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ABSTRACT

The present exploratory research intended to investigate the coherence
relations in intercultural communications in the process of translation. As a
result, the manifestations of underspecification in translation strategies of the
most frequent, complex, common, and apparently simple discourse marker
“and” were investigated. Research methodologies in discourse analysis and
translation studies were combined through tﬁe data derived from parallel
corpora in simultaneous translation. Instances of DMs were determined and
sorted based on Mohammadi and Dehghan (2020) inventory of DMs. The
results revealed that in 73% of the cases discourse marker “and” was
underspecified. Two manifestations of underspecification were discovered in
the process of analysis: change and omission. The translator changed this DM
into different DMs in 35% of the instances. And the instances of AND were
deleted in 38% of the cases. However, in 28% the instances of “and” were not
underspecified. The bases and sources were discussed and different

educational, research, and administrative implications were suggested.
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1. Introduction

The first step in natural processing of
language in the society is a sort of processing in
which the structures, images, and mental pictures
have not yetbeen shaped in the audience’s mind in
terms of the meaning and the purpose behind using
linguistic elements in discourse. That might be due
to the fact that the writer's or speaker’s intention in
the employment of linguistic elements is not
perfectly clear and the audience hasn't discovered
and explored that purpose yet. Therefore, in order
to comprehend and discover the message, the
audience needs to substantiate different types of
semantic and pragmatic enrichments in order to
disambiguate the message and facilitate the
process interpretation of discourse (Frisson, 2009).
Therefore, by resorting to clues in the context and
applying pragmatic inferences in the process of
interpretation, the audience tries to perceive
meanings for these vague elements in discourse so
that he would be able to discover
writer’s/speaker’s intention and message in
discourse. Consequently, in this creative,
collaborative, and communicative interaction with
text there is some sort of incongruity and
divergence between lexical/semantic meaning and
pragmatic interpretation of the meanings,
functions and behaviors of words and phrases and
as a result the coherence relations established in
the process of interpretation of discourse. This
creative and interactive process of discoursal
manipulation of text is referred to as
underspecification (Spooren, 1997; Egg and
Redeker, 2007; Frisson and Pickering, 2001).
Underspecification is a multidimensional
discourse theory investigating the mismatch
between lexical meaning of linguistics elements
and their different pragmatic functions in social
contexts. The result of such a study would be the
introduction of the different methods of creation of
discourse in different aspects of using language in
the society (Aijmer, 2002).

Combination  of  discourse  analysis,
particularly discourse monitoring, and translation
studies through the analysis of data in parallel
corpora in the area of translation will provide
comprehensive  information  regarding  the

comprehensive process of underspecification in
using language in the society and as a result these
studies will provide more comprehensive
analysis and discovery of coherence relations in
cultural communicative environments (Spooren,
1997, Crible and Dangand, 2018; Forku,
2014).These researchers believe that the analysis
of data in parallel texts will provide an ideal
method for comparative discourse studies among
languages in the processes of decoding and
encoding in simultaneous translation. As the
interpreter imagines himself in the position of the
audience in this context, consequently, he would
naturally apply the strategies of natural language
processing and interpretive use of this pragmatic,
discourse construction, and discourse analytic
theory of underspecification in the process of
encoding the message in  simultaneous
translation. This manipulative use of language
can be investigated by discourse and pragmatic
analysts. Since the translator has to adapt the
application of metalinguistic elements such as
discourse markers (DMs henceforth) in another
the discourse, language, and Culture with
different pragmatic strategies in the process of
rendering source language message in the target
language and therefore the issue of mismatch
between lexical meaning of words and
expressions and their pragmatic behaviors and
functions of DMs in the process of creating
intercultural coherence relations can be realized
(Spooren, 1997; Steel, 2015; Zufferey and
Dagand, 2013).

Coherence relations signal the semantic and
pragmatic links, relations, and associations
between units of discourse. They also specify and
characterize the nature of existing relationships
between discourse components, and consequently
facilitate the process of creating and interpreting
the units of discourse in a text. These semantic and
pragmatic links and relations consist of the
following four types of coherence relations:
elaboration, contrast, inference, and sequence.
These relations are mostly expressed through the
use of DMs (Das and Taboada, 2018).

In the process of creating text and discourse
the writer/speaker tries to establish different
semantic and pragmatic relations and
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associations between units of discourse through
using different linguistic and metalinguistic
devices. Moreover, the audience should try to use
linguistic elements in order to discover different
semantic and pragmatic relations in the process of
comprehension and interpretation of discourse.
These metalinguistic elements are referred to as
DMs and they include verbs, adverbs,
coordinators, conjunctions, and preposition
phrases such as and, therefore, but, and other
words and phrases which establish the most
frequent, effective, and useful variables in the
process of production, comprehension, and
interpretation of discourse (Crible and Dagand,
2019; Mohammadi and Radjaie, 2020).The
process of discovering DMs-use and non-use was
substantiated through using DMs inventory
developed by Mohammadi and Dehghan (2020).

