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Abstract 

This study aims to investigate the ‘shifts’ in the translation of ‘interactional metadiscourse 

markers’ in Arabic-English and English-Arabic newspaper opinion articles to uncover the 

translation ‘norms’ governing these shifts. To my knowledge, there is hardly any research 

on the translation of interactional metadiscourse in the genre of opinion articles, especially 

in reference to Arabic and English as a language pair. To this end, two types of quantitative 

and qualitative comparative analyses are conducted, namely a comparative analysis between 

the Arabic and English STs and their respective TTs and a comparative analysis between the 

Arabic and English original STs. The former identifies the translation shifts in interactional 

metadiscourse markers and the latter compares the type and extent of interactional 

metadiscourse markers between the two languages. The translation norms are reconstructed 

based on the analysis of translation shifts and with reference to the results of the comparative 

analysis between the original Arabic and English STs. The comparative analyses are 

conducted following a corpus-based comparative discourse analysis approach within the 

tradition of product-oriented descriptive translation studies (Toury, 1995). The theoretical 

framework is based on Hyland’s (2005a, 2005b) model of interactional metadiscourse and 

the concepts of shift (van Leuven-Zwart, 1989/1990a; Toury, 1995) and norms (Toury, 

1995) in Translation Studies.  

The results of the analysis of translation shifts identify four main types of shifts in 

interactional metadiscourse markers that are addition, omission, modification, and 

substitution. These shifts are constrained by textual-linguistic translation norms that seem to 

be influenced by differences and/or similarities in genre conventions, socio-political and 

cultural aspects between the two languages, which are revealed by the comparative analysis 

between the original Arabic and English opinion articles. The textual-linguistic norms in 

both directions of translation suggest that Arabic-English translators employ both initial 

norms of acceptability and adequacy with a stronger preference for the former, whereas 

English-Arabic translators tend to employ the norm of acceptability.  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

In this introductory chapter, I will briefly provide an outline of the present study. The chapter 

aims at contextualising the present study, stating its aims and research questions, briefly 

describing the data and methodology utilised to answer the research questions, as well as 

outlining the structure of the whole thesis.    

1.1 Scope and background of the study 

This study investigates the translation of a central discourse feature in the study of writer-

reader interaction in language, namely ‘metadiscourse’. The investigation focuses on the 

translation of newspaper opinion articles with particular reference to Arabic and English as 

a language pair. ‘Metadiscourse’ is an umbrella term from discourse analysis that describes 

the linguistic features that are utilised to explicitly organise a text and reflect the writer’s 

stance towards either its content or the reader (Hyland, 2005a: 14). In other words, 

metadiscourse “embodies the idea that communication is more than just the exchange of 

information, goods or services, but also involves the personalities, attitudes and assumptions 

of those who are communicating” (Hyland, 2005a: 3). As described by Crismore et al. (1993: 

40), metadiscourse helps to construct a coherent text and reflects the writer’s “personality, 

credibility, considerateness of the reader, and relationship to the subject matter and to 

readers”. Therefore, metadiscourse is based on a view of writing or speaking as social 

interactions where speakers and writers anticipate the possible responses of others, making 

decisions about the kind of effects of their writing and speaking on their listeners or readers, 

and adjusting their language to best achieve their purposes (Hyland, 2015: 1).  

To date, major approaches to metadiscourse that have attempted to identify and 

classify metadiscourse features are either broad or narrow. The broad approach includes 

interactive features that signal text organisation (e.g. connectives), the writers’ stance and 
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attitude towards their texts (e.g. hedges) and the way that writers engage with their readers 

(e.g. personal pronouns referring to readers). Proponents of this approach include Vande 

Kopple (1985), Crismore et al. (1993) and Hyland (2005a). On the other hand, the narrow 

approach focuses only on text-organising features of metadiscourse. Major advocates of this 

approach include Mauranen (1993) and Ädel (2006). Most of these approaches provide 

classifications of “metadiscourse markers” (MDMs henceforth) based on dichotomies, 

depending on the theoretical perspectives adopted. In particular, scholars of metadiscourse 

have mostly drawn on Halliday’s (1973) functional model of language that identifies three 

main metafunctions of language that are ideational, interpersonal, and textual. For example, 

within the broad approach, earlier models of MDMs in the 1980s and 1990s proposed by 

Vande Kopple (1985) and Crismore et al. (1993) classified MDMs into the two functional 

categories textual metadiscourse and interpersonal metadiscourse. Later, Hyland (2005a) 

argued that all MDMs are interpersonal and classified MDMs categories into interactive 

MDMs and interactional MDMs. The former is used to organise discourse to guide the reader 

to understand the information conveyed in text, while the latter is used to express the 

writer/speaker’s views and attitudes and engage with readers. 

Categories of MDMs are used in all speech and writing, whether professional, 

academic or personal (Hyland, 2005a: 14). The use of MDMs is highly dependent on the 

contexts in which they occur, as they are closely related to the norms and expectations of 

their specific cultural, social and professional communities (Hyland, 1998a: 438). This 

means that for a successful communication of ideas and information, writers and speakers 

must be aware of the appropriate use of metadiscourse features (i.e. type and extent) in 

different contexts.  

Due to their importance for a successful communication, aspects of metadiscourse 

have therefore attracted the attention of researchers in various areas of study such as 

composition, contrastive rhetoric, and discourse analysis (Hyland, 2005a: 5). The majority 

of studies on aspects of metadiscourse have focused on argumentative texts in different 
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contexts (e.g. across genres or across languages) because of the vital role of metadiscourse 

in the construction of arguments and attainment of persuasion. Most of the studies on the 

role of MDMs in argumentative texts have largely focused on academic genres such as 

textbooks, research articles, and dissertations (e.g. Crismore, 1989; Hyland and Tse, 2004; 

Hyland, 1999a; Dahl, 2004; Peacock, 2006; Zarei and Mansoori, 2007; Hu and Cao, 2015). 

Other studies have focused on argumentative journalistic genres such as editorials and 

opinion articles (e.g. Le, 2004; Dafouz-Milne, 2008; Fu and Hyland, 2014). Others have 

focused on the use of metadiscourse in argumentative writing pedagogy; whether in second 

or foreign English writing (e.g. Simin and Tavangar, 2009; Li and Wharton, 2012; Hong and 

Cao, 2014), or in cross-linguistic/cross-cultural contrastive studies (e.g. Crimson et al., 1993 

[English/Finish]; El-Seidi, 2000 [Arabic/English]; Alipour et al., 2015 [English/Farsi]). 

According to these studies, writers of argumentative texts frequently employ metadiscourse 

features that explicitly organise texts, reflect their personal stance towards the content of 

texts as well as establish relationship with readers, as persuasive strategies.  

Furthermore, the above-mentioned studies on metadiscourse indicate that the type and 

extent of metadiscourse features that are employed vary depending on the two variables of 

genre and/or language. According to Hyland (2015), metadiscourse, in written texts, reveals 

how writers seek to represent themselves, their texts, and their readers as they frame their 

ideas and arguments in ways familiar and valued by their communities and appropriate for 

the genre they are using. Therefore, any study of metadiscourse across genres and/or across 

languages, for example, should account for the contextual constraints of genre conventions 

and cross-linguistic/cross-cultural aspects regarding the use of metadiscourse in order to 

arrive at valid conclusions.  

Despite the importance of the use of MDMs for a successful communication in writing 

and speaking and their dependence on contextual constraints of language and genre, the 

concept of metadiscourse has attracted little attention in the discipline of Translation Studies 

(TS). There are few studies that have investigated the translation of MDMs. Examples of 
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such studies are found in the translation of metadiscourse in German-English history texts 

(Skrandies, 2007), in Slovene-English research articles (Pisanski Peterlin, 2008), in English-

Spanish research articles and scientific popularization texts (Suau-Jiménez, 2010), and in 

English-Farsi medical research articles (Gholami et al., 2014). These studies focus mainly 

on academic texts. To my knowledge, there is hardly any research on the translation of 

metadiscourse in non-academic genres, especially in reference to Arabic and English as a 

language pair. Therefore, I seek to fill part of this gap by investigating the way MDMs are 

translated in the genre of newspaper opinion articles between Arabic and English, in 

particular. 

The reason I chose to investigate the translation of MDMs in a newspaper genre is that 

newspapers are important public texts in which translation plays an indispensable role in the 

circulation of their content. Given their public nature and availability to large numbers of 

people, newspapers (whether in their print or online versions) are among the most widely 

read types of written texts that exert a great influence on readers’ views of the world. As a 

form of media translation, journalistic translation is a common practice carried out on a daily 

or weekly basis in newspapers in different countries to reach a very large number of readers. 

In the context of Arabic newspapers, translations may be found in three types of newspaper 

publications. In addition to the common practice of including translated content from foreign 

sources in Arabic-language newspapers, some major Arabic-language international 

newspapers and a few national newspapers in some Arab countries also have editions written 

in other languages (mainly English and/or French). For example, the leading international 

Arabic-language daily newspaper Asharq Al-awsat1 has editions written in English, Turkish, 

Farsi and Urdu. Examples of leading national newspapers that have editions written in 

different languages are the Egyptian daily Al-Ahram2 (English and French editions), the 

 
1 https://aawsat.com/  
2 http://www.ahram.org.eg/  
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Algerian daily Echourouk3 (English and French), the Lebanese daily An-Nahar4 (English 

edition), the Saudi dailies Okaz5 (English) and Al-Riyadh6 (English), the Kuwaiti daily 

Alanba7 (English). The third type concerns newspapers that appear mostly in English or 

French in most Arab countries. For example, there are many daily or weekly newspapers 

published in English in the Arab countries aimed at thousands of English-speaking 

expatriates residing in these countries (e.g. Saudi Gazette, The Egyptian Gazette, Iraq Today, 

Lebanese Daily Star, Oman Tribune). Additionally, Arab countries in North Africa such as 

Morocco, Tunisia, and Algeria, where the French colonial effect can still be seen as French 

is still spoken by many people, have many important newspapers published in French such 

as Aujourd'hui Le Maroc in Morocco, Le Quotidien d'Oran in Algeria, La Presse de Tunisie 

in Tunisia. Translation plays a vital role in all of these three types of publications in the Arab 

countries. So, investigating the translation products in these publications can provide 

valuable insights for the theory and practice of translation. 

As for choosing the translation of the genre of opinion articles, in particular, it is an 

excellent example of argumentative journalistic writing that has persuasive communicative 

function; hence, the language of this genre may typically be characterised as being evaluative 

and involved. Newspaper opinion genres, such as editorials and opinion articles, go beyond 

merely reporting the events. They comment on them with the communicative purpose of 

influencing and perhaps shaping the readers’ opinion. So, writers of opinion articles usually 

explicitly project their personal judgements, feelings, and assessments onto their arguments 

and engage their readers to persuade them of the validity of their point of view. To achieve 

this, they tend to employ various types of linguistic devices including MDMs. The type of 

 
3 https://www.echoroukonline.com/  
4 https://www.annahar.com/  
5 https://www.okaz.com.sa/  
6 http://www.alriyadh.com/; http://alriyadhdaily.com/  
7 https://www.alanba.com.kw/newspaper/  
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MDMs and the extent to which they are used as persuasive strategies in this genre depend 

on the writer’s assessments of the readers’ expectations and needs.  

The importance of the role of MDMs in fulfilling a persuasive function to a particular 

audience in newspaper opinion genres (e.g. Fu and Hyland, 2014; Le, 2004) as well as the 

differences in utilising these devices across languages in such genres (e.g. Dafouz-Milne, 

2008; Kuhi and Mojood, 2014) have been established in the literature. Thus, when 

translating this genre, the translator has to conform to the target audience’s expectations to 

successfully convey the communicative persuasive functions of MDMs from an ST to a TT. 

According to Hatim and Mason (1997:1), translation is “an act of communication which 

attempts to relay, across cultural and linguistic boundaries, another act of communication 

(which may have been intended for different purposes and different readers/hearers)”. In this 

sense, translation is not simply a linguistic act, but also an act of communication across 

cultures (House, 2015: 3). Therefore, as the writer-reader interaction is a key feature that 

characterises the genre of opinion articles and can be realised through the use of MDMs, the 

present study sets out to explore how translators handle MDMs when translating between 

Arabic and English for different audiences. In particular, this study focuses on the translation 

of interactional (or interpersonal) MDMs within the broad approach to metadiscourse. 

1.2 Aims and research questions 

This study aims to investigate the ‘shifts’ in the translation of interactional MDMs in Arabic-

English and English-Arabic newspaper opinion articles in order to uncover the underlying 

translation ‘norms’ governing these shifts. Within the field of product-oriented descriptive 

translation studies, this study aims to contribute to the literature on the translation of 

interactional MDMs markers as features of reader-writer interaction in the genre of opinion 

articles. In particular, this study draws on the two concepts of shifts and norms that are 

derived from linguistic and descriptive translation studies (DTS) approaches to translation 

using an analytical model of metadiscourse from discourse analysis. The findings may 
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provide valuable insights for those translating this aspect of interactional meaning (i.e. 

metadiscourse) in the genre of opinion articles, in particular, and other argumentative texts 

in Arabic and English as a language pair or other languages, in general.  

The main reason I chose to utilise a bidirectional translation corpus of opinion articles, 

that consists of Arabic STs and their English TTs and English STs and their Arabic TTs, is 

to use the original STs from both languages as a reference to explain the norms underlying 

the shifts in the translation of interactional MDMs between the two languages, which belong 

to two very different cultural backgrounds. As pointed out earlier in (1.1), the use of MDMs 

is influenced by genre and language constraints. So, a contrastive analysis of the use of 

MDMs between original Arabic and English opinion articles would provide explanatory 

insights on the identified translation norms when translating this genre between the two 

languages. 

To my knowledge, there is no available contrastive study that explores interactional 

MDMs in the genre of opinion articles between Arabic and English. In spite of the growing 

literature on investigating reader-writer interaction through MDMs across genres and 

languages, this area of research has remained largely understudied in previous literature 

devoted to interactional MDMs in either Arabic texts or contrastive studies between Arabic 

and other languages. The few studies that have explored metadiscursive features in Arabic 

texts focus only on those features that have discourse-organising function (called discourse 

markers) (e.g. Sarig, 1995; Al-kohlani, 2010). The few contrastive studies on MDMs 

between Arabic and other languages that are found in the literature focus only on either 

academic texts, particularly research articles (Sultan, 2011 [Arabic/English]; Andrusenko, 

2015 [Arabic/Spanish]) or writing pedagogy (El-Seidi, 2000 [Arabic/English]). Therefore, 

the contrastive analysis of the Arabic and English original opinion articles (i.e. STs) from 

the bidirectional corpus in this study will allow me to identify cross-linguistic/cross-cultural 

understanding of the similarities and differences regarding the use of interactional MDMs 
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between these two languages, and hence provide explanatory insights to the translation 

norms influencing the translation shifts. 

The research questions are the following: 

1) What are the types and frequency of interactional MDMs used in the Arabic STs of 

opinion articles? 

2) What are the types and frequency of interactional MDMs used in the English STs of 

opinion articles? 

3) What are the differences and/or similarities in the use of MDMs in the genre of 

opinion articles between Arabic and English STs? 

4) What are the shifts that occurred in the translation of MDMs in the opinion articles 

that are translated from Arabic into English? 

5)  What are the shifts that occurred in the translation of MDMs in the opinion articles 

that are translated from English into Arabic? 

6) What are the translation norms that are identified from the results of the analysis of 

translation shifts in Arabic-English and English-Arabic opinion articles? 

1.3 Data and methodology 

In order to answer the research questions, a bidirectional translation corpus of 100 Arabic-

English opinion articles and 100 English-Arabic opinion articles were compiled for analysis. 

These opinion articles mainly cover political issues, as articles on this topic are found to be 

the most translated across the two languages. The newspaper that is chosen as a source of 

data is the leading Arabic newspaper Asharq AL-Awsat8. The reason for choosing this 

particular newspaper is that it is an international newspaper for all Arabs around the world 

and it is widely distributed in most parts of the Arab world. In its opinion pages (or in the 

respective sections in the online version), it regularly includes opinion articles translated 

 
8 http://english.aawsat.com/ 
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from articles that have been selected from leading English-language newspapers, such as 

Washington Post, New York Times, The Guardian, The Telegraph, Bloomberg Business. The 

source of the English articles translated into Arabic is indicated at the end of each translated 

article, which means it is not difficult to find the source of the English STs in order to 

compile the English-Arabic translation sub-corpus. As for the Arabic-English sub-corpus, 

both Arabic STs and English TTs were also extracted from the online version of Asharq AL-

Awsat newspaper. The English TT were first extracted from the English edition of Asharq 

AL-Awsat and, then, they were matched to their Arabic STs that are available in the original 

Arabic edition of the newspaper (see chapter 4, section 4.4.1, for a full clarification of the 

selection criteria of the corpus). 

To analyse the corpus, this study employs a corpus-based comparative discourse-

analytical methodology that draws on linguistic approaches to translation within descriptive 

translation studies (DTS). More specifically, the methodology in this study is mainly adapted 

from the three-phase methodology of DTS proposed by Toury (1995) for a systematic 

analysis of translations to identify translation norms. The first phase of the methodology 

involves situating the bidirectional corpus of opinion articles within the wider socio-cultural 

context of their production. The second phase involves conducting comparative analyses of 

the bidirectional corpus of Arabic and English STs and their respective TTs using 

quantitative and qualitative methods. In particular, this phase involves two types of 

comparative analyses. The first type is a quantitative and qualitative comparative analysis 

between the original Arabic and English STs to identify interactional MDMs and investigate 

their use in the genre of opinion articles between the two languages. The second type is a 

quantitative and qualitative comparative analysis between the Arabic and English STs and 

their respective TTs in order to identify the translation shifts in interactional MDMs in both 

directions of translation. The third phase involves identifying the translation norms that 

constrain the translation shifts that are identified in the second type of comparative analysis 

with reference to the results of the first type of the comparative analysis. These two types of 
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comparative analyses are based on an integrated theoretical framework that includes 

Hyland’s (2005a; 2005b) interpersonal model of interactional MDMs of stance and 

engagement and the concept of shift from linguistic approaches to translation, as well as the 

concept of translation norms as proposed by Toury (1995). 

1.4 Structure of the thesis 

This thesis comprises eight chapters. Following this introductory chapter, which gives a 

general overview of the present study, the thesis is then structured as follows. Chapters two 

and three introduce the theoretical foundation of this study. Chapter two discusses the 

concept of metadiscourse as the main linguistic phenomenon under investigation in this 

study as well as related contextual aspects that influence the use of such concept in reference 

to the present study. So, the first two sections of the chapter introduce definitions, 

classifications and linguistic realisation of the concept of metadiscourse in reference to 

English and Arabic within the interactive broad approach to metadiscourse (i.e. the approach 

followed in this study). Next, the two related concepts of genre and text types, which are 

considered important contextual factors that influence the use of metadiscourse, are defined 

in order to describe the genre under investigation (i.e. newspaper opinion articles). Then, 

since the genre investigated in this study is newspaper opinion articles, the discussion is 

narrowed down to focus on newspaper opinion genres as argumentative texts, with particular 

reference to the similarities and differences in the characteristics of such genres between 

Arabic and English, the two languages explored in this study. The discussion then moves on 

to review some studies that explored the role of MDMs in the construction of arguments and 

attainment of persuasion in newspaper opinion genres. 

Chapter three provides the theoretical background for the analysis of the translation 

shifts of interactional MDMs and their governing norms in the corpus under investigation. 

Accordingly, this chapter selectively highlights those theoretical approaches in the discipline 

of TS that are relevant to the scope of this study, namely linguistic approaches and DTS. It 
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provides an overview of the development of TS from prescriptive linguistic source-oriented 

approaches to corpus-based descriptive translation research, and situates the present study 

within the existing key concerns in this approach.  

Chapter four provides an outline of the data and methodology of the study. The aim of 

this chapter is to outline the corpus selection criteria and preparation process as well as the 

integrated methodological framework used in the analysis, explaining how the study 

integrates a corpus-based contrastive discourse analysis approach with a descriptive 

translation studies (DTS) framework to answer the research questions. The structure of the 

methodological framework presented in the chapter basically follows Toury’s (1995) three-

phase methodology within the DTS approach to TS. The chapter starts by providing a 

contextualisation of the original Arabic and English opinion articles (STs) and their 

respective translations (TTs) by locating them within their wider socio-political and cultural 

context. Then, the chapter proceeds to clarify the corpus selection criteria, including the 

procedure used to prepare the corpus for the comparative analyses. Next, the chapter 

provides an outline of the integrated theoretical analytical framework that was utilised to 

carry out the comparative analyses of the corpus, including Hyland’s (2005a, 2005b) 

discourse-analytic model of interactional MDMs from discourse analysis and the concepts 

of shifts (van Leuven-Zwart, 1989/1990a; Toury, 1995) and norms (Toury, 1995) from TS. 

After that, the chapter describes how the quantitative and qualitative comparative analyses 

were performed on the corpus. 

Chapters five, six and seven are devoted to presenting and discussing the results of the 

comparative analyses carried out on the bidirectional corpus in this study. Chapter five 

presents the results of the quantitative and qualitative contrastive analysis of interactional 

MDMs that were identified in Arabic and English STs. As pointed out earlier, the results of 

such analysis may provide explanatory insights on the translation norms that influence 

translation shifts in interactional MDMs in English-Arabic and Arabic-English opinion 

articles. Chapter six presents the results of the contrastive analysis of the STs and TTs, 
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highlighting the translation shifts in interactional MDMs in both directions of translation. 

Chapter seven provides a discussion of the major findings presented in chapters five and six 

by linking these two together in order to provide an explanation of the results.  

Finally, chapter eight is the concluding chapter that provides a summary of the current 

study based on the findings. It also discusses the implication and contribution of this study 

to the discipline of TS and highlights the limitations of the study. The chapter ends with 

suggestions for further research.  
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Chapter 2 

The Concept of Metadiscourse 

2.1 Introduction 

The main purpose of this chapter is to provide a theoretical underpinning of the concept of 

metadiscourse with reference to the present study so that it can be identified and analysed in 

the Arabic and English opinion articles and their translations. The review of the concept of 

metadiscourse involves its definitions, classifications, linguistic realisation, and its relation 

to two important contextual aspects, namely genre and text type. Also, since the genre 

analysed in this study is an example of the opinion genre in newspaper discourse, this chapter 

also describes the characteristics of newspaper opinion genres, with focus on the two 

languages investigated in this study (i.e. Arabic and English), and the role of metadiscourse 

markers in such genres. So, to achieve this purpose, after this introduction, the chapter is 

divided into four sections. Section (2.2) provides a discussion of the most cited definitions 

of metadiscourse that have been proposed in the literature and the related theoretical issues 

that have emerged from these definitions. Section (2.3) presents the classifications of MDMs 

and their linguistic realisation in relation to the present study. Section (2.4) provides 

definitions of the two related concepts of genre and text type in reference to this study. 

Section (2.5) provides definitions of newspaper opinion genres with particular reference to 

the similarities and differences in the linguistic characteristics of such genres as 

argumentative texts between Arabic and English, the two languages explored in this study. 

Section (2.6) reviews studies that investigated the role of metadiscourse in opinion genres as 

argumentative/persuasive texts. Finally, section (2.7) provides a summary and conclusion 

for the whole chapter. 
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 2.2 Definitions of the concept of metadiscourse  

The concept of metadiscourse has developed since it was first coined by Harris (1959) to 

describe the kind of linguistic features that do not belong to the main information presented 

in the sentence. Harris (1959) did not elaborate on the functions of these metadiscursive 

features and how to differentiate them from the main informational content in a given 

sentence (Beauvais, 1989: 12). This is no surprise because Harris’ focus was on the structure 

of scientific texts of which metadiscourse features are only a part.  

Although the term metadiscourse appeared as early as the late 1950s, it was not until 

the early eighties when it appeared again in Williams’ (1981) book Style: Ten lessons in 

Clarity and Grace as one aspect that writers utilise to achieve clarity in their writing. 

Williams (1981: 40) simply defines it as “writing about writing” and describes it as “the 

language we use when, in writing about some subject matter, we incidentally refer to the act 

and to the context of writing about it”. For example, writers can use metadiscourse verbs to 

announce their textual acts (e.g. I show, we explain, I argue, we claim), and further lexical 

items to express logical connections (e.g. therefore, however, in conclusion) or hedge how 

certain the writer is about a claim (e.g. it seems that, perhaps, I believe) (ibid.). In his book, 

Williams (1981) provides examples to illustrate a few functions of the concept, but his 

definition and description of metadiscourse are very broad, as they do not specify the nature 

of its functional characteristics.   

However, a few years later, the concept of metadiscourse was theoretically developed 

by several scholars as a subject of study in an attempt to provide a clear definition of the 

concept and its functions. It should be pointed out here that any definition (and by extension 

any classification) of the concept of metadiscourse should be considered against the 

backdrop of its main function(s) as realised by the researcher. According to Ädel (2010: 70), 

studies that explored the nature and functions of metadiscourse can fall into two main 

approaches, namely the ‘reflexive approach’ and the ‘interactive approach’. Reflexive 

models are ‘narrow’ in what they count as metadiscourse, while interactive models are 
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‘broad’ and more comprehensive in what they consider as metadiscourse. In the narrow 

reflexive approach, metadiscourse is referred to as ‘language reflexivity’, which refers to 

“the capacity of natural language to refer to itself” (Ädel, 2010: 70). So, the proponents of 

the reflexive model such as Mauranen (1993) and Ädel (2006) limit the notion of 

metadiscourse to only text-organising elements that refer to the writer’s explicit commentary 

on her/his ongoing text (e.g. In the following section; We shall divide such factors in three 

categories as follows; This book is...). 

In interactive models, however, interaction between the writer and the audience rather 

than reflexivity is the starting point in determining what is metadiscursive (Ädel 2010: 70). 

For example, Crismore (1983: 2) defines metadiscourse as “an author’s discoursing about 

the discourse; it is the author’s intrusion into the discourse, either explicitly or non-explicitly, 

to direct the reader rather than inform”. Beauvais (1989: 12-13) criticises Crismore’s 

definition by stating that it is vague and imprecise as she does not distinguish between 

‘directing’ and ‘informing’ and then she complicates it even more when she proposes a 

taxonomy of two main metadiscourse categories, one of which is ‘informational 

metadiscourse’; a category that contradicts the basic distinction she originally based her 

definition upon. Furthermore, although Crismore mentions ‘non-explicit’ metadiscourse 

elements in her definition, she does not explain them further or give any examples of them. 

In a later work, Crismore et al. (1993) provide another definition of metadiscourse that 

excludes the confusing explicit/non-explicit distinction: 

 [Metadiscourse] is linguistic material in texts, written or spoken, which does not add anything 

to the  propositional content but that is intended to help the listener or reader organise, 

interpret, and evaluate the information given. (Crismore et al., 1993: 40) 

In the definition above, the defining characteristics of metadiscourse are clearer and more 

elaborate, compared to the previous definition. For example, instead of the words ‘direct’ 

and ‘inform’ that describe the function of metadiscourse found in Crismore’s (1983) 
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definition, the above definition includes more specific functions, which are organise, 

interpret, and evaluate. 

Another similar definition of metadiscourse was offered by Vande Kopple (1985: 83) 

who states that metadiscourse is “discourse about discourse or communication about 

communication”, in which “we do not add propositional material but help our readers 

organise, classify, interpret, evaluate, and react to such material”. This definition is similar 

to that of Crismore et al.’s (1993) because it provides a comprehensive description of 

metadiscourse based on the functions of metadiscursive elements in a given text.  

Another attempt to define the concept of metadiscourse based on its main functional 

features is provided by Hyland (2005a) who states: 

Metadiscourse is the cover term for the self-reflective expressions used to negotiate 

interactional meanings in a text, assisting the writer (or speaker) to express a viewpoint and 

engage with readers as members of a particular community. (Hyland, 2005a: 37) 

Hyland’s definition explicitly highlights the dynamic role of metadiscourse in signaling the 

interaction between the text, writer, and reader. Similar to the definitions offered by 

Crismore et al. (1993) and Vande Kopple (1985), Hyland’s definition is functionally 

oriented as it considers the function of the metadiscursive element as the main criterion in 

determining what is metadiscursive. However, Hyland’s definition is different from the other 

two in that it adds the role of ‘particular community’ as a factor in determining the use of 

metadiscursive elements. In other words, writers/speakers use metadiscourse elements based 

on their awareness and consideration of the discourse community they address to determine 

the type and amount of metadiscourse elements they need for elaboration, guidance and 

interaction. So, Hyland (2005a: 39) stresses that metadiscourse elements do not only support 

the propositional meaning of a text, but they are “the means by which propositional content 

is made coherent, intelligible, and persuasive to a particular audience”. 

All of the above-mentioned definitions agree on two main assumptions regarding the 

concept of metadiscourse, namely: 1) metadiscourse is non-propositional (i.e. distinct from 
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the propositional content) since it does not add new information in the text; and 2) the 

definition of metadiscourse is mainly based on a functional criterion. This means that 

metadiscourse, as described by Hyland (2005a: 37), is essentially “a system of meanings 

realized by an open-ended set of language items” that “can also perform non-metadiscoursal 

roles and so are recognized only in actual instances of realization”. Consequently, these two 

assumptions leave the concept of metadiscourse vague and elusive.  

In an attempt to clarify the vagueness and elusiveness of the concept of metadiscourse, 

Hyland (2005a: 38), suggests the following three main interrelated principles that should 

theoretically underpin a functional definition of metadiscourse: 

1. Metadiscourse is distinct from the propositional aspects of discourse. 

2. Metadiscourse reflects the features of writer-reader interactions in a text. 

3. Metadiscourse refers solely to relationships which are internal to the discourse.  

The first principle has been the key aspect that is found in all the definitions discussed above. 

Hyland (2005a: 41) describes the propositional content as the “one concerned with the 

world”, whereas metadiscourse is concerned with “the text and its perception”. He stresses 

the idea that the metadiscourse meaning and the propositional meaning of a text are 

integrated as they interact to fulfil a communicative end (ibid.). Thus, metadiscourse is an 

essential element of the overall meaning of a text as it relates a text to its context taking into 

consideration the reader’s needs, understandings, intertextual experiences, knowledge, and 

relative status (ibid.).  

As for the second principle, it postulates that metadiscourse must be seen as 

embodying the interactions necessary for a successful communication (Hyland, 2005a: 41). 

So, Hyland (ibid.) argues that any definition of metadiscourse has to reject the traditional 

functional distinction between “textual” and “interpersonal” metadiscourse in the sense of 

Halliday’s metafunctions of language because all metadiscourse is ‘interpersonal’ (see 2.3 

below for a discussion of ‘textual’ and ‘interpersonal’ classification of metadiscourse). 
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Metadiscourse is interpersonal in that “it takes account of the reader’s knowledge, textual 

experiences and processing needs and that it provides writers with an armoury of rhetorical 

appeals to achieve this” (ibid.). 

The third principle concerns the distinction between internal and external relations in 

discourse and stipulates that metadiscourse can only be realised in discourse-internal 

relations (Hyland, 2005a: 45). External relations refer to activities in the world outside the 

text, while internal relations refer to activities within the text (ibid). This is based on the 

distinction made by Halliday (1994) between external and internal conjunction in which the 

former expresses "real-world" relations such as temporal sequence, while the latter signals 

the unfolding structure of arguments in the text. For example, connectives such as therefore, 

then, firstly etc. can function discourse-externally when they connect real events in the 

world, and in this sense, according to the third principle, they are not metadiscursive 

(Hyland, 2005a: 46). But they (i.e. connectives) can function discourse-internally when they 

organise arguments in a text, and in this sense, they are metadiscursive (ibid.). 

The following two examples taken from Hyland (2005a) illustrate how these principles 

can be applied to distinguish between metadiscourse and non-metadiscourse meaning of a 

certain linguistic element: 

(1) Firstly, the importance of complete images in compression is described in section 

one. Secondly, predictors used for lossless image coding are introduced… (PhD 

dissertation, in Hyland, 2005a: 47) 

(2) Firstly, the number of observations in the first segment (N1) and the second 

segment (N2) were combined and a ‘pooled’ regression conducted. Secondly, 

individual regressions of the two periods were carried out… (PhD dissertation, in 

Hyland, 2005a: 47) 

In example (1), the two expressions firstly and secondly are metadiscursive because they 

arrange the argument presented in the text to inform the readers how the interaction itself is 

being arranged (Hyland 2005a: 47). In example (2) the two expressions firstly and secondly 
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are non-metadiscursive because they refer to the first and second stages in a sequence of 

processes in an experiment relating one real-world event to another (ibid.). Thus, they are 

clearly external to the argumentative discourse, and it has no bearing on the interactional 

relationship between the writer and reader (ibid.). In other words, the writer simply states 

that something happened in a sequenced manner.  

The discussion of metadiscourse definitions and the theoretical issues related to the 

definitions above reveals the fuzzy nature of this term and the need for a theoretically sound 

approach to the identification of metadiscursive elements in any given text. Hyland’s 

definition of metadiscourse and his three principles for distinguishing metadiscourse from 

other parts of the text seem to fulfil this need, as they are based on a sound theoretical 

underpinning for identifying and analysing metadiscourse within particular discourse 

communities (within and across languages) that have their own ways in expressing 

metadiscourse features.  

The main definitions within the ‘broad’ approach to metadiscourse discussed above 

are the starting point that scholars of metadiscourse have used to propose a functional 

classification of metadiscourse in order to identify and analyse such features. The next 

section will present these models of classification.  

2.3 Classifications of metadiscourse markers 

As discussed in the previous section, approaches to metadiscourse are either 

broad/interactive, including features that signal both text organisation and the writers’ stance 

and attitude towards their texts and the way they engage with their readers, or 

narrow/reflexive, signaling text organisation only. Since the current study focuses on the 

role of metadiscourse markers in expressing the writers’ stance and attitude towards their 

texts and the way they engage with their readers, I will only present the major ‘interactive’ 

models in the literature of metadiscourse such as those proposed by Vande Kopple (1985), 
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Crismore et al. (1993), and Hyland (2005a; 2005b). Classifications proposed by reflexive 

approaches (e.g. Mauranen, 1993; Ädel, 2006) will not be discussed here.  

Scholars of metadiscourse in the broad interactive approach have proposed different 

functional classifications of MDMs following different theoretical perspectives. An early 

systemised classification of metadiscourse that has been widely adopted by researchers on 

metadiscourse was proposed by Vande Kopple in 1985. In his model of analysis, Vande 

Kopple (1985: 83-85) proposes a functional classification of metadiscourse markers based 

on two main functional categories, namely ‘textual metadiscourse’ and ‘interpersonal 

metadiscourse’ that are further classified into seven types (see table 2.1 below for a summary 

of the model). Vande Kopple (ibid.: 85) points out that some expressions can have more than 

one function and be assigned to more than one category such as ‘I hypothesise’, which can 

be a validity marker and an illocution marker at the same time. 
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Table 2.1 Summary of Vande Kopple’s classification of metadiscourse (1985: 83-87) 

Metadiscourse 
categories 

Metadiscourse 
Type 

Function Subtypes and Examples 

T
ex

tu
a
l 

m
et

a
d

is
co

u
rs

e 

Connectives 1. help readers to identify how 
the text is organised and 
how the different units of 
the text are related   

• words and phrases that 
denote sequence (first, 
next, in the third place) 

• words and phrases that 
denote logical or 
temporal relations 
(however, nevertheless 
as a consequence, at 
the same time) 

2. provide reminders of earlier 
topics or ideas  

as I noted in chapter one  

3. provide announcement of 
upcoming topics or ideas 

as we shall see in the next 
section 

4. perform as topicalisers (i.e. 
to reintroduce information that 
has been presented in other 
texts or to explicitly relate new 
information to information 
already introduced.  

for example, there are, as 
for, in regard to 

Code glosses assist the readers to understand 
the appropriate meanings of 
items in texts  

definitions of certain 
words or concepts that 
are thought to need 
explanation 

In
te

rp
er

so
n

a
l 

m
et

a
d

is
co

u
rs

e  

Illocution 
markers 

make explicit for readers what 
certain action a writer is 
performing at a particular point 

I hypothesise that, to sum 
up, I promise to, we claim 
that 

Validity 
markers 

assess the possibility of the 
truth of the propositional 
content and the extent of the 
writer’s commitment to what 
has been assessed.  

• hedges (perhaps, may, 
might, seem, to a 
certain extent) 

• emphatics (clearly, 
undoubtedly, it’s 
obvious that) 

• attributors (according 
to Einstein) 

Narrators let the readers know who said 
or wrote something  

according to James, Mrs. 
Wilson announced that, 
and the principal 
reported that 

Attitude 
markers 

help writers to express their 
attitude toward the 
propositional content 

surprisingly, I find it 
interesting that,  
it is alarming to note that 

Commentaries help commenting on the 
readers’ views and response to 
the propositional material, 
recommending an action to the 
readers, letting the readers 
know what to expect, and 
commenting on the real or 
hoped for relationship with the 
readers.  

most of you will oppose 
the idea that, you might 
wish to read the last 
chapter first, you will 
probably find the 
following material 
difficult at first, my 
friends 
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The two functional categories of textual metadiscourse and interpersonal 

metadiscourse are drawn from Halliday’s (1973) three functions of language that are 

ideational, interpersonal, and textual. Halliday’s theory basically states that language has 

three main metafunctions that are ideational (i.e. the use of language to express ideas and 

experiences), textual (i.e. the use of language to cohesively and coherently organise the text 

itself) and interpersonal (i.e. the use of language to engage with audience by performing 

roles and expressing feelings and evaluations). So, according to Vande Kopple (1985: 86), 

the ideational meaning represents the main propositional discourse level in a given text, 

while metadiscourse lies in the interpersonal and textual levels of text meanings. 

Specifically, Vande Kopple (1985: 87) states that textual metadiscourse “shows how we link 

and relate individual propositions so that they form a cohesive and coherent text and how 

individual elements of those propositions make sense in conjunction with other elements of 

the text”. On the other hand, interpersonal metadiscourse “can help us express our 

personalities and our reactions to the propositional content of our texts and characterise the 

interaction we would like to have with our readers about that content” (ibid.). Vande Kopple 

(ibid.: 85) asserts that, since all of the seven types of MDMs in his classification perform at 

the interpersonal or the textual rather than the ideational level of discourse, they do not 

expand the propositional information of a text. In other words, MDMs do not make claims 

on the true or false states of affairs in the world, but they have a significant influence on the 

writer’s interaction with the text and readers (ibid.).  

Vande Kopple’s (1985) classification of metadiscourse has been criticised for its lack 

of clarity that led to its revision by other scholars such as Crismore et al. (1993) (see below 

in this section), Hyland (2005a) and Vande Kopple himself (2002). Hyland (2005a: 33) 

points out some conceptual and practical issues in this classification, especially the 

functional overlap between validity and illocution markers. Hyland (ibid.) points out, for 

example, that instances such as ‘we suggest that’ and ‘I demonstrate that’ appear to signal 

both the degree of commitment to the truth of the proposition that the writer is attempting to 
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convey and simultaneously the act that the discourse is performing at that point. Also, he 

(ibid.) noticed that both attributors and narrators express the same function.  

In a more recent work, however, Vande Kopple (2002) revised his model of 

metadiscourse taxonomy with specific reference to the category of interpersonal 

metadiscourse, validity markers in particular. He (ibid.: 97-100) replaces the ‘validity 

markers’ subcategory with ‘epistemology markers’, which is further subdivided into 

‘modality markers’ and ‘evidentials’. Depending on the degree of commitment towards the 

truth of the ideational content of the text, the modality markers type includes ‘hedges’ and 

‘shields’ that signal a cautious assessment of the ideational content (e.g. might, perhaps, I 

think that, to a certain degree, possibly, etc.), and ‘emphatics’ that signal strong commitment 

to the ideational content (e.g. without a doubt, I am certain that) (ibid.: 97-98). 

Another type of epistemology markers is ‘evidentials’ that provide the source of 

evidence for the presented propositional content (Vande Kopple, 2002: 99). There are five 

different sources of evidence that can be expressed through ‘evidentials’. These markers 

convey parts of the ideational content of the text based on ‘personal beliefs’ (e.g. I believe 

that), ‘evidence of induction’ (e.g. I induce that, evidently), ‘evidence of deduction’ (e.g. I 

deduce that you were victorious, of course, ‘presumably’ as in ‘young children presumably 

tell stories’ ‘sensory experience’ (e.g. It feels like, it sounds like, it looks like), and other 

people’s work that we heard or read (e.g. reportedly, X told me, according to X) (ibid.). 

In his revised model, Vande Kopple (ibid.: 94) asserts that it is essential to rely on the 

metadiscursive functions of the linguistic elements and not on the formal features (i.e. 

grammatical features) because sometimes one form can have more than one metadiscursive 

function in a certain place or can have a metadiscursive function in one place and a 

propositional one in another.  

Another early systemised model of metadiscourse was proposed by Crismore (1983) 

in her analysis of metadiscourse markers in social science textbooks. Her study was the first 

to be entirely devoted to the analysis of metadiscourse as a subject of research. She based 
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her model of analysis on the work of Williams (1981), in his study of style and the role of 

metadiscourse in style in part of his work, and Meyer (1975) who discussed non-

propositional features under the label ‘signalling’. In her model, Crismore (1983) proposes 

two categories of metadiscourse that are informational and attitudinal, each of which has 

several sub-categories, but in a later paper that she co-authored with Markkanen and 

Steffensen in 1993, the ‘informational’ vs. ‘attitudinal’ categorisation was abandoned and 

replaced by a new classification. The new classification is based on Vande Kopple’s 

functional classification of metadiscourse (1985), but with modification of his subcategories 

of MDMs. The following table summarises the model of metadiscourse classification 

proposed by Crismore et al.’s (1993): 
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Table 2.2 Crismore et al. model of metadiscourse (1993: 47-54) 

Textual metadiscourse (used for logical and ethical 

appeals) 

Interpersonal metadiscourse (used 

for emotional and ethical appeals) 

T
ex

t 
m

a
rk

er
s 

Logical connectives:  
- coordinating conjunctives (e.g. and, but) 
- conjunctive adverbs (e.g. therefore, 
furthermore, in addition) 

Hedges: 
 - epistemic modals such as can, could, 
may, might, and would when they 
mark uncertainty) 
- cognitive verbs (e.g. I feel, I guess, I 
think) 
- Adverb of epistemic modality (e.g. 
perhaps, maybe) 
- Higher clauses (e.g. it is possible) 

Sequencers (e.g. first, second, lastly, numbers 
such as 1,2,3…)  

Certainty markers (epistemic 
emphatics): (e.g. I know, certainly, it is 
clear, I’m absolutely sure) 

Reminders (e.g. we noted earlier) Attributors: refer to the authorities the 
writers employ for their persuasive or 
intellectual force (X claims that) 

Topicalisers (e.g. well, a fairly large…; Now the 
question arises…; in regard to) 

Attitude markers:  
- Modal verbs when they express 

obligation  
- Higher verbs when they express 

attitude (e.g. I hope, I 
agree/disagree) 

- Sentence adverbial (e.g. 
unfortunately, hopefully, most 
importantly) 

In
te

rp
re

ti
v
e 

m
a
rk

er
s  

Code glosses (e.g. namely, for example, by this I 
mean, punctuations such as commas, colons, 
underlining, and parentheses when they indicate 
explanation) 

Commentary: 
- Direct address to the reader (e.g. the 

second person pronoun ‘you’, 
proper names) 

- Imperatives and directives with or 
without ‘you’ (e.g. think about it, 
you should consider …) 

- Rhetorical questions 
- Tag questions 
- Asides/ comments that interrupt the 

propositional content. 
Illocution markers (e.g. I state…, I pleads with 
you…) 

 

Announcements  

As mentioned earlier in this section, Vande Kopple’s (1985) functional classification 

of ‘textual’ and ‘interpersonal’ metadiscourse, which was also adopted but modified by 

Crismore et al. (1993), was inspired by Halliday’s (e.g. 1973; 1994) theory of Systemic 
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Functional Linguistics (SFL). The Halliday’s theory-inspired approach to the classification 

of metadiscourse was criticised by Hyland (2005a: 27) as he argues that there is an 

inconsistency between how Halliday sees the interaction between the three functions of 

language and how the metadiscourse theorists discussed above applied it to the concept of 

metadiscourse. Hyland (ibid.) maintains that, while Halliday stresses that the three functions 

of language operate simultaneously and the meaning of a text lies in the integration of all 

three functions, metadiscourse theorists like Vande Kopple (1985) and Crismore et al. 

(1993) tend to consider the three metafunctions of text as independent and separable. While 

ideational and interpersonal functions orient to extra-linguistic phenomena, the textual 

function is intrinsic to language and exists to construe both ideational and interpersonal 

aspects into a linear and coherent whole (Hyland, 2005a: 43). This means that the textual 

function is an enabling function which does not operate independently of the ideational and 

interpersonal functions but rather facilitates the creation of discourse by allowing writers to 

generate texts which make sense within their context (ibid.).  

So, Hyland (2005a: 43) argues, the so-called ‘textual metadiscourse’ (e.g. text 

connectives by Vande Kopple (1985) and logical connectives by Crismore et al. (1993)) can 

either organise texts as propositions by relating statements about the world, or as 

metadiscourse by relating statements to readers (see examples (1) and (2) in page 18 for 

illustration). As pointed out in (2.2) above, Hyland (2005a: 27) stresses that all 

metadiscourse elements are interpersonal because, if metadiscourse is the way writers 

involve their readers and create convincing and coherent text, then it has to be acknowledged 

that it conveys interaction in texts even when simply dealing with the organisation of the 

text. Consequently, as stated by Hyland (ibid.), the textual-interpersonal distinction for the 

classification of metadiscourse is imprecise with regard to the reader-writer interaction 

principle of metadiscourse. 

Therefore, Hyland (2005a) discards the Halliday-inspired classification of 

metadiscourse and provides instead an interpersonal model that is inspired by Thompson 
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and Thetela’s (1995) interactive and interactional framework, including expressive resources 

that are related to the organisational and evaluative aspects of interactions. Thus, Hyland’s 

classification of metadiscourse is based on a functional approach to metadiscourse that 

considers metadiscourse an ‘interaction’ between the text, the reader, and the writer (Hyland, 

2005a; 2005b; Hyland & Tse, 2004). He proposes a classification that distinguishes between 

two main functional categories that are interactive and interactional metadiscourse. These 

two categories are further classified into ten metadiscourse features. Types of interactive and 

interactional MDMs, their functions and examples of them are summarised in the following 

table: 

Table 2.3 Hyland’s interpersonal classification of metadiscourse (2005a: 49) 

Category Function Examples 

Interactive Help to guide the reader through the 

text 

Resources 

Transitions 

Frame markers 

Endophoric 

markers 

Evidentials 

Code glosses 

express relations between main clauses 

refer to discourse acts, sequences or stages 

refer to information in other parts of the 
text 

refer to information from other texts 

elaborate propositional meanings 

in addition; but; thus; and 

finally; to conclude; my purpose is 

noted above; see Fig; in section 2 

 
according to X; Z states 

namely; e.g.; such as 

Interactional Involve the reader in the text Resources 
Hedges 

Boosters 

Attitude 

markers 

Self-mentions 

Engagement 

markers 

withhold commitments and open dialogue 

emphasise certainty or close dialogue 

express writer’s attitude to proposition 

explicit reference to author(s) 

explicitly build relationship with reader 

might; perhaps; possible; about 

in fact; definitely; it is clear that 

unfortunately; I agree; surprisingly 

I; we; my; me; our 

consider; note; you can see that 

Interactive MDMs organise the propositional content to help readers find it coherent 

and convincing (ibid.:50). They are not merely text-organising features because their use 

depends on the writer’s knowledge of his/her readers, taking into consideration the readers’ 

needs, understandings, existing knowledge and prior experiences with texts (ibid.). 

Interactional MDMs, on the other hand, involve readers in discourse by informing them 
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about the writer’s evaluation and attitude towards the propositional content of texts, as well 

as engaging with them within socially determined positions (ibid.). Interactional MDMs 

enable writers to adopt an acceptable persona and a tenor consistent with the norms of a 

given community, with the focus on readers as participants in the interaction (Hyland, 2005a: 

54).  

Hyland (2005b) elaborates more on the interactional dimension by classifying it 

further into MDMs of stance and engagement. According to Hyland (2005b: 176), stance 

refers to “the ways writers present themselves and convey their judgements, opinions, and 

commitments” via hedges, boosters, attitude markers and self-mentions. As for engagement, 

it is the way “writers relate to their readers with respect to the positions advanced in the text” 

and it can be expressed via reader pronouns, personal asides, directives, questions and 

appeals to shared knowledge (ibid.) (the category of interactional MDMs will be discussed 

in detail in chapter 4 as part of the theoretical framework of this study).  

Hyland’s (2005a; 2005b) model provides a framework to investigate the interpersonal 

resources in texts that is based on a comprehensive and pragmatically grounded perspective 

of language. He (2005a: 59) stresses that metadiscourse must not be considered an 

independent stylistic device that writers can arbitrarily alter. The significance of 

metadiscourse is mainly embedded in its underlying rhetorical dynamics which links it to 

the contexts in which it occurs (i.e. the norms and expectations of particular communities) 

(ibid.). In other words, Hyland (ibid.) asserts that “metadiscourse offers a way of 

understanding the interpersonal resources writers use to organize texts coherently and to 

convey their personality, credibility, reader sensitivity and relationship to the message”. 

Hyland (2005a: 60) concludes by maintaining that metadiscourse is closely connected to 

norms and conventions of the communities in which it is used because these norms 

determine the writer’s need to provide certain cues, as many as necessary, to ensure the 

reader’s understanding and acceptance of the propositional content.  
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Although Hyland’s (2005a; 2005b) model of classification provides a comprehensive 

account of interpersonal resources in texts, it is not without limitations. Hyland (2005a: 58) 

acknowledges that no classification will ever totally represent the fuzzy boundaries of the 

concept of metadiscourse. The reason is that any metadiscourse study deals only with 

explicit lexico-grammatical devices that can be clearly identified in texts (ibid.). However, 

this explicitness overtly shows the writer’s conscious choice to express his/her presence in 

the discourse (ibid.).  

Another limitation of MDMs classifications is the fact that they represent discrete 

categories that are imposed on the actual language use where particular MDMs can be 

multifunctional depending on their context of use (Hyland, 2005a: 59). For example, while 

code glosses signal the writer’s assessments of shared subject matter, they also indicate an 

authoritative position regarding the reader (ibid.). Thus, a classification scheme can only 

approximate the intricacy of natural language use (ibid.).  

The above discussion of the main broad interactive approaches to metadiscourse shows 

the similarities and differences between the various attempts to define and classify 

metadiscursive elements following different theoretical perspectives. While they all provide 

a functional classification of metadiscourse features and stress the importance of function 

over form as a main criterion in deciding what is metadiscourse, they differ in their 

theoretical perspectives.  

This study utilises Hyland’s (2005a; 2005b) interpersonal model of MDMs because I 

believe it is the best model to identify and describe the interactional MDMs in the Arabic 

and English STs and any translation shifts in their respective TTs. First, it clarifies the fuzzy 

nature of the concept of metadiscourse that arises from imprecise theoretical background of 

the earlier interactive models of metadiscourse. Second, Hyland’s (2005a; 2005b) taxonomy 

of interactional (interpersonal) metadiscourse neatly provides a comprehensive account of 

the types of MDMs that differentiates between the writer’s stance towards the text and 

his/her direct interaction with readers.  
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In Hyland’s interpersonal model of MDMs presented above, examples of each 

functional category are provided. However, the discussion above does not go into detail on 

how MDMs may be realised lexico-grammatically (i.e. formally) in texts, especially in the 

interactional category which is the focus of this study. So, in order to be able to identify 

interactional MDMs in the Arabic and English STs and relevant translation shifts in their 

respective TTs, the following sub-section will discuss the possible linguistic realisation of 

MDMs in light of the formal lexico-grammatical differences between English and Arabic. 

2.3.1 Differences in the linguistic realisation of interactional MDMs between English 

and Arabic 

The discussion in section (2.3) above focused on the functional classification of MDMs and 

examples of their linguistic realisations, as proposed by the major interactive models of 

metadiscourse in the literature that are mainly based on English. This sub-section is 

concerned with how the linguistic realisation (i.e. lexico-grammatical) of the functional 

categorisation of MDMs may differ between English and Arabic. In particular, I will only 

focus on the linguistic realisation of interactional MDMs as proposed by Hyland (2005a; 

2005b; 2001; 1998b; 1999b), because these markers are the object of this research. 

Interactional MDMs include two main types: MDMs that signal the writer’s ‘stance’ and 

those that signal the ‘reader engagement’ (Hyland, 2005b).  

With regard to hedges, boosters, attitude markers, and self-mentions that express the 

writer’s stance, Hyland (2005b: 178) states that these involve three main components that 

are evidentiality, affect and presence. Evidentiality refers to the writers’ explicit expression 

of commitment to the credibility of the propositions they present and their possible influence 

on the reader, and it covers the two categories of hedges and boosters (ibid.). Affect covers 

the category of attitude markers and it involves a range of personal attitudes towards what 

is said, including emotions and perspectives (ibid.). Hyland (ibid.) states that presence 
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basically reflects the extent to which writers choose to self-mention, namely overtly project 

themselves into the text via first-person self-reference (e.g. I, exclusive we).  

The grammatical realisations of evidentiality and affect in Hyland’s (2005b) category 

of MDMs of stance are mainly inspired by Biber and Finegan’s (1989) and later Biber el 

al.’s (1999) grammatical categorisation of stance. Biber and Finegan (1989: 93-94) define 

markers of evidentiality as those overt linguistic features that refer to “the speaker’s 

expressed attitudes towards knowledge: towards its reliability, the mode of knowing, and the 

adequacy of its linguistic expression”; whereas affect “involves the expression of a broad 

range of personal attitudes, including emotions, feelings, moods, and general dispositions”. 

Biber and Finegan (1989: 95) further classify these two features of stance based on semantic 

and grammatical criteria. So, while evidentiality include both doubt and certainty markers 

of stance, affect comprise positive and negative markers of stance. Grammatically, both 

features of stance are realised via lexical verbs, adverbs, adjectives and modal auxiliary 

verbs. See the following table for illustrations: 

Table 2.4 Major semantic and pragmatic categories of stance marking with examples of their 
grammatical realisations (Biber and Finegan, 1989: 98) 

Affect Evidentiality 

Positive  

Adjectives (I feel 
fortunate)  
Verbs (It really 
pleases me) 
Adverbs (happily, 
conveniently) 

Negative  

Adjectives 
(I am shocked)  
Verbs (I dread) 
Adverbs (alarmingly, 
disturbingly) 

Certainty  

Adjectives (obvious, 
true)  
Verbs (This 
demonstrates...)  
Adverbs (assuredly, 
indeed)  
Emphatics (for sure, 
really)  
Predictive modals 
(will, shall) 

Doubt  

Adjectives (alleged, 
dubious)  
Verbs (I assume; This 
indicates)  
Adverbs (perhaps, 
supposedly)  
Hedges (at about; 
maybe; sort of)  
Possibility modals 
(e.g. might, would) 
Necessity modals (e.g. 
ought to, should) 

Examples of adjectives and lexical verbs in the table above that signal affect and evidentiality 

occur in various syntactic frames, specifically complement clauses constructions (e.g. I/we 

+verb+ to and It+ be/seems/feels+ adjective [that]) (Biber and Finegan, 1989: 98).  
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In a later work, Biber et al. (1999: 973-975) elaborated on the above semantic 

classification and replaced the term evidentiality with epistemic stance and affect with 

attitudinal stance. They (ibid.: 975) also added a new semantic category called style of 

speaking stance that expresses how the speaker/writer comments on the communication 

itself. In addition, they (ibid.: 969-970) elaborated on the grammatical realisation of these 

markers of stance by distinguishing five grammatical devices: (1) auxiliary modals and semi-

modals, (2) stance adverbials, (3) stance complement clauses, (4) stance noun+ prepositional 

phrase, and (5) premodifying stance adverbs. Biber et al. (1999: 972-975) provide many 

authentic examples from The Longman Spoken and Written English Corpus (the LSWE 

corpus) 9 to illustrate the three categories of stance marking and their grammatical realisation 

such as the following: 

1. epistemic stance: when stance markers are utilised to comment on the information 

in a proposition and they can be used to mark certainty or doubt such as  

• Auxiliary modals and semi-modals: when they are used in their ‘extrinsic’ (or 

epistemic) meaning to signal certainty (e.g. He must have been really 

frightened when he died.) or doubt (e.g. I think you might be wrong.). 

• Stance adverbials: these can be a single adverb (e.g. Typically, the Urgonian 

limestones are thought of as rudist reef deposits.), a prepositional phrase (e.g. 

In fact it’s actually quite nice.), a hedge (e.g. Then we realised that you had 

to sort of like turn it off.), or comment clause (e.g. I’m going to feel lucky if 

my car isn’t towed, I think.) 

• Stance complement clause: these can be controlled by a noun (e.g. There 

was also a suggestion that the bidder may be a financial buyer), a verb 

(e.g. I know I can get off the bus; The great moment seems to be slipping 

 
9 The LSWE corpus contains over 40 million words of spoken and written texts representing four main 
registers that are conversations, fiction, news and academic prose (Biber et al. 1999: 24). 
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away), or an adjective (e.g. We can be certain that the differentiation of 

the division of labour inevitably produce a decline) 

• stance noun+ prepositional phrase (e.g. But there is a real possibility of a 

split within the Lithuanian party.)  

2. Attitudinal stance: when stance markers are used to express personal attitudes or 

emotions. 

• Auxiliary modals and semi-modals: when some are used in their ‘intrinsic’ 

(or deontic) meaning (e.g. Well he ought to talk to Nicola about that.) 

• Stance adverbials: these are mainly expressed by single adverb (e.g. 

Amazingly, the ghost disappeared after the exorcism.)   

• Stance complement clause: these can be controlled by a noun (e.g. These 

figures lead to an expectation that the main application area would be in 

the office environments), a verb (e.g. I wish it was Friday though), or an 

adjective (e.g. It’s amazing what they’re doing with them) 

•  stance noun+ prepositional phrase (e.g. The attack left them with a fear of 

going out at night.  

3. Style of speaking stance: when stance markers are used to comment on the 

communication itself: 

• Stance adverbials: these can be a single adverb (e.g. Honestly, I’ve got no 

patience whatsoever), prepositional phrase (e.g. Then, with all due respect, 

I must tell you that whether my daughter leaves home or not is none of your 

business), or adverbial clause (e.g. To put it bluntly, they have 

uncontrollable passion). 

• Stance complement clause (e.g. I swear there was a moon) 

Hyland’s (1998b: 356; 1999b: 108; 2005a: 221-222) lexico-grammatical categories of 

interactional MDMs of stance are mainly based on Biber and Finegan (1989) and Biber et 
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al. (1999). In the subcategory of boosters, Hyland (1998b: 356; 1999b: 108) includes 

categories such as modal auxiliaries (e.g. must, will), adverbials (e.g. definitely, in fact, 

indeed), epistemic verbs (e.g. show, know, demonstrate), adjectives (e.g. it is certain [that]), 

and nouns (e.g. the fact [that]) (ibid.).  For hedges, Hyland (1998b: 375; 2005a: 223-224) 

includes categories such as modal auxiliaries (e.g. may, could, would, should), adverbials 

(e.g. possibly, almost, apparently, in my opinion), epistemic verbs (e.g. seem, feel, appear, 

think), adjectives (e.g.  it is unclear [that]), and nouns (e.g. the probability is [that]).  

As for attitude markers, they are mostly expressed by attitude verbs (e.g. I agree, we 

prefer), necessity modals (e.g. should, have to, must), sentence adverbs (e.g. unfortunately, 

hopefully), and adjectives (appropriate, logical, remarkable) (Hyland, 1999b: 104). Finally, 

self-mentions that signal the ‘presence’ of the writer in texts are grammatically realised by 

the first-person pronouns (I, exclusive we) and their possessive and object forms (my, mine, 

our, us) as well as lexically via nouns like the author or the writer (Hyland 2005a: 222; 

2005b: 181).  

Engagements markers, as pointed out earlier, include reader-mentions, directives, 

questions, personal asides, and appeals to shared knowledge (Hyland, 2005b: 182). Reader-

mentions are grammatically realised through the first-person plural pronoun inclusive we and 

its possessive and object forms (i.e. our, us) and the second person pronoun you and its 

possessive form (your) (Hyland, 2005a: 223). Directives are realised by imperative 

constructions (e.g. consider, note, imagine) and by modals of obligation addressed to the 

reader (e.g. must, should, ought) (ibid.). Questions include both real questions that usually 

hold the reader’s interest at the end of texts, and rhetorical questions that are followed by the 

writer’s own answer (Hyland, 2001: 570). Personal asides are comments that are typically 

situated between dashes and parentheses where writers “address readers directly by briefly 

interrupting the argument to offer a comment on what has been said” (Hyland, 2005b: 183). 

Finally, appeals to shared knowledge are expressed by certain expressions that explicitly ask 
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readers to recognise something as familiar or accepted (e.g. we know that, it is well-known) 

(Hyland, 2001: 568). 

When applied to the Arabic language, functional categories of MDMs markers are 

grammatically realised mainly through the same lexico-grammatical structures as in English. 

However, two grammatical features are worth mentioning here due to differences in the 

grammatical systems between the two languages. These two grammatical features are 

‘auxiliary modal verbs’, found in the categories of boosters, hedges, attitude markers and 

directives and ‘personal pronouns’ found in self-mentions and reader-mentions.   

Generally speaking, modality is defined by Palmer as “the grammaticalization of 

speakers’ (subjective) attitudes and opinions”. According to Fowler (1985:73), modality in 

English can be expressed via a range of linguistic forms such as modal auxiliary verbs (e.g. 

may, shall, must), sentence adverbs (e.g. probably, certainly, regrettably), modal adjectives 

(e.g. necessary, unfortunate, certain), modal verbs and nominalizations (e.g. permit, predict, 

prove, obligation, likelihood, desirability, authority).  

Regarding modal auxiliaries in particular, the English language has nine central modal 

auxiliary verbs to mark English phrase verbs for modality: can, could, may, might, must, 

shall, should, will and would (Biber et al., 1999: 483). There are also marginal modal verbs 

(e.g. need (to), dare (to), ought to) and semi-modal expressions (e.g. have to, (have) got to, 

had better, be going to, suppose to) (ibid.: 484). Palmer (1990: 6-7) distinguishes three major 

categories of modal meaning: 

• epistemic modality: essentially makes ‘a judgement about the truth of the 

proposition’  

• dynamic modality: ‘concerned with the ability and volition of the subject of 

the sentence’ 

• deontic modality: ‘concerned with influencing actions, states or events’ 

This distinction is similar to Biber et al.’s (1999: 485) intrinsic and extrinsic modality 

where intrinsic modality refers to “actions and events that humans (or other agents) directly 
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control: meanings relating to permission, obligation, and volition (or intention)”, while 

extrinsic modality refers to “the logical status of events or states, usually relating to 

assessments of likelihood: possibility, necessity, or prediction”. Biber et al. (ibid.) group 

modal auxiliaries into three categories based on their meanings, noting that each modal can 

have two different meanings depending on the context (except for can/could that can have 

three meanings of permission, ability, or possibility): 

• Permission/ability/possibility: can, could, may, might.  

• Obligation/necessity: must, should, ought to, have (got) to, need to, be 

supposed to, (had) better. 

• Volition/prediction: will, would, shall, be going to. 

Palmer (1990: 10) suggests that both epistemic (or extrinsic) and deontic (intrinsic) 

modality in English are essentially subjective as they express the opinion or the attitude of 

the speaker. In their subjective epistemic interpretation, modals range between confidence 

in the truth of the proposition (e.g. must, will) and doubt (e.g. may, might, could, should, 

ought to) (Coates, 1983: 18-19). Similarly, in their subjective deontic (or intrinsic) meaning, 

modals range between strong obligation (e.g. must) and weak obligation (e.g. should) (ibid.: 

26). Furthermore, both epistemic and deontic modal auxiliary verbs can occur in ‘harmonic 

modal combination’ structures. The modal verb is in ‘harmonic combination’ when it co-

occurs with other modal expressions that ranges from those expressing certainty (e.g. 

certainly, definitely) to those expressing less confidence (e.g. I think, probably) (Coates, 

1983: 183). 

Specific functions of modal auxiliaries are found in conditional constructions in 

English (Palmer, 1990: 168). Conditional constructions in English typically comprise two 

clauses, the if-clause and the main clause (or the protasis and the apodosis respectively) 

(ibid.). The function of conditionals is to indicate that the truth of the proposition in the 

protasis is dependent on the truth of the proposition in the apodosis (ibid.). Depending on 

the verb tense of the sentence, conditionals can typically be categorised into real with present 
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tense in the protasis (e.g. If John comes, Bill will leave) and unreal with past tense in the 

protasis (e.g. If John came, Bill would leave) (Palmer, 2001: 207-208). The notional 

difference between these two conditionals is that the writer/speaker in the real conditional 

leaves the likelihood of the event in the protasis (i.e. John’s coming) open, while, in the 

unreal conditional, s/he indicates some doubt about the possibility of such event (ibid.). 

Another unreal conditional construction is called counter-factual and it is found in examples 

such as (If John had come, Mary would have left) where there is an indication of what would 

have happened if the situation had been different (Palmer, 1990: 170). Palmer (2001: 208) 

maintains that all the three constructions of conditional, real and unreal (including 

counterfactual), always require a modal auxiliary verb in the apodosis because they are 

‘predictive’ (i.e. they predict the occurrence of one event on condition of another).  

Compared to English, which has a fixed system of modal auxiliary verbs, modality in 

Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) is less grammaticalised and is signalled instead by various 

constructions (El-Hassan, 1990: 152; Al-Karooni, 1996: 85; Abdel-Fattah, 2005: 31; Farghal 

and Beqiri, 2012: 292). In other words, the Arabic “modal system” is not grammatical; 

rather, it is mostly lexical because any word, which expresses a modal meaning, can be part 

of the system regardless of its grammatical category (Abdel-Fattah 2005: 31). Therefore, 

when approaching Arabic modality from a linguistic and/or translational perspective, 

Farghal and Beqiri (2012: 293) argue that studies on modality in MSA (e.g. Zayed, 1984; 

EI-Hassan 1990; Abdel-Fattah 2005; Al-Karooni, 1996; Al-Qinai, 2008) are mostly based 

on theoretical concepts of the English modal system as a point of departure.  

Given the above, El-Hassan (1990: 164) adopts Palmer’s semantic approach to 

modality (i.e. epistemic vs deontic modality) and suggests that Arabic modality can be 

expressed by lexical and grammatical means such as a modal element (which is realised as 

a verb, a noun, an adjective, a particle, or a preposition) followed by an embedded sentence 

which is usually introduced by the complementisers ’an [to] or ’anna [that] (e.g. yumkinu 

’an /’anna [it is possible that/to]+ S  – where S  stands for the embedded sentence). So, 
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according to El-Hassan (ibid.: 151-156), epistemic modality can be expressed by derivatives 

of certain verb roots such as نكم  /m-k-n/ [can] (e.g. yumkinu [can]/ mina-l-mumkini [it is 

possible]), particles such as دق  qad [may], when followed by verb in present tense, and امبر   

rubbamā [may/perhaps], as well as idiomatic expressions such as lā budda (min) ʾan/ʾanna 

[literally: there is no avoiding of/that, which is equivalent to must when expressing strong 

epistemic necessity]. On the other hand, deontic modality in MSA can indicate the following 

meanings: 

• undertaking (i.e. a promise or a threat) which can be signalled by using the 

particle نل  lan [will not/shall not] or the particle of emphasis ل la followed 

sometimes by particle of futurity فوس  sawfa [shall]  

• permission which can be expressed by using noun, verbal, and prepositional 

constructions (e.g. bi-wus‘i-hi ’an / bi-’imkāni-hi ’an / yumkinu-hu ’an / la-

hu ’an [all in the meaning of he can or he may when indicates permission] 

• obligation which can be expressed by a prepositional construction (e.g. ھیلع 

نأ  ‘alay-hi ’an [literally: it is upon him to which is similar in meaning to have 

to in English]), verbal constructions with lexical modal verbs (e.g. نأ بجی  

yağibu (‘alay-hi) ’an [he must]; نأ يغبنی  yanbaġī ’an [should/ ought to]), and 

idiomatic expressions (e.g. lā budda (min) ʾan/ʾanna [literally: there is no 

avoiding of/that equivalent to must when expressing strong obligation) (El-

Hassan, 1990: 158-64).  

In addition, future particles in Arabic sawfa and prefixal sa- [both equivalent to will] 

and their negative form نل  lan [will not] have modal values such as prediction, intention 

(volition) and certainty depending on their context of use (Bahloul, 2008:118). While the 

auxiliary modal verb would, in its epistemic meaning in English, can refer to both past time 

(that involves back-shifted time reference) and tentative predictions (i.e. hedge) depending 

on the context (Biber et al., 1999: 485), MSA has a different construction for each case. 

When referring to past time, MSA use the copula kāna [be in past form] + sa- or sawfa 
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[will]+ the imperfect verb form. When referring to a tentative prediction that can be 

equivalent to the function of tentative epistemic would, MSA uses the idiomatic modal 

expression نأش نم X نأ  min shaʿni X ʾan [Literally: it is in the nature of X to] (Al-Obaidani, 

2015: 171). This modal expression indicates that the subject in the sentence has the 

propensity and the capability to cause what follows after the expression.   

Other modal markers in MSA are the two sentence-initial particles ʾinna and la-qad 

(both in the meaning of indeed or verily). According to Ryding (2005: 425), sentence-initial 

particle ʾinna has a truth intensifying function when used at the beginning of nominal 

sentences (i.e. sentences that start with nouns or pronouns). Although it is more frequently 

used in Classical Arabic than Modern Standard Arabic (MSA), it occurs occasionally in 

MSA (ibid). As for the particle la-qad, it consists of the assertive particle la and the particle 

qad. The particle qad is grammatically used with verbs in the past (or perfect) tense to 

confirm the aspect of the past verb in the verbal sentence (i.e. sentences that start with a 

verb) to indicate that the action had indeed happened (Ryding, 2005: 450). So, when it is 

prefixed with the assertive particle la, it adds emphasis to the verbal sentence (ibid.). 

However, when used with the present tense, it indicates a possibility of an action and is 

usually translated as may, might, or perhaps (ibid.). In her analysis of discourse markers in 

Arabic opinion articles, Al-kohlani (2010: 325) considers both la-qad and ʾinna as markers 

of certainty in the meaning of ‘certainly’ and ‘indeed’. 

Another type of modality in MSA can be found in conditionals (Al-Karooni, 1996: 

146). Similarly to English, typical conditional constructions in MSA consist of two clauses. 

The first one is called jumlat al-šarṭ (lit. the condition sentence) or the protasis that specifies 

the condition, and the second one is called jawab al-šarṭ (lit. the condition answer) or the 

apodosis that provides the result of the condition (Ryding, 2005). However, while, in 

English, different levels of probability of a conditional clause being fulfilled are signalled 

by the temporal/modal value of the verbs in the protasis and apodosis of the conditional 

structure (i.e. real vs unreal), in written MSA, they are signalled by the choice of the 
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condition particle in combination with verb forms (Holes, 2004: 294). Holes (2004: 293) 

states that “[t]he salient features of conditional sentences in MSA are the sequence of verb 

forms used and the particles used to introduce the conditional clause (the protasis) and, in 

some types of sentences, the answering clause (the apodosis)”.  

With regard to conditional particles in MSA, modern Arabic grammarians identify 

three main conditional particles, namely اذإ  ʾiḏā, نإ  ʾin, and ول  law, which are all roughly 

equivalent of the English if (Holes, 2004: 293; Ryding, 2005: 671-675).10 According to most 

MSA grammar books (e.g. Holes, 2004: 293; Ryding, 2005: 671-675; Badawi et al., 2004: 

637; Schulz, 2004: 189-194), the conditional meaning of اذإ  ʾiḏā and نإ  ʾin indicates that the 

proposition they introduce is in the realm of potential, while law ول  indicates that the 

proposition it presents is viewed as improbable or impossible (i.e. counterfactual). In other 

words, MSA grammarians distinguish between real conditionals, which are expressed by the 

particles ʾiḏā and ʾin, and unreal conditionals that are expressed by the particle law ‘if’. 

Regarding the tense of the verbs in MSA conditional constructions, the typical tense 

in the protasis is predominantly the past tense (but present tense in jussive mood is also 

possible), while the apodosis may or may not match the tense of the protasis as it may be in 

past, present or future tense (Badawi et al., 2004: 637; Ryding, 2005: 671). These two typical 

forms of verbs in the construction of conditionals in MSA are based on the traditional verbal 

forms found in Classical Arabic (Badawi et al., 2004: 636). Typically, in real conditionals 

with اذإ  ʾiḏā (if/when) and ʾin (if), the apodosis is often introduced by the connecting particle 

ول fa- (then), while in unreal conditionals with  ف   law (if), the apodosis is mostly introduced 

by the emphatic particle ل  la-, when the verb is in the past tense (i.e. counterfactual meaning) 

 
10 In Classical Arabic (CLA), the two main hypothetical conditional particles are ʾ in and law where ʾ in indicates 
that events in the protasis are possible and highly likely to occur, while law indicates events that are contrary 
to fact or impossible (Badawi et al., 2004: 636). As for ʾiḏā, it is originally a temporal adverbial in the meaning 
of ‘at the time of’ (equivalent to English when) in CLA, but it went through a historical change and acquired 
the meaning of ʾin (if) in MSA where they both are used interchangeably, with ʾiḏā used more frequently than 
‘in (ibid.).  
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(Cantarino, 1975: 320). Both connecting particles emphasise the protasis as a consequence 

in time or effect of the condition (Cantarino, 1975: 360). 

However, Badawi et al. (2004: 638) point out that their analysed examples of 

conditionals in MSA show some flexibility in their syntax (specifically in the apodosis), 

which leads to problems of syntactic instability and conspicuous calque structures. This is 

reflected in conditional-type sentences which do not follow the typical traditional 

grammatical rules. For example, ول  law (if) may lose its unreal quality and indicate a real 

potential conditional meaning, similar to اذإ  ʾiḏā and نإ  ʾin (if), when the verb in the protasis 

is in the past tense, whereas the verb in the apodosis is in the present or future tense (Badawi 

et al., 2004: 647-648). Furthermore, in addition to its pure conditional function, ʾiḏā (if), can 

indicate its classical temporal function (i.e. when or whenever) (see footnote 10 above) in 

the basic construction, where the verb is in the past in both the protasis and apodosis and 

when the context indicates past or present habitual (Badawi et al., 2004: 661). Consider the 

following two examples from Badawi et al. (2004: 653-661): 

ةریبك ةلصب نوناقلا ةنھم وأ بطلا ةنھم وأ ةسدنھلا ىلإ تمی لا ھنأ اندجو صخشلا اذھ لمع انللح اذإ .1  

If [ʾiḏā] we analyse the work of this person, we will find that it does not relate very 

closely to the professions of engineering, medicine or law 

  ھبلق برط لیللا ءودھ يف رجفلا ناذأ عمس اذإ .2

When [ʾiḏā] he hears the dawn prayer call in the calm of the night his heart rejoices 

Both examples have the basic conditional construction (both verbs in the protasis and 

apodosis are in the past), but the context in the first example indicates a pure conditional 

meaning of اذإ ʾiḏā (i.e. similar to English if) in which both verb forms have future 

interpretations, while the context in the second example indicates a pure temporal present 

habitual sense (i.e. similar to English when). The particle ʾiḏā can also imitate the syntax of 

the particle law by introducing the apodosis with the emphatic la- that indicates an unreal 

meaning (ibid.: 656).  
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Sartori (2011: 20) suggests that the flexibility and changes in the syntax of the apodosis 

of hypothetical conditionals in MSA, which do not follow the typical traditional grammatical 

rules, are most likely due to the influence of European languages like French and English. 

He argues that most grammar works on MSA lack a systematic description of these changes 

as they tend to present examples (mostly invented) that follow the traditional grammatical 

rules (ibid.: 6). He adds that, even when authentic examples are used and the syntactic 

changes are highlighted such as in the work of Badawi et al. (2004: 635-63) (see above), 

they are not actually organised into a coherent system (ibid.). Therefore, Sartori (2011) 

proposes a systematic framework to identify various hypothetical conditional structures in 

MSA based on 283 hypothetical conditional structures taken from a literary corpus of 8 

novels written by Arab writers. The corpus diachronically covers the period from 1963 to 

2005 so that it includes novelists born after the 1930s when the second generation of the 

Nahḍa11 era and its influence on the Arabic language can be seen, and at a time when the 

influence of European languages on it must have been already widely felt (Sartori, 2011: 1). 

Based on the analysed 283 hypothetical conditional structures with ʾiḏā اذإ , ʾin نإ , and law ول , 

Sartori (2011: 3) observed that various verb forms of apodoses that do not adhere to the 

traditional grammatical rules of the verb forms in Arabic conditional structures, are evident 

in the corpus. In addition, it appears that the use of connecting particle ف fa- (then) for real 

conditionals and the emphatic particle ل la- for unreal conditional in the apodosis are mostly 

optional and not systematic (ibid.: 3-4). Sartori’s (2011) schematic framework of the verbal 

forms in relation to their conditional particles in the hypothetical conditional system in MSA 

can be summarised as followed: 

 
11 According to Laroui (1976: vii), the term Nahḍa (lit. rise) refers to “a vast political and cultural movement 
that dominate[d] the period of 1850 to 1914. Originating in Syria and flowering in Egypt, the Nahda sought 
through translation and vulgarization to assimilate the great achievements of modern European civilization, 
while reviving the classical Arab culture that antedates the centuries of decadence and foreign domination.” 
Such era witnessed the emergence of MSA under the influence of the spread of literacy, the inception of 
journalism, the concept of universal education, and exposure to Western writing practices and styles (e.g. 
novels, short stories, plays and editorials) (Ryding, 2005: 4). 
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Table 2.5 Verbal forms in relation to their conditional particles in the hypothetical conditional system 
in MSA (Sartori, 2011: 7- 18) 

The 

conditional 

particle 

protasis apodosis Conditional meaning 

Equivalent English 

structure (protasis, 

apodosis) 

نإ  ʾin (if) Past tense Past tense Potential/real  If + present tense, will 
+ base form 

Present tense Present tense Potential/real If + present tense, will 
+ base form 

Past tense Future tense Potential/real If + present tense, will 
+ base form 

اذإ  ʾiḏā (if) Past tense Past tense Present unreal (or past 
temporal) * 

 If + past tense, would 
+base form (or If/when 
+ past tense, past tense 

Past tense (fa-) Present 
tense 

Potential/real (or 
present temporal) * 

if + present simple, 
will + base form) 

Past tense (fa-) Future 
tense 

Potential/real If + present tense, will 
+ base form 

ول  law (if) Past tense Present tense Potential/real If + present tense, will 
+ base form 

Past tense (fa-) Future 
tense 

Present unreal (or 
potential/real) * 

If + past tense, would 
+base form (or If + 
present tense, will + 
base form 

Past tense (la-) past tense Past unreal 
(counterfactual) 

If + past perfect, 
would have + past 
participle 

* Cases in such construction are ambiguous and the choice between the two meanings depends 

on the context 

Sartori (2011: 20) states that, as shown in the table above, the past form in the protasis 

retains its neutral temporal value to indicate that the statement is made in the framework of 

a hypothetical system. However, the apodosis has a tense value that allows a distinction 

between the hypothetical statuses (i.e. real vs unreal) in MSA (ibid.). The main difference 

that the verb form in the apodosis shows, in comparison to traditional uses, involves the 

function of اذإ  ʾiḏā (if/when) and ول  law (if). Sartori (2011: 20) found that there is a new form 

of future tense (equivalent to the English form will+ the base verb) in the apodosis of اذإ  ʾiḏā 

(if/when). This new form indicates the potential/real meaning instead of the past form that 

seems to indicate a present unreal meaning in the analysed corpus of modern literary texts 

(ibid.). As for ول  law (if), in addition to its counterfactual unreal meaning with the past form, 
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there is a new form of future tense that indicates a present unreal meaning (equivalent to the 

English form would+ the base verb) (ibid.: 21). In addition, a new potential/real meaning of 

law is found in the present tense form of the verb in the apodosis (equivalent to the English 

form will+ the base verb) (ibid.). In this study, Sartori’s (2011) framework of hypothetical 

conditionals in MSA will be followed to account for some of the findings in the comparative 

analysis of the translation of modal auxiliaries between Arabic and English. 

Apart from the differences in the grammatical realisation of modality between Arabic 

and English, grammatical differences regarding the personal pronouns which are used as 

MDMs of engagement in both languages are also worth considering. The main difference 

involves the second-person pronoun you (see table 2.6 below).  

Table 2.6 First-person and second-person pronouns in Arabic and English 

English personal 

pronoun 

Corresponding Arabic 

pronoun(s)12 

Meaning of the Arabic pronoun 

I انأ  /’anā/ First person singular (gender neutral) 

We نحن  /naḥnu/ First person plural (gender neutral) 

you تَنأ  /’anta/ Second person singular masculine 

تِنأ  /’anti/  Second person singular feminine   

امتنأ  /’antumā/ Second person dual masculine and 

feminine   

متنأ  /’antum/ Second person plural masculine 

نتنأ  /’antunna/ Second person plural feminine 

As can be seen in the table above, unlike English in which the personal pronoun you 

is gender and number neutral, Arabic second person pronoun includes both masculine and 

feminine forms as well as singular, plural and dual forms. Personal pronouns I and we, 

 
12 Based on their morphological properties, this set of personal pronouns are called ‘free pronouns’ since 
pronouns in Arabic are either free or bound (Badawi et al., 2004: 44). On the difference between free and 
bound pronouns, Holes (2004) states: 

 ...there are two sets of pronominal forms: a set of free morphemes that are written as separate words 
and that generally occur only in the position of grammatical subject (but may be used appositionally in 
other than subject position) and a set of bound pronominal clitic that can be suffixed to verbs, nouns, 
prepositions, and particles of various types and that may function as the grammatical object, indirect 
object, or possessor of the word to which they are suffixed. (Holes, 2004: 177) 
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however, are similar to Arabic ’anā and naḥnu respectively in their gender and number 

reference. 

