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ABSTRACT

Few contemporary translation theorists and researchers would dispute the generally
held belief that translation between two (or more) different languages would inevitably entail
certain patterns of change or “shifts’ as called by the contemporary descriptive translation

studies. According to Blum-Kulka (1986), “the process of translation necessarily entails
shifts both in textual and discoursal relationships”.

The current study 1s set out to investigate this phenomenon in translating from Arabic
into English, and versa vice. More specifically, the aim of the current investigation is to
identify the kind of shifts involving the cohesive features in ST-TT text pairs that occurred
through translation as well as to examine and justify these shifts with the view to validate
Blum-Kulka’s hypothesise regarding the inevitability of the occurrence of shifts through
translation, the motivating factors as well as the consequences of these shifts on levels of
explicitness.

To achieve these goals, a search method for the analysis of shifts in cohesion has been
constructed. The method developed consists of two different models: a comparative model
and a descriptive model. The former 1s designed for the i1dentification of shifts of cohesion in
ST-TT text pair that occurred through translation by means of comparison. The latter has
been compiled to provide the theoretical basis and insights needed for examining and
describing the results of the comparative analysis (i.e. the shifts in cohesion 1dentified).

For the purpose of the analysis, the current study uses two different corpuses
comprising equal number of translationally-equivalent authentic texts published by various

newspapers in both languages. Corpus one consists of two Arabic source texts and their

English translations. Similarly, corpus two consists of two English source texts and their
translations into Arabic.

The results of the current study can be summarized as follows. The application of the
comparative model to the analysis of the various translationally-equivalent text pairs in the
two corpuses has shown significant number of shifts in cohesion affected by the translation
process. Shifts in cohesion manifest themselves as: change of the types of cohesive ties used
in the source texts, establishment of new cohesive relations that are not present in the
originals and elimination of existing cohesive relations. The current thesis distinguishes two
types of shifts: obligatory cohesion-shifts (motivated by systemic ditferences between the
two languages) and optional cohesion-shifts (motivated by translator’s desire to mediate gaps
in knowledge between source- and target- readerships and/or to adapt the target text to
various norms and expectations prevalent in the target culture).

The current thesis is made up of seven chapters. Chapter one provides an explanation
of the aim of the study, focus, etc., and gives a short review of the notion “translation shifts’.
Chapter two addresses the notion ‘cohesion’ as seen within the framework of text-linguistic
approach, and presents a short review of some of the must interesting and pertaining studies
and proposed models of cohesion. Chapter three gives a full description of cohesive markers
in English language based on Halliday and Hasan 1972’°s model of cohesion. Similarly,
chapter four highlights cohesive markers in Arabic language based on notions and theoretical
views from old and contemporary works presented by various grammarians and rhetoricians.
Chapter five presents a description of the search methodology adopted for investigating shifts
in cohesion. The theoretical bases of the method, main components, etc. have been presented
in great detail. Chapter six is devoted to the analysis and interpretation of the results of the
comparative analysis (i.e. shifts in cohesion). The two chapters (5 and 6) are the main
contribution of the current study. Finally, chapter seven summarizes and explains the results
of the study, and provides some suggestions for further research.



ARABIC TRANSLITERATION SYSTEM

To facilitate the pronunciation of Arabic words appearing in the Arabic texts, the
following Arabic transliteration system has been consistently employed:

()1

Shoft Vowels:
Arabic Transliteration
| __fgt_Hah a
kassrah i |
Dammah u
Long Vowels:
I Arabic Transliteration |
\ a;
. - -1 . o I
T - 1: |
s e

* Special attention should be given to the symbols marked with stars for they have no

equivalents in the English sound system.



TRANSLATION NOTES

The translation employed for the analysed texts has been made as literal as possible to
provide a sense of the Arabic structure and to make the understanding of the analysed texts

more accessible and easy to follow. There are cases where certain lexical items have been
maintained in translation for clanty and exposition reasons. The analysis of these texts has

not been made 1n any way according to the English translation, but rather, 1t has been made
according to the Arabic translated texts.



CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

It 1s axiomatic that discrepancies between the systems of the source language (SL) and

the target language (TL) bring about the loss of certain functional elements whereas they also

give rise to new ones through translation. This can be clearly observed when a target-
language text (TLT) is compared with its source-language text (SLT).

The literature in translation studies has generated a lot of discussion on the sources of
this phenomenon known as ‘translation loss’ which has caused heated controversy in the

theory of translation. This could be attributed to differences in views held by various theorists

regarding the notion ‘translating’.’

The theorists who attempted to define this concept are, tentatively, included under two
main groups. In the first, there are those scholars who are 1n favour of a linguistic approach to
translating. Bell (1991: 20), for instance, defines translating as “the replacement of a
representation of a text in one language by a representation of an equivalent text in a second
language”. According to Jakobson (1959), languages, from a grammatical point of view, may
differ from one another to a greater or lesser degree, which means 1n “interlingual translations
there is no full equivalence between code units [therefore] translation involves two
equivalent messages in two ditferent codes™ (Jakobson, 1959: 233).

Another example can be seen in the work of Nida and Taber (1982) who adopt a less
extreme position, believing that translating consists of reproducing, in the target language, the
nearest equivalent to the message in the source language.

From the preceding quotes it seems that there 1s consensus among the supporters of
the linguistic approach that the main source of translation problems 1s mismatches between

the linguistic systems of the two languages, which exert a direct and crucial influence upon

the process of translating at all linguistic levels (e.g. phonological, lexical, syntactic, etc.), and

S — S ————

' 1 have used the term ‘translating’ for the activity and reserved the term ‘translation’ for both the resulting text
(i.e. the end product) and the concept of translation.



can hinder the process of transfer. They lay emphasis on the concept ‘equivalence’ as an

important aspect and a method for overcoming translation problems. Jakobson (1959: 234),

for example, writes:

Whenever there is deficiency, terminology may be qualified and

an_lpliﬁed by loanwords or lon-translations, neologisms or semantic
shifts, and finally, by circumlocutions.

This principle stipulates that when a translator faces the problem of not finding a

translation equivalent in the TL for a particular SL word or phrase, then it is up to the

translator to chose (i.e. from the above-suggested methods) the most suitable way to render it
in the TT. Nida and Taber (1982) propose the notions ‘formal’ and ‘dynamic’ equivalents.

However, 1n so far as ‘equivalence’ is taken as a synonym of ‘sameness’, the concept runs

into serious philosophical objections, which we will not go into here.

Some theorists 1in the second group denounce the linguistic approach and assert that
translating cannot be restricted to language alone. They believe that linguistics 1s not the only
source of translation problems, since translating constitutes other factors such as textual,

cultural, and situational aspects that should be taken into consideration when translating.

Culler (1976: 21-22), for 1nstance, argues:

If language were simply a nomenclature for a set of universal
concepts, it would be easy to translate from one language to another.
One would simply replace the French name for a concept with the
English name. If language were like this the task of learning a new
language would also be much easier than 1t 1s. But anyone who has
attempted either of these tasks has acquired, alas, a vast amount of
direct proof that languages are not nomenclatures, that the concepts
[...] of one language may differ radically from those of another [....]
Each language articulates or organizes the world differently.
Languages do not simply name existing categories, they articulate their

OWI).

Some theorists believe that translation 1s both communicational and cultural, in which
language plays a key role”. Hatim and Mason (1990) maintain that translating is “an act of
communication that attempts to relay, across linguistic and cultural boundaries of languages

another act of communication”. Hervey and Higgins (1992: 28) maintain that translating



Involves not just two languages, but a transfer from one culture to another. In addition, they

write:

The most obvious features which may prove impossible to preserve in

a T'T are “cultural’ 1n a very general sense, arising from the simple fact
of translating messages from one culture to another- references to the

source culture’s history, geography, literature, folklore, and so on.

