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Abstract 

   The present study aims at investigating the applicability of the supplemental 

coherence strategy, which never leads to the explication of thematic continuity, 

and highlighting its effects on the translation of the Glorious Quran, selecting al-

Qariah Surah as a case study. It is hypothesized that employing supplemental 

coherence as a strategy in the translation of the Quranic surahs results in an 

ambiguous translation, and utilizing the explicitation (or explication) method is 

helpful in producing a clear and understandable translation. Seven English 

translations of the Glorious Quran by well-known translators, namely: Khan 

(2006), Pickthal (1930), Rashad (1989), Sarwar (1920), Shakir (1999), Sherali 

(2015), and Yusuf Ali (1934), were selected as the foundation for the present 

study. The analyses revealed the inefficiency of supplemental coherence strategy 

in providing clear translations, which are of great importance to non-Muslim or 

non-Arab readers. The analyses also revealed the impact of utilizing the 

explicitation method in creating a clear and understandable translation. 

Key Words:   Ambiguity , coherence, cohesion , explicitation , thematic, . 

supplemental . 

 ا نمىذجا  : سىرة القارعت  القرآنيت غمىض في الترجماث الإنكليزيتللتكميلي كسبب التماسك النصي ال

 أ.ً. ىٍذ ّ٘فو محمد

 جاٍعت اىَ٘صو

 المستخلص

حٖذف ٕزٓ اىذساست إىى اىخحقق ٍِ إٍناٍّت حطبٍق اسخشاحٍجٍت اىخَاسل اىْصً اىخنٍَيً , اىخً لا حؤدي إىى  

ششح الاسخَشاسٌت اىَ٘ض٘عٍت, ٗإبشاص آراسٕا فً حشجَت اىقشآُ اىنشٌٌ, ٗاخخٍاس س٘سة اىقاسعت  اَّ٘رجَا 

احٍجٍت فً حشجَت اىس٘س اىقشآٍّت ىيذساست . حفخشض اىذساست أُ ح٘ظٍف اىخَاسل اىْصً اىخنٍَيً ماسخش

ٌؤدي إىى غَ٘ض فً اىخشجَت , ٗأُ اسخخذاً أسي٘ب اىششح ٌساعذ فً إّخاس حشجَت ٗاضحت ٍٗفٍٖ٘ت. 

( , بنزاه 6003ٗحٌ  اخخٍاس سبع حشجَاث إّنيٍضٌت ىيقشآُ اىنشٌٌ ىَخشجٍَِ ٍعشٗفٍِ, ٌٕٗ: خاُ  )

(. 0391(, ٌٗ٘سف عيً )6002ٍشاىً )(, ش0333(, شامش )0360(, سشٗاس )0393(, سشاد )0390)

( مأساط ىٖزٓ اىذساست. ٗمشفج اىذساست عِ عذً مفاءة اسخشاحٍجٍت اىخَاسل اىْصً اىخنٍَيً فً حقذٌٌ 

حشجَاث ٗاضحت, ٗاىخً ىٖا إٍَٔت مبٍشة ىيقشاء  ٍِ غٍش اىَسيٍَِ أٗ ٍِ غٍش اىعشب. مَا مشفج  

 يق حشجَت ٗاضحت ٍٗفٍٖ٘ت.  اىذساست اٌضَا عِ أرش اسخخذاً أسي٘ب اىششح فً خ

                                                                                        : اىغَ٘ض, اىخَاسل, اىخَاسل, الإفصاح, اىَ٘ض٘ع, . حنٍَيٍت .الكلماث المفتاحيت
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1. Introduction 

  There is a lot of debate on the concepts of cohesion and coherence in the 

international linguistic community, which are both crucial to language. 

Cohesion, however,  was widely recognized as a category for text and discourse 

analysis after the publication of Halliday & Hasan's seminal work Cohesion and 

Coherence in English‘ (1976). De Beaugrande & Dressler (1981), who regard 

these two categories, cohesion and coherence, as two of the basic concepts of 

‗textuality‘, stress the importance of the relation between these two textual 

features. Creating coherence in a discourse is a dynamic process that only occurs 

through human interaction (Tárnyiková 2002: 56). Speakers and writers 

typically employ a few overt signals to lead listeners and readers to a proposed 

line of understanding. In contrast, readers and listeners use these signs as 

guidance to attain coherence and come to an explanation that is consistent with 

the communication intentions of speakers and writers. While all participants in a 

