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The analysis of the data has shown some considerable differences in the number of
translation errors in types of conjunction relations. The results have indicated that the most
difficult relation of conjunctive adjuncts to translate to the least difficult one are as follows:
"temporal relation 26%", "adversative relation 34%"', "continuative relation 38%"', 'additive
relation 49%", and 'causal relation 53%". However, it can be noticed that the temporal,
adversative, and continuative types are more difficult to translate than the additive and
causal ones. Thus the major findings of this study are: 1) Many errors are attributable to
interference from Arabic than to other learning problems. 2) The most common errors in
translation of conjunctive adjuncts are substitution, false application, and ignorance of
English language rules.
CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
1. 1 The Problem

The present study is based on contrastive analysis and error analysis of conjunctive
adjuncts (henceforth, CAs) (the additive, adversative, causal, temporal, and continuative)
and the equivalent conjunctive constructions in English and Arabic.

Fraser (1999: 931) states that CAs are a class of lexical expressions drawn primarily
from the syntactic classes of conjunctions, adverbs and prepositional phrases. With certain
exceptions, they signal a relationship between the interpretation of the segment they
introduce, S2, and the prior segment, S1. They have a core meaning which is procedural,
not conceptual, and their more specific interpretation is 'negotiated' by context. People
always use them to indicate pauses, transitions, or other aspects of communication when
they are talking or writing. Statistics shows that they occur frequently, in both formal and
informal English speech and writing. A good demand of using CAs not only helps people
process their communication smoothly but also helps them achieve a cohesive force. In
Arabic linguistics, Fareh (1998: 305) claims that CAs have been primarily investigated from
a structural perspective. Arab grammarians have been concerned with classifying such
particles (a\;ﬂ) into classes in accordance with their syntactic properties (ibid).

In Arabic, the CAs have not been given importance. Very few studies have been

conducted on the analysis of CAs and the role they play in the interpretation of discourse
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(Hussein and Bukhari, 2009: 3). Hence, translating these conjunctives is not an easy task; it
has been claimed to be one of the most difficult tasks

that bilingual translators encounter when attempting a professional rendition of a text
(Fareh, 1998: 306).

The difficulties that lraqi EFL university learners encounter in translating the CAs
from English into Arabic may be ascribed to a number of causes. The fact that conjunctives
do not have exact equivalents may contribute to this problem. This means that there is
usually no one-to—one correspondence between conjunctives in both languages. This is due
to the fact that these two languages are genetically unrelated. That is to say, English and
Arabic belong to two different language families; while Arabic is a member of the Semitic
language family, English belongs to the Indo—European language family. Furthermore, the
multiplicity of functions of conjunctives creates significant difficulties for foreign language
learners. This means that a conjunctive may signal various relations between sentences.
For example, the conjunctive and may signal an additive function in a text as in:

—Every ring, every necklace, every little Chinese box-she had a passion for little boxes—had
a name on it. And each had some memory for him.
(Woolf, 1980: 281)
Ll Lgie S Jant —lall 03 Jiay Leads 231 1S Loy = LelS dgipall Calall o3y XU o3a5 ¢lglS 358l 030
(£A 1200 (ha)  dliea ()S3 Al Jand Lgia baaly JS5 .a) <S5
The same conjunctive, however, marks off a conjunctive relation of causality. The
following is another illustrative example:
-When it is proposed to me to meet some person distinguished above his fellow by his rank
or his attainments, | seek for a civil excuse
that may enable me to avoid the honor; and when my friend Diego Torre suggested giving
me an introduction to Santa Ana | declined.
(Maugham, 1951:351)
o iy ladal Tde (el ol calleely ol Llall aliiny i)l e Saaty Dol Q1 0 e (el 5 Lavie —
sl cudy Ble e e of @8 s Shaa o 7580 W 1Al L4t ey oyl caiadl of 4
(VA Vao0 ()ua)

A particular function of a conjunctive may also be realized by more than one
conjunctive such as and then, and so, and yef, etc. which can express temporal, causal,
adversative relations and can sometimes be ignored or avoided in translation.

Iraqi EFL learners need to be aware of the CAs and the sources of difficulty and the
types of errors they make which affect the quality of translation and cause ambiguity and

misunderstanding. This study is an attempt to fill in this gap.



1.2 Aims
The study aims at:
1. Identifying and classifying the CAs errors in translation made by lIragi EFL
university learners.
2. Finding out if those learners are aware of these errors in terms of type and
frequency.
3. Giving suggestions and solutions to learners' errors.
4. Familiarizing the teachers of translation with the causes of these errors: internal
difficulties or to external ones.
1.3 Hypotheses
It is hypothesized that:
1. lraqi EFL university learners' knowledge of CAs and their functions is very limited
2. Many of these conjunctives are wrongly avoided or ignored in the learners'
translations.
3. The mistranslation of English conjunctives into their Arabic counter— parts is likely to
lead to drastic changes in meaning or to unintended meanings.
1.4 Procedures
In order to achieve the aims of the present study, the following steps have to be
followed:
1. Investigating the concept of CAs in both English and Arabic languages.
2. Proposing an analytical framework for the investigation of the CAs and their
components.
3. Conducting a test which aims at finding out learners' abilities in translating the CAs.
CHAPTER TWO
ENGLISH CONJUNCTIVE ADJUNCTS: THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
2.1 Preliminaries
This chapter aims at defining and discussing the concept of CAs, cohesion and
coherence, presenting the adopted model that is to be used for the purpose of the analysis.
Finally, it is also surveying some relevant studies that have dealt with CAs in English only,
and both in English and Arabic.
2.2 The Concept of Conjunctive Adjuncts
The main cohesive category CA (conjunction) involves the use of formal markers to
relate clauses, sentences and paragraphs to each other. Conjunction signals the way the
writer wants the reader to relate what is about to be said to what has been said before.
A cursory look at the literature reveals that there are different views on the concept of

CA. Words such as for example, however, hence, therefore, in other words, also,
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nevertheless, etc. are all connectives. They help to make the organization of descriptions
clear to the reader. They have been called "thought connectives" because their function is to
show the relationship between the thought expressed in one main clause or sentence and
the thought expressed in the next main clause or sentence (Swales, 1971:129).

Connectives are words which express 'relations between propositions of facts which
are typically expressed by a set of expressions from various syntactic categories’ (Dijk,
1977:52). To this set belong the connectives from the syntactic category of conjunctions,
both coordinating and subordinating, e.g.: and, or, because, etc. Their function is to make
(compound) and (complex) sentences from (simple) sentences. Another subset of
connectives comes from the category of sentential adverbs, such as yet, nevertheless, etc.
(ibid).

2.3 Cohesion and Coherence

Cohesion and Coherence are two important notions in discourse analysis. According
to Bell (1991:164-5), coherence and cohesion are distinct from each other but share one
crucial characteristic: both have the function of binding the text together by creating
sequences of meanings. But it is the nature of the 'meaning' involved that they differ.

In this respect, Halliday and Hasan (1976: 4-6) consider cohesion as a relation sets
up where "the INTERPRETATION of some element in the discourse is dependent on that of
another. The one PRESUPOPSES the other, in the sense that it cannot be effectively
decoded except by recourse to it." They (ibid: 26) maintain that "Cohesion does not concern
what a text means; it concerns how the text is constructed as a semantic edifice'. The
semantic relations that make the text cohere are referred to as cohesive ties.

Hatim and Mason (1990: 195) believe that cohesion is one of the manifestations of
coherence, stating that 'the way in which this underlying coherence is reflected on the
surface of the text — the cohesion, or sequential connectivity of the surface elements - are
much more likely to be language —specific or text —specific'.

For Baker (1992: 180), cohesion is a surface relation connecting together the actual
words and expressions that we can see or hear.

Finch (2000: 210) regards coherence as a more important criterion for the
identification of a text than cohesion. He goes so far as to decide that coherence can do
without cohesion since the latter is used only for the purpose of giving the text its clarity.

2.4 The Adopted Model

In the present study, conjunction is investigated on one level: inter—sentential (non-

structural). To account for the non —structural level, Halliday and Hasan's model of cohesion

(1976) has been adopted.
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It should be emphasized, however, that the reason behind selecting this model lies in
the fact that it gives an account of aspects of contemporary English which would be both
found on theory and applicable in practice. Halliday and Hasan's (1976) model of cohesion
provides the treatment of the subject to the extent that their work has been considered as
'the standard text in this area" (Brown and Yule, 1993:190). Further, it supplies an
extended, often illuminating, discussion of the relationships indicated by conjunctives such
as and, but so and then — which relate what is about to be said to what has been said
before — together with an extended taxonomy (ibid: 191).

This model is not followed literally, rather, it is liable to some modifications that the
researcher has found it necessary in order to make the chapter of the analysis more
practical. In the following section, the one level (non — structural) of the model will be
discussed in detail.

In Halliday and Hasan's (ibid: 232-3) discussion of cohesion, a CAs has first position
in the sentence which dominates the whole sentence, i.e. its meaning extends over the
entire sentence, unless it is repudiated. The sentence extends from capital letter to full stop,
or a terminator. However, there is some indeterminacy or perhaps flexibility of the English
punctuation system, the sentence itself is very common to find CAs occurring in written
English following a colon or semicolon.

Several attempts have made to set up a classification of the conjunctions in English.
But all of them face the same difficulty each classification highlighted only different aspects
of the facts. This is due to the broadness of the conjunction relations. Halliday and Hasan,
in their model, have based their classification of the conjunctions in terms of their cohesive
relations in discourse, which they claim, are capable of handling all the possible sub-
categories.

Halliday and Hasan (ibid: 238) adopt a framework of just four major categories:
additive, adversative, causal, and temporal. In addition, continuative as a minor category is
discussed.

A representation of the analytical framework of the model adopted in the present study

in discussing conjunction is given in the figure below:
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[ Inter-sentential (Non — structural) ]

Cohesion
Conjunction
Additive Adversative Causal Temporal Continuative

Figure (1): The Analytical Framework of the Model Adopted from Halliday & Hasan (1976)
2.4.1. Additive
a According to Halliday and Hasan (1976: 234), the additive relation operates

conjunctively between two sentences when the second sentence is preceded by conjunctive
having a sense of adding new information to what has gone in the first sentence. The typical
conjunctive and the most common one is and as in:
1. He heaved the rock aside with all his strength. And there in the recesses

of a deep hollow lay a glittering heap of treasure.
2.4..2 Adversative

The basic meaning of adversative relation is "contrary to expectation'. This relation
takes the form of a contrast or a concession and can be realized by a number of
conjunctives. Allerton (1979: 277) mentions that these conjunctives "'show that the sentence
has to be seen as detracting from what went before and thus either reducing the impact of
the previous point or replacing it with a different one'.

