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Abstract

This paper investigates the problem of multifunctionality of
metadiscourse.lt is still a fuzzy concept and its taxonomies contain many
disparate elements . Linguistic and conventional differences between
Arabic and English would make the problem more complicated when
translation is involved. It is hypothesized that there is a similarity
between Arabic and English metadiscourse items ;and failing to grasp the
function of these items leads to inappropriate renditions. The aim of this
paper is of two folds : (1) proposing a classification system for Arabic
metadiscourse and identifying the metadiscourse items in the source
language(SL)and their renditions into the target language(TL) ,(2)
analyzing the linguistic and rhetorical functions of metadiscourse items
used in (SL) and to what extent that the translator successfully managed
to render them into the (TL) . The source text on which the study draws
is taken from a short story entitled “A handful of dates” written by Tayb
Salih and translated into English by Denys Jobnson — Davies(1981. To
make judgment on the appropriateness of metadiscourse renditions in the
(TL) ,Nida's (1964) model is adopted. The paper revealed that Arabic
makes use of metadiscourse as English does, though the classification

system for metadiscourse in both languages are somehow different..
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1. The Concept of Metadiscourse:

As a new concept in Arabic, it is appropriate to talk firstly
about how this concept is perceived by English scholars and
researchers. There is some confusion over the exact definition of
metadiscourse. Split “metadiscoure” into two, we have “meta-",
which means ‘“above, higher than, or beyond”, and “discourse”,
which means “language which has been produced as a result of an
act of communication” (Richardson, 2000: 138-139). The term
“metadiscourse” was first introduced by Harris (1970) to refer to
discourse about discourse. In his argument, he states the following:

I. The various sentences of a text differ in
informational status, and even certain sentences
which may be of interest to readers of the text
may not be requested or useful in retrievals.
These are metadiscourse kernels which talk about
the main material.

ii. (ibid.: 466)

The term metadiscourse can serve what Halliday calls the
textual and interpersonal functions of language, as opposed to the
ideational (the meaning or the content) function. Halliday (1973:
66) defines the textual function as “an enabling function, that of
creating a text” and “it is this component that enables the speaker to
organize what he is saying in such a way that it makes sense in the
contextual and fulfills its function as a message”. Of the
interpersonal function, Halliday says that it includes “all that may
be understood by the expression of our personalities and personal
feelings on the one hand, and forms of interaction and social
interplay with other participants in the communication situation on
the other hand” (ibid.). In this sense, referential meaning is
equivalent to what Halliday calls ideational meaning whereas
metadiscourse conveys interpersonal and textual meanings.

Recent studies notice that any wverbal communication
includes two levels: the primary discourse/text level and the
metadiscourse level. According to Williams (1981) and Crismore
(1989), text producers usually have to write on two levels so that
they supply information about the subject of the text and expand
propositional content on one level (the primary level) and help their
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readers connect, organize, Interpret, evaluate, and react to this
subject information, but without adding propositional material, on
the other level (the metadiscourse level). In other words, the
primary level is the subject of a discourse whereas the
metadiscourse level is “talking about talk, writing about writing, it
1s a discourse about discourse, a text about a text, or talk about talk”
(Harris, 1970; Williams, 1981; Vande Kopple, 1985; 1997,
Crismore, 1989; Crismore et al., 1993; Mauranen, 1993; Craig,
2000). Characterized as discourse about discourse, metadiscourse
refers to certain devices, which include words, phrases, clauses in a
text that make coherent relations explicit, signal the text producer’s
attitude or engage the reader. As a central pragmatic construct,
metadiscourse helps text producers project themselves into text,
arrange and organize the content to “influence readers’
understanding of both the text and their attitude towards its content
and the audience” (Hyland, 1998: 437). Using metadiscourse, thus,
means that text producer has foreseen the reader’s interactive
frames and knowledge schemas, and that he/ she has made the
necessary amendments and additions to the information flow
(Tannen and Wallat, 1999).

Accordingly, different classifications have been proposed,
most of them sharing a functional Hallidayian approach in that the
taxonomies of metadiscourse are generally divided into two main
categories: textual and interpersonal, according to the roles
metadiscourse acts in the text. All systems proposed by the scholars
and researchers offer a wide range of metadiscourse items that
function to enhance and evaluate the text. Those scholars and
researchers (Williams, 1981; Vande Kopple, 1985; Crismore et al.,
1993;Longo, 1994; Hyland,1998) have commonly, though different
terms used, agreed that categories and subcategories could be
illustrated in the following table:
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ltem Example
w Also, furthermore, in addition
[14 Additives to,
)
(@)
2 | Textual
a | Connectives Adversatives However,but ,nonetheless
< ,f Temporal / Now, later, then
= g sequencers First, second
5 3 Causal Therefore, thus, so
£ g Code Glosses by this | mean
3 ; Illocution Markers | state again that
>
g ',"_J Reminders As | mentioned earlier
5 -
% Narrators According to X
20
Hedges ma
Z @ g y, perhaps
) i i i
L,O) 8 Certainty Markers certainly, really,indeed
Y &
H_J <EE Attitude Markers surprisingly, doubtfully
(Y
L'I_J E Commentary You may not agree that
Z >

Table (1) Metadiscourse in English
3. Metadiscourse in Arabic:

The linguistic phenomenon of metadiscourse was not
explicitly identified by ancient Arab grammarians, linguists,
rhetoricians and philosophers who mainly concentrated on syntactic
properties and referential meanings of language. However, a survey
of written texts reveals that Arab authors and scholars, writing in
different periods, disciplines, and genres, implicitly showed a
growing interest in the role of metadiscourse in their works.In a
review of most Arab works, metadiscourse is frequently found in
many books written by ancient Arab scholars specialized in various
fields such as philosophy, rhetoric and linguistics (see, for example,
Ibn Al-Atheer, 1990; Al-Jurjani, 1969; Al-Sakkaki, UD).

