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1. Introduction  

Discourse Markers are words or phrases that Function as 

indicators of discourse structure. They are characteristics of 

connected discourse, that is to say they contribute to discourse 

coherence, which signal the communicative intentions of discourse. 

Discourse markers which form a heterogeneous class of words and 

expressions, have been chosen as a basis for analysis in this      

paper. 

This paper aims mainly at examining the difficulties that are 

likely to be encountered in translating discourse Markers from 

English into Arabic i.e. translating the SL discourse’  markers into 

their TL equivalents in Arabic. Fraser's (1999) Model of discourse 

markers analysis has been chosen for studying discourse markers. 

Fraser has classified discourse markers into two major classes with 
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subclasses. The first is propositional discourse markers while the 

second is non-propositional discourse markers. 

It is supposed that there is a huge difference between English 

and Arabic in the use of discourse Markers. Moreover, one of the 

basic difficulties discourse markers present to translators is that any 

given discourse Marker may have numerous possible translation 

options. Furthermore, discourse markers have a multiplicity of 

functions, which means that a discourse marker may have more than 

one function and thus it can be used to signal a variety of relations 

between various written discourse segments. Therefore, a translator 

needs to determine the function a particular discourse marker has in 

a certain context so as to render the translation adequately. 

For instance, Schiffrin (1987: 65), attributes the complexity in 

investigating discourse markers to three factors: 

a. Their multifunctionality.  

b. Their optionality, and  

c. Their syntactic diversity. 

 

2.Concept and Definitions of Discourse Markers 

Generally, discourse Markers form a rather heterogeneous 

class of words and expressions that signal the communicative 

intentions of written discourse. In fact, the main concept of 

discourse markers is that they work as binders of discourse parts. In 



ADAB AL-RAFIDAYN vol. (42)                                                                   1426 / 2005 

 

 3 

addition, a discourse marker is viewed as a word or phrase, for 

instance, a conjunction such as "and, but", an adverbial "now, then", 

a comment clause "frankly speaking", interjection "oh, well"--- that 

is uttered with the primary function of bringing to the reader's 

attention a particular kind of linkage of the upcoming utterance with 

the immediate discourse context ( Redeker, 1991:1168). In short, 

discourse markers are those words and expressions which relate 

discourse segments and indicate the relationship between an 

utterance, and the prior discourse. 

Accordingly, discourse markers have been defined differently 

by different scholars. In fact, the first definition of the term 

discourse marker is that of Labov and Fanshel who talked about 

"well" considering it as a discourse marker. They maintained that it 

refers backwards to some topic that is already shared knowledge 

among participants. ( Labov and Fanshel, 1977: 932). 

The second reference to the definition of the term discourse 

marker in the literature is that by Ostman (1982, cited in Brinton, 

1990 : 48 ), who states that discourse markers are short items, often 

phonologically reduced or unstressed, which occur either outside the 

syntactic structure or loosely attached to it. 

Levinson (1983:87-88) considered discourse markers a class 

worthy of study on their own merits, although he terms them 

"discourse deictics" not discourse marker. He suggests that there are 
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many words and phrases in English, and no doubt most languages, 

that indicate the relationship between an utterance and the prior 

discourse. Examples are utterance initial usages of "however, but, 

therefore, in conclusion, anyway, still, on the contrary, etc.". 

Schiffrin (1987:31) defines discourse markers as sequentially 

dependant elements which bracket units of talk. She states that 

discourse markers serve the role of informing the boundary between 

talk units and divide text into smaller units and show how each unit 

relates. 

According to Fraser (1990:383) discourse markers are 

expressions such as "so, now, well, however, and then" which signal 

a sequential relationship between the current basic message and the 

previous discourse. Stenstrom (1994:63) states that discourse 

markers are used to organize and hold the turn and to mark 

boundaries in the discourse i.e. they help the speaker organize the 

discourse, they serve to introduce and mark the end of a topic, they 

serve to start a conversation, they serve to introduce a digression 

and mark the resumption of the old topic, and they signal the end of 

a conversation. According to Chalker and Weiner (1998:119 ) a 

discourse maker is a word or phrase that helps to signal the direction 

in which language, particularly in a conversation, is going. For 

Takahara ( 1998a:327 ) discourse markers are those devices which 

signal a sequential discourse relationship showing the boundaries 
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within discourse and the degree of cohesion, and decide the flow of 

information. 

In short, discourse markers are the most significant glue          

or connective element that aid the writer to create both coherence 

and cohesion in a text while, by the same token, they help the reader 

see both symmetry and stylistic consistency in the discourse he 

reads. 

