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Abstract

The present analysis investigated Persian translations of the
multifaceted and ambiguous Quranic inferential discourse marker Inna (f;,[)
within the framework of translation spotting and pragmatics. The corpus
consisted of six parts (juz) of the holy Quran and their Persian translations
as a parallel corpus. The analysis of the corpus revealed that the encoding
of discourse markers in the Quranic texts was tackled figuratively and
communicatively by providing different types of Persian discourse markers
in the process of construction of a translation specific discourse. This
figurative construction of discourse was justified by resorting to different
theoretical perspectives in pragmatics and discourse analysis. Since such
analysis of parallel corpus has started recently and the findings are not yet
aptly applied by authorities in various aspects of translation studies such as
lexicography, translation quality assessment, and curriculum development,
material developers, professors, and other relevant authorities are expected
to reexamine their approaches in these areas.
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1. Introduction

Parallel decoding and encoding of information within the frameworks of
discourse and pragmatics substantiate the practical side of professional translation
on the basis of linguistic and metalinguistic principles. The simultaneous decoding
and encoding of the text is activated through natural processing of language
(Chesterman, 2016). From a discursive perspective, linguistic elements such as
prepositional phrases, conjunctions, coordinators, adverbs, fixed expressions and
filler words are referred to as discourse markers (DMs). As the most frequent words,
DM s establish the relationship between units of discourse and, consequently, create
a coherent discourse for the audience. The present study provides a pragmatic
account of two Persian translators’ strategies in the process of encoding the Quranic
DM Inna. Generally, a researcher’s basic assumption in pragmatic analysis is the
exploration of the interlocutors’ system of achieving successful communication in
their interactions (Jones, 2012). An investigation of the parallel corpus will provide
the researcher with information about the qualifications of the creation of a
translation-specific discourse between discourses and cultures. These questions are
addressed in this study: (1) How was the Quranic inferential discourse marker (IDM)
Inna rendered by Persian translators in question2 (2) Which categories of the
Persian DMs are utilized in the process of encoding this Quranic DM2 (3) How can
the investigators justify the adjustments and modifications of DMs in the process of
translation? Researchers assume that processing of language in translation
necessitate some sort of adjustment, enrichment, creativity, and flexibility through

omission, addition, and modification (Furko, 2014).

2. Review of Literature
Basing their analysis of Inna on generative transformational grammar,
Shokrani and Tavakoli (2012) investigated the Persian equivalents of the term in

renclering Quran. They concluded that other than serving an empha’ric role, in some



24  Translation Studies, Vol. 22, No. 87, Autumn 2024

cases the term is merely a verbal signal, bearing no specific meaning and, thus,
suggested that it be not translated, i.e., eliminated since it simply exists as a

linguistic phenomenon in Arabic, serving no particular syntactic function.

Paknezhad et al. (2018) examined the sequence of elaborative, contrastive,
and inferential discourse markers and the functions they serve in the English and
Persian translations of surah Al-Imran. They found that the translators had used
various DMs for deciphering the deep meaning of the source text as these markers

he|p construct the context of communication.

Hamid and Abdul Rahman (2022) examined the meanings and functions of
verb-like particles in a few verses of Quran and 5 English translations. The functions
they assumed for Inna included signaling causality, serving as an answer implying
confirmation, showing certainty, meaning Laa’lla ( J«) and indicating causality,
meaning Lad’lla and showing similitude, meaning Lad’lla and indicating Layta
(=), and meaning Laki’nna (). Having considered the various stylistic and
semantic functions of this particle, they discussed some infrequent meanings of the
term and the translation errors made by the translators in this respect and ultimately
suggested solutions for translators to reach more accurate translations.

Mohammed and Kadhim (2023) investigated the emphatic structures in
Quran, including Inna, and their translations in English. Through the analysis of the
translations in question, they show that the structures in the source text outweigh
their English equivalents regarding emphasis, resulting in translation loss. This was
more evident in conveying grammatical emphasis rather than rhetorical emphasis,
which they believe pertains to rhetorical similarities between the two languages.
Given that rhetorical emphasis exceeds sentence level, i.e., occurs at the contextual
level, they underscore the role of context in determining the exact meaning of

empathic devices.
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Rahimi and Yazdani (2024) studied the various grammatical functions and
readings of Inna in verse 46 of Surah Ibrahim and the different translations that
ensue from each structure and /or reading. Discussing the grammatical functions
the word fulfills as a conjunction of causality, conjunction of condition, an indicator
of negation, or an emphatic variation of kaana (ols). They emphasize the role of
context in determining the grammatical role and meaning of Inna, and find many
translators having neglected the emphatic role.

A|though the above-mentioned studies were fully or partia"y devoted to Inna
and its encoding in Persian or other languages, more research is needed to explore

how it is treated by translators and how such treatments could be explained.