An adversative relation is expressed in its simple form by the words but, yet, though,
only...etc. Beside these simple words, Hallidy and Hasan (1976: 250- 1) present other
conjunctives such as however, instead, on the contrary, nevertheless, etc.

The main and the most frequently used item of this category is realized through the use of
but as in:
All this time Tweedledee was trying his best to fold up the umbrella, with
himself in it ... Buf he couldn't quite succeed, and it ended in his rolling
over, bundled up in the umbrella, with only his head out.
2.4.3 Causal
The relationship between two sentences can be causal, which according to Biber et al.
(1999: 877) «show that "the second unit of discourse states the result or consequence of the
preceding discourse'. This category is commonly realized by the simple form so having the

sense 'with the result' as in:



— She worked hard all day. So by night she finished everything.

Causal relation subsumes the specific relation of result, reason, and purpose (Halliday
and Hasan, 1976: 256). These are not distinguished in the simple form of CAs. For
instance, soin example (16) above means three different interpretations: as a result of this;
" for this reason’or ‘for this purpose’. A prepositional phrase tends to remove ambiguity and
make these relations clearer and more precise, i.e. distinct.

Comparable to so in this function is the resultative CA therefore. For example:

- It's always warm in Hawaii. Therefore, there is never snow there.
(Leech et al, 2001: 715)

2.4.4 Temporal

Temporal relationships can be marked by adverbials and prepositional phrases which
function as CAs. In temporal relationship, the two sentences of the text cohere because of
their successiveness within the scope of time. The repertoire of linkers that signal
temporality is: then, meanwhile, at one time, at which moment, a moment later, by this
time.. .etc.
2.4..5 Continuative

In this category of conjunction there are a number of individual items which do not
express any particular one of the other four categories identified above. Halliday and Hasan
(1976: 267) consider the category of continuatives as "a residual category of the usual
'miscellaneous' type'.

In brief, the main four continuatives will be discussed: now, of course, well, after all.
a) Now

Now as a continuative is not an adverb of time, but as a cohesive CA. This for Leech et

al. (2001: 305) means 'l am changing the subject, and returning to something | was thinking
about before.” A continuative now helps to achieve the necessary connection through its role
in opening of a new stage in the communication (new incident in the story, a new point in
the argument, etc.).

— Are you ready? Now when | tell you to jump, close your eyes and jump.

b) Of Course

The continuative of course means that it has an assertive force for something that should
have been known already as in the example below:
—-They were going to come to the meeting. Of course they may have changed their minds.
c) Well

This item is somehow different from the other continuatives in that it occurs at the

beginning of a response in dialogue.
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—Do | look very pale?' said Tweedledum, coming up to have his helmet tied on
... Well-yes—a little," Alice replied gently.
Well in this example serves to indicate that what comes next is in fact a response to what
has preceded.
d) After all
The CA after all can be interpreted as: "after everything relevant has been considered,
what remains is ..." (Halliday and Hasan, 1976: 271).
- You needn't apologize. After all nobody could have known what would
happen.
CHAPTER THREE
ARABIC CONJUNCTIVE ADJUNCTS
3.1 Preliminaries
The present chapter is devoted to discussing CAs in Arabic with the different sub-
categories they encompass in the same order in which English CAs are discussed.
3.2 The Concept of Conjunctive Adjuncts

Arab grammarians usually refer to the CAs—according to their different significance-
as (cleY! @is) or (Cakasll cag ).

Beeston (1970: 95) defines conjunctive particles as 'all words which are neither
verbs, nor entity terms, nor nouns functioning adjectively, under the heading of al- huruf
(functional)'. He adds prepositions are included under this heading. Sometimes they are
treated under the headings of (&.: ake) ‘conjunctive of sequence’ and (olw alac)
'explicative apposition’ (D), Y..¢: 574-6). Furthermore, 5y (1990: 202) refers to
these conjunctive particles as 'Jagll oy ,k".

For most of the Arab grammarians, conjunctives are treated as linking devices, and
their function is mainly to connect units such as words, phrases, clauses, sentences, etc.
(Othman, 2004: 5). While old classical Arab grammarians were mainly interested only in
(<b=Y)), i.e. case or mood inflection, in their descriptions of the conjunctives. That is, they
paid little attention to the discourse functions of these conjunctives and the role they play as
text-building devices (Fareh, 1998: 305).

Ibn Jinni 1952 (cited in Hussein and Bukhari, 2009: 13) claims that there are three
categories of linguistic expression in Standard Arabic: nouns, verbs, particles (al—huruf). He
maintains that the linguistic expressions in third category do not have meaning in
themselves, but rather get their meanings from the context they are used in. In other words,
the particles in Standard Arabic have no semantics. The only way to interpret them is to

look at the context in which they are used (ibid.).

ey



il (1966: 312) points out that the frequent use of conjunctives seems to be stylistic
requirements in Arabic texts. This agrees with what Arab grammarians usually assert that
Arabic is a syndetic language in which almost every sentence is linked to the preceding one
with a conjunctive.

3.3 Cohesion and Coherence

A review of Arabic literature on cohesion shows that it is studied under different
labels such as "Ly " ete.; an area which reflects variation of opinion, disagreement
on its nature and devices, and the lack of standard terminology.

Modern Arab linguists like Aziz (1985, 1998) and Abdul Hafiz (2004) rely heavily on
English linguists for a definition of cohesion and do not even trouble themselves to provide
cohesion with an Arabic term. Aziz (1985, 1998) applies Halliday and Hasan's (1976)
criteria for analysing cohesion to texts but does add slight modifications to suit Arabic texts,
Aziz (1985: 149) mentions eight major categories of devices in spoken Arabic texts:
Reference,

Lexical Cohesion, Repetition, Question—-Response, Ellipsis, Substitution, Conjunction
and Parallel Cohesion. In a later study of cohesion, Aziz (1998: 78) discusses the major
cohesive devices in English and Arabic, contrasts these devices and discusses their
implications for translation of these two languages. Aziz believes that "All the four main
types of cohesive devices, Reference, Ellipsis and Substitution, Conjunction and Lexical
Cohesion are used in Arabic. The main difference is in the sub-types and fine details" (ibid:
91). He, then, adopts Halliday and Hasan's (1976) taxonomy of cohesion and merely
applies it to Arabic texts. Abdul Hafiz (2004:1) also adopts Halliday and Hasan's (1976)
definition and taxonomy of cohesion in general. Actually, cohesion in Arabic is not accorded
sufficient attention nor studied comprehensively by modern Arab linguists.

s (1988) proves to be an exception. Usa delves deeper into the realms of
cohesion in Arabic and gives it the Arabic term "ELaY)". He tries strongly to highlight the role
of the early Arab linguists and rhetoricians concerning this conception. For a3, cohesion
is defined as follows: By cohesion is normally meant that close sticking together of the parts
constituting a text/ discourse and where the focus is on linguistic formal techniques that tie
the elements making up part of, or an entire, discourse (ibid: 5). For Ui cohesion
markers are tools that play an important role in keeping the text a compact whole. However,
he does acknowledge that some texts do exist without cohesion (ibid.).

A terms coherence 'sls.s¥)' in Arabic and considers it as more general and
profound than "sLay)'. Although he adopts Halliday and Hasan's (1976) model of cohesion
and its taxonomy, he does not fall into the overlap of cohesion—coherence. He (1988: 6)

maintains that cohesion does not occur in a vacuum because it takes the text processor into
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account. He is in line with the belief that cohesion is the result not the reason for

coherence. He also says cohesion cannot be the sole decisive factor in judging whether or

not a certain linguistic work is a text (ibid: 232). He adds that a reader does not base his

judgment of a given linguistic work whether it is a text or not on the degree of its cohesion.

We may come across non—cohesive discourses but deal with them as coherent (ibid: 237).
3.4 Explicit Conjunctive Adjuncts

The aspect of connectivity, again, involves the cohesive relation of CA (conjunction)
whereby sentences are connected to each other by means of a number of items
representing different semantic relations.

Connectivity in Arabic is felt to be related to different notions in the literature. To
begin with, the notion of connectivity is related to the notion of explicit connectivity (Jwasl) in
the theory of explicit and implicit connectivity (Jailly Juasll) initiated by sl (1969: 230-
50). Rhetoricians following him present this theory briefly. w3l (n.d.: 147), for example,
defines explicit connectivity (Jll) as the way in which clauses are linked by the use of a
conjunctive particle, especially y(wa), while implicit connectivity (Jdll) is defined as the way
in which clauses are linked without a conjunctive particle. It is pertinent here to refer to the
realization of the notion of clause in Arabic. The notion of clause in Arabic is equivalent to
(Leall), which consists of a subject (i) and a predicate (4d) aiudl) (Sl 1998:5-3).

3.5 Inter-sentential Conjunctive Adjuncts

Most of modern scholars believe that Arabic is characterized by the extensive use of
conjunctive particles. Almost two sentences in Arabic are related by means of a certain type
of conjunctive relation. In the following sections, most of the semantic relationships
discussed concerning English CAs have the same order in Arabic.

3.5.1 Additive

A mere look at Arabic texts, shows that additive relation is a very common relation of
conjunction in these texts which are loaded with the conjunctive particle j(wa) as a cohesive
marker of additive, i.e. the sentence it introduces is related to what has gone.

Holes (1995: 217) notes that gs the most commonly encountered sentence—connective
and has the widest variety of uses, analogous in these aspects to English and. Unlike
English and, however, gegularly functions as a textual, as well as a sentence—-connective
(ibid.).

Regarding the use of sand —, Wright (1974: 330) asserts that the Arabs often connect
single verbs and entire sentences with one another merely by means of the particles sand
...They use ;... where we would prefer a disjunctive or adversative; as in Qur'anic verse 4|
Osalai Y aiilg olay 'God knows, but you do not know' (ibid.). In such cases, however, shas in

reality only a copulative force; the adversative relation lies in the nature of the two clauses

Yo



themselves. Wright also notes that 4n Arabic, like its equivalents in other Semitic
languages, connects two clauses, the second of which describes either the state or condition
of an element either the subject or one of its complements of the first clause, or else of a
new subject.

