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Implicit vs. Explicit Textualization of
Conjunctive Cohesion with Reference to

Translation
Salim Yahya
Introduction

In recent years, textual cohesion has attracted the attention of
many linguists and researchers in linguistics as one of the
components of textuality. Among those are Halliday and Hasan
(1976) who discussed in detail in their suggested model different
aspects of cohesion in English. They categorize cohesion relations
into three types, with each reflecting an aspect of relatedness:
(1) relatedness of form; (2) relatedness of reference; (3) relatedness
of semantic connection (conjunction ). The aim of this study is to
highlight the third type of relation i.e., conjunction, focusing on
conjunctions to be rendered implicitly or explicitly when translation
takes place from Arabic into English conjunctions.

Conjunction , as one means of creating cohesion has been
approached by linguists and researchers from different perspectives.
Halliday and Hasan ( 1976, pp. 226, 303, and 321) define

conjunction as follows: "Conjunction is on the borderline of
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grammatical and lexical cohesion. Conjunctive relations are not
"phoric”, but are representatives of semantic links between the
elements that constitute a text".

The meaning of conjunctives has been discussed from
different points of view. Halliday and Hasan (1976) suggest that
conjunctives have textual meanings which "reflect" the semantic
content of conjoined propositions. Dik (1968) argues that
conjunctives themselves have "semantic values" which restrict what
can be bound, while Gunter (1984) claims that conjunctives
"Impose"” meanings between propositions. Zamel (1983) classifies
meanings of conjunctives according to their grammatical functions
I.e, coordinating conjunctions Subordinating conjunctions and
conjunctive adverbs .

Text producers have a wide range of linguistic choices to
communicate their thoughts implicitly or explicitly, and negotiate
with their receivers according to communicational norms such as
those elaborated by Grice (1975). Under standard Gricean analysis
Implicitness creates the need for inferencing on the part of the text
receiver .In other words, it creates receiver's involvement in the text.
By the same token, Fowler (1986:67) suggests that the text producer
uses implicit devices to involve his receivers in constant inferencing
"to retrieve unstated assumptions". Mason (1998) argues that there

are two main motivations for implicitness of conjunctives:
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informative markedness and politeness .In the field of translation,
some linguists speak of explicitness in translation studies .For
example, Gallasher (1995:213) and Quillemin-Flescher (1981:89)
suggest that the translator working into English should make the
relation within and between sentences explicit by the use of
adversative and concessive conjunctives. Blum-Kulka (1986:19)
and Baker (1993:243) refer to a marked rise in the level of
explicitness in translations compared to specific source texts and to
original texts in general.

In Arabic, much attention has been given to implicit and
explicit relations for realizing the rhetorical function. Ancient Arab
rhetoricians give due significance to ‘al-fasl wa 1-was’ (implicit and
explicit conjunction ). This has been voiced in the popular statement
"Al- balaghatu hiya ma<rifatu 1-fasli min al-wasl" (Al-Qazwini, in
Khafaji, 1983:246) (Rhetoric is discriminating implicit from explicit
conjunctives ). A good example to illustrate this relation is taken
from the Glorious Quran (' Sura Il :verses .13- 14)

i (5 3t ) (5 Jeone (i L) oS L) )51 gl 1) 1518013
(14 - 13 4l 33l 5 ) "0 sean pgiinda A aadarg

But when they go privily to their Satans , they say, “We are
with you, we were only mocking”. “God shall mock them and shall
lead them on blindly wandering in their insolence”. (Arberry

1980 :13).
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The clauses of ‘“Allahu yastahziu bihim” must not be
connected with “qalu inna ma akum”. because, if it were, the
property of mockery would be shared in a similar manner by God
and the hypocrites .Here the adversative relation is implicit between
the propositions of the discourse to realize a rhetorical function. In
other words, using any conjunctive can disturb the pragmatic and
rhetorical function of the text. And such implicit device serves to
heighten the adversative relation which the producer intends the

reader to perceive .

Statement of the Problem

The present study is concerned with a textual area student
translators often find difficult to handle in the process of translating.
We believe that there are various reasons for this difficulty. First,
Arabic tends to rely heavily on explicit conjuctives which perform
different functions at stylistic, semantic and syntactic levels. This is
partly due to the absence of well- established punctuation system
and the use of punctuation according to very flexible rules on the
part Arab writers (Kaplan, 1966; Koch, 1981; Williams, 1982;
Aziz,1998). Second, the multifunctionality of several conjunctive
devices may perform more than one function in the same text .The
third reason is that Arabic tends to favour coordination. over

subordination (Ibid). by using explicit conjunctives,
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We hypothesize that there are several differences in the means
used by English and Arabic to achieve textual relation through
implicit and explicit conjunctives and such differences may lead to
blurring the text when translation takes place.

The focus of analysis is placed not only on the cohesive
conjunctive itself as a linguistic item, but also on its functionality in
the context and co-text. The analysis, thus, requires that we should
perceive how relations interact with the meaning of conjoined

propositions to bring a bout the communicative function of the text.