In the Arabic grammatical gender system, the masculine gender is considered the 

unmarked form, while the feminine gender is the marked one (Al-kohlani, 2016: 20). Thus, 

when writers refer to readers in Arabic written texts, there are typically two unmarked forms 

to choose from to refer to readers by second-person pronouns. The choice between these two 

unmarked forms would depend on the formality of the text. Writers in Arabic tend to choose 

the singular masculine second-person pronoun to indicate informality, and the plural 

masculine second-person pronoun to indicate formality (Al-Qinai, 2000: 514). This 

grammatical difference between the forms of the second person pronoun in Arabic is 

important to consider in the comparative analysis between the STs and the TTs within the 

category of engagement MDMs in this study. 

In sum, this sub-section presented the lexico-grammatical realisation of MDMs, as 

proposed by Hyland (2005a; 2005b) with a focus on some formal differences between Arabic 

and English languages and with particular reference to the two grammatical features of 

modal auxiliary verbs and personal pronouns. It was noticed that such differences will have 

a bearing on the comparative analysis of the translation of MDMs into and from Arabic and 

English.  

However, formal linguistic differences and similarities between Arabic and English 

regarding the way MDMs is linguistically realised are not the only factors to be considered 

in the analysis of MDMs between the two languages. The type and use of metadiscourse is 

not only language- but also genre-dependent (Hyland, 2005a: 87-137). The next section 

focuses on the notion of genre with reference, firstly, to the concept itself and its distinction 

from the concept of text-type, secondly, to the definitions and characteristics of newspaper 

opinion genres and, finally, to the specific features of Arabic and English newspaper opinion 

genres as argumentative/persuasive texts with a focus on cross-linguistic/cross-cultural 

variations in such genres between the two languages.    
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2.4 Genre and text type 

Given that metadiscourse consists of rhetorical features that are used in writing to convey 

discourse organisation, writer’s stance and attitude as well as readers’ engagement, it is only 

reasonable to consider that writers would utilise such features differently, depending on the 

context in which they are used. According to Hyland (1998a: 438), metadiscourse is shaped 

by the contexts in which it occurs and is closely related to the expectations and norms of 

particular cultural and professional communities. Therefore, since their emergence in the 

1980s, studies on metadiscourse have analysed metadiscourse within certain genres, mainly 

in English as well as other languages (whether mono-linguistically or cross-linguistically), 

as an essential contextual aspect that influence the way MDMs are used. Some examples of 

metadiscourse studies on different genres are found in the domains of academic writing [e.g. 

postgraduate dissertations (Hyland and Tse, 2004); textbooks (Hyland, 1999a); research 

articles (Dahl, 2004; Peacock, 2006; Hu and Cao, 2015)], advertising [e.g. Fuertes-Olivera 

et al., 2001], journalistic writing [e.g. editorials (Le, 2004); opinion articles (Dafouz-Milne, 

2008); popular science and opinion articles (Fu and Hyland, 2014); news reports (Yazdani 

et al., 2014)], business writing [e.g. CEO’s letters and directors’ annual reports (Hyland, 

1998c); business emails (Carrió-Pastor and Calderón, 2015)] to name just a few. These 

studies of metadiscourse in different genres involve analysing MDMs in different text types 

(e.g. research articles are mainly argumentative texts). But what do the concepts of genre 

and text type mean?  

The two notions of ‘genre’ and ‘text type’ have been used in linguistics to classify 

texts. Regarding the concept of genre, it has been defined differently in the field of applied 

linguistics depending on the adopted theoretical framework. The most frequently cited 

definitions of genre in the literature of genre studies refer to three main traditions that are 

New Rhetoric, Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) and English for Specific Purposes 

(ESP) (cf. Hyon, 1996). The main difference among the three approaches lies in the emphasis 

they give, in their analysis of genres, to either context or text. In some of them, as in the New 
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Rhetoric approach, the focus is on the ethnographic investigation of context (i.e. social 

communities) in determining texts. In others, such as in the SFL approach, the emphasis is 

on the ways that texts are organised to reflect and construct these communities. In others 

still, such as in the ESP approach, both text and context are taken into account (Hyland, 

2002: 114-115). Within the New Rhetoric approach, Miller, for example, (1984:31) defines 

genre as “typified rhetorical actions based on recurrent situations”. Within the SFL theory, 

Martin (1984: 25) defines genre as a “staged, goal-oriented, purposeful activity in which 

speakers engage as members of our culture”. Within the ESP approach, genre is defined by 

Swales (1990) as:  

a class of communicative events, the members of which share some set of communicative 

purposes. The purposes are recognized by the expert members of the parent discourse 

community, and thereby constitute the rationale for the genre. This rationale shapes the 

schematic structure of the discourse and influences and constrains choice of content and 

style… In addition to purpose, exemplars of a genre exhibit various patterns of similarity in 

terms of structure, style, content and intended audience. (Swales, 1990: 58) [emphasis added] 

The central interrelated concepts in the ESP definition of genre are communicative 

purpose and discourse community. The communication purpose here is the decisive criterion 

to set apart different genres (Swales,1990: 58; see also Bhatia, 1993) in that it influences the 

schematic structure and choice of lexico-grammatical features. In addition, genre here is 

considered from the perspective of discourse community where writer, reader, and social 

contexts are linked together as they determine the communicative purpose. A discourse 

community is a group of individuals who are identified through six characteristics that are: 

1) a discourse community has a broadly agreed set of common public goals; 2) it has 

mechanisms of intercommunication among its members. 3) it uses its participatory 

mechanisms primarily to provide information and feedback; 4) it utilises and hence 

possesses one or more genres; 5) it has acquired some specific lexis; 6) it has a threshold 

level of members with a suitable degree of relevant content and discoursal expertise who can 
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pass on knowledge of shared goals and communicative purposes to new members (Swales, 

1990: 24-27). In other words, genre is viewed as a social occasion that is shaped by a set of 

features that are perceived as being appropriate to such social occasion (Hatim and Mason, 

1990: 140). So, a genre as a social occasion, shows how we do things with language when 

we, for example, write letters to the editor, letters of job application, or personal letters (ibid.: 

142). 

Hyland (2013: 2283) points out that this social or community-based orientation to 

writing highlights the idea that we communicate as members of social groups, each with its 

own norms, categorizations, sets of conventions, and ways of doing things. Since this study 

compares the use of interactional MDMs between Arabic and English opinion articles 

(which belong to two different socio-cultural contexts) and how these markers were 

conveyed in translation between these two languages, Swales’ definition of genre is adopted 

here. The reason is that it considers how recurrent lexico-grammatical choices are influenced 

by particular discourse communities whose members share broad social purposes. So, 

opinion articles as a genre in this study are considered as a type of communicative event (i.e. 

newspaper opinion article) the members of which (i.e. professional columnists/writers and 

their readers) share a communicative purpose (i.e. comment on recent events of different 

topics to persuade the readers of the newspaper of their point of view). This communicative 

purpose is achieved through recurrent distinctive text structure and certain lexico-

grammatical patterns (e.g. metadiscourse markers). 

While the concept of genre is understood here as a class of communicative events that 

are conventionally shaped by a particular communicative purpose or a set of purposes, as 

recognised by a discourse community, the notion of ‘texts type’, is understood as “a 

conceptual framework which enables us to classify texts in terms of communicative 

intentions serving an overall rhetorical purpose” [Emphasis added] (Hatim and Mason, 

1990: 140). For example, the communicative intention (or communicative function) of a text 
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producer may be to persuade but, in order to achieve persuasion, s/he may choose one or 

more rhetorical purpose(s) such as narrating, describing, or arguing (ibid.: 145).  

Various text typologies have been proposed, each addressing texts from a different 

parameter. Most have focused on functional parameters (i.e. the overall communicative 

function of a text) or ‘the rhetorical purpose’ (e.g., Werlich, 1976; Beaugrande and Dressler, 

1981), while others have concentrated on both formal linguistic and functional parameters 

(e.g. Biber, 1988; 1989). From a translation perspective, which is the main focus of this 

study, two influential models of text types were proposed by Reiss (1971/2000) and Hatim 

and Mason (1990). Reiss (1971/2000) developed a typology of texts based on three 

communicative functions, that are informative, expressive, and appellative text types. Based 

on Werlich’s (1976) five text types (description, narration, exposition, argumentation and 

instruction), Hatim and Mason (1990: 152-158) developed three main text types and their 

sub-types based on the rhetorical purpose they realise. These text-types are argumentative 

texts (including through-argument and counter-argument), expository texts (further 

subdivided into narration and description) and instructive texts (with option such as manuals 

and recipes or without option such as contracts and legislative texts).  

Hatim and Mason (1990: 146) state that naturally occurring texts are often 

‘multifunctional’ (i.e. they show features of more than one rhetorical purpose), yet in many 

cases one of the purposes is the dominant one and the others are subsidiary. For example, in 

the genre of news reports, the dominant text-type would typically be narrative, but an 

evaluative argumentative element would also be present to a greater or lesser extent (ibid.). 

According to Hatim and Mason’s (1990) text typology, the genre of opinion articles analysed 

in this study can be classified as argumentative texts since the dominant text-type would 

typically be argumentative.   

The argumentative text-type, according to Hatim and Mason (1990: 153-154) involves 

the evaluation of beliefs and/or concepts. Following Beaugrande and Dressler (1981), Hatim 

and Mason (1990: 154) define argumentative texts as “those utilized to promote the 
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acceptance or evaluation of certain beliefs or ideas as true vs. false, or positive vs. negative. 

Conceptual relations such as reason, significance, volition, value and opposition should be 

frequent…”. Hatim and Mason (1990: 152-153) and Hatim (1997: 39) differentiate between 

two main types of argumentative text structures namely through-argumentation and counter-

argumentation. On the one hand, through-argumentation starts with stating a thesis to be 

argued and then provides substantiation for this thesis through the text without any explicit 

reference to an adversary (Hatim, 1997: 39). On the other hand, the counter-argument starts 

with a summary of another parson’s statement followed by a counter claim, a substantiation 

to outline the grounds of the opposition and eventually a conclusion (ibid.: 40). The 

following two diagrams illustrate the structure of the two sub-types of argumentative texts: 

THROUGH-ARGUMENTATION 

  

   ↓Thesis to be argued through  

   ↓Substantiation  

     Conclusion  

 

 

COUNTER-ARGUMENTATION 

 

↓Thesis cited to be opposed 

            ↓Opposition 

↓Substantiation 

    Conclusion 

 

Figure 2.1 Types of main argumentation structures (Adapted from Hatim, 1997: 39-40) 
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The counter-argumentation is further divided into two subtypes that are the balance and the 

explicit concessive. In the balance sub-type, the arguer can indicate, explicitly or implicitly, 

the contrastive shift between what might be seen as a claim or counter-claim (ibid.: 40). As 

for the explicit concessive subtype, the arguer explicitly signals the counter claim using a 

concessive (e.g. although, while, despite etc.). 

The discussion of ‘genre’ and ‘text types’ above shows that, although distinct, the two 

notions are interrelated. Genres can be considered to be something that text types cut across 

(Trosborg, 1997:12). Not only genres may employ more than one text-type (e.g. news 

reports), but also one text-type may be found in more than one genre (e.g. argumentative text 

type may be found in debates, political speeches, editorials, opinion articles, etc.) (ibid.). As 

argued by Biber (1989: 6), text types and genres are clearly to be distinguished, as 

linguistically distinct texts within a genre may represent different text types, while 

linguistically similar texts from different genres may represent a single text type.  

Now that the two concepts of genre and text types have been defined and distinguished, 

the next section will focus on a general description of newspaper opinion genres to which 

the genre analysed in this study belong. The discussion is then narrowed down to focus on 

the similarities and differences in opinion genres (particularly editorials and opinion articles) 

between Arabic and English, regarding the structural and linguistic characteristics that are 

conventionally associated with such genres in the two cultural settings in which the Arabic 

and English opinion articles in this study are produced.  

2.5 Opinion genres in newspapers  

In order to better define and understand the genre of opinion articles, which is the focus of 

this study, it is important to discuss it in light of its position within the opinion genres in 

newspaper discourse. According to Bell (1991: 13), in a newspaper, anything other than 

advertising is mainly considered ‘editorial’. Bell (ibid.) categorises the content of ‘editorial’, 
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which is mostly written 13, into three broad main sections that are ‘service information’, 

‘news’, and ‘opinion’. As the name indicates, ‘service information’ provides information 

about events such as sports results, weather forecasts, share prices and they usually have the 

layout of lists in their related news sections (e.g. sports or business pages) (ibid.). ‘News’ 

sections include reports and articles about events (e.g. political, economic, sports, 

entertainment, etc.) that have occurred or come to light since the previous issue of a 

newspaper (Bell, 1991: 14). As for the ‘opinion’ section, it provides views and comments 

on certain issues that are deemed important to comment on, and it typically consists of the 

genres of ‘editorials’ (or ‘leaders’ in British newspapers), ‘opinion articles’14 (‘columns’ in 

Bell’s term), and ‘letters to the editors’ (ibid.: 13). The three typical opinion genres included 

in such section have similarities and differences regarding their formal and functional 

features. For the purpose of this study, the following discussion will only focus on 

‘editorials’ and ‘opinion articles’. 

 As a genre of newspaper media discourse, the ‘editorial’ is a public mass 

communicated type of opinion discourse that expresses the newspaper’s own views on an 

issue or event that it deems important and it is written by the newspaper’s editor or editorial 

board (Bell, 1991: 13; van Dijk, 1996; Greenberg, 2000: 520). This definition of editorials 

indicates that opinions expressed by editorials are generally institutional, not personal, as 

they reflect the views of the newspaper as an institution. They are often presented in a fixed 

distinctive place in the newspaper (usually the front section) and they have restricted length, 

a typical header as well as certain page layout that may differ from one newspaper to another 

(van Dijk, 1992: 244). According to van Dijk (1992: 244), editorials have several 

interconnected interactional, cognitive, socio-cultural and political functions that can be 

described as follows: 

 
13 Editorial content may also be visual (e.g. pictures) or have subsidiary language content (e.g. cartoons, graphs) 
(Bell, 1991: 13) 
14 Other terms such as ‘op-ed’ [an abbreviation of ‘opposite the editorial’], ‘opinion columns’, and ‘comment 
articles’ may also be used to refer to newspaper opinion texts that are signed by individual writers, but the term 
‘newspaper opinion articles’ will be adopted throughout this study for consistency. 
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• Firstly, in the framework of communicative interaction, newspaper editors 

intend to influence the social cognitions of the readers; thus, they primarily 

have an argumentative and persuasive purpose.  

• Secondly, by influencing the social cognitions of the readers, editors attempt 

to reproduce their own (group) attitudes and ideologies among the public at 

large.  

• Thirdly, however, editorials are usually not only, and even not primarily, 

directed at the common reader. Actually, they tend to directly or indirectly 

address influential news actors, viz., by evaluating the actions of such actors 

or by recommending alternative courses of action. Consequently, the readers 

are rather observers than addressees of this type of discourse of one of the 

power elites, viz., the press, directed at other power elites, typically the 

politicians.  

• Fourthly, this means that editorials are functioning politically as an 

implementation of power, that is, as strategic moves in the legitimation of the 

dominance of a specific elite formation or in the maintenance of power 

balances between different elite groups in society. 

All of these functions show the significant and powerful role of editorials in not only 

influencing the opinions and actions of general public, but also influencing the opinions and 

actions of governmental actors and institutions.   

According to van Dijk (1996), the most prominent feature of opinion discourse is that 

opinions are supported by a sequence of arguments and hence ‘opinion discourse is 

argumentative’, which makes the genre of editorials typically argumentative texts. 

Consequently, the language of editorials (and other opinion genres in a newspaper) tends to 

be used in distinct conventional schematic structure, style and common linguistic features to 

express the writer(s)’ opinion in a persuasive way. Given their persuasive/argumentative 

nature, editorials “reflect the writing preferences of their background cultural context and 
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language”, and hence differ among languages and cultures (Farrokhi & Nazemi, 2015: 155). 

For example, van Dijk (1993: 265; see also 1996) states that writer(s) of English editorials 

formulate their opinions about a certain event or issue by typically following conventional 

schematic structure that can be presented as followed: 

• A subjective summary of the issue or event  

• An evaluation of the issue or event 

• A conclusion or moral (e.g. recommendation, advice, or warning) that is usually 

addressed to prominent news actors who are responsible for decision making. 

Opinions expressed in this schematic structure are supported by a series of arguments 

that tend to be characterised by certain lexico-grammatical features. In the first part of this 

schematic structure, the issue or event to be argued for or against is briefly presented. Van 

Dijk (1996) suggests that this may be expected to happen through factual statements, 

although the summary of an event or issue might be expressed through evaluative lexical 

choices. The second part focuses on expressing negative or positive opinions about the issue 

that can be expressed either explicitly or implicitly, while the third part usually appeals for 

action (ibid.). For example, in their quantitative and qualitative comparison of linguistic 

variation between English editorials and news reports as newspaper genres, Biber and 

Conrad (2009: 124-125) found that editorials are characterised by frequent use of specific 

linguistic features that are far less frequent in news reports. These linguistic features are 

frequently utilised in editorials to explicitly signal the specific persuasive purpose of such 

genre (i.e. stating an opinion and arguing for it by evaluating what happened and 

recommending what should happen) (ibid.). For instance, editorials significantly included 

more modal verbs compared to news reports, especially deontic verbs that direct people to 

certain actions and predictive verbs that predict events or possible consequences (ibid.: 125). 

In addition, editorials tend to include a high number of hypothetical conditional 

constructions (ibid.). As pointed out above, preferences for certain linguistic features to 
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construct arguments and achieve persuasion in editorials can vary among languages and 

cultures (see 2.5.1 below).  

Opinion articles mostly appear in the opinion pages opposite the editorial and reflect 

the opinion of a recurring single individual writer employed by the newspaper or an 

individual linked to an affiliated news outlet (Greenberg, 2000: 520). Opinion articles can 

also be written by guest columnists who can be accredited experts outside the media industry 

but who have specialised status within the newspaper institution (e.g. politicians, leading 

academic researchers) (ibid.). Opinion articles have the communicative function of 

commenting on recent events in different contexts (e.g. economic, social, and political) to 

persuade the readers of the personal point of view of the writer (Alonso Belmonte, 2007: 2). 

Although writers of opinion articles express their own personal view on certain issues or 

events, it is argued that they are usually “guided by the political leanings of the newspaper” 

(Wahl-Jorgensen, 2008: 70), and their opinions are commonly associated with the views of 

the newspaper as ‘an elite’ institution (Greenberg, 2000: 520). Just like editorials, it can be 

said that opinion articles establish interactional relations between writers and readers that 

involve a persuasive function and thus play a key role in influencing not just the general 

public opinion but also governmental actors and institutions.  

With regard to how the persuasive communicative function of opinion articles as 

argumentative texts is realised in language, it is expected that they would share the same 

schematic structure and linguistic features typical of editorials, considering that they both 

share similar communicative function. Regarding their schematic structure, Murphy and 

Morley (2006: 202), in their corpus-based study of American and British newspaper texts of 

reporting (i.e. news reporting) and commenting (i.e. editorials and opinion articles), suggest 

that both opinion articles and editorials tend to follow the same schematic structure proposed 

by van Dijk (see page 54 above). In addition, Murphy and Morley (2006: 204-207) found 

that opinion articles are generally similar to editorials in their explicit and more frequent use 

of linguistic expressions of opinion that are typical of argumentative/persuasive texts, when 
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compared to the genre of news reports (that is characterised by implicit and less frequent use 

of such expressions of opinions). The linguistic features that were identified and analysed 

by Murphy and Morley (ibid.) as indicators of argumentative/persuasive function in their 

comparison between commentaries and news reporting, are modal auxiliaries (predictive, 

necessity and probability) and the grammatical patterns It is + evaluative expression + 

that/to.  

However, Murphy and Morley (2006: 208-212) found quantitative differences 

between editorials and opinion articles. For example, in a keyword15 analysis, it was found 

that opinion articles included considerably more personal pronouns, cognitive verbs (e.g. 

think, suppose, know), and adverbials of doubt and certainty (e.g. perhaps, definitely) 

compared to editorials (ibid.). Murphy and Morley (2006: 211) suggest that the difference 

in the use of personal pronouns indicates that opinion articles maintain more social relations 

with readers, and a consequent similarity to spoken language. Editorials, on the other hand, 

included more necessity modals (e.g. must, should, ought), It is + evaluative expression + 

that/to patterns with the adjectives vital and clear, and discourse markers (e.g. yet, however, 

also) compared to opinion articles (ibid.: 208-212). This difference suggests that the 

structure of editorials is more strictly argumentative and shows a more authoritative tone 

through a greater use of necessity modals compared to opinion articles (ibid.: 211).  

To sum up, as main genres of opinion discourse in newspapers, editorials and opinion 

articles share the same communicative purpose which is to persuade the readers with the 

point of view that is argued for or against. However, while editorials reflect the opinion of 

the newspaper as an institution, opinion articles reflect the personal opinion of an individual 

writer. The communicative purpose provides the rationale for each genre and, in turn, helps 

to shape its internal structure in a conventional way within a discourse community (Swales, 

1990: 58). So, we find that the two genres typically share the same schematic structure that 

 
15 A keyword, as defined in the corpus analysis tools of WordSmith software, is a word (or word cluster) that 
is found to occur with unusual frequency in a given text or set of texts (Scott, 2010: 149). 
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reflects their argumentative/persuasive function, that is stating what the case is or what 

happened, express an opinion and arguing for it by evaluating what happened, and 

recommending what should happen or predicting what might happen.  

As the present study focuses specifically on opinion articles as newspaper opinion 

genre, the following subsection goes on to further investigate differences and/or similarities 

in the conventional characteristics of opinion genres (i.e. opinion articles and editorials) with 

specific reference to English and Arabic, which are the focus of this study.  

2.5.1 English and Arabic newspaper opinion genres  

In the above section, it has been established that both editorials and opinion articles have the 

communicative purpose of persuading the reader to accept the validity of the writer(s)’ point 

of view through the rhetorical means of argumentation. Hence, newspaper opinion genres 

are typically considered argumentative text types. Given that the way argumentative texts 

are structured and the way certain linguistic patterns are used are influenced by the genre 

conventions and the writers’ writing preferences based on their background language and 

socio-cultural context, argumentative texts differ across languages and cultures (Hatim and 

Mason, 1997:  111). So, since the two languages and cultures of the opinion articles 

investigated in this study are very different, this section will shed light on how these 

differences may influence the argumentative conventions and structures in the opinion 

articles produced in the two different settings.   

Just like in the English opinion texts discussed in 2.5 above, the schematic structure of 

Arabic opinion texts (e.g. editorials, opinion articles) includes three main constituents: 1) 

situation and thesis (i.e. background of the issue or event and thesis); 2) evaluation followed 

by substantiation; 3) and exhortative conclusion of what should happen and how it should 

happen (El-Shiyab, 1990: 249; Al-Kohlani, 2010: 210). However, the way arguments are 

structured within this schematic structure differs between Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) 

and English. According to Hatim and Mason (1997: 111), the preference of a certain 
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argumentation structure (i.e. counter-argumentation vs. through-argumentation), in order to 

convince an audience, varies between English and Arabic. Based on their contrastive 

analyses and translation research between Arabic and English argumentative texts (mainly 

newspaper opinion texts), Hatim and Mason (ibid.) found that, although both counter-

argumentation and through argumentation are present in both languages, there is a significant 

tendency in the English texts towards counter-argumentation, specifically the ‘balance 

argumentation’ subtype, while there is a preference for through-argumentation in the Arabic 

texts (ibid.) (see also Hatim, 1997: 44-45). Hatim and Mason (1997: 113) suggest that this 

difference may be influenced by cross-cultural differences regarding pragmatic factors such 

as power relations, politeness, and attitude to truth that are determined by socio-political 

contexts.  

For example, from the perspective of cross-cultural communication and in relation to 

the notion of ‘power’16, Hatim and Mason (1997:116) argue that “to exclude the opponent 

(as in through-argumentation) is to exercise power, to include him or her (as in counter-

argumentation) is to cede power”. They (ibid.) suggest that, within the rhetorical and cultural 

conventions of English, ceding power, even if insincerely, enhances credibility, while in 

Arabic, this relinquishing of power tends to be assumed as lacking in credibility and hence 

unconvincing. 

The same observation about the preference of Arabic and English argumentative texts 

towards through-arguments and counter-arguments respectively was also made by Al-

Kohlani (2010: 216). In her analysis of the argumentative structure of 50 Arabic opinion 

articles, she (ibid) observed that Arab writers show a tendency towards the through-argument 

structure over the counter-argument one.   

 
16 Hatim and Mason (1997: 116) look at the notion of ‘power’ as a pragmatic variable within a theory of 
politeness and define it, following Brown and Levinson (1987), as “the degree to which the text producer can 
impose his own plans and self-evaluation at the expense of the text receiver’s plans and self-evaluation”. 
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In addition to the structural differences, Arabic and English opinion texts have been 

found to differ at the level of the linguistic/rhetorical strategies employed. For example, in 

his study of the structure of the genre of editorials as a form of argumentative text-type in 

MSA, El-Shiyab (1990) examined features of cohesion in the generic structure of Arabic 

editorials, such as the type of clause relations typical of this form of argumentation and the 

effect of lexical repetition and parallelism (i.e. repetition of syntactic structure) as cohesive 

features. El-Shiyab’s (1990: 235) findings suggest that causal relations, compared to 

adversative relations are the most frequent which makes them typical relations of 

argumentation in Arabic, especially editorials. As for lexical repetition and parallelism, El-

Shiyab (ibid.: 271-72) argues, they have a persuasive function in addition to their linguistic 

cohesive role in the organisation of Arabic editorials, as they emphasize, assert and remind 

the text-reader of the main arguments. Thus, lexical repetition and parallelism express 

emphasis and hence keep the reader tuned to the argument and influence his/her perception 

of it in order to persuade him/her of the validity of the writer’s viewpoint. El-Shiyab’s 

findings regarding the persuasive role of repetition and parallelism concur with the findings 

of researchers such as Johnstone (1991: 108) and Al-Jubouri (1984) about the use of 

repetition and parallelism as means of persuasion in Arabic argumentative discourse.  

In two comparative studies of Arabic and English editorials, Ouayed (1990: 145-46) 

and Al-Jabr (1987: 192) point out that writers of English editorials, as argumentative texts, 

utilise lexical repetition and parallelism less than their Arabic counterparts where these 

features are more frequently used, for cohesion as well as persuasion. The same observation 

was echoed by Abbadi (2014: 733) in her contrastive analysis of English and Arabic 

editorials. She found that, although lexical repetition is employed in both languages, Arabic 

writers utilised lexical repetition four times more than their English counterparts (ibid.).  

In describing linguistic features typically associated with the style of argumentative 

texts in general and newspaper opinion genres in particular, Abdul-Raof, (2001: 127) points 

out that figurative and emotive words, adversative and causal conjunctions, expressions such 
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as ( فسلأل /ظحلا ءوسلو   [unfortunately],  and emphatic markers ,([what is worrying] قلقملا نمو 

( نّأ - نّإ ) [with the meaning of indeed] are commonly used in Arabic. Furthermore, using 

lexical repetition, first person plural pronoun in order to engage the reader with the writer’s 

viewpoints, and nominal or prepositional phrases at sentence-initial position to set the scene 

for the reader, is also common in opinion argumentative texts in Arabic (ibid.). As for overt 

linguistic features typically associated with English argumentative texts (including 

newspaper opinion genres), Biber’s (1988: 148) corpus-based analysis showed that English 

argumentative texts tend to be associated with the presence of a number of linguistic features 

that mark persuasion, such as predictive modals, possibility modals, necessity modals, 

conditional clauses and suasive verbs. 

The persuasive linguistic features that are associated with English argumentative/ 

persuasive texts described by Biber (1988: 150) were adopted by Abbadi (2014) to compare 

ten English editorials to ten Arabic ones. These linguistic features are modals (predictive, 

possibility, and necessity), conditional clauses, and suasive verbs (e.g. demand, insist, urge). 

Regarding the use of modality, English texts showed a consistent and frequent use of 

epistemic modals that express necessity (should, must), while Arabic texts showed much 

fewer expressions of necessity (Abbadi, 2014: 735). There was no difference in the 

frequency of predictive modals (will, would) between the two languages (ibid.: 736). As for 

the possibility modals, it was found that Arabic texts employed almost twice the number of 

these modals than the English texts. In the Arabic texts, there was a preference for the use 

of evaluative particles such as ʾinna and laqad (both in the meaning of indeed) that are 

considered sentence modifiers, emphasising the content of the sentence they introduce (ibid.: 

735). 

Regarding conditional clauses that are utilised to consider various viewpoints of the 

issues discussed in a text, Abbadi (2014: 736) found that English texts showed low frequency 

in the use of conditional clauses. Arabic texts, however, showed no occurrences of 

conditional type constructions, which may indicate that Arabic writers prefer to directly 
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evaluate issues rather than considering or suggesting other situations (ibid.). Suasive verbs 

(e.g. yahthu [urges]) and intensifiers (e.g. دیكأتلاب  bitaʾkīd [certainly]), however, are used more 

frequently in the Arabic texts than in the English texts (agree, ask, suggest, insist, urge, 

propose (ibid.).  

Although Abbadi’s work shows interesting findings on the differences in the use of 

argumentative linguistic strategies between Arabic and English editorials, the number of 

editorials used in her analysis (ten texts in each language) can hardly be considered sufficient 

to make generalisations regarding argumentative/ persuasive patterns in Arabic and English 

editorials. 

In sum, although opinion articles (and editorials) in Arabic and English are similar in 

their organisational schematic structure, they mostly differ in the way arguments are 

structured within these schematic structures and the preferred type of persuasive rhetorical 

and linguistic features. These differences are due to the fact that such genres in both 

languages serve their communicative purposes by employing conventionalised 

argumentative text-type within their respective discourse communities that have different 

political, social and cultural backgrounds.  

Metadiscourse markers are key rhetorical elements in argumentative/persuasive texts 

as they explicitly mark the organisation and interpretation of texts, communicate attitudes, 

and appeal to readers. Since the data analysed in this study are opinion articles which belong 

to opinion genres in newspaper discourse, the next section will focus on reviewing studies 

that have investigated the role of MDMs in the construction of arguments and attainment of 

persuasion in different opinion newspaper genres.   

2.6 Studies on the role of metadiscourse in newspaper opinion genres  

Studies on the role of metadiscourse in the construction of arguments and/or attainment of 

persuasion in the context of opinion genres in newspaper discourse are relatively scarce, 

especially cross-linguistically (Kuhi and Mojood, 2014: 1047). The role of metadiscourse in 
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newspaper opinion genre has been approached from different perspectives that can be 

divided into either monolingual genre-based research (including cross-genres) or contrastive 

genre-based research across languages and cultures. Examples of studies that focused on 

monolingual genre-based research can be found in the studies of Le (2004) and Fu and 

Hyland (2014), while studies such as those of Dafouz-Milne (2008); Kuhi and Mojood 

(2014) focused on cross-linguistic/cross-cultural perspective. All of these studies are 

considered corpus-based research applying both qualitative and quantitative methods of 

analysis. 

Le (2004) demonstrated how the elite French newspaper Le Monde utilised 

metadiscourse markers to construct active participation within its editorials’ argumentation 

to establish its authority. Adopting Hyland’s framework of MDMs (1998a), Le (2004) 

focused particularly on three metadiscursive features, namely, evidentials, person markers 

(i.e. self-mentions) and relational markers (i.e. references to readers) to analyse their effects 

on the persuasive process in 20 editorials. She found that evidentials, indicating sources of 

information, such as markers of reported speech, were utilised, in Le Monde editorials, to 

support arguments in order to emphasize the newspaper’s seriousness and independence of 

mind (Le, 2004: 706). Person markers, referring explicitly to the author(s), were signalled 

by first person plural pronouns, since editorialist speak in the name of Le Monde (ibid.: 697).  

As for relational markers, she (ibid.: 698) found that the main reference to readers in the 

analysed editorials are ‘inclusive first-person plural pronouns’, but no instances of direct 

reference to readers such as ‘second person pronouns’ or ‘imperatives’ are used. According 

to Le (2004: 701), Le Monde’s editorialists utilised the three metadiscursive features to 

establish the newspaper’s authority as a body of professional journalists, as a representative 

of public opinion, and as an independent and committed intellectual entity and, thereby, 

achieve their persuasive strategies. 

In the context of cross-genre analysis, Fu and Hyland (2014) explored interactional 

MDMs (i.e. hedges, boosters, attitude markers, self-mention, and engagement markers) in 
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two journalistic genres that are popular science and opinion articles written in English. They 

(ibid.: 126) maintain that these interactional MDMs demonstrate how language construes 

social roles and relationships and how it operates rhetorically to influence beliefs, attitudes, 

expectations and modes of interrelating. The quantitative analysis of 200 popular science 

articles and 200 opinion articles revealed that interactional features are nearly twice as many 

in opinion articles compared to popular science articles (ibid.: 127). This reflects the higher 

level of explicit interaction in the genre of opinion articles compared to the genre of popular 

science articles (ibid.). In particular, differences appear in the significant greater use of 

engagement features, boosters, and self-mentions in opinion articles than in popular science 

articles (ibid.). This indicates that writers of opinion articles utilise such features to both 

express a clear personal stance to their views and to closely align with readers. However, the 

fewer explicit interactional markers in popular science texts indicate that authors prefer to 

leave the role of persuading to the fascinating discoveries of science itself (ibid.: 141). Fu 

and Hyland (2014: 139-140) conclude that although both genres broadly share similar 

audience and sources, authors structure their interactions differently due to the rhetorical 

distinctiveness of these genres and variations in communicative purposes.  

In a cross-linguistic/cross-cultural study of the role of metadiscourse in persuasive 

writing, Dafouz-Milne (2008) analysed Spanish and English opinion articles to identify 

similarities and differences in the use of metadiscourse markers regarding their role in 

achieving a persuasive goal in this genre. She classified and analysed textual and 

interpersonal metadiscourse in a corpus of 40 opinion articles (20 in each language) from 

The Times (British) and El Pais (Spanish). Her model of analysis is mainly based on 

Crismore et al.’s (1993) model of textual and interpersonal metadiscourse. The following 

table shows Dafouz-Milne’s model of MDMs: 
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Table 2.7 Dafouz-Milne’s classification of metadiscourse markers (2008: 98-99) 

T
ex

tu
a
l 

m
et

a
d

is
co

u
rs

e 
m

a
rk

er
s  

Macro-category subcategory examples 

Logical markers: 
express semantic 
relationship 
between discourse 
stretches 

Additive 
Adversative 
Consecutive 
Conclusive 

and/ furthermore/ in addition… 
but/ however/ or… 
so/ therefore/ as a consequence… 
in any case/ finally… 

Sequencers: mark 
particular position 
in a series 

 on the one hand, …  on the other 
hand/ first/ second 

Reminders: refer 
back to previous 
sections in the text 

 as was mentioned before/ let us 
return to… 

Topicalisers: 
indicate topic shifts 

 in the case of…/ In political 
terms… 

Code glosses: 
explain, rephrase or 
exemplify textual 
material 

-Parentheses 
-Punctuation devices 
 
-Reformulators 
-Exemplifiers 

When (as with the Tories now) 
Tax evasion: it is deplored in others 
but not in oneself 
in other words/ to put it simply 
for instance/ for example 

Illocutionary 

markers: explicitly 
name the act the 
writer performs 

 I hope to persuade…/ I propose… 

Announcements: 
refer forwards to 
future sections in 
the text 

 as we’ll see later/ there are many 
good reasons… 

In
te

rp
er

so
n

a
l  m

et
a
d

is
co

u
rs

e  
m

a
rk

er
s  

Hedges: express 
partial commitment 
to the truth-value of 
the text 

-Epistemic Verbs 
-Probability adverbs 
-Epistemic expressions 

May/ might/ would 
Perhaps/ maybe/ probably 
It is likely 

Certainty 
markers: express 
total commitment 
to the truth-value of 
the text 

 clearly, certainly, undoubtedly 

Attributors: refer 
to the source of 
information 

 As the Prime Minister remarked, 
‘x’ claims that 

Attitude markers: 
express writers’ 
affective values 
towards 
text and readers 

-Deontic verbs 
-Attitudinal adverbs 
- Attitudinal adjectives 
- cognitive verbs 

we must understand, have to 
pathetically, unfortunately 
It is surprising, it is absurd 
I feel, I think 

Commentaries: 
help to establish 
reader-writer 

-Rhetorical questions 
 
- Direct address to 
reader 

What is the future of Europe, 
integration or disintegration? 
you must understand, dear reader 
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rapport through the 
text 

- Inclusive expressions 
- Personalisations 
-Asides 

let us summaries, we all believe 
I do not want…,  
Diana (ironically for a Spencer) 
was not of the Establishment 

 

Regarding the two main categories of MDMs in general, Dafouz-Milne (2008: 101) 

found that opinion articles written in Spanish include higher number of textual 

metadiscourse markers compared to the English ones. As for the interpersonal metadiscourse 

markers, Spanish texts include lower number than the English texts (ibid.). Yet, she 

maintains that these differences in the number of textual and interpersonal markers are not 

statistically significant (ibid.).  

As for the sub-categories within textual and interpersonal MDMs, Dafouz-Milne 

(2008: 101) found that there are interesting variations in use. For example, in textual MDMs, 

the use of logical markers and code glosses as subcategories of textual markers is 

significantly different between the English and Spanish texts (ibid.). Furthermore, while 

Spanish writers preferred the use of additive markers to link ideas, English writers favoured 

the adversative markers to construct arguments (ibid.). Dafouz-Milne relates such 

preferences to the differences between English and Spanish communities in constructing 

their argumentations and states that 

[in] the Spanish tradition, argumentation is very frequently built by adding positive warrants 

to the thesis statement, always moving in the same direction, in  the English tradition 

arguments normally follow a dialectical approach (i.e. pros and cons), a strategy that 

necessarily implies the use of adversative markers. (Dafouz-Milne, 2008: 105) 

In addition, it was found that Spanish writers used more code glosses than English writers 

showing significant statistical differences (e.g. parentheses were used three times more in 

the Spanish texts than the English texts). The high presence of code glosses indicates that 

the writers of opinion articles are aware that they are addressing a wide range of audience, 

which requires including more explicit reading cues and exemplifications to ensure that the 

text is interpreted as intended (ibid.: 106). The fact that Spanish writers used more 
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parentheses than the English writers shows that Spanish opinion articles’ rhetorical 

conventions allow more freedom to use such feature while English rhetorical conventions 

consider it “supplementary or digressive” (ibid). The categories of ‘announcements’ and 

‘reminders’ are not present in the two sets of texts due to their prospective and retrospective 

functions that are not necessary in such short-length texts (Dafouz-Milne, 2008: 107). As for 

‘topicalisers', their very few occurrences indicate that writers saw no need to introduce their 

topics and subtopics because the main topic is already stated in the title or because of the 

limited number of topics covered in such genre (ibid.). 

The analysis of interpersonal metadiscourse markers, on the other hand, revealed that 

the most frequent categories in both languages, starting from the highest to the lowest, are: 

hedges, attitudinal markers, certainty markers, and finally commentary markers (Dafouz-

Milne, 2008: 103-4). The quantitative analysis showed relevantly similar numbers and 

distributions of these interpersonal markers between Spanish and English texts, with slight 

differences within the subcategories, but with no statistical significance (ibid.). According 

to Dafouz-Milne (ibid.), the fact that hedges are the most frequently used interpersonal 

markers in both languages corroborates the significance of integrating fact and mitigated 

opinion to attain effective persuasion in opinion articles as persuasive texts. In addition, from 

a cross-cultural perspective, the frequent use of hedges compared to other interpersonal 

markers indicates that writers in both English and Spanish follow similar rhetorical 

conventions in the expression of persuasion through the use of hedges (ibid.).  

With regard to the attitudinal markers as the second most employed interpersonal 

markers, the analysis revealed that the subcategory of deontic verbs is the mostly used in 

both Spanish and English texts (Dafouz-Milne, 2008: 103). Nevertheless, these deontic verbs 

were employed more in English texts than the Spanish texts (ibid.). The most used examples 

of deontic verbs in both languages are should/deber ́ıa and must/deber (ibid.). The categories 

of certainty and commentaries markers are the least used interpersonal markers in both 

languages with no significant statistical differences between the two languages (ibid.: 104). 
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Dafouz-Milne (2008: 108) states that certainty markers are an essential characteristic of 

opinion columns as the readers expect the writer’s opinion to be overtly stated. Achieving 

persuasion rather than articulating certainty is the key function of certainty markers in 

opinion articles as the writers attempt to create solidarity with the readers when discussing 

divisive issues (ibid.).  

As for commentaries, the subcategory of ‘rhetorical question’ comes first with the 

highest number of instances in both languages (Dafouz-Milne, 2008: 104). Writers of 

opinion articles use ‘rhetorical question’ to establish solidarity with readers to include them 

in the discussion of their points of view (ibid.: 108). ‘Imperative constructions’ are another 

interpersonal feature used in both languages, with English writers using them more than the 

Spanish writers (ibid.). As for ‘plural expressions’ (e.g. us, our, we), personalisations (e.g. 

I, my, me), and asides, no significant statistical differences were found between the two 

languages (ibid.). Dafouz-Milne (2008:110) concludes her study by stating that, although 

English and Spanish opinion columns share similar tendencies in the use of the main 

metadiscourse categories of textual and interpersonal markers, they differ in the use of the 

subcategories of these two main categories, which indicates cross-linguistic variation 

regarding the construction of arguments between the two languages.  

Another cross-linguistic study of MDMs is Kuhi and Mojood’s (2014) research which 

adopted Hyland’s (2005a) framework of MDMs to investigate the effect of cultural factors 

and generic conventions on the use and distribution of metadiscourse in English and Persian 

newspaper editorials. Their analysis of 60 editorials from 10 elite newspapers in the US and 

Iran shows that although the overall frequency of MDMs in each group of the editorials was 

quantitatively similar, the distribution of these features was different (Kuhi and Mojood, 

2014: 1051). Regarding similarities between the two sets of data, interactional MDMs 

outnumbered the interactive ones, with attitude markers as the most widely employed feature 

in both languages (ibid.). Kuhi and Mojood (ibid.: 1054) state that this indicates a preference 

for interactional metadiscourse markers as persuasive strategies in the genre of editorials in 
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both languages. Another similarity between the two languages is found in the use of the 

subcategories of frame markers, self-mentions and endophoric markers that were 

respectively the least frequently used MDMs in both languages (ibid.).  

However, Kuhi and Mojood (ibid.: 1054) state that the results showed a variation in 

the use of transitions, hedges, boosters, code glosses and evidentials across the two 

languages which apparently indicates cultural variation. The two researchers point out that 

the main significant difference between Iranian and American editorials is found in the use 

of hedges since there were over twice as many hedges in American editorials as in their 

Iranian counterparts (ibid.). They (ibid.: 1052) suggest that this contrast between American 

English and Persian editorials in the use of hedges can be related to differences in culture-

specific attitudes and values (e.g. politeness) as well as the generic rhetorical conventions in 

the articulation of persuasion by means of hedges. However, Kuhi and Mojood (2014) do 

not go further to explain the relationship between the culture-specific values and the use of 

the other MDMs that were used differently between the two languages.  

In sum, the studies reviewed above show the key role of textual (interactive) and 

interpersonal (interactional) metadiscourse in constructing arguments and achieving 

persuasion in newspaper opinion genres. The studies also demonstrate that the frequency 

and expression of metadiscourse vary among genres and languages whether in its main 

categories or subcategories. Therefore, the fact that languages may vary in the way MDMs 

are used due to either cross-linguistic or cross-cultural variations raises the question of what 

happens to MDMs in the process of translation.  

Cross-linguistic/cross-cultural contrastive studies comparing the use of MDMs in 

opinion genres provide insights for translation analysts to account for how translators deal 

with such features in actual translated texts. However, the literature on the use of MDMs in 

newspaper genres, especially cross-linguistically, appears to be scanty. To my knowledge, 

there is no contrastive study that explored interactional MDMs between Arabic and English 

opinion articles. Therefore, in order to investigate translation shifts in interactional MDMs 



69 
 

between Arabic and English in the genre of opinion articles and provide an explanation for 

possible motivations for the identified translation shifts, a contrastive analysis of the 

identified MDMs in the original Arabic and English opinion articles will be carried out in 

this study. 

2.7 Summary and conclusion 

The primary aim of this chapter was to provide a theoretical background for the concept of 

metadiscourse as the linguistic phenomenon under investigation in this study and the related 

contextual aspects that influence the use of such concept in reference to the present study. 

The chapter started with a discussion of the main definitions and classifications of 

metadiscourse within the broad interactive approach to metadiscourse as well as its linguistic 

realisation in the two languages analysed in the present study. The aim was to provide an 

understanding of the concept of metadiscourse and to identify the model of classification of 

MDMs best suited to the aim of this study, i.e. identifying the translation shifts in 

interactional MDMs in Arabic-English and English-Arabic opinion articles and the 

underlying translational norms that influence these shifts. Hyland’s (2005a, 2005b) 

interpersonal model of metadiscourse appears to be the most appropriate theoretical 

framework to identify and analyse MDMs in this study because it is based on a sound 

theoretical background that avoids the theoretical shortcomings found in the previous models 

of metadiscourse. The focus then moved to the differences in the linguistic realisation of 

MDMs in English and Arabic, which are likely to have a bearing on the translation of the 

opinion articles under investigation.  

After clarifying the concept of metadiscourse, its classification, and its possible 

linguistic realisation in English and Arabic, important contextual aspects that influence the 

use of metadiscourse were also highlighted in this chapter in relevance to the current study. 

In particular, this chapter provided a definition of the two related notions of genre and text 

type as a basis to define and describe newspaper opinion genres, with a particular focus on 
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Arabic and English opinion articles. It has been shown that although Arabic and English 

opinion genres (e.g. opinion articles and editorials) share similar organisational schematic 

structure, they mostly differ in the way arguments are structured within these schematic 

structures (i.e. through-argument vs counter-argument text types) and the rhetorical and 

linguistic features preferred to structure their arguments in order to persuade their readers. 

Given that MDMs are one of the main rhetorical features that play a significant role in 

the construction of arguments and attainment of persuasion in newspaper opinion genres as 

argumentative/persuasive texts, studies that investigated the role of MDMs in newspaper 

genres were reviewed. In particular, studies that investigated the role of MDMs in the two 

newspaper genres of editorials and opinion articles were discussed. Although limited in 

number, the studies that focused on cross-linguistic/cross-cultural contrastive studies of 

MDMs in a particular opinion genre, revealed some cultural variations in the use of 

metadiscourse. The review highlighted how MDMs are constrained by context and genre 

and the fact that they are culture-sensitive.  

Therefore, in a cross-linguistic and cross-cultural activity such as translation, it is 

crucial to consider the language and genre constraints that impact on the use of MDMs. 

Cross-linguistic/cross-cultural studies provide the necessary basis for the analysis of 

translated texts, including the translation of MDMs. However, since, to my knowledge, there 

is no a cross-linguistic/cross-cultural study between Arabic and English opinion articles 

about the use of interactional MDMs, this study utilises a bidirectional translation corpus of 

Arabic-English and English-Arabic opinion articles in order to provide a comparative 

analysis of MDMs in the original Arabic and English opinion articles. The comparative 

analysis of original Arabic and English opinion articles provides the necessary background 

for the analysis of the translation of MDMs between Arabic and English in the context of 

the genre of opinion articles.   

The next chapter will situate the current study within the relevant translation field with 

reference to theory, debates and methodology.   



71 
 

Chapter 3 

Translation Studies: from Prescriptive Linguistic Approaches to 

Descriptive Corpus-based Approaches 

3.1 Introduction 

After defining the concept of metadiscourse, discussing the main interactive models of 

MDMs, their linguistic realisation in English and Arabic and highlighting the importance of 

the concepts of genre and text-type as contextual aspects in the use of MDMs, with special 

reference to newspaper opinion genres as argumentative/persuasive texts, this second part of 

the literature review aims at presenting the main theoretical background and motivation for 

the analysis of the translation shifts in interactional MDMs and their governing norms in 

Arabic and English opinion articles.  

After this introduction, the chapter consists of six sections. Section (3.2) briefly 

touches upon the major approaches to translation that emerged in translation studies (TS) 

since the second half of the 20th century. Sections (3.3) and (3.4) present the linguistic 

oriented approaches to translation with a focus on two central concepts, namely equivalence 

and shifts. Section (3.5) outlines the discourse-analytical approach to translation as a further 

development of linguistics-oriented approaches, with a special focus on studies on the 

translation of metadiscourse. Section (3.6) reviews the move, in TS, from prescriptive to 

descriptive approaches with the emergence of corpus-based translation studies within the 

framework of descriptive translation studies (DTS). Lastly, section (3.7) outlines the 

summary and conclusion of the whole chapter with reference to the aim of this study. 

3.2 General overview of different approaches to translation 

Since its emergence as an academic subject in the second half of the 20th century (Munday, 

2012a: 10), the discipline of translation studies has witnessed diverse phases of theoretical 

development and shifts over time as the translational research has adopted different 
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approaches to deal with diverse issues. They can be classified into four major areas of focus, 

namely linguistic, functional, descriptive, and cultural approaches to translation. These will 

be reviewed chronologically to trace their development through time. 

Since its emergence in the second half of the 20th century, linguistic approaches to 

translation have gone through theoretical developments that can be related to changes in the 

discipline of linguistics.  Early linguistic approaches to translation emerged in the 1950s and 

1960s in an attempt to provide a systematic study of translation drawing on linguistic notions 

from structural linguistics (e.g. Jakobson, 1959/2012), contrastive linguistics (e.g. Vinay and 

Darbelnet, 1958/1995; Catford, 1965), and sociolinguistics and transformational-generative 

grammar (e.g. Nida, 1964). These linguistic approaches were basically aiming at studying 

the extent to which the source text is departed from or adhered to in translation. Thus, they 

can be described as source-text oriented where the top priority is given to the ST to be 

analysed, transferred and remodelled to achieve equivalence between the ST and the TT 

(House, 2009: 15). 

Later on, in the 1970s and up to the 1990s, other linguistic approaches evolved with 

the advances in the fields of discourse analysis and pragmatics, adopting mainly a discourse-

analytic approach to translation (e.g. House, 1977 and 1997; Hatim and Mason, 1990 and 

1997; Baker, 1992/2011). Although they are considered source-text oriented, these later 

discourse-analytic approaches moved beyond the contrastive linguistic description of 

equivalence in the ST-TT analysis to relating these descriptions to wider communicative and 

cultural contexts (see 3.4 below for a discussion of the theoretical basis of the discourse-

analytic approaches). 

As for the functionalist approaches, they were introduced to translation studies in 

Germany in the late 1970s and early 1980s (Munday, 2012a: 111)17. Like in the discourse-

 
17 The publications of the major pioneers of this approach (i.e. Hans J. Vermeer’s skopos theory and Justa Holz-
Mänttäri’s theory of translational action) were written in German and published in Germany (Nord, 2012: 25). 
Vermeer’s seminal article was translated by Andrew Chesterman in 1989, for his Readings in Translation 
Theory, which was reprinted for Venuti’s Translation Studies Reader in 2000 (ibid.).  
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analytic approaches mentioned above, functionalist scholars also attempted to widen the 

narrow perspective of equivalence found in the early linguistic approaches of the 1950s and 

the 1960s by relating translation to its sociocultural context. However, functionalist 

approaches are different from the discourse-analytic approaches in that they are considered 

target text-oriented, where the function of a text in the target culture determines the method 

of translation. The emergence of the functionalist approach to translation is traced back to 

the ‘text type’ model by Reiss (1971/2000) and (1977/1989). Despite the fact that it is an 

equivalence-based model, Reiss’s model can be regarded as the starting point for a 

functionalist perspective on translation because it is based on the functional relationship 

between the ST and the TT at the level of text type (as opposed to word and sentence levels 

in the early ‘equivalence-based’ linguistic approaches) with a focus on the communicative 

function of the TT (Munday, 2012a: 111). Reiss’s model paved the way for the emergence 

of ‘skopos theory’ (skopos is the Greek word for purpose) which was introduced to 

translation studies by the German linguist Hans J. Vermeer (Vermeer, 1989/2012: 191). In 

this functionalist theory, the purpose or the function of the translation (i.e. TT) is given the 

priority and the ST is of a secondary importance (Pym, 2010: 44), meaning that the ST may 

be translated in different ways to serve different purposes (ibid.).  

Another influential functionalist model of translation that was designed specifically 

for training translators was proposed by Nord (1988/2005). It is a target-oriented text-

analysis model that built on the previous functionalist theories mentioned above but 

incorporated a more detailed text-analysis model. 

Another target-oriented approach, but with a different theoretical background, is the 

descriptive approach, which also emerged in the late 1970s. It mainly focused on literary 

translation based on polysystem theory (Even-Zohar, 1978/2004) and developed into what 

later came to be known as descriptive translation studies (DTS) (Toury, 1985; 1995).  
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Polysystem theory18 is applied to translation in order to relate translated literature to the 

literary polysystem of the target literature, as a distinct literary system of its own (Even-

Zohar, 1978/2004: 163). 

Building on Even-Zohar’s polysystem theory and Holme’s account of descriptive 

translation studies (DTS)19, Toury (1985; 1995) introduced a methodology for descriptive 

translation studies (DTS) based on a descriptive, empirical, target-oriented approach to the 

analysis of translation that combines linguistic comparison of ST-TT pairs and situate the 

findings within the socio-cultural framework of the TT. He applied his methodology to the 

translation of literary works. He introduced ‘norms’ as a key concept to describe the socio-

cultural factors that influence the behaviour of the translator and generalized a series of laws 

which he believed govern the production of translated literature (see 3.5 for a detailed 

discussion of Toury’s methodology and the concepts of norms and laws of translation). 

Although it started as a methodology to investigate literary works, the framework of 

DTS introduced by Toury (1985; 1995), especially his concepts of translational ‘norms’ and 

‘laws’, has been applied to other types and modes of translation. Examples of other fields of 

research within DTS can be found in interpreting studies (e.g. Harris, 1990; Schjoldager, 

1995/2002; Gile, 1999) and audio-visual translation (AVT) (e.g. Karamitrogolo, 2000) (see 

Assis Rosa (2016) for a survey of DTS research on AVT). In addition, the emergence of 

corpus-based translation studies in early 1990s, as a result of the development in corpus 

linguistics and corpora techniques and technology, has given rise to empirical DTS research, 

investigating translational norms, laws (or ‘universals’ as described by Baker (1993)), or 

translator’s style. 

Another approach that is also target-oriented and was developed from the study of the 

translation of literary texts, just like DTS above, is the cultural approach. It is described as 

 
18 In literary studies, polysystem theory assumes that literary systems (e.g. the canon, children’s literature) tend 
to be in a state of flux, constantly changing status and fluctuating between a peripheral and central position in 
their interaction with one another under social, cultural and historical constraints (Hatim, 2014: 73).  
19See section 3.6 for an outline of the DTS approach in TS. 
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the ‘cultural turn’ in TS by its proponents Bassnett and Lefevere (1990) who introduced this 

approach in their co-published collection of essays Translation, History and Culture. The 

collection includes a set of case studies that adopted diverse cultural approaches. This 

collection of essays is considered a milestone in the cultural approach to translation studies 

(Munday, 2012a: 192). The cultural approach can be divided into two main subjects of 

enquiry; namely the translation as a cultural activity and the translator (or other related 

agents) in a given translation activity. Under the first subject of enquiry, translation has been 

investigated within various areas of research such as translation and gender (e.g. Simon, 

1996), translation and postcolonialism (Bassnett and Harish, 1999), and the ideology in 

translation as rewriting (Lefevere, 2004). As for the second subject of enquiry (i.e. the 

translator), the translator (mainly the literary translator) has been the focus of research 

regarding his/her status and involvement in a given translation activity as well as the 

influence of the involvement of other agents such as publishers and reviewers (e.g. the work 

by Venuti (1995) on the translator’s (in)visibility). 

When considering the different approaches to translation mentioned above, it can be 

observed that the discipline of translation studies has evolved since the 1950s up to the 1990s 

under the influence of different linguistic and non-linguistic fields of enquiry. The main shift 

in focus concerns the move from the mere linguistic ST-TT comparison to an interest in the 

integration of broader socio-textual and/or socio-cultural aspects relevant to various 

translational phenomena. Looking closely at the linguistic approach, the main theoretical 

development is found in the discourse-analytic approaches, in which the contexts of situation 

and/or culture are incorporated in the linguistic analysis of translation. In addition, the 

development in corpus linguistics has contributed to the development of methodologies to 

facilitate the empirical descriptive investigation of translated texts. 

This study follows a linguistic discourse-analytic and corpus-based approach to 

translation within a DTS framework. This integrated framework is suitable to address my 

research questions that seek to identify translation shifts in interactional MDMs and their 
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governing translation norms when translating newspaper opinion articles between Arabic 

and English. The next sections will discuss the linguistic approach in further details, starting 

with the definition of the linguistic approach, the basic early theoretical concepts, to the 

major theoretical and methodological advances in this field of translation. 

3.3 Linguistics-oriented approach in translation studies 

Before the emergence of the linguistic theories of translation in the 1950s under the influence 

of the rise in modern linguistics that emerged late in the 19th century, Newmark (1981) 

describes the recurring theme in the writings on translation as revolving around the theme of 

literal vs free translating that continued for centuries as follows: 

In the pre-linguistics period of writing on translation, which may be said to date from Cicero 

through St. Jerome, Dryden Tytler, Herder, Goethe, Schleiermacher, Buber, Ortega y Gasset, 

not to say Savory, opinion swung between literal and free, faithful and beautiful, exact and 

natural translation, depending on whether the bias was to be in favour of the author or the 

reader, the source or the target language of the text. (Newmark,1981: 38) 

As established in (3.2) and in Newmark’s statement above, the first approach that attempted 

to study translation scientifically is the linguistic approach that emerged in the 1950s. This 

approach was an attempt to investigate translation systematically and evade the binary 

traditional distinction between literal vs. free translation. But what is a ‘linguistically 

oriented approach’ to translation? To put it simply, it is a translation research that adopts a 

linguistic approach to investigating translation phenomena using conceptual frameworks and 

methodologies borrowed from the different strands of linguistics and adjust them to the 

specificity of translation (Şerban, 2012: 213). On the relationship between linguistics and 

translation, Fawcett (1997) states that: 

Since linguistics is the study of language and has produced such powerful and productive 

theories about how language works, and since translation is a language activity, it would 

seem only common sense to think that the first has something to say about the second. 

(Fawcett, 1997: 1) 
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When approaching translation studies from a linguistic perspective, Munday (2012a: 

85) distinguishes between analysing translation as a linguistic product and as a cognitive 

process. In other words, the first focuses on analysing what constitutes the translation 

product (i.e. the translated text) by describing the phenomenon of translation, while the 

second focuses on observing, analysing, and/or explaining the cognitive and mental 

processes of the translators themselves while translating. Examples of the fields of modern 

linguistics that inspired pioneering theorists who studied translation as a product are 

contrastive linguistics (e.g. Catford, 1965); sociolinguistics (Nida, 1964), contrastive 

linguistics and contrastive stylistics (Vinay and Darbelnet, 1958/1995), discourse analysis 

and pragmatics (House, 1977 and 1997; Hatim and Mason, 1990 and 1997; Baker, 

1992/2011). Translation research that focuses on translation as a process benefited mainly 

from the fields of psycholinguistics and cognitive research (e.g. Wilss, 1996; Kiraly, 1995). 

Gutt’s (2000) Relevance-theoretic approaches to translation have also been influential in 

process-oriented translation research. 

In the present study, however, I will only discuss the linguistic approaches that focused 

on examining translation as a product because this study focuses on textual analysis of 

translated texts within the tradition of product-oriented translation research. So, in what 

follows, I start first by discussing two central and related concepts in any linguistic-oriented 

translation approach, namely equivalence and shifts. Then, since the aim of this study is to 

investigate translation shifts in the use of metadiscourse, discourse analytic approaches to 

translation are also discussed, with particular reference to metadiscourse in TS. 

3.4 Eequivalence and shift in translation: two central related concepts in the linguistic-

oriented approaches to translation 

Influenced by the objective, clear and scientific method to study language offered by modern 

linguistics in the 20th century, the main pursuit of the early source-oriented linguistic 

approaches to translation in the 1950s and 1960s was to systematically provide a definition 
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of what translation is and to describe the relationship between the ST and the TT when 

conveying the linguistic meaning from one language to another. Two of the main notions 

that were used in linguistic approaches for such a pursuit in translation are the notions of 

‘equivalence’ and ‘shift’. Since the concept of shift relies on an assumption of equivalence 

(Baker, 2004: 1), I will first discuss the traditional linguistic translation theories that defined 

translation in terms of equivalence and/or attempted to describe the relationship between the 

ST and the TT based on an equivalence relation. 

3.4.1 The concept of equivalence in TS 

Interestingly, the advocates of early equivalence-based theories of translation in the 1960s 

and early 1970s, used the term ‘equivalence’ to define translation, but they did not explicitly 

define the term itself and this is possibly what caused the controversy around it as will be 

discussed later here.  However, Pym (2007: 272) points out that the term ‘equivalence’, in 

the early equivalence-based theories, particularly within the frame of structuralist linguistics, 

basically assumes that a source text and a translation can share the same value on some level, 

and that this assumed sameness is what distinguishes translations from all other kinds of 

texts (e.g. rewriting, summary, adaptation, parody, etc.). For example, the value might be on 

the level of form (two words translated by two words); might be reference (Friday is always 

the day before Saturday); might be function (the function “bad luck on 13” corresponds to 

Friday in English, to Tuesday in Spanish) (ibid: 273). Similarly, House (2009: 32) states that 

the term equivalence in translation “refers to two or more entities being of ‘equal value’, 

‘corresponding value’, or ‘having the same use or function as something else’”. Therefore, 

two texts can be equivalent in this sense even when there is only subtle formal 

correspondence between them (ibid.). Now, let us see how equivalence is realised in the 

linguistically oriented approaches to translation. 
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The most influential equivalence-based translation theories that are found to be 

representative of the early linguistic approaches in the literature20 of translation studies are 

those of Nida (1964) and Nida and Taber (1969); Catford (1965); Koller (1979/1989); House 

(1977; 1997); Baker (1992/2011). Major criticisms to the use of the concept of equivalence 

in these approaches will accordingly be discussed too. 

One of the early influential linguistic equivalence-based theories of translation was 

introduced by Eugene A. Nida first in Toward a Science of Translating with Special 

Reference to Principles and Procedures Involved in Bible Translating (1964) and then later 

was elaborated in the text book The Theory and Practice of Translation (1969) which he co-

authored with Charles R.  Taber. Nida (1964) proposes a coherent theory of translation that 

is mainly based on the developing fields of semantics, pragmatics, and transformational 

grammar as well as insights from communication theory, psychology, Biblical studies, and 

anthropology (Nida, 1964: 6-8). His aim was to develop a comprehensive and systematic 

theory of translation for the analysis of meaning in the ST, the process of translating as well 

as principles of translation in an attempt to discard the traditional rigid dichotomy of literal 

vs free translation, that had been used to govern and assess the accuracy of translation. 

Although he used Bible translation as a reference to build and exemplify his theory, Nida 

(1964: ix) maintains that his theory of translation can be applied to translation in general. 

With regard to his proposed principles of translation, Nida (1964: 159) stresses that, 

as a principle of translation, “one must in translating seek to find the closest possible 

equivalent” since there are no such things as identical equivalents. He and Taber (1969) use 

this principle later to define translation as follows: 

Translating consists in reproducing in the receptor language the closest natural equivalent of 

the source-language message, first in terms of meaning and secondly in terms of style. (Nida 

and Taber, 1969: 12) 

 
20 In this study, I focus only on literature that is published in English.  
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Nida (1964: 159) distinguishes two basic orientations toward equivalence in 

translation that are ‘formal equivalence’ and ‘dynamic equivalence’. In the formal 

equivalence, the focus of the translation is on the form and content of the message itself in 

order to ensure that the message in the TL matches as closely as possible the message in the 

SL (ibid.: 159). In other words, ‘formal equivalence’ is source-oriented because it adheres 

to the form and content of the original message in terms of grammatical units, consistency 

in word usage and meanings as used in the context of the ST (ibid.: 165). A typical example 

of formal equivalence is ‘gloss translation’ in which there is a close approximation of the ST 

structures (e.g. syntax and idioms) and content (e.g. themes and notions) to gain a close 

access to the language and culture of the ST (ibid.). This type of translation is usually found 

in academic settings supplemented with footnotes to make the text comprehensible (e.g. 

translating Medieval French texts into English) (ibid.). 

As for dynamic equivalence (or functional equivalence)21, Nida (1964: 159) states that 

it is based on ‘the principle of equivalent effect’ or ‘equivalence of response’ where there is 

a dynamic relationship between receptor (i.e. the target readership) and message which 

should be significantly the same as that which existed between the original receptors and the 

message. More specifically, he (ibid.: 166) defines a dynamic equivalence translation as “the 

closest natural equivalent [emphasis added] to the source-language message”. Nida (ibid.) 

states that this definition comprises three central terms that are: 

• equivalent (that is directed to the ST message) 

• natural (that is directed to the conformance to the culture and language of the TT 

receptors and the context of the message) 

 
21 The term “dynamic equivalence” was replaced by “functional equivalence” in Nida’s work From One 
Language to Another that he co-authored with de Waard (1986). 
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• closest (that links the two orientations together on the basis of the maximum degree 

of approximation). 

According to Nida (1964: 164), any successful dynamic translation depends significantly on 

achieving the ‘equivalence effect’ as it is one of the four basic requirements of a successful 

translation that are: making sense; conveying the spirit and manner of the original; having a 

natural form of expression; producing similar effect. However, dynamic equivalence is a 

graded concept that can represent various acceptable standards of translations (Nida, 1964: 

164). So, in case of conflict between content and form, priority must be given to 

correspondence in meaning (content of the message) over correspondence of style (form) 

(ibid.). 

Another pioneering equivalence-based theory of translation was proposed by Catford 

(1965), but with a different approach from Nida’s above. While Nida’s theory views 

translation as a product of dynamic process of communication based on cultural and social 

contexts, Catford’s (1965) approach to equivalence is mainly based on formal linguistic 

criteria. Catford’s model is based on a general linguistic theory (i.e. an early version of the 

theory of systemic grammar) that was developed by the linguist M.A.K. Halliday (1961) 

which in turn was influenced by the linguist J. R. Firth22. Catford (1965: 20) uses the concept 

of equivalence in his definition of translation as “the replacement of textual material in one 

language (SL) by equivalent textual material in another language (TL)”. The ‘textual 

material’ in this definition refers to any spoken or written stretch of language that is subjected 

to translation (e.g. a library of books, a volume, a chapter, a paragraph, sentence, etc.) (ibid.: 

21). Catford (ibid.) stresses that one of the central tasks of translation theory is to define ‘the 

nature and conditions of translation equivalence’.  

 
22 In the Firthian and Hallidayan linguistic model, language is analysed as communication, operating 
functionally in context on various levels (e.g. phonology, graphology, grammar, lexis) and ranks (e.g. 
sentence, clause, group, words, morphemes) (Munday, 2012a: 92).  
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In his theory of translation, Catford (1965: 27) differentiates between ‘textual 

equivalence’ and ‘formal correspondence’. He defines ‘formal correspondence’ as “any TL 

category (unit, class, structure, element of structure, etc.) which can be said to occupy, as 

nearly as possible, the ‘same’ place in the economy of the TL as the given SL category 

occupies in the SL” (ibid.: 27). For example, translating a noun by a noun or a verb by a 

verb. Catford (ibid.) stresses that, since formal correspondence is concerned with langue23 

and is established between elements of two abstract language systems, where categories are 

defined in terms of relations holding within the language itself, formal correspondence is 

almost always approximate. As for ‘textual equivalence’, Catford (ibid.: 27) states that it is 

“any TL text or portion of text which is observed on a particular occasion […] to be the 

equivalent of a given SL text or portion of text”. In other words, textual equivalence is 

concerned with ‘parole’ where equivalence relations are established between the ST-TT pair 

on the level of language use. When the textual equivalence diverges from the formal 

correspondence (whether grammatical or lexical) in the process of going from the ST to the 

TT, then a shift is considered to have happened (Catford, 1965: 73) (see the discussion of 

the concept of shift in translation below). 

Another linguistic approach to equivalence that is relatively similar to the above 

theories was proposed by the Swiss linguist Koller (1979/1989; 1995). Koller (1979/1989) 

maintained the concept of formal correspondence found in Catford’s theory above, but he 

elaborated on the types of equivalence. Just like Catford (1965), Koller (1979/1989: 100-4) 

distinguishes ‘equivalence’ from ‘correspondence’, but with a detailed account of the 

former. So, for Koller (1979/1989: 100), correspondence is situated within contrastive 

 
23 This approach is based on the theory of language proposed by the Swiss structuralist linguist Ferdinand de 
Saussure in the early 20th century (Fawcett, 1997: 3). In this theory, Saussure distinguishes between the 
linguistic system and calls it (langue) and the real uses of language and calls it (parole). The linguistic system 
itself is a structure of linguistic signs (i.e. words). He further distinguishes between two parts of the linguistic 
sign that are: (1) a signifier (the form that the sign takes), and (2) the signified (the concept it represents).  
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linguistics in which two language systems are compared to identify differences and 

similarities based on Saussure’s notion of ‘langue’. 

As for ‘equivalence’, Koller (ibid.) situates equivalent items in certain ST-TT pairs or 

contexts in Saussure’s notion of ‘parole’. Since this notion involves variable contextual 

factors that were not elaborated in the previous equivalence-based based theories, Koller 

(ibid.: 102-4) proposes five different types of equivalence relations depending on the 

contextual factors. Those are denotative equivalence (based on extra-linguistic factors), 

connotative equivalence (i.e. based on lexical choices especially with near-synonyms), text-

normative equivalence (based on textual and linguistic norms related to text type and genre), 

pragmatic equivalence (or ‘communicative equivalence’ which is oriented toward the TT 

receivers)24, and formal equivalence (based on form and aesthetic features such as wordplay 

and individual style). Those types of equivalence relations are hierarchal and controlled by 

the ST on the one hand and by the TT receivers’ needs in the respective communicative 

situations on the other (ibid.). So, a translator starts hierarchically from the denotative 

equivalence, but if it is not adequate with respect to the needs of the communicative situation, 

then s/he moves to a higher level which is to the connotative, text-normative, etc. (ibid.). 

Therefore, Koller (1995: 196) defines translation as ‘‘[t]he result of a text processing 

activity, by means of which a source language text is transposed into a target-language text. 

Between the resultant text in L2 (the target-language text) and the source text in L1 (the 

source language text) there exists a relationship, which can be designated as a translational, 

or equivalence relation’’. 

In addition to the works of Nida (1964), Catford (1965) and Koller (1979/1989), the 

notion of equivalence remained central to later linguistic source-oriented approaches to 

translation, but benefitted from a more robust theoretical development. While in the early 

linguistic approaches the search for equivalence focused on translation units below the 

 
24 Munday (2012a: 74) points out that this is Nida’s (1964) ‘dynamic equivalence’.  
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sentence level, proponents of discourse-analytic and pragmatic approaches to translation 

have taken that concept of equivalence above the sentence level and towards text and/or 

discourse levels (House, 1979 and 1997; Hatim and Mason, 1990; Baker, 1992/2011). 

In her linguistically oriented pragmatic-functional revised model of translation quality 

assessment25 that is primarily based on Hallidayan SFL theory, House (1997) argues that 

quality in translation is achieved when the translation has a function which is equivalent to 

that of the original. She (1997: 24) states that an essential feature of a translation (i.e. TT) is 

that it is a text that is ‘doubly bound’, on the one hand, to its ST and, on the other hand, to 

the TT receivers’ communicative conditions. The nature of this ‘doubly bound’ relation is 

the basis for what is called the ‘equivalence relation’ (ibid.). In this model, the notion of 

equivalence is central and stipulates that the ‘meaning’ across two different languages is 

reserved (House, 1997: 30). She (ibid.) differentiates between three aspects of meaning in 

texts, namely a semantic aspect, a pragmatic aspect, and a textual aspect of meaning, that are 

considered important for translation. These aspects of meaning construct the register and 

genre of the ST which in turn are used to identify the individual text function consisting of 

the ideational (i.e. information being conveyed) and interpersonal (the relationship between 

sender and receiver) components (ibid.: 31-32). Based on these aspects of meaning, she 

(ibid.: 31) defines translation as “the replacement of a text in the source language by a 

semantically and pragmatically equivalent text in the target language”. She (ibid.) stresses 

that equivalence is the main criterion of translation quality because an adequate TT is 

semantically and pragmatically equivalent one based on the requirement that the TT has a 

function equivalent to its ST. 

In Houses’ model, to identify this equivalence relation, both the ST and the TT are 

analysed and compared at three levels that are register, genre, and text function. The analysis 

of the first two levels (i.e. register and genre) determines the ST function and the TT 

 
25 See 3.5 below for a more detailed review of House’s (1997) revised model. 
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function26. Based on the comparison of the ST-TT pair, House (1997: 66-70) differentiates 

between two types of equivalence relations that are ‘overt’ and ‘covert’ translation. In ‘overt’ 

translation, the function of the TT is to allow the addressees to recognise that the TT is a 

translation since it is bound to the community and culture where the ST is rooted. Examples 

of this type can be a translation of non-repeatable historically bound texts such as a political 

speech given in a certain time for certain addressees (e.g. Winston Churchill’s speech during 

World War II in Bradford in 1942), or timeless texts that communicate general human 

interest, such as literary texts that are bound to the cultural context of the source culture 

where they were produced. In the case of these ‘overt’ translations, the functional 

equivalence cannot be maintained because the ST-TT pair have different functions. 

In contrast to ‘overt’ translation, covert translation has the same status as its ST in the 

target culture since their addressees may be both equally addressed (ibid.: 69). This means 

that a covert translation and its ST have equivalent functions; they are based on equivalent 

needs of a comparable audience in the source and target language communities (ibid.). 

Examples of this type of translation can be advertisement texts (e.g. tourist information 

booklets), business texts (letters to shareholders), or journalistic texts (e.g. an article in a 

popular magazine) (ibid.: 69). 

Baker (1992/2011: 4-5), who also adopted a discourse-analytic and pragmatic 

framework, proposes a bottom-up model that looks at how to achieve equivalence at various 

linguistic levels in translation starting from equivalence at lexical levels, grammatical level, 

textual level (theme-rheme organisation), to equivalence at the levels of cohesion and 

coherence. She (ibid.: 5) argues that “although equivalence can usually be obtained to some 

extent, it is influenced by a variety of linguistic and cultural factors and therefore always 

relative”. Similarly, House (1997: 25) stresses that equivalence is always relative and that it 

is intended to the closest possible approximation to ST meaning. 

 
26 House (1997: 36) defines the text function as “the application or use which the text has in the particular 
context of situation” and it consists of Halliday’s ‘ideational’ and ‘interpersonal’ functions. 
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The relativity of equivalence is closely linked and controlled by another related central 

notion in the comparison of the relationship between a ST and a TT which is ‘invariance’ 

(House, 2009: 31). If equivalence can only be relative because of the differences in the way 

languages encode reality and the various contextual factors that affect the interpretation of 

texts, this relativity has to be controlled by an ‘invariant’ or so-called tertium comparationis 

(ibid.). In translation, ‘invariant’ is the third element against which two elements (i.e. ST-

TT segments) can be compared and ultimately determines how far a translation is considered 

to be equivalent (ibid.). 

However, Munday (2012a: 76-77) considers ‘invariant’ a thorny issue in TS as no 

unified measure has ever been accepted by all. He (ibid.) points out the inevitable 

subjectivity that is inherent in the ‘invariant’ depending on the theoretical background of the 

different translation approaches. Munday (2012a) illustrates this point using a Hausa 

language proverb: 

 
ST: Linza: mi da wu:ta ma:ganin mahaukacin 

do:ki. (lit. ‘A bit with fire: the medicine for a 

mad horse) 

 

TT: English: Desperate situations require 

desperate measures 

 

 

 

Tertium comparationis 

‘A very strong bit is needed to control a difficult horse’, or ‘strong action is needed to control a 

difficult person’ 

Figure 3.1 An illustration of tertium comparationis in a translation of a proverb (adapted from 
Munday, 2012a: 76). 

 
The appropriateness of the TT segment in the example would depend on circumstances, 

audience, and the type of equivalence envisaged depending on different approaches to 

translation (ibid.: 77). So, for example, if the ST is produced on a racecourse, it might well 

not be so metaphorical and might require formal equivalence in translation (ibid.). What is 
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considered invariant depends on what is considered to be essential content or purpose of the 

ST or of the TT which in turn depends on the different approaches to translation. 

The discussed equivalence-based approaches as well as approaches to translation shifts 

(see 3.4.2 below) attempt to systematise the relativity of equivalence by adopting a linguistic 

approach to translation. While being central to the equivalence-based linguistic approaches 

to translation, the concept of equivalence in translation has been a subject of controversy 

mostly from scholars working within target-oriented approaches to translation (e.g. Snell-

Hornby, 1988; Nord, 1997).  Criticisms of the concept of equivalence in translation have 

been mainly levelled at two major issues, namely its exact meaning when used in defining 

translation, and its application in identifying the relationship between a ST-TT pair.
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The first issue of the concept of ‘equivalence’ in translation is concerned with the 

inherent ambiguity of its meaning when used to define translation. Arguing from a target-

oriented cultural approach to translation, Snell-Hornby (1988: 22) discarded the concept of 

equivalence altogether, describing it as “an illusion of symmetry between languages which 

hardly exists beyond the level of vague approximations and which distorts the basic 

problems of translation”. From a functionalist target-oriented approach to translation, Nord 

(1997: 44) also shares Snell-Hornby’s view that equivalence-based approaches mainly focus 

on the structural qualities of the ST at the expense of intrinsic interrelationship between 

situational and linguistic factors of communicative interaction as well as cultural factors.  

She (ibid.: 45) also criticises the focus on the function of the ST as the standard that 

determines the function of the TT in the equivalence-based approaches, which undermines 

the status of the TT and hence leads to the exclusion of other interlingual forms such as 

‘version’ or ‘adaptations’ and does not consider them translations although they are sought 

through professional translation practice. In addition, the focus on the ST function as the 

standard that controls the way the TT is translated contradicts the practice of translating in 

the real world where the reasons for commissioning or initiating a translation can be 

independent of the reasons for creating the source text (ibid.). 

However, House (1997) considers the above criticisms to be too narrow because they 

reduce equivalence to ‘formal correspondence’, and she comments on such views as follows: 

The attack against the concept of ‘equivalence’ in the field of translation studies has a slightly 

dated touch: definitions of equivalence based on formal, syntactic and lexical similarities 

alone have actually been criticized for a long time, and it has long been recognized that such 

narrow views of equivalence fail to recognize that two linguistic units in two different 

languages may be ambiguous in multiple ways. Formal definitions of equivalence have 

further been revealed as deficient in that they cannot explain appropriate use in 

communication. This is why functional, communicative or pragmatic equivalence have been 

accredited concepts in contrastive linguistics for a very long time, focusing as they do on 



 89 

language use rather than structure. It is these types of equivalence which have become 

particularly relevant for translation, …. (House, 1997: 26) 

Another criticism in relation to equivalence is the problematic notion of ‘equivalence 

effect or response’ that was particularly proposed by Nida (1964) (i.e. the TL audience 

responds to a TT in significantly the same manner as the SL audience to a ST). Critics of 

this notion rightly argue that there is no reliable method of measuring effect in readers and 

it is almost impossible to know in practice how readers are going to respond to a given text 

due to specific linguistic and cultural differences (van den Broeck, 1978: 40; Hatim and 

Mason, 1990: 7; Qian, 1994: 427). Baker (2004: 3) also points out that it is even possible 

that the same reader of a TT will respond differently to the same text on different occasions. 

In conclusion, the concept of equivalence has been approached differently over the 

years in the linguistically oriented approaches to translation in an attempt to systematically 

investigate translation. Definitions of the concept of equivalence started based on formal, 

syntactic and lexical similarities in the earlier linguistic approaches to TS, then developed to 

comprise functional, communicative and/or pragmatic similarities in the later discourse-

oriented approaches to TS. As it can be seen from the discussion above, the definitions and 

applicability of this concept within the field of translation theory have caused controversy. 

Nonetheless, its centrality to the linguistic oriented approaches to translation is 

indispensable.  

Since this study focuses on examining the translation of interactional MDMs as a 

discourse phenomenon that operates within the interpersonal function of language use to 

encode interaction, allowing writers to express evaluations and feelings as well as engaging 

with readers through specific lexico-grammatical realisations, equivalence here, in the 

translation of metadiscourse into the target language, is understood as the semantic and 

pragmatic equivalent that fulfils the same metadiscoursal function that is identified in the 

source language. Identifying the translation equivalent of MDMs in the analysed texts is a 
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prerequisite to identifying translation shifts in interactional MDMs in the analysis of Arabic-

English and English-Arabic opinion articles. 