Another type of exists in Arabic and is called by Arab grammarians waw of comitative ( s
4aall), OF (aanll 4lg), OF (Labadll sly), all of which mean the waw of simultaneousness actions,
and explain by e (ibid.). This type of s used according to Wright 'when the governed
verb expresses an act subordinate to, but simultaneous with, the act expressed by the
previous clause’; as in:

1. adia gl d-‘* oe Al
—Do not restrain (others) from any habit, whilst you yourself practise one like it. (ibid: 32-3)

Another usage of the conjunctive particle js when it is used to link two nouns; in this case
it is known as (.53l ), i.e. waw of adherence, if the two nouns belong necessarily
together:

2. Aaag gludl (s
—Every man has his own care. (ibid: 84)

Here, 4s not regarded here as a cohesive device because it is used to link phrases
in a structural sense similar to the structural andin English. Unlike the English structural and
however this use of the conjunctive particle shas no additive either. Rather, the function may
be rhetorical (ibid.).

The additive conjunctive scan present sentences that are linked by other cohesive
relations; it may express one of the following relations:
a) Adversative Relations

The conjunctive particle js used in Arabic to express an adversative relation between
clauses it connects. Cantarino (1975:18) in this context writes that the two sentences
connected by the conjunctive particle jmay be, and in fact frequently are, in an adversative
relationship, such as buf, yet especially when one of the statements is negative. This is
presented as follows:
3. g chuly Al b \gils
—As if she was in the city, yetout of it.
4. Cpalad 122y Calgad agall ol
-You do not know today, butfyou will tomorrow.
b) Temporal Relations

The conjunctive scan be used to express temporal relations between the clauses that it

connects, i.e. it links successive episodes in a narrative, as in:

5. .ooogighg s UY) (B osilly clll (g sge 53805 £ LY el
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(The researcher's translation)
—They bought out the pot wa took the mashed dates wa threw them into the middle of the
pot wa mashed them... (Holes, 1995: 218)
Here, the conjunctive particle Js used to signal the successive relation between the four
clauses.
c) Condition Relations
The conjunctive particle wa can be used to express conditional relations when the first
clause is a condition of the second clause:
6. diblslug slu
— Help me and | will reward you (Fareh, 1998: 307)
Quirk et al. (1985: 931) state that this function is usually associated with threats and
promises.
The other semantic relation incorporated within the main category of additive inter—
sentential conjunction is that of exemplification realized by the use of the particles Juw e

Sl ¢Jldicorresponding to English exemplification item for instance| example as in:

b)) maaly Lo iy awall 455 al) clinaidll ol jaiae 4SIgil) o o gleall e

lsd Al Uik Jigie saadl e o) edlie e 4l axd (pes eiee (S 4SH by

Lal) aS) 8l (e a5 paie JSn Bl sud) (B O 8 sie Uil g JWE I o and Jlall Jasa
meall &y 5 el ity

— As known, fruits are an essential source of vitamins that are necessary for human. Doctors
always recommend eating fruits. The existence of this source over the year is one of the
God's merciful. For example, you can find orange and apples in the shops in all over the
year and they contain useful vitamins for the bodies. (Mathkour et al., 2008: 717)

In this example, the conjunctive particle Jtull Juw e/ for example is related to all units that
came before it.

3.5.2 Adversative

The prototypical adversative conjunction in Arabic is *Sl. Both &1 and (I, which is another
version of (<l are said to denote the general meaning of contrast. This relation and the
relation concession might correspond to an Arabic relation that may be called by Arab
grammarians retraction (&) (ibid: 716). In Arabic, there are number of conjunctive

particles having this sense as J; «5,aY\ ...etc., e.g.

7. A Ugus @ik

- She is lazy; or rather stupid. (L5we, 1990: 207)

The difference between the two particles (<! and (<1 is highlighted by various

linguists. Cantarino (1975), for example,



notes that Arab grammarians consider the particle ‘<l as the basic form, whereas (&I

is seen to be a/ the lightened form derived from it.
Some linguists like Cantarino (1975) and others do not consider the adversative item
S and its lighter form <! as conjunctive particles as they cannot stand by themselves, i.e.
they require one of the properly conjunctive particles sor ato precede them. In this context,
Cantarino (ibid: 45) writes:
Lakina actually precedes the sentence without having any
ties which might structurally connect the particle with the
sentence. Hence, Arabic may use this particle fo infroduce
clauses in an adversative relationship to the preceding
situation or statement even in cases when the subordinate
precedes the main clause. In the instance, the main clause is
introduced by the conjunctive fa or, at times, also by wa.

Nevertheless, it must be pointed out that the adversative relationship is sometimes
obscured by the use of the additive item n place of an adversative item. A case in point is
a suggestion put forward by Cantarino (1975: 39) who notes that only the adversative
meaning of the two propositions will reveal the actual nature of the construction.

A number of conjunctives having the sense of contrariness are used in Arabic to
indicate adversative relations between sentences like e (s dlld e Laase elld (o uSall e
S e il L. ele., e.g.

8. Au shl o gedid . dee A (e dagls ¢ ogdl A

— His father wanted him to marry his cousin. He married a stranger instead. (e, 1990:
208)

3.5.3 Causal

Arabic causal relations are expressed via a number of conjunctive particles. The main
member of this category is the particle s. The conjunctive particle < is regarded by Arab
grammarians as a signal of causality between clauses where the first clause implies a
reason and the second a result. The function of s as a signal of causal is highlighted by
Cantarino (1975: 23-4) who notes:

fa implies an internal-and logical-relationship between the two
coordinate sentences. It may refer back to the preceding
statement as a necessary premise for the action of the
second. It may also unite two senfences hat have a causal
relationship pointing toward the effect, or fact and its

consequences.
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In another context, Cantarino (ibid.) points out that s may also be used to introduce
an action which is intended as the aim of a previous action, or which is the logical result of
an action designed to achieve such a consequence.

A similar point of view is upheld by Beeston (1968: 56) who states that the mind may
progress from a cause to its effect and in this case s corresponds to English so as in:

0. Waiiclud 131 duiald daay Cuda) a8t
- You have adduced a decisive argument for this, so | will believe it.

Alternatively, s may signal the reverse of the above, i.e. 'the mind can proceed from a
phenomenon to a consideration of its cause or justificatory generalization, and in this case 7fa
corresponds to English for as in:

10. bl Un ccllas 8
-You have erred, forto err is human. (ibid.)

Arabic comprises a number of conjunctive particles signalizing a causal relationship
besides —a. Some correspond to s in its first function, namely, that of indicating a cause or
an explanation such as ¥ . <l while others correspond to s in its second function, as

entailing a sequence and/ or result as 13gl 3¢ ¢)3Sa ¢elln,

Chapter Four
The Test
The test adopted in this study aims at identifying the major problems that Iraqi EFL
university learners of English may encounter when translating English texts containing CAs
into their Arabic counterparts.
4.1 Description of the Test

The study attempts the descriptive analytical approach which describes the errors
that Iragi EFL university learners make when they translate such texts. Accordingly, the
proposed test is composed of twenty items. These items are classified into five types.
Almost each type aims at testing a different sort of conjunctive relation and how to be
translated into Arabic.

In addition, the features of validity, reliability, economic, scoring, and administration
are all taken into consideration as criteria of a good test.
4.2 The Sample

The data for this study are collected from testing one hundred learners chosen from
the fourth — year (2008 — 2009) of the Department of English at the College of Education,
University of Babylon. All the learners are native speakers of Arabic. All of them are
graduated from public schools, which means that they have studied English as a foreign

language for about 8 years before joining the university.
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4.3 Data Elicitation Procedure

The data analyzed in this study are collected through a diagnostic test on translation
task that is specifically designed for the purpose of this study.

The learners are asked to translate twenty items from English into Arabic. Most of
the items are extracted from several literary texts and some other grammar references.
These literary texts are surveyed in order to identify the discourse functions of CAs. Maclean
and Chapman 1989 (cited in Al-Jarf 2001) state that a factor that affects cohesion
comprehension is the type of text that learners read. Both good and poor readers found it
easier to perceive cohesion in fiction than in non-fiction, and good readers were able to
maintain the global unity of the text better than poor readers.

Furthermore, most of the CAs of the test are selected on the basis of their familiarity
and practicality to the learners.

The items used in the test are borrowed from the following references:

) Aronson (1984). English Grammar Digest.
) Hemingway (1974). The Old Man and the Sea.
c) Lodge (1975). Changing Places.
) MaCarthy and O'Dell (2001). English Vocabulary in Use.
) Maugham (1951). The Poet.
f)  Woolf (1980). The Legacy.

The reason behind choosing the texts from these books is that their English is
simple, clear, and objective. Moreover, the learners are familiar with such type of texts such
as The Old Man and the Sea which is considered as part of their syllabus at the second
year and most items of the test are extracted from it.

The learners are given enough time to perform the translation task in both the pilot
and the final administrations of the test. They are also allowed to use bilingual dictionaries.

In the correction of the translation test, the researcher focuses only on the translation
of the target conjunctives, ignoring all other types of grammatical or lexical errors since they
are beyond the focus of the study.

The translation task consists of twenty items (see Appendix A) representing five
types of CAs i.e. additive, adversative, causal, temporal, and continuative relations. Most of
the functions of the CAs are selected on the basis of frequency and practicality. Table (2)
illustrates the distribution of the types of CAs and the number of items in the translation test

that represent each type:
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Type of CA No. of Items Iltem No. in Translation Test
Additive 4 1,6, 11, 16
Adversative 5 3,7,12, 15, 20
Causal 4 2,4,8, 18
Temporal 5 5,9,13, 14, 17
continuative 2 10, 19

Total 20

Table (2): Distribution of the CAs Types and the Number of Items in
English Data
4.5 Scoring Scheme
For the purpose of objectivity and reliability of the test, an accurate scoring scheme
has been adopted. The whole test has been scored out of 100. Each correct response has
been given one mark and zero for the incorrect one. The items that are left with no answer

have also been given zero.

CHAPTER FIVE
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
5.1 Preliminaries
In this chapter, the researcher aims at discussing the results in relation to giving
interpretations of these results and analyzing them.
5.2 Results and Discussions

Five functions of CAs were represented in the translation test. These functions were
manifested in 20 items. Most of the items were extracted from larger texts, which are not
included in the appendix for the sake of economy and practicality.