Arabic, being different from English in a number of ways
such as grammar, syntax, style and culture, seems to adopt different
types of rhetorical tools to use metadiscourse. In addition to those
metadiscourse items used in English; Arabic can achieve
metadiscourse in ways that suit its nature, culture and style.The
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wide majority of ancient and modern Arab grammarians pay a
great deal of attention to the form rather than to the function of
Arabic language, and confined themselves to the boundaries of the
sentence (see, for example, Sibawayhi, 1966; Ibn-Jinni, 1952).
However, some ancient Arab linguists and rhetoricians, (see Al-
Sakkaki, UD; Al-Jurjani, 1969; 1978; and Al-Qazwini, 1983) make
an attempt to institutionalize norms and conventions of using
language not as conveying information only (ideational meaning),
but also affecting and convincing the audience through appropriate
use of rhetorical devices (textual and interpersonal meanings). They
believe that these rhetorical devices have functional meanings
(interacting with and convincing the audience) and that the focus
should not be placed on their grammatical correctness, but on their
appropriateness to the co(n)text in which they occur. They stress the
correlation between Jll =i laadl (Jadl(utterance, discourse
environment, and occasion) which might be equivalent respectively,
in terms of English discourse and genre analysts, to setting factors,
topic factors and audience appropriateness, i.e. the context of
situation. It can be argued that the three correlates have been
introduced by Halliday (1994: 390) in terms of the context of
situation, or the “contextual configuration” of field, mode, and
tenor.

In his book “jlae¥ UV (Signs of Inimitability), Al-
Jurjani(1969) puts forward his theory “akill 4 " which might be
equivalent to (Systemic Theory of Meaning). This theory is a
landmark of Arabic. Al-Jurjani perceives that the text producer
conveys his message to readers by using the most appropriate
devices that facilitate the process of understandability of the text
that make it cohesive and coherent.

Regarding the textual analysis of discourse, Al-Jurjani
argues that “~Lill” is realized by “3i” (hanging [text] together).
He (1978: 44) states that:

e e lpany g (ann Lpany Bl s SI) 3 s Y g alas Y
i (e o 03 335 (There is no texture [meaning] nor order in
discourse unless the elements hang together, build on each other,
and lead to each other).In this sense, texture of text, is based on
textual relations. Confirming the semantic relation, he (1961:11)
adds that:
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PEall (e Ao gene Jy BN (e de saae ad 421l (Janguage is NOt a
[random Jcollection of expressions, but a combination of [textual]
relations). He observes the roles of some connectives, and provides
a discussion of connectives and of how elements in a discourse
adhere. More importantly, he believes that language should go
beyond descriptive cases of grammar, and this is why he introduces
the term “ =il Jlas “ (functional meanings of grammar). Following
his approach, it can be realized how well sentences and ideas are
interwoven together and flow into each other. He concludes that the
inappropriate use of " ~Li1" disturbs the lucidity of ideas in the text
and blurs the intended meaning. Thus, we could argue that Al-
Jurjani’s book Jae¥) J¥a (Signs of Inimitability) is a masterpiece
of Arabic literature which needs a profound study and analysis on
our part to envisage the concept of discourse and metadiscourse.

In this vein, some modern Arab linguists set out to deal with
particles from a textual perspective. For example, Hassan (1973)
considers these particles s “tools” which are the most common
cohesive ties that bring textual elements together. He (ibid.: 127)
asserts that such tools should be interpreted in the light of their
functional meaning (not the structural one) “Gldl z Jla <l 53 45y Y7
(no environment for tools outside the context). Hassan’s approach
has been adopted by other researchers such as (Al- Saqi,1977; Faris
1979; Al-Batal,1985; and Al-Maligi 1985).

It seems that the Arabs’ approach is not systematically
arranged in specifying and categorizing metadiscourse devices. Yet,
ancient Arab rhetoricians implicitly give due significance to some
linguistic phenomena which function as metadiscourse. They
perceive that, in our term, metadiscourse is a rhetorical device and
can work at textual level rather than word, phrase, clause or
sentence levels .Also, they highlight the importance of the items
that reveal the writer’s intervention in the text (interpersonal
function). Drawing on the ancient Arab rhetoricians, ad hoc
categories of metadiscourse elements can be categorized into three
main headings: discourse connectives, circumlocution ,and non-
analogous and emotional appeals as illustrated below.
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3.1, a3 Jasl g, (Discourse Connectives):

Arab rhetoricians make a distinction between Jwadll 5 Jasll
(syndeton and asyndeton), and this distinction has been voiced in
the popular statement:

“Uagll (0 Juadll 48 e & 223 (Al-Qazwini, 1983:246)
(Rhetoric means discriminating syndeton from asyndeton). Those
Arab rhetoricians believe that using the rhetorical device of
conjunction in its proper place is an essential factor of impact on
discourse.J—=s! (syndeton) is coordinating between adjacent
sentences using —sk=ll sl 5 (coordinate and)whereasd—éll (asyndeton)
Is determined by leaving it out. . A classical example often used to
illustrate this rhetorical device has been taken from the Glorious
Qura’n .

J\Q\‘” C\ ‘}“’r“"‘:“ S\\a).;-\sd G116 1 j\\,ﬁ\;ﬁ,)

}/
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(Yo— V¢ :4y) :384)
When they meet those who believe, they say: “We believe;” but
when they are alone with their evil ones, they say: “We are really
with you we (were) only jesting.” Allah shall mock them, and give
them rope in their trespasses; so they will wander like blind ones
(to and from).®(Khan and Al-Hilali,2011).

The clause of "agx i &) (Allah_shall mock them) not to be

connected with "8+« ) &, (We are really with you), because, if it
were, the property of mockery would be shared in a similar manner
by Allah and the hypocrites. Thus, the omission of akall s

(coordinate and) is a must. Here J.will (asyndeton) implies an
implicit rhetorical adversative relation between the propositions of
the discourse. On the other hand "Jd.=sl" (Syndeton) is realized by

marking —akall )5, Consider the following example taken from the
Glorious Qura’n:

EP AN

() -p.j/;\iasré\,; grUIvIRAR M‘W)
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(V)9 4N Ayl
O ye who believe! Fear Allah and be with those who are true (in
word and deed® (Khan and Al-Hilali,2011).

In this case, the presence of aksll 45 has the rhetorical

function of connecting "\s:,<" to what has been preceded (see Al-

Hashimi, 1960; Faris, 1979 for detailed discussions of this linguistic
phenomenon).

