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Abstract

Connectives are used as discourse markers by speakers of Mosuli Iragi Arabic so that listeners will pay more attention during their
utterances. The current study investigates the pragmatic functions of connectives in Mosuli Iraqi Arabic, selected from seven comedy
series presented by Hassan Fashel. These comedy series contain the commonly used connectives that were investigated in the current
research. These connectives are zee, kawee, dahig, hasatta, and they are assumed to have different functions in different contexts. The
study aimed to prove that connectives in Mosuli are multifunctional and intended to guide the listener to interpret the speaker’s utterance.
The data selected from the series were analyzed according to Brinton’s model (1996). It is concluded that these connectives are
multifunctional in different contexts and that the connective kawee was the most common in Mosuli dialect. The study also concludes
with some remarkable suggestions that will be valuable for further research.
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1. Introduction
1.1 Introduce the Problem

This study is an attempt to investigate the different functions of connectives in the Mosuli dialect, which is a variation of Arabic. Few
studies have been made of Mosuli Iraqi Arabic. Recently, Hazem and Mohammed (2021) researched mitigating devices in Mosuli Iragi
Arabic. In the current study, the data were drawn from seven comedy series presented in Mosuli dialect by Hassan Fashel. Different
scholars have considered DMs and approached them using different models. This study adopts Brinton’s model (1996), which presented
different textual and interpersonal roles or functions of connectives. The textual roles are: opening frame markers, closing frame markers,
turntaking markers, fillers, topic switchers, new/old information indicators, sequence/relevance markers, and repair markers. The
interpersonal roles are: back-channel signals, agreement markers, disagreement markers, reaction markers, and confirmation and
threatening markers (cf. Hazem and Kanaan, 2020).

Investigating connectives in Mosuli dialect can be challenge, especially due to the lack of references related to the Mosuli dialect.
Nevertheless, we aim to investigate two areas. First, we seek to identify the most common set of connectives used by Mosuli native
speakers. Second, we analyzed the functions of selected connectives to show their pragmatic roles in conversation. The study
hypothesizes that there are different expressions in the Mosuli dialect called connectives. These expressions have different functions
according to the context in which they are used. We also hypothesize that Brinton’s model is suited to the study connectives because it
provides us with different functions, the textual and interpersonal, which we can apply pragmatically. The scope of the study consists of
seven comedy series presented on TV in 2008 by an actor/ comedian, Hassan Fashel.

The selected data from the series are analyzed according to Brinton’s model (1996). This study is of significance to native speakers of the
Mosuli dialect, who may wish to know that there are expressions in their language called connectives. It is also of significance to teachers
and students interested in linguistics and connectives.

The model of this study is Brinton’s model (1996), which classifies many pragmatic functions for connectives. These functions can be
divided into textual and interpersonal, as in Table 1.

Table 1. Textual and interpersonal discourse

Textual Interpersonal

Opening frame marker, closing marker, turntaking, filler, | Agreement marker, disagreement marker, confirmation,
sequence marker, topic switcher, new and old information marker, | reaction marker, threatening marker, and backchannel
and self or other repair markers marker
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1.2 Research Questions
State The current study tries to answer the following questions:

1.  What are the common connectives used in the Mosuli dialect?

2. What are the pragmatic functions of these connectives?

3. How can Brinton’s model account for connectives in the Mosuli dialect?
1.3 Literature Review

Connectives have been defined differently by different scholars as following: connectives are words or phrases that appear to have no
grammatical or semantic function, such as you know, like, oh, well, I mean, actually, basically, OK, and the connectives like, because, so,
and, but, and or, are commonly referred to as discourse particles or pragmatic indicators (Baker and Ellece, 2011). Connectives, according
to Schiffrin (1987: 31) are defined as ‘sequentially dependent items that bracket units of discussion’. Connectives such as discourse
connectives and discourse particles are expressions that function as discourse indicators. Adverbials (e.g., frankly, reportedly, and sadly),
interjections (e.g., yuck and oh), and expletives (e.g., damn and good grief) are all used as connectives. Blakemore (2002: 2). Connectives
are comparatively syntactically independent and do not often modify the sentence truth conditional meaning because their main duty is at
the (sequences of utterances) level rather than at the level of utterances or sentences Carol and Moder( 2004). Connectives, according to
Brinton (1996: 6), are lexical items that ‘are optional, difficult to translate, marginal in terms of word class, syntactically relatively free,
empty of lexical meanings, and lack propositional meanings or grammatical functions’. Connectives are distinguished by being used
orally and largely (but entirely) in the opening position of the clause; they are frequently occurring and used optionally. Connectives are
words or phrases that help the organization and sequence of a discourse item. Speech markers are described as indexical elements that link
one item of discourse to another. The expression of these types of links and interrelations are important to spoken dialogic communication
and a unique part of the native functional domain. They point to organizational and structural features as well as portions of the
non-linguistic situation and surroundings by handling the theme structure and the turntaking system, among other aspects Diewald (2013:
2).