The linguistic approaches to translation discussed above have not only attempted to 

systematically define translation and qualify the relationship of equivalence between the ST 

and the TT, but they have also provided taxonomies of ‘shifts’ that can be produced in the 

translation process resulting either from the lack of equivalence or from an attempt to achieve 

equivalence at some level.  This study is specifically concerned with shifts that occurred in 

the translation of interactional MDMs between Arabic and English opinion articles. An 

overview of the notion of shift, including the different approaches to shifts in product-

oriented translation studies is, therefore, provided in the next section to set the basis for 

further specific discussion of the shifts in MDMs identified in my research. 

3.4.2 The concept of shift in TS 

In the literature of translation studies, the term ‘shift’ is used to refer to changes that occur 

or may occur in the process of translating (Bakker et al., 1998: 226). Although the term was 

first introduced by Catford (1965), the concept of ‘shift’ was also referred to in other earlier 

studies by other terms such as oblique strategy (Vinay and Darbelnet, 1958/1995), and 

techniques of adjustments (Nida, 1964: 226). Catford (1965: 73) defines ‘translation shifts’ 

as “departures from formal correspondence in the process of going from SL to TL”. Van 

Leuven-Zwart (1989: 154) provides more general definition of shifts which is “the 

differences between a translation and its original”. 

One of the earliest systematic linguistic-oriented studies that examined the similarities 

and differences in translation was offered by the two French linguists Jean-Paul Vinay and 

Jean Darbelnet whose book Stylistique Comparée du Françaiset de l' Anglais was first 

published in French in (1958) and later translated into English in (1995). Following a 

contrastive linguistic and stylistic analysis approach, they introduced a systematic taxonomy 

of the different translation strategies and procedures used in translation between French and 

English. In their book, they propose two main translation strategies that are: direct or literal 
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translation (which adheres to the ST) and oblique translation (which departs to the TT) which 

in turn classified into seven procedures (Vinay and Darbelnet, 1995: 31-40)27. Within the 

seven procedures, three belong to the direct strategy and they are borrowing, calque, and 

literal translation (ibid.). As for the remaining four procedures, they fit in the oblique 

strategy and they are transposition, modulation, equivalence, and adaptation (ibid.:36-40). 

All of these seven translation procedures operate on three levels of text analysis that are 

lexicon, syntactic structures, and message (i.e. the extralinguistic context into which the 

utterance fits) (ibid.: 27-29). 

Since the procedures in the direct strategy adhere to the ST and do not involve optional 

differences, what is relevant to the concept of ‘translation shift’ discussed here is the 

procedures within the oblique strategy, since they represent differences made in the TT. 

According to Vinay and Darbelnet (1995:36-40), oblique procedures involve the following: 

• Transposition involves grammatical changes in word class without change in the 

meaning of the message (e.g. replacing verbs with nouns or vice versa). 

• Modulation involves semantic changes that affect the ST point of view.  This 

procedure can be used when literal or transposition translation results in 

grammatically correct utterance, but the patterns of TL in the TT are considered as 

unnatural and awkward. Vinay and Darbelnet (1995: 246-55) identify eleven types 

of modulation at the level of message such as abstract for concrete (e.g. She can do 

no other ⇒ Elle ne saurait agir autrement [lit. She cannot act otherwise]), explicative 

modulation (e.g. You’re quite a stranger ⇒ On ne vous voit plus [lit. We do not see 

you anymore]), part for the whole (e.g. He shut the door in my face	⇒  Il me claqua 

la porte au nez [lit. He shut the door in my nose), Negation of the opposite (e.g. It 

does not seem unlikely ⇒ Il est fort probable [lit. it is likely], etc. 

 
27 In this study, translation strategy is the overall orientation of a translated text (e.g. literal vs free), while a 
procedure is a particular technique applied in a given point in a text (e.g. omission, substitution) (Munday, 
2012a: 22).  
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• Equivalence28 involves replacing a TL element with a SL element which accounts 

for the same situation, even though there is no grammatical or semantic 

correspondence. This procedure is typically used in the translation of idioms, clichés 

or proverbs (It is raining cats and dogs ⇒ Il pleut à seaux/ Il pleut des cordes 

[Literally: It's raining with buckets/ It's raining ropes]). 

• Adaptation involves changing a situation of the SL by an analogous situation of the 

TL due to cultural differences (e.g. translating the French popular sport cyclisme [lit. 

cycling) ⇒ English popular sport cricket ⇒ or American popular baseball). 

 With regard to the application of the above-mentioned procedures (shifts) in 

translation, Vinay and Darbelnet (1995: 15-16) distinguish between two important 

constraints that are servitude and option. On the one hand, servitude refers to constraints that 

a translator must submit to because they are unalterable facts of the linguistic system (i.e. 

langue) such as the gender of nouns, the conjugation of verbs, the agreement between words, 

etc. (ibid.: 15). On the other hand, option refers to the translator’s freedom to choose from 

different resources as given by parole to express the nuances of the message (ibid.: 16). This 

distinction between servitude and option is known in later studies of translation shifts as the 

distinction between obligatory and optional shifts. According to Bakker et al. (1998: 228), 

obligatory shifts are inevitable and occur due to differences in the grammatical systems 

between the ST and TT, while optional shifts are those opted for by the translator for stylistic, 

ideological, and cultural reasons. 

Another early taxonomy of translation shifts was introduced by Nida (1964) who 

distinguishes three types of what he calls techniques of adjustments that are additions, 

subtractions and alterations which are used to achieve dynamic equivalence. His taxonomy 

of shifts was based on his experience in Bible translation where all of his examples of these 

shifts occurred. Nida (1964: 226) states that techniques of adjustments are used: 1) to adjust 

 
28 The term ‘equivalence’ here is utilised as a specific procedure which is different from the concept of 
equivalence that was utilised by the equivalence-based approaches discussed above. 
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the form of the message to the requirements of the structure of the TL; 2) to produce 

semantically equivalent structures; 3) to offer appropriate stylistic equivalents; 4) to convey 

an equivalent communicative load. 

Additions involve the addition of elements in the TT to fill out an elliptic expression, to 

specify an ambiguous element in the target language (e.g. differences in grammatical 

references to gender and number), to change a grammatical category (as a result of a ST 

grammatical restructuring), to explicitly connect segments in texts, or to amplify an implicit 

element (ibid.: 227). In contrast, subtractions may be identified as the reverse process of 

additions. They involve leaving out elements such as unnecessary repetitions and references 

to participants to achieve naturalness in the TT (ibid.: 228). As for alterations, they involve 

changes that have to be made because of formal and cultural differences between the two 

languages (Nida, 1964: 233-238). These can be on the level of sounds, which should be made 

if direct transliteration of a proper name would be misleading. Nida (ibid.: 233) gives an 

example where the transliteration of “Messiah” in the Loma language means “death’s hand”, 

so it had to be changed into “Mezaya”). Alterations also occur due to differences in 

grammatical categories such as number, tense, voice, word class, word order, or sentence 

structure (ibid.: 233-35). In addition, alterations occur at the semantic level as a result of 

cultural differences such as the translation of metaphors, idioms, or proverbs (ibid.: 236-

238). 

Another early model of shifts was proposed by Catford (1965) who, as pointed out 

above, was the first to introduce the term ‘shift’. His model of translation shifts is based on 

the distinction between formal correspondence, which is the relationship between ST and 

TT categories that occupy approximately the same position in their respective systems, and 

textual equivalence, which is the relationship that holds between two portions of texts that 

are actual translations of each other by a competent bilingual or translator (Catford, 1965: 

27). Translation shifts occur when there are “departures from formal correspondence in the 

process of going from SL to TL” (i.e. when textual equivalents are not formal 



 94 

correspondents) (ibid.: 73). Thus, the ‘invariant’ of comparison used in Catford’s model of 

shifts is formal correspondence. 

According to Catford (1965: 73), there are two main types of shifts: level shifts and 

category shifts. Level shifts are shifts in grammar to lexis or vice versa in translation (ibid.). 

For example, the grammatical item this [demonstrative] in the English sentence ‘This text is 

intended for…’ is replaced by the partially lexical item le present [article + lexical adjective] 

when translated into French as ‘le présent Manuel s’addresse á…’ [lit. the present textbook 

is addressed to] (ibid.: 75). As for the category shifts, Catford (1965: 76-80) further 

subclassifies them into: 

a) structure shifts which involve mostly changes in grammatical structure of 

sentences, clauses or phrases (e.g. the structure [modifier + head] in the English 

phrase ‘a white house’ is translated into French by the structure [(modifier) + 

head + qualifier] ‘une maison blanche’) 

b) class shifts which involve changes from one part of speech to another (e.g. the 

pre-modifying adjective medical in the English phrase ‘a medical student’ is 

translated into French by an adverbial qualifying phrase ‘un étudiant en 

médicine’ [lit. a student in medicine]. 

c) unit shifts which involve changes between ranks (i.e. the hierarchal linguistic 

units of sentence, clause, group, word, and morpheme) where the translation 

equivalent of a unit at one rank in the SL is a unit at a different rank in the TL. 

d) intra-system shifts which involve changes that occur internally within a system 

when the SL and TL have approximately corresponding formal constituents in 

their systems, but where ‘the translation involves selection of non-corresponding 

term in the TL system’. For example, French and English have approximately 

formally corresponding number systems, but they do not always correspond (e.g. 

the unaccountable noun news in English becomes des Nouvelles in French). 
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Catford’s approach to translation shifts was criticised for not differentiating between 

obligatory and optional shifts (Baker, 2005: 287). In addition, the main criticism of Catford’s 

work is that his examples are decontextualized, mostly invented and not derived from actual 

translations (Munday, 2012a: 94). 

A later different approach to translation shifts was proposed by van Leuven-Zwart 

(1989/1990a). Following Toury’s DTS approach (1980), van Leuven-Zwart (1990a: 92-93) 

adopts a descriptive norm-centred empirical methodology to the analysis of shifts in 

translation. Unlike the prescriptive approaches above, in which the identification of 

translation shifts is limited to the level of linguistic structures, shifts in the descriptive 

approach are further situated within socio-cultural contexts in order to formulate hypotheses 

regarding ‘norms of translation’ that govern the translational behaviour (Toury, 1995: 85). 

Following this descriptive approach, van Leuven-Zwart (1989/1990a) proposed a model of 

translation shifts that consists of two complementary methods of analysis, namely the 

‘comparative model’ and the ‘descriptive model’. On the one hand, the comparative model 

provides a classification of shifts on the microstructural level of the text (i.e. sentences, 

clauses, and phrases) (van Leuven-Zwart, 1989: 155). In this model, she only considers the 

shifts that occur in ‘integral translations’ which she defines in the following way: “[a] 

translation is termed integral when it contains no additions or deletions transcending the 

sentence level” (ibid.: 154). On the other hand, the descriptive model focuses on the effect 

of the micro-structural shifts, that are identified via the comparative model, on the 

macrostructural level of the text (i.e. the narrative structures [events, characters, time, etc.]) 

(ibid.). Shifts on the macrostructural level of the text are analysed within the framework of 

Halliday’s three metafunctions of language (i.e. ideational, interpersonal, and textual). The 

aim of the descriptive model is to provide the basis for the formulation of hypotheses on the 

strategy and norms applied to specific translation (van Leuven-Zwart, 1990a: 91). 

In the comparative model, a detailed comparison between the ST and TT is carried out 

by classifying microstructural shifts manually. The process starts with a comparison between 
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a ST-TT textual unit called transeme (this can be either a predicate together with its 

arguments [state of affairs], or adverbials). The comparison is performed in order to establish 

a relationship between these ST-TT textual units (van Leuven-Zwart 1989: 155-158). For 

example, the sentence ‘she sat up quickly’ is classified as a ST transeme, and it is compared 

to the Spanish phrase ‘se enderezó’ as the TT transeme (ibid.: 158). Then for each ST-TT 

transeme, an ‘invariant’ core sense is determined which is called architranseme. So, the 

architranseme here is “to sit up”. In order to make the comparison of transemes more 

objective, monolingual dictionaries in both languages can be used as a source for 

descriptions of architransemes (ibid.: 158). After that, a comparison is made between each 

separate transeme with architranseme and the relationship between the two transemes is 

established which is either synonymic or hyponymic. If the relationship is synonymic, no 

translation shifts occurred. However, if the relationship is hyponymic or there is no 

relationship at all, a translation shift occurred that can be classified as one of three main 

types of shifts: 

• modulation: occurs when the two transemes are in a hyponymic relationship with 

each other and one of them is a synonym of the architranseme, while the other is a 

hyponym which differs either semantically or stylistically. 

• modification: occurs when the two transemes are in a hyponymic relationship with 

each other and they are both hyponyms of the architranseme. 

• mutation: occurs when it is not possible to establish a relationship between the two 

transemes (e.g. when element(s) were added or deleted to a transeme in the 

translation process, or there was a radical change in meaning). 

Modulation is classified into semantic modulation or stylistic modulation, which are further 

subclassified into five and seven subcategories respectively (van Leuven-Zwart, 1989: 170). 

Modification is classified into five categories: semantic, stylistic, syntactic-semantic, 

syntactic-stylistic, and syntactic-pragmatic. Under these categories of modification, there 
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are a total of 22 subcategories. As for the category mutation, it has a total of 3 subcategories 

(i.e. addition, deletion, and radical change in meaning). 

Van Leuven-Zwart’s model of shift analysis is considered the most detailed model of 

translation shifts (Munday 1998: 2). However, it has been criticised by some scholars in TS, 

especially her comparative model. For example, it is criticised for being extremely 

complicated with great numbers of categories and subcategories (Gentzler, 2001: 134). 

Similarly, Munday (1998: 544) argues that it is difficult to keep track of all the shifts 

throughout a long text unless an automatic analysis is performed to account for all the 

observed shifts. In addition, the use of the architranseme as an equivalence measure can be 

subjective and may differ from one analyst to another (ibid.). 

In the approaches to translation shifts discussed above, the concept of shifts is seen 

from two different perspectives. On the one hand, there is the prescriptive source-oriented 

approach that is found in the works of Vinay and Darbelnet (1995), Nida (1964), and Catford 

(1965). According to van Leuven-Zwart (1990b: 228), these prescriptive approaches view 

translation shifts in relation to the concept of equivalence as being the norm which 

translations must adhere to in order to be accepted as translations. The analysis of shifts in 

these approaches does not exceed the sentence level, and hence, shifts are either considered 

“mistranslations” or “deviations of the norm” of equivalence (ibid.), or a way of coping with 

differences between language systems (Cyrus, 2009: 89). On the other hand, there is the 

descriptive approach to translation shifts such as that of van Leuven-Zwart (1989/1990a) 

that views translation shifts as not only being caused and motivated by linguistic factors due 

to structural differences between language systems, but also by a variety of extralinguistic 

factors. These factors can be social, historical, or cultural such as the time and function of 

the translated text in the target culture as well as individual factors such as the subjectivity 

or style of the translator (van Leuven-Zwart 1990b: 228). It follows that, considering all of 

these linguistic and extra-linguistic factors, translation shifts are inherent and inevitable in 

any translation process, and thus they are central to the study of the nature of translation and 
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not mere ‘mistranslations’ (ibid.: 229). Similar to van Leuven-Zwart’s (1989/1990a) 

descriptive approach to the analysis of translation shifts, this study also adopts a descriptive 

approach to the analysis of translation shifts in interactional MDMs that is based Hyland’s 

(2005a; 2005b) model of interactional metadiscourse (see 4.5.3 for a description of the 

classification of shifts in this study). 

As pointed out earlier, early source-oriented linguistic approaches to translation were 

criticised due to their narrow views of ‘equivalence’ and ‘shifts’ in translation that do not 

exceed the sentence level. As a result, between the late 1970s and the 1990s, new broader 

discourse-analytic approaches emerged, that included socio-textual and socio-cultural 

considerations in the discussion on equivalence and shifts in translation. These approaches 

are still linguistic source-oriented, but ‘equivalence’ is relative and shifts can be explained 

as a motivated behaviour that takes into account the wider socio-textual and socio-cultural 

contexts bearing on translation decisions above the sentence level. These approaches draw 

mainly on the Hallidayan SFL register analysis (e.g. House, 1977 and 1997; Hatim and 

Mason, 1990 and 1997).  

Since the present study is concerned with the socio-textual and socio-cultural aspects 

that shape the translation of interactional MDMs in the genre of opinion articles, it follows 

a descriptive corpus-based approach that investigates the translation shifts using a context-

sensitive discourse-analytic approach. Discourse-analytic approaches and their theoretical 

underpinning are reviewed in 3.5 below. The section starts with a general theoretical 

background and then focuses, in particular, on studies on the translation of metadiscourse 

and the discourse-analytic framework adopted to analyse writer-reader interaction in 

translation. 

3.5 Discourse-analytical approaches to translation 

As pointed out in the discussion about the equivalence-based linguistic approaches, 

translation models by House (1977; 1997), Hatim and Mason (1990; 1997), and Baker 

(1992/2011) expanded the scope of study of the ST-TT relationship above the sentence level 
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(i.e. the way sentences combine to create meaning, coherence and achieve purposes) by 

mainly adopting a discourse analysis approach to translation. Although it was first 

introduced by House (1977) in her model of translation quality assessment, discourse 

analysis has only become an important theoretical basis for research in the field of translation 

studies from the 1990s onward (Munday, 2012a: 137). According to Munday and Zhang 

(2017: 1), the pioneering works of House (1977; 1997) and Hatim and Mason (1990; 1997) 

are the milestones in bringing discourse analytic approaches to TS.  

In this section, I firstly define the term discourse analysis (DA) and the most influential 

models of DA in TS, specifically the early contributions of House (1997) and Hatim and 

Mason (1990) as well as new discourse approaches (e.g. Munday, 2012b) (subsection 3.5.1). 

Secondly, I review the discourse approaches that were specifically used for the translation 

of metadiscourse markers (subsection 3.5.2).  

3.5.1 Discourse analysis in TS 

Discourse analysis (DA) is a generic term for a range of methodological approaches which 

are utilised to analyse language use and functions, either written or oral, across various 

disciplines such as psychology, sociology, linguistics, anthropology and communication 

studies (Wiggins, 2009: 427). Therefore, it is found that the terms discourse and discourse 

analysis are used to mean different things by different researchers (Alba-Juez, 2009: 12). 

However, Schiffrin et al. (2001: 1) suggest that all definitions of the term discourse involve 

three main aspects:  1) anything beyond the sentence; 2) language use; 3) a broader range of 

social practice that includes non-linguistic and non-specific instances of language. So, 

discourse analysis is concerned with “what happens when people draw on the knowledge 

they have about language… to do things in the world” (Johnstone, 2008: 3). In other words, 

it is concerned with the relationship between language and the contexts in which it is used 

and it involves the description and analysis of both written and spoken interactions 

(Paltridge, 2012: 3). 
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The main model of discourse analysis that has had the greatest influence on the 

discourse-analytic approaches to translation is the Hallidayan model of language and 

discourse (Munday, 2012a: 137). This is a model of language that was proposed and 

developed by Michael Halliday (e.g. 1973; 1994) in a number of publications since early 

1960s up to the 1990s that it is based on what he calls Systemic Functional Grammar, or 

Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL). It is ‘systemic’ in its account of language as “a 

network of systems, or interrelated sets of options for making meaning” (Halliday, 1994: 

15). It is ‘functional’ as it analyses how language structures are actually used to create certain 

meanings within a certain context, rather than analysing language as a set of general rules 

detached from any certain context of use (Eggins, 2004: 2).   

Halliday (1978) maintains that language is a ‘social semiotic’ that has ‘meaning 

potential’ in which linguistic form is influenced systematically by social context. His social 

semiotic approach to language has been influential in widening the analysis of discourse 

beyond the language. In the opening chapter of her book An Introduction to Systemic 

Functional Linguistics, Eggins (2004: 3) points out that the view of language as a ‘social 

semiotic’ as proposed by Halliday (1978), where language is used by people to achieve 

everyday social life, is a shared interest by all systemic linguists. This shared interest 

assumes that the function of language use is to create meanings that are influenced by the 

social and cultural context in which they are exchanged. This makes language use a semiotic 

process (Eggins: 2004: 3). So, the fact that SFL approach is functional, semantic, contextual 

and semiotic makes it a functional-semantic approach to language (ibid.).  

In the Hallidayan model of SFL, language is analysed as a “complex semiotic system 

composed of multiple LEVELS or STRATA” in which “the central stratum, the inner core 

of language, is that of grammar” (Halliday 1994:15). Halliday calls this central stratum the 

lexicogrammar, because it integrates both grammar and vocabulary. The multiple levels in 

the SFL model are interrelated and include context, discourse semantics, lexico-grammar, 

and phonology/graphology. The model of analysis starts with the level of social context 
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which is essential to the overall process of making meaning. In the Hallidayan model, two 

types of social contexts are distinguished that are ‘context of culture’ and ‘context of 

situation’. The context of culture refers to “the institutional and ideological background that 

give value to the text and constrain its interpretation” (Halliday and Hasan, 1989: 49). The 

context of culture in the work of other SFL scholars such as Martin (1984) has become more 

specified by the concept of ‘genre’. Martin (1984: 25) considers genre as the cultural context 

in which register is embedded, and he defines it as a “staged, goal-oriented, purposeful 

activity in which speakers engage as members of our culture”.  

The concept of register was developed to account for the ‘context of situation’. 

Register is defined by Halliday (1978: 111) as “the configuration of semantic resources that 

the member of the culture associates with a situation type and is the meaning potential that 

is accessible in a given social context”. Register comprises three variables that can be 

recognised via lexico-grammatical resources and serve to interpret a given social context 

which are the ‘field’, the ‘tenor’ and the ‘mode’ (Halliday and Hasan, 1989: 12). The ‘field 

of discourse’ refers to what is taking place, to the nature of the social action that is happening 

(ibid.). The ‘tenor of discourse’ refers to who is taking part in the social situation, the nature 

of participants, their relationship, roles and statuses (ibid.). The ‘mode of discourse’ refers 

to the role of language in the social situation: the symbolic organisation of the text, its status 

and function in the context, including the channel (spoken or written) and rhetorical mode 

(e.g. expository, persuasive, didactic) (ibid.).  

The register variables correlate with the three aspects of language metafunctions that 

are present simultaneously in every use of language in every social context: ideational, 

interpersonal and textual (Halliday, 1978: 112). The ideational function expresses the 

phenomena of the setting or environment as experienced by the language user, such as 

actions, events, objects, participants, state of affairs and alike, and can be realised 

lexicogrammatically by transitivity (ibid.: 112-113). The interpersonal function expresses 

the participation of the language user in the context of situation to express his/her attitudes 
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and judgments and influence the attitude and behaviour of others and it can be realised 

lexicogrammatically by mood and modality (ibid.). The textual function represents how text 

is organised in a context of situation to facilitate the interpretation of the other two functions 

and can be realised lexicogrammatically by theme (ibid.).  

Regarding the link between levels of communication (context, discourse semantics, 

lexico-grammar) in the Hallidayan model of language, Eggins (2004: 111) summarises their 

interrelationship as follows:  

• The field of a text can be associated with the realisation of ideational meanings; these 

ideational meanings are realised through the Transitivity systems and Clause 

Complex patterns of the grammar.  

• The mode of a text can be associated with the realisation of textual meanings; these 

textual meanings are realised through the Theme/Rheme systems of the grammar. 

• The tenor of a text can be associated with the realisation of interpersonal meanings; 

these interpersonal meanings are realised through the Mood/Modality systems of the 

grammar. 

As pointed out above, House’s early model of translation quality assessment (TQA) in 

her 1977 book A Model for Translation Quality Assessment was perhaps the first major work 

in TS to use Halliday’s sociosemiotic approach. Her model was revised later in her book 

Translation Quality Assessment: A Model Revisited (1997) in which House provides a 

functional-pragmatic model for translation evaluation, which is mainly based on Hallidayan 

systemic-functional theory of register (e.g. Halliday, 1978) as well as adding the new 

contextual element of ‘genre’ that was absent in her old model. House (1997) builds her 

model on the assumption of a close relationship between text and context (i.e. between the 

linguistic and textual realization and the context of situation, determined by field, tenor and 

mode) (see figure 3.2 below).  
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Figure 3.2 House’s scheme for analysing and comparing STs and TTs (House 1997: 108) 

 
House’s (1997) model, as outlined in figure 3.2 above, provides a framework for 

establishing equivalence by analysing the relationship between a ST-TT pair in terms of four 

main levels, that are ‘language/text’, ‘register’, ‘genre’ and ‘function of the individual text’. 

So, the contrastive analysis of an ST-TT pair starts with the assumption that an ST and a TT 

have an equivalent ‘text function’ whenever possible, which can be defined as “the 

application or use which the text has in the particular context of situation” (House, 1997: 

36). In order to identify the individual text function, an analysis of the register and genre is 

performed. The analysis of register dimensions (i.e. field, tenor, mode) on the lexical, 

syntactic, and textual levels in each dimension determines the text genre in both the ST and 

TT. 

The register component field involves identifying the nature of the social action that is 

taking place (i.e. the subject matter or the topic of the text) (House, 1997: 108). This is 

achieved by differentiating degrees of ‘specificity’, ‘generality’ and ‘granularity’ in lexical 

resources according to the kind of activity (‘specialized’, ‘general’ and ‘popular’) (ibid.). 

INDIVIDUAL TEXTUAL FUNCTION 

REGISTER  GENRE (GENERIC 
PURPOSE) 

FIELD  
Subject matter and 

social action 

TENOR 
Participant relationship 
- author’s provenance 
and stance 
- social role relationship 
-Social attitude 

 

MODE 
-medium 
(simple/complex) 
-participation 
(simple/complex) 

LANGUAGE/TEXT 
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The next register component tenor is concerned with ‘who is taking part’ in the social 

action, and thus to the nature of relationship between addresser and addressee in terms of 

social power (social role relationship) and social distance, as well as the degree of emotional 

charge in the relationship. In addition, House (1997: 109) adds the addresser’s geographical, 

social and temporal provenance as well as his/her intellectual and affective stance to the 

Hallidayan tenor. She also simplifies the category of ‘social attitude’ from her original model 

and adopts a division of three possible styles, i.e., ‘formal’, ‘consultative’ and ‘informal’. 

As for the last register component, mode, it is concerned with how the text is made 

manifest, in particular which ‘medium’ of communication is used (whether written or 

spoken), and which degree of ‘participation’ between addresser and addressee is involved. 

For both categories, House (ibid.: 109-110) considers ‘simple’ and ‘complex’ options, as she 

had already done in her original model. So, a written text can be ‘simple’ (e.g. written to be 

read), or ‘complex’ (e.g. written to be spoken as if not written). ‘Participation’ refers to the 

degree of real or potential involvement of the participants in the text (House, 1997: 109-

110). Participation can also be ‘simple’ in the form of a monologue or dialogue, or ‘complex’ 

which is a mixture of both (ibid.: 40). For example, a complex monologue would involve 

various resources of indirect participation elicitation and indirect addresses involvement 

(e.g. by switching between declarative, interrogative and imperative sentence patterns).  

To apply House’s model of analysis, the ST undergoes a register analysis where the 

main dimensions of the ‘context of situation’ (field, tenor and mode) and their subcategories 

are analysed, each in terms of lexical, syntactic and textual means. Then a description of 

‘genre’ is offered, thus of the text-type and its aim(s) within its ‘context of culture’. Genre 

in House’s TQA model is defined as “a socially established category characterised in terms 

of occurrence of use, source, and a communicative purpose or any combination of these” 

(House, 1997: 107). Such a detailed text analysis of register and genre leads to a ‘statement 

of function’, where meanings realised in the ST are discussed. Then, a comparison between 

ST and TT follows, in order to identify any lexical/ syntactic/ textual ‘mismatches’ (i.e. non-
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equivalence) for each of the categories and sub-categories and any differences regarding 

‘genre’. Finally, a ‘statement of quality’ is offered and the type of translation, ‘overt’ or 

‘covert’, is identified (see pages 84-85 above for brief description of overt vs covert 

translation). House (1997: 121-57) illustrates the feasibility of her model by offering 

analyses of practical examples of sample texts of different text types within the 

English/German language pair (e.g. an English-German children’s book, a German-English 

excerpt from a philosophical essay).  

In the case of mismatches found in ‘covert translation’, House (1997: 115-116) 

employs a ‘cultural filter’ to interpret such differences in terms of communicative norms in 

the two ‘contexts of culture’ of the ST and TT. The ‘cultural filter’ that was applied in 

House’s analyses is based on her own research on cross-cultural German/English contrastive 

pragmatics and discourse studies and it is employed to deal with culture-specific items as 

well as with grammatical differences. In these cross-cultural contrastive studies, House 

(1997: 84) has found that German communicative preferences differ from those in English 

in five dimensions: directness, content focus (i.e. orientation towards content vs persons), 

self-reference (orientation towards self vs others), routine-reliance (i.e. ad hoc formulations 

vs verbal routines) and explicitness. These differences (linguistic and non-linguistic) are 

taken into consideration in order to differentiate a proper covert translation from a covert 

version (which is not a translation). ‘Covert version’ is recognised by unmotivated changes 

in the ST that have been undertaken along several situational parameters due to an unjustified 

application of the ‘cultural filter’ (House, 1997: 71).  

However, the translator’s linguistic and socio-cultural competences are not the only 

factors in determining the choice between ‘overt’ and ‘covert’ translation as other factors 

can also be considered such as reasons for translation (i.e. the intended readership) and 

publishing and marketing policies (ibid.: 118). All of these other factors are social factors 

that involve human agents and socio-political or even ideological constraints that have 

influence on the translator’s behaviour (ibid.). 
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Another influential discourse-analytic approach to translation was proposed by Hatim 

and Mason (1990; 1997). They (1990) proposed a model of systemic text analysis that is 

based mostly on the Hallidayan socio-linguistic approach to the description and analysis of 

language as a communicative event in terms of text-in-context relationships. In particular, 

they (1990) focus on three dimensions of context in which textual realisations are produced: 

the communicative dimension, the pragmatic dimension, and the semiotic dimension.  

The communicative dimension involves the analysis of register as a framework for the 

description of language variation. Within this framework, two dimensions of language 

variation are distinguished that are: user-related varieties (i.e. dialects) and use-related 

varieties (i.e. registers) (Hatim and Mason, 1990: 39). The user-related varieties of language 

are concerned with the analysis of geographical, temporal, idiolectal, social, and 

standard/nonstandard varieties (ibid.). As for the use-related varieties of language, they 

involve the analysis of three types of register varieties that are field, mode, and tenor (ibid.: 

46). 

The pragmatic dimension of context involves the analysis of the pragmatic features 

present in the text such as implicatures, meanings of speech acts and presuppositions (Hatim 

and Mason, 1990: 58). The aim of such analysis is to assist the translator to reveal how 

intentions are perceived in communication in order to be able to achieve equivalence of these 

pragmatic meanings in translation (ibid.: 65). 

As for the semiotic dimension of context, it involves the analysis of texts within an 

overall system of values appropriate to a given culture (Hatim and Mason, 1990: 59). It is 

semiotic in that it based on the idea that “various surface elements of a text, together with 

their underlying conceptual meaning potential, are in effect ‘signs’ which play a role in the 

signification process” (Hatim and Mason, 1997: 14). This semiotic process involves the 

notion of intertextuality that refers to all those aspects which enable text users in a given 

community to identify a given text in terms of their knowledge of one or more prior texts 

(ibid.). Intertextuality can be indicated by linguistic and/or extralinguistic resources at any 
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level of text organization: phonology, morphology, syntax or the organisation of the text. 

The aspects of intertextuality can be found in socio-cultural objects and socio-textual 

practices (Hatim and Mason, 1997: 15). Socio-cultural objects refer to entities that are 

“conventionally recognized as being salient in the life of a given linguistic community, often 

reflecting commonly held assumptions” (ibid.). As for socio-textual practices of text users 

in a given community, they involve rhetorical conventions that govern the following three 

macro-structures of context: 

• discourses which represent the expression of attitudinal meanings and endorsing 

particular world views or ideological positions (e.g. sexism, feminism, 

bureaucratism, etc.);  

• genres which reflect the way linguistic resources are conventionally used in a 

particular social occasion (e.g. the letter to the editor, the news report, etc.);  

• texts which represent the type of rhetorical purposes achieved by the language user 

(e.g. arguing, narrating, etc.). (Hatim and Mason, 1997: 15) 

The three communicative, pragmatic, and semiotic dimensions of contexts can be used 

as a set of parameters by the translator who has “the role of mediator between different 

cultures, each of which has its own visions of reality, ideologies, myths, and so on” (Hatim 

and Mason, 1990: 236).    

Other recent discourse analytic approaches to translation introduced new discourse 

theories within SFL framework. For example, Munday (e.g. 2010; 2012b) introduced 

appraisal theory that was developed by Martin and White (2005) to TS. Appraisal theory 

provides a framework that is designed to analyse the subjectivity of the writer/speaker by 

describing the different components of a speaker’s attitude, the strength of that attitude 

(graduation) and the ways that the speaker/writer aligns him/herself with the sources of 

attitude and with the receiver/reader (engagement) (Munday, 2012b: 2). This framework is 

related to the interpersonal function of language that is concerned with the writer-reader 
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relationship in the Hallidayan SFL. By using this framework, Munday (2012b) investigates 

the translator’s intervention and subjective evaluation when translating the linguistic 

realisations of the different components of appraisal theory. 

Relevant to the present study, another recent discourse-analytic approach to translation 

that is also influenced by the Hallidayan SFL, investigated the concept of metadiscourse. As 

pointed out in chapter two, early models of metadiscourse such as those of Vande Kopple 

(1985) and Crismore et al. (1993) adopted two of the Hallidayan metafunctions of language, 

the textual and interpersonal, to classify features of metadiscourse into textual and 

interpersonal MDMs. Later, Hyland (2005a) argued that all metadiscourse features function 

within the interpersonal metafunction of language. For this, Hyland (2005a) adopted an 

interpersonal classification based on Thompson and Thetela’s (1995) distinction of 

interactive and interactional resources to describe the organisational and evaluative features 

of interaction in texts. From a translation perspective, several studies investigated the 

concept metadiscourse mainly following Hyland’s (2005a) discourse-analytic approach to 

metadiscourse. So, in the following section, I will review a selection of the main studies that 

followed the discourse-analytic approach to the translation of metadiscourse, in order to 

situate the present study in relation to this line of research.  

3.5.2 The translation of metadiscourse 

Researchers in the field of TS have addressed the interactive and organisational role of 

metadiscourse in texts and the importance of conveying such role in translation. Studies that 

have been carried out on the translation of metadiscourse markers can be divided into two 

groups. The first group of studies are considered corpus-based descriptive, investigating the 

translation of metadiscourse in different genres which are mainly academic (e.g. geography 

research articles (Pisanski Peterlin, 2010), medical research articles (Gholami et al., 2014), 

and popular science articles (Kranich, 2009). The second group includes pedagogical studies 

that focused on the way trainee translators handled metadiscourse features in translation 
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tasks (e.g. Williams, 2010; Pisanski Peterlin and Moe, 2016). Since the present study follows 

a corpus-based approach, only studies from the first group will be discussed. 

A corpus-based study on the translation of metadiscourse markers in academic 

discourse (research articles) was carried out by Pisanski Peterlin (2010) who focused on the 

translation of hedging devices as metadiscourse markers between Slovene and English.  She 

examined the translation of hedges in geography research articles that were translated from 

Slovene into English and compared the results to a comparable original English research 

article. She found that the number of hedging devices in the English translated texts is about 

half of the number of hedging devices in the comparable original English texts (ibid.: 179). 

She suggests that there is a tendency of the translated texts to be less tentative compared to 

the original texts that are more tentative (ibid.). Also, differences in the forms and the range 

of forms used are observed between the translated and original texts (ibid.: 188). Pisanski 

Peterlin (2010: 188) states that the translated texts tend to use less variations of hedging 

forms compared to the comparable original texts which results in an under-representation of 

the hedging devices in the translated texts. She (ibid.) suggests that the under-representation 

of the hedging devices in the translated texts can be attributed to the lack of understanding 

of rhetorical conventions of the genre in the target language (i.e. English) and/or the reliance 

on the source text (i.e. Slovene).   

Another corpus-based study that examined academic discourse is a study by Gholami 

et al. (2014) who investigated the translation of MDMs from English into Persian in medical 

research articles as a genre following Hyland’s (2005a) model of metadiscourse. The 

quantitative analysis in their study showed that the total number of metadiscourse markers 

(both interactive and interactional) in English medical texts was more than their Persian 

translation (Gholami et al., 2014: 31). In other words, not all metadiscourse items found in 

the original English texts were conveyed in the Persian target texts (ibid.). Gholami et al. 

(2014: 32) refer this tendency to omit MDMs in the translation from English into Persian in 

medical research articles to the differences in the way MDMs is employed in this particular 
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genre between the two languages. However, such findings would be more reliable if there 

was a comparable analysis of MDMs in original Persian medical research articles to match 

the findings in the translated texts to the conventions in the use of MDMs in original Persian 

medical research articles. 

A study of the translation of metadiscourse in popular scientific texts that were 

translated from English into German was conducted by Kranich (2009) who focused on the 

translation of epistemic modal markers. He examined the translation of epistemic modals 

may, might, can and must from English into German to test the influence of English genre 

conventions in using these markers in the translated German popular scientific articles. It 

was found that the German translations tend not to replicate the same vagueness expressed 

through the use of hedges in the English original texts (ibid.: 39). The level of facticity value 

is higher in the German target texts because the translators amend the indirectness in the 

propositions that is caused by the use of such modals and they used more certainty markers 

or no marking at all (ibid.). Kranich (ibid.) attributes the findings to the resistance of German 

epistemic modality marking in this genre to English influence and to the fact that there are 

no direct equivalences between German and English modality markers. In English, modality 

is mostly expressed by a grammaticalised category of modals, but in German, modality is 

expressed by various categories such as adverbs, particles and modal adjectives (ibid.).  

In the context of the translation of metadiscourse markers in non-fiction texts, 

Herriman (2014) explores metadiscourse elements of English and Swedish in three genres: 

biographies, travel books and historical texts, and their translations. In her investigation of 

the original English and Swedish texts, she found that the frequency of overall metadiscourse 

markers (i.e. textual and interpersonal) in the Swedish texts is significantly higher than the 

English texts (ibid.: 11). In particular, she (ibid.) found that that there are more interpersonal 

MDMs in the Swedish texts, especially a more frequent usage of boosters. Regarding the 

translation of textual metadiscourse markers, there were three main translation strategies 

used by the translators which are translating with matching correspondent markers in the 
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target language, insertion and omissions (ibid.: 14). She describes the use of the insertion 

strategy of transition markers, endophoric markers, frame markers and evidentials in both 

directions of translation (English-Swedish and Swedish-English) as an attempt of 

explicitness on the part of the translators, while the deletion of such elements reduced the 

explicitness of relations between discourse units (ibid.: 15). However, the insertion strategy 

was used more than the omission strategy in both directions of the translations (ibid.). As for 

interpersonal metadiscourse markers, they were reduced in the English-Swedish translation, 

but remained almost the same in the Swedish-English translation (Herriman, 2014: 20). 

According to Herriman (ibid.: 21), the changes that occurred in the subcategories of 

interpersonal markers can be described as follows: 

• The insertion or omission of boosters and hedges as emphasis changes.  

• The insertion or omission of engagement markers as interpersonal changes. 

•  The changes from or into interrogative and imperative clauses as illocutionary changes. 

• The insertion and omission of self-mentions and attitude markers as writers’ visibility 

changes. 

Herriman (2014: 28) concludes that the main change was in transition markers as they 

were inserted more often than omitted in both translation directions causing an increase in 

the total number of transition markers in the TTs. As a result, the level of explicitness in the 

translated texts is increased (ibid.). The other main change was in boosters where they were 

omitted more often than inserted in the translations from Swedish into English only (ibid.: 

29). This suggests a tendency for the translators to reduce emphasis in English by omitting 

boosters and, in some cases, inserting hedges (ibid.). Herriman (ibid.) suggests that the 

tendency to reduce emphasis in the English TTs may be related to differences in preferences 

in English and in Swedish when it comes to increasing the emphatic force of propositions, 

especially when considering the higher frequency of boosters in the Swedish original texts. 
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In sum, the empirical corpus-based studies on the translation of metadiscourse markers 

discussed above show the way metadiscourse markers are being tackled in translation in 

different language pairs and different text types and genres. However, some of these studies 

lack discussions that relate the results of similarities and differences in the translation of 

metadiscourse to wider contextual factors such as differences and/or similarities in socio-

textual and/or socio-cultural norms in the languages investigated. As far as I am aware, no 

translation study to date has attempted to investigate shifts in the translation of interactional 

MDMs between Arabic and English in the genre of opinion articles and the possible 

underlying norms for their occurrence, to which the present study is devoted. 

The above discussion of discourse analytic-approaches to translation shows the 

development in linguistically oriented TS from the early equivalence-based approaches 

(focused on sentence level) to wider approaches, incorporating both linguistic and 

nonlinguistic contextual factors. Munday and Zhang (2015) highlight the significance of 

discourse analysis for translation studies. They maintain that discourse analysis is "a 

powerful tool for uncovering the processes and for explaining the motivation behind the 

author’s and the translator’s choices" (Munday & Zhang 2015: 333). Therefore, the present 

study utilises such tool by adopting a discourse-analytic theoretical framework (i.e. Hyland’s 

model of metadiscourse) with the aim of investigating the translation shifts in metadiscourse 

markers in Arabic-English and English-Arabic opinion articles. To achieve such aim, I 

follow a descriptive corpus-based methodology within product-oriented DTS to analyse 

these translation shifts and attempt to explain the translation norms that motivated them. So, 

the following section provides an overview of the DTS approach to translation with focus 

on the notion of translation norms and how corpus methods transformed the DTS approach 

in TS. 

3.6 DTS: a move from prescriptive to descriptive approaches to translation studies 

As pointed out earlier in (3.2), linguistically oriented approaches to TS witnessed a major 

shift from prescriptive to descriptive approaches in the early 1980s with Gideon Toury’s 
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(1980; 1985) pioneering DTS approach to translation and his concepts of norms and laws of 

translation. Pym (2010: 56) simply defines the aim of DTS as describing what translations 

are like (or likely to be), rather than prescribing what a good translation should be like. Then, 

the DTS approach gained further recognition from the early 1990s onwards with the 

developments of corpus methods in TS. So, the following two subsections describe the 

nature of DTS in TS and the role of corpus methods in the development of this approach to 

TS. Since the present study aims at identifying the translation norms that influenced the 

shifts in the translation of interactional MDMs in Arabic and English opinion articles, 

subsection (3.6.1) gives an overview of the DTS approach to translation with a focus on 

Toury’s three phase methodology for DTS and the concept of translation norms. Then, 

subsection (3.6.2) discusses the application of corpus methods in corpus-based translation 

research in DTS.   

3.6.1 Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS) 

The name of DTS as an area of research in TS was first suggested by James S. Holmes in 

his conceptual map of TS29 in his seminal paper entitled ‘The Name and Nature of 

Translation Studies’ that was first presented in 1972. According to Holmes (1972/2000: 

176), DTS aims at describing the phenomena of translation and translating as they manifest 

themselves in the world of our experience. He (ibid.: 176-7) proposed three types of 

research in DTS that are:  

• Product-oriented DTS which focuses on the description of existing translations 

such as individual translations or the comparative descriptions of several 

translations of the same source text (either in the same language or in different 

 
29 James S. Holmes (1972/2000) is the first translation scholar to present a map of the academic field of TS in 
an attempt to give the theory of translation a proper academic status. He (ibid.: 176-183) advocated TS as a 
discipline of its own divided into two main categories “pure” and “applied” TS. The former is further divided 
into “theoretical” vs. “descriptive”, with the “descriptive” branching into three areas of research: functions, 
process, and product oriented. The latter includes the application of the discipline in branches such as 
translation training, translation aids, and translation criticism.   
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languages). These individual and comparative descriptions provide materials for 

describing larger corpuses of translation. 

• Function-oriented DTS which investigates contexts rather than the translated texts 

themselves, focusing on their function and influence in the recipient socio-cultural 

situation (i.e. focusing on translation sociology). 

•  Process-oriented DTS which focuses on a systematic description of what goes on in 

the translator’s mind while translating under laboratory conditions (i.e. translation 

psychology).  

Inspired by his descriptive research on translated literary texts based on polysystem 

theory with the members of the Manipulation School30, Toury (1995) thoroughly developed 

the DTS branch in Holmes’ map of the discipline of TS in his book Descriptive Translation 

Studies and Beyond (1995), which he considers as a replacement of his previous book In 

Search of a Theory of Translation (1980). Approaching the study of translation from the 

perspective of systematic descriptive analysis, Toury (1995: 1) believes that a general theory 

of translation can only be developed on the basis of a descriptive study of translational 

phenomena as an empirical task.  

Toury (1995: 24) adopts a target-oriented approach that views translations as “facts of 

the culture that hosts them”. This approach postulates that the position and function of TTs 

in the target culture, the form they would have (in relation to their STs), and the strategies 

adopted during their production are interconnected (ibid.). Thus, translations cannot be 

thought separate from the socio-cultural context in which they exist.  

Based on his target-oriented approach, Toury (1995: 30-39; 70-85) proposed a three-

phase product-oriented descriptive methodology, as follows: 

 
30 A group of translation theorists and scholars who are members of International Comparative Literature 
Association who studied translated literature following a descriptive approach with the inspiration of Even-
Zohar’s and Toury’s early work on polysystem theory in translation (Munday, 2012a: 182-183). 
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1. a text that is considered a translation is recognised and situated in the wider 

context of the target culture system (with having certain textual-linguistic 

phenomena to be investigated in mind);  

2.  mapping target text segments onto their source text segments (called coupled 

pairs) to carry out a comparative analysis of the chosen textual-linguistic 

phenomena to establish a relationship between these TT-ST coupled pairs 

(i.e. establishing pairs of ‘solution + problem’ units of analysis);  

3. formulating first-level generalisations based on regularities in of translational 

behaviour regarding the relationship between the analysed TT-ST coupled 

pairs revealed by translation shifts. 

The first step starts with the initial establishment of the TT within its cultural context 

in the target system. In this respect, Toury (1995: 30) points out that this involves identifying 

the text’s context of production and evaluating its significance within the target cultural 

system (i.e. the wider socio-cultural, political and/or publishing contexts that might influence 

the way the text is translated). This kind of contextualisation is similar to the way discourse-

analytic approaches to TS relates translation options chosen by translators to their contexts 

of situation and culture (see 3.5 above).  

However, Munday (2014: 78) criticises the high focus on the TT compared to the 

limited focus on the contextualisation of the ST and argues that the ST also operates in its 

socio-cultural context which may influence its selection for translation by the TT culture as 

well as the way it is translated. Therefore, Munday (ibid.) suggests that socio-cultural 

contexts of both STs and TTs should be considered in this initial step. 

The second step involves, firstly, mapping the TT segments onto the ST segments to 

yield a series of ‘ad hoc coupled pairs’ (Toury, 1995: 77). In other words, the analysed TT-

ST segments are not predetermined and will vary in different case studies depending on the 

researcher’s choice of the phenomena under investigation (Munday, 2014: 77). Then, a 
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comparative linguistic analysis of the TT-ST segments is performed in order to uncover 

shifts and translation relationships and look for any recurring patterns (Toury, 1995: 107). 

Toury (1995: 80) admits that this type of comparative analysis is partial (i.e. focuses only 

on certain linguistic aspects) and indirect (i.e. proceeds via intermediate concepts that are 

related to the linguistic theory in which terms the comparison will be performed). Munday 

(2014: 77) points out that, although such an ad-hoc comparative method is flexible and non-

prescriptive, it lacks consistency since the analysed features vary in each descriptive study, 

which can undermine their objectivity and replicability.  

As for the third step in the methodology, it aims at identifying the constraints that 

influence the translational behaviour by reconstructing the process of translation for this TT-

ST pair. 

The steps in this three-phase methodology are then repeated in an extended set of texts 

(i.e. a corpus of texts) that is created based on a predefined principle of investigation such as 

certain translator style, school of translators, text type, text-linguistic phenomena, or any 

other justified principle (Toury, 1995: 38). The aim of such an extended study is to provide 

higher-level generalisations about norms of translation which are not limited to a pair of text, 

but apply to a coherent group of translations collected according to specific principles (ibid). 

With more case studies, these ‘norms’ in turn could ultimately lead to possible wider 

generalisations called ‘laws of translational behaviour’ (Toury, 1995: 259). Since the present 

study is focusing only on a specific case study (i.e. the genre of opinion articles), the 

discussion in what follows will be limited to norms not laws, of translation.  

3.6.2 ‘Norms’ in DTS approaches 

The concept of norms in the DTS target-oriented approach to TS is based on the premise that 

translation is a social activity which involves shared ways of behaviour motivated by shared 

ways of thinking. The aim of any empirical research in DTS is to discover and describe 

translation norms since “in the descriptive paradigm norms provide the first level of 

abstraction and the first step towards explanation of the choices and decisions which 
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translators make” (Hermans, 1999: 79). According to Toury (1995: 53), translation activities 

play a social role as they “fulfil a function allotted by a community - to the activity, its 

practitioners, and/or their products - in a way which is deemed appropriate in its own terms 

of reference”. Consequently, Toury considers translation a norm-governed activity and 

borrows his definition of norm from sociology in the following way: 

the translation of general values or ideas shared by a community – as to what is right or 

wrong, adequate or inadequate – into performance instructions appropriate for and applicable 

to particular situations. (Toury, 1995: 55) 

Translational norms are socio-cultural constraints that can vary in terms of their 

potency and time (Toury, 1995: 54). In terms of their potency, norms occupy the middle 

ground on a pole that has rules at one end and idiosyncratic behaviour at the other (ibid.). 

Their validity and force may change over time through a process of rise and decline between 

rules and idiosyncrasies (ibid.).  

Toury (1995: 56-59) distinguishes three types of norms operating at different stages of 

the translation activity: preliminary norms, initial norms, and operational norms. The 

preliminary norms involve two main related considerations that are translation policy (which 

governs the choice of texts to be translated) and directness of translation (which governs the 

tolerance of using intermediate texts and not the ST as a source for translation) (Toury, 1995: 

58). Given that this study is product-oriented, focusing only on the textual analysis of 

translations as final products, preliminary norms are not discussed here.  

 Initial norms determine the general approach of the translator who can either 

adhere to the textual and socio-cultural norms of the ST, or adhere to the textual and socio-

cultural norms of the TT (Toury, 1995: 56). In the first case, the translation is aimed 

towards adequacy (i.e. ST-oriented) and in the second case it is aimed towards 

acceptability (i.e. TT-oriented) (ibid.). In this respect, Toury’s ‘initial norms’ of adequacy 

vs. acceptability align with other polar translation orientations that are proposed by other 

translation scholars such as Nida’s (1964) formal vs. dynamic equivalence, House’s (1997) 
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overt vs. covert translation, and Vinay and Darbelnet’ direct vs. oblique translation (see 

3.4.1 and 3.4.2 above). These polar orientations indicate two opposing poles; one adhering 

to SL norms and the other to TL norms, respectively. Toury (ibid.: 57) states that even the 

most ‘adequate’ translation includes shifts from the source text which are obligatory due to 

differences in the linguistic systems of the languages involved. He also points out that, in 

practice, a combination of the two poles of ‘adequacy’ and ‘acceptability’ is expected to be 

present and/ or translation decisions involve a compromise between the two poles (ibid.). 

Toury’s choice of the two terms ‘adequacy’ vs. ‘acceptability’ to indicate polar 

translation orientations is criticised by Hermans (1999: 76-77) due to conceptual and 

terminological issues. In Hermans’ view, an “adequate translation”, which is “a 

reconstruction of all the pertinent textual relationships of the source text”, is a “utopian 

enterprise” since "[t]he only adequate ‘adequate translation’ would appear to be the original 

itself” (Hermans, 1999: 76). Furthermore, Hermans (ibid.: 77) describes Toury’s choice of 

the terms ‘adequate’ and ‘acceptable’ as “hopelessly confusing” because of their evaluative 

connotations. He argues that a better alternative is to replace the terms “adequacy” and 

“acceptability” with “source-oriented” and “target-oriented” translation, respectively (ibid.). 

However, it should be pointed out that Toury’s (1995) concept of translational norms 

is realised within an empirical descriptive approach that focuses mainly on identifying their 

role as descriptive rather than evaluative categories through describing regularities of 

behaviour within a specific socio-cultural situation. Descriptive studies of translation 

“refrain from value judgments in selecting subject matter or in presenting findings, and/ or 

refuse to draw any conclusions in the form of recommendations for ‘proper’ behaviour” 

(Toury, 1995: 2).  

As for operational norms, they direct translation decisions during the actual translation 

process (i.e. the procedures of distributing linguistic material in the TT and its textual 

makeup) and they are divided into matricial norms and textual-linguistic norms (Toury, 

1995: 58-59). Matricial norms determine the fullness of the TT such as decisions of 
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omissions, additions or relocating parts of the TT (ibid.). As for textual-linguistic norms, 

Toury (ibid.) states that they govern the selection of target language linguistic material to 

replace source text linguistic material (e.g. lexical, grammatical and stylistic features). In 

other words, the matricial norms govern the macro-structural level of the TT while the 

textual-linguistic norms govern the micro-structural level of the TT. Since the present study 

focuses on investigating the norms that govern the translation shifts in interactional MDMs 

as lexico-grammatical realisations of reader-writer interaction in Arabic-English and 

English-Arabic opinion articles, only textual-linguistic norms and their underlying initial 

norms will be investigated in this study. 

Toury (1995:61) also touches upon the concept of equivalence and relates it to norms 

since the type and extent of equivalence found in translations is norm-governed according 

to certain context and time. Toury’s target-oriented approach shifts equivalence from being 

a priori requirement (which is found in source-oriented approaches) to being a result of the 

translator’s decisions under a certain set of circumstances (Chesterman, 1999: 91). Hence, a 

descriptive target-oriented study would always start with the assumption that equivalence 

relation does exist between a TT and its ST and it is uncovered by analysing the way it was 

actually realised (e.g. what was transformed and what was kept unchanged) (Toury, 1995: 

86).  

From a target-oriented descriptive approach, Chesterman (1997) further elaborates on 

Toury’s (1995) initial and operational norms and suggests the following translational norms:  

1. Expectancy norms;  

2. Professional norms:  

a) Accountability  

b) Communication  

c) Relation  
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According to Chesterman (1997: 64), expectancy norms are concerned with the TT as 

a product of a given type and they are established by the expectations of audience in regards 

to what a translation of this type should be like. These expectancy norms are governed by 

factors such as the predominant translation tradition, the conventions of similar text type and 

genre in the target language, ideology, power relations, etc. (ibid.). Expectancy norms can 

be met in various ways to produce a translation that is deemed to be appropriate to the 

audience expectations (ibid.: 65). Therefore, expectancy norms allow ‘evaluative’ 

judgements about translations since readers have knowledge of what is ‘appropriate’ or 

‘acceptable’ translation of a given type (ibid.). In this respect, expectancy norms are, to some 

extent, related to Toury’s initial norms.   

As for professional norms, they govern the translation process itself (Chesterman, 

1997: 67). They are determined by the expectancy norms “since any process norm is 

determined by the nature of the end-product which it is designed to lead to” (ibid.). Like 

Toury’s ‘operational norms’, Chesterman’s professional norms guide the actual production 

of a TT, but they are not reduced merely to the linguistic factors. For Chesterman (1997: 68-

69), they include accountability, communication and relation norms.  

Accountability norms are concerned with the ethical responsibility of the translators 

regarding their professional standards of thoroughness and integrity towards the original 

writer, commissioner, and reader. Communication norms (or social norms) are concerned 

with achieving maximum communication between the parties involved, as required by the 

situation (ibid: 69). Relation norms are linguistic norms that ensure an appropriate relation 

of relevant similarity between the ST and the TT is established (ibid.). Including ethical and 

social factors in professional norms, which are not found in Toury’s operational norms, can 

be useful in enhancing the description of the overall translation process and product 

(Munday, 2012a: 182). 

With regard to linguistic relation norms, Chesterman (ibid.: 69-70), in agreement with 

Toury’s view of equivalence, rejects the narrow equivalence relations between the ST and 
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TT that is found in early equivalence-based approaches. He (ibid.) maintains that it is the 

translator who decides the appropriate type of ST-TT relation according to text-type, the 

requirements of the commissioner, the intention of the original writer, and the assumed needs 

of the potential readers. Thus, equivalence can be realised at various levels depending on the 

relation norms at work.  

As can be seen in the discussion of translational norms above, Toury’s (1995) 

translational norms were further developed by Chesterman (1997), who elaborated on 

Toury’s operational norms by considering practical factors in the process of translation. In 

this research, however, I follow Toury’s categories of ‘operational textual-linguistic norms’ 

and their underlying ‘initial norms’ because this research is product-oriented and focuses on 

uncovering the translational norms that govern the translation of interactional MDMs via the 

analysis of translated texts as a product by comparing the STs and TTs (see 4.5.4 for more 

details).   

3.6.3 Corpus Methods for DTS 

Since the early 1990s, corpus linguistics resources and tools have considerably affected 

translation research and practice. Generally speaking, corpus methods in linguistic research 

are utilised to help linguists analyse naturally occurring authentic texts (written or spoken). 

According to Kennedy (1998: 1), a corpus is “a body of written text or transcribed speech 

which can serve as a basis for linguistic analysis and description”. Corpus linguistics (CL) 

is defined as a field “dealing with some set of machine-readable texts which is deemed an 

appropriate basis on which to study a specific set of research questions” (McEnery & Hardie, 

2012: 1). Corpora are utilised through the use of tools that allow reliable and rapid search 

and analysis of certain linguistic items qualitatively (e.g. concordances) or quantitatively 

(frequency list) (ibid.: 2).  

The development of these CL tools during the early 1990s has given rise to empirically 

and descriptive oriented rather than theoretical and prescriptive approaches to translation 

(Cyrus, 2009: 89). This development is found in what is known as corpus-based translation 
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studies (CTS) that apply methods of corpus linguistics to descriptive translation studies 

(DTS).  

Corpus-based Translation Studies (CTS) is a strand of research in TS that was first 

introduced by Mona Baker in her seminal paper ‘Corpus Linguistics and Translation Studies: 

Implications and Applications’ in 1993. Inspired by the developments in corpus linguistics, 

Baker (1993: 242) argued that corpora would provide an empirical basis for the descriptive 

and theoretical branches of the discipline of TS. Today, CTS is recognized as a major 

paradigm that has influenced empirical research within the descriptive branch of the 

discipline of TS and embraces a number of different lines of investigation (Zanettin, 2013: 

21).  

According to Zanettin (2013: 21), the use of corpora and corpus linguistics techniques 

in DTS has been found in the following four types of enquiry: 

1. translationese (which was introduced by Gellerstam (1986) to refer to special 

characteristics of the TT under the influence of the ST) 

2. translation universals (which are a set of hypotheses introduced by Baker 

(1993: 243) to refer to features which typically occur in translated rather than 

original texts in general regardless of the type of texts or languages without 

the influence of the linguistic systems of the languages) 

3. translation norms and conventions (which are less generalizable than 

translation universals because they refer to features which characterise 

translations produced in specific social and historical contexts) 

4. translator’s style (which is related to distinctive and motivated linguistic 

choices that are attributed to the translator across a number of translations by 

the same translator without the influence of the style of the ST or the two 

linguistic systems involved) 
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The present study falls in the third type (i.e. translation norms and conventions) since it 

focusses on the translation of specific lexico-grammatical features (i.e. interactional MDMs) 

in a specific language pair (i.e. Arabic and English) in a certain genre (i.e. opinion articles).  

Different types of corpora can be used to investigate translational phenomena 

depending on the type of research. Baker (1995: 230-235) distinguishes between three types 

of corpora for translation research and pedagogy: 1) parallel corpora; 2) multilingual 

corpora; 3) and comparable corpora. A parallel corpus includes original, source language 

texts in language A and their translated versions in language B which are aligned to each 

other (e.g. on sentence level) (Baker, 1995: 230). Saldanha and O’Brien (2013: 68) point out 

that, in addition to an ST in language A and its translation in language B, parallel corpora 

can also include texts in language B and their translation in language A, in which case they 

are called ‘bidirectional’. Furthermore, parallel corpora may be multilingual and consist of 

STs and their translations into several languages (ibid.). The most significant role of this 

type of corpora in DTS is their use to either investigate translation norms in certain socio-

cultural context or to empirically establish how translators overcome translation difficulties 

so that realistic models can be provided to trainee translators (Baker, 1995: 231). In addition, 

parallel corpora can be useful in computer-aided translator training, materials writing or 

enhancing the performance of machine translation systems (ibid.).  

Multilingual corpora refer to sets of two or more monolingual corpora in different 

languages that enable translation researchers to study linguistic features in their original 

environment rather than their use in translated texts (Baker, 1995: 232). This type of corpora 

provide access to ‘natural’ patterns of the target language which is useful for translator 

training and for enhancing the performance of machine translation (ibid.). 

As for comparable corpora, they comprise two separate collections of texts in the same 

language: one corpus consists of original texts in a given language and the other comprises 

translations in that language from a given source language or languages (e.g. English original 

texts compared to English translated texts) (Baker, 1995: 234). This type of corpora has been 
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predominantly used in DTS with the aim of identifying patterning which is specific to 

translated texts, regardless of the source or target languages involved (ibid.). This type of 

patterning was referred to by Baker (1993) as ‘universals’ of translation that are related to 

Toury’s (1995) concept ‘laws’ in translation. Baker (1993: 243) defines ‘universals’ as 

“features which typically occur in translated texts rather than original utterances and which 

are not the result of interference from specific linguistic systems”. Baker (1993: 244-245) 

has initially suggested possible ‘universal’ hypotheses that are typical of translated texts that 

are simplification, explicitation, normalization (standardisation in Toury’s laws of 

translation) and levelling out. Later corpus-based studies on translation ‘universals’ have 

suggested other descriptive features such as transfer, translation unique items, asymmetry 

(Zanettin, 2013: 21) (see Zanettin (2013) for a survey of corpus-based studies on universals 

of translation). 

Since the aim of this study is to identify translation shifts in interactional MDMs and 

find evidence of translation norms in the translated Arabic and English opinion articles, 

Toury’s three-phase methodology and his concept of initial and operational norms is 

adopted. In order to identify the operational norms, the present study utilises a corpus-based 

analysis by applying analytic quantitative and qualitative techniques to identify the 

frequency and type of interactional MDMs and their translation shifts in terms of their 

lexico-grammatical patterns in the analysed texts (see Chapter 4 for further details). The 

findings of the quantitative and qualitative analysis of shifts are used to uncover possible 

‘norms’ with consideration of socio-cultural and socio-political contexts.  

3.7 Summary and conclusion 

This chapter has presented the theoretical background relevant to this study. The aim was to 

situate the focus of the study in relation to the existing theoretical approaches (linguistic 

discourse-analytic) and the related concepts of equivalence and shifts within the framework 

of DTS.  The chapter started with providing a brief overview of the main approaches to TS 

as they developed over the years since the emergence of the early linguistic approaches in 
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the 1950s onward. The main linguistic approaches to translation were then discussed in 

detail, starting with the early equivalence-based approaches to translation and the focus on 

the two related central concepts of equivalence and shifts. This was followed by a discussion 

of the development in the linguistic approaches to translation with the emergence of 

discourse-analytic approaches. Major discourse-analytic approaches and their theoretical 

background were touched upon with particular reference to the translation of metadiscourse 

markers, which is the focus of this thesis. Finally, I turned to the emergence of DTS paradigm 

in TS in the early 1980s and its development through corpus-based studies in early 1990s, 

noting that the focus on translation norms and universals within the DTS framework, moved 

the research in TS from prescriptive linguistic approaches (i.e. how translators should 

translate) to descriptive approaches (how translators actually translate).  

Given that the aim of this study is to analyse the translation shifts of interactional 

MDMs between Arabic and English in the genre of opinion articles in order to uncover the 

applicable translational norms, this study adapts Toury’s (1995) three-phase methodology 

as the general framework. Within this methodological framework, a contrastive discourse 

corpus-based analysis of the ST-TT pairs in the corpus of Arabic-English and English-

Arabic opinion articles is carried out using qualitative and quantitative methods to identify 

translation shifts (Toury, 1995; van Leuven-Zwart, 1989; 1990a). Based on the results of the 

quantitative and qualitative corpus analysis, the translation operational norms (i.e. the 

textual-linguistic norms) can, then, be identified. Hence, the initial norms (i.e. adequacy vs. 

acceptability) that governed these textual-linguistic norms in the TTs are then reconstructed 

taking into consideration the socio-political and/or the socio-cultural context of the analysed 

texts. An additional step in the analysis is to contrast the results of the quantitative and 

qualitative analyses of the Arabic and English STs to further explain the norms of translation 

strategies (i.e. adequacy vs. acceptability).  

In the following chapter, the corpus design and combined methodology applied in 

this study are discussed in detail.     
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Chapter 4 

Data and Methodology 

4.1 Introduction 

In this chapter I outline the methodological framework of this study. The aim here is to 

present the design of the corpus and the research methodology that will be used to answer 

the research questions that have been posed in chapter one. The methodology in this study 

takes the descriptive translation studies (DTS) framework and utilises a corpus-based 

comparative discourse analysis approach. In particular, on the basis of Toury’s (1995: 30-

39) three-phase methodology of DTS (see 3.6.1, page 114-115), the methodology in this 

chapter is structured based on the following steps: 

1. Locating the Arabic and English STs and TTs, respectively, in their wider 

socio-political contexts;  

2.  Identifying interactional MDMs in the STs and comparing them to their TTs 

in order to identify translation shifts following a discourse-analytic model; 

3. Identifying regularities in the relationship between the analysed ST-TT pairs 

revealed by translation shifts in order to formulate generalisations about 

norms of translational behaviour. 

Therefore, this chapter is structured as follows. Section 4.2 revisits the research 

questions that were mentioned in the introduction of the thesis and describes their role in 

defining the methodology for the analysis of texts. Section 4.3 provides a contextualisation 

of the Arabic and English STs and TTs, that constitute the corpus, by locating them within 

the wider socio-political and cultural context. Section 4.4 presents the corpus that was used 

for the purpose of the present study. It identifies the sources of the collected texts for the 

corpus and explains how they were gathered and prepared for analysis to achieve the 

objectives of this thesis. Section 4.5 outlines the theoretical analytical framework that was 
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utilised to analyse the corpus. This theoretical analytical framework that was utilised in this 

study to identify and categorise interactional MDMs in the STs and their translation in the 

TTs is essentially based on Hyland’s (2005a, 2005b) discourse-analytic model of 

interactional metadiscourse as well as on the concepts of shifts (van Leuven-Zwart, 

1989/1990a; Toury, 1995) and norms (Toury, 1995) in TS. Section 4.6 describes the 

procedure carried out for the analysis of the corpus. Lastly, section 4.7 provides summary 

and conclusions to the chapter. 

4.2 Research questions revisited 

The main purpose of the present study is to investigate the translation shifts of interactional 

MDMS in Arabic-English and English-Arabic opinion articles and provide explanatory 

insights to the translation norms influencing the translation shifts. As pointed out in the 

introduction chapter, the rationale behind choosing a bidirectional translation corpus is to 

provide a comparative analysis of the use of interactional MDMs between the original Arabic 

and English opinion articles (i.e. STs) in addition to the comparative analysis between the 

Arabic and English STs and their respective TTs. The reason for this is that, as has been 

established in chapter two, MDMs vary across languages and genres. Hence, in order to 

provide any explanatory observations on the way interactional MDMs are translated within 

newspaper opinion articles as a genre, it is imperative first to understand how the two 

languages involved (i.e. Arabic and English) are different and/or similar in the use of MDMs 

in such a genre. Since, to the best of my knowledge, there is no comparative study on the 

use of interactional MDMs in the genre of newspaper opinion articles between Arabic and 

English, the comparative analysis of the Arabic and English STs can provide insights for any 

explanatory observations on the norms that influence the translation shifts in interactional 

MDMs.  

Therefore, the research questions were formulated as follows: 

1) What are the types and frequency of interactional MDMs used in the Arabic STs of 

opinion articles? 
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2) What are the types and frequency of interactional MDMs used in the English STs of 

opinion articles? 

3) What are the differences and/or similarities in the use of MDMs in the genre of 

opinion articles between Arabic and English STs? 

4) What are the shifts that occurred in the translation of MDMs in the opinion articles 

that are translated from Arabic into English? 

5)  What are the shifts that occurred in the translation of MDMs in the opinion articles 

that are translated from English into Arabic? 

6) What are the translation norms that are identified from the results of the analysis of 

translation shifts in Arabic-English and English-Arabic opinion articles? 

Based on the research questions, the methodology in this chapter is designed to analyse 

the bidirectional corpus for the objective of this study. The results of the analysis that answer 

the questions above are then divided into three separate chapters subsequent to this chapter. 

Chapter 5 answers the first three questions (1-3) by presenting the results of the comparative 

analysis between the original Arabic and English opinion articles. Chapter 6 answers the 

next two questions (4-5) by presenting the results of the analysis of the translation shifts in 

interactional MDMs in the bidirectional corpus of opinion articles. Chapter 7, lastly, answers 

question (6) based on the main results that were identified in chapters 5 and 6. 

4.3 Locating the STs and TTs within their socio-political context 

Since the Arabic STs and TTs as well as the English STs and TTs that are analysed in this 

study belong to the genre of newspaper opinion articles, which mostly involves political 

discourse, this section provides a description of the socio-political context of the press as a 

mass media outlet for both sets of texts. The first sub-section describes the socio-political 

context of the Arabic STs and TTs, while the second subsection describes the socio-political 

context of English STs and TTs. Although Toury (1995: 36) restricts the socio-cultural 
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contextualisation to TTs only, this study goes further to include the STs too in order to 

provide a background for the comparative analysis of the original texts. 

4.3.1 The socio-political context of Arabic STs and TTs 

The Arabic STs are original opinion articles published in the opinion section in the online 

version of the international newspaper Asharq Al-Awsat. The Arabic TTs are translations 

into Arabic of original American English opinion articles from the New York Times (NYT) 

and the Washington Post (WP) also published in the opinion section in the online version of 

the international newspaper Asharq Al-Awsat. Unlike the national Arab newspapers that are 

aimed at readers within the borders of their publishing countries, Asharq Al-Awsat is based 

in London and belongs to what Rugh (2004: 167) calls “offshore pan-Arab newspapers” that 

are primarily based in Europe but published for all Arab readers as their target audience 

throughout the Arab world as well as some major cities in the US and Europe. Therefore, 

this section describes the socio-political context of the pan-Arab press as part of pan-Arab 

media outlets. The socio-political context of the pan-Arab press today is permeated by a 

range of interrelated historical, political, economic, and cultural aspects that characterise the 

Arab world. 

Although each Arab state has its distinct dialect(s)31, the spread of one shared standard 

language (i.e. MSA) has contributed to the idea of the spread of pan-Arab media outlets, 

including the press. Historically, the phenomenon of a cross-border pan-Arab press in the 

Arab world started in the 1940s when the Egyptian and Lebanese print press was distributed 

all over the Arab world due to their established journalistic practice and the cultural and 

political importance of the two countries (Dajani, 2011: 65-66). However, both Egyptian and 

Lebanese pan-Arab newspapers lost their influence in the 1970s due to devastating political 

events (Egypt’s defeat in the 1967 War with the Israelis and the civil war in Lebanon that 

 
31 Each major region of the Arab world (e.g. the Levant, the Arabian Gulf, the Western Arabian Peninsula, 
western North Africa, Egypt, and the Sudan) has its own spoken vernacular that is coexistent with the written 
standard language (i.e. MSA) (Ryding, 2005: 5).  
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erupted in 1975) (Dajani, 2011: 56). As a result, several leading newspapers were 

discontinued and most leading journalists moved with their publications out of Lebanon, 

mainly to countries in Europe (mainly London and Paris) (ibid.: 57). 

The Lebanese journalists who immigrated to Europe in the mid-1970s due to the civil 

war in Lebanon, contributed to the revival of the pan-Arab press in Europe in the late 1970s 

with the help of increasing subsidies from Saudi investors who had benefited from the surge 

of oil revenues and invested their money to establish publishers within the Arab diasporas 

(Rugh, 2004: 168; Yushi, 2012: 54). So, in 1978, the Saudi Research and Marketing Group32 

began publishing the influential newspaper Asharq Al-Awsat (literally: The Middle East) 

from London and distributed it to Arab countries through satellite technology. Given its 

Saudi ownership, Asharq Al-Awsat tends to respect Saudi Arabia’s political and religious 

rules, although it is not as conservative as newspapers published inside Saudi Arabia (Rugh, 

2004: 174). Its editorial line is conservative on political affairs, especially regarding the 

internal matters of Saudi Arabia and other Gulf countries, but it is quite critical of the U.S. 

policy in the Middle East (ibid.: 174-75).  

Regarding their ownership and control, the pan-Arab newspapers (including Asharq 

Al-Awsat) are privately owned, but they are still restricted by the political and social realities 

of media systems in the Arab countries. Generally speaking, the media system in the vast 

majority of Arab countries can be considered ‘authoritarian’, i.e. supporting and advancing 

the policies of the government (Rugh, 2004: 23). The authoritarian government controls the 

media either directly or indirectly through licencing, legal action, or possibly financial 

resources (ibid.). Arab regimes tend to stress the social and moral responsibility of media 

professionals not to incite public opinion, but rather keep the status quo for the sake of 

national unity (Mellor, 2011: 26). Consequently, although off-shore pan-Arab newspapers 

enjoy more freedom of expression compared to national Arab newspapers, they follow a 

 
32 This Saudi publishing house also publishes seventeen other publications for the Arab world (e.g. weekly 
news magazines and newspaper) (Rugh, 2004: 170).   
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practice of self-censorship by avoiding controversial issues or direct criticism of Arab 

regimes (Rugh, 2007: 13). 

Regarding the role of pan-Arab newspapers in public opinion, they tend to promote 

the politics of certain regimes although they offer a diversity of opinions (Mellor, 2005: 47; 

Yushi, 2012: 54-55). As a result, the Arab press (including the pan-Arab press) has not built 

a true environment of dialogue between citizens and the authorities (Dajani, 2011: 69). In 

other words, the Arab press tends to be excessively involved in its political role more than 

its social role (ibid.). 

In sum, the pan-Arab press is shaped and influenced by specific historical, socio-

political, economic, and cultural factors. 

4.3.2 The socio-political context of English STs and TTs 

The English STs are opinion articles that are written in English by American writers and 

extracted from the opinion section in the online versions of the two leading national 

American newspapers the New York Times (NYT) (founded in 1851) and The Washington 

Post (WP) (founded in 1877). The English TTs are opinion articles translated from Arabic 

into American English and extracted from the opinion section in the online English version 

of the pan-Arab newspaper Asharq Al-Awsat. They are translated into English to reach 

English-speaking readers, especially audiences in the US and the UK. So, it can be assumed 

that the socio-political context of the English STs and TTs is basically the Western English-

speaking context of the press with its range of interrelated political, economic, and social 

aspects.  

In contrast to most Arab media industries (particularly print, broadcasting, New Media, 

and cinema) that are government-controlled, media in Western democratic societies are 

mainly independent and attempt to reflect diverse voices in these societies (Mellor, 2011: 

22). According to Hallin and Mancini (2004: 198-199), the media systems in democratic 

countries in Northern Europe and North America (typically in the U.S., Canada, UK, and 
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Ireland)33 mostly follow a ‘Liberal Model’. The Liberal Model of media in these countries 

is characterized by a high mass circulation of commercial newspapers, a limited role of the 

government in media, high freedom of press, low ‘political parallelism’ (i.e. the degree to 

which the media system reflects the main political parties in society), and a high 

professionalization of journalists (ibid.). So, commercial constraints rather than political 

ones are the forces that are more likely to limit journalistic independence in the Liberal media 

system in English-speaking Western countries.  

Regarding the two sources of the English STs, the WP and the NYT are among the 

most influential and widely circulated newspapers in the U.S., reaching a broad audience at 

the national and international levels. The NYT has an average circulation of 1.6 million 

copies on weekdays, while the WP has an average daily circulation of slightly over half a 

million copies (Baranowski, 2013: 11-2). With regard to their political leaning in their 

editorial and opinion pages, both the NYT and the WP are considered left of centre, though 

the latter tends to allow more room for conservative voices than the former (ibid.). 

In sum, the description of the socio-political contexts of the Arabic STs and TTs and 

their English counterparts shows the clear differences between them. While the Arab press 

is mainly controlled by governments, the democratic Western/American press is subject to 

a larger variety of pressures, is overall more independent and expresses a diversity of 

opinions. This major difference may possibly influence the frequency and type of 

interactional MDMs and their translation, as will be discussed in chapter 7. 

4.4 The corpus 

This section introduces the bidirectional parallel corpus that was designed for the purpose of 

this study, namely Arabic-English and English-Arabic opinion articles. It starts by providing 

an outline of the selection criteria that controlled the choice of opinion articles chosen for 

 
33 Hallin and Mancini (2004) identify three media systems in the West based on the state-press relationship in 
Northern Europe and North America that are The Liberal Model (typically applicable to U.S., Canada, Britain, 
and Ireland), The Democratic Corporatist Model (mostly applicable to northern continental Europe such as 
Germany, Austria, Scandinavia, Switzerland, Belgium, Netherland) and the Polarised Pluralist Model (mostly 
applicable to Mediterranean countries of southern Europe such as Italy, Spain, Greece and Portugal).   
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analysis. Then, it describes the procedure for collecting and preparing the corpus for 

analysis. 

4.4.1 Corpus selection criteria 

Based on the objective of this study outlined in 4.2 above, a bidirectional translation corpus 

of Arabic-English and English-Arabic opinion articles was compiled. These opinion articles 

cover political and sometimes economic-political issues because these two topics are the 

most translated subject areas across the two languages. The Arabic-English opinion articles 

were extracted from the opinion sections in the Arabic and English editions of the online 

version of the leading Arab newspaper Asharq Al-Awsat. As for the English-Arabic opinion 

articles, the Arabic TTs were extracted from the Arabic newspaper Asharq Al-Awsat, and 

the English STs were traced to their sources34 and extracted from the online versions in the 

two leading American newspapers the New York Times (NYT), and the Washington Post 

(WP).35  

Choosing Asharq Al-Awsat as the main source of the bidirectional corpus was 

motivated by several reasons. Firstly, it is one of the major highly-regarded Saudi 

international Arab daily newspapers that is widely circulated in the Arab world and in some 

main cities in Europe and the USA, reaching wide Arab audiences (Rugh, 2004: 170). The 

popularity of Asharq Al-Awsat among Arab readers is attributed to its experienced team of 

skilled journalists, editors and columnists. Secondly, it is among the daily Arabic-language 

newspapers that, mostly on a daily basis, publishes translations of opinion articles from 

leading Western newspapers in its Arabic edition as well as translations of its own influential 

Arab writers in its English edition. Compared to the other Saudi newspapers, which publish 

in both Arabic and English but only occasionally provide translated opinion articles from 

English into Arabic, Asharq Al-Awsat is the only Saudi newspaper that regularly provides 

 
34 The source of the English opinion articles is provided at the end of each translated article with the statement: 
‘published with special arrangement with …’, that mentions the specific source from which the original English 
article was taken.  
35 It should be pointed out that the translator’s name is not given in the translated articles in both directions of 
translation.  
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translated opinion articles in both directions (i.e. Arabic-English and English-Arabic). 

Thirdly, it has an online version and free access to its archive.  

As pointed out above, Asharq Al-Awsat publishes translations of opinion articles from 

many prominent Western newspapers on a daily basis, especially from English (e.g. leading 

British and American newspapers such as The Guardian, The Telegraph, Bloomberg 

Business, the Washington Post, the New York Times, etc.). However, since the literature on 

metadiscourse has suggested that the use of MDMs can vary across varieties of English, the 

selection of translated opinion articles was confined to one variety of English in this study. 

For example, in a study on the use of MDMs in university argumentative essay writing in 

three varieties of English (American, British and advanced learner of English), Ädel (2008) 

found significant differences in the use of metadiscourse, not just between the learners and 

the native speakers, but also between the British and American writers. Thus, to avoid any 

regional differences in the use of MDMs between the two varieties of English that can affect 

the results, only opinion articles that were written by native speakers of American English 

were included in the corpus.  

There are two reasons for particularly choosing American English. Firstly, English 

opinion articles that are written by American native speakers are found to be the most 

translated articles in the newspaper. In particular, most of the translated opinion articles are 

found to be taken from the two quality American newspapers the New York Times (NYT), 

and the Washington Post (WP). Therefore, both the NYT and the WP were chosen as sources 

of the English opinion articles that are translated into Arabic. Secondly, in the Arabic-

English opinion articles, the Arabic STs were translated into American English as indicated 

by the American spelling conventions. Therefore, and to ensure comparability, only opinion 

articles written by native American writers were considered in the corpus. 

