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Abstract

The present research focuses on the multiple fumetperformed by the discourse
marker and in annotated spoken-like texts of TED Talks in Esigand Lithuanian. The
annotation of TED Talks in Lithuanian has startedyorecently, which results in the
limitation regarding the quantity of annotated sexthe research findings show tlaaid and
its Lithuanian counterparts perform multiple fuzfynctions, including the function of
addition, discourse management and structuringpdrse.

It was also established that the most frequentaugsiof translation of the discourse
marker and are those provided by bilingual English—Lithuanidictionaries and that
translators choose paraphrases to convey the ptizgrofthe spoken-like texts.

The research has been conducted within the frankewbrTextLink COST Action
1S1312.
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Introduction

The development of corpora and corpus-based rdse&afocused on various linguistic
phenomena, including pragmatics and textual featubeéscourse annotated corpora reveal
qualitative differences of the use of discoursekm in different languages. The difficulty of
conducting cross-linguistic comparisons of disceummarkers is determined by their



polysemy and the ways of expressing coherenceiaetatised in different languages. The
former, i.e. polysemy of discourse markers meaas @hsingle lexical item can be used to
convey several coherence relations, whereas tter laeans that when coherence relations
are not expressed by any discourse marker, theiordaare implicit and have to be
reconstructed by inference (Zufferey and Degand,320The use of discourse markers is
challenging in translations from a source langutge target language as translators who
have to adapt them to a new language and cultunghich textual strategies involving their
use are often different from those of the sourae @@aker, 1993; Mason, 1998; Halverson,
2004, cited in Zufferey and Degand, 2013). Henescalirse marker analysis is relevant in
the field of discourse analysis, which becomes faivoin case of cross-cultural
communication and translation.

The object of the present research is the Englistodrse markeand and its Lithuanian
counterpartir and it is aimed at revealing pragmatic use of éhéscourse markers. To
achieve this aim, the following two objectives hadween set: to compare discourse marker
and with its counterparts in Lithuanian by applyingilfle and Degand’s (2017) functional
taxonomy of domains and functions of discourse m@tkand to analyse the translations of
and into Lithuanian by examining English and Lithuamitanscripts of TED Talks. The
research demonstrates the complexity of the coiweegiragmatics and peculiarities of
translation.

Theoretical background

The development of large language databases knewcoipora revealed the potential of

language research using corpus techniques focusedsearching various patterns of lexis,

grammar, semantics, pragmatics, and textual fematdlany corpora are coded according to
word classes, analysed for grammatical structurexamined with a focus on pragmatic

features. Corpora development has enriched our letys of lexis, grammar, semantics,

pragmatics, and textual features (Sinclair, 199abBs, 2004). Corpus linguistics is based on
the premise that language varies according to tmtegt related to space and time, which
sustain the infinite potential for establishing niaets about it. As dictionaries and grammars
do not have the capacity to fully describe languagepus-based approach is beneficial as it
provides real data of real language used in cec@aiexts (Aston 2001).

Discourse markers have been analysed by a numberesdarchers using different
perspectives, therefore, their definitions vary.illistrate, Schiffrin (2006) defines discourse
markers in two ways, i.e., in her operational d&bn they are referred to as “<...>
sequentially dependent elements that bracket ahitk, i.e., non-obligatory utterance-initial
items that function in relation to ongoing talk aedat” (p. 321). In her theoretical definition,
the researcher specified the conditions that alomord to be used as a discourse marker, i.e.,
such a word is syntactically detachable, is usettheéninitial position within an utterance, has
a range of prosodic contours, and operates onreliftdevels of discourse. Schiffrin (2006)
also stresses that discourse markers have prinoangids within which they function as well
as that they can connect utterances either witlsimgle domain or across different domains,
which helps to create coherence (p. 322).