It is significant to note that connectives are regarded as
textual metadiscourse elements rather than grammatical particles. In
this study, these particles are termed 20 Ly, “discourse
connectives”, because they reflect the semantic and pragmatic
relations between the propositions in the text and may have
rhetorical functions. Discourse connectives are also employed to
signal the organizing framework of the text and their intertextual
relations showing, for example, 4S),xwy) @Bl (adversative
relations) such as & ¥) «oS1 ¢« am «Js (but rather, yet, but, however)
dadlaill el (temporal/ sequential relations) such as ¥l «clld syl
(then ,later, first) 4wl ©E (causal relations) such as <l ¢ «
(for, because, consequently) ; and 4iLxy! 5 ahall SESe (coordinating
and additive relations) such as <lxsc; (and , further) . Such
connectives have multifunctional meanings and lean heavily on the
co(n)text which determines their functional values.

3.2. @kl (Circumlocution):

Ancient Arab linguists and rhetoricians (see, for example,
Al-Sakkaki, UD; Al-Qazwini, 1983) identify other linguistic and
rhetorical devices that can realize textual and interpersonal
metadiscourse. They, for example, give paramount significance to
the notion “<tkY” which might be equivalent to (circumlocution),
and consider it as a means of persuasion, clarification of the text
producer’s intended meaning, creation of a close relationship with
the audience, interweaving the thread of discourse, and alerting the
audience. Those linguists and rhetoricians differentiate between
"lbY)" (circumlocution) and “s4al” (pleonasm). They define the
first as sl Sl e Ladlll 304 ) (the motivated employment of extra
formal markers and elements in the expression of a given meaning)
and, therefore, believe it is functional and useful in creating a text.
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According to Al-Sakkaki (UD), it IS a feature of rhetorical diSCOUrSe
that can be used in every discourse and that is determined by the
context of situation, whereas the latter is 35 (s Jixall e Jadll) 300
(the unmotivated employment of extra formal markers and
elements in the expression of a given meaning) and therefore it is
non-functional and redundant. In other words "<tkY\" is considered
as a rhetorical device which adds supplemental meanings to the
text, whereas "is1" js irritating and is a consequence of careless
use of unnecessary repetition in expressing ideas.

In line with the above ancient linguists and rhetoricians and
modern Arab linguists (see, for example, Al-Hashimi, 1960; and
Shunnag (1994), it is believe that "<lkyl "is a big part of
metadiscourse as it is one of the most effective rhetorical device in
a text. The main purposes of "<lkY" are: mentioning a specific
concept after a general one; clarity after ambiguity; the
confirmation after warning; revealing the speaker's attitude; and
drawing listener into implicit dialogue . Ancient and modern Arab
linguists have pointed out different linguistic elements that, to our
knowledge, realize metadiscourse via "<tky!", However, they have
not sufficiently categorized the linguistic elements of "<Lky™
which are related to metadiscourse. Thus, "<lkyY!" can be divided
into the following categories which function as metadiscourse
elements. The following are amongst the main categories.

3.2.1. u=l =Y (Bracketing):

“Ual e ¥ is defined as “an utterance which is introduced
into a single or compound expression. If it is omitted, the meaning
will not change” (Ibn Al-Atheer, 1990: 172), and its purpose is to
improve, clarify and strengthen the discourse (Al-Zarkashi, 1972:
68), which is used during the speech or in between two clauses
having different functions. Also, it may show the comment made by
the speaker on the propositions addressed (for more details, see Al-
Suyuti,2006:872). In this sense, it provides textual and interpersonal
function in the discourse depending on the context. It seems that
this category of metadiscourse covers two subcategories of
metadiscourse items : commentary (comments by the writer) and
narrators ( the source of information taken by the writer).

3.2.2. 154 (Certainty):
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Metadiscourse is realized by certainty markers. Such markers
are used to confirm and strengthen the informative meaning, and
their omissions do not affect the original meaning ( Al-Suyuti,
1974: 337). The use of such markers, according to Al-Sakkaki’s
term (UD: 171), is determined by "auaa < jliel (discourse
variables) that consider the state of the audience in a particular
context ¢»dl s (open-minded) 225« (uncertain), or _Si (denier).
In this sense, it could be argued that the criterion of employing
metadiscourse depends heavily on context of situation.

Recent studies show that the frequent use of certainty
markers can be distinguished by two main categories (cf. Farghal,
1991): grammatical items that include S sl &5 xS gill &Y ¢« & () 8
(really, truly, definitely) and lexical items that include (inclusion,
oath, cognate object, emphatic adverbials), and ¢ Jwél (certainty
verbs) such as sicl «a jal alel (believe, assure, know).

3.2.3. A (Hedging):

“wal iaY)” (may be equivalent to hedging) is used when the
text producer withholds commitment to the statement in such a way
that he can soften the speech. This metadiscourse element is widely
used in Arabic (Al-Hashimi, 1960: 232). In Arabic, it is realized by
what may be termed softeners or hedging devices such as < ¢
o= (may be , perhaps, some )and okl Jwél (uncertainty verbs)
such as ¢ «ws (think, fancy) which indicate that the addresser is
not certain about the truth value of the propositions, and which may
represent effective techniques to build up interest in the point he
wants to make. Such devices may convey interpersonal meaning as
they reveal the addresser’s attitude towards the content of the
message and the addressee. The main purpose of this phenomenon
Is to soften the discourse and show doubtfulness.

However, it is not necessarily that the above elements are
always used as hedging elements since metadiscourse is context—
dependent. Similar to certainty devices, hedging provides
interpersonal meaning as they reflect the addresser’s attitude
towards the proposition and the addressee.

3.2.4. &alaall ALl (Rhetorical questions):

These questions are defined as questions which one does not

expect the audience to reply to. The main function of such a
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question is as an indicator to direct the discourse flow and the
audience toward a certain trend that meets the author’s aim and plan
(Al-Zarkashi,1972: 334-335). Rhetorical question can be considered
as a significant tool that is frequently used to ensure that the readers
answer themselves by actively making inferences and by accessing
their prior knowledge about the question. Ibn ‘Asur (UD.) points
out that the author, using rhetorical questions, does not expect the
audience to reply to them. However, the audience must be well
aware of such questions as they are also useful to get them to think
about what the speaker has said and about his/her response to the
questions. Rhetorical questions, thus, maintain interpersonal
function.

The preceding linguistic phenomenon is termed “wlbky)”
because we can leave them out and maintain the propositional
content of the text intact. However, they are communicative, i.e.
functional and furnish the Arabic discourse with textual and
interpersonal function. Once they are communicative, they have
intended functions planned by a text producer.

