11 conjunctions which equals 18%.
This suggests that both texts use
conjunctions to a similar extent to
connect and coordinate ideas within
the text, contributing to the overall
coherence and logical flow of the
content. Also, lexical cohesion, T1
contains 26 which is 42%, while T2
contains 27 which equals 44%.

3.Conclugion

This study has delved into the
intricate task of translating Al-
Dhariyat Surah from the Glorious
Quran into English, with a specific
focus on the translations by M. H.
Shakir and Muhammad Sarwar. It
explores the challenges and com-
plexities of translating a religious
text, particularly one as profound as
the Glorious Quran, which requires
a deep understanding of linguis-
tic and stylistic nuances. Through
the analysis of twenty three ayahs
from Al-Dhariyat, Surah , it is un-
covered how these two translators
approached their task, identifying
their linguistic and stylistic strat-
egies. The study highlights the

importance of coherence devices
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in ensuring that the translated text
effectively conveys the deep and
multifaceted meanings present in
the original Quranic ayahs.

In the realm of religious trans-
lation, where conveying both the
literal and spiritual essence of the
text is crucial, the choice of words,
syntactical structures, and cohesive
device becomes paramount. This
study has contributed to our under-
standing of how translators navigate
these challenges and has shed light
on the unique approaches of Sha-
kir and Sarwar. Ultimately, the task
of translating the Glorious Quran
into English is a monumental one,
with the potential to bridge cultures
and provide access to the Quranic
message for non-Arabic speakers
worldwide. While no translation
can fully capture the depth and
beauty of the original Arabic text,
the efforts of translators like Shakir
and Sarwar play a vital role in mak-
ing the Glorious Quran accessible
to a global audience, allowing them
to engage with its profound teach-

ings and wisdom.
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Ayah twenty: In T1, “those who
are sure” refers to people who
have certainty or strong faith. In
T2, “those who have strong faith”
serves as a reference, conveying the
same idea. Both references indicate
a group of individuals with unwav-
ering belief. Lexical Cohesion: In
both translations, the terms “signs”
and “evidence (of the Truth)” are
used interchangeably to refer to
the indicators of the Truth present
in the earth. Both translations em-
phasize the idea that the earth holds
these signs or evidence.

Ayah twenty one: In T1, “your
own souls” serves as a reference to
the inner selves or consciousness
of the audience. In T2, “your own
selves” is used in a similar way.
Both references highlight the inter-
nal aspect of individuals. A Lexical
Cohesion can be seen because, in
both translations, the terms “evi-
dence of the Truth” and “see” are
used consistently to convey the
message that there is evidence of
the Truth within one’s own self, and
individuals are urged to perceive
or understand it. Both translations

maintain coherence by using these
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related terms.

Ayah twenty two: Both trans-
lations use repetition by starting
with “in the heavens” to emphasize
the location of sustenance and the
promises. They also employ refer-
ence cohesively, using pronouns
like “your” and “what” to refer back
to the sustenance and the promises
mentioned earlier, establishing a
connection within the ayah. Addi-
tionally, T2 uses a specific refer-
ence to “Paradise” as the promise,
further clarifying the nature of what
is being referred to.

Ayah twenty three: Both transla-
tions use repetition by referring to
“the Lord of the heavens and the
earth” to emphasize the Divine au-
thority being invoked. They also ef-
fectively use reference, using pro-
nouns like “it” and “this” to connect
back to the truth and certainty be-
ing mentioned earlier, strengthen-
ing cohesion within the ayah. Ad-
ditionally, both translations employ
a simile, comparing the certainty of
the truth to the certainty of human
speech, to convey the idea in a re-

latable manner.

2.2 Results and Findings of the Analysis.

All the occurrences of cohesive devices which have been used by the two
translators are shown in the table below:
Table (1): The occurrences of cohesive devices in T1 and T2

T1 contains 9 references and that is 15%, while T2 contains 8 references

which is 13%. This suggests that both texts make use of reference, but T1 uses
it slightly more often than T2. This can contribute to the clarity and coher-
ence of the text by linking related ideas together. Substitution is another type
of cohesive device that replaces a word or phrase with a substitute word or
phrase to avoid repetition. Both T1 and T2 contain 15 instances of substitution
which equals to 24% respectively. This indicates that both texts effectively
use substitution to maintain variety in their language and reduce redundancy.