The functions of Arabic CAs were determined by two scholars who are specialists in
Arabic to confirm the possible translations of the items of the test. Most of these translations
were taken from translated texts by lnua (1955), Sid=dl (1977), and e (1990), with the
help of another scholar who is a specialist in translation (see Appendix B).

The researcher has adopted semantic accuracy in judging fact that semantic accuracy is
not by any means the only consideration that should be taken into account in determining the
acceptability of a translation. Dickens et al. (2002: 228-30) draw the attention to the notion of
strategic prioritizing in translation in which devising a translation strategy includes "prioritizing

the cultural, formal, semantic, stylistic, and genre-related properties of the Source Text

(henceforth, ST”).
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In the light of the statistical results, Table (3) shows the number of the items, CAs,
percentage and rank order of difficulty of all possible Conjunctive Responses (henceforth,
CRs).

Item's No. | CAs % CRs RD
1 for instance 48 12
2 Hence 50 14
3 on the contrary 25 8
4 Therefore 62 16
5 Meanwhile 2 2
6 And 81 19
7 But 82 20
8 So 72 17
9 Then 30 11
10 of course 76 18
11 in other words 49 13
12 However 27 10
13 at which moment 26 9
14 at last 53 15
15 by contrast 12 3
16 As 16 4
17 Now 23 7
18 Accordingly 22 6
19 after all 0 1
20 Yet 21 5

Table (3): Distribution of the CAs, the percentage of CRs and Rank Difficulty (henceforth,
RD) in the Data
The table above shows that item number (19) is the most difficult, since all the
responses are incorrect, i.e. 0%; whereas item
number (7) is the least difficult one, as 82% of the responses are correct.
The above table can be represented graphically which embodies a much greater

visual impact as it comprises the responses for CAs scores.
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Figure (1): Learners' Performance of the Individual CAs, CRs, and RD in the Data
This is a histogram in which the pillar (bars) represent values of CRs and the RD made by
the learners. The light pillars stand for the CRs while the dark pillars represent the RD. It
also shows how individual CAs are viewed by the learners.

As the translation test consists of 20 items and is given to 100 learners, we would
expect to have a total of 2000 translated items. Table (4) shows the type of CAs, No. of
items, No. of Expected Responses (henceforth, ERS), No. of CRs, percentage of CRs, and

rank order of difficulty:

No. | Type of CAs No. of Items No. of ERs No. of CRs % of CRs | RD
1 Additive 4 400 194 49 4
2 Adversative 5 500 167 34 2
3 Causal 4 400 209 53 5
4 Temporal 5 500 134 26 1
5 Continuative 2 200 76 38 3

Total 20 2000 790 40 -

Table (4): Distribution of the CAs Types, No. of items, No. of ERs, No. of CRs, percentage
of CRs, and RD in the Data

It also indicates that the translation of English CAs into Arabic is rather difficult. The

percentage of correctly translated items is 4(0. This means that less than two thirds, i.e.

60% of the learners have translated the items incorrectly. Besides, the table shows that the

most difficult types are ordered according to the hierarchy of difficulty, from the most difficult
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CAs to the least difficult ones. CAs of temporal relation occupies the first rank of difficulty
with a percentage of 26. The second rank of difficulty is the CAs of adversative relation with
a percentage of 34. CAs of continuative

relation occupies the third rank on the hierarchy of difficulty with a percentage of 38.
CAs of additive relation occupies the fourth most difficult type with a percentage of 49. The
least difficult type which occupies the fifth rank on the hierarchy of difficulty with a
percentage of 53 is the CAs of causal relation.

Figure (2) below represents the statistical examination of the data appeared in Table
(3)- The different pillars reveal the standard of five relations of CAs tested and their RD.
These pillars illustrate which of these relations are more successful in translating CAs and

when have more difficulty.
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Figure (2): Learners' Performance of the Five Relations of CAs, CRs, and RD in the Data
A conclusion one might make is that four of these five types are almost alike in their
failure to get the desired scores.
Table (5) shows the CAs and the percentage of Incorrect Responses (henceforth,

IRs),Avoided Responses (henceforth, ARs), and the total responses in each item of the test:

Item's No. CAs % IRs | % ARs Total
1 for instance 45 7 52
2 Hence 36 14 50
3 on the contrary 58 17 75
4 Therefore 20 18 38
5 Meanwhile 72 26 98
6 And 8 11 19
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7 But 7 11 18
8 So 9 19 28
9 Then 58 12 70
10 of course 17 7 24
11 in other words 43 8 51
12 However 64 9 73
13 at which moment 62 12 74
14 at last 38 9 47
15 by contrast 71 17 88
16 As 27 57 84
17 Now 39 38 77
18 Accordingly 54 24 78
19 after all 0 100 100
20 Yet 60 19 79

Table (5): Distribution of the CAs and the percentage of IRs <ARs and the Total in Each

responses are incorrect whereas item number (7) is the least difficult one, as 7% of the
responses are incorrect.
It also shows that item number (19) is the most difficult, as 100% of the responses

are avoided and items number (1) and (10) are the least difficult ones, as 7% of both items

Iltem of the Test in the Data

The table above indicates that item number (19) is the most difficult, as 100% of the

of the responses are avoided.

Figure (3) below illustrates the values of the data appeared in Table (4). It gives the
values of IRs and ARs, and the total of the individual CAs. The light pillars stand for the IRs,
the dark pillars signify the ARs, and the dotted pillars represent the total of the individual

CAs in the data. A glance at this histogram shows the difficulty the learners had when

dealing with such type of test.
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Figure (3): Learners' IRs, ARs, and the Total of the Individual CAs in the Data
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Table (6) below shows the number and percentage of incorrect, avoided, and total

number of responses of the whole items of the test:

No. of IRs % No. of IRs | ARs % ARs TRs % Total

775 39 445 21 1220 60
Table (6): Distribution of the No. and percentage of IRs, ARs, and
the TRs of the Whole Test in the Data

Table (6) reveals that the number of IRs is (775) and the percentage is 39. It also
presents that the number of ARs is (445) and the percentage is 21.Scharchter (1974:65)
claims that learners have a tendency to avoid Target Language (henceforth, TL) items which
they are not sure of, and so not to commit errors they would be expected to commit. She
concludes that learners resort to avoidance if they find a structure difficult. Moreover, the
table shows that the total number of incorrect and avoided responses is (1220) and the
percentage is 60.

Figure (4) demonstrates the values of the data appeared in table (5) It gives a
clearer picture of the percentages of IRs, ARs, and the TRs elicited from the translation test.

It also shows that the pillars which correspond to the IRs and ARs scored high in the data.
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Figure (4): Learners' IRs, ARs, and the Total of These CAs in the Data
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In what follows, the difficulties encountered in translating each type of the test, i.e.
additive, adversative, causal, temporal, and finally the continuative will be discussed and
illustrated in more detail. The English Conjunctive Item (henceforth, Cl) will be presented
followed by an acceptable translation into Arabic. lllustrative examples of faulty translations
will also be provided. It should be noted here that the learners' renderings of the translation
task are cited as they have exactly appeared in their versions; hence any error whatsoever
is retained.

The functions of CAs will be discussed in order of rank of difficulty from the most
difficult CAs to translate to the least difficult ones. It may be worth stating, at the outset, that
only the items that are erroneously translated at least eight times will be referred to in the
discussion. Errors in translation influence the quality of the final product and the degree of
miscomprehension by the reader. Accordingly, translation errors are often based on their
importance and frequency [Albir 1995 cited in (Waddington, 2001:33)].

5.3 Responses to the Temporal Relation

Table (2) (p. 28) above shows that this type occupies the first rank in the hierarchy
of difficulty. It is represented by 5 items, i.e. 25% of the whole test. Table (6) gives a
summary of the distribution of the number of item, CAs, percentage of the CRs, and RD of

this category as represented in the data:

Iltem's No. CAs % CRs RD
5 Meanwhile 2 1
9 Then 30 4
13 at which moment 26 3
14 at last 53 5
17 Now 23 2
Total 5 26 -

Table (6): Distribution of the CAs, Percentage of CRs, and RD of the Temporal Relation in
the Data
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Figure (5) below displays the CRs and RD of temporal relation appeared in Table (6)
in which the ClI meanwhile scored the lowest among the other CAs whereas at /ast scored
the highest one. The conjunctive now scored the second lowest Cl while at which moment

scored the third lowest one. Finally, fthen scored the fourth lowest Cl in this category.

e O\
OCRs

aRD

0O CRs; at last; 53

O CRs: then: 39 CRs; at which
moment; 26 0O CRs: now; 23

O CRs; meanwhile; =b: then: 4 B RD; at which o atiast 5
F RD;Zneanwhile;  then; ment; 3 ; ;

Figure (5): Learners' CRs and RD of Temporal Relation in the Data

Table (6) shows that the conjunctive meanwhile is the most difficult to translate.
Table (3) (p. 30) shows that the percentage of the correct responses is only 2. The analysis
of the data reveals that 72% of the learners have erroneously translated this item.
Furthermore, they have not clearly identified the function of the CI in the Source Language
(henceforth, SL), so 26% avoided translating it. The sum of the incorrect and the avoided
responses is 98%.

In this item, the conjunctive meanwhife is used to indicate that sentences, or more
exactly events described in such sentences, are stated as taking place at the same time.
Simultaneity is again implied through the use of this Cl which further conveys the notion of
duration. The possible translations of this conjunctive include (Wi ¢l &b by e
gl a8 A4 Mus. The possible translation of the English text containing this conjunctive
includes:

DS aled) ccabaall e 388 50 (e lepal Lay Sl cane il 385 Al e (el 4y Sladl V1S3 Y W

The learners inappropriately have used ¢clld axy cchlas] dey ddaally 3yid 2y clodic Loy
Was... etc. The following examples are from the learners' incorrect responses:

S e pmes Lty oty laialy Cilaall e e Sl i) Jf L S () gk
e (otns Cpgls Aaally 35S, 5o lino (i3SI Calanll 8 4858 Syl ral J5 Dni) s S g Lsiadl®
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S s Cajela 858 3ay Aaialy Bygeay daeie il s A Lsilala Mol el Jsi Sadl STy ¢ oSa
i (grpms 8 b day L D Lgsling Dlat) catipal Lo il Sy (o g sl *

It has been observed that most of the learners have introduced this Cl either
subordinators of time like when, while etc. or sequential temporal relation as affer awhile,
then, next and so on. Moreover, many of them failed to identify the category of this
conjunctive by using the conjunctive of adversative relation but The faulty translations can
be ascribed to the fact that the learners have not captured the meaning of the Cl and to the
incomplete mastery of rules of Target Language Text (henceforth, TLT).