The area of connectives is a very important topic which has been studied by researchers for over thirty years. One example is Fraser, who
published two papers on connective DMs. The first, ‘An Account of Connectives’ was published in 2009 in the International Review of
Pragmatics. In this paper, he gives an account of DMs and the syntactic and semantic meaning of connectives. For example, the DM ‘but’
generally gives the meaning of contrast but pragmatically it has more than ten meanings. In ‘Commentary Pragmatic Markers in English’,
Fraser divided DMs into two: those which give you the basic message conveyed by the utterance, and those which give you the
communicative intention of the speaker, and as such function as pragmatic markers.

Salvador Pons Borderia is another writer who has focused on DMs, in his paper ‘Do Connectives Exist? On the Treatment of DMs in
Relevance Theory’, published in 2008. In this paper, the writer presents three ideas on connectives concerning the relevance theory. These
are: the distinction between conceptual and procedural; connectives as strictly procedural elements; and, monosemy as the best
explanation of multifunctional connectives. He argues that conceptual and procedural features do exist within a single marker. Finally,
Aitchison (2003: 428) states that “discourse analysts focus on many sides of communication” ( cite in Abdurrahman et al, 2023:6).

Kanaan (2006) also deals with DMs in ‘Connectives in Written Arabic’. He proves that DMs play a significant role in organizing Arabic
discourse by giving us examples from the Holy Quran, namely Al Shams Sura. Furthermore, ‘The Role of Connectives in Organizing
Literary Discourse: H.G Wells’ The Time Machine as a Case Study’ is another paper published in 2021 by Khuder et al. These authors
used the novel ‘The Time Machine’ as an example. They proved their hypothesis by giving examples of DM from this novel.

1.4 Termonolgy of Connectives

DMs are words or phrases that aid the organization and sequencing of a conversation. These elements have been variously referred to by
scholars as follows: pragmatic devices (Van Dijk, 1979), gambits (Keller, 1979), discourse particles (Goldberg, 1980), connectives
(Ostman, 1981; Schiffrin, 1987), discourse signaling devices (Polanyi and Scha, 1983), semantic conjuncts (Quirk et al., 1985), discourse
connectives (Blackmore 1987, 1988), utterance particles (Luke, 1990), linguistic markers (Redeker, 1991), pragmatic expressions (Erma,
1992), pragmatic operators (Ariel, 1994), pragmatic markers (Fraser, 1996), and cue words (Horne et al., 2001).

Brinton (1996: 6) refers to DMs as lexical items with the following features: they are optional, difficult to translate, marginal with respect
to word class, syntactically quite free, empty of lexical meanings, and have no propositional meaning or grammatical function. DMs are
characterized by their preponderant use in oral discourse, their predominantly (not exclusively) initial clause position, their high
frequency of occurrence, and their optional use (ibid.). Schiffrin (1987a: 328) states that the following conditions allow words to be used
as DMs:

1. They are syntactically detachable

2 They often occupy the initial position

3. They cover a range of prosodic contours

4 They operate at both local and global levels
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5. They operate on different planes of discourse.
Some features of DMs, according to Brinton (1996) and Jucker and Ziv (1998) are:
1. They are predominantly a feature of oral rather than written discourse
2. They appear with high frequency in oral discourse
3. They are short and phonologically reduced items
4. They may occur sentence initially, but also sentence medially and finally
5

They may be multifunctional, operating on the local and global levels simultaneously, although it is difficult to differentiate a
pragmatically motivated use of the form from a non-pragmatically motivated one.