spoken conversation are constantly negotiating meaning, in written discourse 

there is no such overt negotiation of meaning. In other words, it is possible to 

achieve a coherent conversation through mutual signals, gestures, facial 

expressions, etc., between the speakers and the hearers, but this is not the case 

with written discourse, which lacks such visible signals. (Seidlhofer and 

Widdowson, 1999). According to Fries (2004: 9–50), the reader should 

comprehend some of the text's essential notions and possess the basic skills of 

reading and earlier knowledge. There appears to be widespread consensus in the 

discipline of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) that coherence is 

subjective;'' if we do not see the text as coherent, then it is not coherent to us''. 

However, this appears to imply that both the addresser and the addressee have a 

basic level of reading, writing, and general knowledge. (ibid.) 

2. Coherence ,Culture , and  Translation 

       One of the defining characteristics of discourse is coherence, which appears 

during the communication process when the interactants strive to fulfill their 

individual communicative goals while depending on prior knowledge and 

context to deduce the omitted bits of meaning. Coherence might thus be 

described as the interpretive experience of ''semantic unity'' and a purpose 

generated by a text, which comprises notional connectivity, evaluative and 

dialogical consistency‘, and ''textual  relatedness''.'Textual relatedness is related 

to cohesion, which is a textual characteristic expressed by semantic ties between 

lexical elements and grammatical structures that explicitly connect clauses 

and/or clause complexes in a text. (See Halliday & Hasan 1976, 1989; 

Widdowson 1978; de Beaugrande & Dressler 1981).These text-based elements 

that give a text cohesion, however, do not always aid in achieving coherence or 

the meaningfulness of a text, whether it be written or spoken. It has been said 

that a text can only be coherent if the surrounding environment is similarly 

coherent. Coherence is therefore not assumed to be inherent'' to a piece of 
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writing; rather, it is perceived as a discourse quality that arises during the 

process of actualizing a text's interpretative potential.(Dontcheva-Navratilova, 

2001). Coherence is less visible and noticeable than cohesion since it is more 

concerned with determining the "sense" of a text than its overt discursive 

relationships. It results from objectifying meanings in order to create a coherent 

whole. According to Baker (2011), there are two main problems: the first is the 

relationship between coherence and pragmatics, and the second is the significant 

influence that interpretation can have on how textual systems are perceived. 

Therefore, researchers who are interested in coherence must pay great attention 

to both pragmatics and interpretation in any context involving textual 

exploration. By doing this, they can discover more about how language's 

coherence functions and how it impacts a text's overall meaning. 

 

     To discuss the text's pragmatic elements, different methods have been 

proposed. Brown and Yule (1983), for instance, suggest that realizing the 

author's anticipated meaning and in what way it might be conveyed to the reader 

is achieved by the inference method, as described by Brown, Yule, and 

Levinson in 1983. It is specifically important to keep in mind that readers' 

assumptions and worldviews can have a great effect on how they recognize the 

propositional substance of the texts they come across in daily life. That is, the 

propositional content is established in large part by the audience's world 

knowledge and background. The main problem, however, as Baker points out in 

2011, is the cultural differences in how people view the world. This cross-

cultural diversity can lead to misconceptions and misinterpretations of deeply 

embedded cultural texts like literature or sacred texts. According to Hatim and 

Munday (2004), these texts frequently have both implicit and explicit meanings, 

a diversity of contextual information, and effective rhetorical devices. Since 

these texts are often of a cultural, religious, or holy nature, it is necessary to 

fully understand their pragmatics (Baker, 2011; Hatim & Munday, 2004). 

              The versatility of these texts is a distinguishing feature. In agreement with 

Reiss' text-type theory, a text may show a mixture of functions or it may have a 

dominant function. The three main functions, according to Reiss, are operative, 

expressive, and informative. ( Reiss  , 1971 : 160 -167). Although it is 

commonly acknowledged that sacred texts are written to persuade their readers, 

there are many instances in which interpreters must also consider other motives. 

