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Abstract

This thesis aims to introduce the theoretical concept of stance, as an aspect of interpersonal
meaning, into the discipline of Translation Studies and to explore the reproduction of stance in
translations of a heavily opinionated political genre commissioned by newspapers. It seeks to
provide an account of how patterns of stance are conveyed in newspaper opinion articles on the
‘Arab Spring’ originally published in English in the Washington Post and the New York Times
and then how these patterns are re-conveyed in full translations of these articles for two quality

Arabic-language newspapers with divergent editorial policies: Al-Ghad and Al-Ittihad.

A triangulation of methods is employed for providing a coherent analysis of stance at different
levels: lexico-grammatical, textual, and contextual. Accordingly, the methodology chosen for the
purposes of the study is a combination of corpus- and discourse-analytical methods that operate
within the tradition of descriptive translation studies. The former is drawn from the lexico-
grammatical framework of stance (Biber et al., 1999; Biber, 2006), while the latter is drawn from
appraisal theory (Martin and White, 2005). Also, the combined methodology is complemented
by some aspects of Fairclough’s model of critical discourse analysis (1992, 1995a) and Baker’s
narrative theory (2006), which, to varying degrees, allow for the contextualisation of the findings

and the explanation of translational behaviour.

The main contribution of the thesis is that it introduces a new theoretical concept into the field —
the concept of stance. This has not previously been approached within translation studies,
although it has been high on the research agenda for the past two decades or so within the field
of linguistics and its neighbouring disciplines. Also, the thesis has designed and tested a new
combined theoretical approach to analyse this phenomenon within the tradition of descriptive
translation studies. Moreover, this thesis contributes to the field as well by addressing a new
form of shifts in translation, namely shift in stance. The examination of the conveyance and re-
conveyance of stance reveals that significant shifts in stance occurred in the Arabic translations
produced by Al-Ghad and Al-Ittihad. These shifts result in the weakening, accentuation, and

entire loss of original stance.

Vil



Chapter One:

Introduction

1.1 Scope of the study

One of the most important things we do with words is take a stance. Stance has the power
to assign value to objects of interest, to position social actors with respect to those
objects, to calibrate alignment between stancetakers, and to invoke presupposed systems
of sociocultural value.

John Du Bois (2007: 139)

On 17 December 2010, a twenty-six-year-old street vendor named Mohammad Bouazizi set
himself on fire publicly in Tunisia in protest at the oppression, poverty, exploitation and
humiliation which he had suffered. The young man, who was struggling to support his family by
selling fruit and vegetables, suffered severe burns over his whole body and died soon afterward.
His desperate act sparked spontaneous mass demonstrations that ultimately toppled the country’s
president, Zine EI-Abidine Ben Ali. The uprising in Tunisia inspired a wave of revolts across
other Arab countries such as Egypt, Libya, Yemen, Syria and elsewhere seeking freedom and
dignity for their people in what later became widely known as the ‘Arab Spring’!. The ‘Arab

Spring’, which “may have taken the world by surprise in 2011” (Noueihed and Warren, 2012:

! The term ‘Arab Spring’ appears to be relatively misleading inasmuch as it is used for describing uprisings which
are associated with a great deal of uncertainty and are still of unknown sequences as well as unimaginable violence.
Other terms have been used to describe these events but with a limited circulation, such as ‘Arab Awakening’ and
‘Arab Uprisings’. The term ‘Arab Spring’ will be used in this study as it is the most commonly used and this applies
in particular to the corpus of this study.



46), has been considered “the biggest geopolitical event since the end of the Cold War” (House

of Commons Foreign Affairs Committee, 2012: 13).

Since the beginning of the Arab Spring, a large number of newspaper opinion articles in the
West have been written about this dramatic political change in the Arab world, which has
captured a remarkable degree of global attention. Due to the social, political, and cultural issues
at stake, such articles typically do not simply report on this topic in a neutral and objective sense.
On the contrary, they do openly provide readers with analyses and opinions that can influence
and perhaps even shape their own opinion and then position them in a similar position of writers’
own. Many of these articles are translated for Arabic-language newspapers on a daily basis in
order, among other reasons?, to let Arab readers consider the way others see them. Opinion
articles published in Western quality newspapers® appeal to the interest of those readers, who
draw on the content of these articles to gain the perspectives of outsiders with regard to issues
that affect them as well as to strengthen their political awareness and improve their political
judgement. By ‘quality newspapers’ here is meant those papers that are “fairly serious in tone
and content, and are concerned with news and features about politics, economic and financial
problems, sport, literature and the arts, and give in-depth analytical coverage in longer articles

and news stories” (Browne, 2011: 310).

This study was motivated by the idea that the consideration of other voices, which presumably
observe the political scene from an outsider and detached perspective, may provide new analyses
and different opinions. As a much translated genre, newspaper opinion articles are, therefore, of

relevance not only for source-culture readers, towards whom they are specifically oriented, but

2 For the reasons behind translating these articles for Arabic-language newspapers, see section 6.2 on the corpus.

® As the broad term ‘printed media’ refers to different forms of printed publications (newspapers, magazines,
brochures, leaflets, posters, newsletters, etc.) and for the sake of clarity, to be less general and more specific, the
term ‘newspapers’ will be used in this study instead.



also of interest for readers of other linguistic and cultural backgrounds operating in a different

socio-political context.

Writers of articles within this genre usually project themselves into their texts and engage readers
with whom they communicate. They publicly adopt a position towards any specific object of
interest based on their personal feelings, values, assessments, judgements, ideologies, and/or the
values of the discourse community to which they belong. To achieve this, they tend to subtly
employ a different set of communicative means, i.e., linguistic resources, that reflect various
kinds and degrees of commitment to and/or certainty of the position adopted. Technically
speaking, this area of language use is referred to in the field of linguistics and in its neighbouring

disciplines as ‘stance’.

When considering the translation of Western newspaper opinion articles on the Arab Spring for
Arabic-language newspapers, it has been noted that significant shifts in stance do occur in the
translated texts compared with the original. In this study, shifts in stance are accounted for in
terms of the changes in stance meaning or its function that occurred in the Arabic translations.
These include those cases in which stance is weakened, accentuated, or even entirely lost. It is
argued that when translating such a heavily opinionated political genre, translators sometimes
fail to clearly identify and then accurately re-convey or reproduce this aspect of interpersonal®
meaning in the target language, thus missing or distorting a pivotal strand of the original

meaning.

* As described in the Hallidayan model of Systemic Functional Linguistics, the interpersonal meaning is one of the
three strands of meaning or metafunctions of language (alongside the ideational and the textual) that operate
together interactively in any piece of communication that has meaning within a communicative context, despite the
fact that one or another of them may become more prominent. Interpersonal meaning refers to “a strand of meaning
running throughout the text which expresses the writer’s role relationship with the reader, and the writer’s attitude
towards the subject matter” (Eggins, 2004: 11) (see detailed description in chapter four).

3



Before proceeding further, it is crucial to clarify the concept of stance and to spell out what is
meant by ‘stance’ in the current study. In the most general terms, stance is an aspect of
interpersonal meaning that provides the means by which writers/speakers put across their
“personal feelings, attitudes, value judgments, or assessments” (Biber et al., 1999: 966) of
anything of interest being addressed, “construct and maintain relations” (Thompson and
Hunston, 2000: 6) with their readers/listeners, express their degree of commitment to and/or
certainty of a given proposition, “assign value to objects of interest” and reflect their own value
system as well as the “presupposed systems of sociocultural value” (Du Bois, 2007:139) of the

discourse community they represent.

Defining stance is not an easy task due to the complexity of this concept. Such complexity can
be viewed in terms of the diverse linguistic manifestation and functions of stance in discourse.
The concept of stance, as the discussion will reveal in chapter six, can be used to signify a wide
range of meanings and functions in discourse that can be realised or expressed through a wide
array of linguistic features. In the introduction to his edited volume Stancetaking in Discourse,
Englebretson (2007b) offers an overview of stance and points out some principles for the

conception of stance in the following terms:

First, stance refers to physical embodied action ... . Secondly, stance is a public act,
which is recognizable, interpretable, and subject to evaluation by others ... . Thirdly,
stance is a relational notion ...; stance is interactional in nature, collaboratively coming
into being among the participants in an exchange and/or by virtue of opposition to other
stances. Fourthly, specific stances are indexical, evoking larger aspects of the physical
context or the socio-cultural systems in which they are embedded. Finally, stancetaking is
consequential ...; i.e., taking a stance has real consequences for the persons or institutions
involved (P. 14-15).

Furthermore, Englebretson (2007b) considers the theoretical term ‘stance’ to be an inclusive

term that covers under it the subordinate concept of ‘evaluation’; for him, stance “can be

® See chapter four for further discussion on the concept of stance.

4



2 ¢

subdivided into evaluation (“value judgments,” “assessments,” and “attitudes”), affect (“personal
feelings”) ..., and epistemicity (“commitment”)” (P.17). In the same sense, Du Bois (2007: 142)

argues that evaluation is a “form of stancetaking”. For this reason, the umbrella term ‘stance’ has

been adopted over other related terms for the current study®.

Within the field of linguistics and its neighbouring disciplines, the phenomenon of stance has
been approached from many different perspectives and sometimes applying related concepts, by
researchers whose backgrounds, interests and aims are as varied as the disciplines themselves
(see section 4.5). Accordingly, multiple definitions of stance have been suggested. Stance in the

context of this study is

.. a public act by a social actor, achieved dialogically through overt communicative
means, of simultaneously evaluating objects, positioning subjects (self and others), and
aligning with other subjects, with respect to any salient dimension of the sociocultural
field. (Du Bois, 2007: 163)

This definition is relevant to the current study in that it recognises the complex nature of stance
and the linguistic manifestation and functions of this concept. The definition also provides a
sense of a potentially dynamic mechanism to organise the analysis of any pattern or instance of
stance (see a description of this mechanism in chapter six). More specifically, Du Bois’s
definition covers four key components’ that constitute any instance of stance, which in turn are
setting the scene for a systematic analysis of the phenomenon, and these are: (1) stancetaker (“a
social actor”); (2) stance marker (“achieved ... through overt communicative means”); (3) stance
object (“evaluating objects ... any salient dimension of the sociocultural field”); and (4) stance

function (“positioning subjects (self or others), and aligning with other subjects”) (ibid., p. 163).

® For more on other related terms to the theoretical concept of stance, see chapter four, subsection 4.4.1.
7 A detailed discussion on the components of any stance being taken is provided in chapter six.

5



Identifying these components can be taken as the basic system of organising stance analysis in

both the original and translated articles.

The explicit conveyance of stance in original American® newspaper opinion articles and then
how this stance is re-conveyed or reproduced when translating these articles for Arabic-language
newspapers are the focus of the present study. A general principle which informs this study is
that the concept of stance is viewed, from a purely operational perspective, as “a linguistically
articulated form of social action whose meaning is to be construed within the broader scope of
language” and within its socio-political context (Du Bois, 2007: 139). With this in mind, a
triangulation® of methods is thus employed for providing a coherent analysis of the concept of
stance at different levels: lexico-grammatical, textual, and contextual. Accordingly, the
methodology chosen for the present study is a combination of corpus- and discourse-analytical
methods that operate within the tradition of descriptive translation studies. The former is drawn
from the lexico-grammatical framework of stance (Biber et al., 1999; and Biber, 2006), while the
latter is drawn from appraisal theory (Martin and White, 2005)™°. Also, in an attempt to provide
further insight into the description of the concept of stance, the combined methodology is
complemented by some aspects of Fairclough’s three-dimensional model of critical discourse
analysis (1992, 1995a) and Baker’s narrative theory (2006), which, to varying degrees, allow for
the contextualisation of the findings and the explanation of translational behaviour. These two

approaches will be referred to as complementary analytical tools in the present study.

® The original opinion articles under investigation were published in two leading papers in the United States: The
Washington Post and the New York Times (see chapter six).

° For definition of the term ‘triangulation’, see section 5.4.

19 Appraisal theory is a discourse analytical framework that is developed out of the Hallidayan Systemic Functional
Linguistics model. It focuses on the construal of interpersonal meaning at the level of discourse semantics and
“provides techniques for the systematic analysis of evaluation and stance as they operate in whole texts” (White,
2011: 14).



A considerable amount of research has already been undertaken on the concept of ‘stance’ in the
past two decades or so (see Section 4.5). It has been dealt with in such fields as sociology,
anthropology and education, but has been far more extensively dealt with in various
subdisciplines of linguistics including corpus linguistics, discourse analysis, systemic functional

linguistics, sociolinguistics and pragmatics. Jaffe (2009b: 3) similarly points out that

The study of stance ... has a robust history in a number of analytic traditions, ranging
from corpus-linguistic treatments of authorial stance as connected to particular academic
genres, to critical discourse analyses of embedded stances in political, cultural, and
persuasive texts, to studies of stancetaking as an interactional and discursive
phenomenon, to the analysis of stance-saturated linguistic forms as they are used to
reproduce (or challenge) social, political, and moral hierarchies in different cultural
contexts.

Work on stance has intensified with the publication of many textbooks and monographs (e.g.,
Englebretson, 2007a; Gardner, 2001; Hunston and Thompson, 2000; Hyland and Sancho Guinda,
2012; Jaffe, 2009a; Karkkainen, 2003; Mushin, 2001; Wu, 2004), with the organisation of
several conference panels and symposia (e.g., “Englebretson 2004; Jaffe 2004; Shoaps and
Kockelman 2002) and with the appearance of a large number of journal articles (e.g., Baratta,
2009; Biber, 2004; Biber and Finegan, 1988, 1989; Chang and Schleppegrell, 2011; Charles,
2006; Clift, 2006; Damari, 2010; Haddington, 2004; Henderson and Barr, 2010; Hyland, 2005;
Hyland and Tse, 2005; Jaffe, 2007; Kérkkéinen, 2006; Matoesian, 2005; Myers, 2010; Precht,
2003; Richardson and Corner, 2011; Silver, 2003; just to mention a few) on the topic
(Englebretson, 2007b: 1). But despite the notable growing interest in stance, the phenomenon
remains a totally unexplored area in English-Arabic translation studies. As a result, the current
study seeks to fill at least part of this gap through studying the translation of stance in a genre
that is designed to carry a heavy load of interpersonal meaning. Such a characteristic makes it an

ideal genre for investigating this phenomenon.



1.2 Aims and research questions

The present study aims to introduce the theoretical concept of stance into the discipline of
Translation Studies and to explore the reproduction of stance in translations commissioned by
newspapers. It aims to provide an account of how patterns of stance are conveyed in newspaper
opinion articles on the ‘Arab Spring’ originally published in English in the Washington Post and
the New York Times and how these patterns are re-conveyed in full translations of the articles for
two quality Arabic-language newspapers with divergent editorial policies: Al-Ghad (2x) and Al-
Ittihad (2=3¥1)* as well as to provide a description of the shift in stance identified in the Arabic
translated texts, with a view to making a contribution to understanding this phenomenon. This
ultimately may provide valuable insight for those translating or studying this specific political
genre or this aspect of interpersonal meaning. Also, it is hoped that the study will contribute to
raise awareness among translators and writers of newspaper opinion articles of the linguistic
manifestations of stance and its interpersonal functions in both English and Arabic political

discourse.
To achieve the aims of this study, the research questions then were formulated as follows:

- How is stance encoded in the language of newspaper opinion articles on the Arab Spring
written in English for American quality newspapers?
- How can the meanings of stance patterns identified be construed across individual texts

within this genre as resources for conveying interpersonal functions?

' Al-Ghad and Al-Ittihad are two quality Arabic-language newspapers in their respective countries from which the
translated articles under analysis were extracted (see subsection 6.2.2 for information on choosing Al-Ghad and Al-
Ittihad).



- To what extent is stance accurately re-conveyed when translating such articles for two
quality Arabic-language newspapers with divergent editorial policies: Al-Ghad and Al-
Ittihad?

- What shifts in stance can be identified in the translation of these opinion articles in Al-
Ghad and Al-Ittihad?

- How can the findings of the study inform the notion of stance in translation studies?

The methodology chosen that drives this study is interdisciplinary in nature. It is informed, to
varying degrees, by four approaches: (1) the lexico-grammatical framework of stance laid out by
Biber et al. (1999) and Biber (2006); (2) appraisal theory (Martin and White, 2005); (3) critical
discourse analysis (Fairclough, 1992; 1995a); and (4) narrative theory (Baker, 2006). For
identifying how stance is encoded in the language of the original opinion articles published in
American newspapers (the first research question), a corpus-analytical method is chosen, which
represents the methodological point of departure, so that markers and expressions of stance can
be accurately identified in these naturally occurring original texts. This corpus analysis is carried
out manually based on the lexico-grammatical framework of stance laid out by Biber et al.
(1999) and Biber (2006). Once this is achieved, the findings from this analysis, i.e. patterns of
stance identified, will serve as an input into the subsequent description of the meaning of each
pattern of stance identified and its function in the source texts and in relation to the context
where it occurs using a discourse analytical method that is drawn from the model of appraisal
theory (the second research question). After identifying and describing the meaning of each
pattern of stance and its function in the original texts, these can be examined in the
corresponding target texts to find out how stance is reproduced when translated into the target

language (the third research question); and then what shifts in stance are identified in the



translations (the fourth research question). Also, in order to add further insight into the
description of the concept of stance, an attempt is made to contextualise the findings and arrive
at an explanation of the translational behaviour. To achieve this end, the combined methodology
is complemented by some aspects of critical discourse analysis (Fairclough, 1992; 1995a) and
narrative theory (Baker, 2006) as complementary analytical tools, which allow the findings to

more or less be placed within their broader social and political context.

1.3 Background to the study

1.3.1 Why stance?

Three reasons suggest themselves as answers to this question. First, the concept of stance cannot
be seen simply as “a matter of private opinion or attitude”, but as a phenomenon of considerable
importance (Du Bois, 2007: 171). It is, indeed, a pervasive phenomenon that can be found “in the
choice of word and in the intonation that accompanies it in speech, in the syntax, in the
arrangement of an argument, in the choice of genre, and form of language or dialect” (Munday,
2012: 11).*2 Stance is a significant component of both language use and all domains of
sociocultural life. Part of human cognitive development through life involves making sense of
the world and sharing that sense with others. A process that inevitably involves evaluating either
positively or negatively people, entities, propositions or anything one may encounter (Bednarek,
2006). Then, this leads to providing others with personal stance that can be interpreted within the
discourse community or, more specifically, within the context in which it occurs. Furthermore,
stance has a central role in giving readers/listeners a derived sense of the subjective voice of

writers/speakers in any piece of written or spoken language and in tracing that presence. It is one

2 Munday uses the term ‘evaluation’ much the same way the term ‘stance’ is used in the current study.
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of the most prevalent aspects of language production as no text or talk is entirely free from
subjective voice or even “there is no such thing as a completely neutral position vis-a-vis one’s
linguistic production, because neutrality is itself a stance” (Jaffe, 2009b: 3). Moreover, stance
can perform completely different functions. Usually, it reflects the value system of the
stancetaker and/or the “presupposed system of sociocultural value” of the community he/she
represents, but in some cases, stance can contribute to (re)shaping those value systems, or even it
may eventually be developed into a sociocultural value (Du Bois, 2007: 139). On this ground,
such a pervasive phenomenon deserves closer attention and systematic investigation in the field
of Translation Studies. Stubbs (1986, cited in Englebretson 2007b: 17) argues for the importance
of this aspect of interpersonal meaning in the following terms:

... whenever speakers (or writers) say anything, they encode their point of view towards it
... The expression of such speakers’ attitudes is pervasive in all uses of language. All
sentences encode such a point of view, ... and the description of the markers of such
points of view and their meanings should therefore be a central topic for linguistics.

Second, as pointed out in Section 1.1 and discussed in depth in chapter four, although a
substantial amount of research work on the phenomenon of stance has been conducted in recent
years primarily in the field of linguistics and in its neighbouring disciplines, this specific
phenomenon remains a virtually unexplored area within the field of Translation Studies. Munday
(2012: 12), for example, describes the neglect of the phenomenon in translation studies as a

surprising matter.

The third point is that the initial work by Biber and other linguists (Biber et al., 1999; Biber
2006)*® on the phenomenon of stance has laid sound foundations for this area of language use.

Biber and his colleagues use automated quantitative corpus-based methodologies to examine the

' See further discussion of this work in chapter four, section 4.5.
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linguistic resources through which stance is expressed in large amounts of naturally occurring
data across spoken and written registers with special focus on its grammatical marking. Their
work is built on a heavy quantitative base that allows the identification of particular forms
associated with the expression of stance and the description of a limited number of basic types of
stance meaning that are straightforwardly derived only from the stance marker. But it is notable
that their work does not thoroughly account for the wide range of stance meaning or its function
within the textual level and the context in which stance is taken, as stance can be properly
grasped only through looking at it within the whole text and in its specific context. Also, it is
now an acknowledged fact among scholars and researchers working within this area of language
use that approaching stance “entails more than simply locating those forms” that mark it
(Hunston, 2007:28). So, it is argued here that stance markers merely represent useful indicators
of the act of stancetaking and those markers do not carry the stance meaning, but they, to varying
degrees, co-occur with it and recur in any text or talk (ibid.). For this reason, one of the purposes
of the current study is to build on the lexico-grammatical framework of stance (Biber et al.,
1999; and Biber, 2006) in order to account for stance meaning and function within the whole text
as well as its socio-political context and particularly with regard to the tradition of descriptive
translation studies. Thus, the work of Biber and colleagues has given further impetus to conduct

the current study.
1.3.2 Why newspaper opinion articles on the Arab Spring?

The Arab Spring, as a major contemporary political event, has several characteristics that make
the newspaper opinion articles written about it and their translations a particularly suitable
corpus for studying the translation of stance in political discourse. Firstly, the Arab Spring,

which has “gained more widely spread attention than basically any other societal developments
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around the world of recent years” (Andersoon and Djefalt, 2013:1), has been met both inside and
outside the Arab world with a wide range of opinions and analyses, especially in the media,
between those who advocate and support this political change, those who serve their own
interests, those who oppose it, and those who prefer to wait and see the outcome of the Arab
Spring. These opinions and analyses are varied significantly according, among other things, to
the social actors who are engaged in such interactions, their source of information, their value
system, their community’s value system, the entities or propositions addressed, the institutional
and the wider socio-political contexts in which those opinions and analyses appear. Secondly, the
Arab world has witnessed a slight but noticeable shift in its political discourse since the outbreak
of the Arab Spring. This shift can be noted in the relatively large degree of freedom in political
expression and the rise of interest and engagement by individuals and institutions in politics
compared with that before the emergence of this event. So, it is suggested here that this shift may
have an impact on how stance can be conveyed and, more importantly, how it can be reproduced
in the translation for Arabic-language newspapers. Finally, the Arab Spring has contributed to
much more freedom of the media and to be less tied to governmental agenda or to those in
power. As a result, it has increasingly been able to promote more diverse opinions and analyses

than Arab readers and listeners have ever experienced before.

1.4 Structure of the thesis

This thesis consists of eight chapters. Following chapter one, an introductory chapter which
gives a general overview of the current study, the thesis is then structured as follows. Chapter
two goes over key characteristics of political discourse, as this discourse represents the broad
social domain that covers the genre under investigation, i.e., newspaper opinion articles. It is

argued that these articles, which almost always address given prominent political events,
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constitute a political genre of their own. The chapter focuses on how political discourse has been
dealt with in the discipline of Translation Studies and reviews most salient contributions to the
translation of political discourse as well as other relevant work on the translation of the specific
political genre under investigation. It also discusses the relationship between political discourse
and the media and then provides a general background of the characteristics of newspaper
opinion articles as a political genre in order to set the scene for the discussion in the subsequent

chapter.

Chapter three offers a detailed description of the characteristic features that are conventionally
associated with the genre of newspaper opinion articles in both English and Arabic, as this type
of discourse represents the genre under which the corpus of texts selected for this study is
subsumed. The chapter is divided into two parts. The first provides an account of the
characteristic features that are associated with the genre of newspaper opinion articles in English.
This part begins with a general description of the basic features of the language used in Western
newspapers. The language of newspapers is understood here as the distinctive lexical, structural,
stylistic and functional features that distinguish it from other varieties of language. The first part
then moves on to outline the notions of ‘objectivity’ and ‘subjectivity’, as two discrete
conceptions of voices associated with newspapers. The first part focuses then on the notion of
subjectivity, since it can serve as a useful starting point for providing a general background of
the common types of opinion pieces normally published in English-language newspapers and
then, more importantly, for discussing the specific key characteristics of English newspaper
opinion articles. This is followed by a special emphasis placed on the text-type conventions
informing these articles in English. In the second part of the chapter, an account of the

characteristic features that are associated with the genre of newspaper opinion articles in Arabic,
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as the target language, is provided. To begin with, this part goes over the nature of language used
in Arabic-language newspapers. It then, more specifically, moves on to discuss the key
characteristic features of authentic Arabic newspaper opinion articles and continues by focusing

on the argumentative text-type conventions that inform the targeted articles in Arabic.

As a central concept under investigation, chapter four introduces the features of the concept of
stance, explores the theorisation of this concept, and reviews the work that has been done on it in
the field of Translation Studies as well as familiarizes the reader with some concepts and
terminology pertinent to this central concept. The chapter begins with a brief description of the
concept of stance before spelling out how this term is used in the current study. Then once this
has been articulated clearly, it goes on to address a category within systemic functional
linguistics, in which the concept of stance can be placed and by means of which it can be best
understood. This leads to a consideration of the interpersonal nature of stance, since, as the
discussion in the chapter will show, the concept of stance relates to Halliday’s interpersonal
metafunction of language that pertains to the relationship between the writer and the reader. The
chapter then moves on to make a distinction between the concept of stance and a range of
theoretical terms to which this central concept appears to be more or less similar, prominent
among these are evaluation, and appraisal. This is followed by a consideration of how the
concept of stance has been theorised within the domain of language use. The chapter then ends

with a review of the literature on the concept of stance within the field of Translation Studies.

Chapter five provides the general theoretical background for the research methodology within
which the study will be carried out. The main objective of this chapter is to offer a theoretical
base prior to considerable follow-up methodological work in chapter six. Accordingly, chapter

five very selectively highlights those theoretical trends in the discipline of Translation Studies
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that are relevant to the scope of this study, namely corpus-based translation studies and
discourse-oriented translation studies. It also focuses on two main approaches that most often
serve as a fertile ground for researchers working on the analysis of political discourse and its
translation, by means of which interpretations can be made that allow the findings to be more or
less placed within their broader social and political context, i.e., critical discourse analysis
(Fairclough 1992; 1995a) and narrative theory (Baker, 2006). These two approaches are referred
to in the context of this study as complementary analytical tools. This is followed by a discussion
from the perspective of Translation Studies of the utility of using a combined research

methodology.

The methodological core of the study is presented in chapter six. The aim of this chapter is to
outline the design of the corpus that is subject to the analysis in the subsequent chapter and the
research methodology that will be used to answer the research questions that have been posed in
chapter one. Chapter six begins with a description of the corpus designed for the purposes of the
current study. This includes an overview of this corpus, the criteria on which the corpus was
compiled, the limitations of the corpus, how the texts that make up this corpus were collected,
the size of the corpus, and the arrangement of the source and target texts that make up the corpus
and their sources in the form of tables. The discussion in the chapter then moves on to outline the
combined methodology used for the analysis of the conveyance of stance in the corpus of the
original newspaper opinion articles and their translations for two quality Arabic-language
newspapers from which the translated articles were extracted, namely Al-Ghad and Al-Ittihad.
The proposed methodology, which is a combination of corpus- and discourse-analytical methods
used here within the tradition of descriptive translation studies, is based mainly on the lexico-

grammatical framework of stance (Biber et al., 1999; and Biber, 2006) and appraisal theory
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(Martin and White, 2005). The chapter then proceeds to introduce the key components that
constitute a pattern or an instance of stance. Identifying these components in each single instance
of stance examined, as the discussion will show, is taken as the basic system of organising the

analysis of stance in both the original and translated texts.

Chapter seven constitutes the analytical core of the thesis as it examines the conveyance of
stance in the source texts and the re-conveyance of this stance in the target texts and then reports
on the shifts in stance found in the Arabic translations. The chapter is designed to addresses the
first, the second, the third, and the fourth research questions. It begins with an analysis of the
linguistic realisation of stance in the source texts in order to describe how stance is encoded in
the language of these texts (the first question). The analysis then focuses on the construal of
stance meaning conveyed and its function in the source texts as well as in relation to the context
where it occurs and then on the examination of the re-conveyance of these in the corresponding
target texts. This analysis is carried out in two stages, which leads to addressing the second and
the third research questions, respectively. Once this has been achieved, the analytical discussion
moves on to uncover the shifts in stance found in the Arabic translations by means of comparing
patterns of stance in the source texts and their translations in the target texts (the fourth
question). The chapter concludes with interpretations of the findings and explanations of

translational behaviour.