1.5 Functions of Connectives

Connectives have many different functions according to different scholars. According to Muller (2005: 8), the use of DMs makes it
easier for the listener to grasp the talker’s words, or, as Aijmer (1996: 210) suggests, “They operate as cues or guides to the hearer’s
interpretation”. As a result, DMs primarily serve two purposes: discourse and interpersonal communication. For the former, “Textual or
discoursal function refers to signal relations between prior, present, and subsequent discourse, separating one text unit from another or
connecting discourse units further apart” (ibid.), while for the latter the ‘interpersonal function’ aids in the expression of the speaker or
writer’s point of view. ‘Sentence openers’, for example, can paint an image in the reader’s mind and bring them into the composition by
drawing them in. A verb, plural noun, collective noun, or preposition can be used as a sentence opening (ibid.).

‘DM give contextual coordinates for utterances: they index an utterance to the local settings in which utterances are created and in which
they are to be interpreted’, writes Schiffrin (1987: 326) of discourse’s contribution to coherence. According to Lenk (1995: 341), DMs are
utilized when ‘the speaker feels a need to clearly indicate how it fits together effectively’. Hansen (1998: 197) observed that markers such
as by the way may ‘signal rather that the host speech is not intended to cohere or is at most intended to cohere in a somewhat loose sense
with what preceded it’. Schiffrin (1987: 318) stated that the employment of markers guides the hearer’s interpretation process because
‘markers select a meaning relation from whatever prospective meanings are offered through the content of conversation, and present that
link’. Blakemore (1992: 150) argued that ‘By limiting the number of alternative readings, DMs assist the listener in this endeavor. As a
result, they ‘encode instructions for processing propositional representations’ or ‘encoding procedural meaning’, as Blakemore puts it.

According to Muller (2005: 12), ‘We must consider not just the lexical context of DMs, but also the pragmatic context if we are to
understand their functions. However, regardless of the material, another critical question is how it is employed, or what role it plays in the
analysis’. Several authors have uncovered a collection of key functions in an attempt to understand the roles of DMs (Eggins, 2004;
Mdler, 2005; Schiffrin, 2006; Blakemore, 2006; Downing, 2006; Murar, 2008), offering a number of functions ranging from general to
specific:

1. In conversations containing speaker choice, DMs play a role in cohesion and coherence. As a result, the speaker must choose the

most appropriate sign to create meaning and fit the required pragmatic meaning (Blakemore, 2006: 232;
2. DMs help to limit the discourse’s discursive and contextual relevance.

DMs direct the listener’s interpretation process toward a chosen meaning. As a result, this role entails following the correct
inferential path in order to correctly grasp the message (Schiffrin, 2006: 315-338;

4. DMs also have interactive or expressive roles, including courtesy, face-saving or face-threatening, turn-taking, and signaling a
speaker’s emotional participation in their contribution (Murar, 2008: 135);

5. DMs have a deictic or indexical function, which refers to the DM’s ability to illustrate the relationship between the preceding and
subsequent discourse that the hearer must establish (ibid.);

6. DMs are functional elements of discourse. They are also useful for exchanging information or finding common ground amongst
speakers;

7. DMs can demonstrate attentiveness, known as anchoring. Attentiveness can be demonstrated by confirming the listener’s
understanding of information on a regular basis (e.g., you see, you got it) or by demonstrating awareness of common knowledge
(e.g., you know, indeed) (Murar, 2008: 125-139);

8. DMs are used in responses to indicate the listener’s interest and participation. Many markers, such as okay, right, see, and alright,
can be employed to perform this function. This category can also contain minimal answers like (mhm) (MUler, 2005).

2. Method

The data for this research consist of seven comedy series presented by an actor/comedian (Hassan Fashel) on television in 2008. The
selected data contain the common DMs that have been analyzed (zee, dahiq, kawee, hasatta), and these were analyzed according to
Brinton’s model (1996). This section includes the analysis of DMs selected from the data source.