3.3. 4l (Non-analogous) and Emotional Appeals:

As it has been stated -earlier, most modern Arab
grammarians have based their grammatical theory on the works of
medieval Arab grammarians, focusing on the syntactic properties
of Arabic and the governing powers they exercise over verbs and
nouns (see, for example, Hasan, 1964; Abdul-Qadir, 1988).
Hassan (1973), however, adopts a new approach. Unlike the
traditional category of parts of speech (verbs, nouns, and particles)
presented by those scholars, Hassan concentrates on another part
of speech, suggested by a group of Arab grammarians and
linguists, termed 44\l (non— analogous) and argues that it should
be additional part of speech since it formally and functionally
differs from nouns, verbs and particles. Hassan (ibid.: 113) states
that “adAl” is a word or expression uttered by speaker to express
emotiveness and action after being affected by a certain situation.
Hassan also argues that ‘4l js the nearest equivalent to an
exclamation in English. The term “4lal" can be expressed by
various linguistic devices such as praise verbs 'xa¢ Gwa  rebuke
verbs such as sbw ¢ 1a¥ ¢y forms of wishing such as &
forms of expressing wonder such as o (Oh) slaui 15 (Alas!),and
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vocative such as b (Oh) (see, for more details, Hassan, 1973; Al-
Saqgi, 1977; Al-Sanjary, 2002). It is to be noted that the common
feature of these forms is that they have an expressive function
rather than an informative one. The main purpose of uttering such
forms is not to provide information but to express emotional
appeal and interpersonal intrusion of the speaker towards a certain
stimulus. Thus, it could be argued that "4alal" constitutes a
significant part of metadiscourse since it reveals speaker’s attitude
towards the propositional content. However, it could not cover the
whole area of metadiscourse.

In the light of the linguistic and rhetorical devices stated
above, the categories of "»3S Ll 5" (discourse connectives)" k)"
(circumlocution) and "4dls" (non-analogous) are perhaps the main
three categories that best help define and illustrate the general
concept of metadiscourse in Arabic. They constitute an important
part of metadiscourse. However, claim may not be made that
metadiscourse is confined to the linguistic phenomena mentioned
above as metadiscourse refers to any means or pointers the text
producer uses to shape the formal architecture of discourse or to
express his attitude towards the subject and reader through
intervention in the discourse.

To sum up, Arab rhetoricians and linguists are well aware of
the significance of metadiscourse which can be realized by various
linguistic devices. They implicitly indicate that metadiscourse is as
Important as the propositional content. However, these devices,
which may be termed “4nUaall <YWAYI1” are scattered and need a
more systematic study. The present study is expected to be an
attempt towards the systematic study of metadiscourse in Arabic.
This is a tentative attempt to show that Arabic uses metadiscourse
as much as English does, and provide partial evidence for the
universality of metadiscourse (Crismore et al., 1993; Hyland, 1998).
Following Hallidayan functional approach, Arabic metadiscourse
could be illustrated in the following table supported by the
examples which are mostly taken from the data of this study :

2l < Item Example
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Non- analogous
And
appeals

emotional

Additives 5 ol
. Adversatives Y o
Discourse = m ik f’j
Connectives emporal/ sequencers A
[IERAVA
uy REIRY
Causal
Hedges Grammatical items A ey
Lexical items Cua
= Certainty Grammatical items 28510 AY <)
= Markers
L 3 Lexical items [FNPEREY,
2|
S |2
8 O Commentary Al 093 S OIS s ok
(2 M.n_,j\ &L\ud_’ codlaa)
2 Bracketing ["Narrators TS
|_
L
= - - - —
_ Rhetorical questions € ol i VI sl sl Jaadl 13
<
pd
O
N
hd
L
o
04
L
|_
<

Wondering slad (uaall
Praise verbs s cand
Rebuke verbs el (aly
Vocative L
Exclamation - daal (Jaal L
Wishing <l

Table (2) Metadiscourse in Arabic

4. The Model Adopted:

The theory of equivalence has been studied by several
scholars and researchers of translation (see, for example, Nida, 1964;
Catford, 1965; Nida and Taber, 1969; and Munday 2001). An

29



The Translation of Arabic Metadiscourse in A handful of dates” into
English Asst. Prof. Dr. Salem Y. Fathi

extremely interesting discussion of the notion of equivalence can be
found in Nida (1964). He argues that there are two types of
translation equivalence : formal and dynamic equivalence. For him,
formal equivalence "focuses attention on the message itself ,in both
form and content™ (1964:159).Dynamic equivalence ,on the other
hand, is based on what Nida calls the principle of equivalent effect.
He (1964:95) adds that dynamic equivalence is “reproducing in the
receptor language the closest natural equivalent of the message of
the source language”. For Nida, Dynamic Equivalence “is
achievable when the message and response which is evoked in the
receptor of (ST) and (TT) should be the same” (ibid.) .

Following dynamic equivalence , Nida (1964) puts forward
three procedures of adjustments to solve the problem of finding
(TL) equivalence . The procedures are additions , abstractions and
alterations. Addition is used for some cases in which the addition
Is necessary such as clarifying elliptic expressions, disambiguating
the lexical item in the (TL) , and explicating implicit elements.
subtraction is used when it is required by the (TL): unnecessary
repetition, specified references, conjunctions and adverbs.
Alteration means changes that have to be made because of
incompatibilities between the (SL) and (TL). These changes are due
to structural differences between the (SL) and (TL) ; and due to
semantic misfit. These procedures ,thus, are used for adjusting the
linguistic form of the related item to make it appropriate for the
(TL); producing structures that are semantically equivalent to the
(SL) texts; and producing the same communicative effect of the
(SL).

5. Data Collection and Analysis Procedure:

The data of this study draws on a short story entitled “ A
handful of dates” written by Tayb Salih, a well-known Sudanese
writer ,and translated into English by Denys Jobnson-Davies (1982),
who has enormous works of translation in Arabic literature. One of
the major steps in text analysis is to determine a procedure for
segmenting the text into parts. Researchers are concerned with unit
analysis, when they investigate their data under study, such as
clause, T. unit, sentence, utterance. Such units may not be applicable
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to investigate metadiscourse (for more details, see Schitfrin, 1987,
Crismore et al., 1993).