 

3. General Functions of Discourse Markers  

In fact, the category of discourse markers is a functionally 

defined one. The functions of discourse markers are context-

dependant which means that they cannot be looked at in isolation. 

Also, it is commonly agreed that the most recognized function of 

discourse markers is that they impose a relationship between the 

discourse segments they introduce and the immediately prior 

discourse segments. Consider the following instances : 

1. I am going to Baghdad. I would like you to watch my house if you 

wouldn't mind. It won't be difficult. However, I am only staying 

for two days there and then come back to Mosul. 

2. You want to know how my garden grew this summer.                     

In summary, the tomatoes grew well. The beans were fair            

as were the peppers. But the eggplants and carrots were       

terrible. 
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In the first instance the item "However" relates the segments 

that introduce " I am only staying two days there and then come 

back to Mosul" with a segment other than the immediately 

preceding one. In the second instance the item "In summary" 

relates the sequence of segments following it to the foregoing 

discourse. 

Meanwhile, discourse markers are problematic because they 

serve a multitude of functions and because of their universality for 

many languages have similar sets of discourse markers with 

ostensibly similar functional capacities. Languages, however, make 

very different use of functions within the set of structures of 

discourse markers.  

In general, discourse markers fulfill a multiplicity of functions 

in discourse. In other words, there is no single discourse marker that 

necessarily fulfills any one or exclusively only one function. In 

short, they are polyfunctional, i.e. they can have more than one 

function and relate to more than one level of discourse. Simply, they 

are diverse. Therefore, they are difficult to subcategorize or be 

classified even if they are studied in an individual way because they 

reveal that anyone marker may have a wide variety of meanings and 

functions which overlap in part with the meanings and functions of 

other markers. 
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4.Meaning and Grammatical status of 

Discourse Markers 

In fact, the meanings of discourse markers are context-

dependent. This means that they cannot be looked at in isolation. 

However, Schiffrin (1987:32) states that discourse markers are 

independent of sentential structure and that the structure and 

meaning of arguments can be preserved even without markers 

(ibid:55). They are never obligatory and what this means is that any 

utterance preceded by a marker may also have occurred without the 

marker (ibid:64). Schiffirn recognizes that a discourse marker may 

have, simultaneously, semantic, syntactic, and pragmatic roles and 

that discourse markers are not structural or semantic components in 

the sentence (ibid: 190). Many discourse markers are used in ways 

which reflect their meanings. For instance, conjunctions in 

particular, have pragmatic effects which are closely tied to their 

meanings. 

Brinton (1990: 47) states that discourse markers are generally 

considered to have little or no prepositional meaning, or at least to 

be difficult to specify lexically; they are consequently difficult to 

translate into other languages. They also reveal that any one marker 

may have a wide variety of meanings which overlap in part with the 

meanings of other markers like the discourse marker "well" 
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(ibid:48). Moreover, every discourse marker has one specific 

meaning, yet there are synonymous cases which are distinguished 

by the subtleties of meaning such as "nevertheless, despite that, and 

in spite of that". For instance, "nevertheless" signals a relationship 

of unexpected contrast between the prepositional content of segment 

(2) and an implied proposition associated with segment (1). 

Examples : 

3. Ali felt sick. Nevertheless, he still went to school. 

4. Einstein was a great scientist. *Nevertheless, he still went to 

school. 

In example (3), it was expected that "Ali" would not go to 

school but on the contrary he went to school. While in example (4) 

there is no such an expectation of a great scientist to still going to 

school. In brief, example (4) is logically unacceptable. 

To sum up, generally, for all discourse markers, different 

invariant meanings were proposed or found. 

In the preceding discussion, the nature of discourse marker 

meaning is discussed. Now, the light is shed on the grammatical 

status of this rather fuzzy concept of discourse markers. For 

example, Fraser (1999:943) states that discourse markers do not 

constitute a separate syntactic category. There are three sources of 

discourse markers, conjunctions, adverbs, and prepositional phrases. 