In light of the preceding remarks, it is obvious that theorists in the second group
believe that discrepancies between languages on all systems (e.g. linguistic, cultural, social,
situational, etc.) are all inevitable sources of translation problems. Moreover, they argue that
indispensable notions like ‘equivalence’ play a key role in overcoming some of translation
problems. However, the question 1s no longer how equivalence might be achieved, but,
increasingly, what kind of equivalence can be achieved and in what contexts.

Hatim and Mason (1990), who seem to be influenced by Jakobson’s aphorism
“languages differ essentially in what they must convey and not in what they can convey”
(1959: 236), argue that all ‘natural languages’ have the capacity to express all of the range of
experience of the cultural communities of which they are part; and the resources of particular
languages expand to cater for new experience via borrowings, metaphor, neologism, etc;
however, “grammatical and lexical structures and categories force language users to convey
certain items of meaning and it 1s here, according to the contrastive/structuralist view, that

real translation problems lie” (Hatim and Mason, 1990: 27).

These concerns are also voiced by Hervey and Higgins (1992: 24) who write:

[Translating 1s] a process of transfer of meaning from ST to TT [and
this act] necessarily involves a certain degree of translation loss; that

1s, a TT will always lack certain culturally relevant features that are
present in the ST.

Baker (1992) also seems to be 1n favour of this view. She maintains that grammatical

rules vary across languages and this may pose some problems in finding a direct equivalence

in the TL. She asserts that different grammatical structures in the SL and the TL may cause

remarkable changes in the way the information or message is carried across. Moreover, these



changes “may induce the translator” either to add or to omit information in the TT because of

the lack of particular grammatical devices in the TL itself.

L'o 1llustrate how the lack of equivalent words in the TL to convey a concept in the SL
text would inevitably effect the translation in one or both directions (i.e. bring about the loss

of certain functional elements and/or give rise to new ones), the following examples shall be

considered:

Rendering the Arabic concept ['a‘war] by the English translationally-equivalent
expression "blind in one eye’, is an instance of translation loss, even though the TT is not only
literally exact, but also has ‘gained’ three words and makes explicit reference to both
‘blindness’ and ‘eyes’. Another example that exhibits still more sorts of translation loss is the
translation of the Arabic sentence [yastaTi:‘-u I-Sa:‘id-u ’ila: 1-burj an yusha:hid manZar-an
jami:1]° by ‘On the top of the tower there 1s a beautiful view’. Here, the English version
modifies the structure of the Arabic sentence; the ‘animate’ subject of the Arabic sentence, the
definite article NP: [al-Sa:‘1d], has been transformed into an ‘inanimate’ one, 1.e. ‘tower’.
Apparently, this structural transposition might be motivated by the fact that the Arabic
expression [al-Sa:‘1d <i.e. one who climbs up>] 1s not lexicalised in English. Hence, lack of
correspondent or translation equivalent in the TL brings about some loss of information.

In accordance with Hervey and Higgins (1992: 36), the challenge to the translator 1s
not to eliminate translation loss altogether, but to reduce it by deciding which of the relevant
features in the ST 1s most important to preserve, and which can most legitimately be
sacrificed in preserving them; the translator 1s “motivated to reduce translation loss, to
minimise difference rather than to maximise sameness .

To sum up, the current study takes into consideration that translating 1s a
communicative activity attempting to relay, across the socio-cultural and linguistic boundaries
of the two languages, another act of communication. Moreover, it postulates that the

translator- who stands at the centre of this dynamic process- 1s a decision maker who has

* Quoted with slight modification from P. G. Emery ‘Lexical incongruence in Arabic-English translation’,
Babel, 37:3. 129-137.

4



constantly to make decisions in bridging the gap between the two languages. Among the
widely applied strategies and decisions taken by translators, when different codes are
Involved, is the omission of one (or more) 1item in the ST, the modification of the ST, the
addition of an item in the ST, and/or the retaining of an element omitted in the ST, etc. This

act of mediation taken or imposed on the translator necessarily entails certain patterns of

change. Such changes on the part of the translated text are known by contemporary translation

descriptive studies as ‘translation shifts’.