The second most difficult Cl is now. The analysis of the data shows that the
percentage of correct answers is 23. 39% of the learners erroneously translate it. They also
have not clearly identified the function of CI in the Source Language Text (henceforth, SLT)
in which 38% of them avoided translating it. Thus, the sum of incorrect and avoided
answers is 77%. The acceptable translations include the use of ilaalll oda & (ddaall) el 4.
The acceptable meaning of the English text containing this Cl includes:
ila (358 e B o) gy Spnal) (Bl Aaall) Gl 3y el LG e 4l 2y Uask Lo A Cullaly

Ll

The learners wrongly use s « 5 «¢¥\s «¥) to translate this Cl. The following examples
are from the learners' answers:

Lo laae aaliy lu¥) V) L Jaga 4005 32 ) i Aandl®

Wl Cula e dSendl Jaoll aals V15« jie LEDE alsh 53 Jiall ai ) dSandl Sl \S*
O il e ame EDB Gaall 38Ls oy Jobal (o A0l TG (o SS) om0 (S ASandl®
Dl Cla e Jashd DG uaal) 2Lt Ja s Ball (e Fie DG )l Lo Josy el J5k*

Such faulty translations can be attributed to the fact that most of the learners have
regarded the item 'now' as an adverb of time instead of discourse element which is used to
connect two main clauses or sentences logically. According to Aijmer [2002 cited in
(Cesare, 2003: 67)], if 'now' is a separate tone unit, it functions as a discourse element
rather than a temporal adverb. She adds discourse particles are "polysemous items whose
meanings can be related to each other in a motivated way, for example as extensions from
a prototype'. Many of them also map this conjunctive to another different type as the
additive relation and.

In addition, these can be attributed to the fact that the learners do not understand the
connotative or emotive meaning aimed at in the original text as shown in their poor
translations to this item.

The conjunctive at which moment is the third most difficult item in this type. The
percentage of correct responses is 26. The erroneous responses are 62%. The avoided

responses are 12%. The sum of the erroneous and the avoided responses is 74%.
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Here, af which moment also expresses a simultaneous relation between two events
described as being accomplished immediately. It, therefore, expresses simultaneity by virtue
of the immediate specification which it implies. The possible translations of the conjunctive
particle include akaalll s3a & ikl ol 4. The possible translation of this item includes:

AL e Lo pan Alaalll Gl 85 4y Bisall ey el sall B SE) (yse OIS

The learners unsuitably use iaall claalll olli o) ¢ddaad ol & (idaaly cilaad die cdlaal

It has been noticed that the learners failed to identify the function of the sentence in
the SL and literally translated it without conveying the sense of the original one such as the
temporal expressions /in (at) a moment, at any moment etc. The following are illustrative
examples from the wrong responses:

bl el Aaal (gl . S8 Guyge cinas (Bsise e oo Gkl
Sl ik ) el 3 Bse s s sal®

Gl o i allin GlS dbal 54 G5ise ey Ohae sl O papse S8
Gl @yl Lo ddaal v u)ge e diga 43 550 i (e ¥

By examining the faulty translations, it can be concluded that most learners translate
the item literally in a form of prepositional phrase (prep. + noun). This error is due to the
incomplete mastery of temporal constructions in English which begin with prepositions.
Besides, following literal translation rather than the equivalent structures in both English and
Arabic languages is a main cause of this kind of errors.

The CI then is the fourth difficult to translate. The percentage of the correct answers
is 30. 58% of the learners fail completely to answer it appropriately. The avoided responses
are 12%. The sum of the incorrect and the avoided responses is 70%.

The possible meaning of this Cl is . The possible Arabic meaning of this item
comprises:

clal) adie I dads das calin 3850 4 Jadl) aday ASandl 8 (e il Gl gl

The analysis of the translation data reveals that a large number of the learners who
answered this item incorrectly are completely unaware of the Cl's function. It is shown that
they map the source CI into a different type in the TL. In other words, the translated text
and original text are different types as the additive and causal relations.

The learners inappropriately use sand <lil. It might be mentioned at this point that
dike & signal temporal between sentences in some situations (see 3.5.1). In sequential
function, Hussein and Bukhari (2009: 12) assert that & encodes a long-time span temporal
sense; whereas (does not necessarily imply the sequential occurrence of events, i.e.
happening one after the other without unusual interpretation.

Therefore, translating fhen in the SL into does not precisely denote the meaning of

23 in the TL texts as in the following examples:
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O adia o)y () e ay alee Tays Tl axde cclasd) Gsmall Jall g5l
sy Clill dia ) anys Jadl) ey ) Jall gl

They also shift the state type to a causal type to indicate the notion of the cause and
effect relationships of the first sentence and the conjunctive one. The following are
illustrative examples from the learners' erroneous responses:

il pdie ) gyl Al Fipylay Jae 5 A Lot slay ciSand) (o Gl g5l Sl o ®
i) asie Ve day anli Gl Il paday cadl (e ASand) g3l Gsaall Jayli*

Other learners make translations like Laasy 23 a2y which can express a sequential
temporal relation in a manner similar to their English counterparts affer that and next.

The erroneous translations can be attributed to both lack of understanding of the
original text and the intra—lingual impact of the TL, i.e. treating then as and or therefore.
Richards (1974: 3-18) states that one of the causes of intra-lingual errors is due to the
semantic errors such as building false concepts/ systems, i.e. faulty comprehension of
distinctions in the TL.

The least difficult Cl of this relation is af /ast. The analysis of the data shows that the
percentage of the correct answers is 53. The incorrect answers are 38%. The avoided
responses are 9%. The sum of the erroneous and the avoided answers was 47%.

The acceptable translation of this Cl is.i,al A large number of the learners use &
iyl which can express a conclusive temporal relation in a way similar to its English
counterpart finally. At last and finally have the same meanings. They have the idea that
someone has waited for a long time (Kouyu, 2008:15). The acceptable translation of this
item includes:

Gl I el Taly A6 50 e s AT 8ye dtimns 1305 (il Ja1y By dinans il g 2al Goall o iy
(RIS )l L Hsae

Again, the learners translate this conjunctive literally as a prepositional phrase (prep.
+ noun) likedlgil) vie (dleall (4l & . These give the meaning of the temporal expressions af
(in) the ena, by the end. The following examples are from the learners' wrong answers:

58 3l ol Algally LR AN Byall gl iy S8 aa) Yy Cadl JAN G ol Cmen I (e 2L
Ul caay CaiS oyl cld )

ve Kl gl e Gonll Cie By Samg (S Sl 6 asl ag Y S By ponll gl e pe ) e
ela Ji )l lene Jsae shal cela el

The free translations, i.e. recreation of the original texts, on the other hand, appear
both awkward and aloof from the original. For Savory (1968: 52-5) a more reliable
translation, then, necessitates little alternations on the original text to bring out the effect
required. Such a translation should appear as if it were really the original text reflecting its

freshness and spirit. Such a noticeable tendency might be ascribed to their wish to convey
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the intended meaning expressed in texts. The following are illustrative examples from the
learners' erroneous responses:
Al ) Ciela 508 Bl Ciaag 35aY) Bl iy Al IV syl G ade Glal aa) Y o By Gual) Cma®
CCRES iy 3l e la Callaal Hlgs 25 A0 5y0 L) iyl aa) Camy ol Cand) 8 (3 Gyl Conens Laty®
Rase shal Cola a1 AT is 26, 36 5ye Rl Ciesds aa) i o) cadl BA Gy puall G I pe)*
Ll )
Colloquially marked uses of this Cl are found to be common in the learners'
translations, as in the examples below:
syl cela AY) Gy Al Bye Y aayg A0l Bye allarimd aal aag aly il PR Gy G pual) Gt
Al Al Gela Glall Bjalls dad b A
YT VLS VECSE SPRCH: ISP (P L P Wi R SORCA P PR EN IEN [N PRCIR I Iy SR (ERDpE
B | |
The faulty translations may be ascribed to the fact that the learners do not have the
complete knowledge of this conjunctive, so
they translate it literally or recreating the original text i.e. free translation. Like the
conjunctive at which moment, these also may be due to the incomplete mastery of the

temporal expressions which begin with prepositions.

5.4 Responses to the Adversative Relation

Like the temporal relation, the adversative relation is represented by 5 items in the
translation task, i.e. 25% of the test items. Table (4) (p.32) indicates that the adversative
relation occupies rank two in the hierarchy of difficulty. Table (7) illustrates the distribution of

the item number, CAs, percentage of CRs, and RD of this category in the data:

Item's No. CAs % CRs RD
3 on the contrary 25 3
7 But 82 5
12 However 27 4
15 by contrast 12 1
20 Yet 21 2
Total 5 34 -

Table (7): Distribution of the CAs, Percentage of CRs, and RD of the Adversative Relation
in the Data
Figure (6) manifests the correct answers and RD of adversative relation appeared in
table (7) This histogram shows that the Cl by contrast scored the lowest among the other

CAs while but scored the highest one. Yef scored the second lowest Cl whereas on the
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contrary scored the third one. The conjunctive however scored the fourth lowest ClI in this

relation.
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Figure (6): Learners' CRs and RD of Adversative Relation in the Data

Table (7) above reveals that conjunctive by contrast is the most difficult item for the
learners to translate. The percentage of correct responses is 12. The analysis of data
shows that 88% of the learners erroneously translated it. The wrong responses are 71%;
whereas 17% of responses are avoided.