For instance, numerous chapters in the Quran describe legendary tribes and 

societies as well as the lives of former prophets (Bozorgi and Jabbari, 2014). In 

such cases, it is essential for the researcher analyzing sacred texts to know the 

mechanism that generates the data and creates the verse's textural characteristics 

(ibid.).To identify the hidden and connected linkages within translated sacred 

texts, Charolle (1983: 93) proposes two methods: supplemental coherence and 
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explanatory coherence. These approaches, argues Charolle, differ in their 

capacity to account for thematic continuity. Supplemental coherence  ,according 

to Charolle , never leads to the explicitation of a thematic continuation (an 

element is recurrent from one part to the subsequent one), while 'explanatory 

coherence justifies this continuation (it manifests the purpose why a certain 

thing is said about an element). But the question remains how can a coherent 

discourse be achieved? 

3. Realization of  a coherent discourse 

    The concept of implicature, or how we come to understand more than what is 

actually said, is one of the most important ideas that has developed in recent 

years in text studies. Implicature, as defined by Grice (1975), is the speaker's 

intentions or hints but not what is actually said. Consider the following example 

, 

1-''A:   Shall we go to the movies tonight ? . B:  I  have got an exam tomorrow . 

  What makes A, or anybody else, connect the statement I have  go to an exam 

tomorrow" to the question Shall we go to the movies tonight? Why do we 

assume B's response to be an answer to the preceding inquiry? The answer that 

has previously been put forward is that we do this to maintain the supposition of 

coherence. (Charolles , 1983) But even ‗if we accepted it as an answer, in what 

way do we construe it? Does it imply, "No, because I have an exam? 

  According to Grice, an implied meaning may be conveyed in a conventional or 

non-conventional way. Congenitally, a speaker employs textual resources that 

are usually believed to express specific links between propositions, like the 

conjunctions thus, because, and in spite of. Another device, suggests Grice, is a 

grammatical construction, as in the instance , 

2- "It's money that they want,"   

  The clause "they want something," which is a subordinate clause, expresses 

what is implied by the grammatical form itself. 

But how can a speaker convey meaning that is not often codified in the 

language—or how does a hearer comprehend it? Grice offers a framework that, 

in his estimation, facilitates fruitful interactions between interlocutors. He 

defines his theory's outlines :   

‘Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at 

which it occurs, by the accepted purpose and direction of the talk exchange in 

which you are engaged.’ 
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Grice proposed a method of analyzing implicature based on the cooperative 

principle and its maxims of relevance, quality, quantity, and clarity to more 

objectively direct speakers in their interactions. These maxims ''promise'' that 

interlocutors will be able to create a purposeful and meaningful framework for 

linguistic communication. (Bozorgi and Jabbari, 2014: 157). Another 

contribution of the cooperative principle is that it can be applied to situations in 

which the rules are violated or flouted (ibid.), as in the example , 

3- ‗Do you know what time it is ?‘   

    If this question is  asked  honestly, it  means that I do not know the time and I  

would like to  know the time . However, if the same utterance is employed as a 

rhetorical  question in the right context and with the appropriate intonation ,  it 

could mean ‗You are  terribly late‘. This is what Grice  refers to as a 

conversational implicature . It is realized by flouting the maxim of quality which  

requirs sincerity. 

   Weigand (2008) , however , states that despite the fact that Grice's theory is 

related to coherence, some experts have criticized this theory for the ''normative 

nature'' of the cooperative principle. Rather than depicting a dialogue as it is, 

such an approach tends to establish certain conventions that govern behavior. 

Grice's ''normative method' is, thus, describing communication "as it must be" 

(ibid.). Consequently, the cooperative principle cannot naturally help in the 

analysis of actual speech created by people in their regular interactions. 

Translation, in accordance with Toury, requires a straightforward approach that 

is flexible enough to account for different translation strategies (Toury, 2012). 

The use of descriptive language or the addition of commentary are just two 

examples of the various strategies translators may employ to make a text 

coherent. Which of these strategies better complies with the rule of quantity 

from the perspective of Grice's maxims? Accordingly, a more descriptive 

approach is needed for translation.  

 

4. Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS) 

     Toury (1995) introduced descriptive translation studies (DTS) with the goal 

of clarifying the mechanism and nature of translation. His aim was to  suggest to 

Translation Studies (TS) a systematic framework and elevate translation to the 

status of a science. His paradigm was based on descriptive research. In other 

words, DTS aims to create a common basis for examining the basic nature of 

translation without adopting normative conventions, as opposed to standardizing 

or prescribing rules. Munday (2012) states that one of DTS's missions since it 

came to exist in the latter decade has been to identify any patterns that may be 

prevalent in, defining, or describing translations.  As a result, researchers in the 
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discipline have attempted to develop strategies, frameworks, and models for 

descriptively studying translation. In a similar way, DTS suggested the concept 

of "translation universals" (ibid.). As defined by Pym (2010: 78), Translation 

Universal'' is a feature that originates only in translations but not in other types 

of texts. With little caution, translation specialists have so far proposed the 

following universals: adaptation, lexical simplification', 'equalizing unique 

items, and explicitation (ibid., 79–80). ''Explicitation'' is a universal translation 

theory that is thought to be distinguished by higher redundancy of translations. 