This researcher intended to investigate the
different manifestations and characterizations of
underspecification in the simultaneous translation
and interpretation of the most frequent, dynamic,
complex, and apparently simple DM"and" within
the framework of a theory in discourse analysis
known as underspecification. The researcher’s
assumption is that the simultaneous translator and
interpreter would apply different strategies of
underspecification in the process of construction
of discourse in simultaneous translation and
interpretation. The following questions are
addressed by the present research: 1. To what
extent underspecification is applied in the process
of encoding the DM and in simultaneous
translation? 2. What are the different
manifestations of underspecification in the process
of simultaneous translation? 3.What are the
different translations of and as a result of the
application of underspecification in simultaneous
translation? 4.What are the different sources and
causes of deletion of the DM and in the process of
simultaneous translation? 5.What are the different
sources and causes of not applying
underspecification in the process of translating the
DM and in the process of simultaneous
translation?

2. Review of literature

The first section of literature review will cover
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theoretical studies and in the second partthe
experimental researches will be analyzed.

2-1. Theoretical studies

DMs are metadiscursive elements applied for
establishing relationship between units of
discourse through coherence relations such
as contrast, consequence, simile, description
and so on. Moreover, they possess other
functions such as turn exchange, topic
switch, and establishing a discoursal
relationship between speaker/writer and
audience (Schiffrin, 1987; Frank-job, 2006;
Fisher, 2006). DMs are metalinguistic
elements which are made up of coordinators
such as and, but, and or; conjunctions such
as because and although; adverbs such as
well and really; sentences such as | mean,
prepositional phrases such as in factand in
other words(Fraser, 2006).

The discussion of DMs is a very important
topic and fundamental issue in areas of
pragmatics and discourse analysis. And as a
result, for several decades researchers have tried
their best to analyze and explore their structure,
meaning, and functional spectrum in human
communications and interactions.  The
philosophy behind researchers’ focus on DMs
analysis is due to the fact that establishing
coherence in discourse and creation of
relationship between units of discourse are DMs’
basic and fundamental functions investigated
within the two theoretical perspectives of
coherence (Schiffrin and Mushler, 2015) and
relevance (Blakemore, 1993).The rationale
behind the researchers’ greatemphasis on DMs is
their widest spread meaning, and substantial
spectrums of functions in monitoring human
discourse (Fisher, 2006). That is to say, DMs
such as and and therefore are interpreted
differently in different contexts. This is
dependent on the meaning,  structural
configuration, and general knowledge of
languages speakers (Spooren, 1997).

Redeker (1990) discovers three domains of
discourse construction and explanation in the
functional spectrum of DMs: ideational structure
establishing the relationship between real world

08 01 /9 abed ‘'TZ0z Buiids ‘T JoquINN ‘TT 8WNJOA ‘HOHVYISTH IDOVNONY T NDITHOL 40 TVYNINOCr



JOURNAL OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE RESEARCH, Volume 11, Number 1, Spring 2021, Page 67 to 80

events, rhetorical structure creating relationship
between assumptions and speech acts, temporal
structure setting up a relationship between
extended units of discourse such as turns, topics,
and themes. According to Redeker (1990) the
common ground between all these approaches is
giving rise to distinctions between special
meaning or special discourse relationship which
is established by a DM from one outlook and
another level of discourse or writer/speaker
intention from the other viewpoint which is
established by DMs. In other words, a DM can
indicate and signal special meaning such as
conclusion in more than one domain such as real
conclusion, argumentative conclusion, and
textual conclusion in different domains.

Researchers have conducted investigations
in the areas of DMs and discoursal relationships
in parallel data in translation applying
underspecificationtheory in the analysis of DMs
and their translation in target language. Hoek et
al (2017) investigated different discoursal
relationships which were translated implicitly in
the process of translation. They assumed that
simple cognitive and mental relationships are
generally expressed implicitly in a text. This is
not the case about complex mental and cognitive
relationships expressed in a text. Researchers
believe that the discussion of underspecification
in the process of translation is mostly
substantiated on DMs (Egg, 2010). According to
Spooren (1997) in the area of underspecification,
researchers study the mismatch between lexical
meaning and interpretation of DMs in the
expression of relationship between units of
discourse. This researcher believes that implicit
interpretation of a DM is dependent on implicit
issues in the context of text. Analyzing the most
frequent DM, i.e. and. This researcher supports
the idea that the expression of causal and
contrastive relationships is added to the core
meaning of this DM.

2-2. Experimental studies

The structural configuration of DMs is under
the influence of their multifunctional nature.
According to Schiffrin (1987, 2006) the most
frequent DM in English language is and. This

DM has limited lexical meanings functioning as
a coordinator and continueity. However, it
possesses different pragmatic applications such
as contrast, argument, establishing relationship
between topics, supporting an idea, and as an
introduction to an argument. Crible et al (2018)
investigated the functions and translation
equivalence of three groups of the most frequent
DMs, that is, and, but, and therefore and their
translation ~ within  the  framework  of
underspecification- the mismatch between their
lexical meaning and pragmatic interpretations.
The results revealed that the translation of these
DMs has undergone different procedures of
underspecification in their corpora. These
procedures are parallel, but all other DMs and
their functions were not underspecified equally.