Fraser (2005: 6-13) regards that CAs like by (in) contrast and in comparison are
almost identical. He defines them as comparative contrasts of CAs with similar meanings.
With negative comparison such as by contrast, Halliday and Hasan (1976: 248) note 'we
are approaching the adversative type of conjunctive relation, where it has the sense of
'not...but..."; that is, where the first term in the comparison is denied in order to make room
for the second one." Thus, the acceptable Arabic translations comprise the use of I WA
45)aal Wl oy 43)lae; while the acceptable Arabic meaning of the item is:

Al Bye s oed Al Akl Ll L Arld Jsgass ehnd e el J15Y) dalaidle

Influenced by Arabic, the learners have produced alien English forms. In this item,
the learners go so far that they neglect the syntactic form of the English CA into other forms
such as verbs and nouns. They unsuitably use sliti ¢ jadlic cdadlia «Cucadlil o jm8lH oyl
...etc. The following examples are from the learners' incorrect responses:

Jlally ¢ Lo Al dilaiall milie Jaguss ehpad elye cilen (Y1 dikaid) ¥

ey Al (@AY il (Bl (e - Jseadly il el (o giaa JYI*

A Ghlies ey (S I 81 (il Axady Oy sl 1 o g 530 S oBYV

Al yey gd Al Aikaiall AaBlia Jsgass opind £ e L il V) Aikaid)®

Once more, like the Cls at which moment and at /ast a number of learners

translated them literally. This indicates that they lack the complete information about English
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prepositions when they attach to verbs or nouns to form units with different meanings. The
learners improperly use « xmilall e ¢ jadlill (e DA e il ¢ mililly o uSally ¢ milill etc.

Also, colloquial uses of CAs such as 4.Sc (Se e (S ¢ 1Say are noticed to be
common in the learners' translations, as in the following examples from the erroneous
responses to the translation test:

Al e s il (g AY) Aihidll (e Ganly Jsguns ehumnd g lhe (goa olS 1Y) dikidl®
e Cmia dibie Jof o 5o Bl Bhlie 8 sa S Jiall anSe Ly eba) e psSie JY) Jiall®
g Akiall (Say Annly Sy £yt g )ro

The faulty translations may be attributed to the interference from the mother tongue.
It is evident that the renderings above are all awkward since they failed to represent the real
meaning of the SL. These also can be due to that the learners have overemphasized the
textual structure of SL. This attitude resulted in the literal translations of CAs which do not
have a corresponding meaning in the TL.

The second most difficult conjunctive is the conjunctive yet. The analysis of the data
indicates that the percentage of correct responses is 21. 60% of the learners erroneously
translated it. The avoided responses are 19%. The sum of the erroneous and the avoided
responses is 79%.

According to Halliday and Hasan (1976: 251), in some instances the adversative
relation between two sentences appears, where the second sentence and not the first would
correspond to the 'although clause' in a hypotactic structure. Here the normal cohesive form
is yet. Therefore, the acceptable Arabic translations encompass the use of )il e «elld axy
(e a2)lb ¢ Whereas the possible Arabic translation of the English item is:

) ey il cpale Ladie daa il il Gl aay L Leiser el o8 Ll o LS el

It has been observed that the majority of the learners erroneously use (V) asl. The
following are illustrative examples from the learners' erroneous responses:

el @l cud) G855 Lavie s daay (& V) aal L L ol Lls
lal) Gy il Gple Laie B Aaay il 38 V) aad L Lglig ol Ll f) LS calge

One can notice that the learners seem to have not clearly identified the function of
yet as an adversative CA and confused it with not yet as an adverb of time. Swan (1986:
33) asserts that the problem is that yef can be used as an adverb as well as a conjunction.
When pet is used as an adverb, it is used to talk about something over a period of time, up
till now. Swan says that it is often used with the negative when you are saying that
something has not happened up to the present time. Furthermore, Tylor (1975: 79)
considers "any error which can be attributed to the application of a rule of English in

appropriate situation" is overgeneralization or analogy error.
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To translate this item many learners unsuitably use «dagall i a8l & o 2w «Jwhich
correspond to the adversative CAs but, in fact etc. The following examples of the incorrect
responses are from the translation task:

il cppale Ladie Bam Aaay L leise il 2
cloall & cpale Laxie AL \ginaa bl b adlll L Lgse i clm o cuilS ) LS o
lia ol Cle Latie B Aaemy b Akl 3 . Lgige ol Lals®

They also miscategorize the state relation by using the CAs of the additive, causal,
and temporal relations. They wrongly use NI ;¥ «&lil ¢ which correspond to the English
CAs and, therefore, thus, now etc. The following examples are from the learners' wrong
responses:

bl dld cadl ol Lo Lginaa JalSs A Leisar i L@l sas®
ol elld il cpale Ladie s Aaway cuilS @lli] L gge el o asls
Aalua Loy S5 Ladie Liagye laa culS LY g clis*

Malua el Cople Ladie Al daiay 528 (V) . Lgiser ol o Lo 13

The faulty translations may have resulted from the incomplete application of rules by
using not yet instead of yet. This can result from analogical extension or the rote learning of
rules. These errors can also result from faulty comprehension of distinction in the TL. The
learners misunderstand the use of yef they think yef as the corresponding marker of the
and, thus, now etc., i.e., false concept hypothesized. It is evident that the difficulty of the
TL, English, caused an intra—lingual interference.

The third most difficult Cl is on the confrary. The percentage of correct answers is
25. 58% of the learners erroneously translated it. The avoided answers are 17%. The sum
of the incorrect and avoided responses is 75%. The possible Arabic translations include <.
Sl (e il e and (Sall e, The possible Arabic meaning of the English item is:

Adpe plas Claal i cpdagie Wbl 1516 ol el @l e aaly ol o

Many learners incorrectly think that this CI means the same as on the other hand.
For Kouyu (2008: 1-10) there are two usages of on the contrary: a) the most common
meaning is: "that's untrue and I'll tell you the true situation." Or, 'l disagree and this is what |
think." b) it is also used to emphasize a negative statement you just made by repeating the
statement in appositive and more emphatic way. That is, the expression on the contrary is
followed by a statement that means the same as the negative statement but it is expressed
in a positive sense and this statement exceeds the strength of the first statement. In usage
b, the meaning is similar to saying /n fact as a matter of fact or actually, whereas on the
other hand states two contrasting points in a balanced way, not emphasizing the difference
(ibid: 12). The learners inappropriately use ()l dea (1 ¢ )A) 4ali (. the following examples

are from the learners' responses:
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e plas G Slia 158 A 4al e Opdinsia 52 198 Bpjall @il 3 aglld e () Gulil*

Al Bylima Claal aa 9A) dga e ppantia e () el Byjal) Gl 3 agllE ol ulal*

A large number of the learners miscue the conjunctive on the contrary. Miscue is a term

coined by Goodman (1969: 78) referring to an incorrect guess made by a reader when

reading a text, for instance, the word contrary as country. In translation, some learners with

poor reading skills transfer the miscue into their translated text. They wrongly use i «alll
Anaal)l A ecasll & DU ¢ ladll. The following examples are form the incorrect answers:

e (gibalsa 1S AL 8 (gms 150S Byl 8 il ) il

e §ylaal (Il aapladl 6 ading 15355 o] Biall Gl b gl cpdl) Lulil®

Adyye bylias laal aa DU L pdagie sud Byjall e aslal Gl el

O B b Jims g3 Gl Al Slimall () Shey ) a sl by sl b e Ll () il

ylmall GSliee 1518 aa Aadl b L iagie

Some of the learners add more items to the original text, thus providing an extra meaning

as in the following example:

Pl 3 A ga 3 jlmn laal 151S (el e i Gumas Sy5all Gl e aglils (3 o gl oS, oI*

The faulty translations may be ascribed to three major sources of error: the learners'
misinterpretation of the English lexical meaning in which many learners select a wrong
alternative equivalent having a difficult meaning by using on the other hand instead of on the
contrary, i.e. errors in propositional meaning. According to Baker (1992: 67), the
propositional meaning refers to the relationship between a word and what it refers to or
describes as conceived by the speakers as true or false.

Another major source of error may be due to the impact of learners misreading of
Source Text (henceforth, ST) vocabulary in their translation tasks. Deeb (2007: 4) suggests
that the learners are relying on word shape recognition while they are reading, and are
confusing words with similar shapes; this misreading is then incorporated into their initial
mental model of the text, which then prevents access to the correct interpretation when
learners reread while translation.

The third major source is referred to as redundant errors (addition). Scott and Tucker
1974 (cited in Hamdallah & Tushyeh, 2009: 6) define redundant errors as an unnecessary
word put in or that two or more words used where only one was required.

The ClI however is the fourth difficult one in this type. The percentage of correct
responses is 27. The analysis of the data shows that 64% of the learners erroneously
translated it. The avoided responses are 9%. The sum of the incorrect and the avoided
responses is 73%.

Fraser (2005: 7) says that however differs from but, but not very much. Like but, it

can have as its target the direct S1 (the prior segment), and an indirect message conveyed
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by S1; while but signals a simple contrast between S2 (referring to the segment CAs
introduce) and S1, hence the interchangeability of semantics when the target is the direct
message conveyed by S1, the core meaning of Aowever signals that S1 is being
emphasized, placing S2 message in a more subordinate role. This difference is difficult to
show, since butf can occur in all Aowever contexts, and can be interpreted as emphasizing
S2 when it does so (ibid.). He also mentions that af/though is equivalent to however, which
introduces a segment only when it is combined syntactically with S1 (bid: 8). So, the
suitable Arabic translations of this Cl are «elld a a&)ll ¢Sl «elld xa5and the suitable Arabic
meaning of the English text containing this Cl is:

Shlal TSl aavie Lo ol Jan (e i) Glld pay Ay dagiel) il

It has been shown that the majority of learners inappropriately used Jls (Lﬁ\) 4 St
may be argued that these expressions may have a conclusive meaning, corresponding to
such English items as any way| any how| at any rate. The conjunctive J 4 e guides the
hearer/ reader to interpret the first proposition as a 'conclusion' and the second proposition
as a premise. However, the instance in
which this expression has occurred, and has just been illustrated, does not have a strict
conclusive function, and it is therefore considered as a case of an adversative linkage. The
following are illustrative examples from the learners' erroneous responses:

Aaaly culS 8Ll )l Isagyd abags Jumdl J 8 1 saind Gued) Jla 4 e L daaly culS s)luall®
Aaalll ol adags (Il agslae e il s ol e

Examining the faulty translations, one can notice that the learners seemed to take
into account lexical and grammatical knowledge of English expressions but not their
pragmatic use. These errors may also be attributed to the learners' problem in using the
dictionary. Perhaps, they hastily choose the first definition of a word without considering the
possibility of another alternate meaning which would better fit the context.

The least difficult conjunctive of this type is but. The analysis of data demonstrates that
the percentage of correct responses is 82. This means that the learners seem to have
identified the semantic function of this Cl. 7% of the learners fail to translate it correctly. The
avoided responses are 11%. The sum of the incorrect and the avoided responses is 18%.See
table (5) p. 34.