Each T1 and T2 contain 1 instance of ellipsis which is 2%. This suggests
that both texts use ellipsis sparingly, implying that they tend to provide more
complete information rather than relying on readers to infer missing words.
In the context of your provided data, it appears that both Text (1) and Text

(2) contain an equal number of conjunctions, with each text having a total of
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Ayah twelve: Both translations
convey the same question asked by
people about the day of judgment.
There is reference: both T1 and T2
use the pronoun “They” to refer to
the people who are asking about the
Day of Judgment. Both translations
maintain coherence in identifying
the questioners.

Ayah thirteen: In T2, “On the
Day of Judgment” refers back to
“the day,” maintaining coherence.
Additionally, “they will be pun-
ished by the fire” in T2 is a refer-
ence to “they shall be tried at the
fire” in T1. A conjunction is used
because both translations use “On”
at the beginning of the sentence to
introduce the time frame, which
serves as a cohesive device to link
the concepts.

Ayah fourteen: In T2, “Suffer
the torment” is a reference to “Taste
your persecution” in T1. Both ex-
pressions convey the idea of expe-
riencing punishment. In T2, “And
will be told” serves as a conjunction
that links the consequence (“Suffer
the torment”) with the desire ex-
pressed earlier in the ayah, which
is “which you wanted to experience

immediately.” This conjunction

52 Linguistics /& Translation Studies

helps in maintaining coherence by
connecting the cause and effect.

Ayah fifteen: In T2, “The pious
ones” is a reference to “those who
guard (against evil)” in T1. Both ex-
pressions describe the same group
of people. Both translations use the
conjunction “and” to connect “gar-
dens” and ‘“fountains”/’springs,”
emphasizing the blessings and re-
wards for the righteous.

Ayah sixteen: In T2, «Receiving
their reward» refers back to «Tak-
ing what their Lord gives them» in
T1. Both expressions describe the
outcome of their righteous actions.
In T2, the conjunction «They had
been» connects their past righteous-
ness with the present reward, main-
taining coherence.

Ayah seventeen: Both T1 and T2
refer to the same behavior, which
is the limited sleep at night. This
maintains coherence in describing
their nighttime habits.

Ayah eighteen: There is a refer-
ence, both T1 and T2 refer to the
same action of seeking forgiveness
in the morning, maintaining coher-
ence in describing their daily rou-
tine.

Ayah nineteen: In T2, «They as-

signed a share» is a reference to «And in their property was a portion» in T1.
Both expressions convey the idea of allocating a portion of their wealth to
those in need.

2.1.1.4 Topic Four: ALlaks Manner of Delivering Sustenance to
the Servants (20-23).
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the phrase “at variance with each other” refers to the differing opinions or
beliefs of the audience, creating a direct connection. In T2, the phrase “turn
away from Our Quran” directly references the Quran as the subject of the
ayah, establishing a clear connection to the previous context.

Ayah nine: T1 adds the word “swear” and turns the implicit swearing into
an explicit statement. T1 also considers “it” as a specific noun phrase that re-
fers to a particular entity, possibly the Quran, by making it singular. In these
translations, both convey the idea that people have the choice to turn away
or reject. The cohesive device used here is lexical cohesion, where similar
structures are used to express a related idea.

Ayah ten: Both translations repeat the theme of condemnation. T1 repeats
the idea of being cursed or disapproved of by using the phrase “Cursed be the
liars.” T2 repeats the idea of disapproval with the phrase “Death to those.”
These repetitions emphasize the strong negative judgment.

Ayah eleven: In T1, the cohesive device used is ellipsis, where the word
“They” is omitted but understood from the context. The use of ellipsis creates
a concise and straightforward sentence. In T2, the cohesive device used is
conjunction, where the word «And» connects this verse to the previous one.
This conjunction indicates a continuation or addition to the previous descrip-

tion.

2.1.1.3 Topic Three: Details about the Certain Benefits for Goth
Believers and Non-Gelieverg (12-19).
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Ayah one: T1 adds personal
reference “I” to refer to Allah Al-
mighty who swears implicitly by
the wind in SL. But T1 adds the
word “swear” and turns the implicit
to explicit . T1 considers the wind
as a specific noun phrase that refers
to a particular entity by making it
singular. T2, on the other hand re-
fers to the wind in its plural form,
i.e., It is a plural noun phrase that
refers to multiple winds.