In this study, however, the most important criterion for the
analysis is to make a decision whether a linguistic expression is an
instance of metadiscourse or a propositional content. It seems that
inclusion and exclusion of metadiscourse items are still questionable.
However, one method suggested here is that each linguistic material
is examined in terms of theme or the topic, termed in Arabic as
(&) 2isdll) which functions as “announcing the topic rather than
offering new information about the chosen subject matter”
(Lautamatti, 1978: 72) and the rheme or predicate termed in Arabic
as (xwal) which adds new information about the theme. This
identification of theme and rheme makes it easier for us in some
cases to identify Lautamatti’s (1978) topical subjects and non-
topical subjects or the metadiscourse in the texts. Based on
Lautamatti’s (1978) procedure, the following excerpts from the short
story, in this study, provide examples of the identification of the
metadiscourse and the theme and rheme. The metadiscourse is
underlined, and the theme and rheme are classified separately as
shown below:

The reason was, no doubt,that | was quick in learning by
heart.(p.21).

ol L dne (338 IS (pan (815 il gon o AT ol ) el
The strange thing was that | never used to go with my
father, rather it was my grandfather who would take me with

him wherever he went.(p.21).
The underlined items mentioned above show that < ) ¥
) (The reason was, no doubt, that), and “—a=ll ” (The strange
thing was that) are non topical subjects. Whatever followed are a
part of the topic, i.e. discourse. In this case, the underline items are
considered metadiscourse. After identifying the realization and
function of metadiscourse items in (SL),the realization and function
of (TL) metadiscourse items rendered by the translator are
identified and analyzed to make judgment on appropriateness of his

renditions .
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The following cases of analysis will consider the function of
identified metadiscourse items in (SL) and their renditions in (TL).
5.1 Discourse Connectives

This category of textual metadiscourse is employed by the
writer to indicate the progression of the discourse content and signal
how the parts of the discourse are connected. Connectives included
in this subcategory are adversatives, causals, additives and
temporals. A close examination to the connectives in the (ST)
reveals that they constitute a problematic area for the translator
because of the multifunctionality of Arabic connectives (e.g. the
frequent recurrence of “s” and “<”. Arabic also tends to rely
heavily on connectives which perform different functions at
syntactic , semantic, stylistic, and discoursal levels. This is partly
due to the absence of a well-established punctuation system and to
the use of punctuation according to flexible rules on the part of the
Arabic writers.

Therefore, it is expected that the translator, in several cases,
could not successfully render the connectives in the source text.
Consider the inappropriate renditions of adversatives, causals,
additives and temporals respectively made by the translator below.

5.1.1. Adversatives:

The basic meaning of adversative relations is
unexpectedness, In this sense, adversatives signal contrasting and/or
unanticipated ideas. Consider the following example:

S aa Sy ) BIS Gaa Gl G S D bl (g e IS WS KA il )
(S (B (a5 ol e sl ] SIS
1- While | do not remember exactly how old | was | do remember
that when people saw me with my grandfather, they would pat
me on the head and give my cheek a pinch.(p.21).

The textual metadiscourse item (¢S) indicates unexpectedness. It
was inappropriately rendered due to the shift from paratactic
(coordination) to hypotactic (subordination). Being so, the
subordinating conjunction (while) has a syntactic function rather
than metadiscoursal because it “cannot be omitted without
destroying the well-formedness of the dependent clause” (Crismore
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et al., 1993: 49). Further, the subordinating conjunction (while) is
considered adversative contrast marker, rather than concessive
contrast marker (Farghal, 1992:47).The translator inappropriately
opted for structural alteration and ignored the rhetorical function of
this metadiscourse item .To grasp the function of (¢&), as a
metadiscourse item, it could be rendered into (yet) as a concessive
marker because the connecting device (yet) is an appropriate
equivalence used to express the occurrence of a “positive assertion”
when the preceding proposition, as shown in the example,
implicates a negated consequence (van Dijk, 1981:12).

5.1.2. Temporals:

The presence of the temporal connectives suggests time order
of events, actions, or states. It is not surprising that the frequency of
this sub-category of textual metadiscourse is dominant in the
narrative discourse as shown in the (ST). Consider the following
example:

(8 40 sy s JulSay 435185 15330 5 1 5181 La gl ) 2l dlle Lal 58I yail) aainl 5 -Y

oS
2- The dates were collected into mounds.---- | saw people coming
along and weighing them into measuring bins and pouring them into

sacks.(p.27).

It is clear that the connective item (&) indicates elapse of time; its
function is to sequence events in order of time. The translator,
however, subtracted it. So, he inappropriately opted for dynamic
equivalence. The appropriate rendition could be (Then) .

51.3. Additives:

It seems that the rendition of additives is not so challenging
for the translator. However, a distinction was not made between
additives which have stylistic function and those which have a
metadiscourse function. This can be illustrated below:

Il al cuS ) g o) El dads g asally O ge i | 5IS galail e -
O Ly e allay gl S g Jadall sy p i€ Cannd) ) Y cansall
) el LalS Gan 15 ) saa |81 B
3- While most of the children of my age grumbled at having to go to
the mosque to learn the Koran, I used to love it. The reason was, no
doubt, that | was quick at learning by heart and the Sheikh always
asked me to stand up and recite the Chapter of the Merciful
whenever we had visitors.(p.21).
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As it can be seen, there is no relationship between the two
propositions connected by (and). In fact, the underlined (5) is a
stylistic device rather than metadiscoursal used to satisfy what is
traditionally termed ‘“polysendeton” to maintain the conventional
way of presenting content and the flow of discourse. Thus, it should
be left out as zero equivalence. The translator ,however,
inappropriately rendered it ,and opted for formal equivalence .
5.1.4. Causals:

Causal connectives are usually employed to put together
ideas that lend themselves to the cause-effect and /or effect-cause
relationships. The translator successfully managed to render such
metadiscourse items which are rarely used in the (ST). See the
example below:
Aﬁ\éLMdAﬂ&AuaJy\m\@SE"&Mboﬁ@;oM il _¢€

Loy
4-This was new to me for | had imagined that the land had belonged
to my grandfather ever since God’s Creation.(p.25).

In his rendition, the translator grasped the function of (<) as a causal
connective. The appropriate rendition was made as the translator
opted for formal equivalence.
5.2. Certainty and Hedging:

The subcategory of certainty markers is closely related to the
sub-category of hedges due to the fact that the items belonging to
certainty markers also can express the degree of the writer’s
commitment to the truth-value of the propositional content but at the
opposite end scale (Crismore et al., 1993: 52).