By the same token, to ensure comparability, the Arabic STs in the Arabic-English 

opinion articles are confined to those written by writers from one Arab variety of Modern 

Standard Arabic (MSA), which is the pan-Arab variety of Arabic language for different Arab 



 135 

regions. MSA is unified, codified and used in every Arab country for virtually all writing 

(e.g. formal settings of discourse and education), in addition to its dominance of most of the 

airwaves and the television channels in its spoken form, e.g. news broadcast, political 

speeches, official announcement, etc. (Holes, 2004: 5). MSA is distinctive from 

dialectal/vernacular Arabic that exists in many varieties within and across Arab countries 

(ibid.: 7). Although opinion articles that are translated into English are found to be written 

by Arab writers from different Arab countries, mainly from Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and 

Lebanon, the selection was confined to Saudi writers. This was also to ensure consistency, 

given that - even though all the writers use pan-Arabic, their style might be influenced by 

their native vernacular. The reason for choosing Saudi writers is that their opinion articles 

are found to be the most translated articles in the English edition of the newspaper. 

4.4.2 Corpus description and preparation    

The bilingual bidirectional parallel corpus in the present study consists of the following texts 

(see Appendix 1 and Appendix 2 for lists of the texts36): 

1) Arabic original opinion articles (100 texts, 44363 words) 

2) Their English translations (100 texts, 59241 words) 

3) English original opinion articles (100 texts, 80918 words) 

4) Their Arabic translations (100 texts, 69381 words) 

The difference in word count between the Arabic and the English STs (i.e. 44363 vs. 80918, 

respectively) is due to the differences in the length of each article, which is much shorter in 

the Arabic opinion articles. The average length of an article in the Arabic corpus is 

approximately 444 words, while it is 809 words in the English corpus. The collected opinion 

articles cover the time span between September, 2013 and December, 2016, based on the 

availability of translated opinion articles on the newspaper website.  

 
36 In the two lists, each text is listed according to its direction and language (e.g. English ST [EST] and English 
TT [ETT]; Arabic ST [AST] and Arabic TT [ATT]) and is given a number (01 to 100) referring to its location 
in the list. All examples that are used in this study from these texts will be cross-referenced to their source in 
the list found in appendices 1 and 2. 



 136 

The original and translated opinion articles, in full length, were first extracted from the 

online version of their sources and electronically stored in Microsoft Word text files 

including their metadata (i.e. the article title, date, name of writer and source) for each article. 

The word counts for each sub-corpus was generated using Microsoft word processor after 

excluding all metadata from the articles. Then, after excluding the metadata, all Arabic STs 

and their corresponding English TTs were stored in parallel in a Microsoft Excel file. In 

particular, they were manually segmented and aligned in parallel to their corresponding TTs 

at the orthographic paragraph level to facilitate identification and analysis of MDMs and 

their translation (see figure 4.1 below). The manual alignment of each ST paragraph to a 

corresponding TT paragraph, required me to check the paragraph boundaries of each text 

and to split or join paragraphs in cases where translators did not follow the paragraph 

structure of the ST. In cases of deleted paragraphs in the TTs, the corresponding space was 

left empty. The same process was also followed for the English-Arabic opinion articles (see 

figure 4.2 below). Following the processes described above, I obtained a set of electronic 

text documents of bilingual parallel texts that were usable for the identification and manual 

analysis of interactional MDMs in the STs and their translations in the TTs. 
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Figure 4.1 Arabic-English parallel texts 

 

Figure 4.2 English-Arabic parallel texts 

 

 

Each ST-TT segment in the bidirectional corpus was carefully read through multiple 

times and manually analysed to identify and annotate MDMs in the STs and TTs, based on 

a pre-defined coding system (see 4.6 below for a description of the procedure of the 
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analysis). My decision to analyse the texts manually is based on Zanettin’s (2013: 30) remark 

about the studies he reviewed that investigated translation shifts in parallel corpora. He 

(ibid.) points out that such studies performed manual examination of aligned segment pairs, 

which were coded according to a predefined classification. He (ibid.) stresses that, while 

electronic corpora significantly facilitate translation research, this still remains largely 

grounded in extensive manual analysis in studies that examine translation shifts in parallel 

corpora. 

Two types of comparative analyses were carried out on the bidirectional corpus. The 

first type involved a comparative analysis between the Arabic STs and English STs to 

provide the basis for the analysis of the TTs, while the second involved a comparative 

analysis between the STs and the TTs in both directions of translation. The theoretical 

framework that was utilised to carry out these analyses and the procedure of these analyses 

are discussed next.  

4.5 Theoretical framework of the analysis  

This section starts with the clarification of some theoretical issues that are usually associated 

with the analysis of metadiscourse and are relevant to this study. The section continues with 

an outline of the theoretical framework that was used to analyse the bidirectional corpus of 

opinion articles in order to identify interactional MDMs in the STs and their translation shifts 

and their underlying norms in the TTs. As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, the 

theoretical framework consists of Hyland’s (2005a; 2005b) model of interactional 

metadiscourse, which is utilised to identify and analyse interactional MDMs in the corpus, 

as well as the conceptual tools of shifts and translation norms from TS, respectively. The 

procedure of the analysis will be described based on the theoretical framework.  

4.5.1 Theoretical issues in the analysis of MDMs  

As pointed out in chapter two (2.2), the concept of metadiscourse has been criticised for 

fuzziness in its definition and lack of a clear-cut description regarding the nature of 
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metadiscourse. This theoretical confusion has led to issues in identifying and analysing 

metadiscourse markers. These theoretical issues of metadiscourse are mainly related to a) 

what metadiscourse is and what it is not (i.e. propositional vs. non-propositional 

[metadiscoursal] content), and b) explicitness as an important aspect of metadiscourse.  

Hyland (2005a: 19) argues that, although the definitions of metadiscourse by Vande 

Kopple (1985) and Crismore et al. (1993) (discussed in chapter two) agree on including in 

metadiscourse all linguistic features that do not add propositional content but signal the 

writer’s presence through text organisation and evaluation, they do not elaborate on the 

distinction between what is propositional and what is not (i.e. metadiscoursal). Hyland (ibid.) 

claims that the propositional content of a text refers to information about the external reality: 

all that which concerns the thoughts, actors, or state of affairs in the world outside the text. 

Thus, the propositional content is described as the ‘one concerned with the world’, whereas 

metadiscourse is concerned with ‘the text and its perception’ (ibid.: 41).  

Hyland (2005a: 47) illustrates this issue with regard to the meaning of modal auxiliary 

verbs. For example, the modal verb can/could may function internally (i.e. metadiscourse) 

where it expresses the writer’s inferences about the likelihood of something, and it functions 

externally (i.e. propositional function) where it is referring to the real-world enabling 

conditions (ibid.: 48). This is related to Palmer’s (1990: 6-7) distinction of epistemic and 

dynamic modality where the former is concerned with ‘judgements about the truth of the 

proposition’, while the latter is concerned with ‘the ability or volition of the subject of the 

sentence’. The following two sentences from the English STs illustrate this distinction (see 

appendix 2 for a list of the English STs and their sources): 

 

 

When it became clear even to them [refugees] that “home” no longer existed, 

nothing could stop them in their desperate flight toward the perceived security 

of Europe. [EST11] 

(1) 
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A mutually beneficial deal there could open the way for cooperation on other 

fronts. [EST34] 

(2) 

The modal verb could in example (1) has a propositional function since it is used as a past 

tense form of the dynamic modal can that expresses an outcome related to external 

circumstances (i.e. nothing was able to stop the refugees in their desperate journey to 

Europe). However, could in example (2) has a metadiscoursal function as it expresses the 

writer’s estimation of a possibility (i.e. it is used as a hedging device to express the writer’s 

prediction of the possible outcome of a beneficial deal). Assigning either propositional or 

metadiscoursal value to linguistic items based on the type of discourse relation they signal 

(whether internal or external) is significant for avoiding assumptions of correspondence 

between form and function (Hyland, 2005a: 48). 

In relation to the function of modal auxiliaries as interactional MDMs, certain cases of 

the modal auxiliary will and the semi-modal be going to, which Hyland (1998b) considers 

boosters in their epistemic meaning of prediction (see section 2.3.1, pages 33-34 for the 

linguistic realisations of boosters), were excluded from the category of boosters in this study 

because their meaning was considered more propositional than metadiscoursal in the context 

of the opinion articles. This applies, in particular, to instances of will (or be going to) with 

the modal epistemic meaning of prediction in which the planned or arranged events 

mentioned, are not made by the writer. This is illustrated by the following example: 

Park has agreed to installation of the U.S. THAAD missile-defense system, but 

that won’t be ready until December 2017. [EST59] 

(3) 

I believe that the negative form of the epistemic ‘will’ in the example above expresses a 

neutral future prediction with no indication of the writer’s stance or judgement because it 

has been planned by external sources other than the writer. So, such cases were excluded 

from the category of boosters. 
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Another issue relating to what counts as metadiscourse concerns the writer’s 

expression of attitude. Adjectives and adverbs in particular are used by writers to 

communicate their positive or negative evaluation and share such attitudes with readers. But 

since metadiscourse is only concerned with the non-propositional content, metadiscourse 

studies distinguish between evaluative lexis that is used to qualify individual items, and 

attitude markers that provide an attitudinal or evaluative frame for an entire proposition 

(Hyland, 2005a: 31). So, adjectives and adverbs that qualify entities within the proposition 

are not considered MDMs, while they function as ‘attitude markers’ when they signal an 

attitudinal or evaluative frame for an entire proposition. Consider the following example: 

It is interesting that another foe of the West, President Vladimir Putin, attacks its 

culture from a similar standpoint: as irreligious, decadent and relativist… 

[EST9] 

(4) 

 

So here’s an interesting statistic from a 2014 labor survey by burning-

glass.com… [EST52] 

(5) 

The adjective interesting in the adjectival construct in (4) is considered metadiscoursal 

because it evaluates the entire proposition, while in (5) it qualifies the word ‘statistics’ and 

therefore is considered propositional.  

Another issue regarding what to consider as metadiscourse is related to MDMs that 

are part of quotations. Any interactional MDMs, that are part of a quote from other source, 

are excluded from the analysis in this study because the focus is on the authorial wording 

and not on the wordings of quoted third parties. This is in line with the approach taken by 

Ädel (2008: 77). Quotations provide views and evaluations from other voices other than the 

writer’s, and they are used by writers to provide evidence or to comment on. MDMs found 

in quotations are excluded here because what is investigated in this study is the stance and 

voice of the current writer and his/her interaction with readers and how this interaction is 

conveyed in translation.  
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As for the issue of ‘explicitness’ as an important aspect of metadiscourse, Hyland 

(2005a: 28) maintains that explicitness of metadiscourse in written texts is realised through 

the use of lexico-grammatical markers, as they represent the writer’s overt attempt to create 

a certain pragmatic or discoursal effect. So, in written texts, the aspect of explicitness 

excludes markers that are not lexico-grammatical such as punctuation and typographical 

marks such as underlining, capitalization, exclamation marks etc., despite their potential 

functions as metadiscourse markers (ibid: 30). However, question marks in questions and 

dashes or parentheses that contain personal asides and code glosses are exceptions because 

they are used to signal linguistic forms that engage readers. By the same token, except for 

punctuation marks that signal the questions and personal asides, the present study only 

considers the lexico-grammatical marking of interactional metadiscourse. 

The aspect of explicitness in metadiscourse also excludes linguistic devices that give 

an implicit indication of evaluation, such as metaphors which can function to help focus 

attention (e.g. rainforests are the lungs of the earth), and allusions that can be used to make 

a common bond with readers (e.g. the chocolates he sent were actually a Trojan horse) 

(Hyland, 2005a: 30). In addition, this study excludes cases where writers use subordination 

to establish a hierarchy between clauses to implicitly signal an evaluation of the relative 

importance of the clauses. Hyland (2005a: 31) admits that, by excluding such items, “it may 

not be possible to capture every interpersonal feature or writer intention in a coding scheme 

and any list of metadiscourse markers can only ever be partial”. Therefore, metadiscourse 

analysis can never achieve a comprehensive interpersonal description, but it helps to reveal 

meanings in the texts and relationships between text users (ibid.). 

The above discussion aimed to clarify the theoretical issues associated with 

metadiscourse that needed to be considered in order to facilitate a systematic methodology 

for the analysis of MDMs and their translations in the present study.  In the following section, 

I turn to the interpersonal model of interactional MDMs that is used in the present study.  
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4.5.2 Hyland’s model of interactional MDMs 

In the present study, I follow a functional approach to the classification of interactional 

metadiscourse markers that is based on Hyland’s functional interpersonal model (2005a; 

2005b). Hyland's interpersonal classification considers MDMs as “self-reflective 

expressions used to negotiate interactional meanings in a text, assisting the writer (or 

speaker) to express a viewpoint and engage with readers as members of a particular 

community” (Hyland, 2005a: 37). As has been mentioned in chapter two, Hyland proposes 

a classification that comprises two main functional categories, namely interactive and 

interactional markers, as summarised in the table below:    
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Table 4.1 Hyland’s classification of metadiscourse (2005a: 49) 

Category Function Examples 

Interactive Help to guide the reader through the 

text 
Resources 

Transitions 

 

Frame 

markers 

 

Endophoric 

markers 

 

Evidentials 

 

Code glosses 

express relations between main clauses 
 
refer to discourse acts, sequences or 
stages 
 
refer to information in other parts of the 
text 
 
refer to information from other texts 
 
elaborate propositional meanings 
 

in addition; but; thus; and 
 
finally; to conclude; my purpose is 
 
 
noted above; see Fig; in section 2 
 
 
according to X; Z states 
 
namely; e.g.; such as; in other 
words 

Interactional Involve the reader in the text Resources 
Hedges 

 

Boosters 

 

Attitude 

markers 

 

Self-mentions 

 

Engagement 

markers 

withhold commitments and open dialogue 
 
emphasise certainty or close dialogue 
 
express writer’s attitude to proposition 
 
 
explicit reference to author(s) 
 
explicitly build relationship with reader 

might; perhaps; possible; about 
 
in fact; definitely; it is clear that 
 
unfortunately; I agree; surprisingly 
 
 
I; we; my; me; our 
 
consider; note; you can see that 

 

Interactive markers, on the one hand, organise the propositional content to help readers find 

it coherent and convincing (ibid.:50). However, they are not merely text-organising features, 

as their use depends on the writer’s knowledge of his/her readers (ibid.). This knowledge 

includes the writer’s assessment of the readers’ comprehension and understanding of related 

texts, their need for interpretive guidance, and the relationship between the writer and reader 

(ibid.). This main interactive category is realised by the use of transitions, frame markers, 

endophoric markers, evidentials and code glosses. 

Interactional markers, on the other hand, involve the readers in the discourse by 

informing them about the writer’s attitude towards propositional content and to the readers 

themselves (ibid.: 52). Interactional MDMs are divided into those that signal the writer’s 

explicit stance (hedges, boosters, attitude markers, and self-mentions) and those that signal 
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the writer’s engagement with readers (reader-mentions, directives, questions, personal asides 

and appeals to shared knowledge).  

Since the present study only focusses on the reader-writer interaction, the focus is only 

on interactional MDMs of stance and engagement.   

4.5.2.1 Metadiscourse markers of stance 

According to Hyland (2005b: 176), stance refers to “the ways writers present themselves 

and convey their judgements, opinions, and commitments” and it is expressed via the 

interactional MDMs of hedges, boosters, attitude markers and self-mentions.  

a. Hedges 

These are markers that signal the writers’ partial commitment to a proposition and hence 

help them to acknowledge alternative voices and viewpoints in the text. These markers stress 

the subjectivity of the writers’ position and allow them to present information in the text as 

opinions rather than facts (Hyland, 2005a: 52). Both Arabic and English employ certain 

linguistic realisations to express their uncertainty toward their propositions (see 2.3.1 for the 

linguistic realisation of interactional MDMs). For example, hedges can be modal auxiliaries 

in their epistemic meaning (e.g. would, may/might, can/could), lexical epistemic verbs (e.g. 

seem, appear), epistemic adverbs (e.g. possibly, probably), adverbs of frequency (always, 

often), vague quantifiers (approximately, nearly), as well as subordinate clauses controlled 

by cognitive verbs (e.g. I think, I guess), adjectives (e.g. it is possible), or nouns (e.g. there 

is possibility that). Consider the following two examples from the Arabic and English STs: 

It is possible to envision that Kurdish troops, aided by U.S. special forces on the 

ground and supported by U.S. airstrikes, will be able to recapture significantly 

more territory from the Islamic State in the north.  [EST84] 

(6) 
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 عیسوت نودیری نیذلا نیفرطتملل اًفدھ مھضعب حبصی دق ،ةدیدج ةایحو ذلام نع اًثحب اوءاج نیذلا نوئجلالا

 [AST02] …مھدوجو

(7) 

[Back-translation (BT)37] The refugees who came searching for a haven and a 

new life, some of them [qad] might become a target for extremists who wants to 

expand their existence… 

 

The hedge in the form of subordinate clause it is possible to envision that in (6) and the 

hedge in the form of a particle qad [may/might] in (7) above signal the writer’s cautious 

assessment of their claim. 

b. Boosters 

In contrast to hedges above, boosters signal certainty and confidence in the presented 

information in a given text. Boosters express full commitment and allow writers to close 

down alternative views (Hyland, 2005a: 52). The linguistic realisation of boosters is on an 

opposite scale of epistemic meaning (i.e. while hedges signal uncertainty about the 

proposition, boosters signal certainty). Arabic and English STs show many linguistic 

realisations of boosters such as: 

He may not be managing decline but he is certainly resisting overreach. [EST04] (8) 

 

 لیحر ةرورضب وكسوم عانقإ لواحت لازت لاو ،اھسفن ةرظنلا ایناطیرب رطاشت نطنشاو نأ حضاولا نمو

  [AST27] .دسلأا راشب

(9) 

[BT] And it is clear that Washington shares the same view with Britain, and it is 

still trying to convince Moscow of the need for Bashar Assad’s leave.   

 

The writers in the two sentences above express their commitment to their claims through the 

use of the adverb certainly as in (8) and the subordinate clause نأ حضاولا نم  [it is clear that] 

in (9). 

 
37 Back-translation (BT) here refers to literal translation of all the Arabic examples of the analysed texts in 
this study. 
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c. Attitude markers 

These are markers that signal the writer’s affective rather than epistemic attitude to 

propositions (Hyland, 2005a: 53). Therefore, instead of commenting on the probability or 

certainty of propositions, as in the use of hedges and boosters above, attitude markers 

explicitly signal the writers’ agreement, or sense of surprise, obligation, or importance 

toward a proposition (ibid.). An example from the English and Arabic texts is as follows: 

Any U.S. effort to rebuild an Iraqi military that’s strong enough to 

help defeat the Islamic extremists must tackle these issues. [EST66] 

(10) 

 

 (11)                       [AST27]  ...،ةدحوم ةفصو لاو ،ةیرحس لولح دجوت لا فسلأل نكل

[BT] But unfortunately there are no magical solutions, nor unified recipe.  

The deontic use of the modal verb must in (10) expresses the writer’s attitude toward the 

importance of solving certain issues before taking any action. In (11) the adverbial 

unfortunately signals the writer’s disappointment and frustration towards the proposition.  

d. Self-mentions 

Self-mentions denote the degree of the writer’s presence in the text through the use of first-

person pronouns I and exclusive we, including their possessive and object forms (e.g. me, 

mine, our, ours) (Hyland, 2005a: 53). Hyland (ibid.) states that all writing holds information 

about the writer, however the presence or absence of explicit writer references through 

pronouns is a conscious choice by writers to adopt a contextually situated authorial identity 

and a certain stance. Consider the following example in which the writers project themselves 

explicitly in the text: 

To my ears, this suggests that the United States is making a long-term 

commitment [EST80] 

(12) 
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 AST31  (13)] [.ةمھم ةءارق ةیبونجلا ةیحاضلا يف رودی ام ىلع علطم يل مدق لاقملا كلذ رثأ ىلع

[BT] After that article, a well-informed source of what is happening in the 

Southern Suburbs offered me an important reading.    

 

4.5.2.2 Metadiscourse markers of engagement 

According to Hyland (2005b: 176), engagement is the way “writers relate to their readers 

with respect to the positions advanced in the text” by explicitly addressing readers, either to 

appeal to them and focus their attention or include them as participants in discourse. 

Interactional MDMs of engagement can be expressed via reader mentions, personal asides, 

directives, questions and appeals to shared knowledge (ibid.).  

a. Reader mentions 

These are the explicit references to readers through the use of inclusive we (including its 

possessive and object forms, our and us) and second person You (including its possessive 

form, your). Reader mentions appeal to the reader and invite his involvement in discourse as 

illustrated in the following example:  

We could see the establishment of a terrorist caliphate, untold deaths, soaring oil 

prices, more global terrorism. [EST31] 

(14) 

 

 حلاسلاب ھنع نیعفادملاو ،دسلأا ءافلح نأ دجن ثیح ،اًیسورو اًیناریإ ،فلتخم دھشم مامأ نلآا نحنف ھیلعو

 [AST42] ،طفنلا راعسأ ضافخنا ببسب اًیداصتقا نونئی نم مھ ،لاجرلاو ،لاملاو

(15) 

[BT] And so we are now in front of a different scene, on Iranian and Russian 

levels, as we find Assad’s allies, and those who defend him with arms, money, 

and men, they are themselves suffering economically because of the fall in oil 

prices.   

 

However, when inclusive we is used with deontic modals of obligation, then the whole 

cluster is considered under the subcategory of ‘directives’ (see ‘directives’ below).  
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b. Directives 

These metadiscoursal features instruct the reader to perform an action or to see things in a 

way determined by the writer (Hyland, 2005b: 184). They can be expressed either by 

obligation modals or imperatives (ibid.). Here is an example:  

As the United States debates what to do, let’s remember Maliki’s central role in 

all this. [EST31] 

(16) 

 

 (17)  [AST07] ،يسایسلا اھراطإ جراخ ةدیدجلا تاروطتلا أرقن لاأ بجی ،اًعبط

[BT] Of course, we must not read the new developments outside its political 

frame. 

 

The imperative (hortative) ‘let’s’ in (16) signals an explicit invitation to the readers to be 

involved in the argument. The use of deontic modal in (17) is asking readers to interpret 

things the way he wishes them to understand.  

c. Questions  

‘Questions’ are a key strategy that creates a dialogic involvement between readers and 

writers by bringing the readers into discourse and direct them to the writer’s point of view 

(Hyland, 2005b: 185).  Consider the following example: 

What would a revived Sunni heartland in Iraq and Syria look like? [EST61] (18) 

 

 (19) [AST22] ؟ةیناسنلإا ةثراكلا فقول بولطملا ام

[BT] What is required to stop the human crisis?  

d. Personal asides 

These are features that temporarily interrupt the ongoing discourse to offer comment on what 

has been said (Hyland, 2005b: 183). When the writer intervenes in an ongoing discussion to 

offer a comment on an aspect of that discussion, the readers are drawn into the discussion as 
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participants, which initiates a brief dialogue that is largely interpersonal (ibid.). Examples of 

asides are: 

The dirty little secret (not so secret anymore) is that the job of spy agencies is to 

violate other countries’ borders and laws to collect information.  [EST72] 

(20) 

 

 AST23[ (21)[ .ةرماؤم كانھ نأب ھیعدی ام احیحص ناك نإ اذھ ،هدض نورمآتی اذامل ،نلآا بضغی مث

[BT] Then he gets upset now for why they are conspiring against him, that is if 

it is true what he claims that there is a conspiracy. 

 

Both asides in (20) and (21) above express the writers’ interference in discourse to cast their 

personal views about the proposition and to invite the reader to share the same view or react 

to it.  

e. Appeals to shared knowledge 

Appeals to shared knowledge are another feature of interactional metadiscourse, as the writer 

is assuming that the readers know what he/she is talking about. Such a persuasive 

metadiscoursal move may influence the reader to accept what the writer is saying since 

everyone knows about it. Here is an example: 

 ىلإ يمتنی يذلا يطوبلا خیشلل ةبسنلاب رملأا كلذكو ،ةیدرك لوصأ نم وھ وتیھ ناسغ نأ فورعملا نمو

 [AST91] … ،ةفورعم ةیدرك لوصأ نمو ةیدركلا ةفئاطلا

(22) 

[BT] And it is known that Ghassan Hitto is of Kurdish origins, so is Sheikh Al 

Bouti who belongs to a Kurdish ethnicity and is from known Kurdish origins. 

 

Although Hyland (2005a: 218-223) provides a long list of 300 potential items of 

metadiscourse, he also stresses that his list of metadiscourse markers merely suggests 

opening explorations before new items are added (Hyland, 2005a: 27). Therefore, in the 

present study, I was sensitive to the possibility of uncovering metadiscourse items that were 

not included in Hyland’s (2005a: 218-223) original list.  



 151 

In addition, Hyland’s classification of interactional MDMs, as seen in table (4.1) 

above, does not specify possible linguistic forms for each subcategory of interactional 

MDMs. Since the present study is a comparative study that involves comparing two 

languages with different linguistic systems (i.e. Arabic and English), I go a step further in 

this functional classification of interactional MDMs, that is provided by Hyland (2005a, 

2005b), to include their potential linguistic forms. The following table summarises the 

classification of functional categories and subcategories of interactional MDMs and their 

possible linguistic realisation in the present study: 

Table 4.2 Functional categories and subcategories of interactional MDMs 

Interactional 

metadiscourse 

function 

Subcategory Linguistic realisation Examples 

S
ta

n
ce

 m
a
rk

er
s 

Hedges  

Withhold 

commitment to 

the truth-value of 

a statement and 

open dialogue 

-Epistemic lexical verbs 

-Epistemic modal auxiliaries 

- Epistemic subordinate 

clauses with adjectives, 

adverbs, nouns or verbs 

-Epistemic adverbs  

-seem/ appear/ suggest 

-would/ can/ may 

-It is possible/ it is likely/ 

I think [that]/ there is a 

possibility [that] 

-Probably/ perhaps/ 

maybe 

Boosters 

Emphasize 

certainty to the 

truth-value of a 

statement or close 

a dialogue  

-Adverbs 

-Subordinate clauses with 

adjectives 

-Phrasal expressions 

- Epistemic modal auxiliaries 

-Certainly/ indeed 

-It is clear/ it is certain/ it 

is obvious 

-of course 

-must/ will 

Attitude markers  

Express writer’s 

attitude to 

propositions 

-Deontic modals auxiliaries 

-Attitudinal adverbs 

- Attitudinal subordinate 

clauses with adjectives 

and verbs 

-should/ must/ have to 

-Sadly/ unfortunately 

-It’s unfortunate that/ it is 

interesting/ I love/ I wish/ 

I hope 

Self-mentions 

Explicit reference 

to author 

-First-person singular 

pronoun and its possessive 

and object forms 

-Exclusive we/our/us 

referring to the writer or the 

-This tells me… 

 

 

 

-Our newspaper 
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institutional body he is part 

of. 

E
n

g
a
g
em

en
t  

m
a
rk

er
s 

Reader-mentions 

Addressing 

readers as 

participants in 

discourse 

-First-person plural pronoun 

and its possessive and object 

forms 

-Second-person pronoun and 

its possessive form 

-Inclusive we/us/our 

 

 

-You/your 

Directive  Imperatives 

Obligation modals addressed 

to readers 

-Consider/ imagine/ look 

-We must/ we should 

Personal asides  Parenthetical evaluative 

commentary 

 

Questions  Interrogative sentence form  

Appeals to 

shared 

knowledge  

Adverbial clause As we know/ it is well 

known 

 

Following a more detailed classification of interactional MDMs that includes the 

functions of metadiscourse categories as well as their potential linguistic forms, enables us 

to provide a more detailed analysis that accounts for any differences and/or similarities in 

the linguistic realisations of the identified interactional functional subcategories of MDMs 

between the analysed Arabic and English texts. Yet, since any potential linguistic form may 

have either a propositional or metadiscoursal function depending on its context, each 

potential item is carefully analysed within its context to ensure it functions as a 

metadiscourse marker. This kind of context-sensitive analysis, that considers both the 

linguistic form and function of the interactional MDMs, uncovers finer differences and/or 

similarities in not only the preferred interactional MDMs but also in their preferred linguistic 

realisation between the two languages analysed. To ensure consistency in this classification, 

each interactional MDM and its linguistic form in English original texts and their Arabic 
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counterparts were identified, categorised based on their functional and linguistic 

subcategories, counted and then compared to each other. 

4.5.3 Translation shifts  

According to Toury (1995: 56-57), since translation is the type of activity that involves at 

least two languages and two cultural traditions, the inevitable occurrence of shifts is a true 

universal of translation. As mentioned in (3.4.2) in the previous chapter, the term ‘shift’ in 

translation is used to indicate any difference in the text produced through translation in 

comparison to the original (van Leuven-Zwart, 1989: 154). This study loosely draws on van 

Leuven-Zwart’s (1989-1990a) idea of combining micro-level comparative analysis and 

macro-level descriptive analysis to account for any changes in the translation compared to 

the original. While the comparative analysis involves investigating syntactic, semantic, 

stylistic, and pragmatic shifts within sentences, clauses, and phrases of texts and their 

translations (van Leuven-Zwart, 1989: 155), the descriptive analysis investigates how these 

micro-level shifts affect the macro-level structure of texts (i.e. on ideational, textual and 

interpersonal levels), in order to reconstruct and formulate hypotheses regarding the 

reconstructed translation process and the norms underlying the translation (van Leuven-

Zwart, 1990a: 91-93). 

Therefore, the term ‘translation shifts’ is used in this study as a conceptual tool to 

account for the changes that occur to MDMs when conveyed from the ST to the TT at the 

micro and macro-levels of interactional MDMs. At the micro-level, changes in the lexico-

grammatical realisation of each subcategory of interactional MDMs of stance and 

engagement at the grammatical, semantic, and/or pragmatic levels are identified. So, on the 

one hand, instances of shifts at the micro-level of analysis, that are identified in the 

subcategories of hedges, boosters, attitude markers and self-mentions, are grouped under the 

macro-level of interaction and referred to as shifts in interactional MDMs of stance. On the 

other hand, translation shifts in reader-mentions, directives, questions, asides and appeals 
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to shared knowledge are grouped under the macro-level of interaction and referred to as 

shifts in interactional MDMs of engagement.  

However, only a certain type of shifts is considered in this study. In his DTS approach, 

Toury (1995: 57) distinguishes between two kinds of shifts: ‘obligatory shifts’, which are 

caused by the different grammatical structures of the SL and the TL, and ‘non-obligatory 

shifts’ (i.e. optional), which are motivated by literary, stylistic or cultural considerations. It 

should be noted that, in the analysis of translation shifts in this study, obligatory shifts caused 

by differences in the syntactic structures between Arabic and English linguistic systems (e.g. 

word order) are excluded, since the main objective here is to identify non-obligatory 

(optional) shifts at the grammatical and semantic level that were motivated by pragmatic, 

stylistic and cultural differences.  

As pointed out above, the aim of the micro-level and macro-level analyses of shifts is 

to uncover the overall norms underlying the translation of interactional MDMs at these two 

dimensions of interaction. In other words, the results of the micro-level comparative and 

macro-level descriptive analysis of the ST-TTs segments are used to reconstruct the norms 

that were in operation during the translation process. The types of norms investigated in this 

study are defined in the next sub-section. 

4.5.4 Initial and operational norms in the DTS approach 

As pointed out in (3.6.2), this study focuses on identifying the initial and operational norms 

that were activated when translating interactional MDMs in Arabic-English and English-

Arabic opinion articles. According to Toury (1995: 56-7) initial norms are concerned with 

the position of the translation between the two cultural systems of the two languages 

involved in the translation. They are concerned with the question of whether a translator 

moves towards the norms of the ST or to the norms of the TT. In the first case, the translation 

is aimed towards adequacy (i.e. adequacy-oriented) and in the second case it is aimed 

towards acceptability (acceptability-oriented) (ibid.). Toury (ibid.: 57) stresses that the term 

‘initial norms' should not be thought of as, chronologically, the first step in the actual practice 
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of translation. He (ibid.) maintains that the notion of initial norms is designed to serve as an 

explanatory tool. Thus, even if no clear macro-level tendency can be shown in the ST-TT 

comparison, any micro-level decision can still be accounted for in terms of adequacy versus 

acceptability (ibid.). On the other hand, in cases where the overall choice has been made, it 

is not necessary that every single lower-level decision be made in full accord with it (ibid.). 

Hence, the two poles of adequacy vs acceptability are situated on a continuum, since no 

translation is ever entirely ‘adequate’ (i.e. literal) or entirely ‘acceptable’ (i.e. free) (Toury, 

1995). 

As for operational norms, which govern how the TTs will be shaped, Toury (1995: 

58-59) distinguishes between matricial norms and textual-linguistic norms. The former 

involves the norms controlling the completeness of the TT regarding the omission or 

relocation of passages, textual segmentation, and the addition of passages or footnotes, while 

the latter involves the norms that regulate the choice of material to formulate the TT in, or 

replace the original linguistic material with (ibid.). This study is only concerned with textual-

linguistic norms influencing the translation of interactional MDMs in the analysed texts. 

Both types of translation norms (i.e. initial and operational) are interdependent. On 

the relation between initial and operational norms, Toury states that:  

Operational norms as such may be described as serving as a model, in accordance with which 

translations come into being, whether involving the norms realized by the source text (i.e. 

adequate translation) plus certain modifications, or purely target norms, or a particular 

compromise between the two. Every model supplying performance instructions may be said 

to act as a restricting factor: it opens up certain options while closing other. (Toury, 1995: 

60) 

 As a result, when the translation is adequacy-oriented, it can hardly be said to have been 

made in the TL as a whole; rather it is made into an artificial model-language that is imposed 

onto the target culture (ibid.). On the other hand, when the translation is acceptability-

oriented, it is considered a version of the original text that is moulded to meet the measures 

of a pre-existing model in the target culture (ibid.: 61).  
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Since this study is a product-oriented descriptive study that investigates translations as 

finished products, the analysis of translation norms is logically of a retrospective nature. This 

means that any investigation of translation norms will involve ‘reconstructing’ these norms 

retrospectively. So, the initial norms can only be safely revealed through investigations of 

the textual-linguistic operational norms. 

Following the clarification of the theoretical framework utilised in this study to 

investigate the translation shifts in interactional MDMs in the bidirectional translation corpus 

of Arabic and English opinion articles, the following subsection outlines the analytical 

procedure carried out in this study. 

4.6 Procedure 

This section will describe the processes through which the interactional MDMs and their 

translation were identified, coded, classified and counted for the purpose of this study.  

4.6.1 Mixed quantitative and qualitative methods of corpus-based analysis  

With regard to methods of analysis in corpus-based studies of metadiscourse, the length of 

the unit of a metadiscourse marker is a central methodological issue. Metadiscourse can be 

realised by one word, a phrase, a clause or even a whole sentence (Crismore et al., 1993: 

48). So, this issue is related to how metadiscourse features are counted when coding texts. 

Large units of metadiscourse can be multifunctional (i.e. performing more than one 

metadiscoursal function at the same time). For example, longer metadiscourse units might 

include smaller metadiscourse elements such as the expression I think which could be 

counted as an expression of hedging or as both a hedge and self-mention.  

With respect to method for corpus analysis of MDMs, Ädel and Mauranen (2010:2) 

distinguish between what they term “thick” and “thin” approaches to metadiscourse analysis. 

On the one hand, the ‘thin approach’ is purely quantitative in which a pre-defined list of 

potential metadiscourse items (e.g. first-person pronoun I) are searched and counted relying 

on their linguistic form (Ädel and Mauranen, 2010: 2). On the other hand, the ‘thick’ 
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approach adds a qualitative and discourse-analytic method as linguistic items are searched 

in context, typically starting with a small unit such as the pronoun I [and the related 

possessive determiner my] and then checking whether this is part of a larger unit than the 

search term. It is both the formal realisation and discourse function of the larger unit that is 

the object of analysis (e.g. I think, in my opinion) (ibid.: 3). For the problem of 

multifunctionality that can occur in large units of MDMs, Ädel (2006: 25) adopts a solution 

which is to decide on one of the possible functions as primary and to classify the item 

accordingly. 

The present corpus-based study combines both quantitative and qualitative methods of 

analysis. So, while it is quantitative in using frequency counts of interactional MDMs and 

their translation shifts, it is also qualitative in focusing on the contextual meaning of 

metadiscourse elements or element clusters, following the ‘primary function’ solution for 

any cases of multifunctionality in MDMs clusters. So, when, for example, a personal first-

person pronoun occurs in a cluster that has a hedging function such as the subordinate clause 

I think that, the whole cluster is a hedge, not a hedge and a self-mention. The reason is that 

the cognitive verb think only signals a personal stance when it is associated with the first-

person pronouns (e.g. I and exclusive we). However, an exception was made to the two 

interactional MDMs of engagement, questions and asides, because even if the imbedded 

MDM(s) in these two metadiscoursal features was removed, the engagement function still 

pertains. Consider the following two examples from the English and Arabic STs in the 

corpus: 

If the Republicans can drop the racial wedges — which admittedly may be a big 

ask— and become more the party designed to succor those who are disaffected 

from the globalizing information age, then it might win over some minority 

voters, … [EST24] 

(23) 
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 (24)   [AST65]؟نحن هارن فیك .اھفلاحأو اكریمأ هارت اذكھو ،رملأا اھعم نمو ناریإ ىرت اذكھ

[BT] This is how Iran and those with it [its allies] view the situation, and this is 

how America and its allies view it. How do we view it? 

 

In example (23) above, the underlined personal aside has an attitude marker (i.e. admittedly) 

and a hedge (i.e. may) imbedded in it. If these two MDMs were removed (e.g. which is a big 

risk), the aside still has its interpersonal function in which the writer temporarily interrupts 

the ongoing argument to offer a comment on it. So, MDMs in example (23) include an 

instance of aside, an instance of hedge, and an instance of attitude marker. Similarly, if the 

reader-mention (i.e. the inclusive plural first-person pronoun) imbedded in the question is 

removed (e.g. How is it viewed by the Arab states?), the interrogative form still signals an 

engagement function. So, MDMs in example (24) include an instance of question and an 

instance of reader-mention.  

Following this mixed method of quantitative and qualitative analyses, all interactional 

MDMs were identified, coded, and counted as will be explained in the following section.   

4.6.2 Identification and classification of MDMs in the STs and their translation shifts 

in the TTs 

The analysis of Arabic-English and English-Arabic opinion articles proceeded as follows. 

The analysis started by carefully reading through each ST-TT aligned segment (i.e. at the 

paragraph level) multiple times identifying all instances of interactional MDMs and 

establishing translation relationships based on the used translation procedure. Accordingly, 

all the identified instances of interactional MDMs in the ST part of the aligned segment are 

coded directly in the text files by means of suitable labels that indicate their metadiscoursal 

function (see table 4.3 below). Then, each coded instance of interactional MDM in the ST is 

mapped onto its counterpart in the TT in order to identify their relationship. The translation 

relationship is coded with a suitable label of the identified translation procedure based on 

their grammatical and semantic properties (see table 4.3 below for the identified translation 
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procedures in the analysis). For example, if a hedge [HDG] in the ST was omitted in the TT, 

it was coded as [HDG/OMI] in the TT sentence. 

Table 4.3 List of abbreviations used in the coding of the interactional MDMs and the translation 
procedures in the analysed texts 

Interactional 

metadiscourse marker 

Abbreviation Translation procedure Abbreviation 

Hedge HDG Match MCH 

Booster BOS Omission OMI 

Attitude marker ATT Addition ADD 

Self-mentions SF-M Substitution with 

different MDM 

SUB-DIF-MDM 

Reader-mention RD-M Form modification MOD-F 

Questions QUE Semantic modification MOD-S 

directives DIR   

Asides ASI   

Appeals to shared 

knowledge  

SH-K   

 

Regarding the identified translation procedures, whenever the interactional MDM in 

the ST was translated with a grammatically and/or semantically matching MDM that 

fulfilled the same metadiscoursal function in the TT, it was not considered a translation shift. 

These cases were coded as match [MCH] in the TT. However, if there was no matching 

relationship, these were coded as shifts in the TT part of the analysed ST-TT segments. These 

types of shifts are the focus of this study. It should be noted that instances of interactional 

MDMs that were part of deleted (i.e. untranslated) sentences or paragraphs in the ST-TT 

segments were not counted in the analysis of translation shifts (they were coded as deleted 

[DEL] in the TT). This is in line with van Leuven-Zwart (1989: 154), in her comparative 

model of ‘translation shifts’, where she only considers what she calls “integral translation” 

as units of analysis. These ‘integral translation’ units contain no additions or deletions 

transcending the sentence level (ibid.).  
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As shown in table (4.3) above, the analysis of the translation of interactional MDMs 

identified four main types of translation shifts in the TT that are: 

(a) omission of the interactional MDM  

(b) addition of an interactional MDM  

(f) substitution of the interactional MDM with a different MDM  

(g) Modification of the interactional MDM  

The shifts by omission of the interactional MDM were found to occur when the 

interactional MDM was absent in the TT as shown in the following example: 

 AST31][ (25) ...،ىمسلأا فدھلاو ةیعورشملاو ةیعرشلا نیناجملا ءلاؤھ لكل لثمت ةیدوعسلا نإف عبطلابو

[BT] And of course Saudi Arabia represents the legitimacy, the validity and the 

ultimate aim for all those maniacs. 

 

For all the region’s maniacs, Saudi Arabia represents a source of unparalleled 

legitimacy. [ETT31] 

 

The expression عبطلاب  bilṯabʿi [of course] which functions as a booster is omitted in the TT 

rendering the proposition in the TT neutral without an explicit signal of the writer’s strong 

stance that was expressed in the ST. 

In contrast to the shifts by omission, shifts by addition of an interactional MDMs in 

the TT involve adding an interactional MDM that was not available in the ST as illustrated 

in the example below:  

Obama is a walk-and-chew-gum kind of guy. [EST08] (26) 

  ][ATT08 .ھلوح ام لك نم ةدافتسلال عزنی يذلا ةددعتملا ماھملا لاجر نم امابوأ نأ ودبی

[BT] It seems that Obama is a multi-task man who is inclined to benefit from 

everything around him. 
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In example (26), a case of addition is shown in which a ‘hedge’ (i.e. it seems that) is added 

in the TT, changing the writer’s commitment towards the proposition advanced in the 

sentence.  

As for shifts by substitution, they involve replacing the interactional MDMs with 

another MDM that signals a different metadiscoursal function. Consider the following 

example:  

It would be politically dangerous, as well as immoral, to allow Assad to remain 

in power once these findings are disclosed. [EST70] 

(27) 

 ةیحانلا نم اریطخ ارمأ تامولعملا هذھ نع فشكلا درجمب ةطلسلا يف ءاقبلاب دسلأل حامسلا نوكیس

 [ATT70] .يقلاخأ ریغ ھنوك نع لاضف ،ةیسایسلا

 

[BT] Allowing Assad to remain in power, as soon as this information are 

revealed, will be politically dangerous, not to mention immoral. 

 

In the example above, the ‘hedge’ would, that expresses the writer’s tentative prediction 

towards the proposition in the ST, was replaced with the booster س   sa- [will] in the TT, 

which signals a confident prediction. 

Finally, shifts by modification involve keeping the same interactional function in the 

TT but with adjustments. There are two types of shifts by modifications identified in the 

TTs. The first one involved changing the grammatical form of the interactional MDM as in 

example (28) below, and the second one involved a semantic modification of the 

interactional MDM in the TT as in example (29) below. 

Before the warmongers have a cow, keep in mind that Obama’s idea of managing 

a terrorism problem involves killing people, without warning, even in countries 

where we are not at war. [EST81] 

(28) 

 نود ،سانلا لتق ىلع يوطنت باھرلإا ةلكشم ةرادإ ىلإ ةیمارلا امابوأ ةركف نأ رابتعلاا يف ذخأن نأ دب لا

 [ATT81] .برح ةلاح يف اھیف انسل نحن يتلا نادلبلا يف ىتح ،راذنإ قباس
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[BT] We must take into consideration that Obama’s idea of managing the 

problem of terrorism involves killing people, without warning, even in the 

countries with which we are not at war. 

 

In example (28), the grammatical form of the ‘directive’ keep in mind that, which is in the 

form of an imperative, functions as an interactional MDM of engagement in the ST. The 

form of the directive was modified in the TT into the obligation form we must take into 

consideration that, which still fulfils an engaging function as a ‘directive’ in the TT, but with 

a different form.  

 AST23[ (29)[ .رھقی لا ناك يذلا لجرلا ةعمس يذؤتس ةلبقملا تامكاحملاف

[BT] The forthcoming trials will damage the reputation of the man who was 

invincible. 

 

The forthcoming trials will undoubtedly further damage the reputation of the 

man who was once seen as invincible. [ETT23] 

 

In example (29), the ‘booster’ س sa- [will] in the ST signals the writer’s certainty of a future 

outcome. The booster was semantically modified by adding further emphasis to the booster 

through the use of the certainty adverb, undoubtedly to express more certainty in the TT. 

After identifying, coding and counting all instances of shifts in the TTs, the shifts in 

the translation of hedges, boosters, attitude markers and self-mentions were grouped under 

the main category of interactional shifts in stance. Translation shifts in reader pronouns, 

directives, questions, and asides were grouped under the main category of interactional 

shifts in engagement.  

In addition to the quantitative and qualitative comparative analyses between the STs 

and the TTs, a comparative analysis of all the identified interactional MDMs in the Arabic 

and English STs was also carried out. As pointed out in (4.2), the aim of this comparison is 

to establish the similarities and/or differences in the use of interactional MDMs in the genre 

of newspaper opinion articles between Arabic and English.  
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4.7 Summary and conclusion 

This chapter has provided an outline of the data and the methodological framework of the 

present study. The chapter has been based on Toury’s (1995) three-phase methodology 

within the DTS framework. First, the first phase of the methodology, which is concerned 

with contextualising the Arabic and English STs and their respective TTs by locating them 

within the wider socio-political context of their production. Following that, the corpus 

selected for analysis in this study has been described with reference to the sources of the 

collected texts, the criteria of their selection and the way they were prepared for analysis to 

answer the questions of this thesis. Then, the integrated theoretical analytical framework that 

was utilised for the second and third phases of the methodology was outlined.  

The second and third phase of the methodology were outlined in the following part of 

the chapter, clarifying  how Hyland’s (2005a, 2005b) discourse-analytic model of 

interactional metadiscourse and the concepts of shifts from TS (van Leuven-Zwart, 

1989/1990a; Toury, 1995) were utilised to carry out the comparative quantitative and 

qualitative analyses between the STs and TTs in both directions of translation as well as 

between the STs in both languages. For the third phase, Toury’s (1995) notions of initial and 

operational norms, was presented. The chapter concluded with clarification of the procedure 

that was carried out for the quantitative and qualitative comparative analyses.  

The results of the comparative analyses will be demonstrated and discussed in the 

following chapters. I will first start with presenting the results of the comparative analysis 

of the original Arabic and English STs because the interpretation of the findings from the 

comparison between the STs and their respective TTs depends on the findings from the 

comparison of the STs.  
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Chapter 5 

Results of the Comparative Analysis of Interactional MDMs between 

Arabic and English Original Opinion Articles 

5.1 Introduction  

This chapter presents the results of the comparative analysis of interactional MDMs of stance 

and engagement in the Arabic and English original opinion articles (i.e. STs). It aims at 

answering the first three research questions in this research; namely:  

1) What are the types and frequency of interactional MDMs used in the Arabic STs of 

opinion articles? 

2) What are the types and frequency of interactional MDMs used in the English STs of 

opinion articles? 

3) What are the differences and/or similarities in the use of MDMs in the genre of 

opinion articles between Arabic and English STs?  

The overall results of the quantitative and qualitative analyses of interactional MDMs of 

stance and engagement in the Arabic and English original texts will be presented in (5.2). In 

particular, the findings in each subcategory of MDMs of stance and of engagement will be 

presented with examples from the corpus. Then, a summary and conclusions of the chapter 

will be provided in (5.3). 

5.2 Interactional MDMs of stance and engagement in Arabic and English STs 

The analysis of the Arabic and English original opinion articles revealed that Saudi writers 

and American writers employed all types of categories of interactional MDMs of stance and 

engagement. Table (5.1) below shows the overall relative frequencies of subcategories of 

interactional MDMs of stance and engagement in the original opinion articles in both 

languages:  
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Table 5.1 Relative frequency of interactional MDMs in Arabic and English original opinion articles 
(per 1,000 words)38 

Interactional 

function 

Subcategories  Arabic (44,363 words) English (80,918 words) 

Raw 

freq. 

Relative 

freq. 

%* Raw 

freq. 

Relative 

freq. 

%* 

Stance 

Hedges 232 5.23 17.99 747 9.23 30.00 

Boosters 391 8.81 30.33 395 4.88 15.86 

Attitude markers 171 3.85 13.27 212 2.62 8.48 

Self-mention 82 1.85 6.36 95 1.17 3.80 

Total 876 19.75 67.95 1,449 17.92 58.21 

engagement 

Reader-mention 162 3.65 12.57 638 7.88 25.61 

Questions 199 4.49 15.44 192 2.37 7.71 

Directives 22 0.50 1.71 155 1.91 6.22 

Asides 25 0.56 1.94 54 0.67 2.17 

Appeals to shared 

knowledge 

5 0.11 0.39 2 0.02 0.08 

Total 413 9.31 32.05 1,041 12.86 41.77 

Total interactional MDMs 1289 29.06  2490 30.77  

* The percentage is based on the total number of raw frequencies of MDMs 

As shown in table (5.1) above, the relative frequency of the overall interactional 

MDMs of stance and engagement in each corpus shows that there does not appear to be any 

difference between the two corpora since the relative frequencies of the overall interactional 

MDMs in the Arabic and English STs are 29.06 and 30.77 per 1000 words, respectively. 

Within the interactional MDMs of stance, the total relative frequency in each corpus also 

indicates that there does not seem to be any difference in the use of interactional features of 

stance between Saudi writers and American writers (19.75 vs. 17.92 per 1000 words, 

respectively). However, the relative frequency of interactional MDMs of engagement shows 

a difference between the two corpora as the American writers used more MDMs of 

engagement than the Saudi writers (12.86 vs. 9.31 per 1000 words, respectively). 

 
38 The total number of occurrences of each subcategory of MDMs was normalised to occurrences per 1.000 
words to compare such interactional features across the two corpora of different sizes. The formula used to 
obtain the normalised frequencies of interactional MDMs of stance and engagement is: 

relative frequency= 
total number of interactional subcategory 

total number of words in the corpus
 ×1000 
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When looking at the categories of stance and engagement in each language in the table 

above, we find that the most frequently employed feature of stance in the Arabic texts is 

boosters followed by hedges, attitude markers and finally self-mentions. As for the 

interactional MDMs of engagement in the Arabic STs, both questions and reader-mentions 

were the most employed features with quite similar frequencies of 4.49 and 3.65 instances 

per 1000 words, respectively. The least frequently used feature of engagement in in the 

Arabic STs is appeals to shared knowledge with only 0.11 occurrences per 1000 words.  

With regard to the English texts, the results in the table indicate that the most 

frequently employed feature of stance is hedges followed by boosters, attitude markers and 

finally self-mention. As for the interactional MDMs of engagement, the relative frequency 

of reader-mentions in the table shows that they are the most frequently used feature of 

engagement in the English STs (7.88 per 1000 words). This frequency is much higher than 

the frequencies of the remaining features in the functional category of engagement, which 

are questions, directives, asides and appeals to shared knowledge (2.37, 1.91, 0.67 and 0.02 

per 1000 words, respectively). The least frequently used feature of engagement in the 

English STs is appeals to shared knowledge with only 0.02 occurrences per 1000 words.  

When looking closely at the relative frequency of each subcategory of interactional 

MDMs of stance cross-linguistically, Arabic and English opinion articles show considerable 

differences in the use of hedges and boosters, but there are not noticeable differences in the 

use of attitude markers and self-mentions. In particular, American writers employed more 

hedges than Saudi writers with nearly twice as many hedges in the English original opinion 

articles (9.23 vs. 5.23 instances per 1000 words, respectively). In contrast, Saudi writers 

employed more boosters than American writers with almost twice as many boosters in the 

Arabic original opinion articles (8.81 vs. 4.88 instances per 1000 words, respectively). 

Regarding the subcategory of attitude markers, however, Saudi and American writers seem 

to employ such interactional feature rather similarly (3.85 vs. 2.62 instances per 1000 words, 

respectively). As for the subcategory of self-mentions, it also appears that both Saudi and 
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American writers employed relatively similar number of self-mentions in their texts (1.85 

vs. 1.17 instances per 1000 words, respectively). In other words, quantitatively speaking, it 

seems that Arabic and English opinion articles significantly differ in the use of boosters and 

hedges as features of stance, while they can be relatively similar in the use of attitude 

markers and self-mentions. 

As for the relative frequency of each subcategory of interactional MDMs of 

engagement, there are differences between the two languages regarding the use of reader-

mentions, questions, and directives. American writers employed a higher number of reader-

mentions with 7.88 occurrences per 1000 words in the English texts compared to the Saudi 

writers who employed only 3.65 occurrences per 1000 words in the Arabic texts. Also, the 

American writers used more directives (1.91 per 1000 words) than the Saudi writers (0.50 

per 1000 words). However, Saudi writers employed a higher number of questions with 4.49 

occurrences per 1000 words compared to American writers who employed 2.37 occurrences 

per 1000 words. However, there does not seem to be any difference between the Arabic and 

English corpora regarding the relative frequency of the subcategory of Asides (0.56 vs. 0.67 

per 1000 words, respectively). The same also applies to the subcategory of appeals to shared 

knowledge as there is not a difference in the relative frequency of such feature between 

Arabic and English texts (0.11 vs. 0.02 per 1000 words, respectively).  

I will now discuss the similarities and differences in the frequencies of the linguistic 

realisation of stance and engagement between the two languages in turn in more detail and 

by means of examples.  

5.2.1 Hedges and boosters  

Hedges and boosters are communicative strategies that are employed in texts to increase or 

reduce the force of statements in discourse (Hyland, 1998b: 350). In their interactional 

function of expressing stance in the genre of opinion articles, hedges reduce the imposition 

of statements on readers and project reasonableness, while boosters show a strong support 

for arguments (Fu and Hyland, 2014: 140). In other words, hedges enable the writers of 
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opinion articles to anticipate possible opposition to their claims while at the same time enable 

the readers to follow the writer’s stance without the writer appearing too assertive (Dafouz-

Milne, 2008: 107).  On the other hand, boosters allow writers to establish the perceived truth 

of their propositions by intentionally presenting it as consensually given (Hyland, 1998b: 

353). 

As indicated in table 5.1 above, American and Saudi writers employed boosters and 

hedges differently. On the one hand, American writers seem to prefer the use of hedges over 

boosters to keep the force of their statements mitigated as hedges were used nearly twice as 

often as boosters in the English opinion articles. On the other hand, Saudi writers seem to 

favour presenting their propositions with confidence as boosters were used almost twice as 

often as hedges in the Arabic opinion articles. These differences in the use of hedges and 

boosters in the Arabic and English texts indicate differences in expressing authorial stance 

at the level of commitment towards claims in opinion articles. So, while Saudi writers prefer 

to express their conviction and assert their proposition with confidence through the use of 

more boosters than hedges, American writers, favour expressions of tentativeness towards 

their propositions through the use of more hedges than boosters.  

With regard to the linguistic forms used to express hedges and boosters in the two 

corpora, the findings show that they were both expressed through different linguistic forms 

in the English and Arabic opinion articles (see appendices 3 and 4 for a classification of the 

linguistic forms of all the occurrences of hedges and boosters that were identified in both 

corpora). Table 5.2 below shows the linguistic forms of hedges identified in the English and 

Arabic opinion articles and their number of occurrences. In the English texts, the most 

frequently employed linguistic form for hedging propositions is that of modal verbs which 

represents 47.92% of the total number of hedging features; followed by epistemic and 

frequency adverbs (21.15%); lexical epistemic verbs (10.31%); subordinate clauses with 
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adjectives, adverbs and verbs (7.90%); vague quantifiers (6.56%); epistemic prepositional 

phrases (4.02%); and finally, modally harmonic39 forms (2.14%).  

In the Arabic texts, the most frequently employed linguistic form for hedging 

propositions is that of modal particles (which can be considered equivalents to modal 

auxiliary verbs used as hedges in the English texts), as indicated in table 5.2 below. Modal 

particles functioning as hedges in the Arabic texts represent 42.67% of the total number of 

hedging features; followed by subordinate clauses with adjectives, adverbs and verbs 

(23.28%); lexical verbs (12.5%); vague quantifiers (9.91%); epistemic prepositional phrases 

(8.19%); modally harmonic forms (2.59%); and lastly frequency adverbs with only (0.86%). 

Table 5.2 The linguistic forms of hedges in English and Arabic opinion articles and their number of 
occurrences 

Linguistic form  

Number of occurrences in 

English texts 

Number of occurrences in 

Arabic texts 

N. % N. % 

Modal verbs in English and 

modal particles in Arabic 

358 47.92 99 42.67 

Modally harmonic forms  16 2.14 6 2.59 
Lexical epistemic verbs 77 10.31 29 12.5 
epistemic adverbs and 

frequency adverbs 

158 21.15 2 0.86 

subordinate clauses with 

adjectives, adverbs or verbs 

56 7.50 54 23.28 

epistemic prepositional 

phrases 

33 4.42 19 8.19 

Vague quantifiers  49 6.56 23 9.91 
Total 747 100% 232 100% 

Out of the total 358 instances of modal verbs in the English texts, American writers 

employed the hypothetical and tentative modal would the most (with 139 occurrences), 

followed by may (86 occurrences), could (73 occurrences), might (31 occurrences), can (20 

occurrences), and should (9 occurrences). As for the Saudi writers, the two most frequently 

employed modal particles that express uncertainty are امبر  rubbamā [perhaps/maybe] (35 

instances) and دق  qad when used with the present simple form of the verb [the epistemic sense 

 
39 See page (36) in chapter two for a definition of harmonic modal expressions.  
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of may/might] (33 instances). Saudi writers also used the hypothetical conditional 

constructions with the particle ول  law as hedging features (26 instances), which can be 

considered an equivalent to the hypothetical would in English. The particle لّعل / لّع  

laʿalla/ʿalla [perhaps] was also used in 5 instances to express uncertainty. This particle is 

similar in meaning to امبر  rubbamā [perhaps/maybe] (Ryding, 2005: 428). Consider the 

following examples from both corpora of English and Arabic texts: 

It’s clear why Clinton might want to talk redistribution. On substantive policy 

grounds, it would be destructive to do so. [EST21] 

(1) 

 

Cameron could prevail in his muddled attempt to keep the country in Europe 

while “repatriating” greater, as yet unspecified powers from Brussels. He may 

control the malign little-England genie he’s let out of the bottle to appease the 

right of his Tory party. [EST07] 

(2) 

 

 AST19[ (3)[ ،ةقداص امبر وأ ىرخأ ةیناریإ ةلیح درجم اھدوعو نوكت دق

[BT] Its promises [Iran] may be just another Iranian stratagem or maybe they are 

true. 

 

 

 !تقولا قباسی نم ةباثمب نوكتس اھنإف لماك لكشب لخدتلا تررق ولو ،ایروسب نلآا ادج ةرخأتم نطنشاوف

[AST49] 

(4) 

[BT] Washington is very late now in Syria, and if it decided to completely 

interfere, then it would be like it is racing time! 

 

As can be seen in the examples above, the writers utilised the modals in (1) and (2) and 

modal particles in (3) and (4) to hedge their claims. The American writer in (1) expresses a 

tentative expectation of the outcome of talking redistribution by Hillary Clinton via 

employing might and would. The American writer in (2) employed could and may to mitigate 

his claims of political expectations for David Cameron if his party won the elections. The 
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Saudi writer in (3) used دق  qad and امبر  rubbamā to express his uncertainty toward the 

proposition, while the Saudi writer in (4) employed a predictive hypothetical conditional 

construction with the particle ول  law (equivalent to the English present unreal would) to 

express his uncertainty of a future event.  

In addition to modal verbs, American and Saudi writers also used lexical epistemic 

verbs to tone down their statements. In the English texts, seem was the most frequently used 

verb with 60 occurrences (77.92%) out of the 77 instances of epistemic lexical verbs. In 

contrast, the most frequently employed epistemic verbs in the Arabic texts is نكمی  yumkin [it 

is made possible], that is equivalent to English modal can denoting possibility, with 22 

(75.86%) out of the 29 instances of epistemic lexical verbs.40 Examples of the use of 

epistemic lexical verbs from the two corpora in this study are: 

Both Assad and the Iranians seem to be deterred from reckless action, and the 

Russians (in secret) are cooperative. [EST70] 

(5) 

 

 05AST[  (6)[ ...،شیجلا اھزربأ ةمیدق تاسسؤم رصم يف نكل ،ىرخأ لود يف اذھ ثدحی نأ نكمی

[BT] This can happen in other countries, but in Egypt there are several 

longstanding institutions, the most prominent of which is the army, ... 

 

As can be shown in the examples above, both epistemic lexical verbs seem in (5) and yumkin 

[can] in (6) express tentativeness regarding the propositions conveyed in the examples.  

It was also found that sometimes modal verbs in English and some modal particles in 

Arabic co-occur in modally harmonic forms. There are only 16 instances of modally 

harmonic forms in English texts and 6 instances in the Arabic texts. Consider these two 

examples from both corpora: 

 
40 Similar finding was observed by Dafouz-Milne (2008: 107) in her analysis of hedges in Spanish opinion 
articles in which she found that the verb poder [can] was the mostly used epistemic verb in expressing 
uncertainty followed by conditional forms that are functionally equivalent to English would. 
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In Mashhad, a conservative Islamic city that might seem wary of Americans, 

three Iranian women in black chadors accosted my daughter… [EST34] 

(7) 

 

 AST46][  (8) .… ،يرصملا فلملا يف اھرمأ تمسح دق نطنشاو نوكت امبر ھنإ لوقلا نكمی انھ نمو

[BT] So it can be said that perhaps Washington has made up its mind regarding 

the Egyptian file, … 

 

As can be seen in the two examples above, modally harmonic forms emphasise the hedging 

function in examples (7) and (8). They indicate an intensification of the hedging function to 

show more tentativeness in the texts.  

Another frequent hedging form in the English texts are single adverbs with 158 

occurrences representing 21.15% of the total number of hedges (124 instances of epistemic 

adverbs and 34 instances of frequency adverbs). English opinion articles also include 

subordinate clauses (mainly that-clause) with adjectives, nouns or verbs that function as 

epistemic adverbials representing 7.89% of the total number of hedges. In the Arabic texts, 

there are only 2 instances of the adverb of frequency نایحلأا ضعب يف /انایحأ  [sometimes]. As for 

epistemic adverbs in the Arabic texts, they are linguistically expressed by subordinate 

clauses controlled by verbs, adjectives and nouns that function as epistemic adverbials (e.g. 

نأ ودبی  [it seems that]; نأ حجرلأا  [The probable is that]). These epistemic adverbials represent 

54 instances (23.28%) of the total number of hedges in the Arabic texts.  

Looking closely at subordinate clauses that function as epistemic adverbials in both 

languages, the analysis shows that subordinate clauses controlled by verbs are the most 

frequent form in the English texts (41 (73.21%) out of the total 56 instances) and Arabic 

texts (36 (66.66%) out of the total 54 instances). They were found to comprise lexical 

epistemic verbs (e.g. it seems that, X suggests that, it looks as if), verbs of cognition and 

perception (e.g. think; believe; guess; doubt; suppose; expect; feel) or self-attribution (e.g. 

say; argue; note) that explicitly highlight the writer’s personal point of view. Verbs of 
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cognition and perception and verbs of self-attribution occurred most frequently with first 

person pronouns I/exclusive we and few examples were expressed in passive forms.  

Subordinate clauses controlled by adjectives occurred in both English and Arabic texts. 

In the English texts, there are 10 instances (17.86% out of the total 56 instances) of adjectival 

clauses controlled by the adjectives possible (2 occurrences), likely (2 occurrences), 

sceptic/al (2 occurrences), not sure (3 occurrence), and aware (1 occurrence). In the Arabic 

texts, there are 8 instances of adjectival clauses that are controlled by the adjectives 

حجرملا/حجرلأا  [likely] (3 instances) and نكمملا  [possible] (5 instances). As for the subordinate 

clauses controlled by nouns, there were only five instances found in the English texts (e.g. 

my own view is that; my impression from X is that; my take is that). In the Arabic texts, there 

are 10 instances of subordinate clauses controlled by nouns (e.g. نأ فقوملل يریدقت ایصخش  

[personally my assessment of the situation is that], نأ كشلا  [the doubt is that] and روعش كانھ 

نأب  [there is a feeling that]). Consider the following examples of adverbials from the English 

and Arabic texts: 

When historians look at the Obama presidency, they’re likely to credit the 

president especially for doing the politically unpopular things that were needed 

in 2009 to salvage the financial wreckage. [EST65] 

(9) 

 

And I believe the nation should be deeply worried about what sort of person the 

GOP is about to nominate for president. [EST87] 

(10) 

 

 نكمملا نم ھنأ ،يوامیكلا مادختسلا ةیسورلا ةنادلإا عم اصوصخ ،ينعی ،»2وفوسوك« يأ ،رملأا اذھو

 ،ةریبكلا ةراسخلا يدافتل تلازانتلا ضعب میدقت عم ،»2فینج« رمتؤم دقعل نلآا نارھطو وكسوم ىعست نأ

 يلاحلا يلودلا طغضلا فیفختو ةغوارملا لجأ نم وأ ،ةیغاطلا تاوقل ةیركسع تابرض ھیجوت ىرج لاحب

  [AST47] .دسلأا ىلع

(11) 
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[BT] And this option, namely “Kosovo II”, especially with the Russian 

condemnation of the use of chemical weapons, means that it is possible that 

Moscow and Tehran will now seek to hold a “Geneva II” conference by giving 

some concessions to avoid a bigger defeat, in case a military strike was directed 

at the tyrant’s forces, or to evade and reduce current international pressure on 

Assad.  

 

 

 ،ملاسلل بحملا ةیصخش صمقت يذلا يناحور دیدجلا سیئرلا نم ةیناریلإا لئاسرلاب ذوخأم امابوأ نأ ودبی

  [AST25] !ایسایس رمعلا ةقفص امابوأ حنمل دعتسملا

(12) 

[BT] It seems that Obama is drawn to the Iranian messages from the new 

president Hassan Rouhani who turned into a peace-loving person ready to give 

Obama the political deal of the century. 

 

The four examples above show different epistemic adverbial forms functioning as hedges. 

Example (9) includes a single adverb, while examples (10), (11) and (12) include epistemic 

subordinate clauses (controlled by 2 verbs and an adjective). All of these epistemic adverbial 

forms show the writers’ attempt to mitigate their claims. As can be seen in example (10), the 

use of the first-person pronoun I shows an extra overt attempt to show the writer’s personal 

view. 

As pointed out above, the use of the first-person pronouns I/exclusive we (and their 

object and possessive forms) shows a more overt attempt to show the writer’s personal view 

compared to the other linguistic form. However, the use of hedges that contain self-reference 

pronouns are not common, compared to other forms. In the English texts, only 39 (i.e. 5.2%) 

out of the 747 overall occurrences of hedges included an explicit self-reference pronoun. In 

the Arabic texts, only 18 (i.e. 7.76%) out of the 232 total occurrences of hedges included 

self-reference pronouns.  

The remaining linguistic forms of hedges that were identified in the analysed texts are 

epistemic prepositional phrases and vague quantifiers. Prepositional phrases represent 
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4.42% and 8.19% of the total number of hedges in the English and Arabic texts, respectively. 

Examples include fixed expressions that are used to mitigate propositions such at least, on 

balance, for the most part, to some degree, and at a minimum in the English texts and  ىلع 

ماع لكشب and [at least] لقلأا  [in general] in the Arabic texts. As for vague quantifiers which 

were employed to qualify tentativeness in presenting numerical data in both corpora, they 

represent 6.56% and 9.91% of the total number of hedges in the English and Arabic texts, 

respectively. Examples in the English texts include words such almost nearly, about, 

roughly, around and some. Examples from the Arabic texts include وحن  [about], ةبارق /ابیرقت  

[approximately/nearly] زھانی/زھان  [approaching], ءاھز  [nearly] (see appendix 3 for all 

instances of hedges in the Arabic and English STs). 

As for boosters, table 5.3 below shows the linguistic forms of boosters in English and 

Arabic opinion articles and their number of occurrences. Boosters and hedges in the analysed 

texts share the same linguistic forms, since both features function on the same scale of 

epistemic stance that express the degree of the writer’s confidence ranging between weak, 

at one end, and strong at the other end. So, in the English texts, just like hedges above, the 

most frequently employed linguistic form to boost propositions is modal verbs, which 

represents 52.91% of the total number of boosting features; followed by epistemic and 

frequency adverbs (22.53%); subordinate clauses with adjectives, adverbs and verbs 

(9.11%); epistemic prepositional phrases (7.59%); boosting expression (5.06%); and finally, 

modally harmonic forms (2.78%).  

In the Arabic texts, the most frequently employed linguistic form to boost propositions 

is the form of modal particles (that are considered equivalents to modal auxiliary verbs used 

as boosters in the English texts) as indicated in table 5.3 below. Just like hedges above, 

modal particles functioning as boosters in the Arabic texts represent 49.87% of the total 

number of boosting features; followed by epistemic subordinate clauses with adjectives and 

verbs (22.25%); adverbs of frequency (13.55%), epistemic prepositional phrases (7.93%); 
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modally harmonic forms (4.35%); boosting expressions (1.79%); and finally, epistemic 

lexical verbs (0.26%). 

Table 5.3 The linguistic forms of boosters in English and Arabic opinion articles and their number 
of occurrences 

Linguistic form 

Number of occurrences in 

English texts 

Number of occurrences in 

Arabic texts 

N. % N. % 

Modal verbs in English and 

Modal particles in Arabic 
209 52.91 195 49.87 

Modally harmonic forms 11 2.78 17 4.35 

Epistemic lexical verbs 0 0 1 0.26 

epistemic adverbs and 

frequency adverbs 
89 22.53 53 13.55 

epistemic subordinate 

clauses with adjectives and 

verbs 

36 9.11 87 22.25 

Epistemic Prepositional 

phrases 
30 7.59 31 7.93 

other forms 20 5.06 7 1.79 

Total 395 99.98%41 391 100% 

The analysis of the texts shows that modal verbs in English and modal particles in 

Arabic are the most frequent linguistic forms for boosting and that the dominating modal 

verb in English is the emphatic predictor will (92.34% of the total modals and semi-modals) 

while, in Arabic, it is its counterpart, the modal particle sa- (89.74% of the modal particles). 

Hyland (1999a: 10; 1998b: 370-371) classifies ‘will’ as a booster or ‘emphatic predictor’ in 

expressing stance in English academic texts. In English journalistic texts, Bonyadi (2011: 6) 

suggests that predicting future events in the genre of editorials is an important feature of this 

genre and it is textually realised through the two auxiliary modals, i.e. will and would.  In 

the analysed opinion articles in this research, will in its epistemic meaning, expresses 

certainty in a future outcome that is predicted based on the writer’s judgements (see 4.5.1 

 
41 Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding.  
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for a discussion of the metadiscoursal function of modal verbs). Consider the following two 

examples: 

Just as the Trump G.O.P. is crushing the Chamber G.O.P., the Clinton Democrats 

will eventually repel the Sanders Democrats. [EST24] 

(13) 

 

 ،ةمیخو تاعبت ھل نوكتس يذلا ،ربكلأا أطخلا بكتری مویلا وھ اھف ،دحلا اذھ دنع فقت لا امابوأ ءاطخأو

[AST32]   

(14) 

[BT] Obama’s mistakes go beyond this, here he is today making the biggest 

mistake which will have serious consequences. 

 

The epistemic modal auxiliary will and the particle sa- [equivalent of will] in the English 

and Arabic examples above express the writers’ confidence in their predictions.  

Other modal auxiliaries and semi-modals that function as boosters in the English texts 

are be going to, must and can’t in their epistemic meaning. As for the Arabic particles, the 

sentence qualifiers دقل  laqad and نّإ  ʾinna [both in the meaning of verily or indeed] also 

function as boosters in the analysed texts.  

As for the remaining linguistic forms of boosters, American writers employed 

epistemic adverbs and frequency adverbs (e.g. indeed, clearly, actually, sure/surely, never, 

always); harmonic modals (will/would surely, will undoubtedly, certainly won’t, will/would 

never); subordinate clauses with adjectives, nouns and verbs (I know, I am sure that, it is 

clear that, no doubt); prepositional phrases (of course, in fact, in reality, in truth) (see 

appendix 4 for a full list of the examples).  Other linguistic forms that seem to function as 

boosters in the analysed texts are the two words yes and no as illustrated in the following 

example from the English corpus: 

Yes, China and Russia have consistently obstructed concerted action on Syria in 

the United Nations Security Council. Yes, the shifting array of forces and 

(15) 
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interests in Syria has been a challenge to policy. Yes, even limited intervention 

had its dangers. But, no! Such ruination was not an inevitable outcome. [EST11] 

It can be said that the words yes and no in the example above function as boosters by which 

the writer expresses his certainty towards the statements.  

As for the Arabic texts, Saudi writers also employ epistemic adverbials and frequency 

adverbs (e.g. اعبط  [certainly], اعطق  [definitely/ absolutely], امًتح  [inevitably], لعفلاب/لاعف  [indeed], 

املاطل /امود /امئاد  [always], ادبأ  [never]); harmonic modals (e.g. عراضملا لعفلا +س ...امًتح  

[inevitably… X will],  نأ دجن اًعبط [of course we find that], عراضملا لعفلا +س ...لاحلا ةعیبطب  [of 

course… X will]); subordinate clauses with adjectives, nouns and verbs (e.g. نأ ارس سیل  [it is 

no secret that], نأ( ىرن(  [we see (that)], نأ )اًدج( يعیبطلا نم  [it is (very) natural that]); 

prepositional phrases (e.g. عبطلاب  [of course], عطقلاب  [in definiteness], حوضو لكب  [in all clarity]) 

(see appendix 4 for a full list of examples). Other expressions that are used as boosters and 

are the least frequently used in the Arabic texts are the words معن  [yes] and نأ دب لا /نم دب لا  

[literally: no avoiding from (in the necessity meaning of must)].  

The following examples illustrate the use of some boosters in their context in the 

English and Arabic texts: 

Indeed, we have not heard of any major Hamas figure being killed. 

 [EST79] 

(16) 

 

But it is clear that Obama’s policy, to the extent there was one, failed.  

 [EST41] 

(17) 

 

 ءارو يھو ،تاونس ثلاث نم رثكلأ قشمد يف رییغتلا لیطعت يف ریطخ رود وكسومل ناك ھنأ ىرن اذكھو

   [AST10] .ةقطنملا خیرات يف اھل لیثم لا يتلا ایروس يف ةیناسنلإا ةاسأملا ةمادإ

(18) 
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[BT] So we see that Moscow has had a dangerous role in obstructing change in 

Damascus for more than three years, it has helped to prolong Syria’s 

humanitarian tragedy that is unprecedented in the history of the region. 

 

The boosters indeed, it is clear that and ھنأ ىرن  [we see that] in the examples above explicitly 

convey the writer’s confidence in the truth of their statements. In example (18), in particular, 

we notice an overt attempt to express certainty with the use of plural self-reference in 

combination with the verb   .[we see]  ىرن

However, boosters that were used in combination with self-reference pronouns 

(whether singular or plural) were not common in either set of texts. In the English texts, only 

7 out of the 395 overall occurrences of boosters (i.e. 1.77 %) included an explicit self-

reference pronoun. In the Arabic texts, only 19 out of the 391 total occurrences of boosters 

(i.e. 4.85 %) included self-reference pronouns.  

5.2.2 Attitude markers  

While boosters and hedges express the epistemic stance of the writer, attitude markers 

express his/her affective non-propositional stance in discourse, which may include 

qualifications of, for example, the importance of a proposition, agreement with a proposition, 

obligation, surprise and similar attitudinal positioning (Hyland, 2005a: 53). In the genre of 

opinion articles, attitude markers indicate the writers’ positive and negative attitude towards 

their material (Fu and Hyland, 2014: 137). The main interactional role of attitude markers in 

this genre is to align writer-reader responses in order to persuade readers to share the same 

attitude and response to the material as the writer’s, on the basis of a community-endorsed 

common sense (ibid.).  

Table 5.4 below shows the linguistic forms of attitude markers identified in English 

and Arabic opinion articles and their number of occurrences. 

Table 5.4 The linguistic forms of attitude markers in English and Arabic opinion articles and their 
number of occurrences 
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Linguistic form  Number of occurrences in 

English texts 

Number of occurrences in 

Arabic texts 

N. % N. % 

modals and semi-modals in 

their deontic meaning in 

English. Expressions of 

deontic modality with 

adjectives, verbs, and 

particles in Arabic 

114 53.77 101 59.06 

attitudinal adverbs 24 11.32 0 0 

attitudinal subordinate 

clauses with adjectives and 

verbs (functioning like 

adverbials) 

60 28.30 64 37.43 

Attitudinal sentences and 

expressions 
14 6.60 0 0 

Attitudinal particles 0 0 6 3.51 

Total 212 99.99% 171 100% 

Similar to hedges and boosters above, the most frequently employed linguistic form 

employed to convey affective attitude in the English texts is the form of modal verbs, in their 

deontic meanings. Deontic modals and semi-modals represent 53.77% of the total number 

of attitudinal features; followed by attitudinal adverbs (11.32%); attitudinal subordinate 

clauses with adjectives and verbs (28.30%); and lastly attitudinal sentences and expressions 

(6.60%). 

Unlike English, which has grammaticalized expressions of deontic modality, deontic 

modality in the Arabic texts is expressed lexically, using constructions of different linguistic 

means such as verbs, adjectives nouns and particles. These expressions of deontic modality 

are the most frequently employed linguistic form to convey attitudinal meaning (they are 

considered equivalents to English deontic modal auxiliary verbs). As indicated in table 5.4 

above, expressions of deontic modality in the Arabic texts represent 59.06% of the total 

number of attitudinal features; followed by attitudinal subordinate clauses with adjectives 

and verbs (37.43%); and finally attitude particles (3.53%). 
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Within the linguistic form of deontic modals and semi-modals, the analysis of English 

opinion articles shows that American writers tend to favour the use of the obligation modal 

should over other deontic modals of obligation. It represents over half of the instances of 

obligation modals with 61 instances (53.5% of the total 114 instances). The least frequently 

used obligation modal verbs are ought to and supposed to (in its deontic sense) with only 

one instance each. The modal should and ought to in their deontic meaning convey a weak 

sense of obligation where actions are suggested, compared to must, need to and have to that 

express a strong obligation where actions are demanded (Coates, 1983: 26). Semantically, 

have to and need to are very similar to must, but they differ from must in the source of 

obligation, being the speaker in must and external circumstances in have to and need to 

(ibid.). So, have to and need to are useful resources for speakers/writers who want to express 

obligation but at the same time want to make clear that they themselves are not the 

authoritative source of this obligation (Coates, 1990: 56).  

Must, on the other hand, indicates that the speaker/writer directly imposes an 

obligation on the addressee/reader (ibid.). All 51 instances of strong obligation (i.e. must, 

have to, need to and cannot) represent 44.74% of the total deontic modal verbs. Therefore, 

it can be inferred that American writers tend to be less assertive with their expression of 

obligation by favouring should over other forms of obligation modal verbs. Compare the use 

of should and must in the following example from the English corpus: 

Filling this Sunni vacuum with new self-confidence will be the work of a 

generation, but it must start now, for it’s an essential part of defeating the 

jihadists. The West’s best think tanks should be working on this problem; the 

Arab world’s brightest young activists should be making plans for governance 

and economic development. [EST61] 

(19) 

The writer in example (19) above chose to use must to impose a strong obligation to 

undertake an action without explicit mention of the subject that must do the action (i.e. the 

third person pronoun it). However, when the entities who are the object of the obligation are 
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mentioned (i.e. The West’s best think tanks and the Arab world’s brightest young activists in 

the examples above) the writer used the weak obligation form should that conveys moral 

obligation and advisability. 

Saudi writers, however, favoured the use of expressions that denote strong obligation 

through the deontic lexical verbs بجی  yajib [must], نكمی لا  lā yumkin [cannot=prohibition], 

the particle ىلع  [Lit. upon (in the meaning of have to)], and the idiomatic construction دب لا  

lā budda [Lit. no avoiding from (in the meaning of deontic must)]. The total number of these 

strong obligation forms is 75, representing 74.26% of the total of 101 instances of deontic 

expressions in the Arabic texts. Subordinate clauses with nouns and adjectives denoting 

strong obligation were also found in the Arabic texts (e.g. نأ بجاولا نم  [it is a duty to],  نم 

نأ بولطملا ,[it is necessary that]  نأ يرورضلا  [what is demanded is], نأ ضورفملا  [what is 

obligatory is]). The deontic lexical verb يغبنی  yanbaġī [in the meaning of deontic should] that 

expresses weak obligation, occurred only twice in the whole corpus. Another deontic 

expression of weak obligation is نأ حرتقن  [we suggest that], which occurred only once. 

Consider the following two examples from the Arabic texts: 

 ،عیرس لكشبو ،مویلا اھیلعو ،»رملأا كلذ نع ىأنمب« اھرابتعا نكمی لاو ،ةلكشملا نم ءزج ةینانبللا ةلودلا

   [AST84] .كلذ تاعبت لمحت

(20) 

[BT] The Lebanon state is part of the problem, and it cannot be considered ‘away 

from that matter’, and today it has to, quickly, face the consequences. 

