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Abstract
This study addresses the topic of discourse markers (hence after DMs), which serve various
functions in connecting different parts of discourse. These markers play a role in indicating
shifts, linking ideas, expressing attitudes, changing topics, initiating and concluding
conversations.

The significance of DMs arises from their pragmatic functions, which go beyond literal
meanings. The objective of this study is to shed light on the functions of these markers in
both English and Arabic, and elucidating how English DMs are translated into Arabic.
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To verify these objectives, the study proposes several hypotheses: First, there are no
significant differences in the use of DMs for pragmatic purposes between English and
Arabic. Second, these functions can be translated into Arabic. Third, DMs are oriented
towards communication, relying more on their functions than their literal meanings, thus
favoring a communicative-based translation approach.

To achieve the aforementioned aims and test the hypotheses, the study selects three texts
from English sports written discourse, sourced from the CNN website. These texts are then
translated by ten M.A. students. The translations are analyzed to examine how the students
render the DMs into Arabic.

Key Word : Translation, Discourse Markers, Sports
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1. Introduction

In the past 20 years, discourse markers have been the subject of much research, leading to
the development of many concepts and approaches. Fraser (1999) notes its controversial
and challenging nature. It draws attention to the fact that several academics have used
different labels to study DMs. Fraser (1999) claims that although academics disagree about
the definition and purpose of DMs, they agree that they are lexical expressions that connect
parts of a discussion.

This chapter provides a detailed analysis of the concept of DMs, their traits, functions,
types, and placement. It also highlights two groups of researchers who studied DMs. The
first group includes researchers who adopt a coherence-based account. The major members
of this group are Schiffrin (1987), Fraser (1988, 1990), Schourup (1999) Redeker (1990,
1991), Zwicky (1985), and Giora (1997, 1998). The second group includes researchers who
adopt discourse markers Relevance-based account. The major members of this group are
Blakemore (1987, 1992, 2002), Blass (1990), Iten (1998), Wilson and Sperber (1993), and
Rouchota (1998).

This chapter also provides an overview of the concept of DMs in Arabic, their treatment,

and types. In addition, it discusses the concept and types of sports articles. Finally, it

explains the concept and types of translation.
2. Literature Review
2.1. Discourse Marker in English
DMs are typically a diverse group of words and expressions that identify the expressive

goals of written discourse. The fact that discourse markers serve as binders of discourse
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portions is actually their core concept. A DM is also viewed as a word or phrase, such as a
conjunction like "but, and,” an adverb like "then, now," a comment clause like "frankly
speaking," or an interjection like "well, oh," that is used to draw the reader's attention to a
specific kind of linkage between the upcoming utterance and the immediate discourse
context (Redeker, 1991:1168).

As a result, several academics have defined DMs in various ways. Indeed, Labov and
Fanshel's talk about the word "well" in the context considered as the first definition of the
term DMs. They stated that it refers to a subject that participants already have shared
knowledge of (Labov and Fanshel, 1977: 156)

Brinton (1996: 6) claims that DMs are brief words or phrases that occur frequently in
oral discourse, such as so, oh, you know, or | mean. They are considered to lack lexical
meaning, making them difficult to translate. They are also considered to be minor in terms
of word class, syntactically relatively free, and optional; they also seem to lack
propositional meaning or grammatical function.

Stubbs (1983: 68-70) asserts that DMS are found in oral discourse, where they occur
frequently and are utilized to connect ideas between speakers.

Schiffrin (1987:31) states that DMs are sequentially dependent elements that frame
units of discourse. She claims that DMs help to define the boundary between talk units,
separate text into smaller units, and demonstrate the relationships between each unit.

2.2. Functions of Discourse Markers

Brinton (1996: 268-272), lists nine functions in an inventory and divides them into two

categories based on the modes or functions of language.

1) Textual functions:

a) To start a discourse, which may include grabbing the listener's attention, and to end
a discourse. (Opening and closing frame markers)

b) To assist the speaker in taking or leaving the turn. (Turn takers and Turn givers)

¢) To function as a filler or stall strategy to keep up the conversation or maintain the

right to speak. (Fillers and turn keepers)
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d)

9)

To delineate a discourse border, i.e., to signal a new subject, a partial shift in subject
(enlargement, specification, correction, elaboration), or the return of a previous
subject (after an interruption). (Topic switchers)

To indicate either old or new information. (Information indicators).

