordinators).

The following example is an excerpt of the AUNTSs sub-corpus, presenting the

occurrences of the non-conjunctive device s (wa).

- 453 diodw 3 ol ol pl il wle dlssone (sl Ay y2ll &, speall S35
[diSanll Baclusall 5 acall matis U s ol 3l ole 5 sounlud] adlEiul 5 dinss 5
IS dullll sl Yl eloul wlo @bl s dibalu sy,

Figure 6: Example of Non-cohesive Function of Arabic s (wa)
In addition, because of the multi-functional nature of few conjunctions, such as s (wa)
and - (fa), the different meanings of these items are distributed according to their appropriate
functions in the texts. The following excerpts show respectively instances of resultative and

explanatory - (fa):

B outll &, spel dosSan B0 ol ol 35l isld (insan o Cilades wle el
w55 ool yulno 18 35 s alall (e sitic gLl o930l Lyl o &y sudl
(7o o) 1V )

loo asy/ 557 et o el salo syl il dl il llsull S
!@ﬂjjmsﬁb:lﬁJlﬁiﬂ:|ﬁaﬁs.oﬂ|:U';'AinJlEIsm o, led 5 .ol alall
le el 382 3ol 0 gl sl el L o0 15le " 0,55 " Lo 8 5,50kl

:_.r; 0 owss 323 33lo oalls Jliiol ciold 23 (Il dul 3l didl,

Figure 7: Instances of Arabic Conjunction 2 (fa)®

25 Because the AntConc Software tools are not designed to handle right to left languages, the Arabic texts could
not be aligned to the right correctly.
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Similarly, some conjunctions, such as since and then, which hold both causal and
temporal relationships depending on the context in which they occur, need to be sorted out.
For example, in the parallel corpus, the conjunction since appears only 2 times as a causal
subordinator, while in the remaining samples, it is used as a temporal conjunction (9 times).
The following is an excerpt of the concordance lines of the PCUNTs which explains the
differences:

The Israeli authorities arrested Majid and Fida in July 2010 and they have been
in detention that time. Fida was incarcerated from the moment he stepped off
the aircraft in Ben Gurion airport. He was returning from France to spend the

summer holidays in the Golan, having completed the academic year in France. His
father Majid was arrested two days later.

Ttis of the greatest importance to Iraq that it should be able to obtain a copy of
{those archives, Hljles it was on the basis of their contents that huge sums of money
have been paid out, having a negative impact on the economy of the country that
écontinues to the present day. We ask for your support in our request for access to

Figure 8: Concordance Sample of the Conjunction since in the PCUNTS
Third, a further factor to be taken into account in this research is the identification of
lexical cohesion, particularly the occurrences of repetition items. The verb form or the plural
form of one word, e.g. work and works, are considered repetition items of the same noun work.
Phrase repetition and same word repetition are also under investigation. Other types of lexical
cohesion, scrutinised in this study, include synonymy, superordinate and general terms.
However, collocations are not examined because of their very low frequency in the PCUNTS.

They are, nevertheless, occasionally, referred to in this study whenever it is necessary.
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V.2. Semantic Analysis of the Cohesive Devices in the PCUNTS

This section analyses the cohesive devices in the PCUNTSs. The overall frequency and
distribution of the identified cohesive devices across the two sub-corpora AUNTs and EUNTS
are sorted out in Table 11. Then, the different categories of cohesion are examined separately
in more details. The figures listed in the following table present the overall results of the
cohesive analysis. It shows a total of 7131 of the five types of cohesive devices in AUNTS,

and a total of 5597 in EUNTS.

Corpus AUN Texts EUN Texts
Cohesive Devices N° of Occurrences Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage
Reference 2528 35.40 1169 20.88
Substitution and 143 02.00 86 01.53
Ellipsis

Conjunction 895 12.55 596 10.64
Lexical Cohesion 3565 49.99 3746 66.92
Total 7131 100% 5597 100%

Table 11: Cohesive Devices Frequencies and Percentages

The word frequency analysis reveals that the two sub-corpora follow the same
descending orders in terms of their frequencies. In the AUNTS, lexical cohesion is the most
frequently used device (49.99%) followed by reference (35.40%) and conjunction (12.55%).
Both substitution and ellipsis (02.00%) appear with very low frequencies. Similar to the
AUNTSs, the mostly used devices in EUNTSs are lexical cohesion (66.92%), followed by
reference (20.88%) and then conjunction (10.64%). Both substitution and ellipsis are also of
very low in frequency (01.53%). Therefore, it can be said that the three mostly used cohesive

devices are lexical cohesion, reference and conjunction. The distribution of these devices in
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the two sub-corpora follows the same pattern, though the differences appear in their frequency
of occurrence. It is evident also that substitution and ellipsis are of little use and are rather

secondary phenomena in the two sub-corpora.

V.2.1. Semantic Analysis of the Individual Categories of Cohesion

What follows is the analysis of the semantic relationships of reference, substitution,
ellipsis, conjunction and lexical cohesion. Each group of devices is discussed separately. The
frequency of occurrence of these devices and their subcategories are counted and then
calculated as a percentage in each pair of texts. The average percentage of the whole corpus
is also calculated in order to reveal to what extent the corpus depends on those particular

types of cohesive devices. The results of the parallel corpus analysis are as follows:

V.2.1.1. Reference Cohesive Devices in the PCUNTSs

As previously examined in Chapter Three, reference is the relationship which holds
between linguistic expressions and their representations in the real world. In this study,
however, reference is limited to the relationship between two expressions in the same context.
The categories of reference include pronominals (R.1), demonstratives and the definite article
the (R.2), comparatives (R.3), and other types (R.4), i.e. blend words and numbering
references, which are attributed to the language of the UN texts. The following table presents
the overall frequency of occurrence and percentage of the four subcategories of reference in

each pair of texts in the whole corpus:
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Corpus AUNTSs EUNTSs
Reference N° of Occurrences Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage

Text1 103 19.84 45 07.74
Text 2 90 21.95 45 09.49
Text 3 118 29.72 37 07.29
Text 4 48 24.61 25 09.92
Text5 147 17.60 84 08.56
Text 6 151 19.04 66 07.09
Text7 81 23.54 48 10.43
Text 8 189 18.84 90 07.90
Text9 90 16.94 34 05.91
Text 10 148 15.57 95 07.61
Text 11 76 18.58 33 06.93
Text 12 66 12.74 24 05.04
Text 13 64 16.84 43 09.47
Text 14 228 14.02 114 07.17
Text 15 115 17.24 48 06.18
Text 16 265 14.26 117 09.36
Text 17 116 25.10 33 06.39
Text 18 209 16.46 71 05.68
Text 19 104 11.07 60 05.67
Text 20 120 17.06 57 06.50

The table reveals that reference devices are much more used in the Arabic STs than in
the English translated texts. For most of the occurrences, the Arabic STs display about a
double of what is displayed in the English translated texts. This is most notable in texts 3 and

17. The average percentage of the use of reference in the two sub-corpora is provided in the

Table 12: Reference Cohesive Devices in the PCUNTSs

following table:

Reference AUNTS EUNTSs
Total of Occurrences 2528 1169
Average Percentage 18.55 07.51

As gleaned from Table 13, AUNTSs exhibit a total of 2528 of four types of reference
devices, whereas EUNTSs show a total of 1169. By comparing the average use of reference in

the Arabic STs and the English TTs, it can be said that there is a considerable difference in the

Table 13: Reference Frequency and Average Percentage in the PCUNTS
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use of this category between the two sub-corpora. Reference items are relatively more
frequent in Arabic than in English. The results of this comparison will be confirmed when

dealing with their statistical significance later in section V.3.

V.2.1.1. Subcategories of Reference as a Cohesive Device in the PCUNTS

A detailed analysis of the subcategories of reference items is provided in Table 14

below:

Corpus AUN Texts EUN Texts

Reference N° of Percentage N° of Percentage
Occurrences Occurrences

Pronominals 1390 5498 500 4277

Demonstratives 982 38.84 459 39.26

Comparatives 53 02.09 92 07.86

Others 103 04.07 118 10.09

Total 2528 100% 1169 100%

Table 14: Subcategories of Reference Frequencies and Percentages

As it is apparent from these figures, while the two sub-corpora display fairly obvious
differences in terms of the frequency of reference relations, they reveal an identical
distribution of these subcategories. Pronominals or personal reference (54.98% in AUNTSs and
42.77% in EUNTS) is the most prevalent subcategory of reference in the parallel corpus,
followed by demonstratives (38.84% in AUNTSs and 39.26% in EUNTS), and then, other types
of reference (blend words and numbering references), which characterise the language of
legal texts, (04.07% in AUNTSs and, 10.09% in EUNT). Comparatives, however, occur with
very low frequencies (02.09% in AUNTs and 07.86% in EUNTSs). Thus, it can be said that
while AUNTs depend on pronominals and demonstratives more than EUNTSs do,

comparatives and other types are found in EUNTs more frequently than in AUNTS.
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a) Pronominal Cohesive Devices in the PCUNTSs

The category of pronominals or personal reference includes personal pronouns (I, me,

you, he, him, she, her, they, them, etc.), possessive determiners (my, your, his, her, etc.) and

possessive pronouns (mine, yours, his, hers, etc.). Their equivalents in Arabic are found in

section 111.2.2. For the purpose of analysis, these reference devices are included under one

category when calculating their frequency of occurrence and percentage. The frequency of

pronominal reference items in this corpus is demonstrated in the following table:

Corpus AUNTSs EUNTSs
Pronominals N° of Occurrences Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage
Text 1 66 12.71 25 04.30
Text 2 43 10.48 09 01.89
Text 3 55 13.85 14 02.76
Text 4 23 11.79 10 03.96
Text 5 95 11.37 32 03.26
Text 6 87 10.97 23 02.47
Text 7 39 11.33 22 04.78
Text 8 121 12.06 44 03.86
Text 9 55 10.35 14 02.43
Text 10 74 07.78 35 02.80
Text 11 44 10.75 15 03.15
Text 12 44 08.49 07 01.22
Text 13 39 10.26 18 03.96
Text 14 136 08.36 48 02.39
Text 15 70 10.49 30 03.86
Text 16 147 07.91 44 02.02
Text 17 47 10.17 14 02.71
Text 18 102 08.03 33 02.64
Text 19 43 04.57 31 02.93
Text 20 60 08.53 32 03.65

Table 15: Pronominal Reference in the PCUNTSs

The table shows that the two sub-corpora display quite obvious differences in terms of

the frequency of pronominals. The frequency of use of the Arabic STs pronominal reference

is higher than the English TTs. The most marked differences appear in texts 2 and 3.
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Pronominal Reference AUNTS EUNTSs

Total of Occurrences 1390 500

Average Percentage 10.01 03.05

Table 16: Pronominal Reference Frequency and Average Percentage in the
PCUNTSs

Table 16 reveals that the average use of pronominals in the Arabic sub-corpus is
greater than the one in the English one. This implies that Arabic relies on pronominal

reference much more than English does.

b) Demonstrative Cohesive Devices in the PCUNTS

The results include both demonstratives (this, that, these, those, here and there) and the
definite article the. Their frequency and percentage are computed under this one category.

These two subcategories density and distribution across the two sub-corpora are as follows:

Demonstratives AUNTSs EUNTSs
N° of Occurrences | Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage
Text 1 30 05.78 15 2.58
Text 2 45 10.97 28 5.9
Text 3 59 14.86 18 3.55
Text 4 22 11.28 11 4.36
Text 5 50 05.98 37 3.77
Text 6 49 06.18 28 3.01
Text 7 41 11.91 22 4.78
Text 8 61 06.08 30 2.63
Text 9 32 06.02 13 2.26
Text 10 59 06.21 47 3.76
Text 11 28 06.84 14 2.94
Text 12 21 04.05 10 1.74
Text 13 26 06.84 20 4.40
Text 14 65 03.99 35 1.74
Text 15 40 5.99 15 1.93
Text 16 91 4.89 36 1.65
Text 17 59 12.77 24 4.65
Text 18 98 7.72 24 1.92
Text 19 53 5.64 18 1.70
Text 20 53 7.53 14 1.59

Table 17: Demonstrative Reference in the PCUNTSs
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The figures listed in Table 17 indicate that the Arabic sub-corpus exhibits a greater use
of demonstrative items compared to the English translated sub-corpus. All the twenty Arabic
STs show a higher percentage of use of this subcategory in comparison to their English
counterparts. More than half of the Arabic STs show a higher use of demonstratives with
almost a double, and the greater differences are found in texts 3, 7 and 17. The differences
between Arabic STs and English TTs are evident in the comparison of their mean values, as

demonstrated in the table below:

Demonstrative Reference AUNTS EUNTs
Total of Occurrences 982 459
Average Percentage 7.57 3.04

Table 18: Demonstrative Reference Frequency and Average Percentage in the
PCUNTSs

The data listed in the table show that the average use of demonstratives is relatively

higher in Arabic than in English.

¢) Comparative Cohesive Devices in the PCUNTSs

Comparative reference includes lexical items which are being compared, either
through identity, similarity or difference. They include: same, identical, different, else, better,
more, etc. and adverbs like equally, similarly, so, such, more, etc. These devices and their
equivalents in Arabic have been discussed previously in Chapter Three. The comparison
between the frequencies of occurrence of comparatives across the pair of texts yields the

following results:
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Comparatives AUNTS EUNTS
N° of Occurrences Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage
Text1 1 0.19 2 0.34
Text 2 3 0.73 2 0.42
Text 3 3 0.75 4 0.78
Text 4 0 0.00 1 0.39
Text 5 2 0.23 4 0.40
Text 6 3 0.37 3 0.32
Text 7 1 0.29 4 0.87
Text 8 1 0.10 4 0.35
Text 9 0 0.00 1 0.17
Text 10 6 0.63 5 0.40
Text 11 1 0.24 2 0.42
Text 12 0 0.00 4 0.70
Text 13 1 0.26 1 0.22
Text 14 7 0.43 11 0.54
Text 15 2 0.30 4 0.51
Text 16 5 0.26 13 0.59
Text 17 1 0.21 1 0.19
Text 18 6 0.47 9 0.72
Text 19 5 0.53 7 0.66
Text 20 5 0.71 10 1.14

Table 19: Comparative Reference in the PCUNTSs
Unlike pronominal reference items and demonstratives, which come out with high
frequencies in the two sub-corpora, comparative items appear with very low frequencies. That
is to say, all the English TTs contain very few items of this category (the maximum number of
comparatives contained in EUNTSs is 13 items per text), whereas the frequency of these
devices in AUNTSs is not only much less frequent (only 6 comparative items can be found per
text as a maximum), but also equals to zero in three texts (texts 4, 9 and 12). The differences

between the two sub-corpora are shown in the following table:

Comparative Reference AUNTSs EUNTSs
Total of Occurrences 53 92
Average Percentage 0.33 0.50

Table 20: Comparative Reference Frequency and Average Percentage in the
PCUNTSs
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The data in Table 20 show that although comparatives are very few in the two sub-

corpora, the average use of this sub-category is relatively higher in English than in Arabic.

d) Blend Words and Numbering Reference in the PCUNTSs

Blend words and numbering references, which do not appear in Halliday and Hasan’s
taxonomy (1976), are classified here under a separate category (other types). Their analysis is
very important because it is a specificity of the language of law. Blend words, such as hereby,
herewith, and herein are essential to ensure the accuracy of legal texts. It is through a specific
reference to the whole text or to any of its parts that textual cohesion is maintained in the UN
texts. Also, the use of articulation and numbering, as in the Security Council resolution 497
(1981) and resolution 65/18, demonstrate that the numbers of resolutions significantly refer to
specific and prior resolutions. The frequency and percentage of this category in the PCUNTS

are in the following table:
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Other AUNTs EUNTSs

Types N° of Occurrences Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage
Text1 6 1.15 3 0.51
Text 2 3 0.73 4 0.84
Text 3 1 0.25 2 0.39
Text 4 3 1.53 4 1.58
Text5 10 1.19 11 1.12
Text 6 12 1.51 12 1.29
Text 7 0 0.00 2 0.43
Text 8 12 1.19 12 1.05
Text 9 2 0.37 4 0.69
Text 10 10 1.05 10 0.80
Text 11 4 0.97 3 0.63
Text 12 3 0.57 3 0.52
Text 13 4 1.05 4 0.88
Text 14 20 1.23 20 0.99
Text 15 3 0.44 3 0.38
Text 16 12 0.64 12 0.55
Text 17 1 0.21 1 0.19
Text 18 3 0.23 5 0.40
Text 19 3 0.31 4 0.37
Text 20 1 0.14 1 0.11

Table 21: Blend Words and Numbering References in the PCUNTSs
The table shows that blend words, articulation and numbering are typical of legal texts.
It demonstrates that AUNTSs use these items quite similarly to the EUNTSs (half of the texts

display equal number of items; yet, slight differences can be found in the remaining texts).

Other Types AUNTS EUNTSs
Total Occurrence 103 118
Average Percentage 0.73 0.68

Table 22: Blend Words and Numbering References Frequency and Average
Percentage in the PCUNTSs

The data in Table 22 show that the average use of blend words and numbering

references in the Arabic sub-corpus is almost identical to the ones in the English sub-corpus.
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V.2.1.2. Substitution and Ellipsis in the PCUNTS

Because of their very low frequencies of occurrence compared to the three mostly
used cohesive devices (lexical cohesion, reference and conjunction), the resulting substitution
and ellipsis are displayed, here. The frequency and percentage of these two categories in this

corpus are shown in the following table:

Corpus AUNTS EUNTSs
N° of Occurrences Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage

Sand E | Substitution | Ellipsis % Substitution | Ellipsis %
Text1 4 8 8.39 4 1 5.81
Text 2 3 3 4.19 3 1 4.65
Text 3 2 3 3.50 0 0 0.00
Text 4 3 0 2.09 2 2 4.65
Text5 9 7 11.18 8 0 9.30
Text 6 11 3 9.79 7 0 8.13
Text 7 1 3 2.80 2 0 2.32
Text 8 10 2 8.39 5 0 5.81
Text 9 0 1 0.70 3 1 4.65
Text 10 0 4 2.80 4 5 10.46
Text 11 3 1 2.80 6 1 8.13
Text 12 6 1 4.89 1 1 2.32
Text 13 5 1 4.19 3 1 4.65
Text 14 10 5 10.49 6 0 6.97
Text 15 3 3 4.19 0 0 0.00
Text 16 5 3 5.59 6 0 6.97
Text 17 6 1 4.89 3 0 3.49
Text 18 4 2 4.19 5 0 5.81
Text 19 5 0 3.49 2 0 2.32
Text 20 1 1 1.40 3 0 3.48

Table 23: Substitution and Ellipsis in the PCUNTSs
As the table shows, substitution and ellipsis are quite scarce in the two sub-corpora;
they are of little use and may be considered marginal phenomena. These categories are found
with a very low frequency in all the selected texts. It is evident from the table that the
frequency of substitution is higher than that of ellipsis. As far as ellipsis is concerned, its
frequency of occurrence is the lowest in comparison to all the subcategories of cohesion. The

figures listed show that most of the texts do not contain any ellipsis item (only in eight out of
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twenty texts, instances of ellipsis are identified in English TTs), while in the remaining ones

they are of very low frequencies.

Substitution and Ellipsis AUNTS EUNTSs
Total Occurrence 143 86
Average Percentage 4.99 4.99

Table 24: Substitution and Ellipsis Frequency and Average Percentage in the
PCUNTSs

As previously seen in Table 11, the results show that substitution and ellipsis account

for 2% of all occurrences of cohesive devices in AUNTSs, while they stand for 1.53% in

EUNTSs. Because they are very infrequent in the two sub-corpora, it is not important to discuss

their occurrences in the PCUNTS or to provide a justification of their use.

V.2.1.3. Conjunction Cohesive Devices in the PCUNTSs

Conjunction is the third most widely used semantic category in the parallel corpus.

The types of conjunctive relations, additive, adversative, causal, and temporal, occurring at

both intra-sentential and inter-sentential levels are considered important. Similar to the

analysis of reference, the results of conjunction as a cohesive device in the UN texts are

presented in Table 25.
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Conjunction

AUNTs

EUNTSs

N° of Occurrences Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage
Text 1 33 6.35 21 3.61
Text 2 26 6.34 14 2.95
Text 3 27 6.80 17 3.35
Text 4 13 8.17 11 4.36
Text5 52 6.22 33 3.36
Text 6 53 6.68 39 4.19
Text 7 25 7.26 24 5.21
Text 8 66 6.58 46 4.04
Text 9 28 5.27 18 3.13
Text 10 53 5.57 49 3.92
Text 11 26 6.35 16 3.36
Text 12 23 4.44 14 2.44
Text 13 31 8.15 16 3.52
Text 14 91 5.59 60 2.99
Text 15 25 3.74 21 2.70
Text 16 109 5.86 69 3.17
Text 17 23 4.97 16 3.10
Text 18 98 7.72 41 3.28
Text 19 48 5.11 34 3.21
Text 20 45 6.40 37 4.22

Table 25: Conjunctive Cohesive Devices in the PCUNTSs

The table reveals that conjunctions are comparatively higher in use in the Arabic STs

than in the English TTs. All occurrences of conjunction are of a high frequency in the Arabic

sub-corpus compared to its English counterpart. The highest use of conjunctions in Arabic

STs is found in text 18 (Appendix A), whereas its English counterpart is considerably lower.

The average percentage of the use of this category in the two sub-corpora is provided in what

follows:

Conjunction AUNTS EUNTSs
Total of Occurrences 895 596
Average Percentage 6.17 3.50

Table 26: Conjunction Frequency and Average Percentage of in the PCUNTS

In Table 26, AUNTSs shows 895 of the five types of conjunctions, whereas EUNTs

show 596. By comparing the average use of this category in the Arabic STs and the English

TTs, it can be said that there is a major difference in the use of this category between the two

280




sub-corpora. Conjunctions are relatively more frequent in Arabic than in English. The results

will be confirmed when dealing with the statistical significance in section V.3.

V.2.1.3.1. Subcategories of Conjunctive Devices in the PCUNTSs

Comparing the frequencies of use of conjunction in the AUNTs and EUNTS reveals

some interesting details. The subcategories of conjunctive items are shown in Table 27:

Corpus AUN Texts EUN Texts
Conjunctive N° of Occurrences Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage
Devices

Additive 585 65.36 303 50.83
Adversative 27 03.01 21 03.52
Causal 136 15.19 102 17.11
Temporal 96 10.72 83 13.92
Others 52 0581 89 14.93
Total 895 100% 596 100%

Table 27: Frequencies and Percentages of Subcategories of Conjunction
A glance at the table reveals that additives (65.36% in AUNTSs and 50.83% in EUNTS)
are the most frequent devices of conjunctions, followed by causals (15.19% in AUNTSs and
17.11% in EUNTS) and temporals (10.72% in AUNTSs and 13.92% in EUNTS). Adversatives,
however, are found to be the least frequently used in the PCUNTs (03.01% in AUNTSs and
03.52% in EUNTSs). Other types of conjunctions, i.e. continuative conjunctions are also of low
frequencies (05.81% in AUNTs and 14.93% in EUNTS); they rank fourth and third,

respectively, in the two sub-corpora.
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a) Additive Conjunctions in the PCUNTSs

In Table 27, the overall percentages of additive conjunctions in the PCUNTS constitute

half the overall occurrences of conjunctive devices (65.36% in AUNTs and 50.83% in

EUNTS).
Additives AUNTSs EUNTSs
N° of Occurrences Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage
Text 1 15 2.89 11 1.89
Text 2 18 4.39 7 1.47
Text 3 15 3.77 5 0.98
Text 4 8 4.10 5 1.98
Text5 32 3.83 17 1.73
Text 6 30 3.78 12 1.29
Text 7 11 3.19 9 1.95
Text 8 42 4.18 22 1.93
Text 9 19 3.57 6 1.04
Text 10 38 4.00 24 1.92
Text 11 18 4.40 6 1.26
Text 12 16 3.08 6 1.04
Text 13 20 5.26 9 1.98
Text 14 62 3.81 36 1.79
Text 15 16 2.39 14 1.80
Text 16 69 3.71 38 1.75
Text 17 17 3.67 10 1.93
Text 18 67 5.27 15 1.20
Text 19 38 4.04 23 2.17
Text 20 34 4.83 28 3.19

Table 28: Additive Conjunctions in the PCUNTS

In the table above, the most noticeable difference between the two sub-corpora lies in
the frequency of additives, which seems to be more frequent in Arabic than in English. The
figures show that all the Arabic STs exhibit higher use of additives than English TTs do. The
greater occurrence of additives in the two sub-corpora appears in text 18, in which 67
instances of additives are located in Arabic, whereas only 15 additive items are found in its

English counterpart.
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Additive Conjunctions AUNTS EUNTSs

Total of Occurrences 585 303

Average Percentage 3.90 1.66

Table 29: Additive Conjunctions Frequency and Average Percentage in the
PCUNTSs

As the table shows, the average use of additives in the Arabic sub-corpus is greater in
comparison to the one in the English one. It is important to mention that one striking
difference between the two sub-corpora lies in the frequency of use of Arabic conjunction 5
(wa) and its English equivalent and. The distribution of these conjunctions in the PCUNTS is

shown in what follows:

i) Distribution and Occurrence of the Conjunctions s (wa) and and in the PCUNTSs

The wordlist function of the AntConc Software tool reveals that the most remarkable
difference between the two sub-corpora lies in the frequency of additives s (wa) (1167 word
tokens) and and (680 word tokens), which are significantly different. In fact, the Arabic s (wa)
as shown in Figure 9 is the most frequent of all conjunctions in this language and ranks first in
all Arabic words, whereas English and ranks third in the English words. As the results of the
corpus analysis show, the conjunctions 5 (wa) and and appear to be the most significant
additive in the parallel corpus. This finding corroborates with a number of previous studies,
e.g. Williams (1989) and Al-Jabr (1987), on the occurrences of these conjunctions as the most
frequent devices in Arabic and English texts. However, a close examination of the
concordances shows that only 404 of instances of s (wa) are considered cohesive, and a total

of 198 relevant instances of and as a cohesive device are extracted by the concordancer.

283




Word Types: 3851 Word Tokens: 14835
f{ank ‘Freqr Word Ler
1 1167 s

2 517 b

3 364 |es

4 246  |als

5 187 Wl

6 152 |

7 136 |Lsw
8 130 |4 sl
9 109 i
10 86 el
11 79 |l
12 78 Ssall
13 78 fpubw
4 (77 |ad
15 75 e
16 75 w3
17 70 |ddsil
18 70 ol
19 68 sl

A Word List Results 2 -

Word Types: 2401 Word Tokens: 17292
Rank Freg Word Le
1 1663 fthe |
2 817  |of

3 680 and

4 664 |to

5 475 lin

6 305 that

7 252 |syrian

8 203

9 172 |on

10 160 (for

111 150  |syria

12 144  |with

113 138 lits

114|134 i

115 126 it

16 123 |by

17 113 [security

18 111 from

19

110 linternational

Figure 9: Frequency Distribution of Additives s (wa) and and in the PCUNTSs

b) Adversative Conjunctions in the PCUNTSs

This subcategory is the least conjunctive device used in the parallel corpus. The

frequency of occurrence and average percentage of this semantic relation in the PCUNTSs are

shown in the following table:
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Adversatives AUNTSs EUNTSs
N° of Occurrences Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage
Text 1 2 0.38 1 0.17
Text 2 0 0.00 0 0.00
Text 3 2 0.50 2 0.42
Text 4 0 0.00 0 0.00
Text5 1 0.11 1 0.10
Text 6 1 0.12 1 0.10
Text 7 1 0.29 0 0.00
Text 8 3 0.29 2 0.17
Text 9 1 0.18 1 0.17
Text 10 4 0.42 5 0.40
Text 11 0 0.00 0 0.00
Text 12 2 0.38 2 0.34
Text 13 0 0.00 1 0.22
Text 14 3 0.18 1 0.05
Text 15 2 0.30 2 0.25
Text 16 2 0.10 1 0.04
Text 17 0 0.00 0 0.00
Text 18 2 0.15 1 0.08
Text 19 1 0.10 0 0.00
Text 20 0 0.00 0 0.00

Table 30: Adversative Conjunctions in the PCUNTS

As the table shows, adversative conjunctions are quite scarce in the two sub-corpora.

Occurrences of this category are very few in both AUNTs and EUNTSs. In AUNTS adversative

conjunction makes up only 03.01% of all the conjunctive devices, and in EUNTSs adversative

conjunction has only 03.52%. In the Arabic sub-corpus, most of the occurrences (fourteen out

of twenty texts) exhibit instances of adversatives, while the remaining occurrences (six out of

twenty) equal to zero. Similarly, the English sub-corpus displays very few adversative items;

while adversatives are found in thirteen out of twenty texts, their occurrences equal to zero in

seven out of twenty texts.

Adversative Conjunctions AUNTS EUNTS
Total of Occurrences 27 21
Average Percentage 0.17 0.12

Table 31: Adversative Conjunctions Frequency and Average Percentage in the

PCUNTs
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It is evident from Table 31 that the average use of adversatives in the two sub-corpora

is scarce and almost identical. Because this semantic category is very infrequent in the parallel

corpus, it is not important to provide an explanation of their occurrences.

c¢) Causal Conjunctions in the PCUNTS

Causal conjunctions are the second most widely used conjunctive devices in the

parallel corpus. The comparison between the frequencies of occurrence of causals in the

parallel corpus yields the following results:

Causals AUNTSs EUNTs
N° of Occurrences | Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage
Text 1 1 0.19 7 1.20
Text 2 4 0.97 1 0.21
Text 3 5 1.25 3 0.59
Text 4 3 1.53 2 0.79
Text5 15 1.79 8 0.81
Text 6 15 1.89 11 1.18
Text 7 9 2.61 10 2.17
Text 8 16 1.59 8 0.7
Text9 3 0.56 6 1.04
Text 10 2 0.21 7 0.56
Text 11 3 0.73 3 0.63
Text 12 2 0.38 2 0.34
Text 13 3 0.78 2 0.44
Text 14 13 0.8 9 0.44
Text 15 2 0.30 1 0.12
Text 16 16 0.86 7 0.32
Text 17 2 0.43 1 0.19
Text 18 15 1.18 8 0.64
Text 19 5 0.53 3 0.28
Text 20 2 0.28 3 0.34

Table 32: Causal Conjunctions in the PCUNTSs

From the table above, the two sub-corpora display slight differences in terms of the

frequency of occurrence of causals. The frequency of use of causals in Arabic STs is higher

than in the English TTs. The most obvious differences appear in texts 5, 8 and 18.
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Causal Conjunctions AUNTS EUNTSs

Total of Occurrences 136 102

Average Percentage 0.94 0.65

Table 33: Causal Conjunctions Frequency and Average Percentage in the
PCUNTSs

The figures in the table show that the average use of causal conjunctions in the Arabic
sub-corpus is slightly higher than the one in the English sub-corpus. Although the frequency
of occurrence is not quite high, it can be said that there are obvious differences between

Arabic texts and their English translations. This will be confirmed in section V.3.

d) Temporal Conjunctions in the PCUNTSs

The frequency and percentage of temporals in the PCUNTS are in the following table:

Temporals AUNTS EUNTSs
N° of Occurrences | Percentage | N° of Occurrences Percentage
Text 1 2 0.38 1 0.17
Text 2 3 0.73 4 0.84
Text 3 2 0.50 4 0.78
Text 4 5 2.56 4 1.58
Text5 2 0.23 1 0.10
Text 6 5 0.63 9 0.96
Text 7 2 0.58 3 0.65
Text 8 6 0.59 4 0.35
Text 9 4 0.75 2 0.34
Text 10 5 0.52 6 0.48
Text 11 2 0.48 4 0.84
Text 12 2 0.38 3 0.52
Text 13 5 1.31 4 0.88
Text 14 8 0.49 4 0.20
Text 15 1 0.15 3 0.38
Text 16 14 0.75 9 0.41
Text 17 3 0.64 3 0.58
Text 18 11 0.86 10 0.80
Text 19 10 1.06 3 0.28
Text 20 4 0.56 2 0.22

Table 34: Temporal Conjunctions in the PCUNTSs
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The table demonstrates that the two sub-corpora tend to use temporal conjunctions
quite similarly (most of the texts display almost the same number of items; yet, slight

differences can be found in text 19).

Temporal Conjunctions AUNTSs EUNTs
Total of Occurrences 96 83
Average Percentage 0.70 0.56

Table 35: Temporal Conjunctions Frequency and Average Percentage in the
PCUNTSs

The figures in the table reveal that the average use of temporal conjunctions in the

Arabic sub-corpus is almost the same compared to the one in the English sub-corpus.

e) Continuative Conjunctions in the PCUNTSs

The comparison between the occurrences of continuatives yields the following results:

Corpus AUNTSs EUNTSs
Continuatives N° of Occurrences | Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage
Text 1 2 0.38 1 0.17
Text 2 1 0.24 2 0.42
Text 3 3 0.75 2 0.39
Text 4 0 0 0 0
Text5 2 0.23 6 0.61
Text 6 2 0.25 6 0.64
Text7 2 0.58 2 0.43
Text 8 2 0.20 10 0.87
Text9 1 0.18 3 0.52
Text 10 4 0.42 7 0.56
Text 11 3 0.73 3 0.63
Text 12 1 0.19 1 0.17

Text 13 0 0 0 0

Text 14 5 0.30 10 0.49
Text 15 3 0.44 4 0.51
Text 16 8 0.43 14 0.65
Text 17 1 0.21 1 0.19
Text 18 5 0.39 7 0.56
Text 19 4 0.42 6 0.56
Text 20 3 0.42 4 0.45

Table 36: Continuative Conjunctions in the PCUNTSs
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As gleaned from Table 36, the two sub-corpora display slight differences in terms of
the frequency of occurrence of continuatives. The frequency of use of this category in the
English TTs is higher than the Arabic STs. The most obvious difference appears in text 8. It is

evident, therefore, that continuatives are used much less frequently in the parallel corpus.

Continuative Conjunctions AUNTS EUNTSs
Total of Occurrences 52 89
Average Percentage 0.33 0.44

Table 37: Continuative Conjunctions Frequency and Average Percentage in the
PCUNTSs

Table 37 shows that the average use of continuative conjunctions in the English sub-
corpus is slightly higher than the one in the Arabic sub-corpus. Again, because this difference
is not quite obvious, it cannot be said that there are significant differences between Arabic

texts and their English translations. This will be confirmed in the section V.3.

V.2.1.4. Lexical Cohesive Devices in the PCUNTSs

Lexical cohesion refers to the semantic relations between lexical items so as to form a
text, and create cohesion. According to Halliday and Hasan (1976:274) “[It is] the cohesive
effect achieved by the selection of vocabulary.” Therefore, lexical cohesion plays an
important role in joining the text together, as it is concerned with the relationships between
words. Lexical cohesion is classified into two subcategories: reiteration and collocation. In
what follows, and for the purpose of this research, only the first category is under

investigation, while the latter is overlooked, as it appears with very low frequencies.
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V.2.1.4.1. Subcategories of Lexical Cohesive Devices

The comparison of the frequencies of lexical cohesion in AUNTs and EUNTS reveals
some interesting details. The frequency of occurrence and percentage of this device in the

PCUNTSs are shown in the following table:

Corpus AUN Texts EUN Texts

Lexical Cohesion  N° of Occurrences Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage
Reiteration 3232 90.65 3089 82.46
Collocation 333 09.34 657 17,53
Total 3565 100% 3746 100%

Table 38: Lexical Cohesion Frequencies and Percentages
As shown in Table 38, reiteration is the dominant device in AUNTs and EUNTS in
terms of occurrence (90.65% in AUNTSs and 82.46% in EUNTS), while collocation shows a
very low frequency (9.34% in AUNTSs and 17.53% in EUNTS). The data accumulated in this
corpus show that lexical reiteration is much more frequent in AUNTS, whereas lexical
collocation is employed more frequently in EUNTS. Lexical reiteration appears with higher
frequencies, since it uses lexical relationships by repeating the same items in the text or by

reasserting their meanings through the use of synonyms, superordinate or general words.

a) Reiteration in the PCUNTSs

Lexical reiteration is divided into the following cohesive relations: repetition,
synonyms (or near-synonyms), superordinate and general words. The frequency of occurrence

and percentage of this lexical device in the PCUNTSs are as follows:
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Lexical AUNTSs EUNTSs
Reiteration N° of Occurrences Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage
Text 1 119 22.92 118 20.30
Text 2 79 19.26 81 17/08
Text 3 68 17.12 68 13.41
Text 4 33 16.92 34 13.49
Text 5 213 25.50 190 19.36
Text 6 217 27.36 225 24.19
Text 7 69 20.05 68 14.78
Text 8 237 23.62 246 21.61
Text 9 115 21.65 90 15.65
Text 10 174 18.31 161 12.91
Text 11 104 25.42 83 17.43
Text 12 103 19.88 115 20.10
Text 13 89 23.42 87 19.16
Text 14 284 17.46 314 15.64
Text 15 127 19.04 122 15.72
Text 16 455 24.48 469 21.60
Text 17 96 20.80 80 15.50
Text 18 308 24.27 192 15.36
Text 19 174 18.53 182 17.21
Text 20 168 23.90 164 18.72

Table 39: Lexical Reiteration in the PCUNTSs
Table 39 reveals that reiteration items are more used in the AUNTS than in its English
counterpart. For most of the occurrences of reiteration, the Arabic STs comparatively display
higher use of reiteration items than the English translated texts. The highest use of this device
in Arabic STs is in texts 5, 6 and 11 (which consist of more than 25% of total words); whereas
in English TTs, the highest percentage of reiteration does not exceed 21% .The average

percentage of the use of reiteration in the two sub-corpora is provided in Table 40:

Reiteration AUNTSs EUNTs
Total of Occurrences 3232 3089
Average Percentage 2151 17.46

Table 40: Lexical Reiteration Frequency and Average Percentage in the
PCUNTSs

The above table shows that the proportion of lexical reiteration in AUNTS is higher

than that of EUNTSs. It is evident that AUNTSs exhibit a total of 3232 of four types of
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reiteration devices, whereas EUNTs show a total of 3089. By comparing the average use of
lexical reiteration in the Arabic STs and the English TTs, it can be said that a considerable
difference is found in the use of this category between the two sub-corpora. Whereas
reiteration relations are relatively more frequent in Arabic, they are less frequent in English.
The results of comparison will be confirmed when dealing with the statistical significance

later in section V.3.