(ibid.:79). Explicitation can be described more precisely by Munday (2009:187) 

as follows: Contrary to implicitation, explicitation (also known as explication) 

means ''that information that is only implicitly mentioned in the ST is expressed 

clearly in the TT.'' This occurs at least at three levels of language: grammar, 

semantics, and pragmatics/discourse. 

 

5. Ambiguity  

   Any translation of a text is based on the generally held idea that the translator 

must be aware of both the source language and the target language. This 

assumption, however, does not necessarily guarantee the generation of a 

flawless translation. (Qassis: 2021). This is particularly clear when rendering 

sacred materials, primarily Quranic texts, from Arabic into English. The 

translator who translates the Qur'anic texts should have interpretative and 

hermeneutic tools and in-depth knowledge of the SL and TL. Misinterpretation 

is likely to occur in the absence of such mechanisms (ibid.). 

    Ambiguity occurs at various levels of language. Lyon (1995) states that on a 

semantic level, one word can have multiple meanings, each of which can be 

categorized under a different grammatical category or part of speech. At the 

syntactic level, ambiguity occurs when a sentence suggests more than one 

structure, as in ‗''flying airplanes can be dangerous'.'''‘ (See also Clifton, 

Frazier,  and Rayner, 1994). As a result, a word's intended meaning might 

change significantly according to the linguistic context in which it is used. 

''Psycholinguistic'' investigations of  ''monolingual''  language processing also 

show that the cognitive system overcomes this obstacle primarily by relying on 

linguistic context. (See Kellas, Ferraro, and Simpson, 1988; and for a review of 

cross-linguistic lexical ambiguity resolution, see Altarriba and Gianico, 2003.) 

Translation equivalents vary for different reasons : 

5.1 Polysemy 

   Polysemy is a linguistic occurrence where a single lexeme has numerous 

interrelated meanings. It also means a gathering of the senses at one entrance. 

Thus, words with several related but different senses are said to be polysemous. 
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Technically speaking, polysemy is the relatedness of meaning that goes along 

with an identical form. It is described as one form (spoken or written) having 

several meanings that are all related by extension. (Alsulaiman, 2011: 211). For 

example, the word  head  is a polysemous word that can be used to exhibit 

different senses, such as "the head of a body," "the head of accompanying," or 

the head of a department. Similarly, the word date is polysemous; it means an 

appointment and a social meeting. In such a case, however, ambiguity may arise 

and a word may exhibit different interpretations depending on the linguistic 

context in which it appears, as in the question: How about the date? The word 

date in this question is ambiguous and can have more than one interpretation 

unless it is explained to show which date is intended in this question. 

        5.2  Indeterminacy of meaning 

  Quine (2013) identifies two kinds of indeterminacy that emerge in the 

indeterminacy of translation: (1) inscrutability (vagueness) of reference and (2) 

holophrastic (structural) indeterminacy. The first pertains to ambiguity in the 

interpretation of specific words or phrases, as in Marry saw a balloon. (Crystal: 

2003). In this instance, it is unclear when Marry saw it, how big the balloon was, 

what color it was, and other details. Therefore, the word balloon cannot have a 

singular interpretation. The second one denotes indeterminacy in complete 

sentences or larger parts of discourse. To clarify this point, Ilyas (1989: 120–

121) cites the following example:  

4-Old men and women. 

For this example, more than one interpretation is possible. If the adjective  old 

describes the word men only, the translation would be سجاه , and if it describes 

both men and women, the translation would be  سجاه ٍسُْ٘ ّٗساء ٍسْاث . 

      5.3 Cultural Ambiguity  

   When a word or a linguistic expression has the same referent in reality but 

various meanings in different cultures, this is referred to as cultural ambiguity. 