In fact, it is difficult to see how a subset of conjunction, adverbials, 



ADAB AL-RAFIDAYN vol. (42)                                                                   1426 / 2005 

 

 9 

and prepositional phrases could be cobbled together to form a 

syntactic category, particularly since their individual syntactic 

patterning follows their obvious syntactic lineage: conjunctions 

patterns like conjunctions, and so forth. Moreover, the syntactic 

environments where an expression functions as a discourse marker 

are different from those environments where it occurs. In fact, the 

first question that can be raised is whether discourse markers should 

be treated as variants of their homophonous counterparts, for 

instance, "still" as a discourse marker versus "still" as an adverb, or 

perhaps, as a distinct lexical class. As an evidence to this inquiry, 

there is the obvious point that discourse markers have a procedural 

meaning that is unique. It specifies a relationship between segment 

(2) and segment (1). Examples: 

5. It's getting awfully late. Do you still want to go? 

6.The class is very industrious. All but one student read the book 

assigned. 

It seems from these examples that there is a non-discourse 

marker function and a lack of the relational sense. Therefore, if a 

discourse marker and, say, an adverb "still" counterpart were to be 

treated as ambiguous, the ambiguity would not only have to be 

conceptual but procedural as well. This is similar to the fact of 

assigning a term with two procedural meanings to two different 

categories such as the word "Book" as a noun and verb. Eventually, 
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just as other grammatical categories, have procedural restrictions on 

their membership, all discourse markers procedurally impose a 

relationship on segment (2) and segment (1). 

 

5.Fraser's (1999) Discourse Markers Model 

In his discourse markers model of (1999:946ff), Fraser has 

classified discourse markers into two basic classes, both with 

subclasses: 

1. Prepositional   Discourse   Markers:   These   markers   are   used 

to relate the propositions or messages of the 

sentences. 

2. Non-Propositional Discourse Markers: These markers are used  to 

signal an aspect of discourse structure or 

topic like organization and management. 

 

In fact, the first class has a number of subclasses, they are as 

follows: 

A. Contrastive Markers: The discourse marker in this type signals 

that the content of segment (2) contrasts  

with  some aspects of the interpretation of 

segment (1). 

7. Ali weighs 70 kilos. In comparison., Ahmed weighs 75. 

This group of markers include the following items: 

(But, In contrast, Whereas, In comparison, On the Contrary, 
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Conversely, Indeed, Instead of, Rather than, In fact, In reality, 

Otherwise, On the other hand, Alternatively, However, Though, 

Even though, As though, And though, Although, All the same, 

Despite, Even so, Except for, In spite of, Nevertheless, Nonetheless, 

Regardless, Yet, Still, Notwithstanding, But also). 

 

B. Collateral Markers: The discourse marker in this type signals a 

quasi-parallel relationship between the 

explicit content of segment (2) and the 

explicit content of segment (1). 

8. The picnic is mined. The food has turned rancid, the drink is warm. 

Furthermore, it's raining. 

This group of markers includes the following items: 

(And, Above all, Also, Besides, Better yet, And yet, Well, For 

another thing, Furthermore, Moreover, In addition, Or, Aside from, 

More to the point, On top of it all, To cap it all of, What is more, I 

mean, In particular, Namely, Analogously, Parenthetically, That is 

to say, By the same token, Equally, Correspondingly, Likewise, 

Similarly, That said). 

C. Inferential  Markers: The discourse marker in this  type signals   

that segment (2)  is to  be  taken  as  a  

conclusion based on the explicit proposition 

of segment (1). 

9. It's raining. Under those Conditions, we should ride our bikes. 
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This group of markers includes the following items: 

(So, Of course, Accordingly, As a consequence, Consequently, 

As a logical conclusion, As a result, Because of, Hence, It can be 

concluded that, It stands to reason that, Thus, Therefore, In this 

case, Under these conditions, At any rate, Then, All things 

considered, In any event, In the light of the foregoing ). 

D. Additional Group of Markers: This group specifies that segment   

(2) provides  a reason for the proposition 

presented in segment (1), whether it is 

asserted or is an imperative as in the 

following sentences: 

10. I want to go to the cinema. After all, it's my birthday.  

11. Take a bath right away, Because we have to get going. 

This group includes the following items: 

 (After all, Because, Since). 

The second class of discourse markers  i.e. non-propositional 

discourse markers, has also a number of subclasses, they are as 

follows: 

A. Discourse Structure Markers: These 

markers are used to 

frame the topic   in   

terms   of listing which 

indicates the 
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beginning, the middle 

and the end of the 

given topic. They 

determine the 

organization of the 

component parts of a 

given topic. 

12. I am glad you could be all here today. To start with, I'll call on 

Mr. Ali. 

This group includes the following items: 

(Once again, At the outset, Finally, First/second, Lastly, To 

start with, In the first place, Next, Moving right along). 
 

