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The objective of this thesis is to describe and‘compare aspects
of the structuring, ordering and modification of information within
Arabic and English expository parégraphs as they appear in learned
jéu?na]s in each language dealing with similar subject matter. Sample
texts in English aﬁd Arabic have been aﬁalyzed in order to make general
stétemen;s concerning differences in the structuring and ordering of
information in terms of coordination and subor&ination of propositional
content on one hand, and the relative uses of restrictive and non-
restrictive modifica}ion on the other. The results of the study were
examined in the 1ight of their implications for the teaching of ESL
composition to Arabic speaking learners specifically, and for\the teaching

of foreign languages generally.
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CHAPTER 1
». \ . h

/
PRESENTATTON OF ¥HE PROBLEM

3
4
)

Linguistics has devoted increasing attention to the analysis and
compqrtson of samples of language comprising more than one sentence.

it
This has expressed itself in varying fie]ds of endeavor with a great

deal of overlap occurriﬁg e.g., Comparative Discourse studies (Fuller,
1959 Grimes, 1975 Gleason. 1968), Text Analysis: (Christensen, 1964;
Van Dyk, 1973, 1977; Halliday and Hasan, 1975; Newsham, 1978; Sing,
1978), Contrastive Rhetoric: (Kaplan, 1972, 1978; Strei, 1972;
Williamson, 1978), Comparative Stylistics: (Cr}stal and Davies, 1969;
_ ' Enkvist. 1973). The purpose of this study is to examine some facets of
Arabic-and Eng]ish‘at the level of text in order to see if definable and
comparable differences can be extrapolated and described The problem ﬁ
area is introduced/’hd defined in-the following pages. This is
'accomplished in five subsections which: (1) present the problem;
(2) state the overall purpose of this study; (3) 91:; a rationale for
conducting the study; (4) delireate the scope of the paper and (5;
define core terminology. °

l.i Introduction

¥

The fol]owing article from, "Ki Mustagbil", a well known'Lebanese

D

weekly published in Paris'(JaneiSy 9, 1981), has been translated by the

Fd




| 1 4

/ . -2-
) - :

writer into minima#&y correct English while maingrining the sequence
of sentences and the distribution U clauses within them exactlly as in

~ the Arabic gmiginal. The Arabic text is given in bétween,the Tines df
v T

translation. . \

3 S Q) THE JERUSALEM COMMISSION °

A3
k]

) On the eve of the commencement of meetings of the
— - - s r
= b\lo) sl L5 Hy
second session of the Jerusalem Commission, Marrakesh,
e=v 4 C;—-.LE)T~.1;_,14 1.) w1 !L_gl?f‘/
the red Atlasian city was completing all its preparations
-~ - T e z . . 4 r
A a2l ML A
J[ for listening to King Hasan [I's {haugural speech after
—_— - R - a9
cB S s gl b \oaqd S
»what approaches a year has passed since his chairing
é;'i;’a"-/»‘it""-"cfw.‘fuw ey
_ of this commission which developed out of the Fas Islamic
i} = q[fij‘ 5 K TR SRR ="
‘ g > A S N ﬂ;qu)‘/ caﬁ\ﬁ,é U, 33
Council. The counci) members at large assigned to this
AT 8l Ly tals v b
‘)Jl. 7 d d)' - '(;A’* r—
session, which will continue for two days a special
- » é - - o~ 7 :. ‘
importance, it being about to be held in the shadow of
. - [ 4 - []
‘v’\-“e’ 4o yup)) Uo 190 A6 J¥ sl >

thé Zionist Entity's continuing of operations intending

g 2o oo ) UL T
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Y to Judaise Jerusalem and the Haram al Ibrahimi and to

A : et Al e T

" — entfenchind the Israeli presence within it. And circles
‘ , La - \ T‘ T
)’ J)ﬂwg“ Pl st T st 2
within the comission which comprises 14 states represented
. 1 y = \ '
Yl Uy> 1t o 8 uﬁr’mu""f
at the foreign ministerial 1eve1 say that the roster .

AT Uy 51 e, W e w‘a*‘

at ‘the meetings of Marrakesh will focus on 3 points

Wg\ss (T e e 45V

with which two working papers will d§a1 (and) which the
- o= - [V, -
,jfir”J ¢l?)2»i ] Lr\r";hlJ (_),~>J\ oy Ly
P.L.0. will present and (also) the general secretary
_s/ P qs s '
JIHTT Congd plad e Ty geiads

of the Islamic Council Organization, Mr. J. al Shaty, _
T 2 SZHY e >L->},r

(parenthesized expressions mine)

3

What at first strikes the English reader is the length of the
sentences and the quantity of supportive or additional information
that is appended to each main clause. The overall body of the text
does not qigress from the topicoarea as degignated in the title. Yet
the article somehow appears to structure its con}ent differently from.
3 what English readers are aécustomed to. This element of "foreignness"

- fn-Arabic style becomes increasingly clear when one examines ESL

compositions written by Arabic speakers, and especially when

.
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atfemptﬁng to translate selectjons of Arabic prose into stylistically
good as well as gramatically accurate Eng]%sh.t: fFom a seri;s of
meetings with ESL teachers carried out during f%e winter term of 1981
at the*Continuing Education Department of Concordia University I

found }hat compositions of Arab students vere variously described as
verbose, repetitive, indirect or tangential, qualities that seem
unrelated to grammatical or idiomatic mastery alone. Similarly, in :
the course of my experience as a student of Arabic I have observed that

English speak1ng Tearners often had difficulty following the 1l*e of

»

_ thought as expressed in the development of the text. Arabic speakers

in discussing English expository style with me have often described it,

whether inna positive or negative‘light, as bare or sparse in finer:

"detail. Arabic and English, then, would seem to have varying

conceptions of text and differing perceptions of what constitutes
well formed expositi&n -- phenomena which may be attributable to,
among other things, differing conventions both explicit and implicit
for the structuring and modification of *information within written

text.

" 1.2 Purpose of the Study

Thé purpose of this study is to describe and compare aspécts of
the structuring, ordering and modification of %nformation within Arabic
and English expository paragraphs as they‘appear in certain journals
dealing with similar subject matter in-each language. The sample texts
have been analyzed in order to allow general statements concerning

differences in the structuring and ordering of information in terms of
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coordinatioﬁ‘and subdérdination on one hand, and the relative uses -of

restrictive and non restrictive modification on the other, in both ' >
) _ : .
corpora. The results of the study are examined in the 1ight of their . = -

implications for the teaching of ESL composition to Arabic ég;aking
learners specifiba]]y, and for the teaching of writing in fofeigh

languages generally. : T ‘

1.3 Need for the Study T S ' ‘

One of thg mginlpyemjses of thi§ study -s thai,neifﬁer master} of -
senténce grammar nor awareness: of the-broader rhetorical patterns of \
wxjtten exposition is in\itse1f sufficﬁent for foreign 1angdage‘
teaching, learning and translation; rather there exists an intermediate
level where syntax and semantics coalesce, directly endowing‘exposition'

;ith a characteristic "texture" (Christensen,f19é7; Halliday and Hasan, =~ h
1975). This study a%tempts to contribute to~researbh which aims at
character1z1ng and comparing cross- ]1ngua1 var1at1on in the structur1ng

of expository content within written text in objectively definable,
describable, and comparablé/ways. On the applied level, foreign u

1apguage teaching and tramslation are two fields thaf wou1d'benéfit

from a greater general awarenes% and specific knowledge of cross-

1fngual variation in ihe structuring of information in expositgry . ///’:
(4

Tqé results of this stqdy aﬁé others 1iKe it might céntribute to
fhe'teaching of reading and writing skills in foreign languages by
gxterna]izﬁng some factors involved in variations‘ﬁetween the target
language and the-first language tn ways that }é; demonstrable and :

. * "o

G ' » b ,
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1.4 Limitations of the Study ‘

Thé area of interest here is expository writind, of the type usgd
to "present facts or iﬂéas" (Bander} 1978), where the gréatest- !
emphasis is placed on the qognitive conteni of the written .
communication and on its logical structuring.

The gxpositionzthat is examined is of the explicative sort
employed in afticles of an academic nature. The content area from
whiqh‘samples are drawn includes subjects in“khe humanities and tﬁe
SOC%a] sciences. | R |

-The sgmp]iﬁg unit that provides the data for this study is the;/
paragraph. The paragraph samp1es‘are restricted to those igtroduc;
by a topic sentence which is in turn eiaboratéd upon in following
sentences and clauses bearing subgrdingte {ﬁformationi The writiﬁg
style of 'all the samples is expository, the tenor being explicative
in all cases. The paragraph was choseﬁ as the basic sqmp]ing unit not
because it in %tse1f was! the object of analysis but becguse,it provides-
more or less equiva1en£ segments of text used and recognized as sdch
in both the Arabic and Eﬁg]?sh corpora. The limitations in paragraph
type and tenor are 1ntended‘to restrict the samples to units of maxima]:"§~
similarity rggarding their purpose.‘style, rhetorical function and
structure, i.e., their register (E11is, 1966).

The study itself is 1imitéd to a quéntitative analysis’ for specific-
1inguistjc features and a comparison of their occdrrencés-within and
across cerpora in terms of frequency, average and ratio. The first

. . N <

)

o
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feature is syntactic while the second is more properly semantic. Both
are\ confined init1‘9 to senfence gramma(r aldne although the end
purpose is to e statements concerning the structuring of ihformatpn
in the texts“as wholes. - b
The/%irst invelves sentence size and composition. Size is defined
in terms of the number of clauses of which a sentence %s comprised. }
" Composition is defined according to freqyenty and ratio of clause {f
types. Types are classified by how a clause is comprised and composﬂ‘tion-
according to the frequency and rati? of clause types appearing in a
sentence. Clayse type is defined according to: (a) manner of 'Iinkagé
to the clause immediately preceding in the text, i.e., b} coordination,
su‘bordination or by absence of grammatical linkage, and (b) presgnce

and frequency' of ‘parallel constructions whenever these occur within the

clause.
F

'

The second area -of language that is analyzed for and compared .
across corpora is the re]‘ative us; of restrictive modification in
describing nouns and noun slot items making up the texts.

The resu]ts of the study are intended to allow general statemeits
only with regard to the data at hand and not to a]'I/Arabic and EngHsh
expositary prose in the humanities and the social sciences. It is hoped,
" however, that the results of the present st{de will contrfbute to
further research in the compar?o’f information structure in written

texts across languages by poipting out directions for further and more

intensive research.
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are primarily operational in nature.

T

1.5 Definition of Terms

The following are definitions of core terms and concepts ‘as used

or referred -to in the course of the s-tudy. The definitions themse'lves'

CLAUSE: A comg'lete propositional statemen£ realized in written
text with a grammatical subjegt and~a predicate consisting of a
finite verb and optionally of any one or more objects, complements
and/or adverbial elements.

CLAUSE,I Coordinate: A c]aﬁse linked to another ‘precedjng in_the

text by the relations expressed in the coordinate conjunctions

———r—

‘and or (and by the negatives neither nor) as well as by the

conjunction, but.’

CLAUSE, Main: A clause to which one or more subordinate clauses
are linked; it in turn remaining unlinked to any other clause by
subordination.

CLAUSE, Subordinate: A clause linked to énother immediately
preceding in the text by the relations expressed in subordinate
conjunctions introducing a&verbia]. relative, conditional,
concessive as well as nominal elements.