For instance, Jesus in English and Essa (عٍسى) in Arabic have the same referent, 

but they have different meanings in each culture. For English speakers, "Jesus" 

is the son of God, whereas "Essa" is the prophet of God. Essa was uplifted to 

heaven alive and would return to earth (without being resurrected), while 

"Jesus" was crucified for the sins of men and would be raised from the dead. 

(cited in Alsulaiman, 2011: 3). Such cultural problems may encounter the 

translators of the Glorious Qura'n, who should be familiar with both cultures of 

ST and TT. 

6 . Methodology and Data Collection  

   Seven English translations of the Glorious Quran by well-known translators, 

namely: Khan, Pickthal, Rashad, Sarwar, Shakir, Sherali, and Yousif Ali, were 
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selected as the foundation for the current study. In order to establish legitimacy 

based on the conventions of Quranic translation ,  a variety of Quranic 

interpretations produced by various  commentators throughout a variety of time 

periods were used. The Surah being studied is Al-Qariah' 101.As the emphasis 

of this study is on the coherence of the translation of religious texts,  the data 

were chosen in accordance with the purposive data collection approach. 

According to Williams (2001: 328) , he argues that, ''compared with other 

disciplines,  the data chosen for a study in translation must be obtained 

purposefully to guarantee the adequacy of the study.'' It is worth noting that 

arbitrary data selection will disrupt the stability of meaning and thus it is  crucial 

to fully consider a text's coherence. 

                                            

7 . Text-  Analysis  

    In this phase, the renditions are analyzed to determine how they convey the 

implied information; if they do not provide additional details, this would be a 

case of supplemental coherence (SC), but if they provide additional information, 

this would be a case of explicitation (or explication) 

 

                                                                                                                  القارعت     

   -1 

 

 

       1- ‗Khan     :‗Al-Qari'ah (the striking Hour i.e. the Day of Resurrection)᾽‘      

        2-‗Pickthal :‗The Calamity!᾽’ 

        3-‗Rashad :  ‗The Shocker᾽.‘ 

        4-‗Sarwar :  ‗The (unprecedented) crash!᾽‘ 

        5- ‗Shakir:   ‗The terrible calamity!᾽‘ 

        6- ‗Sherali : ‗The Great Calamity !᾽‘       

        7-‗Yusuf Ali:‗The (Day) of Noise and Clamour᾽:‘ 

 

Discussion : 

In verse 1, Allah , Almighty mentions the word al-Qariah (اىقاسعت), which is 

,according to the interpreters, a name of Doomsday. However, this word was 

interpreted differently into striking hour, calamity, shocker, crash, and clamor. 

These expressions are quite ambiguous if they are isolated from their context, 

for each one of them can have more than one related meaning, i.e., polysemous. 

Translators 2 and 3 maintained the structure of the SL text in their renderings 

and thus provided an ambiguous translation. That is, they adopted the 

supplemental coherence (SC) strategy in their renderings, which does not allow 

further addition for clarity. Unlike the rest of the translators, who explicated the 
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verse by adding further information to their renderings and hence provided a 

clear translation . 

 

                                                                                                                    ما لقارعت 

     -2 

    
1. ‗ Khan :   ‗What is the striking (Hour)?᾽‘   

2. ‘Pickthal:   ‗What is the Calamity?᾽‘ 

3. ‗ Rashad   :‗What a shocker!᾽᾽‘ 

4. ‗Sarwar  :  ‗What is the crash?᾽‘  

5. ‗Shakir :    ‗What is the terrible calamity!᾽‘ 

6. ‗Sherali   :   ‗What is the great calamity?᾽‘ 

7. ‗Yusuf Ali :‗What is the (Day) of Noise and Clamour?᾽ 

 

                                                                                                                   ٍا ىقاسعتٍٗا ادساك  -3

 

1. ‗Khan :   ‗And what will make you know what the striking (Hour) is?᾽‘  

2. ‗Pickthal :‘Ah, what will convey unto thee what the Calamity is!᾽‘ 

3. ‗Rashad : ‗Do you have any idea what the Shocker is?᾽‘  

4. ‗Sarwar:  ‗Would that you knew what the crash is!᾽‘ 

5. ‗Shakir:  ‗And what will make you comprehend what the terrible calamity is?᾽‘ 

6. ‗Sherali : ‗And what should make thee know what the Great Calamity is?᾽‘ 

7. ‗Yusuf Ali :‗And what will explain to thee what the (Day) of Noise and 

Clamour is?᾽‘ 

 

Discussion :  

In verses 2 and 3, there are two interrogative particles. Verse two begins with 

the interrogative particle ٍا , and verse 3 begins with the conjunction ٗ  and the 

interrogative ٍا . These interrogatives were translated into what is in the target 

texts to maintain the structure of the SL as a question in the TT as well. In text 2, 

translators 1, 5, 6, and 7  explicated the text by adding further information to 

their renderings, which removed the ambiguity provided by other translators 

who followed the supplemental coherence (SC). In verse 3, only translators 3 

and 4 kept the ambiguity in their renderings resulting from the adoption of 

supplemental coherence (SC) which never allows any further information. 