Finally, the concluding chapter revisits the research questions and provides a summary of the
major research findings. It also outlines the implications and contributions of this thesis to the
discipline of Translation Studies and highlights the limitations of the study. It ends with

suggestions of avenues for further research.
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Chapter Two:

Political Discourse

2.1 Introduction

Politics is as inevitable an aspect of human society as weather is a part of our natural
environment. Just as the sky rains upon us regardless of whether we understand why it
rains, so, too, no matter how well or poorly we understand political events, however
much or little we choose to participate in political activities, our lives are shaped by
political circumstances, changed by political decisions, and limited by the political
possibilities left to us and others.

Larry Johnston (2007: 17)

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the key characteristics of political discourse, as this
discourse represents the broad social domain that covers the specific genre under investigation,
i.e., newspaper opinion articles. It seeks to pave the way for a more in-depth discussion of this
genre in English and Arabic in the subsequent chapter. The current chapter consists of five
sections. The first one goes over the central role of language in politics. The second section
presents the general nature and the basic principles of political discourse. The third looks at how
political discourse has been dealt with in the discipline of Translation Studies and reviews key
research on political discourse in this discipline and then more specifically reviews other relevant
work on the translation of the genre of newspaper opinion articles. The fourth section explores
the essential nature of political discourse in the media and then, more importantly, provides a
general background of the characteristics of newspaper opinion articles as a political genre. The

final section offers a conclusion to this chapter.
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2.2 Politics and language

In spite of its ubiquity in “every aspect of human thought and activities to a greater or a lesser
degree” (Newmark, 1991: 146), politics has no specific definition that is settled and agreed upon
by all political scientists. The term ‘politics’ has been conceptualised in somewhat different ways
at different times. In her introduction to Encyclopedia of Government and Politics, Hawkesworth
(2004) talks of the significant transformations that have taken place in defining this term since
the time of Aristotle. She points out that the term ‘politics’ has shifted from a ‘classical
conception’ suggested by Aristotle, to the ‘institutional definition’ that dominated the field of
political science throughout the first half of the twentieth century and then to the ‘struggle-for-
power definition’ that is now widely used. These three different conceptualisations of the term

‘politics’ are discussed below.

Aristotle viewed politics as a relation among equal citizens in an atmosphere of freedom. In this
atmosphere, citizens participate in “collective decision making concerning the content and
direction of public life” (Hawkesworth, 2004: 20). In doing so, they can ultimately determine
both what is useful to the community as a whole and how to attain that usefulness. He also
emphasised the importance of sharing a common system of values among those citizens and
having a common sense of the just and the unjust. According to Aristotle’s classical conception,

there is no relationship between the activities of ruling and those of politics (ibid.).

In the first half of the twentieth century, the ‘institutional definition’ of politics was largely
adopted to refer to the “activities of the official institutions of state” (Hawkesworth, 2004: 22).
These activities obtain power and governance from the constitution and tradition of a particular

state. Politics here solely revolves around the state and the governmental system and would
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necessarily require a perception of law. In contrast to the Aristotelian conception, this definition

does not involve any reference to values or ethically based practice (ibid.).

Hawkesworth (2004) points out that the ‘institutional definition’ has been criticised on a number
of grounds by many political scientists. First, questions have been raised about the existence of
politics, as “activities of the official institutions of state” (ibid., p. 22), in societies where no state
exists, in states which have no constitution and in the case of revolutionary movements. Second,
this definition fails to account for political actors like, for example, “political bosses, political
parties, and pressure groups operating behind the scenes to influence political outcomes” (ibid.,
p. 22). It needs to be noted here that the term political actors will be used in the current study to
refer to any participant, individuals, groups or institutions, involved in “political environments to
achieve political goals”, including writers of newspaper opinion articles (Wilson, 2001: 398).
Third, the definition does not account for most forms of political violence. Fourth, it does not
consider aspects of human freedom and justice in international relations (Hawkesworth, 2004:
22). Thus, the C‘institutional definition’ has been rejected as not being adequate and

comprehensive enough to “encompass the full range of politics” (ibid.).

More recently, there has been a trend among political scientists towards viewing politics as a
“struggle for power” (Hawkesworth, 2004: 23). Since this conception emerged, the notion of
power has been used more widely within the realm of politics. It has now become more and more
the locus of politics. Today, those in high positions, for instance, with the authority to govern are
always described as they are ‘in power’. This view essentially entails an extension of politics
beyond the boundaries of the state and governmental bodies to include every use of power by
individuals or groups in order to attain desired outcomes. The struggle-for-power conception

views politics as being more ubiquitous than do earlier conceptions of this term.
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Most recent working definitions of politics sustain the view that politics can be understood in a
more comprehensive way than has been previously employed, i.e., to encompass more broadly
power relations beyond solely the level of government institutions. Bardes et al. (2010: 5), for
example, define politics as “the struggle over power or influence within organizations or
informal groups that can grant or withhold benefits or privileges”. Another broader definition is
provided by Rosati and Scott (2011: 6), who state that politics is “competition between different
individuals and groups for control of the government, and for support of the public and influence
throughout society, in order to promote certain ends”. In an earlier work, Redekop (1983, cited in
Johnston, 2007: 18) offers a more functional definition that emphasises the different purposes of

doing politics, but certainly within the frame of the notion of power. Politics for him refers to

all activity whose main purpose is one or more of the following: to reshape or influence
governmental structures or processes; to influence or replace governmental office
holders; to influence the formation of public policies; to influence the implementation of
public policies; to generate public awareness of, and response to, governmental
institutions, processes, personnel and policies; or to gain a place of influence or power
within government.

It is necessary here to point out that this third definition of politics will be adopted for the
purposes of this study and also because it corresponds with most of the purposes for which

political newspaper opinion articles are written.

In the course of their discussion of how politics has been considered in both conventional studies
of politics and discourse studies of politics, Chilton and Schéffner (2002b: 5) observe that within
different orientations to define politics there are two cross-cutting elements: (1) “micro-level
behaviours”, and (2) “macro-level institutions”. The former pertains to any political act that
involves an exercise of power by an actor over another for a purpose or involves co-operation

between these actors. These behaviours include, inter alia, “conflicts of interest, struggles for
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dominance and efforts at co-operation between individuals, between genders, and between social
groups of various kinds” (ibid.). While, the latter pertains to actors, be they individuals or
groups, who are involved in a political activity. These include, inter alia, “the political
institutions of the state”, “parties”, “professional politicians”, and “other social formations -
interest groups, social movements” (ibid.). They go on to state that the micro-level behaviours
are types of “linguistic action — that is, discourse”, whereas the macro-level institutions are

considered to be “types of discourse — for example, parliamentary debates, broadcast interviews

— with specific characteristics” (p. 5).

After having introduced the term ‘politics’ and identified how it has been conceptualised as well
as how it is understood in the context of the present study, the remainder of this section discusses
the fundamental role of language in politics. It is generally agreed that conducting politics is
impossible without the strategic use of language or as Chilton (2004: 14) puts it, “politics [is]
very largely the use of language”. Language here is not deemed to be a mere means of
communication like that in any other simple form of daily social interaction, but a powerful and
sophisticated tool for organising, processing and conveying political views or messages. What
distinguishes political communications from others is perhaps that messages are usually
conveyed in formal settings (e.g., parliamentary debates, presidential speeches) by participants
who are perceived to have high status or power (e.g., ministers, leaders of political parties). Also,
the topics being addressed in these communications are of collective importance at the domestic

level and sometimes at the international level as well.

It is only through language that different political actors, including writers of newspaper opinion
articles, put across their political views or messages, persuade their audience of the validity of

those views or messages, express their own ideologies, legitimise their aims or actions,
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delegitimise their political opponents’ aims and actions, mobilise public support or exert power
and influence over other actors. An illustrative example of the role of language in mobilising
public support for achieving a political goal is provided by Munday (2012). In this example, he
highlights how language has been carefully chosen by UK Prime Minister Tony Blair’s inner
circle of advisers for mobilising significant public support for the invasion of Iraq in 2003 and
for persuading members of parliament, other decision-makers and opinion-formers of the
necessity to that act. Blair’s problem before the invasion was that the majority of British public
opinion including the parliament opposed the military act. In an attempt to achieve his goal and
turn both the parliamentary and public opinion, Blair took a decision at that time to publish a
dossier'* designed to convincingly show the urgency of the Iragi President Saddam Hussein’s
weapons of mass destruction threat based on an intelligence assessment. For so doing, the
evaluative language used to express degrees of certainty and truth in the dossier was manipulated
to shift from opinions and less certain judgements in relation to the information provided by the
intelligence agencies, towards this being presented as unqualified facts. A comparison between
the first draft dossier written on 10 September 2002 and the final draft published on 24
September 2002 shows this manipulation of language. Munday (2012: 6) gives the following

example (bold and italics are his):

Within the last month intelligence has suggested that the Iragi military would be able to
use their chemical and biological weapons within 45 minutes of an order to do so.
(draft dossier 10.9.2002)
Intelligence indicates that the Iragi military are able to deploy ...
(draft dossier 19.9.2002 and published dossier 24.9.2002)

The published dossier was subsequently “the source of much controversy, as the government of

the time was accused of ‘sexing up’ the report, rewriting the intelligence to exaggerate the threat

** See more about this dossier, which was entitled “Iraq’s Weapons of Mass Destruction”, in Dubnick and O’kelly
(2005).
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and thus to garner support for war” (ibid.). This example clearly shows language as a powerful

tool that is subtly employed by political actors to serve their goals.

Political actors tend to employ, whether consciously or not, a wide range of linguistic strategies
in their written or spoken language in order to achieve their political goals or their desired ends.
These include, among others, intertextuality, repetition and parallelism, exaggeration,
substitution, presupposition, implicature, metaphor, simile, euphemism, personification (see Bax,
2011; Chilton, 2004; Chilton and llyin, 1993; Chilton and Lakoff, 1995; Hodges, 2011; Holly,

1989; Lakoff and Johnson, 1980; Newmark, 1991; Van Dijk, 1989; Wilson, 1990; inter alia).

The way in which language is used in politics has been conspicuously neglected in conventional
studies of politics “precisely because of its complexity” (Chilton and Schiftner, 2002b: 4),
despite the fact that the analysis of political language can open up new insights and advance
understanding of politics. In this regard, Chilton and Schéffner (2002b) criticise the ignorance of
the significant role of the analysis of political language in both political science and political
philosophy. They assert that “[W]hat is distinctive about the linguistic and discourse-based
approach to politics ... is that it adduces a specific kind of empirical evidence, a kind so obvious
that it is ignored in political science and even in political philosophy” (p. 4). In line with this,
Van Dijk (2001a: 360) points out that most of the work on the use of language and “the
enactment, reproduction, and legitimization of power and domination” in written and verbal
political communication has been so far “carried out by linguists and discourse analysts, because
political science is among the few social disciplines in which discourse analysis has remained
virtually unknown”. Thus, the study of the language used in political communications has been
chiefly addressed in the realm of political discourse. Within this realm, the focus is on linguistic
analysis side by side with political analysis of any given written or verbal political
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communication. Key features of political discourse are the subject of the discussion in the next

section.

2.3 Key features of political discourse

From the outset, it is necessary to define the concept of ‘discourse’, as it is considered a
somewhat vague and difficult term “largely because there are so many conflicting and
overlapping definitions formulated from various theoretical and disciplinary standpoints”
(Fairclough, 1992:3). For the purposes of the present study, the term ‘discourse’ will be used to
refer to a piece of written language “that has describable internal relationships of form and
meaning ... that relate coherently to an external communicative function or purpose and a given

audience” (Celce-Murcia and Olshtain, 2001:4).

Given the explicit and implicit influence politics has on every social practice and the recent
orientation towards defining politics in terms of the general notion of ‘power’, Wilson (2001)
draws attention to the ambiguity of the term ‘political discourse’ and points out that it has been
defined in two different ways. The first of these takes a broad view of political discourse to the
extent that almost any discourse and even any discourse analysis, in one sense, may be seen as
political, as long as there is implication of power or any of its related concepts. Wilson criticises
this definition as being indecisive and warns against possible overgeneralisation of the concept
of ‘political discourse’. To clarify this point, he cites a study by Diamond (1995). In that study,
the researcher refers to the specific discourse of staff meetings at a psychotherapeutic training
institution as ‘political’ just because forms of control and power are being employed in that
discourse. The second way in which political discourse has been defined is narrower and is

identified by certain formal constraints. These constraints include only dealing with the discourse
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produced by politicians and with essential political events, excluding daily communication about

politics by ordinary people.

In the current study, political discourse is viewed as a social domain that includes public
arguments put forward by social/political actors within a specific context about political events.
This discourse consists of a range of genres with different communicative functions, with
different forms of representation and with specific socio-political and/or institutional contexts.
Genres in political discourse include, inter alia, political speeches, parliamentary debates, official
government reports, treaties, press conferences, interviews with politicians or statesmen,

editorials and opinion articles in newspapers.

As mentioned above, a wide range of linguistic strategies and features are almost always
employed in political discourse to serve a variety of political functions. These functions vary
according to, among other things, the political activities in which political actors are engaged,
interests and power relations with other participants, institutional and wider contexts. In this
direction, Chilton (2004; see also Chilton and Schéaffner, 1997) puts forward three general
strategic functions prevalent in political discourse: coercion, legitimisation and delegitimisation,
and representation and misrepresentation. It might be argued at this point that these general
strategic functions may indirectly correlate with stance functions in the political genre under

investigation, i.e., newspaper opinion articles.

The coercive function pertains to the political actor’s power and resources which he/she uses to
control, among other things, the topics to be discussed in communication, the flow of discussion,
the relationships between participants and even the course of reality obtained. People usually

find it “difficult to evade or may not even notice” such coercive acts (Chilton, 2004: 45). Also,
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coercive power can be recognised in the control of “others’ use of language — that is, through
various Kinds and degrees of censorship and access control” (ibid.), especially in the case of the

media through which most political messages and communications are disseminated.

In dictatorial and totalitarian regimes or systems, it is possible to act politically using “physical
force alone” (ibid., p. 46), but not in the case of democratic societies. Political actors, in these
societies, often focus more heavily on constructing explicit and implicit linguistic
communications in order to establish “the right to be obeyed, that is, ‘legitimacy’” (ibid.). They
know very well that “[ T]hose who control discourse control society” (De Landtsheer, 1998: 4). A
range of techniques can be subsumed under the strategic function of legitimisation, including
arguments for, inter alia, preserving national interests and security, maintaining discourse
community values, gaining or maintaining a positive public image. On the other side of this
strategic function is delegitimisation. In the realm of politics, political actors most often make
every effort to distort their opponents’ image and negatively present them. For doing so, they
employ techniques of using “ideas of difference and boundaries, and speech acts of blaming,

accusing, insulting, etc.” (Chilton, 2004: 46).

The third strategic function pertains to the quantitative and qualitative control of information. In
its broadest sense, representation is associated with “the issue of how language is employed in
different ways to represent what we can know, believe, and perhaps think” (Wilson, 2001: 401).
In politics, the representation of reality is the primary function that political discourse is expected
to perform. Sometimes, political information is quantitatively misrepresented. In this case, it fails
to meet the needs and expectations of readers or listeners. While the qualitative
misrepresentation of political information is “simply lying, in its most extreme manifestation, but

includes various kinds of omissions, verbal evasion and denial” (Chilton, 2004: 46).
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Manipulation and its goal are crucial concepts for an understanding of the representation of
political discourse. Political actors, be they individuals or groups, frequently have the intention
of manipulating reality through making very careful choices in their use of language in order to
achieve political goals and for obtaining political effect. Their focus here is on painting a positive
picture of the issues being addressed in the minds of their interlocutors and “hide the negative

within particular formulations” (Wilson, 2001: 400).

Political discourse, which has been described as “a complex form of human activity” (Chilton
and Schéaffner, 1997: 207), represents an area of difficulty for discourse analysts and translation
researchers alike. This difficulty can be attributed not only to the uncertain boundaries of
political discourse or to the sensitive nature of spoken and written political material particularly
in formal contexts, but also largely to the underlying relationship in this type of discourse
between text, ‘discursive practices’™ and context (see Fairclough 1992; 1995a: chapter five). By
nature, political discourse and its socio-political context are mutually shaped by one another.
Each of both the former and the latter constructs and is constructed by the other. Studying
political discourse is, therefore, most fruitful when using an interdisciplinary framework that
incorporates methods of linguistic analysis, political analysis and social analysis (Fairclough,
2000; 2009). In this regard, Wilson (2001) argues for a balance between linguistic analysis and
socio-political analysis in discourse studies of politics. For him, the main point here is not to
“lose linguistic rigor for the sake of sociopolitical claims, but equally not to simply continue
producing language-based analyses which do not fully consider why, in social and political

terms, specific linguistic choices have been made” (Wilson, 2001: 411).

1> Discursive practices is a term used in Fairclough’s three-dimensional model of critical discourse analysis to refer
to three processes that should be taken into account in critical analysis of a political text, i.e. text production,
distribution and consumption.
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Wilson’s point, just mentioned, will be given the utmost attention in the analysis of stance in the
political genre under investigation, i.e., newspaper opinion articles. The analysis here will cover
both linguistic analysis and socio-political analysis. In the case of the former, a combination of
corpus- and discourse-analytical methods has been adopted to analyse both the linguistic
manifestation and functions of stance. While in the latter, two complementary analytical tools of
critical discourse analysis and narrative theory have been employed to interpret how, from a
socio-political perspective, linguistic choices used to convey stance have been made and to arrive
at an explanation of the translational behaviour. As stance in this study will be analysed in both
original and translated political discourse, the next section considers how political discourse has
been dealt with in the discipline of Translation Studies and reviews key research on political

discourse in this discipline.

2.4 Political discourse in Translation Studies

For political communication at the international level or even in multilingual
countries/communities, translation is indispensable. Normally, the importance of political
information extends the boundaries of one language and such information is increasingly crucial
for readers and listeners with different language and culture. In this sense, the act of translation
becomes inevitable. Schaffner (2007: 135) argues in this regard that:

In an increasingly globalised world, processes of text production and reception are no
longer confined to one language and one culture. This applies to practically all spheres of
human interaction, particularly to politics. The universality of political discourse has
consequences for intercultural communication, and thus for translation. Political
communication relies on translation, it is through translation (and also through
interpreting) that information is made available to addressees beyond national borders.

Translation here is seen as a systematic linguistic and social activity in which meaning in a
political text or talk is transferred from a given source language to another target language in
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accordance with the specific linguistic and cultural requirements of the target language and

within the respective context(s) of that text or talk.

The significant role of translation in the realm of politics generally goes unnoticed. Those who
read or listen to political discourse beyond their national borders are most often not aware of the
fact that the material they have is a translation product, it is produced based on a translated text
or talk, or part of it is obtained through translation. The role of translation in the production of
political discourse is hardly visible. In most political materials, for example, produced by media
institutions especially in the case of international news reporting, it is common not to find any
explicit information that translation has been involved in the production of these materials
(Schaffner and Bassnett, 2010b). Within the political arena, it is only the information that
represents the core focus rather than anything else related to the translation of this information
like fidelity to the source, degree of accuracy, power relations between participants involved in

its production, etc.

The field of political discourse has only recently come to the fore in the discipline of Translation
Studies. A growing body of research has approached the translation of political discourse from a
number of different perspectives and with different levels of emphasis and analysis. Salient
contributions to this area have focused on, among other things, particular linguistic issues and
problems related to translated political discourse (e.g., Newmark, 1991), underlying ideologies
and power relations involved in the production of translated political discourse (e.g., Schaffner,
2003), the incorporation of narrative theory into translation studies of political conflict (e.g.,
Baker 2006; 2007; 2010)*, and political discourse analysis from the perspective of translation

studies (e.g., Schaffner, 2004). Most salient contributions to the translation of political discourse

'® See a detailed discussion of Baker’s narrative theory in section 5.3.2.
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and other relevant work on the translation of the political genre under investigation, i.e.,

newspaper opinion articles, are reviewed in the remainder of this section.

In an edited volume on major areas of interest in translation studies and areas of interaction
between translation and other (sub)disciplines, Schaffner (2007) addresses the area of ‘politics
and translation’ from three perspectives ‘the politics of translation’, ‘the translation of political
texts’ and ‘the politicisation of translation (studies)’. As to the first perspective, she points out
that, as the act of translation is carried out in socio-political conditions and contexts, “any
decision to encourage, allow, promote, hinder or prevent to translate is a political decision”
(ibid., p. 136). For her, even the choice of source language/text and/or target language/text is
sometimes determined on a political ground including power relations and hidden ideological

agendas.

The second perspective pertains to most of the research that has been undertaken on the
translation of political discourse. Schaffner here focuses on the term ‘political text’. She
describes it as “an umbrella term” that subsumes several types of texts with different functions
(ibid., p. 143). The topics of these texts are “primarily related to politics, i.e. political activities,
political ideas, political relations” (ibid.). Moreover, she reviews under this perspective a variety
of recent translation studies that have examined “specific features of political language, at
individual political texts and/or genres, and at the socio-political causes and effects of particular

translation solutions” (ibid., p. 142).

Under the perspective of ‘the politicisation of translation’, Schiffner discusses how translated
political documents produced in a number of languages by international or multinational

institutions (e.g., the United Nations) “may give rise to different political interpretations or
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activities” (ibid., P. 145). To clarify this point, she provides an example of the UN Security
Council Resolution 242, which was adopted in 1967. The English version of this resolution calls
for the “withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from territories occupied in the recent conflict”, while
the French version says Israeli withdrawal “from the territories” occupied in that conflict. The
(non-)existence of the definite article in these two versions “allows for two different readings,
i.e. withdrawal from some of the territories or withdrawal from all the territories” (ibid.). As a

consequence, the different versions of the resolution stimulate a wide political debate.

Schéffner also raises the point that, within the discipline of Translation Studies, there are no
“major monographs” on the translation of political discourse and even “the keywords ‘politics’
and ‘political texts’ do not show up in reference works (e.g., Baker, 1998; Shuttleworth &
Cowie, 1997; Snell-Hornby et al., 1998)” (Schéffner, 2007: 135). More recently, the most widely
used reference work in the discipline, i.e., Baker and Saldanha (2008), does not contain a chapter
or a section on ‘political discourse’, ‘political genres’ or ‘political texts’ and these keywords do
not even appear in its index. On these grounds, it might be argued here that the discipline of
Translation Studies has not paid sufficient attention to the realm of political discourse. In this

sense, the current study can, then, be seen as a step forward in that direction.

Another salient contribution to the translation of political discourse came from Newmark (1991),
who took a largely prescriptive view. Newmark dedicated a whole chapter to ‘the translation of
political language’ in which he focused on lexical aspects of political discourse. For him, “[T]he
core of political language lies in abstract conceptual terms” (p.147). Newmark specifically
discussed issues and problems related to political jargon, euphemisms, metaphors, neologisms,
acronyms and euphony, pronouns and collocations. Furthermore, he provided some suggestions

for dealing with such issues and their related problems and emphasised four main facts regarding
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political concepts that “they are partly culture-bound, mainly value-laden, historically
conditioned and like all concepts, abstractions in spite of continuous efforts to concretise them”
(ibid., p. 149). Most of his discussion throughout the chapter was built upon a decontextualised
ground where meanings, for him, can mainly be derived from words. One of the most crucial
points he addressed is that within political discourse “the translators’ neutrality is a myth” (ibid.,
p. 161). This point might give a rough indication that the impossible neutrality of translators
involved in translating political discourse, as suggested by Newmark, is likely to impinge upon

the translation of stance in the political genre under investigation.

In her work on the translation of political discourse produced in a supranational community of
multiculturalism, namely the European community, Trosborg (1997) distinguishes between
‘inner-state’ and ‘inter-state’ political discourse (also see Schiffner, 1997). The inner-state
discourse pertains to political texts that are heavily culture-bound and are produced within a
given society and its specific cultural conditions (e.g., speeches of politicians addressing an
audience within national borders), while the inter-state discourse pertains to political texts that
are “interactively negotiated in a supranational setting, for the overall purpose of achieving and
reflecting consensus” (e.g., documents produced by the European Union institutions) (p. 145).
Within political discourse which she views as “an umbrella term covering a variety of text types,
or genres” (ibid.), Trosborg introduces the term ‘hybrid political text’ to denote any political text
that is derived “from a translation process and shows features that somehow seem ‘out of
place’/‘strange’/‘unusual’ for the receiving culture” (ibid., p. 146). For her, hybrid texts emerged
as a result of the incorporation of different conventions or norms of the specific cultures involved

in the intercultural communication (i.e., translation). Her discussion of the ‘strange’ or ‘unusual’
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features of hybrid political texts gives the indication that these features appear to be common and

integral components of the translations produced by the institutions of the European Union.

Schéffner (1997), in a function-oriented study, addresses strategies of translating a variety of text
types within political discourse with the aim of developing “an awareness for some phenomena
typical for political texts” (p. 121). For her, a text can best be characterised as political based on
functional and thematic grounds. Schéffner points out that each text type in political discourse
has more or less its own text-typological conventions or features which in turn carry specific
problems for translators engaged in this discourse. To overcome such problems, she suggests
some translation strategies to be employed. According to her, these strategies can largely be
determined by the “functions of the ST and the TT in their respective cultures” (p. 120). It is
notable that in her study there is no attention at all to newspaper opinion articles as a political

genre or even as a political text.

Another important piece of work is Schéaffner (2004) which constitutes a call for closer
‘interdisciplinary cooperation’ between Translation Studies and political discourse analysis.
Schaffner argues that the two fields have much to offer each other as both of them share certain
concepts and aspects of analytical tools that can be fruitfully applied to both. She points out, in
this regard, that analysing political discourse from a translational point of view can lead to new
insights and understanding of politics or political behaviour and therefore suggests the
importance of taking “full account of the phenomenon of translation in analysing political texts”
(p. 120). In her work, Schaffner provides general discussion of the mutual benefit and relation
between the two fields through presenting a number of examples of naturally occurring
translations of different political texts without focusing on a particular text type or political genre

and commenting on these examples from the perspective of translation studies.
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Having reviewed salient contributions to the translation of political discourse, the review at this
point will move on to other work on the translation of the specific political genre under
investigation, i.e., newspaper opinion articles. The translation and analysis of this genre has not
attracted much attention from Translation Studies researchers. A few studies have examined this
topic with different level of analysis and focus. In a comparative study, Puurtinen (2007), for
example, addresses the use of evaluative premodified noun phrases, where “the writer’s
subjective opinion of a person, group, or action is expressed by a premodifier” (p. 213), in
original English and Finnish newspaper and magazine texts, namely articles, columns and
editorials. The topic of these texts was mainly a politician, a political institution or a political
event. At the beginning, she compares the frequencies, functions and effects of the noun phrases
in the original English and Finnish texts and then discusses the relevance of potential differences
in the frequencies, functions and effects of such phrases to translation. She observes that
evaluative noun phrases in Finnish may be only found in argumentative text, while in English
they are likely to be used in every text type “even in “neutral” articles” (p. 216). This might be
taken to indicate some differences between the two languages in conventions governing text
types. Puurtinen suggests that the differences here “might give rise to modification of NPs in
translation” (p. 213). She concludes that the frequency of using ‘strong’ evaluative noun phrases
in English newspaper and magazine texts is higher than that in Finnish. Also, she points out that,
when using premodified evaluative noun phrases in these texts, both English and Finnish writers
are more likely to express negative than positive subjective evaluations. It is noted in her study
that no explicit justification has been given for specifically choosing premodified evaluative
noun phrases despite the fact that many linguistic features can be used to express subjective

evaluation.
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After reviewing salient contributions to the analysis and translation of political discourse as well
as other relevant work on the translation of the political genre under investigation, it can be noted
that there are still many untouched areas that need to be explored in order to gain a more
comprehensive understanding of this type of discourse from the perspective of Translation
Studies. Schéffner (2012: 105) asserts, in this regard, that “[M]uch remains to be investigated in
order to get a deeper insight into political discourse in translation”. The conveyance of stance in
political discourse is among those areas that are still untouched and in response to this the
present study aims to systematically investigate this area with reference to American newspaper
opinion articles on a major contemporary political event, i.e., the ‘Arab Spring’, and their
translations for Arabic-language newspapers as its corpus. It is a bit surprising that the concept of
stance in political discourse and more specifically in the genre of newspaper opinion articles has
not previously been approached within the discipline of Translation Studies despite the fact that
this aspect of interpersonal meaning is prevalent in such a particular political genre as well as
stance has increasingly been a topic of interest primarily in the field of linguistics and in its

neighbouring disciplines, especially over the last couple of decades (for details, see chapter four).

In an attempt to delineate the boundaries of language used in politics, Burkhardt (1996, cited in
Wodak and de Cillia 2009: 724) differentiates between public talking about politics, private
communication on political events or issues, and the political discourse produced by the media.
What is relevant for the present study is the political discourse produced by one significant kind

of media institutions, i.e., newspapers. This will be discussed in the following section.
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2.5 Political discourse and the media

As set out earlier in this chapter, political discourse is a social domain that includes public
arguments put forward by social/political actors within a specific context about political events.
In the modern era, the media plays a crucial role in the construction and dissemination of
political discourse and this role is clear in “the increasingly mediatized character of politics”
(Fairclough, 2009: 297). There is actually a general perception among political actors, be they
individuals, groups or institutions, that their discourse has to go through mass media channels in
order to reach a large number of people and to achieve its communicative purposes. This may
explain why “[A] certain amount of political discourse is designed from the outset to be reported
and represented in the media” (Busch, 2009: 580). The media provides an effective means both
for political actors to disseminate their political discourse and for the public to encounter or have
probably sole access to this discourse. In other words, the media does indeed mediate between
those political actors who seek to publicise and promote their political views and the public who
needs to know what is going on around and to have access to analyses and opinions that may

contribute to a better understanding of the political information.