1.1 ‘Translation shifts’ a short review

This section presents a short review of the available studies and models that have
touched upon the notion ‘translation shifts’.

Catford (1965, quoted in Hatim 2001: 15), perhaps, is the first one to introduce this
term “translation shifts” to refer to the “departures from formal correspondence in the process
of going from SL to TL” (1965: 73). He 1dentifies two major types of shifts: ‘level shift’ and
‘category shift’.

According to Cattord, level shift occur when an SL item has a TL translation equivalent
at a different linguistic level from i1ts own (grammatical, lexical, etc.). For example, source text
word play achieved at the phonological level may be translated by exploiting the possibilities
of the lexical level in the target language.

Category shift is a generic term referring to shifts involving any of the four categories

of class, structure, system and unit (e.g. ST adjectival phrase becomes an adverbial phrase in

the TT).

For Hatim (2001), shifts in translation are seen as positive consequences. He

maintains:

The] So-called ‘shifts’ in translation are not considered “errors’, as
many a translation critic has called them. Shifts are seen as part of the
process which is naturally embedded in two different text worlds,
intellectually, aesthetically and from the perspective of culture at large.

As the Slovak translation theorist Anton Popovic (1970: 79) put it,
5



shifts may simply be seen as all that appears as new with respect to the

original, or fails to appear where it might have been expected (Hatim,
2001: 67).

One important source of inspiration for research into shifts of cohesion in translation

has been the work led by Blum-Kulka (1986). In her discussion on shifts in cohesion and

coherence in translation, she begins from the premise that the process of translation necessarily
involves shifts in textual and discursive relationships. Her argument is based on the perception
that translation is an act of communication and, as such, differences related to both linguistic
and cultural aspects holding between tow languages must be considered (Blum-Kulka 1986:
18).

Reference to a number of studies on cohesion 1s made in her discussion, indicating that
differences in levels of explicitness through translations have been attributed to differences in
stylistic preferences fore types of cohesive devices in the tow languages involved 1n
translation. Similarly, Blum-Kulka mentions another study that examined the written work of

language learners which tound that some cohesive markers tend to be over represented 1n the
learner data.

Blum-Kulka postulates that in translation a trend towards explication, especially in the
work of non-professional translators, 1s to be expected and that the less experienced the
apprentice translator the more his or her “process of interpretation” of the SL might be
reflected in the TL (Blum-Kulka 1986: 20). She includes a table that 1llustrates the difference
in length between an English source text and the French translations; the result in all cases in
an increase in the level of explicitness. A further example 1s presented 1n her discussion, 1n this
case an excerpt of a professional translation from French into English. The result 1s the same: a
rise in the level of explicitness. She then concludes that explication 1s “a universal strategy
inherent in the process of language mediation, as practiced by language learners, non-
professional translators and professional translators alike™ (Blum-Kulka, 1986: 21).

As regards meaning, she argues that 1f cohesive markers create the semantic unity of

the text, then the selection of types of cohesive markers used 1n a particular text can affect the



texture as well as the style and meaning of the text. In the same way, unnecessary retention of

cohesive devices from source to target texts will also affect the texture.

Blum-Kulka’s discussion of shifts of cohesion and coherence in translation derives
from two basic assumptions: first, translation is a process that operates on texts and hence
translation needs to be studied within a framework of discourse analysis; and second, that

translation is an act of communication and so it must be studied within the methodological
framework of studies in communication (Blum-Kulka, 1986: 32).

T'he discussion on shifts in coherence has not been included in this review given that
the scope of the present study does not encompass coherence.

M. Shlesinger (1995) investigates translation shifts in simultaneous interpreting. She
examines the number and type of shifts in cohesive elements of an English-language text
undergoing simultaneous interpretation into Hebrew. She finds a regular occurrence of shifts
1n all types of cohesive devices, “particularly those perceived by the interpreter as
nonessential”; the most common shift-type being complete omission. She notes that shitts
occurred with higher frequency at the beginning of texts.