The subcategories of this device are revealed in Table 41below:

Corpus AUN Texts EUN Texts
Reiteration N° of Occurrences Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage
Repetition 2725 84.31 2500 80.93
Synonyms 157 4.85 217 7.02
Superordinate 187 5.78 197 6.37
General Words 163 5.04 155 5.01
Total 3232 100 3089 100

Table 41: Reiteration Devices Frequencies and Percentages

As it can be seen from the table above, the two sub-corpora follow different
decreasing orders in terms of frequency of use. In the AUNTSs, lexical repetition is the most
prevalent subcategory of reiteration in the parallel corpus (84.31%), followed by
superordinate terms (5.78%) and general words (5.04%). However, the category of synonyms
(4.85%) appears to be the least used lexical reiteration device; it occurs with very low
frequencies. Unlike the AUNTS, the mostly used devices in EUNTSs are lexical repetition
(80.93%), followed by synonyms (7.02%) and then superordinate terms (6.37%). The
category of general words is the least used lexical reiteration device in the English sub-corpus

(5.01%).
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It is evident therefore that both AUNTs and EUNTSs depend heavily on repetition. In

fact, these results are not unusual as they are in line with other studies, e.g. Hoey (1991),

Williams (1989) and Giannossa (2012), who demonstrated that lexical repetition shows the

highest frequency of use of all lexical cohesion devices. Henceforth, the data obtained reveal

that lexical repetition is the most important device. The percentages of other relations are less

dense in the two sub-corpora; yet, the category of synonyms is slightly higher than that of

superordinate and general words in EUNTS.

i) Repetition in the PCUNTSs

The occurrence of lexical repetition, the most prevailing type of reiteration, is as

follows:
Repetition AUNTSs EUNTSs
N° of Occurrences Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage
Text 1 93 17.91 81 13.94
Text 2 57 13.90 57 12.02
Text 3 48 12.09 38 7.49
Text 4 25 12.82 23 9.12
Text 5 170 20.35 140 14.27
Text 6 167 21.05 161 17.31
Text 7 58 16.86 55 11.95
Text 8 199 19.84 188 16.52
Text9 96 18.07 73 12.69
Text 10 156 16.42 136 10.90
Text 11 81 19.80 68 14.28
Text 12 85 16.40 92 16.08
Text 13 74 19.47 68 14.97
Text 14 251 15.43 272 13.55
Text 15 110 16.49 91 11.72
Text 16 404 21.74 423 19.48
Text 17 71 15.36 61 11.82
Text 18 280 22.06 171 13.68
Text 19 155 16.50 161 15.23
Text 20 145 20.62 141 16.09

Table 42: Repetition in the PCUNTS
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The figures listed in Table 41 show a total of 2725 of repetition in AUNTS, whereas
EUNTSs show a total of 2500. In other words, AUNTS tend to use repetition (84.31%) more
than their English counterparts (80.93%). Thus, it can be said that lexical repetition is of a
high frequency and inevitable in the organisation of UN texts across the two languages. The

highest occurrence of repetition in AUNTS is indicated in text 18, while in EUNTS it appears

in text 16.
Repetition AUNTS EUNTSs
Total of Occurrences 2725 2500
Average Percentage 17.65 13.65

Table 43: Repetition Frequency and Average Percentage in the PCUNTS
As the figures show, the average use of repetition in the Arabic sub-corpus is slightly
higher than the one in the English one. Although this difference is to some extent considerable,
it cannot be said if there are significant differences between the Arabic texts and their English
translations. The findings will be confirmed in the analysis of inferential statistics in section

V.3.

i) Synonyms

Synonyms are the second most widely used reiteration devices in the English sub-
corpus and the least frequently used in the AUNTSs. The comparison between the frequencies

of occurrence of synonyms in the parallel corpus yields the following results:
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AUNTS EUNTSs
Synonymy OchL\Jlrr((Jel;lces Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage
Text 1 14 2.69 22 3.78
Text 2 6 1.46 10 2.10
Text 3 9 2.26 13 2.56
Text 4 2 1.02 2 0.79
Text5 15 1.79 20 2.03
Text 6 15 1.89 21 2.25
Text 7 0 0.00 0 0.00
Text 8 17 1.69 27 2.37
Text 9 4 0.75 7 1.21
Text 10 6 0.63 6 1.26
Text 11 6 1.46 5 1.05
Text 12 8 1.54 8 1.39
Text 13 5 1.31 5 1.10
Text 14 12 0.73 20 0.99
Text 15 11 1.64 18 2.31
Text 16 13 0.69 24 1.10
Text 17 9 1.94 3 0.58
Text 18 2 0.15 1 0.08
Text 19 2 0.21 1 0.09
Text 20 1 0.14 4 0.45

Table 44: Synonyms in the PCUNTS
The table shows that the two sub-corpora display slight differences in terms of the
frequency of synonyms. The frequency of use of the Arabic STs synonyms is lower than the

English TTs. The most marked differences appear in texts 1, 8 and 17.

Synonymy AUNTs EUNTSs
Total of Occurrences 157 217
Average Percentage 1.19 1.37

Table 45: Synonyms Frequency and Average Percentage in the PCUNTS
The average use of this category in the English sub-corpus is greater than the one in
the Arabic sub-corpus as demonstrated in the figures in the table above. This implies that
English relies heavily on synonyms more than Arabic does. Arabic instead shows preference

for repetition as already seen.
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iii) Superordinate Terms

The superordinate terms occurrence frequency and average percentage in the PCUNTS

are in the following table:

Superordinate AUNTSs EUNTSs
Terms N° of Occurrences | Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage
Text 1 9 1.73 10 1.72
Text 2 10 2.44 7 1.47
Text 3 7 1.76 3 0.59
Text 4 4 2.05 1 0.39
Text5 5 0.59 13 1.32
Text 6 17 2.14 24 2.58
Text 7 2 0.58 5 1.08
Text 8 6 0.59 18 1.58
Text 9 12 2.25 7 1.21
Text 10 7 0.73 8 0.64
Text 11 8 1.95 4 0.84
Text 12 5 0.96 11 1.92
Text 13 3 0.78 6 1.32
Text 14 19 1.16 18 0.98
Text 15 2 0.30 11 1.41
Text 16 18 0.96 11 0.50
Text 17 11 2.38 7 1.35
Text 18 15 1.18 13 1.04
Text 19 11 1.17 15 1.41
Text 20 16 2.27 15 1.71

Table 46: Superordinate Terms in the PCUNTS
In the table above, the two sub-corpora display slight differences in the superordinate
occurrence frequency. Their frequency of use in the English TTs is higher than in the Arabic
STs. Their highest use in English TTs is found in text 6, whereas in Arabic STs, it is found in

text 2. The most obvious differences between the two sub-corpora appear in texts 5, 8 and 15.

Superordinate Terms AUNTS EUNTSs
Total of Occurrences 187 197
Average Percentage 1.35 1.25

Table 47: Superordinate Terms Frequency and Average Percentage in the
PCUNTSs
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It is evident from Table 47 that the average use of superordinate terms in the two sub-
corpora is almost identical. Although the frequencies of occurrence in the two sub-corpora
show very slight differences, it cannot be said that no significant differences are found
between AUNTSs and EUNTSs. This will be confirmed in section V.3. In addition, because this
semantic category is very scarce in the parallel corpus, it is not important to discuss their

occurrences or to provide an explanation of their use.

iv) General Words

This subcategory is the least used lexical cohesion device in the English sub-corpus,
while it ranks third in the Arabic one. The comparison between the frequencies of occurrence

of general words in the parallel corpus yields the following results:

General Words AUNTSs EUNTSs
N° of Occurrences | Percentage N° of Occurrences Percentage
Text 1 3 0.57 5 0.86
Text 2 6 1.46 7 1.47
Text 3 4 1.00 14 2.76
Text 4 2 1.02 8 3.17
Text5 23 2.75 17 1.73
Text 6 18 2.26 19 2.04
Text 7 9 2.61 8 1.73
Text 8 15 1.49 13 1.14
Text 9 3 0.56 3 0.24
Text 10 5 0.52 11 0.88
Text 11 9 2.20 6 1.26
Text 12 5 0.96 4 0.69
Text 13 7 1.84 8 1.76
Text 14 2 0.12 4 0.19
Text 15 4 0.60 2 0.25
Text 16 20 1.07 11 0.50
Text 17 5 1.08 9 1.74
Text 18 11 0.86 7 0.56
Text 19 6 0.63 5 0.47
Text 20 6 0.85 4 0.45

Table 48: General Words in the PCUNTSs
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The table reveals that the two sub-corpora tend to use general words in the same way,
(most of the texts display almost the same number of items; yet, very slight differences can be

found in texts 3 and 4).

General words AUNTS EUNTSs
Total of Occurrences 163 155
Average Percentage 1.22 1.19

Table 49: General Words Frequency and Average Percentage in the PCUNTS

The figures listed in the table show that the average use of general words in the Arabic
sub-corpus is almost the same compared to the one in the English sub-corpus. Because this
semantic category is very scarce in the parallel corpus, it is not important to provide an

explanation of its use.

V.2.2. Summary of the Semantic Analysis

Based on the results of analysis of the parallel corpus, some conclusions can be drawn:

Arabic and English exhibit different proportions in the occurrence of cohesive devices
in the UN texts though the similarities obviously appear in the types of cohesive devices used

and their subcategories.

It is evident from the analysis that while some cohesive devices are considered to be
marginal phenomena in the parallel corpus, some others are widely used. Cohesive devices,
such as substitution, ellipsis, adversative conjunctions and collocations are considered to be
marginal phenomena, and, therefore, avoided in the parallel corpus; however, some others are
favoured and widely used, such as reference devices, additive conjunctions and lexical

cohesion, particularly repetition.
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Regarding reference devices, the analysis have shown that while Arabic depends
heavily on pronominal reference and demonstratives, comparative devices are more
frequently used in English. In addition, as for the category of conjunctions, additives are
found to be the most widely used conjunctions in the PCUNTS; Arabic texts are found to use
additives more frequently than English. Finally, the findings have shown that lexical
repetition is highly used in Arabic and English. This device contributes largely to the surface

connectivity and semantic continuity of the UN texts.

V.3. Statistical Analysis of Cohesive Devices in the PCUNTSs

This section deals with the statistical results of the corpus analysis. By using SPSS, the
results analysed are subjected to a paired t-test, in order to find out whether or not there are
significant differences between the two sub-corpora. The paired t-test is conducted with a
view to clearly compare the effect of language (Arabic or English) on the amount of use of
cohesive devices in some UN texts. Thus, if the p-value is (p<0.05), it will be concluded that
the differences between the use of cohesive devices in the two sub-corpora are statistically
significant, and if it is not, the two sub-corpora are similar in terms of use of those devices.

The paired samples t-test results are presented in what follows:

V.3.1. Statistical Results of the Five Categories of Cohesion

The following table illustrates the parallel corpus statistical data. The mean number
(M) and standard deviation (SD) of the five categories of cohesive devices used in AUNTS

and EUNTS are presented below:
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Semantic Category AUNTS Sub-corpus EUNTS Sub-corpus
Categories of Cohesion M SD M sD

Reference 18.55 04.56 07.51 01.57
Substitution and Ellipsis 04.99 03.04 04.99 02.84
Conjunction 06.17 01.15 03.50 00.65
Lexical Cohesion 21.59 03.15 17.46 03.08
Total 51.30 11.65 33.46 07.88

Table 50: Statistical Results of the Cohesive Devices in the PCUNTSs

The total analysis of cohesive devices demonstrates that although the distribution of
cohesive devices in the two sub-corpora is the same, obvious differences appear in the mean
number of cohesive devices used in the PCUNTSs. Apart from substitution and ellipsis, the
mean number of reference, conjunction, and lexical cohesion is higher in AUNTSs than in
EUNTSs. The results reveal that there are significant differences in the use of all cohesive
devices in the parallel corpus. The research null hypothesis (Ho), which takes the form of
there is no difference among the two sub-corpora in the use of cohesive devices, is, therefore,
rejected. In a more particular way, from the five categories of cohesion, statistically
significant differences exist between AUNTs and EUNTs in the case of reference,

conjunctions and lexical cohesion.

The detailed analysis of the subcategories of each cohesive device is provided in what

follows:

V.3.1.2. Reference

The following table summarises the results of analysis of reference devices in the

PCUNTSs:
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Semantic Category AUNTS Sub-corpus | EUNTSs Sub-corpus | Paired Samples Test
Subcategories of Reference M SD M SD t 8'9‘(2-
tailed)
Pronominals 10.01 2.11 3.05 0.89 16.06 0.000
Demonstratives 7.57 3.04 3.06 1.28 8.52 0.000
Comparatives 0.33 0.23 0.50 0.24 -3.119 0.006
Other Types 0.73 0.48 0.68 0.37 0.983 0.338

Table 51: T-test Results for the Subcategories of Reference Devices in the
PCUNTSs
As it is apparent in Table 51, significant differences between the two groups are
identified in three subcategories of reference, namely pronominals, demonstratives and
comparatives, validating that while AUNTSs favour the first two devices compared to EUNTS,

EUNTSs tend to favour the two latter.

The statistics report that there are dissimilarities in the use of pronominals in the two
sub-corpora (t =16.06, p = 0.000<0.05). Regarding the use of demonstratives, it is evident that
the AUNTS display significantly more demonstratives than their English counterparts; (t =
8.52, p = 0.00 < 0.05). In the same way, in the case of comparatives, the proportion of p is
less than 0.05 (t = -3.119, p= 0.006); it is considered a statistically significant relation and,
therefore, there are significant differences in the use of comparatives between AUNTSs and
EUNTs. As far as the last subcategory of reference, blend words and articulation, is
concerned, no statistically significant differences between the two sub-corpora are identified

(t=0.983, p= 0.338 > 0.05).

V.3.1.3. Substitution and Ellipsis
The following table presents the results of substitution and ellipsis analysis in the

PCUNTS:
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Semantic Category AUNTS Sub-corpus EUC'\CI)ISUSSUb- Paired Samples Test
. . Sig.(2-
Categories of Cohesion M SD M sD t :
tailed)
Substitution and Ellipsis 10.01 2.11 3.05 0.89 0.02 0.998

Table 52: T-test Results for Substitution and Ellipsis in the PCUNTSs

Substitution and ellipsis are the least frequently used categories in the two sub-corpora.
As the table reveals, there are similarities in the use of these two categories in AUNTSs and
EUNTS. The statistics report that there are no significant differences in the use of these

subcategories between the two sub-corpora (t =0.02, p=0.998 > 0.05).

V.3.1.4. Conjunction

The following table presents the results of conjunction analysis in the PCUNTSs:

Semantic Category AUNTS Sub-corpus EUNTSs Sub-corpus Paired Samples Test
Subcategories of M SD M SD t Sig.(2-tailed)
Conjunction

Additives 3.90 0.72 1.71 050 | 12,11 0.000
Adversatives 0.17 0.16 0.12 0.13 2,220 0.039
Causals 0.94 0.65 0.64 0.47 2,651 0.016
Temporals 0.70 0.50 0.56 0.35 1.762 0.094
Continuatives 0.33 0.20 0.44 022 | -1,963 0.065

Table 53: T-test Results for the Subcategories of Conjunction in the PCUNTS

The results presented in table 53 show that statistically significant differences between
the two sub-corpora are identified in two subcategories of conjunction: additives (t =12, 11,
p=0.000 < 0.05), and causals (t =2,651, p= 0.016 < 0.05). Thus, the results reveal that these
two types are considered as statistically significant relations. However, in the case of
adversative, temporal and continuative devices, no statistical significant differences exist

between AUNTs and EUNTSs. The proportion of p is higher than 0.05 in these three sub-
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categories: adversatives (t =2,220, p= 0.039> 0.05), temporals (t =1.762, p= 0.094> 0.05) and

continuatives (t = -1,963, p= 0.065> 0.05).

V.3.1.5. Lexical Reiteration

The following table summarises the results of lexical reiteration analysis in the parallel

corpus:

Semantic Category AUNTS Sub-corpus EUNTSs Sub-corpus Paired Samples Test
;Lé?t‘;;‘;?oon”es of M sD M sD t | sig.(2-tailed)
Repetition 17.65 2.91 13.65 2.82 9.592 0.000
Synonyms 1.19 0.76 1.37 0.98 -1.486 0.154
Superordinate 1.53 0.82 1.25 0.52834 1.350 0.193
General words 1.22 0.74 1.19 0.84554 0.157 0.877

Table 54: T-test Results for Lexical Reiteration in the PCUNTSs

According to Table 54, the data illustrate that statistically significant differences
between the two sub-corpora are identified in only one category, repetition (t = 9.592,
p=0.000< 0.05). In the case of the three other sub-categories, there are no significant
differences in the use of these devices between the two sub-corpora: synonyms (t = -1.486,

p=0.154), superordinate (t = 1.350, p=0.193) and general words (t = 0.157, p=0.877).

Therefore, it can be said that repetition is considered as a statistically significant
relation, and therefore, there are differences in the use of repetition in the parallel corpus. The
results show that Arabic tends to favour repetition compared to English. However, in the case
of synonyms, superordinate and general words, the two sub-corpora show great similarities in

their use.

303




V.3.2. Summary of the Statistical Results

The statistical analysis employed in this section, in order to examine the differences or
similarities between Arabic UN texts and their English counterparts, in terms of the use of
cohesive devices, have revealed significant differences. The results have shown that from the
five categories of cohesion, significant differences between AUNTs and EUNTS exist in the
categories of reference, conjunction and lexical cohesion. Moreover, a detailed analysis of the
subcategories of these semantic relations has revealed that there were statistically significant
differences in the use of the subcategories of pronominals, demonstratives, comparatives,

additives, causals and lexical repetition.

Conclusion

To sum up, this chapter has dealt with the semantic analysis of data, covering both
descriptive statistics for cohesive devices and statistical significance testing for differences
between AUNTs and EUNTSs. The findings obtained have revealed that, in general, there are
significant differences in the use of cohesive devices in Arabic and English UN texts. These
findings answer the first research question, stated in the introductory section of this thesis,
which is whether there are any significant differences in the frequency of occurrence of
cohesive devices across Arabic and English, and confirm the corresponding hypothesis, which
is that Arabic and English reveal differences in the types of cohesive devices and in the
frequency of their use (since each language has its own cohesive devices and employs them

following its rules).

The next chapter, in which there is a discussion of the results obtained, attempts to
account for some linguistic interpretations related to the cross-linguistic analysis of cohesion

in the UN texts.
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Chapter VI: Qualitative Analysis

Introduction

Based on the data extracted from the PCUNTS in the previous chapter, the findings
have revealed some beneficial information on the legal genre characteristics in translation,
and have shown the major differences between the cohesive devices used across the Arabic
and English sub-corpora. Such an account would make it useful to see to what extent cohesive
devices are employed in the UN translated texts and to examine how these devices can render
the source language texts and the target ones into both cohesive and coherent products. As the
study aims basically to observe variation in the way each language makes use of these devices
to signal cohesion relations, and to identify instances of shifts of cohesion, this chapter is
divided into two sections. The first section aims at presenting an interpretation of the results
of the contrastive analysis of the cohesive devices in the Arabic and English UN texts, and the
second one intends to carry out an analysis of the shifts of cohesion that occurred in the

translations of these texts and justify their occurrences.

As far as the contrastive analysis undertaken in this study is concerned, the following
linguistic interpretations show the differences between Arabic and English cohesive devices
used in the selected texts. The interpretations from this analysis will confirm some prior
research works such as Johnstone (1983), Al-Jabr (1987), Williams (1989), Karakira (1997),
Jawad (2007,2009) and El-Farahaty (2015). Accordingly, this contrastive analysis proves that
cohesion is not only an essential feature for the creation of texts, but also, an important aspect

that influences the quality of the translation product.
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V1.1. Contrastive Analysis of Cohesive Devices in the PCUNTSs

As previously revealed in the findings, the overall results show that the categories of
reference, conjunction and lexical repetition are the mostly used cohesive devices in the UN
texts. However, substitution and ellipsis are of little use and are considered as secondary

phenomena in the two sub-corpora. These findings are due to the following factors:

First, because the UN texts are descriptive and argumentative in nature aiming at
presenting facts and persuading readers, lexical cohesion, particularly repetition, plays a vital
role in the organisation of information. Besides, since the documents of the UNs exhibit the
narration of the successions of events or precise reports that have taken place, reference and
conjunction are said to be very frequent in the parallel corpus. It becomes, therefore, very
obvious that cohesive devices of these particular categories play a vital role in the
organisation of the UN documents’ information. Finally, similar to all legal texts, the UN
texts always require a lot of formality, transparency and precision; these characteristics
explain overtly the scarce use of substitution and ellipsis, which may cause misunderstanding

and ambiguity.

As already mentioned, the distribution of these devices in the two sub-corpora displays
many similarities in the choice of the types of cohesive devices; both AUNTs and EUNTS
exhibit a preference for lexical cohesion, reference and conjunction. Nevertheless, significant
differences appear in the frequency of occurrence of these types across the two sub-corpora.
The differences in textual cohesion are said to be due to language particular preferences and

legal genre specificity. That is to say, they are due to the two languages internal rules and
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stylistic preferences in employing their cohesive devices, which, as a result, represent

tendencies typical of each language.?

A close look at the individual categories of cohesion is suggested in what follows. The
main focus is provided for the implications of the most prevailing cohesive devices, which are
of a high frequency of occurrence whereas minor cohesive devices regarding adversatives,
continuatives and collocations are not examined in this discussion. The cohesive categories
are discussed and illustrated in this section with examples from both the AUNTs and EUNTS.
The examples are given in pairs with (a) indicating Arabic STs and (b) their English
translations. Because of lack of space the transliteration of the Arabic examples is found in

Appendix D.

VI1.1.1. Reference Cohesive Devices in the PCUNTSs

Despite the same distribution of the subcategories of reference, significant differences
exist in the occurrence frequencies of three out of four types of reference devices between
AUNTs and EUNTs (p<0.05). The findings reveal that while AUNTs depend heavily on
pronominals and demonstratives more than do EUNTS, comparatives and other types are

found in EUNTs more frequently than in AUNTS.

For this reason, it can be said that AUNTs are more explicitly cohesive than their
English counterparts through the use of pronominals; EUNTSs, however, exhibit, occasionally,
more emphasis on repetition for the aim of accuracy instead of reference, as to be seen later.
In fact, the high frequency of pronominal reference items in the two sub-corpora is attributed

to the organisation of the narrative text types, which characterise some of the UN documents.

%6 This result confirms the first hypothesis.
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The narration of the successions of events or precise reports that have taken place requires the
use of specific devices, which uphold the continuity of participants and events. As Al-Jabr
(1987) argued, pronominal reference items maintain this continuity, since they represent
suitable devices for specifying characters and events. They help readers attribute referents for
pronouns, even if they reside in far removed sentences, as they are more transparent.
Therefore, pronominal reference items are crucial for the organisation of narrative texts, and,

hence, their occurrences facilitate the processing and comprehension of this type of texts.

VI1.1.1.1. Cross Language Interpretation

With regard to cross language differences, the results obtained reveal that Arabic texts
employ pronominals and demonstratives more frequently than their English counterparts. That
is why Arabic texts are considered more explicitly cohesive than their English counterparts

through the use of these two semantic categories. This is attributed to the following reasons:

VI1.1.1.1.1. Pronominals

First, Arabic has three types of pronouns: independent, enclitic and implicit. English,
however, does not have such a variety of pronouns; that is why pronominals are found
considerably more in the Arabic texts. Williams (1982) maintained that the high frequency of
pronominals in Arabic argumentative texts is attributed to the nature of Arabic verbs which
contain an implicit pronoun. Also, the high frequency of occurrence of pronominals in Arabic
is due to their fully inflected nature for number and gender. In addition to the singular and the
plural pronouns, there are special pronouns for the category of dual. Consider the following

example:
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Example 1-b

On instructions from my Government, | have
the honour to transmit herewith a table listing
the names of the four foreign journalists who
entered Syrian territory illegally without the
knowledge of the Syrian authorities (see
annex). Two of those journalists died while in
the company of armed groups in Syria. The
two others infiltrated Syria via the Turkish-
Syrian border in early March 2012 and were
recently handed over to their country’s
authorities. (Text 9)

Example 1-a’

b oS3 3,1 ol ol ¢ e Sa (e clalal e sl
Sl il pdsia dag )l sledl el Ysaa
e sy Aegphe g Goh A oamlY)
G QU AL Cum (Ghual hail) Ay sl L)
Gle ganall o Losanlsi JUA Logdin Guisaall £¥ 38
st e AV Gpisaall O os L L s 8 Al
e Ay Ay ) gud) - S s paall e L) ge
el ) Logagluas ¢l 3 50 ¢ 25 ¢ YoV Y (a slaf 1

28530,

Two types of pronominals are identified: explicit and implicit pronouns. Explicit

pronouns, particularly, enclitic ones illustrated in the use of pronominal suffix determiners,
such as 8 (lakum), Wedis (Lhatfahuma:), Waasl s (tawazudihima:), weedud (tasli:muhuma:)
and La23u (bila:dihima:) are demonstrated in example 1-a. Implicit pronouns, which are
typical of Arabic texts, as in W (tasallala:) iesSs (.huku:mati:) <l (%atafarrafu) Gl
(Purfiga) (=i (Jata.dammanu) are also established in this example. Instances of possessive
determiners, where the suffixes are used to refer back to their antecedents, show that the
suffix determiner ¢ (ji:) refers exopohorically to the writer of the letter and the suffix ¥ (la:)
anaphorically to the two other journalists. This is illustrated in S~ ((huku:mati:) and Sdus

(tasallala:). In this case, the suffixes s (ji:) and ¥ (la:) function as cohesive devices, as they

join the two clauses together.

27 The translations of the selected texts are not without shortcomings.

28 The error in the use of the dual pronoun s (huma:) is in the original text.
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Unlike the Arabic version, the English one does not exhibit the same number and
variety of pronominals. In Arabic, all enclitic personal pronouns a (huma:) in legiis
(-hatfahuma:), Waasl 5 (tawazudihima:) and Weeidos (tasli:muhuma:) refer back to two of the
journalists anaphorically, whereas in English only one possessive pronoun their does so in
referring back to the four journalists. What is obvious is that, instead of using personal
reference, the passive voice is favoured in English. Therefore, it becomes obvious that the
reference expressions used in Arabic are more explicit than their English counterparts, and

hence, more transparent and more easily recoverable.

It is important to note that this example obviously illustrates the difference between
the two languages with regard to the use of pronominal reference. In fact, it does not only
show that the clauses and sentences are cohesively interconnected with regard to the ideas
they express, but also reveal how the context of Arabic texts guarantees the consistent flow of
these ideas. The referent two of the journalists is cohesively related to the four journalists
stated by the writer. In identifying referents, two of the four foreign journalists, who entered
the Syrian territory illegally, are referred to as their in their country’s authorities. However, in
Arabic they are referred to as possessive determiners ¥ (la:) and W (huma:), as in s
(tasallala:) and a2l 55 (tawazudihima:), since Arabic inflects for dual numbers. It is obvious,
then, that individuals are being referred to in each clause/sentence. The considerable use of
reference devices in Arabic can be explained by the fact that the Arabic verb always carries a

pronominal item.

Second, in the EUNTS, there is a tendency to use widely the third person singular non-
human pronoun it, at the expense of other personal pronouns, such as they, we, he or she.
This item is believed to be referent to impersonal elements, such as governments, UN

organisations, committees or activities. In example 2, the personal pronoun it refers
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anaphorically to the government of Syria. Arabic, however, does not have an equivalent; it
rather resorts to repeating the same element, Syria, instead of using the alternative pronoun
(hija:), which would not reflect its referent. For this reason, the referent instead is explicitly

identified by the repetition of the term Syria. Accordingly, the clauses in Arabic are

cohesively interrelated thanks to the repetition of a similar propositional content.

Example 2-b

Syria reiterates that it does not accept the
references that were made in paragraphs 8,
10, 13 and 48 of the report to the delineation
of the Syrian-Lebanese border, which is a
bilateral matter. It reaffirms that the real

obstacle to the final delineation of the Syrian-

Example 2-a

Gl (e 8l 13 S UL Ll g pae L) s ) S
Olds Losw O sl aan 55 JINY 5 Ve 5 EA A
L S35y, Gualil) G (AU el Alsall 038 o ey
3 sl a5 olal ity 6 A Al Sl o) 55305 5
Olsadl il sl JSG Aulalll - Ay sl
g als dinall 5 gudl (¥ sl ) puY) JSaY

border 1is Israel’s continued

Lebanese JETN

aggression and its occupation of the Syrian
Golan and the Shab‘a Farms. (Text 5)

In sum, it can be said that these factors explain the significant differences between
AUNTs and EUNTSs in terms of using the category of pronominals. The abundant use of
pronominals in AUNTSs is a consequence of the legal texts’ deep concern to preserve
maximum levels of precision and reduce misunderstanding whereas in English legal texts

more emphasis is laid on repetition as to be seen later.

VI1.1.1.1.2. Demonstratives

The second mostly used reference device in the parallel corpus is the category of
demonstratives and the definite article the, which are essentially identifying means used to

determine the selected nouns. They are employed more frequently in Arabic texts than in their
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English counterparts. The high frequency of demonstratives in AUNTS is ascribed to the

following factors:

In Arabic, the definite article ' (al) goes together with nouns, adjectives and gerunds

in one sentence; yet, in English, this is not the case, the definite article the occurs only once.

In addition, the definite article 4! (al) can occur with elements already modified by a

demonstrative; a case which is not tolerated in English. An example is demonstrated below:

Example 3-b

Those blasts come on the heels of the tragedy
caused by armed terrorist groups when they
bombard Aleppo University. The death toll
from that attack now stands at 87 persons,

including students and civilians who had been

Example 3-a

Caual Lgie Saul il slulall axy o) padil) olaa Sl
O il A Cala daalad dalisall 4l HY) Cle ganall
Dbl e lugd AV aaslgdin) o8 cpdll dxe g5k
Al Gle sanall 038 Ji8 e ) g paa il ikl gall g

eralall COUall (S B 1A e ) galdl 5 agd Sl e

forcibly removed from their homes by armed
groups and had taken shelter in the student
dormitories. (Text 17)

As illustrated in example 3, two occurrences of the definite article 4 (al) with
elements modified by other demonstratives are identified in o=l ol (ha:da:ni
attafzirra:ni) and dsluadl Sl seadl o2 (ha:0ihi almazmu:cat almusalla.ha), whereas their
English equivalents display no use of definite articles, as illustrated in those blasts and armed

groups.

Al-Jabr (1987) asserted that similar to pronominals, the high frequency of
demonstrative reference across sentences in the Arabic texts simplify their processing and
comprehension. What is noteworthy about Arabic texts in this concern is that references are

very definite and sometimes doubly modified by adding the definite article J (al) and another
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demonstrative (as suggested

in example 3). This justifies the high frequency of

demonstratives in AUNTs more than their English translations.

It is worth mentioning that another type of demonstrative reference, extended

reference, widely occurs in the parallel corpus. In English, demonstratives this and that are

employed in order to refer to the entire preceding or subsequent proposition; the same applies

to Arabic texts. In example 4 below, the demonstrative this refers to the entire fact of the

Israeli occupation forces’ provocative acts and violations of human rights.

Example 4- b

The Israeli occupation forces are continuing
to show total disregard for human rights. In
an act of provocation, the Israeli police
searched the prisoners’ house and fired huge
amounts of tear gas at the families gathered
around the house. Syrian prisoner Faris al-
Sha‘ir was kept for five months in the prisons
of the occupation on a pretext that is often
used against the Syrian population of Golan.
He was forced to live outside the occupied
Golan, in a house in the occupied territories,
and was prohibited from leaving it or
returning to the Golan before his subsequent
sentencing. This is all part of Israel’s
tyrannical policy towards the population of

the occupied Syrian Golan. (Text 13)

Example 4-a

O S aall Lot s Ll ju) JDEaY) <l 8 o)
Aol yuY) ddadll il Cua (Ol G sia gl il
Sl Sl il g ol ) il 5 ) gamy Galiiaal) J i
&5 «Joiad) Usa cpasasall JaY) am AU ¢ seall
Oz b el Aused saal el (s 8 (5 sudl !
aa Ladli syl clale calie] gl JDEaY)
Al ALBY) Caa b5 (Y sl (A ) seall Gaikal sl
=Y B G e disal (Ysall zols ale
Yl A sagall Gas aie 7 g AN (4o Alnia s Alinl)
Lteant)) Lginland YLSiad clliy cliay aieSlaal laga

Jinall (g sudl Y sl Ll Gy

Last but not least, it can be said that for the aim of accuracy and transparency, the UN

documents display a wide use of demonstrative reference, which reinforces the importance of

the propositions in those documents.
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V1.1.1.1.3. Other Types

The use of other cohesive devices, such as blend words, articulation and numbering
references, which are pertinent to legal discourse, is believed to play an important role in the

organisation of the UN texts.

First, the use of blend words such as hereby and herewith is very essential to ensure
the accuracy of legal texts (Karakira, 1997). This kind of reference is widely utilised in the
UN texts. It is through a specific reference to the whole text or to any of its parts that textual
cohesion is maintained in the UN texts. An extract from the PCUNTS presenting the reference

device herewith is displayed below:

On instructions from my Government, | have the honour to transmit

herewith a table listing the names of the four foreign journalists...

dayf sland ey Yoan Lh oS3 331 ol Gl (e Sa e clalad e el

Al el V) sl Gl ina
The blend word selected in this extract demonstrates how two meanings are packed
into one word. The item herewith serves as a reference cohesive device; it is used for
reference to non-human element, particularly the table that constitutes the annex of the letter.
The Arabic text, however, does not exhibit an equivalent word; the collocation Lk

(?urfiga .tajjan) is used to maintain reference to the table.

Second, the feature of articulation and numbering is another cohesive device, which is
significant in the UN texts. Karakira (1997) asserted that because legal texts follow rigid
methods of dividing documents into parts or paragraphs, references are clearly made

throughout the text. Thus, it can be said that this elaborate referencing system within the one
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text is a strong cohesive feature shared by all legal texts. This type of cohesive reference is

significantly found in the parallel corpus. Consider the following example:

Example 5-b

In response to Security Council resolution
1970 (2011) of 26 February 2011, which
decided that the Libyan authorities should
cooperate fully with the International
Criminal Court (ICC) and with the Prosecutor
of the Court, and pursuant to its commitments
in respect of the Court, the Government of
Libya, having secured the approval of the
Public Prosecutor, received a delegation from

the Court on 6 June 2012. (Text10)

Example 5-a

YU gl (Y)Y e ad ) e Galae )l dlaia
Loulll Slald) g as e Gai Al YoVl i/l
alad) e aall a5 ¢d sal) Aliall daSaall ae DlalS U glas
daSall Cuald cdaSaall olad lgtlal L 2l 5 cdaSaall
e A8 ge o ol AaSad) (e 2 Jliuly Al

YOVY il O poa T Ge el L (8 aladl il

This extract explicitly shows the use of articulation and numbering in the PCUNTSs.

The number of the Security Council resolution (1970 (2011) of 26 February 2011), is

significantly referring, exophorically, to specific and prior resolutions established by the UN

authorities.

Finally, another category of reference devices is manifested in the use of adjectives,

such as aforementioned and aforesaid. Consider the following example:

Example 6-b

As you are aware, President Bashar Al-
Assad, in his statement of 20 June 2011, set
out a package of significant reforms
concerning a number of aspects of public life

in Syria and, in particular, the political aspect,

Example 6-a

Gl adlad 8 2 ok aul) Loy e N O (s s
2amy (3lati daly Cladla) 4 s 2011 42 s/ i~ 20
Guilad) Leda Lagus W ey ) g (8 dalall Blad) oalia (1
ol By dalall LAYy il al) o glE 8 ol
ledll Qlladl Cuaid dals @il e ol gl
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in the laws governing parties and general
elections. Those two laws make important
provisions that respond to the demands of the

people and lay the foundations for political

a By Akl el shally Al Apaeill Guusis
allal) dles J8 (5 yad Cosas daladl ATV G oMY
Gsial bl olal A A Sy ()

B

plurality and democracy. It has already been

announced that general elections will be held

before the end of 2011 and that political

affairs will be decided through the ballot box.

olel A Sy Cilga i) e (any s Wil 45,80 L

sally )l ol ) adha B Yl et N Lgie

Gobll s gl il o i all) LAyl
A Ledgas 3 A 3 Jad i)

| have referred above to just a few of the
plans and ideas that were announced by
President Al-Assad in the aforementioned
statement. (Text 3)

The item aforementioned refers back to the previously indicated statement of 20 June

2011 delivered by President Al-Assad. Arabic, however, does not have such adjectives, the

use of the phrase 42 < 3l (?afartu ?ilajhi) | indicated maintain the meaning of reference.

To end this discussion, it can be said that the UN texts make use of a variety of
reference devices, which are believed to be strong cohesive features for the creation of texts.
However, it should be borne in mind that sometimes the high frequency of use of these

devices may affect the natural flaw of the two languages.

V1.1.2. Substitution and Ellipsis in the PCUNTSs

The analysis reveals that substitution and ellipsis are quite infrequent in the two sub-
corpora, making up only 2% of the total of the cohesive devices in the UN texts. In fact, the
use of this kind of semantic relations is not favoured in legal texts, since the substitution of

particular elements with some others or the complete omission of elements may reduce the
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comprehensive flow of ideas and impede the easy retrieval of information from the context in

which they occur.

The scarcity of cohesion relations of substitution and ellipsis in written discourse has
been confirmed by many researchers. Williams (1989), for example, pointed out that Arabic
tends to avoid ellipsis. This is also proved in the parallel corpus, in which it has been revealed

that EUNTSs tend to use these devices more frequently than AUNTS.

VI1.1.2.1. Substitution

With the help of the concordance software AntConc, the identification of substitution
devices in the two sub-corpora shows that while Arabic tends to maintaining repetition of the
same items, rephrasing the whole sentence or finding other mechanisms to express ideas,
English translations resorts to substitution in order to avoid repetition and keep the texts
cohesive. That is why it is apparent that EUNTSs tend to use substitution more than AUNTS.
In this corpus, three types of substitution are distinguished, nominal, verbal, and clausal,

represented in the items one, same, do, so.

In what follows, three examples taken from the PCUNTSs illustrate the differences

between the two languages with regard to this cohesive device.

Example 7-b

The Syrian Government believes that the
issue of the so-called Syrian refugees is,
to a large extent, a fabricated one. It
that return to their

hopes they  will

homeland and that their presence will not

Example 7-a

e o Al ol e sl sl G LS
Jalig e an ) Alaie 0S50 & () sudl O UL
oaleY aagay Dlaiud sy agihy ) agiase
S e sl Bl et (s 8 il
pellac Y agill jas padly ) agia 5pS e gana base
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be exploited for political purposes. The Anla HY) e sanall Lgia aginia Al
notable improvement in the security
situation has led sizeable groups to return
to their country and resume their work,
which the terrorist groups had prevented

them from doing. (Text8)

It is evident from example 7 that in Arabic, the term 4<is (mufkila) issue, i.e. the
head of the nominal group cmsd (s il e L AlSSa (mufkilat ma:zjusamma binna:zi.hi:n
assu:rijji:n), is not ellipted or replaced by another equivalent; the writer instead repeated the
same item, in order to accommodate the Arabic linguistic system. However, the solution
adopted in the English translation is an instance of nominal substitution. The term one, which
is the Head of the nominal group a fabricated one, is a substitute for the Head issue in the
nominal group the issue of the so-called Syrian refugees. Thus, the substitute one assumes the

function of the presupposed item issue.

Regarding the second occurrence of substitution in example 7-b, it is an instance of
verbal substitution. The variation of the verbal substitute do, doing, substitutes the verbs to
return and to resume. The item doing substitutes a verb and certain other elements
accompanying the verb in the clause and links the two sentences together anaphorically. That
is to say, the verb form has led sizeable groups to return to their country and resume their
work is ellipted and substituted by doing. Therefore, it would be possible to maintain the
elements accompanying the verbs to return and to resume, but at the expense of the
naturalness and stylistic smoothness of the English language, to appear as:

The notable improvement in the security situation has led sizeable groups

to return to their country and resume their work, which the terrorist groups
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had prevented them from returning to their country and resuming their

work.