2.1Zee
It is This DM is one of the most common DMs seen in this study. It has different functions in different contexts and can be used to express
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emotional action, confirmation, or disagreement, or to indicate new information and turntaking.
Extract 1 (AP2: 1)
o slilly L ] fail e U o sl ridae pid] lia (508 £ Ui A oA
cdl pid] iagd A5l allall S SIS il guli gan g lS 3] g f Hasil] Ji> B
Jaaii Y 5 panndi' ¥ e cibusl ] pid] Mo 55581 A
In this utterance, zee functions as an emotional action which is one function of interpersonal functions. Speaker A has tried to commit a
suicide because of social conditions in the country, but Speaker B rejects the idea. A insists on committing suicide and B tries to persuade

him not to by offering him some money. A uses the DM zee in a loud voice to express his reaction and becomes upset with B, and so zee
as a DM is used to express his emotions and to show how B blames A.

Extract 2 (AP2: 2)
S S s o fadif da lo Saowde] Sao da Lo Y] g s b g iaé g lll 158 )5 585 € 5l o se il S (ulil] (po pas] (o JanT G gl (AT Lo A
Al 5 e Ligh JIatiY) ducad Lol [ pitnd ulil] JS 5 alad 5 primac IS SLoSS 2SI fia Sa 5] B
Zee here functions as showing confirmation, which is also an interpersonal function. Speaker A is explaining to B about the

exploitation of society. A explains to B why he is thinking of committing suicide. The DM zee comes in this context because A wants to
confirm to B agreement with his speech (i.e., zee is used to show confirmation of the reason for suicide).

Extract 3 (AP3:3)
A g iy Saie il o gii Jr Sasa M o Sl plle b S li ] BISY G 4ges 5] A
Ul ko] IS b pides 6 i iade sl e ) Lo g ot STl Jpao il Jase sie 25T 51 B
llanif (8T L Lo g i) Jo Mlra 50 U] ol LelIS 530 ale il A
In this sentence, zee indicates disagreement in the speech, as Speaker B asks A to teach him something related to a melody of new songs.
A asks that B first learn the basics of the melody, but B refuses and disagrees because he wants something new.
Extract 4 (AP4: 4)
ey jlia e ) Lo ¢ oA Iy Lo & il Lo U A
S i il ik il (el oS il U dliiesi i a5 g Ll ) A Sle s 5 5 5V IS sias o linna¥] S s Ul 6 o3I i ST e Lo 4l :B
Aldiei g J il 5 Ul /g ae Lo fio

In this context, zee is a new information indicator. A offers B his project and asks him if they can work together. B refuses but A is
deceitful and uses the DM zee to give new information to A, affirming the benefits of his project as new information for A, to persuade
him to accept his idea.

Extract 5 (AP5: 5)
pla¥) Ly L . LaLies L1 5] Y (sl Chind ¥ il Lk :A
s/ B
..... DL ¥ 538l Lo Do) (il pall ians 55T 5 oA
S Cret Lo ) Jani #le il 5 B
In this context, zee functions to indicate turntaking, which is a textual function. After speaking about the idea of bribery between A and B,

B rejects the idea as we have seen in the previous extract. B then uses the DM to ask more questions of A. Thus, he uses zee to function as
turntaking (i.e., B wants to take a turn to ask more questions).

2.2 Kawee

Appropriate Kawee is the second most common DM in Mosuli dialect, used to express confirmation, act as a threatening marker, repair a
speaker’s utterance, show a reaction, or compliment).

Extract 6 (AP3: 6)
§ A ey sl 138 51 Dy i 52Y 5 Dl 50Y 5 50Y 5 GlatY) Al 3Sla jaisdile (5 s 5 s s A
) lie gl Lo e (548 gisle Gl po 252l 8 1 B

In this text, the DM kawee refers to confirmation of speech. The two people talk about the best fiddle, and speaker B emphasizes that the
fiddle in his hand is better than the others. Thus, he is affirming the good quality of his fiddle.

Extract 7 (AP4: 7)
Lo (e 51 5] Sy Cpaald al Lo 55l 5 Sl Lo g Slie o e leads GRS Y il A
e 7y g5 en adl o dDle Mo, il 5yl 598 il u o B
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The DM kawee in this utterance is used to express disagreement. Speaker A is inviting B to work with him to produce a newspaper. B
uses kawee to disagree and let A be the producer of the newspaper.