Shlesinger (1995) points out that cohesive devices serve a crucial function in text
interpretation in that they define links and relationships between primary textual elements,
however, “failure to reproduce these links 1n a translation can significantly alter text reception
and meaning”. Shlesinger notes that there are three intrinsic constraints have an appreciable
impact on an interpreter’s ability to convey true meaning: (1) the speed ot source-text
delivery; (2) text linearity, which forces interpreters to work on smaller, incomplete language
units; (3) assumptions by the speaker as to the level of subject knowledge available to the
audience and/or the interpreter. Finally, Shlesinger concludes here study by noting that “the
rates of shifts in cohesion decreased when interpreters benefited from prior exposure to the
source text’.

Finally, the last model in this short literature review 1s the one that has been developed

by Van Leuven-Zwart, published originally as a doctoral thesis in Dutch and then, in
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abbreviated form, in two articles in Target (Van Leuven-Zwart 1989, 1990). Her model is
intended for the description of integral translations of fictional texts. Her model comprises
two complementary models: a comparative and a descriptive model. The comparative model
involves a detailed manual classification of micro-structural shifts (semantic, stylistic and
pragmatic, and modulation, modification and mutation) between the ST and the TT. The
descriptive model attempts to calculate the effects of the micro-structural shifts on the macro-
structural level using the three functions of language from systemic linguistics (interpersonal,
ldeational and textual functions) and discourse concepts taken from Leech and Short (1981).
In Van Leuven-Zwart’s analysis (1990: 178), segmentation (i.e. word order change) and

cohesion are highlighted as two areas where the effects of micro-structural shifts are visible

on the textual and interpersonal functions of language and the discourse level.

1.2 Types of shifts

Shifts on the part of a translation can occur at any levels, can take various forms, and
can have different ettects. According to Van Leuven-Zwart’s (1989) model, shifts may
manifest themselves on micro- and macro-structural levels. On the micro-structural level, i.e.
the surface constituents of text (e.g. words, phrases, clauses, sentences, etc.), shifts involving
semantic, stylistic and pragmatic values take place. On the macro-structural level, which 1s
seen as a logical consequence of the first one, where units of text deep structure are involved,
shifts occur with respect to the meaningtul components of the text. Van Leuven-Zwart (1989)
points out that some theorists (e.g. Vinay and Darbelnet, 1995, Levy, 1979, etc.) have
attempted to classify translation shifts into various types (e.g. shifts from general to specific,
abstract to concrete, objective to subjective, and vice versa; along with some shifts that can be
characterised as explicitation, implicitation, amplification, reduction, intensification,
archaisation, etc.). She points out that many of shifts could be theoretically classitied under

one of the above suggested categornies, however, 1n practice, one would encounter some



difficulties in establishing the exact category of a particular shift. Van Leuven-Zwart (1989:
153) clarifies this by saying:

[Because] the categories were not clearly defined, so that one

particular shift might reasonably be considered specification and

intensification, for example, all at once. Moreover, the dividing lines

between categories such as explicitation, amplification and addition,
on the one hand, and implicitation, reduction and deletion, on the
other, were vague and imprecise.

Finally, Van Leuven-Zwart (1989) proposes a model for classifying and distinguishing
shifts. She believes that shifts can be classified and distinguished by making reference to

levels of occurrence (e.g. syntactic, semantic, stylistic, pragmatic, etc.).

1.3 Aims of the current study

The current study has been set out to investigate the phenomenon of shifts in
translation. When a translation 1s compared with its original, however, the analyst would end
up with a long list of differences between the pair of texts. This 1s, natural, as every text is so
rich 1n syntactic and semantic features, and the transter into another language adds such a
large number of phenomena to the list, that 1s not possible to study all these at the same time.