Buysse (2012) investigated the DMs in the
following three domains: ideational domain such
as indicating conclusion, interpersonal domain
such as argument and turn keeping, and textual
domain including introduction and beginning of
discourse, returning back to the former part of
discourse and self-correction. He came to the
conclusion that so is a DM with 10 different
functions. Aijmer (2002) analyzed the DM really
and his analysis resulted in different pragmatic
functions such as contrast and description. This
variety in functional spectrum includes different
domains and establishes discourse construction
and configuration in the process of
communication. They include different semantic
domains such as objective and external uses from
one point of view and pragmatic domains such as
cognitive and mental applications from another
perspective.

Dupont and Zufferey (2017) investigated
translation corpora in order to analyze the effect
of text type, translation direction, and translators
experience in the modification of meaning and
deletion of contrastive DMs in English and
French. Their study revealed that these variables
influence the process of translation of DMs and
their translation strategies should be investigated
on the basis of the type of corpus. Moreover, the
results revealed that new studies and
investigations found out different types of
translation strategies. Also, these researchers
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realized that most translators approach the source
text faithfully. Moreover, deletion of DMs in
their corpus had the lowest frequency. And that is
due to the fact that in argumentative language it
is necessary to explicitly transfer the relationship
between different units of discourse. The
interesting point in their finding was that the basis
for deletion, maintenance, and change of DMs in
the process of translation was based on functional
explanation and pragmatic interpretation in the
process of using DMs in social contexts.

Moreover, Crible et al (2018) analyzed
parallel corpora and discovered that the pattems of
deletions of DMs in translation into four languages
were very similar. In addition, they found out that
the patterns of deletion are dependent on strategy
and it was not relatedto the similarity in the family
languages concerned. For example, the DM and
was deleted in some parts, i.e. it was deletedin 6
out of 10 cases in rhetorical texts. This finding
showed that when the DM and has got a function
different from the core meaning of addition, it is
not deleted in the process of translation. Their
analysis revealed that in all four languages in
parallel corpora and was translated into a different
DM. Underspecified uses of and such as
conclusion or contrast mostly are not deleted and
as a result, they are replaced with more explicit
DMs in the process of translation. Also Forku
(2014) comes to the conclusion that symmetric
equivalence or one-to-one correspondence for
DMs in their target text is impossible and in
various cases we cannot replace the same DM in
the targettext. In the analysis of parallel corpora in
Chinese and Russian languages, Jiang and Tao
(2017) discovered different types of translation
universals such as simplification, implicitation,
explicitation, and normalization. Therefore, the
analysis of the literature in this area revealed that
the only investigation carried out about the DM
and was done on Hafez and Goute poetry by
Mohammed and Dehghan (2020). As a result, no
study is carried out in the area of combining
translation studies and establishing coherence
relations in discourse construction based on
underspecification ~ theory in analyzing
simultaneous translators’ strategies in Iran and the
present research intends to fill this scientific and
research gap.
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3. Methodology Research

In this comparative, descriptive and
qualitative research, discourse construction and
pragmatic behaviors of simultaneous translator in
the process of translation were investigated. In
this comparative study two Persian and English
spoken corpora were compared to analyze the
establishment of discourse relations through
applying the DM and. It is descriptive and
qualitative due to the factthat firstly it analyzed
parallel data from a natural context of language
use. And secondly it benefited from research
questions and a research analysis model (Seliger
and Shohamy 1989).

3-1. The corpus

The corpus consisted of three lectures by the
leader of Islamic Revolution of Iran Ayatollah
Khamenei in Persian language and their
simultaneous translation into English in Iranian
TV broadcasting channel Press TV. This corpus
consisted of 2115 sentences and 34484 words.
There were 945 instances of DMs in Persian
corpus and 219 examples out of 945 were the
instances of the DM and. 121 instances of this
DM were selected randomly for the analysis,
consisting of more than 50 percent of the corpus.
First English translations of the lectures were
listen carefully for three times. Then, it was
transcribed. And finally, they were classified and
organized in the form of written text for the
purpose of analysis. After that, the instances of
the DM and in the target text, that is English,
were determined and analyzed and finally they
were compared with the source text, Persian text.

3-2. Theoretical framework

In pragmatics and discourse studies, there is a
theory known as underspecification. Itwas applied
as the theoretical foundation to support the
practical aspects of the study. On the basis of this
theory, in the earlier stages of natural processing
of language in human mind, still structures,
images, and mental pictures relevant to the
meaning, concepts, and speaker writer intention
behind using linguistic elements in the mind of
audience are not formed and especially their
pragmatic functions are not distinguished. As a
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result, in order to understand and disambiguate the
text, the audience or readership needs to apply
different types of semantic pragmatic enrichments
in order to facilitate the analysis and interpretation
of discourse. To meet this objective, the audience
would appeal to clues in the context and resort to
pragmatic inferences in the process of
interpretation of discourse and as a result come up
with a meaning for some ambiguous linguistic
elements in discourse in order to discover and
explore speaker/ writer intention. In this
communicative interaction with text, there is some
sort of mismatch between the primary lexical
meaning of the linguistic elements and their
pragmatic interpretation of the implicit pragmatic
functions and behaviors of wards and statements.
The outcome would be the interpretation of
discoursal relationship established by applying
linguistic elements in discourse analysis. This
process of creative interaction with text and
discourse construction is referred to as
underspecification theory. Therefore,
underspecification theory is a multivariate
discourse analysis premise investigating different
aspects of mismatch between lexical meaning of
linguistic elements and their different pragmatic
functions in social context. That is to say, changes
in the application of language in social context are
based on pragmatic manipulation of language
elements. Analysis of these pragmatic
manipulations and changes is the major purpose of
discourse analysis framework known as
underspecification. And the researchers' purpose
working within this theoretical perspective is
introducing discourse construction system in
different aspects of language use in the society.
These researchers try discover discourse
production and comprehension system first and
then tofacilitate the cooperation between people in
discourse (Spoorn, 1997; Egg and Redecker, 2008;
Frisson, 2009; Frisson and Pickering 2001). For
example, a DM such as and in social
communications such as the translation, might be
rendered into to DMs such as but, because,
therefore, and so on.