Political discourse is not a static phenomenon, but open to different variable forces which
contribute to constituting and shaping it; important among these forces is the media domain. In
this regard, Bourdieu (1982, cited in Busch, 2009:580) argues that political discourse “is doubly
determined”, internally in accordance with the traditional field of politics and externally through
the role of the public as well as that of other related fields; the media is one among them. One of
the key factors involved in the process of producing political discourse is the role of the media.
An example of this role is the impact of different forms of subtle editing that political discourse

IS subject to, when it goes through mass media channels. Accordingly, political actors more or
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less “adapt their agenda and style to the requirements of media presence (e.g., short statements,

studied gestures, hair style) and of media formats (live debates, talk shows)” (Busch, 2009: 580).

Political discourse produced by the media (or mediatised political discourse) and its translation
inevitably undergo a complex process of recontextualisation. By recontextualisation, here is
meant the representation of a political event or a given argument about that event in a new
context. In this respect, Fairclough (2003: 139) points out that in representing any social event
(including political) the information about that event gets recontextualised. He emphasises that
elements of a social event are “selectively ‘filtered’” and choices are made to include or exclude
certain elements and to give some of them a greater or lesser degree of prominence. Following
Van Leeuwen and Wodak (1999), Blackledge (2005) differentiates between four transformation
types of recontextualisation of political discourse: addition, deletion, rearrangement and
substitution. He argues that, in the process of recontextualisation,

representations of events are not merely repeated. Rather, they are transformed in their
new setting, perhaps through the addition of new elements, or through the deletion of
others. The arrangement of events may change in the new context, or some elements may
be substituted for others. (ibid., p. 121)

The recontextualisation of political discourse produced by the media represents a process of
choices in meaning potential using the above mentioned transformation types that reflects, to
varying degrees, the opinions, values and ideologies of political actors, as well as the power

relations between those actors.

Recontextualisation is an important process in the production of newspaper opinion articles.
Typically, texts belonging to this genre provide little factual or objective information about the
political topic being addressed, and most of the arguments provide readers with personal

opinions and analyses. The authors of these articles generally recontextualise a given topic in the

38



domain of politics that has already been reported in the media. As political actors, they subtly
employ processes of recontextualisation to support their arguments. They may therefore focus on
particular aspects of arguments at the expense of others, add new aspects to given arguments,

ignore others altogether or rearrange their arguments to best serve their purposes.

In the present study, opinion articles on political events or issues that are produced by quality
newspapers are deemed to represent a political genre of its own which has its linguistic form or
structure, specific communicative functions, style and social or institutional context(s). The
genre of newspaper opinion articles will be elaborated on in the following section and in greater

detail in the subsequent chapter, which is devoted to this genre in English and Arabic.
2.5.1 Newspaper opinion articles as a political genre

Discourse generally consists of a range of “relatively stable patterns” of language use with
different communicative functions, with different forms of representation and with specific
socio-political and/or institutional contexts (Chilton and Schéffner, 2002b: 18). These relatively
stable patterns are commonly referred to in discourse studies as ‘genres’. In the present study, the

notion of ‘genre’ is defined, following Fairclough (2009: 293), as:

. a more or less stabilized and habitual linguistic way of acting and interacting,
characterized by a distinctive linguistic form or structure, associated with specific
communicative purposes, and with particular social or institutional contexts.

Chilton and Schéffner (2002b: 18) argue that discourse in general is “neither absolutely
homogeneous nor absolutely heterogeneous”, and that discourse exhibits significant variability.
This variability does not necessarily mean that there is no “perceptible pattern” of discourse that

can be arrived at (ibid.). A distinct pattern, for them, can be found in the notion of ‘genre’, which
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IS “necessary to handle” that variability and to largely serve as a helpful representative pattern of

discourse (ibid.).

In accordance with the above view of genre, political discourse will be dealt with in the current
study as a broad domain that covers a range of genres with relatively stable linguistic patterns.
These genres are typically used to achieve one or more specific communicative purposes in a
specific context. Genres in political discourse include, inter alia, political speeches,
parliamentary debates, official government reports, treaties, press conferences, interviews with
politicians or statesmen, editorials and opinion articles in newspapers. Each of these has its own
representation and its specific generic features which can be more or less recognised or predicted

by members of a discourse community"’.

Materials produced by newspapers normally cover a variety of topics. Most of the texts
published in papers are political. Among these texts are newspaper opinion articles, which
openly provide analyses and offer opinions with an explicit or implicit authorial stance on
political events. This type of discourse, which can be distinguished from others (i.e., genres) by
its common internal structure (also known as generic structure), content, style, communicative
purpose, intended audience and its particular context, is treated in the present study as an
autonomous political genre. It is argued here that newspaper opinion articles constitute a political
genre of their own addressing political events that have already been reported in news media in
the form of news reports. When such events are analysed and evaluated in opinion articles, their
form and content are recontextualised according to the characteristic features that are

conventionally associated with the genre of newspaper opinion articles.

" The term “discourse community’ is defined here as “a diffuse group of individuals with different levels of
expertise and changing social relations, whose communicative needs more or less coincide at different points of
time” (Corbett, 2009: 291).
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As the corpus of the present study consists of original American newspaper opinion articles on a
particular political event and their translations for Arabic-language newspapers, it is worth
digging deeper and identifying common characteristic features that are conventionally associated
with this genre in both English and Arabic before engaging in any systematic analysis of the
conveyance of stance in the original and translated opinion texts. These features in both English
and Arabic will therefore be thoroughly discussed in the subsequent chapter. By taking into
account the generic features of newspaper opinion articles in both English and Arabic, this study
will explore the conveyance of stance both in the source language and the target language, and
will focus on how the translation of this aspect of interpersonal meaning has been shifted and try

to provide explanations of this shift within its specific socio-political context.
2.6 Concluding remarks

This chapter has been devoted to discussing political discourse as the broad social domain that
covers the specific genre under investigation. It has provided the reader with the necessary
background information on key concepts such as ‘politics’, ‘discourse’, “political discourse’ and
‘genre’ and identified how they are understood in the context of the present study. The
discussion has illustrated the central importance of language in the realm of politics and then
focused on the general nature and the basic principles of political discourse. Following this
discussion, the chapter has provided a review of both most salient contributions to the translation
of political discourse and other relevant work on the translation of the political genre of
newspaper opinion articles. It has been noted that there are still many untouched areas that need
to be explored in order to gain a more comprehensive understanding of this field. The
conveyance of stance in political discourse is among those areas that are still untouched within

the discipline of Translation Studies. The discussion has then moved on to explore the nature of
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political discourse produced by the media and more importantly provide a general background

on the common characteristic features of newspaper opinion articles as a political genre.

In this chapter, it has been argued that newspaper opinion articles, which have their linguistic
form or structure, specific communicative functions, style and social or institutional context(s),
constitute a distinct political genre of their own. So, it is worth identifying common characteristic
features that are conventionally associated with this genre in both English and Arabic before
engaging in any systematic analysis of the conveyance of stance in the original and translated
opinion texts. This chapter has indeed set the stage for the discussion in the next chapter which
places special emphasis on the generic features of newspaper opinion articles in the source

language and the target language.
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Chapter Three:

Newspaper Opinion Articles in English and Arabic

3.1 Introduction

The aim of the present chapter is to offer a detailed description of the characteristic features that
are conventionally associated with the genre of newspaper opinion articles in both English and
Avrabic, as this type of discourse represents the genre under which the corpus of texts selected for
this study is subsumed. Identifying those features of authentic opinion articles published in
quality newspapers in both languages allows us to gain a better insight into source texts and
recognise whether translated texts, as opinion articles in their own right, elegantly maintain the
generic features of authentic opinion articles within the target language, i.e., Arabic, and conform
to the expectations of the target language readers. Since discourse in general “subsumes (and is
expressed through) genre, which in turn subsumes texts” (Hatim, 2009b: 52) and the genre of
newspaper opinion articles in particular employs structures and strategies of argumentative text-
type to achieve its specific communicative purposes (see Alonso Belmonte, 2009; Smirnova,
2009; and Wilson et al., 2012), the specific text-type conventions that inform signed newspaper
opinion texts in the two languages will also be prominently highlighted in the current chapter. By
‘quality newspapers’ here is meant those papers that are “fairly serious in tone and content, and
are concerned with news and features about politics, economic and financial problems, sport,
literature and the arts, and give in-depth analytical coverage in longer articles and news stories”
(Browne, 2011: 310). An important terminological specification here refers to the term

‘newspapers’, which in the present study denotes only these ‘quality newspapers’.
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This chapter is divided into two parts. The first provides an account of the characteristic features
that are associated with the genre of newspaper opinion articles in English. Examining this
specific genre initially requires background knowledge of the language of newspapers. This part
therefore begins with a general description of the basic features of the language used in Western
newspapers. The language of newspapers is understood here as the distinctive lexical, structural,
stylistic and functional features that distinguish it from other varieties of language. The first part
then moves on to outline the notions of ‘objectivity’ and ‘subjectivity’, as two discrete
conceptions of voices associated with newspapers. It is subjectivity which is of concern here,
since it can serve as a useful starting point for subsequently providing a general background of
the common types of opinion pieces normally published in English-language newspapers and
then, more importantly, for discussing the specific key characteristics of English newspaper
opinion articles. This is followed by a special emphasis placed on the text-type conventions
informing these articles in English. In the second part of the chapter, an account of the
characteristic features that are associated with the genre of newspaper opinion articles in Arabic,
as the target language, is provided. To begin with, this part goes over the nature of language used
in Arabic-language newspapers. It then, more specifically, moves on to discuss the key
characteristic features of authentic Arabic newspaper opinion articles and continues by focusing

on the argumentative text-type conventions that inform the targeted articles in Arabic.
3.2 The language of newspapers

Language™ is the locus of newspapers’ production and representation of the information that is

of interest to the consumers. The language of newspapers is the output of a process of

¥ An emphasis is placed in this study on written language, rather than on spoken, as the corpus chosen for this study
is in the written form.
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communication that involves, to varying degrees, social and political influences that affect or
perhaps shape how this variety of language is produced and interpreted. At the same time, the
language of newspapers plays a significant role in shaping and structuring social and political
communications as well as public opinion (Conboy, 2010). Thus, the language of newspapers is
a reflection of the language used in the wider society as well as a reflection of societal practices

and values and thus can contribute to the understanding of such society and its culture.

Bell (1991: 7) views the mass media, including newspapers, as “main language-forming
institutions in society” that provide an important means of constructing reality. The influence of
the language of newspapers on everyday communications usually goes unnoticed. People often
do not realise that the content of newspapers they are considering is channelled through different
aspects of subtle employment of language depending mainly on the interests of the newspaper
and its perception of readers’ needs and interests. Such employment of the language that carries

the content of newspapers has increasingly become a focus of research interest.

The language of the media in general and that of newspapers in particular have received much
attention from linguists and others working in related disciplines (e.g., Bell 1991, 1995; Bell and
Garrett 1998; Conboy 2010; Fairclough 1995; Fowler 1991; ledema et al. 1994; Reah 1998; Van
Dijk 1988, 1998; just to mention a few). Bell (1995: 23) posits four reasons for this attention: (1)
the media provides a readily available and easily accessible rich source of several types of
language data; (2) the product of the media makes up a large amount of the language that
individuals encounter in their daily lives. This product “reflects and shapes both language use
and attitudes in a speech community”; (3) the ways how language is subtly used by the media are
“interesting linguistically in their own right”; and (4) the media is a mirror of “culture, politics,

and social life, shaping as well as reflecting how these are formed and expressed”.
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In considering the language of newspapers, it is necessary to differentiate between reporting the
events of the day (i.e., news reports) and providing analyses and opinions on these events (i.e.,
opinion pieces)™. The basic purpose of the former is the representation of presumably factual
and impersonal information that is new for the reader and essential to make up his/her mind. The
reporter or journalist, who is here supposed to be objective, normally does not offer his/her
personal interpretation and opinion about the topic being reported, but if any of these are
provided, then they are attributed to external voices. In the case of the latter, analyses and
opinions about prominent recent events are so common with prominent presence of authorial
subjective voice. News reports are generally characterised by a high degree of ‘objectivity’,
while opinion pieces exhibit greater degree of ‘subjectivity’ (see ledema et al., 1994). The next
section examines in detail the notions of objectivity and subjectivity, as two discrete conceptions
of voices associated with the language of newspapers. It is subjectivity that will be given more
consideration, since it serves as a useful starting point for subsequent discussion of the common
types of opinion pieces normally published in English-language newspapers and then, more

specifically, of the genre of newspaper opinion articles in English.
3.2.1 Objectivity and subjectivity

In its broadest sense, the language of newspapers can be conceptualised, following ledema et al.,
(1994), in terms of two major voices: objective and subjective voices. The former pertains to
those texts published in newspapers which presumably carry factual and impartial information

(e.g., news report), while the latter pertains to those which carry opinionated information that is

% Opinion pieces here refer to opinion material of various types published in quality newspapers. These include
letters to the editor, editorials (or leading articles) and opinion articles with the writer’s name given (or signed
opinion articles).
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intimately tied to the writer’s views, values, beliefs, feelings, etc. (e.g., opinion articles). Writers

in the latter case exert much more control over the text than those in the former.

ledema et al., (1994) address the notions of objectivity and subjectivity in relation to journalistic
discourse and highlight certain language features that are associated with each notion in
journalistic texts. For them, an ‘objective text’ is “constructed in such a way that there is no
explicit linguistic evidence of the author’s value judgements”, whereas in the case of ‘subjective

b (13

text’, “at least some of the author’s value judgements are explicitly revealed in the language” of
that text (p. 4). ledema and his colleagues argue that journalistic texts can be categorised with
respect to the degree of how the use of language reveals the authorial voice throughout the text.
To do this, they posit a ‘system of authorial voice’ that consider the language resources which
reflect the varying degrees of objectivity and subjectivity in journalistic texts. This system
identifies two categories of voices: ‘reporter voice’ and ‘writer voice’, the latter is further

subdivided into two subcategories, which they term ‘correspondent voice’ and ‘commentator

voice’.

Reporter and writer voices can be situated on a continuum of authorial presence ranging between
being strictly objective and being extremely subjective. ledema et al. (1994: 5) describe the
reporter voice as “not reporting on what ‘I’ think or feel, but on what has been seen and what can
be supported by means of what others have to say”, while the writer voice is seen as openly
“including personal thoughts, judgements and feelings” of the author in the journalistic text. In
the case of the correspondent voice subcategory, authors can pass judgement that is limited to
explicit values of ‘social esteem’, whereas authors of the commentator voice texts have “access

to the full array of judgement values” (ibid., p. 16). In this sense, the commentator voice, within
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journalistic texts, is “typically only found in the context of commentary, opinion and editorials”

(Martin and White, 2005: 170).

The claim of purely factual or objective texts in journalistic discourse has been questioned by
many linguists (e.g., Bell, 1991; Fowler, 1991; Martin and White, 2005). They argue that all
texts, including news reports, are assumed to be in some way subjective. ledema et al., (1994: 3)
point out, in this regard, that “[E]ven the most ostensibly ‘factual’ report will be the product of
numerous value judgements”. This point coincides with what has been discussed in chapter one

about the nonexistence of text or talk that is entirely free from subjective voice.

Given the difference between the notions of objectivity and subjectivity, a logical distinction can
be drawn between news reports and newspaper opinion pieces as typical examples. While news
reports are presumably free from explicit authorial voice, opinion pieces offer a full array of that
voice or perhaps provide the most obvious authorial voice within newspapers’ content. Also, the
information presented in the case of news reports is entirely new for readers, whereas authors of
opinion pieces presume that their readers have at least background information about the topic
being addressed. Moreover, news reports have their own communicative purpose, internal
structure, style and rhetorical features which largely differ from those of newspaper opinion
pieces. In this context, the aim of the next section is to provide a general background of the
common types of opinion pieces normally published in English-language newspapers and to
distinguish the specific signed opinion articles under consideration from other types of opinion

pieces.
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3.2.2 English-language newspaper opinion pieces

Newspaper opinion pieces are argumentative texts?* written to provide readers with analyses and
opinions about prominent recent events of general interest. Such analyses and opinions are
justified or even legitimized by means of a set of effective arguments that carry a persuasive
function (Van Dijk, 1992). English-language newspaper opinion pieces include letters to the
editor, editorials (also referred to as ‘leading articles’ or ‘leaders’ in British newspapers) and
signed opinion articles (also known as ‘opinion columns’ and ‘Op-Ed articles’). For Van Dijk
(2012: 26), “letters to the editor, editorials, and opinion articles” are typical examples of
argumentative discourse in newspapers. Each type of these opinion pieces has slightly different

conventions of language use and representation of analyses and opinions.

The newspaper opinion piece ‘letters to the editor’ provides space for readers not only to make
their voices heard, but also to publicly express their own personal feelings, judgements and
opinions on a given subject, usually from a different perspective of what has been previously
published. These letters are often produced in response to material previously published in a
particular paper. They are normally written by the newspaper’s readers, “drawing on their
cultural and linguistic resources and reflecting their ideas, stories, jokes and arguments”
(Richardson, 2008: 65). A letter to the editor is shorter than an editorial, usually with two or

three paragraphs.

An editorial is a newspaper argumentative text that has a stable physical position in the paper,
where it can always be found, and usually has “a typical header” that marks the newspaper’s

editorial column (Van Dijk, 1992: 244), e.g., the header in the Washington Post is “The Post’s

%% See definition of argumentative texts in section 3.2.2.1.1
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View”. This genre, as described by Van Dijk (1992; 1998), is mainly written to express the
official opinion of a newspaper on prominent recent events of general interest. More specifically,
it reflects the opinions of newspaper’s editorial board and/or those of the publishers of the paper
on such events. These opinions are “usually supported by a series of arguments, which overall
are intended to contribute to the persuasive social function of the editorials” (Van Dijk, 1992:
243). Van Dijk (1992) went on to assert that editorials tend to serve four major functions. First,
editorials serve an interactional function by establishing interactional relations between writers
and readers that involves a persuasive vigour. Second, they serve a cognitive function by
influencing readers’ cognitions. Third, they have a socio-cultural function by addressing
members of a community including influential social actors, evaluating their actions and by
suggesting alternative courses of actions. And fourth, editorials serve a political function when
they are used to justify or even legitimize different aspects of power relations. He specified these

functions in the following terms:

Firstly, in the framework of communicative interaction, they primarily have an
argumentative and persuasive function: Newspaper editors thus intend to influence the
social cognitions of the readers. Secondly, by doing so, editors try to reproduce their own
... attitudes and ideologies among the public at large. Thirdly, however, editorials are
usually not only ... directed at the ‘common reader’. On the contrary, they tend to directly
or indirectly address influential news actors, viz., by evaluating the actions of such actors
or by recommending alternative courses of actions. Thus, ... one of the power elites, viz.,
the press, directed at other power elites, typically the politicians. This means, fourthly,
that editorials are functioning politically as an implementation of power, that is, as
strategic moves in the legitimation of the dominance of a specific elite formation (e.g.,
the government, ...) or in the maintenance of power balances between different elite
groups in society. (p. 244)

Signed newspaper opinion articles, like editorials, address prominent recent topics that are of
particular interest only for a short period of time, after being published in the form of news

reports (Le, 2004). The interest of both readers and writers in such topics is of a time-sensitive
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nature. But unlike editorials which reflect the official opinion of the paper, newspaper opinion
articles are texts written and signed by professional guest, freelance or in-house
journalists/writers with a special expertise. Authors here are directly responsible for the analyses
and opinions expressed in these articles. Signed newspaper opinion articles, then, are not

supposed to reflect the official opinion of the newspaper.

An essential terminological specification here refers to the term ‘newspaper opinion articles’,
which in the current study denotes those argumentative texts written for and published in
newspapers to mainly provide analyses and opinions with a persuasive function on prominent
recent political events. These articles, which are treated here as an independent genre, are
normally signed by a professional writer, who is not necessarily one of the regular stuff members
of the paper. These articles, as mentioned above, only reflect the opinion of their writers, as
opposed to editorials that reflect the official opinion of the newspaper and in which the name of
the writer is not specified. Although ‘Opinion columns’ and ‘Op-Ed articles’ are other terms that
may also be used to refer to newspaper signed opinion texts, the covering term ‘newspaper
opinion articles’ will be adopted in the current study to avoid the possibility of confusion.
Having briefly provided a general background of the common types of opinion pieces normally
published in English-language newspapers, the discussion will next turn to explore the specific
characteristic features that are associated with the type (or genre) of opinion pieces under

consideration in this chapter, i.e., the genre of newspaper opinion articles.
3.2.2.1 The genre of newspaper opinion articles

As briefly discussed in chapter two, discourse, by its very nature, consists of a range of

“relatively stable patterns” of language use with different communicative functions, with
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different forms of representation and with specific socio-political and/or institutional contexts
(Chilton and Schaffner, 2002b: 18). These patterns display certain common characteristic
features, viz., internal and external features. It is almost commonplace knowledge that such
patterns, which are commonly referred to in discourse studies as ‘genres’ (e.g., parliamentary
debates; editorials; research article abstracts; etc.), are taken to be ‘“recognizable by their
adherence to conventions of form, content, and use of language” (Corbett, 2009: 286). Following
Fairclough (2009: 293), the notion of ‘genre’, for purposes of this study, is defined as:

. a more or less stabilized and habitual linguistic way of acting and interacting,
characterized by a distinctive linguistic form or structure, associated with specific
communicative purposes, and with particular social or institutional contexts.

The characteristics mentioned here in Fairclough’s definition constitute the fundamental criteria
for the identification and conceptualisation of a particular genre. From a general perspective,
genre can be viewed as a type of discourse that is composed of a relatively homogeneous group
of texts with similar communicative purposes. Texts within such a group share certain common
characteristic features that are central to account for genres and to distinguish one genre from
another. Building on these arguments, newspaper opinion articles, which employ structures and
strategies of argumentative text-type to achieve their communicative purpose, represent a genre
of their own with a distinctive internal structure (also known as generic structure), content, style,

communicative purpose, intended audience, and with a particular context.

Before engaging in a discussion on the specific key characteristic features that are conventionally
associated with the genre of newspaper opinion articles in English, it is perhaps instructive to
cast a glance at the distinction between ‘genre’ and ‘text type’. When using these two terms, a

somewhat confusing picture emerges, as they are often used interchangeably, regardless of the
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specific social domain or the kind of discourse within which they operate (see Trosborg, 1997a;
Chilton and Schéftner, 2002b). While genre is a “conventionalized ‘communicative event’” with
a specific goal (Hatim, 2009b: 36), text type is a classification of texts largely based on their
communicative functions. Also, a genre may employ more than one text type (e.g., novels),
whereas a single text type can be found in more than one genre (e.g., the argumentative text-type
is employed in the genre of editorials and that of signed newspaper opinion articles).
Furthermore, external features (i.e., communicative purpose, intended audience and contextual
aspects) are inherently more salient in genres, while internal features (i.e., structure, content and

style) have a more prominent status in text types.

Every genre has its own specific generic features that can be more or less recognised or predicted
by members of a discourse community. As pointed out in chapter two, the term ‘discourse
community’ is understood, following Corbett (2009: 291), as “a diffuse group of individuals with
different levels of expertise and changing social relations, whose communicative needs more or
less coincide at different points of time”. Corbett asserts the importance of the notion of
‘discourse community” in the way genre is understood (ibid.). Moreover, Chilton and Schéffner
(2002b: 20) go further and argue that “[TThere is no genre form independent of the participants’
conceptions and preconceptions”. Members of a discourse community share a set of expectations
as well as common knowledge of different sets of genres typically used within their community.
Those members, therefore, have the ability to more or less recognise or predict whether a given
text or talk goes with the conventions of a specific related genre, which they are usually exposed

to.

As has been discussed earlier in chapter two, materials produced by quality newspapers normally

cover a wide variety of topics. Most of the texts published in newspapers deal with political
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events and issues. Among these texts are newspaper opinion articles, which openly provide
analyses and offer opinions with a wide array of explicit authorial stance on recent prominent
political events. This type of discourse, which can be distinguished from others (i.e., genres) by
its common internal structure, content, style, communicative purpose, intended audience and its
particular context, is treated in the current study as an autonomous political genre. Opinion
articles in newspapers almost always address those political events that have already been
reported in news media in the form of news reports. When such events are analysed and
evaluated in newspaper opinion articles, their form and content are recontextualised according to
the characteristic features that are conventionally associated with the genre of newspaper opinion
articles. The central question here concerns what these features are. In the remainder of this
section, the focus will only be on external features of the genre of newspaper opinion articles,
namely its communicative purpose, intended audience and contextual aspects. The internal
features of this genre will thoroughly be highlighted when a special emphasis, in the next sub-
section, is placed on the argumentative text-type conventions that inform these articles in

English.

Opinion articles are written for and published in most newspapers on a daily basis to discuss
recent prominent political events and issues of particular interest to readers in an interpretive and
(positively or negatively) evaluative way. Such events and issues, which have already been
reported elsewhere in the media, are recontextualised in ways that correspond to the writer’s
feelings, values, assessments, judgments, ideology and his/her discourse community values. As
social/political actors, authors of newspaper opinion articles most often appear to be much more

concerned with building a series of convincing arguments that justify or even legitimize their
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analyses and opinions on the political topic being addressed than they are with the factual or

objective elements of that topic.

The main communicative purpose of opinion articles, which constitutes a long and well
established tradition in Western newspapers, is to influence and persuade readers of the validity
of authorial analyses and opinions provided. Writers of these articles usually are in full control of
the material they produce, a privilege not often granted to reporters or journalists in papers. They
take advantage of this privilege to freely present their own analyses and opinions and to employ
a series of convincing arguments to justify or even legitimize these analyses and opinions and
sometimes to refute or even attack those of others. In this sense, the reader, as a mere consumer
of a newspaper product, becomes more likely to be influenced and perhaps persuaded to accept
such analyses and opinions and ultimately to share or take a stance similar to the writer’s own.
The specific communicative purpose that these articles seek to achieve “shapes the schematic
structure of the discourse and influences and constrains choices of content and style” (Swales,

1990: 58).

Opinion articles attract regular readers, who look for logical analyses and convincing opinions on
recent political events from well-known politicians, public figures and professional
writers/journalists with a special expertise. Authors of these articles most often share with their
readers more or less similar political, social and cultural background within a specific discourse
community. Usually, regular readers value those authors’ ideas and views and enjoy the way
their arguments are presented and their style, to the extent that the readers are likely to more or
less incorporate authorial stance into their lives. This view implies that the intended audience of
opinion articles is most likely middle class, well educated readers, politicians and professionals,

who are fairly informed and interested in local, national and international politics.
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As the above discussion shows, newspaper opinion articles is treated in the current study as a
political genre that openly provides analyses and offers opinions with a wide array of explicit
subjective voice on prominent political events. These analyses and opinions are justified or even
legitimized by means of subtle employment of a series of arguments that carry a persuasive
function. By the same token, those analyses and opinions of others are sometimes refuted or
attacked through employing a series of counter-arguments that also carry a persuasive function.
Therefore, this genre employs structures and strategies of argumentative text-type, which in turn
can best serve the above mentioned communicative purpose (see Alonso Belmonte, 2009;
Smirnova, 2009; and Wilson et al., 2012). In this context, the specific argumentative text-type
conventions that inform newspaper opinion texts in English are fleshed out in the following sub-

section.

3.2.2.1.1 Conventions of the argumentative text-type with respect to English

newspaper opinion articles

Since the 1970s, there has been considerable interest in text typology and the criteria to be used
in arriving at a consistent classification of texts. Thus, a number of text typologies have been
proposed based on different textual criteria, which have been regarded as decisive in the
classification of texts. Some have focused on external criteria, like the overall communicative
function of the text, rhetorical purpose, etc. (e.g., Werlich 1976; Beaugrande and Dressler 1981),
while others have concentrated on internal features such as the lexical and syntactic features

frequently employed in a text (e.g., Biber 1988, 1989).

Within the discipline of Translation Studies, two influential typologies of texts have been

proposed by Reiss (1976) and Hatim and Mason (1990). In these two typologies, the
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communicative functions (or rhetorical purposes) of texts are the fundamental criteria upon
which text classification is based. For Reiss, the overall communicative function (or rhetorical
purpose) of a text has a major impact on the way how text is constructed in both source and
target languages. It also has an impact on the particular structural, semantic and stylistic choices
that original authors and translators make. In order to guarantee the preservation of the overall
function of a given text when translated into another language, Reiss (1976) argued that a robust

correlation does exist between a text type and translation method or strategy.