The items of certainty increase commitment to the
truthfulness by emphasizing the conviction the writer holds for the
proposition. Some items make the text evaluative rather than neutral
because they reveal the writer’s judgment on the question
addressed. A close examination to the (SL) reveals that the writer
has employed various devices of certainty markers. The translator
managed to render some of them. Consider the following example:

REIRPTERENG [T TG Qi IY L
5- | must have been very young at that time. (p.21)
The writer used (%) as lexical item functioning a certainty
metadiscourse. The translator appropriately captured this device by
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opting for grammatical alteration - the model verb (must have
been). In other words, the item (xY) is a lexical one whereas the
realization is a grammatical. However, the translator managed the
same function by opting for dynamic translation.

On the other hand, inappropriate renditions were committed
due to the confusion between hedging devices and certainty ones.
Consider this case below:
seluel 1 GS alae) 2V 5lé can gl cud ‘aq&\@ojq@jﬁpﬁggﬁ

o) V5l 138 (LS Dk Ul g
6- 1 think | was his favourite grandchild: no wonder, for my cousins

were stupid bunch and I- so they say- was intelligent.(p.22).

Considering the context of (ST), the writer employed the verb (c)
as a certain device which shows his emphasis on the propositional
content. However, the translator did not pay attention to the function
and force of this verb; he hedges the proposition by using the verb (I
think) which provides a tone of hedging rather than certainty. So,
the translator opted for formal equivalence by realization of
linguistic form that could not capture the contextual function of the
verb (c4'). The appropriate rendition could be (I believe).

The inclusion of the term hedge is restricted in the analysis to
linguistic items that the writer used in the (ST) to lessen his
commitment to the truthfulness of what he is saying. Considering
the translation of hedges in the (ST), the translator appropriately
rendered some of them. Let us consider the appropriate one as
shown in the following example.

Lyl L Gl (o yisle ) sy of (8 Al 6=V
7- 1 think that before Allah take me to Him, | shall have brought the

remaining third as well.(p.25).

The translator successfully grasped the function of the verb (ki)
as a hedging item as the speaker neutralizing the propositional
content. It is clear that the rendition of (¢4) is not challenging for
the translator because there is an equivalent between the form and
function. In this sense, formal equivalence (I think) is successfully
adopted.

5.2. Bracketing:
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The items included in this subcategory are used to provide
the reader with explanation, elaboration and, more importantly,
comments on the propositional material made by the writer to his
reader. Inappropriate renditions were made by the translator when
he did not differentiate between metadiscourse items and
propositional ones. Consider this case below.
e adial ) Sla 13 e Sl 5 cddizad) QAL il (e dad gan Slaclg - A
DA (s o4 andlly gl 5 4l () odmy o Sy gh ddiy g 4dil (ge 4yl
aba gy (bS] Al 331 Lagia JS Glujall (Bl 5 ¢ alS) 3 ke 2
Al ¢rbS) i 33 (gan 5 (ulS) Al 33) (3 Al Auali (e Liliad ) glaall Jaa)
Oanl) G815 4l 83 gmne ) lai g L gl
8- My grandfather gave me a fistful which I began munching. | saw
Masood filling the palms of both hands with dates and bringing
them up close to his nose then returning them. Then | saw them
dividing up the sacs between them, Husain the merchant took
ten; each of the strangers took five, Mousa the owner of the field
next to ours on the eastern side took five, and my grandfather
took five. Understanding nothing, | looked at Masood and saw
that his eyes were darting.(p.28).
The underlined metadiscourse item used between two commas
(bracketing) provides the writer’s comment on the propositions that
preceded it. However, inappropriate rendition was committed by the
translator when he could not differentiate between the
metadiscourse item and the propositional material. In this case, the
metadiscourse item was depleted and inappropriately combined with
the adjacent proposition by rendering it as a subordinate clause.
Being so, the translator could not grasp the function of the item
because he resorted to structural alteration.So, dynamic equivalence
made by the translator was not successful . The appropriate rendition
could be (,I understood nothing) preceded by comma to show the
writer's comment on the propositions stated. On the other hand,,
the translator appropriately rendered some bracketing items used as
a metadiscourse Consider the following example:

selue) ) S alac) 2V 5l cdagl) Caad g codlial Ay (590 (ST OIS g2 o) -4
o 908 A (LS Dk L) S
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9- I think I was his favourite grandchild: no wonder, for my cousins
were stupid bunch and I- so they say- was intelligent.(p.22).
As it can be seen, the writer used two subcategories of
bracketing items: the first one is commentary and the second one
is attributor/narrator.In this context , (4l <wd)was used as a
comment on the propositions in between. In this sense, the writer
shows his attitude towards the propositions addressed. The
translator successfully grasped the function rather than the form
of this metadiscourse item through semantic alteration . Thus,
he opted for dynamic equivalence . By the same token, the writer
used (! '8 1358) as a narrator item to tell his readers who said
the opinion. Formal equivalence is appropriate rendition as the
translator did .

5.3. Rhetorical Questions:

This subcategory of interpersonal metadiscourse is mainly
used to steer the listener (as in our case) in (ST) towards the
speaker’s intention and goal. The speaker may create a dialogue and
engage the listener’s attention through the use of rhetorical
questions or phrases that create an interaction between them, as
shown in the following example:

Gyl (e Siay 015 W) ¢l sl Jaadl 1aa I kil ;3 JB 3 da 5 gan 3okl )
ol ke Juill ddls I o) jauall
10. My grandfather lowered his head for a moment, then looking
across at the wide expands of field, he said: ‘Do_you see it
stretching out from the edge of the desert up to the Nile bank? A
hundred fadans.(p.24).
It seems that the speaker is so keen to interact with his listener by
addressing him with the rhetorical question frequently collocated
with the verb (L&), In his rendition to (&), the translator did not
address the reader directly as the speaker did in the (SL). Rendering
(&) into (then looking across) , the translator would detach the
listener and make less intimate. By the same token, the rhetorical
question (s)_5 Y1) which was rendered into (Do you see?) is used to
create a close relationship between the speaker and listener as the
co(n)text reveals. However, the translator inappropriately used
syntactic alteration rather than rhetorical question into yes/no
question which was not intended by the speaker. In both cases, the
translator inappropriately opted for dynamic equivalence . To grasp

37



The Translation of Arabic Metadiscourse in A handful of dates” into
English Asst. Prof. Dr. Salem Y. Fathi
the rhetorical function of these devices, the rendition of (L)
could be ‘look at’ and (+!5 ¥1) could be ‘Don’t you see!” .