3-3. Scientific basis and reliability

In order to accomplish, realize and support
the scientific value and reliability of this

comparative analysis between source and target
texts, the following steps were pursued. First the
target text was listened carefully. Then the
instances of discourse markers in source and
target texts were determined and sorted applying
discourse marker inventory designed by
Mohammadi and Dehghan (2020) manually. And
finally, the comparative and contrastive analysis
of the instances of the DM and in the source text,
i.e. Persian and target text, i.e. English were
carried out on within the framework of the theory
of underspecification.

3-4. The model

The DM inventory designed by Mohammadi
and Dehghan (2020) was employed in the
classification of DMs. The reason behind the
selection of this model was the fact that
theoretically it was based on coherence theory
introduced by Schiffrin (1987, 2006). Moreover, it
was substantiated by scientific and experimental
corpus-based studies in the analysis of translation
criticisms. This model categorized DMs into the
following four groups: elaborative, contrastive,
inferential, and temporal DMs. The instances of
elaborative DMs (EDMs) include and, moreover,
also, etc. The instances of contrastive DMs
(CDMs) include words and phrases such as but, in
spite of, however, etc. The examples of inferential
DMs (IDMs) include therefore, then, as a result,
so, etc. And temporal DMs (TDMs) include first,
second, finally, and so on.

4. Results and discussion

The present researcher analyzed the various
instances of underspecifications of the most
frequent, effective, and complex DM and in the
process of translation. The research questions
addressed the degree of application of
underspecification in the construction of
discourse in simultaneous translation, deletion,
and substitution of this DM with other DMs.
Moreover, we analyzed the cases in which
underspecification is not put into practice in the
process of translation of this DM. Table 1 shows
the results of the parallel corpora of the study.
According to Table 1, there are 219 instances of
the DM and in Persian corpus. The sample
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analyzed in the research consisted of 121
instances of this DM comprising 55% of all
examples in the corpus. Underspecified instances
of the DM and included 89 instances including
73%  (first  question).  And different
manifestations of underspecification included
substitution of this DM in the framework of the

context with 43 instances containing for 35% and
its deletion consisting of 46 instances and
explaining 38% of the distribution (the subject of
second, third, and fourth questions). And finally
in 32 instances, i.e. 26% of the cases the DM and
was not underspecified (question number 5).

Table 1. The results of underspecified instances of the DM and in the process of simultaneous translation

) total selected instances underspecified changed instances instances of Non- underspecified
Instances/percent Ipercent instances /percent Ipercent deletion /percent instances / percent
219/7.100 121//55 89 /173 43//.35.5 121//55 32/7/.26

4-1. Underspecifications of and

This part of findings revealed that in 73% of
the cases, instances of the DM and were
underspecified by the simultaneous interpreter.
The underspecifications included substitution and
deletion. 73% shows a high index of application of
underspecification in the process of translating this
DM in simultaneous translation. The importance
of this finding lies in the factthatit shows different
manifestations of this fundamental approach in the
construction of the discourse and it is a dynamic
and complex source of human application of
different strategies in the process of discourse
construction and manipulation. These strategies
contribute to the creation of a context sensitive
approach in discourse construction which is
comprehensible for the audience. Employment
and application of underspecification theory is
reported in other researches such as Crible et al
(2018). In the analysis of the translation of
different discourse markers, Hoek et al (2017)
discovered that many translators applied
explicitation in the process of translation. In the
analysis of parallel corpora these researchers
discovered that unpredictable, complex, and
compound mental relationships in multilingual
corpora in European parliamentary debates were
totally translated explicitly. Moreover, their results
revealed that in the context in which the DM and
expressed an unpredictable meaning such as
contrast, it was underspecified and as a result, it
was translated into another discourse marker such
as “but” and in some other situations and
conditions it was deleted.