Example 8-b

It is also very important to note that the
terrorist attacks in Idlib were acts of
vengeance against its citizens, who two days
prior to this massacre had participated in
protest marches demanding that the terrorists
leave their city. In order to silence the free
voices of those demanding an end to the
violence and terrorism in Syria, the terrorist
groups have threatened to wage an
unrelenting campaign of suicide attacks
against the residents of other Syrian cities and
villages that have rejected their presence.
Those residents have also called on the
regional and international powers that are
supporting the terrorists and justifying their

crimes to desist from doing so. (Text 18)

Example 8-a

4 lany) clleadl o A el of las aledl o 4l LS
Gl gaall oda ikl e (e Laldn) ol ) Agae b
Gl ey 3 daall o3 e (peg J8 1@ 28 1 5S
38 5 aginae oo Jeslh e SY) DA sl daalaial
Ol DAY A ) el (5B DS ¢y sla Y 23
Al aal 5 agide (8 Cle sanall 028 2al 5 () uad
) ga) S Cargs 3 patuoe Al ) A jlamil llasy
LS Lsm b caially il SY1 gy Al 5 5al)
pe i (Al A gl 5 ApalBY) (5 BNl () silal sall £ Y 58 il

el e gl agal e Gl 20 s e Y

In example 8-b, the type of substitution is clausal. The term so substitutes for the

previous clause: to desist from supporting the terrorists and justifying their crimes. In Arabic,

the occurrence of clausal substitution is not possible, that is why the corresponding of the

English clausal substitutes so in Arabic is the demonstrative reference item <l (da:lika) that.

This type of reference functions anaphorically; it is similar to the extended reference and

reference to fact ‘that” in English suggested in Halliday and Hasan (1976), as it refers to the

whole fact to desist from supporting the terrorists and justifying their crimes.
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Example 9-b

By calling for jihad against the Syrian State,
they facilitate the recruitment of thousands of
takfirists from various countries and rally
them to fight the Syrian State and shed the
blood of the Syrian people. In so doing, they
clearly violate the principles of the Islamic
faith and humanitarian and ethical values.
They are a blatant infringement of the
authoritative international resolutions,
including the Security Council resolutions on
counter-terrorism, which set forth an
obligation to combat terrorist financing,

recruitment and incitement. (Text 19)

Example 9-a

Claaiall 3 sy Dty 0 graadl 3 ASal) ol gy LS
slaca) Agladd Skl )l 6 Anall Ay
@Sl SAl s e by s Y e dae )
AN A phe g8 laa) i s dliadl) il gall
) e 0SS e aml Ay s S /Bl sall e
S Lo Ay gaall A1 5000 auzm “algall” 1) 5 50l )
e g Vs sl Calite (ga G Sl (e VYT ayias
L essmd) nill plad Glin g ol gudl AL all Ay jladl
L) ailly DY) cpal) (ealadd Aaml g ddllae
A sall Ao il @l ) ) mald i) s AddaY
s e Y AndlSa a5V Gulae ) L Ly
Cla Y ity o gl AadlSay o) Y e lgapen Cua

Adle Gy il

In example 9, the substitute in so doing functions on the entire sentence. That is to say,

the entire sentence (By calling for jihad against the Syrian State, they facilitate the
recruitment of thousands of takfirists from various countries and rally them to fight the Syrian
State and shed the blood of the Syrian people) is presupposed, and the contrasting element
(they clearly violate the principles of the Islamic faith and humanitarian and ethical values) is
outside the sentence. The only possible solution in Arabic would be to rephrase the sentence
and to repeat the whole nominal group. The tendency of Arabic to repeat the sentence
differently helps establish the referent immediately. For this reason, it can be said that while
this mechanism of the Arabic language prompts repetition of elements, in order to avoid any
possible ambiguity that may affect the information in the same situations, the English

language resorts to substitution.
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As it can be seen from these examples, three types of substitution are exhibited in the
UN texts. Despite their obvious scarcity in the two sub-corpora, the English texts contain
more substitution items than the Arabic ones. This reflects the greater variety of these items

available in English.

V1.1.2.2. Ellipsis

A very small number of occurrences of ellipsis are found in the PCUNTSs. For this
reason, only one example is demonstrated to describe this sub-category. Most cases of ellipsis
clearly show that this semantic category is no more than a peripheral element of legal
discourse. The following example illustrates the type of nominal ellipsis of English cohesion.
In example 10, the omission of the nominal item countries from the structure in the sentence
does not affect the interpretation of meaning. In Arabic, however, the term ¢l (albaladajn)

the two countries is maintained.

Example 10-b

The Syrian Arab Republic reiterates its firm
commitment to the sovereignty, territorial
integrity and political independence of

Lebanon. It remains committed to
cooperation with the Lebanese side in order
to ensure respect for the national sovereignty
and territorial integrity of the two kindred
countries, for the benefit of the security and

stability of both. (Text 11)

Example 10-a

(8 Jiiall 5 i) L g 4y ) guall Ay all 4y ) sgand) S5
AN 5 dncal Jl By Bas gy ol Balean Lewl 3l
il aa ¢ slally Lgal 31 aiall 138 8 2S5 5 ¢ ulanad)
el A s Ak gl Bald) ol sl claal bl

Ll SISl i) 5 al p23 Ly (8AEN Calil

To sum up, it is obvious that substitution and ellipsis are considered to be peripheral

phenomena in both Arabic and English UN texts; however, English tends to use them more
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frequently than Arabic. Such scarcity of use of these devices is due to the nature of the UN
texts, which are particularly precise, aiming at achieving exactness of meaning and reducing

any possible ambiguity that may affect the information.

V1.1.3. Conjunction Cohesive Devices in the PCUNTS

For the most part of analysis, conjunctions are not employed in AUNTS as frequently
as in EUNTSs. Significant differences are found in two out of five subcategories, namely,
additives and causals in terms of their frequency of occurrence (p>0.05), but no significant
differences are identified in the statistical result of adversatives, temporals and continuatives
(p<0.05). In fact, because the UN texts are consistent in logic and well structured,
conjunctions are predominantly used to display the logical relations between propositions.
The high or low frequency of subcategories of conjunctions in the two sub-corpora is

attributed to the following aspects, which characterise the organisation of the UN documents:

The nature of the UN documents, which is typically descriptive and rigid, explains the
remarkable predominance of additives in the PCUNTS. In fact, the prevalence of additives is
ascribed to the writers’ intention to add information, clarify ideas or opinions of their

governments, and support the facts or events that took place.

In addition, the importance given to causals and temporals in the second and third
ranking respectively is due to, first, the argumentative characteristics of the UN texts that aim
to persuade readers, and, second, to their narrative function of successions of facts, events or

precise reports that have taken place.

Moreover, the use of continuatives justifies the importance of logical relations in the

PCUNTSs. The two languages highlight the explicit means to show semantic relations at the
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inter-sentential level, that is why continuatives are clearly employed. Continuatives like in
this regard and with reference to are maintained in English in order to show clearly the

semantic relations of sequence. The same applies to their Arabic counterparts.

However, the category of adversatives is the least frequently employed conjunction in
the parallel corpus. Adversatives are employed essentially with the aim of highlighting
contrasts, drawing conclusions or providing details. For the aim of precision and accurateness,
this category is avoided in the two languages, suggesting that adversativity is not significant
for legal texts, and the use of contrasting conditions is not typical for this type of texts. In
what follows, two excerpts, extracted from (text 8), illustrate the occurrences of adversative

conjunction however in the PCUNTS:

The notable improvement in the security situation has led
sizeable groups to return to their country and resume their
work, which the terrorist groups had prevented them from
doing. There are, however, terrorist groups that flee to
neighbouring states claiming to be innocent refugees who

have been attacked by the security forces.

Syria has long reiterated its position that Syrian citizens, who
have suffered at the hands of armed terrorist groups, should be
allowed to return safely to their homes without being harassed
by the armed groups, the States that fund and arm terrorists, or
the media propagandists. However, certain organizations and
individuals in Lebanon and elsewhere want to exploit the
humanitarian dimension for political purposes with the aim of

damaging and destabilizing Syria.

In the first occurrence, the adversative however has an explanatory function by

clarifying the details of the fact; it further explains that terrorist groups run away to
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neighbouring states claiming to be innocent refugees. In the second occurrence, however is
used to express a contrastive relation and indicate that contrary to expectation, other

organisations and individuals in the region aim at damaging and destabilising Syria.

V1.1.3.1. Cross Language Interpretation

As far as cross language differences are concerned, the distribution of conjunctions in
the Arabic and English sub-corpora is the same. The only difference lies in the frequency of
occurrence of those relations. It seems that Arabic texts are more explicitly cohesive than their

English counterparts through the use of additives, causals and temporals.

The prevalence of these three subcategories of conjunction in the Arabic sub-corpus is
attributed to the narrative function of successions of facts, events or precise reports that have
taken place in some of the UN texts. Williams (1989) argued that Arabic is close to the human
lifeworld; it uses the narrative form in texts of any type, more than English does. This

explains why all argumentations in Arabic are expressed through narrative structures.

Regarding additives, Al-Jabr (1987:147), who examined narrative texts, maintained
that this category “incorporates ‘right branching’ and highlights the seriation of events in this
type of discourse.” The frequent use of causals is ascribed to the argumentative characteristics
of the UN texts, which aim to convince readers. Smith and Farwley (1983, in Al-Jabr, 1987)
explained that causality is predominantly employed in the English texts, as it serves a useful
function in narrative texts. Moreover, temporals are found to be of high frequency of
occurrence as Arabic uses narration more than English does. Williams (1989) suggested that
showing a higher employment of temporals and a smaller one of causals is typical in Arabic

texts than is the case in English.
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VI1.1.3.1.1. Additive Conjunctions

The analysis of the two sub-corpora shows that the two languages differ in the
frequency of use of additive cohesion. Significant differences between the two sub-corpora
are identified in this subcategory (p<0.05). It is evident that this semantic relation has a higher
percentage than the other subcategories in each of the twenty AUNTSs. While Arabic cohesion
relies mostly on additives, English cohesion relies more on causal, temporal and continuative

relations.

The in-depth analysis of data reveals that the mostly used additive devices in the
parallel corpus are conjunctions s (wa) and its English equivalent and, expressing the
semantic relation of addition. The comparison between the Arabic STs and their English
translations reveals also that Arabic texts use a much larger number of additive s (wa) than

their English counterparts and.

In fact, many linguists, e.g. Dudley-Evans and Swales (1980), Holes (2004), Al-Jabr
(1987), and Williams (1983), examined the redundancy of s (wa) in Arabic and explained that

a number of factors contribute to its high frequency. These factors are summarised as follows:

First, the lengthy sentences that characterise Arabic generate the abundant use of 5
(wa). Despite the introduction of some punctuation markers, such as the comma and full stop
in Arabic, punctuation in Arabic is often arbitrarily applied. The full stop, in particular, does
not mark only the end of a sentence, a comma is more frequently opted for. There is a
tendency for Arab writers to write very long sentences, some of which could be extended to
long paragraphs with only one full stop and so many commas separating the clauses. That is
why conjunction s (wa) is rather used to connect consecutive parallel clauses. Consider this

example:
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Example 11-b

The Israeli occupation forces are continuing
to show total disregard for human rights. In
an act of provocation, the Israeli police
searched the prisoners’ house and fired huge
amounts of tear gas at the families gathered
around the house. Syrian prisoner Faris al-
Sha‘ir was kept for five months in the prisons
of the occupation on a pretext that is often
used against the Syrian population of Golan.
He was forced to live outside the occupied
Golan, in a house in the occupied territories,
and was prohibited from leaving it or
returning to the Golan before his subsequent
sentencing. This is all part of Israel’s
tyrannical policy towards the population of
the occupied Syrian Golan. (Text 13)

Example 11-a
0o Y1 aall lgpand s L ) JDEaY) @l 8 )
Al o) Ada 8l i S (lusY) (3 s Lgal fial
Jasall Slad) cllal 5 ey ) st 3 ) sumy Coliinall J i
&5 el Jsa cpasasall Y am A, ¢ sanll
Oz 8 el Aad sl HeLall ()8 5 ) saall e
aa L@l Pyl el calic] sl Sy
Aol LBY) Caca i 5 (Y sl (8 ) s Gaikal sall
=Y B G e Jisadl QY5 2R ade
OY sl () 3252l (a5 die & 5 531 (e dlinia 5 (Alinall
Dbl Lgiaload YlaSin) clld s dlial aieSlaal laga
Jinall (5 guall ¥ sl bl G

It is obvious, then, that the frequency of s (wa) in Arabic is ascribed to the

indeterminacy of sentence boundaries; in English, however, sentence boundaries are more

defined.

Second, the trend of Arabic towards using coordination as a favoured structural device

enriches the use of conjunction s (wa). Unlike the English and, the Arabic s (wa) is repeated

before every item coordinated with the one before, no matter how many items are

listed.Williams (1989) showed that Arabic has a larger proportion of cohesive items of

instances of s (wa) used cohesively than English does of and. This is due to the nature of the

Arabic language system, which uses more coordinative structures than English does. This

explains why Arabic is described as coordinative, while English is characterised as

subordinative. Consider this example:
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Example 12-b

As regards the contents of paragraphs 39
and 42, on the arms embargo and border
the

control, Secretary-General’s

representative, although claiming
omniscience, is ignorant of the fact that the
arms, as knows, are

everyone being

smuggled from Lebanon into Syria by
particular groups in Lebanon involved in
attempts to destabilize Syria by supplying
armed terrorist groups in Syria with weapons

and funds. (Text 6)

Examplel2-a

ball dss €Y 5 YA o il (4 oels L dsas
Jiaa Jalad 288 2 0al) 48] o5 0kl o a5 il
b ey WS i IS Gl s caladl (Y
s () Qi e s gaaall Carg LS o Bladl Gy e
de ey slan 8 ol (i) 8 Ame 8 U8 (e
nla )Y e saaall 2555 JBA (e Ly g (A 1Y)
D) e Jall J1sea¥)s Al L 8 Aslidl)

L

In example 12, the Arabic excerpt opts for coordination when English tends to use
subordination. The clauses in Arabic are interrelated using coordinator s (wa) while in English

through subordinating conjunction although.

Third, the extensive use of additive s (wa) compared to its English counterpart and is
explained by the tendency of Arabic to use this conjunction in cases which are not possible in
English, since s (wa) introduces the majority of Arabic sentences. That is to say, s (wa)
commonly occurs in the initial position of sentences in order to signal the beginning of every

paragraph except the first one. These are some examples:

Example 13-b

The National Transitional Council affirms
that the danger that justified the call for a no-
fly zone over Libya no longer exists, and that
the new Libyan authorities are able to protect
civilians without outside assistance. It

therefore requests the Security Council to

Example 13-a

=i Al Hhaall of JEEY) b gl Gadaal) X
Al SUall oy oJI5 8 Ll e gloahll las
danial saclue o0 cuinell Alea e 5508 sa04)
sl A B eloay) Aas eV Galae (e callay
hay ¢ VAVY | ) Qe HIE 8 5ol ALY
G YY) Jsla el dlea g s sall Hhaall b
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take the measures necessary to terminate by
31 October 2011 the authorization provided
under Security Council resolution 1973
(2011) relating to the imposition of a no-fly

zone and the protection of civilians.

The National Transitional Council would like
to thank the United Nations Secretary-
General and all the States that contributed to
the implementation of the Security Council
resolutions on Libya for supporting the
Libyan people from the inception of their
uprising to the day on which they rid
themselves of the tyrant.

| should be grateful if you would have this
letter circulated as an official document of
the Security Council. (Text 4)

AR BRSSP

Al () ) Sl JESY1 e gl alaall s s
@l )8 s 8 Sl G Jall OS5 sasiall aedU
Nie ol ol pe agd iy o L lis () Gulaa

AseUall e aaldd s g alialan) dyla
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Fourth, the occurrence of s (wa) with other conjunctions such as the additive Lz
(?aj.dan) and the adversative oS! (lakin), which is very usual in Arabic, enhances its
frequency. Equally, the conjunction and occurs with other conjunctions in English, e.g. and
also, and because, but does not occur with but. Such occurrences of s (wa) express the
various conjunctive relations of additives, adversatives, causals and temporals. Consider this

example:

Example 14-b Examplel4-a

However, the difficulty of conducting that
dialogue, which is caused by the negativity
of the opposition stance, will not divert us

from moving along the path of the reform

e dale cun Jleadl 13 el a) a3 oS1
s plias o el cy il el 5 Gl (6315 02y 8

A&gia (5 5k 8 Uy dlal se 90 Jsa
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which we desire; we will not allow
subversion and conspiracies against the
interests of Syria to prevent us continuing
towards our goal. (Text 3)
Finally, the multifunctional nature of s (wa) working as causals, temporals or
adversatives increases its frequency; this is also valid for the conjunction and but with lower

frequencies. In this case, multifunctional s (wa) is translated according to its function, and for

this reason its extensive use makes texts more cohesive.

V1.1.3.2. Causal and Temporal Conjunctions

The analysis of causal conjunctions shows that statistically significant differences
between the two sub-corpora are identified in this sub-category (p< 0.05). The findings reveal
that Arabic uses a greater proportion of causals than English. This is attributed to the fact that
Arabic tends to make relationships between sentences more explicit, and finds it important to

clarify this relation more than English.

Regarding temporal conjunctions, the UN texts employ these items in the two sub-
corpora, quite similarly. This is ascribed to the tendency of writers and translators to make the
sequential/chronological relationships between sentences explicit, as they reflect the narrative
function of successions of facts, events or precise reports that have taken place. The
significant proportion of temporal conjunctions in the UN texts is, therefore, used mainly to

express the external time form rather than how the writers/translators organised their thoughts.

Briefly said, it is obvious that the accurate use of conjunctions of various categories

plays an important role in the organisation of legal documents, particularly the UN texts, as it
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guarantees the configuration of the logical flow of Arabic original texts and their English

translations.

V1.1.4. Lexical Cohesive Devices in the PCUNTS

From the results obtained in chapter five, it appears that there is a great tendency in the
UN texts to avoidance of ambiguity through the abundant use of repetition and the scarce use
of superordinate terms, general words and collocations. Previous research works of Hoey
(1991), for example, demonstrated that approximately 50% of a text’s cohesive devices are

lexical cohesion, making it the highest frequency of use among all the cohesive devices.

Lexical cohesion is considered as one of the main resources for text organisation and
for the specificity of legal discourse, which is a complex and very specific linguistic type. It is
achieved partly through reiteration and partly through collocation. Regarding the
subcategories of lexical cohesion, the lexical features of reiteration and collocation reinforce
the conservative and highly cohesive nature of legal texts. The results obtained reveal that
lexical reiteration is much more frequent in AUNTS, whereas lexical collocation is employed

more frequently in EUNTS.

Lexical reiteration contributes significantly to the cohesion of the UN texts, in the
sense that patterns of repetition, synonymy, superordinate or general words are included for
the sake of emphasis and for guaranteeing a consistent flow of ideas. Apart from the category
of repetition, which is very abundant in the corpus, other reiteration devices tend to be
infrequent. This distribution is due to the very specificity of legal discourse, which favours
the recurrence of lexical items and which carefully avoids superordinate terms and general

words. The use of general words such as people, matter, person, thing, and child appear to be
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very scarce; yet, more specific and specialised words, such as security, government, council,

republic and occupation, which are only applicable to the UN context, are prevalent.

As far as collocation is concerned, though it is much less used than reiteration in the
two sub-corpora, it still plays a vital role at the inter-sentential level; it exceeds the boundaries
of sentences and even paragraphs in order to guarantee the required accurateness and clarity
of texts. Relations of antonomy, meronymy or co-hyponymy do exist but with lower

frequencies; that is why they are not included in the analysis.

VI1.1.4.1. Lexical Repetition

In what follows, repetition, the most prevailing type of lexical reiteration, is discussed.
As shown in the previous chapter, significant differences exist in the occurrence frequencies

of repetition between AUNTSs and EUNTS (p< 0.05).

It is suggested that because of the type of legal discourse, both Arabic and English
texts tend to favour lexical repetition. The abundant use of repetition items in the corpus is
ascribed to the nature of legal texts, which requires a deep concern to preserve the highest
levels of accuracy and eliminate ambiguity. In other words, the repetitive use of identical
lexical items guarantees the specificity and clarity of texts, and, therefore, helps writers to

convey the message in those texts properly.

In fact, lexical repetition meets certain conditions related to the extracting of legal
knowledge. Characteristics of legal texts, which involve imposing obligations and informing
readers, dictate that lexical repetitions must be widely used in order to guarantee higher

degrees of clarity and precision. Consider this example:
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Example 15-b Example 15-a

Those who claim to care about Lebanon’s —4xa))) sas sy ol Sl il Je pa all en Ga o)
stability and territorial integrity should also il cloadf abbEinl g aial Lo Loy (56 of Gan
care about its security and independence. e Jil ol e Jrdll riall e Jaall cang
Therefore, effective pressure must be brought — le) sl 3l e 5 sl 4sllll ) )Y) 8L (e
to bear on Israel in order to compel it to a5 5 Al ) Sl pial del
withdraw from the Lebanese territory it

continues to occupy. Steps must be taken to

prevent and put an end to Israeli violations.

(Text 5)

Repetition of previously mentioned items in the text is clearly observed in this excerpt.
Examples of the same word repetition as in 4wl 5 4l (?amnih wa ?istigla:lin), same phrase
repetition as ¢l i (Zistigra:r lubna:n), 4wl sas s (wilhdat %ara:.di:h), asbull ool Y)
dliaal - (al?ara.dhi: allubna:nijja almu.htalla), and word root repetition as in sl )
(al”i.sra:i:lizjja), =¥ (al?ara:.di:) are illustrated. This variety of repetitious elements is
employed by the writer to accentuate on the necessity of taking the steps required to liberate
the parts of Lebanon territory occupied by Israel and for its territorial integrity, sovereignty

and independence.

In this view, it can be said that the semantic stability of this text is established via the
relatedness of lexical items throughout the text. Al-Jabr (1987) stressed that this semantic
stability relies on the precise repetition of previously mentioned items occurring at both the
intra-sentential and inter-sentential levels. Hence, it becomes obvious that the use of lexical

repetition is inevitable for achieving cohesion in legal discourse.

In the UN documents, the prevailing type of reiteration devices is simple lexical

repetition. The recurrence of the same lexical items signals cohesion relation between the
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sentences and makes the text more explicit and coherent. In example 16-b, repetition of the
lexical items 4«Sa.ll (alma.hkama) the Court and glé» «lse (mu.ha:mi: di:fa:¢) counsel for the
defence demonstrate the simple lexical repetition. It is described as identical recurrence of

previous elements, which guarantees a cohesive referential link.

Example 16-b Example 16-a

In response to Security Council resolution
1970 (2011) of 26 February 2011, which
decided that the Libyan authorities should
the International

the

cooperate fully with
Court (ICC)

Prosecutor of the Court, and pursuant to its

Criminal and with
commitments in respect of the Court, the
Government of Libya, having secured the
approval of the Public Prosecutor, received a
delegation from the Court on 6 June 2012.

The basic purpose of the visit was to provide
the ICC-appointed counsel for the defence
with an opportunity of meeting with the
accused, Saif al-Islam Gaddafi, at his place
of detention in the city of Zintan and to
discuss the possibility of designating another
counsel for the defence, one of his own

choosing. (Text 10)

G Y)Y AV L el Gadae i Alail
Glaludl (5l e Gal gl Y)Yl pifklus Y
ces Al Agliall ASaall ae SLS Lglas Ayl
AaSaall olad Lgilal Jilly 2liy) 5 cdaSaall Glall oeaall
o el Sl e 2y Juinl danlll da KAl Cul
Oos T Oe el Lad 8 alall Gl e 468 5

XYY 4

okl dua il Aal) 3,05 e aebad) Caagdl GAS
Y] G agiall olall aSadll U8 (e (el g laal)
Anilie G (il Apaey aldie] i & 1)

b‘)\:\.\;\ %) ‘)A] &UJ k5.&&;.4 Ol 2.}.115.«}

Lexical cohesion is also maintained through repetition of the same phrase across parts

of the text; it joins a number of sentences together. The repetition of the noun phrase the

Government of the Syrian Arab Republic is demonstrated in example 17.

29 Some parts of the original texts have no equivalents in the translated texts.
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Example 17-b

The

Republic rejects the Israeli claims concerning

Government of the Syrian Arab
the transfer of weapons to Lebanon. Those
claims are a desperate attempt to distract
attention from the real threat, namely Israel’s
own aggressive policies, which endanger
international peace and security in the region

as a whole.

The
Republic affirms that the Syrian Arab Army

Government of the Syrian Arab
has continued to defend all Syrian territory
and respond to terrorist groups, which are
armed and funded by States and actors that

are now well known.

The Syrian Arab Republic reiterates that the
delineation of the border is a question of
sovereignty and a bilateral issue that should
be decided by the States when the conditions
on the ground permit. The delineation of
borders in the Shab‘a Farms area should take
place after the Israeli occupation of that area
has come to an end in accordance with the
authoritative international resolutions. (Text
11)

Example 17-a

Glelea¥l 4y sud) A 2l ) seanll 4o Sa (a5
& A il ) J8 Jes Al )
Saiall Hhall pe olEY) cuidal Al Aglae )
O 235 A AL ) Al saed) byl 8 Jiaiall
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Similarly, long paragraphs and larger chunks of text are interconnected by this type of

repetition. In example 18, the phrase s X35 (wa nu?akkidu muzaddadan) we affirm

once more is an instance of phrase repetition.
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Example 18-b

We affirm once more that the statement in
paragraph 72 about the drawing of the border
being critical for the positive relationship
between the two countries is unacceptable.
The

between the two countries is positive and

relationship which currently exists

casting doubt on it is interference in the
internal affairs of the two countries.

We affirm once more that the international
community, if it wishes to play a positive
role on the Lebanese scene, must strive as a
matter of urgency to end the Israeli
occupation of Lebanese territory. This will,
of itself, bolster the security and stability of
Lebanon and have a positive impact on Syria

and the entire region. (Text6)

Example 18-a

a3 O Jea VY B8N 85 le ol lanss S
Ui e "Gl G Alag) A auda yal 2 50all
S iy Anlan) cpaldll o Y1 Alal A8l ol

) BT )5l 8 A ey

Of 2,113 ¢ Jsall aaiaall o cang 4l oase S5
s1e3Y amd) Jandl Aplndll dalill 8 L) ) )50 ey
O A Y1 ¢ Al ozl B L puy) J3UaY)
Lula) @y QaSaily gl ) il g (el aeny of 4l

LS dihaiall g ) g o

To sum up, it can be said that the occurrence of the same word or same phrase more

than one time in the text, at both the intra-sentential and inter-sentential levels, is in order to

keep the semantic stability of texts and to maintain precision. Al-Jabr (1987:153) suggested,

“[in scientific texts] lexical repetition keeps the semantic identity of reference alive in the text

and this facilitates connecting new anaphors with previous antecedents, which facilitates

integrating new information in memory...” This is also valid for legal texts, in which lexical

repetition can also have a facilitator effect, on the processing of texts.

V1.1.4.2. Synonyms

A close look at the corpus reveals that synonyms are the second most widely used

reiteration devices in the English sub-corpus and the least frequently used in the Arabic one.

335



The results show that no significant differences are identified in the use of these devices

between the two sub-corpora (p>0.05).

It is noteworthy that the category of lexical synonyms in legal texts is viewed as
another case of sense relations when a cohesive tie is established. It holds between two or
more lexical items, which have more or less the same meaning and which can be used

interchangeably. What is important is that they establish the same legal effect.

In fact, while synonymy represents the lowest density of lexical reiteration devices in
AUNTS, the occurrences of lexical repetition demonstrate a higher ratio. The occasional use
of synonyms instead of repetition is ascribed to the writers’ tendency to ensuring a variation
of devices to the texts and avoiding boredom. It is obvious then that although the use of
synonyms is not so abundant in the parallel corpus, the vocabulary of this discourse relies also
to some extent on this category. The tendency to using synonyms does not affect the cohesive
unity of texts, as the modifications made in texts do not lead in any way to ambiguity of
concepts or to confusions in meanings. For this reason, it is important to justify occurrences of

this category in the corpus.

The type of synonyms that is prominently used in the parallel corpus is manifested in
the use of consecutive lexical units that share the same conceptual meaning. They are labelled
as lexical doublets in Jawad (2007) and lexical couplets in Johnstone (1983). Jawad (2007)
asserted that alternatives forming the lexical doublets are also used as they reflect wordiness

and rhetorics of legal discourse.

In example 19, the type of lexical doublets is manifested in the simultaneous
occurrence of two near synonyms Ll _iisl s (wl (?amn wa ?istiqra:r) and saclual 5 ac ) (addagm

walmusa:cada). The two words of these two pairs are employed to complement each other;
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they are believed to have more or less the same meaning referring to one single element,
peace in the first pair and help in the second one. The recurrence of the two words across the
text contributes to the clarity of meanings and guarantees a cohesive effect, as it interconnects

the various parts of text together.

Example 19-b Example 19-a

They should also not continue to overlook
that, in order to ensure Lebanon’s security
and stability, it must act swiftly to put an end
to the Israeli occupation of Lebanese
territory, which would bolster Lebanon’s

security and independence.

Lastly, the Syrian Arab Republic reaffirms
its support for the stability and security of
Lebanon, for its efforts to liberate the parts of
its territory occupied by lIsrael, and for its
territorial and

integrity,  sovereignty

independence.

The Syrian Arab Republic reaffirms respect
for the sovereignty, territorial integrity, unity
and political independence of Lebanon. Syria
further reaffirms its commitment to
providing all possible support and assistance
to consolidate the authority and sovereignty
of Lebanon over all Lebanese territory. (Text

6)

gt sl puaiall OF Jalad (3 ) ainY) are Gl
lealSleiil e Jilpml gay b Gl )Y Sl
O ) e Al ) )3 LeIBlia) elgi] 55 paianall
Lala) @y QaSaily gl ) il s (el aeny of 4l

LelS dalaiall g L) s o

Sal 5 DY Lgaed e sl ) w203 )l
Sl m) \eling Al )i o pail sasen sy ol
AN g 430k 5 AraddBY) Gl daDld

plial o daane dyjsull dn el &) seanll S
¢ omibnnal) ATUEEL) ¢ 4an g g ApanlBY) 4aDl g il ol
acd d€aall saclisall g acall apaiiy Uy se ol il e g

A8 A bl ozl V) elasl e adalp g 4kl

It is worth mentioning that in addition to the cohesive effect resulting from the choice

of synonymous elements, writers or translators resort to using synonyms in order to express

similar ideas or reinforce what has been said before. For example:
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Example 20 -b Example 20- a
The Syrian Arab Republic stresses the need — <laill3 ) i e 2S5 4, ) gull 4 jall &y ) seanll )
for the international community to take —Julml ga) Jsall aaisall Ji e Jysmally aal)
genuine, responsible action to contain Isragl sl Ggaal LSl & ) aia¥) e leaias
and prevent any further infringement of the e Ol g il 5 4y gan B Alinall aal Y
rights of the inhabitants of the occupied
territories in Syria, Lebanon and Palestine.
(Text 6)

In example 20, the lexical items g2, (rad¢) and &« (mang) in the second clause refer

back to put an end mentioned anaphorically in the first sentence, and these two lexical items

are used synonymously.

V1.1.4.3. Cross Language Interpretation

The findings of this study reveal that significant differences are found in the
occurrence frequencies of two subcategories of lexical cohesion between AUNTs and EUNTSs
(p<0.05). As far as the prevailing lexical cohesive devices used in the parallel corpus are
concerned, significant differences between the two sub-corpora are identified in the category

of repetition (p<0.05).

The results show that despite the high frequency of use of repetition in both Arabic
and English, Arabic uses them more frequently than English as they are used in occasions
which are not tolerated in English, and this justifies the significant differences between the
two sub-corpora. Williams (1983:126 quoted in Al-Jabr, 1987) maintained that “in Arabic
‘the same theme’ is repeated in ‘successive clauses...more frequently than English does, even
when it is grammatically possible to omit it’.” In other words, what can be considered as a
semantically redundant expression in English may not be so in Arabic; that is why Arabic is

believed to derive much cohesion from this redundant device. It is important to note that this
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form of redundancy is not characterised as wordiness or unnecessary repetition as it is usually

believed to be so; this functional redundancy in Arabic is acceptable and very possible.

Similar to the role that pronominal reference plays in the processing of texts, lexical
repetition can have a faciliatory effect on the processing of Arabic texts; the recurrence of the
same lexical items keeps the semantic identity of reference alive in the reader’s mind. As Al-
Jabr (1987) argued, this factor is of a particular relevance to the efficient processing of Arabic
texts in which this identity of reference may become ambiguous because of their dense

information load.

Two main factors that contribute to the abundant use of lexical repetition in Arabic are

suggested below:

First, the tendency to using lexical repetition is ascribed to its nature as a feature of
written Arabic that appears in many forms, including word root repetition and phrase
repetition. That is to say, the abundant word root, which can generate many derivatives, is one
essential feature of the tendency to use this device very frequently in Arabic. For example, Al-
Jabr (1987) suggested that the words ad=3 (tagli:m) education, A= (ga:lim) scientist, alx
(jucallim) to teach and s (mugallim) teacher, are all derivatives of the word &= (¢ilm)
science. El-Farahaty (2015) proposed also some instances of root repetition, which are
employed to add force to the verb; they include the words Lk <l (.talaba .talaban) and (=é)
Uh Lad, (rafa.da raf.dan ba:ttan). The following excerpts include the different types of

repetition occurring in the PCUNTSs:
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Example 21-b

It recalls that the political programme put
forward by President Bashar Al-Assad to
resolve the crisis in Syria includes guarantees
for all Syrian citizens who wish to return, as
well as measures to facilitate their return.
(Text 11)

Example 21-a

il b ) sl A el 4 seanll 4 Sa SN
Gy oY) iy Gl sl asjla (Nl
Losm & ¥ Jal dy)pall duall 4 seanl
ol el bl gl RS s el

263 92d A I D gl aaads g 32 sally

Repetition of the same word root is very abundant in the AUN texts. Two occurrences
of this type in example 21-a are manifested in e el (ta.dman .dama:na:t) and agie sl
33521l (cawdatihim/algawdati). The two words share the same root and lexical morpheme, but

have different grammatical functions.

In example 22-a, there are two types of repetition, repetition of the same word J>&aY!
(al”i.htila:1) occupation and root repetition 4lis<ll (almu.htalla) occupying. The two
occurrences of repetition in the English translations are the exact equivalents of the repetitious

words which occur twice.

Example 22-b Example 22-a

Since the Israeli occupation of the Syrian
Golan in 1967, the international community
has consistently maintained its forceful
rejection of that occupation, demanding that
occupying Israeli forces should be withdrawn

from all of the Syrian Golan. (Text 16)

Lltae J5aY) 13g) anil) amiy S sl aainall
Vsl JelS e Alinall LS ) el @l laly
Gzl

Second, repetitions of any kind usually serve some rhetorical purposes. In addition to

the textual function that lexical repetition serves in joining the different parts of text together,
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lexical repetition has also some rhetorical functions to serve. Jawad (2009: 762-763) asserted

that:

The rhetorical function of repetition is concerned with the meaning that formal
repetition invokes in the mind of the reader. By the recurrence of certain lexical
items in a short piece of text, a foregrounded image is projected on the surface
of the text signalling a semantic weight that goes beyond the mere senses of the
repeated utterances.

This rhetorical technique is obviously used in the UN texts, since there is a strong
trend towards description and argumentation. The use of lexical repetition which is ascribed
to rhetorical devices, such as assertion xSsll (attawki:d) and  exaggeration 4llwll
(almuba:ldga), aims at persuading readers. Koch (1981 in Al-Jabr, 1987) examined repetition
in argumentative discourse. She (ibid: 82-83) wrote: “repetition of form and content yields
much cohesion to Arabic texts. Repetition is a means of persuasion in Arabic argumentative
discourse.” This view is also affirmed by Baker (1992: 236):

Arabic is well known to use repetition as a major rhetorical device. This

includes repetition of both form and substance, so that the same information is
repeated again and again in a variety of ways in an effort to convince by

assertion.

Rhetorical repetition is used in example 23 to add emphasis and power to the meaning
of texts. It helps readers remember and recognise the importance of the message conveyed by
the authors of documents in transmitting their Members States’ positions on the UN reports or
in expressing their governments’ opinions and concerns about a specific topic. In what

follows is an extract from the PCUNTSs, showing the term Syria reappearing in every sentence,

in order to put emphasis on Syria the Republic:
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Example 23-b

The references made in the report to the
Syrian Arab Republic’s efforts to implement
the provisions of Security Council resolution
1559 (2004)
acknowledgement that Syria has fulfilled all
it under that

are an explicit

obligations incumbent on

resolution. It is therefore no longer
acceptable for the Secretary-General to
introduce Syria into his reports on the
implementation of resolution 1559 (2004).
The report notes not only that presidential
and parliamentary elections took place in a
free and fair manner in Lebanon (i.e., without
foreign interference or influence), but also
that Syria had withdrawn its troops and
military equipment from Lebanon and
established full diplomatic relations with
Lebanon. The reference made in the report to
joint efforts by Syria and Saudi Arabia to
address the Lebanese political crisis is yet
another indication that Syria is doing its
utmost to preserve the security and stability

of Lebanon. (Text 1)

Example 23-a

D)8 alSal 2l 4y gull 2 ggad) o il oS3 L
Yoot _Yoo4 UA;Y\ u.uS;.A

e Gas A 38 b Lendy L iy Cadld 8 L o

b mia Gl jie) s

pladl el s (B L s andl 0 ) aiY) U siball
Lose O m pe )l Yoot 2Vo0d il 36s Jsa
ool il SLET 28 | aWl&al e Lpady Lo 2T Cadld
R (A Ay 3oa Al s dauls ) LA ¢ jaly Jasé
Jon Losm dsenrs oind 258 5 Jasi ye ga gl
AT Ly ol e A Suall lgilinas LAl Lo
C Oy L O ALlS e sl lBSle AL Lyl
A sl — 0 gl A8 L) g gead) o8N Jl o) s
sed gl (8 Apbindl Aoy seliad dxlladd A5l
Llaall Kas 2ga S JU Lsu pan e AT i

O )il ol Sl

In the Arabic extract, the term Syria and its derivative recur in each sentence in order

to convince readers that Syria the Republic had drawn attention to fulfilling all obligations

incumbent on it. This recurrence of the term Syria aims at putting emphasis on the main point

that Syria is doing its utmost to preserve the security and stability of Lebanon in that

document and that Syria is still a republic despite all. Therefore, it can be said that repetition
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is prominently used to put emphasis on the same point of view. The employment of this

cohesive device is not at random; it is rather dictated by overall rhetorical purpose.

As far as English is concerned, Wright and Hope (2005) asserted that lexical
explicitness, the most remarkable feature of texts, is contingent on lexical repetition rather
than reference, such as pronominals. Such evidence is demonstrated in the English UN texts,
in which the organisation of lexical cohesion, achieved by abundant use of lexical repetition is
remarkably used more than that of personal reference devices. The lower employment of
pronominal devices is ascribed to the writers/translators’ aim at avoiding any ambiguity,

which may hinder the clarity of texts.

In brief, it can be said that only one type of lexical reiteration, repetition, is widely
distributed in the two sub-corpora; no variation in the use of different types of lexical
cohesion is demonstrated in the parallel corpus. This finding is attributed to the fact that
repetition guarantees to a great extent the exact reference to the most important points in the
text, and conveys strong emphasis on the ideas or facts that writers want to accentuate. The
remaining lexical cohesive devices such as superordinate terms and general words, which are
believed to add variation to the textuality of language, are not favoured in legal discourse;
they are avoided since writers aim at reducing any possible ambiguity that may affect the

information or cause confusion of meanings for the target audience.

It is evident therefore that lexical repetition plays an important role in the organisation
of legal texts, in general, and the UN texts in particular. Repetition is considered as one of the
favourable textual issues that lead to much clarity and effectiveness in the two languages.

However, Arabic tends to favour this device far more than English does. As Williams (1989)
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asserted, this abundant use is far from being a trivial linguistic resource or an ornamental

device in Arabic, but it is essentially an important feature of textuality.