Ayah two: In T1, substitution is
used as the word “clouds” is substi-
tuted with the phrase “bearing the
load (of minute things in space)”
to clarify the nature of the clouds’
load. In T2, subordination is used
with the subordinate clause “which
are heavily loaded with water” to
provide additional information
about the clouds, creating a cohe-
sive relationship between the two
parts.

Ayah three: In T1, ellipsis is used
by omitting the word “ships” in pa-
rentheses, assuming that the reader
can infer it from the context. In T2,
subordination is used with the sub-
ordinate clause “which smoothly
sail on the oceans” to provide addi-

tional information about the ships,
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creating a cohesive relationship be-
tween the two parts.

Ayabh four: In T1, ellipsis is used
by omitting the word “angels” in
parentheses, assuming that the
reader can infer it from the context.
In T2, subordination is used with
the subordinate clause “which dis-
tribute the affairs” to provide addi-
tional information about the angels,
creating a cohesive relationship be-
tween the two parts.

Ayah five: In TI1, a reference-
based cohesive device is employed.
The word “What” in this translation
refers back to the earlier mention
of a threat, creating a connection
through reference. In T2, a subordi-
nation-based cohesive device is uti-
lized. The subordinate clause “that
what you are promised is certainly
true’”’ is employed to provide addi-
tional information about the prom-
ise, establishing cohesion between
the two parts of the sentence.

Ayah six: T1 and T2, cohesive
and stylistic devices are utilized to
emphasize the certainty of the Day
of Judgment. Both translations use
the conjunction “And” as a cohe-
sive device to connect the ayah to

the preceding context.

2.1.1.2 Topic Two: Rejecters of the Hereafter have no Justification
(7-17).
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Ayah seven: In both translations, the cohesive device used is reference,

where “the heaven” in T1 and “the beautiful heavens” in T2 refer to the same
celestial entity, creating a cohesive relationship.

Ayah eight: Both translations use reference cohesively to connect ideas
within the ayahs. In T, the pronoun “you” refers back to the audience, and
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figurative language is employed. Additionally, it is essential to uncover the
multiple functions and nuanced meanings that a single word or phrase may
convey. In the Glorious Quran, every word is purposefully chosen and con-
tributes to the broader narrative and the exploration of numerous themes pres-
ent in the original text.

It is vital to emphasize that nothing in the Glorious Quran is arbitrary or
coincidental. Each verse serves a distinct role in the overall storyline and ad-
dresses a multitude of topics found within the original text. Allah Almighty
conveys the principles of Islam through the Quran’s verses, spanning from
(Al-Fatiha) to (AnNas). This profound significance within the Islamic faith
leads to the Quran being referred to as “the miracle of Islam” (Al-Malik,
1995: 17).

2. Methodology

This study employs a systematic approach to assess the translation of Al-
Dhariyat Surah from the Glorious Quran into English, with a specific focus on
the translations by M. H. Shakir and Muhammad Sarwar. The study’s meth-
odology includes the selection of ayahs (1-23) from Al-Dhariyat Surah for
analysis, grounding the examination in Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) model of
cohesive devices, conducting a comprehensive linguistic analysis, employing
a comparative approach to contrast the translations, assessing the effective-
ness of conveying both the literal and spiritual dimensions of the original
text, and interpreting the findings to gain insights into the unique translation

strategies employed by the two translators.
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2.1 Data Analysis
2.1.1 The Topical Analysis of Al-Dhariyat Surah
2.1.1.1 Topic One:The Promise of the Day of Judgment (1-6)
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In essence, all translation defini-
tions revolve around the concept of
equivalency. For instance, transla-
tion can be defined as «the substitu-
tion of textual content in one lan-
guage (SL) for comparable textual
material in another language (TL)»
(Catford 1965: 20).

1.2.2 Text-Type Translation

In this approach, texts are cat-
egorized based on typology, with
the assumption that each text type
has its own unique translation tech-
nique. Werlich (1975: 71) divides
texts into five categories: descrip-
tive, narrative, expository, argu-
mentative, and instructional. Text-
type analysts search for lexical cues
and structural patterns that can help
identify a text as belonging to a
specific text type.

Nord (1991) refers to the distinc-
tion made by German linguists and
translation scholars, such as Reiss
& Vermeer (1984), when discuss-
ing text-type oriented translation.
According to this differentiation,
‘text type’ is a functional classifica-
tion, distinguishing between infor-
mative, expressive, and persuasive

texts, or descriptive, narrative, and
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argumentative texts. On the other
hand, ‘text class’ is a category that
pertains to the contexts in which
texts commonly occur, like weather
reports, prayers, recipes, folk bal-
lads, or operating instructions.