COORDINATE CONSTRUCTION: A segment formed when two or more

syntactically equivalent structures are 11'nkéd together by

coordinate and, or (or by the negatives neither, nor) and share
the same clause elements or act as a series of modifiers for .

the same head noun phrase.

MODIFICATION, Nonrestrictive: Additive information attributed to



10.

. -9 -

- a nominal and realized structurally as a relative clause, an

appositive or as an adjective functor, and which, if deleted

does not alter the basic propoéitioné1 statement of which the
nominal is a part. »

MODIFICATION, Restrictive: Information that qualifies or Timits
the range of applicability of a nominal such that if the
information is deleted the propositional statement in which the )
nominal is involved collapses. It is realized structurally in the

same way as non-restrictive modification.

'PROPOSITION; A basic word grouping in which either a quality is

attribute& to an entity or in which an act is done by or to an
entity. - .

TEXT: A sequence of words written in a particular style that,
globally, express meaning in re]ation‘to a given context.
TERMINAL UNIT OR "T-UNIT" (Hunt, 1965): Operationally defined
here as any single independent or coordinate clause, and any
complex sentence, i.e., a main clause togefher with any

14

subordinate clauses that may be linked to it.

e s aenst W



" CHAPTER 11

Y . ™~
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
[

¢ ‘

The following Chapter briefly summarizes approaches to the
definition and comparative analysis of text having perticu1ar relévance
to this study. This includes: (1) a review‘of core concepts underlying-
the study in the fields of "linguistic relativity", language at the
level of text and the compa;ative analysis of text: (2) an overview
of analytical frameworks used and referred to: (3) a statement about
the literary Arabic language which is examined here and (4) a review of

previous contrastive studies of text.
¥
2.1 Introduction

It has long been recognized intuitively that speakers of
’different languages perceive and categorize phenomena differently,
sequencing and arranging these perceived categories within written
discourse in various ways. This is obvious to any foreign language
student or translator. The idea that world view is conceived of
differently in various languages and, conversely, that language serves.
to limit if no£ determine outright phenomenological reality is
expounded in the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis of Linguistic:Relativity.

According to such a view of the'language-culture interface, anyone'who

P O e
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would learn a foreign language or translate between languages must
master not only new grammatical, lexical and idiomatic forms but also
different ways of viewing phenomena and events, and different ways of
1inking these as related concepts within accepted modalities of ﬁse '
(Sapir, 1958; WRor:f, 1964) . When‘ the reader is exposed to samples of
written material of more than one sentence.in length, he can usually

tell whether it forms some kind of unity or is a collection of

unrelated pieces. Such a unity imp]iés the existence of an entity

greater than the sum of i’ts parts, whiéh when written forms a text.
According to Halliday and Hasa;n, a text is conceived of as a semantitc

unit whic.h is realized structurally by means of syntactic and lexical
elements (Halliday and Hasan, 1975). A sequence of sentences may

constitute a text yarying in degree and quality from other texts. This
quality of being a text or having "texture" in the termin&logy of -

‘ Halliday and Hasan is proved by relations gf “cohesion™ one one hand

and "register" on the other. Cohesion, or the meaningful linking of
elements in'a text, exists at two levels; one within the text itself,

the other in the extra-linguistic reality jointly perceived of by the
producer and the receiver. Within ; text cohesion is provided
1inguistically, the purpose beg'ng the linking of elements semantically
either to what has come before in the flow of the discourse, or to

what is yet to come. Meaningful links between elements of a text that

do not come by way of the lexico-grammar of language but by way of_ 2

shared phenomenological world that is ":mderstood“ to both the producer

and the receiver are ties that exist between .the referents that

language symbolizes. Thg non-cohesive chtor that enters into text " g

formation is the context that it 1'5 presented in and for. The context
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determines its mode of presentét?bﬁ?‘i.e:. its "regfster" (E11is, 1966).
Text register has a culturally defined format wh%ch in the case of
certain modalities of expression are fairly explicit. Academica]]yi
oriented expotitory ptose is an example of "register" which has
guidelines as to its mode of presentation or style, guidelines which, __
as is contended here, affect the texture of the text. The nature of a
text then, according to Halliday and_Hasaﬁ is a function of cohesive
relations existing between reference items and referents (co-text),
shared and perceived environment, and the situational]y defined mode of
presentation or register (context) (Halliday and Hasan, 1975: 1-24,
293-305) .

* Pike, in the early Fifties anticipated the study of language at
levels beyond the sentence by positing that the notiqp of constituency
could be applied not only to thg‘phonological,lmorpho]ogica] and
syntactic aspects of language but also to‘thé socio-cultural contexts .
in which it is‘used. Discourse was perceived of as the "ultimate ‘
level of organization", its superordinate constituent being the

"behavioreme”, i.e., that major unit having a culturally defined

) - 8 . .
. beginning and end on the one hand and having internal structurae on the

other. This unit would also be analyzab]e into constituent sub- elements

¥

throughout the hierarchy of levels of 1anguage, i.e., into c0nst1tuent

o

structures (Pike, 1967: 34- 36). ¢ ’

" Grimes, using Pike s broad defirition as a starting point develops
a theoretfca] framework for discourse studies rooted in both generative-
semantic theory and tagmemics and which is applicable to written text
‘as well as verbal behaviour. Discourse studies, according to Grimes,

must take two factors into account: (1) "underlying formational
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structures”, or the content element, also defined in terms of socio-
Jinguist\:ic and individual constraints and ‘norms: (2) "transformations"
or the realization of the former linguistically in communicativély

acceptable forms, in syntax, information structure and style (Grimes,\

© . 1975: 30-32). The basic unit for analysis of discourse, whether oral
H

or as written text, is the proposition, a purely semantic unit allowing
cross—]inguo—cu]turai comparison. Pro-positions are of two types --
l‘exicalkand rhetorical. A lexical proposition (using the terminology
of case grammar) is a linking of arguments by a predicate in a
case-role relationship, i.e., as expressed in a simpTe assertive
clause, e.g., "And Mata ben Yunis defends Greek logic". The arguments

may themselves be embedded propositions e.g., "However, he who reads

‘between the lines will probably read something else." (from corpus)

Rhetorical propositions (similar to Halliday and Hasan's cohesive
relations of conjunction) (Halliday and Hasan, 1975: 226-230) involve
the 1inking of lexical propositions on the basis of purely semantic
re]atiqns without any role or case obtaining between them; e.g., as .
expressed in the conjunctival relation "bleca‘use" in "And there is no‘

. doubt that this research has great importance b'etgause it adds another
episode to the chain of human development." The configurations of
rhetorical complexes formed in the joining of 1exic;l propositions by

- rhetorical ones constitute an "outline" of the rhetorital structure of

the discourse (Grimes: 107-108) .

‘ The term"contrastive rhetoric" is used by Ka\plan in a number of
works (Kaplan.\]972. 1976, 1978a, 1978b) 1in his explorations for the

foundations of a theory of text analysis across languages which ﬁkes

as its underlying assumptions Hngui;tic relativity and the culturally-




-
coded nature of expository style. Exposifory writing is viewed';s
bejng made possible by a set of skills, an analytical framework thch-
thelwriter_in learning a new language tranﬁferé from his native 1 o
tongue to the target language. These skills and framework provide a
frame of reference already familiar to the learner. Th; framework is
a "1ogic0rsemani1c sef“\yhich finds its realization in the grammar and
lexis of the language in¥§uestion (Kaplan, 1978b). The criteria‘for’ : .
well-formed téxt‘are cu]tura]]}vspecified and relative, reflecting .
particular conceptions of the phenomenological world and relations
within it. Re]ations‘common to all expository prose su;h as sequence,
logic, space, and time, are conceived of and expressed differently in 2N
. various langua;es. The would-be learner must grasp the mode of linear
thinking, and the ways of expressing aﬁd relating ideas within the “

“realizable range" of the targsf/ﬂanguage both_in terms of choice

and arrangement (Kaplan, 1978a:9).

2.2 Analytical Framework ' *

The idea of "outlining" or "patterning" of discourse formed the
conceptual framework for numerous.analyses based on the coordination
and subordination of elements within text (Fuller, 19595 Christensen,

1967; Winterowd, 1969; Pitkin, 1969; Kaplan, 1972, 1978a, 1978b;
wl ,;\

Widdowson, 1978). It was Pitkin who first developed an appljtable__

®
I

technique as well as a methodology for comparing text structure witﬁ\\
reference to the coordination and subordination of elements of

. e
information within. In devising a system of analysis based primarily

on semantic criteria independent of graphemic conventions, Pitkin’ \

.
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invented schemata that became relevay cross-linguistic studies.

His,bas?c analytical unit is the “dissaufseé\unit”, a unit related to
other discoyrse units "horizontally" by-means\of coordination of
complementation and "vertically" through suborainatio; or, conversely,
sgperordinat1on. Horizonta]]y-re1atéd units Are)functionally equal
in relating new information to a shared suj dJinate unit, or they
are units that complement each other,)i.e., JUestion-answer, positive-'
negative. A "discourse b]ocJ is any aggregate of discourse units

that relate directly or indirectly (through a mediating unit) to the
same superordinate discoursé unit (Pitkin,'1969; 138-142). A discourse
unit may or may not be equivaient to a graphemic sentence, the prime
criteria for its definition as a unit being the hierarchical relation-
ship it bears to other units in a text through coniynction. Such

relationships may join units in a coordinately eqﬁa] footing, vis-a-vis

i a semantically superordinate unit they refer to in text, or they may

subordinate one unit to another. The 1imits then of such units would
be‘a function of the coordinate or subordinate conjunctive relations
obtaining between them. The units themselves may be conceived of at
many levels, i.e., ag coordinated elements within a clause, clauses or
senténces themselves or even paragraphs in an article or chapters in a
novel. The "discourse bloc" would be a unit formed by a semantically

superordinate unit together with all units directly or indirectly

. subordinate to it. It is the relations of coordination and
b3

subordfnation obtaining between elements of text with "discourse bloc"
units which provide the first frame of reference for the present study.
The other aspect of text analysis examined here involves

X
differential use, cross-linguistically, of restrictive and
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non-restrictive modification in giving information about the
propositional elements of a text. Christensen in applying structural
paradigms to the teaching of "good" English written style refers to
type and placement of modification in providing writing with what he
designates "high" or "low" "texture", i.e:, amplé or limited supportive
informatjon to the main clauses of the text (Christensen, ﬁ967: 3-4).

Ggéy focuses on the uses of restrictive and non-restrictive
modification in lending different qualities and densities of texture
(in Christensen's sense) to written discourse. Modificétion'in
genéral is conceived of in a purely semantic sense, being defined by
Gray as "the expansion, contraction and general classification of \
meaning" (Gray, 1977: 123), which may be structurally realized as a
word, phrase, a whole proposition or even as an increment of text.

Restrictive modification serves to qualify or limit the scope of
its head unit whereas non-restrictive modification provides either
additional or redundant information that in effect constitutes a new
proposition (Gray, 1977: 1112-114). As Gray perceives it, restrictive
modification acts to make increasingly precise assertions rather than
making additional assertions and its use characterizes "sophisticated”
writing in English (Gray: '114—119).