VI1.1.5. Summary

This section has revealed that there are more similarities than differences in terms of
the types of cohesive devices used between the Arabic and the English sub-corpora. The
similarities are significantly preserved for the purpose of accurateness, transparency and
formality that characterise the language of the UN texts. However, due to the stylistic

preferences of each language, differences markedly occur in their frequencies of occurrence.

What is noteworthy in this study is that there is a great reliance on lexical cohesion,
particularly, repetition, displayed by both languages; yet, Arabic seems to use this category
more than English does. This is attributed to the fact that lexis establishes the necessary links
between propositions in texts, and it is through their relation to lexis that grammatical
cohesive devices obtain their meaning. In addition, the results have shown that Arabic seems
to display a lower occurrence of synonyms than English. Also, pronominal reference is more
frequently used in Arabic than English, which rather resorts to repetition. Moreover, the
categories of substitution and ellipsis are not favoured in the parallel corpus; yet, English uses
them more frequently than Arabic. Furthermore, the results have shown that Arabic texts are
more explicitly cohesive than their English counterparts through the use of additives; while
Arabic seems to be coordinative, English tends to be subordinative. Finally, it should be borne

in mind that these characteristics are restricted to legal texts, particularly, the UN texts.
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V1.2. Analysis of Shifts of Cohesion in Translation

Based on the contrastive analysis of the AUNTs and the EUNTs undertaken in the
previous section, the analysis of shifts of cohesion in translation is carried out. The results of
analysis are discussed in the light of the explicitation hypothesis suggested by Blum-Kulka
(1986), in order to describe the accuracy of the translation of these devices and to examine

how translators cope with the differences.

As previously examined in chapter one, explicitation is a frequently observed
phenomenon in translation. It is detected in the higher level of explicitness of certain elements
in the TT, either by adding, omitting or substituting cohesive devices with some others. Blum-
Kulka (1986) stated that in the process of translation there is a tendency to explicate. This
strategy is achieved as a result of the interpretation carried out on the ST which leads to a
more redundant TT than the ST. This redundancy might be attributed to the imposed
restrictions of the translation process, which lead translators to explicitate a text in order to
facilitate the message and make it more intelligible to readers. This process of linguistic
modifications into the TT may help explain a tendency in translation towards not only
explicitation but also sometimes simplification, normalisation and levelling out in an attempt

to ease the processing effort for readers, as suggested by Baker (1993).

With the help of the AntPConc software, the detection of the techniques of
explicitation phenomena in the English translated texts become possible. The explicitation
hypothesis is tested by contrasting all instances of cohesion relations in the STs along with
their English translations in the UN texts, in order to determine the frequent occurrence of this

translation phenomenon in the translated texts.
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The results of analysis indicate obvious stylistic, syntactic and lexical differences
between the two languages. The results are categorised into three main types of explicitation,
as suggested in Al-Amri (2004). Shifts ascribed to stylistic differences, are mainly discussed
in what follows, whereas those ascribed to systematic differences and the nature of the
translation process itself are reviewed when necessary. It is worth mentioning that these types
of shifts are in turn influenced by a number of translation actions, such as additions, omissions
or substitutions of the semantic features. The additions, omissions or substitutions of these
devices, operating at both the intra-sentential and the inter-sentential level, refer, respectively,
to the establishment of new cohesive devices, omission of existing cohesive devices and

substitution of the types of cohesive devices.

It is important to note that the decisions that translators have taken, either consciously
or subconsciously, in their use of the explicitation techniques, are due to some basic triggers,
such as avoiding ambiguity, adding further explanations and considering culture-bound
translation norms/features. In fact, these shifts are prompted as a result of the translators’ aims
to produce natural translation products that fulfil the accuracy, transparency and formality of
the UN texts. Nevertheless, because sometimes the reasons of the occurrence of instances of
cohesive explicitation seem to be difficult to determine, what follows is an attempt at
suggesting some possible explanations for when and why translators tend to produce shifts of

cohesion in the translation product.

V1.2.1. Results of Analysis of Shifts of Cohesion

The qualitative analysis of the various pairs of texts is carried out sentence by sentence,
showing the main patterns of shifts of cohesion in the English translations of the AUNTS.

This analysis explains not only the differences between the Arabic STs and their English
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translations, with respect to the various cohesive devices used, but also, answering the
research questions: when and why translators shift the Arabic cohesive devices into English,
and do these shifts establish equivalence at the discourse level in the target language? And,

accordingly, confirming the corresponding hypothesis®.

It is worth mentioning that the interpretation of results does not cover instances of the
explicitation phenomenon in all the twenty pairs of texts. Only randomly selected samples,
including ten texts, which are representative of the different sub-techniques of explicitation,
and which are not repeated, are demonstrated in the following excerpts. A closer analysis of
the concordance lines shows that while in most cases the examples reveal a number of
patterns of explicitation, some others reveal observed patterns of implicitation. Consider the

following examples.

V1.2.1.1. Addition of New Cohesion

This type of shifts demonstrates why translators add new cohesive relations in the TTs
not found in the STs. The following examples selected from the investigated corpus illustrate
that shifts of this kind occur as a result of the translators’ tendency to perform some various
actions, such as rendering an ST non-cohesive relation by a cohesive relation in the TT,
adding new information, or dividing the ST complex construction into several independent

sentences.

30 Because Arabic and English belong to different language families, many considerable differences may appear
when it comes to translation. Therefore, shifts of Arabic cohesive devices would rather occur instead of
preserving them in English; they would most often succeed in establishing textual equivalence.
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1. The results obtained suggest that translators have the tendency to explicitate through
adding conjunctions, reference devices, particularly, comparatives and demonstratives on

every possible occasion. Consider the examples 1 to 8:

(1-a) Arabic ST 2

Ja A a6l ) e Giad 5 G je Gl sl s Gl AL 3 5idl) 6l g LS
e ST Aglaan (31 jall G sSa e g dpulpnd) leall dgle 50 3 gl dna o
(s aliY) 5 el pmall

(1-b) English TT 2

Political and diplomatic relations between Irag, on the one hand, and
Arab and foreign countries, on the other, flourished in that period,
thereby validating the course of the political process in Iraq and giving
the Government of Iraq greater credibility at the Arab, regional and
international levels.

In example 1, the writer resorts to clarification, which is indicated by means of the
noun_»Y' (al?amr) the matter followed by the relative clause < (alladi:) which. This kind
of explanatory construction provides some additional information on the first clause. It is
evident, therefore, that the ST sets up a resultative relation between the two clauses via a non-
cohesive element ¢ Y (al?amr alladi:), whereas in the TT, a cohesive device is
established by means of the resultative conjunction thereby. Consequently, it can be said that
explicitation of apparent implicit resultative conjunction in the ST in joining the two clauses
is established in the TT. That is why the conjunction thereby in the TT is inserted where there

is none in the ST.
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(2-a) Arabic ST 2

)Y Aalias 43 Lol Aabisall sladl ¥l i ol il o gas ¢ st Qs
e sec dihaiall e dulagy) o i1 Jueiin 531 all b dasill 5

(2-b) English TT 2

In the interest of the stability and development of Irag, cooperation
will cover all aspects of life under those agreements. Such cooperation
will also have a positive impact on the entire region.

In example 2, cohesion is set up via the finite verb (S=iw (satangakis) will be
reflected, which involves the underlying semantic relation of result, and the two clauses are
interconnected without an overt cohesive device in the ST. However, a cohesive tie is
established in the TT by inserting a comparative reference such (i.e. an adverb of particular
comparison), along with the repetition of the word cooperation. In addition, the ST structure
is changed to become two sentences in the TT. Thus, explicitation shift is established in the

translated text via the addition of new cohesion.

(3-a) Arabic ST 7

Ciliay gail) Calay Aalaiall 485 e 1uS e ja 288 88 G31all o ) s LEY) ag WS
38 iy gill Basiall aeY) Liad 5 Mo (ulaa @l ) 8 Ol s gy e S Elaal) dags
Gl saill Basiall ae) Al ) dediall ladl) e oY) 8 §) el Sall culac

o clgia grasiy oy 5 3 5 Lead (sl 61l 5

(3-b) English TT 7

We should also like to refer to the fact that Iraq has lost many of the

documents relating to the compensation file as a consequence of the
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events that have taken place in the country, and that decisions made
by the Governing Council of the United Nations Compensation
Committee gave Iraq the right to see requests submitted to the
Committee, express an opinion thereon and be advised in that regard.

In example 3, the addition of new cohesion is manifested in the insertion of the blend
word thereon, which is added optionally by the translator where there is no equivalent
expression in the ST. The use of the prepositional form of L i ¢l s (wa ?ibda:? arra?ji
fi:ha:) in addition to the use of enclitic pronoun & (ha:) in referring back to the clause

maintain the reference relationship holding between clauses.

(4-a) Arabic ST 2

2y daihs ) A AN A Sa S dncalal) Zaud) A Aealead) JiSU 5 sea IS 38
8 Adalull Jaml 2y of 8 QSN el e ) e sl cl il (e Ay sk 5 53
A sl LIV 3855 el 5 ) e U8 GBI

(4-b) English TT 2

Thanks to their efforts in the previous year, the political blocs
succeeded in forming a national partnership Government. This
achievement came after prolonged consultations which affirmed their
desire that power in Iraq should be transferred democratically and
peacefully and in accordance with the Constitution.
In example 4, the translator seems to opt for adding some information not found in the
ST. It becomes possible for the translator to explicate through the addition of the word
achievement and the use of the singular demonstrative pronoun this in the TT, apparently,

without any loss or change of meaning. In addition, the ST structure is changed to become

two sentences in the TT. Thus, explicitation shift is established in the translated text via the
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addition of new cohesion; the addition of noun achievement makes reference to the efforts of

the political blocs evident and easier for readers.

(5-a) Arabic ST 1

Lol clgn Ly smad 483le 5 diadanadd - 4le) CBLEH) danm ) 8 el 2l 53l
22 Ll Aulialll - Ay ) ) 3 ganll Mo asi Ayisdandd 18] ga Joa 3 6 )85 Lal Al
g3 JAE Iy sms O UL 5 Al paml SY) (i 15 @Bl sall 02 e of S
letas Oloall Jso e oty hd (A danddl) aalill s S Candl )5 ¢ e
Ao Al ) 2t g g Aidanalil) al O Jidl pusd JBis) )l paias) g4y sms
G G AV AVY (YEY) 5181V (TFA) iy aY) Gudae (518 Lasas Y 34051l

()Y€ a8 ) Aaladl dmand) ) 85 Lgie aba e a8 Gl aganal 5l ) ia Dl 15350

(5-b) English TT 1

The Palestinian presence in Lebanon is governed by Lebanese-
Palestinian agreements which do not concern Syria. With respect to
the Palestinian positions located along the Syrian-Lebanese border
that are noted in the report, we reiterate that all those positions lie
within Lebanese territory. Therefore, Syria will not intervene in this
matter. We also reiterate that the primary reason for the Palestinian
presence in Lebanon and other neighbouring States, including Syria, is
the continued occupation by Israel of Palestinian territory and its
refusal to implement United Nations resolutions, including General
Assembly resolution 194 (111), which guarantees the Palestine refugees

the right to return to the homes from which they were expelled.
In example 5, three cohesive conjunctions are set up in the ST: adversative
construction & -Wis (wa”amma:-fa), resultative b, (wabitta:li:) and additive s (wa).
However, in the English translation, new cohesion is achieved by rendering the ST structure

of one long sentence into four independent sentences, and joined by continuative with respect

to, resultative conjunction therefore and additive conjunction also, along with the use of
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personal pronoun we in we also reiterate. Therefore, expansion of information, through
inserting these devices, explicitly indicates the underlying semantic relations between the

sentences, with no loss of meaning.

(6-a) Arabic ST 1

wi5d (8 Jaxill aae 5 Aidbn s Ll JOEL) bl yisly o) V) o 85l (gaae Slo iy
Gl il of dalas 8 ) paiul) aae GliS (il day jd gl cand Ada)
Leiial eleily 8 paunall 1gASIEHI o Jl ) g2y oo G SIS e

Aliall) ol 3

(6-b) English TT 1

The authors of the report should respect the independence and
sovereignty of Lebanon and should not interfere in its internal affairs
on any pretext whatsoever. They should also not continue to overlook
that, in order to ensure Lebanon’s security and stability, it is vital to
deter Israel’s continual violations and end its occupation of Lebanese
territory.

In example 6, a cohesive relation in the ST is maintained through the use of the
conjunction <X 5 (wakada:lika) also, which joins the two clauses together. However, in the
English translation, a new cohesion is ensured by dividing the ST sentence into two
independent sentences joined by the personal pronoun they and the repetition of modal should.

In fact, the use of personal reference explicitly signals the underlying semantic relation

between the two sentences.
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(7-a) Arabic ST 3

Gk (A odl g Wiy Y A jleall ol s Al e sl 138 el ) ydes (Sl
O3 Jad O A sm llan Slo alill gy aill & i o 53 5 03 53 (531 LY
ARl 5y (AU dlial e

(7-b) English TT 3

However, the difficulty of conducting that dialogue, which is caused
by the negativity of the opposition stance, will not divert us from
moving along the path of the reform which we desire; we will not
allow subversion and conspiracies against the interests of Syria to
prevent us continuing towards our goal.
In example 7, the underlying semantic relation of addition is explicitly set up in the ST
to join the two clauses by inserting the conjunction s (wa) and. However, in the TT the two
clauses are not linked by a conjunction but through inserting a punctuation mark, a semicolon.

That is to say, a semicolon, which is used to separate the pair of adjacent sentences, is

probably accurate for the clarification and logical explicitation of the text.

(8-a) Arabic ST 6

AaadBY) 4%y G sl A il o e i pdl Baall &) seandl X33
A8 A bl ozl W) el e aiabu

(8-b) English TT 6
The Syrian Arab Republic reaffirms respect for the sovereignty,

territorial integrity, unity and political independence of Lebanon.

Syria further reaffirms its commitment to providing all possible
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support and assistance to consolidate the authority and sovereignty of
Lebanon over all Lebanese territory.

In example 8, a cohesive relation of addition in the ST is established between the two
clauses via the insertion of the additive conjunction s (wa) and, while in the TT two cohesive
devices are inserted, as the ST structure is changed to become two sentences in the TT.
Therefore, the underlying semantic relation of addition is maintained through the insertion of

the conjunction further along with the repetition of the verb phrase Syria reaffirms.

2. A similar strategy is adopted in the TT where translators opt for changing the
structure of one single sentence in the ST into a string of two adjacent sentences, thereby
inserting additive conjunctions between the sentences. In so doing, they facilitate the
processing and comprehension of texts, and hence, help increase the readers’ understanding

and reduce further processing effort. This strategy is exemplified in 9 and 10.

(9-a) Arabic ST 6

ssd (S JAdl aae g aidl s Gl A 6l yialy o) SV S5l garae oy
el 5 p sall jeaiall G Jalad (A ) aiul) aae GlliS g il Gy 53 o cand 408000
2 Llia) elgd) s 5 painal LSl o Jblm) gay 5o Sl ) 8L

(9-b) English TT 6

The compilers of the report must undertake to respect the
independence and sovereignty of Lebanon and not interfere in its
internal affairs under any pretext. Furthermore, they must not continue
to turn a blind eye to the fact that the essential element for the security
and stability of Lebanon is deterring Israel from its ongoing violations

and ending its occupation of Lebanese territory.
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In example 9, shifts of additive relations are motivated by changing the structure of one
single sentence in the ST into two adjacent sentences and, thereby, inserting the additive
conjunction furthermore between the two sentences, as well as adding the personal pronoun
they in referring back to the antecedent the compilers of the report. The same holds for

example 10 below:

(10-a) Arabic ST 7

Ly 5 3y aald 88 llldaall Cand b Uy g 35 e 5 580 dialll 4881 50 Jgomn a2 5
Y cldlae o9 Laié (E)F) bl e Gl sall s Jsall cllldas e e slaay
285 )Y1 dbpns 205 Aol Ly Ly 5 35 el Y iy culal G (A B,C, D) il e
s o e Shmd sl dlie 1da ) G Sl st s )50 2a eie paladl

A U 4yl | ki by 5 oSy 3 il shaall e 2 gl (oany

(10-b) English TT 7

While the Committee agreed to provide us with the claims archives, it
has only given us information on claims from States and institutions in
groups E and F, and none on claims from the individuals in groups A,
B, C and D, saying that it was unable to do so because of the
implementation of the archive policy and its destruction seven years
after payment of the compensation. Furthermore, there were certain
restrictions on the information that could be provided because of the

need to respect confidentiality.
In example 10, the addition of furthermore makes the semantic relation between
sentences obvious and makes it an instance of explicitation shift. Apparently, shifts of
additive relations are motivated by changing the ST structure of a single sentence into two

adjacent separate sentences in addition to inserting the additive conjunction furthermore

between the two sentences.
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3. The results of analysis suggest that translators tend to add demonstrative devices in
every occasion possible in order to remove any referential ambiguity. In this manner, the
translated texts become cohesively more explicit than their STs do. This strategy is

exemplified in 11, 12 and 13.

(11-a) Arabic ST 8

Jalll ) =3 cusel ASa aa e Osllalls slssualls ol Al aanl Al
G 101 e L (o Auaidall 8 3ea ) cuilef a5 (ol L B3 gan Jg3 e g sl
Gany dB Ge L A ) e Lo oed i egrddl <l gal 5 Sl jadia s dalul 3 jilas
e daludly Al dalad) dula Yl e geadll sl il Gnbdl (s gl
Gl palie 5 sl e Sl Blas (355 ) 3] Gl sa Jaids Al 5 oz Al

oYl

(11-b) English TT 8

Experts, officials and observers are unanimous that weapons are being
smuggled into Syrian territory from bordering States, including
Lebanon. The competent authorities in Syria have repeatedly
announced confiscations of weapons, explosives and explosive
devices smuggled from Lebanon to Syria by certain Lebanese political
forces linked to terrorist groups funded and armed from abroad. Those
groups fabricate shootings that cost the lives of numerous civilians

and members of the Army and security forces.

In example 11, the semantic relation of addition in the ST is maintained through the
insertion of the conjunction s (wa) and, in joining the three clauses together. However, in the
English translation, a new cohesion is ensured by dividing the ST sentence into three separate
sentences, joined by the plural demonstrative pronoun those, which refers back to the nominal

group terrorist groups in the preceding clause. The use of demonstrative reference explicitly

signals the underlying semantic relation between the two adjacent sentences. However, in the
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ST, the nominal group 4saY¥) Gle seasll (almazmu:ga:t al?irha:bijja) is replaced by a

personal pronominal, enclitic = (t) in J=3& AW s ( wallati: taftagil).

(12-a) Arabic ST 11

Okl i Ja A pul) Clelea¥) Ay ) sl 4 2l 4y ) seand) A S (ad i
& Jiatd) sl Hhall e ol il Al Aglae Ul i A6 )5 ool
(JSS Aikaiall L cpal sall ald) g a1 2ag S ALl Y] A saad) i)

(12-b) English TT 11

The Government of the Syrian Arab Republic rejects the Israeli claims
concerning the transfer of weapons to Lebanon. Those claims are a
desperate attempt to distract attention from the real threat, namely
Israel’s own aggressive policies, which endanger international peace
and security in the region as a whole.

In example 12, a cohesive device is established in the TT via the plural demonstrative
pronoun those. The demonstrative reference is added by the translator in reference to the noun
phrase the Israeli claims, while in the ST no equivalent expression is found. The writer rather
opts for using implicit personal pronominal enclitic < (t) in U 5 (wallati: ta?ti:) to
maintain reference to 4ol ¥ <lele¥) (al?iddiga:?a:t al?isra:?ilijja). A new cohesion,
therefore, is achieved by changing the ST structure of one long sentence into two separate

sentences. As a result, explicitation shift is established in the translated text via the addition

of a new cohesive device: reference.

(13-a) Arabic ST 12

O Ll 5 (ol waianall o1 3] Ll 5 jusa 5 Lelal ) (e il pmd el e JaT Y
shoal G les Gills Al Lo uY! Sl )8 (e Alinall Ay all sl Y

ade X5 Laa il el s Jinall (g suad) (Y sall (o lani¥) U dle Lisinl
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Gl el e 2008 dslaial) 8 el s Jalall a3l s & ail) & Jil jusd dpaa
el Qlia a9 fae g Alall il (Y1) Galaa

(13-b) English TT 12

The Israeli Knesset recently decided that a referendum should be held
before any withdrawal from the occupied Syrian Golan or East
Jerusalem. That decision is the clearest possible sign that Israel is
disregarding its commitments and responsibilities before the
international community, which require it to withdraw from the
occupied Arab territories. Israel clearly has no genuine intention of
moving towards a just and comprehensive peace in the region on the
basis of the relevant Security Council resolutions and the principle of

land for peace.
In example 13, the TT sets up a new cohesion relation not found in the ST. The
demonstrative pronoun that is used to join the two sentences together. Therefore, explicitation

shift is created in the translated text by splitting the ST structure of a single sentence into two

separate sentences via the addition of a new cohesive device: reference.

4. The results have also shown that some instances of explicitation occur as a result of
rendering the non-cohesive relations in the ST by new cohesive ones in the translated texts.

This is exemplified in 14 and 15.

(14-a) Arabic ST 12
o3¢d Anli Jindll (Y sall 8 Uarindl sanaa Auliil o) Alile YT A5G Cladinl o3 LS
OIS e sk el iy sl ) () sia stusall Lgilhl Al saaall Aleal

OV sl 8 ealBY) b el Gulae amsy Lo GHlLE) Cand Yo Ve aany [J5Y)
Aliaall 4y ) gaall (2 81 G Glagial] e o sl aanis ) 8 Glld 5 ¢Jinall

358



(14-b) English TT 12

An additional 3,000 Israeli families have been attracted to the
settlements in the occupied Golan as a result of the Israeli so-called
Golan Regional Council settler campaign, which continued through
December 2010 with the aim of encouraging Jews to settle on
occupied Syrian territory.

In example 14, a resultative conjunction as a result is added by the translator, where
no equivalent device is found in the ST. The TT explicitly sets up the semantic relation of
result in linking the two clauses, by inserting this conjunction, while a nominal sentence 4xb
suaall dlaall o3¢d (talbijatan liha:dihi al.hamla alzadi:da) holds the meaning of result in the ST.

Explicitation shift is, therefore, established in the translated text via the addition of new

cohesion: conjunctions.

(15-a) Arabic ST 13

Al saed) il 8 dpale J9 ol of ablE) Jdalls ol Clasball 28 o)
el ) pasl ) el s A A gall dae i) ol i 8 Ldalas (DA e dgiagin)
Jinall gy sud) Y sadl Iy 8 Loy Aliaall Ay jall ial Y1 3 s gl

(15-b) English TT 13
That information is conclusive evidence that Israel is moving ahead
with its aggressive settlement policy in the occupied Arab territories.
In so doing, it is ignoring international resolutions which condemn the

continuation of settlement construction in those territories, which

include the occupied Syrian Golan.

In example 15, the substitute in so doing, functioning on the entire sentence is set up

as a cohesive device in joining the two sentences together. This device substitutes the nominal
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group: That information is conclusive evidence that Israel is moving ahead with its aggressive
settlement policy in the occupied Arab territories. Therefore, explicitation shift is established
in the translated text via the addition of new cohesion: substitution. However, in the ST, the
writer opts for clarification through the insertion of Adjunct of means J>& ¢ (min yila:1) in

Al gall dpe il ) Al Lelalas J3A e (min yila:l tazazhuliha: liqara:ra:t affargija adduwalijja).

V1.2.1.2. Omission of Cohesion

Omission of cohesion is achieved by partial or complete elimination of ST cohesive
devices. The following examples, selected from the investigated corpus, illustrate that shifts
of this kind occur as a result of the translators’ tendency to perform some various actions,
such as rendering an ST cohesive relation by a non-cohesive one in the TT, omitting existing
information units, or collecting several independent sentences/clauses of the ST into complex

constructions in the TT, along with the insertion of necessary elements.

The results obtained suggest that the most obvious instances of shifts of cohesion,
occurring in the corpus are manifested in the omission of conjunctions and the elimination of
some information mentioned in the ST, especially of repetitious elements and demonstrative
reference. It is worth noting that, in so doing, translators reduce cohesive explicitness as they

opt for implicit connections between sentences with little or no loss of meaning.

1. The following examples represent instances of cohesive implicitation through the
omission of conjunctions in the English translations of the Arabic Texts. Instances of shifts of
cohesion are evident in the omission of multifunctionals s (wa) and £ (fa), explanatory <us
(-hajbu), additive WS (kama:), resultative conjunctions <l (lida:lika) and s (mimma:),
adversative construction é -5 (wa?amma:-fa), temporal conjunction & (dumma) and causal

conjunction 2 (?id).
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(16-a) Arabic ST 1

(Yer£)100% Gall ulaa )8 S8l dduil &y ) ol 2 geal) Jon ol 5 S3 L
Jsall e (s Ol 138 8 Loaady Lo Dy Caald 38 Ly gas Ol g o ) i) 50
el (VooR)Y v g il i Jom alall el s (AL sms ansl ) paias)
o) b Jadd Ll ol oLE a8 | ad&al e leads Lo ddt Cul Lge ol o
3sens (inl 350 5 Jas ye (e (sl Yol (8 A iy B m Al s Al ) A
Clide Aaldl Loyl A3 Lail s (i (g Ay pSuall Lgilana s el il Loomas Jsm L yoms

C O L) s G ALalS Al sl

(16-b) English TT 1

The references made in the report to the Syrian Arab Republic’s
efforts to implement the provisions of Security Council resolution
1559 (2004) are an explicit acknowledgement that Syria has fulfilled
all obligations incumbent on it under that resolution. It is therefore no
longer acceptable for the Secretary-General to introduce Syria into his
reports on the implementation of resolution 1559 (2004). The report
notes not only that presidential and parliamentary elections took place
in a free and fair manner in Lebanon (i.e., without foreign
interference or influence), but also that Syria had withdrawn its troops
and military equipment from Lebanon and established full diplomatic

relations with Lebanon.

In example 16, a cohesive device is established in the ST by inserting an explanatory
conjunction - (fa), which indicates that the second sentence is an explanation of the first one.
That is to say, the sentence introduced by the conjunction - (fa) provides clarification of the
proposition in the first sentence. This is attributed to the nature of the Arabic particle - (fa)
which is a cohesive device that generally occurs at the beginning of sentences to join parts of
texts together. However, in the TT no overt cohesive device is used to convey this relation.

This is attributed to the preference of English towards using coordinate constructions lacking
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overt coordinator, i.e. asyndetic coordination, when the semantic relation between elements is

obvious.

(17-a) Arabic ST 6

¢392 A8 ye 5 3l o (g jdall shadl Joa £Y 5V (5,80 (8 ela e Joas
LS el cu gt b eom S co o IS Calall g5 calall e Jiaa Jalas 538
Y glae LS il (8 A i JB (a5 s () Gl e s gaeadl oy
Losm (o8 daludl 4pla JY) Cle sanall 29555 A (e Ly (S IEY) A 3o )
CUaludl Gl 5 Abilll cilalid) cdasca 385 L ) s ) skl (e Juill 1 saY) 5 daludl
AS e Ladle)y baw) Lo eV a5 e, el Clilee (o daell 4y ) gud)

O Apldl) aSaall alal Galadl) ey @llia 5 ¢ Sldll 5 g saall Cppilal)

(17-b) English TT 6

Regarding the contents of paragraphs 39 and 42, on the arms embargo
and border control, the Secretary-General’s representative, although
claiming omniscience, is ignorant of the fact that the arms, as
everyone knows, are being smuggled from Lebanon into Syria by
particular groups in Lebanon involved in attempts to destabilize Syria
by supplying armed terrorist groups in Syria with weapons and funds.
The Lebanese and Syrian authorities have intercepted many of these
smuggling operations and statements have been made officially and in
the media in both Lebanon and Syria; there are several individuals

currently before the Lebanese courts.

In example 17, five occurrences of additive s (wa) are identified in the ST. Based on
the conjunction s (wa), the semantic relation of addition expresses some kind of elaboration.
It is used to join a series of actions and to point out that the clauses and sentences are an

explanation and a narration of the succession of events that have taken place. However, in the
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TT no overt cohesive devices are used to convey this relation. This is attributed to the nature

of the Arabic language system, which uses more coordinative structures than English does.

The first occurrence is an introductory s (wa); it is used at the beginning of the
sentence to introduce the topic in question, and this is typical of Arabic. It is noteworthy that,
the occurrence of 5 (wa) in the initial position of sentence signals the beginning of the
paragraph in the ST, that is why it functions as a cohesive conjunction. The second occurrence
of 5 (wa) adds a descriptive aspect to the primary clause. The three remaining occurrences of
s (wa) provide instances of sequential relations between sentences. Marked by this
conjunction, the temporal relation, particularly of sequence, is maintained throughout the text;

the consecutive clauses containing s (wa) provide some kind of enhancement.

(18-a) Arabic ST 13

Aadl (e Al gy [ Hsai el 8 el aale o Gl cll Aol ) ) S
e 4dg 3 e 3yl ol Jliie) &5 a8 (cpall Gl die JEieY) 8 ) e g o oalall
Y sal) B Aduall Allaal) cliadl Ll i e 0ile g e (7 as A 5 il

Y e e g e ke sall g Jtie by Cuald A5 cellia Al Hall 2l el

(18-b) English TT 13

The Israeli authorities arrested Majid and Fida in July 2010 and they
have been in detention since that time. Fida was incarcerated from the
moment he stepped off the aircraft in Ben Gurion airport. He was
returning from France to spend the summer holidays in the Golan,
having completed the academic year in France. His father Majid was

arrested two days later.

In example 18, a cohesive device is established in the ST by inserting the particle 4

(fa), which is used to express sequential and temporal relation between clauses. The
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sequential conjunction 4 (fa) guarantees a consecutive relation between the events. Such a
relation is not explicitly demonstrated in TT, in that, no overt cohesive device is used to
convey this relation. In addition, the TT structure is changed to become four independent

sentences without the presence of any conjunctive device in the TT.

To explain, the explicit use of -4 (fa) in Arabic is attributed to the narrative function of
texts, which necessitates this kind of devices for textual unity. However, in the TT no overt
cohesive device is used to convey this relation. The translator opts for implicitation, here, as it
does not lead in any way to loss of meaning given that the use of temporal adjuncts, such as
since that time and two days later reflect the narrative function of succession of events. In
addition, the fact that English favours coordinate constructions lacking overt coordinator, i.e.
asyndetic coordination, when the semantic relation between the elements is obvious, does

explain the absence of conjunctive devices.

(19-a) Arabic ST 7

Uiy g i aald 28 cildUaall o)l Uy g 35 e 6 5S0e) dinll) 4880 50 J gomn a2 )
Gl e o) 81 e (gp0 kit (B F) cldl e Jsall e (e e slaay
Al 20 Ao Loy Lag i ehind ¥ gl Culal Cus (AB,C,D) sl
O e Slzd ¢y saill ilae @by i (g g g )5 e 2 Lgie paliill y 48 ,Y)

1Y) CllUae A jud 1k W 55 oSy A e slead) o 3 gl (2any @i

(19-b) English TT 7

While the Committee agreed to provide us with the claims archives, it
has only given us information on claims from States and institutions in
groups E and F, and none on claims from the individuals in groups A,
B, C and D, saying that it was unable to do so because of the
implementation of the archive policy and its destruction seven years

after payment of the compensation.
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In example 19, an additive relation is established in the ST by inserting an explanatory
conjunction <us (.hajOu), indicating that the second clause is an explanation of the first one.
That is to say, the clause introduced by the conjunction <u~ (.hajou) clearly elaborates the
primary clause and provides clarification of the proposition. However, in the TT, no overt
cohesive device is used to convey this relation; this relation is expressed through paraphrasing
in saying that it was unable. This is attributed to the tendency of English towards using

coordinate constructions lacking overt coordinator, i.e. asyndetic coordination.

(20-a) Arabic ST 1

DRl (Ol s b g G 3 saad) s 5 () 80 138 UL L 5 e by s 0SS
<y o) i) Gilall of s AT 8 e by gm 255 L bl G AU el Allsall 038 ¢
() ) BT 5 (o)) saed) ) i) s el IS Al - ) gl 5 gand) a5 Al
db b ddhiall o3 (b s jill Qb M | Ll g )l Jals Jisall () sud) (Y 52l
Sl md Sy tha) eall iy o ol aaiaall e 5 cdimtione ol o S
A5l Ao i)l 58 ) ki) Alisall Ay saall 5 Aplalll azal Y (e V) e
Jlia (W) Tase s VAVY(YYA )5 VATV (Y£Y) &) (Yl Galae (5 8 L ¥

Adlaiall 8 Jalill 5 Jalell a3ladl Jady a3l

(20-b) English TT 1

Syria reiterates that it does not accept the references that were made in
the report to the delineation of the Syrian-Lebanese border, which is a
bilateral matter. It reaffirms that the real obstacle to the final
delineation of the Syrian-Lebanese border is Israel’s continued
aggression and its occupation of the Syrian Golan and the Shab’a
Farms. This occupation makes it impossible to delineate the border in
those areas. The international community must take the steps required
to compel Israel to withdraw from the Lebanese and Syrian territory
which it occupies, in accordance with internationally recognized

resolutions, including Security Council resolutions 242 (1967) and
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338 (1973), and the principle of land for peace, in order to achieve a
just and comprehensive peace in the region.

In example 20, two occurrences of omission of cohesion are identified in the translated
text. First, shift of reference relation is detected in the TT. While the demonstrative pronoun
2 (ha:dihi), in 4lwal 2 (ha:dihi almas?ala) this matter, is used to join the two clauses
together, the English equivalent this is ellipted in the TT. An instance of implicitation is
therefore created as a result of the omission of demonstrative this. Second, omission of causal
relation is evident in the TT. While the conjunction <l (walida:lika) is inserted in the ST to
signal the semantic relation of result between the two sentences, no equivalent conjunction is
used to convey the same meaning in the TT, a different structure is used mainly through
paraphrasing. It is worth mentioning that although the use of this conjunctive device increases
the explicitation of semantic relations between sentences in the ST, its missing equivalent in

the TT does not lead in any way to ambiguity of meaning.

(21-a) Arabic ST 12

Ll sl Wialas (3 duale il o @bl iy i Cllagleall o2a ()
el J8l ol ) paind G (A Al all dpe il ) AT Ledalas JOA (e dpithasinY)
e Jal Y s dinall (5 ) gl Y sall @lld L Lay Aliaall 4yl a1 L ik ginsall
=Y G Lol y ol waiaall o)) lgill g asn s Leilal i1 (e bl pus] o pgs
Ji ale clidiul o) ja) () led 5 ¢ Al Lo pul) ConiSl) ) 8 (e Alinall gy ol
& il ) daoa ane 2S5 e A ) Guaill g Jisall (5 gl OY sl (e eV
13 el Galae il )8 bl e 238l didaiall b Jalill g Jaladl a3l s &yl

el Qi )Y fane 5 dlall

(21-b) English TT 12

The Israeli Knesset recently decided that a referendum should be held

before any withdrawal from the occupied Syrian Golan or East
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Jerusalem. That decision is the clearest possible sign that Israel is
disregarding its commitments and responsibilities before the
international community, which require it to withdraw from the
occupied Arab territories. Israel clearly has no genuine intention of
moving towards a just and comprehensive peace in the region on the
basis of the relevant Security Council resolutions and the principle of

land for peace.

In example 21, a cohesive device is established in the ST by inserting the conjunction
e (mimma:), which indicates that the second clause provides a consequence and an
explanation to the primary clause. That is to say, the clause introduced by the conjunction e
(mimma:) provides clarification of the proposition in the first clause. However, in the TT no
overt cohesive device is used to convey this relation. This is attributed to the tendency of

English towards using coordinate constructions lacking overt coordinators.

(22-a) Arabic ST 13

Sl AN S (358 L i) ) Jltie) 5 A al) ol LI il pasf JSlis) ) i) a5
oSy Las o)y 5a35 5 e gas ol jous Allaial) 3 auiagl) (8 Ayl sall Cal je W15 il il
Oo aall Al Alsall dgeall o 5 callally dlaiad) 3 a1y aludl e Ul
Al S g Lay 0 538 Balias 39323 e g ¢l (3 sl dagiaal) 55 ol Sy

Al A el

(22-b) English TT 13

As lIsrael continues to occupy Arab territory and to consider itself to be
above all international resolutions, laws and norms, the situation in the
region is steadily deteriorating, which has a negative impact on safety and
security in the region and the world, as well as on international efforts to
end grave and systematic human rights violations, strengthen the rule of

law and ensure respect for all the peoples of the world.
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In example 22, two semantic relations are established in the ST by inserting two
conjunctive devices 4 (fa) and Y (mimma:). The first conjunction signals a resultative
function between the two clauses, where the second clause is a consequence of the first one.
The second conjunction - (mimma:) marks an explanation to the primary clause; it is used to
maintain a semantic relation that is not ensured in the TT. Clarification, however, is created in

the TT through making the second dependent clause a relative clause.

(23-a) Arabic ST 2

i) dalias 4 Lo ddliaad) sbald)l il lae o sl il on sar o sbaill Qs 5
Sl el e Slmd Lagae Ahiall e Aulagy) o)l Saiing Glall & duaiil
co ) gl al Ll BT ) ilaiall Waag i il ol shail 5 dpuslpad <l il

e YooY ale @l 8 s ) uland) 4 gl Aflaias xS 8

(23-b) English TT 2

In the interest of the stability and development of Iraq, cooperation
will cover all aspects of life under those agreements. Such cooperation
will also have a positive impact on the entire region. The political
changes and developments in the region known as the Arab Spring
have confirmed the credibility of the political change that took place
in Irag in 2003.

In example 23, a cohesive device ol «lly (e Lzé (fa.dlan can da:lika fa’inna) is
omitted in the TT. The additive relation, which denotes a cohesive extension of information in
the ST, is not ensured in the TT. This is attributed to the fact that English favours using
coordinate constructions lacking overt coordinators, and ascribed to the fact that the Arabic -4

(fa) is used, here, to reinforce the structural link between the two clauses, as it is a non-

essential and an optional indicator of the continuity of ideas.
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(24-a) Arabic ST 2

Lol puall (385 alisn Y 5 paad B Lt aaad (53 gl 8 Gloall A Sa of LS
O o Jali gl ¢y sanzaall s ailly Yo oV Al VYV Y1 Galaa ) 8 8 Badizall
YooV Gahane I Gl T gl aSialas ) A gall il 8 4] Ll saill

(24-b) English TT 2

The Government of Iraq, while reiterating its wish that the Mission’s
mandate should be extended in accordance with the letter and spirit of
the conditions set out in Security Council resolution 1770 (2007),
hopes that the provision of assistance will be in accordance with
specific mechanisms and with the prior approval of the Government of
Iraqg, in the manner referred to in my letter dated 6 August 2007.

In example 24, the semantic relation of addition in the ST is maintained through the
insertion of the conjunction WS (kama:) in the initial position of the sentence to signal the
beginning of the paragraph. However, in the English translation, no overt conjunction is used
to convey the same relation. The use of WS (kama:) further clarifies or explains the opinions

and standpoints mentioned earlier in the previous paragraphs. This is mainly attributable to

the fact that English favours using coordinate constructions lacking overt coordinators.