To indicate "sequential dependence,” to restrict the relation of one clause to the
previous clause by clarifying the conversational implicatures associating the two
clauses, or to mark by conventional implicatures how an utterance complies with
cooperative principles of conversation. (Sequence/relevance markers)

To correct one's own or others' discourse. (Repair markers)

Interpersonal functions:

a)

b)

Subjectively, to express a response or reaction to the previous discourse or attitude
toward the upcoming discourse, including "back-channel™ signs of understanding
and ongoing attention spoken while another speaker is taking her or his turn and
maybe "hedges" expressing speaker tentativeness. (Response/reaction markers and
back-channel signals)

Interpersonally, to influence intimacy, cooperation, or sharing between speaker and
hearer, including expressing deference, checking or expressing understanding,
asserting shared assumptions, or saving face (politeness). (Confirmation-seekers

and face-savers)

2.3. Types of Discourse Markers

Biber et al. (1999:1095) divide DMs into ten types. They provide the following DMs

categories:

a) Interjections

According to most grammar books, interjections are the most typical type of DMs.

According to Thomas and Martinent (2002:19), interjections are words or a group of

sounds used as a quick comment to express emotions.

b) Greetings and Farewell Expressions
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When there is a special discourse context, greetings and farewells are used as standard
responses. These markers can be utilized as a tool to keep links between people, even
though they are phatic in nature (Biber et at. 1999:1088).

c) Linking Adverbials

According to Levinson (1983:87), linking adverbials are words or phrases that show the

relationship between an utterance and previous discourse.
d) Stance Adverbials

A stance adverbial discourse marker is a lexical item that acts semantically as an
operator on the entire sentence. They serve to convey evolution, modality, and illocutionary
force (Trask, 1993:251).

e) Vocatives

Vocatives are described as noun phrases that refer to the addressee but aren't
syntactically or semantically incorporated as the argument of prosodically, hence they are

separated from the body of the sentence pros-toically (Levinson 1983:71).

f) Response Elicitors

These markers are known as general question tags, like "huh,™ *eh,
"okay?" (Biber et al. 1999:1080).

alright,” and

g) Response Forms

Biber et al. (1999:1089) describe these markers as routine and brief responses to prior

remarks.
h) Hesitator

According to Knowles (1987:185), hesitator is a DM used to fill in speech pauses caused

by hesitation, such as er, erm, and uh.

i) Various Polite Speech-Act Formulate
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Biber et al. (1999:1093) mention that DMs such as please, thank you, sorry, and

pardon that are utilized in respectful language are part of polite speech-act formulae.
J) Expletives

These are words or phrases that serve only as markers and add nothing to the text's

meaning.

2.4. Discourse Markers in Arabic

The class of DMs in Arabic grammar is known as huruuf al-atf,alaall (<s5,a
)"conjunctive particles.” It includes a limited number of elements, not more than 10, these
are (fa (=)"then", wa (s)"and", bal(d:) "but", thumma (<)"then", aw (J)"or", lakin
()"but”, laa (¥) "not", am (¢!) "or", hatta (3~) "even" amma (W) "or") (Omar et al. 1994).
Wa, () "and" in Arabic, is considered the most commonly used DM. It is primarily utilized
to connect phrases, clauses, sentences, and paragraphs (Al-Batal 1985). As a result, it has
received more attention in research on Arabic DMs than other ones.

Al-Batal (1994,91) defines DMs as “any element in a text which indicates a linking or
transitional relationship between phrases, clauses, sentences, paragraphs, or larger units of
discourse, exclusive of referential or lexical ties”.

Ghalayyini (2005:612) describes DMs as "those particles that are used to link two
elements, making them share the same parsing case."

Al-Kohlani (2010: 1) adds that DMS link textual units above the sentence and direct
the text-receivers' interpretation throughout the text by operating across sentence
boundaries.

2.5. Types of Arabic Discourse Markers
The primary types of Arabic conjunctions (DMs) are additive, causal, adversative, and
temporal. In fact, they resemble English ones (Halliday & Hasan, 1976).

A. Additives

The Arabic devices "wa" and "fa" are used the most frequently. They mostly serve to
express the additive relationships between elements of text. The Arabic conjunctions "wa"
and "fa" are translated into English as "and" and "then".

B. Adversatives
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Adversative Conjunctions, like "bal" and "la:kin," indicate contrastive relationships. Both
an adversative relation, which contains the logical meaning of "and" and "however," and

an additive relation, which connects two opposing units of meaning, are included in them.