Another important text typology within Translation Studies is the one that has been adopted by
Hatim and Mason (1990, 1997). In this text typology, Hatim and Mason (1990: 140) look at the
notion of ‘text type’ as “a conceptual framework which enables us to classify texts in terms of
communicative intentions serving an overall rhetorical purpose”. Their classification of texts has
been developed out of Werlich’s (1976) typology and based on what he terms “dominant
contextual focus” (p. 19). Hatim and Mason share with Werlich the point that despite the
multifunctional nature of all texts, only one communicative function is predominant in one
particular text. This is what they refer to as dominant contextual focus. More specifically, Hatim
(1997: 42) acknowledges the multi-functionality of texts and the fact that texts are “normally
displaying features of more than one type”, i.e. text hybridization. To handle these facts, he
maintains that each text has one and only one predominant function that is deemed to be the
decisive criterion in classifying texts. Hatim (1997:42) explains this in the following terms:

no text can serve two equally predominant functions at one and the same time. By the
same token, no text can be sustained by two subsidiary functions without one of these
somehow becoming predominant.
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Hatim and Mason’s typology has three basic text types: argumentative, expository and
instructional texts. It is Hatim and Mason’s (1990) text typology which is of concern in the
current study, as it has been developed for translation purposes and, equally important, the
argumentative text-type, which is of particular interest here, has been thoroughly described in
their subsequent work, i.e., Hatim and Mason (1997: chapter eight). Also, Hatim (1989, 1991,
1997) has shown an interest in argumentation, particularly within the context of comparative
research into argumentation across languages and cultures, with special focus on argumentation

in English and Arabic from a translational perspective.

It is important to recognize that argumentative texts are understood here, following Beaugrande
and Dressler (1981: 184), as “those utilized to promote the acceptance or evaluation of certain
beliefs or ideas as true vs. false, or positive vs. negative. Conceptual relations such as reason,
significance, volition, value and opposition should be frequent”. Hatim and Mason’s text
typology shows that argumentative texts can be divided into two basic forms, depending on their
structure: through-argumentative and counter-argumentative texts. They assert that through-
argumentative texts have a particular structure, which is made up of particular stages (or
elements) that occur in the following order: (a) an idea or ‘thesis’ is presented at the beginning;
(b) a series of arguments is followed throughout the text to substantiate this thesis; and (c) ends
with a conclusion (“thesis — substantiation — conclusion™) (Hatim, 1991: 194) . In through
argumentative texts, the authorial voice is the predominant throughout the text with no reference
to opposite analyses or opinions. Counter-argumentative texts, on the other hand, are made up of
the following stages: (a) they begin with a thesis presented to be opposed or rebutted; (b) an
opposition or rebuttal of the thesis cited is subsequently provided; (c) a series of arguments is

followed to substantiate the opposition or rebuttal; and (d) finally a conclusion is drawn (“thesis
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— opposition — substantiation — conclusion” (ibid.)). Hatim and Mason (1997: 110) points out that
the balance in some counter-argumentative texts “weighs heavily in favour of the counter-
arguer’s stance, in others in favour of a desire to be objective, whether genuine or not”.
Moreover, they note that there is “a noticeable tendency in English towards counter-
argumentation” (p. 111). The preference of either one of the two forms of argumentative texts
over the other, as suggested by Hatim (1997: 47), is likely to be intimately tied to “societal
norms such as politeness or ‘saving face’” and to “other factors of a socio-political nature such as
attitude to the truth, freedom of speech and so on”. As such, it is suggested here that the overall
organisational structure of newspaper opinion articles, which employ strategies of the
argumentative text-type, is likely to follow the structure of through-argumentative text or that of

counte r-argumentative text.

The above discussion of the organizational structure of through-argumentative and counter-
argumentative texts shows that a central thesis, which is the predominant element in these texts,
is usually advanced. Such thesis is initially presented in a manner that requires putting forward a
series of logical arguments in order to justify or even legitimize the central thesis in the case of
through-argumentative text or to refute or even attack it in that of counter-argumentative text.
Thoughtful supporting arguments are, therefore, extremely essential for successful “changes of
the belief system of the hearer/reader”, i.e., persuasion, which argumentative texts ultimately
intended to achieve (Van Dijk, 1992: 247). Hatim and Mason (1997: 109) assert in this regard
that argumentative texts “seek to promote or simply evaluate certain beliefs or ideas, with
conceptual relations such as reason, significance or opposition becoming naturally meaningful

and frequent”.

59



Besides highlighting their structure, Hatim and Mason (1997: 114) emphasise that argumentative
texts are units of communication with persuasive function exhibiting “predominantly evaluative
texture”. Such evaluation can be “realized by the linguistic expression of emphasis (recurrence,
parallelism, etc.), as well as by aspects of text constitution such as word order, the use of
modality and so on” (ibid.). In a different text typology that is proposed through conducting
corpus-based investigation, Biber (1988) highlights the linguistic features that are typically
associated with certain text types and, according to him, that can contribute to distinguish one
text type from another. He specifies that argumentative texts, which are chiefly “written to
persuade the reader” (p. 150), tend to be associated with the presence of a number of linguistic
features, such as predictive modals, possibility modals, conditional clauses and necessity modals.
It is noted here that most of these linguistic features are considered to be markers of stance (see
detailed description of stance markers in chapter six). After having provided an account of the
characteristic features that are associated with the genre of newspaper opinion articles in English,
which is necessary to gain a better insight into the source opinion texts, the discussion then turns
to the characteristic features that are conventionally associated with this genre in Arabic, as the

target language.
3.3 The language of Arabic newspapers

The Arabic media in general and newspapers in particular are the primary domain in which
Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) is used. Therefore, the media is crucial as a source of data for
any study of this variety of Arabic. Ryding (2005: 8) points out in this regard that “the modern
Arabic written language used for media purposes” can conceivably constitute the basis for the
identification of MSA. The importance of this specific variety of language for MSA has become

a major theme, to the extent that MSA has been defined and delimited by “the language of
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written Arabic media” (ibid., p. 5). Monteil (1960: cited in Ryding, 2005: 8) observed that by

defining MSA as the language of Arabic news or written media, it is

a useful way to delimit it since it is not officially codified as a phenomenon separate from
Classical Arabic and because Arabic speakers and Arabic linguists have differing
opinions on what constitutes what is referred to as al-lugha al-fuSHa.

So, the language of Arabic newspapers is familiar territory for linguists who are interested in
MSA. In this context, it is reasonable to assume that the language used in authentic Arabic

newspaper opinion articles is MSA.

Given the above mentioned importance, the language of Arabic newspapers has been the focus
of linguists’ attention as an ideal rich source of data, especially for those who are interested in
MSA. Arabic newspapers language is an ideal representative variety of modern written and
formal Arabic or as Ryding (2005: 8) puts it, “a prime example of modern written Arabic usage”.
In this sense, Ryding (2005), for example, has chosen the language of Arabic newspapers as the
main source of data for her comprehensive reference grammar of MSA. She gives three main
reasons for this choice as follows: (1) the contemporary information that newspapers provide; (2)
the wide variety of topics they cover; and (3) the naturally occurring activities of daily news

reporting, writing and editing.

The language of Arabic newspapers is not different from that used in English newspapers in
terms of bringing about the differentiation between the notions of objectivity and subjectivity. As
noted earlier in this chapter, these notions are two discrete conceptions of voices associated with
the language of newspapers. Abdel Nabi (1989: cited in Mellor, 2005: 88) emphasises that, in
Arabic-language newspapers, “objectivity is a major characteristic of the news compared to the

subjectivity expressed in opinion articles”. Objective voices within Arabic-language newspapers,
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like those within their English counterparts, pertain to materials in which writers eschew explicit
personal interpretations and opinions about any topic of interest being addressed (e.g., news
reports). Authorial interpretations and opinions on factual information published elsewhere in the
media are usually found in the opinion pieces, where they can be, to varying degrees, freely
expressed and where subjective voices are prominent. The main goal of these pieces is to
influence readers’ perception and persuade them to accept authorial interpretations and opinions
provided. It is important to acknowledge here that opinion pieces that are normally published in
Arabic-language newspapers have a relatively small or perhaps marginal role to play in
influencing political, social and cultural activities of Arab communities, compared to those
published in Western newspapers. This may be attributed to the fact that “the flow of opinions is
rather restricted” in the Arab press (Rugh 2004: 16). A question may here, perhaps, suggest
itself, whether or not such restriction also applies to English newspaper opinion articles that are
usually translated for Arabic-language newspapers. An answer to this question can be given after
analysing the Arabic full translations of American newspaper opinion articles that were chosen

for the purpose of the current study.

The types of opinion pieces published in Arabic-language newspapers are letters of readers
(known as ‘letters to the editor’ in Western newspapers), editorials and signed opinion articles.
Both editorials and signed opinion articles are most common products of these newspapers, but
letters of readers are rare and “published only in some papers” (Rugh, 2004: 16). Arabic
newspaper opinion articles are embedded in language and are characterised by a set of features.
Identifying these features of authentic opinion articles published in Arabic-language newspapers
allows us to recognise whether translations into Arabic, as opinion articles in their own right,

elegantly maintain the generic features of these authentic articles and conform to the
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expectations of the target language readers (see Schaffner, 2004). In the same sense, Trosborg
(1997a: 18) points out that a genre in general is “often a highly structured and conventionalised
communicative event. This specific structure and convention is of great importance to the

translator”. The next section, therefore, outlines the key features of this genre in Arabic.
3.3.1 The genre of newspaper opinion articles in Arabic

As a genre of their own, newspaper opinion articles in Arabic share certain common
characteristic features that are central to distinguish it from other genres. These features can be
divided into external (communicative purpose, intended audience and a particular context) and
internal features (internal structure, content and style). The external features per se have a major
impact on the way how the internal features are formed or constructed, viz., an impact on the
particular structural, semantic and stylistic choices that authors make. The external features of
the genre of newspaper opinion articles in Arabic are outlined in the current section and the

internal ones in the subsequent subsection.

Opinion articles published in Arabic-language newspapers are argumentative texts that are
typically written with the purpose of influencing and persuading readers of the validity of
authorial interpretations and opinions provided on recent prominent events. These articles are
normally written by professional guests, freelance or in-house journalists/writers who have a
special expertise and/or reputation. As signed products, opinion articles reflect the stance of their
writers, and at the same time more or less go with the editorial line of the newspapers in which

they are published.

Writers of Arabic opinion articles usually share with their readers a more or less common

political, social and cultural background as well as a common set of communicative purposes
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within the discourse community to which they belong. Those writers are believed to be well-
known politicians, public figures and professional journalists/writers, who have earned a
reputation for their consistent interpretations and profound opinions on recent political events of
interest to the intended audience. Regular readers of such articles often appreciate authors’
values and beliefs and enjoy the way their arguments are presented and their style. In this sense,
the intended audience of opinion articles published in Arabic-language newspapers can be said to
be middle or well educated readers, politicians, academics and professionals, who are more or

less fairly informed and particularly interested in politics.

As an established tradition, opinion articles published in Arabic-language newspapers are
persuasive written materials that give reasons for readers to accept and share certain
interpretations and opinions as well as to take a stance similar to the writer’s own. For so doing,
writers of these articles usually try to build a series of convincing arguments to justify or even
legitimize their interpretations and opinions on the political event being addressed. Also, they
infrequently develop counter-arguments to refute or even attack those of others, as in Arabic,
according to Hatim and Mason (1997), counter-argumentation is less preferred. Thus, the genre
of newspaper opinion articles in Arabic utilizes argumentative text-type, which can best serve its
communicative purpose (see Abdul-Raof, 2001: 127). As such, the conventions of argumentative

text-type that inform Arabic opinion articles are outlined in the following subsection.

3.3.1.1 Conventions of argumentative text-type in Arabic newspaper opinion

articles

In his course book on Arabic stylistics, Abdul-Raof (2001) classifies texts in Arabic, based on

their form and function, into ten major text types: news, advertisement, scientific, narrative,
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letter, poetry, instructional, descriptive, expository, and argumentative. He points out that
editorials, opinion articles and letters of readers are typical examples of Arabic newspapers’
argumentative texts. Like Hatim and Mason (1990, 1997), Abdul-Raof (2001: 127) distinguishes
between three basic forms of argumentative texts in Arabic: “through-argumentative, counter-
argumentative, and hortatory counter-argumentative”. Although the structure and stylistic
strategy used in Arabic through-argumentative and counter-argumentative texts that are
described by Abdul-Raof (2001) are virtually identical to those identified by Hatim and Mason?,
Abdul-Raof does not clearly specify whether or not his classification of Arabic argumentative
texts is based or even related to Hatim and Mason’s (1990, 1997). Also, in Abdul-Raof’s
classification, there is no difference in terms of structure and stylistic strategy used between
counter-argumentative and hortatory counter-argumentative texts. But hortatory counter-
argumentative texts are only used in religious domains that include “Friday prayer speeches and
religious articles in newspapers or magazines” (Abdul-Raof, 2001: 128). The purpose he
identifies for which these texts are used is to “provide a religious advice and consolidate faith,
i.e., exhortation; therefore, examples from the Qur’an and the Hadith are usually used as

supporting examples to refute the opponent’s viewpoint” (ibid.).

Argumentative texts, which are employed in Arabic newspaper opinion articles, often make use
of several common linguistic features and strategies that serve their communicative function, i.e.,
persuasion. Abdul-Raof (2001: 127) notes that the linguistic features and strategies that are most
notably associated with this text-type in Arabic include figurative and emotive words and
expressions, repetition, adversative conjunctions, causal conjunctions, emphatic markers (i / &),

using “first person plural pronoun which is implicit in the verb in order to involve the

*! See discussion of through-argumentative and counter-argumentative texts identified by Hatim and Mason (1990,
1997) in section 3.2.2.1.1.

65



reader/hearer in the writer’s/speaker’s viewpoints”, using conjunctions such as (< -
unfortunately,tall < sl 5 - unfortunately, 3l = 5 - what is worrying) for emphatic contrast as
part of substantiation of own ideas”, and using “nominal or prepositional phrases at sentence-

initial position to set the scene for the reader/hearer”.

In applying their two forms of argumentative texts to Arabic, including opinion articles, Hatim
and Mason (1997: 111) observe that there is “a preference for through-argumentation” over the
other form within this language and culture, whereas in English there is a fairly strong tendency
for counter-argumentation (see also Hatim, 1991, 1997). Both of the two forms are inherent in
Arabic, but counter-argumentation is “significantly outranked by the other” form (ibid.). This
preference is likely to be viewed as a feature of writers’ style in Arabic. In cases where counter-

b

argumentation form is used in Arabic, “it is the ‘although ..." variety that is stylistically

preferred” (ibid.).

From the perspective of cross cultural communication and in connection to the notion of power,
Hatim and Mason (1997) assume that by excluding the opponent’s stance, as in the case of
through-argumentation, the writer can impose his/her own stance on the readers. For the two
scholars, this might be taken as an aspect of the exercising of power. Also, by including the
opponent, as in the case of counter-argumentation, the writer tends to “cede power” (ibid., p.
116). They go on to argue that this ceding of power in English bolsters credibility, while in
Arabic it might cause writer’s credibility to be questioned. Hatim and Mason (1997: 116) explain
this point in the following terms:

... It is interesting to note that, within the rhetorical and cultural conventions of English,
to be seen to cede power, even if insincerely, enhances credibility. In Arabic, on the other
hand, this relinquishing of power tends to be shunned as lacking in credibility and
therefore unconvincing.
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3.4 Concluding remarks

In this chapter, a detailed description of the characteristic features that are conventionally
associated with the genre of newspaper opinion articles in both English and Arabic has been
provided. The purpose of this chapter has been to identify those features of authentic opinion
articles published in quality newspapers in both languages that allows us to gain a better insight
into source texts and recognise whether translated texts, as opinion articles in their own right,
elegantly maintain the generic features of authentic opinion articles within the target language
and conform to the expectations of the target language readers. Additionally, the specific
conventions of argumentative text-type that inform newspaper opinion articles in the two

languages have been outlined in the current chapter.

As a prime locus of newspapers’ production and consumption, this chapter has begun by a
general description of the importance and the basic features of the language of Western
newspapers. It has been observed that the language of newspapers can possibly be a potent
reflection of societal practices and values and thus can more or less contribute to the
understanding of the society and its culture. As such, this variety of language has increasingly
become a focus of research interest. In this context, two discrete conceptions of voices associated
with the language of newspapers have been differentiated, namely objective and subjective
voices. The former pertains to those texts published in newspapers which presumably carry
factual and impartial information, while the latter pertains to those which carry opinionated
information that is intimately tied to the writer’s views, values, beliefs, feelings, etc. As such, a
distinction has been drawn between news report and newspaper opinion pieces as typical

examples of objectivity and subjectivity, respectively.
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This chapter has also considered opinion pieces that are normally published in English-language
newspapers. Usually, these are mainly written to provide readers with authorial analyses and
opinions about prominent recent events of general interest. Such analyses and opinions are
justified or even legitimized by means of a set of effective arguments that carry a persuasive
function. Moreover, those analyses and opinions of others are sometimes refuted or even
attacked by means of a set of more or less logical counter-arguments that also carry a persuasive
function. English-language newspapers opinion pieces have been taken to include letters to the
editor, editorials and signed opinion articles. It has been noted that each type of these has slightly

different conventions of language use and representation of analyses and opinions.

As an autonomous genre, the distinctive characteristic features of newspaper opinion articles that
include its internal structure, content, style, communicative purpose, intended audience and its
contextual aspects have been explored. Logically, a distinction has been made between notions
of genre and text type. The discussion of the genre of newspaper opinion articles has shown that
its main communicative purpose is to influence and persuade readers of the validity of authorial
analyses and opinions provided. Also, it has shown that the intended audience of opinion articles
is most likely middle class, well educated readers, politicians and professionals who are fairly

informed and interested in local, national and international politics.

It has been observed that the genre of newspaper opinion articles employs structures and
strategies of argumentative text-type to achieve its communicative purpose. Following Hatim
and Mason (1990, 1997), two forms of argumentation have therefore been identified and
described: through-argumentative and counter-argumentative texts. Based on the structure, style

and function of these two forms, it has been suggested that the overall organisational structure of
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opinion articles under investigation is likely to follow the structure of through-argumentative or

that of counter-argumentative texts.

The chapter has provided a general description of the importance and the basic features of the
language of Arabic newspapers. It has been noted that this specific variety has become a major
theme of the identification of MSA, to the extent that MSA has been defined and delimited by
the language of written media. The types of opinion pieces published in Arabic-language
newspapers have been taken to include letters of readers (letters to the editor in Western
newspapers), editorials and signed opinion articles. It has been noted here that both editorials and
signed opinion articles are most common products of these newspapers, but letters of readers are

rare and “published only in some papers” (Rugh, 2004: 16).

After exploring the genre of newspaper opinion articles in English and Arabic, it has been
observed that there are no striking differences between the two languages in relation to this type
of discourse. But a preference in Arabic for through-argumentation over the other form has been
noted, whereas in English a fairly strong tendency for counter-argumentation has notably been
the case. Moreover, Hatim and Mason (1997) assume that by excluding the opponent’s stance, as
in the case of through-argumentation, the writer can impose his/her own stance on the readers.
For the two scholars, this might be taken as an aspect of power exercise. Also, by including the
opponent, as in the case of counter-argumentation, the writer tends to “cede power” (ibid., p.
116). They go on to argue that this ceding of power in English bolsters credibility, while in
Arabic it might cause writer’s credibility to be questioned. In the subsequent chapter, the
discussion shall proceed to a more specific issue, which is the central concept under

investigation, namely the concept of stance.
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Chapter Four:
The Concept of Stance

4.1 Introduction

Having described in chapter two the key characteristics of political discourse and provided in the
previous chapter a detailed description of the characteristic features that are conventionally
associated with genre of newspaper opinion articles in both English and Arabic as well as a
description of the text-type conventions that inform these opinion articles in the two languages,
this chapter turns to look at a more specific issue, which is the central concept under
investigation, namely the concept of stance. The purpose of this chapter is to introduce the
features of the concept of stance, explore the theorisation of this concept, and review the work
that has been done on it in the field of Translation Studies as well as to familiarize the reader

with some concepts and terminology pertinent to this central concept.

The present chapter begins with a brief description of the concept of stance before spelling out
how this term is used in the current study. Then once this has been articulated clearly, the
discussion goes on to address a category within the model of Systemic Functional Linguistics, in
which the concept of stance can be placed and by means of which it can be best understood. This
leads to a consideration of the interpersonal nature of stance, since, as the discussion will show,
the concept of stance relates to Halliday’s interpersonal metafunction of language that pertains to
the relationship between the writer and the reader. The discussion then moves on to make a
distinction between the concept of stance and a range of theoretical terms to which this central

concept appears to be more or less similar, prominent among these are evaluation and appraisal.
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This is followed by a consideration of how the concept of stance has been theorised within the
domain of language use. The discussion then continues by reviewing the literature on the concept

of stance within the field of Translation Studies.

4.2 Defining stance

As briefly discussed in chapter one, the concept of stance, in its most general sense, is a
significant and complex area of language use in which expressing our own personal thoughts and
feelings about any given entity or proposition and engaging in various ways with others are the
overarching themes. This concept cannot be seen simply as “a matter of private opinion or
attitude” (Du Bois, 2007: 171); rather, it is a phenomenon of considerable importance vis-a-Vvis
everyday communication, on the one hand, and as an area of interest in social sciences, on the
other. Sancho Guinda and Hyland (2012:1), for example, point out that ‘stance’ alongside ‘voice’

is one of “the most significant concepts in applied linguistics today”.

An important part of human cognitive development involves making sense of the world and
sharing that sense with others. This inevitably involves evaluating either positively or negatively
other people, entities, propositions or anything we may encounter (Bednarek, 2006). Then, this
usually leads to providing others with our personal stance that can be understood within the
discourse community or, more specifically, within the context in which it is taken. Moreover,
stance has a key role in giving readers/listeners a derived sense of the authorial subjective voice
in any piece of communication and in tracing that voice. In fact, stancetaking is one of the most
prevalent aspects of language production, as no text or talk is entirely free from subjective voice.
In this regard, Jaffe (2009b: 3) states that “there is no such thing as a completely neutral position

vis-a-vis one’s linguistic production, because neutrality is itself a stance”.
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Within the domain of language use, the importance of stance lies in the functions it performs.
Stance provides the means through which writers/speakers put across their “personal feelings,
attitudes, value judgments, or assessments” (Biber et al., 1999: 966) of any object of interest
being addressed, project themselves into their written and verbal discourse, engage
readers/listeners with whom they communicate, “construct and maintain relations” (Thompson
and Hunston, 2000: 6) with those readers/listeners, express their degree of certainty of and
commitment to a given proposition, “assign value to objects of interest”, and reflect their own
value system as well as the “presupposed systems of sociocultural value” (Du Bois, 2007:139) of
the discourse community they represent. Also, stance can perform completely different
functions. Usually, it reflects, for example, the value system of the writer/speaker (or the
stancetaker) and/or the presupposed system of sociocultural value of the community he/she
represents, but in some cases, stance can contribute to (re)shaping those value systems, or even it
may eventually be developed into a sociocultural value (Du Bois, 2007). To achieve these
functions, authors tend to subtly employ a different set of communicative means (or linguistic
features) that serve a wide range of meanings and reflect various levels of commitment to and

certainty of the stance adopted.

Alongside the diverse linguistic manifestation and functions of stance, what makes the issue of
defining this area of language use even more difficult is that, within the field of linguistics and its
neighbouring disciplines, the concept of stance has been approached from many different
perspectives and sometimes applying related terms and concepts by researchers whose
backgrounds, interests and aims are as varied as the disciplines themselves. Accordingly,
multiple definitions of stance have been suggested. Based on the theorisation of this concept that

has been considered in this chapter (see section 4.5) and the related theoretical terms that have
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been used to more or less signal this area (see section 4.4.1), the concept of stance has been
defined differently according to the way it has been approached, the purpose of investigation, the
research methodology that has been employed, the specific data chosen for the analysis, and the
specific aspects of stance that has been focused on. In the same sense, for the purposes of the
current study and serving the way how the concept of stance will be approached, Du Bois’
(2007) definition of stance has been adopted, which “looks set to become the generally accepted

one” (Richardson and Corner, 2011: 251). Du Bois (2007: 163) concisely defines stance as:

... a public act by a social actor, achieved dialogically through overt communicative
means, of simultaneously evaluating objects, positioning subjects (self and others), and
aligning with other subjects, with respect to any salient dimension of the sociocultural
field.

This definition is most relevant to the current study in that it recognises the linguistic
manifestation and functions of stance and, equally important, provides a sound basis for a
dynamic mechanism to organise the analysis of the conveyance of stance in both source and
target texts (see a description of this mechanism in chapter six). More specifically, Du Bois’
definition covers four key components? that constitute any instance of stance, which in turn can
contribute to a systematic analysis of this concept. These are: (1) stancetaker (“a social actor”);
(2) stance marker (“achieved ... through overt communicative means”); (3) stance object
(“evaluating objects ... any salient dimension of the sociocultural field”); and (4) stance function
(“positioning subjects (self or others), and aligning with other subjects”) (ibid.). Identifying these
components can be taken as the basic system of organising the analysis of stance in both the
original and translated articles. In the following section, the discussion turns to the Hallidayan

model of Systemic Functional Linguistics and, more specifically, to the category of interpersonal

?2 A detailed discussion on the components of stance adopted from Du Bois’ (2007) definition, which will play a key
role in organising the analysis of stance in the present study, is provided in chapter six.
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meaning, in which the concept of stance can be placed and by means of which it can be best
understood. This model serves here as a theoretical background for understanding the concept of

stance.

4.3 The model of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL)

It should be made clear from the outset that it is not the intention here to offer a comprehensive
discussion of the SFL model. Rather, it is to link the concept of stance to a specific strand of
meaning within the model to which this concept relates, namely the interpersonal meaning (for a
detailed discussion on the SFL model, see e.g., Eggins 2004). The model of SFL is a social
semiotic theory of language as a meaning making system where the choice of a particular
meaning from the language potential available is influenced by the sociocultural context in
which a communicative goal is to be achieved (Halliday, 1978). Thus, what counts as
appropriate meaning varies according to context and this involves a “range of options that is
characteristic of a specific situation” (Halliday, 1978: 109). From these options, the most
appropriate meaning to that situation is chosen and the other meanings are discarded. Making
meaning in context and interpreting how this meaning is articulated through language as a
semiotic system constitute the core of the SFL. This model, which was primarily developed by
its central figure the British-born Australian linguist Michael Halliday (see e.g., Halliday, 1978,
1994, 2004) and elaborated upon in cooperation with other scholars (see e.g., Halliday and
Hasan, 1989; Halliday and Matthiessen, 2004), has to date provided continuity in its use as a
comprehensive descriptive and interpretive approach to how meaning is made in context and

how this meaning is articulated through language as a semiotic system.
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In the SFL model, a great deal of emphasis has been placed on the notion of ‘context’. As far as
language use is concerned, two levels of context are distinguished: cultural and situational. The
former, which is known in SFL as genre, refers to “the impact of the context of culture on
language, by exploring the staged, step-by-step structure cultures institutionalize as ways of
achieving goals”, while the latter, representing what is known as register, refers to “the impact of
dimensions of the immediate context of situation of a language event on the way language is
used” (Eggins, 2004: 9). The choices writers/speakers make from language as a semiotic
resource to express a particular meaning are primarily determined by the immediate context of
situation of a language event and are regulated by the conventions and values of the wider
context of culture in which that language is used. Such choices are expressed or realised, as will
be discussed below, through lexico-grammatical patterns of language. The level of genre (or
context of culture) is higher and broader in scope than register (or context of situation).
Schematically, this can be represented as shown in Figure 4.1 below. The downward arrows in

the Figure signal the direction of the relationship between context and language.
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Sociocultural environment

!

Genre

!

Register
(field, tenor, mode)

}

Discourse semantics
(ideational, interpersonal, textual)

!

Lexicogrammar
(transitivity. modality, theme—rheme/cohesion)

Figure 4.1 Relation of genre and register to language (from Munday, 2008: 90)

Under the notion of register, three variables have been identified, which constitute the
“dimensions of the immediate context of situation of a language event” (Eggins, 2004: 9): (1)
field (“topic or focus of the activity”); (2) tenor (“role relations of power and solidarity”); and (3)
mode (“amount of feedback and role of language”) (ibid.). As major aspects of situation, these

variables operate in tandem with the communicative purpose of the higher level of genre.

From the systemic functional perspective, there are three major functions language has to fulfil:
“a function for relating experience, a function for creating interpersonal relationships, and a
function for organizing information” (Eggins, 2004: 111). These three major functions of
language (or strands of meaning) are associated in a systematic way with the above-mentioned

register variables as follows:
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e the ideational metafunction, which pertains to the explanation or representation of
authorial experience of the world, is associated with the variable of field;

e the interpersonal metafunction, which pertains to the relationship constructed between
participants in a social interaction, is associated with tenor; and

e the textual metafunction, which has to do with organising the text to be produced in a

form that best serves the previous two metafunctions, is associated with mode.