Discussing the philosophy behind substitution
73

and deletion of DMs in the process of human
communication, Spoorren (1997) focuses on the
cooperation between speaker/writer and audience
and concludes that underspecification is an
effective variable in the process of facilitating the
cooperation between participants in discourse. As
a result, in many situations underspecification
strategies were applied in discourse in order to
facilitate mutual understanding. In the analysis of
the philosophy behind subtituting DMs in the
process of communication, Egg (2010) raises the
question of ambiguity and concludes that that in
natural processing of language the listener
possesses all the different meanings of a word,
phrase, sentence in his or her mind. Through the
process of monitoring his discourse and following
a complicated approach, the audience tries to
analyze, discover and explore the possible
pragmatic functions and behaviors of the words
and phrases and then selects the most applicable
and suitable function in processing and
constructing of discourse relations. The analysis of
these  studies revealed that typically
underspecification functions as a translation
strategy within which a DM is substituted with
another DM with different meanings and
pragmatic functions in the process of translation.
In some other contexts deletion and implicitation
of DMs is reported by Crible et al (2018) through
application of underspecification in the process of
translation.

4-2. Underspecifications of the DM and:
substitution

According to Table 1 in 43 cases out of 121
instances, accounting for more than 35%, the DM
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and is substituted with other discourse markers.
This substitution included all four different types
of DMs covered in Mohammadi and Dehghan
(2020)  inventory including  elaborative,
contrasting, inferential, and temporal DMs.
Figure 1 displays different aspects of this
substitution. The first rank with more than 60%

belongs to elaborative DMs (EDMs). Inferential
DMs (IDMs) stay in the second rank explaining
27% of the cases. Temporal DMs (TDMs) take
the third rank making up for 9% of the instances.
And the lowest frequency of substitution belongs
to contrastive DMs (CDMs) explaining 2% of the
data (Figure 1).

62% .
27% .
4 9% .
2%
2
0
' EDMs IDMs TDMs CDMs
Figure 1. Underspecifications of the DM and
Table 2. Underspecifications of the DM and
’ ’ ’ ’ Total
Simple And of course And also 12
EDMs Also?2 9 I mean 2 6
Compound s |l s | Bl An ST ) )
EDMs 14
Also 2|Of courselLet me alsq And 2 And also And | mean And 2 And 4
IDMs Lol I s 3 3 3
12
So 2 S0 Well and Well So7
TDMs 3 Ll 5 g 3
6
And when Now as for | And then Just
CDMs 3
1
But
Total Y \ \ ¥ 0 0 4 V4 43

According to table 2 the most frequent
substitution belongs to elaborative DMs,
including simple and compound DMs. These
two features function symmetrically. That is to
say, in some cases the Persian DM is a simple
DM but it's English equivalent is a compound
DM, i.e. translating single Persian DM into two
DMs in the target language (extracts 3, 6, 13,
14). And in some cases in Persian language
there is a compound DM but it's English
equivalent is a simple one (extracts 11, 16).
And a third form of replacement in this corpus
consisted of compound discourse markers in
both Persian and English versions (extract 8).

In sum, this DM is replaced with 8 different
types of EDMs. Another form of replacement
of the DM and is replacing it with inferential
DM and it includes three difference DMs with
simple and compound forms (extracts 1, 2, 3, 4,
5, 6, 15, 16). The third type of substitution is
replacing this DM with TDMs and it includes
four different simple and compound DMs
(extracts 6, 7, 91,3, 14). And finally, it is
replaced with CDMs, that is but with only a
single instance in the corpus (extract 17). This
part of the findings of this research is in line
with researches reported by Crible et al (2018)
and Egg and Redeker (2008).

Table 3. Underspecificationof the DM and: substitution
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Number