B. Topic Change Markers: These markers are used to signal that the 

utterance following constitutes, in the   

speaker's opinion, a departure from the 

current topic. 

 

13. I am glad that is finished. To return to ray point, I'd like to 

discuss your paper. 

This group includes the following items: 

(By the way, To return to my point, Back to my original point, 

That reminds me, Before I forget, Incidentally, Just to update you, 

Speaking of x, To change to topic, On a different note, While I think 

of it, With regard to). 
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C. Discourse Activity Markers: These markers are used to signal the 

writer's comment  on the context of the 

preceding text or discourse in the sense that 

the current discourse is to serve a particular 

activity like explanation, justification, etc. 

 

 

14. Grammar is not difficult. To illustrate, consider the passive 

mood. 

This group includes the following items: 

(For example, For instance, To explain, To clarify, To 

illustrate,  According to, To interrupt, In short). 

In fact, this classification clearly shows the different types and 

subtypes of discourse markers. Therefore, in our view this 

classification might be considered as an -adequate one for the texts 

to be analyzed, though it does not list all the words and expressions 

that are considered sometimes as discourse markers. Thus, in the 

following analyses, Eraser's (1999) classification of discourse 

markers will be adopted considering it a typical model of analysis in 

this paper. 

 

6. Text Analyses 

The present paper is reserved for the investigation of discourse 
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markers according to Fraser's (1999) discourse markers model. 

Translation and critical discussion of two English texts (Scientific 

and Journalistic) taken from two English magazines (The Reader's 

Digest and The Time), conducted by (3) M.A. students of 

translation, College of Arts, University of Mosul, are given. 

 

 

The SL Text 

1. Electric Cars ? 

That was December 1996, and  McCollister, a United Airlines 

flight attendant, has been driving his EV1 a year now. He enjoys 

showing it off and loves the way it rides and handles. But for 

routine driving? GM says the car has a 70- to 90- mile driving 

range, vet McCollister and others have discovered that hills, traffic 

and rain can reduce these figures. "I bought a cellular phone in case 

I get stuck," he says. 

 

The cars can cost as much to lease as a new Cadillac.        

Except for acceleration and, possibly, braking, they can't match the 

day-to-day utility of a ten-year-old Chevy Cavalier. But their 

drivers swallow hard and keep smiling. That may be because          

an EVI driver's "household fleet includes multiple vehicles," 
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according to GM. In short, he or she can play with this car rather 

than depend on it. 

 

(The Reader's Digest, January 1998) 

 

 

 

 

 

The TL 1
st
 Student Translation 

 ِضى ػاِا ػٍى اػرثاس   عندما 1996واْ رٌه فً وأْٛ األٚي ِٓ ػاَ 

ِه وٌٛغرش اٌزي ٌشغً ٚظٍفح ِشافك فً اٌخطٛط اٌجٌٛح االذذادٌح فً لٍادج 

فٙٛ ٌشؼش تاٌغؼادج ػٕذ اٌّثا٘اج تغٍاسذٗ ٌٚذة اٌطشٌك اٌزي . ِشوثرٗ اٌىٙشتائٍح

 ٌصٕاػح اٌغٍاساخ اٌرً ذٕص  GM خالفا ٌرصشٌذاخ ششوح ونكه. ذطأٖ ٚذغٍىٗ

.          ًٍِ لثً ٔفار طالرٙا90 ئٌى 70ػٍى اْ ٘زٖ اٌغٍاسج ذمطغ ِغافح ذرشاٚح تٍٓ 

 اورشف ِه وٌٛغرش ٚآخشْٚ تاْ اٌّشذفؼاخ ٚاألِطاس ٚاالصدداَ اٌّشٚسي فقد

ٌّىٓ اْ ذمًٍ ِٓ ٘زٖ األسلاَ اٌّؼٍٓ ػٕٙا درى اْ ِه وٌٛغرش صشح تأٔٗ لاَ 

. تششاء ٘اذفاً خٌٍٛا ٌٍغرخذِٗ فً داٌح ذؼطٍٗ ػٓ اٌذشوح

اْ ذىٍفح ٘زٖ اٌغٍاساخ ٌّىٓ اْ ذضاً٘ ِا ٌىفً إلٌجاس عٍاسج وادٌالن 

 اٌرغاسع ٚاٌفشٍِح فاْ ٘زٖ اٌغٍاساخ ال ٌّىٓ اْ ذضاً٘ ونكه فيما عداجذٌذج 

 فاْ عٛاق نرنك. اٌٍَح اٌّغرّشج ٌغٍاسج فاخشج ِضى ػٍى صٕاػرٙا ػشش عٕٛاخ

 ئٌى ذؼذد أٔٛاع ٘زٖ اٌغٍاساخ يعود ذنك٘زٖ اٌغٍاساخ ٌثرغّْٛ تاِرؼاض ٚستّا 

 فاْ اٌغائك اْ ٌٍٙٛ تٙزٖ اٌغٍاسج وباختصاز.  ٌصٕاػح اٌغٍاساخ GMوّا صشدد 
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. ال ٌؼرّذ ػٍٍٙا وٛعٍٍح ٔمً