Crible (2014), on the other hand, defines discouragkers as “grammatically heterogeneous,
multifunctional type of pragmatic markers” thatrsd “a discourse relation between the host
unit and its context <...>, expliciting the structusequencing of discourse segments,
expressing the speaker’'s meta-comment on his pigrasir contributing to interpersonal



collaboration” (Crible, 2014, pp. 3-4). In her wprthe author distinguishes two main
subcategories of discourse markers, mamelational discourse marker@RDMs) andnon-
relational discourse marker§NRDMs) (Crible, 2014, p. 10). Besides, the recker
describes a group of discourse markers that “belsmgewhere between RDM-NRDM
extremes and are thus difficult to situate” andriass them to a separate category of
discourse markers which perform both relational aad-relational functions (Crible, 2014,
p. 16).

Thus, relational discourse markersignal “a two-place relation” on the content leyelg. a
cause between two events), on the textual leve. @.thematic shift) or on the meta-
discursive level (a reformulation of a previoustest@ent) (p. 15)Non-relational discourse
markers on the other hand, comprise miscellaneous lexitsahs performing various
functions, e.g. interactive verbal expressions. (gog know, interjectional punctuators (e.g.
well), and other meta-discursive elements (aagually). In other words, relational discourse
devices connect two explicit textual units whilenfelational markers signal relations
between assumptions (Crible, 2014, p. 15). Dis@unarkers of the “in-between” category
perform both types of functions, whereas the hypgmo “discourse marker” highlights the
similarity of the functions of all the three hypany (Crible, 2014, p. 16).

For the present research, translation spottinmportant. It is a technique of disambiguation
of ambiguous discourse markers in one language ysirallel data from another language. It
is also defined as “an annotation method that makef translation of specific lexical items

in order to disambiguate them” (Cartoni et al, 204.368). The theoretical rationale behind

this method is that differences in translation chsclose semantic features of a source
language (Noél, 2003; Cartoni et al, 2013) and helpdentify semantic features of the

discourse markers denoting coherence relationg $raaslation relies on the decisions made
by the translators, who are experts in their owmgleage (Behrens and Fabricius-Hansen,
2003).

The term ‘translation spotting’ was originally ceahby Veronis and Langlais (2000) to refer
to the automatic extraction of translation equintdein a parallel corpus (Veronis and
Langlais, 2000, cited by Cartoni et al, 2013, p). @anlos and Roze (2011), on the other
hand, recommend conducting translation spottingualy as there exist several possible
translation variants, ranging from various parap@saand syntactic constructions to no
translation or omission. In their research, Cartenial (2013) also performed translation
spotting manually, which provided reliable restitat disclosed both a number of advantages
over the classical sense annotation and a numbkmibdtions. The advantages included a
low level of annotator disagreements and absendabafs of senses that are set a priori,
relying on decisions made by the translator whansexpert in his/her language and whose
translation choices are made based on the knowlefitfee whole text. The most important
limitations were related to the issue of disambigue That is, this annotation method
provided a direct disambiguation for an item onlyen the language of translation was less
ambiguous than the source language, and that om@ytranslation variant was possible for
each meaning of the source language. To resolgelithitation, the authors proposed an
additional step of analysis, i.e. to conduct intargeability tests. It was concluded that the
tests allowed distinguishing equivalent translatioeflecting the same meaning in the source
language from translations that were not equival@nt interchangeable) and reflected
different meanings of the discourse maker in thes®language in a more reliable way than
traditional sense annotation. The authors alsoestgd that if extended to a larger number of
languages and discourse markers in more diversegete technique would allow making



more empirically grounded generalisations regardingcourse relations in the world’'s
languages (Cartoni et al, 2013, p. 83).

Research methodology

In the present study, the methodological decisregarding the choice of the corpus and the
annotation method were determined by the aim ofrdsearch. That is, to annotate the
English spoken discourse markand, to compare its meanings with their counterpants i
Lithuanian as well as to analyse the translatiohsra into Lithuanian, the multilingual
corpus of TED Talks was chosen. This choice wasenmadthe premise that parallel corpora
are considered to be ideal for optimal comparabdgtween languages as they provide more
flexible and accurate ways to compare discours&ensu(Zufferey and Degand, 2013).