 

 

 … ،ةعیشو ةنس ،ةقطنملاب ةیباھرلإا عیماجملا لك دض يلود - يبرع نواعت كانھ نوكی نأ بولطملا

[AST29]   

(21) 

[BT] [What is] demanded is to have an Arab-international cooperation against 

all terrorist entities, Sunni and Shiite, …   

 

 

 ،ةعطاقم ةلود ىلإ ةیدوعسلا لوحتت لا نأ بجی ثیح ،حیحص اذھف تاقلاعو حلاصم نع ثیدحلا ناك اذإ

   [AST34] .…،اھردق وھ لاو ،ةیدوعسلا ھبشی لا اذھف

(22) 
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[BT] If the talk is about relations and interests, then this is true, Saudi Arabia 

must not become a boycott state, it does not characterise Saudi Arabia and it is 

not its fate… 

 

 All the deontic expressions in the examples above express a strong sense of obligation in 

which نكمی لا  [cannot], نأ بولطملا  [the demanded is] and نأ بجی  [must] convey that the 

obligation is imposed by the writer, while اھیلع  [it has to] seems to convey an obligation by 

external circumstances. So, it can be inferred that Saudi writers tend to be assertive with 

their expressions of obligation by favouring expressions of strong obligations. 

Another linguistic form employed by American and Saudi writers to express attitudinal 

meaning is adverbials. Attitudinal single adverbs were used to express the writers’ attitudinal 

stance only in the English texts. Examples of the most frequent single adverbs are 

unfortunately, worse, rightly (see appendix 5 for a list of all the occurrences of attitudinal 

adverbs). In the Arabic texts, however, attitude is expressed through the use of attitudinal 

subordinate clauses that function as adverbials and are controlled by adjectives and function 

as adverbials such as ( ظحلا نسحل  it is fortunate that/ نأ ریثملا  [what is interesting is], نأ قلقملا  

[what is worrying is that]). Adverbials are the second most frequently used linguistic form 

of attitude in both corpora. The form of attitudinal subordinate clauses is mostly controlled 

by adjectives or attitudinal verbs, sometimes with overt authorial presence through the use 

self-reference pronouns in their structure. Consider the following examples: 

Yet I fear that by 2015 we’ve become the socially rigid society our forebears 

fled, replicating the barriers and class gaps that drove them away. [EST35] 

(23) 

  

The troubling thing is that the Putin policy on Syria has become hard to 

distinguish from the Obama policy. [EST13] 

(24) 

 

 AST08][ …  (25) .ماعلا قحلا يف ةبوقعلا موھفم يف رظنلا ءاضقلا ىلع نومئاقلا دیعی نأ لمأن لب
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[BT] But we hope that those in the judicial system will reconsider the concept 

of this punishment in public prosecution. 

 

The attitudinal expressions in examples (23) and (24) convey negative attitudinal meanings 

of fear and concerns. In contrast, the attitudinal subordinate clause in (25) conveys a positive 

attitude of hope and anticipation.  

Just like hedges and boosters above, it was found that some attitude markers were used 

in combination with self-reference pronouns such as in examples (23) and (25).  When used 

in combination with boosters, hedges and attitude markers, self-reference pronouns 

emphasise the speakers’ personal stance. When writers explicitly refer to themselves in the 

expression of attitudinal MDMs in opinion articles, they reinforce their authorial presence 

and personal commitment to their statements (Fu and Hyland, 2014: 132). However, self-

reference pronouns were used in combination with attitude markers in only 26 instances out 

of the 212 overall occurrences of attitude markers (i.e. 12.26 %) in the English texts and only 

in 7 out of the 171 total occurrences of attitude markers (i.e. 4.12 %) in the Arabic texts.  

Attitude may be expressed not only by words, phrases, and clauses, but also by 

metadiscoursal sentences and expressions that comment attitudinally on the ongoing 

discourse, such as sorry; there is one problem with that; Yeah, right; this is crazy (see 

appendix 5 for all instances of these linguistic forms in the English corpus). These linguistic 

forms were found in the English texts only. They amount to 14 instances, representing 6.60% 

of the total occurrences of attitudinal features. Consider the following example: 

He is an economist, earned his Ph.D. at George Washington University, and 

recently led the Iran Chamber of Commerce and Iran’s negotiating team to join 

the World Trade Organization. He’s Rouhani’s closest aide. Interesting. 

[EST41] 

(26) 

In the example above, the elliptical sentence interesting (i.e. this is interesting) does not add 

information to the propositional content, but provides a metadiscoursal comment that 

expresses the writer’s attitude about previous statements in the text. 
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The last linguistic realisation of attitude markers in the analysed text is particles 

denoting attitude and these were only found in the Arabic texts. This form is the least used 

form of attitude as it represents 3.51% of the total number of attitude markers in the Arabic 

texts. One instance of the Arabic particle  similar to what and] (exclamatory mā)  بجعتلا ام

how when used as exclamation markers in English]; it indicates the writer’s surprise towards 

what is being communicated in the text, as is shown in the example below: 

 ھكیرش وھ لھ ؟رمآتملا نمف ،ھیلع ةیجراخ ةرماؤم كانھ نإ لوقی اھسفن مھتلا ىلع ناغودرإ دری نأ لدبو

 ؟دسلأا راشب يروسلا سیئرلا دصقی مأ ؟ةیكریملأا اینافلسنب ةیلاو يف ایلاح میقملا ،نلوغ ھفیلحو يسایسلا

 ؟نویبورولأا ؟نویكریملأا ؟لیئارسإ ءارزو سیئر مأ ؟يسیسلا حاتفلا دبع يرصملا عافدلا ریزو مأ

… .ناغودرإ تاموصخ رثكأ ام ؟نویدنبشقنلا وأ نویولعلا امبر ،ایلخادو ؟نوینانویلا ؟نویجیلخلا

[AST41]   

(27) 

[BT] Instead of responding to the accusations themselves, Erdoğan has said that 

there’s a foreign conspiracy against him, who is the conspirator? Is it his major 

ally and political partner Gülen, who currently resides in the American State 

Pennsylvania? Or does he mean Syrian president Bashar Assad? Or Egyptian 

Defense Minister Abdel-Fattah El-Sisi? Or Israeli Prime Minister Benjammin 

Netanyahu? The Americans? The Europeans? The Gulf? The Greeks? And 

domestically, perhaps the Alawites or the Sufis? What a lot of rivals Erdoğan 

has. 

 

The exclamatory ام  mā [what] in example (27) above expresses the writer’s surprise towards 

the number of potential rivals the Turkish president seems to refer to. 

The remaining particles that expressed attitudinal function in the Arabic texts are ىسع  

ʿasā, تیل  layta, and لّع  ʿalla. All three particles qualify sentences to express the meaning of 

wishing and hoping that is equivalent to the English, I wish, I hope or if only.  
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5.2.3 Self-mentions 

The presence or absence of explicit writer references in texts is a conscious choice by writers 

to adopt a contextually situated authorial identity and an overt stance. According to Hyland 

(1999a: 19), self-mention marking with first person pronouns (and their possessive and 

object forms) might be the clearest indication of the writer’s self-presentation in the text. 

These formulations help writers to construct a more authoritative discoursal identity and to 

adopt an explicitly responsible stance (ibid.). As indicated in table 5.1 above, the subcategory 

of self-mentions, as an interactional feature of the writer’s stance, was the least used feature 

in the functional category of stance in both Arabic and English texts. There is a slight 

difference in the frequency of self-mention in the English and Arabic texts, as the relative 

frequency indicates in table 5.1 above (1.17 and 1.85 respectively). 

As for the linguistic realisation of self-mention in the analysed texts, it was found that 

American and Saudi writers differ in the preferred type of personal pronouns they present 

themselves with. In particular, American writers favoured the singular first-person pronoun 

I and its object and possessive forms (93 out of the 95 instances of self-mentions), while 

Saudi writers preferred the plural exclusive we and its object and possessive form (61 

(74.39%) out of the 82 instances of self-mentions). The following four examples from the 

English and Arabic texts show the use of both singular and plural self-reference: 

He was a germophobe through most of his life and cut off contact with others, 

and now I just picture him alone in the middle of the night, tweeting out hatred. 

[EST25] 

(28) 

 

The honest answer is that we don’t know why a 20-something Briton with a 

degree in computer engineering or a young Frenchman from a Norman village 

reaches a psychological tipping point. [EST09] 

(29) 
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 اھنیمأ نم حاحلإبو ،ةدحتملا مملأا ةیاعرب دقع يذلا فینج يف نمیلا رمتؤم نم ریثكلا عقوتن مل ،ةیادبلا ذنم

   [AST06] ….ماعلا

(30) 

[BT] Since the beginning, we did not expect much from the conference on 

Yemen in Geneva that was sponsored by the United Nations, at the behest of its 

Secretary General. 

 

 

 ،ةقطنملا مھفی لا يكریملأا سیئرلا نأ وھ امابوأ ةلاحب رثكأ عنقملاف ،ةرماؤملا ةیرظن ىلع لوعأ لا عبطلاب

   [AST32] ….سویارتب لارنجلا لثم صخش ةیؤرب ھتیؤر ةنراقم يفكیو

(31) 

[BT] Of course I do not rely on a conspiracy theory, for what is more convincing 

in Obama’s case is that the American president does not understand the region, 

and it suffices to compare his vision with that of a person like General David 

Petraeus. 

 

The examples above illustrate the writers’ intrusion in the texts by way of explicit references 

to themselves using the first-person pronouns I and exclusive we. The presence of these 

person markers emphasises the writers’ stance towards their statements, whilst also 

indicating their intention to be recognised by readers as the source of the stance.  

Interestingly, in few examples, it was found that Saudi writers used both singular and 

plural forms of self-mention in the same article such as the following example: 

 فادھتسا ،ةیبونجلا ةیدوعسلا دودح ىلع اھقلخ داری يتلا ،ةیدیزلا لوقأ لاو »ةینیمخلا« ةراملإا هذھ ریطخلا

 شیجلا يف يدنج درجم يثوحلا نإ لوقن نیح .ةزغو ایروسو قارعلاب اھرئاسخ دعب ،ةیدوعسلل ناریإ

  … ]72AST[ .لئلادب لوقن نحنف ،ينیمخلا

(32) 

[BT] What is dangerous is that this “Khomeini” emirate, and I am not saying 

Zaydi emirate [Zaydism is a form of Shi’ism practiced by the Houthis], that is 

planned to be established on the southern borders of Saudi Arabia, is a form of 

Iran’s targeting of Saudi Arabia after its losses in Iraq, Syria and the Gaza Strip. 
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When we say that the Houthi is just a soldier in Khomeini’s army, we are saying 

this with evidence. 

As can be seen in the example above, the writer starts with the singular form of self-reference 

in the first sentence, then switches to the plural form in the second. 

5.2.4 Engagement markers 

While the subcategories of hedges, boosters, attitude markers and self-mentions that are 

discussed above express how American and Saudi writers of opinion articles presented 

themselves and conveyed their attitudes and opinions in the analysed texts, engagement 

markers convey how they align themselves with readers and attract their attention. As 

pointed out in table 5.1, the quantitative analysis showed that, overall, the American writers 

employed more interactional MDMs of engagement than the Saudi writers. Also, the relative 

frequencies demonstrate differences in the extent to which the subcategories that signal the 

engagement function were utilised. The subcategories that were found to vary in frequency 

between English and Arabic opinion articles are reader-mentions, questions and directives. 

Asides and appeals to shared knowledge showed very slight differences in frequency 

between the two sets of corpora.  

Regarding reader-mentions as engagement markers, the interactional function of 

reader pronouns (or any reference to readers) in the genre of opinion articles is to establish 

proximity with readers (Fu and Hyland, 2014: 140). It was pointed out earlier that it is the 

most frequent feature of engagement in the English opinion articles and the second in the 

Arabic ones (see table 5.1). American writers utilised almost twice as many reader-mentions 

in the English texts as the Saudi writers in the Arabic texts (7.88 and 3.65 occurrences per 

1000 words respectively). Regarding the linguistic realisation of reader-mentions, both 

American and Saudi writers employed the first-person pronoun inclusive we (and its 

possessive forms) and the second-person pronoun you (and its possessive forms) (see table 

5.5 below). Also, there was one instance of the noun ‘readers’ in the English corpus.  
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Table 5.5 The linguistic forms of reader-mentions in English and Arabic original opinion articles and 
their number of occurrences 

Linguistic form  

Number of occurrences in 

English texts 

Number of occurrences in 

Arabic texts 

N. % N. % 

Inclusive we (our/us)  473 74.14 144 88.89 

You (your) 164 25.70 18 11.11 

‘readers’ 1 0.16 0 0 

Total 638 100 162 100 

 

Regarding the preferred form of reader pronouns, table 5.5 above shows that both 

American and Saudi writers favoured the use of the first-person pronoun inclusive we over 

the second-person pronoun you (i.e. inclusive we represents 74.14% of the total number of 

reader-mentions in the English texts and 88.89% of the total number of reader-mentions in 

the Arabic texts).  

The analysis of the English and Arabic opinion articles revealed that the American and 

Saudi writers employ the inclusive we (and its Arabic counterpart) to align themselves with 

two types of readers. They either align themselves with the government (or governmental 

entities) as illustrated in examples (33) and (34) below, or they align themselves with readers 

as members of the general public as shown in examples (35) and (36) below: 

The Middle East is not a chessboard we have the power to manipulate. It is a 

generational drama in which we can only play our role. [EST19] 

(33) 

 

 32AST[ …  (34)[ ؟نطنشاو يف عانقلإاو تایبوللا ةبعل يف انلشف اذاملو

[BT] And why did we fail in the game of persuading and lobbying in 

Washington? 

 

 

In our democracy, we have a right to know what our government is doing in our 

name. [EST77] 

(35) 
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 13AST[   (36)[ .ماع يعامتجاو يسایس قلق دجوی امنإ ،دعب ةرھاظ مامأ اننأ ينعی لاو ،ةیضرف هذھ اعبط

[BT] Of course this is a hypothesis, and it does not mean we are facing a 

phenomenon yet, but there are general political and social concerns. 

 

In example (33), the American writer aligns himself with the US government to discuss its 

role in the Middle East. The Saudi writer in example (34) aligns himself with the 

governments in the region of Arab states and enquire about their diplomatic failure in 

persuading Washington of the danger of Iran’s interference in the region of the Arab states. 

Here in example (34), in addition to the solidarity expressed through the inclusive we, the 

interrogative form of the sentence has an additional interactional engagement function which 

is to draw the readers’ attention to the argument (see the discussion about questions as an 

engagement marker below). In both examples, it can be argued that when writers of opinion 

articles align themselves with their governments, they see themselves as influencers in the 

political scene and their opinions can affect the government actions. In examples (35) and 

(36), it can be seen that the American and Saudi writers align themselves with the general 

public in their respective countries. Whether they align themselves with the government(s) 

or the general public, it seems that American and Saudi writers employed inclusive we to 

create a common ground and express solidarity with their readers in order to persuade them 

of their argument.  

As for the second-person pronoun you, the analysis of the English and Arabic opinion 

articles indicates that it can also refer to either the reader(s) as members of the general public 

or the government. It can also refer to people in general including the writer (see example 

37 below). In this sense, this generic inclusive you seems to work as an inclusive we though 

with a weaker emphasis on inclusivity. According to Fu and Hyland (2014: 129), using the 

reader-focused pronoun you in journalistic discourse can be highly interactional, as it directly 

addresses the readers and invites their involvement in the unfolding argument. Indeed, such 

interactional function of the reader pronoun you can be observed in the analysed English and 

Arabic opinion articles as illustrated in examples (37-40) below: 
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So be wary of what anyone tells you about this war — good, bad or indifferent. 

[EST48] 

(37) 

 

But this year we’re seeing huge chasms depending upon how much trust you feel 

toward your neighbors and your national institutions. [EST24] 

(38) 

 
 ام ائیش نأ دقتعت ،يسورلا - يكریملأا اًدیدحتو ،ةیروسلا ةمزلأا لوح يسامولبدلا كارحلا دھاشت امدنع

   [AST27] … ،ةداجً لااعفأ سكعت لا ةیسورلا - ةیكریملأا تاحیرصتلل ةینأتملا ةءارقلا نكل ،ثدحی

(39) 

[BT] When you see the diplomatic activity about the Syrian crisis, especially the 

American-Russian one, you believe that something is happening, but a careful 

reading of the American-Russian statements does not reflect serious actions, … 

 

 
 نأكو ،اھعقاو قفو فرصتت نأ ةقطنملا لود ىلع نأ ،امابوأ ةرادإ عم اصوصخو ،يھ ةقیقحلا نأ لاإ

 ام اذھو ،ةیتامغرب لكب امابوأ ةرادإ كعبتتسو ،اعقاو ارمأ ضرفاو ،حصلا لعفا ..ةدوجوم ریغ اكریمأ

   [AST46] .رصم يف نلآا ثدحیو ثدح

(40) 

[BT] However the truth is that, especially with the Obama’s administration, the 

states of the region have to act according to its reality, as if America does not 

exist.. Do the right thing, enforce a fait accompli, and Obama’s administration 

will pragmatically follow you, and this what happened and still happening now 

in Egypt. 

 

The second-person pronoun you in (37) from the English corpus can be said to refer to 

readers or the general public and it directly involves the reader(s) only, while in (38) it may 

refer to people in general including the writer (cf. Biber et al., 1999: 330). Similarly, the 

second-person singular masculine pronouns ta-42 and ka-43 [you-sg.-masc.] in examples (39) 

and (40) from the Arabic corpus brings the readers into the discourse and serves an 

interactional function of engagement. Ta- [you-sg.-masc.] in (39) can be said to refer to 

 
42 Singular masculine subject pronoun  
43 Singular masculine object pronoun 
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readers of the general public, while ka- [you-sg.-masc.] in (40) may refer to the states of the 

Arab region. According to Al-Qinai (2000: 514), there are two unmarked forms used to refer 

to readers in the Arabic written texts depending on the formality of the text. The unmarked 

form that indicates the informality of the text is the singular masculine second-person 

pronoun, and the unmarked form that indicates the formality of the text is the plural 

masculine second-person pronoun (ibid.). All instances of the second-person pronoun in the 

analysed Arabic opinion articles were found to be in the unmarked singular masculine form. 

This finding indicates that Saudi writers prefer to address their readers in an informal register 

in the genre of opinion articles. 

It can be concluded that both forms of reader pronouns (inclusive we and you and their 

Arabic counterparts in the analysed English and Arabic opinion articles) establish proximity 

with readers and evoke their involvement in the argument, and thus serve the persuasive 

function of such a genre. 

After reader-mentions, questions are the first most frequently used interactional 

MDMs of engagement in the Arabic texts and the second in the English ones. However, they 

were significantly more frequent in the Arabic opinion articles than in the English ones (4.49 

vs. 2.37 occurrences per 1000 words, respectively). In the analysed English and Arabic 

opinion articles, questions were found to be mostly rhetorical in that they were followed by 

a response, or an implied response (c.f. Hyland and Fu, 2014: 130). For instance, the 

questions in examples (41) and (42) below were immediately followed by an answer. It can 

be said that they were mainly employed to attract the reader’s attention to the point under 

discussion, especially because both examples occurred at the beginning of the opinion 

article. 

Why do people line up to come to this country? Why do they build boats from 

milk cartons to sail here? Why do they trust our diplomats and soldiers in ways 

true of no other country? It’s because we are a beacon of opportunity and 

(41) 
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freedom, and also because these foreigners know in their bones that we do things 

differently from other big powers in history. [EST49] 

 

 نحنف أدبملا ثیح نم امأ ،لیصافتلا يف ةلعلا ؟يوونلا ناریإ جمانرب ىلع يبرغلا قافتلاا دض فقن اذامل

   [AST04] .ناریإ ىلع تابوقعلا يھنیو ،اھلاكشأ لكب تاھجاوملا يھنی قافتا يأ عم اًعیمج

(42) 

[BT] Why do we stand against the nuclear deal between Iran and the West? The 

problem lies in the details, but in principle we all are with any deal that ends all 

forms of confrontations, and ends the sanctions [imposed] on Iran. 

 

The questions in examples (41) and (42) suggest the multifunctionality of questions as an 

interactional metadiscourse feature since they are mainly serving an engaging function by 

addressing the readers (i.e. engagement marker), while at the same time serving an 

interactive (textual) function by introducing topics (i.e. frame marker). According to Dafouz-

Milne (2008: 108), this metadiscoursal multifunctionality of questions makes their presence 

in opinion articles highly valuable since they allow writers to simultaneously engage with 

the reader and facilitate their processing of the text. 

The analysis also revealed another type of multifunctionality in the use of rhetorical 

questions as they were found to express an attitude or opinion in an interrogative form. 

According to Hyland (2001:546), questions can be used to express an evaluation of an idea, 

either positively or negatively. The main goal of expressing the evaluation via questions is 

to recruit the reader into a simulated debate to support the author’s evaluation (ibid.: 547). 

Consider the following two examples:  

What “local forces” is Obama talking about? If he means Kurdish fighters in Iraq 

and Syria, yes, they’ve performed admirably. [EST61] 

(43) 
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 داكو ،هدشأ اھنیح غلب يذلا ناقتحلاا سیفنتو نمیلا ةدحو ىلع ظافحلا ناك ةیجیلخلا ةردابملل سیئرلا فدھلا

 يأ .نمیلا نع ادیعب دعی مل رملأا اذھو ،ةیقطانملاو ةیفئاطلاو ةیلبقلا اھیف لخادتت ةیلھأ برحل دلابلاب لصی

   ]50AST[ ؟اھتاطلسو اھتبیھ اھعزانت ةیباھرإ تامیظنتب لبقت يتلا هذھ ةلود

(44) 

[BT] The main objective of the Gulf initiative was to preserve the unity of 

Yemen and to relieve the tension that reached its climax back then, and that 

almost led the country to a civil war in which tribalism, sectarianism and 

territorialism overlap, and this situation is not far away for Yemen. What kind of 

state accepts that terrorist organisations challenge its status and authority? 

 

In example (43) above, the question expresses the American writer’s doubt about a claim 

made by president Obama in a speech addressed to the American nation. By expressing his 

opinion in this interrogative form, it seems that the writer is encouraging the readers to share 

his doubt. Conversely, the Saudi writer in example (44) uses the interrogative form to 

expresses his certainty about the implausibility of the notion that any country would accept 

the existence of terrorist groups opposing their power. So, in these examples, rhetorical 

questions seem to serve a persuasive role, as they bring the readers into a dialogic space in 

order to lead them to the writers’ points of view and hence encourage them to accept it 

(Hyland, 2005b: 186).  

Although they were utilised only sparingly compared to reader-mentions and 

questions, directives and asides were also found to serve an engagement function in the 

analysed English and Arabic opinion articles (see table 5.1 above). Regarding directives, the 

quantitative analysis shows that the American writers used more directives than the Saudi 

writers (1.91 per 1000 words in the English texts compared to 0.50 per 1000 words in the 

Arabic texts). The metadiscoursal function of directives in journalistic discourse is to 

encourage readers to act in a certain way (Fu and Hyland, 2014: 131). Directives can be 

expressed via the two linguistic forms ‘imperatives’ and ‘obligation’ verbs which are 

addressed explicitly to the readers' (Hyland, 2005b: 184). The following table shows the 

number of the two linguistic forms of directives in the English and Arabic opinion articles: 
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Table 5.6 The linguistic forms of directives in English and Arabic original opinion articles and their 
number of occurrences 

Linguistic form  Number of occurrences in 

English texts 

Number of occurrences in 

Arabic texts 

N. % N. % 

Imperatives 119 76.77 12 54.55 

Obligation  36 23.23 10 45.45 

Total 155 100 22 100 

Table 5.6 above shows that American writers use many more imperatives than obligation 

forms, comprising 76.77% of the total number of directives in the English articles. Saudi 

writers, however, show a slight difference in the use of imperatives and obligation forms as 

indicated in table 5.6 above. Directives are mostly utilised to direct readers to perform either 

a ‘cognitive act’ of reasoning such as (consider, imagine, think, remember, etc.) and their 

Arabic counterparts, or physical acts such as (tell, take, ask) and their Arabic counterparts. 

The following examples from both corpora illustrate the metadiscoursal function of 

directives: 

Imagine if America, which has four times the German population, were to 

register 800,000 mainly Muslim children in schools in a few months. On 

reflection, don’t even try. [EST12] 

(45) 

 

If anyone doubts his willingness to throw American weight around, with or 

without support from other nations, go ask for opinions in the places where 

missile-firing U.S. drones circle ominously overhead. [EST73] 

(46) 

 

When we think about the future of Iraq and Syria, we should have in mind vibrant 

Sunni provinces that, like Kurdistan, are part of a loose federal state. [EST61] 

(47) 
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 ملاعلا بوعش نأ فرعنل ،ایروسو ایناركوأ يف يسورلا فقوملا عم ،هانعم يف میظعلا حیرصتلا اذھ نراقنل

   [AST52] .وكسوم اھب عربْت يتلا قیبطتلاو ةیرظنلا نیب ةیجاودزلاا نم تلم

(48) 

[BT] Let us compare this great statement in its meaning with the Russia stance 

in Ukraine and Syria, to know that people in the world are fed up with the 

disparity between theory and practice which Russia masters. 

 

 

 .تاحیرصتلا سیلو ،لاعفلأا ةغل لاإ نومھفی لا ،ایسور مھعمو ،هءافلحو دسلأا نأ وھ هركذتن نأ بجی امو

[AST27]   

(49) 

[BT] What we must remember is that Assad and its allies, including Russia, only 

understand the language of actions, not statements. 

 

The directives imagine, don’t even try in (45) explicitly position the readers as participants 

in the text in order to facilitate their processing of the argument, while go ask in (46) 

encourages the readers to take a certain physical action (figuratively speaking) to prove the 

writer’s point of view. As for we should in example (47), it stresses what the readers should 

attend to in the argument to show its importance. Similarly, the Arabic hortative imperative 

prefix li [in the meaning of let us] in (48) and هركذتن نأ بجی  yajib ʿan nataḍakkarahu [what 

we must remember] in (49) direct the readers to interpret the argument in a certain way that 

is deemed important by the writer. By utilising directives as interactional features of 

engagement in their articles, American and Saudi writers direct the readers’ attention and 

influence their interpretation of and response to the ongoing discourse.  

Looking closely at directives with obligation forms using deontic modal expressions, 

it is observed that Saudi writers use them differently from American writers. All obligation 

expressions used as directives by Saudi writers convey strong obligation (6 instances of 

ʿalynā انیلع  [we have to], 3 instances of yajib + inclusive we عمجلا ریمض + بجی  [we must], and 

1 instance of naḥnu biḥajatin ʾilā  On the other hand, obligation .([we need to]  ىلإ ةجاحب نحن

expressions that are used in directives by American writer tend to convey both weak and 

strong obligation forms, equally as the deontic modal verb should comprises 50% of the total 
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36 obligation forms addressed to readers and the remaining ones include modals and semi-

modals of strong obligations (e.g. must, have to, need to).   

As for the use of asides as an interactional feature of engagement, there is a slight 

difference in the relative frequency between American and Saudi writers (0.67 and 0.56 per 

1000 words in English and Arabic texts, respectively). As an interactional feature in texts, 

asides allow writers to address readers directly by briefly interrupting the argument to 

provide a comment on what has been said (Hyland, 2005a: 152). When writers intervene in 

an ongoing discussion to offer a comment on an aspect of that discussion, the readers are 

drawn into the discussion as participants, which initiates a brief dialogue that is mainly 

interpersonal (Hyland, 2001: 561). The following examples from the analysed English and 

Arabic opinion articles illustrate this interactional function of asides:  

The Iran deal is a disaster. No, I’m not talking about the nuclear agreement 

President Obama is negotiating with Tehran (though that is a disaster, too), but 

rather the Iran deal that Obama cut with Congress. [EST96] 

(50) 

 

 لصفلا بجومب بقاوع ھجاویس ھماظن نإف قافتلااب دسلأا مزتلی مل اذإ ھنأ ،انھ مھملا اذھو ،يریك فیضی مث

   [AST44] .… ،يركسعلا لمعلاو تابوقعلا مادختسا ينعی يذلا ،ةدحتملا مملأا قاثیم نم عباسلا

(51) 

[BT] Kerry then adds, and this is what is important here, that if Assad does not 

comply with the agreement, his regime will face punishment under Article VII 

of the United Nations Charter, which means using sanctions and military action, 

… 

 

As can be seen in examples (50) and (51), the American and Saudi writers used personal 

asides to comment on the ongoing claims in order to involve the readers as participants in a 

brief dialogue. It can be said that the personal asides here are used to create a connection 

with the readers, to solicit their agreement with the writers’ point of view and, thereby, 

achieve a persuasive goal. It seems that the asides in both examples not only directly involve 
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readers, but also convey the writers’ attitude by expressing a negative evaluation about the 

proposition, in (50), and showing the importance of the proposition, in (51). 

Appeals to shared knowledge are the least utilised engagement MDMs found in the 

analysed English and Arabic texts. Only two instances were found in the English texts, and 

five instances in the Arabic texts. The main interactional function of this metadiscoursal 

feature is to explicitly ask readers to recognize something as familiar or accepted (Hyland, 

2005b: 184). Consider the following two examples from the English and Arabic opinion 

articles: 

Everyone knew that Trump was ratings gold, while a segment on poverty was 

ratings mud. [EST40] 

(52) 

 
 ھئافلح رئاسخ تناكو ،ماظنلا شاع امل ،يعونلا حلاسلا ةلدتعملا ةضراعملا ةزوحب ناك ول ھنأ فرعی انلكو

   [AST14] … ،مویلا ىلإ مدلا مامح يف رارمتسلاا ىلع مھتردق نم ربكأ

(53) 

[BT] And we all know that if the moderate opposition have possessed quality 

weapons, the regime would not have survived, and its allies’ losses would have 

been larger than their capability to continue the bloodbath until today, … 

 

By using ‘Everyone knew that’ in (52) and ‘ ھنأ فرعی انلك ’ [we all know that] in (53), the writer 

is assuming that the readers know what is he talking about. Such persuasive tactics may 

influence the reader to accept what the writer is saying, since they are told that everyone 

knows about it.  

In sum, the function of all the interactional MDM of engagement in the analysed texts 

is to allow writers to explicitly recognize the presence of their readers and overtly involve 

them in the texts. Establishing an interpersonal bond with readers via MDMs of engagement 

is a persuasive strategy in the genre of opinion articles (Dafouz-Milne, 2003: 47).  

5.3 Summary and conclusion 

This chapter has presented the findings of the comparative analysis of the frequency and 

types of interactional MDMs of stance and engagement in the two corpora of original 
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English and Arabic opinion articles. The quantitative results of the analysis show, on a 

general level, that the American writers employed slightly more interactional MDMs of 

stance and engagement in the English corpus than the Saudi writers in the Arabic corpus. 

Within the two functional categories of stance and engagement of MDMs, no noticeable 

differences were found in the overall frequency of MDMs of stance between the English and 

Arabic corpora. However, the results of the overall frequency of the category of interactional 

MDMs of engagement indicate that American writers used more engagement features in the 

English texts than the Saudi writers in the Arabic texts.   

Within the subcategories of interactional features of stance, the results of the 

quantitative analysis demonstrate that there are substantial differences in the use of the 

subcategories of hedges and boosters. In particular, the relative frequency of hedges in the 

English corpus is almost twice as many as the hedges in the Arabic one. The relative 

frequency of boosters in the Arabic corpus is almost twice as many as that of boosters in the 

English ones. Regarding the subcategories of attitude markers and self-mentions, the 

quantitative comparison between the two corpora does not suggest any considerable 

difference. 

Qualitatively, the use of MDMs of stance varies between the original English and 

Arabic opinion articles. For example, within the subcategories attitude markers and self-

mentions in the two corpora, it appears that both languages differ in the preferences of certain 

linguistic forms to express each subcategory. Regarding attitude markers, it seems that Saudi 

writers prefer the use of obligation forms that indicate strong obligations, mainly with yajib 

[must], while American writers tend to prefer those that express weak obligation, via the 

more frequent use of should compared to other forms. As for self-mentions, it appears that 

Saudi writer use both plural and singular self-reference pronouns with a preference for the 

former over the latter. American writers, on the other hand, only prefer the use of singular 

self-reference pronouns as self-mentions. 
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Within the subcategories of interactional features of engagement, the results of the 

quantitative analysis show that there are considerable differences between the two corpora 

regarding the occurrences of reader-mentions, questions, and directives. While American 

writers employed more reader-mentions and directives than the Saudi writers, Saudi writers 

employed more questions than the American writers. As for asides, however, the relative 

frequency does not suggest a noticeable difference. Appeals to shared knowledge were 

almost absent in either corpus.  

Qualitatively, there are also some differences and similarities in the use of MDMs of 

engagement between the original English and Arabic opinion articles in the subcategories of 

reader-mentions and directives. There is a similarity between Saudi and American writers 

regarding the preferred linguistic form of reader-mentions. In particular, writers in both 

languages tend to prefer the use of first-person plural pronoun (i.e. inclusive we, including 

its possessive and object forms) over the second-person pronoun (i.e. you, including its 

possessive and object forms). However, in the case of directives, it seems that Saudi writers 

tend to express direct obligation on readers using deontic modal expressions that indicate 

strong obligations (e.g. ʿalynā انیلع  [we have to], yajib [must]), while American writers use 

both weak (i.e. we should) and strong (e.g. we have to and we need to) deontic modal and 

semi-modals of obligation, equally.  

The comparative analysis of interactional MDMs in the original English and Arabic 

opinion articles sets the scene for the analysis of the translation shifts in these metadiscoursal 

devices between the two languages. Thus, the next chapter will present the results of the 

analysis of translation shifts that occurred when the Arabic opinion articles were translated 

into English, and when the English opinion articles were translated into Arabic.    

  



 201 

Chapter 6 

Results of the Analysis of Shifts in Interactional MDMs in Arabic-

English and English-Arabic Translations of Opinion Articles 

6.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, I present the results of the analysis of the translation shifts in MDMs in the 

Arabic-English and English-Arabic texts. The aim of this chapter is to answer the fourth and 

fifth research questions in this study:  

4) What are the shifts that occurred in the translation of MDMs in the opinion articles 

that are translated from Arabic into English? 

5)  What are the shifts that occurred in the translation of MDMs in the opinion articles 

that are translated from English into Arabic? 

The first section of this chapter presents the results of the analysis of the translation shifts in 

interactional MDMs in the Arabic-English texts. The second section of the chapter analyses 

the translation shifts in interactional metadiscourse in the English-Arabic texts. As discussed 

previously in the methodology chapter, the translation shifts in interactional MDMs are 

classified into the two main functional categories of interactional metadiscourse adopted in 

this study, which are ‘shifts in MDMs of stance’ (i.e. hedges, boosters, attitude markers and 

self-mentions) and ‘shifts in MDMs of engagement’ (reader-mentions, directives, questions, 

asides).  

6.2 Translation shifts in interactional MDMs in Arabic-English texts 

Table 6.1 below provides an overview of the translation shifts in interactional MDMs that 

were identified in the investigated corpus. 

Regarding the translation shifts in the category of interactional MDMs of stance, table 

6.1 below shows that translation shifts occurred in all the subcategories, with shifts by way 

of an addition as the most frequently used translation shift in the analysed Arabic-English 
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texts (296 (52.76%) of the total 561 instances of translation shifts), followed by omissions, 

modification and finally substitution. Within the subcategories of interactional MDMs of 

stance, the most frequently employed translation shift in hedges is shifts by way of an 

addition, followed by shifts by omissions, modification and finally substitution. In the 

subcategory of boosters, the most frequently used translation shift is shift by addition, 

followed by shifts by omissions, substitution and finally modification. As for the subcategory 

of attitude markers, the most frequently used translation shift is addition, followed by 

modification, omission and then substitution. Shifts by omission were the most frequent in 

the subcategory of self-mentions, followed by addition and then modification.   

Regarding the translation shifts in the category of interactional MDMs of engagement, 

table 6.1 below shows that translation shift by way of an addition is also the most frequent 

translation shift in the analysed texts (106 (59.55%) of the total 178 instances of translation 

shifts), followed by omission, modification and finally substitution.  Within the 

subcategories of interactional MDMs of engagement, the most frequently employed 

translation shifts in reader-mentions are shifts by way of an addition, followed by omissions, 

modification and finally substitution. In the subcategory of questions, shifts by omission 

were used more than shifts addition with a slight difference (8 and 6 instances respectively). 

In the subcategory of directives, shifts by addition were the most frequently used translation 

shifts, followed by modification and then substitution. The only translation shift that 

occurred in the subcategory of asides is omission which is only found in 5 instances (22.72%) 

of the total 22 instances of asides. 

These translation shifts in each subcategory of interactional MDMs of stance and 

engagement are discussed in detail below.  
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Table 6.1 Translation shifts in interactional MDMs in Arabic-English texts 

Interactional 
function categories 

Number of 
instances in the 

Arabic STs44 
modification omission substitution Addition in 

English TTs 
Total number 

of shifts 

stance 

Hedges 207 
14 

(6.76%) * 
43  

(20.77%) 
7 

(3.38%) 
113 177 

Boosters 364 
9 

(2.47%) 
94 

(25.82%) 
15 

(4.12%) 
119 237 

Attitude 
markers 

158 
26 

(16.45%) 
15 

(9.49%) 
9 

(5.69%) 
44 94 

Self-
mentions 

74 
10 

(13.51%) 
23 

(31.08%) 
0 20 53 

Total 803 59 
(7.34%) 

175 
(21.79%) 

31 
(3.86%) 296 561 

engagement 

Reader- 
mentions 

151 
6 

(3.97%) 
40 

(26.94%) 
2 

(1.32%) 
81 129 

Questions 186 0 
8 

(4.30%) 
0 6 14 

Directives 21 
9 

(42.85%) 
0 

2 
(9.52%) 

19 30 

Asides 22 0 5 (22.72%) 0 0 5 

Total 380 15 
(3.94%) 

53 
(13.95%) 

4 
(1.05%) 106 178 

* The percentage represents the occurrence of the translation shift in relation to the total number of instances of each subcategory of interactional MDMs in the STs. 

 
44 The number of instances here represents the total instances of MDMs in each subcategory in the STs after excluding the instances that correspond to MDMs that were 
parts of deleted clauses and sentences in the TTs. 
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6.2.1 Shifts in stance 

All instances of the identified interactional MDMs of stance in the Arabic STs were 

compared to their translation (or non-translation) in the English TTs, to identify any 

translation shifts. In addition, all instances of added interactional MDMs in the English TTs 

were identified. Altogether, 561 translation shifts in stance were identified in the TTs as 

indicated in table 6.1 above.  

Addition, omission, modification and substitution of hedges 

The results in the table above show that shifts by way of addition are the most frequent 

translation shifts used in the translation of hedges in the Arabic-English opinion articles (113 

(63.84%) of the total 177 translation shifts in hedges). The other translation shifts in hedges 

occurred in 64 (30.91%) instances of the total 207 hedges in the Arabic STs (43 instances of 

omission (20.77%), 14 (6.76%) instances of modification, and 7 (3.38%) instances of 

substitution). This means that 145 (70.04%) of the total 207 hedges were maintained in the 

English texts with no optional translation shifts involved. 

Regarding shifts by addition, which are, as pointed out above, the most frequently 

employed translation shift in the subcategory of hedges, they change the writer’s 

commitment to the content of a proposition by ‘toning it down’. In other words, adding 

hedges to propositions in the English TTs that express the writer’s lack of commitment to its 

content indicates the translator’s decision to change the force of these propositions in the 

TTs. Among the different forms of hedges that are added in the English TTs, the most 

frequently added hedges are modal verbs in their epistemic meaning, which comprise 74 

(65.49%) instances of the total added hedges: would (45 instances), can/could (17 instances) 

and may/might (12 instances). The remaining 39 (34.51%) of the added instances of hedges 

mainly include epistemic lexical verbs (e.g. seem, appear) and adverbs (e.g. perhaps, 

maybe). Consider the following examples that show how the addition of a hedging device to 
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a proposition in the English TT changes the degree of certainty that was expressed in the 

sentence in the ST.  

 ةھوبشم اراودأ بعلت يتلا ةیبرعلا ةمظنلأا يرعی نأ ةیبرعلا ةعماجلل يرصملا ءوجللا نأش نم نأ امك

 ،ةیلصفم تاظحل يف ایملاعإ »شعاد« معدت مث باھرلإاو فرطتلا ةبراحم يعدت ثیح ،ةرماغمو ،نلآا

… … [AST36]   

(1) 

[BT] Also, Egypt’s going to the Arab League would expose the Arab regimes 

which now play suspicious and bold roles, as they claim they fight extremism 

and terrorism [but] then support «ISIS» in the media at critical moments, … 

 

The move would also have had the added advantage of showing up those Arab 

countries whose roles in these crises have been less than genuine, to say the least. 

Such countries may say they are fighting terrorism and extremism in the region, 

but they might then go and praise a group like ISIS in the media. [ETT36] 

 

 

 تاعارص يف رصم تابنج ىلع لاسیس مدلا نم ریثكلا فسأ لكبو ،بیرقلا خیراتلا نم ظعتی دحأ لا امنإ

   [AST05] … ….مكحلا

(2) 

[BT] But no one has learned from the recent history, and unfortunately a lot of 

blood will be spilled in Egypt over power conflicts. 

 

However, no one appears to have learned from recent history, which 

unfortunately points to a lot of blood being spilled in Egypt over these power 

struggles. [ETT05] 

 

 

 ،يروسلا ماظنلا ءافلح تایشیلیم وأ راوثلا تاوق سیل قشمد للاتحا نم ةیلیئارسلإا تابابدلا عنمیس يذلا

 … … …،يروسلا لحولا يف طروتت نأ لبق لایوط ركفت لیئارسإ لعجت يتلا ىضوفلا يھ لب

[AST20]   

(3) 



206 
 

[BT] What will stop the Israeli tanks from occupying Damascus is not the rebel 

forces or the Syrian’s regime’s militia allies, rather it is the chaos that makes 

Israel thinks long before it gets involved in the Syrian mire, … 

 

It’s not the rebel forces or the Syrian regime’s militia allies that will impede 

Israeli tanks from occupying Damascus; rather, it is the chaos that would make 

the Israelis think long and hard before they get bogged down in the Syrian 

situation. [ETT20] 

 

 

 (4)   … [AST91]  ،عشبلا يومدلا قایسلا تاذ نمض يف يتأی يطوبلا خیشلا لایتغا ثداحو

[BT] And the assassination of Sheikh Al Bouti comes within the same bloody 

and horrible context, …   

 

The assassination of Al Bouti can be considered within this bloodthirsty context. 

[ETT91] 

 

The added hedges in the English TTs in examples (1-4) above show the translators’ attempt 

to tone down the claims in the STs with the use of hedges like might, appear, would and can. 

These shifts change the position taken by the writers in the original Arabic STs in which 

their statements were presented as facts. These strong positions taken in the STs were 

weakened in the English TTs by the addition of the underlined hedging devices, leaving a 

space for the readers to negotiate the truth of such statements.  

While shifts by addition represent 113 (63.84%) of the total 177 instances of shifts in 

the subcategory of hedges, shifts by omission represent 43 (24.29%) instances of the total 

number of shifts in hedges. Also, the 43 omitted hedges in the TTs represent 20.77% of the 

total 207 instances of hedges in the STs. Omitting hedges changes the subjectivity of the 

writers’ position in the STs. As a result, the truth value in the propositions with omitted 

hedges in the TTs is strengthened, which makes these propositions more assertive. The 

following four examples show the effect of omitting hedges in the English TTs: 
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 ،ملاسلل بحملا ةیصخش صمقت يذلا يناحور دیدجلا سیئرلا نم ةیناریلإا لئاسرلاب ذوخأم امابوأ نأ ودبی

  [AST25] …  !ایسایس رمعلا ةقفص امابوأ حنمل دعتسملا

(5) 

[BT] It seems that Obama is drawn to the Iranian messages from the new 

president Rouhani who turned into a peace-loving person, ready to give Obama 

the political lifetime deal. 

 

Obama is drawn to the messages of the new Iranian president, Hassan Rouhani, 

who turned into a peace-loving person ready to give Obama the political deal of 

the century. [ETT25] 

 

 

 ةربتعمو ،لورتبلا راعسأ ضافخناب ةددنم وكسومو نارھط نم ابیرقت ةھباشتم تاحیرصت تجرخ ثیح...

   [AST42] … ….ةیداصتقا عاضوأ جاتن سیلو ،ةیلود ةرماؤم كلذ

(6) 

[BT] ...as almost similar statements were issued by Tehran and Moscow 

condemning the decline in oil prices, and considering that to be an international 

conspiracy, and not a result of economic conditions. 

 

Tehran and Moscow have issued similar statements in terms of their 

condemnation of plummeting oil prices, both claiming that this is the product of 

a conspiracy, rather than prevailing economic conditions. [ETT42] 

 

 

 ةدحتملا تایلاولا يف امابوأ كاراب سیئرلا ةرادإ ھیلع تمدقأ ام وھ بیرقلا خیراتلا يف مھلأا لاثملا لعلو

 سلافلإا نم ایلعف اھذقنأ امم ةقناخلا ةیلاملا اھتمزأ نم اھتدجنل ةرسیم اضورق تارایسلا عینصتل ةكرش حنمب

   [AST86] … .كش لاب اھیلع لابقم ناك يذلا لماكلا

(7) 

[BT] Perhaps the most important example in recent times is what Obama’s 

administration had done as it granted a car manufacturing company low-interest 

loans to save it from its stifling financial crisis which actually saved it from a 

complete bankruptcy that was undoubtedly coming. 
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The most important example of recent times is the low-interest loans granted by 

President Obama’s administration to a car manufacturer, to save it from a 

crippling financial crisis. The loan saved the company from certain bankruptcy 

and caused anger and protest from other international car manufacturers. 

[ETT86] 

 

 

 جزلا امنود يروسلا بعشلا ةرصن اوعیطتسی ملف ؛مھئامد يف ةیفئاطلا يرجت ماع لكشب برعلا نكلو

   [AST98] … ….ھیف ةیفئاطلا عوضومب

(8) 

[BT] But Arabs in general have sectarianism that is running in their blood; so 

they could not support the Syrian people without bringing the issue of 

sectarianism to them. 

 

Sectarianism runs in the blood of Arabs, and so they could not support the Syrian 

people without the specter of sectarianism rearing its ugly head. [ETT98] 

 

Examples 5-8 above show how the omission of the underlined hedges in the STs sentences 

changes the writers’ commitment toward their statements. In example (5) for instance, the 

Arabic verbal construction yabdῡ ʾanna [it seems that] in the Arabic ST shows the writer’s 

choice to withhold a commitment to the truth value of his claim about Obama’s interest in 

the messages of the Iranian president. However, by omitting the hedging device in the 

English TT, the sentence was presented as a statement of fact rather than an opinion and it 

expresses the writer’s commitment to the truth of his claim. The same change in hedging 

happened in the remaining examples (6-8) with the omission of hedging devices that are the 

adverb ابیرقت  taqrῑban [almost/ nearly], the modal particle لعل  laʿalla [perhaps/ maybe], and 

the prepositional phrase  ماع لكشب  bi-šaklin ʿam [in general].  

Shifts by modification in the subcategory of hedges were not very common in the 

Arabic-English opinion articles. Only 14 (3.44) of the total 207 hedges in the Arabic STs 

were modified. Also, shift be modification only represents 14 (7.91%) instances of the total 
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177 translation shifts identified in the TTs. All the instances of modified hedges in the TTs 

involve semantic modification of hedges in which a word that is semantically different is 

used to express the function of hedging such as in the following two examples: 

 ،ةیبرتلا نم لایوط انمز ھیطاعت بلطتی يذلا تایرحلا خانمب نوھرم رملأاف ،اذھ ثودح نكمی فیك امأ

   [AST13] … ….حومسملا ماظنلا دودح نمض ءاقبلاو

(9) 

[BT] As to how this could happen, the matter is subject to the atmosphere of 

freedoms that requires a long time of education, and remaining within the limits 

of allowed system. 

 

As to how this may happen, it’s linked to the atmosphere of freedom, and it 

requires a long period of education to learn how to stay within sensible limits. 

[ETT13] 

 

 

 نكمملا نم ھنأ ،يوامیكلا مادختسلا ةیسورلا ةنادلإا عم اصوصخ ،ينعی ،»2وفوسوك« يأ ،رملأا اذھو

 ،ةریبكلا ةراسخلا يدافتل تلازانتلا ضعب میدقت عم ،»2فینج« رمتؤم دقعل نلآا نارھطو وكسوم ىعست نأ

[AST47] …    

(10) 

[BT] And this matter, i.e. «Kosovo II», especially with the Russian 

condemnation of the use of chemical [weapons], means that it is possible that 

Moscow and Tehran are now seeking to hold a «Geneva II» conference, with 

offering some concessions in order to avoid a big defeat, … 

 

This option–Kosovo II–together with the Russian condemnation of the use of 

chemical weapons, means that Moscow and Tehran would work for Geneva II 

by giving some concessions in order to avoid a bigger defeat, … [ETT47] 

 

As can be seen in examples (9) and (10) above, the synonymous ‘hedges’ yumkin [can] and 

mina al-mumkinin ʿan [it is possible that] were translated with other hedges that are may and 

would, respectively. Half of the 14 instances of modifications involved adjusting these two 

synonymous hedges to may or would in the TTs. The remaining half involved changing 
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Arabic synonymous hedges دق  qad and  امبر rubbamā [the semantic equivalent may and maybe 

in English] into could and would. It seems that these modifications may be individual 

stylistic preferences, especially considering the fact that they are not frequent. 

As for shifts by substitution, which involve replacing the hedge with different 

interactional MDMs, they are also very uncommon with only seven instances found in the 

English TTs. All of these instances of substitution involved changing hedges into boosters. 

Consider the following example: 

 لوح قافتلاا برغلا عیقوت دعب ةصاخ ،ناریإ ةرطیس تحت ،ایروس ،ةیبونجلا اھتراج كرت عیطتست لا

 ةقطنملا يف ددمتلا نم دیزملل اھتقث دیزی دقو ،نارھط ماظن نع دویقلا لك كفی يذلا ،يوونلا اھجمانرب

[AST03] .  

(11) 

[BT] It [Turkey] cannot leave its southern neighbour, Syria, under the control of 

Iran, especially after the West’s signing of the agreement about its nuclear 

program, which lifts all the restrictions on Tehran’s regime, and might increase 

its confidence for more expansion in the region.   

 

It cannot leave its southern neighbor Syria under the control of Iran, especially 

after the signing of the nuclear deal that lifted all sanctions on the Iranian regime, 

because such a deal will increase Iran’s confidence to pursue further expansion 

in the region. [ETT03] 

 

The substitution of the hedge might in examples (11) with the booster will changes the 

writers’ commitment to his prediction from a doubt to a certainty of an upcoming result. 

Omission, addition and substitution of boosters 

Although 246 (67.58%) of the total 364 boosters were maintained in the English TTs with 

no optional shifts, translation shifts occurred in the remaining 118 boosters (i.e. 94 (25.82%) 

omissions, 15 (4.12%) substitutions, and 9 (2.47%) modifications). Moreover, 119 instances 

of boosters were added in the English TTs, which represent 50.21% of the total 237 instances 
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of shifts in the TTs (see table 6.1 above). This makes shifts by addition the most frequently 

used translation shift in the subcategory of boosters, followed by omission, substitution, and 

finally modification.  

Regarding the shifts by addition of boosters in the English TTs, they show the 

translators’ attempt to add emphasis to statements in the TTs. They thus underline the 

writers’ involvement and stance of confidence and certainty of what is stated. The following 

examples (12-14) show the metadiscoursal effect of emphasis that was added by the 

underlined boosters in the English TTs: 

 (12)   [AST34] !لا ةباجلإا ؟ایكرت تریغت لھ

[BT] Has turkey changed? The answer is no!  

Has Turkey changed? The answer, of course, is no! [ETT34]  

 

 ،اھیف نواھت لاو ،ةمراص لاوملأا ةكرح ىلع ةیموكحلا ةباقرلا نأ فرعی عباتم لقأ نإف ةیدوعسلل ةبسنلابو

   [AST45] .باھرلإا ىلع برحلا ببسب تاونس ذنمو لب نلآا سیلو

(13) 

[BT] As for Saudi Arabia, the least observer knows that the government control 

over the money transfer is strict, with no tolerance, not only now but for years 

because of the war on terrorism. 

 

As for Saudi Arabia, the dullest observer must know that government control 

and supervision over money transfer is strict—not only today, but for years now, 

thanks to the war on terrorism. [ETT45] 

 

 

 ىلع ربصلل قایرتو زیفحت ةقاطو نادجو نزخمو بوعش ةایحو ةخسار ةركاذو ةقیمع ةیوھ وھ نیدلا

   [AST64] .صاخ ھجو ىلع طسولأا قرشلا تاعمتجم يف ةیوھلا رھوج وھ راصتخاب ،بئاصملا

(14) 

[BT] Religion is a profound identity, an established memory, a peoples’ lives, a 

reservoir of conscience, a potential catalyst and an antidote for calamities, in 

brief, it is the essence of identity in the Middle East in particular. 
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In fact, religion is one’s profound identity, memory, culture and belief, not to 

mention a potential catalyst—and antidote—for atrocities. In brief, religion is 

the essence of identity, particularly in the Middle East. [ETT64] 

 

The added boosters that are underlined in examples (12-14) above emphasise the 

propositions in order to strengthen the writers’ position and leave readers in no doubt of their 

stance in the TTs. Consequently, the propositions in the TTs are more interpersonal than the 

proposition in the STs.  

In contrast to shifts by addition, the omission of boosters in the English TTs changes 

the emphasis that was expressed by boosters in the Arabic STs.  The proposition in the TTs 

become less interpersonal as the subjective stance of the writer is omitted. The following 

examples demonstrate this kind of change in emphasis: 

 ایناطیرب تیوصت دعب ةیبورولأا ةمزلأاو ،ةیكریملأا تاباختنلاا بارتقا عم اصًوصخو ،يھ ةقیقحلا

 ةیروسلا ةمزلأا لایح ایسامولبد لاقی ام لك نأ ،ایكرت يف نلآا لصاحلا يسایسلا لازلزلا عمو ،جورخلاب

   [AST27] … ،ةیدسلأا لتقلا ةلآ فقو ةیحان نم اًیلمع اھل ةمیق لا تاحیرصت لاإ نوكی نأ ودعی لا

(15) 

[BT] The truth is that with the approach of the American elections, the European 

crisis after Britain voting to leave [the EU], and the political earthquake taking 

place in Turkey, everything diplomatically said about the Syrian crisis is merely 

nothing but practically worthless statements in terms of stopping Assad’s killing 

machine, … 

 

With the approach of US elections, the European crisis that resulted from Britain 

voting to leave the EU and the political earthquake taking place in Turkey, 

diplomatic talk about the Syrian crisis is merely comprised of statements that are 

practically worthless in terms of stopping Assad’s killing machine. [ETT27] 

 

 

 ،رصم يھ زربلأا ةلاحلاو ،عبطلاب ةقطنملا باسح ىلع نكل ،ایساق اسرد نوملعتی ،ھترادإو امابوأ وھ اھو

[AST46]…   

(16) 
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[BT] Here is Obama and his administration learning a hard lesson, but on the 

expense of the region of course, and the most prominent case is Egypt, … 

 

And now, Obama and his administration are learning a hard lesson. But this 

comes at the region’s expense, with Egypt being the most prominent example. 

[ETT46] 

 

 

 نع افلتخم اسیئر ودبی نأ ىلع صرح يذلا امابوأ مكح تاونس يف اندھع امع فلتخم هانعمس ام نإ

   [AST25] ،ھفلاسأ

(17) 

[BT] ʾinna [indeed] what we heard is different from what we have known during 

Obama’s presidency years of which he made sure to appear as a different 

president from his predecessors. 

 

What we heard was different from what we have been hearing ever since Obama 

was elected president. He appeared to distinguish himself from his predecessors. 

[ETT25] 

 

 

 16AST[   (18)[ .عیمجلل قارع مامأ اننأب ،طقف ابطخ سیلو ،لااعفأ ةموكحلا يطعت نأ تقولا ناح دقل

[BT] La-qad [indeed] the time has come for the government to give actions, and 

just talks, that we are before an Iraq for all. 

 

It is time for the government to act, rather than talk, about an Iraq for all. 

[ETT16] 

 

In examples (15-18) above, it is noticed that the writers’ explicit strong subjective position 

in the STs that was expressed by the use of boosters was neutralised in the English TTs with 

the omission of such metadiscoursal features. Within the omitted boosters in the English 

TTs, it was observed that all the sentence-initial Arabic particles la-qad and ʾinna (see 

examples 17 and 18 above) that occurred 18 times (13 and 6 times respectively) were not 

conveyed in the English TTs.  
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As for shifts by substitution, where boosters were replaced by different interactional 

MDMs in the English TTs, the results show that there are only 15 instances representing 

6.33% of the total 237 translation shifts in boosters. Also, shift by substitution in the 

subcategory of boosters represents only 4.12% of the total 364 instances of boosters in the 

STs (see table 6.1 above). All instances of substitutions involved replacing boosters with 

hedges in the TTs. Two of these instances involved changing the boosters   امود and  املاطل  

[both in the meaning of the adverb of frequency always] to the hedge often, while the 

remaining instances, the booster س sa- [will] was replaced by hedges. The following two 

examples show the shift by substitution from boosters to hedges: 

 ةیسایسلا لولحلا تسیلو ،رییغتلل عفدتس ام يھ ،ةیلاوتملا دسلأا رئاسخو ،ةحلسملا ةضراعملا تاراصتنا

 دازو ،ةیروسلا ةمزلأا مقاف امم ،ةیضاملا ةعبرلأا ماوعلأا لاوط ،اكریمأو ،برغلا اھنع ثدحتی يتلا

   [AST28] .اھدیقعت

(19) 

[BT] The victories of Syria’s armed opposition, and Assad’s successive losses, 

are what will lead to change, and not the political solutions that have been talked 

about by the West, and America, over the past four years, which exacerbated the 

Syrian crisis, and intensified its complexity. 

 

So it is the advances of Syria’s armed opposition, along with Assad’s successive 

losses and retreat, that could lead to real change, rather than the political deals 

and negotiations that have been talked about and backed by the West over the 

past four years and which only served to exacerbate and complicate the Syrian 

crisis. [ETT28] 

 

 

 تاموكحلا لخدت مدعو اھیف قاوسلأا ةیرحو ماتلا اھداصتقا »للاقتساب« ىربكلا ةیعانصلا لودلا رخفت امود

   [AST86] .اقلاطإ يداصتقلاا نأشلا يف

(20) 
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[BT] Always the major industrialised countries are proud of their full economic 

independence, and their free market and the non-interference of governments in 

economic affairs at all. 

 

Industrialized countries often show pride in their free markets, and the non-

interference of the governments in economic affairs. [ETT86] 

 

By replacing the booster sa- [will] in the ST in example (19) with the epistemic modal of 

possibility could that functions as a hedge, the statement was weakened in the TT. In 

example (20), replacing the adverb of frequency امود  [always] with the adverb of frequency 

often in the TT also tones down the force of the proposition.   

Finally, shift by modification in the subcategory of boosters is the least frequently used 

translation shift with only 9 instances, representing 3.80% of the total 237 translation shifts 

in boosters. Also, shift by modification represents only 2.47% of the total 364 instances of 

boosters in the STs (see table 6.1 above). Seven of the identified instances of modified 

boosters in the TTs involved semantic modification of boosters in which extra emphasis is 

expressed in the modified boosters in the TTs, while the remaining two instances involved 

modifying the booster into a booster of lesser emphasis. Consider the following two 

examples:  

 AST23] [   (21).رھقی لا ناك يذلا لجرلا ةعمس يذؤتس ةلبقملا تامكاحملاف

[BT] So the upcoming trials will hurt the reputation of the invincible man.  

The forthcoming trials will undoubtedly further damage the reputation of the 

man who was once seen as invincible. [ETT23] 

 

 

 تقولا عم نیبتتس امتح اھنكلو مویلا اھتفرعم نكمی لا ةلئاھ تاعبتو جئاتن ھل نوكیس لاحلا ةعیبطب اذھو

   [AST87] .مایلأا رورمو

(22) 
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[BT] And this will naturally have huge outcomes and repercussions which 

cannot be known today but they will certainly show with time and passing of 

days. 

 

This will have serious repercussions which will be more tangible with the 

passage of time. [ETT87] 

 

Example (21) above demonstrates how the booster س sa- [will] was modified by adding an 

adverbial that also expresses certainty (i.e. undoubtedly), creating a harmonic modal 

expression, strengthening the certainty of the prediction. As for example (22), the extra 

emphasis was removed from the two harmonic modal expressions س + لاحلا ةعیبطب  [will + 

naturally] and س + امتح  [will + certainly], which results in a lesser emphasis than the one 

expressed by the use of the booster will in the TT. 

As indicated in table 6.1 above, the translation shifts in boosters and hedges work in 

different directions. The fact that the frequency of shifts by addition are slightly more than 

shifts by omission in the subcategory of boosters in the TTs (119 vs. 94 respectively) as well 

as the substitution of hedges by boosters in 7 instances, indicate that English TTs include 

slightly more boosters than the Arabic STs. In the subcategory of hedges, on the other hand, 

there are over twice as many additions of hedges as omissions (113 vs. 43) as well as the 

substitution of boosters by hedges in 15 instances, which results in an increase in the total 

number of hedges in the English TTs. The very few occurrences of shifts by modification 

compared to other shifts (see table 6.1 above) indicates that they represent a few individual 

cases and not a tendency.  

Addition, modification, omission, and substitution of attitude markers 

While 108 (68.35%) instances of the total 158 attitude markers identified in the Arabic STs 

were maintained in the English TTs with no optional shifts, translation shifts occurred in the 

remaining 50 (31.65%) instances of attitude markers (i.e. 26 (16.45%) modifications, 15 



217 
 

(9.49%) omissions, and 9 (5.69%) substitutions). Moreover, 44 instances of attitude markers 

were added in the English TTs representing 46.81% of the total 94 instances of translation 

shifts in the subcategory of attitude markers (see table 6.1 above). So, this means that shifts 

by addition are the most frequently used translation shift in the subcategory of attitude 

markers, followed by shifts by modification, omission, and finally substitution.  

Concerning the shifts by addition of attitude markers that are identified in the English 

TTs, they show the translators’ attempts to add overt affective personal stance to the original 

writers’ propositions. 37 (84.09%) of the total 44 instances of the added attitude markers are 

predominantly the deontic modals are must (22 occurrences), should (12 occurrences), and 

cannot (3 instances). The remaining 7 instances include expressions of attitude such as more 

importantly, frankly, and hopefully. Consider the following three examples of added attitude 

markers in the English TTs: 

 ةھجاوم وأ ،ينطولا راوحلا تاجرخمو ةیجیلخلا ةردابملل ةدوعلا امإ ؛امھل ثلاث لا نلاح نییثوحلا مامأ

   [AST51] .مھعلتقت ىتح اھیف ةداوھ لا اًبرح نشی يلود فلاحت

(23) 

[BT] The Houthis have only two solutions; they either return to the Gulf 

Initiative and the outcomes of the National Dialogue, or confront an international 

coalition that wages a relentless war until it uproots them. 

 

The Houthis have two options; they must either return to the Gulf Initiative and 

the outcomes of the Yemeni National Dialogue Conference or face off with an 

international coalition that will wage a relentless war against them until they are 

completely uprooted. [ETT51] 

 

 

 مھدحو مھلبقتست يتلا لودلاب قلعتت لا ةلأسم يواسأملا لكشلا اذھب نییروسلا نیئجلالا ةلكشم مقافت رارمتساف

   [AST96] .هرسأب ملاعلا ریمض سمت اھنكلو

(24) 
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[BT] The continuing deterioration of the issue of Syrian refugees in this tragic 

manner is a matter that does not concern the countries that host them alone, but 

it concerns the conscience of the whole world. 

 

The continuing deterioration of the problem of Syria’s refugees in this miserable 

manner is not related to host countries alone, but should force the whole world 

to examine its conscience. [ETT96] 

 

 

 ففخی يلود نزاوت داجیإ نكمی نأ ىلإ ،ھنم اًئیش لقلأا ىلع وأ ،اھرود نطنشاو سرامت نأ لاإ ىقبی نل

   [AST55] ً.لاعف ةفیخملا ةیسورلا ةقلاطنلاا نم

(25) 

[BT] There will be nothing left for Washington to do except to play its role, or 

at least part of it, until it is able to find an international balance that mitigates the 

really terrifying Russian drive. 

 

There is now nothing left for Washington to do except go through the motions 

pertaining to this new role it has adopted. Hopefully it will be able to secure 

some internationally sanctioned balance that will temper this new, terrifying 

Russian drive. [ETT55] 

 

Examples (23-25) above show explicit expressions of attitude in the TTs that were not 

present in the STs. For example, adding the deontic modal verbs must and should in (23) and 

(24) explicitly expresses the writers’ view that the subjects involved in the propositions are 

under obligation to take certain actions. Adding hopefully in example (25) also shows the 

translator’s attempt to add affective stance to the original writer’s proposition. 

The second most frequently used translation shift in the subcategory of attitude 

markers is shift by modification. This translation shift involves a semantic modification of 

the attitude marker in which a semantically different word is used to express the same 

attitudinal function. All the identified shifts by modification involve changes in the attitude 

markers that are expressed via deontic modal expressions. In particular, in the 26 instances 
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of shifts by modification, 15 instances of deontic expressions are modified from strong to 

weaker sense of obligation, as demonstrated in examples (26) and (27) below, whereas the 

remaining 11 instances are modified from strong to weaker obligation, as shown in examples 

(28) and (29) below: 

 كلذو ،ةعیشو ةنس ،ةقطنملاب ةیباھرلإا عیماجملا لك دض يلود - يبرع نواعت كانھ نوكی نأ بولطملا

   [AST29] … ،اھتبیھل اخیسرتو ،ةلودلا موھفمل اقیمعتو ،ھتایفلخو ،ھلاكشأ ةفاكب باھرلإل اذبن

(26) 

[BT] The required [thing] is to have an Arab-international cooperation against 

all terrorist groups in the region, Sunni and Shi’ite, in order to reject terrorism in 

all its forms, and backgrounds, and to deepen the concept of the state, and to 

establish its prestige, … 

 

There should be Arab and international cooperation against all terrorist groups 

in the region, whether they are Sunni or Shi’ite. Otherwise, we are allowing 

terrorism in all its forms to prosper and this is something that harms the very 

concept of the state and national sovereignty. [ETT29] 

 

 

 ةیبھذملاو ةیفئاطلاو ةیرصنعلا لثم ةمھمو ةساسح ةیضق نع ىأنم يف سلجملا نوكی نأ نكمی لا

   [AST99] … ،ةیقطانملاو

(27) 

[BT] The Council [Shura Council] cannot be distant from sensitive and 

significant issues such as racism, sectarianism, denominationalism and 

factionalism, … 

 

The Shura Council should not be that removed from sensitive and significant 

issues such as racism, sectarianism and factionalism. [ETT99] 

 

 

 بزح« عم لب ،نیتیباھرلإا »ةرصنلا ةھبج«و »شعاد« عم تسیل مھتلكشم نأ اوكردی نأ نیینانبللا ىلع

   [AST12] .كلذب رخافیو ایروس يف لاتتقلاا يف افرط نوكی نأ ىلع رصی ھنلأ ،»الله

(28) 
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[BT] The Lebanese people have to realise that their problem is not with the 

terrorist «ISIS» and « Al-Nusra Front », but with «Hezbollah», because it insists 

on being a part in the fight in Syria and it brags about that. 

 

The Lebanese people must realize that their problem is not with the terrorist Al-

Nusra Front and ISIS, but with Hezbollah, because it insists on involving itself 

in the Syrian war and even brags about this. [ETT12] 

 

 

 موی تاذ ھسفن ضعبلا رشح امك ،ةقیض ،ةیفئاط وأ ،ةیجولویدیآ ةیوازب رشحت نأ نكمی لا ةیدوعسلا نكل

   [AST34] ،نیملسملا ناوخلإاو ،الله بزح عم

(29) 

[BT] But Saudi Arabia cannot be trapped within a narrow ideological or 

sectarian corner, as some others who one day have trapped themselves within 

groups like Hezbollah, and the Muslim Brotherhood, … 

 

At the same time, Saudi Arabia must not find itself trapped within a narrow 

ideological or sectarian corner, as some others have trapped themselves in their 

narrow responses to groups like Hezbollah or the Muslim Brotherhood. [ETT34] 

 

As can be noticed in example (26) above, the deontic modal expression  نأ بولطملا [the 

required [thing] is] in the ST, which expresses a strong deontic obligation that emanates from 

an external source (i.e. semantically similar to the English semi-modal have to), appears 

stronger than should in the TT, which expresses advisability based on moral responsibility. 

The same applies to example (27) with the attitude marker نكمی لا  [cannot] that indicates 

prohibition in the ST and was changed to should in the TT indicating advisability. As for the 

deontic modal expression ىلع  لعافلا +  [Lit. upon + the subject (in the sense of the semi-modal 

have to)] in (28), it indicates a strong obligation that emanates from an external source, but 

it is conveyed in the TT using the deontic modal must, which indicates a strong personal 

obligation originating from the writer himself as the voice of authority. The same applies to 
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example (29) in which نكمی لا  [cannot], which expresses a prohibition of something that is 

against ‘well known’ rules or laws in the ST, was changed into must not in the TT.  

Unlike the shifts by addition mentioned above, shifts by omission of attitude markers 

in the English TTs, show the translators’ attempt to remove the writer’s explicit personal 

attitudinal stance. The following example shows instance of omissions of attitudinal 

expressions in the English TTs: 

 نأ ةیجیلخلا ةموظنملا ىلع ،جیلخلا لودل ارًھجو ارًس حضاولا اھقارتخا ىلع ناریإ مول لبق ةحارصبو

 … !؟قوبسملا ریغ دحلا اذھ غلب نأ ىلإ يناریلإا رطخلا ةركف عییمتب تحمس اذامل ً:لاوأ اھسفن لأست

[AST56]   

(30) 

[BT] And frankly before blaming Iran for its obvious infiltration of the Gulf 

countries covertly and overtly, the Gulf organisation must ask itself first: why 

has it allowed the idea of the Iranian danger to be diminished until it reached this 

unprecedented extent? 

 

But before we start pointing the finger at Iran for its covert, and now overt, 

infiltration of the GCC, the organization itself must answer a crucial question: 

how has it allowed the idea of the Iranian threat to become diminished to such 

an extent, until that threat has reached the dangerous stage it is at today? 

[ETT56] 

 

By omitting the attitude marker in the TT in the example above, the writer’s attitudinal 

stance, expressed by the attitude marker ةحارصب  [frankly] in the STs, was absent in the TTs. 

Lastly, shifts by substitution in attitude markers were relatively few, with only 9 

instances found in the English TTs. Eight of these nine instances of substitutions involved 

changing the attitude marker of obligation into a directive (i.e. engagement marker) by 

adding the pronoun (inclusive) we before the deontic modal, as shown in examples (31) and 

(32). 
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 ،ةیركسعلا تاردقلا ةعجارم نم دب لا ناریإ ةھجاوم نع يبرغلا عجارتلا ھفلخی يذلا ریبكلا غارفلا عمو

   [AST04] ….دیدجلا عقاولا قفو اھمییقتو

(31) 

[BT] And with the huge void that was left by the Western withdrawal from 

confronting Iran, the military capabilities must be reviewed and evaluated 

according to the new reality. 

 

With the huge void caused by the withdrawal of the West from the conflict with 

Iran, we need to review our military capabilities according to the new reality. 

[ETT04] 

 

 

 6AST[   (32) [6.باھرلإا ىلع برحلا قاطن عیسوت بجی ،رملأا ىھتنا

[BT] The matter is over, the range of war on terrorism must be widened.  

It is finally over. We must widen the war on terrorism. [ETT66]  

In these examples, the writer’s expressed attitude towards the propositions in the STs, as 

signalled by the use of the obligation modal verb yajib [must] and the obligation expression 

lā budda [must] respectively, was altered into a different metadiscourse feature which is a 

‘directive’ (i.e. MDM of engagement) by adding the inclusive pronoun we. The inclusive we 

is implicit in the STs, but it was made explicit in the TTs, adding an engagement function to 

the proposition. 

The remaining instance of substitution shows an interesting rendering in which the 

attitude marker was changed into a question, as shown in the example below: 

 لاوط ھنأ ،ایسایس امامتھا وأ ،ایبرغ وأ ایبرع ءاوس ،ایملاعإ امامتھا دجی مل ام وھو ،كلذ لك نم رطخلأاو

 لخاد ءاوس ،میلعتلا نع ادیعب تاب راغصلا نییروسلا نم لایج نإف ةیروسلا ةمزلأا رمع نم ماوعأ4  ةبارق

  [AST41] ،اھجراخ وأ ،ایروس

(33) 

[BT] And more dangerous than all this, which got neither media attention, on 

Arab or Western levels, nor political attention, is that over nearly 4 years of the 
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Syrian crisis, a generation of young Syrians has become away from education, 

whether inside Syria or its borders, 

What could be more dangerous than this? There is one issue that has not received 

much political or media attention over the past four years of the Syrian crisis, 

and threatens to create a “lost generation” of Syrian children who will not be 

given the education they require—whether in Syria or beyond its borders. 

[ETT41] 

 

As can be seen in example (33), changing the attitude marker into an interrogative form adds 

an engagement function by directly addressing the readers via a question, while at the same 

time expressing the writer’s attitude.   

Overall, the analysis of the translation shifts in the subcategory of attitude markers 

suggests that Arabic-English translators tend to make changes in this subcategory. Since the 

two opposite translation shifts addition and omissions work differently, the fact that 

additions are more frequent than omissions (44 vs. 15, respectively), together with the few 

instances of substitutions (9 instances), indicates that attitude markers are slightly more 

frequent in the English TTs than the Arabic STs. Qualitatively, the most frequently added 

attitude markers are deontic modals that mainly express strong sense of obligation (e.g. must) 

(see page 217 above). Shifts by modification involved changing deontic modals from strong 

to weak more than weak to strong modals (15 vs. 11 instances, respectively), but the 

difference in frequency is slight and does not suggest a tendency towards one modification 

over the other. As for shifts by substitution, the fact that it is the least used translation shifts 

with only 9 (9.57%) of the total 94 translation shifts in the subcategory of attitude markers, 

indicates that they do not constitute a specific translation tendency.  

Omission, addition and modification shifts of self-mention 
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Although 41 (55.40%) of the total 74 self-mentions were maintained in the English TTs with 

no optional shifts, translation shifts occurred in the remaining 33 self-mentions (i.e. 23 

(31.08%) omissions, and 10 (13.51%) modifications). Additionally, 20 instances of self-

mentions were added in the English TTs, which represent 37.73% of the total 53 instances 

of shifts in the TTs (see table 6.1 above). This makes shifts by omission the most frequently 

used translation shift in the subcategory of self-mentions, followed by addition, and finally 

modification. 

Regarding omission of self-mentions, 31.08% of the total 74 instances of self-mentions 

in the STs were omitted in the English TTs. Shifts by omission represent 43.40% of the total 

53 translation shifts in the subcategory of self-mentions. The instances of omission of self-

mention in the English TTs sentences change the writer’s explicit visibility in a given 

argument. When this visible presence is made implicit in translation by omission, the 

translated proposition becomes less personal. The following two examples show how the 

metadiscoursal function of self-mentions was omitted in the TTs: 

 اھنیمأ نم حاحلإبو ،ةدحتملا مملأا ةیاعرب دقع يذلا فینج يف نمیلا رمتؤم نم ریثكلا عقوتن مل ،ةیادبلا ذنم

  . [AST06] .ماعلا

(34) 

[BT] Since the start, we did not expect much from Yemen conference in Geneva 

that was held with the sponsorship of the United Nations, and urged by its 

Secretary-General.. 

 

Since its start, not much was expected from the UN-sponsored peace conference 

on Yemen which was held in Geneva at the behest of Secretary-General Ban Ki-

moon. [ETT06] 

 

 

 ثدحتن لب ،ریخلا لمع نودیری نوریخ كانھ دكؤمف ،عیمجلا نع ثدحتن لا ،اھضعبب ةلصتم ةلسلس اھلك

  [AST66] .رشلا رھظ ىلإ لوصولل ریخلا لیخ بكری نمع

(35) 
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[BT] It is all a connected chain, we are not talking about everyone, because there 

are certainly good [people] who wants to do good, but we are talking about those 

who ride horses of good to reach places of evil. 

 

Not everyone is in this chain of those who do bad under the guise of doing good, 

because there are many who do want to do good. [ETT66] 

 

In example (34), the exclusive plural self-reference in the Arabic ST was omitted in the 

English TT by changing the active structure of the expression into a passive one. In example 

(35), the two exclusive plural self-references were also omitted in the English TT rendering 

the proposition less personal.  

In contrast to shifts by omissions, shifts by addition of self-mentions in the English 

TTs makes the presence of the writer explicit. All of the added instances of self-mentions in 

the TTs were in the form of singular self-reference pronouns as shown in example (36): 

 ،باھرلإاو ،نییباھرلإا مدخی يذلا يبرعلا ملاعلإا ضعب داقتنا لب ،برغلا داقتنا يف تسیل ةصقلاف ھیلعو

  [AST33] .دایحلاو ،ةینھملا نم اذھ نأ ،يبرعلا ملاعلإا ضعب يأ ،ادقتعم ،رعشی نأ نود

(36) 

[BT] So the story is not about criticising the West, rather it is about criticising 

some Arab media outlets that, without realising, serves terrorists, and terrorism, 

[as] they, i.e. some Arab media outlets, believe that this is professionalism, and 

neutrality. 

 

I am not criticizing the West here, but rather directing my fire at certain Arab 

media outlets that serve the interests of these terrorists in their reporting, without 

realizing that their misplaced “neutrality” is actually harmful. [ETT33] 

 

As can be noticed in example (36) above, the singular first-person pronoun I and its 

possessive form my were added in the TT, adding explicit personal stance in the proposition.  

As for the shifts by modification, there are only 10 instances of this translation shift 

representing 18.89% of the total 53 instances of translation shifts in the English TTs. It 
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occurred when a self-mention that is expressed by a plural self-reference linguistic form 

[exclusive we] was replaced by a singular self-reference form [first-person pronoun I]. This 

type of modification occurred in 9 (16.07%) instances of the analysed 56 plural self-

reference forms in the STs. Consider examples (37) and (38) below: 

 44AST[  (37) [؛بابسأ ةدعل ءاملا يف كمس ءارش ةیلمعب ھبشأ قافتلاا لوقن

[BT] We say the agreement is like buying fish in the water for several reasons;  

I say this agreement is like buying fish in the sea for a number of reasons. 

[ETT44] 

 

 

 .ةدوجوم ةلحرملا قئاثوف شیاعی مل نمو ،ثدحتن اذام نع فرعی ةرتفلا كلت شیاع نم لاح لك ىلعو

[AST71]  

(38) 

[BT] And in any case who lived through that period of time knows what we are 

talking about, and [those] who did not, the period’s documents exist. 

 

In any case, anyone who lived through that period of time knows what I am 

talking about here; for those who didn’t, old news reports and history books will 

have to suffice. [ETT71] 

 

The remaining one instance of the 10 shifts by modification occurred when a first-

person pronoun I was replaced by the impersonal pronoun one as shown in example (39): 

 مامإ ىلإ »شعاد« ةفیلخ نم ،ملسملا يسایسلا خیراتلا فحاتم ءایحإب سوھلا اذھ ءاج نیأ نم يردأ تسلو

  ]80AST [!ةناتسلآا ةفیلخ امھنیبو ،ءاعنص

(39) 

[BT] And I do not know where this obsession with reviving the Islamic political 

history came from, from the Caliph of «ISIS» to the Imam of Sana’a and between 

them the Caliph of Istanbul! 

 

With the rise of the Caliph of the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria (ISIS), the 

[Houthi] Imam of Sana’a and the so-called Caliph in Constantinople [Recep 
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Tayyip Erdoğan], one does not know where this obsession with reviving our 

political Islamic heritage is coming from. [ETT80] 

In this example, the translator modified the singular first-person pronoun -tu in the ST to the 

impersonal generic pronoun one, which seems to convey an indirect reference to the writer 

(see Biber et al., 1999: 353-354).  

However, when looking closely at the translation shifts in self-mentions that are 

presented above, it is found that Arabic-English translators used translation shifts by 

omission and addition almost equally. While 23 (31.08%) instances of the total 74 instances 

of self-mentions in the STs were omitted in the English TTs, 20 instances were added to the 

TTs. So, it seems that the frequency of self-mentions in the English TTs is mainly 

maintained. 

6.2.2 Shifts in engagement 

All instances of the identified interactional MDMs of engagement in the Arabic STs were 

compared to their translation (or non-translation) in the English TTs to identify any 

translation shifts. In addition, all instances of added interactional MDMs of engagement in 

the English TTs were also identified. Overall, 178 translation shifts were identified in the 

TTs as shown in table 6.1 above. 

Addition, omission and modification of reader-mentions 

As indicated in table 6.1 above, the results of the analysis of the translation shifts in the 

Arabic-English opinion articles show that shift by addition is the most frequently used shift 

in the subcategory of reader-mentions. The added reader-mentions in the English TTs 

increase proximity and solidarity with readers, making arguments more engaging. Most of 

the 81 added instances of reader-mentions that were identified in the English TTs take the 

form of inclusive we (including its possessive and object forms our and us), comprising 79 
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instances. The remaining two instances were additions of second-person pronoun you. 