Extracts

3yt Sty g 6 Sl (U3 4 0l 5 G e 48 il Slinntr 5 Sl s Blite

1 He wants to see the humanity guided the right way, well the prophet was a kind father, who wants to see humanity
moving on the right destiny.
S e S35 s bty by o 0T e ok plis &:_,J;s@;ﬁwwumftsw\)us;wngﬁ Gl alis
2 It is the policy of an establishment that is backing this wrong deed. So the political figure goes there and expressly
announces his support for this.
Slep3 o SILET 15 edin e jlastl 53 oS (5Ll G 5 Bloy Saled 1y aBlald 358 50 s il 5 08 dules 31 (g3Taze 511
3 bbb, Doled a5k A Ses ey
Lots of members of parliament, members of judiciary were martyred and also on the top 17000 people on the strests,
they martyred themall.
sl 0 )&;TJANLA S50l Claal atoan 5l Gt 55 el S e OaS 0y o5 dnda w0 e, Bl
4 S0 let’s go to the second point, the unity week. Well, I believe that today more than any time, the significance of this
great initiative of the late Imam Khomeini is being evident to us.
; .J;L,,j;;tigm,mwl‘\sMQUJs&,’;_}m}:J@uan}M@mruwmégn
Of course, this is not goingto come to an end. | mean, they cannot dare to be able to put an end to the cause of Palestine.
Cilal Kos 855 01 Sluitie 4 5 e (S5 3500 «Sme [paied] K Lo Llon 5558 OV 55 S 55 e oS iy e OLSL Lt
6 EJ).\;LSAAM% WK‘Q)LJAA)JLSA"&TJAML:J&!‘JS@
And all of a sudden you see that in a country in our neighborhood a scholar goes to polyom and then insultsthe other
denomination. And then he goes to British embassy and takes shelter......
‘r.]a&.fﬁl.g Q:Y} L: Sl ol Cislzs ﬂ&;aﬂl)&..ﬂ‘ ngj)L..A)'}) aS QLT ("A)J:”" JL«-J\ 45\}..«:‘;,_”} QLT (..Aéj:wai.,.w A E)
7 Now as for the 13" of Aban, November 3, interestingly 13" of Aban that is the day of fightingthe global arrogance is
concurrent with the birthanniversary of the prophet of Islam.
st A il SIS o dus il (Ll s S IS 0T 055 5 ST s Sl s pns S S 0S8 (20 o) nl s
S 313 Aal g e 55 Ol s S s 1)
8 Let me also mention the fact that some people would, well, they have the assumption about the US establishment wes a
wrongone. They believe if such agovernment surrenders to that regim, then they would benefit from that. No that is not
the case.
o a V.M,)w}u.tgfiduwpupwﬁ fred L s S esbilede ldly |, 48 oS ol Olos g2 5 538 55 S5k w5 o140 50
9 b oS 5 Sy law 3 ol IS
We have also an instance Pahlavi regime in our own country. The country was really moving backward and surrendering
to American policies. Just day afterday, those regimes will be more dependent.
f\n;c)]aw);gwcdja&o&)éswj& Sld= s (g8 C,L,Jp-ﬁr.au.})ﬁ.w: “3 ()l.aﬁ}oc,j.a A{rlu;u.é,o Ll e 1y 0!
10 I have repeatedly told our people also the officials in the meetings that we have working meetings, private meetings that
we had with the authorities.
S 63l 53 Gy s g 8351 535wt w33 5 ISl el dey 5 ) K LTl el e S s plel
1 But the late Imam in such a situation managed the beginning of the war and the continuation of the war by having
everythingunder his controle.
c,gfjjjj@‘wi)},etbz Sl ol bl le(@\}%ﬁj‘;ﬁ&qwﬁﬁt@)” S et o8 Sy 5558 0 axiS a8 4SSl
12 il (G ) Kty S5 0l e it 5 VI
And this is part of our national identity, whenit is said and of course it is true, due to the fact that that the sacred defense
has led to the manifestation of this glorious identity of the Iranian nation. He managed to win the war.
13 iz S odge 1S sy plel sy 1y S aile b 55 S 513 Hdo s
... and when Banisadr had fled and Imam actually led the war and was actingas the commander in chief.
s S slazel Lag)lﬁa__,.,\il{év.ul:b odide e le (..Ajjjalj_.,\b;da:t,;;\ La;)lﬁq_,ou:i!m}fup&;i\w
14 _ ) ‘
So when you say that Imam has stressed on the youth, and thenwe are in the same belief that we need to trust the youth.
15 L3 S b Ol 51 bl A Sy bl aalyl a8 )l 165 S e’ aalS a3ly (clinsas
That really humiliated the world powers and they shuttled them, well and they kicked them out.
Loy i 53 1y Ll &8 Uy S 208 53 0L e 0T €00 gy Ols 55 (glaslity Lla 15 o1 ol il gl by 0 Jb= a s
16 3,05 dalsl ol Q—l‘r_-"‘ ;N\_)u;
So hopefully Americans face scandal in the way that they acted. You know that how they managed the coronavirus and
the scandal is still going on
Lk s sl eV sla Sobelaadl 5 e 5 S eslinad O Sos slaa oo 5l el 5 o
17 -

They could not use other people’s exp eriences. But they could have made preparations.
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What is the philosophy behind these
substitutions? On the basis of different
interpretations for DMs in the process of
translation,  researchers provide different
justifications ~ for this phenomenon. These
justifications include broad variety of meanings,
pragmatic functions, structural configurations,
and world knowledge of languages speakers. The
employment of DMs in different contexts and
different inferences for more comprehensive
interpretation for DMs on the basis of meaning,
implicit, and pragmatic behaviors of DMs
(Aijmer, 2002; Egg and Redeker, 2008; Buyssi,
2012; Frisson and Pickering, 2001). These
different interpretations are manifested more
clearly and comprehensively in the process of
translation and resulted in many differencesin the
translation of DMs. Moreover, the analysis of
parallel data in investigations revealed thatand &
substituted with different DMs by the translators
(Crible et al 2018). Other researchers (Redeker
1990; Schiffrin, 1987) believe that their functions
in text construction is the source of different
interpretation of DMs. These researchers
concluded that DMs different functions such as
contrast, argumentation, and conclusion, i.e. they
preface different argumentations in different
domains of ideation, rhetoric, and sequence in the
process of construction of discourse and as a
result, they assume different functions and
manifestations in translators’ discourse. Other
researchers (Spooren, 1997; Hoek et al, 2017)
focus on the nature of the DM “and” and then
came to the conclusion that as this DM is strictly
general and is used for indicating different types
of discourse relations; therefore, in the process of
human communication the person generally will
come up with different meanings for this DM and
as a result, this phenomenon is manifested

15
13

32% 28% 13% 9%
== a— s

through substituting it with order discourse
markers in translation.