5.5. Non-Analogous and Emotional Appeals :

Items included in this subcategory like expressions of
wishing and wondering are used to reveal emotional appeal that the
writer has towards propositional content.Consider the following
example:

U_)\;Lgs alaally Qﬁi}gh AL e s G Jalal ) Cad-Y Y

1dads ¥ g cul 3 smine

11- | don’t know why it was I felt fear at my grandfather’s words

and pity for our neighbours Masood. How | wished my
grandfather wouldn’t do what he’d said . (p.25).

The writer employed two metadiscourse items as underlined above
that both reveal the attitude of the writer towards the event
contained in the propositions. The translator successfully managed
to render the two items by opting for formal equivalence. However,
the translator depleted some emotional expressions used by the
writer in the (ST). Consider this case below:

(3 gmunal [She Lole my ) U LIS culS oy by and cypaall Joal g gaa Ty )Y
L I oY) Lt
12- My grandfather then continued: “Yes, my boy, forty years ago
all this belonged to Masood — two thirds of it is now mine”.
(p.25).
It is clear that the writer used the underlined item mentioned above
as a bracketing metadiscourse, including vocative (%) which, in this
context, addresses the listener and reveals the speaker’s intention to
build a close and intimate relation with him as a participant in the
discourse. In his rendition, the translator could not capture the
function of this emotional item because he used subtraction
procedure . The appropriate rendering may be (dear boy).
The following table shows a summary of the analysis and
discussion mentioned above .
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Table (3):A Summary of Analysis and Discussion
Considering the renditions of (SL), the table shows that the

Function of SL Ji| Function of TL J| Type of equivalence
[T EC el

(e
ESE (T e

[Causal ][ oynamic(alteration) J[+ ]

Must have Certalnty Certamty Dynamlc(alteratlon ) .
been

iU (51 ed §f 1 do not know Emotlonal Emotlonal

why appeal appeal
Emotlonal Emotlonal
appeal appeal
My boy Emotional Propositional [ Dynamic (deletlon)

appeal
Hm Understandmg w Proposntlonal Dynamic (alteratlon) D
nothing

translator successfully managed to render several metadiscourse
items whereas he could not appropriately render others. The main
problematic areas that led to inappropriate renditions of these items
on the part of the translator were:

1- Confusing between the categories and subcategories of
metadiscourse items in the (SL).

2- Non- establishing correspondence between the linguistic
form and the rhetorical function of the metadiscourse items
in the (SL).

3- Deleting and/or adding metadiscourse items in the (TL).

4- Making no distinction between metadiscourse items and
propositions in the (SL).

5- Opting for dynamic equivalence and formal equivalence is
context-bound .

e
= ~ (O8] B3 w N =
o
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6. Conclusions:

Metadiscourse is still a gnarled area but very important part of
language in use. It should be seen as important as the propositional
material to create textness and produce effect on readers in the (SL)
and (TL). Comparing the metadiscourse items used in the (SL) and
their renditions into the (TL), it is found that metadiscourse used in
the (SL) does not seem to be much different from the (TL) when
appropriately rendered, though there are some differences in the
renditions of some categories of metadiscourse items. When
appropriately rendered, the translator could establish the intended
relationships supposed to serve the (SL) writer’s purposes.
However, inappropriate renditions of metadiscourse would deplete
and blur the rhetorical function of the narrative discourse. The
analysis of (SL) revealed that metadiscourse is an important
rhetorical device in the genre of Arabic narrative discourse. The
writer made use of almost all categories and subcategories of
metadiscourse items suggested in this study, though with different
degrees and ways.

Finally, this study is a call to pay much attention to the study
of metadiscourse and strategies for its use in different genres.
Metadiscourse, which is a crucial feature in any discourse, has
almost been untouched in most materials dealing with translation
research and teaching translation.

REFERENCES

40



ADAB AL-RAFIDAYN, VOL.(77) 2019/1440

Abdul-Qadir, W. (1988). Al-l'rab ul-Al-Kamil N1l Adawat II-
Nahawiyya. Cairo: Dar ul-Qutba.

Al-Batal, M. (1985). The Cohesive Role of Connectives in a
Modern Expository Text. (Unpublished Ph.D.
Dissertation). University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.

Al-Hashimi, A (1960). Jawahir ul-Balaaghati fil-Ma’ani wal-
Bayani wal Al-Badi’. Cairo: Al-Maktabat ul-
Tijariyyat ul-Kubra.

Al-Jurjani, A. (1969). Dalaa’il ul-I’jaz. Revised by Khafaji, M.
Cairo: Maktabat ul-Qahira.

(1978). Dala’il ul-I’jaz. Revised by Abda, M. & Al-
Shingeeti, M. Beirut: Dar ul-Ma’rifa .

Al-Maligi, A. (1985). Rasf ul-Mabani fi Sharhi Huruf il-Ma’ani.
Revised by Al-Kharrat, A. Damascus: Zeid bin
Thabit.

Al-Qazwini, J. (1983). Al-Idahu fi ‘Ulum il-Balagha. Revised by
Khafaji, M. Beirut: Dar ul-Kitab il-Lubnanyy.

Al-Sakkaki,Y.(UD). Miftah ul- ‘Ulum.Beirut: Dar ul-Kutub
il’Ilmiya

Al-Sanjary, L. (2002). The Translation of Illocutionary Forces of
Exclamatory Expressions in the Shakespearean
Tragedy “Julius Caesar” into Arabic.(Unpublished
M.A. Thesis, University of Mosul).

Al-Saqi, F. (1977). Agsam ul-Kalam il-’Arabiyyi min hayth il-
Shakli wa —~Wadhifa. Cairo: Maktabat ul-Khanaji.

Al-Suyuti, J. (1974). Al-Itqanu fi ‘Ulum il-Qur’an. Revised by
Ibrahim, M. Cairo: Al-Hay’at ul-Al-Misriyyat ul-
’Aamma lil- Kitab.

(2006). Al-Itganu fi ‘Ulum il-Qur’an. Revised by Al-
bugha.A. Beirut:Dar Ibin Katheer.

Al-Zarkashi, B. (1972). Al-Burhan fi ‘Ulum il-Qur’an. Revised by
Ibrahim, M. Beirut: Dar ul-Ma’rifa.