The TL 2
nd

 Student Translation 

 دٍث ِضى ػاِا واِال ػٍى تذء 1996واْ رٌه فً وأْٛ األٚي ِٓ ػاَ 

 لاد عندماِه وٌٛغرش اٌزي ٌؼًّ تٛظٍفح ِشافك فً اٌخطٛط اٌجٌٛح اٌّرذذج، 

 فٍّا ونكهفٙٛ ٌرفاخش تٙا ٌٚذة اٌطشٌك اٌزي ذغٍىٗ . EVIِشوثرٗ اٌىٙشتائٍح 

 ٌصٕاػح اٌغٍاساخ صشدد تاْ اٌغٍاسج  GM ٌرؼٍك تاجشاءاخ اٌغٍالح؟ فاْ ششوح 

 ِه وٌٛغرش ٚآخشْٚ نكه لثً ٔفار اٌطالح 90ئٌى - 70ذمطغ ِغافح ذرشاٚح تٍٓ 

اورشفٛا تاْ اٌّشذفؼاخ ٚاالصدداَ اٌّشٚسي ٚاألِطاس تاِىأٙا ذمًٍٍ ٘زٖ األسلاَ 

دٍث صشح ِه وٌٛغرش لائال تأً لذ اترؼد ٘اذفا خٌٍٛا وً اعرخذِٗ فً داٌح 

. ذؼطًٍ ػٓ اٌمٍادج

 ونكه فيما عدافٙزٖ اٌغٍاساخ لذ ذىٍف ِا ٌماسب ئٌجاس عٍاسج وادٌالن جذٌذج 

ِغأٌح اٌرغاسع ٚاٌفشٍِح فاْ آٌٍح ٘زٖ اٌغٍاساخ ال ٌّىٓ اْ ذضاً٘ آٌٍح عٍاسج 

 عائمً ٘زٖ اٌغٍاساخ ٌرظا٘شْٚ نكه. فاخشج ِضى ػٍى صٕاػرٙا ػشش عٕٛاخ

 رٌه ئٌى ذؼذد أٔٛاع ٘زٖ اٌغٍاساخ وّا يعود سببتاٌغؼادج سغُ ػذَ سضاُ٘ ٚستّا 

 فاْ عائك ٘زٖ اٌغٍاسج ٌّىٕٗ اْ ٌٍٙٛ تٙا تذال ِٓ وباختصاز. GMصشدد ششوح 

. االػرّاد ػٍٍٙا

 

The TL 3
rd

 Student Translation 

اٌخطٛط  ، ِٚىٌٛغرش، ٚ٘ٛ ِشافك ٌشدالخ1996واْ رٌه فً وأْٛ األٚي 

أٗ ٌغرّرغ .  عٕح اَْ EVI اٌجٌٛح اٌّرذذج، ِضى ػٍى لٍادذٗ عٍاسذٗ ِٓ طشاص 

 فٍّا ٌخص اٌغٍالح اٌشٚذٍٍٕح؟ ونكه. تشؤٌرٙا ٚالفح ٌٚذة طشٌمح عٍش٘ا ٚلٍادذٙا

ٌمذ " ِىٌٛغرش إال أن ًٍِ، 90 – 70ذمٛي ششوح جً اَ اْ ٌٍغٍاسج ِؼذي عٍالح 
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". اشرشٌد ٘اذفا خٌٍٛا ٌذاالخ اٌرٛلف ٚاٌصؼٛتاخ