These three main kinds of meaning, which, as Halliday (1994) argued, language is primarily
designed to make, operate together interactively in any text or talk that is meaningful within a
specific communicative context, despite the fact that one or another of them may become more
prominent. In the case of newspaper opinion articles, interpersonal meaning is, as the analysis in
chapter seven will reveal, more prominent than the other two strands of meaning. The
simultaneous strands of meaning together constitute the discourse semantics of a given text or
talk. As shown in Figure 4.1, these different kinds of meaning “can be related both ‘upwards’ (to

context) and ‘downwards’ (to lexico-grammar)” (Eggins, 2004: 111).

It is through the semiotic system of language that a particular meaning chosen in relation to
cultural and situational contexts can be expressed, or realised, to use systemic terms. In SFL, the
relationship between context and language is recognised through the notion of ‘realisation’,
which denotes “the way a meaning becomes encoded or expressed in a semiotic system”
(Eggins, 2004: 65). As semantic components, the aforementioned strands of meanings, which
language is designed to make, are realised through (or expressed in) specific lexico-grammatical
patterns of language. More specifically, the ideational meaning is typically realised through
transitivity patterns (“verb types, active/passive structures, participants in the process, etc.”), the
interpersonal meaning is typically realised through modality patterns (“modal verbs and adverbs
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such as hopefully, should, possibly, and any evaluative lexis such as beautiful, dreadful’), and
the textual meaning through theme patterns and cohesion (Munday, 2008: 91). Based on the
strong relation between these three main kinds of meanings (or metafunctions) and their lexico-
grammatical patterns of language, Munday (2008: 91) points out, following Eggins (2004), that
“the analysis of patterns of transitivity, modality, thematic structure and cohesion in a text

reveals how the metafunctions are working and how the text ‘means’”.

The focus now turns to the category of interpersonal meaning in which the concept of stance can
be placed and by means of which it can be best understood. The term ‘interpersonal meaning’ is
understood here to refer to “a strand of meaning running throughout the text which expresses the
writer’s role relationship with the reader, and the writer’s attitude towards the subject matter”
(Eggins, 2004: 11). Whenever language is used in a communicative interaction to address a
subject matter, it serves the major function of establishing and negotiating relationships between
participants, who have different roles to play in that interaction (Halliday and Matthiessen, 2004:
106-111). This inevitably involves expressing the opinions of those participants. The dimensions
of interpersonal meanings that participants in communicative interactions are usually engaged in
include “the power or solidarity of their relationship; the extent of their intimacy; their level of

familiarity with each other; and their attitudes and judgements” (Eggins, 2004: 184).

Halliday and his colleagues have focused on how language is used in particular ways to convey
the interpersonal meaning (alongside the ideational and the textual). The interpersonal meanings
of roles and relationships are realised through the mood and modality systems of the language.
The former “covers the three basic sentence forms: the declarative, the interrogative and the
imperative” (Hatim and Mason, 1997: 19), while under the latter, Halliday (2004) distinguishes

between two main types of the wide grammatical area of modality: modalization (pertains to the
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expression of degrees of probability and usuality) and modulation (which pertains to the
expression of degrees of obligation and inclination). Halliday (1978: 17) viewed the choices and
organisation of these lexico-grammatical patterns to express interpersonal meanings as an
“intrusion” by the language users into the communicative interaction, by means of which they
express their personal attitudes and judgements with varying degrees of certainty and

commitment.

By their very nature, some genres and text types are inherently more interpersonally oriented
than others (e.g., newspaper opinion articles, political speeches). As discussed in chapter three,
writers of opinion articles published in newspapers exert much control over the text. A privilege
that allows them to freely position themselves and to establish interpersonal relations with their
intended readers that can be realised through the choices they make in the mood and modality
systems of language. In line with this, those writers always take positive or negative stance

towards the entities, the events, or anything with which their texts are concerned.

The concept of stance is intimately related to the realm of interpersonal meaning. Painter et al.
(2011: 125) point out, for example, that the interpersonal meaning is concerned with several
related dimensions of interaction, including “attitudes, stances and relations of power and social
distance between reader and writer”. Hood (2012: 52) argues, in the same sense, that in
discussing “stance we are primarily locating ourselves in the realm of interpersonal meaning”.
Accordingly, the concept of stance in the present study is dealt with as an aspect of interpersonal

meaning, to which the discussion now turns.
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4.4 Stance as an aspect of interpersonal meaning

Several aspects of participants’ relationships and roles they adopt or assign to others in a given
communicative event constitute the core of the realm of interpersonal meaning. As mentioned in
the previous section, these aspects include “the power or solidarity of their relationship; the
extent of their intimacy; their level of familiarity with each other; and their attitudes and
judgements” (Eggins, 2004: 184). That is, interpersonal meaning is bound up with how we use
language to interact with other people, to establish, negotiate, and maintain relations of power
and solidarity with them, to express our personal feelings, attitudes, and judgements, and to

influence beliefs, values, thoughts, and opinions of those people with whom we communicate.

Since “... positioning subjects (self and others), and aligning with other subjects, with respect to
any salient dimension of the sociocultural field” constitute part of the definition of the concept of
stance adopted in this study (see definition in section 4.2), and since stance “can be subdivided

29 ¢

into evaluation (“value judgments,” “assessments,” and “attitudes”), affect (“personal feelings”)
..., and epistemicity (“commitment”)” (Englebretson, 2007b: 17), stance, in this sense, is an
aspect of interpersonal meaning. Given this intimate relation between stance and interpersonal
meaning, it therefore provides a useful perspective from which to systematically analyse the

functions in context or meanings of stance in the current study (for more see discussion of

appraisal theory in chapter six).

It is a well-established fact within the model of SFL that the interpersonal meanings expressed in
a given text are realised through specific lexico-grammatical patterns of language, i.e., the mood
and modality systems. Given this strong relation between the interpersonal meaning and its

lexico-grammatical realisations, this relation is taken, following both Eggins (2004: 141-187)
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and Munday (2008: 91), to mean that the analysis of these specific realisations in a given text
reveals how this strand of meaning is conveyed in that text. By the same token, it is reasonable to
assume that the analysis of the specific lexico-grammatical patterns, i.e., syntactic structures and
value-laden words, through which stance, as an aspect of interpersonal meaning, is realised in a
text can uncover and explain how stance is conveyed in that text. As will be discussed in chapter
six, Biber and his colleagues (Biber et al., 1999; Biber 2006) identify those lexico-grammatical
patterns that serve as markers of stance. They have argued that it is through these markers that
stance can be realised. Also, Martin and White (2005) develop out of the interpersonal meaning
category of SFL their appraisal theory, which “locates lexicogrammatical choices within a
framework that examines the function of different choices” (Munday, 2012: 2). The main
methodological tool adopted in the current study is built on a combination of these two

approaches (see chapter six).

Within the realm of interpersonal meaning, a range of terms have been put forward to describe to
varying degrees the specific aspect of interpersonal meaning under investigation. In fact, this
area of language use has been approached from many different perspectives and, therefore,
different theoretical terms, to which the concept of stance appears to be more or less similar,

have been adopted. These related terms are discussed below.
4.4.1 Other terms related to stance

Over the past two decades, scholars and researchers from various backgrounds working within
the area of stance have employed a range of theoretical terms® to more or less signal this area.

Prominent among these theoretical terms are evaluation (e.g., Hunston, 1994; Hunston and

% For other related theoretical terms, see Munday (2012: 20).
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Thompson, 2000; Bednarek, 2006; Hunston, 2011), and appraisal (e.g., Martin, 2000; Martin
and White, 2005). Those scholars and researchers have, indeed, engaged virtually in the same
area of language use, but with a range of different terms being put forward. As a result, a state of
terminological inconsistency is brought about that largely contributes to the complexity of
studying the concept of stance. The theoretical terms evaluation and appraisal are discussed

briefly in turn in the following subsections.

4.4.1.1 Evaluation

The work of Hunston and her colleagues on the term evaluation and its application in linguistic
studies (Hunston and Thompson, 2000; Hunston, 1994; Hunston, 2011) has been highly
influential in the theorisation of this term. They use evaluation as the superordinate term, which
Hunston and Thompson (2000: 5) define as “the broad cover term for the expression of the
speaker or writer’s attitude or stance towards, viewpoint on, or feelings about the entities or
propositions that he or she is talking about”. To shed light on its importance, the two scholars

(ibid., p. 6) highlight three major functions that evaluation serves:

(1) to express the speaker’s or writer’s opinion, and in doing so to reflect the value
system of that person and their community;

(2) to construct and maintain relations between the speaker or writer and hearer or
reader;

(3) to organize the discourse.

Drawing on Hunston (1994), Thompson and Hunston (2000: 22-26) distinguish between four
main parameters of evaluation: (1) evaluation of goodness (i.e. value in Hunston, 1994), which
pertains to how good or bad/positive or negative the propositional content presented is with
regard to the value system to which writers/speakers subscribe; (2) evaluation of certainty (i.e.

status in Hunston, 1994), which pertains to the degree of certainty the writers/speakers’ hold vis-
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a-vis propositional content; (3) evaluation of expectedness, which has to do with evaluating how
obvious or expected the information presented is to the readers/listeners; and (4) evaluation of
importance or relevance, relates to the importance of organising texts and developing the
argument in a way that allows for guiding or “directing the reader towards the main point of the
text” (Hunston and Thompson, 2000: 24). In comparing between these parameters, Hunston and
Thompson (2000: 24) observe that the first two parameters of evaluation largely “express the
writer/speaker’s view of the status of propositions and entities”, whereas the third and fourth

(133

perform a “‘text-oriented’ function” and serve to organise texts. Each of these parameters,
Hunston and Thompson (2000) point out, is prioritized depending on the specific genre under
which a text is subsumed. To clarify this point, they offer a number of examples. They note, for
instance, that evaluation along the goodness parameter is prominently significant in “genres
whose central function is to assess the worth of something, such as restaurant reviews or
character references” (ibid., p. 24). With regard to the expression of evaluation, Hunston and
Thompson (2000) argue that evaluation of entities and propositions can be expressed differently
through linguistic resources. They specify that evaluation of entities is usually expressed by

means of adjectives, while that of propositions by means of a number of grammatical structures

like modal verbs.

The framework of evaluation developed by Hunston and Thompson (2000) provides a useful but
not a comprehensive conception of the territory of stance. Parameters that characterise evaluation
or stance are extensive and the four parameters identified by Hunston and her colleagues are by
no means exhaustive (see Bednarek, 2006: 43-44). Additional parameters of evaluation can be
added to these, such as evaluation of authorial commitment to the epistemic or attitudinal

information provided in a given proposition. Also, the existence of certainty and expectedness as
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two parameters that characterise evaluation sounds somehow less convincing when pursuing a
systematic approach that enhances the descriptive and explanatory power of studies addressing
this area of language use. A more comprehensive treatment of this territory is to be found in the
appraisal framework. So, the next prominent theoretical term that needs to be introduced here is

that of appraisal.
4.4.1.2 Appraisal®

Work developed by James Martin and others at the University of Sydney over the past two
decades on appraisal, which has its roots in the SFL, has been enormously influential in the
theorization of this term (see Martin, 2000; Martin and Rose, 2003; Martin and White, 2005).
They use ‘appraisal’ as a covering term for a larger system of discourse semantics that
encompasses a range of resources categorised into three systems: attitude, engagement, and
graduation. Martin (2000: 145) defines the theoretical term appraisal as “the semantic resources
used to negotiate emotions, judgements and valuations, alongside amplifying and engaging with

these evaluations”.

Appraisal, which is developed out of the interpersonal meaning, heavily focuses on the functions
of choices that writers/speakers make to convey personal feelings, attitudes, and evaluations in
any communicative interaction as well as to negotiate relations of solidarity and power with their
audiences (Martin and White, 2005). As it is established on the basis of the SFL tradition,
appraisal involves taxonomy of semantic systems and resources for “the systematic analysis of

evaluation and stance as they operate in whole texts” (White, 2011: 14). It places the

** Appraisal theory, which represents a crucial theoretical constituent of the combined research methodology chosen
for the present study, will receive closer consideration subsequently, in chapter six.
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interpersonal meaning realised at the level of discourse semantics at the centre of its analytic

schema.

Appraisal is divided into three major semantic domains that operate interactively: (1) attitude:
focuses on how feelings are mapped within a text, covering concepts associated with emotions
(i.e. affect), ethics (i.e. judgement), and aesthetics (i.e. appreciation); (2) engagement: focuses on
how writers dialogically position themselves “with respect to the value position being advanced”
and mark their commitment with respect to one’s own viewpoints (monogloss) and to the
viewpoints of others (heterogloss); and (3) graduation: writers can turn up or down the volume of
the language produced through quantification, intensification, and repetition (Martin and White,

2005: 36). An overview of appraisal resources is given in Table 6.4, chapter six.

Appraisal does not constrain itself with linguistic forms as is the case with the lexico-
grammatical framework of stance (Biber et al., 1999; Biber, 2006). Appraisal theory focuses
more on the functions of the expression of stance and evaluation than on the formation of a list of
given linguistic indicators of these concepts. Martin and White (2005: 94), in this regard, point
out that the framework of appraisal theory is oriented “towards meanings in context and towards
rhetorical effects, rather than towards grammatical forms”. Appraisal treats lexico-grammatical
structures only as a means to encode evaluation and stance meanings and not as an end in

themselves.

The terms ‘evaluation’ and ‘appraisal’ have established themselves as prominent theoretical
concepts within the territory of stance that cannot be easily ignored in studies addressing this
area of language use. Each of these paradigms, including that of stance laid out by Biber et al.

(1999) and Biber (2006), as will become clear from subsequent discussion in section 4.5,
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theorises the concept of stance with varying degrees of focus on the lexico-grammatical means
through which stance can be realised, the wide array of its functions at textual and contextual
levels, and the pragmatic inferences associated with the expression of stance. The subsequent
section outlines stance as a main theoretical term that has been put forward to signal the specific

aspect of interpersonal meaning under investigation.

4.4.2 Stance as an umbrella term

In approaching this aspect of interpersonal meaning, it is particularly important to recognise that
the theoretical term ‘stance’ has been widely used as the preferred wide-covering term that refers
to the specific area of language use in which expressing our own personal thoughts and feelings
about any given entity or proposition and engaging in various ways with others are the
overarching themes (see e.g., Biber et al., 1999; Biber, 2006; Du Bois, 2007; Englebretson,
2007b; Jaffe, 2009b; Richardson and Corner 2011). Richardson and Corner (2011: 251), for

example, emphasise that

The word stance itself seems to be taking pole position in a metalinguistic family of

99, < 9, 99, <

expressions (others include “assessment”; “evaluation”; “point of view”; “appraisal”),
competing from within different disciplinary traditions to codify something important
about language use.

Also, Englebretson (2007b) considers the theoretical term ‘stance’ to be the inclusive term that
covers a number of subordinate concepts; for him, stance “can be subdivided into evaluation

2 (13

“value judgments,” “assessments,” and “attitudes”), affect (“personal feelings”) ..., and
epistemicity (“‘commitment”)” (P.17). In the same sense, Du Bois (2007: 142) argues that the
competing term ‘evaluation’ is a “form of stancetaking”. The term Stance has been adopted,

following Englebretson (2007) and Du Bois (2007), in the current study as the umbrella term to

86



refer to the specific area of language use under investigation and under which other terms

associated with this specific area can be arranged.

Another important reason for specifically choosing the term ‘stance’ in the present study over the
other related theoretical terms is that, as discussed briefly in the opening chapter and elaborated
on in chapter six, the initial work by Biber and his colleagues on the concept of ‘stance’ (Biber et
al., 1999; Biber 2006) has laid sound foundations for this aspect of interpersonal meaning. Their
work, which is built on a heavy quantitative base that allows the identification of particular forms
associated with the expression of stance and the description of a limited number of basic types of
stance meaning that are straightforwardly derived only from the stance marker, does not
thoroughly account for the wide range of stance meaning within the textual frame and the
context in which stance is taken, i.e., they focus more on the lexico-grammatical realisation of
stance at the expense of its meaning and function at the textual and contextual levels. So, it has
been argued in this study, following Hunston (2007), that stance markers merely represent useful
indicators of the act of stancetaking and those markers do not carry the stance meaning, but they,
to varying degrees, co-occur with it and recur in any text or talk. For this reason, one of the
purposes of the current study is to build on the lexico-grammatical framework of stance (Biber et
al., 1999; Biber 2006) in order to account for stance meaning and function within the whole text
as well as its socio-political context and particularly with regard to the tradition of descriptive

translation studies.

The term ‘stance’ has been preferred over the prominent one ‘evaluation’, in particular, because
taking any stance involves (either explicitly or implicitly) evaluating the entity or proposition
towards which the stance is to be taken (as positive or negative, good or bad, desirable or

undesirable, etc.). Thus, evaluation is part of, and logically prior to, any stance being taken. In
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the previous two subsections, we have considered how ‘evaluation’ and ‘appraisal’ have been
introduced and theorised as two related terms used to more or less signal the specific aspect of
interpersonal meaning under investigation here. In the next section, the discussion turns to
consider how the central concept of stance has been theorised within the domain of language use.
This consideration is of particular significance for understanding how this concept has been dealt

with and for providing insights into how this area might be approached.
4.5 The theorisation of the concept of stance

Over the past two decades or so, the concept of stance has emerged as a major area of language
use that gained considerable momentum in linguistics and other related disciplines. As evident
from the substantial body of literature devoted to this area, stance has been dealt with in such
fields as sociology, anthropology and education, but has been far more extensively approached
from different angles across various subdisciplines of linguistics including corpus linguistics,
discourse analysis, critical discourse analysis, systemic functional linguistics, sociolinguistics
and pragmatics (Englebretson, 2007b). Jaffe (2009b: 3, emphasis in original) asserts in this

regard that

The study of stance ... has a robust history in a number of analytic traditions, ranging
from corpus-linguistic treatments of authorial stance as connected to particular academic
genres, to critical discourse analyses of embedded stances in political, cultural, and
persuasive texts, to studies of stancetaking as an interactional and discursive
phenomenon, to the analysis of stance-saturated linguistic forms as they are used to
reproduce (or challenge) social, political, and moral hierarchies in different cultural
contexts.

Within these disciplines and subdisciplines, the concept of stance, as will be made clear in the
course of the following discussion, has been approached from many different perspectives and

sometimes applying related theoretical terms, by researchers whose backgrounds, interests and
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aims are as varied as the (sub)disciplines themselves. The “notable upsurge of interest in stance”
has been taken by Englebretson (2007b:1) to mark “an orientation toward conceiving of
language in terms of the functions for which it is used, based on the contexts within which it
occurs”. This section considers prominent work on the development of stance as a theoretical
concept and outlines the analytical perspectives that have been adopted in this area. The goal of
this section is not to provide an encyclopedic coverage of the substantial amount of work that has
already been undertaken on the concept of stance in each of the research traditions in which it
operates. Rather, this section is intended to cover only the most prominent theoretical

orientations in the territory of stance.

Douglas Biber, who has earned a reputation as one of the most prominent scholars working on
stance since its emergence as an area of interest in language-related research, and Edward
Finegan were among the first scholars to use the term ‘stance’ in their early work (1988, 1989)
on academic genres, where they defined stance as “the lexical and grammatical expression of
attitudes, feelings, judgements, or commitment concerning the propositional content of a
message” (Biber and Finegan, 1989: 93). In the (1988) work, Biber and Finegan exclusively
focused on a particular grammatical structure that functions as a stance marker in English,
namely stance adverbials® (adverbs, prepositional phrases, and adverbial clauses). They drew a
distinction between six semantic categories of stance adverbials: (1) honestly adverbials, which
express “manner of speaking”; (2) generally adverbials, express approximation; (3) surely
adverbials, express conviction/certainty; (4) actually adverbials, express actuality/emphasis; (5)
maybe adverbials, express possibility/likelihood; and (6) amazingly adverbials, which express

“attitudes towards the content independent of its epistemological status” (ibid., p. 7-8). It is

% The term ‘adverbials’ is used to denote those single words, phrases, and clauses that function the same as adverbs
and modify verbs, adjectives, or other adverbs in utterances.
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obvious from their exclusive focus on adverbials that this grammatical structure has proven to be
a major marker of stance, which can serve a range of functions. Despite the existence of a series
of linguistic markers that stance can be realised through, Biber and Finegan’s (1988) work was

mainly designed to examine only one particular type of those markers.

In their second study, Biber and Finegan (1989) broadened the scope of their corpus-based
investigations to encompass other markers of stance in English, including lexical and
grammatical markers like modals, verbs, and adjectives, across a range of written and spoken
registers. Also, they sought, through the study of the linguistic marking of stance, to identify and
describe variation across the examined written and spoken registers. For doing so, they used a
statistical technique, which is termed ‘cluster analysis’, for classifying texts that are seemingly
similar into clusters, according to the stance markers and their occurrences in those texts. Each
cluster, which in turn consists of predominant types of markers, is characterised as a stance style.
The focus was on those stance markers that express degrees of evidentiality (also known as
epistemic stance), which refers to the certainty of and commitment to the propositional content
of a given message (e.g., | think, obvious) and affect (known as attitudinal stance), which refers
to the expression of personal feelings and attitudes towards the content of a message (e.g., I'm
shocked, | liked). Based on grammatical and semantic criteria, they distinguished 12 categories
of stance markers: (1) affect markers (adverbs, verbs, and adjectives); (2) hedges; (3) emphatics;
(4) possibility modals; (5) necessity modals; (6) predictive modals; (7) certainty verbs; (8) doubt
verbs; (9) certainty adjectives; (10) doubt adjectives; (11) certainty adverbs; and (12) doubt
adverbs. In both of their studies, Biber and Finegan (1988; 1989) demonstrated the importance of
adverbials as a rich source for expressing varying degrees of stance meanings — specifically

expressing evidentiality and affect.
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The work on the concept of stance began to broaden with Biber et al.’s (1999) work in the
Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English (LGSWE), where they devote an entire
chapter to The grammatical marking of stance (Ch. 12) that provides a more detailed
consideration of the various aspects of the expression of stance. In this chapter, they describe the
linguistic devices through which stance is conveyed in four different registers (academic prose,
conversation, fiction, and newspaper reportage) based on a large database of American and
British English. They argue that stance can be expressed in different ways. It is most commonly
expressed through a variety of lexical and grammatical devices, such as value-laden words
(evaluative adjectives, main verbs, and nouns), modals and semi-modals, stance adverbials,
stance complement clauses (that-clauses and to-clauses), stance noun plus prepositional phrase,
and premodifying stance adverbs. Also, stance may be paralinguistically expressed through
loudness, pitch, and duration. And finally, stance may be expressed through non-linguistic
means, such as body position, facial expressions, gestures (Biber et al., 1999: 967-968). Biber

and colleagues draw a distinction between three main semantic categories of stance markers?®:

(1) epistemic stance: pertains to the status that writers/speakers assign to the information
presented in a given proposition and the degree of commitment that they have towards such
information. Stance markers in this category signal meanings of “certainty (or doubt), actuality,
precision, or limitation; or they can indicate the source of knowledge or the perspective from
which the information is given” (e.g., adverbials such as definitely, modal verbs such as must,

verbs + complement clauses such as seems that) (p. 972);

*® For further detailed consideration of the lexical and grammatical marking of stance, see chapter six.
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(2) attitudinal stance: pertains to expressing attitudes and personal feelings or emotions (e.g.,
adverbials such as amazingly, modal verbs such as ought to, adjective + complement clauses

such as curious to); and

(3) style of speaking stance: has to do with providing the writers/speakers’ “comments on the

communication itself” (e.g., adverbials such as honestly, quite frankly, strictly speaking) (p. 975).

It is worth noting here that, as its corpus of original and translated texts is in the written form, the
present study is only concerned with grammatical and lexical devices used to encode the concept
of stance (overt expressions of stance), namely stance adverbials, modals, stance complement

clauses, and value-laden words (evaluative adjectives, main verbs, and nouns).

One of the strengths of the lexico-grammatical framework of stance developed by Biber and
colleagues (1999) is that it has been tested on large amounts of naturally occurring data of
spoken and written American and British English that was originally compiled for the Longman
Grammar of Spoken and Written English. Those scholars have noted that stance is differently
attributed to writers/speakers. In many cases, it is explicitly attributed to the writer/speaker (e.g.,
| think, | am sure, it seems to me); and there are cases where stance is expressed implicitly with
no reference to the author (e.g., it might be that, it is perhaps more likely that, it seems strange
that). In other cases, it is not possible to distinguish whether the stance being taken is expressed
by the writer/speaker or by a third party (e.g., it was expected that, it has been suggested that, as
anticipated). They have also found that stance markers are much more common in conversation
as compared to the written registers examined. It is important to emphasise here that Biber et

al.’s (1999) work is built on a heavy quantitative base that allows the identification of particular
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forms associated with the conveyance of stance and the description of a limited number of basic

types of stance meaning that are straightforwardly derived only from the stance marker.

In another recent similar work, Biber (2006) offers a more detailed treatment of the grammatical
marking of stance in English and its semantic categories. Drawing on the framework of stance
developed in the Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English, he examines, based on a
large corpus, three major grammatical resources (modal and semi-modal verbs, stance adverbs,
and stance complement clauses) used to overtly express stance in university spoken and written
registers. Biber (2006: 92-93) makes a distinction, within each of these three grammatical
resources, between several semantic units that express particular types of stance. He
distinguishes, within stance adverbs, for example, between three semantic units or categories: (1)
epistemic (subdivided into certainty adverbs such as definitely, obviously and likelihood adverbs
such as apparently, possibly); (2) attitude (e.g., conveniently, hopefully); and (3) style adverbs
(e.g., according to, honestly). He concludes that stance is much more common in spoken than in
written registers. Moreover, modal verbs are turned out to be the most frequently used
grammatical device for the expression of stance in the corpora examined. At the semantic level,
Biber clarifies that stance markers function differently across registers due to the different
communicative purposes of texts or talks and production circumstances of each specific register.
For him, the functions that stance markers can serve include “the expression of epistemic
certainty, likelihood, or doubt; the expression of attitudinal and evaluative meanings; or a range

of directive meanings” (ibid., p. 130-131).

The initial work by Biber and his colleagues on the phenomenon of stance, just considered, has
laid sound foundations for more robust research in this area of language use (see e.g., Baratta,

2009; Chang and Schleppegrell, 2011; Damari, 2010; Englebretson, 2007a; Henderson and Barr,
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2010; Hyland and Sancho Guinda, 2012; Jaffe, 2007, 2009a; Myers, 2010; Richardson and
Corner, 2011). Biber and Finegan (1988, 1989), Biber et al. (1999), and Biber (2006) have
focused exclusively on the use of corpus-based methods to identify and quantify the various
linguistic resources for expressing stance in English with special focus on its grammatical
marking. They have examined large amounts of naturally occurring data across various spoken
and written genres. As such, their work allows the identification of particular lexico-grammatical
forms, known as stance markers, associated with the conveyance of stance and the description of
a limited number of basic types of stance meaning that are straightforwardly derived only from
the stance marker. Thus, it is obvious that their work does not thoroughly account for the wide
range of stance meaning within the whole text and the context in which stance is taken, as
approaching stance “entails more than simply locating those forms” that mark it (Hunston,
2007:28). In this regard, Du Bois (2007) and Hunston (2011) emphasise that the interpretation of

stance patterns is heavily dependent on the context in which they appear.

Later treatments of stance represent a shift in viewing stance “as an activity rather than as a set of
markers or expressions” (Hunston, 2011: 23). One of the most important treatments of this
concept so far is to be found in the work of Du Bois (2007), whose definition of stance has been
adopted in the present study (see the definition in section 4.2). In his influential work, Du Bois
proposes the ‘stance triangle’ as a tool for understanding the social act of stancetaking in spoken
discourse. According to which, a single stance act simultaneously involves three main elements:
(2) evaluation: refers to the fact that the stancetaker evaluates the object he/she is addressing,
where a certain value or quality is assigned to that object, in relation to those values of the
stancetaker and/or the sociocultural values of the discourse community to which he/she belongs;

(2) positioning: refers to the way in which the stancetaker situates himself/herself with respect to
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the object being addressed; and (3) alignment: has to do with the act of aligning either
convergently or divergently with the stance being taken concerning the addressed object; it
comes as a response to that stance of another participant. These three elements constitute the core
of the act of stancetaking in any verbal communicative interaction. Du Bois argues that stance is
taken by a social actor (stancetaker) who evaluates an object and positions himself/herself with
respect to that object and other participants in the interaction. The stancetaker chooses a position
along a scale of epistemic or attitudinal meanings. The specific object of interest towards which
the stance is taken is what Du Bois terms the object of stance. In the course of his study, Du Bois

arrives at a number of interesting conclusions that are worth noting, such as:

e the interpretation of stance is heavily dependent on the context in which it appears.

e the notion of value is crucial in stancetaking. At all events, stance invokes and
reflects “presupposed systems of sociocultural value” (ibid., p. 173). At the same
time, stance, which is more or less shaped by those systems, can at a specific point
shape such value systems.

e stance is consequential in nature, where the stancetaker is responsible for the
information provided and the potential consequences of such a social act within the
context of his/her relations with other participants in the interaction and the values

and expectations of the discourse community to which the stancetaker belongs.