3. Methodology

The researchers analyzed two Persian translations of the Quranic IDM ol
(indeed) in the creation of discourse in translation. This DM functions as an
emphatic and argumentative marker in the process of constructing discourse in the
Quran (lbn Hesham, 2018). As the analysis consisted of a parallel corpus in the
framework of natural language processing in Arabic-Persian translation, included
research questions, and was supported by theoretical bases, the study is descriptive
and qudlitative. Theoretically, the research was conducted on the basis of
pragmatics and translations spotting perspectives. The analysis of the influence of
the pragmatic differences, appreciation of speech acts in cross-cultural
communications, and the systems of exposing pragmatic norms in human
interactions form the nature of pragmatic investigations (see Usmani & Almashham,
2024). And, in the framework of translation spotting, researchers tried to investigate
the practical problem-solving strategies employed by the professional translators
(Cartoni, 2013).

The corpus consisted of the Quranic text and two Persian translations. The

source fext consisted of the following six parts (juz) of the Holy Quran: 1, 2, 14, 17,
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28, and 29. The target texts included the Persian translations of the Holy Quran by
Maleki (2017) and Safavi (2018). As both translations were based on an Iranian
interpretation of the Holy Quran, Al-Mizan, the sampling was a purposive
sampling. First different instances of the DM Inna were spotted and 136 instances
were observed (Table 1). Then the equivalents in both translations were spotted and
categorized, which comprised 56 different types of equivalents—26 by Safavi and
30 by Maleki. Then, the different extracts were examined by two raters. The
researchers’ recognition and categorization of the equivalents were verified by the
raters, who were university lecturers having conducted investigations in the area.

No disagreement was observed between the researchers and raters.

Table 1 Different aspects of the corpus and the analysis

No | Aspects analyzed | Frequency | Percentage
1 Sections 6 20%

2 Total words 77807 100%

3 | Words in the Corpus | 16906 22%

4 | DMs in the Corpus 2535 15%

5 DM Inna 136 5.3%

Table 2 Frequency and categories of equivalents in Persian translations

No DM Frequency | Percentage
1 Total DMs 56 100%

2 | DMs by Maleki 30 54%

3 | DMs by Safavi 26 46%

4 IDMs 40 71%

5 EDMs’ 8 14%

6 CDMs™ 6 11%

" Elaborative discourse marker (EDM)
" Contrastive discourse marker (CDM)
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4. Results and Discussion

4.1. Results
According to Table 2, 56 different types of DMs were utilized by the Persian

translators in the process of discourse creation in encoding the target texts. This
finding justifies that a context-based, text-sensitive, and communicative approach is
applied in the process of rendering this Quranic DM in the target texts (Question 1).
Moreover, in this communicative and context-sensitive approach fo translation, 3
categories of DMs were employed by the Persian translators. These categories
express different linguistic, communicative, rational, and discursive relations
between units of discourse, including inference, elaboration, and contrast in the

construction of discourse (Question 2).

4.1. 1. EDMs
Two categories of the Persian elaborative discourse markers (EDMs), i.e.,
additive and descriptive, with 8 different instances were employed by the Persian

translators in the process of encoding the discourse in Persian, accounting for 14%

of the distribution (Table 3).

Table 3 Persian additive DMs

Translator | Equivalent Extracts Reference
1 o Al G olle ST DG g gilog 19,8 03l 0] | Al-Bagarah, 161
Maleki Also -
T g las
Ol pada oy Ul s 2lo clldl o U331 I BT 5 L1
2 = & 5 ° o om PJ Al-Haijj, 63
3 bl alll
oK T el 05w ,8 9,8 G:T OlowsT 5oz a8 loas s L:T
Safavi Yes 2l ole T 3500 p,5 9 saw O aaawy 4 a0

ol 3L Slagzge a8 519 3l ablol 5 e S5
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6 3l b Sl gay alll 9o ¢l 0 Al-Mujadila, 20
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Maleki Yes

Lol l

ade 3] B e ool L] 5 G oy o BB b
el s Cj‘o, 5 B oo - Al-Baqarah, 182
>0 o9ae lll ol

Dinog )3 0 oy a8 b ol OIS (w8 ST 4l
Ol 5 sl 03,5 (6,5l Jguo Blrl b o aliail Hlos
Maleki And U s (i 0bly pa pisle Mal 4 by

oJJ)').AT [as 5L).:J|JLQ-:-'>| le.ﬁu»).z] 23 9 Sl 035 ufj)..o

4.1.2. CDMs
Six different types of contrastive discourse markers (CDMs) were employed in
the process of encoding the Quranic IDM Inna, accounting for 11% of the

distribution. CDMs have the lowest frequency (Table 2).
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Table 3, Persian contrastive DMs

Translator | Equivalent Extracts Reference
1 (Gdens (o &J,I EW| e o) i v ol ul Al-Anbiya, 101
0313 OLT & oaey o i 0T o cols Sl jziy a5 Slus” Ll
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el
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6 F"”:Jl ol F,.Q:) e cpitel) :)! Al-Qalam, 34
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other hand a5l
4.1. 3. IDMs

In the process of rendering the Quranic IDM Inna into Persian, 40 different

types of Persian inferential discourse markers were applied by the two translators.
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IDMs possessed the first rank in this regard and accounted for 71% of the
distribution: 22 instances (55%) by Safavi and 18 (45%) by Maleki. The translators

had resorted to two groups of IDMs: argumentation-indicating (Table 4) and
emphasis-indicating IDMs (Table 5).