The choice of the functional approach to be usedhis investigation was predetermined by
the specific nature of discourse markers, whichec®wvsome specific features, e.g. even
though most languages possess discourse markegshtlve a high degree of contextual
variation (Crible and Degand, 2017). The genergir@gach proposed by Crible (2017)
describes discourse markers as functioning in fmlamains”, including the ideational
domain which is related to real-world events, rhietd - related to expressing the speaker’s
subjectivity and metadiscursive effects, sequentiahcerning the structuring of local and
global units of discourse, and interpersonal - teelato managing the speaker-hearer
relationship. According to Crible (2017), the fadomains correspond to overall discourse
intentions or entities, which depend on what theagpr is targeting - content (ideational),
illocutionary value (rhetorical), discourse struetsequential) or inter-subjective inferences
(interpersonal). While applying Crible’s revisednétional taxonomy (Crible and Degand
2017), annotators can choose to start at domagi-tevfunction-level, to annotate both levels
simultaneously or independently, and could everidgeto stop at one level if a particular
discourse marker value is under-specified for tteolevel. This feature makes the approach
more flexible than inter-dependent or hierarchiealonomies, which was the main reason
predetermining the choice of this particular antiotascheme used for the present research.

Concerning the approach used to analyse trans)ati@oretical insights provided by Noél
(2003), Behrens & Fabricius-Hansen (2003) and Dmaallod Roze (2011) were important.
Noél (2003) stated that translation spotting careakdifferences in translation that could be
used to disclose semantic features of the soungpidage or translation could be used to elicit
some semantic features of content words in thecedanguage. On the other hand, Behrens
& Fabricius-Hansen (2003) observed that using teéed data can also help to identify the
semantic features of the discourse markers denobhgrence relations since the translation
relies on the decisions made by the translatorg, ark experts in their own languages, and
they make translation choices according to thereerdontext of the whole text and their
professional knowledge in the target language. IFindaranslation spotting reveals the
existing discrepancies between the languages, iefigen the case discourse markers, when
there are no one-to-one translation equivalents whdre exist a number of possible
translations (Danlos and Roze, 2011).

Research findings

The research was conducted in three stages. s@stences in English were extracted from
TED Multilingual Discourse Bank (TED-MDB) of TED lies, then English sentences and
their counterparts in Lithuanian were annotated applying Crible’s revised functional

taxonomy of domains and functions of discourse & KCrible and Degand 2017). Finally,



the extracted cases ahd were analysed. All the annotated values of theadisse marker
andare presented in Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Annotated values of the discourse maaker

The research results show that the discourse markkand its Lithuanian counterpartare
used approximately equally both in the ideationamdin (36%), representing factual
information, and in the sequential domain (42%jpresenting cases of structuring local and
global units of discourse. Besides, 12% of occuresnare related to the rhetorical domain
representing the speaker’'s subjectivity. The reteaesults also reveal thand and its
Lithuanian counterpait are used in the function of addition: 36% of tlewrences in the
annotated sample express ideational addition idigingnd 20% in Lithuanian. Besides, in
the Lithuanian sample, there are some cases ofsmms and cases wheie is not
functioning as a discourse marker. It should besstd that the ideational domain is related to
real-world events, thus ideational addition expeesan additive meaning based on real world
facts, for example:

(1) Now, because they're mathematicians, they haea collecting data on everybody who uses thir si
for almost a decade, [and] they've been tryingdarsh for patterns in the way that we talk
about ourselves and the way that we interact waitheother on an online dating website.

(1) Kadangi jie matematikai, jie beveik deSimgmigtko duomenis apie zmones, kurie naudojgggrtalu,
[ir] jie bande surasti @¢sningumus msy bendravime, kai kalbame apie save ir kaip
bendraujame tarpusavyjeitent pazidiy portaluose.