‘The imputed predisposition towards restrictive modification in
English writing merges well with Hunt's findings concerning Fhe
deQe]opment of syntactic structures in the writing of scﬁoo1 chi]drén_
at three grade levels. Hunt found that children's writing evolves
from a coorﬂinating-of—e1ements phase to an, increased use of full
subordinations, some pf which develop into reductions (Hunt, 1976), .

which are often restrictive in English.

. -




-7 -

2.3 The Arabic Language

Arabic is used in various colloquial forms and in virtually the
same literary form by nations and ethnic groups extending from the
So!iet Upion to Afhica. Literary Arabic is used for almost a]f
written communication (the occasional cartoon cdption and some play
dialogue are important exceptions) and it is this form which has
developed clearly defined conventions of usage.

In that part of the world that is'both Arab and MQs]im the Arabic ]
language (i.e., the literary 1anguagej achieved a ::lue that was
second only to the Islamic faith -in importance. Because of its
believed Koranic provenance, modern literary Arabic has changed only
slightly from its scriptural form (Patai, 1976: 47). A number of
gre;criptive rhetoricg designed as guidelines for communicating
(persuasively) in literary Arabic were developed by Muslim scholars in
attempting both tp preserve and interpret the language of the Quran.

It is not the purpose of this study to examine the uses of highly
developed rhetoric in Arabic (i.e., its uses of style to appeal to
the emotions, its exploitation of rhythm, meter and literary devices
for embellishment, all of which have been dealt with adequately
elsewhere) but rather to examine an area of syntax and semantics which
will allow a limited comparison of the structuring of information in
the Arabic and English expository texts, more a question of elements&
of the code in which stylistic devices are encoded rather than the

devices themselves.
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2.4 Contrastive Studies

®

-

Very 1ittle has been done in the way of cross-linguistic
contrastive analyseslof text in general and even iess,on Arabic and
English in particular. There are two contrastive studies in the
rhetoric and styles of Spanish and English composition, studies
relating primarily to conventions of thematic organization and the
staging of author's point of view (Santiago, 1968; Strei, 1972).

There also exists a comparatﬁve study of scientific writing in
Mécedonian and English (Konecni, 1976). Studies in the comparative
cohesian of French and English have been carried out by Newsham (1978),
and Singh (undated). |

In the comparison‘of Arabic and English there are two studies:
those of Kaplan (1972) and Williamson (1978). Both of these studies
are restricted to the analysis of the ESL compositigns written by
Arabic speakers for their data on Arabic style. Bothﬂgring to
attention the elaborate use of coordinating structures, apposition and
parallelism in the Arab writers' samp1e§ and present’ models for the
outlining of information in the ESL compositions based on Pitkin's
model of discourse units. ]

The present ‘study seeks to Hraw comparisoﬁs between actual samples
of what is considered to be correct and representative written
language in both Arabic and English. Within the following éﬁapter the:
type, seiection and analysis of the data which forms the basis of this

study will be discussed in detail..




CHAPTER 111 | :
THE STUDY
)

In th1s section the data examined and the systems of analysis ]
applied in this study are d1scussed under three subheadings: (1) a
description of the data itse?f. its sources and the mode of sampling
.used jn its selection, (2) an:exp1anation of the systems of analysis

applied to the data in theoretical térms, (3) a dg§pription of the
treatment of the data, i.e., techniques of analysis and critgr%a for

-

their*app]icafion.

3.1, Sources of the Data

. © e

Written text is the object of analys{s in this sfudy, and of
written text a type that is very conventionalized in its structure,
exposition In his categor1zat1on of types of wr1t1ng, Jakobovits
d1st1ngu1shes between "mechan1ca] and creatﬁve sequenc1ng The former
includes those genres$ that fo]]ow formats partly.generated by explicitly-
known and usually- tabght patterns of expression, while the latter
der1ves from none that is as eas11y definable. Exposition would fall
into the former category, while novel writing, for example, would fall

into the second (Jakobovits, 1969: 13). The term "expositidn“‘is

used in this study to ‘include prose written with the purpose of

TN .
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npresentim% facts and ideas" (Bander, 1978f 94), where the writer's
primary conéern is codvey?ng information iﬁ what he underétands as

a “loéica1,structure“f

' The type of exposition, examined here is of the exp1§cative

sort employed in articles of an academic nature. The content area
from which samples are drawn includes subjects in the humanities and
social sciences. Scientific discourse was rejected on the assump?%on
that such subject matter has its own conventions gpart from the
language in which it is expounded, a- factor which might ﬁinima]ise
ﬁbssible cross-linguistic variation in the structuring of text in
Arabic and English. thérature was avoided as a source of samples due
to its preoccupation with the~§§p1oitation of language itself as a
meﬁium of‘expression. ‘

¥ The saﬁp]ing source used in the study is the typologically

défineg paragraph, i.e., that portion of b}inted text extending from
one indentation to the next on the page.,6 The selection of the samples
was achievéd by opening to the centre page of each -article and choosing
the first parégraph that conformed to the following limitations:

(1) The paragraph contained a topic*stétment supported by others
1subordinate to it either directly or indirectly. (2) The'paragraph
carr{ed information dealing with the body of the text, i.e.,
.introdﬁctory, transitional and concluding paragraphs were excluded.
(3) Only explicative’contenf was selected, i.e., paragraphs describing
or relating processes, events, ideas, sygtems,qr persons in an
explanatory tenor. (4) Samples of similar size, i.e., word count,
were sought. The parggraph was chosen as the ‘sampling unjt, not

because it in itself is the object of study but because it provides
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a more or less equivalent segment of text used and recognized as
such in both the Arabic and the English corpora. Although Arabitc
prose has not traditionally been organized into paragraphs either
typo]ogﬁca]ly or conceptually, the articles from which the Arabic
samp]es\are extracted are clearly printed and organized in paragraph
form, as in most contemporary expository prose.

Twenty samples df explicative expgsitory prose were selected
from twenty different articles published in journals treating sﬁbjeqt
areas in the social scjences and humanities. Ten of the samples were
taken from Arabic and ten from Eng]ish-]anguagén;ublications. An
attempt was made to match squect areas in the samples taken from
each language, e.g.,.pairing a sample taken %rom an historical article
in Arabic with one of a similar type in*kng]ish. Furthermore, the
sources of the samples we}e maxima]]y'varied, i.e., each sample
represents a different article and a different author.

Under the heading of "humanities" are four broadly defined
subject areas that include fifteen samples, while the social sciences
are represented in three subject areas encompassing £he five remaining
samples. The subject areas in the humanities and the distribution
of samples among them are as follows: Islamic studies: _one in Arabic,
one in English, studies in Arabic 1iterature (histOfy and criticism):
four in Arabic, two in English, history and biography:n two in Arabic,
four in English and finally philosophy: one Arabic sample.

The samples drawn from the social sciences are distributed in
subject areas as follows: Area studies: one in Arabic, one in
Engiish, Economics: one in Arabic, one in English and finally

education: one in English. The samples are to be found in Appendix 1.
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3.2.1 Systems of Analysis: Introduction\

The purpose of this study is to define, extract and compare
guantificatively linguistic ﬁhenomena occurring within the range of
sentence grammar in sample texts of a similar type and purpose taken
from two languages, and to use the findings as a basis jgr describing
empirically verifiable differences in textual structure. Specific
formal elements within the sentence are examined in order to arrive at
generalizations of comparison concerning a semantic property existing
in segments larger than the sentence, i.e., the structuring and
patterning of information in texts of similar genre.

Two level of meaning upon which the study rests are proposition
and text, both of which convey information in written language. The
proposition is a basic semantic groﬁping in which'a quality is either
attributed to someone/thing or in which an act is done by or to -

. someone/thing. In relation to form, the proposition has been defined
variously as a "tenseless set of relationships involving verbs, noun;
and/or embedded elements if there are any" (Fillmore, 1968: 23), and
as a grammatical unit that makes a comment, or says something about
"terms", i.e., "a noun slot grammatical unit which 1abg1s,'names.or
refers to an entity" or noun phrase (Pike, 1967: 488-490). The
ﬁroposition is viewed here as the basic information—cqnveying unit,
the smallest element of statement of which larger segments of text are
composed. Gray applies the term "assertion" to these propositional
statemeﬁ%s. Written text, according to Gray, represents the answer
portion of a dialogue in which the answerer anticipates questions that.

may be directed to him. In.dialogue itself the burden of exposition is
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" conceived of as a string of propositions that convey meaning and  *'- ~.

- 23 -

p]acéd on the question-answer sequence and its execution distributed
among the.participants. In a composition or text, however, the
writer strings together a number of proposit%ons an the‘form of
statements that contain the answer to implicit or explicit questions
thaf may be raised by the reader, i.e., "subject-attributé assertion§"
(Gray: 13-17).

A text conveys meaning that is more than the sum of its

propositional content. ~From a purely semantic viewpoint a text may be

&

\
relate to one another and to an external environment contextually,
topically and cohesively. The context of a text is its field of
discourse, a shared perceived reality on the part of writer and reader.
Thé propositional elements are further connected by virtue of a

"shared collective intent" (Widdowson, 1978: 227) that is being
communicated, i.e., a topic area. A text, then conveys a comprehensive
meaning th;t exists aside from the cﬁntent of each of its propositional
elements. Whereas context is rather an extra-linguistic factor in

the meaning of text, a matter of culture, its topic area must be
organized and presented through formal linguistic means. Both

context and iopic give a text coherence, a sense of well-organized and
meaningful content in the minds of writer and reader. Cohesion is

more properly a function of the use of language in relating propositions
and their parts to each other in a segment, of connecting elements to
what has gone before and to what isA}et to come. Cochesion endoﬁs a

text with "the continuity that exists between one part of the text

and another" through the grammatical and lexical system of the language

in question (Halliday and Hasan, 1976: 5, 229).

1
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The information contained in the abstract semantic qualities of

text and proposition is realized through the forma) linguistic means

" available in a given language. The manner in which the information’

is expressed in writing, however, may differ in(accordance to language
and values. The format and sty]ing‘of composition of various genres
are not necessarily a universal system, and even if they are realized
fn language, they are not necessarily determined by language. In
addition to the iexicon and grammar of the language in question the

|
student of composition must learn "the mode of linear thinking and the

ways of relating ideas in writing" (Kaplan, 1978a: 9).

The aspect of relating ideas that is being examined and compared
here is the structuring of information in text in terms of coordination
and subordination of elements in relation to one another and the use of

restrictive and non-restrictive modification in describing such

~elements. In so far as this study attempts to make general comparative

statements about expository "usage" on the basis of language "use"

in Arabic and English corpora (Leech and Svartvik, 1975), the units of
analysis must be defined structurally as well as semanticaYly.‘ The
semantic framework of analysis together with the structural realizations
taken to present it will be described and gxgmpTifjed below. " .

.