Catford, J. C. (1965). A Linguistic Theory of Translation: An
Essay on Applied Linguistics. London: Oxford
University Press.

Craig, R. (2000). “Theory as Metadiscourse”. In: Practical Theory
in_Classroom Contexts: a Panel Discussion at the

41



The Translation of Arabic Metadiscourse in A handful of dates” into
English Asst. Prof. Dr. Salem Y. Fathi

Annual Convention of the National
Communication Association, Seattle, WA., pp.1-15.

Crismore, A. (1989). Talking with Readers: Metadiscourse as
Rhetorical Act. New York: Peter Lang.

Crismore, A. &Markkanen, R., & Steffensen, M. (1993).
“Metadiscourse in Persuasive Writing”. Written
Communication,8, pp.39-71.

Davies,D.J.(1981) Translating Short Stories written by Al-Tayb
Salih . In London. Heinemann.

Farghal, M. (1991). “Evaluativeness Parameter and the Translation
from English into Arabic and Vice-Versa”, Babel, 37.
pp.138-151.

Faris, A. (1979). Al-Kitabu wal-Ta’bir. Beirut: Dar ul-Fikr.

Halliday, M. (1973). Explorations in the Function of Language.
London: Edward Arnold.

Halliday, M. (1994). An_Introduction to Functional Grammar
(2" ed.) London: Edward Arnold.

Halliday, M. & Hasan, R. (1976). Cohesion _in_English. London:
Longman.

Harris, Z. (1970). “Linguistic Transformation for Informational
Rretrieval”. In: H. Hiz (Ed.), Papers in_Structural
and _Transformational Linguistics (Original work
published 1959). Dordrecht, Holland: D. Reidel,
pp.458-471.

Hasan, A. (1964). Al-Nahw ul- Wafi. Cairo: Dar ul-Ma’arif .

Hassan, T. (1973). Al-Lughat ul-’ Arabiyyah: Ma’naha wa Mabnaha.
Cairo: Al-Maktabat ul-Tijariyya .

Hyland, K. (1998).“Persuasion and Context:The Pragmatics of
Academic Metadiscourse”. Journal of Pragmatics,
30,pp.437-455.

Ibn ‘Asur, A. (UD). Al-Tahrir wal Tanwir. Al-Daru ul-Tunisyya.

Ibn Al-Atheer, D. (1990). Al-Mathal ul- Sa ir fi ‘Adab il-Katibi wal-
Sha’ir. Revised by Hamid, M. Beirut: Al-Maktabat ul-
’Asriyya

Ibn Jinni, F. (1952). Al-Khasais. Revised by Al-Najjar, M. Beirut:
Dar ul-Kitab Al-'Arabyy.

Khan, M. M. & Al-Hilali M.T.(2011) The Noble Quran

42



ADAB AL-RAFIDAYN, VOL.(77) 2019/1440
‘Interpretation of the Meanings of the Noble Quran in
the English Language .

Lautamatti, L. (1978). “Observations on the Development of the
Topic in Simplified Discourse”. In: V. Kohonen & N.
E. Enkvist (Eds.), Text linguistics, Cognitive
Learning, and Language Teaching. Turku, Finland:
University of Turku, pp.71-104.

Longo, B. (1994). “The Role of Metadiscourse in Persuasion”.
Technical Communication, 4 (2), pp.348-352.

Mauranen, A (1993) “Contrastive ESP Rhetoric: Metatext in
Finnish-English Economic Texts”. English _for
specific Purposes, 12, pp.3-22.

Munday, J.(2001).Introducing Translation Studies: Theories and
Applications .London and New Yourk:Routledge.

Nida, E. (1964). Towards a Science of Translating. Leiden: E. J.
Brill.

Nida & Taber C. R. (1969). The Theory and Practice of
Translation. Leiden: E. J. Brill.

Richardson, J. (2000). Longman Dictionary of Language
Teaching and Applied Linguistics. Beijing: Foreign
Language Teaching and Research Press.

Schiffrin, D. (1987). Discourse Markers. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Shunnag, A. (1994). “Semantic Redundancy and Translation from
Arabic into English”. Turjuman, 13 (2), pp.103-120.

Sibawayhi, A. (1966). Al-Kitab. Revised by Harrun, A. Cairo: Dar
ul-Qalam.

Tannen, D. & Wallat, C.(1999).“Interactive Frames and Knowledge
Schemas in Interaction: Examples from a Medical
Examination/Interview” 1In: A. Jaworski & N.
Coupland (Eds.), The Discourse Reader. London:
Routledge, pp.348-363.

van Dijk, T. A. (1981). Studies in the Pragmatics of Discourse.
The Hague: Mouton.

Vande Kopple, W.J. (1985). “Some Exploratory Discourse on
Metadiscourse”. College Composition and
Communication, 36, pp.82-93.

43



The Translation of Arabic Metadiscourse in A handful of dates” into
English Asst. Prof. Dr. Salem Y. Fathi

Williams. J. M. (1981). Style: Ten Lessons in Clarity and Grace.
Glenview, Illinois: Scott, Foresman and company.

45l ARl ) (e Adds) B AUl CAN) dag s
8 ay allu s
waliiua
LY A yall dall) e duladll Y IASY) daa g Canl) 1 bty
V) e Aabaal il (e LIS e LilgaY Dl Ladle Losgie 23 Sl
sl poall) G AN, 4yalll CBUAY) oo laded ) des il Al Jasy (o2
DS Last JSG dtadl) eV AaY) Gaillag aaed la @y ) Cacal © e sil) dilee
Ll A2l & dgladl) cVEY) o 4l Al o Al (apidy . aa gl
CAaDle e deag o san GVASY) oda diday Gl 8 Jadl) ofs A5S)y
Jea¥) dal 3 laaaty VA odgd aman ol ~ )l I duhall Caagly
VA o3¢d AeMlly dugalll aillagl paat ) dalea) L Cangdl da ) Lianfis
Sy Caagl) Al e gial) dlis ) 2 ladll sae Loy Jua¥) A1) 6 deadid)
(o0 Ada) mlla cudall gl CHSE 8 puadll adll daaji e duhall ciadic)
(V7€) 1yl z3sal bl Chidy . i Geind Glapll s giall Leang g
VA aadind Ayl Aalll () Candl il Cpelils . deajill AaDle e fSall
I S LS OEAY) (any ae) LRV Al 4 Jall s LS dplaal)
% D S DO [ R I WP [REI TS|

44