Discussion and Analysis

In this study, we will examine all the textual units occurring
at intrasentential and intersentential levels. Conjunctives occuring
at intrasentential level are included in our analysis because
examining only conjunctives that operate across the boundaries of
orthographic sentences (cf. Halliday and Check, 1976) would ignore
a large number of clauses within the sentence (Witt and
Faigly,1981). By the same token, orthographic sentences are often
flexible ,especially in Arabic as they do not have a well organized
punctuation system. The focus of the analysis will be placed on
cases when the translator should opt for implicitness or explicitness.

Before embarking on the analysis of the text below, it is to be

noted that English does not seem to rely so heavily on explicit
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markings of semantic relations among textual components (see
Kaplan, 1966; W.illiams, 1984; Aziz and Lataiwish, 2000).
Assuming that the reader will naturally interpret part of the
text as a continuation of the preceding unit, English text producers
tend to rely on inferred linkage, rather than explicit signals. Thus, it
IS not necessary, as Leech and Short (1981 :251) say, that every
conjunctive relation be signalled because a conjunctive device
may " ... overdetermine the relation between two ideas, which is
happily vague, like an electric spark jumping a gap”. Now, let us
consider the following text taken from (AL-Zaman Iraqi newspaper)
of April 10, 2004,

Aadll jalige dléad) Ja Aaa) Hl Agy pal) AN Do ) (e a8 N Jo
MU Al Lzl A5 o jedl G gall 3an 5 OF W) (uisi 8 A )
Baaly Gl agial€ g agils gala | sy g agh gha | gamion G ol (Sa
Al Jgem sl o ol Cargll 1368 ALalS A je Ban g 383 O OV Ly G g
(o8 AS yidie () ge JAS) Y x5 )5 pall (e ¢S g Al g ylall b
Lail 5 Y Ayl CBMATE A1 mllaall (e Tasey o al) allall daas
0N By ey S g el JiB 5 0K e 35 e Y Caile 38 o g Y
ladiiall praa e ran by pal) sas ) Gaiad Copell 3 L 1Y g
e Laia V) 5 AEN 5 L0laBY) 3o gl (Baiad 8 Lo sea S f il
Gl & oyl o gall Ban 5 8 O (Sar 9 Aol Bas 1) Gbas I8
Al Clabaiall paan Ao 5 5usa (A Ladl g o pall 3281 4] 5 50sa
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As can be observed, there are conjunctives which, when the
text is translated into English, can be either retained, deleted or
when given other functions or values, depending on the type of
relationship holding between the units of the text. A proposed
translation of the above text could be the following (the sign @
represents an implicit conjunctive in the TL ).

Although the Arabs differences on holding the Arab Summit
Conference in Tunisia have increased. @ the unity of Arab stance
remains the ultimate cause, @ Arabs cannot regain their rights nor
can they achieve their ambitions, as long as their word is not
unified. It is not necessary, at the moment, to realize a complete
Arab unity. @ This aim cannot be realized in the current conditions.
However, what is necessary is to seek to taking mutual stands in the
Arab world to serve the Arab unity , leaving aside self - interests.
@ The Arab differences will inevitably vanish. @ The Arab nation-
suffered from many disputes, vet all died away after a while. @& If
Arabs want to achieve the Arab unity, @ all organizations and
unions should intensify their efforts to realize economic, cultural
and social unity before realizing the political unity. @ We can argue
that the unity of Arab stance is not only the responsibility of the

Arab leaders, but also the responsibility of all these organizations.
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The proposed translation shows that the devices used in the
text, such as the recurrent "wa" and "fa" have multifunctional
values. The interpretation of such conjunctives in a text leans
heavily on the co-text which determines their functional values.The

following table illustrates the changes of conjunctives that have

taken respectively after translating the text.

No. SL conjunctive TL rendering

Ala alraahmi min Althouah
Il la anna (/)]
Fa (/)]
Wa Nor
Wa As lona as
Wa (/)]
Fa (/)]
Wa lakin However
Fa (/)]
Fa (/)]

L Wa Yet

P Wa (/)]
Fa (/)]

4 Wa (/)]

b Wa innama But also

The table shows that the Arabic conjunctives have different
renderings. Some were retained, others disappeared as being
stylistic or syntactic and entailed by the nature of developing
content progression in Arabic, while others took on values or
functions other than those they might take had they been literally
translated (e.g. 4, 5, and 11). Italso clearly shows that Arabic
tends to favour explicitness, while English tends to favor

implicitness.
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The analysis of the (SL) text shows that the role of Arabic
conjunctives can be syntactic or stylistic rather than cohesive. For
example, in Arabic the concessive conjunction "ala-alraghmi min
(although)" and "ilia anna (but)" can be quite acceptable in Arabic,
whereas in English "although and but" cannot go hand in hand
because they perform different syntactic functions. According to
their grammatical function , coordinating conjunctions such as "but"
connect independent clauses, while subordinating conjunctions such
as "although™ connect dependent and independent clauses. This is
why the conjunctive "ilia anna (but)" should be left implicit when
rendered into English .