 

بۡزُ٘دِ  -4 ََ ُُ ٱىَّْاطُ مَٱىۡفشََاشِ ٱىۡ ًَ ٌنَُ٘ ۡ٘ ٌَ 

 

1.   Khan   :    ‗It is a Day whereon mankind will be like moths scattered about᾽.‘ 

2. ‗Pickthal :  ‗A day wherein mankind will be as thickly-scattered moths‘.‘ 

3.  Rashad :    ‗That is the day when the people come out like swarms of 

butterflies‘.‘ 

4. ‗Sarwar:     ‗On that day, people will be like scattered moths‘ .‘ 
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5. ‗Shakir     : ‗The day on which men shall be as scattered moths‘,‘  ‗   

   6.   ‗Sherali  :   ‗The day when men will be like scattered moths‘. ‘  ‗‘ 

 7.  ‗Yusuf Ali : ‗(It is) a Day whereon men will be like moths scattered about‘‘ 

‘‘….‘ 

ْفُ٘ش-5 ََ ِِ ٱىۡ ٖۡ ُُ ٱىۡجِباَهُ مَٱىۡعِ حنَُ٘ َٗ 

 

   1.‗Khan    :    ‗And the mountains will be like carded wool‘. ‘‘‗‘‘‘ 

  2        2. ‗Pickthal :    ‗And the mountains will become as carded wool‘.‘ 

            3.‗‗Rashad :     ‗The mountains will be like fluffy wool‘.‘ 

         4 4.  ‗Sarwar :     ‗And mountains will be like carded wool‘. 

            5 .‗ Shakir  :    ‗And the mountains shall be as loosened wool‘.‘ 

            6- ‗Sherali :     ‗And the mountains will be like carded wool‘.‘ 

     7. Yusuf Ali :  ‗And the mountains will be like carded wool‘.‘ 

 

Discussion : 

The verses 4 and 5 constitute answers for  the two preceding questions. It is to 

be noted that the introductory structure (it is) in rendering 1 text 4 and elsewhere 

is linguistically a matter of cohesion rather than coherence and hence cannot be 

counted as explicitation. In text 4, Only translators 4  , 5 and 6 made no 

explicitation to the verse . That is, they did not add any further information. As 

for the rest of the translators,  they justifiably enhanced their renderings with 

additional information to clarify the meaning . In verse 5, however, all the 

translators adhered to the structure of SL, and hence no further information was 

added. 

  

صٌُُِْٔ  -6 ََٰ٘ ٍَ ِ رقَيُجَۡ  ٍَ ا  ٍَّ َ  فَأ

 

1. ‗Khan      :      ‗Then as for him whose balance (of good deeds) will be heavy‘.‘ 

2. ‗Pickthal  :      ‗Then, as for him whose scales are heavy (with good works)‘,‘ 

3. ‗Rashad    :     ‗As for him whose weights are heavy.‘ 

4. ‗Sarwa      :     ‗Those whose good deeds will weigh heavier (on the scale)‘‘ 

5. ‗Shakir      :    ‗Then as for him whose measure of good deeds is heavy‘,‘ 

6.  Sherali      :    ‗Then, as for him whose scales are heavy‘,‘ 

    7 7.‗ Yusuf Ali :     ‗Then, he whose balance (of good deeds) will be (found) 

heavy‘,‘ 

 

 Discussion : 

In verse 6, there is a conditional sentence prefixed by the resumption  فا (fa) and 

the particle ٍا  (ma), and some of the translators maintained this structure in their 

renderings by using as for  . Concerning the clarity of the renditions, only 

translators 3 and 6 didn't provide an explanation of the verse and hence provided 

ambiguous renderings such as whose weights are heavy ,and whose scales are 

heavy. Such renderings may confuse and distract the readers, making them think 
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that such information is irrelevant. Nevertheless, the rest of the 

translators  explicated the verse by adding further justified information 

like:  measure of good deeds is heavy; balance of good works, on the scale will 

be found heavy.  This additional information may seem necessary for the readers 

in this context. 