Examples (40-42) show the addition of reader-mentions in the English TTs: 

 .ةنیھلاب تسیل كراعم كلذ لبق نكل ،ھیلع ناك امم ارطخ لقأ تاب ةیرسیوسلا ةمصاعلا ىلإ قیرطلا

[AST18]  

(40) 

[BT] The road to the Swiss Capital has become less dangerous than it was, but 

before that there are uneasy battles. 

 

The road to Geneva II has become far less precarious than it was before, however 

we are still facing a number of difficult battles. [ETT18] 

 

 

 سیئر كانھ نلآاو ،ایروسب امابوأ ةرادإ بولسأ ىلع جتحا نأ ھل قبسو ،لیقتسملا عافدلا ریزو كانھ

 ثادحأ دعب ةیكریملأا تارابختسلاا بیلاسأ تاقیقحت ةجیتن ةفصاع ھجاوی يذلا ةیكریملأا تارابختسلاا

  … [AST41] ،اكریمأ يف ةیباھرلإا ربمتبس

(41) 

[BT] There is the resigned Defence Secretary, who previously criticised the 

policy of Obama’s administration in Syria, and now there is the chief of 

American Central Intelligence Agency who is facing a storm as a result of 

investigations about the American Intelligence’s methods after the terrorist 

events of September in America, … 

 

We have a US Defense Secretary who has already submitted his resignation, and 

who previously criticized [the] Obama’s policy in Syria. We have a CIA chief 

who is facing a storm of criticism following the report on US intelligence 

methods following the 9/11 attacks. [ETT41] 

 

 

 مھلأا ةعلسلل يداصتقلاا عضولا نأب كاردإو يعو ىلع مھو ةدیدجلا ةینازیملا ربخ نویدوعسلا ىقلتیو

 ىلإ ةبسنلاب وأ ،طوبھلا اھباصأ يتلا ةیرعسلا ةیحانلا نم ناك ءاوس ،ساسحو جرح عضو يف طفنلا يھو

  … [AST100]  ،حضاو دوكر اھباصأ يتلا بلطلاو ضرعلا لاح

(42) 
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[BT] And Saudis receive the news of the new budget while they are mindful and 

aware that the economic situation of the most important commodity which is oil 

is in a sensitive and critical situation, whether in terms of the price which has 

been hit by a drop, or in terms of the status of supply and demand which has been 

hit by a clear stagnation, … 

 

Saudis receive news of the new budget whilst knowing that the economic 

situation of oil, the most important commodity, is critical and sensitive. The 

situation is critical and sensitive whether you consider the price which has 

experienced a drop, or supply and demand which has been hit by a clear 

stagnation. [ETT100] 

 

The addition of reader-mentions we, our, and you in the examples above indicates the 

translators’ attempt to create an interactional writer-reader engagement that was absent in 

the STs. 

In contrast to the shifts by addition presented above, shifts by omission reduce the 

interactive function expressed by reader-mentions that brings the reader into discourse and 

align them with the writer. Shifts by omission represent 40 (31.00%) instances of the total 

129 translation shifts in the subcategory of reader-mentions. Illustrations of omitted reader-

mentions in the English TTs are presented in examples (43-45): 

 دض ائطاوتم ،انئاخ امرجم ایباھرإ ایفئاط لایصف ىرنل حیبقلا ھجولا نع عانقلا طوقس راثآ ىرن نلآا نكلو

  [AST84] .زایتماب مرجمو غاط يومد ماظن حلاصل لزعأ بعش

(43) 

[BT] But now we see the effects of the fall of the mask off the ugly face so that 

we see a terrorist sectarian faction that is criminal and traitorous, conspired 

against an unarmed nation for the advantage of a blood-thirsty, tyrannical and 

criminal regime par excellence. 

 



230 
 

The mask has been removed, exposing the face of a sectarian, terrorist, criminal 

and traitorous organization that has conspired against an unarmed nation to the 

advantage of a bloodthirsty regime that has proven to be tyrannical and criminal 

par excellence. [ETT84] 

 

 

 34AST[  (44) [!؟دحلا اذھل ةركاذ لاب يبرعلا انملاعإ اذاملو

[BT] And why is our Arab media without a memory to this extent?!  

Why is the Arab media’s memory so selective about the past? [ETT34]  

 

 نم ردق اھیف ناك اذإ اصوصخ ،ام ةركف هاجت ةسامحلا ھتكلمت اصخش عنقت نأ بعصلا نم ،لاح لك ىلع

  [AST59] .لایخلاو ضومغلا

(45) 

[BT] In any case, it is difficult that you convince a person who is captivated by 

certain idea, particularly if it has an amount of mystery and imagination. 

 

In any case, it is difficult to convince people of the truth when they are enthralled 

by such ideas, particularly if the official story continues to have unknown or 

mysterious dimensions. [ETT59] 

 

The omission of na- [inclusive we], the possessive determiner nā- [our] and second-person 

pronoun tu- [you] in examples (43), (44) and (45), respectively, renders the proposition in 

the TTs less interpersonal and engaging compared to the propositions in the STs. 

As for shifts by modification and substitution, there are very few instances found in 

the TTs with only 6 instances of the former and 2 instances of the latter. Regarding the shifts 

by modification, they involve changing the inclusive first-person plural pronoun [inclusive 

we] to the second-person pronoun you in three instances, and to generic references (using 

the indefinite pronoun one) in the other three. This is illustrated in examples (46) and (47): 
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 نأ وھ مھلأا ،نایحلأا ضعبب ةھفات وأ ةمھم اھارن نأ وأ ،قفتن وأ ،لكاشملا كلت عم فلتخن نأ امھم سیلو

  [AST40] ،ةیصوصخلا كلت قفو ھلكاشم جلاعت نأ بجیو ،ةیصوصخ عمتجم لكل نإ انل لوقت قئاقحلا

(46) 

[BT] And it is not important we agree, or disagree with those problems, or we 

view them as important or trivial sometimes, the most important is that the facts 

tell us every society has its circumstances, and its problems should be dealt with 

according to these circumstances. 

 

It is not important whether you agree or disagree with the extent or origin of 

these problems, or whether you view them as being important or not, what is 

important is to understand that every society has its own circumstances, and a 

society’s problems must be addressed according to these same circumstances. 

[ETT40] 

 

 

 63AST[  (47) [!؟رصم يف ةدشلاو ،ایروس يف ةواخرلا مھفن فیك

[BT] How do we understand the leniency in Syria, and the strictness in Egypt?!  

How can one understand the West’s relaxed stance in Syria and the rigid one in 

Egypt? [ETT63] 

 

Changing the inclusive we pronoun into you pronoun in example (46) brings more direct 

involvement of readers compared to inclusive we, which is used to indirectly address the 

readers. However, as pointed out by Fu and Hyland (2014: 129), although the pronoun you 

expresses more direct involvement compared to inclusive we, the latter is more common in 

persuasive writing because it creates a common ground and establishes solidarity between 

the writer and reader. This may explain the few instances in which inclusive we in the STs 

was replaced by you in the English TTs. In example (47), on the contrary, changing inclusive 

we into the indefinite pronoun one weakens the writer-reader interaction, since one is less 

personal compared to inclusive we.  
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As for the two instances of substitution, the inclusive first-person plural pronoun was 

changed to a ‘directive’ in the TT by adding the deontic modal of obligation must in both 

instances. Although both directives and reader-mentions are considered MDMs of 

engagement, directives indicate a stronger involvement of readers in the ongoing argument 

by explicitly encouraging actions. Consider example (48) below: 

  ،ةیفئاطلاب نورقملا باھرلإا لیتف عزنل انیھ سیل راوشم يف ةحیحصلا ةوطخلا انوطخ دق نوكن اھنیح

[AST29] …  

(48) 

[BT] Then, we will have taken the right step in a journey that is not easy in order 

to defuse the sectarian-related terrorism, … 

 

It will be a long journey, but we must take steps in the right direction to defuse 

the threat of sectarian terrorism. [ETT29] 

 

In this example, adding the deontic modal must after the inclusive we emphasises the 

importance of the argument while appealing to the reader to take action.  

When considering all the translation shifts in the subcategory of reader-mentions, it 

appears that shifts by addition are far more frequent than shifts by omissions (81 vs. 40, 

respectively). This means that reader-mentions are more frequent in the TTs than the STs. 

As for instances of shifts by modifications and substitutions in the subcategory of reader-

mentions, they are found to be very few and are not indicative of a tendency in the analysed 

corpus. 

Omission and addition of questions 

Translation shifts in questions, as an MDM feature of engagement in the Arabic-English 

opinion articles, were found to include two types: omission and addition. In the case of 

omission, the question form in the ST was changed into a declarative form (i.e. non-

metadiscoursal form) in the TT. In the 186 instances of questions in the Arabic STs, shifts 
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by omission occurred just a few times, with only 8 instances in the TTs (i.e. occurred in only 

4.30% of the total number of questions in the STs). Consider example (49) below: 

 بلاطی نأ لبق يروسلا بعشلاب كتفت يتلا ةحلسلأاب يروسلا ماظنلا دادمإ نع هدلابو نیتوب دیسلا فقوت لھف

  … [AST52]  !؟ةیملسلا لولحلاب

(49) 

[BT] Did president Putin and his country stop supplying the Syrian regime with 

weapons that kill the Syrian people before he calls for peaceful solutions?! 

 

Before he calls for peaceful solutions, one wonders whether in the first place 

Putin has stopped supplying the Syrian regime with weapons to kill the Syrians. 

[ETT52] 

 

The example above shows how omitting the question form and changing it into a declarative 

form can weaken the writer-reader interaction in the TT by reducing the reader’s dialogic 

involvement with the writer’s expression of opinion.  

Just like the shift by omission above, shift by addition, in which declarative forms were 

changed to interrogative forms, occurred a few times, with only 6 instances found in the TTs. 

This is illustrated in example (50).  

 عرد تاوق لخّدت تقو نیرحبلا يف ةدیدج ءلابرك نم ریذحتلا لوح اریھش احیرصت ناغودرلإ نإ لب

  … [AST34]  ،ةریزجلا

(50) 

[BT] Actually Erdoğan famously warned against a new Karbala in Bahrain at 

the time when the Peninsula Shield Forces intervened in Bahrain, 

 

In fact, didn’t Erdoğan famously warn against the entry of Gulf Cooperation 

Council (GCC) Peninsula Shield Forces into Bahrain as being the prelude to 

another battle of Karbala (which took place in 680 AD between the Prophet 

Muhammad’s grandson Al-Husayn Ibn Ali and the military forces of Umayyad 

Caliph Yazid I)? [ETT34] 
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In this example, changing the sentence in the ST from a declarative form into an interrogative 

form in the TT engages the readers by directly addressing them, drawing their attention to 

what is being said.  

However, as pointed out above, translation shifts by omission and addition in the 

subcategory of questions are very few which means that this metadiscoursal feature is largely 

maintained in the English TTs.  

Addition, modification and substitution of directives 

The results of the analysis of the translation shifts in the subcategory of directives in the 

Arabic-English texts revealed that shift by addition is the most frequently used translation 

shift as it represents 19 (63.33%) of the total 30 instances of translation shifts in directives. 

The remaining translation shifts occurred in 11 out of the 21 instances of directives in the 

STs (9 (42.85%) instances of modifications, and 2 (9.52%) instances of substitution).   

On the subject of shifts by addition, the results of the analysis show that the 19 

instances of added directives in the English TTs comprise 15 obligation forms with deontic 

modal auxiliaries and 4 imperative forms. The obligation deontic modals and semi-modals 

include 11 instances of must, 3 instances of need to, and only one instance of should. As for 

the four instances of imperatives, they are all hortative expression type, i.e. let us or let me. 

Examples (51) shows an instance of adding an obligation form in the TT. Example (52) is 

an instance in which an imperative form was added in the TT. 

 نلآا ةیكریملأا ةرادلإا اھدھشت يتلا ةیقیقحلا بارطضلاا ةلاح ببسب ایروس يف ھلعفت ام »شعاد« لعفت

  … [AST41] ،ایلخاد

(51) 

[BT] «ISIS» is doing what it is doing in Syria because of the true state of internal 

turmoil in the American administration right now, … 
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More importantly, we must acknowledge that ISIS is able to do what it is doing 

in Syria thanks to the state of turmoil that has engulfed the US political system. 

[ETT41] 

 

 

 (52)   … [AST74] ،ةرازولا ىدل ضرلأا ىلع عقاولاو بوغرملا نیب ةوجفلا ىلع ادحاو لااثم يطعأ

[BT] I give one example of the gap between what is wanted by the ministry and 

the reality on the ground, … 

 

Let me give you one clear example of the gap between what the ministry wants 

and the reality on the ground in Saudi Arabia. [ETT74] 

 

Examples (51) and (52) show how the addition of directives in the TTs invites the direct 

involvement of the readers in the argument by focusing their attention on the importance of 

what is being argued.  

As for shifts by modification in the translation of directives, these include semantic 

and grammatical modifications. The semantic modification of a directive in the TT is 

concerned with modifying the force of directives that are expressed via obligation forms (i.e. 

deontic expressions). In the 6 instances of shifts by modifications, 4 instances are found to 

change the force of the directive into a weaker expression of obligation, as in example (53) 

below, while the remaining 2 instances were changed into a stronger expression of 

obligation, as in example (54):  

 07AST[   (53)[ …  ،يسایسلا اھراطإ جراخ ةدیدجلا تاروطتلا أرقن لاأ بجی ،اًعبط

[BT] Of course, we must not read the new developments outside its political 

framework, … 

 

Of course, we shouldn’t read into any new developments outside political 

frameworks, … [ETT07] 
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 45AST[   (54)[ …  ،يكریملأا للاتحلاا نابإ قارعلا ةصق ركذتن نأ انیلع انھو

[BT] Here, we have to remember the story of Iraq at the time of American 

occupation, … 

 

Here, we must remember the story of Iraq under the American occupation. 

[ETT45] 

 

As can be observed in example (53), the deontic verb بجی  yajib [must] in the ST, which 

expresses a strong obligation, emanating from the writer himself, was modified to the deontic 

modal auxiliary should in the TT, which expresses a weaker sense of obligation (i.e. 

advisability). On the other hand, the deontic expression نأ انیلع  ʿalaynā ʾan [we have to] in 

example (54), which indicates a strong obligation, originating from an external source, was 

modified to must in the TT, which expresses a stronger expression of obligation because it 

originates from the writer himself as the voice of authority.   

As for grammatical modification, it occurred only in three instances. This type of 

modification involves changing between the two linguistic forms that realised the 

subcategory of directives (i.e. obligation modals and imperatives). Two instances involve 

modifying the imperative form into obligation modal, as in example (55), while the third 

instance involves modifying the obligation form into an imperative form, as in example (56): 

 امً اموی تناك يتلا ةلودلا هذھ خیرات يف قوبسم ریغ ىوتسم غلب يذلا يسورلا ضقانتلا مجح فرعنلو

 ةیجراخلا ریزو بئان طسولأا قرشلا ىلإ يسورلا سیئرلل صاخلا ثوعبملا ھلاق ام اوأرقا ،ىمظع ةلود

   … [AST52]   :»يتسوفون« ةلاكول ،فونادغوب لیئاخیم

(55) 

[BT] And to know the amount of the Russian contradiction which reached 

unprecedented level in the history of this country that was once a great country, 

read what the Russia’s special envoy to the Middle East, Deputy Foreign 

Minister Mikhail Bogdanov, said to Novosti agency: … 
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To realize the sheer contradictions of Russian foreign policy, unprecedented in 

the history of this former superpower, one should read what Russia’s special 

envoy to the Middle East, Deputy Foreign Minister Mikhail Bogdanov, told the 

Russian state news agency RIA Novosti recently. [ETT52] 

 

 

 يھو ،اھلیخت ئراقلا ىلع ةیریتاكیراك ةروص مسر وھ ایروس هاجت يكریملأا فقوملل حرش لضفأ ةقیقح

   [AST49]  !ایروس وھو ..ءامسلا نم طقسی ءيش فقلت لاواحم ةریبك ةلسب امابوأ ضكری :يلاتلاك

(56) 

[BT] The truth is [that] the best illustration of the American stance toward Syria 

is to draw a caricature the reader has to imagine, which is as follows: Obama is 

running with a big basket trying to catch something falling from the sky… which 

is Syria. 

 

Imagine the following caricature: Obama is running, carrying a big net and trying 

to catch something falling from the sky. That thing is Syria. [ETT49] 

 

In example (55), the translator modified the imperative form اوأرقا  [read] in the ST to an 

obligation modal preceded by an impersonal indefinite pronoun (i.e. one should read) in the 

TT, which reduces the reader-writer interaction. The reason is that the translator switches 

from directly inviting the reader to take an action via the imperative form to indirectly 

addressing people in general via the use of the indefinite pronoun one. On the other hand, in 

example (56), the translator modifies the obligation modal expression ئراقلا ىلع  اھلیخت  [the 

reader has to imagine] in the ST to a more direct form of reader address via the imperative 

verb imagine.  

 As for shifts by substitution, only two instances were found in the subcategory of 

directives. One instance involved substituting the directive with an attitude marker as shown 

in example (57), while the other instance involved substituting the directive with an 

interactive MDM (i.e. text organising MDM) as demonstrated in example (58):  
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 ربتعت ةکرحلا نإ ،يناجنسفر يمشاھ ھئاقل دنعو ،حلش لوقی »انرإ« ةلاكو ھترشن امل اًقفوف ،ةأجافملا ذخ

   … [AST26]  ،»ملاسلإا نع عافدلا ةباثم«ـب ناریإ نع عافدلا

(57) 

[BT] Take this surprise, according to what IRNA agency published, Shallah said 

that, when he met Hashemi Rafsanjani, the movement considers defending Iran 

as «tantamount to defending Islam», … 

 

Here is the surprise according to what IRNA published, when Shallah met 

Hashemi Rafsanjani, he said that the movement considers defending Iran as 

tantamount to “defending Islam” … [ETT26] 

 

 

 .»وكمارأ« ةكرش »رفریس« ىلع موجھلاو ،نطنشاو يف يدوعسلا ریفسلا لایتغا ةلواحم سنن لاو

[AST58]   

(58) 

[BT] And let us not forget the assassination attempt on the Saudi ambassador in 

Washington, and the [cyber] attack on the «servers» of «Aramco» company. 

 

Not to mention the assassination attempt on the Saudi ambassador in Washington 

and the cyber attack on Aramco’s servers. [ETT58] 

 

As can be observed in example (57), the directive in the ST is in the form of an imperative 

verb ذخ  [take], which can be considered a multifunctional MDM, engaging the reader by 

addressing her/him directly and at the same time expressing an attitude of surprise and shock. 

The writer’s use of the imperative form seems to be aimed at drawing the readers’ attention 

in order to persuade them to share the same attitudinal stance. In the TT, this engaging MDM 

was removed and replaced by the attitude marker here is the surprise, which only expresses 

the writer’s attitudinal stance of surprise and shock. As for example (58), the directive in the 

imperative form سنن لا  [let us not forget] can also be considered a multifunctional 

engagement marker. In addition to its engaging function, it also has an organising function 

as an interactive MDM that is utilised to organise elements in an argument (i.e. additive 
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transition marker45). In the TT, the directive was replaced by the expression not to mention, 

which is an interactive MDM, functioning as an additive transition marker.  

All in all, except for the translation shift by addition, translation shifts by modification 

and substitution in the subcategory of directives are considered very few and seem to 

represent only distinct individual cases in the TTs.   

Omission of asides 

The results of the analysis of the translation shifts in the subcategory of asides in the Arabic-

English texts found 5 instances of omissions in the TTs, which represents 22.72% of the total 

22 instances of asides in the STs. The following example shows an instance of omitted 

‘asides’ in the English TTs: 

 ةیوامیكلا ةحلسلأل دسلأا مادختسا تایعادتو ،ةیروسلا ةمزلأا لوح نلآا برغلا يف رئادلا شاقنلا صخلم

 ةینوناقلا ریغ ،دسلأا مئارج ةھجاومل نملأا سلجم ةلظم نود نم يجراخلا لخدتلا ةینوناق ىدم وھ ،كانھ

  ]43AST[  .ةروثلا علادنا ذنم يروس فلأ ةئاملا ىلع دیزی ام ةایحب تدوأ يتلا ،عبطلاب

(59) 

[BT] The summary of the debate in the west now about the Syrian crisis, and the 

ramifications of Assad’s use of chemical weapons there, is about the legality of 

foreign intervention without the UN Security Council’s approval to confront 

Assad’s crimes, [which are] illegal of course, that killed over hundred thousand 

Syrians since the outburst of the revolution. 

 

The summary of the argument in the West on the Syrian crisis, and the 

repercussion of Assad’s use of chemical weapons there, revolves around the 

legality of foreign intervention without the UN Security Council’s approval to 

confront Assad’s crimes. [ETT43] 

 

In example (59) above, the omission of the writer’s comment on the propositional content in 

the TT weakens the interactional function of the aside that was expressed in the ST. In this 

 
45 See table 2.3 in chapter 2 for categories and functions of interactive MDMs. 
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example, the writer in the ST interrupts his argument and initiates a brief dialogue with the 

readers to assert his view of Assad’s crimes and express his criticism of the debate in the 

West about the Syrian crisis. The aside here can be considered a multifunctional MDM 

because, in addition to addressing the readers, it also expresses the writer’s attitudinal stance 

towards his proposition. However, this writer-reader interaction is lost in the TT by the 

omission of the aside. 

The next section of this chapter will discuss the analysis of the translation shifts of 

interactional MDMs of stance and engagement in the English-Arabic opinion articles. 

6.3 Translation shifts in interactional MDMs in English-Arabic texts 

Table 6.2 below shows the number of translation shifts identified in the Arabic translations 

of the English STs. Regarding the translation shifts in in MDMs of stance, the table indicates 

that shift by addition is the most frequently employed translation shift in the English TTs, 

followed by omission, modification and then substitution as the least employed translation 

shift. Within the subcategories of interactional MDMs of stance, the table shows that the 

most frequently employed translation shift in the subcategory of hedges is shift by omission, 

followed by shifts by substitution, addition, and finally modification. In the subcategory of 

boosters, the most frequently employed translation shift is shifts by addition, followed by 

shifts by omission, modification and finally substitution. The most frequently employed 

translation shift in the subcategory of attitude markers is modification, followed by omission, 

addition and finally substitution. Lastly, the translation shifts in the subcategory of self-

mentions are very few, with only 10 instances of shifts by addition and 5 instances of shifts 

by omission in the English TTs.  

As for the translation shifts in the category of interactional MDMs of engagement, 

table 6.2 below shows that the frequencies of translation shifts are generally low. Shifts by 

addition and omission are the most frequently employed translation shifts and they are 

almost used similarly, representing 65 (39.39%) and 61 (36.99%) instances of the 165 
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instances of translation shifts in MDMs of engagement, respectively. These are followed by 

shifts by modification and substitution. Within the subcategories of interactional MDMs of 

engagement, the most frequently employed translation shifts in reader-mentions are shifts 

by way of an addition, followed by omissions, and finally modification. In the subcategory 

of questions, translation shifts are almost absent as there are only two instances of shifts by 

omission, representing 1.14% of the total 174 questions in the English STs. In the 

subcategory of directives, the frequencies of translation shifts are very similar across the 

subcategories, including 14 instances of modification, 11 instances of omission, 10 instances 

of substitution, and 10 instances of addition out of the total 45 instances of shifts. The only 

translation shift that occurred in the subcategory of asides is omission which is only found 

in 5 instances (22.72%) out of the total 22 instances of asides. 

The translation shifts in each subcategory of interactional MDMs of stance and 

engagement in the English-Arabic opinion articles is discussed in detail below. 
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Table 6.2 Translation shifts in interactional MDMs in English-Arabic texts 

Interactional 
function categories Number of MDMs 

in the English STs46 modification omission substitution Addition in 
Arabic TT 

Total number of 
shifts 

Stance 

Hedges 661 
46 

(6.96 %) * 
131 

(19.82 %) 
82 

(12.40 %) 
52 311 

Boosters 349 
7 

(2.00 %) 
42 

(12.03%) 
6 

(1.72 %) 
284 339 

Attitude 
markers 

189 
50 

(26.45 %) 
14 

(7.41 %) 
3 

(1.59 %) 
10 77 

Self-
mentions 

88 0 
5 

(5.68 %) 
0 10 15 

Total 1,287 103 
(8.00 %) 

192 
(14.91 %) 

91 
(7.07 %) 356 742 

Engagement 

Reader- 
mentions 560 15  

(2.68%) 
38  

(6.61%) 0 55 108 

Questions 174 0 2 
(1.14%) 

0 0 2 

Directives 136 
14 

(10.29%) 
11 

(8.08%) 
10 

(7.35%) 10 45 

Asides 48 0 10  
(20.83) 0 0 10 

Total 918 
29 

(3.16%) 
61  

(6.64%) 
10  

(1.09%) 65 165 

* the percentage represents the occurrence of the translation shift in relation to the total number of instances of each category of interactional MDMs 
  

 
46 The number of instances here represents the total instances of MDMs in each category in the STs after excluding the instances that correspond to MDMs that were parts 
of deleted clauses and sentences in the TTs. 
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6.3.1 Shifts in stance 

All instances of the identified interactional MDMs of stance in the English STs were 

compared to their translation (or non-translation) in the Arabic TTs to identify any 

translation shifts. In addition, all instances of added interactional MDMs in the Arabic TTs 

were also identified. Overall, 742 translation shifts in stance were identified in the Arabic 

TTs as shown in table 6.2 above.  

Omission, substitution, addition and modification of hedges 

Although 402 (60.82%) instances of the total 661 hedges identified in the English STs were 

maintained in the Arabic TTs with no optional shifts, translation shifts occurred in the 

remaining 259 (39.18%) instances of hedges, which include131 shifts by omission (19.82%), 

82 (12.40%) shifts by substitution, and 46 (6.96%) shifts by modification. In addition, 52 

instances of hedges were added in the Arabic TTs representing 16.72% of the total 311 

instances of translation shifts in the subcategory of hedges (see table 6.1 above). Overall, 

shift by omission is the most frequently used translation shift in the subcategory of hedges, 

followed by substitution, addition, and finally modification.  

As the most frequently used type of translation shift, shifts by omission represent 131 

(42.12%) instances of the total 311 of shifts in hedges in the Arabic TTs. The omission of 

hedges was found to mostly involve modal auxiliaries, such as would, may, might, should, 

can and could, amounting to 57 (43.51%) out of the 131 omitted instances in the TTs. This 

is not surprising, since these modal verbs are the most frequently employed linguistic 

realisations of hedges in the English STs. Examples (60-63) show how the hedging with the 

modal auxiliary would was omitted in the Arabic TTs: 

Mahmoud Abbas, the president of the Palestinian Authority, is also a status quo 

man. Late in his life, he is not prepared to make the painful decisions necessary 

to attain a two-state peace, decisions that would include relinquishing, against 

(60) 
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compensation, the so-called “right of return” for millions of Palestinian refugees. 

[EST03] 

 هرمع رخاوأ يف دعتسم ریغ وھو .نھار عضو لجر وھ ةینیطسلفلا ةطلسلا سیئر اضیأ سابع دومحمو

 امو ضیوعتلا نع يلختلا لمشت تارارق ،نیتلودلا ملاس ىلع لوصحلل ةیرورض ةملؤم تارارق ذاختلا

 [ATT03] .نیینیطسلفلا نیئجلالا نییلامل »ةدوعلا قح« ھیلع قلطُی

 

[BT] And also Mahmoud Abbas the president of the Palestinian Authority is a 

status quo man. And he is not prepared late in his life to make painful decisions 

necessary for attaining a two-state peace, decisions include relinquishing of the 

compensation and what is called “the right of return” for millions of Palestinian 

refugees. 

 

 

We can try to obtain a deal to block all avenues to a bomb, uranium, plutonium 

and purchase of a weapon. This would allow Iran to remain on the nuclear path 

but would essentially freeze its progress. [EST34] 

(61) 

 امم ،يوونلا حلاسلا ءارشو ،موینوتولبلاو ،موینارویلاو ،ةلبنقلا ىلإ لبسلا ةفاك قلغی قافتا ماربإ اننكمی

 … ATT]34[ ،راسملا كلذ ىلع اھمدقت دیمجت عم نكلو ،يوونلا راسملا ىلع ءاقبلاب ناریلإ حمسی

 

[BT] We can establish an agreement to block all means to a bomb, uranium, 

plutonium and purchasing a nuclear weapon, which allows Iran to remain on the 

nuclear path, but with freezing its progress on that path, … 

 

 

But unless some clear signal is sent, there’s a danger that malicious hacking and 

disclosure of information could become the norm. [EST60] 

(62) 

 رملأا وھ تامولعملا ءاشفإو ةثیبخلا ةنصرقلا نوكت نأب رطخ كلانھف ،ةحضاو ةلاسر لاسرإ متی مل ام نكل

 . [ATT60] دئاسلا

 

[BT] But unless a clear message is sent, then there is a danger that the malicious 

hacking and disclosure of information are being the norm. 
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It’s clear why Clinton might want to talk redistribution. [EST21] (63) 

   ATT]21[ .روجلأا عیزوت ةداعإ لوح ثیدحلل نوتنیلك ةدیسلا يعس ءارو ببسلا حضاولا نم

[BT] It is clear why Mrs Clinton seeks to talk about wages redistribution.  

In examples (60) and (61), the tentative modal verb would was used in the two English STs 

to predict certain outcomes in the future with tentativeness. Palmer (1990: 58) states that 

would as an epistemic modal of prediction is the tentative form of the modal verb will. In the 

example, the writer used would to cautiously predict the decisions that would be taken by 

the Palestinian president. In the Arabic TTs, the modal verb was omitted, which alters the 

sentence to an unqualified categorical assertion where the main verb is in present simple 

form. The same can be said about example (61) in which both instances of would were 

omitted in the Arabic TTs and the verb forms were changed to present simple and verbal 

noun, respectively. The translator’s decision to omit would in examples (60) and (61) and 

not replace it with an equivalent hedging form in the Arabic TT conveying a similar tentative 

meaning, which changes the writers’ tentative stance to a categorical neutral one. The 

omission of hedging modal verbs could and might in examples (62) and (63) also shows how 

the writers’ weak commitment to the truth value of their propositions in the STs becomes 

neutral in the TTs with the omission of hedging modal verbs. 

The remaining 74 omitted hedges in the Arabic TTs, which represent 56.49% of the 

total 131 shifts by omission, involve omitting adverbs and approximators (56 instances), 

lexical epistemic verbs (15 instances) and hedging expressions (3 instances). This is 

illustrated in examples (64-67). 

But the group clearly has the ability to inspire violent sympathizers around the 

world — as was apparently the case with at least one of the perpetrators of the 

Paris terror attacks. [EST84] 

(64) 
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 امك ملاعلا لوح فنعلا يدیؤم نم ھعم نیفطاعتملا زیفحت ىلع ةردقلاب مستی میظنتلا نأ حضاولا نم نكل

  [ATT84] .ءلاؤھ دحأ اھیف كراش يتلا سیراب يف ةیباھرلإا تامجھلا تفشك

 

[BT] But it is clear that the group has the ability to inspire its sympathizers who 

advocate violence around the world as revealed by the terror attacks in Paris 

which one of these [advocates] took a part in it. 

 

 

Most polls show the Conservatives with a slight lead, gaining about 35 percent 

of the vote and perhaps 275 seats, … [EST07] 

(65) 

 نم ةئاملا يف 35 ىلع اولصح ثیح ،لیئض قرافب نیظفاحملا مدقت يأرلا تاعلاطتسا رثكأ حضوتو

  [ATT07]   …،ادعقم275 و تاوصلأا

 

[BT] And most polls show the Conservatives’ lead with a slight difference, as 

they gained 35 percent of the votes and 275 seats, … 

 

 

Yet others are bored by it: The 20th century and the strategic imperatives behind 

NATO and the European Union seem far away to wired millennials. [EST12] 

(66) 

 رارمتسا ءارو ةیجیتارتسلاا تارورضلاو 20 ـلا نرقلا حبصأو .ھلایح رجضلاب نورعشی نیرخآ نأ دیب

  [ATT12]  .يلاحلا ةیفللأا لیج نع دعبلا لك ةدیعب يبورولأا داحتلااو يسلطلأا لامش فلح

 

[BT] Yet others are feeling bored about it. The 20th century and the strategic 

necessities behind the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the European 

union became far away to the present millennials. 

 

 

In many European nations, intelligence secrets are still, for the most part, not 

discussed openly. [EST72] 

(67) 

   [ATT72] ،ينلع لكشب تارباخملا رارسأ اھیف شقانت لا ،ةیبورولأا لودلا نم ریثكلا كانھف
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[BT] There are a lot of European countries, in which the secrets of intelligence 

are not discussed openly, … 

 

Examples (64-67) above show how the omission of different linguistic realisations of hedges 

in the Arabic TTs alters the writers’ tentative stance and changes their propositions to neutral 

assertive statements. For instance, the omission of the adverbs apparently and perhaps and 

the approximators at least and about in the Arabic TTs in examples (64) and (65) changes 

the writers’ commitment toward the truth of their statements. The same applies to the lexical 

hedging verb seem and the expression for the most part in examples (66) and (67), 

respectively.  

Shifts by substitution, which constitute the second mostly employed translation shift 

in the translation of hedges in the English-Arabic opinion articles, represent 12.40 % of the 

total 661 instances of hedges in the English STs. Shifts by substitution also represent 82 

(26.37%) instances of the total 311 translation shifts in the subcategory of hedges. All the 

identified shifts by substitution involve replacing the hedge with a booster. These 

substitutions mostly involve substituting modal verbs such as would, may, and can by the 

Arabic prediction particles sa- or sawfa [will]. This is illustrated in examples (68-71). 

He’s likely to be the next Labour leader. That would be a disaster. [EST10] (68) 

   ATT]10[  ةثراك ةباثمب نوكیس يذلا رملأا ،لامعلا بزحل مداقلا میعزلا حبصی نأ لمتحملا نمف

[BT] It is likely he is to become the next leader of the Labour Party, which will 

be a disaster. 

 

 

But that would still leave the Islamic State in control of the Sunni heartland, and 

the shambolic Iraqi army is in no condition to do anything about that fact. 

[EST84] 

(69) 

 عیطتسی لا مظنملا ریغ يقارعلا شیجلاو ،ةنسلا زكرم ىلع ارطیسم شعاد میظنت كلذب لظیس كلذ عم

   [ATT84] .كلذ عم لماعتلل ءيش يأب مایقلا
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[BT] Yet the Islamic State will still be in control of the Sunni heartland, and the 

disorganised Iraqi army cannot do anything to deal with it. 

 

 

It may also, after Ayatollah Khamenei is gone, create an opportunity for Iran to 

end its chapter in extremism, … [EST34] 

(70) 

 فرطتلا لوصف نم لاماك لاصف اھللاخ نم يھنت ناریلإ ةصرف قلخی فوس ،يئنماخ لیحر دعب ،ھنأ امك

  … [ATT34]  ،يسایسلا

 

[BT] Also, after Khamenei’s leaving, it will create an opportunity for Iran to end 

a whole chapter of the political extremism chapters. 

 

 

In part, that’s because when kids are deprived of opportunities, the consequences 

can include a lifetime of educational failure, crime and underemployment. 

[EST28] 

(71) 

  ،ةعنقملا ةلاطبلاو ةمیرجلاو يمیلعتلا لشفلا كلذ بقاوع نیب نم نوكیس ،صرفلا لافطلأا مرحی امدنع ھنلأ

[ATT28] …  

 

[BT] That is because when children are deprived of opportunities, among the 

consequences of that will be a lifetime of educational failure, crime and 

underemployment, … 

 

In these four examples, it can be noticed that substituting the hedges would, may and can 

with boosters strengthens the writers’ tentative stance towards their propositions. 

Substituting would with س sa- [will] in examples (68) and (69) changes the writer’s tentative 

prediction about an outcome to an assertive and confident prediction. The same applies to 

examples (70) and (71) as the modal auxiliaries may and can, that express possibility in the 

STs, were replaced by فوس  sawfa and س sa- [will] in the TTs, altering the propositions to 

affirmed predictions.  
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Moving to the next translation shift in the subcategory of hedges, which is shift by 

addition, the results of the analysis show 52 instances of added hedges in the Arabic TTs, 

representing 16.72% of the total 311 instances of translation shifts in hedges. This translation 

shift adds tentativeness and tones down the propositions in the TT. The most frequently 

added type of hedges is the epistemic modal lexical verbs and their adjuncts forms  ودبی /ودبی 

نأ  yabdū/ yabdū ʿanna [seem/ it seems that] نأ نكمی /نكمی    yumkin/ yumkin ʿan [can/ it is 

possible to/ that] with 22 instances, followed by adverbials such as  امبر  rubbamā [maybe] 

and ابیرقت  taqrēban [approximately] with 13 instances. The remaining added hedges are 10 

instances of the particles لعل ,qad [may] (6 occurrences)  دق  laʾalla [perhaps] (3 occurrences), 

and داك  [kāda] almost (1 instance); as well as 7 instances of other expressions such as ظحلاملا 

نأ  it is noticed that, يبناج نم  for my part, and نأ لوقلا عیطتسن   we can say that. These shifts are 

illustrated in examples (72-74). 

Obama is a walk-and-chew-gum kind of guy. [EST08] (72) 

    ATT]08[ .ھلوح ام لك نم ةدافتسلال عزنی يذلا ةددعتملا ماھملا لاجر نم امابوأ نأ ودبی

[BT] It seems that Obama is a multi-task man who is inclined to benefit from 

everything around him. 

 

 

Or they are behavioral platforms that spin off extremely valuable data for 

retailers and advertisers ... [EST51] 

(73) 

   ATT]51 [...،نینلعملاو ةئزجتلا راجتل ةمیقلا ةیلاع تانایب ةرادإ ىلع لمعت ةیكولس دعاوق اھلعل وأ

[BT] Or perhaps they are behavioral platforms that manage highly valuable data 

for retailers and advertisers, ... 

 

 

In that context, hawks favor American airstrikes. But such strikes also create 

risks, especially if our intelligence there is rusty. [EST31] 

(74) 
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 ،رطاخم تاراغلا كلت نع أشنی دق نكلو .ةیكریمأ ةیوج تاراغ نش روقصلا لضفی ،قایسلا اذھ يفو

  [ATT31] .ةفیعض كانھ انتارابختسا تناك اذإ ةصاخ

 

[BT] And in this context, hawks favor launching American airstrikes. But these 

strikes may create risks, especially if our intelligence there is weak. 

 

The addition of yabdῡ ʿ anna [it seems that], rubbamā [maybe] and qad+ simple present verb 

in the TTs in the three examples above shows the translators’ attempt to tone down the 

assertive statements in the STs.  

The last translation shift identified in the subcategory of hedges in the English-Arabic 

texts is shift by modification. It represents 46 (14.79%) of the total 311 translation shifts in 

the subcategory of hedges in the TTs, and occurred in 6.96% of the total 661 instances of 

hedges in the English STs. This type of translation shift was found to occur when the hedge 

in the TT still conveys the same interactional function of hedging, but it but it is semantically 

different (i.e. they differ in the degree of uncertainty). This is illustrated in examples (75-

77): 

If David Cameron, the Conservative prime minister, is returned to office, the 

country will face a referendum in 2017 that could take the United Kingdom out 

of the European Union and into strategic irrelevance. [EST07] 

(75) 

 ىلإ يدؤی دق 2017 ماع ءاتفتسا ءارجإ متیس ھبصنم ىلإ ،ظفاحملا ءارزولا سیئر ،نوریماك دیفید داع اذإ

  [ATT07]  .يجیتارتسلاا لازعنلاا نم ةلاح يف اھلوخدو ،يبورولأا داحتلاا نم ایناطیرب جورخ

 

[BT] If David Cameron, the Conservative prime minister, is returned to his post, 

a referendum will be held in the year 2017 [that] may lead to Britain’s exit from 

the European Union, and its entering in a state of strategic isolation.   

 

 

Look at how the CIA’s role has expanded to include what most of us would 

consider military operations, including flying and firing armed drones. [EST77] 

(76) 
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 ناریطلا كلذ يف امب ،ةیركسع تایلمع انمظعم هربتعی دق ام لمشیل ،ھیإ يآ يس رود عسوت فیك اورظناو

  [ATT77] .ةحلسملا نوردلا تارئاط قلاطإو

 

[BT] Look at how the CIA’s role has expanded, to include what most of us may 

consider military operations, including flying and firing armed drones. 

 

 

It is too simple, and probably wrong, to say that the United States is in decline. 

[EST04] 

(77) 

   ATT]04[ .طاطحنا يف ةدحتملا تایلاولا نإ لوقلا أطخلا نم امبرو ،ةطاسبلا ةیاغ يف رملأا

[BT] The matter is too simple, and maybe it is wrong to say that the United states 

is in decline. 

 

Example (75) demonstrates how the hedging modal verb could was rendered with the Arabic 

hedge  qad [equivalent to the English may] in the TT which indicates a stronger possibility  دق

than could which has the Arabic equivalent yumkin. In example (76), however, the tentative 

modal verb would was rendered in the TT using the Arabic equivalent of may [qad + 

imperfect verb] which is a weaker possibility than would. As for example (77), the adverb 

probably was rendered in the TT with the Arabic equivalent of the adverb maybe [rubbamā], 

which indicates a weaker possibility compared to probably in the ST.  

 Addition, omission, modification and substitution of boosters 

While 294 (84.24%) instances of the total 349 boosters identified in the English STs were 

maintained in the Arabic TTs with no optional shifts, translation shifts occurred in the 

remaining 55 (15.76%) instances of boosters, including 42 (12.03%) omissions, 7 (2.01%) 

modifications, and 6 (1.72%) substitutions. Additionally, 284 instances of boosters were 

added in the Arabic TTs representing 83.77% of the total 339 instances of translation shifts 

in the subcategory of boosters (see table 6.2 above). This means that shift by addition is the 
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most frequently used translation shift in the subcategory of boosters, followed by shifts by 

omission, modification, and finally substitution.  

As the most employed translation shift in the subcategory of boosters, shifts by 

addition of boosters were dominated by the addition of the two sentence-initial Arabic 

particles نإ  ʾinna and دقل  la-qad that have a truth-intensifying function when used at the 

beginning of nominal and verbal sentences respectively. Both have the meaning of indeed, 

truly or verily (Ryding, 2005: 425). Within the total of 284 added boosters in the Arabic 

TTs, there are 109 occurrences of ʾinna, while there are107 occurrences of la-qad in the 

Arabic TTs. The remaining 68 expressions of boosters include a variety of expressions such 

as in reality, certainly or it is certain that, of course, it is clear that, no doubt. These shifts 

are illustrated in examples (78-80). 

The union is already fissuring as a result of a huge migrant flow from Syria and 

elsewhere, combined with an economic crisis. [EST14] 

(78) 

 ،نكاملأا نم اھریغو ایروس نم ةلئاھلا نیرجاھملا تاقفدتل ةجیتن ایلعف اًقزمت دھشی يبورولأا داحتلاا نإ

  [ATT14] .قفلأا يف حولت اھرداوب تأدب يتلا ةیداصتقلاا ةمزلأا بناج ىلإ

 

[BT] ʾinna [indeed] the European Union is already witnessing a division as a 

result of the huge migrant flow from Syria and other places, in addition to the 

economic crisis that has started looming on the horizons.     

 

 

We’ve seen the perils of Obama’s inaction, and let’s now avoid the perils of 

excessive action. [EST33] 

(79) 

   ATT]33[ .دئازلا ءارجلإا راطخأ نلآا بنجتنلف امابوأ يخارت راطخأ انیأر دقل

[BT] La-qad [indeed] we have seen perils of Obama’s inaction, now let us avoid 

the perils of excessive action. 
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The right to self-defense is inalienable, but it is not free from moral constraints. 

[EST79] 

(80) 

 .ةیقلاخلأا دویقلا نم ایلاخ سیل ھنكل ،ةتباثلاو ةخسارلا قوقحلا نم سفنلا نع عافدلا قح دعی ةقیقحلا يفو

[ATT79]  

 

[BT] And the truth is [that] the right to self-defence is an established and absolute 

right, but it is not free from moral constraints. 

 

As seen in examples (78-80) above, the statements in the TTs include added boosters like 

ʾinna, la-qad and the truth is that which express certainty and emphasise the truth values of 

these statements.  

Shifts by omission are the second most employed translation shift in the subcategory 

of boosters, occurring in 42 times, which represent (12.03%) of the total 349 of boosters in 

the English STs. Additionally, shifts by omission comprise 12.39% of the total 339 instances 

of translation shifts in the Arabic TTs. Unlike the addition of boosters, which expresses 

certainty and emphasise the truth of the propositions in the TTs, the omission of boosters 

tones down the force of a proposition and reduces the writers’ explicit expression of 

confidence towards their statements. Examples (81) and (82) illustrate the effect of omitting 

boosters in the Arabic TTs: 

Indeed, he deployed U.S. forces to Korea to check communist aggression and 

kept them in place to patrol the 38th parallel when the Korean War ended. 

[EST92] 

(81) 

 نأ دعب 38 ضرع طخ نیمأتل اھیلع ىقبأو ،يعویشلا ناودعلا فقول ایروك يف ةیكریمأ تاوق رشن امك

  [ATT92] .ةیروكلا برحلا تھتنا

 

[BT] And he deployed American forces in Korea to stop the communist 

aggression, and he kept them to secure the 38th parallel after the Korean War 

ended. 
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The artist, Konstantin Altunin, fled the country and is seeking asylum in France. 

No doubt he wanted to avoid the fate of the punk rock group Pussy Riot, three 

of whose members were arrested and sentenced to years in prison for an anti-

Putin performance in a Moscow cathedral. [EST73] 

(82) 

 قح ىلع لوصحلل نلآا ىعسیو دلابلا نم نینوتلأ نیتناتسنوك ىعدیو ةحوللا هذھ مسر يذلا نانفلا رفو

 مكحو نھیلع ضبقلا يقلأ يتلالا »تویر يسوب« ءاضعأ ریصم بنجتل ةلواحم يف ،اسنرف يف ءوجللا

 ةیسورلا ةمصاعلاب ةیئاردتاك يف نیتوبل ضھانم ضرع ءادأب نھمایق ببسب تاونس ةدع نجسلاب نھیلع

  [ATT73] .وكسوم

 

[BT] The artist, who painted this painting and called Konstantin Altunin, fled 

the country and is now seeking asylum in France, in an attempt to avoid the fate 

of the «Pussy Riot» members who were arrested and sentenced to years in prison 

for an anti-Putin performance in a cathedral in Moscow, the Russian capital. 

 

As can be noticed in examples (81) and (82), omitting the two boosters indeed, and no doubt, 

respectively, reduces the writers’ explicit confident stance toward the propositions found in 

the STs. 

The next translation shifts found in the subcategory of boosters are shifts by 

modification and substitution, which occur only 7 and 6 instances in the TTs, respectively. 

Shifts by modification involve adjusting the degree of certainty expressed by a booster in 

the Arabic TTs. So, the degree of certainty can be modified to either a stronger booster, as 

in example (83) or into a less strong booster as in example (84): 

But I know this: As the world gets faster and more interdependent, the quality of 

your governing institutions will matter more than ever, and ours are still pretty 

good. [EST55] 

(83) 

 دادزت ةمكاحلا انتاسسؤم ةدوج نإف ،ملاعلا لوح كباشتلاو ةعرسلا ةریتو دایدزا عم :امامت كلذ ملعأ يننكلو

  [ATT55] .ةیاغلل ةدیج اندنع مكحلا تاسسؤم لازت لاو ،ىضم تقو يأ نم اریثك اھتیمھأ
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[BT] But I totally know this: With the increase in the pace of speed and 

intertwining around the world, the importance of the quality of our governing 

institutions is increasing more than ever, and our governing institutions are still 

pretty good.   

 

 

Some political leaders reading this will undoubtedly feel that I’m being 

simplistic and unfair, eliding the realpolitik pressures to work with flawed allies. 

[EST27] 

(84) 

 ةیاغلل طسبم لكشب روملأا ىلإ رظنأ يننأ روطسلا كلت نوأرقی نیذلا نویسایسلا ءامعزلا رعشی فوسو

 ءافلحلا عم نواعتلا نییسایسلا ىلع ضرفت يتلا ةیسایسلا ةیعقاولا طوغض نع ىضاغتأو ،لداع ریغو

  [ATT27] .نیدسافلا

 

[BT] Political leaders who are reading these lines will feel that I look at things 

in a very simplistic and unfair manner, and I elide the realpolitik pressures that 

oblige politicians to cooperate with corrupt allies. 

 

In example (83), the booster I know this in the ST was modified in the TT into a stronger 

expression of certainty through addition of the adverb totally that adds extra certainty to the 

expression. In example (84), on the other hand, the booster in the ST, that is linguistically 

realised by the harmonic modal expression will undoubtedly, was modified, in the TT, by 

omitting the adverb undoubtedly from the harmonic structure. As a result, although the 

certainty is still expressed by the booster will, the extra certainty that was expressed by the 

adverb undoubtedly was lost in the TT.  

As for shifts by substitution, all the 6 instances identified in the analysed texts involve 

replacing a booster with a hedge in the TT, as demonstrated in example (85) below: 

Lifting those sanctions will immediately infuse Iran’s economy with tens of 

billions of dollars, … [EST95] 

(85) 
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   … ATT]95 [،يناریلإا داصتقلاا ىلإ تارلاودلا نییلاب خض ىلإ يدؤی نأ تابوقعلا كلت عفر نأش نمو

[BT] It is in the nature of47 lifting those sanctions to lead to infusing billions of 

dollars into the Iranian economy, … [equivalent to the English sentence: Lifting 

these sanctions would lead to infusing billions of dollars into the Iranian 

economy, …] 

 

In example (85) above, the booster will in the ST is utilised to express the writer’s certainty 

of a prediction. This confident stance was weakened in the Arabic TT by substituting will 

with the idiomatic modal expression نأ ... نأش نم  min shaʿni … ʿan [literally: it is in the 

nature of X to] which indicates a tentative prediction that is equivalent to the English modal 

auxiliary of tentative prediction would.  

As indicated in table 6.2 above, the translation shifts by omissions and additions in the 

two subcategories of boosters and hedges work in different directions in the analysed 

English-Arabic opinion articles. Given that the frequency of shifts by addition are largely 

more frequent than shifts by omission in the subcategory of boosters in the TTs (284 vs. 42, 

respectively) and that the substitution of hedges with boosters takes place in 82 instances, 

the Arabic TTs include many more boosters than the English STs. In the subcategory of 

hedges, on the other hand, there are over twice as many omissions of hedges as additions 

(131 vs. 52) as well as the substitution of boosters with hedges in 6 instances, which results 

in a decrease in the total number of hedges in the Arabic TTs. The scarcity of shifts by 

modifications in the Arabic TTs suggest that they do not represent a strong tendency 

compared to the shifts by addition and omission.  

Modification, omission, addition and substitution of attitude markers 

Although 122 (64.55%) instances of the total 189 attitude markers identified in the English 

STs were maintained in the Arabic TTs with no optional shifts, translation shifts occurred in 

 
47 See chapter 2 pages (38-39) for a description of this idiomatic modal expression in MSA. 
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the remaining 67 (35.45%) instances of attitude markers, including 50 (26.45%) 

modifications, 14 (7.41 %) omissions, and 3 (1.59%) substitutions. Moreover, only 10 

instances of attitude markers were added in the Arabic TTs, representing 12.99% of the total 

77 instances of translation shifts in the subcategory of attitude markers (see table 6.2 above). 

This means that shift by modification is the most frequently used translation shift in the 

subcategory of attitude markers, followed by shifts by omission, addition, and finally 

substitution.  

Regarding shifts by way of modification in the subcategory of attitude markers, they 

involve either changing the strength of an obligation expressed by a deontic modals and 

semi-modals (44 (88%) of the total 50 instances of shifts by modifications) or changing the 

force of attitudinal expressions by adding more emphasis (6 (12%) of the total 50 shifts by 

modification). Within the 44 instances of modifications of deontic modals, 32 (72.73%) 

instances were modified from weak or less strong deontic modals to stronger ones as in 

examples (86) and (87), and 12 (27.27%) instances were modified from strong into less 

strong or weak deontic modals as in examples (88) and (89): 

That productivity should no longer be the focus because it doesn’t lead to shared 

prosperity. [EST21] 

(86) 

   ATT]21 [.كرتشملا ءاخرلا ىلإ يدؤت لا اھنلأ ارظن زیكرتلا لحم نوكت لا نأ اھل بجی ةیجاتنلإا نأو

[BT] And that productivity must not be the centre of focus because it does not 

lead to shared prosperity. 

 

 

Until this changes, our policy goal has to be modest: Contain the Islamic State 

from afar and target the group’s leadership, perhaps with drone attacks. [EST85] 

(87) 

 ،دیعب نم شعاد میظنت ءاوتحا وھو لادتعم انتسایس فدھ نوكی نأ بجی ،عضولا اذھ ریغتی نأ ىلإو

  [ATT85] .رایط نود نم لمعت تارئاطب تامجھب امبر ،ةعامجلا ةدایق فادھتساو

 



258 
 

[BT] Until this situation changes, our policy goal must be moderate which is 

containing the ISIS group from afar, and targeting the leadership of the group, 

perhaps with drone attacks. 

 

 

America and China will not do that in the foreseeable future, and so their 

relationship must be viewed with guarded pessimism. [EST05] 

(88) 

 امھتقلاع ةعباتم يغبنت اذل ،روظنملا لبقتسملا رادم ىلع كلذ لعفیس نیصلا وأ اكریمأ نم ایأ نأ دقتعأ لاو

  [ATT05] .رذح مؤاشتب

 

[BT] And I do not believe that neither America nor China will do that in the 

foreseeable future, so their relationship should be viewed with guarded 

pessimism. 

 

 

To rebuild trust with Sunnis, Abadi must work with neighboring Arab Gulf 

states, not just Iran. [EST66] 

(89) 

 سیلو ،ةرواجملا جیلخلا لود عم نواعتلاب لمعلا يدابعلا ىلع نیعتی ،ةنسلا عم ةقثلا ءانب ةداعإ لجأ نم

  [ATT66] .ناریإ طقف

 

[BT] To rebuild trust with Sunnis, Abadi has to work with neighbouring Arab 

Gulf states, and not just Iran. 

 

Modifying should in examples (86) into the Arabic deontic modal verb بجی  yajib in the TT, 

which expresses a strong obligation that is similar in meaning to must in English, changes 

the attitude expressed in the STs. While should in the ST expresses a weak obligation that 

suggests an action rather than imposing it, the Arabic deontic modal بجی  yajibu in the TT 

expresses a strong obligation that demands an action. In example (87), the deontic semi-

modal has to, which indicates a strong obligation, emanating from an external source rather 

than the writer, is modified in the TT with بجی   yajibu [must], that expresses a stronger sense 

of obligation, originating from the writer himself. On the other hand, in examples (88) and 
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(89), the two instances of the deontic modal must in the STs are replaced by deontic modal 

expressions that convey a weaker sense of obligation. In (88), must was translated as يغبنی  

yanbaḡῑ [should], which indicates moral obligation and advisability. In (89), must was 

translated as  yataʿyyan ʿalā [have to]. According to Mughazy (2016: 120), the   ىلع نیعتی

modal lexical verb  yataʿyyan in MSA indicates a strong sense of obligation that   نیعتی

originates from an external source of obligation (i.e. it is similar in meaning to have to in 

English). So, the deontic modal expression ىلع نیعتی  yataʿyyan ʿalā in the Arabic TT, which 

indicates an external source of obligation, is less strong than must in the English ST, which 

indicates a sense of obligation that originates from the writer himself.  

As pointed out above, shifts by modification in the Arabic TTs are also found to modify 

the force of attitudinal expressions by adding more emphasis to the attitude marker. This is 

illustrated in the following two examples: 

For a presidential campaign that has started so early, it’s striking how little most 

of the candidates want to engage with major issues of the day, let alone the future. 

[EST51] 

(90) 

 نم ادج ةلیلق ةلق دجن نأ اقح لھذملا نم ،ةیاغلل اركبم تأدب يتلا ةیسائرلا تاباختنلاا ةلمحل ةبسنلاب

 .لبقتسملا ایاضقب مكیھان ،مویلا مامتھلاا لحم ةیسیئرلا ایاضقلا عم لعافتلا نودیری نیذلا نیحشرملا

[ATT51]  

 

[BT] For a presidential campaign that has started so early, it’s truly striking that 

we find very few of the candidates who want to engage with major issues of the 

day, let alone the issues of the future. 

 

 

And her accounts of her use of private email servers have been consistently false 

or misleading; astonishingly, she continues to mislead by claiming that the F.B.I. 

director, James Comey, judged her answers truthful (he didn’t). [EST39] 

(91) 
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 تاقیقحتلا بتكم ریدم نإ اھلوقب ةللضملا اھتاحیرصت يف ةیضام لازت ام اھنأ اًقح شاھدنلال ریثملاو ...

  [ATT39] .)كلذ لعفی مل وھ ،عقاولا يف( اھتاباجإ قدصب رقأ يموك سمیج يلاردیفلا

 

[BT] … And what is really astonishing is that she continues to mislead by 

claiming that the director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation James Comey 

affirmed the honesty of her answers (in reality, he didn’t). 

 

 The two examples above show how the two underlined MDMs of attitude in the STs were 

modified to express a stronger attitudinal stance in the TTs. This was fulfilled by the addition 

of the intensifying adverbial اقح  [truly/ really].  

Shifts by omission and addition of attitude markers are also not particularly frequent, 

amounting to 14 and 10, respectively. This indicates that the number of attitude markers in 

the English STs is almost maintained in the Arabic TTs. Examples (92) and (93) illustrate 

how the MDM of attitude was omitted and added respectively. 

In the deluge of coverage since Mandela died, there has been surprisingly little 

reflection on the lessons for ourselves, … [EST27] 

(92) 

 انبناج نم ءایحتسا ىلع هاجتا كانھ ناك ،لایدنام ةافو ذنم تأدب يتلا ةیملاعلإا ةیطغتلا مضخ يفو

  ... [ATT27] ،لجرلا كلذ ةریس نم ةدافتسملا سوردلا لمأتل نییكریمأك

 

[BT] In the deluge of media coverage that has started since Mandela died, there 

has been a shy reaction from our side as Americans to reflect on the lessons from 

the biography of that man, … 

 

 

Fear brings out the best in some people and the worst in others. [EST67] (93) 

   ATT]67[ ... .رخلآا ضعبلا لخادب ام أوسأو ضعبلا لخادب ام لضفأ جرِخی فوخلا نأ تفلالا

[BT] What is noteworthy is that fear brings out the best in some [people] and the 

worst in others. 
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In example (92), the writer’s attitudinal stance in the ST, that is explicitly marked with the 

attitudinal adverb surprisingly, is lost in the TT with the omission of the attitude marker. In 

example (93), on the other hand, the translator added an attitudinal stance in the Arabic TT 

that was not expressed in the English ST.  

The least frequently used translation shift in the subcategory of attitude markers, in 

the analysed English-Arabic texts, is shift by substitution with only 3 instances in the TTs. 

These involve the substitution of an attitude marker with a different MDM such as a hedge, 

as in example (94) below, a question, as in example (95) and changing the attitude marker 

of obligation to a directive engagement marker by adding the inclusive we pronoun, as in 

example (96): 

Someone should explain to him how this works. [EST87] (94) 

    [ATT87].كلذ ھینعی ام ھل حرشی نأ مھدحأ لواحی دقو

[BT] Someone might try to explain to him what that means.  

 

He’s Rouhani’s closest aide. Interesting. [EST41] (95) 

   [ATT41] ؟مامتھلال اریثم رملأا اذھ سیلأ .يناحور نم ابرق نیدعاسملا رثكأ نم نایدنواھن دعی امك

[BT] Also Nahavandian is considered Rouhani’s closest aide. Is not this 

interesting? 

 

 

It must then be determined to avoid another conflagration. [EST05] (96) 

   ATT]05 [.رخآ قیرح علادنا نود ةلولیحلا ىلع لمعلا انیلع نذإ

[BT] Then we have to work on avoiding another conflagration.  

In example (94), replacing should with might in the TT changes the attitude expressed in the 

ST sentence from advice-giving to just a possibility. Changing the evaluative attitudinal 

expression in example (95) from a statement into a (negated) interrogative adds to the 
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interpersonal function by directly inviting the readers to share the same attitude as the writer 

through a question. The same can be said for example (96) with the explicit address to 

readers through the use of the reader-pronoun (inclusive) we which changes the attitude 

marker into a directive, an interactional MDM of engagement, in the TT. 

All in all, it seems that, except for shifts by modification, translation shifts in the 

subcategory of attitude markers in the English-Arabic opinion articles are quite few. The 

identified shifts by modification suggest that English-Arabic translators tend to add emphasis 

to the attitudinal MDMs in the TTs, as 38 (76%) instances of the total 50 translation shifts 

by modification involve modifying the attitude marker in the TT to express a stronger sense 

of obligation or attitudinal stance than the one expressed in the ST. The fact that the 

frequencies of shifts by omissions and additions are very close (14 vs. 10, respectively) 

indicates that the frequency of attitude markers is mainly maintained in the Arabic TTs. As 

for shifts by substitution, the very few instances identified in the Arabic TTs (3 (4.48%) out 

of the total 67 instances of translation shifts in the subcategory of attitude markers) indicates 

that they are individual cases that do not constitute any translation tendency. 

Addition and omission of self-mentions  

The translation shifts in the category of self-mentions are very rare compared to the other 

categories of interactional MDMs. They only involve the two translation shifts of addition 

and omission. There are only 10 instances of added self-mention in the TTs, and 5 instances 

of omitted instances of self-mentions in the Arabic TTs. This indicates that the frequency of 

self-mentions is mainly maintained in the Arabic TTs. The following two examples show an 

instance of addition of self-mention in the relevant TT and an instance of omission of self-

mention in the TT in (97) and (98), respectively: 
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Another internal U.N. document shared with me (both provided by a critic of 

U.N. passivity on the issue) warns that U.N. staff members in Myanmar are 

feuding with one another… [EST37] 

(97) 

 عم عازن يف نورجاشتی رامنایم يف ةدحتملا مملأا يفظوم نأ نم ،ةدحتملا مملأل ىرخأ ةیلخاد ةقیثو رذحت

  ... [ATT37]  ،ضعبلا

 

[BT] Another internal document of the United Nation warns that United Nation 

staff members in Myanmar are feuding with one another… 

 

 

Again, that’s not crazy. It’s just not easy given the forces in Iran who have an 

interest in being isolated from the West. [EST50] 

(98) 

 ىلع ةرطیسملا ىوقلل رظنلاب اضیأ لانملا لھس ارًمأ سیل ھنكلو ،ططشلاب سیل اذھ نأ ىرخأ ةرم رركأ

  .برغلا نع لزعمب ناریإ ءاقبإ ىلع ةصاخلا اھحلاصم ىلع ءانب صرحت يتلا ناریإ يف روملأا دیلاقم

[ATT50]  

 

[BT] I repeat again that this is not extreme, but it is not easy either, given the 

forces controlling matters in Iran which makes sure based on their own interest 

to isolate Iran from the West. 

 

As can be seen in the two examples above, the omission of the self-mention in the TT in (97) 

reduces the explicit presence of the writer in the sentence, making the statement less 

personal. However, the addition of the pronoun I in (98) explicitly signals the writer’s 

presence in the TT statement and adds emphasis to his stance toward the content of the 

statement.  

Next, I will discuss the translation shifts in interactional MDMs of engagement in the 

English-Arabic translation of the opinion articles. 

6.3.2 Shifts in engagement  

All instances of the identified interactional MDMs of engagement in the English STs were 

compared to their translation (or non-translation) in the Arabic TTs to identify any 
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translation shifts. In addition, all instances of added interactional MDMs of engagement in 

the Arabic TTs were also identified. Altogether, 163 translation shifts were identified in the 

Arabic TTs as shown in table 6.2 above. In what follows, these translation shifts in each 

subcategory of MDMs of engagements in the English-Arabic texts are discussed in detail.  

Addition, omission and modification of reader-mentions 

Before embarking on presenting the results of the analysis of translation shifts in the Arabic 

TTs, the translation of the second-person pronoun you that refers to readers is considered. 

This issue is related to the grammatical differences between the two languages in expressing 

the second-person pronoun. As pointed out in table 2.6 in chapter 2, unlike English in which 

the personal pronoun you is gender and number neutral, the Arabic second person pronoun 

includes both masculine and feminine forms as well as singular, plural and dual forms. In 

Arabic written texts, there are two unmarked forms used to refer to readers, depending on 

the formality of the text. These unmarked forms are the singular masculine second-person 

pronoun, which indicates informality, and the plural masculine second-person pronoun form, 

which indicates formality (Al-Qinai, 2000: 514).  

In the analysed English-Arabic opinion articles, there are 144 instances of reader-

mention with the personal pronoun you in the English STs. These instances were translated 

with the second person singular masculine in 137 instances and only 7 instances with the 

second person plural masculine. The translators’ tendency towards the singular masculine 

form in the Arabic TTs can be explained by their adherence to a more informal style in 

opinion articles as a genre. This tendency agrees with the findings of the analysis of reader-

mentions in the Arabic original opinion articles in which reference to readers with second-

person pronoun is expressed by the unmarked singular masculine form. This form (i.e. 

singular masculine you) creates a more intimate interaction with the reader than the plural 

form. The following two examples illustrate the translation of personal pronoun you, using 

both types of second-person pronouns (i.e. singular and plural) in the Arabic TTs: 
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If you limited your view to just those years, you’d conclude that there is no 

inequality problem, which is clearly not true. [EST21] 

(99) 

 ةاواسملا يف ةلكشم نم ام ھنأ اھدافم ةجیتنب جرخت فوسف ،بسحف تاونسلا كلت ىلع كتیؤر ترصق ام اذإف

  [ATT21]  .حوضولا ىھتنمب ةحیحص تسیل ةجیتن يھو ،عمتجملا لخاد

 

[BT] So if you (second person singular masculine [2.s.m]) limited your (2.s.m) 

view to just those years, you (2.s.m) would conclude that there is no inequality 

problem, which is clearly not a correct conclusion. 

 

 

You will recall that when a satirical painting of Putin in lingerie went on display 

last month in St. Petersburg, police seized the offending artwork and shut down 

the exhibit. [EST73] 

(100) 

 تماق ،غربسرطب ناس يف يضاملا رھشلا نیتوبل ةرخاس ةحول رشن ىرج امدنع ھنأ نوركذت مكلعلو

  [ATT73]  .ضرعملا قلاغإو فلاخملا ينفلا لمعلا ةرداصمب ةطرشلا

 

[BT] And perhaps you (second person plural masculine [2.p.m]) remember that 

when a satirical painting of Putin was published last month in St. Petersburg, the 

police seized the offending artwork and shut down the exhibit. 

 

As observed in examples (99) and (100) above, the pronoun you was translated with the 

second person singular masculine form in the Arabic TT in (99), while it was translated with 

the second person plural masculine form in the TT in (100). The translation choice in (99) is 

more informal than the one in (100) in which the unmarked plural masculine form indicates 

more formality and less intimacy compared to the unmarked singular masculine form.  

Regarding translation shifts in the subcategory of reader-mentions, although 508 

(90.71%) of the total 560 reader-mentions in the English STs were mainly maintained in the 

Arabic TTs without optional shifts, translation shifts occurred in the remaining 52 reader-

mentions (i.e. 38 (6.61%) omissions, and 15 (2.68%) modifications). Moreover, 55 instances 

of reader-mentions were added in the English TTs which represent 50.92% of the total 108 



266 
 

instances of shifts in the TTs (see table 6.2 above). This makes shifts by addition the most 

frequently used translation shift in the subcategory of reader-mentions, followed by 

omission, and finally modification. 

As the most frequently used translation shift in the subcategory of reader-mentions, 

addition of reader-pronouns explicitly brings readers into discourse. It signals the writer’s 

alignment with readers and creates solidarity by involving them as participants in the 

discourse. Within the added reader-mentions, the inclusive first-person pronoun we is the 

mostly added reader-mention with 46 instances out of the total 54 instances of the added 

reader-mentions in the TTs. The remaining 8 added instances of reader-mentions are the 

second-person pronoun you. This is illustrated in examples (101-103) below. 

It is too late, as well as pure illusion, to expect significant change in Obama’s 

Syria policy. [EST13] 

(101) 

 .ایروس ءازإ امابوأ ةسایس يف ریبك رییغت ثودح عقوتن نأ كلذ يف ةضحملا ماھولأا نمو ،ناولأا تاف دقل

[ATT13]  

 

[BT] Indeed it is too late, and it is pure illusion that we expect a big change in 

Obama’s policy toward Syria. 

 

 

It remains to be seen whether the revelation of the secret side deals will make it 

impossible for Democrats to vote in favor of the Iran agreement. [EST97] 

(102) 

 نم لعجی فوس ةیرسلا ةیبناجلا تایقافتلاا كلت فشك ناك اذإ ام وھ ةمداقلا مایلأا يف هارن فوس ام

  [ATT97] .يناریلإا قافتلاا حلاصل تیوصتلا نییطارقمیدلل لیحتسملا

 

[BT] What we will see in the coming days is whether the revelation of these 

secret side deals will make it impossible for the Democrats to vote for the Iran 

agreement. 
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He is almost Democratic in his approach to Social Security, yet he is anti-

immigrant, bigoted and fearmongering in other ways. [EST56] 

(103) 

 بصعتمو نیرجاھملا دض فقی ھنأ لاإ ،يعامتجلاا نملأا عم ھلماعت يف ایطارقمید هربتعت نأ عیطتست

  [ATT56] .ىرخأ رومأ يف فوخلل جورمو

 

[BT] You can consider him democratic in his handling of Social Security, yet he 

stands against immigrants and he is bigoted and a promoter of fear in other ways. 

 

As the three examples above show, the addition of the Arabic equivalents of inclusive we 

pronoun in (101) and (102) and the second-person you in (103) signals the readers’ 

involvement in the Arabic TTs. In (101) and (102), by adding inclusive we, the translators 

create a sense of solidarity between the writers and their readers by bringing them to 

participate in what is being communicated in the proposition. For example, the proposition 

in (101) indicates the writer’s own position on Obama’s policy in Syria, but by adding the 

inclusive we in the Arabic TT, the translator invites the readers to share the same position. 

The inclusive we in the TT in (102) also signals solidarity with readers by aligning them 

with the writer in anticipating the results of the revelation of the secret side deals between 

the US government and Iran. As for the addition of the second-person pronoun you in (103), 

it expresses an appeal to the reader to share the same view as the writer about a presidential 

candidate.  

In contrast to the addition of reader-mentions, the omission of reader-mentions in the 

TTs is a translation shift that changes the interactional function of engagement expressed by 

such metadiscoursal features. There are 37 instances of omissions in the Arabic TTs, which 

represents 6.61% of the total instances of reader-mentions in the English STs. This is 

illustrated in examples (104) and (105) below. 

So when you add them all up, it becomes a fantasy to expect any Israeli or 

Palestinian leader to have the strength to make the huge concessions needed for 

a two-state solution? [EST45] 

(104) 
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 يأ ىدل ةعاجشلا دوجول عقوت يأ نوكی ،دحاو نآ يف اعیمج روملأا هذھ ىلإ رظنلا دنعف ،كلذ ىلع ءانبو

 نم ابرض نیتلودلا لح ىلإ لصوتلا لجأ نم ةبولطملا ةریبكلا تلازانتلا میدقتل ينیطسلف وأ يلیئارسإ دئاق

  [ATT45] ؟لایخلا بورض

 

[BT] And based on that, when looking at all of these matters at once, any 

expectation of any Israeli or Palestinian leader having strength to offer the huge 

concessions required for a two-state solution is a fantasy? 

 

 

With Obama capitulating to Iran, the last thing we need is Congress capitulating 

to Obama. [EST96] 

(105) 

 .امابوأ مامأ سرغنوكلا ناعذإ مدع يرورضلا نم نإف ،ناریإ مامأ امابوأ ھیدبی يذلا عوضخلا عم

[ATT96]  

 

[BT] With the capitulating that Obama shows to Iran, it is necessary the 

Congress does not capitulate to Obama. 

 

The omission of the personal pronouns you and inclusive we in (104) and (105), respectively, 

creates a shift in engagement from interpersonal to impersonal in the TTs. The two personal 

pronouns fulfil an interactional function in the English STs above by encouraging the 

readers, as participants in the text, to adopt the writer’s point of view. However, this 

interactional function is lost in the Arabic TT by the omission of the two personal pronouns.  

The least used translation shift in reader-mentions is the shift by modification, with 

only 15 instances in the TTs, which represents 2.68% of the total number of reader-mentions 

in the STs. Most cases of modification involve changing the form of the second person 

pronoun you to inclusive we. There are 13 instances in which the pronoun you was changed 

into inclusive we and 2 instances in which it was changed into the indefinite pronoun one. 

This is illustrated in examples (106) and (107) below. 
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That’s why much of what you hear these days in Dubai (where many Iranians 

live and trade) is talk of Obama’s betrayal of the Arabs through infatuation with 

Iran. [EST08] 

(106) 

 نییناریلإا ایاعرلا نم ریبك ددع اھیف شیعی يتلا( يبد يف مایلأا هذھ ھعمسن امم اریثك نأ يف ببسلا وھو

  [ATT08] .ناریإب ھناتتفاو ،برعلل امابوأ ةنایخ نع ثیدحلا وھ )ةراجتلاو لمعلل

 

[BT] And it is the reason that most of what we hear these days in Dubai (in which 

a large number of Iranians for work and trade) is the talk about Obama’s betrayal 

of Arabs, and his infatuation with Iran. 

 

  

Listening to the president, you couldn’t help but wonder if he was straining to 

keep a polarized, fearful country from losing its cool. [EST67] 

(107) 

 كلمت نود ةلولیحلل ادھاج لواحی ناك اذإ ام لوح لؤاستلا ىوس ءرملا كلمی لا ،سیئرلل تاصنلإا دنعو

  [ATT67] .باطقتسا ةلاح يفو فئاخ دلب نم رعذلا

 

[BT] And when listening to the president, one cannot but wonder if he was trying 

hard to prevent a frightened and polarised country from panicking. 

 

Although the form you explicitly involves the readers in the discourse in (106), changing the 

pronoun you to the pronoun inclusive we creates solidarity with readers by including the 

writer in what is being communicated in the argument. However, changing the pronoun you 

(which expresses informal style) to the indefinite pronoun one in (107) expresses less 

personal interaction and more formality in the TT compared to the use of you in the ST. This 

modification shift from you to the indefinite pronoun one happens only twice in the corpus 

in the same opinion article, so it does not show a specific tendency. It seems that translators 

prefer to modify you with inclusive we, as indicated above.  

All in all, the fact that the frequency of translation shifts of addition is higher than that 

of shifts by omission in the subcategory of reader-mentions (55 vs. 38, respectively) indicates 

that reader-mentions are more frequent in the Arabic TTs than the STs. As for instances of 



270 
 

shifts by modifications, although they are found to be very few, they show an interesting 

tendency towards changing the reader-mention from second person pronoun you into 

inclusive we (see example 106 above). 

Omission of Questions  

The translation shifts in the subcategory of questions as an interactional MDMs of 

engagement are very few. In the 174 instances of question in the English STs, only one type 

of translation shifts occurred in the Arabic TTs, namely two instances of omissions. The shift 

by omission in this subcategory involved changing the metadiscoursal interrogative form of 

‘question’ into a non-metadiscoursal form, namely a declarative sentence, as illustrated in 

example (108) below. 

Would it matter if the mainstream media did a better job? Or do we live in a post-

truth age in which we are so distrusted that our investigations will be dismissed, 

if they are seen at all? [EST40] 

(108) 

 دعب ام رصع يف شیعن انلعل وأ ؟لضفأ وحن ىلع اھتفیظوب ةیسیئرلا ملاعلإا لئاسو تماق نإً لاعف مھی لھ

 رابتعا تاذ تناك نإ ،تاقیقحتلاو قئاقحلا لك ضفر ةجردل ةزیمملا ةمسلا راص ةقثلا مادعنا ذإ ،ةقیقحلا

   ATT]40[ ... ،لولأا ماقملاب

 

[BT] Will it really matter if the mainstream media does a better job? Or perhaps 

we live in a post-truth age, as the distrust became the distinct feature to the point 

of rejecting all facts and investigations, if they are considered significant in the 

first place, … 

 

The shift from the interrogative form in the English ST to the hedged declarative form in the 

Arabic TT in (108) reduces the dialogic reader-engagement function expressed by the 

question form. However, keeping the inclusive personal pronoun we in the TT sentence 

retains an engagement element, although not as strong as its occurrence within a question 

form that directly addresses readers. 
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Modification, omissions, addition and substitution of directives 

The total number of translation shifts in the subcategory of directives in the English -Arabic 

texts is quite low, as only 35 (25.74%) of the total 136 instances of directives in the STs 

involved translation shifts in the TTs, including 14 (10.29%) modifications, 11(8.08%) 

omissions, and 10 (7.35%) substitutions. Additionally, only 10 instances of directives were 

added in the English TTs, which represents 22.22% of the total 45 instances of translation 

shifts in the subcategory of directives. This means that, with very slight differences, shift by 

modification is the most frequently used shift in the subcategory of directives, followed by 

omissions; finally, both substitutions and addition are employed in similar frequency. 

Regarding the 14 instances of shifts by modifications in directives, the analysis shows 

that there are two types of modifications. The first one involves a change in the degree of 

force expressed by the directive (i.e. semantic modification) in 12 instances, and the second 

one involves a change in the grammatical form of the directive (form modification) in 2 

instances. It should be pointed out that the metadiscoursal function of engagement by the 

directive is preserved in both types of modifications. Modifying the semantic content of the 

directive occurred only in the translation of obligation modals addressed to readers. All the 

12 instances of semantic modification involve a shift from a weaker obligation to a stronger 

obligation as illustrated in examples (109) and (110) below. 

And we should more forcefully protest Israeli settlements in the West Bank, ... 

[EST27] 

(109) 

    ATT]27[... ،ةیبرغلا ةفضلا يف ةیلیئارسلإا تانطوتسملا ءانب ىلع ةوقب جتحن نأ انیلع بجی امك

[BT] And we must forcefully protest on building the Israeli settlements in the 

West Bank, ... 

 

 

We should be debating how best to contain and minimize the threat. [EST85] (110) 
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    ATT][85 .دیدھتلا مجح صیلقتو ءاوتحلا قرطلا لضفأ لوح شقانتن نأ انیلعو

[BT] And we have to debate about the best methods to contain and minimise the 

amount of the threat. 

 

In example (109), the obligation modal in the directive we should in the English ST expresses 

a weak obligation, advising readers (specifically decision makers in US government and 

including the writer) to take action based on moral obligation. This directive was conveyed 

in the Arabic TT using an obligation modal expression yajib ʿalaynā [we must] that 

expresses a strong obligation that originates from the writer, similar to the deontic modal 

must in English. So, although both the ST and the TT use the same grammatical category 

(i.e. deontic modality) to express obligation, the obligation expressed is semantically 

stronger in the TT. The same applies to example (110) as should in the ST was changed to 

انیلع  ʿalaynā ʾan in the TT, which expresses a strong obligation that emanates from an 

external source. 

As for the remaining two instances of modifications that involve form modifications, 

the directive was changed from ‘imperative’ form to ‘reader obligation form’. Example (111) 

shows the modification of imperative form into obligation form with inclusive we: 

So be wary of what anyone tells you about this war — good, bad or indifferent. 

[EST48] 

(111) 

   .ادیاحم وأ ائیس وأ اراس ارمأ ناك ءاوس ،برحلا هذھ نع صخش يأ ھب انربخی ام لایح رذحلا انیلع اذل

[ATT48] 

 

[BT] Therefore we have to be cautious of what anyone tells us about this war, 

whether it is good, bad, or indifferent. 

 

Modifying the imperative form of the directive, in example (111) above, to an obligation 

form might indicate a lesser force of request imposed on the reader. This can be seen through 

the use of the deontic modal verb have to which expresses an obligation that is imposed by 

external force proceeded by inclusive we, while the imperative form in the ST directly asks 
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for action. So, it can be said that the modification of form in this example also suggests a 

modification of the force of the directive from a strong to a weaker directive.  

As for shifts by omissions, additions and substitutions of directives in the English-

Arabic texts, they are used with similar frequency (11, 10, and 10 instances, respectively). 

The addition of directives in the Arabic TT explicitly brings readers into the text to 

encourage them to take action with respect to what is said in the proposition, while the 

omission of the directive reduces the reader-writer interaction. The following two examples 

illustrate a case of addition in (112) and a case of omission in (113):  

Realist half-commitments that undermine our allies and too-clever games that 

buttress our foes will only backfire — and lead to betrayals that make us feel 

ashamed. [EST19] 

(112) 

 قلذحتلا يف ةطرفم بیعلالأ انتسرامم نأو ،انئافلح فقوم ضوقی انتادھعتب نھاولا انمازتلا نأ كاردإ انیلعو

 نم يزخلاب رعشن انلعجت تانایخ نع رفستو— رملأا ةیاھن ةیبلس جئاتن يتؤتس انموصخ فقوم ززعت

 [ATT19] .انسفنأ

 

[BT] And we have to realise that our weak commitment to our promises 

undermines our allies’ position, and that our over-clever games reinforces our 

foes’ position will eventually lead to negative results— and results in betrayals 

that make us feel ashamed of ourselves. 