In a significant piece of research entitled Using a corpus to investigate stance quantitatively and
qualitatively, Hunston (2007) offers valuable insights into the methodological tools most apt to
investigate the concept of stance. She argues that using only corpus analytical methods to
analyse stance is problematic, as “stance is a meaning, a type of meaning, or several types of
meaning, rather than a form” (ibid., p. 27) as well as there is no straightforward connection
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between “individual words, on the one hand, and stance functions, on the other” (ibid., p. 35).
She comments on the relations between stance form and function and clarifies that “the relations
become closer the more specific the form is taken to be” (ibid., p. 36). Therefore, she argues that
a corpus analysis is useful only in identifying stance markers in their co-text and quantifying
those markers and “this work must be complemented by a more qualitative approach” (ibid., p.
46), as she believes the phenomenon of stance can only be effectively analysed when looking at
its context. Hunston concludes that it is unlikely to arrive at a comprehensive account of stance
based on a wholly quantitative work and the availability of such work through the analysis of
corpus can lay the groundwork for the investigation of stance at the level of text. Of special
importance for the present study are two main points made by Hunston (2007). Firstly, she
emphasises that the concept of stance needs to be investigated not as a set of independent forms
that are obtained from their immediate co-text, but rather as patterns of meanings that can be
interpreted through looking at their discourse as a whole and the context where these patterns
appear. Secondly, she calls for a combination of quantitative and qualitative methodology in the
investigation of stance. These two points have been taken into account in choosing the research

methodology that will be used in the current study.

What is common in the theorisation of the concept of stance in the studies that have been
considered here and others elsewhere is that there is no comprehensive theoretical framework of
stance upon which researchers working within this territory agree. As such, the methodology
chosen to conduct the current study is built, following Hunston (2007), on a combination of
corpus- and discourse-analytical methods that are closely related to the concept of stance and,
more importantly, can best serve the purposes of this study. Having considered in this section

how the central concept of stance has been theorised within the domain of language use, the
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discussion in the following section moves on to review the work that has been done on this

concept within the field of Translation Studies.

4.6 Studies of stance in translation

Despite the great deal of attention that the concept of stance has received and its substantial body
of research available in the field of linguistics and other related disciplines, a very different
approach to this area of language use has been taken in Translation Studies. In fact, research on
the concept of stance or even its related theoretical terms can hardly be found in the literature of
Translation Studies. Very few researchers in the field have so far tried to address this area of

language use.

An important piece of work on the concept of stance in the field of Translation Studies has been
only recently provided by Munday (2012). In his Evaluation in Translation: Critical Points of
Translator Decision-Making, Munday uses the term evaluation to refer to this area and adopts
the definition given by Hunston and Thompson (2000) (see this definition in subsection 4.4.1.1).
Munday provides a book-length work on the translation of evaluative language in various written
and spoken discourse as well as on the linguistic signs of the translator’s intervention and
subjectivity. In this work, he adopts appraisal theory (Martin and White, 2005) as the main
theoretical and methodological framework, where the analytical validity of this theory within the
field has been tested. In order to examine the main features of the theory and its validity for
translational analysis as well as the critical translation points related to subjectivity and the
translational behaviour that is associated with them, Munday analyses four different translation
scenarios. In the first, he examines the model of analysis drawn from appraisal theory in the

simultaneous interpreting of a political speech, the inaugural address of President Barack Obama
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in January 2009. In the second scenario, Munday examines the views of professional technical
translators working in different languages and various contexts concerning critical translation
points in technical texts and how conscious they are of these points. The third translation
scenario involves the investigation of critical translation points in archive material of literary
translations. In the last translation scenario, Munday conducts an empirical study to examine
variation in multiple target versions of the same source text and the subjectivity associated with
this. He concludes that the model of appraisal theory is of greater value for explaining the
expression of evaluation and value judgement in the source texts examined and their translations.
Logically, Munday’s analysis of the presidential speech in the first translation scenario and its
simultaneous interpretings can be taken to demonstrate the value of appraisal theory as a useful

analytical framework for political discourse analysis.

Munday’s (2012) work has been pioneering in addressing the phenomenon of subjective
evaluation or stance from the perspective of Translation Studies and in testing out the validity of
appraisal theory for translational analysis. Some of the strengths of his work include the fact that
he has addressed different genres (political, technical, literary translation) in different languages
and in two modes of translation (written translation and simultaneous interpreting) based on data
gathered from the work of professional translators and student trainees. Munday focuses heavily
on translator or interpreter’s subjective intervention and evaluation as an active participant in the
communication process and not on the translation, for example, of the stance or subjective
evaluation of the source text author towards the entities or propositions addressed and how these
are conveyed or reproduced in translated texts. Even his focus on the translator’s subjective

intervention and evaluation has in different places of his work shifted towards examining general
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critical translation points like the problems associated with the translation of technical terms,

culture-specific terms, polysemous words, etc.

The concept of stance (including its related theoretical terms) and its conveyance in a wide array
of genres and contexts have been high on the research agenda for the past two decades or so
within the field of linguistics and its related disciplines, but to date this phenomenon remains a
virtually unexplored area (with the exception of Munday, 2012) within the field of Translation
Studies. Munday (2012: 12), in this regard, describes the neglect of the phenomenon in
Translation Studies as surprising. It thus constitutes a ripe area for new research within the
tradition of descriptive translation studies. As a result, the current study seeks to fill at least part
of this gap through investigating the conveyance of stance in American newspaper opinion
articles on the Arab Spring in relation to the language used and the meaning that is derived from
this conveyance and then how the original stance is re-conveyed or reproduced in the translation

of these articles for Arabic-language newspapers.
4.7 Concluding remarks

This chapter has established a platform for introducing the features of the concept of stance,
exploring the theorisation of this concept, and reviewing the work that has been done on it in the
field of Translation Studies as well as for familiarizing the reader with some concepts and
terminology pertinent to this central concept. Also, the importance of this concept has been

highlighted in relation to the main functions it performs.

Based on its interpersonal nature, it has been argued in this chapter that the concept of stance is
to be best understood in relation to the model of SFL, which has served as a theoretical

background in this regard. The discussion has thus focused on the relationship between this
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concept and the category of interpersonal meaning within the model. It turns out that stance is
intimately related to the interpersonal metafunction of language and represents an aspect of this
strand of meaning. This relation can therefore be taken, as the course of discussion in chapter six
will reveal, to provide a useful perspective from which to systematically analyse patterns of

stance meanings in the current study.

The discussion has shown that scholars and researchers from various backgrounds working
within the territory of stance have used a range of theoretical terms to signal to varying degrees
the specific area under investigation, prominent among these are evaluation and appraisal. The
work that has be done on each of these theoretical terms, including that on stance by Biber and
his colleagues, has theorised the concept of stance with varying degrees of focus on the lexico-
grammatical means through which stance can be realised, the wide array of its functions at
textual and contextual levels, and the pragmatic inferences associated with the expression of
stance. After carefully considering the related terms, the term stance has been adopted, following
Englebretson (2007) and Du Bois (2007), in the current study as an umbrella term to refer to the
specific aspect of interpersonal meaning under investigation and under which other terms

associated with this specific area can be arranged.

The chapter has also considered how the central concept of stance has been theorised within the
domain of language use. This consideration has been of particular significance for understanding
how this concept has been dealt with and for providing insights into how this area might be
approached. It turns out from the theorisation of the concept of stance in the studies that have
been considered in this chapter and others elsewhere that there is no comprehensive theoretical
framework of stance upon which scholars and researchers working within this territory agree. As

such, the methodology chosen to conduct the current study is built on a combination of corpus-
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and discourse-analytical methods that are closely related to the concept of stance as an aspect of

interpersonal meaning and, more importantly, can best serve the purposes of this study.

The final part of this chapter has focused on reviewing the work that has been done on this
concept within the field of Translation Studies. The literature review has revealed that research
on the concept of stance or even its related theoretical terms can hardly be found in the literature
of Translation Studies. That is, to date surprisingly little attention (with the exception of
Munday, 2012) has been given to the concept of stance in this field. A greater focus has been
placed in this chapter on the central concept under investigation. The next chapter will provide
the general theoretical background for the research methodology within which the study will be

carried out.
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Chapter Five:

Theoretical Background

5.1 Introduction

... qualitative work using corpora can show typicality of use.

Susan Hunston (2007: 46)

The preceding chapter explored the key features and theorisation of the concept of stance. It
reviewed previous work that has been undertaken on this concept in the discipline of Translation
Studies, and highlighted some concepts and terminology pertinent to this central concept. This
chapter intends to provide the general theoretical background for the methodology within which
the study will be carried out. The main objective here is to offer a theoretical base prior to
considerable follow-up methodological work. Accordingly, the present chapter is not designed to
specifically discuss the methodology used in the current study, which is based mainly on a
combination of corpus- and discourse-analytical methods, as it will receive closer consideration

in the next chapter.

The present chapter selectively highlights those theoretical trends in the discipline of Translation
Studies that are relevant to the scope of this study, namely corpus-based translation studies and
discourse-oriented translation studies. It also focuses on two main approaches that have most
often provided a more or less fertile ground for researchers working on the analysis of political

discourse and its translation, by means of which interpretations can be made that allow emerging
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findings to be placed within their broader social and political context, i.e., critical discourse
analysis (Fairclough, 1992; 1995a) and narrative theory (Baker, 2006). These two approaches are
referred to in the current study as complementary analytical tools. This is followed by a
discussion from the perspective of Translation Studies of the utility of using a combined research

methodology.

5.2 Two relevant trends in Translation Studies

In order to gain a better understanding of the combined methodology chosen for the purposes of
the current study, which consists of corpus- and discourse-analytical methods, it is instructive at
this stage to briefly consider the most significant trends that have shaped the discipline of
Translation Studies and then, more importantly, to focus attention on two major trends of them,
namely corpus-based translation studies and discourse-oriented translation studies, considered to
be the general domains of the two aforementioned analytical methods. It needs to be noted that
the aim here is only to show where those two trends are situated in relation to others and not to

engage in a thorough discussion of the history of Translation Studies.

Since its emergence, the discipline of Translation Studies has witnessed various stages of growth
and development and translational research has changed over time in response to different
theoretical orientations. During the 1950s and 1960s, a pure linguistically oriented study of
translation was the overarching theme (see, e.g., Catford, 1965; Jakobson, 1959/2004; Nida,
1964). From the 1970s, the discipline advanced broadly with the contributions and developments
of semantics, pragmatics, textlinguistics, discourse analysis, communication studies,
psycholinguistics, sociolinguistics, which prepared the ground for systematic investigation in the

field. The emergence during this period of Hallidayan model of SFL, as a new comprehensive
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descriptive and interpretive approach to how meaning is made in context and how this meaning
is articulated through language as a semiotic system, has generated wide interest in discourse-
oriented translation studies (e.g., Hatim and Mason, 1990, 1997). A reorientation in Translation
Studies away from equivalence at the word or sentence level towards the text appeared on the
scene in the early 1970s with the work of Reiss (1971) on text typology. Towards the end of the
decade and the beginning of the next, the new orientation paved the way for functionalist
approaches to translation that originated with the work of Hans Vermeer in 1978 on skopos®’
theory, and which was further developed by Reiss and Vermeer (1984). These functionalist
approaches include text type (Reiss, 1971), integrated approach (Snell-Hornby, 1988),
translational action (Holz-Manttari, 1984), skopos theory (Vermeer, 1978, 1989; Reiss and
Vermeer, 1984) and Nord’s (1988) text-analysis model (for more details, see Munday, 2008).
Another major trend in the discipline was the paradigmatic change from prescriptive to
descriptive approaches in the 1970s and 1980s. Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS) as a
branch of the discipline was mainly developed by scholars with literary backgrounds (e.g., Toury
1985, 1995; Hermans 1985; Lambert 1988). It has provided a springboard for further
developments, especially with the increasing use at a later stage of electronic corpora as a
method of analysis in translation studies or what has come to be known as corpus-based
translation studies (e.g., Baker, 1993, 1995; Laviosa, 1997, 2002; Olohan, 2004). In the early
1990s, there was a shift towards culture-oriented approaches or the so-called ‘cultural turn’ (e.g.,
Bassnett and Lefevere 1990, 1998). This discussion leads to the conclusion that, in the course of
its evolution, the discipline of Translation Studies has witnessed several different trends and

turning points as well as an extraordinary proliferation of different and often competing

%" Skopos is a Greek word meaning “purpose’.
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approaches or models of translation. Each of these theorises the field from a different angle
and/or a different perspective and sometimes it may or may not serve the specific purposes and
aims of researchers in the field. To tackle this situation and to meet the specific requirements of
their studies, translation researchers commonly draw from more than one approach, or perhaps

adapt and/or combine some approaches to form a new research methodology.

For the purpose of the present study, a combination of corpus- and discourse-analytical methods
within the tradition of descriptive translation studies will be employed as the combined research
methodology. The next two subsections discuss in more detail two major trends within the
discipline of Translation Studies in turn, namely corpus-based translation studies and discourse-
oriented translation studies, which offer the theoretical background to the combined

methodology.
5.2.1 Corpus-based translation studies

The study of corpora in the field of Translation Studies is largely influenced and inspired by
corpus linguistics®®. Corpus in this field is defined as “any collection of running texts (as
opposed to examples/sentences), held in electronic form and analysable automatically or semi-
automatically” (Baker, 1995: 226). In fact, corpus-based analysis has proven itself as a useful
research method. McEnery et al. (2006: 6) highlight, in this regard, four advantages that can be
gained from using electronic corpora in studying language. First, processing and manipulating

data in a speedy and easy manner; second, achieving accurate and consistent processing of the

%8 Corpus linguistics is a branch of linguistics that involves the study of different aspects of language structure and
use based on “a large collection of authentic texts that have been gathered in electronic form according to a specific
set of criteria” (Bowker and Pearson, 2002: 9).
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data; third, having more reliable results that avoid human bias in the analysis of the data; and

finally, the possibility of performing further processing of the same data.

The application of corpus-based methods to translation research has been growing steadily over
the last couple of decades. These methods of analysis have provided a fruitful means for
investigating large amounts of naturally occurring data and describing language use in original
and translated texts, which are treated separately. Normally, a corpus-based method deals with a
target text as an independent text within its specific target language and culture. The exploitation
of these methods in the discipline, which has come to be known as corpus-based translation
studies, was initiated in the early 1990s as a new methodological orientation within the field that
serves to electronically examine lexical items and/or specific structures and their translations

within their immediate linguistic context.

Work in this area was pioneered by Mona Baker (e.g. 1993, 1995, 1996, 1999, 2004) and then
attracted much attention from other scholars like Laviosa (1997, 1998, 2002); Olohan (2004);
Kenny (2001). In a seminal paper entitled Corpus linguistics and translation studies:
Implications and applications, Baker (1993: 248) put forward her view that Translation Studies
“has reached a stage in its development as a discipline when it is both ready for and needs the
techniques and methodology of corpus linguistics in order to make a major leap from
prescriptive to descriptive statements”. In that paper, she examined a corpus consisting of
translated texts against one consisting of non-translated texts in the same language in order to
identify the distinctive features of translated language. On the basis of her study, she concludes
that translated texts share inherent characteristics known as translation universals. These

translation universals are “linguistic features which typically occur in translated rather than
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original

texts” (Baker, 1993: 243) and involve ‘explicitation’, ‘simplification’,

»29

‘normalisation’/‘conservatism’ and ‘levelling out’*”.

Baker (1995) classifies corpora into three major types designed for translation studies:

Parallel corpora: this type involves “original, source language-texts in language A
and their translated versions in language B. This is the type of corpus that one
immediately thinks of in the context of translation studies” (ibid., p. 230).
Multilingual corpora: she defines a multilingual corpus as “sets of two or more
monolingual corpora in different languages, built up either in the same or different
institutions on the basis of similar design criteria”. This type can contribute to “study
items and linguistic features in their home environment, rather than as they are used
in translated texts” (ibid., p. 232).

Comparable corpora: the last type is used to denote two independent collections of
naturally occurring texts in one specific language; “one corpus consists of original
texts in the language in question and the other consists of translations in that language
from a given source language or languages” (ibid., p. 234). Comparable corpora can
provide insights into the identification of distinctive features that are characteristics of

translated texts regardless of the source language involved (See Baker, 1993).

It is necessary here to point out that the present study is based on an English-Arabic parallel

corpus® composed of naturally occurring texts published in American newspapers and their

translations commissioned and published in Arabic-language newspapers.

*® For more information on these universals, see Baker (1996: 176-7).
¥ The corpus designed for the purpose of the current study will be described in the next chapter.
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In corpus-based translation studies, it is common to see a combination®! of analytical methods in
a single study. Calls for such a combination have been addressed precisely because a purely
corpus method of analysis is an insufficient research tool and does not necessarily always lead to
well-founded conclusions (See, e.g., Doorslaer 1995; Munday 1998; Hermans 1999; Mason
2001; Baker 2004; Olohan 2004). Mason (2001), for example, acknowledges the usefulness of
using corpus-based methods in translation studies, but simultaneously warns against absolute
generalisations derived from such methods. He goes on to draw attention to the importance of
contextual and co-textual factors as well as the influence of genre, discourse, textual purposes,
achieving communicative goals of both source text producer and translator and other related
factors in any given corpus. Likewise, Baker (2004) emphasises that using corpus-based analysis
as a research methodology has some limitations and it should not be treated “as a free-standing
methodology that does not need to be complemented by other methods of research”, but rather as

“a starting point” (P. 184).

The present study will investigate the translation of stance in the genre of newspaper opinion
articles using a combination of corpus- and discourse-analytical methods. The corpus-analytical
method is chosen to identify how stance is encoded in the language of newspaper opinion articles
written in English for American newspapers, while the discourse analytical method is chosen to
provide a description of how stance meanings can be construed in these articles as well as of the
extent to which stance is accurately re-conveyed or reproduced when translating such articles for
Arabic-language newspapers. In the following subsection, the second major trend within the

discipline of Translation Studies that will be discussed is discourse-oriented translation studies.

*! See section 5.4 for further discussion on the combination of guantitative and qualitative methods of analysis.
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5.2.2 Discourse-oriented translation studies

Despite the widespread use of the term ‘discourse analysis’, there is no single definition upon
which scholars agree. This can be attributed to the fact that discourse analysis is
multidisciplinary in nature and many disciplines may be involved, including linguistics,
pragmatics, semiotics, psychology, sociology, history, anthropology, and communication
research (Van Dijk, 2004). Most working definitions of the term ‘discourse analysis’ generally
contain the following main ingredients: language in use, social and cultural contexts, language
beyond the sentence, and text (Schiffrin et al., 2001). McCarthy (1991: 5), for example, defines
the term as the type of analysis that is “concerned with the study of the relationship between
language and the contexts in which it is used”. A more elaborate definition is provided by Stubbs
(1983: 1), who views discourse analysis as “attempts to study the organization of language above
the sentence or above the clause, and therefore to study larger linguistic units, such as
conversational exchange or written texts. It follows that discourse analysis is also concerned with
language in use in social contexts”. Brown and Yule (1983:1) offer a more specific definition
that emphasises the purposes and functions of the discourse. For them, “[T]he analysis of
discourse is, necessarily, the analysis of language in use. As such, it cannot be restricted to the
description of linguistic forms independent of the purposes and functions which those forms are

designed to serve in human affairs”.

As discourse analysis is basically concerned with the analysis of using language in a particular
social context, it has been dealt with as a tool for both linguistic analysis (text-internal structure)
and social analysis (the social scene in which a text occurs). At the early stages of its
development, discourse analysis focused more on the structure and organisation of text,

particularly on “linguistic devices that connected parts into wholes, such as grammatical
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cohesion devices, topical markers, and semantic principles through which words and sentences
became recognizable as connected texts” (Fitch and Sanders, 2005: 253). In its present form,
much of the work focuses on how a piece of discourse is produced and can be interpreted in
relation to “the communicative function of a text and the sociocultural meaning behind it”

(Munday, 2008: 104); this is known as pragmatics-oriented discourse analysis™.

Widening its focus to include social, cultural and political contexts, especially with the rise of
SFL model, has increased the use of discourse analysis in translation studies. It has been
employed differently by different scholars in a broad range of translation research (see e.g.,
Baker, 1992; Blum-Kulka, 1986; Hatim and Mason, 1990, 1997; House, 1997; Munday, 2002;
Schéffner, 2002, 2003, 2004; Trosborg, 2000). Some have focused on Translation Quality
Assessment (TQA) and how discourse analysis alongside register analysis can be used to design
a model for TQA (e.g. House 1977, 1997); others have conducted research in the field with
attention to relevant areas in pragmatics and sociolinguistics by means of discourse analytical
methods (e.g. Baker 1992; Hatim and Mason 1990, 1997); while others have paid more attention
to political discourse analysis (e.g. Schaffner, 2004; Schaffner and Bassnett, 2010a); and others
to the role of discourse analysis in training translators (e.g. Trosborg 2000; Schaffner 2002).
From an operational perspective, discourse analysis does not have a rigid framework, but rather

it is flexible and can be adapted to suit particular research objectives and designs.

The discussion so far has highlighted the major trends in the discipline of Translation Studies
that can offer a theoretical background needed to comprehend the combined methodology used

in this study, which in turn will receive closer consideration in the subsequent chapter. The next

%2 See Hatim (2009a: 89).
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section is devoted to specific approaches related to the analysis of political discourse, which

allow the facts to be placed within the broader social and political context in which they occur.
5.3 Approaches related to the analysis of political discourse

In principle, the main body of the analysis in the current study is informed by a combination of
corpus- and discourse-analytical methods that operate within the tradition of descriptive
translation studies. The corpus-analytical method is chosen to find out how stance is encoded in
the language of the original texts, which represents the methodological point of departure, so that
markers and expressions of stance can be identified in the source texts. This corpus analysis
offers a view of how stance operates at the lexico-grammatical level. The discourse analytical
method, on the other hand, is then applied so that the epistemic and/or attitudinal meanings of
each single instance of stance identified and their functions in the source texts can be described
at the textual level. After the identification and description of these meanings and functions in
the source texts, they can be examined in the corresponding target texts to find out how stance is
re-conveyed or reproduced and what shifts in stance are identified (an extended discussion of the

combined methodology and the reasons behind choosing it is to be found in the next chapter).

In an attempt to add further insight into the description of the concept of stance under analysis,
two complementary analytical tools are included. The study is therefore informed, to varying
degrees, by some aspects from critical discourse analysis (Fairclough, 1992; 1995a) and narrative
theory (Baker, 2006), which, to varying degrees, allow for the contextualisation of the findings
and the explanation of translational behaviour. The choice of these two approaches is motivated
by the conventional association between political discourse and the context of its production and

interpretation. The two approaches have been widely employed as more or less productive
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analytical tools in the analysis of political discourse and its translation, as they seek to explore
and reveal the relationship between political discourse and the wider context in which it is
produced and interpreted. In the following two subsections, these two approaches are discussed

in turn, alongside the reasons why they were chosen.
5.3.1 Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA)

CDA, which developed from Critical Linguistics®, is a branch of discourse analysis that views
language “as a form of social practice” (Fairclough, 1989: 20). As such, the critical analysis here
is built upon the tenet that “discourse is socially constitutive as well as socially shaped”
(Fairclough and Wodak, 1997: 258). It focuses on uncovering how underlying aspects of
discourse like power, ideology®*, dominance and social inequality, which contribute towards
changing social realities, are expressed through written and spoken language. To achieve this,
CDA seeks to integrate the linguistic analysis of a text (micro level) with social analysis of
underlying power relations (macro level) depending on the discursive practices® through which
the text is developed (see Figure 5.1). In this sense, the discursive practices are the “mediator”
between the micro- (the textual level) and macro- (the sociocultural practice) levels (Thompson,
2004: 5). The aim of CDA then is to “bring together linguistically-oriented discourse analysis

and social and political thought relevant to discourse and language” (Fairclough, 1992: 92).

% Critical Linguistics is a branch of linguistics that focuses on “a socially directed application of linguistic analysis,
using chiefly concepts and methods associated with the ‘systemic-functional’ linguistics™; it views “all linguistic
usage encodes ideological patterns or discursive structures which mediate representations of the world in language”
(Fairclough, 2002:102).

* Fairclough (2002) acknowledges that the term ideology carries too many negative connotations, but, in CDA, it
has to be dealt with in a neutral sense.

® The term ‘discursive practices’ is used in Fairclough’s three-dimensional model of CDA to refer to three
processes that should be taken into account in the critical analysis of a text, i.e. text production, distribution and
consumption.
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One of the core features of CDA is that it is an interdisciplinary approach that combines in the
study of language use elements from diverse disciplinary perspectives such as sociology,
psychology, history, politics, cultural studies, semiotics as well as linguistics, but the main
contributions to this type of study come from linguistic and social theoretical backgrounds. CDA
looks at the relationship between language and society as both of them mutually inform and
influence each other. Language use is shaped by its social context and this context in turn is

shaped, to varying degrees, by language.

Given the situation of the wide disciplinary inclusion mentioned above, it is not surprising, then,
that there is no agreement on a single unified and homogeneous view of CDA. In an attempt to
establish some common ground, Fairclough and Wodak (1997: 271-80) outline eight key
theoretical and methodological principles of CDA (capitals and italics in original): (1) “CDA
Addresses Social Problems”; (2) “Power Relations Are Discursive”; (3) “Discourse Constitutes
Society and Culture”; (4) “Discourse Does ldeological Work™; (5) “Discourse is Historical”; (6)
“The Link between Text and Society is Mediated”; (7) “Discourse Analysis is Interpretative and
Explanatory”; and (8) “Discourse is a Form of Social Action”. These principles can provide a

useful point of departure for understanding the theoretical view of CDA.

The theoretical scope of CDA is marked by several different approaches, where every approach
comes at the subject from a different angle. In this regard, Fairclough and Wodak (1997) point
out that there are a number of different theoretical approaches within the field. Three among
them have been more frequently used than others: (1) the socio-cognitive approach of Van Dijk
(1988, 1991, 2001b); (2) the discourse-historical approach (Wodak, 2001; Reisigl and Wodak,
2001); and (3) the three-dimensional model of CDA which was developed by Norman
Fairclough (1992; 1995a; 2003). In spite of all this diversity, some common theoretical
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conceptions can be identified across these varied theoretical approaches to CDA. They tend to be
oriented towards combining the analysis of language use with its larger social context. Also, they
are politically engaged and “socially committed” to examining how language in use contributes
to (re)production of social power and change (Fairclough and Wodak, 1997: 279-280). On the
other hand, Fairclough, Van Dijk, Wodak and other critical discourse scholars and analysts have
been criticised on the grounds that they do not explicitly state their political goals in choosing to
analyse a particular political discourse. Wilson (2001), for example, argues that they are much

more likely to act as political actors than neutral analysts.

The present study draws on some aspects from Fairclough’s three-dimensional model of CDA
(Fairclough, 1992; 1995a), which is used as a complementary analytical tool. As such, the
majority of what follows is based on this model. Norman Fairclough is one of the founders of
CDA and his work is considered by many scholars to be “[T]he most prominent and explicit
elaboration and application of CDA” (Iedema, 2003: 40). In fact, the work of Fairclough has

provided a stepping stone for further research in this area.

Inspired in part by principles of the Hallidayan model of SFL, Fairclough developed a model of
CDA that is concerned with the analysis of both the process of meaning-making at the contextual
level (macro level analysis) and of the text as an end product of that process (micro level
analysis). For him, CDA “looks to establish connections between properties of texts, features of
discourse practice (text production, consumption and distribution), and wider sociocultural
practice” (Fairclough, 1995a: 87). On this basis, he proposes three inter-related analytical
dimensions, as shown in Figure 5.1: (1) a text; (2) a discursive practice (which includes

processes of text production, distribution and consumption); and (3) a social practice (or
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sociocultural practice) dimension. In this model, the analysis of a text occurs within a larger

social practice, in which a discursive practice plays a mediating role.

TEXT

DISCURSIVE PRACTICE
(production, distribution, consumption)

SOCIAL PRACTICE

Figure 5.1: Fairclough’s three-dimensional conception of discourse (from Fairclough, 1992: 73)

The first dimension (text) involves the analysis of linguistic properties of a text such as lexicon,
grammar, cohesion, and text structure. The analysis at the level of this dimension can be
considered roughly a pure discourse analysis with no relation to the context in which the text is
produced (non critical). As to the dimension of discursive practice, Fairclough focuses on
processes of text production, distribution and consumption. Analysis here includes aspects that
provide an interface between a text and its larger social context like speech acts, coherence and
intertextuality. This dimension is of utmost importance in the model because it mediates between
the analysis of the text as an end product (micro level analysis) and the analysis of the larger
social practice (macro level analysis). In the dimension of social practice, the analysis here of

text as a communicative event includes, to varying degrees, different contextual levels of that
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particular event: this “may involve its more immediate situational context, the wider context of
institutional practices the event is embedded within, or the yet wider frame of the society and the
culture” (Fairclough, 1995b: 62). These dimensions cover three corresponding stages of critical

analysis: text description, interpretation, and explanation.