اضٍِتَ -7  َ٘ فًِ عٍِشَتٖ سَّ ُٖ  فَ

 

1- ‗Khan :     ‗He will live a pleasant life (in Paradise)‘.‘ 

2- ‗Pickthal : ‗He will live a pleasant life‘.‘ 

3- ‗Rashad:   ‗He will lead a happy (eternal) life‘.‘ 

4- Sarwar :   ‗Will live a pleasant life‘,‘ 

5.‗  Shakir :    ‗He shall live a pleasant life‘.‘ 

   66.‗  Sherali :   ‗He will have a pleasant life‘.‘ 

7. Yusuf Ali : ‗Will be in a life of good pleasure and satisfaction’.‘ 

Discussion :  

   The verse 7 expresses the result of the preceding conditional sentence in verse 

6. The translators began their renditions with futuristic structures( he will/shall) 

to express the future result of the believers. Concerning the clarity of the 

renditions, the noun phrase ' pleasant life', in the renderings above, was 

mentioned five times as an equivalent for the verse, but in none of these 

renderings, except in rendering 1, was explicated to show which  ''pleasant life '' 

is intended. In other words, this rendering is ambiguous because it reflects a 

variety of senses. According to the scholar interpreters,  the verse عٍشت ساضٍت 

means a pleasant and eternal life in Paradise. This interpretation,  though stated 

differently, was provided by translators 1, 3,  and 7, who explicated the verse. 

Translator 1 added the word paradise, translator 3 added the word '' eternal'' , 

and translator 7 added further information: a life of good pleasure and 

satisfaction. That is to say that translators 1, 3, and 7 adopted the explicitation 

procedure and provided clear and understood translation, while the rest of the 

translators confined their renderings to supplemental coherence (SC), which 

restricts the continuity of meaning. 

صٌُُِْٔۥ -8 ََٰ٘ ٍَ ِۡ خَفَّجۡ  ٍَ ا  ٍَّ أَ َٗ 

1. 1.‗Khan :   ‗But as for him whose balance (of good deeds) will be light‘,‘ 

2.‗Pickthal :‗But as for him whose scales are light‘,‘ 

3 3.‗Rashad:  ‗As for him whose weights are light‘.‘ 

4.‗Sarwar:  ‗but those whose good deeds will be lighter (on the scale)‘.‘ 

5.‗Shakir : ‗And as for him whose measure of good deeds is light‘,‘ 

4 6.‗Sherali : ‗But as for him whose scales are light‘,‘ 

5 7.‗Yusuf Ali :‗But he whose balance (of good deeds) will be (found) light‘,‘ 

Discussion:  

The verse 8 also contains a conditional sentence prefixed by the conjunction ٗاى٘ا 

and the particle اٍا." Although the translators began their renderings with the 

adversative but, the preposition as for, and the additive and, all of which are 
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possible in this context to maintain the continuity of meaning, Concerning the 

renderings, only translators 2, 3, and 6 confined their translations to 

supplemental coherence (SC) and consequently provided ambiguous 

translations. 

ُٔۥ  - 9       ٍُّ ُ ٌتَ فَأ ِٗ ا َٕ 

1. ‗Khan  :   ‗He will have his home in Hawiyah (pit, i.e. Hell)‘.‘ 

2.   2. ‗Pickthal :  ‗A bereft and Hungry One will be his mother‘,‘ 

3. ‗Rashad :  ‗His destiny is lowly‘.‘ 

4.                   4.  ‗Sarwar:   ‗will have hawiyah as their dwelling‘.‘ 

5. ‗Shakir :   ‗His abode shall be the abyss‘.‘ 

6. ‗Sherali :   ‗Hell will be a nursing mother to him‘.‘ 

7. Yusuf Ali: ‗Will have his home in a (bottomless) Pit‘.‘ 

Discussion :  