3.2.2 The System of Analysis

¥

A written text, as viewed from the level of analysis applied
here, comprises a series of propositions given in a linear sequence
some of which are coordinated, some. subordinated and still others

placed in parallel relationship to their neighbours. A proposition that
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makés a statement and which is formally realized as a declarative
clause is defined hére as a "propositional statement". These networks
of propositional statements appear in both the Arabic and English
paragraph samples in sentence-like subdivision, i.e., typographical
sentences separated from other like units immediately preceding and
following, with a capital and a period in Eng]ishl and with only a
period in Arabic. These units correspond to what English traditional
grammar and prescriptive manuals have defined as sentences'of varying
J;grees of complexity according to the number of coordinated and
subordinated sébunits included. The traditional grammar of Arabic,
however, recogniies the sentence only at the level of a single clause.
The word in Arabic for "sentence" and “clause" are one and the same,

jumla, for in Arabic there is no distinction between them (Wright

* i1, 1898: 251-2; Beeston, 1970). For example, a segment Eqntaining a

maiﬁ clause and a dependeﬁt clause in English would. traditionally be
described as a complex sentence, whereas the same sequence in Arabic
would be conceived of as two clause-sentences. Beyond the level of

the single sentence-clause traditional Arabic grammar has recognized no
larger unit of written language until one arrives at the chapter
heading. In fact, however, much if not most of contemporary Arabicl

expository prose, esﬁecia]]y of the type analyzed here, uses the

. convention of paragraphing and sentence division in organizing and

presenting its conteﬁt to the reader, a phenomenon relatively new in -
Arabic writing which may be explained, at least in part, in terms of
Western European influence.

The clause, then, exists as ; unit emically recognized in both

English and Arabic that contains a grammatical subject and a predicate
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linked to that subject. The suﬁgect may be realized (1) as a noun
phrase, e.g., ‘ ‘ '

"And this conscious rejection will motivate him..." AR.1:4:x-xii

or (2) as an embedded nominal in subject slot position, e.g.,

"What is encountered is therefore a continuum..." EN.3:5

The predicate must include a verb phrase and may include one or morgjpf'

the "clause elements" (Quirk, 1973: 12-13), i.e., an (1) object slot

segment, e.g., as a noun phrase, -
"grammar benefits logic..." AR.3:1

or as a nominalization, e.q.,

"And he maintains that it is the correct measure..." AR.3:4

(2) a complement, e.g.,
"The prospects even for the Singapore base were b1eak",‘EN.2:5
(3) an adverbial, e.g.,

."that he set out in his literary creation..." AR.1:1

A clause may be independenf. dependent or parallel in relation to

others in the text. An independent or main clause is one to which one

or more subordinate clauses may be linked while the clause itself is

notllinked (in terms of sengence grammar) to another clause. An
independent clause may appear as a single, siﬁp]e‘clause often introduced
byiggg in Arabic, the and signalling a vague cohesive tie of seriation
(Ha)l1iday and Hasan, 1976: 23307), e.g.,

"And mankind i3 at one with rationality" AR.3:8

or as the main clause in a complex sentence, e.g.,"

"And these occupiers brought in military fiefdoms, that is giving

agricultural land to the commanders and prince§ so that they might

benefit from its resources without taking care of the land or

D T N - . “ e e al
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planting it" AB:9:5
A coordinate clause is linked to another immediately preceding
by the structural relations expressed in the’coordinate conjunctions

and'or (and by the negatives neither nor) and but,’e.g.,

“And our evaluation according to our preférred method in literary

studies, is extracted from poetic examples which we stand before

a while, and which we grace with an_examination." AR.10:1
A subordinate clause islone which is linkgd to another preceding
- {mmediately by the relations-expressed in subordinate conjunctions
introducing adverbial, relative, conditional, cpncgssiye as well as
nominal elements, e.g.,
~ (1) adverbial:
"which we grace witﬁ an examination until we deduce from them..."
- ART0:1
(2) relative:

"the bulk of the expenditures which the naval staff was planning..."

EN.2:1
(3) conditional

A

"And if you, asking what this water scoop is, (then) scan the

stanzas..." AR.10:5

(4) nominal: ‘

"Churchill insisted that its development.cou]d take place..." EN.2:7
- Within any one of the above é]ause types a coordinate construction.
may occur, 1.e., a segment formed when two or more syntactically .
equivalent structufes linked together in an "and" or "or" relationship
(or by the negatives neither and nor) share the same clause elements or

act as a series of modifiers for a single headword, e.g., -

A
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(1) sharing same clause elements:

"And a group of hangers on and exploiters appeared who céoperated

with the:foreigners in impoverishing the soc%ety and exploiting ,

»

it."

- (2) mod1fy1ng the same headword

A

1nc1t1ng the public in a haphazard and demogogj; ¢ manner..." AR.9:7 ;

o

Upon exam1ning how the content of the samples was organized in ,
terms of c]ause"pumber and type it became éppareht that egch'péraéraéﬁ
,coﬁfained hierarchical patterns of subordination braﬁch1ng off frommméi;
clauses. These same subordinations ofte? included in themse]ves~fuftﬁer
' subordinate and coordinate(elements of varying depth. In each

paYagrabh sample there seemed to exist information-bearing clusters

larger than the clauses of which they were compr1sed yet sma]ler thaw

the paragraph in which they stood. Awareness of such c]usters has 1ong '

been recogn1zed in the 11terature and has been the starting po1nt for

'

. many indices forlthe ana]ySts of text in terms of.;he patternlngtor

"outlining”" (Grimes, 1975: 38) of subordination and coordination.

Notable among these are Christensen's "Subordinate Units “,(Christgnsep,L

1967), Pitkin's "Discourse Units" (Pitkin,-1969), Gray's "Independent

Assertion Structures" (Gray, 1977) and of particular interest here,
Hunt's "Terminal Unit". In his "Grammar Structures Written at Three
Grade Levels", Hunt studies the writing of rschool children at yarious
levels of proficiepcy. In order to account for strings written by
immature students (who tended to connect iOng sequences of proposition-
statements coordinately, with or without the coordinator and) Hunt
dgvised the "Terminal Unit" or "T-Unit",-i.e.. |

"...the shortest grammatically allowable sentegées inte which the

.

10
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theme could be segmented..." such that... lI‘if it Qgre segmented
into units)ény shorter, some fkaément would be created" (Hunt.
1965: 23).
uThe “T-Unit" includes, then, complex sentences but not\comp0unds.
A sentence beginning with a coordinator is not considered a fragment but
F;ther a ;epérate "T-Unit". Hunt's index has been adopted ang applied
- here because it provides -clear structural criteria (the use of clause
types as défined\above#, recognizable and recognized in both languages
) fér designating a semantic phenomenon, viz.,’the hierarchical or?ering
of informatiop ﬁrncomp]éxes of subordinate and coordinate clauses and
elements of c)auseé, “The "T-Unit" is operationally defined here as
béing aqy comple* sentence or independent coordinate clause. A
"T-Unit" may include a main clause together with any c}auses syntactically
subordinate to‘it (thrdugh the means available in sentence grammar), '
e.g.,
"And military ideology is a term from the terms of military science
by which is meant the charted military policy which expresses
the state's point of view concerning that which pertains to the
fundamental modalities and laws of érmed conflict and that which
relates to the nature of war and its (the state's) point of view
and concerning the essential means of preparing the country and
the armed forces for bittle." AR 2:2. X
Clauses or sentences beginning with a coordinator and not already
linked to a subordinate clause 7n another "T-Unit" constitute separate
“T-Units", e.g., '
"And Mata bn Yunis defends Greek 1ogic..." AR. 3:§

2

Using the above éategories and criteria it is possible to analyze
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the sample texts in both Eng1ishvand Arabic into "T-Units" and clauseg.
Clauses may be further categorized i;to main,:coordinate and |
subordinate“types, while the coordinate constructions appearing within
these c]aus;s may also be tallied. The first aﬁa]ytica] framework
(app]ied in this study is the analysis of "TQUnft# number, size and
cdmposition per sample, then per corpu§ and thé comparison of the résu]és
across c;rporé. "T-Unit" size is defined %n terms of the number of
clauses of which it is comprised, and composition according to the .
frequency and ratio of clause types abpearing in it. Clause type is
defined in termsAof the number of clauses of which it is comprised, and
composition aécording to the frequency and ratio of.clause typés~ .
»appearing in it. Clausé type is defined accordihg £o (a) 3‘5 manner
" of linkage to the clause immediately preceding in the text, i.e., by
coordination, subordination or by‘absence of grammatical link, and

(b) the preseﬁce and frequency of coordinate constructipns whepever
these occur within the clause.

The textual material examined here has thus far been v}ewed at the.
\c%ausa1 level, i.e., as stfings of propositional statements linked.to
others in the text by relations of subordination, .coordination or ‘
parallelism. Within these propositional statemeﬁts (clauses) themselves,
however, there is further-scope for conveying of 1nformation, ie.y in
ithe form of modification. From a semantic perspective modification is
~ "a word or group of words that adds meaning tb another" (Braun, 1947:
*11). When applied to a noun phrase or nominal segment which is an
_element of propositional statement, such as)a&ditioP of meaning may be

restrictive, or pon-restrictive. Non-restrictive modification gives

further information about the head that it modifies, a head already
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jdentified in the‘EOntext of the propositional statement of which it is

an element. The non-restrictive modification itseJf is not necessary

-for such identification. In essence it creates an additional

broposition by making a new statement about the head. Non-restrictive
modification; then, is used fo‘provide additional information about an‘
element of a propositional statement and can be deleted without altering
the meaning of that statement, efé., ,
| (a) My weg]thx father disinherited me. | , o L

~ (b) My father, a wealthy man, disinherited me.

(c) My fathér, who is wealthy, disinherited me.

~

In each of the above cases, a non-restrictive modification in three

- syntactic forms, i.e., adjective, appositive, relative clause, adds

meaning to the basic propositional statement. If one deletes the
"wealth" aspect, the basic statement about "my father disinheriting me",

still stands. Thehnon—restrictive modification itself provides a

| "Dependent Assertion”, i.e., a dependent proposition, in that while it

makes a propositional statement (My faghe} is wealthy), it does not
exist syntactically separate from its basal propositional-statement-

clause) (Grays 1977:.113). For the purposes of this study non-

restrictive modification is defined as information added either pre-or

e

postipositionally to a noun phrase or nominal segment of a clause and
which if deleted does not alter the basic propositional ‘statement
contained in the clause. Non-restrictive modification is rea]izea

syntactically in both Arabic and English as a relative clause, an

_appositive constructionor as an adjective functor, e.g., \
(a) a relative clause, . ~ \N\\
" And a group of hangers on and exploiters appeared who '\\

>

S
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who cooperated with foreigners in impoverishing the

sociétx." AR.Q:7

"(b) an appositive construction,
"And theée’occupiers brought in military fiefdoms, that is,

agricultural land to the commanders." AR. 9:5

(c) an adjective functor,
"And military ideology is a term of the forms of military
science which means the charted military policy." AR.2:2

s
Modification that serves to narrow or 1imit the semantic scope of

* its head 7s restrictive. Unlike modification of the non-restrictive

type restrictive modification does not create a new proposition but
rather acts to make the existent proposition of which phe head is part
increasingly precise and specific (Gray, 1977: 114). .In actua]it},
the héZE receives its explicit identify from the modification supplied
(Quirk and Greenbaum, 1973: 376) in such a way that such modification
cannot be femoved without altering the meaning of .the proposition-
statement of which the head is an element, e.gi,

ta) '§§L'instrqctors are well off.

(b) Instructors of §§L_aré well off. s

(c) Instructors who teach §§L_are well off.