To achieve depth in the analysis, the focus of the current study 1s limited to the investigation

of shifts involving cohesion.

One of the aims of the current study is to identify shifts of cohesion in the ST-TT text
pair that occurred through translation of integral Arabic and English argumentative texts, with

a view to testing Blum-Kulka’s (1986) hypothesis that translation necessarily entails shifts ot

cohes10n.

Another aim of the study is to explain and justify the occurrence of shifts in translation
in order to highlight both the translation process which have given rise to these shifts as well
as the factors and constraints that have motivated and influenced the translators’ decisions.

Finally, the study will attempt to describe the likely consequences of shifts in cohesion

that occurred through translation, with a view to validating Blum-Kulka’s (1986) hypothesis



that shifts of cohesion would affect levels of explicitation in the translated text (i.e. the

general level of the target text’s textual explicitness is either higher or lower than that of the

source text).

1.4 Statement of procedure

Achieving the above-mentioned objectives would necessarily involve the construction

of a method for the analysis of shifts. The developed method consists of two independent,
though related, models: a comparative model and a descriptive model. The comparative
model 1s designed for the identification of shifts that occurred through translation. The
descriptive model is adopted for the explanation and justification of the occurrence of shifts in
translation.

For the purpose of the analysis, the current study uses two different corpuses
containing equal numbers of translationally-equivalent authentic texts published by various
newspapers in the two languages. The first corpus consists of two Arabic original
argumentative texts and their English translations. Similarly, the second one consists of two
English original argumentative texts and their translations into Arabic. The selected texts are

all intuitively judged as representative of the text-type category called ‘argumentation’ (see

Chapter J).

1.5 Organisation of the study

This dissertation is made up of seven chapters. This introductory chapter has presented
a short review of the concept ‘shifts’; has stated the purpose of the current study, the
hypotheses to be tested and the organisation of the thesis. In addition, it has presented a brief
discussion of the basis on which the sample texts have been selected and a briet account of
their nature.

Chapter 2 discusses and highlights the concept ‘cohesion” within the framework of the

text-linguistics approach. It has three main sections: section 2.1 1s devoted to the detinition of
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the notion ‘text’ where the work of some prominent linguists on text is highlighted (e.g.
Halliday’s and Beaugrande and Dressler’s). This section is important to the study because it
paves the way for the discussion of the contextual properties of text from the point of view of
the text-linguistic approach. In order to set the scene for the introduction of the notion
‘cohesion’, Beaugrande and Dressler’s seven standards of textuality are presented with special
emphases on cohesion. Section 2.2 presents a full investigation of the notion ‘cohesion’;
various different definitions of the term being presented. Finally, to give a full account of the
notion ‘cohesion’, several models of cohesion are reviewed in section 2.3. These models have
dealt with cohesion from different perspectives. Enkvist (1973), for instance, proposes a
linguistic-stylistic model to describe textual cohesion. Gutwinski (1976) proposes a model to
root cohesion 1n a stratificational framework; its focus on the potential stylistic applications of
cohesive studies has provided a starting-point for some research studies 1n stylistics. Finally,
there 1s the procedural/relational model proposed by Beaugrande (1980) and developed
further by Beaugrande and Dressler (1981).

Chapter 3 is devoted to the discussion of cohesion in the English language. In this, we
will present a full description of the cohesive markers in English as they are presented by
Halliday and Hasan (1976), which is the most widely known model of cohesion in English
and which builds heavily on Halliday’s model of systematic functional grammar and on two
earlier works by Hasan, one published in 1968, one published 1n 1971, which listed and
classified the devices available in English for linking sentences to each other. Their proposed
five main categories of cohesion are presented under the following sections respectively:
section 3.1 reference items, section 3.2 substitution, section 3.3 ellipsis, section 3.4
conjunctions, and section 3.5 lexical cohesion. Section 3.6 presents in abbreviated form
Hasan’s modification of the category of lexical cohesion.