Arabic conjunctives are also used to mark structural divisions
across clause and sentence boundaries. For instance, the thirteenth
conjunctive "fa" is imposed by syntactic co-occurrence restriction,
I.e. "itha.... fa" to mark structural relation between the two clauses :
(a) conditional clause and (b) main clause. Using "fa" directly after
the conditional clause marks the start of the main clause.

A prominent linguistic phenomenon in Arabic is that stylistic
conjunctives are used to satisfy what is traditionally termed
"polysendeton”. Polysendetic connection in the case of Arabic tends
to be reserved for maintaining the conventional way of presenting
content and the flow of the discourse. Thus, it is rare to find a new

clause, sentence or paragraph in an Arabic text without being
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preceded by a conjunctive e.g. "wa" or "fa" ( Kaplan, 1966; Koch,
1988; Aziz, 1999).

The cultural backgrounds of Arabic and English are so
different that it is obviously very difficult to find texts in which all
these variables are resular for both . It seems that "wa" and "fa" are
used to facilitate the discourse flow, with "wa", for example, the text
producer informs the reader that his argument is still going on .It
could be argued that this conjunction imposed on written discourse,
has its roots in oral discourse that was dominant in ancient times;
"wa"is used more frequently in oral address than in written one
(Kaplan, 1966; Dudley-Evan and Swales, 1980; Shakir, 1991 ).This
phenomenon appears to have developed from the oral to the written
channel when the Arabic language began to be realized in the form
of written texts.

The (SL) text shows that "wa "and "fa" appear to simply mark
continuation of discourse as stylistic devices which may not have
serious effect on text-building in the (TL) text because they do not
serve any purpose if rendered into English; and if rendered into
English, the text would be confused and more difficult to read.
However, if these conjunctves were removed, the Arabic text would
sound alien to the Arabic reader. This probably reflects the almost
omnipresent use of "wa" and "fa" to introduce the majority of

clauses and sentences. This suggests, perhaps, a tendency in Arabic
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to make the relationship explicit, whereas in English the relationship
is frequently left implicit. However, the conjunctives, which bring
about the underlying meaning to the surface level, should be
explicitly rendered because these conjunctives are used as cohesive
devices, making the text more convenient for the reader to
understand. This can be shown in the conjunctives underlined above
such as the eighth conjunctive "walakin (however)" and the fifteenth
one "wa innama (but also)".

In English, it has been argued that the semantic relations
should be perceivable without using explicit markers. Readers are
often prepared to recognize the presence of a relation of conjunction
even when it is not expressed overtly at all (Halliday and Hasan,
1976; 229).Also, Halliday (1985) observes that conjunctives could
be either expressed or implied. He rightly puts it, "the presence and
absence of explicit conjunction is one of the principal variables in
English discourse ( and should not be ) obsecured” (Ibid .309).
Arabic discourse, however, tends, as the corpus of the study shows,
to explicitly conjoin some parts of the text, serving purposes,
different from those of English .

By the same token, many linguists (e.g Holloway, 1981,
Fahnestock, 1983; Crombie,1985) maintain that an understanding of
the semantic role of the text can lead to a greater understanding of

the relationship between form and function of a conjunctive tie in
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the discourse. Therefore, if conjunctives in the (SL) text such as
(6,7,9,10,12,13,14 ) had been kept explicit in the (TL), the
English discourse will be closer to child language or unplanned for
face-to-face communication (de Beaugrande, 1983; Schiffrin, 1987).
Moreover, overexplicitness may render a text too specific in the
sense of "over-complete" (van Dijk, 1977; 109), and may hamper
text efficiency (a text is considered efficient when it is utilized in
communicating with the minimum expenditure of effort on the part
of the readers (de Beaugrande and Dressier, 1981).

Worthy of note, also, is the fact that in some cases the
presence of conjunction may blur rather than clarify the semantic
relations in the text because "each connector is in a sense unique"
and because connectors are not the usual links , but indicators of the
direction to go in constructing them (Dillon, 1981: 76). The use of
conjunctives should conform to the purpose of the writer's intention,
and should be rendered into English only when needed by the reader
because the presence of conjunctives do not impose a meaning that
is not already inherent in the meanings of the sentences themselves.
In the process of translation, thus, the translator should establish
correspondence between the linguistic form of conjunctives and
their functions in the (SL) and (TL) so that he can decide when

conjunctives should be explicit or left implicit.
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Conclusion

The analysis of this study shows that Arabic tends to use
explicit conjunctives for different purposes: stylistic, structural, and
cohesive, while English tends to implicitness. And the finding
marks that overt conjunctives may not be needed when translation
takes place from Arabic into English. A number of explicit
conjunctivas might not be necessary since the English reader would
infer the following idea as the continuation from the preceding one.
In other words, the writer's intention can be clear without suing too
many explicit conjunctives, just enough for the reader to interpret
the correct intention. So, The appropriate rendition of explicitness
and implicitness requires that the translator should be well aware of
the audience needs and interest by considering the audiences'
purpose. Moreover, the translator should make a clear cut
distinction between stylistic and structural conjunctives in Arabic
which should be left implicit when rendered into English, and the

cohesive ones which should be explicitly rendered.
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