C. Causal

Conjunctions like "fla budda an," which is translated as "therefore” or "it is a must that"
are used to express these types of relationships. Whether used at the beginning of sentences
or inside them, the prefix "li," which is the abbreviation of "liDa," also denotes a causal
relationship.

D. Temporal

These conjunctions include ".hinama,” "Thumma,” and “inDama,” which are the
equivalents of "when,” "then,” and "and if," respectively. They guarantee a temporal

relationship between the two events mentioned in the statement.
3. Research Methodology

3.1. Date Collection
1. This study selects a set of three English texts sourced from sports articles on the CNN
website as its data.

2. Ten M.A. students in the Translation Department of the College of Arts at the University

of Tikrit are chosen to translate these texts.
3. The chosen texts will be analyzed to determine the purposes of the DMs used in them.

4. A table is provided for each marker to show the method of translation employed, the
suitability of the marker (based on its function), and whether or not the M.A. student

employs the marker.

3.2 Model Adopted

In this study, two models are adopted: the linguistic model (Fraser, 1999), and the
translational model (Newmark, 1988).

3.2.1. Fraser's Model (1999)

Fraser (1999) divides DMs into two main groups, and each group is further divided into a
number of subgroups. These groups are
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1. Propositional DMs: This group includes markers which relate various aspects of the
messages expressed by the S2 and S1. The discourse relationship may involve the
(propositional) content scope, in some instances it includes the epistemic domain (the
speaker's ideas), and while in others it involves the speech act scope. They are divided
further into:

A. Contrastive markers: DMs in this sub-group indicate that the content of S2 contrast
with certain aspects of the interpretation of S1. This sub-group includes:

Although, but, contrary to this/that, conversely, despite (doing) this/that, however, in
comparison (with/to this/that), in contrast (with/to this/that), in spite of (doing)
this/that, instead (of (doing) this/that), nevertheless, nonetheless, on the contrary, on
the other hand, rather (than (do) this/that), still, though, whereas, yet.

B. Collateral markers: DMs in this sub-group indicate a quasi-parallel relation between the
explicit content of segments S2 and S1. This sub-group includes: Also, and, above all,
better yet, besides, well, and yet, furthermore, for another thing, in addition,
moreover, or, more to the point, aside on top of it all, from, what is more, to cap it all
off, I mean, namely, in particular, parenthetically, analogously, by the same token,
that is to say, equally, likewise, correspondingly, that said similarly.

C. Inferential Markers: DMs in this sub-group indicate that S2 should be taken as a
conclusion based on S1. This sub-group includes: All things considered, accordingly, as
a result, as a (logical) consequence/conclusion, consequently, because of this/that, in
any case, hence, it can be concluded that, in this/that case, on that condition, of course,
then, so, thus, therefore.

D. Additional sub-groups of markers: DMs in this sub-group indicate that segment two
presents a justification for the content provided in segment one, whether it is asserted or is
an imperative. This sub-group includes —because, after all, since, for this/that reason.”
2. Non-propositional DMs: This group includes markers that involve an aspect of
discourse management. They are divided further into:

A. Topic Change Markers: DMs in this sub-group indicate that the following utterance
constitutes a departure from the present topic. This sub-group includes: with regards to,
before I forget, back to my original point, incidentally, by the way, on a different note,
just to update you, that reminds me, speaking on X, to return to my point, to change
the topic, while I think of it.

B. Discourse Structure Markers: DMs in this sub-group are used to frame a topic by
indicating its beginning, middle, and end in a list. They mark how the elements of a
particular topic are organized. This sub-group includes: At the outset, once again, first,
second, lastly, finally, in the first place, to start with, moving right along, next.

3.2.2. Newmark's Model (1988)

Newmark (1988, 7) asserts that translation is an activity that entails attempting to convey
the same idea or statement in a different language as it would be stated in the original
language. He (ibid: 22-23) asserts that there are two methods of translation that will be
suitable for any text: (a) communicative translation, where the translator aims to create the
same impact on the TL readers as that created by the original on the SL readers and (b)
semantic translation, in which the translator tries, within the bare semantic and syntactic
restrictions of the TL, to recreate the author’s accurate contextual meaning.

However, the following is what distinguishes communicative from semantic translation:
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1. Communicative translation: is objective, as the translator attempts to produce the same
effect on the T.L. reader or receiver as it does on S.L. receivers. In this type, the translator
is free to remove obscurities and repetition and identify generic terms. In communicative
translation, the message is the most essential part, and the translator must influence the
T.L. reader or receiver to think, feel, and/or act in a manner that is almost identical to that
of the S.L. reader or receiver. In fact, communicative translation concentrates more on the
force of the message than its content.