In each of the above examples a restrictive modification in three
possible syntactic forms, iie., adjective, adjective functor and,
relative clause, serves to qualify the meaning of its head, especially
regarding range and applicability, i.e., "instfuctors". The deletion of
the qualifying modification "ESL" would completely change the meaning of

the statement in that‘Pbeing well off" would apply to all instructors or

to instructors in general rather than only to “ESL" instructors.
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Restrictive modificétiqn is defined here as ihformation that qué]i?iés
or limits the range of méaning of a noun phrase or nominal ;egmént of

a clause such.that if the modificational information, is deleted the 1 .
propdsitional_statemént, of whicﬁ the modified ‘term is a part, would
collapse.. Such modification is realized syntactically in the same way
as ;estrictive mod%fication, i.e.,

(a) a relative clause,

"Non Romantic 17terature devg]ops only in the thick of the

struggle that the writer raises..." AR. 1:6

o

(b) an appositive construction,

"There is ho proof that the Qur'an_intended

- to regulate every detail of life..." EN. 1:5

%

(c) an adjective or adjective functor, »
"...The charted military policy..." (See quote "c" above under
non-restrictive modification - AR. 2:2

a

' A statement can be made éoncerning the relative amounts and ratios
of restrictive to non-restrictive modification found in the English and
the Arabic corpora as per propositional and clausal content. The
greater use of the restrictive modification would show a greater reliance
Oon narrowing statements of a precise nature, while increased re]iapce
on non-restrictive modification would demonstrate a tendency towards
interpolating supportive or supplementary -information within the
propositional development of the téxt (Gray, 1977). The tallying and
comparison of frequency and ratios of restrictive to Qon-nestrictive
modificétjon is the second ané]yticg] goal of this study.

It is hypothesized that the Arabic and English expository paragraph
as it appears in the samples under study structure their informational

N
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"3.3.1 "T-Unit"“and Clause Type Analysis

3.3 Treatment of the Data : .
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content differently in the following respects: :~;g’

"(a). The Arabic samples show a greater téndéncy towards large
B &

"T-Units", us{ng withif these a greater numbqr'of

subordinate clauses and cpordinaté cénStrucfﬁons than do the
English gamplés. ‘ - ’

R (bf The Arabié sgmnﬂeg tend to use a g;;ater ratio of non-
résErigfive to restrictiyg @odification than do the Engl{gh

samples. : ,

-
3 ‘ 0 3

The typographically defined séhp1e paragraphs wefe first reexamined

to determine if-they,did, indéed, form unit; which were—distinguishable
‘from other ]ikéﬁubits in the texts. The samples then were nedefiﬁed as
paragraphs.in é semantic sense usiﬁg P}tkin's,concept of the "discourse
bloc" as the criterjon, i.e., one semantically superordinate element ’

toge;her with any other elements directly or indirectly subordinate to

it LPitkin, 1969).
. ' o A

Each sample paragraph _in both the English and the Arabic corpora
was analyzed into "T-Units", 1:e., main clauses together with any .
dependent clause subordinated to it and including any additional clauses

‘embedded in either the main or the dependent clauses. Clauses beginning

N Y

with a coordinator or no lizf)ht all constituted separate "T-Units" if

they were independent. 0THe number' of ﬁI-Unitﬁ" was tallied by sample

|

-& M
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and then by corpus.

The "T-Units" were furthe® analyzed into independent and subordinafe
clauses as definéd above. In addition the coordinate constructions
occurring withiﬁ these were also noted. The number of occurrences
of each wds calculated per sample, then per "T-Unit" for each corpus.

The maximum and then minimum numbers of clauses according to type and
coordinate structures per "T-Unit" were given for both corpora. Finally

-ratios were given each for independent and subordinate ¢lauses and then

for coordinate constructions, to the total clausal content per corpus.

[N

3.3.2 Restrictive and Non-restrictive Modifications Analys%s'

hd

o

-

AN the‘\c'lausal content of each corpus (i.e., independent and
subordinate g]a;uses togetﬁer any coordinate constructions within them)
%% was analyzed for every occurrence of restrictive and non-restrictive
modification as defined above. The total incidence of each was tallied
per sample then per corfbus. The means of the number of occurrences of -
both modification types wag calculated per sample, then per ci'éuse
(1"nc'|ud1'ng coordinate structures) for each corpus. Ratios were‘fhen

i

calculated for the occurrences of restrictive to non-restrictive
modification within each corpus as a whole, then per sample and.per
clausal structure. Finally the ratios of restrictive and then
non-restrictive modifications between the corpora were calculated.

The results of the above described analyses are discussed in table

form in Chapter IV.



'CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
In this section the results of the analysis will be presented and

discussed with reference to three tables. The results will be given.

under two subheadings: (1) the results of the analysis and comparison

. for T-Units and clause types and (2) the results for the analysis and

comparison for restrictive and non-restrictive modifications.

4.1 T-Units and Clause Types

The data reviewed and discussed in this section ar;e summarized in
Tables I, II and III. Table I gives the tallies for number of words,
T-Units, clause types (including independent, dependent clauses and
coordinate structures), and for restrictive and non-restrictive
modifications for each sample paragraph. Totals are given for each
corpus. Table II contains the means and ratios ‘for the above categories,
while Table 111 gives the maximal and minimal cases for each relevant
category.

In Table I it can be seen that' the total number' of words in each

corpus is almost the same, i.e., 1480 in the English and 1431 in the

Arabic, the difference between them being 49 words. The longest
\

sample in Arabic is 189 words, and in English 193 words. The shortest
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sampie in Arabic is 110 word@, wﬁile in Engiish it is 143 words. The
meén number of words per sample, in Arabic is 143 words compared with
V148 in Eng]ish. The corpora ﬁhen, in terms of word count are very

" similar, with the English samples being a bit longer on’thé éverage,
pgr sample. ’ ‘ ‘ o .

Altbough the Arabic corpus'has s1ightly fewérbwqrds?than ifs~
English counterpart, the total nﬁmber ofmT—Gnité found ip the former
}; very stightly larger, with 66 in the Arabic as coméared with 62 in
the English and the mean per sample text being 6.6 and 632 T-Units
‘resbective]y. The maximum number of T-Units appearing in an Arabic
sahp]e is 9 and in an English sample 7, while the minimum T-Units ;ré h
3 and 5 respective]&. The Arabic corpus‘on the average spreads a’very ’
s1ightly smaller verbal content oveé 4 more T-Units with the Arabic )
corpus showiné a greater range in the number of T-Units used iﬁ o
individual samples.

Both corpora then are very similar regarding the numbe;s qf words
and T-Units into’which they are arranged with the Arabic sdmples showing
greater individual variation in the numbers of T-Units into which their
sample paragraphs are organized.

The number of independent clauses (i.e., simple clauses unlinked
to any other in the text by relations of subordination on one hand, and
of superordinatioﬁ on the other) appearing in both corpora are also
similar with slightly more tallied in the Arabic corpus, 34 are
compared with 31 in the English. The mean number of independent
clauses registered in the Arapic samplés is 3.4 and in the English 3.1,
and per T-Unit 0.51 and 1.50 respectively. According to these results

the Arabic and English corpora do not reveal signjficant differences in
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the degree of reliance on simple sentence structures in realizing
their informational content within the sample texts.

The tally for dependent clauses shows t‘hat the Arabic corpus used
more than a third more of these thar: did the English, 71 in the n
former compared with 42 in the latter, the means num‘bers per sample
text being 7.1 and 4.2 respectively, *and per T-Unit 1.07 in the Arabic
and 0.67 in the English. The maximum number of dependent clauses in an
Arabic sample is 12 and in an Arabic T-Unit, 7. 1In the Engh’sﬁ
corpus '_che maximum number of dependent clauses in a sample is 8 and
in a T-Unit 4. Since both corpora used independent clauses, there is
no minumum number for either corpus. These results show that the Arabic
texts, on the average, use significantly more (application of the t-test
of Significance to the tallies for both corpora resulted in a level of
‘ confidence of 0.05) dependent clauses per T-Unit and per sarﬁp]e text
than do their English counterparts. In addition the Arabic corpus
.shows a greater range in the possible number of dependent clauses it
uses per T-Unit and per'samp’le.

The tally for coordinate structures shows that the Arabic corpus
qsed exactly one third more in all samples than did the English, 60 1in
the former compared with 40 in the latter, with the mean per sample =
being 6 and 4 per T-Unit, 0.90 and 0.67 respectively. The maximum
number of coordinate structures per text are 11 in the Arabic and 7
in the English samples, and per T-Unit 6 and 4 respectively. Both
corpore contain sample texts, however, having only one coordinate
structure, and T-Units with no coordinate structures at all (i.e., .

T-Units made up of an independent coordinate clause). From the above

results it can be seen that the Arabic corpus employed significantly
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“mqre coordinate structures per sample text and per T-Unit than did the .

English (applicatiqn of the t-test of Significance to the tallies .
for both corpora re;ulted in a level of confidence of 0.05), with the
Arabic samples showing a greater-range per T-Unit, j.e., @to 6
possible occurrences of coordinate structures in the former compared
with 0 t; 4 in the latter. “ V
The tally for all clause typés shows that the Arabic corpu§.
a]fﬁough comprising slightly fewer words and T-Units than the Eng1ﬁsh,
contains 26.6%1more clausal structures, 196 in Arabic compared with
144 in English; the mean number per text being 19.6 and 14.4
respectively, and per T-Unit 2.96 and 2.32. The maximum numbet‘of
clauses in an Arabic T-Unit is 8 (in English 6), or one third mére
than in the latter. According'iq these results the Arabic samples on
the average use larger T-Units compésed of more clauses than do the
English, and show a greater numerical range of occurrence than does
the English corpus by 33% more possible clauses to a T-Unit.
In summary, Arabic T Units as revealed in the data tend to ho]d ‘
more clausal content, although their average word content is less,
and of this clausal content there is more than a third more depengent
clauses and exactly a third more coordinate structures, on the average,
per T-Unit. The range of possible occurrences for both dependent and
coordinate structures passés through all the possibi]fties from 0
to the maximums in both corpora, meaning that although the Arabic

data uses more of the dependent and coordinate structures on the average,

" it does not necessarily do so in every instance.

] ‘ "~
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4,2 Restrictive and Non-restrictive Modification

The results of the analyses for restrictive and non-restrictive
modifications are given in Tables I, II and III. In Table I the
number of occurrences of bgth restrictive and non-restrictive
modifications are given for each sample text and then for each corpus
in total. Table II shows the mean number of occurrences for each
type of modification pér sample, per T-Unit and per clause. In Table
IIT1 the maximum and minimum number of instances of both types of
modification are given per sample, per T-Unit and per clause.

In Table I it caﬁ be %gén that the Arabic corpus contains a
total of 294 restrictive modifications, while the English one shows
382, with the mean number 6f occurrences per §émp1e beiﬁg 29.4 and 38.2
respectively. Per T-Unit the Arabic corﬁus averages 4.45 restrictive
modifications compared with 6.16 in English, i.e., the average Arabic
T-Unit contains nearly one fourth fewer of such Todifications even
though it has a greater mean number of clauses than its English
counterpart by 26.6 percent. Per clause the mean number of restrictive
modifications are 1.5 in the Arabic ané 2.6 in the English, again ’
showing a tendency on the part of the Arabic corpus as a whole to use
fewer restrictive modificé&ions to a degree of significance at the
0.61 confidence level, this according to the results of applying the
t-Test of Significance for small samples to the‘data.