 فيما عدا. ٘زٖ اٌغٍاساخ لذ ذىٍف ِثٍغا تمذس ِثٍغ ذأجٍش عٍاسج وادٌالن جذٌذج

ِغٍش اٌغشػح ٚستّا اٌىٛاتخ، فاْ ٘زٖ اٌغٍاساخ ال ٌّىٓ اْ ذضاً٘ االعرخذاَ 

 عائمٍٙا سغُ ػذَ سضاُ٘ نكه. اًٌٍِٛ ٌغٍاسج فاس٘ح ِضى ػٍٍٙا ػشش عٕٛاخ

 اْ ٕ٘ان اٌؼذٌذ ِٓ أٔٛاع اٌغٍاساخ ٚفما وذنك زبما نكون. فأُٙ ٌثرغّْٛ دِٚا

 فاْ اٌغائك اٚ اٌغائمح ذغرطٍغ اٌٍٙٛ تٙزٖ اٌغٍاسج ال اْ وباختصاز. ٌرصشٌخ جً اَ

.  ذؼرّذ ػٍٍٙا

The writer's purpose of this text is to convince the reader of the 

complete uselessness of "EV1" cars and at the sametime stresses by 

way of hidden advertisement the usefulness and elegance of such 

cars as "Cadillac" and "Chevy Cavalier". In fact, the text is equally 

divided between coordinators "and, but" and subordinators "yet, 

except for, and because" which is used in its inferential sense 

(Fraser, 1999:946). 

The subjects gave the following translations as equivalents to 

the discourse markers which appeared in the text above. 

 

. (ػٕذِا، ٌٚىٓ، فمذ، ٌٚىٓ فٍّا ػذا، ٌزٌه، تؼٛد رٌه، ٚتاخرصاس) .1

 .(ػٕذِا، ٌٚىٓ، ٌٚىٓ، ٌٚىٓ فٍّا ػذا، ٌؼٛد عثة، ٚتاخرصاس) .2

 .(ٚ، ٌٚىٓ، ئال اْ، فٍّا ػذا، ٌىٓ، ٚرٌه ستّا ٌىْٛ، ٚتاخرصاس) .3

 

Obviously, most of the Arabic versions given by the subjects 

mix both coordinators and subordinators, that is between "but", 
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"and" and "yet" while they backfire in two translations of the 

discourse marker "because" preserving its inferential meaning that is 

(^J J_>«j) of subject no. "1" and (jj^i Wj ^j) of subject no. "3". 

Accordingly, the most acceptable translation of the text and its 

discourse markers might be that of subject no. "1".  
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The SL Text 

2. The European Disunion 

Yet the need for rapid enlargement to a community of more 

than 20 member states is, so the paper's authors suggest, a further 

pressing reason for trying now to consolidate a "hard core" of the 

E.U. consisting in the first place of Germany, France and three 

Benelux countries. Otherwise the E.U. will be weakened to the 

point of paralysis. 

These core states, they suggest, should move ahead to closer 

integration in all the areas covered by Maastricht - with monetary 

union as "the cornerstone of political unit," but also,  for example, 

in foreign and security policy. They politely emphasize, however, 

that Britain, Italy, Spain and the rest would be most welcome to join 

them when (and if) they can. 

(The Time, September 1994) 

 

The TL 1
st
 Student Translation 

 اٌذاجح فً ئجشاء ذٛعغ ػاجً فً ِجرّغ دًٌٚ ٌضُ اوثش ِٓ ال تصال

ػششٌٓ دٌٚح ِٓ األػضاء داػٍا ٍِّا ٌرؼضٌض ِشوض االذذاد اٌذًٌٚ اٌزي ٌضُ 

تاٌّشذثح األٌٚى وال ِٓ أٌّأٍا ٚفشٔغا ِٚجّٛػح دٚي اٌثٌٕٛىظ اٌثالثح ٚئال ضؼف 

.  ِا ٌمرشدٗ ِغإًٌٚ اٌصذٍفححسباالذذاد األٚستً ٚأصٍة تاٌشًٍ، 

فمذ الرشدد اٌذٚي اٌمٍادٌح فً االذذاد األٚستً ضشٚسج اإللذاَ ػٍى ذمٌٛح 
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أذِاج اٌذٚي األػضاء فً وافح اٌّجاالخ اٌرً ذغطٍٙا ِؼا٘ذج ِاعرشٌخد إٌمذٌح 

 اٌٛدذج باإلضافة إنى. ٚاٌرً ذؼذ تّثاتح اٌذجش األعاط ٌٍٛدذج اٌغٍاعٍح األٚستٍح

، ٌٕثغً اْ ٌىْٛ ٕ٘ان ٚدذج فً اٌغٍاعح اٌخاسجٍح عهى سبيم انمثالإٌمذٌح، 

 ػٍى اٌرشدٍة اٌذاس تىً ِٓ بشكم أو بآخسٌزٌه أوذخ ٘زٖ اٌذٚي . ٚاألٍِٕح

تشٌطأٍا ٚئٌطاٌٍا ٚئعثأٍا ٚتمٍح دٚي أٚستا ٌالٔضّاَ ئٌى اٌّؼا٘ذج ِرى ِا ٚجذخ 

. ٔفغٙا ِغرؼذج ٌٙزا األِش

 