In addition, the (fa-clause) & ... <8l & (fi:alwaqt alladi:... fa) in the ST denotes a
condition/consequence relation between the two clauses. This kind of construction is used to
further clarify or explain the idea of the primary clause. However, no equivalent construction
is used in the TT. This is mainly because English favours using coordinate constructions
lacking overt coordinators. Here, also, a cohesive tie 5 (wa) in 4l JLidl sl e 5 (wagala

anna.hw almufa:r ?ilajh) in the ST is omitted in the TT. The additive relation of the ST is
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not ensured in the TT, as the occurrence of s (wa) which adds a descriptive aspect to the

primary clause is an option.
(25-a) Arabic ST 3

& asiul B e aa @A Gl b el Galae sliael (any o) D81 O ke
Jie A Aala - a0 @yl G en aaly ol (e slitie Glaglae o 488 g0 30al
Al a5 ey sl A1y Lt ) 8505 e sheall ) - Aia i)y sl A1)

Al e g Al Al g Ay g i )R g el e 1 AT S Y §f A g sl

(25-b) English TT 3

| regret to say that certain members of the Security Council, in the
statement issued by that body, based its position on information that
was taken from only one side, without giving the consideration that is
particularly due in the light of the current situation in Syria to the facts
and information provided by the Syrian State, which is the party with
primary and ultimate responsibility and concern for the security and
stability of the Syrian people and the integrity of its land and
institutions.

In example 25, the ST signals an additive relation, marked by the use of the
conjunctive s (wa) and followed by a pronoun s (hija) it, in order to serve some explanation
functions. The conjunction s (wa) which is used at the beginning of the second clause, and the
pronoun & (hija) which refers to the nominal role, the Syrian State, in the first clause add

some kind of elaboration to the text. However, in the TT no overt cohesive devices are used to

convey this relation; instead, a relative clause, which is the party, is inserted.

370



(26-a) Arabic ST 3

e ob &) s Al A B8A Gkl 13 b callae dall sl o aied (s
e pss A Aa ) @l shadll auaiiy calldas 5 ey 33 Jlaef il 55 ¢ sagll olaily
dJ.a Sl IA‘)M Q‘A)\aﬂ‘g\ a&&ué&ﬁj\wh‘))&\ Al ;LLS‘—:}( 3_9935\._1_9
Al Ot Lleay (621 5aY) ccaiall g ) jlaia¥) dmaai o deadie &l jiie sllac)
3ab ) ) Al s ) Galas sliacl Gammn e soalaall Clay patll o cald)
Jleels byl ¥l dmal 5 a4 @l 0 Caal Lo dy)gu o bl

GOLY) e Ay s dalias 203 Y 138 5 cCaiall

(26-b) English TT 3

We believe that, at this crucial point for Syria, it behoves the
international community to promote peace and the end of acts of
destruction, and to encourage the steps towards reform that are being
taken. Sufficient time must be allowed for those reforms to bear fruit,
rather than encouragement being provided for an escalation of the
unrest and violence. It is with the greatest regret that we say that the
statements that are being issued by certain members of the Security
Council, which are intended to increase pressure on Syria, in fact
merely serve to exacerbate the disturbances and violence, which in no

way serves the interests of Syria.

In example 26, the conjunction Wi} (?innama:) in the ST is omitted in the TT. In the ST,
this conjunction provides a replacement of the idea mentioned in the previous clause and
therefore signals an adversative relation. However, in the English translations, no overt
equivalent conjunction is used to convey the same relation; the occurrence of the adverb in
fact bears the meaning of contrast to the primary clause. In addition, the use of the
conjunction 5 (wa) along with the demonstrative ' (ha:da:) is omitted in the English

translation, as it is typically an indicator of extension of information.
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(27-a) Arabic ST 6

Lal) 4 seand) AasSa Caige gl O 2l QB (e sSa e Slaed e sl
) G Gulaa Sl i Jon alal) (a3l e wiladl (gl N (e Ay s
(Y)Y

(27-b) English TT 6

Upon instructions from my Government, | would like to state the
position of the Government of the Syrian Arab Republic on the
seventeenth periodic report of the Secretary-General on the

implementation of Security Council resolution 1701 (2006).

In example 27, a cohesive device 4 (fa) is inserted in the ST in order to signal a
resultative relation between the two clauses. While the construction <. e <l (bina:?an
cala ... fa) expresses a consequence relation on the basis of certain condition in the ST, the

translator has not set up any equivalent conjunction in the TT to convey this relation.

(28-a) Arabic ST 6

Lludl e gaaall ? g sage dsa Ve 5 Yo G @l a5 L Gasada
Ao Yy Apdaudi - Al el aadan Gl 8 el aad gl o) cdydandal
- Al 25aal) o a dpidald a8l sa Jga A 5 83 Lal dsnailly Lal 5 el Ly g
O il s Al al V) (e @ @8l sall 038 qas o 2SHD daas Liilé Al
Ge oty Gl (G anddll ol gl e S ) 0l 5 e ¥ 1 AT (1 L) s
8% Lguad ) g Aiadanaldll aal HOU ) ) s ) patas) 5 ey sms Lgas ¢l sall J 50
Lmanll 85 YYA 5 YEY o8y el Gudaa (o) 8 Lapas ¥ Ayl sall dye il <l )l 3

Lgie add jha o ) aganal ) () i) 5350 Ga J8SG ) VA€ o8 ) ddlall

(28-b) English TT 6

As regards what paragraphs 35 and 70 have to say about ‘“armed

Palestinian groups”, the Palestinian presence in Lebanon is regulated
372



by Lebanese- Palestinian agreements, which have no connection with
Syria. Regarding the report’s reference to Palestinian positions
straddling the Syrian-Lebanese border, we affirm once again that all
these positions lie inside Lebanese territory. Consequently, this is not
a matter for Syria to involve itself with. The principal reason for the
Palestinian presence in Lebanon and neighbouring States, including
Syria, is Israel’s continued occupation of Palestinian territory and its
refusal to implement the resolutions of international legitimacy,
especially Security Council resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973)
and General Assembly resolution 194 (I1l), which guarantee the

refugees’ right of return to the lands from which they were expelled.
In example 28, an adversative relation is set up in the ST by inserting the
construction 4 ... Wi s (wa”amma:...fa). This construction signals a contrast with some
previous propositions. However, in the English translations, no overt equivalent conjunction

is used to convey the same relation. This is attributed to the tendency of English towards

using coordinate constructions lacking overt coordinators.

(29-a) Arabic ST 9

Anyl sland ey Ysaa Lla oS 31 ob ool (e e Slalad e ol
Gildalull ale (y505 de 5 phe e Goka Ay ysudl (ol Y ) 1 las sl (pisaa
e Lataal 55 DA Lagdia (uisaall 6¥ 58 o QU1 ) Cam (B all il 4y ) saadl
e Losw ) S AN Guisaall OF s (8 L G Asluall e sanad)
) Lagaalas ¢ A 50 ¢ai g ¢ YoV Y G laf IO el (8 4 ) gl - A8 5l 2 paal)

850 Gl

(29-b) English TT 9

On instructions from my Government, | have the honour to transmit
herewith a table listing the names of the four foreign journalists who

entered Syrian territory illegally without the knowledge of the Syrian
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authorities (see annex). Two of those journalists died while in the
company of armed groups in Syria. The two others infiltrated Syria
via the Turkish-Syrian border in early March 2012 and were recently
handed over to their country’s authorities.
In example 29, the temporal conjunction ¢ g & (fi: .hin ?anna), which implies that a
relation of simultaneity between the two sentences, is omitted in the TT. While in the ST this
relation is made explicit by inserting an overt cohesive device, in the TT it is inferred from the

context that the events represented in the two sentences are perceived to take place

simultaneously.

(30- a) Arabic ST 13

aladl e addsy [ Hsai gl A ey aale Lo gl call 4000 ) bl cals
e alg 3 die 3 il ol Jliie) o 88 (cpal) b M JWieY) a ) Ly ¢ ol
Y sal) B Aduall Allaal) cliadl Lid i (e 0ile gy e (7 as A 5 il

Y e e g e 2l sall g Jtie by Cuald A5 cellia Al Hall 2l el

(30-b) English TT 13

The Israeli authorities arrested Majid and Fida in July 2010 and they
have been in detention since that time. Fida was incarcerated from the
moment he stepped off the aircraft in Ben Gurion airport. He was
returning from France to spend the summer holidays in the Golan,
having completed the academic year in France. His father Majid was

arrested two days later.

In example 30, the temporal conjunction & (Bumma) is inserted in the ST to mark the
sequence relation between the successive clauses of the same sentence. However, in the

English translation, this temporal relation is not signalled by an equivalent conjunction; the
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structure of one long sentence is rendered into four independent sentences, and the adverb of

time, two days later, holds the aspect of time sequence.

(31-a) Arabic ST 7

iy Jall il el Gulae Ay ApalatV) L s A seen (s pSialans g 3)
) 5 il (g0 1y e plaiias oS85 ) o L e

(31-b) English TT 7

| should like to congratulate you on the assumption by the Russian
Federation of the Presidency of the Security Council for December
2011, and express my confidence that the term of your Presidency will
be successful.

In example 31, the conjunction 3} (?10) is inserted in the ST in the initial position of the
sentence in order to signal the beginning of the paragraph. It signals a causal relation, as it
introduces a clause, which expresses a reason for the topic of congratulation mentioned in the
main clause. However, in the TT no overt conjunction is used to convey the same meaning.

This is attributed to the tendency of English towards using coordinate constructions lacking

overt coordinators.

(32-a) Arabic ST 7

)l Al dpaal Jasny cand Y 138 e ddis e Glal) Jsaas ) et 33ans
La )8 S B el Sl ale s o il Al ddle dllie ads &5 4o g
awin) S5 ¢ i)Y 1 o Jgaally Lilhal aSaes llai 35 o) il
Lgd sl iy sl asial) ) Qiad &)l S sae bl Jlae 58 Gl (31l
50 ae Aallall el (o o 038 Calall 138 GBlal Lyns 4t s Liaplosll angead g ,Y)

Aleall 3 ) Gudae @l ) o) 5N OMA (e <y )
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(32-b) English TT 7

It is of the greatest importance to Iraq that it should be able to obtain a
copy of those archives, since it was on the basis of their contents that
huge sums of money have been paid out, having a negative impact on
the economy of the country that continues to the present day. We ask
for your support in our request for access to this archive, affirming our
readiness to appoint local staff to assist the secretariat of the United
Nations Compensation Committee in the reparations for making a
copy of those archives available to us, thereby enabling us to close
that file, along with other files that are pending with Kuwait and

comply with the relevant Security Council resolutions.
In example 32, the conjunction 3 (?1d) is inserted in the ST to signal the causal
relation between the two clauses, as it introduces a clause which provides a reason for the

topic mentioned in the subsequent clause. However, in the TT no overt conjunction is used to

convey the same meaning.

(33-a) Arabic ST 9

Laal) e il (il e o o S35 35 Ay udl Ay jall ) seenll e Sa )
0l 8l 5 Aadaidl Adllaa s g 53 e G Lsm ) Sl ¢ ga 5 () AuiaY)
I pedsAs dagis Al (g iy B Lee A i) il g A Al A gl () sleay
ol ja Aagiiy Ay gull clblul) ale gy g gphe e IS Ay sl ol )Y
Juy) 255 3 Aaedle Yl cilnpall lgise s 3303 s cdaludl duls Y1 e seadl)
Sl pgaia aiy SV die jall il sl 5 Jgea¥) (335 iliblay a6l Ly gan ) L sie

Al de b 4 DU J A

(33-b) English TT 9

The Government of the Syrian Arab Republic stresses that Arab and

foreign media who infiltrate the country illegally, in violation of
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regulations and laws, bear legal responsibility for their actions. They

are also responsible for the consequences of illegally entering Syrian

territory without the knowledge of the Syrian authorities and of

accompanying armed terrorist groups. The Government once again

calls on media organizations that wish to send their correspondents to

Syria to submit requests in accordance with procedures and the laws in

force in order to obtain the required entry visas as quickly as possible.
In example 33, the conjunction 3} (?i0) is inserted in the ST to signal clarification
between the two clauses. The relation holding between the two clauses is perceived to be of
explanation, since the first clause introduced by 2 (?i8) provides a description or explanation

of the idea of the second clause. However, in the TT no overt conjunction is used to convey

the same meaning.

2. The following examples represent instances of cohesive implicitation through the
omission of some information units from the ST in the English translations. The qualitative
analysis has revealed that while Arabic writers tend to clarify and explicate their propositions,

English translators prefer to implicitate.

(34-a) Arabic ST 1

1008 (Yort) (el Gulna i 8 oSl 20511 4y ) guall 2 seall Jgn 8l oS3 e ()
Jsiall e ey eIl 108 (b Lpady Lo 2y Caald 28 1y ) s (s o o i i) 58
pe ol (Yeog) V00 ) b g plall (a1 o 5 3L e el 7 D2 ) paias)

 AalSal (e Lpnady Lo iy Caald Ly 5o O 00

(34-b) English TT 1

The references made in the report to the Syrian Arab Republic’s

efforts to implement the provisions of Security Council resolution
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1559 (2004) are an explicit acknowledgement that Syria has fulfilled
all obligations incumbent on it under that resolution.
In example 34, the omission of previously mentioned information is detected in the TT.
It is obvious that the translator eliminates the repetition of the subordinate clause & ¢ a2 i
aSal e lpady Lo 2y cuwld L)ew (birragm min %anna suirija: qa:mat bitanfi:d ma
jayu.ssuha: min a.hka:mih) in the TT. The shift of repetitious elements in the translated text

is in fact attributed to the preference of English to avoid repetition.

(35-a) Arabic ST 7

D) b Gl Al S sl (L sl 5 Aslae o laase 50 13
pae e (g Baniall ael) (3lie ale (yai Ll SLgil JS0 5 Ly g 2um Aga sall Alaall
il Gmineall Jpas Al ey LS Joall RdAl sl i Jaxd)
Al & oY Ll - 4y sl sl e Galludie U s () Gpildag sl 5 i€y 5aY)

L s B3kl 5 il Balaul WSl

(35-b) English TT 7

We therefore reiterate that the attempt to introduce Syria’s name into
the internal Lebanese situation is part of the campaign against Syria
and violates the principle of non-intervention in the internal affairs of
States as enshrined in the Charter of the United Nations. The
infiltration of French, American and British journalists over the border
from Lebanon into Syria must be condemned, as it violates the

sovereignty of Lebanon and Syria alike.
In example 35, the additive relation set up in the ST via the insertion of the
conjunction WS (kama:) is omitted in the TT. The translator eliminates this relation as a result

of changing the ST active voice clause into a passive one in the TT. This shift results also in

the omission of the enclitic personal pronoun = (nu) we in «idss ( nu.ta:lib) we ask.
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(36-a) Arabic ST 11

Baa gy Ol Babasy Lgal 511 (8 Jiaiall g Culll) Led o 4y ) gud) A el 4y ) seand) S5
Gilall a0 sailly Ll i) saall 138 8 2S5 ¢ onilpnadl 4B 5 Agpuial )l Aadlas s
Oal aady Ly RSN Cpald) ozl )l dadlay dpiha gl Babud) Bl il laal Sl

Ol DSl i

(36-b) English TT 11

The Syrian Arab Republic reiterates its firm commitment to the
sovereignty, territorial integrity and political independence of
Lebanon. It remains committed to cooperation with the Lebanese side
in order to ensure respect for the national sovereignty and territorial
integrity of the two kindred countries, for the benefit of the security
and stability of both.

In example 36, the reference relation marked by the demonstrative 2zl 13 3 (fi:
ha:0:a a.s.sadad) in that regard is omitted in the TT. The translator eliminates this semantic
relation between the two clauses as referring back to the proposition in the first clause, i.e.
(o) AL 5 daial Jf Aadla g Ban g5 il B3k Ll Sl 3 Jiaiall g <l Ledd 50 (Mawgifaha: afba:bit
walmutama00il fi: %iltiza:miha: bisija:dat lubna:n wawi.hdat wasala:mat ?ara:.di:h
waistigla:lih assija:si) is considered as optional addition of information in the TT. This shift

results also in paraphrasing the sentence affirming its commitment into using the collocation

remains committed.

(37-a) Arabic ST 11
ool el ds Sl (2 banall el pal) (o Ay saal) A yal) 4y senll A Sa S
Clilana el (b g (& A1 Jad e gl A all A seanll att) canl) iy

a5 sa) a3 Sl s 3 sl e ) jagall (pridal sall 2810
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(37-b) English TT 11

It recalls that the political programme put forward by President Bashar
Al-Assad to resolve the crisis in Syria includes guarantees for all
Syrian citizens who wish to return, as well as measures to facilitate

their return.

In example 37, the omission of previously mentioned information is detected in the TT.
It is obvious that the translator eliminates the repetition of the noun phrase (ra”i:s
alzumhu:rijja algarabijja assu:rijja) sl 4n el 4 ) seasll (d ) president of The Syrian Arab
Republic in the TT, since it is optional. The shift of repetitious elements in the translated text
is in fact attributed to the preference of English to avoid repetition.

(38- a) Arabic ST 12

o3¢ Al Jinall GY sall 3 lagiesl sapa Al pus) Alile CaVT A i) 3 LS
OS Led Jish paind Gll5 Gl ) ¢ sib gl Wlll 3 sa0a) dlesl
Yl B aliY) i giaadl (adae amn Lo GilE) i Yoo yraws fJSY)
lee | Aina) 4y gual) ()Y (8 i) o 2 5ell o Ul 8 elldy (Sl
el 8 UiV el Al 3y ) gaall aal S i st el oda Ui
Aalias J 3o 4al8) 41K 5 Ulaa Tal g Laiga (o sisall Gl Ganali iy jia s e

Aunilia CallShy g dau) g dBs pa lay ye 15l YO

(38-b) English TT 12

An additional 3,000 Israeli families have been attracted to the
settlements in the occupied Golan as a result of the Israeli so-called
Golan Regional Council settler campaign, which continued through
December 2010 with the aim of encouraging Jews to settle on
occupied Syrian territory. Occupied Syrian land has been given to
would-be settlers through attractive offers that include one dunam of
land free of charge and the opportunity to build at low cost a 150

square-metre home with a spacious garden.
380



In example 38, the omission of previously mentioned information is detected in the TT.
It is obvious that the translator eliminates some cohesive relations by changing the structure
of the ST, which provides some optional information units that can be overlooked. In the
translated text it is evident that the nominal sentence i siwall &Ml (?imtil:ak almustaw.tin)
is eliminated, since it is essentially optional and has already been explicitly stated in 4. s
Uinall G )Y & ariul) e 2 seall aadi (taf3iic aljahu:d cala al?istiz.tan fi: al?ar.di assu:rijja

almu.htalla).

In addition, shift of cohesion is also identified in the omission of a resultative relation
holding between two sentences. The clause sl al ¥ aas dagh Gela 28 lladin) dlac
(camalijjat al?istiq.tab had:ithi 3a”at nati:zat takdim al?ara:.di assu:rija) is
interconnected with the subsequent clause 1asls L sy Gl il Sl ol 4y e (g e )
(fi:?i.taxr guru:.d mugrija tata.daman ?imtila:k almustaw.tin du:naman wa:.hidan)
without any loss of meaning. Moreover, reference to the Israeli campaign, sxaall dleaall s3]
(liha:6ihi al.hamla alzadi:da) is eliminated; no equivalent demonstrative reference is

established.

(39-a) Arabic ST 12

e Al sl 8 Jiaall (o) gud) Y sl b Clida sisall ol (8 J) ) )il )
Ol Omlsall s GaaalBY) ) ELY) 5 6] aag Leils (e sl o2 5 dahaial) & a5l
ainall J G Jgmall s gaad) S jaill 355 pua (Ao 2S5 4 ) suall A3 jall 4y ) sganl)
linall paal Y1 Slaal (3 g8al LSl A ) paiu¥) (e Leata s Jil jul g2} Jsal
Alall il dlgall dpe 3l el 8 Bleil Jlay (gl egplanlis lids &gy gm
OHagial) @iy o) L Pl Jdoall gl ( Jdsall ¢ lally dagl Hl) Cana 38EY
o5t O cang ol ) 585 edal sl Ao 5l 0l 8 4 s el g4 il gl Gl

() ) 4

381



(39-b) English TT 12

Israel’s persistent construction of settlements in the occupied Syrian
Golan has created a state of anarchy in the region that endangers
international and regional peace and security. The Syrian Arab
Republic stresses the need for the international community to take
genuine, responsible action to contain Israel and prevent any further
infringement of the rights of the inhabitants of the occupied territories
in Syria, Lebanon and Palestine. Israel’s actions contravene the
relevant legally binding international resolutions, the fourth Geneva
Convention, international law and international humanitarian law.
International resolutions require settlement activities to be halted and
settlements to be dismantled, and Israel must comply with those

requirements.

In example 39, the translator eliminates some cohesive relations existing in the ST.
First, the clarification marked by the demonstrative reference »3 5 (waha:0ihi) in (waha:0ihi
al.ha:la minfa?niha: tahdi:d al?amn wal%istiqra:r) &Yl s oY) g lels e Al 2285 s
ellipted in the TT. In addition, the second clause introduced by the relative pronoun s 5
(walladi:) which to add further information is omitted. Shift of cohesion is rather obvious in
introducing a new sentence in the TT. Moreover, a different structure is established in the
translated text as the passive voice is changed into an active clause. Such a shift resulted in
the elimination of the personal pronoun s (huwa) in referring back to the first clause

(wahuwa ?iltiza:m jazib ?an taqu:ma bihi %isra:?i:1)J8l ) 43 58 Of cang a5 58 5,

(40-a) Arabic ST 4

) AU e ey el ol Lty 5 Loy ST Y1 i Yooy oIS )
Cly gl (s ) Gsia pgiad ) Akl el Lad syl Ll Say

Oy 3 s il a1 5 3 S (o s Cpama s 1 2ny sl
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(40-b) English TT 4

After 42 years of autocracy, terrorism and human rights violations, 20
October 2011 was a historic day for the Libyan people, when it was
proclaimed that the dictatorship was over and a new Libya was born, a

democratic Libya that respects human rights and protects fundamental
freedoms.
In example 40, the ST semantic relation of repetition holding between the two
sentences is eliminated in the TT. This shift of cohesion occurs as a result of combining the

ST two independent sentences into one complex structure inthe TT.

It becomes obvious then that the cohesive implicitation evidenced in the above
examples, involving the omission of conjunctions or the elimination of existing information in
the STs, is not considered as a hindering element for the processing of texts, since it aims at

reducing redundancy in most cases.

V1.2.1.3. Substitution of Cohesion

This type of shifts involves substituting the type of the cohesive ties used in the ST by

some other types inthe TT.

(41-a) Arabic ST 1

(V008) Yot ) Gadaa ) alSal 3l i sudl 3 seall Jom il oS3 L o)
Jsall e s ) AN 128 8 Leady Lo 2y Cuald 38 Ly gas Ol g pnm i) g8
el (Yerg) 1o0d Hal diwi Jon alall (e a8 (A L sm sl 2 s ) <Y

AalSal (e Lads Lo iyl Ly g o 00
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(41-b) English TT 1

The references made in the report to the Syrian Arab Republic’s
efforts to implement the provisions of Security Council resolution
1559 (2004) are an explicit acknowledgement that Syria has fulfilled
all obligations incumbent on it under that resolution. It is therefore no
longer acceptable for the Secretary-General to introduce Syria into his
reports on the implementation of resolution 1559 (2004).
In example 41, a resultative conjunction, therefore, is inserted in the TT to substitute
the additive relation signalled by the conjunction s (wa) in the ST. Such substitution of

cohesion adds further explicatition to the text. The change of the type of cohesion involves

also rendering the ST structure of one sentence into two sentences in the TT.

(42- a) Arabic ST 1

o ) 2l allacad & g3aal) A gudl — s gandl AS el 3 seal s J sl ol
Ol e Baliall (San sga IS S0 L sm pags o DAT i el (gl 3 Al

Ol il

(42-b) English TT 1
The reference made in the report to joint efforts by Syria and Saudi
Arabia to address the Lebanese political crisis is yet another indication

that Syria is doing its utmost to preserve the security and stability of

Lebanon.

In example 42, an adversative conjunction, yet, is inserted in the TT to substitute the
conditional construction s¢! ... ols (wa?%in ... lahuwa) in the ST to signal a resultative relation.

Such substitution of cohesion adds further explicatition to the text.
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(43-a) Arabic ST 3

cadde sl 0a¥) Gudae gl e A5 g Y) Glo Giliall Causal) Jue Y 13
Ao Al e panall gy 48 4y ) s Aaboaad Anailly il 4l Ll Dlale ISy
e s euailly Jal) cldee iy 23l Aadtul B ey Sle dalud)

Aaula¥) A g lliae o Blasll () J sem s LS 8 jay Las i)

(43-b) English TT 3

That regrettable disregard for the facts on the ground, which informed
the Security Council statement, is an extremely negative factor in
respect of Syrian interests, because it encourages the armed gangs of
wreckers to continue to use weapons and carry out acts of murder and
destruction, thereby considerably hindering the chances of preserving

the fundamental interests of the country.
In example 43, one occurrence of change of the type of cohesion is identified in the
TT. The translator substitutes the explanatory relation marked by '3 5 (wa fi: ha:da:) into a

resultative relation signalled by the conjunction thereby. Such substitution of cohesion adds

further explicatition to the text.

(44-a) Arabic ST 4

¢ 93all A8) e Okl o g saall Hhaall Jsa €Y 5 ¥4 i 8l dela e dsns
LS ezl a0 eom LS oo IS Gl a5 calal) (e Jina Jalat a3
Y gl (8 L i 8 dime i U8 ey cbse () (B Ge 2 aeadl o pay
Lo 8 Aaluall dpla JY) Cle ganall 209 5 M (0 Ly (A H)EY) e e )

e Dl (ge Jaill 1 saY 5 Aalail

(44-b) English TT 4

As regards the contents of paragraphs 39 and 42, on the arms embargo

and border control, the Secretary-General’s representative, although
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claiming omniscience, is ignorant of the fact that the arms, as
everyone knows, are being smuggled from Lebanon into Syria by
particular groups in Lebanon involved in attempts to destabilize Syria

by supplying armed terrorist groups in Syria with weapons and funds.
In example 44, the translator changes the type of the cohesive device set up in the ST.
The translator substitutes the explanatory relation marked by the additive s (wa) into an
adversative relation signalled by the conjunction although. Such substitution of cohesion adds
further explicatition to the text, as it expresses some contrast between clauses. This is
attributed to the preference of Arabic towards coordination while English towards

subordination.

(45-a) Arabic ST 7

Gallay (il g 8 a8 (31 yall da S o () i ) 05 el 138 1) il
saniall aeY) Liad Y Chedd ) iy el cildUaal JalSI Ca Y1 e J saaall
Gl ) Al s gl all 4a8) ) dnally padl (e saagall 13¢) Ll il gaill
ale Cpa )l dain 438 jall aSlaall alal 2 8Y) oamy U (e iy gl AdUaally

a4

(45-b) English TT 7

In that regard, | should like to note that, some time ago, the
Government of Iraq submitted a request for access to the complete
archives of requests for compensation that were submitted to the
United Nations Compensation Committee. Such access is important in
respect of the court claims that have been made by certain persons
before the Iraqgi courts relating to requests for compensation arising

from damage sustained as a result of the 1990 war.

In example 45, three occurrences of change of the type of cohesion are identified in

the TT. First, the translator substitutes the collocation z¢il) 13a 8 1)) <iul 5 (Wa?istimra:ran fi:
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ha:0a: annah3) into a reference relation signalled by in that regard. Such substitution of
cohesion, i.e. the omission of !l (wa?istimra:ran), demonstrates some kind of
implicitation without any loss of meaning in the text. Second, a shift of pronominal reference
is found in the TT. The translator here prefers to refer back to the writer of the letter in using
singular personal pronoun | instead of we in reference to the Government stated in the ST.
Third, the translator changes the causal relation established in the ST via the insertion of the
conjunction Wl (lima:) in gsasll 13 W (lima: liha:da: almaw.du:g) into a comparative
reference adverb such in addition to the repetition of word access in the TT. Such a

modification adds further clarification to the text.

(46-a) Arabic ST 7

Ly g i Caald 28 ldUaal) il L 55 e 3 oS0l Lialll 280 go Jgomn a2 5
3 AY) cllae ¢ 50 L (B, F) Gl sall g i) (e Jsall - cildlae e Cile sleay
A28 ,5Y) Auans 35 Ao Lo L5 57 ot ¥ ety culal S (AB,C,D) il (e
dis Gl e Db iy saill ilae @ gl (e Sl i g 5 e 3 Lgia aliil g

Y cldUae 4yl |k Wy 68 oSy Al il glaall e 3 g8l jaey

(46-b) English TT 7

While the Committee agreed to provide us with the claims archives, it
has only given us information on claims from States and institutions in
groups E and F, and none on claims from the individuals in groups A,
B, C and D, saying that it was unable to do so because of the
implementation of the archive policy and its destruction seven years

after payment of the compensation.
In example 46, two occurrences of change of the type of cohesion are identified in the

TT. First, the translator prefers to change the cohesive relation of repetition into verbal

substitution signalled by to do so. In addition, the semantic relation of result signalled by 4
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(nati:zata) is rendered to a causal relation marked by because of. Such a shift of cohesion

adds a variety of structure and does not change the meaning of text.

(47-a) Arabic ST 12

Al uy) A Clals gy Culd saaa dpthiin) Blee oo WSalel of
sshd o 0¥l 8 Guiha siusal) (udaey ooy Lo a8 Jindl) (5 gul) Y 52l
Gosall QY sall (8 3aaa dpilladind Cilaay el Ao Alaa JBA (4o Ba0a 4 ) il
Jilie by (i dadd V £+ i et (5 Y sall ) Jlal ) st Jinal)
& Jie el Ll ) CadlSall Jay (S el S g0 all € L) Y G ) s e

LY R YV s ) il Juad (Y 52l

(47-b) English TT 12

| write to inform you that the Israeli occupation authorities have
initiated new settlement activity in the occupied Syrian Golan. In yet
another provocative step, the so-called Golan Regional Council has
launched a publicity campaign for the construction of new settlement
units in the occupied Syrian Golan. The campaign, entitled “Come to
the Golan”, provides for the distribution of 140 additional pieces of
land at a cost of between $30,000 and $41,000, whereas the cost of
building a home in the Golan amounts to some $270,000.

In example 47, the translator changes the type of the cohesive device used in the ST.
While the writer in the ST sets up an explanation between the two sentences via inserting the

conjunction - (fa) in 3 8 (fagad agdama), the translator substitutes this relation with an

adversative one and opts for adding the contrastive yet.
(48-a) Arabic ST 1
el ol g L) g (o 2 gl s 53 () 55l 138 ) JLAL Led 5 pae L) s ) 0SS

ity oA sl @iledl o 5 5308 e L s Sgig L cpaldll Ga AU el ALl 028
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T DAY 5l sand) ) paian) s ol S Al - A yudl 3 ganl) aans 55 alal
i )l als Jisall (5 gl (Y gl

(48-b) English TT 1

It reaffirms that the real obstacle to the final delineation of the Syrian-
Lebanese border is Israel’s continued aggression and its occupation of
the Syrian Golan and the Shab’a Farms.
In example 48, the translator changes the type of the cohesive device used in the ST.
The writer in the ST sets up a cohesive relation of repetition between the two sentences via
the repetition of the phrase (wa tu?akkid su:rija:) Los« Sy, However, the translator
substitutes this relation with a reference relation marked by the use of the personal pronoun it.

This tendency in the English translated text is attributed to avoidance of repetition.

(49-a) Arabic ST 3

ISy eadle by GaY) (el Ol b 5315 e e Biliall Caugall Jie ) 12a
i) Ay Al e ganall aandy 43 4 ) sas Aabiaal Lol dludl AU Lulad Slle
Laa L8SH 138 g ey Al s JEI Gllee g 0l aladiul 3l jeiu) e

Al 2 s b o Bliall Y Jgea sl LIS Jin

(49-b) English TT 3

That regrettable disregard for the facts on the ground, which informed
the Security Council statement, is an extremely negative factor in
respect of Syrian interests, because it encourages the armed gangs of
wreckers to continue to use weapons and carry out acts of murder and
destruction, thereby considerably hindering the chances of preserving

the fundamental interests of the country.
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In example 49, the translator changes the type of the cohesive device used in the ST.
While the writer in the ST sets up a cohesive relation of repetition between the two sentences
via the repetition of the noun 4.5~ (su:rijja), the translator resorts to reference by using the
definite article the in the country in referring back to Syria. This tendency is again attributed

to avoidance of repetition.

(50-a) Arabic ST 4

Sa o JalSIL Ll a3 lef o8 YD il gl Galaall ol a2 (b
3;731'\5 A_g\ﬁl\ A:\s:d\ Gigag ¢y :L\:MA ‘;r_ B)L..g.ml\ Az “;\Aﬂ\ JA%a J}SUSJJ\
Ol 8138 Jlail g ) sl c (s g2 LISV IS Led iyl ARl Aladl)

Y oNY SIS o Yo s e e el 31380 Alea (5l glay 1 1S

(50-b) English TT 4

| have the honour to inform you that the National Transitional Council
has announced the full liberation of Libya from the dictatorial regime
of Muammar Qadhafi, the city of Sirte having been taken and Colonel
Qadhafi having died on 20 October 2011 after suffering serious
injuries during the clash between the revolutionaries and the Qadhafi
loyalists who were trying to protect him and effect his escape from
Sirte.

In example 50, the translator changes the cohesive relation of repetition set up
between two clauses in the ST via the repetition of the noun Qadhafi, and resorts to reference
by using the personal pronoun him, which refers back to Qadhafi. This tendency is attributed

to avoidance of repetition.
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(51-a) Arabic ST 8

lnibe AS5a & () sead) O Sl ansy Lo A0S 0l o A el A Sl (o LS
@l By Al pal 2 Y abasa s il e 5 agihy ) agiase Jalis S s )
peils) oy paaly () agie 3 S e sama sase ) e sl 8 S sald) Gl

A Y1 e genall Lie aginie Al agllec

(51-b) English TT 8

The Syrian Government believes that the issue of the so-called Syrian
refugees is, to a large extent, a fabricated one. It hopes that they will
return to their homeland and that their presence will not be exploited
for political purposes. The notable improvement in the security
situation has led sizeable groups to return to their country and resume

their work, which the terrorist groups had prevented them from doing.

In example 51, the writer in the ST sets up a cohesive relation of repetition between
the two sentences via the repetition of the noun 4<&« (mufkila) in referring back to the issue
of the Syrian refugees. However, the translator resorts to nominal substitution in order to
avoid repetition, by using the term one, which is a substitute for the Head issue in the nominal

group the issue of the so-called Syrian refugees.

(52-a) Arabic ST 13

AP T FEPPENEL IR R IS W NS JUPRETOAEN (B FX FUVENPIC JUAS
4S yiia agiy elall aale sall 55 el olad g ) gud) ol gall s Ll Y1 JOEAY)
pSalil cadll o 5f )y edinall (g sudl OV sall (A sy sud) (el gall w5 Cirg
S ) AaSadl) Cuadil G/ (Ll puY) JNEAY) Gl 4y el aaa s)a)
G bila ASal laa) e Y)Y il s VY gl 5 jealill 3 Al )
SO 3ad candl e lal) olad 4l ol s ued 32 Gl e ldl aala (e

Lol g
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(52-b) English TT 13

On 5 August 2010, I wrote to you concerning the arrest by the Israeli
occupation forces of Syrian citizen Fida al-Sha‘ir and his father Majid
al-Sha‘ir on spurious charges, the aim being to terrorize the Syrian
population of the occupied Syrian Golan. | should like to draw your
attention to a new measure undertaken by the Israeli occupation forces:
on 17 February 2011, the Israeli District Court in Nazareth passed
tyrannical sentences on those two prisoners. Majid al-Sha‘ir received a
five-year prison sentence and his son Fida al-Sha‘ir was sentenced to a

three-year prison term.

In example 52, the translator changes the type of the cohesive device used in the ST.
The writer in the ST sets up a cohesive relation of repetition between the two sentences via
the repetition of the noun oY) (al?asizrajn); however, the translator resorts to reference by
using the demonstrative pronoun those in referring back to the two prisoners. In addition, the
ST sentence structure is divided into two independent sentences in the TT. This tendency is

again attributed to avoidance of repetition.

(53- a) Arabic ST 2

2y daiha ol AS) ) Ak Sa Jiin ddaalall i) JOA danlead) JiSU) 0 gea IS 8l
o Adalud) Jusl gy of A& JiSl) el de ) e cash @l glial) e dlysha sy
Ao sl SN G55 el s ol jiany JS 3l

(53-b) English TT 2

Thanks to their efforts in the previous year, the political blocs

succeeded in forming a national partnership Government. This
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achievement came after prolonged consultations which affirmed their
desire that power in Iraq should be transferred democratically and
peacefully and in accordance with the Constitution.
In example 53, two occurrences of change of the type of cohesion are identified in the
TT. First, the translator changes the cohesive relation of collocation presented in (takallalat
zuhu:d alkutal assija:sizjja) dasbwd) JiSIl 3 ea @llSS into a resultative relation marked by the
resultative conjunction thanks to. In addition, the semantic relation of reference signalled by
the demonstrative pronoun JiU &t (tilka alkutal) in reference to dwwbdl JV (alkutal
assija:sijja) is rendered into a personal pronoun their in their desire. This shift of cohesion

demonstrates a different structure and does not change the meaning of the text.

(54-a) Arabic ST 4

O Al A80ad anla el 3 gaad) s 55 0 20 sa VY 5 80 )5 Le ol laaae S5
iy Iy SN of 5 dalagl Gaaldl s V) A A8l Ol 5 e Jsia y 0l
Ol aglalall ¢ 5 5al (8 DAy

(54-b) English TT 4

We affirm once more that the statement in paragraph 72 about the
drawing of the border being critical for the positive relationship
between the two countries is unacceptable. The relationship which
currently exists between the two countries is positive and casting
doubt on it is interference in the internal affairs of the two countries.
In example 54, the writer in the ST sets up a cohesive relation of reference between
the two clauses via a demonstrative pronoun <l (bid:lika) in referring back to the (algala:qa
alga:”ima al”:an bajna albaladajn ?i:3abijja) cealdl o dulag) oY) 4ldll 48311 the positive

relationship between the two countries. However, the translator resorts to the personal
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pronoun it, which refers back to the same referent in the previous sentence. In addition, the ST

sentence structure is divided into two independent sentences in the TT.

(55-a) Arabic ST 8

D) b Gl Al Al sl (L el 7 Aslae o laase S50 13
pae lane (g Baniall aeY) (lie ale (ai Ll SLgil JS0 5 Ly g 2 Aga sall Alaall
il i)l Jsas Bl i LS Jpall Ral o5 3 Jasl
Al & oY Laldll - 4y padl 20l e Galludie U s ) Gpilday sl 5 Sy 5aY)

L sa Bl 5 (i Balpuad 1Ll

(55-b) English TT 8

We therefore reiterate that the attempt to introduce Syria’s name into
the internal Lebanese situation is part of the campaign against Syria
and violates the principle of non-intervention in the internal affairs of
States as enshrined in the Charter of the United Nations. The
infiltration of French, American and British journalists over the border
from Lebanon into Syria must be condemned, as it violates the

sovereignty of Lebanon and Syria alike.
In example 55, the translator changes the type of the cohesive device used in the ST.
While the writer in the ST sets up a cohesive relation of repetition between two sentences via
the repetition of the noun sl (lisija:dat), the translator resorts to reference by using the
comparative reference device alike in referring back to the sovereignty of Lebanon and the

sovereignty of Syria.