Chapter 4 is devoted to the discussion of cohesion in Arabic using insights and
descriptions from works presented by classical and modern grammarians, linguists and

rhetoricians. Section 4.1 gives an account of cohesion in Arabic using Halliday and Hasan's
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(1976) listing of the major cohesion categories (e.g. reference, substitution, ellipsis,
conjunctions, and lexical cohesion). In section 4.2, two prominent works on the study of
connectives 1in Arabic are presented: al-Jurja:ni:’s views and those of al-Suka:ki:. Section 4.3
deals with the notion of ‘repetition and parallelism’ adopting al-Jubouri’s view.

Chapter 5 establishes the theoretical framework of the current study. It gives a full
description of the theoretically-based method developed for investigating shifts of cohesion in
translations of argumentative texts.

Chapter 6 1s devoted to the analysis of examples of shifts of cohesion in the ST-TT

text pairs. The aim here 1s to examine and justify these shifts with a view to validating the

above cited hypothesise.

Finally, the conclusion chapter (7) will give a summary ot the current study based on

the findings with recommendations and proposals for future research.



CHAPTER TWO
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK FOR THE STUDY OF COHESION

2.0 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter 1s to lay the theoretical cornerstone for what follows, by

suggesting that cohesion 1s a central text property; and that the analysis and the description of
cohesive markers 1n text may not be accurately acquired without reterence to other
surrounding text features (1.e. linguistic and non-linguistic) which singly or jointly constrain
and influence the selection of cohesive features as well as their deployment 1n text.

After the emergence of the text-linguistic approach, many text analysts readily
acknowledge that a particular property of discourse cannot be thoroughly described without
attention to other properties. Van Dijk (1977¢) acknowledges that textual structure is partially
determined by pragmatic, referential, and non-linguistics communicative factors. Halliday and
Hasan (1976) admit that although texture is produced primarily by cohesion, particular
discourse genres or registers also gain their textuality through structure. Moreover, Hatim
(1997a), who regards the notion of text as an ultimate linguistic unit in any activity to do with
communicating in language, maintains that “there is hardly a decision taken regarding any
element of language in use at whatever level of linguistic organisation, without constant
reference being made to the text in which that element 1s embedded” (Hatim, 1997a: 4).

In order to do this, an attempt will be made first to establish what 1s meant by “text’ as
defined by some linguists (Section 2.1); and secondly to review the work on text of two
contemporary linguists (Sections 2.2 and 2.3). The notion “cohesion’ 1s presented in Section

» 4. This is followed by a short review of three well-known models of cohesion (Section 2.5).

7 1 The notion ‘text’

A lot of emphasis has been placed on the sentence as a self-contained unit, thus

neglecting the ways a sentence may be used in connected stretches of language; hence the

ﬂ
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presentation of language as sets of sentences. Nevertheless, many examples of text linguistics

demonstrate awareness of the shortcomings, and recognition of the text as an obvious tool of

communication has developed. Within this context, Silverstein (1984) Says:

For linguistics in recent years, the sentence has been the hero for the
orthodox, where functional and formal autonomy are to be celebrated.

The notion ‘text’ has helped to extend the system of linguistic levels put forward by
modem linguistic theories that are based on the sentence. This extension has facilitated the
understanding and explication of a number of textual issues such as cohesion and coherence
and their relevance to such problems as text typology. It has also made it possible to shed
better light on a number of problems that have suffered certain shortcomings in treatment
when based on analyses at the sentence level. These problems include issues related to
translation theory and practice, foreign language teaching, etc.

Text 1s one of the main elements that play a significant role in communication. People

communicating in language do not do so simply by means of individual words or fragments of

sentences, but by means of texts. We speak text, we read text, we listen to text, we write text,
and we even translate text. Text 1s the basis for any discipline such as law, religion, medicine,
science, politics, etc. Each of these 1s manifested 1n 1ts own language, 1.e. 1t has its special
terminologies. A text is above all a multidimensional unit and as such 1s not liable to a simple
unifying definition. The sum <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>