As for this ClI, it is mainly used to contrast one idea to another, a case in which the
learners showed a good level of agreement. This could be due to the fact that in some
cases the English CAs correspond exactly to their Arabic equivalent as in the conjunctive
but which made them use it satisfactorily. The acceptable Arabic translation of this

conjunctive includes the use of :<I. The acceptable Arabic translation of it is:
A ) ey o O G s ol Lo sy e 8 amg sad e aall Jlus

&Yy



The faulty translations of the remaining incorrect answers may be attributed to the
fatigue, boring, etc. Richards (2001: 164) stresses that 'there are sorts of errors which can
be described as mere failures to memorize a segment of language or as occasional lapse in
performance due to memory limitations, fatigue, and the like'. The following are illustrative
examples from the wrong responses of the learners:

i B AR L dgay Jdgean o aall Liu®
Cang a5 Gl aayy 4llial) & 305 aall*
4383 Jomy o) JB 5ia3 N L3 pim Al 023 (e pll) i
5.5 Responses to the Continuative Relation

Table (8) shows that this type occupies rank three in the hierarchy of difficulty. It is
represented by two items, i.e. it covers 10% of the whole translation task. Table (8)
summarizes the distribution of the item number, CAs, percentage of the CRs, and RD of this

category in the data.

Item's No. CAs % CRs RD
10 of course 76 2
19 after all 0 1
Total 2 38 -
Table (8): Distribution of the CAs, Percentage of CRs, and RD of the Continuative Relation
in the Data

Figure (7) shows the CRs and RD of continuative relation appeared in Table (8).
This histogram displays that the conjunctive affer all scored the lowest Cl while of course

scored the highest one in this type.
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of course after all

Figure (7): Learners' CRs and RD of Continuative Relation in the Data
Table (8) above demonstrates that conjunctive affer all is of special difficulty. The
percentage of correct responses is (. This means that all learners have omitted an
equivalent for affer all or completely avoided translating this item. Affer all is a subclass of

inferential markers which signals that the conjunctive segment is to be taken as conclusion
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based on the prior segment, i.e. the prior segment provides grounds for drawing the
conclusion. It specifies that the conjunctive segment provides a reason for the content
presented in the prior segment, whether it is assertive or an imperative (Fraser, 1999: 31-
4). The appropriate Arabic translations of this Cl include the use of the expression 4 e
Ja (Lﬁi); whereas the possible Arabic translation should be as follows:
el A (38 Aalal 55 claally Db gils (b salall Clibaidl (3 Sl Sl 35k sag il ula (3
s A el sl 30U I Glladl 4y i) 81l sy UK RN STal) 3 e ol (Shsdlly
Notice how the learners have omitted an equivalent for affer all. According to Aijmer
and Vandenbergn (2009: 25), zero translations are frequent in the case of non—propositional
elements and can be seen as inadequate because some elements of the interpersonal
meaning is missing in the Target Text (henceforth, TT) as compared with its source. The
following examples are from the wrong responses:
38 Flhaa (g caelill N e ggagy 30 Alaall Llaljin gLl salad) Glidaeiall Joa s 258 o) il Sa*
JS 8 4l JoS)
peli Bpb o 53 Alaall Gipa pany - DSon )l (A 3alal) Clibaeiall Joa 550 pa)sS o8 43 Qb SE*
o) Dwse Bl il 358 Al sa L Blaadly sl Jsa Bl Syl
) Byl ABlinsy ) LW Jsn Aagaiy 35 COlaally B gL Balall Clikaniall Joa ) sSl) 208 a9 il SE*
One cannot fail to observe the impact of the intra—lingual interference since learners
are not aware of this function in English and then lacked the competence to give its
equivalent translation in Arabic. This may be due to the learners' unfamiliarity with the usage
of such words continuative connectors. Another possible reason is that Iraqi EFL learners do
not have sufficient knowledge of the flexibility of connector— positioning. Thus, they wrongly
think that CAs can only come in sentence-initial position.

The CI of course is the least difficult one in the continuative category. The percentage
of correct answers is 76. The erroneous answers are 17%; while the avoided answers are
7%. The sum of the erroneous and the avoided answers is 24%.

The analysis of the translation task reveals that a large number of learners correctly
translated it. This proves that they are capable of recognizing and choosing the right
meaning of this CI. This is due to one logical reason depending on the learners' knowledge
and understanding of this Cl and how it should be correctly used.

Dictionaries and grammar books invariantly gloss of course's meaning as synonymous
with 'naturally’, 'as can be expected', etc. and the function of it is that of marking strong
agreement and disagreement on the one hand and providing feedback (backchannel
behavior), on the other (Furko,2007: 1-8. Thus, the suitable Arabic translations of this ClI
comprise the use of Lwk «=hll. The acceptable translation is as follows:

s iy Ll () Tagds 10585 Ly 4ilSs callpns e culal 8 (gl
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Notice that how the learners use the expressions (=il «ashil instead of ehll or Lk to
answer this Cl. The expressions above have the sense of certainly, verily, surely, etc. These
are used as adverbial adjuncts (intensifier adjuncts) for emphasis. The following are wrong
answers from the translation task:

shal dan lia et cul (s o) Jlas LedlSs gy aslll L alils pe culal LlSs 1
olall fan olda cl 2306 LalS oy Jadly Ll Cuygla LalS cls*

The translation of of course by means of other adverbials with dissimilar forms does not
generally affect meaning and it responds to the differentiated behavior of these units in
Arabic.

By investigating the erroneous translation, it is obvious that negative transfer from the
native language has taken place.

5.5.1 Responses to the Additive Relation
Table (2) p28 shows that the additive relation occupies rank four in the hierarchy of
difficulty. It is represented by four items i.e. 20% of the total number of the test. Table (9)
gives a summary of the distribution of the item number, CAs, percentage of the CRs, and

RD of this category.

Item's No. CAs % CRs RD
1 for instance 48 2
6 And 81 4
11 in other words 49 3
16 As 16 1
Total 4 49 -

Table (9): Distribution of the CAs, Percentage of CRs, and RD of the Additive Relation in the Data
Figure (8) illustrates the CRs and RD of additive relation appeared in Table (9). It

also shows that the conjunctive as scored the lowest among the other CAs whereas and

scored the highest one. The CI for instance scored the second lowest Cl whereas in other

words scored the third lowest one in this category.
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Figure (8): Learners' CRs and RD of Additive Relation in the Data
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Table (9) above indicates that the Cl as is the most difficult one of this category. The
percentage of correct responses is 16. The mistaken answers are 27%; the avoided
answers are 57%. The sum of the mistaken and the avoided answers is 84%.

Here, the CI of similarity, as, asserts that the information stated in a sentence is
similar to that in the following sentence in which it is added to. The possible Arabic
translations of this Cl encompass the use of Wb (LS and the inseparable particle &,
whereas the possible translation of this item is as follows:

o Sar 4l Gaay o Jew WS Clela PR gy o (Sa 3l s35ma e 0l Baay o ol e OIS
s 4y Tile 4ndi aa)) Aiyall 31ye ye shay

A review of the results of translating as allows us to conclude that omission is the
main strategy, along with translation by means of other separable and inseparable Arabic
prepositions like ;. and <. These correspond to the English prepositions from and at, by, in,
with. the following examples are from the empirical task:
3umia Bl ye shiy ) Bray o Jeu) Glele DA sl e e dgall o) Gaall Caall e lS*

dagh At B Audi aayg Al

shiy s Gaal o Jeudl (e lele PR gl adiiiny g 3lall (e e dgrall Lelld agd Caall oa*
Aasi Al aay Ands aagg Al Baaia 3l Pla

G O g i 4l Guaaill Al clele A ikl (e o sagma du 25 o) Ginal araall (e 43l
iipe A lealy Al 31 alal s

Consequently, the most mistranslations of as by the learners are the inexact translations.
They intentionally omit it from the representative SL item. Another reason is the substitution
of the English prepositions instead of the additive particle as. Scott and Tucker 1974 (cited
in Hamdallah & Tushyeh, 2009: 4) define
substitution errors as the use of a wrong word. This means that the learners underwent the
effect of the mother language; Arabic.

The analysis of the data reveals that the conjunctive for instance is the second difficult one
of this type. The learners have got 48% of the correct responses. The incorrect responses
are 45 %; 7% is the avoided responses. The total of the incorrect and the avoided
responses is 52%. The acceptable translations included the use of i «Jtall Js s St and
the appropriate Arabic translation of this item should have been as in:

oY) ) 8 el EOE a8 Y cdualal) aslShiad Sy Y 4

The most frequent faulty translations of additive for instance are because, so,
therefore, for this reason which correspond to the Arabic particles el 13g) U ()3 (N, It is
clear that most of the learners translated additive for instance as causal as can be shown
from the faulty replacements of for instance by these CAs. The following are examples from

erroneous responses of the learners:



Ofwalal) i) 8 ClyselS EDE g Lal 4 dpaddl) wlSlion g e sa*
bl (i) 3 lpnal€ EOB et GlIN dpad 8 lSles o s e st

These faulty replacements indicate that the learners failed to recognize the logical
relationship held between the two sentences. The inappropriate use of because, so, etc.
instead of the connective for instance changed the intended meaning of the Target
Language Text (henceforth TLT). This may be due to their miscomprehension of the English
text.

The conjunctive /n other words is the third most difficult one
to translate in additive relation. The analysis of data demonstrates
that the percentage of correct answers is 49%. 43% of the learners erroneously translate it;
the avoided responses are 8%. The sum of the erroneous and the avoided responses is
51%.