   The verse 9 expresses  the result of the preceding verse . According to the  

commentators , the verse  ٌَت ِٗ ا َٕ ُٔۥ  ٍُّ ُ فَأ  means : Hell will be his home . Translator 4 , 

however ,  transliterated the word الهاويت   (hawiyah) without giving any further 

information clarifying it . Translator 5  rendered this word into abyss .The 

meaning of the word abyss , however , is open . That is ,according to  al -

Mawrid Dictionary ,  it  means Hell , but it also means a very deep wide space or 

a hole  that seems to have no bottom (Oxford Dictionary ) , or  it refers to  

fathomless water . Nevertheless, translator 1 who explicated the verse by adding 

the word Hell to his rendering , provided a clear and understood translation 

.Similarly , translator 7 added the word bottomless pit for the clarification of the 

verse . That is to say that translator 5 followed the supplemental coherence in his 

rendering ,while translators 1 and 7 explicated the verse  by adding further 

information. As for the rest of the translators , they unfortunately mistranslated 

the verse .  

                                                                                             ۡٔ ٍَ ِٕ ا  ٍَ لَ  آ أدَۡسَىَٰ ٍَ َٗ  -10 

1. ‗Khan :    ‗And what will make you know what it is?‘‘ 

2. ‗Pickthal : ‗Ah, what will convey unto thee what she is!‘‘ - 

3. ‗Rashad :   ‗Do you know what it is?‘‘ 

4. ‗Sarwar :  ‗Would that you knew what hawiya she is?‘.‘ 

5. ‗Shakir  :  ‗And what will make you know what it is?‘‘ 

 6.  ‗Sherali  :  ‗And what should make thee know what that is?‘‘ 

7.‗Yusuf Ali  :‗And what will explain to thee what this is?‘‘ 

Discussion : 

   In verse 10, there is a question again, which was conveyed as a question in the 

target text as well. The pronoun ًٕ in the Arabic verse  ٍٗا ادساك ٍإٍت refers back 

to the word al-hawiya (anaphoric ).This can easily be realized by Muslims or 

Arab readers. But this is not the case with the people of other nations, especially 

when they come across renditions containing ambiguous references such as 

those given by the translators above. There is no clear reference to the word al-

Hawiya; even in the rendering 4, it is mentioned indefinitely. This is due to 
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adopting the SC in transferring the meaning from the SL to the TL. This 

strategy, as it has earlier been stated, never allows for elaborating.  

ٍتَُ  -11 ٍِ  َّاسٌ حَا

 

1.‗Khan : ‗(It is) a hot blazing Fire!‘ 

2.‗Pickthal: ‗Raging Fire‘.‘ 

3.‗Rashad : ‗The blazing Hellfire.‗ 

4.‗Sarwar :‗It is a burning Fire‘.‘ 

5.‗Shakir :‗A burning fire‘.‘ 

6.‗Sherali : ‗It is a blazing Fire‘.‘ 

7.‗Yusuf Ali : ‗(It is) a Fire Blazing fiercely!‘ ‘    

Discussion : 

  The verse 11 is an answer to the preceding question in verse 10  ( ٍٗا ادساك

 was translated differently. However, the clearest حاٍٍت The adjective .  (ٍإٍت

renderings given to this word are those of translators 1, 3, and 7, who 

explicated  the word and made it obvious by adding further justified information 

such as hot by translator 1, "hell by translator 2, and fiercely by translator 3. 

Unlike other translators, who gave no further information to clarify the word in 

their renderings, In other words, they adopted supplemental coherence in their 

renditions, which never allows any more explanation. 

Table (1) Shows  the Usage Percentages of Supplemental Coherence  and 

Explicitation  

Translators Supplemental 

Coherence 

Explicitation Percentage of 

Supplemental 

Percentage 

of 

Explicitation 

T1 4 7 36% 63% 

T2 7 4 63% 36% 

T3 8 3 72% 27% 

T4 7 4 63% 36% 

T5 5 6 45% 54% 

T6 8 3 72% 27% 

T7 2 9 18% 81% 

Total 41 36 3,354% 2,945% 

1.8 Conclusions  

The study has come up with the following conclusions :  

1. Throughout analyzing and assessing the seven translations, supplemental 

coherence proved its inefficiency  of producing an understood and reliable 

translation. 

2. The reason behind the frequent use of supplemental coherence by  the 

participant translators of the surah in question, as the percentages in Table 1 
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above show, may be due to  their unawareness of the  interpretation of this 

Quranic verse . 

3. The explicitation method proved to be a helpful procedure in disambiguating 

and producing understandable translations. 

4. Lexical ambiguity is the dominant type of ambiguity in the translations of the 

surah verses. 
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