The TL 2
nd

 Student Translation 

 اٌذاجح فً ئجشاء ذٛعٍغ جذاً ٌّجرّغ ٌضُ اوثش ِٓ ػششٌٓ دٌٚح ِٓ ال تصال

األػضاء داػٍاً ٍِذا ٌّذاٌٚح ذؼضٌض لٛج ِشوض االذذاد األٚستً اٌزي ٌضُ فً 

 ضؼفد وإالاٌّشذثح اٌمٍادٌح وً ِٓ أٌّأٍا ٚفشٔغا ِٚجّٛػح دٚي اٌثٌٕٛىظ اٌثالثح 

 ِا ٚسد فً ذماسٌش حسبلٛج االذذاد األٚستً ٌرصً ئٌى داٌح اٌشًٍ اٌراَ، 

. اٌغٍاعٍٍٓ

فمذ الرشدد ٘زٖ اٌذٚي ضشٚسج اإللذاَ ػٍى ذمٌٛح ذالدُ اٌذٚي األػضاء فً 

وافح اٌّجاالخ اٌرً غطرٙا ِؼا٘ذج ِاعرشٌخد إٌمذٌح ٚاٌرً ذؼذ تّثاتح اٌذجش 

األعاط ٌٍرٛدذ اٌغٍاعً األٚستً فثاإلضافح ئٌى اٌٛدذج إٌمذٌح، ػٍى عثًٍ اٌّثاي، 

ِٚغ رٌه أوذخ ٘زٖ . ٌٕثغً اْ ٌىْٛ ٕ٘ان ٚدذج فً اٌغٍاعح اٌخاسجٍح ٚاألٍِٕح

اٌذٚي ذشدٍثٙا اٌالئك تىً ِٓ تشٌطأٍا ٚئٌطاٌٍا ٚئعثأٍا ٚتمٍح دٚي اٌّجّٛػح 

. األٚستٍح ٌالٔضّاَ ٌٍّؼا٘ذج ِرى ِا ٚجذخ ٔفغٙا ِغرؼذج ٌزٌه
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The TL 3
rd

 Student Translation 

 كما اٌذاجح ئٌى ذٛعٍغ اٌّجرّغ اٌزي ٌشًّ اوثش ِٓ ػششٌٓ دٌٚح، ما شانت

جاء فً ِماٌح اٌىرة، عثثا ػاجال اَْ ٌّذاٌٚح ذمٌٛح أعاط االذذاد األٚستً ٚاٌزي 

 عٍىْٛ وعكس ذنك. ٌشًّ تاٌذسجح األعاط أٌّأٍا ٚفشٔغا ٚدٚي اٌثٌٕٛىظ اٌثالثح

 ٌمرشدْٛ، ٌجة اْ كمااٌذٚي األعاعٍح، . االذذاد األٚستً ضؼٍفا ئٌى دذ اٌجّٛد

ذغٍش ٔذٛ ٚدذج الشب ػٍى وافح األصؼذج اٌرً ٔصد ػٍٍٙا ِؼا٘ذج ِاعرشٌخد ِغ 

 فً وعهى سبيم انمثال، ونكه أيضااالذذاد اٌّاًٌ وذجش أعاط الذذاد عٍاعً، 

، اْ تشٌطأٍا وعهى أية حالأُٙ ٌإوذْٚ ٚتٍطف، . اٌغٍاعح اٌخاسجٍح ٚاألٍِٕح

 عندما( اذا ما)ٚئعثأٍا ٚئٌطاٌٍا ٚتمٍح اٌذٚي عٍشدثْٛ اشذ اٌرشدٍة تأضّاُِٙ 

  .ٌغرطٍؼْٛ

In fact, speaking about "Disunion" calls for contrastive 

discourse markers which themselves convey the idea of "opposition 

and disunion". However, none of the coordinating conjuncts is used 

in it which just shows whether consciously or unconsciously how 

much discourse markers can convey the main theme of the 

discourse all the way through. This text shows the use of discourse 

markers in their core meaning where they are only used to glue 

segments of the discourse. The subjects gave the following 

translations as equivalents to the discourse markers which appeared 

in the text above. 
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 .(ال ذضاي، دغة، ٚئال، تاإلضافح ئٌى، ػٍى عثًٍ اٌّثاي، تشىً أٚ آخش، ِرى ِا) .1