2. Semantic translation aims to convey the formal and contextual meaning of the S.L.
texts as accurately as the syntactic and semantic structure of the S.L. texts. Instead of
focusing on the message's effect or force, the semantic translation emphasizes the message
itself. The target text may lose its meaning or be poorly written because it follows the
content rather than the author's intended meaning of the original text; this makes it more
complex (llyas, 1989: 31-33).

According to Alhaj (2015:39), communicative translation is an effort to create an effect in
the TL similar to that of the original text. It focuses on the force of the message. It is TL
oriented. The translator is free to improve, correct the style and logic, and remove
ambiguity.

3.2. Data Analysis
SL Text (1):

Prior to joining Roma, Mourinho managed Premier League club Tottenham Hotspur,

but was unceremoniously sacked just before the Carabao Cup final in 2021.
TL Text (1):

oY) (55l (B st g alelish (o2l iy yge I clayy () anleail J8 1
2021 ple (B LIS S Al U8 e e S il baang ¢ lied)
G819 i g alei g Jlaall (50l (53U s sy se ey () plead) JE 2

2021 ple b LIS S Sled U paney e JS5 4lld)
oY) (sl (A i sn aleiish ool sy yse ) lagy ) Aulaail Jd 3
2021 ale B LIS GlS Al U8 ey e S Jadl Addd ¢ lied)
oY) (sosall (B g aleiish 52U sy yse M ey () dulaail JS 4
2021 dle b b8 (S led U any e IS il Sliedl
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S oY) (sl (B o ga alefigh (53U sai ) sa slal ey ) Adleail J 5
2021 ple 2 LIS GlS e J8 cany e JS30 Jl ¢ Sliaall

S oY) (s osal) (B o gn aleiigh (53U saiyge M gy ) aslaail Jd .6
2021 ple (& sl S GulS (e U o) e IS Jl g ¢ Sliadll

oY) (sl (B i gn aleiigh (3l sk ge M gy ) aslaail Jd 7
2021 ple (& sl S GulS el J ey e S5 Ul 4D) 8 ¢ Sliadl

oY) (sl (A pad ga aleSigi 53l s yse Sl e ) Asleail JE 8
2021 ple A S8 (S e dd (o) e IS S AW ¢ Sliadl)

oY) sl (A e g aleSigi 63U sy yse Jlal e ) Aslaail J 9
2021 ple b SIS (S e Ji ) e IS 1 g ¢ Sl

oY) sl (A aioa aleiisl 53U saiyse ol ey () Aslaail (.10
ole (& LIS GlS e 8 pany e JSG il 3 e a8 0 e ¢ liaall
2021

Text Analysis

In this sentence, the word "but"” is used to introduce a contrasting or opposing idea.
It serves to indicate a shift in information or a contradiction between the two clauses

that it connects.

By using the discourse marker "but," the speaker signals a change in the narrative
and adds a layer of significance to the information being conveyed. It helps to structure

the sentence and draw attention to the unexpected event that occurred.

Discussion:

As shown above, subjects (2 and 3) translate the DM "but™ as (4! ¢sl), adopting the
semantic translation. Their translations are considered appropriate because they convey the

intended meaning of the DM *"but."

On the other hand, subjects (7, 8, and 10) render the DM "'but' as (a& ¥ e 5,430 ¥) ,4di 8
Aty ), adopting the communicative translation. Their translations are also regarded as

appropriate because they convey the intended meaning of the DM *"but."
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However, subjects (1, 4, 6, and 9) translate the DM "but™ as (s ,< ,a), which is

inappropriate as these translations do not convey the intended meaning of the DM "*but.""

Subject (5) has omitted the DM entirely, resulting in an inappropriate translation since it

fails to convey the intended meaning of the DM *but™ in TL.

Table (1): The Translation of DM (but)

SUB. With Without Type of Translation
Function TL DM Appr.

NO. Marker Marker Semantic | communicative
1 A + - - - -
2 sl + - + + -
3 4] + - + + -
4 [ + - - - -
5 — - + - - -
6 K] + - - - -

. 7 Al e + - + - +

[J]

v

© 8 Al y) + - + - +

€

g o + - S E :

3 e ) e

o [ -

- = 10 .?; + + - +
3 S £
SL Text (2):

Shearer and Cole recorded their 34-goal seasons at a time when Premier League teams
played 42 games, rather than the current 38; Haaland currently has four games
remaining to add to his haul, including when City faces Everton on Sunday.