 

 

To understand how bad things went in Iraq after the U.S. invasion in March 2003, 

read Bowen’s 2013 final report, titled “Learning from Iraq.” [EST66] 

(113) 

 ةءارق نكمی ،2003 )راذآ( سرام يف ھل يكریملأا وزغلا دعب قارعلا يف أوسأ روملأا تحبصأ فیك مھفلو

 [ATT66] .»قارعلا نم ملعتلا« ناونع لمحی يذلاو 2013 ماع نیوب هدعأ يذلا ریخلأا ریرقتلا

 

[BT] And to understand how conditions became worse in Iraq after the American 

invasion in March 2003, the final report which was written by Bowen in 2013 

and that has the title “Learning from Iraq” can be read. 
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The addition of the obligation form we have to realise in the TT in (112) explicitly directs 

the readers to focus their attention to the importance of the message conveyed in the 

proposition. The omission of the directive read in (113), however, changes the imperative 

form of the sentence to a declarative form in the passive voice. As a result, the explicit 

encouragement to read the report by the use of directive read is lost in the Arabic TT due to 

the passive construction can be read.  

Out of the 10 instances of substitution in the subcategory of directives, 8 involve 

changing the directive into reader-mentions by removing the imperative form and keeping 

the reader pronouns. The remaining two instances involve changing the directive expressed 

by the imperative to a question in the TT. Example (114) demonstrates an instance in which 

a directive is substituted with a reader-mention, while example (115) shows an instance in 

which a directive is substituted with a question: 

Watch the shattering video by Britain’s Channel 4 about the florist of Aleppo, 

the brave man who kept the city’s last flower store open, and weep. [EST15] 

(114) 

 لجرلا اوكبتل ،بلح يف روھزلا عئاب نع ةیناطیربلا ةعبارلا ةانقلا ىلع رثؤم روصم عطقم ةدھاشم مكنكمی

 [ATT15] .ةنیدملا يف احًوتفم روھزلل رجتم رخآ ءاقبإ ىلع رصّأ يذلا ،عاجشلا

 

[BT] You can watch an emotional video clip by Britain’s Channel 4 about the 

florist of Aleppo, and cry about the brave man, who insisted on keeping the last 

flower shop open in the city. 

 

 

If the Iranians are this aggressive under “crippling” economic sanctions, imagine 

how they will behave when they are flush with cash. [EST95] 

(115) 

 مھكولس نوكی فیكف ،ةدیدشلا ةیداصتقلاا تابوقعلا ةأطو تحت ناودعلا نم ردقلا كلذب ناریإ تناك اذإف

  ATT][95.؟لاوملأا يف نوقرغی امنیح
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[BT] So if Iran is this aggressive under the burden of harsh economic sanctions, 

then how will their behaviour be when they are flush with money? 

 

In example (114), the directive in the form of imperative in the ST was substituted by a 

reader-mention in the TT by removing the imperative form and preserving the reader 

pronoun you, which still serves an engagement function. In example (115), the imperative 

form imagine in the English ST was replaced by an interrogative form in the Arabic TT, 

which is a different metadiscoursal category that also expresses reader engagement. Given 

that all the 10 instances of substitutions involve changing the imperative form of the directive 

to other engagement markers (i.e. reader-mentions and questions), it seems that the 

translators tend to minimise the use of imperative as a form of directives in the Arabic TTs.  

In sum, it appears that the translation shifts in the subcategory of directives are not 

particularly common, including only 11 shifts by omission, 10 shifts by addition and 10 

shifts by substitution. As for the shifts by modification, they also occur in only 14 (10.29%) 

of the total 136 instances of directives, but they show a marked tendency towards changing 

the force of the directive in the ST into a stronger one in the TT.     

Omission of asides 

The only translation shift identified in the subcategory of asides in the English-Arabic texts 

is shift by omission. There are 10 omitted instances of asides in the Arabic TTs, representing 

20.83% of the total 48 instances of asides in the STs. Since asides are employed by writers 

to directly address readers by temporarily interrupting the ongoing argument and comment 

on the message, the omission of asides reduces this reader-writer interaction. This is 

illustrated in example (116) below. 

He has responded to a mood of national weariness with foreign adventure 

(although Americans have not been very happy with Obama’s pivot to 

prudence). [EST11] 

(116) 
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 .ةقباسلا تارادلإل ةیبنجلأا تارماغملا رثإ ةیلخادلا ينطولا قاھرلإا ةلاح عم ةفاصحب لماعت دقلو

[ATT11] 

 

[BT] And indeed he has sensibly dealt with a mood of national weariness after 

the foreign adventures of previous administrations. 

 

The aside is omitted in examples (116), leading to interactional loss in the Arabic TTs. In 

the English ST, the writer interrupts the ongoing argument and explicitly engages with 

readers to express his assessment of the Americans’ negative attitude to Obama’s prudent 

foreign policy. However, it can be seen that the reader-writer interaction expressed by the 

aside is not reproduced in the Arabic translation.  

6.4 Summary and conclusion  

The aim of this chapter was to uncover the operational textual-linguistic norms represented 

by the results of the quantitative and qualitative analyses of translation shifts in interactional 

MDMs of stance and engagement in both Arabic-English and English-Arabic opinion 

articles. The main results of the analysis of translation shifts in the Arabic-English opinion 

articles can be summarised as follows: 

1. In general, translators of the Arabic-English opinion articles tend to frequently 

perform translation shifts in all the subcategories of interactional MDMs of stance, 

with shifts by way of an addition as the most frequently used translation shift (296 

(52.76%) instances of the total 561 instances of translation shifts in the functional 

category of stance), followed by omissions: 175 (31.19%), modification: 59 (10.52%) 

and finally substitution: only 31 (5.52%). Translation shifts in the interactional 

category of engagement, in general, concern the subcategories of reader-mentions, 

directives and asides. Among these translation shifts, shifts by addition are the most 

frequent (106 (59.55%) instances of the total 178 instances of translation shifts in the 

functional category of engagement), followed by omissions: 53 (29.77%) instances, 

modification: 15 (8.43%) instances and finally substitution: only 4 (2.25%) instances. 
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2. With regard to the subcategory of hedges, although there are 43 instances of shifts 

by omission, representing 24.29% of the total 177 instances of shifts in the 

subcategory of hedges, shifts by addition of hedges are far more frequent than 

omissions with 113 (63.84 %) instances out of the total 177. In particular, there is a 

tendency towards adding epistemic modal auxiliaries, which applies in 74 (65.48%) 

instances of the added hedges (would: 45 instances, can/could: 17 instances, and 

may/might: 12 instances). Compared to shifts by addition and omission, shifts by 

modification and substitution are not frequent, representing only 14 (7.91%) and 7 

(3.94%) of the total 177 instances, respectively.  

3. Regarding boosters, although there are 94 instances of shifts by omissions 

representing 39.66% of the total 237 instances of shifts in this subcategory, shifts by 

addition are more frequent, representing 119 (50.21%) instances of the total 237 

translation shifts. Just like shifts in hedges above, shifts by modifications and 

substitutions are quite infrequent compared to additions and omissions.  

4. Regarding boosters and hedges as contrasting subcategories of MDMs of stance, the 

results show that they work in different directions. For boosters, the frequency of 

shifts by addition is slightly higher than shifts by omission (119 vs. 94, respectively). 

This is combined by the substitution of hedges by boosters in 7 instances, overall 

resulting into a slightly higher frequency of boosters in the English TTs than in the 

Arabic STs. In the subcategory of hedges, on the other hand, there are far more 

additions of hedges than omissions (113 vs. 43), which, along with the substitution 

of boosters by hedges in 15 instances, results in an increase in the total number of 

hedges in the English TTs. The very few instances of shifts by modification and 

substitutions compared to the other shifts indicates that they represent a few 

idiosyncratic cases in the TTs.  

5. Regarding attitude markers, shifts by addition are more frequent than shifts by 

omission, representing 44 (46.81%) and 15 (16.13%) instances of the total 94 
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translation shifts in the subcategory of attitude markers, respectively. The added 

attitude markers are mainly the three deontic modals must, should, and cannot 

(expressing prohibition). Shifts by modification involve changing deontic modals 

from strong to weak modals more often than weak to strong modals with a slight 

difference (15 vs 11 instances, respectively). Finally, the fact that substitution is the 

least used translation shift with only 9 (9.57%) of the total 94 translation shifts, 

indicates its idiosyncratic nature. 

6. Regarding self-mentions, shifts by omission and addition appear almost equally, with 

23 (43.40%) and 22 (41.51%) instances of the total 53 instances of translations shifts 

in self-mentions, respectively. Concerning shifts by modification in the linguistic 

form of self-mentions, Arabic-English translators tend to translate first-person 

singular forms with equivalent first-person singular forms. The same applies to first-

person plural self-reference pronouns, except for 10 (16.66%) instances out of the 

total 60 plural first-person self-mentions, which are translated with first-person 

singular pronouns. 

7. In the subcategory of reader-mentions, shifts by addition are more frequent than 

shifts by omission, representing 81 (62.79%) and 40 (31.00%) instances of the total 

129 translation shifts in the subcategory of reader-mentions, respectively. 

8. In the subcategory of questions, shifts by omissions and additions have a similar low 

frequency with only 8 and 6 instances, respectively. This indicates that Arabic-

English translators tend to maintain this engagement feature in the TTs.   

9. In the subcategory of directives, Arabic-English translators tend to frequently 

perform addition in the TTs, with 19 (63.33%) instances out of the total 30 translation 

shifts in directives. Translation shifts by modification (9 (42.85%) instances of the 

total translation shifts in directives) and substitution (2 (9.52%) instances of the total 

translation shifts) are very few and seem to represent individual cases in the TTs.  
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Shifts by modifications in this subcategory involve both form and/or semantic 

modifications in the TTs. 

10. Finally, in the subcategory of asides, the only translation shift found is omission, 

with only 5 instances in the TTs, which represents 26% of the total 22 instances of 

asides in the STs. 

The main results of the analysis of translation shifts in the English-Arabic opinion 

articles can be summarised as follows: 

1. Regarding the interactional category of stance, in general, translators of English-

Arabic opinion articles tend to mostly perform translation shifts in the subcategories 

of hedges, boosters and attitude markers. Shifts by addition are the most frequently 

used type of translation shift, representing 356 (47.97%) instances of the total 742 

shifts in stance. Within the subcategories, however, shifts by addition is the most 

frequently employed shift only in the subcategories of boosters and self-mentions. 

Shift by omission represents the second most frequent shift, representing 192 

(25.88%) of the total 742 shifts in the interactional category of stance. This is 

followed by shifts by modification and then substitution as the least employed 

translation shifts, representing 103 (13.88%) and 91 (12.25%) instances of the total 

742 shifts in the functional category of stance. Translation shifts, in the interactional 

category of engagement, are generally quite infrequent. Shifts by addition and 

omission are the most frequent with relatively similar number of occurrences, namely 

65 (39.39%) and 61 (36.99%) instances out of the total 165 instances of translation 

shifts in this category, respectively. These are followed by shifts by modification and 

substitution, representing only 29 (17.57%) and 10 (6.06%) of the total 165 instances, 

respectively.   

2. With regard to hedges, English-Arabic translators tend to frequently use shifts by 

omission, which represent 131 (42.12%) instances of the total 311 instances of shifts 
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in this subcategory. In addition, English-Arabic translators tend to perform shifts by 

substitution in which hedges are replaced by boosters in all cases. These substitutions 

represent 82 (26.36%) instances of the total 311 translation shifts in this subcategory, 

followed by addition, with 52 (16.72%). Modification was the least used translation 

shift, representing 46 (14.79%) all involving sematic modifications.      

3. Boosters tend to be added frequently in the English TTs, representing 284 (83.77%) 

instances of the total 339 instances of translation shifts in this subcategory. The 

preferred linguistic form of added boosters is the sentence qualifying particles   نإ

ʾinna (109 instances) and دقل  la-qad (104 instances) [both in the meaning of indeed 

or truly] as they both represent 75% of the added 284 boosters in the English TTs. 

Shifts by omissions were few compared to shifts by additions, with 42 (12.39%) 

instances whilst shifts by modification and substitution were even fewer, with only 7 

(2.06%) and 6 (1.77%) instances, respectively.  

4. Concerning the shifts in the two subcategories of hedges and boosters, they show 

interesting results in relation to their contrasting functions. The Arabic TTs include 

many more boosters than the English STs as a result of the frequent shifts by addition 

in relations to omission (284 vs. 42 occurrences, respectively) and due to the frequent 

substitution of hedges with boosters in (82 occurrences). Meanwhile, the total 

number of hedges in the Arabic TTs is lower than those in the respective STs. This 

is a result of the frequency in the omissions of hedges, which are twice as many as 

additions (131 vs. 52), and the very few substitutions of boosters with hedges (only 

6 instances). 

5. With regard to attitude markers, shifts by modification are the most frequent with 50 

(64.93%) instances out of the total 77 instances of translation shifts in this 

subcategory. In particular, these modifications are semantic, modification in the 

degree of obligation, mostly from weaker to stronger obligation, as found in 38 (76%) 
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instances of the total 50 instances of shifts by modification. The remaining translation 

shifts are quite few, including 14 (7.41 %) instances of omissions, 10 (12.99%) 

instances of additions, and 3 (3.91%) instances of substitutions, out of the total 77 

instances of shifts in this subcategory.  

6. Concerning self-mentions, translation shifts are very few as only two types of shifts 

were identified, namely 10 instances of addition and 5 instances of omission.  

7. Regarding the subcategory of reader-mentions, shifts by addition are more frequent 

than shifts by omission with 55 (50.92%) and 38 (35.18%) instances of the total 108 

translation shifts in this subcategory, respectively. Shifts by modification are very 

few with only 15 (13.88%) instances. These involved modifications in which the 

second person pronoun you was changed to inclusive we (13 instances) and 2 

instances in which you was changed into the indefinite pronoun one. 

8. In the subcategory of questions, translation shifts are very few with only two 

instances of omissions of the total 174 instances of questions in the English STs. 

9. In the subcategory of directives, English-Arabic translators used a total of 45 

translation shifts that comprised 14 (31.11%) modifications, 11 (24.44%) omissions, 

10 (22.22%) additions, and 10 (22.22%) substitutions. 

10. In the subcategory of asides, shifts by omission is the only shift with only 10 

(20.83%) instances of the total 48 asides in the STs. 

In the next chapter, the results of the comparative analyses presented in this chapter 

are discussed in light of the results of the comparative analysis of interactional MDMs in the 

original Arabic and English opinion articles presented in chapter 5 and with reference to the 

socio-political and cultural context of opinion articles in the two cultural settings. 
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Chapter 7 

Discussion 

7.1 Introduction 

This chapter provides a discussion of the main findings of the two comparative analyses of 

translation shifts in interactional MDMs in Arabic-English and English-Arabic opinion 

articles in relation to the comparative analysis of Arabic and English original texts. In section 

7.2, I discuss the results of the comparative analysis of the original Arabic and English 

opinion articles in light of the variation in genre and text-type conventions between the two 

languages within their respective socio-political and/or socio-cultural contexts. Then, the 

results of the analysis of English-Arabic and Arabic-English translation will be discussed in 

7.3 and 7.4, respectively. The aim of the discussion in 7.3 and 7.4 is to the answer the last 

research question which is: 

6) What are the translation norms that are identified from the results of the analysis of 

translation shifts in Arabic-English and English-Arabic opinion articles? 

As pointed out in the methodology chapter, this study focuses only on initial and operational 

textual-linguistic translation norms (see section 4.5.4 for definitions of these translation 

norms). 

Finally, section 7.5 provides a summary of the discussion of results. 

7.2 Discussion of the results of the comparative analysis of interactional MDMs in the 

English and Arabic original opinion articles 

The quantitative and qualitative comparative analyses of interactional MDMs in the context 

of original Arabic and English opinion articles reveal that the two sets of texts have 

similarities and differences in terms of the frequency and types of interactional MDMs. The 



283 
 

major differences and similarities in the type and frequency of interactional MDMs, in 

general, and those of stance, in particular, between Arabic and English are: 

1. There is a crucial difference in the frequency of boosters and hedges between Arabic 

and English opinion articles. While Saudi writers prefer to use more boosters than 

hedges (8.81 vs. 5.23 per 1000 words, respectively), American writers prefer to use 

more hedges than boosters (9.23 vs. 4.88 per 1000 words, respectively). However, 

there are no noticeable differences regarding the preference for certain linguistic 

forms of boosters and hedges in the two sets of corpora (see tables 5.2 and 5.3 for 

the linguistic forms of hedges and boosters used in both sets of texts). 

2. Although there is not a considerable difference in the frequency of attitude markers 

between Arabic and English opinion articles (3.85 vs. 2.62 per 1000 words, 

respectively), there is a considerable difference between the two corpora in the type 

of attitude markers used to express obligation. Saudi writers seem to prefer the use 

of deontic expressions that indicate strong obligation (mostly yajib [must]), whilst 

American writers prefer the use of weak obligation markers (mostly should).  

3. There is no crucial difference in the frequency of self-mentions between Saudi and 

American writers (1.85 vs. 1.17 per 1000 words, respectively), but there is a 

considerable difference in the form of self-mention. Arabic writers appear to prefer 

the use of the plural first-person pronoun form and its object and possessive forms 

(equivalent to English exclusive we, us, our) more than the singular first-person 

pronoun form and its possessive and object forms (equivalent to I, me, my) (i.e. 61 

(74.39%) out of the 82 instances of self-mentions were in the plural form). On the 

other hand, American writers prefer the use of the singular first-person pronoun and 

its object and possessive forms (I, my, me) to refer to themselves (93 out of the 95 

instances of self-mentions in the English texts are in singular form). 
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4. In general, there is no crucial difference in the total frequency of interactional MDMs 

of stance and engagement between English and Arabic opinion articles, as American 

writers used slightly more interactional MDMs than Saudi writers (30.77 vs. 29.06 

per 1000 words, respectively). All types of subcategories of interactional MDMs of 

stance and engagement were utilised by both groups of writers. 

5. Both Saudi and American writers tend to employ more MDMs of stance than those 

of engagement (see table 5.1 for the total relative frequency of each category in both 

sets of texts).  

6. There is hardly any difference in the frequency of MDMs of stance between Arabic 

and English opinion articles (19.75 vs. 17.92 per 1000 words, respectively). 

However, American writers utilised noticeably more MDMs of engagement than 

Saudi writers (12.86 vs. 9.31 per 1000 words, respectively). 

As for the similarities and differences in the type and frequency of interactional MDMs 

of engagement between Arabic and English opinion articles, the main findings can be 

summarised as follows: 

1. There is a difference in the frequency of reader-mentions, as American writers tend 

to considerably employ such features more than the Saudi writers (7.88 vs. 3.65 per 

1000 words, respectively). No considerable differences in the form of reader-

mentions were observed as the writers in both languages preferred the use of the first-

person inclusive we over second-person you to address their readers (see table 5.5 for 

the number of these two forms of reader-mentions in each set of texts).  

2. There is a difference in the frequency of questions as Saudi writers employed this 

metadiscoursal feature more than American writers (4.49 vs. 2.37 per 1000 words, 

respectively).  
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3. There is a difference in the frequency of directives, as American writers seem to 

employ them more than Saudi writers (1.91 vs. 0.50 per 1000 words, respectively). 

Regarding their form, American writers prefer imperatives over obligation forms, 

while Saudi writers use both forms in similar frequency (see table 5.6 for the number 

of these two forms of directives in each set of texts). In addition, there are differences 

within the obligation forms that were used as directives by both groups of writers. 

On the one hand, it appears that Saudi writers tend to prefer strong obligation forms 

since all the instances that I found express strong obligation. On the other hand, 

American writers tend to use strong obligation forms moderately, as 50% of the 

instances identified express weak obligation (i.e. the deontic modal should). 

4. There seem to be no considerable differences in the use of asides and shared 

knowledge markers, as both Saudi and American writers used them the least among 

MDMs of engagement (see table 5.1). Therefore, the discussion will only focus on 

the findings regarding differences in the subcategories of reader-mentions, questions 

and directives. 

Given that interactional MDMs “help relate a text to its context by enabling the writer 

to control the level of personality in a text and establish a suitable relationship to his or her 

data, arguments and audience” (Fu and Hyland, 2014: 125), it seems that the findings 

identified above are related to the contexts in which both Arabic and English opinion articles 

are produced. In particular, it can be argued that generic conventions, socio-cultural and/or 

socio-political factors may influence the differences and similarities in interactional MDMs 

of stance and engagement between the Arabic and English opinion articles as an 

argumentative/ persuasive genre.  

I will start first by discussing the significance of genre conventions, socio-cultural 

and/or socio-political factors for the similarities and differences in the frequency and type of 

interactional MDMs, in general, and those of stance and engagement, in particular. As 



286 
 

pointed out above, both groups of writers utilised all subcategories of interactional MDMs 

of stance and engagement with only a slight difference in the frequency of their total number 

(30.77 and 29.06 per 1000 words by American and Saudi writers, respectively). This 

indicates that both groups of writers share a similar awareness of the role of interactional 

MDMs in the construction of arguments and attainment of persuasion in opinion articles as 

a genre that seeks to inform and persuade a mass audience. In her analysis of metadiscourse 

markers in British and Spanish opinion articles, Dafouz-Milne (2008: 110) suggests that, 

although there are variations as to the distribution and composition of metadiscourse 

markers, the similarities in the total number of metadiscourse markers present in the two sets 

of texts in her study can be related to the genre characteristics of opinion articles “that seem 

to transcend the national culture and exhibit a certain uniformity across languages”.  

Another similarity between American and Saudi writers that might also be related to 

shared newspaper-genre conventions of opinion articles across languages is the tendency to 

utilise more MDMs of stance than those of engagement. This is not surprising, given that 

this genre communicates a heavily opinionated content, which expresses the writer’s 

evaluative stance towards a certain event. Other cross-linguistic studies of metadiscourse in 

newspaper opinion genres noticed the same tendency. For example, in her investigation of 

interpersonal MDMs (interactional MDMs in this study) in the genre of opinion articles in 

the Spanish El País and the British The Times, Dafouz-Milne (2008: 103-104) found that 

stance features such as hedges, boosters, and attitude markers are used more than 

engagement features such as rhetorical questions, imperatives and plural expressions. The 

same finding was also observed in other cross-linguistic studies such as between American 

English and Farsi by Kuhi and Mojood (2014: 1051) and between American English and 

Indonesian by Sukma and Sujatna (2014: 18-19). 

As for the differences in the use of interactional MDMs between Arabic and English 

opinion articles in the subcategories of MDMs of stance and engagement, they seem to 

indicate differences in how American and Saudi writers interact with their texts and 
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audiences. Regarding the interactional MDMs of stance, although both American and Saudi 

writers used all the subcategories of stance (Saudi writers using them slightly more than 

American writers), the findings listed above indicate crucial differences in the way the two 

groups of writers utilised these subcategories to reflect their authorial stance to persuade 

their readers. It appears that, by utilising considerably more boosters than hedges and 

preferring attitudinal deontic modality of strong obligation over weak forms of obligation, 

Saudi writers of opinion articles tend to reflect a confident and decisive authorial stance to 

persuade their readers. In contrast, it seems that, by using significantly more hedges than 

boosters and preferring attitudinal deontic modal verbs of weak obligation over strong forms 

of obligation, American writers reflect a tentative authorial stance to persuade their readers. 

These differences in the use of subcategories of interactional MDMs of stance (i.e. hedges, 

boosters, attitude markers) may be attributable to cross-cultural preferences in 

communicative styles between Saudi and American writers that influence the way 

interactional MDMs are utilised to construct arguments and attain persuasion between 

Arabic and English.  

Building on a review of literature on intercultural communication studies between 

American and Arab cultures and in connection to cultural differences in ‘effective’ message 

design in both cultures, Zaharna (1995: 248) distinguishes five sets of cultural differences. 

These differences are: repetition vs. simplicity, exaggeration vs. understatement, imagery 

vs. accuracy, words vs. actions, and vague vs. specific (ibid.: 248-249). I will only focus on 

the first two dichotomies because of their relevance to the findings of this study. 

While repetition is a positive feature in Arabic where Arabs tend to use it at all levels 

of discourse (i.e. words, phrases, clauses), it may be considered a negative rhetorical strategy 

for Americans who use it sparingly (Zaharna, 1995: 248). With regard to written 

communication, this rhetorical feature of Arabic is especially favoured as a persuasive 

strategy in argumentative texts such as newspaper opinion genres (see 2.5.1 in chapter two). 

For example, Abbadi (2014: 733-36) found that Arab writers utilise lexical repetition for 
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emphasis four times more than American writers in the genre of newspaper editorials (i.e. 

Arab writers use this strategy on an average of 20.4 occurrences per text, while American 

writers employ such strategy on an average of 5.8 occurrences per text).  

As for the dichotomy of exaggeration vs understatement, Zaharna (1995: 248) points 

out that, while Arabs tend to exaggerate and overtly assert their statements, American writers 

tend to down tone their statements. As suggested by Suleiman (1973), exaggeration and 

over-assertion affect the credibility of the speaker/writer when Arabs interact with others: 

When Arabs are communicating to each other, they are forced to exaggerate and over-assert 

in order not to be misunderstood. Yet non-Arabs [unaware of the speaker’s linguistic 

tradition and style] are likely to misunderstand this intent and thus attribute a great deal of 

importance to the over-stressed argument. Secondly, when non-Arabs speak, simply and 

unelaborately, they are not believed by the Arabs. (Suleiman, 1973: 293)  

It seems that the two sets of dichotomies mentioned above can both be related since 

repetition as well as over-stressed statements are used to create emphasis for an effective 

communication in Arabic, while minimum repetitions and simple statements are favoured 

for an effective communication in English.  

Given the above, it seems that the findings regarding the Saudi writers’ preference for 

boosters over hedges and their tendency to use strong forms of attitudinal markers of 

obligation suggest their conformity to the cultural expectations for an effective interaction. 

By employing boosters as the most frequently used marker of stance as well as utilising 

strong forms of attitudinal markers of obligation, Saudi writers emphasise the importance of 

their propositions in order to fulfil the communicative function of their articles, which is to 

persuade their readers. On the role of boosters in opinion articles, Dafouz-Milne (2008: 108) 

states that certainty markers (i.e. boosters in this study) seem to enable writers to create a 

sense of solidarity with readers as means of persuasion rather than necessarily expressing 

certainty.  
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The finding regarding the preference of boosters over hedges in the Arabic opinion 

articles is in line with a contrastive study by El-Seidi (2000) who investigated markers of 

stance in argumentative essays written by Arab and American university students (seniors 

and graduates). She (ibid.: 115) found that, when both groups wrote essays in their native 

languages, Arab students used more emphatics (i.e. boosters) than hedges, whereas 

American students used more hedges than emphatics. Regarding the linguistic forms that 

were used to express emphasis in the Arabic essays, it was found that the sentence initial 

particle ’inna [verily, indeed] is the most frequently used form, followed by other forms, 

including expressions such as bi-la šakkin/undoubtedly, biṭṭabʿi /of course and 

biwuḍuḥin/obviously (ibid.: 121). According to Abdul-Raof (2001: 127), the sentence initial 

particle ’inna [verily, indeed] is a common stylistic feature in Arabic argumentative texts to 

achieve persuasion.  

However, a study by Sultan (2011) that investigated MDMs in academic texts written 

by native speakers of Arabic and English in their respective languages, shows different 

findings. Comparing the discussion sections of Arabic and English research papers on 

linguistics, Sultan (ibid.: 37) found that both Arab and English researchers used hedges more 

than boosters, with Arab writers employing both features more than their English 

counterparts. It should be pointed out here that Sultan (2011) presented only quantitative 

results (i.e. frequencies and percentages) without supporting these results with examples 

from both languages, nor did he refer to any cross-cultural differences that might have 

influenced the differences in his quantitative results. The contradiction between Sultan’s 

findings and the findings in this study regarding the use of hedges and boosters Arab writers 

might suggest that the two metadiscoursal features can be used differently in different 

genres. Arab writers might prefer to be more tentative with their claims in argumentative 

Academic writing, while being more assertive in argumentative journalistic writing. 

Regarding the American writers’ tendency to use significantly more hedges than 

boosters and to mostly employ attitudinal deontic modal verbs of weak obligation, it seems 
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to reflect tentativeness that conforms with the cultural expectations of an effective 

interaction. This finding is in line with other studies that investigated newspaper opinion 

genres written in English, whether by British or American writers, such as Dafouz-Milne 

(2008), Kuhi and Mojood (2014), Khabbazi-Oskouei (2011), and Fu and Hyland (2014). In 

these studies, hedges were found to be favoured over boosters in the English opinion articles. 

For example, in her analysis of MDMs in English and Spanish opinion articles, Dafouz-

Milne (2008: 107) points out that writers of opinion articles in both groups employ hedges 

significantly more than boosters as a persuasive strategy because they need to strike a 

difficult balance between commitment to their ideas and respect for their readers. 

With regard to the findings about self-mentions, the fact that this feature is used the 

least among MDMs of stance indicates that both American and Saudi writers tend to 

downplay their overt presence in the genre of opinion articles. This finding is in line with 

Dafouz-Milne’s (2008: 103-4) analysis of English and Spanish opinion articles where 

‘personalisations’ (i.e. self-mentions in this study) were significantly less frequent than other 

interpersonal (i.e. interactional) MDMs. When considering that both Saudi and American 

writers used far more reader-mentions (mainly i.e. inclusive we and its forms) than self-

mentions in their texts, it is possible to conclude that they prefer to overtly show solidarity 

by aligning themselves with readers more than to mark their explicit presence. This can be 

related to the shared conventions of opinion articles as a genre of newspaper persuasive 

discourse in the two discourse cultures. 

Although American and Saudi writers showed similarities in the low frequency of self-

mentions, there was a qualitative difference regarding the linguistic form of such features. 

As pointed out earlier, the difference is shown in the preference for plural first-person 

pronoun by Saudi writers as opposed to the singular first-person pronoun by American 

writers. Although the plural form of self-reference indicates formal register in Arabic, it 

seems that Saudi writers do not use this form to indicate formal register since they tend to 

prefer the use of the unmarked singular-masculine form of the second-person pronoun you 
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as well as questions to convey informal register. So, Saudi writers’ use of exclusive we as a 

rhetorical strategy appears to be related to the political nature of the discourse of opinion 

articles. Wales (1996: 58) states that the pronoun ‘we’ in standard English “obscures some 

interesting pragmatic and generic distinctions48, and yet at the same time provides a useful 

ambivalence politically speaking”. For example, Wilson (1990: 50) suggests that, in political 

interactions, inclusive we (writer/speaker and reader/listener) can be used as a strategy to 

express solidarity, whereas exclusive we (writer/speaker and other/s excluding the reader/ 

listener) can be used to share responsibility (i.e. actions are not only the responsibility of one 

individual). In journalistic texts, this exclusive ‘we’ is called ‘editorial we’ because it refers 

to the consensus of an editorial board of a journalistic publication (c.f. Quirk et al., 1985: 

350).  This appears to be also the case for the plural first-person pronouns when used as a 

self-reference in the Arabic opinion articles, which is a political genre. So, while the first-

person singular form ‘I’ explicitly refers to the writer’s individual stance in the analysed 

opinion articles in this study, exclusive ‘we’ seems to allow writers to align themselves with 

their newspaper editorial team, to indicate that what is talked about is a shared stance. It can 

be said that Saudi writers tend to use this rhetorical strategy in the analysed texts to enhance 

their credibility by suggesting a collective opinion rather than an individual one. 

Regarding the findings about the frequency and type of MDMs of engagement, it 

seems that the differences between American and Saudi writers in utilising such features 

also suggest cross-genre differences. In general, although both group of writers employ all 

subcategories of MDMs of engagement, American writers’ tendency to utilise more 

engagement markers than their Saudi counterparts suggests that the American writers are 

more audience-oriented than the Saudi writers in the genre of opinion articles. According to 

Fu and Hyland (2014: 128), writers of newspaper opinion genres use MDMs of engagement 

 
48 Quirk et al. (1985: 350-3) distinguish between several main special uses of the personal pronoun we such as: 

the generic (i.e. people in general), the inclusive authorial (i.e. referring to both writer and readers), the editorial 

(i.e. the consensus of editorial board or formal academic writing by a single author), the rhetorical (i.e. referring 

to institutional entity such as the nation or party), in reference to a third party (i.e. he, she), the royal we, etc.. 
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as audience-oriented persuasive strategies that establish an intimate relationship with readers 

by addressing them directly. 

As for the differences in the subcategories of MDMs of engagement in the use of 

reader-mentions, questions, and directives, they can also be related to differences in genre 

conventions. So, while American writers prefer to engage with their readers using reader-

mentions as the most frequently used engagement marker, Saudi writers prefer questions 

(see table 5.1). Not only American writers tend to use reader-mentions the most among the 

subcategories of engagement markers, but they also employ them far more often than the 

Saudi writers (7.88 vs. 3.65 per 1000 words, respectively). The American writers’ preference 

for reader-mentions compared to other engagement markers in the genre of opinion articles 

is also established in Fu and Hyland’s (2014: 128) study on interactional MDMs in English 

newspaper opinion articles. They (ibid.) found that reader-mentions are the most employed 

feature in the category of engagement markers.  

However, as pointed out in table 5.5, both American and Saudi writers seem to prefer 

utilising inclusive we over the second-person pronoun you as reader-mentions in the 

analysed texts. This suggests a similarity in genre conventions between the two languages. 

In their study of interactional MDMs in newspaper opinion articles, Fu and Hyland (2014: 

129) found that inclusive we was preferred over the pronoun you. They (ibid.) point out that 

despite the high interactional function of you, writers of this journalistic genre prefer to 

engage with their readers through inclusive we in almost 90% of all forms of reader-

mentions. Fu and Hyland (ibid.) suggest that this preference pattern is possibly due to the 

fact that the use of reader-pronoun you creates a division between the writer and the reader 

(i.e. you vs. me rather than you and me), whereas the use of inclusive we constructs a common 

ground and establishes solidarity with readers, and hence contributes to the persuasive 

character of opinion genres.  

As for the Saudi writers’ tendency to employ questions considerably more than their 

American counterparts (4.49 vs. 2.37 per 1000 words, respectively), it seems to show 
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differences in genre conventions regarding what is favoured as a persuasive strategy between 

the two groups of writers. As pointed out in 5.2.4 (page 193), questions in both corpora were 

found to be predominantly rhetorical in that they were followed by a response, or an implied 

response. As an interactional feature of engagement in journalistic texts, questions are 

mainly persuasive because they invite direct involvement through addressing the reader as 

an intelligent interactant with an interest in the subject raised by the question and the good 

sense to follow the writer’s response to it (Fu and Hyland, 2014: 130). In this sense, it is a 

persuasive strategy where “the writer spells out the question that the cooperative reader 

expects to be answered and thus encourages the reader to accept the direction the text is 

taking” (Thompson, 2001:61). Indeed, given the multifunctionality of rhetorical questions 

that was found in the analysed Arabic and English opinion articles (see examples 41-44 in 

chapter 5, pages 193-195), (in which the rhetorical questions were also used to organise 

arguments and express stance of hedging or certainty), it can be said that questions were 

utilised as a persuasive strategy to simultaneously engage readers as participants in discourse 

and lead them to accept the stance expressed in these questions.  

Concerning the differences in the use of directives between American and Saudi 

writers, they may be related to differences in genre conventions and cross-cultural variation. 

Differences in genre conventions can be seen in the American writers’ tendency to use more 

directives than the Saudi writers, especially their preference for imperatives over obligation 

forms, indicating their tendency towards explicit and overt involvement of readers. Saudi 

writers, on the other hand, appear to use both forms of directives equally with no preference 

of one form over the other (see table 5.6). In newspaper opinion genres, directives are 

“powerful rhetorical devices which arrest the reader and demand attention and response” as 

they not only help the reader with effectively processing arguments and ideas (e.g. consider, 

remember, think, imagine), but also engage the reader through a call for immediate action 

(e.g. we must, we should, ask, tell, etc.) (Fu and Hyland, 2014: 131-2).  
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As for the differences in the type of obligation expressions used by American and 

Saudi writers, they may be attributed to cross-cultural differences between the two groups 

of writers. As pointed out above, while Arabs tend to emphasise their propositions for an 

effective communication, American writers tend to down tone their proposition. So, it seems 

that Saudi writers conform to this communicative style in using strong obligation forms in 

all of the instances of directives by obligation. American writers, on the other hand, seem to 

conform to the American communicative style, expressing weak obligation in half of the 

used directives in the form of obligations.   

In sum, the findings of the comparative analysis of interactional MDMs of stance and 

engagement in the original Arabic and English STs suggest that similarities and differences 

between the two corpora may be influenced by cross-cultural differences in communicative 

styles as well as variations in genre conventions. Cross-cultural differences appear to apply 

in the use of the subcategories of hedges, boosters, attitude markers and directives to express 

stance and engagement in a persuasive style. These differences are manifested in the Saudi 

writers’ tendency to convey their stance towards their propositions and readers in a confident 

and authoritative stance, whereas American writers tend to project a tentative and cautious 

stance towards their propositions and readers. Variations in genre conventions can be shown 

in the subcategories of self-mentions, reader-mentions, and questions which seem to reflect 

different journalistic conventions within the genre of opinion articles. 

The aim of the discussion above was to provide a background against which the 

translation shifts of interactional MDMs between Arabic and English may be discussed. The 

following two sections discuss the findings of the analysis of the translation of interactional 

MDMs of stance and engagement between Arabic and English in the light of the comparative 

analysis presented above.   
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7.2 Discussion of the findings of Arabic-English translation of interactional MDMs 

The results of the analysis of translation shifts in interactional MDMs in the Arabic-English 

translations of opinion articles show that translation shifts occurred in all subcategories of 

interactional MDMs of stance and engagement at varying degrees of frequency. These 

translation shifts indicate the textual-linguistic translation norms that were in operation when 

translating these features. These textual-linguistic translation norms are discussed below 

based on the translation shifts that were identified and summarised in a list in section 6.4 in 

the previous chapter. Each identified textual-linguistic translation norm is discussed in turn 

within its dimension of occurrence (i.e. shifts in MDMs of stance and shifts in MDMs of 

engagement) in order to reveal the initial norms that govern these textual-linguistic norms. 

The identified translation norms are discussed in light of the comparative analysis of 

interactional MDMs of stance and engagement in the original Arabic and English texts 

discussed in (7.1) above as well as the socio-political context of the analysed texts. In what 

follows, I start first by discussing the major textual-linguistic norms in the category of 

interactional MDMs of stance. 

Starting with interactional MDMs of stance, it was found that Arabic-English 

translators performed a total of 561 instances of translation shifts that comprise 296 

(52.76%) additions, 175 (31.19%) omissions, 59 (10.52%) modifications, 31 (5.52%) 

substitution. Therefore, the first observed textual-linguistic translation norm is the 

Arabic-English translators’ tendency to frequently employ shifts by addition and omissions 

in their translation of stance, with a preference for the former, and their tendency to 

infrequently employ shifts by modification and substitutions. This textual-linguistic norm 

indicates that the translated English opinion articles include more MDMs of stance than the 

original Arabic opinion articles. As a result, the English TTs show more explicit marking of 

the writers’ subjective stance compared to the STs. This tendency can be attributed to the 

translators’ awareness of the genre conventions of American opinion articles in which 
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readers expect to find the writers’ subjective opinion overtly stated. According to Dafouz-

Milne (2008: 108), readers of opinion articles are often searching for the explicit signalling 

of a writer’s personal stance, because one of the central roles of opinion articles is to reveal 

a writer’s individual thoughts and beliefs. Shifts by modifications and substitutions in MDMs 

of stance, on the other hand, are the least favoured translation shifts by Arabic-English 

translators. This was observed in all the subcategories of MDMs of stance, except for the 

subcategory of attitude markers (see page 304 below). 

Regarding the subcategory of hedges, it was found that Arabic-English translators 

employed a total of 177 translation shifts that include 113 (63.84 %) additions, 43 (24.29%) 

omissions, 14 (7.91%) modifications, and 7 (3.94%) substitutions. Therefore, it is observed 

that the second textual-linguistic translation norm in the category of stance, is the Arabic-

English translators’ tendency to frequently employ shifts by addition and omissions in the 

translation of hedges, with a preference for the former. This means that the English TTs 

contain more hedges than the Arabic STs, especially when shifts by addition in hedges are 

combined with the few shifts by substitution of boosters with hedges, which represent 15 

(6.33%) instances of the total 237 instances of translation shifts in boosters. This textual-

linguistic norm can be attributed to the translators’ attempt to adapt to the English readers’ 

expectations of effective interaction, which favour tentative propositions. As pointed out in 

(7.1) above, original English opinion articles are characterised by the heavy use of hedges 

compared to boosters and attitude markers. According to Fu and Hyland (2014: 134-5), the 

writers’ frequent use of hedges over boosters in English opinion articles softens the hedged 

argument and allows readers to come to their own conclusions about the validity of 

propositions; hence, the writers are able to project a reasonable voice and perhaps more 

effectively manoeuvre readers into agreement.  

Regarding the subcategory of boosters, however, it was found that Arabic-English 

translators employed a total of 237 translation shifts that comprise 119 (50.21%) additions, 

94 (39.66%) omissions, 15 (6.33%) substitutions, and 9 (3.80%) modifications. So, the third 
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observed textual-linguistic norm in the category of stance, is the Arabic-English 

translators’ tendency to use shifts by addition relatively more than shifts by omission in their 

translation of boosters. Arabic-English translators’ tendency to employ shifts by addition 

more than shifts by omission and in combination with the few 7 (3.94%) instances of shifts 

by substitutions of hedges with boosters indicate that English TTs contain, to some extent, 

more boosters than the Arabic ST. So, despite the fact that the comparative analysis of 

boosters between original Arabic and English opinion articles shows considerable 

differences between the two languages as boosters are twice as frequent in the Arabic STs 

as they are in the English STs (i.e. 8.81 vs. 4.88 per 1000 words, respectively), it seems that 

the shifts performed by the Arabic-English translators in this subcategory of stance do not 

result into a considerable change in the TTs. 

Concerning the subcategory of attitude markers, it was found that Arabic-English 

translators performed a total of 94 translation shifts that include 44 (46.81%) additions, 24 

(25.53%) modifications, 15 (15.96%) omissions, and 9 (9.57%) substitutions. Thus, the 

fourth observed textual-linguistic translation norm in the category of stance is the 

Arabic-English translators’ tendency to employ shifts by addition far more than shifts by 

omission as well as their tendency to use shifts by modification, especially for the attitudinal 

markers of obligation. It was found that 37 (84.09%) of the total 44 instances of the added 

attitude markers are mostly deontic modals, including must (22 occurrences), should (12 

occurrences), and cannot (3 instances). The 26 instances of modified attitudinal markers of 

obligation involved changing deontic modals from strong to weak modals more often than 

weak to strong modals, with a slight difference, i.e. 15 (57.69%) vs. 11 (42.31%), 

respectively. This indicates that English TTs comprise more attitude markers (mostly 

obligation forms) than the Arabic STs, but these markers mostly express a strong attitudinal 

obligation. This tendency to add attitude markers of obligation in the TTs can be related to 

the translators’ awareness of the genre conventions of opinion articles in both languages 

since there is a slight difference between the Arabic and English original texts in the 
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frequency of attitude markers (see table 5.1). However, the fact that most of the added 

attitudinal obligation forms express strong obligation suggests that the translators tend to 

follow the SL communicative norms that prefer strong forms of obligation (i.e. using mostly 

must) and not the TL norms that prefer weak forms of obligation (i.e. using mostly should). 

Regarding the subcategory of self-mentions, it was found that Arabic-English 

translators performed a total of 53 translation shifts, including 23 (43.40%) shifts by 

omission, 20 (37.73%) shifts by addition, and 10 (18.87%) shifts by modification. The 

majority of these shifts involved the plural self-reference forms that represent 56 (75.67%) 

of the total 74 self-mentions in the Arabic STs. In particular, 20 (86.96%) of the 23 shifts by 

omission involved plural self-reference forms, 10 (50%) of the 20 shifts by addition were 

plural forms, and all the 10 instances of shifts by modification involved changing plural self-

reference forms into singular forms. So, the fifth observed textual-linguistic translation 

norm in the category of stance, is the Arabic-English translators’ tendency to mostly 

perform translation shifts to the plural forms of self-mentions by using omission more than 

addition and modifications into singular forms. This means that while the total frequency of 

self-mentions in the English TTs remained relatively the same, the plural form was reduced 

or modified. This is expected since the comparative analysis of the Arabic and English texts 

showed that the frequencies of self-mentions in both set of texts were relatively close (1.85 

vs. 1.17 per 1000 words, respectively). As for shifts by modification, although they show the 

translators’ attempt to adapt to the English TTs genre conventions by modifying the plural 

self-reference forms into singular self-reference forms, they were sparingly used. 

Regarding the translation shifts in interactional MDMs of engagement, it was found 

that Arabic-English translators performed a total of 178 instances of translation shifts that 

comprise 106 (59.55%) additions, 53 (29.77%) omissions, 15 (8.43%) modifications, 4 

(2.25%) substitutions. Thus, the first observed textual-linguistic translation norm in the 

category of engagement, is the Arabic-English translators’ tendency to frequently employ 
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shifts by addition and omissions with a preference of the former and their tendency to 

sparingly employ shifts by modification and substitutions. 

This first textual-linguistic norm indicates that the translated English opinion articles 

include more MDMs of engagement than the original Arabic opinion articles. Consequently, 

the English TTs show more overt marking of the writers’ engagement with readers, 

compared to the Arabic STs. This tendency can be attributed to the translators’ attempt to 

conform to the genre conventions of opinion articles in the target language. As shown in the 

comparative analysis of the original Arabic and English texts, American writers were found 

to employ interactional MDMs of engagement more than their Saudi counterparts (12.86 vs. 

9.31 per 1000 words, respectively). Shifts by modification and substitution, on the other 

hand, are the least preferred translation shifts by Arabic-English translators in the category 

of engagement.  

Regarding reader-mentions, as a subcategory of engagement, it was found that Arabic-

English translators performed a total of 129 shifts, comprising 81 (62.79%) additions, 40 

(31.00%) omissions, 6 (4.65%) modifications, and 2 (1.55%) substitutions. Therefore, the 

second observed textual-linguistic norm in the category of engagement, is the Arabic-

English translators’ tendency to use shifts by addition more than omission in the translation 

of reader-mentions. This norm indicates that the English TTs contain more reader-mentions 

than the Arabic STs. This norm can be attributed to the translators’ attempt to conform to 

the genre conventions of the TL. The comparative analysis of the original Arabic and English 

texts showed that American writers tend to use reader-mentions far more than the Saudi 

writers (7.88 vs. 3.65 per 1000 words, respectively).  

Concerning the subcategory of directives, it was found that Arabic-English translators 

performed a total of 30 shifts that comprised 19 (63.33%) additions, 9 (42.85%) 

modifications, and 2 (9.52%) substitutions. Thus, the third observed textual-linguistic 

translation norm in the category of engagement is the Arabic-English translators’ tendency 

to frequently employ shifts by addition and modification, while using shifts by substitution 
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infrequently in directives. This norm indicates that the frequency of directives in the English 

TTs are higher than the STs, suggesting the translators’ attempt to conform to the TL 

conventions of the genre of opinion articles. As pointed out in (7.1), American translators 

tend to employ more directives than Saudi writers (1.91 vs. 0.50 per 1000 words, 

respectively). However, 15 out of the added 19 instances of directives were obligation forms 

that mostly express strong obligation (i.e. we must [11 instances], we need to [3 instances], 

should [1 instance]). The frequent addition of we must does not seem to conform to the TL 

expectations of the preferred form of obligation in the genre of opinion articles, namely weak 

obligation form. As pointed out in in 7.1, American writers tend to use weaker obligation 

forms in their directives, compared to Saudi writers who tend to use strong obligation forms 

in all instances of directives. 

Regarding the subcategory of questions, it was found that Arabic-English translators 

used only a total of 14 translation shifts that comprised 8 (57.14%) omissions and 6 (42.86%) 

additions. So, the fourth observed textual-linguistic translation norm in the category of 

engagement is the Arabic-English translators’ tendency to infrequently use shifts by 

omission and addition with a preference for the former in questions. This norm suggests that 

the frequency of questions in the English TTs is relatively the same as in the Arabic STs. 

This norm shows the translators’ awareness of the importance of questions as an engagement 

marker in the genre of opinion articles. According to Fu and Hyland (2014: 140), opinion 

articles are characterised by a heavy use of engagement markers, especially reader-mentions 

and questions, to establish proximity with readers and evoke their direct involvement in texts 

in order to persuade them. 

As for asides, the findings show that Arabic-English translators employed one 

translation shift which is omission that represents 5 (22.72%) instances of the total 22 

instances of asides in the STs. So, the fifth textual-linguistic translation norm in the 

category of engagement is the Arabic-English translators’ tendency to infrequently use shifts 

by omission in asides. This can be related to the translators’ awareness of the genre 



301 
 

conventions of opinion articles in both languages, as the comparative analysis of the original 

Arabic and English texts showed that the frequencies of asides are relatively similar in both 

languages (i.e. 0.56 and 0.67 per 1000 words, respectively). 

Given the textual-linguistic norms of translation shifts in both dimensions of 

interaction that are discussed above, it can be said that Arabic-English translators tend to 

follow translation shifts that are partly oriented towards the SL (i.e. Arabic) and partly 

towards the TL (i.e. English). On the one hand, the tendency towards target-oriented 

translation shifts can be seen in: 

• the frequent use of shifts by addition more than omissions in hedges; 

• the frequent shifts in self-mentions that have plural self-reference forms by either 

omission more than addition or modification into singular self-reference one.  

• the frequent use of shifts by addition more than omissions in reader-mentions; 

• the infrequent use of translation shifts in questions and asides  

On the other hand, the tendency towards source-language translation shifts can be found in: 

• the slight difference in the frequency of shifts by addition and omission of boosters 

with a preference for addition, resulting in slightly more boosters in the TTs; 

• the frequent use of shifts by addition of attitude marker and directives that express 

strong obligation (mostly must), combined with the infrequent weakening of strong 

obligation forms by modifications in the TTs, especially in attitude markers; 

Since the target-oriented translation shifts are more common than the source-oriented ones, 

it can be said that Arabic-English translators apply both initial norms of acceptability and 

adequacy but with more leaning towards the norm of acceptability when translating 

interactional MDMs of stance and engagement. With respect to acceptability, translators 

apply textual-linguistic translation norms which adhere to the linguistic and rhetorical 

norms of the TL and culture, while, with respect to adequacy, the translators adhere to the 

textual-linguistic norms embodied in the source text (Toury, 1995: 56-7).  
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Considering that the intended audience of the TTs are assumed to be English-speaking 

readers, particularly the Western audience in the US and UK, and the fact that these TTs 

serve the same communicative function in the TL, the norm of acceptability in the 

translation of interactional MDMs is expected in this type of genres. The Arabic-English 

translators seem to have attempted to produce TTs that, to some extent, meet the 

expectations of the audience in the TL. This is mainly seen in their attempt to increase 

tentativeness in propositions through adding hedges and weakening strong obligation forms 

as well as enhancing engagement through the addition of reader-mentions. Yet, at the same 

time, the slight increase in boosters and the addition of strong obligation forms in attitude 

markers and directives in the TTs seem to mostly preserve the authoritative and confident 

style that is prevalent in the STs’ propositions. Consequently, there seems to be an 

imbalance between the textual-linguistic translation norms applied to certain subcategories 

of interactional MDMs and how these subcategories are actually used in the TL.   

7.3 Discussion of the findings of English-Arabic translations of MDMs 

The results of the analysis of translation shifts in interactional MDMs in the English-Arabic 

opinion articles show that translation shifts occurred in most of the analysed subcategories 

of interactional MDMs of stance and engagement. These translation shifts indicate the 

textual-linguistic translation norms that appear to be involved in the translation of the TTs. 

Just like the findings from the Arabic-English texts in (7.2), these textual-linguistic 

translation norms are discussed below based on the translation shifts that were identified and 

summarised in a list in section 6.4 in the previous chapter. Each identified textual-linguistic 

translation norm is discussed in turn within its dimension of occurrence (i.e. shifts in MDMs 

of stance and shifts in MDMs of engagement) in order to reveal the initial norms that 

underline these textual-linguistic norms. The identified translation norms will be discussed 

in the light of the comparative analysis of interactional MDMs of stance and engagement in 

the original Arabic and English texts discussed in (7.1) above as well as in the socio-political 
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context of the analysed texts. I will start by discussing the major textual-linguistic norms in 

the category of interactional MDMs of stance. 

Similar to the translation of interactional MDMs of stance in the Arabic-English texts, 

it was found that English-Arabic translators employed a total of 742 instances of translation 

shifts that comprised 356 (47.97%) additions, 192 (25.88%) omissions, 103 (13.88%) 

modifications, 91 (12.25%) shifts by substitution. Therefore, the first observed textual-

linguistic translation norm in the category of stance, is the English-Arabic translators’ 

tendency to frequently employ shifts by addition and omissions with a preference for the 

former and their tendency to infrequently employ shifts by modification and substitution. As 

pointed out earlier in (7.2), this tendency can be explained by the translators’ awareness of 

the genre conventions of opinion articles as argumentative/persuasive texts in which readers 

expect to find the writers’ subjective opinion overtly expressed.  

Regarding the subcategory of hedges, it was found that English-Arabic translators 

performed a total of 311 translation shifts that included 113 (63.84 %) omissions, 82 

(26.36%) substitutions, 52 (16.72%) addition, 46 (14.79%) modification. Therefore, the 

second observed textual-linguistic translation norm in the category of stance, is the 

translators’ tendency to frequently perform shifts by omission and substitution (with 

boosters) more often than shifts by addition and modification in hedges. This means that 

hedges in the TTs are less frequent in the TTs compared to the STs. This translation norm 

suggests the translators’ attempt to adapt to the expectations of Arabic readers regarding 

hedges in opinion articles as argumentative/persuasive text-type. As shown in the 

comparative analysis of the Arabic and English STs, Saudi writers tend to use hedges far 

less than the American writers (5.23 vs. 9.23 per 1000 words, respectively).  

Concerning the subcategory of boosters, it was shown that English-Arabic translators 

used a total of 339 instances of shifts that included 284 (83.77%) additions, 42 (12.39%) 

omissions, 7 (2.06%) modifications, and 6 (1.77%) substitutions. Thus, the third observed 

textual-linguistic translation norm in the category of stance, is the English-Arabic 
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translators’ tendency to perform shifts by addition far more than omission in the subcategory 

of boosters. This means that boosters are far more frequent in the Arabic TTs than the 

English STs. This norm appears to indicate the translators’ attempt to conform to the Arabic 

readers’ expectations of effective interaction that is characterised by emphasised 

propositions. As pointed out in (7.1) above, original Arabic opinion articles are characterised 

by the heavy use of boosters compared to hedges (i.e. 8.81 vs. 5.23 per 1000 words, 

respectively). In particular, the preferred linguistic form of boosters that are added in the 

Arabic TTs were the sentence qualifying particles ʾ  نإ inna (109 instances) and دقل la-qad (104 

instances) [both in the meaning of indeed or truly] as they both represent 75% of the added 

284 boosters in the Arabic TTs. Together, these two emphatic particles are considered one 

of the main stylistic features of Arabic argumentative texts to achieve persuasion (Abdul-

Raof, 2001: 127; Alkohlani, 2010: 325). Combined with substitution of hedges with 

boosters, the frequent use of addition of boosters makes them far more frequent in the TTs 

than the STs.  

Regarding the subcategory of attitude markers, it was found that English-Arabic 

translators performed a total of 77 translation shifts that included 50 (64.93%) shifts by 

modification, 14 (18.18 %) omissions, 10 (12.99%) additions, and 3 (3.91%) substitutions. 

Thus, the fourth observed textual-linguistic translation norm in the category of stance, 

is the English-Arabic translators’ tendency to frequently perform shifts by modification, and 

infrequently use shifts by omission, addition and substitution in the translation of attitude 

markers. Shifts by modification mostly involved modifying attitudinal expressions of 

obligation from weak to stronger expressions of obligation in the Arabic TTs (38 (76%) 

instances of the total 50 instances of shifts by modification). This norm can be attributed to 

the English-Arabic translators’ attempt to adapt to the preferred style of effective interaction 

in the TL genre that is characterised by exaggerated assertions. This characteristic is evident 

in the analysis of original Arabic texts, where almost all expressions of obligation in the 
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subcategory of attitude markers were found to express strong obligation (i.e. using mostly 

must). 

Concerning the subcategory of self-mentions, it was found that English-Arabic 

translators used only a total of 15 translation shifts that included 10 (66.67%) additions and 

5 (33.33%) omissions. Therefore, the fifth observed textual-linguistic translation norm 

in the category of stance, is the translators’ tendency to infrequently use shifts by addition 

and omission with a preference for the former in self-mentions.  Although few in occurrence, 

the preference of shifts by addition over omission of self-mentions can be attributed to genre 

conventions in Arabic, as the comparative analysis of the STs showed that Arabic opinion 

articles included slightly more self-mentions than their English counterparts (1.85 vs. 1.17 

per 1000 words, respectively). 

As for the findings regarding the translation shifts in interactional MDMs of 

engagement, they mainly occurred in the subcategories of reader-mentions, directives and 

asides. Of the total 165 translation shifts in interactional MDMs of engagement, the English-

Arabic translators performed 65 (39.39%) additions, 61 (36.99%) omissions, 29 (17.57%) 

modifications, and only 10 (6.06%) substitution. As such, the first observed textual-

linguistic translation norm in the category of engagement, is the English-Arabic 

translators’ tendency to frequently perform shifts by addition and omission almost similarly 

and their tendency to sparingly employ shifts by modification and substitutions.  

This textual-linguistic translation norm indicates that the overall frequency of 

engagement markers is mainly maintained in the TTs due to the relatively similar frequency 

of shifts by addition and omission. This can be attributed to the translators’ awareness of the 

importance of such features as persuasive strategies in the genre of opinion articles. On the 

other hand, the infrequent use of shifts by modifications and substitutions, which is similar 

to translation shifts in Arabic-English texts, indicates that these two types of shift are the 

least preferred by English-Arabic translators when translating interactional MDMs in all the 

subcategories of engagement. 
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Regarding reader-mentions, it was found that English-Arabic translators used a total of 

108 translation shifts that comprised 55 (50.92%) addition, 38 (35.18%) omissions, and 15 

(13.88%) modifications. Thus, the second observed textual-linguistic translation norm in 

the category of engagement, is the translators’ tendency to frequently employ shifts by 

addition more than omissions and infrequently use modifications in reader-mentions. This 

indicates that reader-mentions are relatively more frequent in the TTs than the STs. 

Although few in frequency compared to the other translation shifts, instances of shifts by 

modifications that mostly involved changing the form of the pronoun you into inclusive we 

show an interesting attempt by the translators to avoid the use of the second person pronoun 

as a form of reader-address in the TTs. As pointed out in the comparative analysis of the 

STs, American and Saudi writers tend to prefer inclusive we over you as a form of reader-

mentions in both sets of original opinion articles (see table 5.5). 

Concerning directives, it was found that English-Arabic translators used a total of 45 

translation shifts that included 14 (31.11%) modifications, 11 (24.44%) omissions, 10 

(22.22%) additions, and 10 (22.22%) substitutions. So, the third observed textual-

linguistic translation norm in the category of engagement, is the translators’ tendency to 

use shifts by modification, omissions, additions and substitutions in relatively similar 

frequencies, in the translation of directives, with a slight preference for modifications. This 

indicates that directives are slightly less frequent in the TTs due to omissions and 

substitutions. Shifts by modifications predominantly involved changing strong obligation 

forms addressed to readers to weaker obligation forms (12 (85.71%) of the total 14 instances 

of modifications in directives). 

As for asides, it was found that English-Arabic translators used only the translation 

shift of omission, which represents 10 (20.83%) instances of the total 48 instances of asides 

in the STs. So, the fourth textual-linguistic translation norm in the category of 

engagement, is the English-Arabic translators’ tendency to infrequently use shifts by 

omission of asides in the Arabic TTs. This tendency indicates that this metadiscoursal feature 
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is mainly maintained in the Arabic TTs, which is to be expected, since it is utilised in similar 

frequency in both original Arabic and English STs. 

Considering the textual-linguistic translation norms above, it can be argued that 

English-Arabic translators tend to predominantly follow translation shifts that are oriented 

towards the target language (i.e. Arabic) when translating interactional MDMs of stance and 

engagement. In translating MDMs of stance, this can be seen in: 

• the frequent additions of boosters far more than omissions, along with substitutions 

of hedges with boosters, resulting in far more boosters in the Arabic TTs; 

• the frequent omissions of hedges more than additions  

• the frequent modification of deontic modal expressions in attitude markers and 

directives that express weak obligations into stronger ones in the Arabic TTs. 

• the infrequent use of translation shifts in self-mentions   

• the generally infrequent use of additions, omissions, modifications and/or 

substitutions in engagement markers (reader-mentions, directives and asides), 

resulting in mainly preserving such features in the TTs, except for a slightly higher 

use of reader-mentions and directives in the TTs. 

Hence, it can be said that English-Arabic translators tend to apply the initial norm of 

acceptability in which the translators adhere to the target language norms. By following the 

norm of acceptability, the English-Arabic translators’ goal was to produce texts that are 

typically in accordance with the genre conventions of Arabic-language opinion articles as 

argumentative/persuasive texts that are rooted within the cultural context of this language. 

Just like the Arabic-English texts above, the norm of acceptability is expected in this type 

of genre, given that they serve the same communicative function in the TL and they are 

intended for Arab readers inside and outside the Arab world.  

The norm of acceptability in translating MDMs is also evident in the translation of 

professional writing in other genres. For example, although not focusing on translation 

norms in particular, some of the studies on the translation of MDMs in academic genres, that 
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were discussed in chapter 3.5.1, demonstrated how translators adhere to the TL genre 

conventions when translating MDMs. For instance, Gholami et al. (2014), who investigated 

the translation of MDMs from English into Persian in medical research articles, found that 

translators made frequent changes (mostly omissions) that affected the number and 

distribution of interactive and interactional MDMs in the Persian TTs. The researchers (ibid.: 

31-32) attributed these changes to the differences between the two languages regarding the 

use of MDMs in this particular genre. 

However, a study by Pisanski Peterlin (2008), who focused on the translation of textual 

MDMs (i.e. interactive MDMs) in Slovene-English geography research articles, showed 

different results. Pisanski Peterlin (2008: 207) maintains that target language acceptability 

can be considered a key element of scientific translation. Yet, the results of her study showed 

a tendency towards adequacy when translating textual MDMs from Slovene into English, 

although both languages differ considerably regarding the use of textual MDMs, based on 

the results of a comparable English-original geography articles. Pisanski Peterlin (ibid.: 210) 

found that omissions and addition of textual MDMs occurred in almost the same frequency, 

which means that the total number of metadiscourse items found in the STs is almost the 

same as in the TTs. When the number of textual MDMs in the English TTs were compared 

to textual MDMs in geography research articles originally written in English, Pisanski 

Peterlin (ibid.: 216) found that more than twice as many textual MDMs per text were 

identified in the original English articles as in the English translations. The contradiction 

between Pisanski Peterlin’s (2008) findings and the findings in Gholami et al.’s (2014) study 

above as well as this study suggests that the norm of acceptability in the translation of MDMs 

is not always applied.  

Returning to the translation of interactional MDMs in this study, it should be pointed 

out that the differences in genre conventions and its related cross-cultural variations in 

communication styles may not be the only influencing factors for the initial and textual 

linguistic norms that were discussed in both directions of translation in 7.2 and 7.3 above. 
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External factors such as differences in the socio-political contexts of production of the STs 

and TTs may influence the translation of interactional MDMs between Arabic and English 

opinion articles. As pointed out in the socio-political contextualisation of the STs and TTs 

in 4.3, Arab and American institutional contexts of the press are different. While the Arab 

press is mainly controlled by governments and tend to apply self-censorship about sensitive 

government-related topics, the democratic American press is freer from governmental 

control and can freely express direct criticism about sensitive government-related issues. For 

example, in the case of the English-Arabic translations, the STs were published in two 

American newspapers with editorial lines that lean towards a democratic left-of-centre 

political stance, while the TTs are published in an Arab newspaper with an editorial line that 

tends to be conservative on political affairs. Such differences might be reflected in the way 

the translators deal with interactional MDMs. This may mean, for example, that Arabic 

translators may be constrained as to the rendering of the original writers’ stance about 

specific politically sensitive topics in the TT. 

7.4 Summary and conclusion 

The main aim of this chapter was to discuss the major findings of the analysis of translation 

shifts in interactional MDMs in Arabic-English and English-Arabic texts to identify textual-

linguistic norms and their underlying initial norms with reference to the comparative analysis 

of the interactional MDMs between the original Arabic and English STs. The chapter began 

with a discussion of the major findings of the comparative analysis of interactional MDMs 

of stance and engagement in the original Arabic and English texts in order to provide the 

background for the comparative analyses of the translated texts. It was suggested that the 

similarities and differences between the Arabic and English original texts regarding 

interactional MDMs may be related to the constraints of genre and text-type conventions 

that are influenced by the socio-political and socio-cultural context in which the texts are 

produced.  
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The similarities and differences that seem to be related to genre conventions of opinion 

articles in the two languages are reflected quantitatively. Similarities are found in the total 

frequency of interactional MDMs of stance and engagement with a tendency towards using 

markers of stance more than those of engagement in both sets of texts. Also, similarities are 

found in the frequency of self-mentions, attitude markers, and asides. Differences include 

the finding that American writers use more interactional MDMs of engagement than their 

Saudi counterparts. In addition, American writers use more reader-mentions and directives 

than the Saudi writers, whereas Saudi writers use more questions than their American 

counterparts.  

Differences that seem to reflect cultural variation bearing on the genre conventions 

of opinion articles as argumentative/persuasive texts, are found in the frequency of the 

subcategories of hedges and boosters as well as the preferred type of attitude markers. Saudi 

writers tend to convey their stance towards their propositions and readers in a confident and 

authoritative manner by employing more boosters than hedges and favouring strong 

attitudinal forms of obligation. American writers, on the other hand, tend to convey their 

views in a more tentative manner using more hedges than boosters and preferring weak 

attitudinal forms of obligation. 

As for the differences attributable to variation in socio-political context, they seem to 

pertain mainly to self-mentions. While American writers prefer to use singular self-reference 

forms, Saudi writers favoured the use of plural self-reference forms.  

In light of the comparative analysis of interactional MDMs between the original Arabic 

and English opinion articles, the underlying initial translation norms were identified based 

on the textual-linguistic norms. The textual-linguistic translation norms that seem to govern 

the shifts in the translation of interactional MDMs in both English-Arabic and Arabic-

English differ between the two directions of translation. The observed textual-linguistic 

norms that seem to govern translation shifts of interactional MDMs in the English-Arabic 

texts suggest that translators mainly follow the initial norm of acceptability in which 
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translators lean more towards adhering to the TL norms and convention. This can mainly be 

shown in the frequent addition of boosters coupled with substitution and omission of hedges, 

frequent modification of deontic modal expressions in attitude markers and directives from 

weak into stronger obligation forms as well as the infrequent use of shifts in the 

subcategories of MDMs of engagement.  

In the Arabic-English texts, however, the translators tend to apply both the norm of 

acceptability as well as, to some extent, the norm of adequacy. On the one hand, 

acceptability can be observed in the frequent addition of hedges and reader-mentions, the 

frequent shifts in self-mentions of plural self-reference forms by either omission more than 

addition or modification into singular self-reference form, and the infrequent use of 

translation shifts in questions and asides. On the other hand, the norm of adequacy can be 

observed in the slight difference in the frequency of shifts by addition and omission of 

boosters with a preference for the former, resulting in slightly more boosters in the TTs. 

Moreover, the norm of adequacy can be observed in the frequent use of shifts by addition of 

attitude marker and directives that express strong obligation (mostly must) compared to the 

infrequent weakening of strong obligation forms by modifications in the TTs. 

However, given that the norm of acceptability is predominantly used in the English-

Arabic texts and that Arabic-English texts lean towards acceptability more than adequacy, it 

can be concluded that the norm of acceptability is a key tendency in translating interactional 

MDMs in the Arabic-English and English-Arabic texts in this study.   
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Chapter 8 

Conclusions 

The main aim of this research was to investigate the translation shifts in interactional MDMs 

in Arabic-English and English-Arabic translations of newspaper opinion articles in order to 

uncover the underlying initial and textual-linguistic norms that governed the identified 

translation shifts. Given the significance of genre as contextual aspect shaping the use of 

MDMs, I have maintained that any explanations attempting to account for translation shifts 

in interactional MDMs in opinion articles as an argumentative-persuasive genre must firstly 

consider the differences and similarities in the use of interactional MDMs between original 

Arabic and English opinion articles. Since no such contrasting analysis is available in the 

literature of comparative studies between Arabic and English, I used a bidirectional corpus 

of 100 Arabic-English and 100 English-Arabic opinion articles to conduct two types of 

comparative analyses. The first type is a quantitative and qualitative comparative analysis 

between the original Arabic and English STs to identify interactional MDMs and investigate 

their use in the genre of opinion articles between the two languages. The second type is a 

quantitative and qualitative comparative analysis between the Arabic and English STs and 

their respective TTs in order to identify the translation shifts in interactional MDMs in both 

directions of translation. The results of the first type of comparative analysis were used as 

references for the main aim of this study, namely to investigate the translation norms 

governing the translation shifts that were identified in the second type of comparative 

analysis. 

The comparative analyses were conducted within Toury’s (1995) three-phase 

methodological framework that was adapted for the purpose of this study, the first phase 

involved situating both the STs and TTs in their socio-political contexts. The second and 

third phases of the comparative analyses involved integrating a corpus-based and discourse-
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analytical approach, drawing on linguistic and descriptive approaches to translation. The 

theoretical framework was based on Hyland’s (2005a, 2005b) model of interactional MDMs, 

which was used to identify and classify interactional MDMs in the STs and their translation 

in the TTs. This approach enabled me to focus on optional shifts in translation (van Leuven-

Zwart, 1989/1990a; Toury, 1995) in order to identify initial and textual-linguistic translation 

norms (Toury, 1995).  

The literature reviews presented in chapter two and three showed that metadiscourse 

markers, despite their significance in persuasive discourse, have received scant attention in 

translation studies, especially with regard to the translation of newspaper opinion genres. 

This study has sought to fill at least part of this gap by exploring the use of metadiscourse 

marking with reference to translation norms within the framework of product-oriented 

descriptive translation studies.  

The following sections outline the major research findings of this study, its 

contributions and implications, its limitations, and finally the possible future areas of 

research that emerged from this study. 

8.1 Major research findings  

This part of the conclusion presents the major findings that emerged from the comparative 

analyses of the bidirectional corpus, based on the research questions posed at the beginning 

of the thesis, to establish to what extent the questions have been answered to achieve the aim 

of this study. The comparative analysis between the Arabic and English STs sought to 

answer the first three questions: 

1) What are the types and frequency of interactional MDMs used in the Arabic STs of 

opinion articles? 

2) What are the types and frequency of interactional MDMs used in the English STs of 

opinion articles? 
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3) What are the differences and/or similarities in the use of MDMs in the genre of 

opinion articles between Arabic and English STs?  

 The comparative analysis between the STs has shown that there are similarities and 

differences in the use of interactional MDMs between the original Arabic and English 

opinion articles. It was suggested that such differences and/or similarities may be attributed 

to differences in genre conventions, cross-cultural variation and/or socio-political context 

between the two languages.   

The similarities that seem to be related to genre conventions were found in the 

American and Saudi writers’ tendencies to employ all types of interactional MDMs of stance 

and engagement in relatively similar frequencies (i.e. 30.77 vs 29.06 per 1000 words, 

respectively) with a preference for using MDMs of stance over markers of engagement. 

Furthermore, within the subcategories of stance and engagement, both American and Saudi 

writers used relatively similar frequencies in self-mentions, attitude markers, and asides. 

These similarities indicate that opinion articles written by American and Saudi writers share 

similar genre characteristics that seem to demonstrate certain uniformity across the two 

languages and cultures.   

However, the comparative analysis of the Arabic and English original texts revealed 

differences that may also be attributable to genre conventions. First, the American writers 

tend to use more interactional MDMs of engagement than the Saudi writers. This may 

indicate that American writers, generally speaking, tend to establish more intimate 

relationships with their audience as a persuasive strategy in this particular genre compared 

to the Saudi writers. Second, American writers prefer to use more reader-mentions and 

directives than the Saudi writers, whereas Saudi writers prefer to employ more questions 

than the American writers. These differences in the preferences of certain types of MDMs 

of engagement demonstrate that American and Saudi writers seem to engage differently with 
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their respective readers to achieve proximity with them based on the readers’ expectations 

in this particular genre. 

The differences that seem to be attributable to cross-cultural variation reflect 

variations in the preferred effective communication style between Saudi-Arab and American 

writers that seems to influence the genre conventions in the use of hedges, boosters and 

attitude markers. On the one hand, Saudi writers seem to reflect a confident and decisive 

authorial stance to persuade their readers through utilising considerably more boosters than 

hedges and they show a preference for strong attitudinal obligation forms (mostly yajib 

[must]) over the weak forms (e.g. yanbaḡῑ [should]). On the other hand, American writers 

seem to reflect a tentative authorial stance as a persuasive strategy by using significantly 

more hedges than boosters and preferring weak attitudinal obligation forms (mostly should) 

over the strong forms. 

The differences that appear to be related to the socio-political context of opinion 

articles are found in the Saudi writers’ tendency to use both plural and singular self-reference 

forms with a preference for the plural ones, while American writers used singular self-

reference forms. It seems that Saudi writers use this rhetorical strategy to enhance their 

credibility in order to persuade their readers by expressing that their stance is also shared by 

the newspaper as an institution. American writers, on the other hand, appear to find it more 

convincing to rely on their individual opinion via the use of singular self-reference forms to 

express their stance.  

The above-mentioned similarities and differences in the use of interactional MDMs of 

stance and engagement between the Arabic and English original opinion articles reveal how 

the functions of these features can be constrained by genre conventions that may, in turn, be 

influenced by wider cultural and institutional contextual factors. Based on their contexts of 

use and audience’s expectations in the two different linguistic and cultural settings, 

interactional MDMs enhance persuasiveness in the genre of opinion articles via the explicit 

marking of the writer’s stance and direct engaging of the readers to fulfil the main 
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communicative function of such genre (i.e. to persuade readers of the writer’s viewpoint on 

the importance of a topic).  

The comparative analysis of the use of interactional MDMs between the Arabic and 

English original opinion articles served as a reference to address the following three 

questions: 

4) What are the shifts that occurred in the translation of MDMs in the opinion articles 

that are translated from Arabic into English? 

5)  What are the shifts that occurred in the translation of MDMs in the opinion articles 

that are translated from English into Arabic? 

6) What are the translation norms that are identified from the results of the analysis of 

translation shifts in Arabic-English and English-Arabic opinion articles? 

The answers to the first two questions above were revealed by the comparative 

analyses of Arabic-English and English-Arabic texts, which identified all translation shifts 

and classified them based on their dimension of occurrence (i.e. shifts in stance and shifts in 

engagement). The third question was answered by the discussion of the results of the two 

comparative analyses of Arabic-English and English-Arabic texts.  

Regarding the identified shifts in interactional MDMs in the Arabic-English texts, the 

analysis showed that there are four main types of translation shifts that are addition, 

omission, modification, and substitution.  

In the overall instances of translation shifts in the interactional category of stance, the 

textual-linguistic norm is for the Arabic-English translators to frequently employ shifts by 

addition and omission with a preference for the former (i.e. 52.76% and 31.19%, 

respectively); and to employ shifts by modification and substitution infrequently (10.52% 

and 5.52%, respectively). The same also applies to the overall instances of translation shifts 

in the interactional category of engagement (i.e. (59.55%) additions, (29.77%) omissions, 

(8.43%) modifications, and (2.25%) substitutions). These two textual-linguistic norms 
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suggest that translated opinion articles in Arabic-English texts included more interactional 

MDMs of stance and engagement than their STs as a result of using shifts by addition much 

more than shifts by omission.  

Within the subcategories of stance in the Arabic-English texts, the analysis showed 

that the textual-linguistic norms in hedges and boosters are similar since Arabic-English 

translators tend to frequently employ shifts by addition and omission with a preference of 

the former. With only few instances of shifts by substitution between the two subcategories, 

it was pointed out that this linguistic norm suggests that English TTs include more hedges 

and boosters than their STs. The Arabic-English translators’ tendency to add hedges in the 

TTs shows that they seem to be aware of the role of hedges as a persuasive strategy in English 

opinion articles since the comparative analysis of English and Arabic original opinion 

articles in this study revealed that American writers prefer hedges over boosters as a 

persuasive strategy in the original English texts. However, their tendency to add boosters in 

the English TTs contradicts the norm of preferring hedges over boosters in the original 

English opinion articles.   

The textual-linguistic norm identified in the subcategory of attitude markers indicates 

that Arabic-English translators tend to use shifts by addition far more often than shifts by 

omission and that shifts by modification mostly involve reducing the strength of the original 

attitudinal markers of obligation. However, it was observed that the majority of the added 

attitudinal markers of obligation express strong obligation. Since the comparative analysis 

of English and Arabic original opinion articles in this study shows that writers of the English 

texts demonstrate tentative stance by using weak attitudinal obligation forms, the Arabic-

English translator’s tendency to modify strong obligation forms into weaker ones shows that 

they seem to be aware of the genre conventions in the TL. Nevertheless, their tendency to 

add strong obligation forms (e.g. must) seem to contradict the TL’s genre preference for 

weak obligation forms (e.g. should). 
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Regarding the subcategory of self-mentions, it was found that Arabic-English 

translators tend to apply translation shifts mostly to the plural forms of self-mentions by 

using omission more than addition and modifications into singular forms. This indicates that, 

although the frequency of self-mentions in the English TTs remained relatively the same, the 

plural form was reduced or modified. This can be related to the original English texts’ 

preference for singular self-reference forms as indicated by the comparative analysis of the 

original English and Arabic opinion articles in this study. 

As for the subcategories of interactional MDMs of engagement in the Arabic-English 

texts, the analysis revealed that the textual-linguistic norm in reader-mentions is the Arabic-

English translators’ tendency to use shifts by addition almost twice as shifts by omission, 

resulting in a higher frequency of reader-mentions in the TTs than in the STs. Given that the 

comparative analysis of English and Arabic original opinion articles in this study showed 

that the subcategory of reader-mentions is the mostly used engagement marker in the English 

texts, the Arabic-English translators’ tendency to add such feature shows their awareness of 

the role of reader-mentions in the English opinion articles as a persuasive strategy. 

The textual-linguistic norm identified in the subcategory of directives showed that 

the Arabic-English translators tend to frequently employ shifts by addition and modification 

and infrequently use shifts by substitution. Although this means that directives in the TTs 

are used more often than in the STs, the majority of the added directives constitute obligation 

forms that mostly express strong obligation. This norm contradicts the target language’s (i.e. 

English) preference for directives that are expressed through weak obligation forms as 

revealed by the comparative analysis of English and Arabic original opinion articles in this 

study.  

The textual-linguistic norm in the subcategory of questions is for the Arabic-English 

translators to perform shifts by omission and addition infrequently, with preference to the 

former. Thus, the frequency of questions in the English TTs is relatively the same as in the 

STs. The same also applies to the textual-linguistic norm in the subcategory of asides as 
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Arabic-English translators tend to employ shifts by omission sparingly. These two 

translation norms reflect the translators’ awareness of the similarities in the genre 

conventions between Arabic and English regarding these two engagement markers as 

indicated in by the comparative analysis of English and Arabic original opinion articles in 

this study.  

With regard to the identified shifts in interactional MDMs in the English-Arabic texts, 

the analysis revealed that, just like Arabic-English texts above, there are four main types of 

translation shifts, namely addition, omission, modification, and substitution.  

The textual-linguistic norm in the overall instances of translation shifts in the 

interactional category of stance is for the English-Arabic translators to frequently employ 

shifts by addition and omission with a preference for the former (i.e. 47.97% and 25.88%, 

respectively); and to employ shifts by modification and substitution infrequently (i.e. 13.88% 

and 12.25%, respectively). As for the textual-linguistic norm of the overall translation shifts 

in the interactional category of engagement is for the English-Arabic translators to frequently 

use shifts by addition and omission almost similarly (i.e. 39.39% and 36.99%, respectively); 

and employ shifts by modifications and substitutions infrequently (i.e. 17.57% and 6.06%, 

respectively). These two textual-linguistic norms indicate that translated opinion articles in 

the English-Arabic texts include more interactional MDMs of stance and engagement than 

their STs.  

Within the subcategories of stance in the English-Arabic texts, the analysis revealed 

that the textual-linguistic norms in hedges and boosters work in different directions. The 

textual-linguistic norm in hedges is for English-Arabic translators to frequently use shifts by 

omission and substitution (with boosters) more than shifts by addition and modification, 

hence, hedges are less frequent in the TTs than the STs. In contrast, the textual-linguistic 

norm in boosters is for the English-Arabic translators to employ shifts by addition far more 

than omission, which means that boosters are far more frequent in the TTs than the STs. The 

English-Arabic translators’ tendency to add boosters and substitute hedges with boosters in 
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the TTs shows that they seem to be aware of the role of boosters as a persuasive strategy in 

the Arabic opinion articles, given that the comparative analysis of English and Arabic 

original opinion articles in this study revealed the Saudi writers’ preference for boosters over 

hedges as a persuasive strategy in the Arabic texts,  

The textual-linguistic norm in the subcategory of attitude markers is for the English-

Arabic translators to use shifts by modification frequently, and to use shifts by omission, 

addition and substitution infrequently. The shifts by modification mostly involved adjusting 

attitudinal expressions of obligation from weak to stronger expressions of obligation. This 

translation norm demonstrates the English-Arabic translator’s awareness of the of the target 

language’s (i.e. Arabic) preference for attitudinal markers of strong obligation as indicated 

by the comparative analysis of English and Arabic original opinion articles in this study. 