 .(ال ٔضاي، دغة، ٚئال، فثاإلضافح ئٌى، ػٍى عثًٍ اٌّثاي، ِٚغ رٌه، ِرى ِا) .2

ِا صاٌد وّا، ٚػىظ رٌه، ٌٚىٓ رٌه، ٌٚىٓ اٌضا، ػٍى عثًٍ اٌّثاي، ػٍى أٌح ) .3

 .("ػٕذِا"داي، ئرا ِا 

In reviewing the Arabic versions given by the subjects, it is 

noted that there is far less agreement on the translation of the 

discourse markers "otherwise", "however" and "when and if. This 

might be due to lack of contextual cues that help subjects determine 

the exact counterpart to a given English discourse marker. On the 

whole, none of the versions offered by the subjects could achieve 

the accurate equivalent of the discourse markers in the text above. 

 

7. Conclusion 

It emerges from the discussion pursued above that English 

style has a clear-cut tendency to the use of discourse markers in 

more profusion and diversity than Arabic. In fact, the tendency to 

modify what we say is an outstanding feature of western civilization 

and it has abundantly reflected in the use of discourse markers in 

English both written and spoken. In the translation of discourse 

markers from English into Arabic the main problem, it seems, is that 

of indeterminacy not only within a given sub-class of discourse 

markers but also across several sub-classes in that a contrastive 

discourse marker may be rendered by an inferential one and vice 
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versa. Moreover, it is noted that  the students agree in the translation 

of the coordinators "but" (oil), and "and" (j), while they face a 

certain difficulty in the translation of subordinates. 

Furthermore, mixing propositions for conjuncts i.e. (discourse 

markers) and vice versa is another source of ambiguity and 

mistranslation, for example "as" in the second paragraph of the 

second text is not a discourse marker but rather a preposition. For 

example, "As" even in its prepositional meaning it is sometimes 

confused with the conjunct "like": 

e. g. She speaks like a lawyer, “meaning that she is not a lawyer”. 

e. g. She speaks as a lawyer,   “meaning that she is a lawyer i.e. her 

profession is a lawyer”. 

Finally, we confirm the fact that discourse markers are of 

paramount significance for the coherence of any text, they can 

compare across English and Arabic, and there is a general similarity 

between markers in English and Arabic regardless of indeterminacy 

across sub-classes because of the interchangeability among 

discourse markers belonging to a given class on the one hand and 

the stylistic flexibility of certain languages i.e. Arabic, on the other 

hand. However, wrong translation of discourse markers into Arabic 

would highly detract from the semantic, stylistic, and pragmatic 

adequacy of the English original. 
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هلخص 

فنوش واملوسوم 
 (*)زهري غامن فرحان. د.أ

  و    طارق  إبراهين فنوش(**) 
 

 

ذمَٛ ٚاعّاخ اٌخطاب ٚاٌرً ً٘ ِفشداخ ٚػثاساخ تٛظٍفح           

فًٙ عّاخ ٌٍخطاب اٌّرصً اي ذغاُ٘ فً ذّاعه . اٌّإششاخ ٌٍرشوٍة إٌصً

إٌص ٚاٌرً ذىْٛ ِإششاً أل٘ذاف اٌخطاب ٌٚٙذف اٌثذث تشىً سئٍغً ػٍى ذثٍاْ 

.     اٌصؼٛتاخ اٌرً لذ ذٛاجٗ اٌّرشجُ ٌٙزٖ اٌٛاعّاخ ِٓ اإلٔىٍٍضٌح ئٌى اٌؼشتٍح

فضال ػٓ أْ اٌصؼٛتاخ األعاعٍح اٌرً ذٛاجٗ اٌّرشجُ ً٘ ٚجٛد خٍاساخ     

. ذشجٍّح وثٍشج ٌٙا

ٚػٍى اٌّرشجُ أٌضا أْ ٌذذد اٌٛظٍفح ٌٍٛاعّح فً أي عٍاق ٌىً ذرشجُ 

. تشىً دلٍك

 

                                                           
 .جاِؼح اٌّٛصً/  وٍٍح اَداب –  لغُ اٌرشجّح   (*)

 
 .جاِؼح اٌّٛصً/  وٍٍح اَداب –لغُ اٌرشجّح (**)

 