(56-a) Arabic ST 11

G Jasl J)y ool (A cponeal) G sad) cpilal gl g g ga AN 3 LEY) )
e Y Cle ganall Al JY) Jlee W) Aaii (il () Lgm (8 Cpaiall Caialanlil)

dm‘a_ﬁ..nt}a‘)l;ﬁ}\ﬂfl\’~\J\)ﬂ\@y5é&ldccﬂ&)‘bfﬁw\
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¢ L) Loall 4 pseenll daSa SNy dul (3l Y aeall llas
Lol A seand) Oyl Sl Ga )l sl asph 3 bl el
el el Guilal sall AAST il Ganai g 2 AV ol g sl

e gad A U Cbgaill anads g 33 g2lly

(56-b) English TT 11

The report refers to the migration into Lebanon, owing to the activities
of armed terrorist groups, of Syrian citizens and of Palestine refugees
resident in Syria. That subject falls outside the mandate of the
resolution. The Government of the Syrian Arab Republic warns
against exploiting the suffering of the migrants for political purposes.
It recalls that the political programme put forward by President Bashar
Al-Assad to resolve the crisis in Syria includes guarantees for all
Syrian citizens who wish to return, as well as measures to facilitate

their return.

In example 56, two occurrences of change of the type of cohesion are identified in the
TT. First, the translator changes the cohesive device of reference, i.e. the personal pronoun s
(huwa), in referring to the whole primary clause into a demonstrative pronoun that as in that
subject. In addition, this shift of cohesion demonstrates a different structure without any loss
of meaning. Second, while the writer in the ST sets up a cohesive relation of repetition
between two sentences via the repetition of the resolution number (Y:+«1)V+) I8l 4Y,
(wila:jat alqara:r 701(2006)), the translator prefers to use the definite article the in reference

to the number of resolution 701(2006).

(57-a) Arabic ST 12

Al sanll gl 8 Apale Jol el o) abldll didalls i ilagleall o280 ()
el ) pasl ) el i A A gall dae ) @l ) Ldalas (DA e dgithaginY)
Jinall gy sl Y sadl @lld 8 Ly Alinall A pall ol Y1 3 s gl
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(57-b) English TT 12

That information is conclusive evidence that Israel is moving ahead
with its aggressive settlement policy in the occupied Arab territories.
In so doing, it is ignoring international resolutions which condemn the
continuation of settlement construction in those territories, which
include the occupied Syrian Golan.
In example 57, two occurrences of change of the type of cohesion are identified in the
TT. First, the translator changes the structure of the ST expressed through the insertion of a
manner adjunct J>s o« (min yila:1), to describe the means by which the process is realised,
into an overt cohesive device of substitution, i.e. the use of verbal substitution in so doing, in
reference to the preceding sentence in the TT. In addition, this shift of cohesion demonstrates
a different structure with no loss of meaning. Second, while the writer in the ST sets up a
cohesive relation of repetition between two sentences via the repetition of noun phrase
Aiaall 4y =l ol V) (al?ara:.di: algarabijja almu.htalla), the translator resorts to reference

through the use of the demonstrative reference those in those territories, in addition to the

repetition of the lexical element territories found in the preceding clause.

(58-a) Arabic ST 9

Al eland ety Ysaa L oS3 1 o Gl (e Sa e Cladad e ol
Gl ale G535 de g pde e Gk Asad) (al )Y ) 1l Cilal Guisa
& Laadal 55 DA Lagdia (pdaaall oV (e L1 (8 S o3 pal) Hhail) 4 ) s
e Lo ) S poAY) Guisaall OF s (B L G Aaluall e sanal)
) Logalasi ) ja 50 ¢ Mg ¢ Yo VY (o jlaf 1A e Aglay (B 4 ) saall - A8 i) 3 gaal)

Laaasl el
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(58-b) English TT 9

On instructions from my Government, | have the honour to transmit
herewith a table listing the names of the four foreign journalists who
entered Syrian territory illegally without the knowledge of the Syrian
authorities (see annex). Two of those journalists died while in the
company of armed groups in Syria. The two others infiltrated Syria
via the Turkish-Syrian border in early March 2012 and were recently

handed over to their country’s authorities.
In example 58, the translator changes the cohesive relation of lexical cohesion relation
marked through the use of collocation Lk (38,0 (?urfiq .tajjan) into a reference relation

expressed through the insertion of a blend word herewith, in referring to the table listing the

names of the journalists.

(59- a) Arabic ST 11

e paall e ol Lgif g o Liagl aST 4y ) gual) 4 sl 4, ) seenll de S 253
GeY) Gdae Gty alall a1 (e JS () Leden s 38 calS ) Al Jiles )
Dloal e dlaall s 81l il ge pais ¢ (Yo 0TIV ) I AN 2dE a puadsy
Aalaial) Ly U5 8 Ay sud) g yel) &y seandl ausl 2 5 Sl il o dalall Al
Sy O saally Glats 0] JLiall S gy duala o Y1) Vel s

Ol e

(59-b) English TT 11

The Government of the Syrian Arab Republic also reiterates the
position set forth in numerous letters addressed to the Secretary-
General and the President of the Security Council regarding
implementation of Security Council resolution 1701 (2006). It is

surprised that the Secretariat persists in mentioning the Syrian Arab
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Republic in its reports on the topic, particularly as the resolution has

to do with the Israeli aggression on Lebanon.

In example 59, the translator changes the cohesive relation of repetition between the
two sentences via the repetition of noun phrase YV (Y« +7)_)_all 285 (tanfi:d alqara:r), into
a reference relation marked by the definite article the in addition to the substituting element
topic. In addition, the reference element in the ST 43l Jlill )l &l (alqara:r almufa:r ?ilajh) is

ellipted in the TT and rendered into a definite article the in the resolution.

(60-a) Arabic ST 9

il 4 58 O g A5l Al e 258 4 ) guad) i al) &) seanl) da S
Lo e o el g dae gum gall 5 digals uahs o g 5315 clgaleal Ll a 2dle )
Ge Aanall e djle JUAY @i e dnalls LAl WSleY) Jilug (e 4 Gl
) Aiall 5 geall (1Se A8 a3 gem Pl Leald e (b B Ay lall Sl
inaall Jeadl clllaial dliay Caai Y A dpulie OlaY L3 laee Lo 6 a
DESU Jie I s e S 8 ool gm a3 50 Jiliasll 03 Caald i ¢ igal

ALl e Y Ao g ol Gl b Gl g oy Y1 uiadl (e

(60-b) English TT 9

The Government of the Syrian Arab Republic affirms that the media
have an important role to play as they conduct their duties, a role that
should be characterized by professionalism and objectivity. This is
contrary to the conduct of certain Western and Arab media
organizations, which have propagated spurious information on current
events in Syria. They have presented a false picture of the situation,
obscuring reality in order to serve narrow political agendas that have
no relation to the profession of journalism. These media organizations
have engaged in incitement that has often led to the killing of many
innocent civilians. Such conduct is completely contrary to the noble

mission of the media.
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In example 60, the translator changes the type of the cohesive device used in the ST.
While the writer in the ST sets up a cohesive relation of reference marked by the
demonstrative pronoun <35 (wada:lika) to provide an explanation between the two clauses,
the translator resorts to reference by using the comparative reference such conduct in referring
back to the process realised in the preceding sentence. In addition, the ST long sentence

structure is divided into four independent sentences in the TT.

V1.2.2. Motives of Shifts of Cohesion

Shifts of cohesion result in a higher or lower level of textual explicitness in the
translated texts. The analysis has revealed that English translated texts have a major tendency
towards both explicitation and implicitation. This is evidenced in the analysis of the sub-
techniques of addition, omission and substitution of the cohesive devices used in the

translated texts.

On the one hand, explicitation is widely identified through the addition of cohesion.
The establishment of new cohesion relations, which are missing in the STs, adds further
explicitness to the TTs. This is demonstrated in examples 1 to 15, in which the insertions of
new devices such as conjunction, reference, and, occasionally, the establishment of new
information add further clarifications to the TTs. Similarly, substitution of cohesion triggers
the explicitness of TTs in that the change of the type of cohesive devices, for example, results
in the occurrence of this translation phenomenon; this is demonstrated in examples 44, 47, 56
and 57. Actually, this specific shift corresponds with the explanatory function of most of the
UN texts, according to which the translators clearly convey the necessary information to the

target readers in greater elaboration. These basic motives occur as a result of the translators’
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aims to produce natural translation products that fulfil the accuracy, transparency and

formality of the UN texts.

Implicitation, on the other hand, is obviously demonstrated through the omission of
cohesive devices and the change of the type of cohesive devices in the TT. This is illustrated
in examples 16 to 40. Although English TTs reveal a considerable tendency towards
explicitaion, patterns of implicitation also occur, apparently, without any loss of meaning.
They are evident in using less explicit conjunctions, as in examples 37 and 38 or the
collection of the ST separate sentences into one single sentence in the TT, as demonstrated in

example 40.

It is important to note that the occurrence of these translation phenomena, i.e.
explicitation/implicitation, is attributed to stylistic preferences, systematic differences and the
translation process per se. For example, the stylistic preferences of each language dictate a

particular tendency towards the use of certain cohesive devices at the expense of other types.

The results have shown that while English resorts in most cases to avoidance of
repetition, Arabic shows a higher proportion of repetition elements, and this explains the
tendency of Arabic towards explicitation more than English does. In fact, this finding
contradicts the explicitation hypothesis suggested by Blum-Kulka (1986), according to which
the translated texts are believed to show a higher use of repetition in comparison to the ST.
This result is proved in the contrastive analysis undertaken in the first section, in which it has
been revealed that the average percentage of use of repetition devices in the Arabic STs is

(17.65%) as opposed to (13.65%) of the English translations.

Moreover, repetition devices in English are used in order to limit the redundancy of

the repetition terms of Arabic, a characteristic which is typical of Arabic language. However,
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the solution suggested to avoid redundancy is the employment of reference devices, as in
examples 48 and 49 and 50. Nevertheless, it should be borne in mind that occurrence of
repetition in English translated texts is of higher proportions and it is used in order to meet the

target readers’ expectations.

As far as the reference devices are concerned, the qualitative analysis suggests that
translators tend to add pronominals and demonstratives, when the opportunity arises, in order
to make it easier for readers to determine the co-reference relations, and, as a result, reduce
the risk of misunderstanding: see examples 5, 6 and 12. The employment of these devices is

in accordance with the typical stylistic preferences of each language.

Regarding the conjunctive devices, translators employ them both explicitly and
implicitly. Most of these devices are used in accordance with the TT preferences. That is to
say, instances of conjunctive explicitation are found when translators intend to raise the
cohesion of the TTs, as in example 1. However, conjunctions tend to become implicit in the
English translations, as they are adapted to the English grammatical convention, which leads
sometimes to the omission of the cohesive conjunctives in the TT; this is illustrated in

examples 16 and 18.

As far as the structural differences are concerned, the translation actions of
paraphrasing, dividing long sentence structures into a number of independent sentences, as
well as changing the active voice into passivation take place as a result of the translators’

tendency towards simplification (see Baker, 1993).

Finally, it is worth noting that the shifts of cohesion are not considered as errors but

rather as motivated choices carried out by translators in bridging the gap between the different
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languages. They are consequences of the translators’ efforts to establish translation

equivalence between different language systems.

V1.2.3. Summary

This section has examined some instances of shifts of cohesion that have occurred in
the Arabic/English translation of the United Nations texts. Based on the explicitation
hypothesis, suggested by Blum-Kulka (1986), and, sometimes, in view of the universals of
translation suggested by Baker (1993), the study has detected and described the different
types of shifts that have occurred with respect to the various cohesive devices used in the
PCUNTSs. In so doing, it became plausible to explain the accuracy of the translation of these
devices and the possible reasons that have prompted translators to perform these shifts. The
results have shown that English translated texts have a major tendency towards both
explicitation and implicitation. This is demonstrated in the occurrence of three types of shifts,
namely, addition, omission and substitution of the cohesive devices used in the translated
texts. Moreover, the factors that have been found to determine the occurrence of these
translation phenomena in translation are the stylistic preferences, the systematic differences
and the translation process itself. Nevertheless, the qualitative analysis of texts has revealed
an observed difficulty in determining some causes of explicitation, as this translation-inherent

feature seem to be difficult to detect.

Conclusion

In this chapter a quantitative and qualitative analysis of the use of the cohesive devices
in the Arabic/English parallel corpus of the United Nations texts has been carried out, with a
view to observe variation in the way each language makes use of these devices to signal

cohesion relations and to identify instances of shifts of cohesion. The first section has
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uncovered the differences and similarities between the Arabic STs and their English
translations, with respect to the various cohesive devices used in the UN texts. Based on the
frequency counts and the data extracted from the concordance lines it has been shown that
there are more similarities than differences in terms of the types of cohesive devices used
between the Arabic and English sub-corpora. The similarities are significantly preserved for
the purpose of accurateness, transparency and formality that characterise the language of the
UN texts. However, due to the stylistic preferences of each language, differences markedly
occur in their frequencies of occurrence. In the second section, and in the light of the results
obtained from section one, the explicitation hypothesis has been tested, and has made it
possible to determine the frequent occurrence of this translation phenomenon in the translated
texts. The results have shown that English translated texts have a major tendency towards
both explicitation and implicitation. This is demonstrated in the occurrence of three types of
shifts, namely, addition, omission and substitution of cohesive devices used in the translated
texts. In addition, the factors that have been found to determine the occurrence of these
translation phenomena in translation are stylistic preferences, systematic differences and the

translation process itself.
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Chapter VII: Pedagogical Implications

Introduction

As one of the aims of this study is revealing the implications of the findings for the
teaching of cohesion in translation classes, this chapter suggests some pedagogical
implications, describes the significance of the use of corpora within this discipline and
suggests few Data-driven Learning (DDL) activities designed for the purpose of teaching the

cohesive devices in translation classes.

VII.1. Applications of Corpus Research in the Teaching of Cohesion in Translation

Classes

As seen in the previous chapters, the one area of interest in this research is to
incorporate the advantages of the corpus linguistics methods and tools in the analysis of
textual cohesion within a translation framework. In fact, the genuine development in the study
of cohesion was evident when the incorporation of corpus-based cross-linguistic research was
considered as a mainstream methodology used within the translation framework, and became
subsequently more widespread, (see the works of Bystrova-Mcintyre (2012) and Giannossa

(2012)).

It is worth noting that although corpus-based studies have been widely applied in
contrastive and translation studies, very little research on specialised translation, namely legal
translation, has been undertaken across Arabic and English. Therefore, this section shows how
corpus linguistics as a methodology of research can reveal clear advantages for the
investigation of cohesion in legal translation, and demonstrates it as a good resource for

translation learners and translation trainees. In what follows, the importance of incorporating
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the corpus-based cross-linguistic research into the teaching of cohesion within the translation

framework for EFL (English as a Foreign Language) learners is further elaborated.

VI1.1.1. Use of Corpora as Translation Resources

In the last few decades, the development of computer technology and the emergence
of corpus linguistics tools and methods have brought many advantages to the disciplines of
contrastive and translation studies. A great number of research works have been suggested
with respect to the applications of corpora in translation classes. For example, Gallego-
Hernandez (2015) described the use that professional translators make of corpora as
translation resources. Similarly, Vaezian (2009:2), in his survey of the advantages of using
corpora in translation classes for teachers and students of translation, stressed that “corpus-
based translation classes, by their very nature, can offer considerable advantages far beyond

what traditional translation classes have to offer.”

Likewise, other researchers exploited specialised corpora in translation classes. For
example, there is Zanettin’s study of the use of specialised corpora to translated texts from
Italian into English (2001), Zanettin’s corpus-based translation activities for language learners
of international relations (2009) and Bowker’s use of specialised monolingual native-
language corpora as a translation resource (1998). Bowker (1998) found out that corpus-aided
translations, using analytical facilities, are of a higher quality in connection with subject field
understanding, correct term choice and idiomatic expressions in comparison to those
undertaken using traditional resources. Moreover, Bernardini (2006) scrutinised the
relationship between corpus linguistics and translator training and identified some of the
challenges lying ahead. She (2006) focused on the impact or lack of corpus-informed

pedagogy on the training of translators and the increasing availability of tools that facilitate
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the construction of corpora from the web. She, consequently, called for a greater focus on
awareness-raising uses of corpora in translator education, and a greater ease of access to and

greater integration of corpus tools with new technology.

Nevertheless, it should be noted that the incorporation of corpora as translation
resources in translation classes remains a novel subject to tackle, and it is poorly applied by
translation teachers/learners, as they seem to be unacquainted with corpus tools and functions.
At present, corpora are still disregarded in comparison to other information resources, such as
dictionaries, encyclopedia and internet software, which are not considered corpus linguistics
tools. In addition, because of the very limited number of available translation courses using
corpus tools, it is important to raise awareness about the significance of corpus resources for
translation learners as well as professionals in the development of the quality of the

translation product (see Gallego-Hernandez, 2015).

VI1.1.2. Corpora in the Translation Classes

According to Gallego-Hernandez (2015), at present, parallel corpora are used in
complementary with other information resources, such as dictionaries or terminological
databases, for translation practitioners facing specialised texts. Pearson (2003, in Bernadini,
2006) proved that classroom practices have demonstrated that parallel corpora of original
texts and their translations can raise the students’ awareness of professional translator

strategies.

In fact, the use of corpora in translation training has been investigated by Beeby et al.
(2009), in which they distinguished between the use of corpora for learning to translate and

learning corpus use to translate. Translator trainers, then, use corpora “in their classrooms for
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different types of translation and language combinations, and demonstrating that translation

quality improves when using these resources” (Gallego-Hernandez, 2015:377).

Since the present corpus is a self-built one, it is believed to be adapted to the
translators/learners of legal discourse needs. This corpus can be considered as a translation
resource when translating specialised texts, because it is used to examine a specific problem,
i.e. the use/misuse of the cohesive devices that students may encounter during a particular
translation. Thus, translation learners as well as students of law can benefit from the use of
this specialised corpus in the field of translator training classes from Arabic into English and
in their study of English as a foreign language, though it is a topic of controversy to include

translations in foreign language teaching (see Zanettin, 2009).

Therefore, it can be said that the design of this parallel corpus can be used effectively
for learning how to translate the cohesive devices in the United Nations texts; it is compiled
only to be exploited as a translation aid or as a source of teaching materials in order to

improve the quality of the students’ translation products.

VI11.1.3. Role of Students and Teachers in Corpus-based Translation Classes

Unlike the traditional methods of teaching translation in which students translate the
texts selected by their teacher’ intuition, corpus-based translation activities can increase the

autonomous learning of students and improve translation quality.

According to Zanettin (2009:212), “Translation activities may offer them the
opportunity to improve their awareness of text type, style, register and knowledge of
vocabulary in their curricular fields, e.g., legal, economic and historical fields for students of

international relations.”  Moreover, Vaezian (2009) compared between the traditional

407



translation classes and modern corpus-based translation classes. He maintained that in corpus-
based translation classes, students may take part in the process of corpus compilation
suggested by their teacher. In this way, they will be able to distinguish between the different

types of texts, and therefore, increase their awareness of the characteristics of text types.

In other words, rather than relying on the teacher’s orientations, learners could
consider the language data by themselves and become more independent. This is what is
labelled as a DDL approach. According to Gilquin and Granger (2010:1), “DDL consists in
the application of tools and techniques of corpus linguistics for pedagogical purposes.” That is
to say, with the help of concordance functions, frequency lists and collocates, students would
be able to retrieve from the corpus the usage of specific patterns in particular contexts, and

uncover, for example, the lexical, syntactic and semantic properties of the words under study.

VI1.2. Data-driven Learning Approach

The DDL approach was first introduced by Johns (1991) at the University of
Birmingham. It involves using a large amount of authentic language data to investigate
specific language patterns, and it is based on corpus concordance tools in order to help
students improve the different language skills. In the same way, the application of this
approach in cross-linguistic research is believed to be fruitful, as it solves translation
problems, provides answers to the students’ questions, and, as a result, encourages the

autonomous learning of students.

408



VI1.2.1. Data-driven Learning Activities

This section demonstrates some DDL activities that can be suggested in the translation
classes. By way of illustration, few activities that focus on the study of some of the most
prevalent cohesive devices, as observed in the PCUNTs, and which are based on our
assumption that these devices would pose some challenges while translating, are suggested in

what follows.

VI11.2.1.1. Design and Procedure

At a starting point, in order to help students gain insights of the style of texts under
study, in general, and to highlight the differences between the use of the cohesive devices
across the two languages in a specialised corpus, in particular, the teacher may ask students
first to translate some extracts from the corpus, then, he/she may provide them with the

selected activities for more in-depth analyses.

Students are asked first to translate the Arabic STs and then to compare their
translations with the concordances generated from the English TTs. In so doing, students will
be able to observe the differences between the cohesive devices across the two languages, and

reconsider their translations, by using the information discovered from the concordance lines.

At this point, it may become possible to ask the students to compare the frequency lists
of the Arabic and English sub-corpora; this would make them aware of the words that tend to
be more frequent across the two languages, and, as a result, they would learn more about the
differences between the two languages. In fact, the words selected from the frequency lists
can be also used as a basis for the analysis of concordances, which provide students with

information about the co-occurrence of these elements in real context.
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The following activities are designed with a view to raise the students’ awareness of
the extensive use of the coordinating s (wa) , as opposed to its English equivalent and, the
multifunctional nature of some Arabic conjunctions (the Arabic 4 (fa) as an instance), and
the significance of repetition as a necessary element of precision in the UN texts. The aim of
these activities is to stress the importance of these elements as essential prerequisites for texts’

unity.

The comparison between the two frequency lists of the Arabic and English sub-
corpora reveal that the most remarkable difference lies in the frequency of additives s (wa)
(1167 word tokens) and and (680 word tokens). However, the concordance shows that only
404 of instances of the conjunction 5 (wa) are considered cohesive, and a total of 198
relevant instances of and are cohesive devices. The obvious differences between the two sub-

corpora in using these two equivalents justify its misuse by learners of translation.

Activity 1: Students are asked to examine the occurrences of the coordinatorss (wa)
and and and to distinguish between the cohesive and the non-cohesive function (i.e. instances

of enhancements) of these conjunctions.
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Figure 10: Concordance Lines Sample Showing the Conjunction s (wa)
Usage
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The concordance also reveals the multi-functional nature of few conjunctions, such as
s (wa) and 2 (fa). Students should be aware of the different meanings of these items and make

sure that they are translated according to their appropriate functions in the texts.

Activity 2: Students are asked to study the concordances in order to determine the
appropriate functions of the conjunction - (fa), in each concordance line, and find out their
equivalents in the translated texts. The following excerpts show respectively instances of

resultative and explanatory - (fa):

5ol & semmll dossan s pul ol 55l wisld iinsSan oo Oledes wlo el
25,5 odll yalno 18 35 Jso alell cued i iludl o558l Lyl oo &5 5wl
(FosT) 1o )

%w Ass/ 5385 i g el sl e il il Bl ol el S 5

ic,oqj_g_j.i;.tcs_,&l.p elsd Jic| o5 588 (cumll 2B Sio JicW| o3, lod 5 (gusdlall alal
%: Leil sy B sl 08 dutnall dlinell =Lad) Lss oo laile “ suu58 o Lllae o8 55l
I_U:uo\_,p_gg.\m»b allg Jiicl Cold o (2Jld duwl o)l dil,

Figure 11: Extracts of the Concordance File View illustrating the Conjunction 2 (fa)

Usage

Because of the specificity of legal discourse, which favours the recurrence of legal
lexical items, repetition is widely used in the parallel corpus. The abundant use of repetition
items in the corpus is ascribed to the nature of legal texts, which requires a deep concern to

preserve the highest levels of accuracy and eliminate ambiguity.

Activity 3: Students are asked to derive from the wordlist function, the mostly used
repetitious elements in the corpus and to examine how they are displayed in the concordance.

Then they are asked to give one example of this category and consider how it is rendered into
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the TT. On the one hand, students should be aware that the repetitive use of lexical items
guarantees the specificity and clarity of texts, and, therefore, helps conveying the message
properly. On the other hand, students should know that what can be considered as a

semantically redundant expression in English may not be so in Arabic.

Surprisingly, the frequency lists reveal that the term L (su:rija) and its derivatives
4 sl (assuirizjja) and s~ (assu:ri:) have approximately the same frequency of occurrence
as their English equivalents, Syria and its derivative Syrian; they appear both with the highest

frequencies (378 and 402 respectively).
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Figure 12: Extract of the Noun Syria Concordance Output in the Arabic Sub-corpus
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Figure 13: Extract of the Noun Syria Concordance Output in the English Sub-corpus

Conclusion

This chapter has attempted to reveal that corpus linguistics methods and resources
have a vital role to play in improving pedagogical practices in contrastive and translation
studies. The compiled parallel corpus can be used as a learning tool to design DDL activities,
with respect to the behaviour of the cohesive devices in a specific text type, across the two
languages, and eventually may improve the translation product of the learners. In this way, the
incorporation of the corpus linguistics methods will not only offer advantages for translation
classes, but also have merits in the teaching of language for specific purposes. Therefore, it
can be said that these activities may encourage the autonomous learning of students, and raise
their awareness of specialised language. They allow students to see the different linguistic

features in real context and improve their translation/language skills.
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GENERAL CONCLUSION



General Conclusion

This study has attempted to discover the areas of difference and similarity between
Arabic source texts and their English translations, with respect to the use of the cohesive
devices in the United Nations texts, as well as to explain the occurrence of predominant
patterns of shifts of cohesion in the English translated texts. On the basis of the results
obtained, some pedagogical implications, which bear on how to improve the learning and
teaching of cohesion in translation using corpus tools, have been suggested, and the design of
few Data-driven Learning activities that exemplify how to incorporate the teaching of the
cohesive devices in translation classrooms has been presented. What follows is a summary of
the findings of this research and a description of how the results confirm the hypotheses put
forward in the previous chapters. Moreover, some of the limitations of the study and the
possible contribution of the study to future research of textual cohesion in the field of

translation are suggested.

1. Summary of the Results

This research has explored differences and similarities in the use of cohesive devices
across the two sub-corpora AUNTSs and their English translations EUNTS, and has justified

the possible occurrences of shifts of cohesion in the translated texts.

For the contrastive analysis undertaken in Chapter Six, the results reveal that there are
more similarities than differences in terms of the types of cohesive devices used between the
Arabic and English sub-corpora. The similarities are significantly preserved for the purpose of
accurateness, transparency and formality that characterise the language of the UN texts.
However, due to the stylistic preferences of each language, differences markedly occur in

their frequencies of occurrence. Many cohesive devices reveal statistically significant
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differences across the two sub-corpora. Chapter Five provides in details the results of the

statistical analyses.

First, despite the same distribution of the subcategories of reference, significant
differences exist in the occurrence frequencies of three out of four types of reference devices
between AUNTSs and EUNTSs. The findings reveal that while AUNTs depend on pronominals
and demonstratives much more than do EUNTS, comparatives and other types are found in

EUNTSs more frequently than in AUNTS.

These findings suggest that the considerable use of reference devices in Arabic can be
attributed to the fact that the Arabic verb always carries a pronominal item. In fact, the
abundant use of pronominals in AUNTS is a result of the legal texts’ main feature which is to

preserve maximum levels of precision and reduce the least of misunderstanding.

For the category of demonstratives, the results show that the highest numbers of
demonstratives are found more in the Arabic texts than in their English translations. The high
frequency of demonstratives in AUNTS is attributed to the fact that the definite article 2! (al)
occurs every time with nouns, adjectives and gerunds in one sentence whereas its counterpart
English the occurs only once. In addition, the definite article 2! (al) can occur with elements

already modified by a demonstrative, a case which is not tolerated in English.

Second, the results show that conjunctions are not employed in AUNTSs as frequently
as in EUNTSs. Significant differences are found in two out of five subcategories, namely
additives and causals in terms of their frequency of occurrence, but no significant differences
are identified in the statistical result of adversatives, temporals and continuatives. It is obvious
that because the UN texts are very consistent in logic and very well structured, conjunctions

are predominantly used to display the logical relations between propositions.
415



For the category of additives, the results show that Arabic texts are more explicitly
cohesive than their English counterparts; while Arabic seems to be coordinative, English
tends to be subordinative. As for causal conjunctions, the findings reveal that Arabic uses a
greater proportion of this category. This is ascribed to the fact that Arabic tends to make
relationships between sentences more explicit and clarifies this relation in a better way than

English does.

Third, the results show that in the parallel corpus there is a great tendency in the UN
texts to avoidance of ambiguity through the abundant use of repetition and the scarce use of
superordinate terms, general words and collocations. The great reliance on lexical cohesion is
attributed to the fact that lexis establishes the necessary links between propositions in texts,
and it is through their relation to lexis that grammatical cohesive devices obtain their meaning.
Moreover, significant differences exist in the occurrence frequencies of repetition and in the
most prevailing type of lexical reiteration in the corpus between AUNTs and EUNTSs. Though
repetition is displayed extensively by both languages, Arabic seems to use this category more
than English, as it is used in occasions which are not tolerated in English, and this justifies the

significant differences between the two sub-corpora.

Furthermore, it is revealed that many factors contribute to this prevalence; what can be
considered as a semantically redundant expression in English may not be so in Arabic; that is
why Arabic is believed to derive much cohesion from this redundant device. Moreover, the
tendency to using lexical repetition is ascribed to its facilitatory effect on the processing of
Arabic texts, since the recurrence of the same lexical items keeps the semantic identity of
reference alive in the reader’s mind. Moreover, it is worth noting that the abundant use of
repetition items in the corpus is ascribed to the nature of legal texts, which requires a deep

concern to preserve the highest levels of accuracy and eliminate ambiguity.
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In the light of the results obtained from the contrastive analysis, some instances of
shift of cohesion that occur in the Arabic/English translation of the United Nations texts are
examined, and the possible reasons that prompt translators to perform these shifts are justified.
Based on the explicitation hypothesis, suggested by Blum-Kulka (1986), and, sometimes, in
view of the universals of translation suggested by Baker (1993), the study detects and
describes the different types of shifts that occur with respect to the various cohesive devices
used in the PCUNTSs. The results show that English translated texts have a major tendency
towards both explicitation and implicitation. This is demonstrated in the occurrence of three
types of shifts, namely addition, the omission and substitution of cohesive devices used in the
translated texts. And the factors found to determine the occurrence of these translation

phenomena are stylistic preferences, systematic differences and the translation process itself.

The analysis confirms a higher frequency of reference and conjunctive devices in the
translated texts; this is interpreted as an indication of the phenomenon of explicitaion.
Translators have a tendency to explicitate via the addition of pronominals and demonstratives,
when the opportunity arises, in order to make it easier for readers to determine the co-
reference relations, and, as a result, reduce the risk of misunderstanding. In fact, the use of
these devices is in accordance with the typical stylistic preferences of each language. In
addition, the higher occurrence of conjunctive devices may also be viewed as evidence of
explicitation in translation, as translators intend to raise the cohesion of the TTs in accordance
with TT preferences. Moreover, instances of implicitation are also evident in the corpus.
Conjunctive devices tend to become implicit in the English translations, as they are adapted to
the English grammatical convention, which leads sometimes to the omission of these devices
in the TTs. Furthermore, as far as structural differences are concerned, the translation actions

of paraphrasing, dividing long sentence structures into a number of independent sentences as
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well as changing the active voice into passivation take place as a result of the translators’

tendency towards simplification (see Baker, 1993).

Finally, it can be said that this study reveals regular patterns of explicitating and
implicitating shifts. The patterns of difference detected between the STs and the TTs have
fairly suggested some instances of explicitation in the sense of Blum-Kulka (1986) and
simplification in the sense of Baker (1993). The analysis suggests that translators have the
tendency to avoid vagueness and ambiguity of meanings and, therefore, move towards
clarification and simplification. These features are, in fact, prompted for the aim of achieving

the accuracy, transparency and formality of the language of the UN texts.

2. Relating the Findings to Previous Research

These findings are generally consistent with previous research works in the area of
translation. In terms of the two first research questions, which considered the differences and
similarities between Arabic and English cohesive devices used in some of the UN texts, the
findings of this study confirm some of the prior research works reviewed in Chapter Three,
Many of these studies, namely, Al-Jabr (1987), Williams (1989) and Karakira (1997),
highlight the differences between the Arabic and English cohesive devices used in different
text types, such as argumentative, narrative and scientific texts. In this respect, Hatim and
Mason (1990) maintain that translators should consider the texture features existing in each
language while interpreting the communicative meaning. According to them, cohesive
devices are language specific because of the languages’ different origins; that is why, they
may pose great challenges for translators. They express this as follows:

The various activities of translation criticism, translation assessment and

revision all run the risk of concentrating on features of texture without relating
them to the communicative process which engendered them. Texture needs to be
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seen an integral part of what one is doing with one’s language (Hatim & Mason,
1990: 194)

It is worth mentioning that the contribution made in this study is the scrutiny of these
devices in legal texts, particularly the UN texts, as discussed in Chapter Six, section one.
Indeed, the results of the analysis confirm the first hypothesis, which is that since each
language employs cohesive devices following its rules, English and Arabic would reveal
differences in both the types of cohesive devices and the frequency of their use, and therefore
would considerably affect any attempt at converting a text from one into another. However,
although these findings are generally compatible with the previously mentioned studies, there
are some areas in which they differ; the semantic features of ellipsis, substitution and
collocation, which appear with very low frequencies, seem not to be favoured in the UN texts.
The scarcity of use of these devices is attributed to the nature of the UN texts, which are
particularly precise, aiming at achieving exactness of meaning and reducing any possible

ambiguity that may affect it.

In addition, the results of the analysis suggested in section two of Chapter Six, in the
investigation of the third research question, offer answers on when and why translators have
the tendency to shift the Arabic cohesive devices into English and how these shifts succeed in
establishing equivalence at the discourse level in the English translated texts. Likewise, the
analysis of the data in relation to the third question confirms the explicitation hypothesis
suggested by Blum-Kulka (1986) and seems to be in line with the research work of Al-Amri

(2004),

Moreover, Baker (1992) reiterates that the main goal of translators is to guarantee a
degree of equivalence at the textual level rather than at the word or sentence level. According

to her, translators intend to produce natural translated texts that are fluent and accurate
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without appearing foreign versions. That is why translators are requested to adjust some of the
features existing in the STs in order to fit the organisation of the TTs. It follows, then, that
cohesive devices of various categories are a necessary prerequisite for the translator’s skills, if
his/her aim is to achieve textual equivalence in the TT. In this view, making translation
students or future translators aware of the importance of cohesion in general texts and in legal
discourse, in particular, solve many problems occurring when translating these elements in

this specific type of texts.

The pedagogical suggestions in this research are mainly how to identify the
differences between cohesive devices across the two languages and how to transfer them from
the STs into the TTs, and therefore, achieve textual equivalence. With the help of corpus
linguistic methods and tools, it is possible to investigate the topic of textual cohesion within
the translation framework. More precisely, the parallel corpus proves to be useful to design

Data-driven Learning activities in translation classrooms.

3. Limitations of the Study

Some of the limitations of this study are related to the type of the corpus under study,

and the textual features examined.

First, regarding the type of the corpus, although a parallel corpus is a useful tool for
contrastive and translation studies, a comparable corpus is also fruitful as it provides a sound
and reliable basis for contrasting and translating the cohesive devices used in texts such as the
UN texts. The combination of the two types of corpora can reduce, even if it is moderately,
the undesirable effects of translationeses, and, therefore, helps to converge the two disciplines

of contrastive and translation studies together.
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Another important limitation of the study is that not all the cohesive devices are
analysed; only the most commonly used ones in the corpus, which are of high frequency of
occurrence, are examined. Therefore, a direction for future research would be to study the
different categories of these semantic relationships in more details and independently.
Moreover, the analysis of the shifts of cohesion in the translated texts is mainly qualitative;
yet, the quantitative analysis based on the frequency counts of these devices would reveal

accurately how translators cope with the STs.

In addition, it is important to note that the manual analysis conducted in this study is
not without shortcomings. Although Arabic and English dictionaries and thesauri are used to
support the analysis of the STs and TTs, the identification of the cohesive devices seems to be

somehow subjective.

Finally, an obvious limitation is the lack of textual analysis; the textual features, which
are relevant to the translators’ competence (Campbell, 1998 in Bystrova-Mclintyre, 2012),
such as nominalisation, average word length, average sentence length, lexical diversity (e.g.,

type/token ratio), are not examined.

4. Suggestions for Further Research

In addition to providing some directions for future research, it can be said that this
study modestly makes some contribution to the investigation of the topic of cohesion in a
specific genre, and within a translation framework. It is hoped that this corpus would help
foreign language learners and translation learners to examine not only aspects of textual
cohesion in the UN texts but also to study a variety of linguistic features, in this specific type
of texts, and thus, it can be considered a valuable research resource for contrastive linguistics

and translation studies.
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Further research work might be related to the investigation of the universals of
translation, suggested by Baker (1993). In addition to the examination of the explicitation
hypothesis, other overlapping translation specific features, such as simplification,
normalisation and levelling out, could be examined by shedding light on the difference
between the nature of translated and non-translated texts. Moreover, another area worthy of
investigation is the comparison between learners’ corpora, i.e. translations of learners, and the
translations made by professionals to examine the use and misuse of the different features in
this specific genre. Finally, some empirical studies in which Data-driven Learning can be
achieved with the help of the PCUNTs may help learners of translation and those of foreign
languages solve many linguistic problems and raise their awareness of text type and

knowledge of vocabulary in this specific genre.
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List of the United Nations Corpus Texts (PCUNTS)

Document
Number

Issuing Organ

Document
Reference

Issue Date

Document Title

Security Council

United Nations
S/2011/286

5 May 2011

Annex to the
identical letters from
the Permanent
Representative of the
Syrian Arab Republic
to the United Nations
addressed to the
Secretary-General
and the President of
the Security Council

Security Council

United Nations
S/2011/464

27 July 2011

Annex to the note
verbale from the
Permanent Mission of
Irag to the United
Nations addressed to
the Secretary-General

Security Council

United Nations
S/2011/501

8 August 2011

Annex to the letter
from the Permanent
Representative of the
Syrian Arab Republic
to the UN addressed
to the Secretary-
General

Security Council

United Nations
S/2011/660

25 October
2011

Letter  from  the
Permanent
Representative of
Libya to the United
Nations addressed to
the President of the
Security Council




Security Council

United Nations
S/2011/667

26 October
2011

Annex to the
identical letters from
the Permanent
Representative of the
Syrian Arab Republic
to the United Nations
addressed to the
Secretary-General
and the President of
the Security Council

Security Council

United Nations
S/2011/735

25 November
2011

Annex to the
identical letters from
the Permanent
Representative of the
Syrian Arab Republic
to the United Nations
addressed to the
Secretary-General
and the President of
the Security Council

Security Council
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S/2011/800
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2011

Annex to the letter
from the Permanent
Representative of
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the President of the
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the Permanent
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Syrian Arab Republic
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the Security Council
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Syrian Arab Republic
to the United Nations
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Secretary-General
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Middle East: Report
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Secretary-General
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Appendix B

Sample of Analysis

United Nations S/2011/286

Distr.: General
5 May 2011
Original: English

Identical letters dated 5 May 2011 from the
Permanent Representative of the Syrian
Arab Republic to the United Nations
addressed to the Secretary-General and the
President of the
Security Council

Upon instructions  from my
Government, | have the honour to transmit
herewith a letter which represents the position
of the Syrian Arab Republic on the thirteenth
semi-annual report of the Secretary-General on
the implementation of Security Council
resolution 1559 (2004) (S/2011/258) (see
annex).

I would highly appreciate it if the
present letter and its annex could be circulated
as a document of the Security Council before
the discussion of this report
by the Council.