Extract 8 (AP5: 8)
LAl (L ods S LS sia Ul g 88 A
A alle b s dllla Luadl) gid] Jaziie o] sea) aude) Joulll ives pidtic Lo, caelic J 2B

In this text, the DM kawee indicates a threatening marker. Speaker A asks employee B to sign his transaction because he is in a hurry, but
B replies that all people are equal. Then, A threatens B. Thus, kawee is used to express a face threatening act.

Extract 9 (AP5: 9)
by oo Udd] IS L gune giagid S ol w iif Aidlaal) Und) sadie Lo ob iagis] IS Us] o il Sllie: A
. el Lo JUIYL Ul g 98 3530 b agdd (03 1 B
In this text, kawee indicates a speaker’s repair. A hints at B with riddles to pay a bribe when spoke, but B does not know what these
riddles mean. Thus, he uses kawee as a speaker repair, as he wants A to speak more clearly.
Extract 10 (AP7 : 10)
. gl (g yiliell Joadlly Uiy piind] 138 Crag Tl g ani SIS o addia 2dy Alladf (5les : A
(o io pgiire Lo g 98 Ul 5 Lo 5 yildie Joad lgy jla pdd) 4idl ¥sia B
Kawee is used in this context to express a reaction (emotional marker). Speaker A suggests that Speaker B take some money in exchange
for hospital and doctors’ expenses in treating his son, and B is surprised by these words. Thus, this DM is used to express an emotion.

Extract 11 (AP7: 11)

Lo i i sele (o il (5.8 sl mas 3l o _yol 5 dagalls o 58 el ) st Ul IS e sl Gl cn g Cig Bl i 5 5y 5lls Y sllo Ao po lenl sla - A

L s e lenYl slo ) bl L B
Kawee in this text refers to disagreement. Speaker A explains to Speaker B how much money he should take, but B refuses this idea.
Extract 12 (AP7: 12)
cdba b clai b ol g b F ) dasd) o dpally 5 pde ) A s A
conl Yol i sl Y led 8 Gahy dne g 98 Lidlam g LT pa g ol 5 Lo Jio el QS Jia Y Gl i) p4 0 - B

Kawee is used in this context to express confirmation of speech. Speaker B emphasizes to Speaker A that no one can hurt their
relationship.

Extract 13 (AP7: 13)
ol Jobo JBT ) 6 padl g ddlaall s a7 g 5 slil] §pad] g dusall G G ] L G gl (i) gldl] ) s Us) Sabie i cue Lo dgear 1 B

In this text, kawee indicates new information. Speaker B emphasizes to Speaker A how much he loves him and how the love and
friendship between them will last forever.

2.3 Dahiq
D This is the third most common DM in the Mosuli dialect, used to express turntaking, reactions, agreement and confirmation.
Extract 14 (AP3: 14)
Osin g iln Jodi ulil] g g pro ) ggia LS fral 221 dll A
Crsada s o0l (§ad-B
i b pdina 5$ i Lie iale liie) gia Ul o Glils Joh e pias] ey piesd i) b e oo ] st (5] Gpen Gsnda Lo A

In this phrase, the DM dahiq signals turntaking. Speaker A is talkative and wants to become a famous artist but is then interrupted by B,
who wants to take a turn, which he begins with dahig. However, A continues his turn and completes his speech.

Extract 15 (AP4: 15)
GobrliElb sjla o gad ol e dl punml A
pSile 22 B
WSl A
p e b (eil] 2L [ pasl 2o g Cpiie B
Lilelts A
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Ldles 4l B

a5 aei A

lsieai il g U gia o1 Y g Caakad (] CGuai L g 5 e s @ 5 phas aSn tew gl e B

L o) e il e Lo S Slia g 5 ko 5] 1 Lo ey Lo alf JbIS] e 58S e s A

The DM dahiq in this utterance is a reaction marker. Speaker A sees that B is about to visit and says to himself the first utterance,
including dahig, to express his reaction because he