4-3. Underspecifications of the DM and:
deletion

In this part of the discussion, the focus is on
the second manifestation of underspecification in
the process of translating DM, i.e. deletion of the
marker in the process of construction of discourse
and encoding. According to Table 1, this kind of
underspecification  includes 46 instances,
explaining 38% of distribution in the corpus. Itis
a reliable and high index and exceeds its
substitution with other the DMs. There are
various justifications for the deletion of this DM.
This analysis is based on 21% of the cases of the
deletion of this DM in the target text. According
to Figure 2 and Table 4, one of the instances is
using pronoun instead of and. It took place 15
times accounting for 32% of distribution in the
corpus (Extracts 9 and 11). The second approach
for the realization of this type of
underspecification is dividing the sentence in
guestion into two separate sentences. This
approach was appealed to in 13 instances
explaining 28% of the data (extracts1,2, 3). The
further strategy for deletion of and is applying
paraphrase occurring 7 times and accounting for
13% of the distribution (Extracts 5 and 13). Fifth
procedure for deletion of this DM is summarizing
with 4 instances justifying 9% of distribution.
Another system for deletion of this DM is
changing a phrase into clause with 3 instances
and describing 6.5% of the distribution (extract
4). The other methods include using “ing” form
of English verbs (extract 6), utilizing adverbs
(extract 10), and applying infinitive phrase
(extract 8) in the process of translation.

3

1 1 1
6.50% 2% 2% 2%
— e - e

Figure 2. underspecifications of the DM and
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Table 4. Underspecifications of the DM and

Number Extracts
1 A el aedes pain as gl il 5 Ll 5 ea L
They cannot do anything. They cannot harm the prophet of Islam in any way.
0350 ale,y b en Madlon sl e 5 A3 B sdone ditn b s s 52 &S (gl il sl &l
2 Of course, the Armenians who are residingin those territori;s need to be provided with security. International should
also be respected.
3 A Ko 53 803 5538 505 B b e edlelel Pl S s o ol Ml S s a0
Iran announced it was impartial in bothfirstand second world wars. In bothwars the country was occupied.
4 35503 5 5 5538 (61 st Glanle e 535 (Silutrle s 225 (51 W0 p s sy &5
The fifth pointis that the sacred defense delivered assets for this country, providedthe country with valuable assets
Ay o 0l 5153 Seslinad 55 8 ¢l O 315 4d g0 1y ol pladl 5 ¢l (ol dati e S el pls s
5 The literature of the sacred defense can be considered as the source literature. You can just derive othertype of
literature from that source.
6 el Sl ga DL e I by 5 5 (pDIdlade) o plol iy S 6 ST
...comp lain to Imam Hossein, tellingImam Hossein we were eager to take partin therally...
el Jlizal (1S eslizad 5 S S, Lot cnl 5l blae g e i w
T that is what seminal schools need to favour it.
........... CS 55 S 3OS o 55 s ey 5 5 8 Oliday Jue o T Gl ply g
8 Therefore, by change we mean you have this inclination_and willingness to excellerate, to move forward fast
9 o S g Rl Sy 5 (5 I Sl L et b el oS )8 5 el s ) s
So that is what the situationis like, they are taking advantage ofhuman knowledge.. ...
i gy (530 0l 20ls il 52 pad 5 Lkl e 4S5 (5 ol o L3553 s s s 5 SO o
10 They also created terrorist groupsand elements. And also those elementswho did not know, actually did not want to
enter this game.
e X 0 1 IS T glacle 5 i3 SIS el (s | Ol 2 a5 Ll bl
- But those who have surrendered tothe America, they have accepted and adapte&the USpolicy, .......
Sl Bl A L3S 583 0le ol 53 by 6 gl s e pshes 35 O
12 Then that is the time we can also understandand comprehendthose who had been fighting at the battle
front, howvaluable they havebeen.
s gl 1315 3 Ko ko oy 5 s ol Dlale gl s 4 bt oS5 5 LS Ol Sl 5 5T
13 I mean he was addressing those states that he knewthat they were the main ones behind waging that war
against us.

What are the reasons, sources, and patterns
of deletion of DMs in the process of translation?
According to Baker (2011) the wide variety and
the high frequency of distribution of the DM and
in languages are the sources which explain the
reasons for or applying deletion as a strategy in
the process of translating DMs. Other researchers
(Hoeketal, 2017; Crible etal, 2018) come to the
conclusion that the justification for deletion of
DMs in translation process depends on their
semantic, pragmatic, functional behaviors, and
functions in human discourse. Inthis regard Hoek
et al (2017) analyzed parallel corpora in the
process of translation and came to the conclusion
that some relations such as a speech act relations
and positive causal relations are always expressed
implicitly in the process of translation and as a
result underspecification in the form of deletion
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is demonstrated. Moreover, the analysis of
parallel corpora in four languages revealed that
two most frequent DMs, that is now and therefore
were not translated in all four languages. Their
analysis revealed that the strategy of deletion
enclosed two different types of DMs: a. speech
specific DMs which function as turn givers such
as ok, now, and so, b. conjunctions expressing a
large number of discourse relations such as and,
so, etc. Moreover, their analysis revealed that
discourse monitoring functions of DMs such as
well, therefore, and now were never translated by
translators. In addition, Zufferey (2017)
maintains that frequent application of deletion as
a translation strategy exposed the low degree of
informational value of the DM in question and as
a result the translator deleted that DM in target
language. This researcher concludes that there is
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a correspondence between the deletion of DMs
and their functional spectrum and mainly deletion
is concerned with additive functions and usages
of the DM in a text. It shows that this DM does
not express any coherence function.