' The tally for non-restrictive modifications show that both corpora
tend to use this type to a much lesser extent than théy do for: °

modification of the restrictive type, with the English corpus using,

on the average, less than half the non-restrictive modifications that

<
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the Arabic does. The Arabic corpus used 21 non-restrictive modifications
and the English 45, the means per sample being 2.1 and 4.5 respectively.
The mean numbgr of occurrences of non-restrictive modification per .
Arabic T-Unit is 0.68 compared with 0.33 per English T-Unit. The
average Arabic T-Unit, taking into account that it holds more than one
third more‘c1auses than its English counterpart, still contqips more
iran twice the non-restrictive modification on the average. Per
clause, the mean number of occurrences for the Arabic corpus is 0.23,
and in the English 0.15, showing a difference of more than a third
more non-restrictive modifications in the average Arabic clause, even
though the Arabic corpus contains slightly more than one third more
clauses through which these non-restrictive modifications must be
spread.

The ratio of Festrictive to non-r itrictive modifications within
each corpus are 6.50 for the Arabic and 18.19 for the English corpus,
showing that while both have a great deal mo;e restrictive than °~
non-restrictive modification, the Arabic corpus uses about 19 times
and the English only about 6 times és much restrictive modificatibn.
This difference {s reflected in the average ratios per sample of 0.65
in Arabic and 1.81 in English. The ratio of restrictive to
non-restrictive modifications per clause is 6.52 for the Arabic corpus
and 17.33 for the English corpus.

The ratio of restrictive~modifica;ions in the Arabic corpus to
those in the English is 0.58, or more than one half the number, while
the ratio of non-restrictive modificatiqﬁs in the Arabi¢ to the English
corpus i: 1.53 or approximately one and a half times the number of

non-restrictive modifications.
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In summary, given a similar number of words in each’ corpus and e

: more than a third more clausal content in Arabic, the\lahtter'; corpus :

4

- has more than.one third moye non-restrictive quif;i"cations than the

. Enﬁlish, while having appﬁoximate]y one third fewer restrictive
"modifications. .
.‘3-‘—
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. ' TABLE 1
" \" ’
Raw Data from the Arabic and English Corpora

I.a The English Corpus
SAMPLE NUMBER 1 2 -3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total .

Word Count 168 165 136 146 193 134 142 133 131 132 _ 1480
T-Units 7 7 1 5 15 7 6.6 5 62
Independent Clauses ‘ ‘2 1 3 1 5 6 2 3 5 3 3
Dependent Clauses .5 2 6 3 6 2 5 22 3 8 4é
" Coordinate Structures 5 1 6 6 4 2 4 2 3 7 . 40
Total Clausal Contént | 17 10.19 14 17 9 16 10 12 20 144

Modifications-Restrictive 41 44 29 46 37 33 45 34 37 36 382

-Non-restrictive 0 3 1' 2 4 2 3 3 2 1 2
I.b The Arabic Corpus .
SAMPLE NUMBER 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total
Word Countz 125 170 189 133 152 175 134 148 132 133 1431
T-Units : 6 3 8 6 8 9 5 5 8 8 66
Independent C1lauses 3 4 2 4 4 4 4 5 3 1 l34 '
Dependent Clauses 7 5 811 10 4 5 4 5 12 n
Coordinate Structures 6 5 9 5 7 11 6 1 5 /5 60

Total Clausal Content 19 12 25 22 25 24 26 10 18 25 196
Modificationé-Restrictive 22 33 29 22 28 49 34 30 25 22 294
-Non-restrictive3 9 2 7 3 4 6 3 4 3 45

%
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. TABLE 11

I1.a Means per Sample Text

Nu;nber of Words -

Number of T-Units

Number of lndepeﬁdent Clauses
Number of Dependent Clauses

Number of Coordinate Structures
Number of Clauses - All Types
Number of Restrictive Modifications

-I11.b Means per T-Unit

Number of Words

Number of Independent Clauses:

Number of Dependent Clauses

Number of Coordinate Structures

Number of Clauses - All Types

Number of Restrictive Modifications
Number of Non-restrictive Modifications

Il.c ﬁeans per Clause

‘Number of Restrictive Modifications
Number of Non-restrictive Modifications

I1.d Ratios

Restrictive to Non-restrictive Modifications
per corpus
pe}‘ sample
: pef" clause
Restrictive in English to Arabic
Non-restrictive in English to Arabic

r

\, |
J [
g '

Means and Ratios for Arabic and English Corpora

Ty

430

148.0
6.6 6.2
3.4 3.1
7.1 4.2
6.0 4.0
18.6  14.4
29.4  38.2
21.68  23.87
0.51 0.50
1.07  0.67
0.90  0.67
2.96  2.32
4.45  6.16
0.68  0.33
T1.50 2,60
0.15  0.23
6.50 18.19
'0.65 1.81
6.52  17.33
0.58
1.53

:Arabié "English °
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" TABLE III

e

‘Maximum and ﬁinimum Instances for Features Examined

Ill.a Maximum

T-Units per ;ample :“

Dependent Clauses per T-Unit
Foordinate Structures per T-Unit
Clauses - all Types per T-Unit
111.b *Minimum

T-Units per.sample ‘
MDependent Clauses per T-Unit

. Coordinatg Structures“per T-Unit -

Clauses - all Types per T-Unit

Arabic |

9.00
7.00
6.00

8.00

3.00

000

0.00
1.00

Engli§ﬁ~
7'.60}
4.00
4.00
6.00

5.00
0.00 -

0.0,
'1.00



CHAPTER V .

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

LY

. In this cﬁapter the study will be summarized and discussed under
the following headings: 1) a review of the purpose and scope of the

study, 2) a review of the treatment- and 3) a synopsis of the results.

5.1 Summary of Purpose and Scope

The motivation for the study deriQed from two practical issues:
firstly, the problems facing the native Arabic speaker in 1éarning'the
reading and writing of Academic English, Bind secondly the difficulties
involved in translating expository material between the English and the
A;abic.‘ It was found that Arabic L1 learners who demonstrated even
quite a fair mastery of English morphology, syntax and 1e§iserequent1y
thand]ed their expository assignments in a way that has oftimes beek
characterized by ESL instructors as\wofdy,.digressive and including
what ‘would seem to the native English réader to be an inordinate amount
of tangential information. This, in addition to the writerﬂs experience
in-translating text from Arabic into publishable English, has led to
the supposition that Arabic may str¥cture and present expository , {ﬁt
information in wa}g that differ from English,.and that some of these

Y
differences might be attributable .to 1) the types of relations obtaining

n
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between elements ,of information comprisiné a unit of text, on one hand
and 2) the relative uses of non-restrictive and restrictive types of
modifications in elaborating on these elements. A
The theoretical inspiration for the study derived from Kaplan's
. -exploratory concepts of “Compérative Rhetoric,” wherein the ‘scholar
sought to show that systematic patterns in the organization of
exposition cén be discerned according to fhe ianguage in question: and
that such patferns are a func;%on of, among factors, different ratios of
coordination o% content to subordination as encoded'in the "realizable
. range" in-the grammar of the language (Kaplan, 1972, 1976, 1978).
‘ Furthefmore,,the present study has taken its cue in part from work
done on the role of restriétive and non-reskrictive‘modification in
affecting the characteristics of various categories o% Engiish prose.
The most noteworthy studies referred to here are those of Christensen S
in his eiamination of information structure in what he deems to be
"good" English prose {Christensen, 1967), and of Gray in his descriptive
framework for tﬁe anaTysis and comparison of different rhetorical
formats in English wherein he lays great emphasis on the uses of
"qua]ifying"~comp;red with "additive" types of modification as a
variable in the structuring of prose content (Gray, 1977). X
The questions that became significant at that -point were (1)
-what units of text were to be analyzed and how such units were to be
defined in a cross-Tinguistically valid manner, and after haying
defined such units, (2) what cross-]inﬁuistica]]} objective criteria
for measurement and comparison might be applied to these units in

order to analyze for differential organization in text of otherwise

similar subject content in English and Arabic.

v
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_ Insofar as the purpose of the analysis was to make general statements
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v

An exémination of the literature yielded two facets of text

' .structure for measurement and ctharison and three structurally .

" defined units in which the former are encoded. g ' .

The global unif was to be the fypologica] paragraph, but only
insofar as it corresponded to a semantically equivalent unit, i.e.,
Pitkin's semantically defined "discourse bloc" (stfings of propos%iions
linked to one another by relations of ejther coordination or
subordination .in such a way that all units involved in the string are
directly or indirectly subordinate to one supra-ordinate unit)

1

(Pitkin). The constituent eléments of the discourse bloc samples were

‘

to be the T-Unit (Hunt), which, in turn, is realised atomistiéal]y

. by the clause, a basic proposition-bearing string used and recognised

as such in both Arabig and English. Each unit above relates to another ‘

in a constituent relationship such that one is comprised of subordinate

subbranchinys of the A;xt, i.e., the paragrapﬁ discourse bloc is composed

of T-Units, which in turn are m§de up of e}ther independent clauses

alone, of,togethér, with any dependent clauses appended to them. ‘
While® it was the paragraph thg; provided Fhe sampling unit for

the study, it was the T-Unit and the differeﬁt,possible clause types :

that formed thq raw data for the comparative-quantificational analysis.

*

concerning a semantic property, i.e., the structuring and modification
N T

B
4

of propositional content in expository prosgyand this with reference
to structural realizations in actual texts, all data were analyzed and

defined in terms of conventional sentence grammar. ’
The first facet of text structure that was analyzed and compared ﬁgb

1

in the study was the relative use ofgcdordination and qubordin&fion

e P

»
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jn the organization of the propositional content of the paragraph

samples. Concretely this”ﬁhvo]ved ané]yzing for sentencetsgize and

composition,.siﬁe being defined in terms of the number of c]auseé of
which a sentence was composea, and composition in terms of the
frequencies of clause types‘usedﬁin the sentence.” Clause type was
defined according fo: (a) the manner of 1inkage to the clause
immédiate]y fo]]bwing in the text, i.é., by coordination, subprdination
or by absence of grammatical 1inkage, and (b) the presence and frequency
of péra]le1 constructions whenever these oncurred witnin the clause.

By us{ng the "T;Unit" criterion for defining the,3¢é€nning and
end of sentences (which allowed the disregard of specific conventions
of punctuation, often differing in the English and Ar;bic samples) it
was possible to define sentence size by the absence or number of
dependent clauses involved. A sample paragraph then could show Qarying
numbers nnd sizes of T-Units. Larger T-Units and less of them in a
samnle paragraph would indicate a greater degree of subordination
while, conversely, smaller T-Units andvmore of thém in another sample
of similar word count would show a gre;ter degree of coordination. A
ihjrd possinility. which was not corsidered earlier but which presented
itself during the course of tne study, was the occurrence of both
simple sentences and large complex sentences as T-Units within a given

sqmp]e indicating use of both independent and subordinate structures.