Table 4 Persian argumentation IDMs

Translat
or

Equivalent

Extracts

Reference

1

- ® A _—w

e o Ao le ] 60 5 52 bl o

Al-Baqarah, 173

Maleki
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Maleki
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Table 5 Persian emphasis IDMs

Translator

Equivalent

Extracts

Reference

0] oy paaens Cad IS s

6 sk

5
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4.2. Discussion

sensitive system, and a non-literal method were employed in the process of

This analysis revealed that a communicatively dynamic approach, a context-

encoding and rendering the Quranic IDM Inna into Persian. That is, three categories

of Persian (elaborative, contrastive, and inferential) DMs, with 56 different types

and combinations, were applied by these Persian translators. This is a remarkable

indicator of manipulation of discourse relations, pragmatic creativity, and discourse

enrichment and reveals that these meta-communicative components of language are

not translated on a word-by-word basis but communicatively and figuratively. What

foundations, justifications, and scientific explanations are for this creative and

constructive approach fo the creation and enrichment of discourse in translation2
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Different lines of reasoning can be presented for this dynamic outlook to
discourse in translation. Firstly, such creativity, innovation, and flexibility in the
process of encoding this Quranic IDM in the construction of a translation specific
discourse have been reported in a number of investigations (Frisson, 2009; Furko,
2014; Mohammadi, 2021; Paknezhad et al., 2018). These researchers’ justification
is that these innovations ensue from natural processing of language in translation
process, where new meanings and functions are substantiated for words and
phrases on the basis of flexible conditions of times, people, and places in the
process of human communication. And the rationale for this flexible approach is the
construction of a coherent, logical, and comprehensible discourse for the

readership.

Another justification for the rejection of one-to-one equivalence, flexibility,
adaptation, and creativity in the process of encoding the Quranic DM Inna could be
the different pragmatic functions of this DM, which arise from the differences
between the propositional meaning and metalinguistic functions of such monitoring
elements of discourse. By observing this difference, the professional translators
examined here did not render the DM with a dictionary equivalent in Persian and
their work represented explicitation, normalization, and simplification of discourse,
as reported by Jiang and Tao (2017). Another line of explanation for the
modification of these elements is their context and text-sensitive nature besides their
dynamic application by the interlocutors. As a result, decoding and encoding of
these elements assume different realizations; consequently, they are rendered with
different types of DMs in the translation process on the basis of figurative and

communicative perspectives towards the use of language (Egg & Redeker, 2008).

Appealing to different theoretical perspectives in discourse analysis and
pragmatics provides yet another route of justification for the creative replacement of

DMs by these professional translators (Question 3). These theoretical perspectives
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include pragmatic enrichment, underspecification, metadiscourse, and cooperative
principles. The realization of different pragmatic functions for language components
in the process of discourse comprehension and production reveals different
manifestations of the substantiation of Underspecification Theory in the process of
translation, where the pragmatic functions of words and phrases are manipulated
dynamically (Mohammadi, 2021). Moreover, the interpretation and utilization of
words, phrases, and statements in figurative and communicative approaches in
discourse result in the flexible, creative, figurative, and text-sensitive routes for these
elements in discourse construction in translation. This approach to the encoding

process is referred to as pragmatic enrichment in human communication (Cummins

& Rohde, 2015).

Metadiscourse is another source for the justification of this creativity in the
translation process. On the basis of this theoretical perspective to human
communication process, the interlocutors bring different assumptions to the
discourse in the comprehension and production of a text. The outcome of these
different assumptions is the substantiation of different adjustments in the process of
encoding the discourse markers (Hyland, 2005). Furthermore, the application of
Grice's cooperative principles in translation is an index of translators complying
with these principles and creating a fluent and comprehensible text for their

audience.

6. Conclusion and Pedagogical Implications

The investigation of this Quranic parallel corpus revealed that the Persian
rendering of the DM Inna was tackled innovatively, flexibly, and creatively. In this
context, translation is approached figuratively and is viewed as a creative process.
Translators follow different theoretical perspectives in the construction of a
translation-specific discourse. This approach to translation, i.e., adopting different

theoretical outlooks, resulted in utilization of elaborative, contrastive, and inferential
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discourse markers, establishing different textual and logical relationship between
units of discourse. The translators’ creative and innovative approach is an indication
of rendering this DM based on the following discursive strategies: meta-
communication (Aijmir, 2002), meta-discourse (Hyland, 2005), and meta-comment
(Frank-job, 2006). These discursive strategies substantiate natural processing of
language in professional social interactions such as translation. The outcome of
natural processing of language is the pragmatic enrichment of human

communication (Zufferey, 2016).

This article analyzed the encoding of the Quranic, complex inferential
discourse marker Inna in a Persian parallel corpus. Other studies can examine the
translation of this discourse marker into other languages comparatively. This parallel
corpus investigation analyzed the natural use of language in the society and
discovered novel meaning uses and functions for these metalinguistic elements. They
will have insightful contributions and implications for translation education, material

development, lexicography, and translation quality assessment.
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