4-4. Instances not underspecified

Another part of the findings is related to
instances in which underspecification is not
applied in the process of construction of discourse
in translation process. According to Table 1 in 32
instances explaining 26% of the cases in the
translation of the DM and, there is no substitution
and deletion. How can it be justified? On the basis
of Figure 3 and Table 5 the analysis of examples

and cases in which no substitutions of the DM and
are displayed, it is revealed that the following four
factors provide the justification for this finding:
approving point of view in discourse with 7
examples representing 22% of the distribution
(extracts 2 and 6), completing the meaning of a
unit of discourse with 11 instances and
constituting 34% of the data (extracts 1 and 5).
And discourse relation of sequence as well as
emphasis include 7 examples justifying 22% of the
distribution (extracts 4, 3, 7). Resorting to these
strategies in discourse construction in the process
of encoding in translation does not result in any
substitution or deletion of DMs.

11

Sequence emphasis completion approval

Figure 3. Instances of the DM and not underspecified

Table 5 Instances of the DM and not underspecified

Number

Extracts

tlé:g.k&.hb;c\{.,é}cmi.; w@éh@{&ij&%:ﬂuéﬁ.&; V.Abuf‘sbl@wlww.uiu;f b ol ASV.AJ.;&:\AJ;_ ol

L S
Last time when the same thinghappened we saw the same story. There were some political figures who came for and
supported that movement.

el o s Sl 3 BLE a1l a8 il ol (DT 53 5 o 0 bag 455 G gz

But there is only one point that we should notice and that this is an indication of the brutal nature if the westem
civilization.

S35 Fed$d e Ol cal S LS i j:ﬁr@npfulk;\:}::bi\).ﬁ}? S dagd oo Olusl sl aly | s ASL;?GLL:!Q_iU!
e 53 S 3ol 15 O plel

Now what is happeningin these countries reveals how significant unity week wasamongthe Islamic countries and how
valuable blessingthat has been.......

w03 S Cays a5 il 500 S bl pl a5 05 Jlowd s 5= Lleds OS5 el a5 Wilos w31 udands s =T 51 0 L)
How many Palestiniansy ousee they have killed and how many sort of different crimes they have committed and they
are pleased, and they are proved of this, and they simply have come up with justifications for doingso.

ol S At SLS g3 lls 5 gl (65538 (6l St (55 OB Sy J\);;@LJKM)')Q\);;@)'}JAHSJ&LA?&”!
Al LG ) S s andls 1) 58 ol s, oS s | bl

Now the people that today we call them war veterans, they are present at this national meeting. They are amongthose
people who had been there. Andthey had the opportunityto finishthe job.

S Slopart bpdd bl e bl il s 4 el Qe (55 (sl CEsn S s ate S 4l Sl g
Lak) ol (6 o Jolis 10 €3 55 Jole 5 dis 5 OIS et bl o 5 izl e

But because they would see a new entity thatemerged in the region, on the basis of Islam with the idiosy ncrasies that
they knew of. They were concem about this and they did not want to see that. So they stood against the Islamic republic.

Sy S a4 by e el 53 (S wab g e glawid s s bl b;zaw.qb_jnﬁw plel aile 3 5 plol ol 5 oll (g pm)
RS PRCNH

This is how he led the country, how he actually acted his commander in chief. And unfortunately the role of Imam in
the literature related tothe war, in the discourses and the discussions related tothe war, we have neglected.
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What are the justifications and patterns for
preserving these DMs in the process of translation
in relevant studies? In a report of the research
provided by Dupont and Zufferey (2017) it was
discovered that deletion as a translation strategy
possessed the lowest frequency of occurrence in
the process of translation. They justified that the
reason for preserving these DMs was the text type.
They proved that in argumentative texts, the
discourse relations should be indicated explicitly.
Because a speaker/writer tries to argue and prove
their claims. Moreover, in a research reported by
Crible et al (2018) it was revealed that DMs such
as” but and because” were mostly not deleted and
as a result, possessed the lowest frequency of
deletion. And DMs such as once, while, and when
had the second lowest rank of frequency in
translators’ discourse construction process. And
other researcherssuch as Zuferiand Jigox (2015)
provide the justification that a special meaning of
contrast, conditional, and negative relations
necessitate a change of point of view and as a
result, they are not translated implicitly.
Consequently, in these conditions and with such
functions DMs such as and are not generally
deleted in the process of translation.

5. Conclusions, pedagogical and

research implication

The present investigator analyzed the
translation of the most frequent, effective, complex,
and apparently simple DM and within the
framework of underspecification as a theory in
discourse analysis. The study resulted in two
different manifestations of underspecification in the
process of translation: deletion and substitution.
According to the Zufferey and Gygax (2015)
translators’ challenge in the process of translating
DMs is that they have to encode them within the
framework of another language and culture. This &
due to the fact that text strategies in the employment
of DMs in source and targetlanguages are different.
Moreover, the present investigation proved that
combining studies in the area of underspecification
and translation studies will function as a
methodological approach and introduce more
strategies and universals of translation and escakte
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