With its particular interest in analysing concepts of power, dominance, discrimination, and
ideology, CDA has provided a productive analytical framework for the study of both political
discourse and translated political discourse (see, e.g., Calzada Pérez, 2007; Chilton, 2004;
Chilton and Schaffner, 1997, 2002a; Fairclough, 2000; Schaffner, 1996, 2003, 2004; Wodak,
2009). The application of CDA to translation studies has been reinforced by the orientation
towards dealing with translation as a social practice just like any other piece of naturally
occurring language in use (see, e.g., Lefevere, 1992). CDA has offered translation researchers
ways of investigating both original and translated texts within their social, political, cultural, and

institutional contexts. On this basis, it serves as a bridge between text and context.

Newspaper opinion articles — as a heavily opinionated political genre — and their translations,
which may appear in different newspapers and in different languages, equally play a crucial role
in more or less (re)shaping the language and opinions of their readers as well as social realities in
particular ways that serve the interests of those in power, of the writers themselves, of
institutions (newspapers or governments), and of the larger society. At the same time, such
opinion texts are shaped, to a greater or a lesser degree, in relation to these contextual aspects. In
light of this, it is particularly crucial that language in use in both the original and translated texts
be systematically linked to its context. This can be achieved through Fairclough’s model of CDA
which, as already illustrated above, attempts to come to a thorough understanding of how

language in text — as a product of society — is used to achieve meaning in relation to context.
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Thus, the analysis of the phenomenon of stance at the contextual level will, to varying degrees,

be informed by this model.

This study applies relevant aspects of Fairclough’s (1992, 1995a) model of CDA as a
complementary analytical tool to contextualise the findings. These aspects include the immediate
situational, the institutional and the wider socio-political contexts in which text production and
interpretation take place. Such aspects are put forward to provide analysis at the contextual level
of both the original texts and their translations and relate these to the analysis of stance at both
lexico-grammatical and textual levels. To that end, the analysis at the contextual level will
concentrate on the dimension of social practice in which original and translated texts are
produced and interpreted. As a result of adding this complementary analytical tool to the
research methodology, the investigation of the translation of stance will take the form of
intensive analysis and cover three different levels, namely lexico-grammatical, textual and

contextual levels of analysis.

Using aspects of Fairclough’s model of CDA as a complementary analytical tool informs the
present study in the following ways. First, it provides a means to contextualise the findings of the
linguistic realisation and textual analysis of the corpus. Second, it provides different forms of
contextual analysis within the dimension of social practice, namely at immediate situational,
institutional and wider socio-political contexts. Finally, it can contribute towards arriving at a
fuller picture of the translation of stance through constructing complementary and at the same
time necessary analysis at the contextual level alongside the analysis at both the lexico-
grammatical and textual levels, as the “context is crucial in identifying stance” (Hunston, 2007:

36). Having introduced the first complementary analytical tool and how it will inform the study,
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the next section turns to discuss Baker’s (2006) narrative theory, which represents the second

complementary analytical tool.
5.3.2 Narrative Theory (Baker, 2006)

Inspired by Fisher’s (1987, cited in Baker 2006: 5) narrative paradigm, Baker developed in her
widely cited (2006) work Translation and conflict: A narrative account and in a series of papers
(2005; 2007; 2010) a theoretical framework that addresses how narratives®® are constructed in an
attempt to make sense of the world in situations of conflict and how they are elaborated and
promoted through translation and interpreting in order to shape, to varying degrees, social and
political reality in different language(s) and culture(s). Her work, which initiated the use of
narrative approach in Translation Studies, is built on ideas drawn from “social and
communication theory, rather than ... narratology or linguistics” (Baker, 2006: 3). Narratives, for
Baker, are “the stories we tell ourselves and other people about the world(s) in which we live.
These stories are constructed — not discovered — by us in the course of making sense of reality,
and they guide our behaviour and our interaction with others” (ibid., p. 169). This definition of
narratives will be adopted in the context of this study. To clarify her narrative theory, Baker uses
ample examples from major contemporary political conflicts such as the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict, the attacks of 11 September 2001, the so-called ‘War on Terror’ and bin Laden, War on

Iraq, Kosovo, etc.

One of the basic principles of the narrative theory is that narratives serve “as an instrument of
mind in the construction of reality” rather than a mere representation of it (Bruner 1991: 5-6,

cited in Baker 2006: 20). They are the medium through which people create meanings that are

% In Baker’s narrative theory, the terms ‘narrative’ and ‘story’ are considered synonyms.
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necessary to apprehend the world. And it is narrative within which human behaviour can be
explained®’. According to this theory, all human actions and interactions are guided or shaped by

narratives.

Following the typology of narratives developed by Somers (1992; 1997: cited in Baker 2006: 28)
and Somers and Gibson (1994: cited in Baker 2006:28), Baker (2006) elaborates on this typology
and distinguishes, with an eye to translation, between four types of narratives: ontological (or
personal), public, conceptual (or disciplinary), and meta-narrative. Each of these types is defined

and briefly discussed below.

Ontological (or personal) narratives are the stories that individuals construct about themselves as
members of a society and about the immediate world in which they live. Baker (2006: 28)
defines this type of narratives as “personal stories that we tell ourselves about our place in the
world and our own personal history”. Naturally, individuals construct narratives in an attempt to
make sense of the world and their role in it, and ultimately their behaviour is guided and
influenced by these narratives. On this basis, aspects of human behaviour, including those of
writers’ and translators’ behaviour, can be understood through recognising the narratives to
which they subscribe. It needs to be noted here that this feature of the narrative theory provides a
major impetus, among others, for using this theory in the current study (this point will be

discussed at the end of this section).

Building on Somers’ (1992, 1997: cited in Baker 2006: 33) and Somers and Gibson’s (1994:
cited in Baker 2006: 33) definition of public narratives, Baker (2006: 33) defines this type of

narratives as “stories elaborated by and circulating among social and institutional formations

%7 Baker (2007: 153) does acknowledge the role of other factors that can influence human behaviour such as society,
culture, religion, race, etc.
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larger than the individual, such as the family, religious or educational institution, the media, and
the nation”. Through constructing public narratives, these institutions irrespective of their size
promote or disseminate their perception of events happening around us and of the world in
general and in turn they may guide or shape personal narratives and behaviour. Media
institutions in general and newspapers in particular seek to more or less promote certain
narratives to which they subscribe through producing and circulating original and translated
materials. The behaviour of both writers and translators in such a domain are shaped, to varying
degrees, by their personal narratives and by the public narratives of their institutions. Public and
to lesser degree personal narratives represent the types of potential narratives that may be
encountered in the current study, as the corpus here consists of original and translated texts that

are produced, translated and circulated by one of the media institutions, i.e. newspapers.

As to the conceptual (or disciplinary) narratives, Baker (2006: 39) defines this type as “the
stories and explanations that scholars in any field elaborate for themselves and others about their
object of inquiry”. Meta-narrative is the fourth type and the broadest in scope within her
typology. Meta-narratives are constructed to affect people around the world as they extend the
boundaries of an institution, a community, a country, a language, or a culture. For Baker, The
Cold War provides a typical example of this type (ibid., p. 45). Conceptual and meta-narratives

will not be discussed further because they fall outside the scope of this study.

Another major feature of narrative theory which merits attention is the notion of ‘framing’. This
notion refers to the ways in which narratives are projected and embedded in a particular text or
talk. In the case of translation, (re)framing denotes how narratives embedded in source texts are
accentuated, undermined, or modified by translator(s) and interpreter(s) in different language and

culture. Baker (2007: 156) argues that this notion is
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closely connected to the question of how narrative theory allows us to consider the
immediate narrative elaborated in the text being translated or interpreted and the larger
narratives in which the text is embedded, and how this in turn allows us to see
translational choices not merely as local linguistic challenges but as contributing directly
to the narratives that shape our social world.

In her discussion of (re)framing, Baker (2006: 112-39) offers extensive examples to show how
narratives are projected using a number of devices, including temporal and spatial framing,
framing through selective appropriation, framing by labelling and repositioning of participants. It
is worth pointing out here that it is not the intention of the current study to offer a comprehensive
discussion and analysis of how narratives are constructed, but rather to explain aspects of
translational behaviour and practices of media institutions (newspapers) related to the re-
conveyance of stance when translating newspaper opinion articles for Arabic-language

newspapers.

As a result of our diverse mental abilities and of the fact that we see things in different ways,
people construct different narratives in response to events happening around us, especially events
emerging from situations of conflict. Such events often occur beyond individuals’ community,
culture, or language boundaries and in this case people depend on other parties like the media to
construct narratives for them or to help them construct their own narratives in an attempt to make
sense of such events. In doing so, these narratives are often constructed to justify, motivate, or
legitimise individuals’ behaviour or institutional practices. As such, understanding the nature of
narratives and how they are framed are useful means to explain the choices that are made by
speakers, writers, or translators in the process of meaning making as well as to explain

institutional practices.
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Contrary to the focus in Translation Studies on examining individual texts and their translations
chosen for their language problems, narrative theory looks at a text depending on “the broader
set of narratives in which it is embedded, and it encourages us to look beyond the immediate,
local narrative as elaborated in a given text or utterance to assess its contribution to elaborating
wider narratives in society” (Baker 2006: 4). In this sense, narrative theory can extend the

boundaries of analysis to take it beyond heavy reliance on structural and textual material.

With its particular focus on situations of conflict, political discourse, and translation, narrative
theory can serve as a fruitful complementary analytical tool in this study. Besides the combined
research methodology and Fairclough’s model of CDA, the present study is also informed by
some concepts and aspects of narrative theory as developed by Baker (2006) in the following
ways. First, this theory can provide a means to explain different aspects of translational
behaviour in relation to wider social and political contexts. Second, it can also provide
explanations for practices of the media institutions (newspapers), which produce and publish the
translations of newspaper opinion articles. Finally, as taking stances is part of human behaviour,
this means it is possible to more or less explain any stance being taken through recognising the
narrative(s) to which the stancetaker subscribes. Since the main body of the analysis in the
current study will be informed by a combination of corpus- and discourse-analytical methods, it
is worthwhile at this stage to discuss the utility of combining analytical methods in conducting a

research.
5.4 The utility of using a combined research methodology

As briefly discussed in section 5.2, the discipline of Translation Studies has witnessed several

trends and turning points since its emergence. All of these have resulted not only in a rapid
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growth and development of the field, but also in a diversity of theoretical approaches and
research methods. Actually, each approach to translation looks at the subject from a different
angle and/or a different perspective and sometimes it may or may not serve the specific purposes
and aims of researchers within the field. Accordingly, it is quite common to see within a single
translation study a combination of two or more research methods drawn from approaches in the

field and/or borrowed from other related disciplines.

Research methods, in general, fall under two main types — quantitative and qualitative. The
former focuses on precise and generalisable statistical findings of “a few isolated variables in
larger samples”, while the latter focuses on providing accurate descriptions of “many variables
that are investigated in smaller samples” (Hansen, 2010:196). In scientific research, the choice
between quantitative and qualitative research methods is often determined by the purpose(s) of
the study and the particular research questions being addressed. Each of these types of methods
provides a tool for contributing to increase knowledge, and each has its own strengths and

weaknesses.

Given the complexity of translation as a field of study, researchers most often resort to a
combination of the strengths of both quantitative and qualitative research methods in an attempt
to increase the reliability and validity of their studies rather than would have been possible using
only one of them. In this way, the strengths of one research method can compensate for the
weaknesses of the other (Gorard and Taylor, 2004). Technically speaking, the process of
combining research methods or tools within a single study is known as ‘triangulation’. In
Translation Studies, triangulation is used to refer to:

A multi-methodological perspective which aims at explaining a given phenomenon from
several vantage points combining quantitative and qualitative methods. Data can thus be
cross-analysed and researchers can overcome the limitations caused by the use of a sole
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method of investigation (Munday 2009: 237; an entry in the glossary by Hurtado Albir
and Alves).

With a view to provide a coherent analysis of the concept of stance at lexico-grammatical,
textual, and contextual levels, the current study aims at providing an account of how stance is
conveyed in a heavily opinionated political genre — newspaper opinion articles — and how this
stance is re-conveyed or reproduced in the translation of these articles for Arabic-language
newspapers. For doing so, a combination of corpus- and discourse-analytical methods has been
used as the main methodological tool that is complemented by some aspects of Fairclough’s
model of CDA and Baker’s narrative theory as complementary analytical tools. This research
methodology, through which the study will be conducted, begins with identifying stance at the
lexico-grammatical level using the corpus-analytical method and then the findings obtained are

to be analysed using the qualitative tools at both the textual and contextual levels.
5.5 Concluding remarks

This chapter has served as the theoretical basis for the research methodology employed in the
current study that will be described in the following chapter. The present chapter has dealt with
three broad theoretical aspects that provide the ground for considerable follow-up
methodological work: 1) highlighting two major trends in the discipline that are relevant to the
scope of the current study, namely corpus-based translation studies and discourse-oriented
translation studies; 2) focusing on two approaches that are deemed to be relevant to and often
used in the analysis of political discourse and its translation, i.e. Fairclough’s model of CDA and
Baker’s narrative theory. Some concepts and aspects of these two approaches more or less

inform the present study; and 3) discussing the orientation towards the combination of methods
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of analysis in translation studies and accentuating some leading works which call for this type of

combination.

With respect to the first aspect, the chapter has provided an overview of the corpus-based
translation studies, including the conception of corpus in relation to corpus linguistics,
advantages that can be gained from using corpora in translation studies, types of corpora from
the perspective of translation research, main contributions in this area of translation research, and
limitations of corpus-based method of analysis. Under the same aspect, the chapter has also
offered an overview of the discourse-oriented translation studies, including the nature of
discourse analysis, the relation between discourse analysis and the notion of context, and the use

of discourse analysis in translation studies.

In the second aspect, the discussion has focused on two approaches related to the analysis of
political discourse and its translation, i.e. the model of CDA (Fairclough, 1992, 1995a) and
narrative theory (Baker, 2006). The purpose of using some concepts and aspects of these
approaches, as complementary analytical tools in the current study, is to gain better insight into
the contextualisation of the research findings and the translational behaviour as well as related
institutional practices. In the case of CDA, the chapter has gone over the relation between
discourse and sociocultural context highlighting issues of focus within the approach and referring
to the interdisciplinary nature of critical analysis of discourse. Moreover, the chapter has
discussed the theoretical diversity of CDA and concentrated on Fairclough’s model of CDA. In
addition to this, the chapter has provided an overview of the relation between CDA and
Translation Studies, and then specified how aspects of Fairclough’s model of CDA will inform
the current study. In relation to the second complementary analytical tool, the chapter has

discussed the origin of Baker’s narrative theory and the relation between narratives and the
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construction of reality. The chapter has also dealt with the typology of narratives, the notion of
(re)framing, and the influence of narratives on human behaviour, including that on translators.
Furthermore, the chapter has highlighted how narrative theory will inform the analysis in the

current study.

In relation to the last theoretical aspect, the chapter has discussed the utility of using a combined
research methodology in a single translation study. In sum, this chapter acts as a foundation for
presenting in more depth the combination of the main methods of analysis in the subsequent
chapter and sets the bases for designing the proposed research methodology, within which the

study will be carried out.
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Chapter Six:
Corpus Design and Research Methodology

6.1 Introduction

This chapter frames the methodological core of the study. The aim here is to outline the design of
the corpus that is subject to the analysis in the subsequent chapter and the research methodology
that will be used to answer the research questions that have been posed in chapter one. The
present chapter begins with a description of the corpus designed for the purposes of the current
study. This includes an overview of this corpus, the criteria on which the corpus was compiled,
the limitations of the corpus, how the texts that make up this corpus were collected, the size of
the corpus, and the arrangement of the source and target texts that make up the corpus and their
sources in the form of tables. The discussion then moves on to outline the combined
methodology used for the analysis of the conveyance of stance in the corpus of the original
newspaper opinion articles and their translations for two quality Arabic-language newspapers
from which the translated texts were extracted, namely Al-Ghad and Al-Ittihad. This
methodology, which is a combination of corpus- and discourse-analytical methods used here
within the tradition of descriptive translation studies, is based mainly on the lexico-grammatical
framework of stance (Biber et al., 1999; Biber, 2006) and appraisal theory (Martin and White,
2005). The chapter shall then proceed to introduce the key components that constitute an
instance of stance. Identifying these components in each single instance of stance examined, as
the discussion will show, is taken as the basic system of organising the analysis of stance in both

the original and translated texts.
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6.2 The corpus

This section considers the corpus that is designed for the purposes of the present study. This
includes an overview of this corpus, the criteria on which the corpus was compiled, how the texts
that make up this corpus were collected, the limitations of the corpus, and the arrangement of the

source and target texts that make up the corpus and their sources in the form of tables.
6.2.1 Overview of the corpus

The corpus of this study is comprised of naturally occurring written texts in English that address
one particular topic and their translations in the form of fully translated texts published in quality
Arabic-language newspapers. The direction of all the translations to be examined is from English
into Arabic. In choosing the corpus, the priority was given to the translated texts and based on
which the corresponding original texts were collected (see section 6.2.2). The targeted original

and translated texts are signed newspaper opinion articles.

As has been discussed in detail in chapter three, opinion articles are published in most
newspapers on a daily basis to consider recent prominent political events and issues of particular
interest to readers in an interpretive and (positively or negatively) evaluative way. Newspaper
opinion articles under investigation are chosen on the basis that they openly provide analyses and
offer opinions with a wide array of explicit authorial stance on one particular prominent political
event. As social/political actors, authors of these articles most often appear to be much more
concerned with building a series of convincing arguments that justify or even legitimize their
analyses and opinions on the political topic being addressed than they are with the factual or
objective elements of that topic. Opinion articles, which are treated here as an autonomous
political genre, are originally designed to carry a heavy load of interpersonal meaning. Such a
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characteristic makes them an ideal genre for investigating the translation of stance and its

conveyance.

As a daily practice, many of the opinion articles published in leading Western newspapers are
translated for Arabic-language newspapers in order, among other reasons, to let Arab readers
consider the way others see them. The orientation towards translating other voices and opinions
appeals to the interest of those readers, who draw on the content of these articles for their self-
image as well as their political awareness and judgement. So, the selection of foreign newspaper
articles to be translated into Arabic is one of the main duties of the editors of translation
departments at Arabic-language newspapers, who every day conduct a survey of the most
important and leading newspapers in the west and choose the opinion materials that will be given
to their team of translators (A. Abu-Zeineh, personal communication, 10 March 2011)%®. The
favoured articles are those that go with the editorial policy of those Arabic-language newspapers.

The choice here may depend on one or more of the following (ibid.):

To consider the way others see Arabs; this is very common in various Arabic

newspapers, especially in this period of uprisings in the region (the Arab Spring).

- Some articles are chosen because their author is well-known, i.e., the author could be an
expert, academic, researcher, or an official; hence they are a commercially successful
product. This definitely does not mean that these articles are chosen regardless of their
topic.

- Some articles are chosen because they deal with topics not given any attention by some
Arabic newspapers and/or Arab readers do not know much about these topics.

- Some articles are chosen because they provide a different projection or opinion.

* Mr. Ala’Eddin Abu-Zeineh is the chief editor of the translation department at Al-Ghad.
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It is commonplace knowledge now that the design of a corpus for any descriptive translation
study needs to take due consideration of the fact that the corpus is “put together for a particular
purpose and according to explicit design criteria in order to ensure that it is representative of the
given area or sample of language it aims to account for” (Baker, 1995: 225). In line with this, the
following subsection outlines the particular purpose for which the corpus of this study was

designed and the specific criteria on which the corpus was compiled.
6.2.2 Corpus selection criteria

The primary focus of the present study is on the conveyance of stance in a heavily opinionated
political genre — newspaper opinion articles — and how this stance is re-conveyed (or reproduced)
as well as what shifts in stance are identified in the translations of these articles for two quality
Arabic-language newspapers with divergent editorial policies: Al-Ghad (=) and Al-Ittihad
(3=3¥1). The corpus designed for the purposes of this study consists of Western newspaper
opinion articles and their Arabic translations extracted from the Jordanian daily newspaper, Al-

Ghad; and the Emirati daily newspaper, Al-lttihad.

The question that arises at this point is why Arabic-language newspapers in two different
countries have been chosen rather than in one. The intention was at an early stage of the study to
have two Arabic-language newspapers with divergent editorial policies in one country, i.e., in
Jordan, but this was unattainable because Al-Ghad appears to be the only Jordanian quality
newspaper that publishes full translations of Western newspaper opinion articles that are
commissioned on a daily basis by its own in-house translation department. Other Jordanian
quality newspapers do not have a translation department and usually depend on other sources for

ready-made translations when publishing such articles. In considering these sources, it has been
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observed that one of the main sources of these ready-made translations is Al-Ittihad. For this
reason, Al-Ittihad was chosen as the second Arabic-language newspaper from which the target
texts were extracted. This choice is underpinned by the fact that Al-Ittihad has a different

ownership and it more or less represents a different editorial policy of that of Al-Ghad.

Al-Ghad and Al-Ittihad are among the most widely distributed newspapers in their respective
countries. The former is a Jordanian independent and privately owned paper that is critical of the
government, while the latter is a state controlled newspaper owned by the government of Abu
Dhabi that tends, in one way or another, to promote and reflect the government’s position and
view. Also, Al-Ghad is considered to be more liberal in tone as opposed to that of Al-Ittihad,
which tends to be more conservative. It is worth noting that Al-Ghad was launched in August
2004; and in spite of its recent emergence, it has become one of the most popular Jordanian
quality daily newspapers and one of the fast developing publications in the Arab world.
“According to the Jordan Mediaguide 2010 the newspaper has 35,000 subscribers and a total
circulation of 65,000” (Filbeck, 2010: 3). In the case of Al-Ittihad, it was launched in 1969.
According to Rugh (2004), Al-Ittihad has a daily circulation of 58,000 copies. A more recent
figure of more than 105,000 copies is given by Abu Dhabi Media Company*®, which makes it

alongside Al-Khaleej the most widely distributed newspapers in the country.

Given that Al-Ghad and Al-Ittihad are the quality Arabic-language newspapers from which the
target texts under analysis were extracted, it is essential here to specify the reasons for this

choice. Al-Ghad and Al-Ittihad have been chosen according to the following criteria:

% The figure is taken from the website of Abu Dhabi Media Company:
http://www.admedia.ae/brands/publications/al-ittihad/ (Last accessed 7" Jan 2012; 02:21).
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Both of them are among the highest circulation and the widest read newspapers in their
respective countries and the Arab world. They are therefore likely to have an impact on
public opinion.

Al-Ghad and Al-Ittihad are among those Arabic-language newspapers which, on a daily
basis, publish translations of opinion articles appearing in leading Western newspapers.
To accomplish this, both of them have their own in-house translation departments and
their own team of translators. It is worth mentioning here that some smaller newspapers
in the Arab world do not have a translation department at all. They either ignore such
articles or depend on other sources for ready-made translations.

. The researcher has established contact via email with those in charge of the translation
department of each newspaper. They have been willing to provide a limited amount of
information about the criteria used for selecting English-language opinion articles to be
translated into Arabic.

Each newspaper has an online version and free access to its archive.

. The two newspapers have different ownership and divergent editorial policies. As has
been just mentioned, Al-Ghad is a privately owned paper that is critical of the
government, while Al-Ittihad is a state controlled newspaper owned by the government of

Abu Dhabi.

As quality newspapers, Al-Ghad and Al-Ittihad have in common spaces designated for

expressing opinions and analyses. The two newspapers publish translated and non-translated

opinion articles (original Arabic articles). The percentage of those translated is generally lower

than the number of non-translated articles. No independent section in each newspaper is

specifically devoted to those translated opinion articles. Rather, one section in each is devoted to
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both translated and non-translated opinion articles. This section is marked out with the heading
‘il 3o 5 JS&P> (thoughts and positions) in Al-Ghad, while in Al-lttihad it is marked out with
¢ ki dlea s’ (viewpoints). It should be noted that in Al-lttihad, there is no explicit reference in the
published translated opinion articles to the fact that these were translated from other Western
newspapers, but rather the following is provided at the end of each translated article: ‘published
with special arrangement with’ the specific source from which the original article was taken.
Moreover, the translator’s name is not given in Al-Ittihad’s translated articles, while it is given in
Al-Ghad. In this regard, it is unknown whether the translators working for Al-Ittihad and Al-

Ghad are freelance or newspaper employed translators.

The priority in selecting the corpus was given to the translated opinion articles and based on
which the corresponding original articles were collected. As will be made clear in the pages to
follow, the source texts under analysis were extracted from only American quality newspapers.
The question that suggests itself here is: why American newspapers? In fact, opinion articles to
be translated in both Al-Ghad and Al-Ittihad are usually taken from different Western sources. In
order to narrow down the corpus to manageable proportions, a short survey was conducted to
find out the regular sources from which the opinion articles to be translated in both newspapers
are taken during one particular month. In the case of Al-Ghad, here is a list of the sources from
which at least one article was taken and published during a month (June 2011): Foreign Policy
(USA); Le Monde (France); Counter Punch (USA); Common Ground (USA); The Palestine
Chronicle (a Palestinian online newspaper); L’express (France); The Economist (UK); The
Nation (USA); Der Spiegel — English version (Germany); The Independent (UK); The Christian
Science Monitor (USA); The Middle East Online (UK); The Guardian (UK); The Washington

Post (USA); The American Conservative (USA); The Wall Street Journal (USA); The New York
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Times (USA); Foreign Affairs (USA); The Time Magazine (USA); The Global Post (USA). It
has been found that the sources used by Al-Ghad are from different countries, but a preference
has been given to the American sources, as they represent more than a half of the sources
identified. In the second case of Al-lttihad, here is a list of the sources from which at least one
article was taken and published during that month (June 2011): The Christian Science Monitor
(USA); The Washington Post (USA); Common Ground (USA); The MCT International (USA);
The Tribune Media Services (USA); The New York Times (USA). It is obvious that all the
sources identified in the case of Al-Ittihad are American. Based on this short survey, the choice
of source texts in this study has been restricted to opinion articles published in American

newspapers.

To further narrow down the corpus to manageable proportions, the choice of the source texts has
been restricted to those opinion articles originally published in two particular American quality
newspapers, namely the Washington Post and the New York Times, and translated in Al-Ghad or
Al-Ittihad. These two American papers have been chosen because they are the sources from
which most of the American opinion articles translated in Al-Ghad and Al-Ittihad were taken, as
well as due to the fact that they are among the leading and the most influential papers in the
United States. In this respect, it is worth noting that “US newspaper coverage of international

affairs is largely led by the New York Times and the Washington Post” (Robinson, 2012: 161).

The Washington Post and the New York Times reach a broad audience at the national and
international levels and they are among those papers with the largest circulation in the country.
The former, which “has been publishing since 18777, has an average daily circulation of
“slightly over half a million copies” (Baranowski, 2013: 12). At the same time, the popularity of

the Washington Post “among the most powerful people in politics” has given “the paper an
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influence far greater than what the circulation numbers might suggest” (ibid.). The latter, which
was launched in 1851, has an average circulation of “1.6 million on weekdays” (ibid., p. 11).
Another point which merits attention here is that the Washington Post tends to be more
conservative in tone than the New York Times, as “its op-ed page generally offers more room for
conservative voices than the Times does” (ibid., p. 12). The New York Times, in this regard, has

“a reputation for having a liberal op-ed section” (ibid., p. 133).

It is worth noting that the current study limited its sample to newspaper opinion articles on one
particular political event, namely the Arab Spring, that were originally published in the
Washington Post or the New York Times. These articles were translated and published in two
quality Arabic-language newspapers: Al-Ghad and Al-Ittihad. The original articles are signed,
where the author’s name is given. Also, the articles chosen are limited to cover a span of one
year (from March 2011 to March 2012). Other Arabic-language newspapers, other American
newspapers, other political events addressed in such articles, other types of opinion pieces, and
opinion articles with other dates of publication are not included. The discussion so far has been
focused on general description of the corpus, the sources from which this corpus was taken, and
the explicit design criteria of the corpus; it now turns to the specific source and target texts that

make up this corpus.

6.2.3 Text collection

The corpus on which this study is based consists of ten opinion articles on the Arab Spring
originally published in English in the Washington Post and the New York Times and the Arabic
full translations of these articles published in Al-Ghad and Al-Ittihad, five translated articles from

each newspaper. These articles cover a span of one year (from March 2011 to March 2012). This
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period of time was chosen because it represents a stage after the sudden and totally unexpected

initial events of the Arab Spring.

All the newspapers included in this study have been accessed in their electronic format on the
Internet. The original and translated articles were extracted from each newspaper’s online
version. On the one hand, the full source texts were extracted from the online version of the
Washington Post (http://www.washingtonpost.com) and that of the New York Times
(http://www.nytimes.com); on the other, the full target texts were extracted from the online
version of Al-Ghad (http://www.alghad.com) and that of Al-Ittihad (http://www:.alittihad.ae).

Then, all the texts collected were stored electronically using Microsoft Word.