is upset that B is arriving. Speaker A hates B because he is deceitful, a liar and fraudulent.
Extract 16 (AP7: 16)
(i Usira S 13S Lo S5 pall ani (SIS 8 A
i aleT SLIS ) il [ g s 38 g (pSese e f3a ani (SIS &5 Y il A sies Lo i) B
kT ) AT ay Lpally 5 pulinl] 5 gl gele Dled g gy Caplly puan g il o Sl s ba i3SI Loy 3Sa Job Lol s gl (g3 A
S e o) 553 S Gsan I Ul cllai oS Sl oli - 45 Slae ) U 13Ss B
In this text, the dahiq suggests agreement. Since Speaker B deceives Speaker A, and because A is a naive and simple person, he believes
B and agrees with his lies. He accepts money and gives a percentage of it to B.
Extract 17 (AP7: 17)
oo gy sl e cumedf Ul jlos 28/ (sla Lo Al Lia Lt A
S Ul e & e 5558 5 dumo Uil alf Qg5 ol Laild il _pall 5 (3 (558 B
by 5 g0 S Jio daleally o 585 )8 canlic lin) lgple apdi lin/ Cpey la lolsiy Lo 5 pae (A oi gl dnis oisiSise salis des Ludadl glvass (po sten ) (o il jilse 5iS
L &g 5ok NS
The DM dahiq here is a confirmation, since Speaker B emphasizes the love and brotherhood between himself and Speaker A, who
confirms to B that he was traveling and could not visit him. Thus, B is resolving a misunderstanding that occurred between them.
2.4 Hasatta

Along This is the fourth most common DM used in the Mosuli dialect, used to express disagreement, or to switch topics and act as an
opener.

Extract 18 (AP5: 18)
Tl e il o ol L A S oblo iy (9 diis pili aa sli Y ST L A

s ey o g ) pua sl galSS el A Y Gy Ciuda pall il iy ae T CuilSLe Al s J i S ot 2 pray Gy sing sty sidd] 4B Bl fiile Sa 5d) B
Aaile dpdleall gills 4351 g oo Foo GLRL Ciun gl alfeLile Lresd Lol dpof JS) 330 < oll b (Saa i pindy 220

In this utterance, hasatta indicates disagreement because Speaker B disagrees with A’s opinion about paying a bribe to the employee.
Extract 19 (AP6: 19)
e bl 5la o s g eendl ol o i 50 Ul g ol place SSMS (o) alad ] Cll o s Aol o lass Ll S dinsall 8 (o Lo i sall 30 Lo il 15 5l 51 A
L8825/ 3 b 100 Uinls Lo g A4S
il (568 2 )b sla Joald Jials IAGY SLle Lo et A
iy i AL Y sla Y Sl jan sla Lo Javivs U/ B

In this sentence, hasatta acts as a topic switcher because, at the beginning of the conversation, B explains to A that he is late because of
traffic in the city; A tries to change the subject by offering B tea or coffee.

Extract 20 (AP6: 20)
S b ) AL g &Y i o SR LIS il i Lrast A
AU o 7 gtig 5 jludls oS i R OIS Sleo 2dilo il Sl (Gao Y il pss i & G s Siile o) B

shadi y guaile Jio L C
In this context, hasatta is an opening and reaction marker, because Speaker A is very angry with B because he interferes too much.
3. Conclusion

In This study concerns DMs and their pragmatic functions in the Mosuli dialect. We investigated zee, dahiqg, kawee, and hasatta. The
study used Brinton’s model (1996), which includes different textual and interpersonal functions. The selected data was taken from a
comedy series by Hassan Fashel. It is concluded that DMs are used widely in the Mosuli dialect, with kawee being the most widely used
to express functions as confirmation and disagreement, to perform as threatening acts, speaker repair, or reaction markers. The DM zee
was used to express emotions, confirmation, and disagreement, and to indicate new information and turntaking. The DM dahiq was used
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for turntaking, reactions, agreement and confirmation, while hasatta was used to indicate disagreement, topic switching and openings. In
light of the results, we can make recommendations, as follows. There are many DMs in the Mosuli dialect that no one has touched upon
and we therefore advise researchers and students to discover them. We recommend student researchers to perform systematic research into
the determinants of discourse in the Mosuli dialect and reveal their impact on foreign language teaching and translation. These DMs have
many different uses that vary according to the local dialect of the country and the text in which they are contained. One area that should
be investigated is a comparison of the usage of DMs in Mosuli dialect Arabic with English, to see whether there are any parallels or
variations in how they are used. Other fruitful projects would be to compare the use of DMs between certain dialects, such as Mosuli
Arabic and Baghdadi Arabic, or to consider the difficulties that Arab learners have while translating DMs from English to Mosuli Arabic.
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