TL Text (2):

Cual (Al 8 gl edty Allad) 38 81 jlaall (8 Legan sar 34 Caagll S5 Hopd das 1
) Ll bl ol 2Vl e B 31 la 42 (s dadY) (sl (3 4

a4 s O 58 S a5 Ledie Al sua

439




Journal of Language Studies. VVol.7, No.4 2023, Pages (428-444)

ol (3 4 Cual Gy 3 B 34 e DSl Lagand se JsS5 b oAl

Gl aaf Glla 2Vl sal 40l 5 jlae 38 ¢pa Y 3l jlaa 42 Sliadll (5 julasy)

Y o 058 e gl sa ) 8 Lay codna ) ) LgiiliaY diiis

s G 4 Caml iy 8 Baa 34 e 4 Sl Lagand e JS5 e o

ke ol Ws iVl ool <Allall 51 jlae 38 ¢y Yy 3l 5lie 42 Sliaal) (5 alasY)

Y o 05 R e gl sa ) 8 Lay cona ) ) LgiiliaY diiis

5 3l 5 sall (58 48 Cuaad (A B gl Lagams 50 (8 B8 34 J5S5 )b j )

Lgnayd diie iy jloe ao )l Wlls @l iWLa €401 31 lae 38 (A 6315l 42 Sliaall

Y &g (5 ) Sl diga) e lld Ly codna )

oY) (sl B8 4 Cual iy 8 Laaa 34 (e A0Sl Leganil 50 J S5 s

Aiiie Gl sl gl Gl 2Vl sal dddlall 5l 38 ¢ Y bl lae 42 liadll

2391 00 (58 k) e i) e Gl 8 Lay codam ; ) Leilny

oA 59l (B8 4ud Cuad (53l B 1) Lan 34 Lag Lawse J S5 el s

codiay ) el Gl e @)l Wls 0l e iy 5 ¢llls 51 5le 38 <3l )l 42

AV o O 5 s 4a) g Ledie Lgian (e

& laiY) (5 sall (3 4 Cual (Al gl 6 Laoa 34 Lag Laws ge S5 e Jas

Ll e o)l Wla aiVla e ity ¢Llla 315l 38 (8 Llage a3l Le 42

AV o O i) e 4aa) g Ledie Lgiaa Ga g codna )

oY) gy sall (38 4ud Cuml (G2l B ) 8 LBaa 34 Lego Lamse J5S 5 Hond Jas

o Lt il jle @l Glla 2l e s ¢Llls 31 5La 38 08 Yy 66l e 42

AV o O i) s 4a) g Ledie Lgiaa (e codna )

Y (sl (38 A Cual g 8 B 34 e A sSl) Lagansd g0 J S5 el

i il e oyl Glla 2l ol édlall 5 5l 38 (e Y4 )l 42 liadll
22 o O iR il diga) 9o A 8 Lay copa ) ) Ll

oY) (ssall (38 48 Cual (A Sl L Laa 34 Legy Lemiga J S5 ) Ja
I em Ll )l Wls oVl e iy Llls 315k 38 dy 6l ke 42
2aY) s O R S 4a) s Ledie Lghaia (e g codna
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Text Analysis

The discourse marker in the given sentence is "rather than" which is used to present

a contrast or comparison between two different situations.

By using "rather than," the writer or speaker draws attention to the change in the
number of games played and emphasizes the contrast between the goal-scoring
achievements of Shearer and Cole in the past and the potential goal-scoring opportunity

for Haaland in the present.
Discussion:

As noted above, the DM ““rather than™" is rendered by subjects (2, 3, 5, 8, 9, and 10)
as (J¥ 0= Y 0 ). Their translations are considered appropriate because they succeed
in conveying the intended meaning of the DM "“rather than™" by adopting the semantic
translation. Subject (7) renders the DM “‘rather than™ into (¢& Wase). His or her
translation is regarded as appropriate because he or she succeeds in conveying the intended
meaning of the DM ““rather than™" by adopting the communicative translation, whereas
subjects (1, 4, and 6) omit the DM, so their translations are considered inappropriate since

they fail in conveying the intended meaning of the DM "“rather than .