(Signed) Bashar Ja’afari
Ambassador
Permanent Representative
[Original: Arabic]

Annex to the identical letters dated 5
May 2011 from the Permanent
Representative of the Syrian Arab
Republic to the United Nations
addressed to the Secretary-General and
the President of the Security Council

The references made in the report
to the Syrian Arab Republic’s efforts to
implement the provisions of Security
Council resolution 1559 (2004) are an
explicit acknowledgement that Syria has
fulfilled all obligations incumbent on it
under that resolution. It is therefore no
longer acceptable for the Secretary-
General to introduce Syria into his reports
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on the implementation of resolution 1559
(2004). The report notes not only that
presidential and parliamentary elections
took place in a free and fair manner in
Lebanon (i.e., without foreign interference
or influence), but also that Syria had
withdrawn its troops and military
equipment from Lebanon and established
full diplomatic relations with Lebanon. The
reference made in the report to joint efforts
by Syria and Saudi Arabia to address the
Lebanese political crisis is yet another
indication that Syria is doing its utmost to
preserve the security and stability of
Lebanon.

Syria reiterates that it does not
accept the references that were made in the
report to the delineation of the Syrian-
Lebanese border, which is a bilateral
matter. It reaffirms that the real obstacle to
the final delineation of the Syrian-
Lebanese border is Israel’s continued
aggression and its occupation of the Syrian
Golan and the Shab’a Farms. This
occupation makes it impossible to
delineate the border in those areas. The
international community must take the
steps required to compel Israel to withdraw
from the Lebanese and Syrian territory
which it occupies, in accordance with
internationally  recognized resolutions,
including Security Council resolutions 242
(1967) and 338 (1973), and the principle of
land for peace, in order to achieve a just
and comprehensive peace in the region.

Those who claim to care about
Lebanon’s stability and territorial integrity
should also care about its security and
independence. Therefore effective
pressure must be brought to bear on Israel
in order to compel it to withdraw from the
Lebanese territory it continues to occupy.
Steps must be taken to prevent and put an
end to Israeli violations.
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The  Palestinian  presence in
Lebanon is governed by Lebanese-
Palestinian agreements which do not
concern Syria. With respect to the
Palestinian positions located along the
Syrian-Lebanese border that are noted in
the report, we reiterate that all those
positions lie within Lebanese territory.
Therefore, Syria will not intervene in this
matter. We also reiterate that the primary
reason for the Palestinian presence in
Lebanon and other neighbouring States,
including  Syria, is the continued
occupation by Israel of Palestinian territory
and refusal to implement United
Nations resolutions, including General
Assembly resolution 194  (1l1), which
guarantees the Palestine refugees the right
to return to the homes from which they
were expelled.

The authors of the report should
respect the independence and sovereignty
of Lebanon and should not interfere in its
internal affairs on any pretext whatsoever.
They should also not continue to overlook
that, in order to ensure Lebanon’s security
and stability, it is vital to deter Israel’s
continual violations and end its occupation
of Lebanese territory.

We  reaffirm  that, if the
international community wishes to play a
positive role in Lebanon, it must act
swiftly to put an end to the Israeli
occupation of Lebanese territory, which
would bolster Lebanon’s security and
independence, and as a result, have a
positive impact on Syria and the entire
region.
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Lastly, the Syrian Arab Republic
reaffirms its support for the stability and
security of Lebanon, for its efforts to
liberate the parts of its territory occupied
by lIsrael, and for its territorial integrity,
sovereignty and independence.

(Signed) Bashar Ja’afari
Ambassador

Permanent Representative
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Appendix C

Word Tokens per Text in the PCUNTS

Corpus Word AUNTS EUNTSs
Tokens N° of Occurrences N° of Occurrences
Text 1 519 581
Text 2 410 474
Text 3 397 507
Text 4 195 252
Text 5 835 981
Text 6 793 930
Text 7 344 460
Text 8 1003 1138
Text 9 531 575
Text 10 950 1247
Text 11 409 476
Text 12 518 572
Text 13 380 454
Text 14 1626 2007
Text 15 667 776
Text 16 1858 2171
Text 17 462 516
Text 18 1269 1250
Text 19 939 1057
Text 20 703 876




Appendix D

Arabic STs Extracts Transliteration

Section 1

Example 1-c

bina:?an ¢ala ta¢lima:tin min huku:mati,
atafarrafu bi”’an ?urfiga lakum .tajjan
zadwalan
jata.damanu ?asma:”a ?arbagati .sa.hafijjina ?
aza:niba dayalu: ?ila al?ara:di alsu:rijati
bi.turuqin ‘gajri mafru:¢atin wa du:na ¢ilmi
assuluta:ti alsu:rijati (Pund.ur almirfaq), hajou
lagija ?iOna:ni min ha:?ula”
assa.hafijjin .hatfahuma yila:la tawa:zudihima
maga almazmu:gati almusala.hati fi: su:rija
fi.hi:ni ?anna a.s.sa.hafijji:n al?a:yari:n
tasallala: ?ila su:rija ¢abra al.hudu:di
alturkijjati-assu:rijjati fi: bida:jati
Jahri ?a:0a:r/maris 2012, waqad tamma,
mu’axyaran, taslimuhuma ?ila .suluta:ti
bila:dihim.

Example 2-c

tukarriru su:rija cadama qubu:liha bi%ifa:ra:ti
ha:0a attaqrir, fi: alfaqara:ti 8, [8, R wa

r3 %ila tarsi:mi al.hudu:di bajna su:rija: wa
lubna:n, bi%¢tiba:ri anna ha:0ihi

almas?ala ?amran Ouna?’ijjan bajna
albaladajni. Witu?akidu su:rija:

marratan ?uyra ?anna alga®iqa al.haqiqijja
allaoi jaqifu ?amam tarsi:mi al.hudu:di
ass:urijati-allubnanijati bifaklin ta:mmin,
huwwa %istimraru algudwa:ni wa al?i.hti:la:li

al?isra”i:li: lilzu:lani assu:riji almu.htalli

Example 1-a (Text 9)
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Example 2-a (Text 5)
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walimaza:rigi [abga:.

Example 3-c

waja’ti: ha:0a:ni attafzi:ra:ni bagda alma?sa:ti
allati: ?asfara ¢anha ga.sfu almazmu:gat
al?irhabijja almusalla.ha liza:migati .halab
alladi: ?asfara ¢an bulu’gi ¢adad alladi:na
tamma ?istifha:duhum 87 [ahi:dan mina
a.talabati wa almuwa:.tini:na alladi:na
huzziru: min gibali ha:dihi almazmu:cati
almusala.ha min mana:zilihim wa ?aga:mu

mu?yarran fi: sakani al.ttulla:bi alza:migijj.

Example 4-c

%inna quwwa:ta al?i.htila:l al?isra:?ili tuta:bigu
ta.haddi:iha: lil.haddi al?adna

min ?i.htira:miha: huqu:qa al”insa:ni, hajou
fattafat alfur.ta al?isra”ilijja manzila
almugtaqili:na bi.su:ratin ?istifza:zijatin,
wa’a.tlaqat alga:za almusi:l liddumug
bikafa:fatin .didda al?aha:li

almaw3zu:din .hawla almanzili, wbagqija al?asi:r
assw:rijj faris alfa:¢ir limuddati

yamsati ?afhurin fi:suzu:ni al?i.htila:li
bituhamin ?i¢tadat sulu.tati al?i.htila:l
talfi:qaha: .didda almuwa:tini:na assu:rijji:n
fi:alzu:lan, wa fara.dat al?iqa:ma alzabrijja
¢alajhi ya:riza alzu:lan almu.htall .dimna
bajtin fi:al?ra:.di: almu.htalla, wamanagathu
mina alyuru:3i minhu wa min algawdati ?ila
alzu:lan tamhi:dan limu.ha:kamatihi la:hiqan,
wada:lika %istikma:lan lisija:satiha:
attacasufijja bihaqqi ?abna?® alzu:lan assu:ri:jj
almu.htall.

Example 5-c

Zistiza:batan ligara:ri mazlisi al’amn ragam
1970 2011 bita:riXi 26 Suba:.t/ fibra:jir 2011

alladi: na.s.sa ¢ala tagcawuni a.sulutat allibijja

Example 3-a (Text 17)
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Example 4-a (Text 13)
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Example 5-a (Text10)
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taga:wunan kamilan maca alma.hkama
alzina:?jja adduwalijja, wa maga almuddagi:
alca:mm lilma.hakama, wai:fa:?an
bi%ltiza:ma:tiha tiza:ha alma.hkama, qa:mat
al.huku:ma alli:bijja bi?stigba:li wafdin mina
alma.hkama bina:?an ¢ala muwa:faqati
magca:li: anna:?b alga:m fi: li:bijja: ?ibtida:?an
min e .huzajra:n/ junju: R”

Example 6-c

ma:0akartuhu ?a:nifan huwa bag¢.dun mina
attawazzuha:t wa al?afka:r allati: ?aglana
¢anha arra”issu al?asad fi: yi.tabihi
alladi: ?afartu ?ilajhi wa alqgija:da assu:rijja
maza:lat tara ?anna al.hiwar alwa.tani huwwa
a.t.tariq al?’am®al li.halli al?’azma allati
tagri:fuha albila:d.

Example 7-c

kama: ?anna al.huku:ma assu:rijja tu?minu
bi’anna mufkilat ma jussama biannazi.hin
assw:rijji:n hija mufkila muftagala ?ila .haddin
kabi:r wata?malu ¢cawdatahum ?ila
wa.tanihim wa cadami ?istigla:l wuzudihim
li?agra:.din sija:sijja, wa gad ?adda:
atta.hassun almal.hu:.d fi:alwa.dg¢i
al?amnijji: ?ila: ¢awdati mazmu:ga:tin
kabi:ratin minhum ?la: baladihim
wamuza:walatihim li?a¢gma:lihim allati:
mana¢athum minha almazmu:ga:t
al”irha:bijja.

Example 8-c

kama: ?annahu mina alha:mmi

ziddan %an ?ufirra ?ila 7anna algamalijja:t
al?inti.ha:rijja fi:

madi:nat ?idlib ?atat ?intiqga:man min
muwa:.tini ha:0i:hi almadi:na alladi:na ka:nu

gad ga:mu: gabla jawmajn min ha:8i:hi
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Example 8-a (Text 18)
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alma3zzara bimassi:ratin ?i.htiza:3ijja .ta:labu:
yila:laha: al”?irhabijji:na biarra.hili can
madinatihim wa gad haddada al?irha:bijju:na
sukka:n wa qura almuduni assu:rijja al?uyra
alladi:na jarfu.du:na tawazuda ha:0i:hi
almazmu:cat fi: mudunuhum wa qura:hum
bialgija:mi

bicamalijjatin ?intiha:rijjatin ?irha:bijja:tin
mustamirratin bihadafi ?iska:ti al?a.swa:ti
al.hurra almu.ta:liba biwaqfi al?irha:bi
waalcunfi fi: su:rijja:. kama: .ta:laba ha:?ula:?
almuwa.tinuna algiwa al?iglimijja
waadduwalijja alla:ti tadgamu al”irha:b
watubarriru lil?irha:bijjin 3ara?imahum
attawaqufa c¢an da:lika.

Example 9-c

gama: jaqu:mu nid.a:m al.hukm fi :
assucu:dijja bi%istigla:li wuzud almugaddasa:t
al ?islamijja addinijja fi: ?ara:.di almamlaka
limu.ha:walati ?i.dfa:? affar¢ijja cala al?irha:b
fi: su:rjja: cabra nafri alfikri altakfi:ri : fi :
alganawa:t alfa.da:?ja wataf3zi¢i ?i.sda:r
fata:wa mufawwaha tazyaru biha: almawaqig
al?iliktru:nijja, wahija ?abgadu ma:taku:n ¢ani
al?isla:mi assami.h, liaddagwati ?ila
«alziha:d» .didda alddawla assu:rijja mimma
jusahhil tazni:d al?a:la:f min attakfi:ri:jji:n
min muytalafi adduwali, wa azza3z3i bihim
limu.harabati addawla assu:rijja, wa safki
dima:?i affa:¢bi assu:rijji, fi: muya:lafatin
wa:.dihatin limabadi?i addi:n al”isla:mi wa
algija:m al?insa:nijja wa al?ayla:qijja,

wafi: ?intiha:kin fa:.di.hin ligara:rati affargcijja
adduwalijja, bima fi:ha: qara:rat mazlisi
al?’amn .hawla muka:fa.hat al?irha:b wallati:
na.ssat zami:guha ¢ala al’iltiza:m

bimuka:fa.hat tamwi:l wa tazni:d al?irha:b
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Example 9-a (Text 19)
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waatta.hri:.di calajihi.

Example 10-c

tu?akkidu alzumhu:rijja algarabijja assu:rijja
mawgqifaha af0a:biti wa almutama00ili

fi: ?iltiza:miha bisija:dati lubna:n wawi.hdati
wasala:mati ?ara:.di:hi wa?%istigla:lihi
assija:ssij, watu”akkidu fi: ha:0a:

a.s.sadadi “?iltiza:miha bittaca:wuni maca
alza:nibi allubna:nij li.dama:ni ?i.htira:mi
assija:dati alwa.tanija wasala:mati %ara:.di
albaladajn affaqi:qajin bima: jaydimu ?amna
wa?istiqra:ra kila: albaladajn.

Example 11-c

%inna quwwa:ta al?i.htila:l al?isra:?ili tuta:bigu
ta.haddi:iha lil.haddi al?adna

min ?i.htira:miha: huqu:qa al”insa:ni, hajou
fattafat afur.ta al?isra?ilijja manzila
almugtaqili:na bi.su:ratin ?istifza:zijatin,
wa’a.tlaqat alga:za almusi:l liddumug
bikafa:fatin .didda al?aha:li

almaw3udin .hawla almanzili, wabagqija
al?asi:r assu:rijj faris affa:cir limuddati
yamsati ?afhurin fi:suzu:ni al?i.htila:li

bituhamin ?i¢ta:dat .sulu.ta:ti al?i.htila:1

talfi:qaha: .didda almuwa:tini:na assu:rijji:n fi:

alzu:lan, wa fara.dat al?’igama alzabrijja
¢alajhi ya:riza alzu:lan almu.htall .dimna
bajtin fi:al?ra:.di almu.htalla, wa managathu
mina alyuru:3i minhu wa min algawdati %ila
alzu:lan tamhi:dan limu.ha:kamatihi la:hiqan,
wada:lika ?istikma:lan lisija:satiha:
attacasufijja bihaqqi ?abna?® alzu:lan assu:ri:jj
almu.htall.

Examplel2-c

wa .hawla ma:3a:%a fi: alfaqratajini 39 wa

42 hawla al.ha.dri almafru:.di ¢ala assila:.hi

Example 10-a (Text 11)
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Example 11-a (Text 13)
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Examplel2-a (Text 6)
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wa mura:gabati al.hudu:di, faqad taza:hala
muma00ilu al?’amini al¢ga:mmi, wa huwa
alga:rifu bikulli [aj?in , kama: jaddagi:,
bi?anna tahriba assila:hi, kama: jagrifu
alzami:gu huwa min lubna:n ?ila su:rija:, wa
min kibali fi%a:tin mugajjana fi: lubna:n
tufa:riku fi:mu.ha:walati zagzagati al?istigra:ri
fi:sw:rija: min yila:li tazwi:di almazmu:gati
al?irha:bijja almussalla.ha fi:su:rija:
bial?assli.hati wa al?’amwa:li liannajili

min ?istigrari su:rija:. wa qad .dba.tati
assulu:.tatu allubna:nijia wa kada:lika
assulu.ta:tu assurijja algadi:da min ¢amalijjati
attahri:bi hadihi .

Example 13-c

wa ju?akkidu almagzliss alwa.tanijj
al?intiqa:lijj ?anna alya.tara

allaoi %istadga .had.ra al.tajara:n cala li:bjia:
gad za:l, wa ?anna assulu.tat alli:bijja:
alzadi:da ga:diratun cala .hima:jat
almadanijjin du:na musa:¢adatin ?aznabijjatin,
wajatlubu min mazlisi al?amni ?ittiya:0a
al?izra:? alla:zimi li%inha:?1 alwila:jati
alwa:ridati fi: qara:ri magzlisi al?’amn 1973,
bifani far.di al.ha.dri alzawijji wa .hima:jati
almadanijjin bi.hulw:li 31 tifri:n
al?awwal/?uctu:bar 2011.

wa juwa3zzihu almagzliss alwa.tanijj
al?intiqa:lijj affukra ?ila al?ami:ni alga:m
lil?7umami almutta.hida wa kulli adduwal
allati: [a:rakat fi: tanfi:01 qara:ra:t mazlissi
al?amn bifa’ni li:bija: ¢ala wuqufihim maga
af[acbi alli:bijji mundu bida:jati ?intifa:.datihi
wa .hatta tayllussihi mina atta: gija.
wa’arz3zu: mumtannan tagmima hadihi
arrissa:la biwa.sfiha: wafi:qatan rassmijatan

limagzlissi al?amn.
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Examplel4-c

wa la:kin tacaddar ?izra:?u ha:0a: al.hiwa:ri
bisababi silbijjati mawaqifa almuga:ra.dat la:
jubni:na: ¢ani assajri fi: .tari:ki al?i.sla:hi
alladti nuri:duhu wa alladi: lan natruka
littayri:bi wa atta?a:muri ¢la ma.[ali.hi
suwrijja ?an ta.hu:la du:na muwa:.slati sajrina
fi: .tariqi ta.hqi:qihi.

Example 15-c

%inna man jaddagi: al.hir.sa ¢la ?istiqra:ri
lubna:n wa wi.hdati ?ara:.dihi jazibu %an
jakuna .hari:.san ¢ala ?amnihi

wa?istigla:lihi ?aj.dan, wabiatta:li: jazibu
alcamal cala a0.0.g"ti alfiglijji cala ?isra:?i:1
lil?insi.ha:bi min ba:qi: al?ara:.di: allubna:nijja
almu.htalla, wa ¢ala ?ittiya:0i ?izra:?a:tin
ra:digatin limangi al?intiha:ka:t al?isra?i:lijja
wa wagqfiha:.

Example 16-c

fistiza:batan ligara:ri mazlisi al’amn ragam
1970 2011 bita:riyi & fuba:.t/ fibrazjir 11
alladi : na.ssa cala taca:wuni a.s.suluta:t
allibijja taca:wunan ka:milan maca
alma.hkama alzina:%jja adduwalijja, wa maca
almuddagi algamm lilma.hakama, wa?i:fa:?an
bi%ltiza:ma:tiha tiza:ha alma.hkama, ga:mat
al.huku:ma alli:bijja bi?stigba:li wafdin mina
alma.hkama bina:?an ¢ala muwafaqati
maga:li: anna:?ib al¢a:m fi: li:bijja: ?ibtida:?an
min e .huzajra:n/ ju:nju: R”

ka:na alhadaf al?assa:si: mina

azzija:ra ”i:ta:.hata alfur.sa limu.ha:mi:

addifa:¢ almugajjani min qibali alma.hkama

Examplel4-a (Text 3)
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liliga? almuttaham sajf al”?isla:m alqada:fi: fi:
maqarri ?i¢tiqa:lihi bimadi:nat azzanta:n, wa
kada:lika muna:qafat ?imka:nijat tagjji:n

mu.ha:mi: difa:¢ ?a:ya:r min ?iytija:rihi.

Example 17-c

wa tu?akkidu .huku:mat alzumhurijja
alcarabijja assurijja ?anna alzajfa algarabijj
assurijj ma:.din fi: addifa:¢ ¢an ka:mili
al?ra:.di assu:rijja wa fi: ta.ssaddihi
lilmazmu:ca:t al?irhabijja almusallaha
almadc¢u:ma waalmumawwala min duwalin
wa 3iha:tin ?a.sba.hat magru:fa.

wa tuzaddidu .huku:mat alzumhu:rijja
algcarabijja assu:rijja atta’ki:da ¢la ?anna
mas’lat tarmi:mi al.hudu:d hija: [a?nun
sija:dijjun Guna:?ijjun jugarriruhu

albalada:n .hinama: tuti:;.hu ad.0.ru:f cala

al?ar.di 0a:lika, wa ?anna tarsi:m al.hudu:d fi:

man.tiqati maza:ri¢ fabga jatimmu

bacgda ?inha:? al?i.htila:1 al?isra?ili litilka
alman.tiga, wifgan liqara:ra:ti af[ar¢ijja
adduwalijja.

Example 18-c

wa nu?akkidu muzaddadan bi?’anna
ma:warada fi: alfaqrati 72 .hawla™ ?anna
tarsizm al.hudu:d ?amrun .ha:simun
licala:qatin ?i:3abijjatin bajna albaladajn’gajr
magbu:l, wa ?anna algal:qata alga:?ima bajna
albaladajn ?i:3a:bijja wa ?anna atta[ki:ka
bida:lika juctabaru tadayullan fi: affu?uni
adda:yilija lilbaladajn.

nu’akkidu muzaddadan ?annahu jazibu ¢ala
almuztamagi adduwalijji, ?ida: ?ara:da ?an
jalgaba dawran ?i:3a:bijjan fi: assa:.ha

allubna:nija, algamal assari:¢ li?inha:?
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al”i.htila:1 al?isra:?ili lil?ra:.di allubna:nija,
al?amr alladi: min [a’nihi ?an jadcama ?amna
wa ?istiqra:ra lubna:n wa ?ingika:ssi
da:lika ?i:3a:bijjan ¢ala su:rijja wa alman.tiga
kulliha:.

Example 19-c

wa kada:lika cadamu al?istimra:ri fi:
taza:huli 7anna algun.sura alzawharijji
lil?amni waal?istikra:ri allubna:niji huwa
radgu 7isra:?i:1 ¢an ?intiha:ka:tiha:
almustamirrat wa’inha:? ?i.htila:liha
lil?ara:.di allubna:nijja. al?’amr alladi: min
fanihi ?an jadgama ?amn wa ?istiqra:r
lubna:n wa?%ingika:si da:lika ?i:3a:bijjan ¢ala
su:rija: wa almin.taqa kulliha.

wa ?ayi:ran tuzaddidu su:rija: atta’kida cala
dagmiha: li%istiqra:ri wa ?amni lubna:n wa
dagmi zuhu:dihi lita.hri:ri ?ar.dihi allati:
ta.htalluha: %isra:?i:1 walisala:mat lubna:n
al?iglimijja wasija:datihi wa?istigla:lilihi.
tu?akkidu alzumhu:rijja algarabijja assu:rijja
muzaddadan, cala ?i.htira:mi sija:dati lubna:n
wasala:matihi al?iqli:mijjat wawi.hdatihi
wa?istigla:lihi assijassij, wagala ?iltiza:mi
su:rija: bitaqdi:mi addagmi walmusa:cadat
almumkinat lidagmi .sul.tatihi wa sija:datihi
¢ala ?an.ha:? al%ara:.di : allubna:nijja ka:ffa.

Example 20- c

%inna alzumhu:rijja algarabijja assu:rijja
tu?akkidu ¢ala .daru:rati atta.harruki alziddijj
wa almas?u:l min gibali almuztamaci
adduwalijj liradgi %isra:?il wa mangiha mina
al?istimra:ri fi: ?intiha:kiha:

li.huqu:qi ?a.s.ha:bi al?ara:.di almu.htalla fi:

su:rijja wa lubna:n wa filis.ti:n.
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Example 21-c

wa tudakkiru .huku:matu alzumhu:rijja
algarabijja assu:rijja, bi?anna albarna:maza
assija:sijji alladi .tara.hahu assajjidu arra”i:s
ba(fa:r al?asad, ra”i:su alzumhu:rijjati
alcarabijjati assu:rijja, li.halli al?’azmati fi:
swrija:, ta.dmanu .dama:na:tin lika:ffati
almuwa:.tini:na almuha3z3zari:na arragibi:na
bilcawdati wa taqdi:mu attashi:la:ti alla:zimat
licawdatihim.

Example 22-c

mundu al?i.htila:]l al?isra:?ili: lilzu:la:ni
asswrijji ca:m 1967 wa almuztamag adduwalijj
jukarriru raf.dahu affadid liha:0a: al?i.htila:1
mu.ta:liban bi%insi.ha:bi alquwwa:ti
al?isra?i:lijja almu.htalla min ka:mil alzu:lan
assu:rijj.

Example 23-c

7inna ma:dakarahu attaqari:ru .hawla
alzuhu:di assu:rijati litanfi:01 ?a.hka:mi qara:ri
majlisi al?’amni 2004/1559

huwa ?ctira:fun .sari:.hun bi?anna su:rija: qad
ga:mat bitanfi:di ma:jayu.s.suha: fi: ha:0a:
algara:ri, wa min ‘gajri almaqbu:li
al?istimra:ru bizazzi ?ismi su:rija: fi: taqri:ri
al?ami:ni alga:mmi .hawla tanfi:0i alqara:ri
2004/1559 birragmi min ?anna su:rija: ga:mat
bitanfi:di ma: jayu.s.suha min ?a.hka:mihi.
faqad ?afa:da attaqri:ru lajsa faqga.t

bi%zra:?1 ?intiya:ba:tin ria:sijjatin wa
nija:bijatin hurratan wa nazi:hatan fi:
lubna:na (?aj min ‘gajri tadayyulin ?aw
nufu:din ?aznabijjin), wa bizuhu:di

swrija: .hawla sa.hbiha: liquwwa:tiha: wa

mugiddatiha: al¢askarijja min lubna:n,

Example 21-a: (Text 11)
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wa ?innama ?afa:da aj.dan bi?igamati
¢la:ga:tin diblu:masijja ka:mila bajna su:rija:

wa lubna:n.

Section 2

(1-c) Arabic ST 2

kama: fahidat tilka alfatra ”infita:.han
sijja:sijja:n wadiblu:ma:sijjan ¢arabijjan
wa’aznabijjan ¢ala algira:q, al?amru alladi:
dallala ¢ala .si.h.hati annahzi alladi tasi:ru
calajhi algamalijjatu assija:sijatu,
waman.ha .hukumata algira:qi
mi.sda:qijjatan ?akfara cala a.s.saci:di
algarabijji wa al?iqlimijji wa adduwalijji.

(2-c) Arabic ST 2

wa sajafmulu attagawunu bimu:zabi ha:tajni
alwabi:qatajini maza:la:ti al.haja:ti
almuytalifati lima: fi:hi ma.sla.hata
al?istigra:ri wa attanmijati fi: algira:q
wasatancakisu ?a:0a:ruhu al?i:3a:bijjatu cala
alman.tigati gumu:man.

(3-c) Arabic ST 7

kama: nawwadu al”ifa:rata ?ila ?anna
algira:qa qad fagada 3uz?an kabi:ran min
waba:?iqihi almutacalliqati bimilaffi
attagwi.da:ti nati:3ata al?’a.hda:6i allati marra
biha:, wa %anna qara:ra:ti maglisa ?ida:rati
laznati al?umami almutta.hidati littagwi.da:ti
gad ?ag.ta.ti al.haqqa lilgira:qi fi: al”i.t.tila:gi
cala almu.ta:laba:ti almugaddama ?ila laznati
al?umami almutta.hidati littagwi.da:ti

wa %ibda:”i arra?ji fi:ha watazwi:dihi

(1-a) Arabic ST 2
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binusayin minha:.

(4-c) Arabic ST 2

lagad takallat zuhu:du alkutali assija:sijjati
yila:1 assanati alma:.dijati,
bitafki:li .huku:mati affara:kati alwa.tanijat,
bagda fatratin .tawi:latin mina almufa:wara:ti
allati: 7akkadat ¢ala ragbati tilka alkutali
fi: ?an jatimma %intiga:lu assul.ta.ti fi:
algira:qi bifaklin di:muqra.tijjin wasilmijjin
wawifqa al?a:lijja:ti addustu:rijjati.

(5-c) Arabic ST 1

%inna attawazuda alfilis.ti:ni: fi: lubna:n
tad.ummuhu ?itifa:qa:tun lubna:nijatun-
filisti:nijatun wala ¢ala:qata lisu:rijja biha:,
wa’amma binnisbati lima: dakarahu
attaqriru .hawla mawa:qica filis.ti:nijjatin
taqagu ¢ala al.hudu:di assu:rija- allubna:nijja,
fa”innan nuzaddidu atta’ki:da ?anna 3ami:ca
ha:dihi almawa:qici taqagu .dimna al?ara”.di
allubnanijja, wabiatta:li: fa”inna su:rija: lan
tatadayyala biha:da: al?amri, wa %inna
assababa arra?isijji littawa:3udi alfilis.ti:ni: fi:
lubna:n wa ‘gajrihi min duwali alziwa:r, wa
minha: su:rija:,
huwa ?istimraru ".htila:li ?isra:?i:1 lil%ara:.di
alfilis.ti:nija wa raf.diha tanfi:0i qara:ra:ti
af[argijjati adduwalijjati la:sijama: qara:ra:j
ma3lisi al?’amni raqam 1968/338 wa 1983/ 242
allaoi jakfulu .haqqa ¢awdati
alla:3i?:na %ila %ara:.dihim allati:
tamma .tarduhum minha: wa gara:ru
alzamgijjati alca:mma ragam 194 IIl.

(6-c) Arabic ST 1

jazibu ¢ala mugciddi attaqriri al?iltizama
bi?.htira:mi %istigla:li lubna:n wa sija:datihi

wa ¢adama attadayuli fi: fu?u:ni:hi

(4-a) Arabic ST 2
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adda:yilijjati ta.hta ?ajji dari:¢atin ka:nat, wa
kada:lika ¢adamu al?istimra:ri fi:
taza:huli ?anna algun.sura alzawharijji
lil?7amni wa al?istikra:ri allubna:niji huwa
radgu “isra:?i:1 ¢can ?intiha:ka:tiha:
almustamirra wa ?inha:” ?i.htila:liha
lil?ara:.di allubna:nijja.

(7-c) Arabic ST 3

wa la:kin tacaddar ?izra:?u ha:0a: al.hiwa:ri
bisababi silbijjati mawagqifa almuga:ra.da
la:jubni:na: ¢ani assajri fi: .tari:ki al?i.sla:hi
alladi nuri:duhu wa alladi: lan natruka
littayri:bi wa atta?a:muri ¢ala ma.sa:li.hi
surijja ?an ta.hu:la du:na muwa:.salati sajrina
fi: .tari:qi ta.hqi:qihi.

(8-c) Arabic ST 6:

tu?akkidu alzumhu:rijja algarabijja assu:rijja
muzaddadan, cala ?i.htira:mi sija:dati lubn:an
wa sala:matihi al?iqli:mijjat wawi.hdatihi
wa?istigla:lihi assijassij, wa cala ?iltiza:mi
su:rija: bitaqdi:mi addagmi walmusa:cada
almumkina lidagmi .sul.tatihi wasija:datihi
cala ?an.ha:?1 al?ara:.di allubna:nija ka:ffa.
(9-c) Arabic ST 6

jazibu ¢ala mugiddi attaqgri:ri al”iltizama

bi%.htira:mi %istigla:li lubna:n wasija:datihi

wagadami attadayuli fi: fu?u:nihi adda:yilijjati

ta.hta ”ajji dari:¢atin ka:nat, wa kada:lika

¢adamu al?istimra:ri fi: taza:huli ?anna

allubna:niji huwa radgu ?isra:%i:la

¢an ?intiha:ka:tiha: almustamirrai

wa %inha:” ?i.htila:liha lil?ara:.di allubna:nijja.
(10-c) Arabic ST 7

wa ragma .hu.su:li muwa:faqati allaznati
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(8-a) Arabic ST 6
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almadku:ra gala tazwi:dina bi%ar{i:fi
almu.ta:laba:ti fagad qa:mat bitazwi:dina
bimaclu:matin ¢an muta:la:bati adduwali
(A,B,C,D) faga.t du:na mu.ta:la:bati al?afradi
mina alfi?a:ti wa almu?assasa:ti mina alfi?a:ti
(E,F) hajbu ?aza:bat bi’annaha: la tas.ta.tigu
tazwi:dana biha: nati:zata tanfi:di sija:sati
al?arfafati wa attayallu.si minha: bagda
muru:ri sabgi sanawatin min ta:ri:y dafci
mablagi attagwi:d, fa.dlan ¢an ?anna huna:ka
bag.da alquju:di ¢ala almaglu:mati allati
jumkinu tawfi:ruha nad.ran lisirrijjati

mu.ta:laba:ti al?afra:d.

(11-c) Arabic ST 8

lagad ?azmaga alyubara:?u wa almas’u:lu:na
wa almura:kibu:na ¢ala wu3zu:di .haraka:ti
tahribi sila:hin ?ila adda:yili assu:rijji min
duwalin .hudu:dijjatin bajnaha lubna:n, wa
gad ?aglanati al?azhizatu almuyta.s.sa fi:
su:rija mira:ran ¢an mu.sa:darati ?asli.hatin
wa mutafazzira:tin wa?adawa:ti tafyi:y,
tamma tahri:buha min lubna:n %ila su:rija min
gibali bag¢.di algiwa assija:sijja allubna:nijja,
¢a:?idatun lilmazmu:ca:ti al?irha:bijja
almusalla.ha almumawwala wa almusalla.hata
mina alya:riz, wallati

taftacilu .hawaditha ?.tla:qi na:rin tu:di:
bi.hajat:ti alkafi:ri:na mina almadanijjina wa
gan:sira alzajfi wa al?amni.

(12-c) Arabic ST 11

wa tarfu.du .huku:matu alzumhu:rija
algarabijja assurijja al ?iddiga:?a:ti
al?isra:%ilija .hawla nakli assilla:.hi ?ila
lubna:n, wallati: ta?ti: fi:?1i.ta:ri mu.ha:walatin
ba:%isatin litafti:ti al?inti:bahi ¢ani alya.tari

al.haqi:qi;ji almutama00ili fi: assija:ssa:t
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algudwa:nijja al?isra:?ilija allati: tuhaddidu
alman.tigati kakul.

(13-c) Arabic ST 12

wa la ?adullu c¢ala taharrubi %isra:?il

min “iltiza:ma:tiha: ?iza:?a almuztamagi
adduwalijji wa ?insi.ha:biha mina al?ara:.di
algarabijja almu.htalla min qara:ri alkini:sit
al?isra:?i:li al?ayi:r, walladi

daca: %ila ?izra:? %istifta:?in ca:mmin gabla
al?insi.ha:bi mina alzu:la:ni assu:riji
almu.htalli wa alqudsi affarqijjati, mimma
ju?akkidu ¢cadam 3idijjati ?isra:?i:1 fi:
atta.harruki na.hwa assala:mi alga:dili wa
affa:mili fi: almin.takati alqa:?im ¢ala ?asa:si
gara:ra:ti maglisi al?’amni da:ti assila
wamabda®”a al?ar.di muqa:bila assala:m.

(14-c) Arabic ST 12

kama: tamma ?%istiq.tabu 6la:0ati ?a:la:fi
¢a:%ilatin ?isra”ilijja 3adi:da lil?is.ti.tani fi:
alzu:lani almu.htalli talbijatan liha:dihi
al.hamlati alzadi:dati allati: ?a.tlaqaha
almustaw.tinu:na al?isra:?i:lijju:n wa

allati: ?istamarrat .tiwa:1 fahri ka:nu:n
al?’awwal/di:samber R ta.hta ?ifra:fi
ma:jusamma ma3jlisa almus.taw.tanati
al?igli:mi: fi: alzu:lan almu.htall, wa da:lika
fi: 7.ta:ri taf3i:ci aljahu:di cala al”isti:.tani fi:
al?ar.di assu:rijja almu.htalla.

(15-c) Arabic ST 13

7inna ha:01hi almaclu:mati tufbitu
wabiaddali:li alqa:.tigi ?anna %isra:”i:la
ma:.dijjatun fi: sija:satiha: algudwa:nija
al%isti:.tanijja, min yila:li taza:huliha:
ligara:rati affarg¢ijja adduwalijja allati:

tudi:nu ?istimra:ra ?isra:?i:1 bibina:”
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(13-a) Arabic ST 12
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almustaw.tana:ti fi: al?ara:.di algarabijja
almu.htalla bima:fi: da:lika alzu:la:n assurijji
almu.htall.

(16-c) Arabic ST 1

7inna ma: dakarahu attaqgari:ru .hawla
alzuhu:di assu:rijati litanfi:di ?a.hka:mi qara:ri
magjlisi al?’amni 2004/1559

huwa ?ctira:fun .sari:.hun bi?anna su:rija: qad
ga:mat bitanfi:di ma jayu.s.suha: fi: ha:0a:
algara:ri, wa min ‘gajri almaqbu:li
al?istimra:ru bizazzi ?ismi su:rija: fi: taqri:ri
al?ami:ni alga:mmi .hawla tanfi:0i alqara:ri
2004/ 1559 birrdgmi min %anna su:rija: ga:mat
bitanfi:di ma: jayu.s.suha min ?a.hka:mihi.
faqad ?afa:da attaqri:ru lajsa faqga.t

bi%izra:? %intiya:ba:tin ri?a:sijjatin
wanija:bijatin hurratan wa nazi:hatan fi:
lubna:na (?aj min ‘gajri tadayyulin ?aw
nufu:din ?aznabijjin), wabizuhu:di

su:rija: .hawla sa.hbiha: liquwwa:tiha: wa
mugiddatiha: algaskarijja min lubna:n,

wa ?innama ?afa:da aj.dan bi?igamati
¢ala:qa:tin diblu:masijja ka:mila bajna su:rija:
wa lubna:n.

(17-c) Arabic ST 6

wa .hawla ma:3a:%a fi: alfaqratajini 39 wa

42 .hawla al.ha.dri almafru:.di cala assila:.hi
wamura:qabati al.hudu:di, faqad taza:hala
muma60ilu al?’amini al¢ga:mmi, wa huwa
alga:rifu bikulli [aj?in, kama: jaddaci, bi’anna
tahri:ba assila:hi, kama: jag¢rifu alzami:gu
huwa min lubna:n ?ila su:rija:, wa min kibali
fi?a:tin mugajjana fi: lubna:n tufa:riku fi:
mu.ha:walati zagzacati al?istiqra:ri fi: su:rija:
min yila:li tazwi:di almazmu:gati al?irha:bijja

almussalla.ha fi: su:rija: bial?assli.hati wa
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al?’amwa:li liannajili min ?istiqra:ri su:rija:. wa
gad .dba.tati assulu:.tatu allubnanijia wa
kada:lika assulu.ta:tu assurijja algadi:da min
camalijjati attahri:bi ha:0ihi, wa tamma
al”igla:nu ¢anha rasmijjan wa %igla:mijjan min
kila alzanibajini assu:rijji wa allubna:nijji, wa
huna:ka bag.du al?afya:.si 7amam
alma.ha:kimi allubna:nijja al?a:n.

(18-c) Arabic ST 13

wa aka:nati assulu.ta:tu al%isra:”ilijja %alqati
algab.da ¢ala ma:3id wa fida:? fi fahri tamu:z/
ju:lju: mina algami alma:.di:, wa huma rahnu
al?igtiga:li mundu da:lika al.hi:ni, fagad
tamma ?igtiga:lu fida:?” muba:faratan ¢inda
nuzu:lihi mina a.t.ta%ra fi: ma.ta:ri" bin
gurijju:n ¢a:?idan min faransa: liqa.da:”
algu.tlati a.s.sajfijjati fi: alzu:lan
bagda %inti:ha:?1 assanati addira:sijjati huna:k,
fBumma qa:mat bi%¢tiqa:li wa:lidihi ma:3id
bag¢da jawmajni min da:lika.