The corpus subject to investigation is of parallel type that composed of naturally occurring texts
in English and their translations into Arabic in the form of full texts. The original opinion articles
are full texts with lengths ranging from 700 to 900 words; only one source text (ST9) is longer
than the rest and contains 1,980 words. The corpus of the source texts comprises a total of 9,090
words and that of the target texts a total of 7,973 words. These texts are listed in chronological
order and given consecutive numbers. They divided into source texts (ST) and target texts (TT);
and then the STs subdivided into those originally published in the Washington Post (WP) and
those in the New York Times (NT). Then, the TTs in turn subdivided into those translated and
published in Al-Ghad (G) and those in Al-Ittihad (). The two tables below present the original

and translated texts chosen for the purposes of the current study:
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Source Title of the article Published in Date of Author’s name

text No. publication

ST 1NT | Looking for luck in Libya The New York March 29, Thomas

Times 2011 Friedman

ST 2 WP | Obama’s serial indecision on The Washington | April 26, 2011 | Michael Gerson
the Middle East Post

ST3NT | Losing the war of words on The New York June 15, 2011 | Lynda Calvert
Libya Times

ST4WP | Why is Obama so tough on The Washington | June 20, 2011 | Jackson Diehl
Israel and timid on Syria? Post

STS5 WP | Let Libya take charge of its The Washington | August 24, Anne
revolution Post 2011 Applebaum

ST6 WP | The real threat in Egypt: The Washington | September 25, | Jackson Diehl
Delayed democracy Post 2011

ST7 NT | Rules for transition The New York November 25, | Michael Meyer-

Times 2011 Resende

ST8NT | U.S. policy on Egypt needs a The New York November 30, | Marc Lynch

big shift Times 2011 and Steven
Cook

ST9WP | After the hope of the Arab The Washington | December 2, Daniel Byman
Spring, the chill of an Arab Post 2011
Winter

ST10 WP | Syria’s outcome has high stakes | The Washington | February 3, Jackson Diehl
for the entire Mideast Post 2012

Table 6.1: Summary of the source texts
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Target | Title of the translated article Published in Date of Translator’s
text No. publication name
TT1G Lad & ball e Gy Wl | Al-Ghad April 24, 2011 | Abdelrahman
Al-Husseini
TT21 iy aayi | Ja Y Gl 5 Wbl | Al-lttihad April 27,2011 | Not given
TT3G Clalll a3 jla Ll | Al-Ghad June 29, 2011 | Abdelrahman
Al-Husseini
TT41 Las) Mgl 5" all " | Al-Ittihad June 22,2011 | Not given
TT5G L5 e Al gmal)l I 5% Ll | sen | Al-Ghad August 28, Abdelrahman
2011 Al-Husseini
TT6 | Akl il : jeae Adsll angdll | Al-Ittihad September 28, | Not given
A all 2011
TT7G sl gl (B J il ael 8 | A-Ghad December 2, | Ala’Eddin Abu-
2011 Zeineh
TT8G e ol 4S5 Y] o) i g | Al-Ghad December 6, | Abdelrahman
2011 Al-Husseini
TT9 | weol eladlly iy Sl | Al-Ittihad December 7, Not given
2011
TT10 | gaallbghiy | 4l Y | Al-lttihad February 4, Not given
oY) 2012

Table 6.2: Summary of the target texts

Up to this point, the discussion has focused on providing a detailed description of the corpus that
is designed for the present study, including the particular purpose for which the corpus was

designed, the criteria on which it was compiled, the limitations of the corpus, the way in which
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the texts that make up the corpus were collected, the size of this corpus, and the presentation of
the source and target texts that make up the corpus and their sources in the form of tables. The
remainder of this chapter is methodological in focus and outlines the combined methodology that

will be used to answer the research questions.
6.3 The combined research methodology

As briefly indicated in chapter one and five, the current study employs a combined methodology
for the investigation of the translation of stance in English-Arabic parallel corpus of naturally
occurring texts. Also, the consideration in chapter four of the studies that have theorised the
concept of stance has shown that there is no comprehensive theoretical framework of stance
upon which scholars and researchers working within this territory agree. As such, the research
methodology adopted here to conduct this study is built, following Hunston (2007), on a
combination of corpus- and discourse-analytical methods that are closely related to the concept
of stance as an aspect of interpersonal meaning and, more importantly, can best serve the
purposes of this study. The former is drawn from the lexico-grammatical framework of stance
(Biber et al., 1999; Biber, 2006), while the latter drawn from appraisal theory (Martin and White,
2005). The choice of these methods was bound to the research questions which guided this study.
As a reminder, the research questions of the current study were: (1) How is stance encoded in the
language of newspaper opinion articles on the Arab Spring written in English for American
quality newspapers?; (2) How can the meanings of stance patterns identified be construed across
individual texts within this genre as resources for conveying interpersonal functions?; (3) To
what extent is stance accurately re-conveyed when translating such articles for two quality
Arabic-language newspapers with divergent editorial policies: Al-Ghad and Al-Ittihad?; (4) What

shifts in stance can be identified in the translation of these opinion articles in Al-Ghad and Al-

139



Ittihad?; and (5) How can the findings of the study inform the notion of stance in translation

studies?

To answer the aforementioned research questions and based on the methodology that drives this
study, the analysis of the conveyance of stance in the English-Arabic parallel corpus of the
original and translated opinion articles can be summarised along the following lines. For
identifying how stance is encoded in the language of the original opinion articles (the first
research question), a corpus analysis is initially conducted to explore the linguistic realisations of
stance in the source texts based on a previously established theoretical framework, namely the
lexico-grammatical framework of stance (Biber et al., 1999; Biber, 2006). To ensure its validity,
the corpus analysis, which represents the methodological point of departure, is carried out
manually so that patterns of stance encoded in these texts can be accurately identified. As long as
the corpus of this study is relatively small, it is possible to read through it manually. The analysis
here offers a view of how stance operates at lexico-grammatical level. Once this has been
achieved, the findings from this analysis, i.e. patterns of stance identified, will serve as an input
into the subsequent description of the meaning of each single instance of stance and its function
in the source texts and in relation to the context where it occurs using a discourse analytical
method that is drawn from the model of appraisal theory (Martin and White, 2005) (the second
research question). Appraisal theory, as will be discussed in detail later in this chapter, is a
discourse analytical framework that is developed out of the SFL model. It focuses on the
construal of interpersonal meaning and “provides techniques for the systematic analysis of
evaluation and stance as they operate in whole texts” (White, 2011: 14). After identifying and
describing the meaning of each instance of stance and its function in the source texts, these can

be examined in the corresponding target texts to find out how stance is re-conveyed or
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reproduced in the target language (the third research question); and what shifts in stance are

identified in the translations (the fourth research question).

As the two approaches from which the combined methodology is drawn, the following two
subsections discuss in detail the lexico-grammatical framework of stance (Biber et al., 1999;

Biber, 2006) and appraisal theory (Martin and White, 2005) in turn.

6.3.1 The lexico-grammatical framework of stance (Biber et al., 1999; Biber,

2006)

First of all, it should be noted that the works of Biber et al., (1999) and Biber (2006) have been
discussed in chapter four, when considering the theorisation of the concept of stance, and that the
intention here is to outline the linguistic resources used to mark stance in English, which have
been identified in these works. The linguistic resources outlined here will be used in the manual
corpus analysis to identify how stance is encoded in the language of the source texts (the first
research question). Biber et al. (1999) and Biber (2006) have pointed out that stance can be
expressed or realised in numerous ways. It is most commonly expressed through a variety of
linguistic features, including value-laden words and grammatical structures. These features
provide writers/speakers with the means to reflect patterns of stance meanings they have in mind
in words and structures. Also, stance may be expressed through paralinguistic devices in the case
of verbal communication (e.g., pitch, duration, and intensity). And finally, stance may be
expressed through non-linguistic means (e.g., body position, gestures, and facial expressions)
(Biber, 2006: 89). As its corpus is in the written form, the present study is only concerned with
those features through which stance is overtly expressed or realised, i.e., the linguistic features of

stance.
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Biber et al. (1999) and Biber (2006) make a distinction between two major types of linguistic
marking of stance in English, the lexical and grammatical marking. Under the lexical, they
further distinguish between those value-laden words in which “the existence of stance is inferred
from the use of an evaluative lexical item, usually an adjective, main verb, or noun” (Biber,
2006: 89). The grammatical marking of stance, on the other hand, is associated to varying
degrees with the use of five grammatical devices: (1) modals, (2) stance adverbials, (3) stance
complement clauses, (4) stance noun plus prepositional phrase constructions, and (5)
premodifying stance adverbs (Biber et al., 1999: 969-970). The aforementioned lexico-
grammatical features are referred to in this study as stance markers. Biber and colleagues explain
that it is through these markers that stance can be realised in any piece of written or spoken

language. These lexical and grammatical markers of stance are discussed in turn below.
6.3.1.1 Lexical marking of stance

The lexical marking of stance typically depends on value-laden word choice, as in the case of
using evaluative adjectives (e.g., that’s right); evaluative main verbs (e.g., | hate this stuff)
(Biber, 2006: 89; italics and bold in original); and evaluative nouns (e.g., there is a real
possibility of a split within the Lithuanian party) (Biber et al., 1999: 973; bold in original).
Value-laden words have stable evaluative meanings in any context they are used and their
distribution varies from one discourse to another (Biber et al., 1999; Biber, 2006). As markers of
stance, value-laden words can directly refer to the affective or attitudinal state of the
writer/speaker (e.g., I'm not happy!; | love that film); or they can signal that an evaluative
judgement is true of objects or of people and the way they behave (e.g., these experiments are
difficult; the nurses are wonderful there) (Biber et al., 1999: 968; bold in original). Lexically

marked stance is a purely semantic matter, as stance meaning largely depends on the meaning of
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the value-laden word chosen, which in turn inevitably requires context-dependent interpretation.
That is, lexical marking of stance is embedded in the specific value-laden words chosen and the
interpretation of its meaning depends on the readers/listeners’ ability to recognise the use of such
words, the shared background between them and those writers/speakers engaged, and the context

where these words appear (Biber et al., 1999: 969).

A point which merits attention here is the fact that “[M]any of the most common words in
English are evaluative and used for lexical expression of stance” (Biber, 2006: 89). This situation
makes it difficult to “identify a closed set of words used to convey specific attitudes and
evaluations” (ibid., p. 90). Also, value-laden words are not always overt markers of stance that
can be easily identified precisely because they are basically individual lexical items that operate
in a sentence or an utterance just like any other lexical items that do not mark stance as well as
“there is nothing in the grammatical structure of these expressions to show that they mark
stance” (Gray and Biber, 2012: 21). Despite all these limitations, it is useful for the purposes of
this study to include the lexical marking of stance, as it is an important means and pervasive
aspect of the conveyance of stance that cannot be ignored. By contrast, a more explicit source for

marking stance is to be found in the grammar.
6.3.1.2 Grammatical marking of stance

In their examination of the linguistic resources used to mark stance in English, Biber et al.,
(1999) and Biber (2006) have focused more on the grammatical marking of stance. Much of this
focus can be attributed to the overt structure of grammatically-marked stance, “where a distinct
grammatical structure is used to express stance with respect to some other proposition” (Biber,

2006: 88). They have identified five grammatical devices used for marking stance in English: (1)
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modals, (2) stance adverbials, (3) stance complement clauses, (4) stance noun plus prepositional
phrase constructions, and (5) premodifying stance adverbs. The focus here is placed on three
major grammatical devices of these, namely modals, stance adverbials, and stance complement
clauses. The three devices have proven to be rich sources for marking a wide range of stance
patterns in English (Englebretson, 2007). This is not to deny the significance of stance noun plus
prepositional phrase constructions and premodifying stance adverbs as devices that serve to mark
stance. Rather, it is to concentrate on other key devices that are most frequently used in the
expression of stance. As markers of stance, modals, stance adverbials, and stance complement

clauses are discussed in turn below.

6.3.1.2.1 Modals

Modals have been considered “the most common grammatical device used to mark stance” in
English (Biber et al., 1999: 980). As stance marker, the modal verb is “incorporated into the
main clause” to epistemically or attitudinally qualify the framed proposition in that clause (ibid.,
p. 970). Consider for instance the following example from Biber et al. (1999: 973; italics and
bold in original): Without international collaboration there could be interference and general
chaos. The model verb ‘could’ functions here as an epistemic stance marker that reflects the
author’s assessment of the likelihood of the framed proposition that there is a possibility of

interference and general chaos.

Biber (2006: 92) groups modal (and semi-modal) verbs into three different semantic categories
that are associated with a range of epistemic or attitudinal meanings of stance: (1) modals of
possibility, permission, and ability (e.g., can, could, may, and might); (2) modals of necessity and

obligation (e.g., must, should, (had) better, have to, got to, and ought to); and (3) those of
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prediction and volition (e.g., will, would, shall, and be going to). Like Quirk et al. (1985), Biber
et al. (1999: 485) arrange modals in two categories: (1) intrinsic (or deontic modality) refers to
events and actions that humans control, as in using the models of permission, obligation, and
volition (e.g., We must be careful to avoid several logical pitfalls) (Biber, 2006: 101; bold and
underline in original); (2) extrinsic (or epistemic modality) refers “to the logical status of events
or states” that humans cannot control (Biber et al., 1999: 485), usually relating to assessments of
certainty or likelihood, as in the case of using the models of possibility, necessity, and prediction
(e.g., I think you might be wrong) (ibid., p. 973; bold in original). In this regard, Englebretson
(2007c: 71) asserts that “the grammar of English modals has proven to be a rich area for the

epistemic evaluation of propositions”.

6.3.1.2.2 Adverbials

Before discussing this major source for grammatical marking of stance, it is perhaps necessary to
differentiate between three main types of adverbials: stance adverbials, circumstantial
adverbials, and linking (conjunctive) adverbials. Stance adverbials are used to express author’s
feelings, value judgements, assessments, or attitudes towards the propositional content of a
message. In the case of circumstantial adverbials, they provide information about various
circumstances such as manner, time, location, extent, and reason. The third type indicates logical
connections between clauses, sentences, and paragraphs (Biber et al., 1999; Kreyer, 2010;

Siepmann et al., 2008).

Through stance adverbials, which “have proven to be a rich source of various types of epistemic,
attitudinal, and style stances” in English (Englebretson, 2007: 17), the expression of a particular

stance is composed of two distinct parts: the stance marker and the specific proposition framed
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by that stance contained in a clause. Consider this example from Biber et al. (1999: 969; bold in
original): Unfortunately, we cannot do anything about it. Grammatically speaking, stance here is
realised through the combination of the adverb ‘unfortunately’ as the stance marker and the

given proposition contained in the clause ‘we cannot do anything about it’.

Five grammatical constructions of stance adverbials have been identified: (1) single adverbs and
adverb phrases (e.g. definitely; quite frankly); (2) hedges (e.g. kind of; sort of); (3) prepositional
phrases (e.g. in fact; without doubt); (4) adverbial clauses (e.g. as one might expect; to be
honest); and (5) comment clauses (e.g. | think; I guess) (Biber et al., 1999: 969-975). Also, Biber
(2006: 92) classifies stance adverbials from a semantic perspective into (see table below): (1)
epistemic adverbials: represent how certain or reliable the author’s proposition is. He further
classifies these into epistemic adverbials of certainty that signify a high level of certainty of the
propositional content of a message and epistemic adverbials of likelihood that signify moderate
or low level of certainty; (2) attitudinal adverbials: report personal attitudes, feelings, or value
judgements of entities or propositions; and (3) style of stance adverbials: describe how

information is being presented i.e. comment on the communication itself.

Epistemic stance adverbials:

Certainty: actually, always, certainly, definitely, indeed, inevitably, in fact, never, of course, obviously,
really, undoubtedly, without doubt, no doubt.

Likelihood: apparently, evidently, kind of, in most cases/instances, perhaps, possibly, predictably,
probably, roughly, sort of, maybe.

Attitudinal adverbials: amazingly, astonishingly, conveniently, curiously, hopefully, even worse,

fortunately, importantly, ironically, rightly, sadly, surprisingly, unfortunately.

Style of stance adverbials: according to, confidentially, frankly, generally, honestly, mainly,
technically, truthfully, typically, reportedly, primarily, usually.

Table 6.3: Common stance adverbials in English (Biber, 2006: 92)
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The final major device wraps up the discussion of grammatical marking of stance is complement

clauses.

6.3.1.2.3 Stance complement clauses

Like stance adverbials, stance complement clauses consist of two distinct parts: a verb, an
adjective, or a noun signifies, as the controlling element, a particular stance and the proposition
contained in the complement clause (that-clause or to-clause), which is framed by that
controlling element. In the following example from Biber et al. (1999: 986; bold in original): He
is certain to become a leading force in South African politics, the epistemic adjective ‘certain’ as
the controlling element signifies the author’s level of certainty towards the proposition to become
a leading force in South African politics, which is contained in the complement clause. Be they
that-clause or to-clause, stance complement clauses are those constructions that contain
propositions controlled by a verb (e.g. | just hope that ...; the great moment seems to be ...), a
noun (e.g. the fact that ...), an adjective (e.g. we can be certain that ...; it is essential to ...), and

by extraposed structures (e.g. /t’s amazing that ...) (Biber et al., 1999: 969-986).

Overall, the lexical and grammatical features outlined here “encode stance differently”
(Baumgarten and House, 2007:196). Grammatical marking of stance differs from the lexical in
that it involves the expression of a particular stance in relation to some other proposition, rather
than be presented in a single proposition. That is, marking stance using grammatical features
“includes two distinct grammatical components, one presenting a personal stance, and the other
presenting a proposition that is framed by that stance” (Biber, 2006: 89). Baumgarten and House

(2007: 196) similarly comment that:
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The grammatical marking of stance always involves two structural components that can
be said to be in a frame relation to each other: the first component presents the attitude of
the speaker and frames the second, the proposition.

In its lexical marking, stance operates in a single proposition where one particular value-laden

word (or more) is chosen to express that stance.

In the present study, the analysis of the linguistic realisation of stance is confined to value-laden
words (evaluative adjectives, main verbs, and nouns), modals, stance adverbials, and stance
complement clauses. It is argued here that examining the occurrences of these major lexico-
grammatical markers in the source texts allows for the accurate identification of patterns of
stance encoded in the language of these texts (the first research question). To ensure its validity
and since the corpus of this study is relatively small, examining the occurrences of these markers
of stance in the source texts will be carried out manually rather than by means of an automated
quantitative corpus analysis. The findings from this analysis will serve as an input into the
subsequent description of the meaning of each pattern of stance identified and its function in the
source texts using the discourse analytical method with which the manual corpus analysis is
combined. Accordingly, in this combination, the lexico-grammatical markers of stance are the

point of entry into the data.

There is recognition in the work that has been done on the concept of stance (see chapter four)
that it is not the lexical and grammatical markers of stance alone which do the work of the
conveyance of stance. In fact, these makers do not carry the stance, but they co-occur with it. As
options for expressing stance, the lexico-grammatical features outlined above are thus clearly
crucial issues in the manifestation of stance, but so are the textual and contextual frames within
which these linguistic features function. Stance within the context of newspaper opinion articles

is not isolated lexical or grammatical cases; it operates within textual and contextual frames and
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is frequently associated with a set of convincing arguments presented in the text to justify or
even legitimize the authorial stance taken and sometimes to refute or even attack those stances

taken by others.

As discussed before in this chapter, the first research question will be addressed through
conducting a manual corpus analysis to find out how stance is encoded in the language of the
source texts based on the lexico-grammatical framework of stance (Biber et al., 1999; Biber,
2006). The findings from this analysis, i.e. instances of stance identified, will serve as an input
into the subsequent description of the meaning of each pattern of stance and its function in the
source text and in relation to the context in which that pattern occurs (the second research
question). To address the second research question, a discourse analytical method related to the
concept of stance is needed to analyse these meanings and functions. The meanings and
functions of stance can only be described through the appraisal theory (Martin and White, 2005).
In this regard, Martin and White themselves state that their appraisal theory “is probably most
closely related to the concept of stance, as developed by Biber and his colleagues in their corpus
based quantitative studies” (ibid., p. 40). The discussion now turns to appraisal theory, as the

second approach from which the combined methodology is drawn.
6.3.2 Appraisal theory (Martin and White, 2005)

As briefly discussed in chapter four, appraisal theory is a textually oriented discourse analytical
framework that is developed out of the SFL model. This framework focuses on the construal of
interpersonal meaning and “provides techniques for the systematic analysis of evaluation and
stance as they operate in whole texts” (White, 2011: 14). It is a large discourse semantic system

that encompasses a range of resources for analysing the functions of the different choices that
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writers/speakers make to convey personal feelings, attitudes, value judgements, evaluations, and
the degree of the strength of the stance taken in any communicative interaction as well as to
“engage with socially-determined value positions and thereby align and dis-align themselves

with the social subjects who hold to these positions” (ibid.).

Appraisal is divided into three major semantic domains that operate interactively: (1) attitude:
focuses on how feelings are mapped within a text, covering concepts associated with emotional
responses or reactions (i.e. affect), ethics and moral evaluations (i.e. judgement), and aesthetic
evaluations (i.e. appreciation); (2) engagement: focuses on how writers dialogically position
themselves “with respect to the value position being advanced” and mark their commitment with
respect to one’s own viewpoints (monogloss) and to the viewpoints of others (heterogloss); and
(3) graduation: deals with the gradability of stance or evaluation, where writers can turn up or
down the force and focus of the language produced (Martin and White, 2005: 36). An overview
of appraisal resources is given in Table 6.4 below, adapted by Munday (2012: 24) from Martin

and White (2005).
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Domain of Parameter Value Ilustrative realization
appraisal
Attitude Affect Through feelings and emotional Happy, sad
reactions
Judgement Of ethics, behaviour, capacity Wrong, brave
Appreciation Of things, phenomena, reactions Beautiful, authentic
Graduation Force Raise Extremely unwise
Lower Slightly corrupt
Focus Sharpen A true father
Soften An apology of sorts
Engagement Monogloss Contraction Demonstrate, show
Heterogloss Expansion Claim, nearly, possibly

Table 6.4: An overview of appraisal resources (from Munday, 2012: 24)

Appraisal does not constrain itself with lexico-grammatical forms as is the case of Biber et al.
(1999) and Biber (2006). Appraisal theory focuses more on the meanings or functions of the
resources for the expression of stance and evaluation than on the formation of a list of given
linguistic indicators of these concepts. In the words of Martin and White (2005: 94), the
framework of appraisal theory is oriented “towards meanings in context and towards rhetorical
effects, rather than towards grammatical forms”. Appraisal treats lexico-grammatical devices
only as a means to encode evaluation and stance meanings and not as an end in themselves. The
three major semantic domains of the appraisal framework are discussed in turn in the following

subsections, namely attitude, engagement, and graduation.

6.3.2.1 Attitude

The system of attitude focuses on different aspects of feelings within texts through “three
semantic regions covering what is traditionally referred to as emotion, ethics and aesthetics”

(Martin and White, 2005: 42). In the centre of these, for Martin and White, is emotion which
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they refer to as affect. The sub-system of affect is concerned with resources for accounting for
positive and negative emotional reactions or responses. The second semantic region that covers
ethics is referred to as judgement, a term used for assessing the behaviour of others according to
some principles. Judgements include evaluations of how normal, truthful, capable, or ethical
someone is. And finally, appreciation is the semantic region that covers aesthetics. Appreciation
deals with resources for accounting for “the value of things, including natural phenomena and
semiosis” (ibid., p. 36). The resources of affect, judgement, and appreciation function in a
prosodic manner across a text to build and construe attitudinal meaning (ibid., p. 43). The

structure of the domain of attitude is summarised in Figure 6.1.

un/happiness

'urera
<
pruprlet\r

reactmn
<

valuation

Figure 6.1: Summary of the structure of the domain of attitude (adapted from Martin and White,
2005)
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6.3.2.1.1 Affect

Affect deals with positive and negative emotional reactions or responses. For Martin and White,
emotions under the sub-system of affect are grouped into three major sets of variables (see
Figure 6.1 above): un/happiness, in/security, and dis/satisfaction. The first variable pertains to
“emotions concerned with ‘affairs of the heart’ — sadness, hate, happiness and love” (e.g.,
whimper, cheerful, miserable, adore). The second variable pertains to “emotions concerned with
ecosocial well-being — anxiety, fear, confidence and trust” (e.g. confident, anxious, comfortable,
startled). In the third variable of dis/satisfaction, the emotions covered are those related to “the
pursuit of goals”, including “ennui, displeasure, curiosity, respect” (e.g. pleased, angry,
engrossed, stale) (Martin and White, 2005: 49). The second semantic region under the domain of

attitude that is discussed next is Judgement.

6.3.2.1.2 Judgement

Judgement covers the semantic resources that account for attitudes towards others and their
behaviour. Resources of judgement are split into those that pertain to social esteem and those to
social sanction (see Figure 6.1 above). Martin and White (2005: 52) further subdivided
judgements of esteem into: (1) normality: accounts for attitudes related to “how unusual
someone is” (e.g., odd, predictable, often, usual); (2) capacity: accounts for attitudes related to
“how capable someone is” (e.g., powerful, robust, can, clever enough); and (3) tenacity:
accounts for attitudes related to “how resolute someone is” (e.g., will, determined, loyal,
reliable). Judgements of sanction, on the other hand, are further subdivided into: (1) veracity:
covers attitudes related to “how truthful someone is” (e.g., certainly, honest, frank, authentic);

and (2) propriety: pertains to attitudes related to “how ethical someone is” (e.g., should,
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supposed to, fair, respectful) (ibid.). Social esteem tends to be verbally conventionalised in a
particular culture on the basis of shared community values between social actors, while social
sanction is “more often codified in writings, as edicts, decrees, rules, regulations and laws about
how to behave” (ibid.). The last semantic region under the domain of attitude that is discussed

here is appreciation.
6.3.2.1.3 Appreciation

Appreciation covers the semantic resources in the appraisal framework that account for attitudes
towards the value of things and natural phenomena. These include “things we make and
performances we give” as well as “what such things are worth (how we value them)” (Martin
and White, 2005: 56). Appreciation has been categorised into (see Figure 6.1 above): (1)
reaction: pertains to attitudes towards things that catch the attention and give a feeling of
pleasure and displeasure (e.g., remarkable, dramatic, ugly, repulsive); (2) composition: pertains
to the perception of how balanced and complex the thing appreciated is (e.g., unified, consistent,
irregular, contradictory); (3) valuation: pertains to how innovative, authentic, etc. the thing is

(e.g., exceptional, profound, shallow, worthless) (ibid.).

Martin and White (2005: 45; bold in original) point out that “[O]ne way to think about
judgement and appreciation is to see them as institutionalised feelings, which take us out of our
everyday common sense world into the uncommon sense worlds of shared community values”.
In relation to this, affect can be seen as more oriented towards displaying self-feeling, where
shared community values often have no role to play here. Very briefly, Judgement refers to
feelings about the behaviour of others which inevitably involves the assessment of that behaviour

according to some presupposed values; and appreciation refers to feelings about the value of
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things and natural phenomena. In this context, Munday (2012: 24) argues that “[O]ur evaluations
are strongly linked to the values instilled in us by the educational, legal, cultural and other
institutions in which we are formed. However, some ... have questioned how far value
judgements really are shared”. The second major semantic domain of the appraisal framework

that is outlined next is that of engagement.

6.3.2.2 Engagement

Engagement deals with how writers, when taking stances, position themselves with respect “to
the value positions being referenced [in] the text and with respect to those they address” as well
as with how this positioning is achieved linguistically (Martin and White, 2005: 92). Using
Bakhtin’s terms, Martin and White indicate that utterances, in their general sense, can be
monoglossic or heteroglossic. They are monoglossic when there is no explicit reference made to
viewpoints other than the writer’s own (not recognising other positions). While utterances that
explicitly refer to viewpoints of external voices or that recognise alternative positions are
considered to be heteroglossic. Given its dialogic nature, appraisal theory focuses heavily on
“those meanings which in various ways construe for the text a heteroglossic backdrop of prior
utterances, alternative viewpoints and anticipated responses” (ibid., p. 97). Moreover,
engagement can be retrospective where writers acknowledge and agree or disagree with the
viewpoints of others, and prospective where writers may anticipate the responses of intended

readers and give counter responses in their text (ibid., p. 113).

Martin and White (2005: 102) explain that engagement covers heteroglossic resources that can
be broadly categorised into those that contract or expand the discourse (see Figure 6.2 below).

Contractive resources leave little room for other positions and voices and act “to challenge, fend
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off or restrict the scope of” these (e.g., X demonstrated that ...), whereas expansive resources
leave much room for “dialogically alternative positions and voices” (e.g., X is claiming that ...)
(ibid.). Engagement resources that contract and expand the discourse are outlined in the

following two subsections.

<m
<

Figure 6.2: Summary of the structure of the domain of engagement (adapted from Martin and

White, 2005: 134)

6.3.2.2.1 Contract

Resources of contraction are “directed towards excluding certain dialogic alternatives from any
subsequent communicative interaction or at least towards constraining the scope of these
alternatives” in discourse (Martin and White, 2005: 117). These resources are divided into two
categories (see Figure 6.2 above): disclaim and proclaim. The former pertains to resources in
w