Table (2): The Translation of DM (Rather than)

SL SUB. With Without Type of Translation
Function TLDM Appr.
DM NO. Marker Marker Semantic | communicative
1 — - + - - -
2 e Y + - + + -
3 e Y + - + + -
4 — - + - - -
> e Yy + - + + -
6 — - + - - -
g
E 7 O base + - + - +
c g 8 oe Y + - + + -
F= % 3
= © 9 e YN + - + + -
2 €
© S 10 da + - + + -
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SL Text (3):

There are other clubs that do that, and we know clearly they do that because there are

referees that never officiate these teams.
TL Text (3):
Y GlSa lin oY @lld Jadi il & suin g alad s co 0 108 Jadi 5 a0 Ll a1
T Gl o sy
Lale Ib ¢y slady aghl = gam g o mi (s el a8 (g HAT dy5 S (g0l g3 a2
Goal oda b (5 Y alSa llaa ¢
Canig ¢ 10 a0 o8 (g Y LalSa @l o5 el Jaii g AT Al Slia 3
zoal 5 DSy @lld
O Y AlSa cllin () 3 Sl Jadi Uil 7 gam g alai g elld Jaii 5 jaf dpaif llin 4
Sl 3,8 53
Y alSall ) el a5 Ll & guia g alaiy (s el o A0 Al a5
Sl LAl e3a 0y g ey
LAl 3 s o) Al b o LSl 7 g g a5 e o) 138 i 5 ,al il llia 6
Sl 3l s3a g e Y
O Lag b () slady il = a5 s g el s (AT A5 S (gl i a7
LAl 238 1l () sy Y GlSs cllia
Canig ¢ 10 oAl 38 (g Y LalSa @l o g el Jaii g a0 dal Glla 8
ol s s el
YV alSa ollia () ey Gl Jadi Wil 7 gaia o alai g cclld Juii (o ,a0 L1l ollia 9
Sl Gl o3 g py
Al g o) ) IS Iy o 5 Ll 2 gadm 5 alaty (5 ey 585 g AT Bail lin 10
S @ al e (5 Y )
Text Analysis

In this sentence, "because” is used to introduce a reason or explanation for the previous
statement. It establishes a causal relationship between two clauses:
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By using "because," the speaker or writer provides a logical link between the two ideas,
suggesting that the existence of referees who do not officiate certain teams supports the
assertion that other clubs engage in similar practices. The discourse marker helps to clarify
the relationship between the two clauses and strengthens the argument being made.

Discussion:

As noticed above, subjects (1 and 9) accurately translate the DM "*because’ as (,o¥
<), effectively capturing its intended meaning; their translations seem to be semantic
translations. Similarly, subjects (4 and 10) also provide appropriate translations by
rendering the DM ""because" as (4 1,53 ,¢f 3); their translations seem to be communicative
translations. On the other hand, subjects (2, 6, and 7) produce inappropriate translations
such as (& Les A 4aii o Wale), failing to grasp the intended meaning of the DM ""because."
Furthermore, subjects (3, 5, and 8) omit the DM altogether in their translations, rendering
them inappropriate as they do not capture the intended meaning of "'because"".

Table (3): The Translation of DM (Because)

SL SUB. With Without Type of Translation
Function TLDM Appr.
DM NO. Marker Marker Semantic | Communicative
1 oY + - + + -
2 ol lle + - - - -
3 - - + - - -
4 ol + - + - +
5 - + - - -
6 Jiam + - - - -
< 7 Il ¥ - - - -
©
E 8 ; + : ; ;
0
Q +
2 S 9 i + - + + -
3 g —
2 }= 10 ARV + - + - +
Conclusions

Based on the findings presented in the previous chapter, the current study reaches the
following conclusions:

1. Both English and Arabic employ DMs primarily for pragmatic purposes rather than
conveying semantic meaning. This confirms the first hypothesis proposed in
Chapter One.
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2. DMs in English serve various functions that can be translated into Arabic. This
proves the second hypothesis put forth earlier.

3. M.A. students rely on the semantic method of translation to convey DMs accurately
and achieve the appropriate equivalence in the texts. This contradicts the third
hypothesis stated previously.

4.  The analysis indicates that DMs are employed to enhance the cohesion and
coherence of discourse by establishing logical relationships between ideas.

5. Omitting DMs leads to a loss of emotional and interactive value in the discourse,
resulting in a weakened translation style.

6. DMs have a pragmatic effect, serving to reinforce, contrast, or conclude a series of
thoughts. They are crucial for achieving a persuasive effect on the overall text.

7. DMs are employed to facilitate the reduction of social distance between the
speaker\writer and listener\reader and to promote knowledge sharing.
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