Nord points out that British au-
thors often use the term “text type”
to encompass both functional clas-
sification and context-based cate-
gories, as seen in references like De
Beaugrande 1980: 197, De Beau-
grande & Dressler 1981: 183ff,
House 1981a: 35, and Nord 1991:
18. Similarly, Mason (1982: 23)
and Crystal and Davy (1969) utilize
the term ‘province’ to classify texts
into scientific, administrative, polit-
ical, religious, literary, journalistic,
legal, and other categories.

Sager (1993: 84) emphasizes
the fact that text typology, while
based on elements such as topic,
aim, method of expression, and
situational circumstances primar-
ily concerned with the social and
knowledge interactions between
writer and intended reader - is of
limited value for translation: These
broad categories are not scientific,
and there is no one widely accepted

and recognized taxonomy of text

kinds that can be used in translation
debates.

Mason’s domains, as described,
offer only a vague indication of the
kind of language used. Lie (1995)
underscores that categorizing texts
in translation based on text type is
often done primarily to highlight
the general focus or “thrust” of a
text, as very few texts are purely
‘expressive,” ‘informative,” ‘voca-
tive,” or any single type. One of the
major challenges of applying text
typology to translation is the hybrid
nature of texts, as they often exhibit
a combination of characteristics
that make it challenging to assign
them to a specific text type (see Ha-
tim 1997: 41).

On the contrary, Shaheen (1997:
9) presents a different perspective,
highlighting the advantages of a
text typological approach to trans-
lation due to its ability to provide
objective and systematic translation
strategies that are essential for pro-
ducing effective target texts. Addi-
tionally, Shaheen emphasizes that
the text typology method involves
text analysis as a preliminary stage
before translation. However, in the

specific case of the investigation

mentioned, the application of the
text-type method to translation was

found to be unworkable.

1.2.3 The Translation of the
Glorious Quran

Newmark (1988: 11) highlights
that comprehending a book, par-
ticularly one as profound as the
Glorious Quran, necessitates a dual
approach of both broad and meticu-
lous reading. To grasp the intended
meaning of the Quran, a transla-
tor should meticulously read and
analyze its passages in the original
language. The broad reading aspect
involves exploring various interpre-
tations of the Glorious Quran, criti-
cally examining related articles, and
engaging with comprehensive ana-
lytical writings that delve into spe-
cific themes addressed in the text.
These encompass a wide array of
subjects, ranging from societal and
cultural aspects to matters of ethics,
faith, and the concepts of heaven
and hell, among others. During the
translation process, the translator’s
duty is not solely to transfer words
from one language to another but

also to identify instances where
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known as reference. It becomes evident whenever an element within the text
indicates that the identification of the discussed subject can be inferred from
the immediate context. References include pronouns and determiners. Here’s
an example illustrating the semantic relationship of reference:
Example (1):
Mary hasn 't watched the film. She hates it.
She and it are anaphoric referential devices in this context, pointing back

to Mary and film, respectively.

1.1.1 Halliday and Hasan's Model of Analysis

Halliday and Hasan (AA :Y37Y) group substitution and ellipsis together
because they both require replacement; the only difference is that in substitu-
tion, an item is replaced, whereas in ellipsis, zero is substituted. These two

categories are shown by the following examples:
Example (2):
1 bought a hat last year. I bought another one this year.
Where are you going? Home.

The lexical item one in (a) replaces hat. In (b), there is a clausal ellipsis of:

I am going, and so the situation has zero substitution in the response Home.

Conjunction, as a sort of cohesion, creates a semantic link between one
phrase complex and another, or between two bodies of text. Its distinguishing
characteristic is that it works on clause complexes rather than tiny collections
of words (ibid.: 226). It performs semantic tasks such as addition, opposition,

adversative, and so on. In (3) below, consequently functions as a conjunct:
Example (3):
She didn t wake up early this morning. Consequently,

she arrived late for work.

4D  Linguistics /& Translation Studies

In their influential work “Cohe-
sion in English” (1976), Halliday
and Hasan (1976) propose a com-
prehensive model for analyzing
and categorizing different types of
cohesive devices. They identified

five main categories of cohesion:

1. Reference: This involves the
use of words or expressions to refer
back to something mentioned ear-
lier in the text. It includes pronouns
(e.g., «he,» «it»), demonstratives
(e.g., «this,» «thaty), and definite

noun phrases (e.g., «the book»).