The prevalence of sequential domain, which wasbésked in 42% of all occurrences,
reveals thaand and its Lithuanian counterpartare often used for the purpose of structuring
discourse, i.e. for joining smaller discourse umite bigger ones. For example:

(2) So these equations, they predict how the wifleusband is going to respond in their next turrthod
conversation, how positive or negative they're goto be. [And] these equations, they
depend on the mood of the person when they're @ndivn, the mood of the person when
they're with their partner, but most importantlizey depend on how much the husband and
wife influence one another.



(2) Sios formuls nuspja, kaip vyras arba Zmona reaguos, kai ateig @g#gms Snelti — kaip pozityviai
arba negatyviai jie bendraus. [Ir] Sios fornésl priklauso nuo Zmogaus nuotaikos, kai yra
tiesiog su savimi, ir Zmogaus nuotaikos, kai jie sswo partneriu, bet svarbiausia, jos
priklauso nuo kaip stipriai vyras arba Zmona darenas kitanjtakg.

The findings also illustrate that 12% of occurrenoethe sample denote addition used in the
rhetorical domain, which means that discourse nrarkethese cases are used to express the
speaker’s subjectivity and other meta-discursifects, i.e. that rhetorical addition refers to
the speaker’'s subjective perception and produces dfiect of subjective discourse
management. For example:

(3) There'd be a huge spread in her scores. [Aagd}yally] it's this spread that counts.
(3) Jos balai bty visiSkai pasiskirgt [Ir] [iSties], svarbus hitent tas pasiskirstymas.

It should be noted that rhetorical subjectivityaiso related to the whole argument. Even
though sometimes it is difficult to isolate a discge marker from the whole context of the
argument, example (3) provided above reveals Heaatverb phrassctually provides a clear
association to the subjective perception.

Analysis of the translation of the discourse marked revealed some possible translations.
All translation values of the discourse markad are presented in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Translation values of the discourse nreaake

It has been established that the most frequenamariof translation of the discourse marker
and into Lithuanian igr which is the variant provided by the bilingual Esly — Lithuanian
dictionaries. Also, the translation variamiprovided by the bilingual dictionaries is present
among the identified values. Interestingly, thecdigse markeio in Lithuanian has the
meaning of contrast. The examples of the dictiofmmased translations are provided below:

(4) Okay, so let's imagine then that you pickedr ymrfect partner [and] you're settling into a liteg
relationship with them.



(4) Isivaizduokime, kad iSsirinkote savo idephrtney [ir] prad ¢jote santykius iki gyvenimo galo.

(5) But the question arises of how do you then edmnthat success into longer-term happiness [amd] i
particular, how do you decide when is the rightdita settle down?

(5) Bet iskyla klausimas, kaip jumg $ekme paverstij ilgalaike laime, [0] ypac, kaip nuspgsti, kada
tinkamas laikas susitép?

Example (5) provided above demonstrates how thdrastive meaning of the English
discourse markebut used at the beginning of the first sentence imibes the translation of
the following discourse markandwhich is rendered as a contrastovie Lithuanian.

The Lithuanian adverkaip patwas also spotted as a translation value in thekann the
example presented below, the translator rendergddaional value of the discourse marker
andin the source language using the aduarp patin the target language, which is another
variant of addition and helps to avoid repetitiomce the discourse structuring markew is
already rendered infio at the beginning of the sentence.

(6) [Now] the rules are that once you cash in amd garried, you can't look ahead to see what yaudco
have had [and] equally, you can't go back and cleapgur mind.

(6) [Ir] yra taisykle, kad kai susituokiatjig negalite paZiréti, kg galéjote tureti. [Taip pat] jizs negalite
grjzti ir pakeisti savo sprendimo.