The second aspect of text structuring analyzed and compared was

.the use, bbth absolute and relative, of restrictive and non-restrictive

modification in the Arabic and Endlish corpora. The terms (restrictive
and non-restrictive) were defined in a strictly semantic sence. A

restrictive modificqtidn was defined operationally as any relative

\
v
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clause, appositive, modifying phrase or other adjective functor which
acts to narrow the scope or otherwise qualify the range or applicability
of terms of'a.propositional statement (i.e., nominal elements of a
clause) such that in deleting the modification, the statement is

altered in some way. A non-restrictive modification, on the other hand,
while using the same grammatical structures as modification of the '
restrictive type, is not essential to the prdéosition in which it is
involved since it provides information that is additional or appendant

to the statement which it accompanies. The deletion of such modification

leaves whole the propositional statement of which it is part.

v

5.2 Review of the Treatment

Ten samples of English and ten of Arabic expository prose were
selected from published articles dealing with humanities and social
;science subjects and paired, where possible, into sihi]ar disciplines
and topic areas, e.g., an Islamic History article in Arabic was paired
with a simitar one in English. The unit for sampling was the
typological paragraph with the following limitations: (1) only
paragraphs forming discourse blocs werepgelected; this in order to
select units of text handling their information in a similar manner,
i.e., by the stating of a superordinate idea supported by accompanying
subordinate units following in the text, (2) samples of similar word
count were sought, (3) no transitional or conclusive paragraphs were
used. The last limitation was intended to even further limit the
, material to text samples of similar rhetorical function and type as

well as of similar size.
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Each sample paragraph from both the Arabic and the English corpora.
was first analyzed into constituent clause-propositions (i.e.,
statements involving a finite verb). These were classified according to
their mode of linkage (exclu?ing sentence connectors) with the preceeding
one in the text, i.e., main and independent clauses, coordinate clauses '
(1inkage by coordinate‘conjunction), aqd subordinate clauses (linkage by
subordinate conjunction). In additioﬁ, occurrences of coordinate
constructions in all three cateqgories of clause were noted. The
samples were then analyzed into T-Units, i.e., complex or simple but
not compound sentences, every compound being considered as a series of
separate T-Units corresponding to the number of coordinate clauses
contajned therein. The number of each category of clause, and of
éoordinate constructions were tallied per T-Unit, per samp]éland then
per corpus. The number of T-Units themselves were tallied per sample
apd per corpus and £heir size noted, i.e., in terms of the number of
subordinate clauses employed in their composition. The means of clause
types and coordinate constructions were calculated per T-Unit, per
sample and per cofpus. Similarly the mean number of T-Units were
calculated per sample and per corpus. The maximum and minimum numbers of
occurrences of each clause type and of coordinate constructions were
noted per T-Unit, per sample and per corpus. Similarly, the maximum-
and minimum number of T-Units themselves were noted per sample and
per corpus. Finally the ratios were calculated each for indegendent
coordigate and subordinate clause types and then for coordinate
constructions, to the total c]éusa] content per corpus.

The second measure appiied to the sample texts was a comparative

quantificational analysis of the use of restrictive and non-restrictive
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modifications. The total clausal content of both the Arabic and the
Engljsh corpora, ife., independent; coordinate, and subordinate clauses
together with any included coordinate structures, were analyzed for
every occurrence of both restrictive and non-restrictive modification

(as defined above). The total incidence of each was tallied per sample,

then per corpus. The means of the number of occurrences to both

modification types were calculated per sample, then per clause fér each
corpus. Ratios were then calculated for the number of restrictive to
non-restrictive modifications occurring in each corpus as a whole, then
per sample, then per clausal structure. Finally the ratios of
restrictive and then of non-restrictive modification in each corpus

to the other was calculated.

5.3 Synopsis of the Findings !

In Figures I and 1l a mean-derived typical sampie text and T-Unit
are given in figure form. The average Arabic sample text in comparison
with its English counterpart has a similar number of words and
independent clauses, while the number of T-Units in the average Arabic
sample is slightly higher. As regards these corpora then, the
organization of the information into paragraphs shows no significant
difference in verbal content nor in the use of independent clauses.

The slightly larger T-Unit content of the Arabic corpus seem negligible
and lacking in any significance. The differences between the corpora
become clear upoA comparing the means for dependent and coordinate
structures where the typical Arabic sample shows almost twice the former

and one third more of the latter. The average Arabic sample text has
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one third more clausal content in all, which expresses 1t§e1f in 4] “ .
~ percent more dependent clauses than does the average E%g%1sh sample,
and in one third more coordinate structures. The data for thg_gxplca1‘\
T-Unit in both corpora are similar with the Arabic one also containing
* a similar word content but about 37 percent.more dependent clauses and
a fourth more coordinate structures than its English counterpart. ‘ /’

The Arébic corpus as a whole tends to use more non—resirictive N )
modification (about twice as much) and approximately a fourth less
restrictive modification than does the English. Per c]au;e the
differences remain sharp with the average Arabic clause using more
"than a third more non-restrictive modifications and about 42 percent

less restrictive. The ratios of non-restrictive to restrictive
modifications in both corpora show that the Arabic’corpus uses around
18 times as much of the former with the English corpus using only 6
times as much.

In Figures I and 1] one may see in numerical and graphic form a
typical Arabic paragraph-sample compared with its English counterpart.
The typical (mean) average sample from both thg Arabic and the English
corpus uses an almost like number of both complex and simple sentences,
the word count for each also being virtually %Qentica1. It is‘tithin
the complex sentence itself that the differences become evident. The
typical Arabic sample, while containing virtually the same number of |,
simple and 66mp1ex'$entences as its English counterpart, has more than
one third more dependent clauses within these complex sentences, i.e.,
the complex sentence as used in the typical Arabic sample is significantly

larger than in the English. Furthermore, the typical Arabic sample uses .

a third more coordinate structures than its English counterpart, showing
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at one and the same time a preference for coor:dination (as well as for
subordination) in ré1ation t‘:o the English. The preferred form of -
,coordir.\ation,,hovlaever, is Qithin'the c1ausé. in terms of shared
clausal elements, i.e., the pairing of NPs and VPs withijn the clause.
| As regards the type of modification used, the’typical ;h‘abic
samp'le shows a'clear preference for the non-restrictive, u/smg more

than twice as much of this type than its Eng'hsh counterpart, and a

propensity towards less restrictive modification by about one fourth.

¢

sos
LS

v r en e e e LT , . RSPy R
‘



-55-

Mean-Derived Typical Sample Text -for the Arabic and English Corpora

Figure I
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cal T-Unit for the Arabic and English Corpora

-
N

i

)

: MeanDerived Typ

Figure 11

- v -

HSTT9N3

O

o

B - - =0

SuoL3edL4Lpoy
9A132143SaY-uoN

SUGL3 I3 4POY
9A}3014353Y

$34N3ONAIS
Jjeuipuoo)

sasne()
Judpuadaq

sasne{)
Juapuadapu]

3Ynivid




CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter conclusions are drawn on the basis of the
results of the present study. Implications for the teaching of ESL
to Arabic-speaking learners, particularly at .the academic level, are

examined and some recommendations for further research are proposed.

6.1 Conclusions
I

The present study was limited to a smal] and restricted set of
gamples representing one particular type of expository proée selected
from'clear1y defined subject areas in both Arabic and English. The
conclusions that are tentati&e]y drawn below are therefore restricted
to the samples and data at hand, Within the 1imits of this study,
however, iF is possible to make the following general statements.

Thé results suggest that the Arabic and English samples of
expository prose examined here show some differential tendencies in
.the ways in which they organize and pattern their‘infonnational
content. Sipce the samples selected for: the study were extracted from
published acsdenic Titerature, they may be considered fairly
representative of well-formed expository text in both languages.

The results of the analysis for coordination and subordination

-
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of informational content show that the typical sample in each corpus,
when viewed at the paragraph or discourse-bloc level, shows 1ittle
difference from its counterpart regarding the number of T-Units
(simp]E and complex sentences)’ysed in its composition. In other
words, the organization of the paragraph itself, at least of the type
selected in this study (i.e., with initial topic sentgence followed by
subtopics relating to that sentence, either directly or indirectly,
through a mediating subtopic) seems remarkably similar in typical
samples from both corpora. It is suggested here that the conventions
of paragraphing used in the Arabic samples may reflect a wider Western
and international influence in the presentation of academic literature.
The oftimes cosmopolitan nature of academic discourse, where the
emphasis 'is on clarity of content, would tend to\contribute to
standardization of format in the composition of learned articles. '

It is in the structure of the T-Units themselves that one finds
differences between the typical Arabic and English samples, with the
former using much larger units bearing more dependent and coordinated
propositioﬁa] conient in the form of larger complex sente%ces containing
more subordinate clauses and coordinate constructions. Perhaps it is
here that the English reader might develop a sense of tangential
information or extraneous detail *in the flow of the Araﬁic text.
Perhaps it is useful to view many of the'AréBic T-Units as types of
miniature paragraph in their own right, with the dependent clauses in
each elaborating on a topic expressed in the main or opening clause
in each, .

The results in the analysis for relative uses of restrictive and

non-restrictive information further confirm the iendency in the Arabic
A
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samp]es to "append" more additive information to the terms of
propositions (i.e., the nominal elements of clauses) than in the
"English. The average English sample, on the other hand, employs a

. smaller proportion of non-restrictive to restrictive modifications,

showing what seems to be preference, or narrowing, or qualifying thé

applicability of terms more frequently with restrictive modifications.
These findings seem to suggest that Arabic expository-prose of

the type examined here when compared with the English, includes,

on the whole, more propositional information within sentences in the

form of more frequent coordinate structures within clauses, more

subordinate clauses per complex sentence and more supplementary or

additive statements in the form of (both proportionately and -

absolutely) more non-restrictive modifications.

6.2 Implications for Teaching

[t is suggested, first and foremost, that foreign Tanquage
educators become more aware of the relative nature of information
organization and modification in text across languages. What may
appear as wordy or digressive to the English reader constitutes well
formed e*pression to the Arabic writer. It must be empﬁasized that
“such differences és may exist are a matter of cross-cu]tur;] "breference"
in no way reflecting inherent superiority or inferiority, and that the
patterns of oréanization of information in text vary cros§-1inguistica11y9
Just as sentence structure and morphology do.