 Regarding self-mentions, the norm is for translators to use shifts by addition and 

omission sparingly, with a preference for the former. No shifts by modifications or 

substitutions were found in the translation. This means that the frequency of self-mentions 

in the TTs is relatively similar to the frequency in the STs. This norm can be attributed to 

the similarities between Arabic and English in the frequency of self-mentions as indicated 

by the comparative analysis of the original English and Arabic opinion articles in this study. 

Regarding the subcategories of interactional MDMs of engagement in the English-

Arabic texts, the analysis showed that the translation shifts are generally few and only occur 

in reader-mentions, directives and asides. The textual-linguistic translation norm in reader-

mentions is for the English-Arabic translators to employ shifts by addition more frequently 

than omission and use shifts by modification infrequently. This means that reader-mentions 

are relatively more frequent in the TTs than the STs. The textual-linguistic translation norm 

in directives is for the translators to use shifts by modification, omissions, additions and 

substitutions in a relatively similar frequency, with a slight preference for modifications 

(mostly changing strong obligation forms to weaker ones). This means that directives are 

slightly less frequent in the TTs due to substitutions. As for asides, where shifts by omission 
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are the only type of shifts used, the textual-linguistic translation norm is for the English-

Arabic translators to use shifts by omission infrequently. The scarcity of translation shifts in 

the subcategories of interactional MDMs of engagement indicates that English-Arabic 

translators tend to preserve such features in the TTs. 

Based on these textual-linguistic translation norms, the initial translation norms were 

identified. These initial norms appear to influence the translation of interactional MDMs of 

stance and engagement in the analysed texts. In the case of Arabic-English translation shifts 

in interactional MDMs, translators seem to adopt both initial norms of acceptability and 

adequacy with a stronger preference for the former. The English-Arabic translators, on the 

other hand, seem to have a preference for the norm of acceptability. It was suggested that 

the norm of acceptability is to be expected in translating interactional MDMs in the context 

of opinion articles as an argumentative-persuasive genre. This, in turn, emphasises the need 

to take genre conventions, that are embedded in the cultural and socio-political context of 

the target language, into account when translating interactional MDMs. In other words, it 

can be concluded that the phenomenon of interactional metadiscourse is largely context-

dependant, to the extent that any investigation of the translation of interactional MDMs is 

almost impossible to be successfully accomplished apart from the context in which they 

occur. 

The analysis of translation shifts in interactional MDMs of stance and engagement in 

the Arabic-English and English-Arabic texts and the norms that seem to govern their 

occurrence showed the usefulness of Hyland’s (2005a, 2005b) model of metadiscourse as a 

discourse-analytic tool to examine shifts in writer-reader interaction in translation. The 

feasibility of Hyland’s model in translation studies was also evident in examining the 

translation of MDMs in other contexts such as academic texts (e.g. Gholami et al., 2014) 

and non-fiction texts (e.g. Herriman, 2014).  
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8.2 Contributions and implications 

The present study contributes to the two fields of translation studies (TS) and discourse 

analysis. Regarding the field of TS, this study makes an original contribution to the literature 

on TS in the following ways. First, this research fills in a gap in the research on the translation 

of metadiscourse makers within product-oriented descriptive translation research as no 

previous research has so far been conducted on the translation of interactional MDMs in the 

genre of opinion articles, in general, and in the context of Arabic and English as a language 

pair, in particular. 

Secondly, this study contributes to the research on the translation of metadiscourse 

markers by highlighting initial and textual-linguistic norms that may apply not only to the 

translation of interactional MDMs between Arabic and English in the genre of opinion 

articles as argumentative/persuasive texts, but also to the translation of interactional MDMs 

in other newspaper argumentative/persuasive texts (e.g. editorials). 

Thirdly, this study provides a theoretical contribution by utilising Toury’s (1995) 

three-phase methodology of DTS to be specifically applied to the translation of the 

phenomenon of metadiscourse. This was achieved by integrating a discourse-analytic 

theoretical framework (i.e. Hyland’s (2005a; 2005b) interpersonal model of metadiscourse) 

in the corpus-based analysis of translation shifts in interactional MDMs of stance and 

engagement between the STs and TTs, with the aim of systematically identifying the initial 

and textual-linguistic translation norms that governed them. This integrated theoretical 

framework within DTS can be used to investigate the translation of the phenomenon of 

metadiscourse in other contexts and different language pairs. 

As for its contribution to the field of discourse analysis, this study provides the first 

cross-linguistic and cross-cultural comparative analysis of interactional MDMs in the genre 

of opinion articles between Arabic and English originals texts. As mentioned in chapter one, 

contrastive studies on the use of MDMs between Arabic and English are not only lacking, 
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but they are also focused on either academic genres, particularly research articles (e.g. 

Sultan, 2011) or writing pedagogy (El-Seidi, 2000). Therefore, this study fills the gap and 

contributes to a better understanding of how reader-writer interaction is realised via the use 

of interactional MDMs in the genre of opinion article in the two linguistic and cultural 

settings of Arabic and English. 

It is hoped that these contributions might offer insights for professional translators as 

well as trainee translators, working with Arabic and English as a language pair, about the 

textual-linguistic and initial norms that seem to govern the translation of interactional MDMs 

in the genre of opinion articles, so that they may be aware of them in decision making when 

translating this particular genre. It is also hoped that this study may raise awareness among 

translators about the importance of considering linguistic, genre-specific and cultural 

variations in the use of interactional MDMs when translating the genre of opinion articles in 

any language pair. Furthermore, this study provides insights for the teaching of writing in 

Arabic and English by identifying the linguistic realisation of interactional MDMs in the 

genre of opinion articles as argumentative/persuasive texts and highlighting the effects of 

cultural and genre-specific factors on the use of such metadiscoursal features in the two 

languages. In teaching the writing of this genre in Arabic or English, it is of high importance 

to teach students to be aware of the role of interactional MDMs in the construction of 

arguments and attainment of persuasion based on the audience expectations. 

8.3 Limitations of the study  

The limitations of this thesis are related to both theoretical and methodological issues 

regarding the analysis of interactional MDMs. The theoretical issue concerns the nature of 

metadiscourse as a fuzzy concept that may challenge a precise analysis of the data (e.g. 

certain linguistic realisations of metadiscourse can have both metadiscoursal or non-

metadiscoursal function depending on the context). In the course of analysis, in cases where 
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there were doubts in deciding the metadiscoursal function of certain linguistic forms, both 

supervisors were consulted for their opinion. 

The methodological limitations are related to the analysed corpus. First, the analysed 

STs and their TTs in this thesis were limited to one type of regional speakers of Arabic (i.e. 

Saudi writers) and English (American writers) to ensure comparability for valid results. 

Therefore, the STs in the corpus cannot be considered representative of the whole newspaper 

opinion genre written in Arabic and English languages, respectively. Thus, in order to offer 

translation or genre generalisations, further empirical research on a more extended corpus 

that includes opinion articles written by native Arab writers from diverse Arab countries and 

translated into English, and vice versa, is needed. 

Secondly, the analysed bidirectional corpus is considered the final product that went 

through many stages of production, involving not only the translators but also other agents 

such as editors, revisers, proof-readers, publishers, etc., who work within the same 

institutional environment (i.e. the newspaper). Being involved in producing a final 

translation product, those agents may, to some extent, influence the way interactional MDMs 

were translated. Hence, it is important to consider the roles these agents play when 

attempting to identify translation norms. Unfortunately, due to the time limit of the thesis, 

conducting field work in addition to the corpus analysis was not possible. Therefore, the 

translators of the analysed texts in this thesis were considered the main agents responsible 

for all the identified textual-linguistic norms. 

The third limitation regarding the analysed corpus is the absence of information about 

the identity of the translators in order to identify their native language. The translators’ native 

language is an important factor, possibly accounting for some of the adequacy strategies 

observed in the analysis. In TS, it is believed that translating into a foreign language can 

show traces of the native language in the TT, leading to ‘unnaturalness’ (e.g. Newmark 

(1988:3); Baker, 2011: 68; Dollerup, 2000: 63). So, not having access to information about 
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the identity of the translator(s) prevented me from considering this factor as an influence on 

the employed textual-linguistic and initial norms. 

8.4 Further research 

The findings from the analysis of translation shifts in interactional MDMs and their 

governing initial and textual-linguistic translation norms in Arabic-English and English-

Arabic translations of opinion articles open up avenues for potential further research on 

MDMs in the field of translation studies, as outlined below.  

Firstly, the three-phase integrated methodological framework for the analysis of the 

translation of MDMs may be replicated in other product-oriented translation research 

projects to investigate the translation of interactional MDMs in other journalistic opinion 

genres and/or other language pairs (whether unidirectional or bidirectional translation). 

Secondly, this study focused only on the translation of MDMs in the dimension of 

interactional metadiscourse in opinion articles. Future research can focus on the translation 

of MDMs in the interactive dimension of metadiscourse in newspaper opinion genres.   

Thirdly, this study focused only on investigating the possible initial and operational 

textual-linguistic norms by reconstructing these norms via textual analysis of shifts in 

interactional MDMs in the translated opinion articles as final products. There is a need for a 

process-oriented descriptive research to investigate the ‘preliminary norms’ and ‘operational 

matricial norms’ that might also influence the translation of MDMs in journalistic texts. This 

type of investigation involves conducting qualitative methods such as interviews or 

questionnaire surveys with the social agents who are responsible for the selection and 

production of the translated opinion articles, that is, editor (or editorial board), translators, 

proof-readers and any other people and/or institutions involved in the translation process of 

production. This investigation would provide a comprehensive picture of all the norms that 

were in operation to regulate all stages of the process of the translation of MDMs in opinion 

articles. 
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Fourthly, another area of process-oriented descriptive translation research may focus 

on the translators’ actual performance in dealing with MDMs when translating newspaper 

opinion genres or other journalistic texts. This type of research would have to adopt a 

psycholinguistic approach to translation, using experimental methods such as think-aloud 

protocols (i.e. recordings of the translators’ verbalisation of the translation process) to 

investigate the behavioural and cognitive activity of the translator during the translation task 

(Munday, 2012a: 17). 

In addition, the findings from the cross-linguistic/cross-cultural comparative analysis 

of interactional MDMs between the original Arabic and English texts could form the basis 

for further research. Firstly, there is a need for more empirical research in larger samples of 

newspaper opinion genres and other types of argumentative texts in different contexts to 

further investigate cross-linguistic and cross-cultural similarities and differences in the use 

of interactional MDMs between Arabic and English. Such comparative empirical research 

would shed more light on how differences and/or similarities in the linguistic realisation of 

interactional MDMs, as features of reader-writer interaction in such 

argumentative/persuasive texts, may be taken to reflect differences and/or similarities in 

cultural preferences and expectation patterns between Arabic and English.  

Secondly, since this study focused only on comparing the use of MDMs in the 

dimension of interactional metadiscourse between Arabic and English in the genre of 

opinion articles, future research can focus on the use of MDMs in the dimension of 

interactive metadiscourse in such genre. Such comparative research would provide insights 

on how writers of opinion articles in the two languages use interactive MDMs to organise 

their propositional content in ways that meet the expectations of their respective audiences 

regarding what is likely to be coherent and convincing to them. 

Finally, it would be interesting to investigate the possibility of the influence of 

regional variations of Arabic and English languages on the use of MDMs in newspaper 
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opinion genre. For examples, in the context of the Arabic language, newspaper opinion 

genres written by native speakers of Arabic from different Arab regions (e.g. Egypt, Syria, 

Morocco, Saudi Arabia, etc.) can be compared. As for the context of the English language, 

newspapers opinion genres written by native speakers of American English and British 

English can be compared. 
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Appendix 1 

Arabic-English opinion articles 

Arabic STs and their English TTs were compiled from the Arabic and English online 

versions of Asharq Al-Awsat Newspaper [via: https://aawsat.com/english and 

https://aawsat.com/].  The two websites state permission to use their texts for non-

commercial research purposes. 

Text 
number 

Arabic Source Text (AST) 
Source: Asharq Al-Awsat 

Newspaper (Arabic Version) 

Number 
of words 

English Target Text (ETT) 
Source: Asharq Al-Awsat 

Newspaper (English Version) 

Number 
of words 

01 

 !يوامیكلاو لیماربلا دعب يعامجلا عیوجتلا

 )دشارلا نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2016 ریانی 10(
445 

Mass Starvation after Barrels 

and Chemical Weapons! 

(January 11, 2016 by 

Abdulrahman Al-Rashed) 

383 

02 

 مھماعطإ نم مھأ ابوروأ يئجلا فیقثت

  )دشارلا نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2016 ریانی 17( 

413 

Educating the Refugees in 

Europe is More Important Than 

Feeding Them 

(January 18, 2016 by 

Abdulrahman Al-Rashed) 

370 

03 

  كارتلأا ىلع »شعاد« بلاقنا

 528 )دشارلا نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2015 ویلوی (24

ISIS’s Rebellion against Ankara 

(July 26, 2015 by Abdulrahman 
Al-Rashed) 

800 

04 

  2) - (2  نحنو يبرغلا يناریلإا قافتلاا

 )دشارلا نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2015 ویلوی 17( 
515 

Thwarting Iran’s Regional 

Influence  

(July 19, 2015 by Abdulrahman 

Al-Rashed) 

578 

05 

  ؟رصم يف تامجھلا ءارو نم

 )دشارلا نمحرلا دبع ، ـم 2015 ویلوی 03(
371 

Who is Behind the Attacks in 

Egypt? 

(July 5, 2015 by Abdulrahman 

Al-Rashed) 

511 

06 

 نمیلا يف دودسملا قیرطلا

 422 )دشارلا نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2015 وینوی 26( 

The Deadlock in Yemen  

(June 28, 2015 by Abdulrahman 

Al-Rashed) 

638 

07 

 ةیدوعسلا ىلإ نومداق سورلا

 )دشارلا نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2015 وینوی 20( 
492 

The Russians are coming to 

Saudi Arabia  

(June 21, 2015 by Abdulrahman 
Al-Rashed) 

671 

08 

 ةلتقلا نع وفعلا ةیلاكشإ

 نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2014 ربمفون 30( 

 )دشارلا
503 

Pardoning Murderers in the 

Gulf  

(December 1, 2014 by 

Abdulrahman Al-Rashed) 

632 

09 

 ةروثلا بارطضا تلالادو كرابم ةءارب

 نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2014 ربمسید 02( 

 )دشارلا
479 

Mubarak’s Trial and Mursi’s 

Legacy  

(December 4, 2014 by 

Abdulrahman Al-Rashed) 

765 

10 

 ؟ةیناریإ ةثاغتسا ةخرص تاضوافملا لھ

 نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2014 ربمسید 03( 

 )دشارلا

434 

A Cage of Iran’s Own Making  

(December 6, 2014 by 

Abdulrahman Al-Rashed) 

657 

11 

  يبظوبأ فادھتسا

 نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2014 ربمسید 06( 

 )دشارلا

375 

The Attack on Abu Dhabi  

(December 9, 2014 by 

Abdulrahman Al-Rashed) 

438 

12 
 نانبل يف ءاسنلا حلاس
 نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2014 ربمسید 10( 

 )دشارلا

418 
Terrorists are willing to 
sacrifice their families  663 
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(December 11, 2014 by 

Abdulrahman Al-Rashed) 

13 

 !ضایرلا نم رطخأ وغاكیش

 نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2014 ربمسید 11( 

 )دشارلا
650 

Is Chicago more dangerous than 

Riyadh?  

(December 13, 2014 by 

Abdulrahman Al-Rashed) 

936 

14 

  !نیماع دعب لاتقلل مھئیھت نطنشاو

 نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2014 ربمسید 15( 

 )دشارلا

505 

An Empty, Token Gesture  

(December 16, 2014 by 

Abdulrahman Al-Rashed) 

721 

15 

 اضیأ نحنو ..دسلأا نع اولختی نل سورلا

 نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2014 ربمسید 17(

 )دشارلا
421 

The Russians will not drop 

Assad 

(December 18, 2014 by 
Abdulrahman Al-Rashed) 

687 

16 

 ةیفئاطلا مدخی يناولعلا مادعإ

 نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2014 ربمسید 19(

 )دشارلا
400 

Alwani’s execution will fuel 

sectarianism 

(December 22, 2014 by 

Abdulrahman Al-Rashed) 

517 

17 

 نییباھرلإا نم بعصأ نویسایسلا موصخلا

 )دشارلا نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2013 ربمفون 18(
368 

In Egypt, politics is tougher 

than fighting terrorists 

(November 19, 2013 by 

Abdulrahman Al-Rashed) 

479 

18 

 فینج هاجتاب ایروس

 نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2013 ربمتبس 04( 

 )دشارلا

411 

Syria and the Road to Geneva II 

(September 5, 2013 by 

Abdulrahman Al-Rashed) 

666 

19 

 ناریإ- اكریمأ قافتا نم ىوقأ ایروس ةروث

 )دشارلا نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2013 ربمفون 26(
559 

The Iran deal won’t harm 

Syria’s revolution (November 

27, 2013 by Abdulrahman Al-

Rashed) 

766 

20 

 تاعاس يف قشمد للاتحا عیطتسن :لیئارسإ
 نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2013 ربمفون 29( 

 )دشارلا
613 

Israel can’t really conquer 
Damascus in hour (November 

30, 2013 by Abdulrahman Al-

Rashed) 

854 

21 

 »رحلا« ىلع ءاضقلا ریخلأا عورشملا

 نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2013 ربمسید 09(

 )دشارلا
411 

The Plan to Eliminate the Free 

Syrian Army (December 10, 

2013 by Abdulrahman Al-

Rashed) 

561 

22 

 !يریخلا لمعلا تاموكحلا لطعت امدنع

 نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2013 ربمسید 15(

 )دشارلا
374 

When Governments Obstruct 

Aid 

(December 16, 2013 by 

Abdulrahman Al-Rashed) 

525 

23 

 !؟ناغودرإ ىلع رمآتملا نم

 نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2013 ربمسید 26(

 )دشارلا
470 

Who’s conspiring against 

Erdoğan? 

(December 28, 2013 by 
Abdulrahman Al-Rashed) 

585 

24 

 ةیوونلا ةلبنقلا دض ةیسایس ىوتف

 )دشارلا نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2013 ربوتكأ 04(
458 

A political fatwa against nuclear 

weapons  

(October, 6, 2013 by 

Abdulrahman Al-Rashed) 

698 

25 

 ؟دیدج امابوأ اذھ لھ

 نمحرلا دبع ،ـم 2013 ربمتبس 28(

 )دشارلا

527 

Are we seeing a new Obama?  

(September 29, 2013 by 

Abdulrahman Al-Rashed) 

726 

26 

 !يناریلإا لایرلاب »داھجلا«

 378 )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2016 ویام 28(

Jihad With the Iranian Rial! 

May 29, 2016 by Tariq 

Alhomayed 

477 

27 

 !»ةدیرفلا ةردقلا«و دسلأاو ایسور

 )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2016 ویلوی 21(
396 

Russia, Assad and the “Unique 

Ability”! 

 Tariq by 2016 22, (July

Alhomayed) 

483 

28 
 !ارًلاود 37 ـب دسلأا نع عافدلا
 396 )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2015 وینوی 10(

Defending Assad for $37 
(June 13, 2015 by Tariq 

Alhomayed) 

540 

29 
 يباھرإ يبعشلا دشحلاو

 )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2015 ویام 28(
396 

Iraq’s Popular Mobilization 

Forces are Terrorists 
684 
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(May 30, 2015 by Tariq 

Alhomayed) 

30 

 ؟ققحت يذلا ام ..مزحلا ةفصاع

 )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2015 لیربأ 23(
410 

What did Operation Decisive 

Storm achieve?  

(April 28, 2015 by Tariq 

Alhomayed) 

598 

31 

 ةیدوعسلا نوفدھتسی نیناجملا لك

 )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2015 لیربأ 20(
387 

All the crazies are targeting 

Saudi Arabia 

( April 22, 2015 by Tariq 

Alhomayed)  

539 

32 

 أطخ ىلع امًئاد امابوأ

 )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2015 لیربأ 09(
408 

Obama is always wrong on the 

Middle East 
(April 10, 2015 by Tariq 

Alhomayed) 

720 

33 

 !؟نم »الله دبع وبأ«

 400 دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2015 سرام 14

Abu Who? 

(March 18, 2015 by Tariq 

Alhomayed) 

699 

34 

 داج ثیدح ..ةیدوعسلاو ایكرت

 416 )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2015 سرام 11(

Who is calling for a Saudi–

Turkish alliance? (March 12, 

2015 by Tariq Alhomayed) 

763 

35 

 !ةیكریملأا ءاتفلإا راد

 403 )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2015 ریاربف 21(

Fighting terrorism requires 

deeds not words (February 22, 

2015 by Tariq Alhomayed) 

544 

36 

 !اھلعف يسیسلا تیل

 390 )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2015 ریاربف 18(

Sisi’s “If Only” Moment 

(February 20, 2015 by Tariq 

Alhomayed) 

597 

37 

 ؟24 دعب اذام ..نارھطو نطنشاو

 )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2014 ربمفون 11(
392 

What Will Follow the 

November 24 Deadline?  

(November 13, 2014 by Tariq 
Alhomayed) 

476 

38 

 !ةبعللا سفن يھ ..دسلأا

 408 )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2014 ربمفون 12(

Assad’s Old Tricks 

(November 15, 2014 by Tariq 

Alhomayed) 

411 

39 

 ریبك يدحتلاو ةحفص تیوط ..جیلخلا

 )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2014 ربمفون 18(
415 

The GCC Crisis and the 

Challenges Ahead 

(November 19, 2014 by Tariq 

Alhomayed) 

530 

40 

 ةیصوصخ عمتجم لكل معن

 )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2014 ربمسید 07(
420 

Every society has its own 

problems—and solutions 

(December 8, 2014 by Tariq 

Alhomayed) 

676 

41 

 !نیملعملا بردت »شعاد«

 391 )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2014 ربمسید 13(

Syria’s Crisis and the Absence 

of Leadership (December 15, 

2014 by Tariq Alhomayed) 

627 

42 

 !نونج ةظحل يف دسلأا ءاقدصأ
 )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2014 ربمسید 18(

403 

Tumbling Oil Prices and 
Assad’s Friends 

(December 20, 2014 by Tariq 

Alhomayed) 

476 

43 

 !ينوناق ریغ وھ ام ةھجاوم ةینوناقو ایروس

 )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2013 ربمتبس 08(
412 

Syria and the legality of 

confronting the illegal 

(September 9, 2013 by Tariq 

Alhomayed) 

441 

44 

 ذیفنتلل لباق ریغ قافتا ..ایروس

 )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2013 ربمتبس 15(
413 

Syria and the Unenforceable 

Agreement 

(September 16, 2013 by Tariq 

Alhomayed) 

502 

45 

 ؟ایروس يف نیددشتملا لومی نم

 دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2013 ربوتكأ 06
399 

Who is funding Syria’s 

hardliners?  

(October 7, 2013 by Tariq 
Alhomayed) 

550 

46 

 ؟سردلا نویكریملأا بعوتسا لھ ..رصم

 411  )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2013 سطسغا 03(

Obama and the lesson of Egypt  

(On August 4, 2013 by Tariq 

Alhomayed) 

574 
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47 

 ؟»2 فینج« مأ »2 وفوسوك« ..ایروس

 397 )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2013 سطسغا 25(

Kosovo II, or Geneva II? 

(On August 26, 2013 by Tariq 

Alhomayed) 

544 

48 

 رھزلأا خیش ىلع لواطتلاو ناغودرأ

  )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2013 سطسغا 28(
410 

Erdoğan’s insults have a sinister 

purpose 

(On August 30, 2013 by Tariq 

Alhomayed) 

587 

49 

 !يروسلا ریتاكیراكلاو امابوأ

  )دیمحلا قراط ،ـم 2013 لیربا 14(
416 

Obama and the Syrian 

Caricature 

(On April 15, 2013 by Tariq 

Alhomayed) 

547 

50 
 ؟نمیلا ذقنی نم
 500 )يرسودلا ناملس ،ـم 2014 ویلوی 21(

Saving Yemen 
(July 22, 2014 by Salman Al-

dossary) 

752 

51 

 نییثوحلا علاتقلا ةیلود مزح ةفصاع

 )يرسودلا ناملس ،ـم 2015 سرام 27(
450 

An international storm to uproot 

the Houthis 

(March 28, 2015 by Salman Al-

dossary) 

705 

52 

 سوكعملا قطنملاو »سورلا«

 450 )يرسودلا ناملس ،ـم 2015 سرام 30(

Putin’s Inverted Logic 

(March 31, 2015 by Salman Al-

dossary) 

638 

53 

 سیراب يف برحلا

 513 )يرسودلا ناملس ،ـم 2015 ربمفون 15(

War in Paris 

(November 16, 2015 By Salman 

Al-dossary) 

400 

54 

 ةیدوعسلا دض ةیملاعلإا ةلمحلا

  )يرسودلا ناملس ،ـم 2015 ربوتكأ 28(
595 

The Media Campaign against 

Saudi Arabia 

(October 29, 2015 by Salman 

Al-dossary) 

989 

55 

 يسورلا ملسلاو ةیروسلا ةرجشلا
 )يرسودلا ناملس ،ـم 2015 ربوتكأ 26(

510 

The Russians and the Syrian 
Crisis 

(October 27, 2015 by Salman 

Al-dossary) 

703 

56 

 ناریلإ ةیجیلخ ةیدھ

 561 )يرسودلا ناملس ،ـم 2015 ربوتكأ 12(

The Gulf’s Gift to Iran (824 w) 

(October 18, 2015 by Salman 

Al-dossary) 

824 

57 

 ةیدوعسلا يف حلاصإ

 449 )يرسودلا ناملس ،ـم 2016 لیربأ 26(

Reform in Saudi Arabia 

(April 27, 2016 by Salman Al-

dossary) 

513 

58 

 ةیدوعس تانایب

 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2013 سرام 22(
549 

What the Mind Perceives (594 

w) 

(March 23, 2013 by Mshari Al-

Zaydi) 

594 

59 

 نامزلا رخآو امابوأ

  )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2013 لیربا 05(
480 

Obama is the Antichrist, Say 

One in Four Americans 
(April 7, 2013 by Mshari Al-

Zaydi) 

642 

60 

 ةضیغبلا برحلا هذھ

 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2013 وینوی 16(
382 

This repulsive war has only just 

begun 

(June 17, 2013 by Mshari Al-

Zaydi) 

444 

61 

 بیجعلا متاخلاو ..نیتوب

 348  )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2013 وینوی 22(

Putin, the Lord of the Ring 

(June 23, 2013 by Mshari Al-

Zaydi) 

379 

62 

 بصعتلا دض يئنماخ

 357 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2013 سطسغا 28(

Khamenei contra fanaticism 

(August 29, 2013 by Mshari Al-

Zaydi) 

553 

63 

 رصمو ایروس نیب يبرغلا روعلأا

 383  )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2013 سطسغا 20(

The West is selectively blind 

(August 21, 2013 by Mshari Al-

Zaydi) 

458 

64 

 ؟بازحلأا مأ نیدلا :مھأ امھیأ
 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2013 ویلوی 11(

399 

What’s more important, religion 
or politics?  

(July 14, 2013 by Mshari Al-

Zaydi) 

505 



353 
 

65 

 ةمدقم ..برغلاو ناریإ

 334 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2013 ربمفون 25(

Iran, the West and the Rest 

(November 27, 2013 by Mshari 

Al-Zaydi) 

499 

66 

 باھرلإا ةحفاكم ماظن ردصو ..

 365 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2013 ربمسید 17(

A new weapon against terrorism 

(December 18, 2013 by Mshari 

Al-Zaydi) 

420 

67 

 لتاق يكریمأ لھج

 369 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2013 ربمسید 19(

America’s Deadly Ignorance 

(December 23, 2013 by Mshari 

Al-Zaydi) 

545 

68 

 ؟»حاكنلا داھج« نوقدصتأ

 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2013 ربوتكأ 08(
305 

An Invention of Assad’s Media 

Machine 

(October 10, 2013 by Mshari 
Al-Zaydi) 

470 

69 

 داقحلأاو دابكلأا ةصق

 331 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2013 ربوتكأ 22(

A Belated Discovery 

(October 23, 2013 by Mshari 

Al-Zaydi) 

468 

70 

 ایروس رھدو رصم راطع

 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2014 ربمتبس 02(
408 

Egypt’s Healer and Syria’s 

Destiny 

( September 3, 2014 by Mshari 

Al-Zaydi)  

618 

71 

 !تیوكلا للاتحا ةظحل اننأكو

 423 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2014 ربمتبس 16(

Déjà Vu All Over Again 

( September 17, 2014 by Mshari 

Al-Zaydi)  

677 

72 

 ! ةینیمخلا ءاعنص

 419 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2014 ربمتبس 20(

Embers of Khomeini’s Fire 

( September 21, 2014 by Mshari 

Al-Zaydi)  

592 

73 

 »نیلانوأ« حاورأ درط

 415 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2014 ربمفون 01(

ISIS’s Online Battlefield 

(November 2, 2014 by Mshari 

Al-Zaydi) 

649 

74 
  باھرلإا برح يف فرط فعضأ
 409 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2014 ربمفون 07(

A Week of Terrorist Attacks 
(November 8, 2014 by Mshari 

Al-Zaydi) 

650 

75 

 ةسایسو تیز

 407 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2014 ربمسید 12(

Oil and Politics 

(December 13, 2014 by Mshari 

Al-Zaydi) 

468 

76 

 برعلا دومع

 403 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2015 ریاربف 18(

The Bedrock of Stability in the 

Arab World (February 19, 2015 

by Mshari Al-Zaydi) 

630 

77 

 رصمل جیلخلا نایب

 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2015 ریاربف 22(
409 

The GCC, Egypt, and the 

Brotherhood Media Machine 

(February 23, 2015 by Mshari 

Al-Zaydi) 

670 

78 

 انلك انبرح اھنإ

 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2015 ریاربف 24(
405 

Fighting ISIS is the duty of all 

Arabs 

(February 26, 2015 by Mshari 
Al-Zaydi) 

515 

79 

  انییف ىلع اًدر ندع

 406 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2015 ویلوی 16(

Aden responds to Vienna 

(July 22, 2015 by Mshari Al-

Zaydi) 

557 

80 

  يثوحلا ةیروھمج

 )يدیاذلا يراشم ،ـم 2015 ریانی 21(
403 

Will Yemen become a Houthi 

republic? 

(January 22, 2015 by Mshari 

Al-Zaydi) 

573 

81 

 ! »للاح« داصتقا

 518 )يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2013 ویام 31(

The halal economy 

(June 1, 2013 by Hussein 

Shobokshi) 

615 

82 

  ماتخلا كسم راظتناب

 585 )يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2013 ویام 14(

Waiting for the Final Scene 

(May 18, 2013 by Hussein 

Shobokshi) 

693 

83 

 ! ھعابتأو دسلأا ىلع ةیداصتقا برح

 )يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2013 وینوی 15(
457 

Opening a new front against 

Assad 
(June 16, 2013 by Hussein 

Shobokshi) 

577 
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84 

  ةروتافلا عفدی نأ بجی نانبل

)يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2013 وینوی 11(

  

604 

Lebanon must pay the bill 

(June 13, 2013 by Hussein 

Shobokshi) 

761 

85 

  يركسع »لجر« يسیسلا

 442 )يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2013 ویلوی 06(

El-Sisi, a true military man 

(July 7, 2013 by Hussein 

Shobokshi) 

614 

86 

 ! حضاو لخدت

 يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2013 سطسغا7 
456 

Blatant interference is the new 

normal 

(August 9, 2013 by Hussein 

Shobokshi) 

525 

87 

 ! تومت ایروس

 485 )يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2013 ویلوی 13(

Syria is dying 

(July 15, 2013 by Hussein 
Shobokshi) 

516 

88 

  نیررغملا ةلحرم

 509 )يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2013 لیربا 27(

A Campaign against Extremism 

(April 30, 2013 by Hussein 

Shobokshi) 

614 

89 

  نخاس عوضوم يف ئداھ ثیدح

 )يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2013 لیربا 06( 
485 

A Few Choice Words on a Hot 

Topic 

(April 7, 2013 by Hussein 

Shobokshi) 

584 

90 

 ! ملاس »میظعت« مامت( 

 )يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2013 لیربا 09(
525 

Tammam Salam: The Man of 

the Hour (710 w) 

(April 12, 2013 by Hussein 

Shobokshi) 

710 

91 

  يروسلا مدلا نم دیزم

 502 )يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2013 سرام 24(

More Syrian Bloodshed 

(March 25, 2013 by Hussein 

Shobokshi) 

673 

92 

 ! ةتولفملا ..ةیملاعلإا ةیرحلل لا

 )يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2014 لیربأ 23(
533 

The Freedom and 

Responsibility of the Press 
(April 24, 2014 by Hussein 

Shobokshi) 

510 

93 

 ملاعلإا برحو لیئارسإ

 520 )يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2014 ویلوی 23(

Israel’s Media War 

(July 26, 2014 by Hussein 

Shobokshi) 

588 

94 

  قافنلا تاروع

 518 )يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2014 ربمفون 14(

Iran’s Hypocrisy Exposed 

(November 15, 2014 by 

Hussein Shobokshi) 

602 

95 

 ! ةیلئاعلا تاكرشلل لضفأ خانم

 )يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2014 ربمسید 05(
475 

A Blow to Saudi Arabia’s 

Family Firms 

(December 7, 2014 by Hussein 

Shobokshi) 

449 

96 

 ریمض ةلأسم

 557 )يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2014 ربمسید 13(

A Matter of Conscience 

(December 16, 2014 by Hussein 

Shobokshi)  

664 

97 

 ! لقعلاو بلقلا نم ملاكو ةیدوعسلا ةینازیملا
 )يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2014 ربمسید 30(

517 

The Paradigm Shift in Saudi 
Economic Policy 

(December 31, 2014 by Hussein 

Shobokshi) 

609 

98 

 ! ایروس ودع ةیفئاطلا

 512 )يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2015 ریاربف 11(

Assad is no better than Saddam 

February 12, 2015 by Hussein 

Shobokshi 

690 

99 

 اھرییغت بولطم ةمداص ةروص

 )يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2015 وینوی 25(

392 

The Saudi Shura Council should 

give a better image of the 

Kingdom 

(June 27, 2015 by Hussein 

Shobokshi) 

424 

100 

 ةدیدجلا ةیدوعسلا ةینازیملا

 405 )يشكبش نیسح ،ـم 2015 ربمسید 29(

The New Saudi Budget 

December 30, 2015 by Hussein 

Shobokshi 

311 

ASTs in words of number Total 44363 
Total number of words in 

ETTs 
59241 
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Appendix 2 

English-Arabic opinion articles 

English STs were compiled from the online versions of the New York Times 

[https:www.nytimes.com] and the Washington Post [https:/www.washingtonpost.com]. The 

Arabic TTs were compiled from the online version of Asharq Al-Awsat Newspaper [via: 

https://aawsat.com/]. The three websites state permission to use their texts for non-

commercial research purposes.  

Text 
number 

English ST 
Sources: The New York Times 

(NYT); The Washington Post (WP)  

Number 
of 

words 

Arabic TT 
Source: Asharq Al-Awsat 

Number 
of 

words 

01 

The Middle East Pendulum 

(October 14, 2013 by Roger Cohen) 

(NYT) 

807 

 طسولأا قرشلا لودنب

 667 )نیھوك رجور ،ـم 2013 ربوتكأ 17(

02 

Gandhi and Mandela 

(December 12, 2013 by Roger 

Cohen) (NYT) 

828 

 لایدنامو يدناغ

 803 )نیھوك رجور ،ـم 2013 ربمسید 17(

03 

Israel’s Bloody Status Quo  

(July 14, 2014 by Roger Cohen) 

(NYT) 

819 

 نھار يومد عضو

 642 )نیھوك رجور ،ـم 2014 ویلوی 16(

04 
Ambivalence About America 
(August 18, 2014 by Roger Cohen) 

(NYT) 

816 
 اكریمأ لوح ةیجاودزلاا
 577 )نیھوك رجور ،ـم 2014 سطسغأ 24(

05 

China Versus America 

(October 20, 2014 by Roger Cohen) 

(NYT) 

816 

 اكریمأ ةھجاوم يف نیصلا

 570 )نیھوك رجور ،ـم 2014 ربوتكأ 22(

06 

The Horror! The Horror! The 

Trauma of ISIS 

(November 17, 2014 by Roger 

Cohen) (NYT) 

817 

 ؟اھلیذ اكریمأ دراطت لھ

 )نیھوك رجور ،ـم 2014 ربمفون 26(
560 

07 

Britain’s Strange Election 

(May 4, 2015 by Roger Cohen) 

(NYT) 

820 

 ةیناطیربلا تاباختنلاا ةبارغ

 746 )نیھوك رجور ،ـم 2015 ویام 06(

08 

This Angry Arab Moment 

(May 14, 2015 by Roger Cohen) 

(NYT) 

825 

 نینثلاا يبرعلا بضغلا ةظحل

 761 )نیھوك رجور ،ـم 2015 ویام 18(

09 

Why ISIS Trumps Freedom 

(August 13, 2015 by Roger Cohen) 
(NYT) 

843 

  ؟ةیرحلا ىلع »شعاد« دیازی اذامل

 779 )نیھوك رجور ،ـم 2015 سطسغأ 19(

10 

Politics Upended in Britain and 

America 

(August 24, 2015 by Roger Cohen) 

(NYT) 

814 

  بقع ىلع اسًأر ةسایسلا تبلقنا امدنع

 )نیھوك رجور ،ـم 2015 ربمتبس 01(
746 

11 

Obama's Syrian Nightmare 

(September 10, 2015 Roger Cohen) 

(NYT) 

815 

  امابولأ يروسلا سوباكلا

 475 )نیھوك رجور ،ـم 2015 ربمتبس 13(

12 

Europe’s Huddled Masses 

(February 4, 2016 by Roger Cohen) 

(NYT) 

830 

 ابوروأ يف ةدشتحملا ریھامجلا

 907 )نیھوك رجور ،ـم 2016 ریاربف 08( 

13 
America’s Syrian Shame 

819 
 ایروس يف يكریملأا راعلا

 )نیھوك رجور ،ـم 2016 ریاربف 15(
626 
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(February 8, 2016 Roger Cohen) 

(NYT) 

14 

In Brussels, Europe Is Struck at Its 

Heart 

(March 22, 2016 by Roger Cohen) 

(NYT) 

854 

 بلقلا ءادیوس يف برضُت ابوروأ

 )نیھوك رجور ،ـم 2016 سرام 28(
924 

15 

America’s Retreat and the Agony of 

Aleppo 

(August 25, 2016 by Roger Cohen) 

(NYT) 

848 

 بلح نزحو يكریملأا باحسنلاا

 )نیھوك رجور ،ـم 2016 سطسغأ 29(
720 

16 

Pax Americana Is Over 

(December 16, 2016 Roger Cohen) 
(NYT) 

862 

 ! ىھتنا ...يكریملأا ملاسلا

 544 )نیھوك رجور ،ـم 2016 ربمسید 18(

17 

The American Precariat 

(February 10, 2014 David Brooks) 

(NYT) 

800 

 نع ثحبت زوجع ةمأ ..ةدحتملا تایلاولا

 صرف

 )سكورب دیفید ،ـم 2014 ریاربف 16(

689 

18 

The Union Future 

(December 18, 2014 by David 

Brooks) (NYT) 

822 

 تاماھتلااو دییأتلا نیب ..اكریمأ يف تاباقنلا

 537 )سكورب دیفید ،ـم 2014 ربمسید 27(

19 

Being Who We Are 

(January 30, 2015 by David Brooks) 

(NYT) 

814 

 فقوم ضوقی انتادھعتب نھاولا انمازتلا

  انئافلح

 )سكورب دیفید ،ـم 2015 ریاربف 02(

596 

20 

The Nationalist Solution 

(February 20, 2015 by David 

Brooks) (NYT) 

814 

 ةرمثم ةیناسنإ تایاغ وحن

 558 )سكورب دیفید ،ـم 2015 ریاربف 26(

21 

The Temptation of Hillary 

(March 6, 2015 by David Brooks) 

(NYT) 

791 

 دیدجلا يراسیلا نوتنیلك كرحت

 648 )سكورب دیفید ،ـم 2015 سرام 08(

22 

The Nature of Poverty 

(May 1, 2015 by David Brooks) 
(NYT) 

806 

 رومیتلاب يف لشف ةمصو ..اكریمأ

 771 )سكورب دیفید ،ـم 2015 ویام 04(

23 

The Choice Explosion 

(May 3, 2016 by David Brooks) 

(NYT) 

802 

 تارارقلا ذاختاو تارایخلا راجفنا

 828 )سكورب دیفید ،ـم 2016 ویام 09(

24 

Time for a Realignment 

(September 9, 2016 by David 

Brooks) (NYT) 

804 

 يبزحلا ءامتنلاا رییغت ناوأ

 774 )سكورب دیفید ،ـم 2016 ربمتبس 13(

25 

Donald Trump’s Sad, Lonely Life  

(October 11, 2016 by David Brooks) 

(NYT) 

817 

 ةنیزحلاو ةدیحولا بمارت ةایح

 665 )سكورب دیفید ،ـم 2016 ربوتكأ 17(

26 

Mandela Lives 

(December 5, 2013 by Nicholas 

Kristof) (NYT) 

614 

  ایح لایدنام ىقبی كلذل

 سلاوكین ،ـم 2013 ربمسید 07(

 )فوتسیرك

509 

27 

How to Truly Honor Mandela 

(December 11, 2013 by Nicholas 

Kristof) (NYT) 

803 

 ؟قئلالا لكشلاب لایدنام میركت نكمی فیك

 سلاوكین ،ـم 2013 ربمسید 14(

 )فوتسیرك

629 

28 
Progress in the War on Poverty 
(January 8, 2014 by Nicholas 

Kristof) (NYT) 

797 
 رقفلا ىلع برحلا يف مدقتلا
 734 )فوتسیرك سلاوكین ،ـم 2014 ریانی 22(

29 

In Ukraine, Seeking U.S. Aid  

(April 16, 2014 by Nicholas Kristof) 

(NYT) 

791 

 يكریملأا معدلاو ایناركوأ

 سلاوكین ،ـم 2014 لیربأ 22(

 )فوتسیرك

566 

30 

Myanmar’s Appalling Apartheid 

(May 28, 2014 by Nicholas Kristof) 

(NYT) 

770 

 رامنایم يف ةعیظفلا ةیرصنعلا ةقرفتلا

 سلاوكین ،ـم 2014 وینوی 04(

 )فوتسیرك

718 

31 

Obama, McCain and Maliki The 

Blame for Iraq Is Shared 

(June 13, 2014 by Nicholas Kristof) 

(NYT) 

792 

 امل كرتشم مول ..يكلاملاو نیكامو امابوأ

  قارعلا يف ثدحی

 سلاوكین ،ـم 2014 وینوی 18(

 )فوتسیرك

764 

32 

Who’s Right and Wrong in the 

Middle East? 

(July 19, 2014 by Nicholas Kristof) 
(NYT) 

806 

 ؟أطخ ىلع نمو باوص ىلع نم ..ةزغ

 سلاوكین ،ـم 2014 ویلوی 25(

 )فوتسیرك
636 
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33 

Critique From an Obama Fan 

(September 10, 2014 by Nicholas 

Kristof) (NYT) 

792 

 امابوأ يبجعم نم دقان

 سلاوكین ،ـم 2014 ربمتبس 16(

 )فوتسیرك

489 

34 

A Nuclear Deal With Iran Isn’t Just 

About Bombs 

(April 1, 2015 by Nicholas Kristof) 

(NYT) 

840 

 لبانقلاب قلعتی لا يناریلإا يوونلا قافتلاا

  طقف

 )فوتسیرك سلاوكین ،ـم 2015 لیربأ26(
619 

35 

U.S.A., Land of Limitations?  

(August 8, 2015 by Nicholas 

Kristof) (NYT) 

1133 

  دویقلا ضرأ ..ةدحتملا تایلاولا

 سلاوكین ،ـم 2015 سطسغأ 12(

 )فوتسیرك

1077 

36 

Mr. Obama, Try These Arguments 

for Your Iran Deal 
(August 13, 2015 by Nicholas 

Kristof) (NYT) 

812 

 نأش يف امابولأ قیرطلا ءيضت دق ءارآ

 يناریلإا قافتلاا
 سلاوكین ،ـم 2015 سطسغأ 17(

 )فوتسیرك

810 

37 

Myanmar’s Peace Prize Winner and 

Crimes Against Humanity  

(January 9, 2016 by Nicholas 

Kristof) (NYT) 

1145 

  رامنایم يف ةیناسنلإا دض مئارج

 )فوتسیرك سلاوكین ،ـم 2016 ریانی 20(
667 

38 

Overreacting to Terrorism?  

(March 24, 2016 by Nicholas 

Kristof) (NYT) 

836 

  ؟باھرلإا ىلع انلعف در يف طرفن لھ

 سلاوكین ،ـم 2016 سرام 30(

 )فوتسیرك

750 

39 

Clinton’s Fibs vs. Trump’s Huge 

Lies (August 6, 2016 by Nicholas 

Kristof) (NYT) 

860 

  ةرفاس بیذاكأ ..بمارتو نوتنیلك

 سلاوكین ،ـم 2016 سطسغأ 11(

 )فوتسیرك

715 

40 

Lessons From the Media’s Failures 

in Its Year With Trump  

(December 31, 2016 by Nicholas 

Kristof) (NYT) 

896 

 ماعلا للاخ يملاعلإا لشفلا نم سورد

  بمارت عم لولأا

 )فوتسیرك سلاوكین ،ـم 2017 ریانی 07(
977 

41 
Hassan Does Manhattan 
(September 28, 2013 by Thomas L. 

Friedman) (NYT) 

899 
 ةحلاصملا ىطخ ىلع ریسی يناحور
 534 )نامدیرف ساموت ،ـم 2013 ربوتكأ 05(

42 

A Wolf, a Sheep, or What?  

(October 5, 2013 by Thomas L. 

Friedman) (NYT) 

874 

 ؟اذام مأ لمح مأ بئذ

 782 )نامدیرف ساموت ،ـم 2013 ربوتكأ 09(

43 

What About US?  

(November 12, 2013 by Thomas L. 

Friedman) (NYT) 

874 

  ؟ةیكریملأا ةدحتملا تایلاولا نع اذام

 792 )نامدیرف ساموت ،ـم 2013 ربمفون 17(

44 

Oh, Brother! Big Brother Is Back 

(November 23, 2013 by Thomas L. 

Friedman) (NYT) 

922 

 ! ربكلأا خلأا داع دقل !يخأ ای

 781 )نامدیرف ساموت ،ـم 2013 ربمفون 27(

45 

Why Kerry Is Scary 

(January 28, 2014 by Thomas L. 

Friedman) (NYT) 

868 

  ؟يریك فوخ ءارو ببسلا وھ ام

 780 )نامدیرف ساموت ،ـم 2014 ریاربف 03(

46 

Playing Hockey With Putin 

(April 8, 2014 Thomas L. Friedman) 
(NYT) 

891 

  نیتوب عم يكوھلا بعل

 749 )نامدیرف ساموت ،ـم 2014 لیربأ 12(

47 

What to Do With the Twins? The 

Conundrum of a Unified Iraq and a 

Unified Syria 

(June 17, 2014 by Thomas L. 

Friedman) (NYT) 

887 

 ! ةدحوملا ایروسو دحوملا قارعلا زغل

 )نامدیرف ساموت ،ـم 2014 وینوی 24(

689 

48 

Flying Blind in Iraq and Syria 

(November 1, 2014 by Thomas L. 

Friedman) (NYT) 

874 

  ایروسو قارعلا يف يملاعلإا ملاظلا

 741 )نامدیرف ساموت ،ـم 2014 ربمفون 04(

49 

We’re Always Still Americans 

(December 9, 2014 by Thomas L. 

Friedman) (NYT) 

853 

  نییكریمأ امئاد لظنس

 791 )نامدیرف ساموت ،ـم 2014 ربمسید 15(

50 

Deal or No Deal? 

(April 22, 2015 by Thomas L. 

Friedman) (NYT) 

932 

  ؟لا مأ قافتا كانھ نوكیس لھ

 987 )نامدیرف ساموت ،ـم 2015 لیربأ 28(

51 
Hillary, Jeb, Facebook and Disorder  
(May 20, 2015 by Thomas L. 

Friedman) (NYT) 

880 
 »كوبسیف«و بیجو يرلایھ
  تابارطضلااو

 )نامدیرف ساموت ،ـم 2015 ویام 24(

923 
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52 

How to Beat the Bots 

(June 10, 2015 by Thomas L. 

Friedman) (NYT) 

858 

  ؟تایجمربلا مزھن فیك

 901 )نامدیرف ساموت ،ـم 2015 وینوی 14(

53 

The World’s Hot Spot  

(August 19, 2015 by Thomas L. 

Friedman) (NYT) 

872 

  ملاعلا عاقب نخسأ

 ساموت ،ـم 2015 سطسغأ 23( 

 )نامدیرف

823 

54 

What If? 

(January 20, 2016 by Thomas L. 

Friedman) (NYT) 

896 

 ؟...ول اذام

 910 )نامدیرف ساموت ،ـم 2016 ریانی 23(

55 

Who Are We? 

(February 17, 2016 by Thomas L. 

Friedman) (NYT) 
878 

 ةیكریملأا ةوقلل رداصم ةثلاث مظعأ

 ساموت ،ـم 2016 ریاربف 22(

 )نامدیرف

960 

56 

Beware: Exploding Politics 

(March 2, 2016 by Thomas L. 

Friedman) (NYT) 

879 

 تیبلا جراخ ھیقبی نأ الله وعدأ ..بمارت

 ضیبلأا

 )نامدیرف ساموت ،ـم 2016 سرام 07(

843 

57 

Why America was bound to fail in 

Syria 

(December 15, 2016 by David 

Ignatius) (WP) 

774 

 ؟ایروس يف يكریملأا لخدتلا لشف اذامل

 )سویتانغا دیفید ،ـم 2016 ربمسید 19(
814 

58 

These Cold War lions could teach 

Trump a lesson or two 

(November 17, 2016 by David 

Ignatius) (WP) 

791 

 ةدرابلا برحلا دوسأ سورد

 دیفید ،ـم 2016 ربمفون 26(

 )سویتانغا
613 

59 

North Korea is scarier than ever 

(October 13, 2016 by David 
Ignatius) (WP) 

772 

 يأ نم رثكأ بعرلا ریثت ةیلامشلا ایروك

 ىضم تقو
 )سویتانغا دیفید ،ـم 2016 ربوتكأ 16(

853 

60 

The Cold War is over. The Cyber 

War has begun 

(September 15, 2016 by David 

Ignatius) (WP) 

763 

 برحلا تأدب ..ةدرابلا برحلا تھتنا

 ةینورتكللإا

 )سویتانغا دیفید ،ـم 2016 ربمتبس 19(
700 

61 

The big hole in Obama’s Islamic 

State strategy 

(December 7, 2015 by David 

Ignatius) (WP) 

769 

 لایح امابوأ ةیجیتارتسا يف ةریبكلا ةوجفلا

  »شعاد«

 )سویتانغا دیفید ،ـم 2015 ربمسید 13(
711 

62 

How the Syrian conflict could get 

even bigger and bloodier 

(November 3, 2015 by David 

Ignatius) (WP) 

759 

 يروسلا عارصلا دادزی نأ نكمی فیك

 ؟ةیومدو اعًاستا

 )سویتانغا دیفید ،ـم 2015 ربمفون 07(
671 

63 

Russia and the “facts on the ground” 

in Syria (October 1, 2015 by David 
Ignatius) (WP) 

755 

 يروس يف ةیعقاولا قئاقحلاو ایسور

 660 )سویتانغا دیفید ،ـم 2015 ربوتكأ 09(

64 

White House dithering paralyzes 

U.S. ’s best ally for fighting the 

Islamic State 

(September 22, 2015 by David 

Ignatius) (WP) 

754 

 مامأ هءافلح لشی ضیبلأا تیبلا ددرت

 »شعاد«

 688 )سویتانغا دیفید ،ـم 2015 ربمتبس 27(

65 

Warren’s war against Wall Street 

(December 23, 2014 by David 

Ignatius) (WP) 

725 

 ..يداصتقلاا شاعتنلاا ءادعأ :اكریمأ

 نویكریمأ

 )سویتانغا دیفید ،ـم 2014 ربمسید 26(

568 

66 

A handy checklist for the U.S. effort 

in Iraq 

(November 11, 2014 by David 

Ignatius) (WP) 

753 

 قارعلا يف ىربكلا تلاؤاستلا

 )سویتانغا دیفید ،ـم 2014 ربمفون 17(
748 

67 

Nothing to fear but panic itself 

(October 16, 2014 by David 
Ignatius) (WP) 

725 

 ھتاذ رعذلا لاإ فوخلل وعدی ءيش لا

 566 )سویتانغا دیفید ،ـم 2014 ربوتكأ 19(

68 

The ‘slows’ of Obama’s Islamic 

State strategy  

(September 4, 2014 by David 

Ignatius) (WP) 

749 

 رذحلا يخوت عم ةیجیتارتسا ءانب

 )سویتانغا دیفید ،ـم 2014 ربمتبس 08(
662 

69 
Is America losing to the ‘axis of 

weevils’? 
768 

 قلقلاب روعش

 )سویتانغا دیفید ،ـم 2013 ربمسید 16(
666 
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(December 13, 2013 by David 

Ignatius) (WP) 

70 

In Syria, Russia plays an important 

role (September 10, 2013 by David 

Ignatius) (WP) 

809 

 ایروس ةیضق يف دقعتت ةیماردلا ةكبحلا

 682 )سویتانغا دیفید ،ـم 2013 ربمتبس 12(

71 

Turkey blows Israel’s cover for 

Iranian spy ring 

(October 16, 2013 by David 

Ignatius) (WP) 

750 

  سسجت ةكبش نع فشكلا

 )سویتانغا دیفید ،ـم 2013 ربوتكأ18(
674 

72 

A Fourth Amendment for 

foreigners? 

(November 8, 2013 by David 
Ignatius) (WP) 

753 

 ندونس دعب ام حلاصإ

 )سویتانغا دیفید ،ـم 2013 ربمفون 11(
670 

73 

Yes, Vladimir, America is 

exceptional (September 12, 2013 by 

Eugene Robinson) (WP) 

737 

 !ةیئانثتسا اكریمأ ..ریمیدلاف معن

 464 )نوسنبور نیجوی ،ـم 2013 ربمتبس 14(

74 

Climate change report shows time 

for excuses is over 

(September 30, 2013 by Eugene 

Robinson) (WP) 

755 

 يخانملا ریغتلا نأشب ىرخأ راذعأ لا

 )نوسنبور نیجوی ،ـم 2013 ربوتكأ 02(
739 

75 

Iran deal is a diplomatic success 

story (November 25, 2013 by 

Eugene Robinson) (WP) 

741 

 حاجن ةصق يھ لھ ..ناریإ ةقفص

 ؟يسامولبد

 )نوسنبور نیجوی ،ـم 2013 ربمفون 30(

614 

76 

The GOP in a mood to fight 

(December 26, 2013 by Eugene 

Robinson) (WP) 

742 

 نییروھمجلا طسو دیازتملا ماسقنلاا

 755 )نوسنبور نیجوی ،ـم 2014 ریانی 03(

77 

The CIA is out of line 

(March 13, 2014 by Eugene 

Robinson) (WP) 

737 

 راسملا جراخ ..»ھیإ يآ يس«

 668 )نوسنبور نیجوی ،ـم 2014 سرام17( 

78 

How the use of drones may haunt 
the U.S.  

(June 26, 2014 by Eugene 

Robinson) (WP) 

747 

 }نوردلا{ تارئاط مادختسا دراطی فیك
 ؟ةدحتملا تایلاولا

 )نوسنبور نیجوی ،ـم 2014 وینوی 29( 
723 

79 

Israel is acting as if it is free of 

moral responsibilities 

(July 24, 2014 by Eugene Robinson) 

(WP) 

740 

 ةیقلاخلأا ةیلوؤسملاو برحلاو لیئارسإ

 )نوسنبور نیجوی ،ـم 2014 ویلوی 27(
572 

80 

Obama must answer: Are we at war 

with the Islamic State? 

(August 28, 2014 by Eugene 

Robinson) (WP) 

759 

 ؟»شعاد« عم برح يف اقح نحن لھ

 )نوسنبور نیجوی ،ـم 2014 ربمتبس 06(
507 

81 

Our challenge with fundamentalist 

Islam (September 4, 2014 by 

Eugene Robinson) (WP) 

738 

 نیددشتملا دض يدحتلا

 544 )نوسنبور نیجوی ،ـم 2014 ربمتبس 09(

82 

U.S.-China pact is an accord the 
planet needed 

(November 13, 2014 by Eugene 

Robinson) (WP) 

750 

  ملاعلا اھجاتحا يتلا ةیقافتلاا
 )نوسنبور نیجوی ،ـم 2014 ربمفون 16(

568 

83 

The GOP has a bad habit of 

appealing to avowed racists 

(January 1, 2015 by Eugene 

Robinson) (WP) 

749 

 يروھمجلا بزحلا ةلكشم ..اكریمأ

 )نوسنبور نیجوی ،ـم 2015 ریانی 08(
602 

84 

Obama’s confusing war plan 

(February 12, 2015 by Eugene 

Robinson) (WP) 

740 

 ةكبرملا امابوأ برح ةطخ

 693 )نوسنبور نیجوی ،ـم 2015 ریاربف 15(

85 

Why fight for the Iraqis if they are 

not going to fight for themselves? 

(May 21, 2015 by Eugene 

Robinson) (WP) 

751 

 اولتاقی مل اذإ نییقارعلا لجأ نم لتاقن اذامل

  ؟مھسفنأ لجأ نم مھ

 )نوسنبور نیجوی ،ـم 2015 ویام 25(
671 

86 

The Cruz-Kasich alliance against 
Trump is likely doomed 

(April 25, 2016 by Eugene 

Robinson) (WP) 

756 

 ةقعاصلا بمارت رئاود
 )نوسنبور نیجوی ،ـم 2016 ویام 02(

514 
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87 

Trump’s bizarre, dangerous 

neediness 

(May 16, 2016 by Eugene 

Robinson) (WP) 

750 

 ةققحم ةثراك

 )نوسنبور نیجوی ،ـم 2016 ویام 21(
570 

88 

Obama’s ‘unbelievably small’ 

presidency  

(September 16, 2013 by Marc 

Thiessen) (WP) 

847 

 لخادلا ىلإ عقوقتلا ةسایسو امابوأ

 )نسیث كرام ،ـم 2013 ربمتبس18(
776 

89 

What the GOP can learn from Putin 

for the Obamacare fight 

(September 23, 2013 by Marc 
Thiessen) (WP) 

797 

 ؟نویروھمجلا اھلعفی لا اذاملف ..نیتوب اھلعف

 )نسیث كرام ،ـم 2013 ربمتبس 25(
782 

90 

Obama’s non-apology on 

Obamacare 

(November 11, 2013 by Marc 

Thiessen) (WP) 

763 

 رذتعی لا امابوأ

 )نسیث كرام ،ـم 2013 ربمفون 15(
520 

91 

Obama’s Iraq disaster 

(June 16, 2014 by Marc Thiessen) 

(WP) 

783 

 قارعلا يف امابوأ ةثراك

 756 )نسیث كرام ،ـم 2014 وینوی 18(

92 

Obama’s not the anti-Bush, he’s the 

anti-Truman  

(June 30, 2014 by Marc Thiessen) 

(WP) 

753 

 نامورتل ضراعم امابوأ

 )نسیث كرام ،ـم 2014 ویلوی 02(
639 

93 

George W. Bush was right about 

Iraq pullout 

(September 8, 2014 By Marc A. 

Thiessen)  (WP) 

703 

 باحسنلاا نأشب باوص ىلع ناك شوب

 )نسیث كرام ،ـم 2014 ربمتبس 11(
484 

94 
Obama vs. the generals 
(September 15, 2014 by Marc A. 

Thiessen) (WP)   

792 
 تلاارنجلا ةھجاوم يف امابوأ
 734 )نسیث كرام ،ـم 2014 ربمتبس 21(

95 

Echoes of Clinton in Obama’s awful 

Iran deal 

(April 6, 2015 by Marc A. Thiessen) 

(WP)   

763 

 ةعیرملا امابوأ ةقفص ىلع نوتنیلك ءادصأ

 )نسیث كرام ،ـم 2015 لیربأ 08(
704 

96 

Kill Corker’s disastrous Iran bill 

(April 27, 2015 by Marc A. 

Thiessen) (WP)    

745 

 ناریإ نع يثراكلا ركروك عورشم

 628 )نسیث كرام ،ـم 2015 ویام 01(

97 

Obama’s secret Iran deals exposed 

(July 27, 2015 by Marc A. Thiessen) 

(WP)   

796 

  ناریإ عم ةیرسلا امابوأ ةقفص فشك

 726 )نسیث كرام ،ـم 2015 سطسغأ 02(

98 

Why we shouldn’t let Russia fight 

the Islamic State 

(October 5, 2015 by Marc A. 
Thiessen) (WP)   

855 

 ؟»شعاد« براحت اًقح ایسور لھ

 )نسیث كرام ،ـم 2015 ربوتكأ12(
510 

99 

U.S. lets in four times as many 

suspected terrorists as it keeps out  

(December 21, 2015 by Marc A. 

Thiessen) (WP)   

719 

 نییباھرإ لوخدب حمسی ماظن :اكریمأ

 )نسیث كرام ،ـم 2015 ربمسید 31(
680 

100 

Trump’s left-leaning gamble on 

foreign policy  

(June 6, 2016 by Marc A. Thiessen) 

(WP) 

914 

 قرشلا يف امھاتسایسو نوتنیلكو بمارت

 طسولأا

 )نسیث كرام ،ـم 2016 وینوی12(
533 

Total number of words in ESTs 80918 
 in words of number Total

ATTs 69381 
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Appendix 3 

Inventory of all occurrences of hedges that were identified in the English and Arabic 
original opinion articles 

 

Linguistic form of hedges Hedges identified in 
English original texts 

Total number of 
occurrences 

Modal verbs in their epistemic meaning Would (139) 

May (86) 

Could (73) 

Might (31) 

Can (20) 

Should (9) 

358 

Modally harmonic forms would appear to (1) 

would probably (2) 

would likely (3) 

maybe will (1) 

will likely (2) 

will probably (2) 

will almost certainly (1) 

will almost surely (1) 

might seem (1) 

could possibly (1) 

could actually (1) 

16 

Lexical epistemic verbs Seem (60) 

Appear (8) 

Suggest (2) 

Tend to (3) 

Supposed to [in its 

epistemic meaning] (4) 

77 

epistemic adverbs and frequency 

adverbs 

Perhaps (26) 

Maybe (16) 

Probably (18) 

Supposedly (3) 

Possibly (2) 

Apparently (10) 

Likely (10) 

Less likely (4) 

More likely (4) 

Most likely (1) 

Unlikely (1) 

Mostly (11) 

Hardly (1) 

Generally (3) 

Largely (3) 

158 
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Mainly (1) 

Essentially (2) 

Relatively (4) 

Reportedly (1) 

Quite (3) 

Often (17) 

Sometimes (15) 

Usually (2) 

epistemic subordinate clauses with 

nouns, adjectives, and verbs function as 

adverbials 

I [do] believe (3) 

I guess (1) 

I doubt (1) 

I seriously doubt (1) 

I'd say (2) 

I could say that (3) 

I think [that] (5) 

I do think (1) 

I'm not sure (2) 

 I'd/would argue that (2) 

I would note (1) 

I don't know (1) 

I suppose (1) 

I'm not entirely sure (1) 

I remain a skeptic that 

(1) 

I remain deeply 

skeptical (1) 

I'm aware of no 

evidence that (1) 

in my view (1) 

my own view is that (1) 

not to my knowledge 

(1) 

my impression from X 

is that (1) 

my take is that (1) 

[it] seems to me (2) 

it seems that (1) 

As far as I can tell (1) 

it was always likely that 

(1) 

it became increasingly 

likely that (1) 

X suggest that (4) 

it's [just] possible that 

(2) 

56 
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it is possible to envision 

that (1) 

it looks as if (1) 

it feels (1) 

it would appear that (1) 

X is said to be (2) 

X is expected to (3) 

X is believed to (2) 

Epistemic prepositional phrases At least (24) 

On balance (3) 

For the most part (1) 

To some degree (1) 

At a minimum (1) 

to me (3) 

33 

Vague quantifiers  Almost (13) 

Nearly (11) 

About (13) 

Roughly (7) 

Around (3) 

Some (2) 

49 

Total 747 
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Linguistic form of 
hedges 

Hedges identified in Arabic original texts Total number 
of occurrences 

modal particles with 

epistemic meaning 

عراضملا لعفلا +دق  (Qad+ imperfect verb) 

[may/might] (33) 

ول  law [if] in unreal conditional 

constructions [equivalent to English 

hypothetical would] (26) 

امبر  rubbamā [might/perhaps/maybe] (35) 

لّعل  laʿalla [perhaps] (5) 

99 

Modally harmonic forms عراضملا لعفلا + نل...نّأ حجرلأا  [will probably 

not] (1) 

عراضملا لعفلا + س … نّأ حجرلأا  [will 

probably] (1) 

امبر ھنإ لوقلا نكمی  [it can be said that perhaps] 

(1) 

عراضملا لعفلا +س ... نظأ لا  [I do not think… 

will] (1) 

عراضملا لعفلا + نل امبر  [perhaps will not] (1) 

انایحأ ودبت  [sometimes seems] (1) 

6 

epistemic lexical verbs نْأ نكمی /نكمی  [can] (22) 

ودبی  [seem/appear] (5)  

نأ ضرتفُی  [suppose to (in its epistemic 

sense)] (2) 

29 

Adverbs  نایحلأا ضعب يف /انایحأ  [sometimes] (2) 2 
epistemic subordinate 

clauses with verbs, 

adjectives, and nouns 

function as adverbials 

نأ دقتعن /نأ دقتعأ  [I/we believe that] (4) 

نأ نظأ  [I think that] (2) 

نظأ لا  [I do not think] (2) 

نأ دقتعُی  [it is believed that] (1) 

نأ فقوملل يریدقت ایصخش  [personally my 

assessment of the situation is that] (1) 

نأ دعبتسن لا نحن  [we do not rule out that] (1) 

نأ روصتأ لا  [I do not imagine that] (2) 

 (1) [I sense that] نأ رعشتسأ 

نإ لوقن نأ نكمی  [we can say that] (1) 

نأ ودبی  [it seems that] (16) 

نأ حجرملا /نأ حجرلأا /)نأ( حجرلأا ىلع  [it is 

probable/likely that] (3) 

نأ عقوتملا نم  [it is expected that] (2) 

نأ كشلا  [the doubt is that] (1) 

نأ نكمملا نم  [it is possible that] (5) 

نإ لوقلا نكمی  [it can be said that] (4) 

نأب روعش كانھ  [there is a feeling that] (3) 

يداقتعا بسحب  [according to my belief] (1) 

يیأر يف  [in my opinion] (2) 

يرظن يف  [in my view] (1) 

54 
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 (1) [I do not know] يردأ لا 

epistemic prepositional 

phrases 

ماع لكشب  [in general] (3) 

لقلأا ىلع  [at least] (9) 

نأش نم  [idiomatic expression that can be 

literally translated as ‘of X’s nature’ and it 

is equivalent to would when used for 

tentative predictions] (7) 

19 

Vague quantifiers  وحن  [about/around] (13) 

ةبارق /ابیرقت  [approximately] (6) 

زھانی/زھان  [around] (2) 

ءاھز  [about] (1) 

يلاوح  [around] (1) 

23 

Total 232 
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Appendix 4 

Inventory of all occurrences of boosters that were identified in the English and 

Arabic original opinion articles 

Linguistic form of boosters Boosters identified in 
English original texts 

Total number of 
occurrences 

Modal verbs and semi-modals Will/’ll/will not/won’t (193) 

Be going to (10) 

Must (5) 

can’t (1) 

209 

Modally harmonic forms will actually (1) 

will never (3) 

will always (1) 

will surely (1) 

will undoubtedly (1) 

certainly won’t (1) 

would surely (1) 

would never (2) 

11 

epistemic adverbs Indeed (18) 

Clearly (10) 

Actually (7) 

Surely (4) 

Sure (8) 

Certainly (5) 

Really (2) 

Obviously (4) 

Inevitably (2) 

Truly (1) 

True/ true enough (2) 

Absolutely (3) 

Never (18) 

Always (5) 

89 

epistemic subordinate clauses 

with adjectives, and verbs 

 It is true that (11) 

It is clear that (2) 

it’s reasonably clear that (1) 

it became clear that (1) 

it is pretty clear now that (1) 

it's been obvious that (1) 

The truth is (1) 

the fact [is] that (3) 

The simple truth is that (1) 

I am sure that (1) 

I know (2) 

I know this (1) 

36 
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I’ve seen (1) 

I find (1) 

I consider (1) 

No doubt (1) 

It goes without saying that (1) 

There is something else that 

goes without saying (1) 

there is no denying that (2) 

There’s a consensus that (1) 

this much is certain (1) 

Epistemic Prepositional phrases Of course (14) 

In fact (12) 

In reality (2) 

In truth (1) 

In essence (1) 

30 

boosting expressions Yes (19) 

No (1) 
20 

Total 395 
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Linguistic form 
of boosters 

Boosters identified in Arabic original texts Total 
number of 

occurrences 
Epistemic 

modal particles 

and expressions 

عراضملا لعفلا +س  sa+ imperfect verb [will] (174) 

دقل  laqad [in the meaning of indeed] (14) 

نّإ  inna [in the meaning of verily or indeed] (7) 

195 

Modally 

harmonic forms 

نأ دجن اعبط  [of course we find that] (1) 

عبطلاب ...نل  [of course will not…] (1) 

عراضملا لعفلا + س ...نأ متحملا نم  [it is inevitable 

that…will] (1) 

عراضملا لعفلا +س امتح  [will inevitably] (2) 

نل اعطق  [definitely will not] (1) 

عراضملا لعفلا +س اعطق  [will definitely] (1) 

عراضملا لعفلا +نل ...نأ مولعم  [it is known that…will not] 

(1) 

ةلاحم لا ... عراضملا لعفلا +س  [will inevitably be] (1) 

عراضملا لعفلا +س ...نأ تبث  [it was proved that…will] (1) 

عراضملا لعفلا +س لاعف  [will indeed] (1) 

عراضملا لعفلا +س ...نأ يف كش لا  [there is no doubt that… 

will] (1) 

كش لاو ... عراضملا لعفلا +س  [will no doubt…] (1) 

عراضملا لعفلا +س ... نأ ادج حضاولا نم  [it is very clear 

that… will] (1) 

عراضملا لعفلا +س لاحلا ةعیبطب  [of course will] (2) 

عراضملا لعفلا +س ... نأ امدقمو انیقی ملعأ  [I certainly know 

that… will] (1) 

17 

Epistemic verbs نكمی لا  [cannot be] 1 
epistemic 

adverbs  

اعبط  [certainly] (13) 

اعطق  [definitely] (2) 

امتح  [inevitably] (2) 

لعفلاب/لاعف  [indeed] (3) 

امود /امئاد  [always] (19) 

املاطل  [always] (1) 

ادبأ  [never] (12) 

طق  [never] (1) 

53 

epistemic 

subordinate 

clauses with 

adjectives, verbs 

and nouns 

نأ ملعأ  [I know] (1) 

نأ قثاو انأ  [I am sure that] (1) 

نأ وھ ھملعن ام لك  [all we know is that] (1) 

نأ كردأ  [I realise that] (1) 

)نأ( دجن  [we find (that)] (3) 

)نأ( ىرن  [we see (that)] (8) 

نأ انیأر  [we saw that] (1) 

ب انتفرعم نم  [from our knowledge of …,] (1) 

)نأ( ةقیقحلا /  (20) [truth is (that) (the)] ةقیقح 

ةقیقحلا يف  [in truth] (1) 

87 
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نأ قحلا  [the fact is that] (3) 

نأ حیحصلا/نأ حیحص  (4) 

نأ دكؤملا /نأ دیكلأا  (7) 

حضاو وھ امك/نأ احضاو ودبی/نأ حضاولا  [What is clear is 

that/it looks clear that] (7) 

نأ حضتا  [it became clear that] (5) 

نأ ادج يعیبطلا نم /نأ يعیبطلا نم  [it is (very) natural that] 

(6) 

نأ دحأ ىلع فاخب سیل /نأ ایفاخ دعی مل  [it is not hidden that] 

(2) 

نأ ادج يھیدبلا نم ھنأ ودبی  [it seems very obvious that] (1) 

نأ ارس سیل  [it is no secret that] (1) 

نأ رملأا عقاو  [the reality of the matter is that] (1) 

عقاولا يف  [in reality] (1) 

نأ لوقی عقاولا  [reality says that] (1) 

ةلاحم لا  [no inevitability] (1) 

كش نود /كش ىندأ لاب  [no doubt] (3) 

بیر لاب /نأ بیر لا   [no doubt (that)] (3) 

نأ فلاخ لا  [no dispute that] (1) 

نأ لوقلا نع ينغ  [needless to say] (1) 

نأ فورعملا نم  [it is well known that] (1) 

Epistemic 

prepositional 

phrases 

عبطلاب  [of course] (21) 

لاحلا ةعیبطب  [of course] (1) 

دیكأت لكب /نأ دیكأتلا عم /دیكأتلاب  [in (all) certainty] (7) 

عطقلاب  [in definiteness] (1) 

حوضو لكب  [in all clearness] (1) 

31 

boosting 

expressions 

نأ دب لا /نم دب لا  [Lit. (there is) no avoiding from [in the 

necessity meaning of must]] (3) 

معن  [yes] (4) 

7 

Total 391 
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Appendix 5 

Inventory of all occurrences of attitude markers that were identified in the English 

and Arabic original opinion articles 

Linguistic form of attitude 
markers 

Attitude markers identified in 
English original texts 

Total number of 
occurrences 

modals and semi-modals in their 

deontic meaning 

Should (61) 

Must (16) 

Have/has to (18) 

Need to (13) 

Cannot/can’t (4) 

Ought to (1) 

Suppose to (1) 

114 

attitudinal adverbs Unfortunately (5) 

Worse (4) 

rightly (3) 

frankly (2) 

weirdly (1) 

suddenly (1) 

ironically (1) 

more importantly (1) 

more seriously (1) 

admittedly (1) 

surprisingly (1) 

sadly (1) 

astonishingly (1) 

honestly (1) 

24 

attitudinal subordinate clauses 

with nouns, verbs and adjectives 

This strikes me as (1) 

I have to admit that (1) 

I hate when (1) 

I urge (1) 

I agree (1) 

I disagree (1) 

I fear that (1) 

I hope that (3) 

I wish [that] (2) 

I greatly respect (1) 

I'm glad (1) 

I have to say this (1) 

I greatly respect (1) 

I ’d like to [know] (4) 

I'd like to [hear] (1) 

I'd like to [examine] (1) 

I get that (1) 

60 
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I wonder (1) 

one has to wonder (1) 

one wonders (2) 

no wonder (1) 

Odd as it may sound (1) 

Give me a break (1) 

Not to sound grandiose (1) 

to be fair (2) 

it’s striking how (1) 

It is worth recalling that (1) 

the honest answer is that (1) 

it is interesting that (1) 

what is interesting is that (1) 

The troubling thing is that (1) 

more troubling is that (1) 

the strange thing is (1) 

The unfortunate fact is that (1) 

it's crucial that (1) 

The problem with that logic is 

that (1) 

the problem is that (1) 

the basic problem is this (1) 

the real problem is that (1) 

X are right that (1) 

it’s just as well that (1) 

there's a danger that (1) 

one danger is that (1) 

it's no surprise that (2) 

It’s an outrage that (1) 

What is fascinating about X is 

that (1) 

The disturbing fact is that (1) 

The good news is that (1) 

A sad irony of X is that (1) 

the sad fact is (1) 

More embarrassing still is (1) 

Attitudinal sentences and other 

expressions 

Sorry (3) 

Excuse me? (1) 

Bravo (1) 

Come on (2) 

Interesting. (1) 

It’s all so pathetic (1) 

What a difference two decades 

make! (1) 

That’s true and disappointing 

(1) 

14 
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There is one problem with that 

(1) 

Yeah, right (1) 

This is crazy (1) 

Total 212 
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Linguistic form 
of attitude 
markers 

Attitude markers identified in Arabic original 
texts Total number 

of occurrences 

Expressions of 

deontic modality 

with adjectives, 

verbs, and 

particles 

)لاأ /نأ(  بجی   [must/must not] (24) 

دب  Lit. no avoiding from [in the meaning of] لا 

deontic must]] (12) 

)نأ( نكمی   (25) [cannot] لا 

نأ يغبنی   [should] (2) 

)نأ( ىلع   [Lit. upon [in the meaning of have to] (14) 

)لاأ /نأ(  ضرتفی   [suppose (not) to] (4) 

نأ ضورفملا   [what is obligatory to] (1) 

نأ بجاولا  نم   [it is a duty to] (1) 

وھ بجاولا   [the duty is] (1) 

نأ ...بجاو   [the duty of… is to] (1) 

نلأ ةجاحب   [in need to] (1) 

نأ يرورضلا  نم   [it is necessary that] (3) 

بلاطمُ ب … […is demanded to] (3) 

نأ بولطملا   [what is demanded is] (4) 

نأ ضورفملاو  بولطملا   [what is demanded and 

obligatory is to] (1) 

نأ ضورفملا   [what is obligatory is to] (1) 

نأ حرتقن   [we suggest that] (1) 

نأ ...بطاخن   [we call on… to] (1) 

نأ ...بیھن   [we urge… to] (1) 

101 

Attitudinal 

subordinate 

clauses with 

verbs, adjectives 

and nouns 

ىسنن  (1) [we do not forget that] لا 

لبقن نل   [we will not accept] (1) 

فلتخأ انأ   [I disagree] (1) 

برغتسأ  [I wonder] (1) 

نأ لمأن   [we hope that] (1) 

نا لملأا  لكو   [all hope is that] (1) 

نأ  لملأا  داز  [hope has increased that] (1) 

نأ ةكحضملا  ةقرافملا   [the funny irony is that] (1) 

نأ ىنمتن   [we wish that] (1) 

نأ ةقرافملا   [the irony is that] (2) 

نأ )وھ(  تفلالا   [it is remarkable that] (2) 

وھ )انھ(  مھلأا   [the most important (here) is] (3) 

مھملا نم  /نأ  انھ  مھملا   [what is important (here) is] (2) 

نأ قلقملا   [what is worrying is that] (1) 

كلذ لك  نم  ىھدلأاو   [what is worse] (1) 

كلذ نم  ىكنأ   [what is worse] (2) 

ةیرخسلل /ةیرخس  نم  اھل  ای   [[what an irony/ ironically] 

(2) 

نأ )كلذ  لك  نم(  رطخلأا   [what is more dangerous (than 

all of that) is] (4) 

نأ ریطخلا   [what is dangerous is] (1) 

64 



374 
 

نأ فیرطلا   [what is funny is] (1) 

وھ يكبملا  كحضملا   [the tragic irony is] (1) 

كحضملا /كحضملا  نم  نوكیس   [it will be hilarious to/ 

what is hilarious is] (2) 

نا ادج  دیفملا  نم  نوكیس   [it will be very useful that] (1) 

وھ انھ  ریكفتلاب  ریدجلا  رملأا   [what is worth mentioning 

here is] (1) 

نأ ریثملا   [what is interesting is] (1) 

نأ شھدملا   [what is amazing is] (1) 

وھ انھ  رثكأ  لھذملا   [what is more fascinating here is] 

(1) 

نأ بیرغب  سیل  /نأ  اًبرغت  سم سیل  /نأ  برغتسُی   it is not] لا 

strange that] (4) 

وھ  برغتسملا   [what is strange is that] (1) 

نأ ریحم   [it is confusing that] (1) 

ةأجف  [suddenly] (1)  

لوقعملا ریغ  نم  /نأ  لقعُی   (3) [it is unreasonable to] لا 

نأب فارتعلاا  نكمی   [it can be admitted that] (1) 

نإ لوقنل  ،سفنلا  عم  ةفقوو  ،قداص  فارتعا  نم  دب   there] لا 

must be an honest acknowledgement, and 

contemplation for us to say that] (1) 

ةحارص لكب  /ةحارصب   [in (all) frankness] (2) 

نأ ةلكشملا   [the problem is that] (1) 

نأ ةیشخلا   [there is a fear that] (1) 

فسلأا عم  /فسلأل  /فسأ  لكب   [with regrets/regrettably] 

(8) 

ةناملأل  [in honesty] (1) 

نأ ظحلا  نسحل   [it is fortunate that] (1) 

Attitudinal 

particles 

بجعتلا ام   [exclamatory mā] (1) 

ىسع  [a particle with the meaning of wishing and 

hoping] (1) 

تیل  [a particle with the meaning of wishing and 

hoping] (3) 

لّع  [a particle with the meaning of wishing and 

hoping in its deontic meaning] (1) 

6 

Total 171 
 

 

 

 

 

 