(19-c) Arabic ST 7

wa ragma .hu.su:li muwa:faqati allaznati
almadku:rat ¢ala tazwi:dina bi’ar/[i:fi
almu.ta:laba:ti fagad qa:mat bitazwi:dina
bimaglu:matin ¢an muta:la:bati adduwali
(A,B,C,D) faqga.t du:na mu.ta:la:bati al?afradi
mina alfi?a:ti wa almu”assasa:ti mina alfi%a:ti
(E,F) hajbu 7aza:bat bi’annaha: la: tas.ta.tigu
tazwi:dana biha: nati:zata tanfi:di sija:sati
al?arfafati wa attayallu.si minha: bagda
muru:ri sabgi sanawatin min ta:ri:yi daf¢i
mablagi attagwi:.d, fa.dlan ¢an ?anna huna:ka
bag.da alquju:di gala almaglu:mati allati:
jumkinu tawfi:ruha nad.ran lisirrijjati

mu.ta:laba:ti al?afra:d.
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(20-c) Arabic ST 1

tukarriru suw:rija: ¢gadama qubu:liha: bi%ifa:rati
ha:da: attaqri:ri ?ila tarsi:mi al.hudu:di bajna
su:rija: wa lubna:n, bi%igtiba:r ?anna ha:oihi
almas?alta ?amrun Ouna:?ijjun bajna
albaladajini. wa tu?akkidu su:rijja:

marratan ?uyra ?anna alga:?iga al.haqi:qijji
alladi: jaqifu ?ama:ma tarsi:mi al.hudu:di
assu:rijjati-allubnanijjati bifaklin ta:mmi,
huwa %istimraru algudwa:ni wa al?i.htila:li
al?isra:?ilijji lilzu:la:ni assu:rijji almu.htalli wa
limazari¢a [abga: . wa lida:lika fa?inna
attarssi:ma fi: ha:8ihi alman.tigati fi: .0illi
al?i.htila:li huwa ?amrun musta.hi:lun, wagla
almuztamagi adduwalijji ?an jaqu:ma
bialzuhdi alma.tlu:bi li?izba:ri %isra:”i:1 gala
al?insi:.ha:bi mina al?ara:.di allubna:nijja wa
assw:rijja almu.htalla ?istina:dan ?ila gara:rati
af[arcijja adduwalijja la:sijama: gara:raj
majlisi al?’amni raqam 1967 (242) wa 1973
(338) wa mabda®u al?ar.di muqa:bila
assala:mi li”inza:zi assala:mi alga:dil wa
affamil fi: alman.tiga.

(21-c) Arabic ST 12

?inna ha:0ihi almaglu:mati tufbitu wa
biaddali:li alga:.ti¢i ?anna ?isra:%i:la
ma:.dijjatun fi: sija:satiha: algudwa:nija
al%isti:.tanijja, min yila:li taza:huliha:
ligara:rati affarcijja adduwalijja allati:
tudi:nu ?istimra:ra ?isra:?i:1 bibina:?
almustaw.tana:ti fi: al?ara:.di al¢arabijja
almu.htalla bima:fi:da:lika alzu:la:n assu:rijji
almu.htall. wa la ?adullu cala

taharrubi ?isra:?l min %iltiza:ma:tiha: %iza:%a

almuztamaci adduwalijji wa %insi.habiha:

(20-a) Arabic ST 1
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mina al?ara:.di algarabijja almu.htalla min
qara:ri alkini:sit al?isra:i:li: al?ayi:r, walladi
daga: %ila ?izra:? “istifta:?in ¢a:mmin qabla
al?insi.ha:bi mina alzu:la:ni assu:riji
almu.htalli wa alqudsi af[arqijjati, mimma
ju?akkidu ¢cadam zidijjati ?isra:?il fi:
atta.harruki na.hwa assala:mi alga:dili wa
affa:mili fi: almin.takati alga:?im cala ?asa:si
gara:ra:ti maslisi al?’amni Ga:ti assilat
wamabda®a al?ar.di muga:bila assala:m.
(22-c) Arabic ST 13:

wa maca ?istimra:ri ?i.htila:li ?isra:?il
lil?ara:.di al¢arabijja wa ?igtiba:r ?isra:?i:1
nafsaha: fawqga kulli alqara:ra:ti wa
algawa:nini wa al?agra:fi adduwalijja, fa?inna
alwa.dga fi: almin.taga sajazda:du su:?an wa
tadahwuran, mimma jangakisu salban gala
assilmi wa al?amni fi: alman.tiga wa al?a:lam,
wa cala alzuhu:di adduwalijja almabou:la
lil.Lhaddi mina al?intiha:ka:ti alya.tira wa
almumanhaza li.huqu:qi al?insa:ni, wa gala
tagzi:zi sija:dati alga:nu:ni bima ja.htarimu
kara:mata affugu:bi fi: al¢a:lam.

(23-c) Arabic ST 2

wa sajafmulu attacawunu bimu:zabi ha:tajni
alwa0i:qatajini maza:la:ti al.haja:ti
almuytalifati lima:fi:hi ma.sla.hata al?istiqra:ri
wa attanmijati fi: algira:q wa

satancakisu ?a:0a:ruhu al?i:3a:bijjatu cala
alman.tigati gumu:man. fa.dlan ¢an da:lika,
fa%inna attagajjura:t assi:jasijja wa
atta.tawurat allati: tafhaduha: almin.taqa, wa
allati: ?u.tliga calajha ?isma arrabi:¢ algarabi,
gad ?akkadat misda:qijjat attawazuhi
assi:jassijj allaoi: zara: fi al¢i:raq ¢cam 2003 ...
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(24-c) Arabic ST 2

kama: ?anna .huku:mata algira:k fi:alwaqti
allaoi: tuzadidu ragbataha: fi: tamdi:di
wila:;jati ju:na:mi: wifqa a.d.dwa:bi.ti
almugtamadata fi:qara:ri magzlisi al?amn 1770
lisanati 2007 binna.s.si wa alma.dmu:n,
fa”innaha: ta?mulu fi:?an jaku:na taqdimu
addagmi wa almusa:gadata wifqa ?a:lijja:tin
mu.hadada wabimuwa:faqatin musabbaqga
mina al.huku:mati algi:ra:qijja, wagala
anna.hwi almufa:ri ?ilajhi fi: risa:lati:
almuwazzaha %ila saca:datikum bita:ri:yi
6 ?a:b/Migus.t.us 2008.

(25-c) Arabic ST 3

ju?sifuni: ?an ?aku:la ?inna bag.da ?a¢.da:"
ma3lisi al?’amn fi: albaja:ni alladi: .sadar
¢anhu, qad %istanada fi: ta.hdi:di mawqifihi
¢ala maglu:matin mustaqga:tin min .tarafin
wa.hidin du:na al?iltifa:ti alla:zim-ya.s.satan
fi: miBli al.ha:lati assu:rijja arra:hina- %ila
almaclu:mati wa alwaqa:%igi allati:
ta.tra.huha: addawla assu:rija:, wa hija:
almagnijja wa almas?u:la ?awwalan

wa %a:yiran ¢an ?amni wa ?istiqra:ri facbi

su:rijja wasala:mati ?ar.dihi wa mu”assasa:tihi.

(26-c) Arabic ST 3

na.hnu nagtaqidu ?anna almuztamaca
adduwalijji mu.ta:labun fi: ha:0a: a.0.0arfi
addaqi:q alladi: taci:fuhu su:rijja: bi%an
judfaca bi%ittizza:hi alhudu:” wa

waqfi ?agma:li attayri:bi, wa mu.talabun
bita3i:ci alyu.tuwa:ti al?i.sla:.hija allati:
naqu:mu biha:, wabiddagwati li%c.ta”
alfus.hati alla:zima mina alwaqti kaj nug.ti:

ha:0ihi: al?i.sla:hati Oima:raha:. da:lika
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badala ?igta?i mu?af[ira:tin mufa3z3zicatin ¢ala
ta.s¢i:di al?1.0.tira:ba:ti wa algunfi, al?amru
alladi: naqu:lu biba:ligi al?asafi ?anna
atta.sri:.hati a.s.sa:dira ¢an bacg.di ?ac.da:?
ma3lisi al?’amn wa alha:difa ?ila zija:dati
a.0.0ugu:.ti cala su:rijja:, ?innama ta.subbu fi:
alwa:qi¢i fi: mazra: ta.s¢i:di al?1.0.tira:ba:ti
wa ?acma:li algunfi, wa ha:0a la jaydimu
ma.sla.hata su:rijja: ¢ala al”i.tla:q.

(27-c) Arabic ST 6

bina:?an c¢ala tacliima:tin min .huku:mati,
fa?innani Pawwadu ?an ?ubajjina

mawgqifa .huku:mati alzumhu:rija algarabijja
assuw:rijja mina attaqrizri addawri: assa:big
¢afar lil?’ami:ni algam .hawla tanfi:d0i gara:ri

mazlisi al?’amn ragam (701) 2006.
(28-c) Arabic ST 6

wa biyu.su:.si ma: waradda fi: alfaqratajin 35
wa 70 .hawla maw.du:¢ almazmu:ga:t
almusallaha alfilisti:nijja, ”inna attawazuda
alfilis.ti:ni: fi: lubna:n

tad.ummuhu ?itifa:qa:tun lubna:nijatun-
filistinijjatun wala: ¢ala:qata lisu:rijja: biha:,
wa’amma binnisbati lima: dakarahu
attaqriru .hawla mawa:qiga filis.ti:nijjatin
tagagu ¢ala al.hudu:di assu:rija-allubna:nijja,
fa?innan nuzaddidu atta’ki:da ?anna 3ami:ga
ha:dihi almawa:qi¢i taqagu .dimna al%ara”.di
allubnanijja, wabiatta:li: fa?inna su:rija: lan
tatadayyala biha:0a: al?amri, wa ?inna
assababa arra?isijji littawa:3zudi alfilisti:ni fi:
lubna:n wa ‘gajrihi min duwali alziwa:r, wa
minha: surija,

huwa %istimra:ru ?i.htila:li ?isra:?i:1 li%ara:.di
alfilis.ti:nija wa raf.diha: tanfi:0i qara:ra:ti

af[arcijjati adduwalijjati la:sijama gara:ra:j
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majlisi al?’amni raqam 1968/338 wa 1983/ 242
alladi jakfulu .haqqa ¢awdati

alla:3i%i:na %ila %ara:.di:him allati:

tamma .tarduhum minha:.

(29-c) Arabic ST 9

bina:?an ¢ala taclima:tin min
huku:mati, ?atafarrafu bi’an ?urfiqa
lakum .tajjan 3adwalan
jata.damanu ?asma:?a ?arbagati .sa.hafijjina ?
aza:niba dayalu: ?ila al?ara:di: assu:rijjati
bi.turuqin ‘gajri mafru:¢atin wa du:na ¢ilmi
a.s.suluta:ti assu:rijati (7und.ur almirfaq),
hajfu laqija ?ifna:ni min ha:?ula”
assa.hafijji:n .hatfahuma yila:la tawa:zudihima
maca almazmu:cati almusala.hati fi: su:rija:
fi.hi:ni ”anna a.s.sa.hafijji:n al?a:yari:n
tasallala: ?ila su:rija: ¢cabra al.hudu:di
atturkijjati-assu:rijjati fi: bida:jati
Jahri ?a:0a:r/maris 2012, wa gad tamma,
mu?axyaran, taslimuhuma ?ila .sulu.ta:ti
bila:dihim.

(30-c) Arabic ST 13

waka:nati a.s.sulu.ta:tu al”isra:?ilijja %alqati
algab.da ¢ala ma:3id wa fida:? fi: [ahri
tamu:z/ ju:lju: mina alga:mi alma:.di:, wa
huma rahnu al?gtiga:li mundu 0a:lika
al.hi:ni, fagad tamma ?ictiqa:lu fida:?
muba:faratan ¢inda nuzu:lihi mina a.t.ta%ra
fi: ma.ta:ri” bin gu:rijju:n’ ¢a:?’idan min
faransa: liqa.da:? algu.tlati a.s.sajfijjati fi:
alzu:lan bagda %inti:ha:?i assanati addira:sijjati
huna:k, Bumma ga:mat bi%ictiqa:li walidihi
ma:3id bagda jawmajni min da:lika.

(31-c) Arabic ST 7

710 nuhanni?u saga:dataqum bitawalli:

zumhu:rijjat ru:sija: al?itti.hadija ri?a:sata

(29-a) Arabic ST 9
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majlisi al?’amn liaffahri al.ha:li: wa nugabbiru
¢an Bigatana bi?’anna ri%a:satakum
satusa.t.tiru mazi:dan mina annaza:.hi wa

attaqgaddum.
(32-c) Arabic ST 7

saca:data arra”i:ss, ?inna .hu.su:la algira:qi
¢ala nusyatin min ha:0a: al?ar/[i:fi

ja.hmilu ?ahamijjatan binnisbati lilgira:qi,
fabimu:3ibihi tamma dafcu maba:liga
ma:lijjatan .ta:%ilatan ?af0arat ¢ala na.hwin
silbijjin bil?iqti.sa:di algira:qiji:

mundu ’igra:riha: wa liga:jati aljawm. wa ?id
na.tlubu dagmaqum lima.tlabina bial.hu.su:li
¢ala ha:0a: al?ar[i:f, nu?akkidu ?istigda:da
algira:qi litagjji:ni ka:dir ma.haliji:
limusa:gadati sikri:tarijjat laznata al?umami
almutta.hidati littagwi:.da:ti ligara.di tahji?ati
al?arfi:fi tamhi:dan litasli:mina nusyatan
minhu sagjan ligalqi ha:0a: almilaft kagajrihi
mina almilaffa:ti alga:liga maga dawlati
alkuwajt min yila:li al”iltiza:mi biqara:rati
majlisi al?’amni da:ti a.s.sila.

(33-c) Arabic ST 9

%inna .hu:ku:mata alzumhu:rijja algarabijja
assu:rijja wa 70 tu”akkidu ¢ala ?anna
mura:sili: wasa®ila al”igla:mi al¢arabijja wa
al?aznabijja alladi:na jaqu:mu:na
biattasalluli ?ila su:rija: bi.turuqgin ‘'gajra
Jarcijja wa muya:lifatan lil?an.dima wa
algawa:nin, jata.hammalu:na almas”u:lijja
alga:nu:nijja wa annata?izi almutarattiba
¢amma qad jatacarra.du:na lahu nati:zata
duyu:lihim ?ila al?ara:.di: assu:rijja:
bifaklin ‘gajir mafru:¢ wa du:na ¢ilmi
a.s.sulu.ta:ti assu:rija:, wa nati:zata

mura:fagatihim almazmu:ga:ti al”?irha:bijja
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almusallaha, fa”innaha tuzzaddidu dagwataha
lilmu?assasa:ti al”igla:mijja allati

tawaddu ?irsa:la mandu:biha: ?ila su:rija:
attagadum bi.tlaba:tin wifga al?u.su:li wa
algawa:ni:ni almura:gija likaj jatimma
man.hahum ta”fi:ra:ti adduyu:li alla:zima

biassur¢ati almumkina...

(34-c) Arabic ST 1

%inna ma:dakarahu attaqari:ru .hawla
alzuhu:di assu:rijjati litanfi:6i ?a.hka:mi
gara:ri maslisi al?’amni 2004/1559
huwa ?ictira:fun .sari:.hun bi?anna su:rija: qad
ga:mat bitanfi:di ma jayu.s.suha: fi: ha:0a:
algara:ri, wa min ‘gajri almagbu:li
al?istimra:ru biza33i ?ismi su:rija: fi: taqri:ri
al?’ami:ni alga:mmi .hawla tanfi:6i alqara:ri
2004/1559 birrdgmi min ?anna su:rija: ga:mat
bitanfi:di ma: jayu.s.suha min ?a.hka:mihi.
(35-c) Arabic ST 7

wa biha:0:a nu?akkidu muzaddadan ?anna
mu.ha:wala:ta za3zzi ?ismi su:rija: fi: alwa.dgi
al.hamlati almuwazzahati .didda su:rija: wa
jufakkilu ?intiha:kan lima: na.s.sa ¢alajihi
mi:0a:qu al?umami almutta.hidati min
mabda? ¢adam attadayxuli fi: affu?uni
adda:yilijja liadduwali. kama: nu.ta:libu
bi?ida:nati duyu:li a.s.sa.hafijjina alfaransijjina
wa al?amri:ki:jji:na wa albri:.ta:ni:jji:na %ila
su:rija: mutasallili:na ¢abra al.hudu:di
assu:rija-allubna:nijja li?’anna

fi:0a:lika intiha:kan lisija:dati lubna:n wa

lisija:dati su:rija:.
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(36-c) Arabic ST 11

tu?akkidu alzumhu:rijja algarabijja assu:rijja
mawqifaha af0a:biti wa almutamab6il
fi: ?iltiza:miha: bisija:dati lubna:n wawi.hdati
wasala:mati %ara:.di:hi wa ?istigla:lihi
assija:ssij, wa tu?akkidu fi: ha:0a:
a.s.sadadi ?iltiza:miha: bittaca:wuni maca
alza:nibi allubna:nij li.dama:ni ?i.htira:mi
assija:dijati alwa.tanija wa sala:mati ?ara:.di
albaladajn affaqiqajin bima: jaydimu ?amna
wa’istiqra:ra kila: albaladajn.

(37-c) Arabic ST 11

wa tudakkiru .huku:matu alzumhu:rijja
algarabijja assu:rijja, bi?anna albarna:maza
assija:sijji alladi: .tara.hahu assajjidu arra”i:s
baffa:r al?asad, ra”:su alzumhu:rijjati
alcarabijjati assu:rijja, li.halli al?’azmati fi:
swrija:, ta.dmanu .dama:na:tin lika:ffati
almuwa:.tini:na almuha3z3zari:na arragibi:na
bilcawdati wa taqdi:mu attashi:la:ti alla:zimat
ligawdatihim.

(38-c) Arabic ST 12

kama: tamma ?istiq.tabu 6la:0ati ?a:la:fi
¢a:’ilatin ?isra:’ilijjatin 3adi:dat lil?is.ti.tani fi:
alzu:lan almu.htall talbijatan liha:dihi
al.hamlati alzadi:dati allati: ?a.tlagaha:
almustaw.tinu:na al?isra:?ilijju:n wa

allati: ”istamarrat .tawa:la [ahri ka:nu:n
al?awwal/di:samber 2010 ta.hta ?ifra:fi ma:
jusamma ma3zlisu almus.taw.tana:ti al?iqli:mi:
fi: alzu:lan almu.htal, wa da:lika fi: ?i.ta:ri
taf3i:¢i aljahu:di cala al?isti:.tani fi: al?ar.di
assw:rija almu.htalla. gamalijjatu al?istiq.ta:bi
ha:0ihi 3a:?at nati:zata taqdi:mi al?ra:.di
assu:rijja almu.htalla lirragibi:na

bial?isti:.ta:mni, fi: ?ita:ri guru:.din mugrija
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tata.damanu ?imtila:ka almustaw.tini du:naman
wa.hidan mazza:nan wa ?imka:nijjati ?ika:mati
manzilin bimisa:hat 150 mitran murabbacan
magca .hadi:qatin wa:sigatin wa bitaka:lifa
munyafi.da.

(39-c) Arabic ST 12

%inna %istimra:ra %isra:?i:1 fi: bina:?
almustaw.tana:ti fi: alu:lan assu:riji:
almu.htall gad yalaqa .halatan mina alfaw.da
fi: almin.taqa wa ha:0ihi al.ha:la min [a?niha:
tahdi:du al?’amni wa al”istiqra:ri
al?igli:mijji;jni wa adduwali;jjajn. ?inna
alzumhu:rijja algarabija assu:rija tu?akkidu
almas”u:li min gibali almuztamagi adduwali;j
liradgi 7isra:?il wa mangiha: mina al?istimra:ri
fi: %intiha:kiha: li.huqu:qi ?a.s.ha:bi al?ara:.di
almu.htala fi: su:rijja: wa lubna:n wa filis.ti:n,
wa allaoi: juma00ilu ?intiha:kan ligara:ra:ti
af[ar¢ijja adduwalijja da:ti a.s.silati wa
li%itifa:qijjati 3ini:f arrabica wa lilga:nuni
adduwali: wa alga:nu:ni adduwaliji
al?insa:ni:. ?inna waqfa al?isti:.tani wa tafki:ki
almustaw.tana:ti huwa ?amrun .ta:labat bihi
gara:ra:tu affarcijati adduwalijja, wa

huwa ?iltiza:mun jazibu ?an taqu:ma

bihi ?isra:?i:1.

(40-c) Arabic ST 4

lagad ka:na jawmu 20 tifri:n
al?awwal/?uktu:bar jawman ta:ri:yijjan liffacbi
allibijji, juglinu niha:ja:ta addi:kta:tu:rija wa
mi:la:da li:bija: alzadi:da. li:bja:
addi:mu:qra:.tijja allati: ta.htarimu .huqaqa
al?insa:ni wa ta.sunu al.hurijja:ti al?assa:sijja,
bagda ?i0najni wa ?arbagi:na sanatan

min .hukmi alfardi wa al?irha:bi
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wa “intiha:ki .huku:ki al?ins:an.
(41-c) Arabic ST 1

%inna ma: Oakarahu attaqgari:ru .hawla
alzuhu:di assu:rijati litanfi:01 ?a.hka:mi qara:ri
majlisi al?’amni 2004/1559

huwa ?i¢tira:fun .sari:.hun bi?anna su:rija: qad
ga:mat bitanfi:di ma jayu.s.suha fi: ha:0a:
algara:ri, wa min ‘gajri almaqbu:li
al?istimra:ru bizazzi ?ismi su:rija fi: taqri:ri
al?ami:ni alga:mmi .hawla tanfi:0i alqara:ri
2004/1559 birrdgmi min ?anna su:rija: ga:mat
bitanfi:di ma:jayu.s.suha min ?a.hka:mihi.

(42-c) Arabic ST 1

wa ?in tana:wala attaqri:r alzuhu:d
almuftaraka assucgu:dija-assu:rija almabodu:la
limuga:lazat ta.sa:cud al?’azma assija:sija fi:
lubna:n, lahuwa dali:lun ?ayr ¢ala .hir.si
swrija: libadli kulli 3uhdin mumkinin

lil.hifa:.0i cala ?amni wa ?istiqra:ri lubna:n.

(43-c) Arabic ST 3

ha:0a: al?igfa:lu almu?sifu lil.haga:?iqi ¢ala
al?ar.d, wa alladi: .sadara baja:nu mazlisi
al?amni bina:?an c¢alajh, jufakkilu

ca:milan ?asa:sijjan ba:liga assilbijjati
biannisbati lima.sla.hati su:rijja: li%annahu
jufazzicu almazmu:ga:ti attayribija
almusalla.ha ¢ala al?istimra:ri fi: ?istiyda:mi
assila:.hi wa fi: camalijja:ti alqatli wa
attayri:bi, wa fi: ha:0a: alkafiri mimma
jugargilu imkana:ti alwu.su:li ?ila al.hifa:.di

¢ala ma.sa:li.hi su:rijja al?asa:sija.

(44-c) Arabic ST 4

wa .hawla ma: 3a:?a fi: alfaqratajini 39 wa
42 .hawla al.ha.dri almafru:.di cala assila:.hi

wa mura:qabati al.hudu:di, faqad
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taza:hala muma00ilu al?ami:ni al¢a:m, wa
huwa alga:rifu bikulli [aj?in, kama:
jaddagi:, bi?anna tahri:ba assila:hi, kama:
jacrifu alzami:¢ huwa min lubna:n ?ila
su:rija:, wa min kibali fi?a:tin
mugajjanatin fi: lubna:n tufa:riku fi:
mu.ha:walati zagzagati al?istiqra:ri fi:
su:rija: min yila:li tazwi:di almazmu:cati
al?irha:bijjati almussalla.ha fi: su:rija:
bial?aslihati wa al?’amwa:li liannajili
min ?istiqra:ri su:rija:.

(45-c) Arabic ST 7

wa ?istimra:ran fi:ha:0a: annahzi
nawaddu ?an nufi:ra ?ila ?anna .hukumata
algira:qi gqad tagaddamat fi: waqtin sa:bigin
bi.talabin lil.hu.su:li ¢ala al?arfifi alka:mili
limu.ta:laba:ti attagwi:.da:ti allati:
quddimat %ila laznati al?7umami almutta.hidati
littagwi:.da:t, lima: liha:da: almaw.du:ci
min ?ahamijjatin binnisbati ?ila ?iqa:mati
addaca:wa alqa.da:”ijja allati: tatacallaqu
bialmu.talabati bittagwi.da:ti min qibali bag.di
al?afra:di ?ama:ma alma.ha:kimi algira:qijja
nati:zata ?a.dra:ri .harbi cam 1990.

(46-c) Arabic ST 7

wa ragma .hu.su:li muwafaqati allaznati
almadku:ra gala tazwi:dina bi%ar{ifi
almu.ta:laba:ti fagad qa:mat bitazwi:dina
bimaglu:matin ¢an muta:la:bati adduwali
(A,B,C,D) faga.t du:na mu.ta:la:bati al?afradi
mina alfi?a:ti wa almu”assasa:ti mina alfi%a:ti
(E,F) hajbu 7aza:bat bi’annaha: la: tas.ta.tigu
tazwi:dana biha: nati:zata tanfi:di sija:sati
al?arfafati wa attayallu.si minha: bagda

muru:ri sabgi sanawatin min ta:ri:y daf¢i
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mablagi attagwi:d, fa.dlan ¢an ?anna huna:ka
bag.da alquju:di ¢ala almaglu:mati allati
jumkinu tawfi:ruha nad.ran lisirrijjati
mu.ta:laba:ti al?afra:d.

(47-c) Arabic ST 12

Tawaddu ?an ?u¢limakum c¢an

¢amalijja:tin ?isti:.tanijjatin 3adi:datin ga:mat
biha: sulu.ta:tu al?i.hti:la:li al?isra:%ilijja fi:
alzu:lan assw:ri: almu.htall. fagad ?aqdama
ma jusamma bima3zlisi almustaw.tinin fi:
alzu:lan cala yu.twatin %istifza:zija 3adi:da
min yila:li .hamlatin diga:%jatin libina:?
wa.hada:tin ?isti:.tanija 3adi:da fi: alzu:la:n
assu:ri: almu.htall ta.hta ¢gunwa:nit¢a:la %ila
alzu:lan’ wallati: tata.damanu man.ha 140
gi.t¢ata ?ar.din 3adi:da mugqa:bila mablagin
jatara:wa.hu bajna 30 ?ila 41 ?alfi

du:la:rin ?amrikijj badala attaka:lifi allati:
jata.tallabuha: bina:?u manzilin fi: alzu:la:n,

ta.silu gima:tahu %ila na.hwi 2700000 du:lar.
(48-c) Arabic ST 1

tukarriru su:rija: ¢gadama qubu:liha:
bi%ifa:ra:ti ha:0a: attagri:r ?ila tarsi:mi
al.hudu:di bajna su:rija: wa lubna:n,
bi%ctiba:ri ?anna ha:0ihi almas?ala ?amran
Buna”ijjan bajna albaladajni. W tu”?akidu
swrija: marratan ?uyra ?anna al¢a?iqa
al.haqiqijja allaoi: jaqifu ?amama tarsi:mi
al.hudu:di ass:urijati-allubna:nijati bifaklin
ta:mmin, huwwa ?istimraru algudwa:ni wa
al?i.htila:li al?isra”i:li lilzu:lani assu:rijji
almu.htall walimaza:rici [abga:.

(49-c) Arabic ST 3

ha:0a: al?igfa:lu almu?sifu lil.haga:?iqi ¢ala
al?ar.d, wa alladi: .sadara baja:nu ma3lisi

al?amni bina:?an ¢alajh, jufakkilu
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ca:milan ?asa:sijjan ba:liga assilbijjati
biannisbati lima.sla.hati su:rijja: li’annahu
jufazzicu almazmu:ga:ti attayri:bijja
almusalla.ha ¢ala al?istimra:ri fi: ?istiyda:mi
assila:.hi wa fi:gamalijja:ti alqatli wa
attayri:bi, wafi: ha:0a: alkafi:ri mimma
jucarqgilu ?imkana:ti alwu.su:li ?ila al.hifa:.di
¢ala ma.sa:li.hi su:rijja al?asa:sija.

(50-c) Arabic ST 4

ja.tizbu li: 7ibla: ‘gukum bi’anna almazlisa
alwa.tanijj al”?intiqa:lijj qad ?aclan ta.hri:ra
li:bja: bialka:mili min .hukmi addi:kta:tu:r
mucammar alqada:fi:, bagda assaj.tarati ¢ala
madi:nati sirt, wa mawti algaqi:d alqada:fi:
kanati:3atin lil?1.sa:bati alba:ligati allati:
tacarra.da laha: yila:la al?itiba:ki alladi: 3zara
bajna aBbuwwa:ri wa ?an.sa:ri alqada:fi:
alladi:na ka:nu ju.ha:wilu:na .hima:jata
alqgada:fi: lilhuru:bi min sirt jawma 20 tifri:n
al?awwal/?uktu:bar 2011 .

(51-c) Arabic ST 8

kama: ?anna al.huku:ma assu:rijja: tu’minu
bi?’anna mu(kilata ma jussama bianna:zi.hin
assw:rjji:n hija: mufkilatun

muftacalatun %ila .haddin kabi:r wa ta?malu
c¢awdatahum ?ila wa.tanihim wa

¢adami ?istigla:l wuzu:dihim li?agra:.din
sija:sijja, wa kad ?adda: atta.hassun
almal.hu:.d fi: alwa.dg¢i al?’amnijji: %ila ¢awdati
mazmu:ca:tin kabi:ratin minhum ?ila
baladihim wa muza:walatihim li?a¢gma:lihim
allati: managathum minha: almazmu:ca:t
al?irha:bijja.

(52-c) Arabic ST 13

kuntu gad wazzahtu ?ilajkum fi: alya:missi
min [ahri ?a:b/7ugstus 2010 risa:latan

biyu.su:.si qija:mi quwwa:ti al?i.htila:li
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fida:? affacir wa wa:lidihi ma:3id af[a:gir
bituhamin mufabrakatin bihadafi tarhi:bi
almuwa.tinina assu:rijji:na fi: alzu:la:n
assu:rijji almu.htall,

wa ?innani ?awaddu ?an ?ulfita ?intiba:hakum
7la ?i3ra:?in 3adi:din qa:mat bihi quwwatu
al?.htila:li al?isra:?ilijj:, .hajbu ?agdamati
alma.hkamatu almarkazijja al”isra:lijja fi:
anna:.sira bita:ri:yi 17 fuba:t/fibra:jar 2011
cala ?i.sda:ri ?a.hka:min 3a:?iratin bi.hakki
al?asi:rajni ma:3id affa:cir bissizni limuddati
yamsi sanawa:tin wa?ibnihi fida:? affa:¢ir
bissizni limuddati Oala:0i sanawa:t.

(53-c) Arabic ST 2

lagad takallalatt 3uhu:du alkutali assija:sijjati
yila:l assanati alma:.dijati,
bitafki:li .huku:mati affara:kati alwa.tanija,
bacda fatratin .tawi:latin mina almufa:wara:ti
allati: Pakkadat cala ragbati tilka alkutali
fi: ?an jatimma %intiga:lu assul.ta.ti fi:
algira:qi bifaklin di:muqra.tijjin wa silmijjin
wa wifqa al%a:lijja:ti addustu:rijjati.

(54-c) Arabic ST 4

wa nu’akkidu muzaddadan bi”’anna ma:
warada fi: alfaqrati 72 .hawla™ ?anna tarsi:m
al.hudu:d ?amrun .ha:simun
licala:qatin ?i:3abijjatin bajna albaladajn gajr
maqbu:l, wa ?anna algal:qata alqa:?ima bajna
albaladajn ?i:3a:bijja wa ?anna attafki:ka
bida:lika juctabaru tadayullan fi: affu?uni
adda:yilija lilbaladajn.

(55-c) Arabic ST 8

wa biha:08:a nu?akkidu muzaddadan ?anna

mu.ha:walata za3zzi ?ismi su:rija: fi: alwa.dgi

al.hamlati almuwazzahati .didda su:rija: wa
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jufakkilu ?intiha:kan lima: na.s.sa ¢alajihi
mi:fa:qu al’7umami almutta.hidati min
mabda? ¢adam attadayxuli fi: affu?u:ni
adda:yilijja liadduwali. kama: nu.ta:libu
bi%ida:nati duyu:li a.s.sa.hafijji:na
alfaransijji:na wa al?amri:ki:jji:na wa
albri:.ta:ni;jji:na “ila sw:rija: mutasallili:na
¢abra al.hudu:di assu:rijja-allubna:nijja
lianna fi:da:lika ?intiha:kan lisijadati lubna:n
wa lisijadati su:rija:.

(56-c) Arabic ST 11

?inna al %ifa:rata ?ila maw.du:¢i almuwa:.tinin
assu:rijjin almuhazzarin %ila lubna:n,
wa %ila ?intiga:li alla:3i%n alfilsi.ti:ni:niji:n
almuqgi:mina fi: su:rija: ?ila lubna:n, nati:zata
al?’agma:l al?irhabijja lilmazmu:ga:t
al”irha:bijja almusala.ha huwa maw.du:gun
jayruzu c¢an ni.ta:qi wila:jati alqara:ri 701
2006 wa tu.hadiru min magbbati ?istigla:li
muga:na:t almuha3zzari:na li’agra:.din
sija:sijatin, wa tudakkiru .huku:matu
alzumhu:rija algarabija assu:rija, bi?anna
albarna:maza assija:ssij allaoi: .tara.hahu
assajid baf[a:r al?asad, ra”i:su alzumhu:rijja
alcarabijja assu:rijja, li.halli al?azma fi:
swrija:, ta.dmanu .dama:na:tin lika:ffati
almuwa:.tini:na almuha3zzari:na arra’gibi:na
bilcawdati wa taqdi:mu attashi:la:ti alla:zima
licawdatihim.

(57-c) Arabic ST 12

?inna ha:Dihi almaClu:mati tuTbitu wa biaddali:li
alga:.tiCi ?anna ?isra:?i:la ma:.dijjatun fi:
sija:satiha: alCudwa:nija al?isti:.tanijja, min
Xila:li taZa:huliha: ligara:rati aSSarCijja
adduwalijja allati tudi:nu ?istimra:ra ?isra:?i:l

bibina:?i almustaw.tana:ti fi: al?ara:.di alCarabijja
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almu.htalla bima:fi: Da:lika alZu:la:n assu:rijji
almu.htall.
(58-c) Arabic ST 9

bina:?an ¢ala ta¢lima:tin min huku:mati,
atafarrafu bi%an ?urfiga lakum .tajjan
zadwalan
jata.damanu ?asma:?a ?arbacati .sa.hafijjina ?
aza:niba dayalu: ?ila al?ara:di assu:rijati
bi.turuqin ‘gajri mafru:catin wa du:na ¢ilmi
assuluta:ti assu:rijati (?und.ur almirfaq), hajou
lagija ?iOna:ni min ha:?ula”
assa.hafijjin .hatfahuma yila:la tawa:zudihima
maga almazmu:gati almusala.hati fi: su:rija
fi.hi:ni ”anna a.s.sa.hafijji:n al?a:yari:n
tasallala: ?ila su:rija ¢abra al.hudu:di
atturkijjati-assu:rijjati fi: bida:;jati
fahri ?a:0a:r/maris 2012, wa gad tamma,
mu?axyaran, taslimuhuma %ila .suluta:ti
bila:dihim.

(59- a) Arabic ST 11

wa tawaddu .huku:matu alzumhu:rijja
algarabijja assu:rijja atta?ki:da ?aj.dan cala
mawqifiha almugabbari ¢anhu fi: al¢adi:di
mina arrasa:?ili almuta.ta:biqa allati: ka:nat
gad wa3zzahatha: ?la kullin mina al?amini
alca:m wa ra”i:si maglisi al?’amni biyu.su:.si
tanfi:81 algara:r 2006 1701, wa tugabir

¢an ’istigra:biha: fi: ha:da: almaza:li

min ?i.sra:ri al?ama:nati alcamma cala
al?istimra:ri bizazi ?ismi alzumhu:rijja
algarabijja assu:rijja: fi: taga:ririha:
almutagalliga bitanfi:6i alqara:r 2006 1701,
ya:.s.satan wa “anna alqara:r almufa:r ?ilajh
jatagallaqu bialgudwa:n al%isra:?ili: ¢ala

lubna:n.
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(60-a) Arabic ST 9

7inna .hukumata alzumhu:rijja al¢arabija
assu:rija tu?akkidu ¢ala ?ahamijjati addawr
alladi: jazibu ?an taqu:ma bihi wasa?il
al?i¢clam fi: ?ada:?iha: limaha:miha:, wa alladi:
jazibu %an jatamajjaz bialmihanijja wa
almaw.du:gijja, wa Oa:lika cala ¢aks ma:
ga:mat bihi bag.du wasa:?ili al?igla:m
algarbijja wa al¢arabijja min tarwi:zin
li?ayba:rin ¢a:rija ¢ani a.s.si.ha ¢ani
al?a.hda:0i alza:rija fi: su:rija:, cabra
gija:miha: bi%i.hla:li .su:ra muzajjafa maka:na
a.s.su.ra al.haqi:qija allati: 3ara tagji:buha:
¢amdan yidmatan li?azundat sija:sija .dajjiqa
la: tamuttu bi.silatin limuta.tallaba:ti algamali
a.s.sa.hafijji almihanijji, haj® qa:mat ha:dihi:
alwasa:”il bidawrin ta.hri:.0ijji ?dda: fi
gabi:rin mina al?a.hja:ni ?ila maqtali alka®i:r
mina almadanijjina al?brija:?, wa da:lika fi:
tana:qu.din ta:mmin mag¢a maha:mi al%i¢cla:m

annabi:la.
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Résumé

Cette recherche examine I’utilisation des éléments de cohésion dans un corpus paralléle
arabe/anglais des textes des Nations Unies et vise a les comparer et a les contraster afin
d’identifier les changements qui s’y produisent, analyser les glissements au niveau de ces liens
textuels et montrer la maniere avec laquelle ils sont interprétés comme équivalents. La premiére
hypothése testée est que puisque chaque langue emploie ses propres éléments de cohésion,
I'anglais et lI'arabe révéleraient des différences dans le type d’éléments utilisés et la fréquence de
leur utilisation, ce qui affecterait considérablement la conversion des textes. La seconde est que
puisque l'arabe et lI'anglais appartiennent a deux différentes familles de langues, de hombreuses
différences pourraient apparaitre lors de la traduction. Par conséquent, des changements dans les
éléments cohésifs arabes se produiraient dans la version anglaise. Ils seraient dus a un souci de la
part des traducteurs de garder la précision, la transparence et la formalité caractérisant la langue
des textes des Nations Unies. Usant de corpus linguistiques, une méthode quantitative et une
qualitative descriptive sont utilisées pour mesurer a quel point les normes et les conventions de la
langue source influent sur l'utilisation des éléments de cohésion dans la traduction et décrire sa
précision et la facon dont les traducteurs s’accommodent aux différences. Les résultats révelent
qu’il existe beaucoup plus de similitudes que de différences entre I'arabe et I'anglais en termes
d’éléments de cohésion textuelle utilisés mais la fréquence de certains d’entre eux est
considérablement différente. Les similitudes sont conservées a des fins de précision, transparence
et formalité qui caractérisent la langue des textes juridiques. Les résultats ont également montré
que les textes traduits en anglais ont une tendance majeure a I'explicitation et a l'implicitation.
Ceci est démontré par l'apparition de trois types de changements: I'ajout, l'omission et la
substitution des éléments. Enfin, quelques extraits d’un corpus parall¢le sont utilisés dans le but
de concevoir des activités d'apprentissage dans I’enseignement de la traduction.

Mots clefs: éléments de cohésion ; traduction Arabe/Anglais; études contrastives; corpus

paralleles
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