Omission cases seem to be twofold. There are aasgsch more than one discourse marker
is used to introduce an argument, which is pawitylcharacteristic of spoken-like speech
where discourse markers are used abundantly. In sases, only one discourse marker is
rendered into the target language, which couldchkdranslator’'s choice predetermined by the
requirements of synchronising subtitles and makimgm concise. Example (7) presented
below demonstrates the translator’'s choice to netidetemporal discourse markehile into

a concessivaorsand to omit the sequential additiand, which is a successful choice having
in mind the requirements of the synchronisation.

(7) The study found that even in companies witlerdity policies and inclusion programs, employees
struggle to be themselves at work because thegueetionformity is critical to their long-
term career advancement. [And] [while] | was sugail that so many people just like me
waste so much energy trying to hide themselvesasl seared when | discovered that my
silence has life-or-death consequences and long-tarcial repercussions.

(7) Tyrimas parod, kad kompanijose, kuriose prigaiama jvairove ir skatinama priimti skirtumus,
darbuotojai patiria sunkug stengdamiesiifii savi. [Nors] mane stebino tai, kad tiek daug
zmoni; kaip aS taip stengpi skpti ties; apie save, aS iSsigandau suzinojusi, kad mano
tyléjimas gali lemti gyvenignar mirtj ir turéti ilgalaikiy socialiny pasekm.

Other cases of omission seem to occur when thelatan rendered the meanings of the
source language by making a shift in grammatiqaicttres that in their own right required
different translator choices in rendering the disse markers. In example (8), it can be
observed that the translator successfully chosehémge the whole argument to render the
meaning of the source argument and, in doing sdf@drthe discourse markand

(8) So it is fitting and scary that | have returndthis city 16 years later [and] | have choserststage to
finally stop hiding.



(8) Dabar pats laikas ir Siek tiek baisu, kad po @i grizusi; § miest, pasirinkau § scemy, kad
nust@iau slapstytis.

There were some interesting cases in which omigsidime discourse marker in the translated
Lithuanian texts was used more often and thesescdeaoted sequential addition. The
phenomenon might be explained by the requiremehtsynchronising the subtitles and
pursuing the goal of creating subtitles that areilgaead, well-rounded bits of text. This
means that the translator chose to omit discoursactsring in order to follow
synchronisation requirements and relied on the ecdnal meaning. Example (9)
demonstrates how difficult it is for a translaton tmake a decision by observing
synchronisation rules. In the Lithuanian transkatihe discourse structuring makier is
omitted relying on the contextual meaning; howeitespunds strange to a Lithuanian reader.

(9) How does her father feel? | don't know, becdusas never honest with them about who | am. Aad t
shakes me to the core.

(9) Kg jos tvas galvoja? To neZinau, nes niekada su jais néjalbapie tai, kas aS esu. Tai mane
nepaprastai gsdina.

The final observation regarding the research figsliis that most translator choices are really

successful in conveying both the semantic and pasignaalues of the discourse markers and

also produces an interesting view of the existinguistic spaces between the languages as all
the discussed features become important in tramisledsearch.

Conclusion

The findings of the present research reveal thatdiscourse markeand and its Lithuanian
counterparts have the additive meaning as 36% eobtiturrences in the annotated sample
express ideational addition. On the other hand, grevalence of the sequential domain
established in 42% of occurrences illustrates #mat and its Lithuanian counterpart are
often used for discourse structuring purposes \hth purpose to create bigger discourse
units. The present research also shows that 1266afrrences in the sample are associated
with rhetorical addition which is related to thepeassion of the speaker’s subjectivity. Such
results demonstrate how important it is to revealltiple functions of certain discourse
markers, especially while raising translator awassnn choosing certain translation options.

The most frequent variant of translation (66% d tlalues in the sample) of the discourse
markerandin the sample ig ando, both ofwhich are the variants provided by the bilingual
English—Lithuanian dictionaries. Besides, the omistechnique is used abundantly, which
may be predetermined by the requirements of symiirg the subtitles and pursuing the
goal of creating subtitles that are easily readicse bits of text. Such features also are
relevant, especially for translation studies.
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