2. Substitution: Substitution oc-
curs when a word or phrase is re-
placed by another word or phrase
that has a similar meaning or func-
tion. For example, «The car broke
down, and I had to call a tow truck.
It cost me a fortune.» Here, «it» is

used as a substitute for «the car.»

3. Ellipsis: Ellipsis involves the
omission of a word or phrase that
can be inferred from the context.
For example, «Mary likes coffee,
and Peter tea.» In this sentence, the
verb «likesy is ellipted in the sec-

ond clause.

4. Conjunction: Conjunction re-

fers to the use of coordinating and
subordinating conjunctions to link
different parts of a text. Examples
include «and,» «but,» «because,»

and «although.»

5. Lexical cohesion: Lexical co-
hesion involves the use of related
words or lexical items to create
connections between different parts
of a text. This includes synonyms,
antonyms, hyponyms, and rep-
etition of key terms (Halliday and
Hasan, 1976).

1.2 Translation
1.2.1 Translation and Equiva-
lence

The Oxford Advanced Learner’s
Dictionary defines translation as “to
alter something spoken or especial-
ly written into another language.”
While this definition is accurate, it
doesn’t delve into the intricacies of
the translation process or the crite-
ria guiding such a transformation.
Similarly, the characterization of a
translator’s role as “replacing the
language of the other with a native
language” (Brisset, 2000: 346) is
correct but lacks precision, espe-
cially when considering language
incompatibilities.
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Abgtract

The translation of religious texts is not an essay task, especially the Glori-
ous Quran, requires the use of various devices to effectively convey profound
and nuanced meanings of this holy text. This study delves into the intricate
task of translating Al-Dhariyat Surah by the two translators M. H. Shakir and
Muhammad Sarwar. The focus of the analysis is the ayahs from (1) to (23) of
Al-Dhariyat Surah that explicitly show unique use of cohesive devices. Thus
Halliday and Hasan’s model (1976) is used for the analysis.

The study hypothesizes that there are distinct types of cohesive devices
used in these translations, some being more frequently employed to convey
precise interpretations of the message in the text. Translators may opt for al-
ternative devices to ensure accuracy in translation. The findings of this study
shed light on the intricate world of Quranic translation and the skillful use of
cohesive devices by the translators. Through a comprehensive exploration of
translation difficulties, and data analysis of cohesive devices and. The study
provides valuable insights into how two distinct translations of Al-Dhariyat
Surah navigate the complexities of conveying the profound message of the
Glorious Quran to English-speaking audiences.

Keywords: Stylistic, Translation, Coherence Devices, Glorious Quran.

1.Theoretical Background
1.1 Halliday and Hasan's Approach to Stylistics

Halliday and Hasan (1976: 23) define a text as “a continuum of meaning
in context created around the semantic relations of coherence.” They empha-
size that a text is considered complete only when it possesses the quality of
texture. Texture, they explain, is a composite of two elements: an external one
referred to as register, which encompasses the characteristics of the context
in which the text functions, and an internal aspect known as cohesiveness.

Cohesion is a linguistic concept that comes into play “when the interpretation
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of some element in the discourse is contingent on that of another. The one
implies the other in the sense that it cannot be adequately deciphered without
it” (ibid.: 4).

Cohesion, like other semantic relations, is revealed through the stratal or-

ganization of language, as seen in the figure below:

Meaning {the semantic system)

N

Wurding\n. {the lexicogrammatical system, grammar

and vocabulary)

Figure (1): Stratal Organization of Language (Halliday and Hasan,

1976: 5)

Language, as outlined above, consists of three distinct levels: the semantic
level, the lexicogrammatical level, and the phonological and/or orthographic
level. Meaning is conveyed through words, and words are expressed through
sounds or written forms.

Lexico-grammatical elements play a crucial role in establishing cohesion
as a characteristic of language. Cohesion, in this context, is a concept that is
partially revealed through grammar and partially through vocabulary. Con-
sequently, there are two types of cohesion: grammatical and lexical. Gram-
matical cohesion encompasses devices such as references, substitution, and
ellipsis, while lexical cohesion is exemplified by the use of conjunctions, reit-
eration, and collocation (Halliday and Hasan, 1976: 6, 278, 284).

The semantic relationship established through grammatical means is
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