According to Hussein and Bukhari (2009: 4), in other words can be used at phrase,
clause, paragraph level to indicate explanation and reiteration similar to the Arabic _x. The
other possible translations are Ji )il 3las « AT J=a. This item can better be translated as
follows:

LS ke gl J3 skl a0 ¢ ) 8 1syy o]

The data presented in this item show that there are three strategies in translating /n
other words into its Arabic counterpart. The first strategy is the learners' tendency to
translate this ClI literally; this produces an awkwardly non—cohesive sentence loaded with
extra words. The following examples are from the incorrect responses of the learners:

OSall ke g (5ya) QlalSy el (yshiday () s Y a2 *

Ol ola aa LIS (any 8 SS) oWl o Y aa®

Ol Tske aa ()a) GlalS 8 Jghal 3aal 1oy o)) sun Y aa*

The second strategy is that the learners adhered mostly to recreation of the original text as
in the following examples:

OSall aa)lS aa (gA) Aelua (8 Jshl @) o0y Y aa*

O lsle a8 AT (s (8 Yshao o8} (ygmdaiinny W

OSall Isle ar (553 B)sums Alygha B el s Y aa*

The third strategy is the inappropriate use of the contrastive on the other hand
instead of the additive in other words. This altered the proposed meaning of the original text
as in:

Ol sle (A1 4als (o JSI o8 (505 V¥
Ol 138 Tole a5 pa) Aayhay ) 1 o)) Goun Y 0%
The serious errors committed by learners may be ascribed to the limited translation

experience, lexical complexities, and poor development of abilities in the TL.

ey



The least difficult Cl of this category is and. The results of this item display that the
percentage of correct responses is 81. 8% of the learners fail to translate it correctly. The
avoided responses are 11%. The sum of the incorrect and the avoided responses is 19%.

As in the conjunctive but, the percentages above give an indication that learners are
satisfactorily successful in the way they view this CA. The relative ease with which the
learners translate the SL item of the additive and can result from the fact that and has the
meaning of 4n Arabic which is its English nearest equivalent. Positive transfer is transfer
which makes learning easier, and may occur when both the SL and the TL have the same
form (Richards et al., 1992: 205). The acceptable Arabic translation includes:

L lens il o s oS, "ty il sl o W sl iy

The learners' inability to translate this CA, on the other hand, may be attributed to
the fact that they might be biased towards the perception of conjunctive use and
consequently gave unreliable answers as in:

King) (s Y Ll 5588 S aing) (8) () 3588 ) oS L%
leag) S Lty iy oIS 4l asly DU se )l 8 il

5.5.2 Responses to the Causal Relation

Like the additive relation, the causal relation is represented by 4 items in the
translation task, i.e. 20% of the whole test. Table (4) p 32 indicates that the causal relation
is the easiest to translate and occupies rank five in the hierarchy of difficulty. Table (10)
displays the distribution of the item number, CAs, percentage of the CRs, and RD of this

category in the data.

Item's No. CAs % CRs RD
2 Hence 50 2
4 Therefore 62 3
8 So 72 4
18 Accordingly 22 1
Total 4 53 -
Table (10): Distribution of the CAs, Percentage of CRs, and RD of the Causal Relation in the
Data

Figure (9) displays the CRs and RD of causal relation in Table (10). The histogram below
indicates that the Cl accordingly scored the lowest among the other CAs while so scored the

highest one. Finally, the conjunctive Aence scored the second
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lowest Cl while therefore scored the third lowest one in this relation.
Table (10) above reveals that Cl accordingly is the most difficult one to translate.
The analysis of translations obtained from the learners shows that the percentage of correct
responses is 22. 54% of the learners erroneously translate this conjunctive, whereas the
avoided responses are 24%. The total of the erroneous and the avoided answers is 78%.
Notice that the conjunctive accordingly signals that the second segment is to be
taken as a consequence of the situation based on the first segment (Fraser, 1999: 32). The
possible translations comprise the use of <lly e ¢3! iy celldl Gy ol e 3l cade ;L. The
appropriate Arabic translation includes:
Ay doglalall LAY culs ade 2l (padYL Cala dlia oIS
The learners' imperfect translations include the use of LAY Caagar ¢« HLAY) s and
many other different translations. Here are examples from the wrong responses of the
learners:
Aidise e LAY e dauge Fala da)l) culs*
Gdres A il LAY Gagar da)lll Caala cils®
Very often learners use a Cl which can be classified as a conjunction but whose
meaning does not correspond to that in the SL. This type of errors can be attributed to the
fact that learners are aware of their task, but they paid scant attention to the appropriate
semantic meaning. They may have consulted dictionaries, but they have failed to recognize
the right meaning of a certain conjunctive. According to Tylor (1975: 60), translation errors
are ones which change the desired response in a significant way. Errors of this kind involve
simple substitutions of one syntactically correct structure for another equally syntactically
correct, but semantically incorrect, alternative.
The second most difficult conjunctive is the conjunctive hence. The analysis of the
data shows that the correct answers are 50%. 36% of the learners erroneously translate this

Cl. The avoided answers are 14%. The sum of the incorrect and the avoided answers is
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50%. The suitable translations include the use of (ya (llal ol ¢elldl dais celly e (o (I 13
La. In this item, 35e's (1990: 206) translation is  (uys ¥ of s o3 ¢AalE) e Baky ¥ o3a 42
leie Jy=a He uses (3 for hence while it should be 1 or the other translations above which
are more relevant conjunctives to the context of Arabic translation. Therefore, the translation
would be:

Mg Jjmer Qo o) ay Y IAL GABED e 2305 Y s a all

It should be noted, here, that many learners translate it appropriately using the
Arabic particle «a. This may be ascribed to the fact that there is a specific type of « in
Arabic called 4.l < which introduces the clause and provides the cause of or the reason
for the event stated in the sentence.

Those who erroneously translate it fail to understand the function of hence in
English. They incorrectly use ¥ ;w <Ua « il which correspond the English that, here, from
now, etc. The following examples are from the incorrect responses:

Jmie IS8 Gy o) g Y Al A8 JaSal) e ialdl oo AallV*
e Gt ) oy Y ol L LR8N (o JalSia gha oo dall*
Yo S oou Y o) cag QY1 BEN e rede o3 (oo 3UI*

The faulty translations show that the use of a conjunctive that does not signal a
causal relationship between the two sentences or clauses enjoined by Aence would yield an
acceptable translation because of the change in the intended meaning of the SL item. These
also show that the absence of knowledge make the learners try to build up hypotheses
about the second language from their limited experience of it.

The least difficult CAs of the causal relation are therefore and so. The results display
that the percentages of correct responses for therefore and sois 62 and 72. The incorrect
responses to each one of these CAs are 20% and 9%, while the avoided responses are
18% and 19%. The sum of the incorrect and the avoided responses is 38% and 28%
respectively.

The relatively high percentages of correct answers may be due to the fact that
therefore and so can be easily replaced by lid A &y, which are commonly the most
frequent acceptable English equivalents. These renditions signal a conclusive relationship
between two elements of discourse similar to therefore and so in English (Hussein and
Bukhari, 2009: 4). The following are the possible translations of these two items
respectively:

Lovie Leas ) 508 o) a0 Y gd 135 mpad) e panl) 558 LSI ) man cillall 500 clad) 2S a
LS ) el Ll Y-
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In the remaining portion of the faulty responses, the learners erroneously use because,
since, for this reason etc. for therefore and so, which correspond to s ‘jy etc., when
translating them into Arabic. The following example is from the erroneous answers:

S Ul 508 SIS Lo landl e Ll LS oY 1508 508 SIS mpadl) e bpia sa8 QSIS o landl 3%
S s ol (SIS dga b o)
A close examination of these faulty translations indicates that the learners do not
distinguish between the causal and resultative functions of fherefore and so.
5.6. Conclusions
The following conclusions can be drawn in the light of the results of the study:
1. The translation of CAs is not easy. The overwhelming majority of learners do not possess
knowledge of translating CAs.
2. Avoidance or ignorance of translating CAs may be the most frequent strategies used to
overcome the translation of semantic functions of these conjunctives.
3. The most common errors in the translation of CAs include learners' overuse of guessing

strategies, incomplete rules application, omission, substitution, and building false

hypotheses.
4. Relying heavily on bilingual dictionaries, apart from context not give the appropriate
translation.
5.The analysis of the data reveals how problematic inconsistent knowledge about

cohesion in both English and Arabic can be for the Iraqi EFL learners. In many cases, the
learners fail to keep the propositional content of the ST because they misunderstand or
misuse the CAs of the SL and the TL respectively. The mistranslation of these CAs produce
an awkwardly non—-cohesive sentences loaded with extra words. These renditions are "so
badly done that the original is deformed and mutilated” (Aziz, 1971:15-41). This verifies the
third hypothesis that the mistranslation of an English conjunctive into its Arabic counterpart
makes English text lose its intended meaning.

6. Many of errors are attributable to interference from Arabic than to other learning

problems.
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1. He's careless about his personal possessions; for instance, he has lost three
cameras in the last two years.

2. Language is an integral part of culture. Hence it must not be studied in isolation.

3. The people whom he met on that island were not savages. On the contrary, they
were the owners of an ancient civilization.

4. In the sky the planes look very small. On the runways they look big. Therefore close
up they should look even bigger—but in fact they don't.

5. He could remember only Angela telling him; Angela with her genius for sympathy,
had been terribly upset. Meanwhile Sissy Miller had risen.

6. He read on. 'How proud | am to be his wife'. And he had always been very proud to
be her husband.

7. The blood ran down his cheek a little way. But it coagulated and dried before it
reached his chin.

8. | listened to his wheels spinning and his engine howling until | could not stand it any
longer. So | put on my fur coat and boots and went out to give him a push.

9. The old man unhooked the fish, rebated the line. Then he worked his way slowly
back to the bow.

10.1t was as if she had answered his question. Of course, she seemed to say, you're
very attractive to women.

11.They did not want to stay any longer. In other words they were bored with the place.

12.Defeat was obvious; however, the players continued to try their best to win the
game.

13. Real pathetic fallacy weather, Morris thought. At which moment there was a knock on his
door.

14. Though | heard the bell peal through the house no one answered it and | rang a
second and then a third time: at last an old woman with a heavy moustache to the
gate.

15.The first region is made up of green meadows and vast plains. By contrast, the
second region is rugged and mountainous.

16. It was difficult to believe that by boarding an airplane he could be back, within hours.
As easy to believe that he could step through Desiree's dressing—table mirror and
found himself back in his own bedroom.

17. A fish could take out over three hundred fathoms of line.

Now the man watched the dip of three sticks over the side Of the skiff.

18 .There was an accident yesterday; accordingly the tragic news was false.
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19 19.Philip thought, steering the Corvair round the tight beads of Socrate's Avenue,
tyres squealing softly on the smooth tarmac, houses and gardens rotating dizzily in
the rear-view mirror. He had ended up driving Morris Zapp's car after all.

20 .It was as if she had foreseen her death. Yet she had been in perfect health when
she left the house that morning.

APPENDIX (B)
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