The differences existing at the level of text in Arabic and

English are not explicitly described in many sources known to the

4
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wri?er, but they should be considered’byilanguage teaching professionals
in teaching advanced comprehension and production skills to Arabic-
speaking learngrs. It is the task of materials developers and
instructors to ihtroduce awareness of these variations into their
*syllabuses and course content, demonstrating in pedogogically-useful
ways those featuges whfch make English exposition seem more,éuccinct
and Arabic more additive. One possisility ig the preparation of study
materials which present the same expository text, written in English but
in two versions, one incorporating typically Arabic information and |
text structure and the other that of English. A careful study of
such‘texts when presented in a.weil planned fashion would cause the
-1ear5er to become exp]icit]y’aware 6f the differences between h1$lL1~
text structute and that of the target language.) The learner cou]d‘
then be given structural criteria for modifying his L1 mode of
eipression to that of Eng]isH'users. It may prove helpful for example
to set limits.in the composition assignment on the number of
conjunctions, both coordinate and subordinate, that might be ﬁsed

within a given sentence, on one hand, while giving the student exercises
in the use of non-restrictive modification in defining and specifying
what is being written. In general it may be said that increased
awareness of cross-linguistic variation in the structuring and
patterning qf information in a text, seeing it as being as real a
phenomenon as morphology and syntax, will contribute to more efficient

and less frustrating language 1ea}ning and teaching.f
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6.3 Recommendations for ?urther Study

A
2

%

I hope this'study;~having touched on one small area of

contrdstive text analysis, will contribute to further research into

2

cross 1ingual variation in the conveying of 1nfonmat1on in wr1t1ng
of similar type and purpose. Further research should examine the

'ro]@s of various’clause e]EMents in structpr1ng the content of texts,

and determine in which cases and in what way their use may be
cpnthastive1y significant. A more exhaustive version of the present
study could, in addition to the roles of clause 1inkage ané adjéctﬁva]
e]eménts, examine the use of adver51a1 elements in English and Arabic,

accord1ng to the d1fferent semantic funct1ons tﬁey fulfil, such as
1
cause, reason, circumstance, and ‘the 1ike." Modern Literary Arabic, for
. [ . °

example, seems to use, in contrast to English, frequent concessive

\

’ structﬁresuasia*means of qualifying the propositional statement

. delivered in. the clause. ‘ : )

)

~ A hbst practical direction for further research is in foreign
Tanguage education at the -advanced level. Studies might first be

designed to determ1ne whether such d1fferences in expository text as

in those d1scussed heﬁe dre related somehow to the learner's ease and

‘eft1c1ency of performance in reading-comprehension and essay-writing
‘tasks.\ A question that might be asked is whether the Arabic L1
1earner's’rapidity and accuracy ot performance on a set of questions
designed to test his perception\pf main and secondary points of
emphasis would be affected b; the presentation of simi]ah comprehension
materials alternately in his own and then in English text styles. If
the Arabic L2 learner's ability to extract salient information from

t

30
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E;lgh'sh téxts 15‘1nd,ee‘d found to be infllenced by his own, or the ‘
tester's, perceptions of well formedness,‘would rendering these -
\,differences explicit to the -1ea'rnern through prepared study materials
prove us_efu] in improvin'g his performance? A cor‘dﬂaryuof the above )
would be to develop tests to establish wheéhgr specific pedagogica'l
strategies ,f;ha.t'gi\‘re ﬁar:adigms or guideh’ngs in struc,tu’ral‘ terms ;ﬂould
prov'e US| in actually inducing the learner to rearrange his writing
_into n}fire Eng]j;,h—like patterns. ' . ‘
The teaching ansl learning of foreign 1ar:guages, especially at
more comﬁ]ex levels of mastery, require an awaré.ness of and a respect
for cross-linguistic va;‘i‘ability in textual style. It is here that
language learning involves more than the lmqstery' of granmaf and
Jexi;, becoming, in addition, a matter of re-accu]turation:of
acquiring a new way of thinkin‘g and of organizing thoughts. Tﬁ;{
;tggcher‘ who takes this perspective w’iﬁ be more able to help his ’ )
~‘stude.nts bSr recogniz‘i«ng‘the cultural as well as the structuralmelement
in..’learm"ng to express and’ underﬁstand‘ofdeas in wrigir;g in a foreign
" tongue. i ‘

y : . : . -
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APPENDIX . g

Source Journals for Sample Paragraphs

4

1. al-Adab, 13, Nos. 3, 7 (1975), p. 113, p. 15.
2. Arab Studies Quarterly, 3, No. 1 (1981), p. 62.

3. al-Arabi, No. 179 (October 1973), p. 773.
4. al-Arabiyya, 13, Nos. 1, 2 (Spring and Autumn 1980) , p. 19
5. al-Bahith, 6, (March-April 1981), p. 74.
' , 16, No. 1, (1964), p. 92.
. 4 17, No. 3 (1964), p. 476.
6. al-Bayadir, (November 1980), p. 33.

7. -lranian Studies Seminar, University of Pennsylvania (1979-1981), p.

:

42.

—

8. Journal of Arab Literature, Vol. 41 (December 1980), p. 456.

9. Journal of Southern Asia Studies XI, No. 2 (September 1980), pp.

278, 356.
10. Liga, No. 4 (1968), p. 208, pp. 261-2.

11. Major Themes in Modern Arab Thought, an Antho]ogy; University of

)
Michigan, (1970), p. 17.
12. Manbar al-Islam, 49, No. 4 (February 1981), p. 82.

13. TESOL Quarterly, 14, No. 4 (December 1980), p. 456.

14. The Middle Eastern Journal, Vol. 35, No. 1 (Winter 1981), p. 43.

15. The Muslih World, LXX, No. 1. (January 1980), p. 27.
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AR. SAMPLE 1 - Al Bayadir (1980)
1. It is very important for e\;er):( writer who desires sound wé]l-being
aﬁd development for his nation that he set out in his literary

creations from a progressive revolutionary stance.

2. And revolution does not mean inciting the public in a haphazard and
demagogic manner,

3. but rather it means introducing the person to his reality and
causing him to reject this reality after convincing him of the
impossibility of acceptin‘g it.

4. And this conscious rejection will motivate him towards rebelling
against this reality and thence to revolution against it, revolution
for t:'e sake of change to the more virtuous. .’:(For the Sake of creating
a new reality, a reality fhat preserves a person's humanity.

5. And literature aims, as Rambeau said, at the changing of life in
the present and the future, in ideal and reality.

6. And as Andre Malraux said, that Non-Romantic literature develops

only in the thick of the strug‘gle that the writér raises against the

society under whose wing he grew up.
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AR, ' SAMPLE 2 - Manbar al-Islam (1981)

\
1. And on this basis it is possible that it be.said that military

ideology for the Islamic nation is religious ideology.
2. And military ideology is a t'er'r,n of the terms of military science
which means, "The charted mi]itary policy which expresseé the state's
official point of view concerning -that which pertains to the fundamental
modalities and laws of armed conflict and that which relates to the
nature of war and its purpose from the state's point of view and
concerning ways of carrying out war, and concerning the essential means
opf preparin& the country and the armed forces for battle." i
.And(ﬁi{itary ideology is defined at the highest levels of state,
or with the knowledge of the supreme political and military leadership

for realizing superordinate national goals and\mrposes.
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AR. SAMPLE 3 - al Bahith, 6. (1981)

1. And Abu Hayan al-Tawhidi holds that grammar benefits logic ‘just as
logic supports grammar. | )
2. And when mental-logic joins_sense—]ogic, then there is finality
and completion.

3. . And Mata bn Yunis defends Greek logic.

4. And he maintains that it is the correct measure of all correct things.

5. And Ma@a bn Yunis' words appear in the "Eight Night" in “Ihe BGok

of Pleasure and Entertainment” (as follows) "There is no access to

\.

knowledge of the authentic from the false, the truth from the falsehood,
and good from the evil, the proven from the specious, the doubtful

from the certain except by way of logic".

6. And in another source he states dealing with logic, "Indeed it is
an instrument of argument by which the valid is distinguished from the
fallacious, and the spurious‘from the-sound (which I use) as a scale,

and as a result, by virtue of it I recognize the superior from the

[y

inferior".
7. And logic is the search for intelligible goals and rational

meanings, and the scrutinizing of passing thoughts and random ideas.

»

8. And mankind is (as) one in rationality. ,
\%53 q
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R © SAMPLE 4 - Liga (1968), p. 208

1. Al-Sanusi posits that al-Shabi had two loves, a Platonic love and
a complete love. \ ‘

2. As for.the Platonic love it was an early love that grew in /the
heart of the poet out of an acquaintanceship with a girl whom hé knew
and grew up-with until he reached the age'of-e1even, before arriving
in Tunis, the capital.

3. But this girl died after he registered in the Zaytuna Mosque,
leaving him a grief which his poetry eipres§ed and which remained wiqy
. hﬂﬁ‘i!TFF7;’]ife and throughout his days. -

4.= Aﬁd~he mentions this in his journal.

5. And in addition to this platonic love there was'another which
dominated al-Shabi's heart and sentiment.’

6. And al-Sanusi states that the poem, "THe Enchantress," is an
expression of a frank dialogue bétween the poet and a woman who it

seems was of a sort who preen themselves for men and from whom

al-Shabi turned away because of his grief ove; his father's death.
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AR. SAMPLE 5 - Liqa (1968), pp. 261-2

1. One who reads this book may be1feve that he is reading the diary of
its hero and his wife and children, the diary of a family that may

appear unimportant in its detail even thouéh'it is interesting and .

L}

exciting at the same time.
2. He who reads between the lines, however, and beyond them will read
something else to which the author él]udes with light hands-as if he is

dipping his quill into a family-inkwell so that he may create a pdtterﬁ

v

from its ink which will apply to others who escaped persecution.

4

3. And Harry represents what the Jewish people sdffered’in the diaspora

1

and what this people wants from the State.
4. And Galila represents Israel, the land .

5. -And the wedding party is the announcement of the establishment of

the state
6. And the raising of the children, and their problems are the.prob1ems
of the state since its founding.

7. And the water for the tree is peaée in the world.

-~
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AR. ' SAMPLE 6 - .al-Bahith, 17 (1964)

»
\

1. As for emanc1pat10n irr the natural front 1t derives from the ability

_'of man in being wary of the evils of nature and penetrating its obstacLes,

12

and exp]oiting its resources and ‘investing its wea]th

-

2. Man has been able, throughout past ages, to free himself from Some
of the fetters of nature.

3. But his gains?iﬁ knowledge have increased greatly durfing this period, .-

" which has caused the wheel.df progress to run with amazing speed
disdaining all boundaries, aésau]tiﬁg barriers and obstacles.

" 4. And this progress in scieptific and technical ability does not grow

i

out of the effort of any qne nation.
5. Indeed, it arises out ofthe efforts of all peoples according to ‘
" their differing participation.

6. And it provides man with the _means of emanc1pation from nature s
o )

shackies

7. And subsequently leads to thé improvement of his life.

-

’ . ) o . .
. 8. And herein, then, is rapidity in scientific -progress, and technical

prog}ess, and rapidify in the approaching of nations, all of'thém, toward

]

the production and'enjoying of its fruits.

9. And it is bEEause of all this that it arouses social, cultural and

educational problems which are not easy to examine here
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jtes near al-Hijaha

and vicinity. . ’ o S B . »
/
2. And a’l Huana 1s.s1tuated }‘t about 32 kn’lome}%r‘s northeast of

. Damascus. C- /‘ : ~ .
3. And the author describes the places extenswe]y, mth the

4 %

o , -
\engravmgs on the stone and. thé other remams which were fouufdA there,

Such as flint 1mp1ements apd beads and p1nsoof bones, #nd so on.

o

. 4. And the ar't1c'le 15 supphed‘mth photos and engravmgs and

A3 . arot - e
-

1

5. /And there is no doubt éhat this researoh has great ¥mportance not
h , on]y because )it adds to our 1nformat1on about preh1stor1c permds in

the ruins gompos? of

4

’*\\)’/ma, but, indeed, because it also adds another episode to the chain of -

N . » .
‘humda development from savagery to c1;:v1'11’zat1'qn., - %
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- AR. L SAMPLE 8 - al“Arabi

L4

« ‘

" B '? . -And that period.that fallg between~thg‘ end-of- World War Two and Y

¥

-
‘e

P

_ surpassed what hey h

. ’ ¢ A" B . «
the‘year 1957 s known as thelperiod of "The Dollar Shortage"” among

-
Iegmns wh1ch were dealing conmerc1a]1y w1th the United States.

2, And the reason for this goes back to what the majority of countries, s
and especially those that base’ th'ei'r eéongmies on war, had depended on

. . . oA
the United States’ fod"suppi'ang them with the greater part of what

’

‘7 .
me&chanmse they - needed that is, the imports of ’ohese countmes from ‘

3 2

‘Arerica were exceedmg what they exported to ?ér\

3. And, 1ndeed‘ for thws reason the1r' nfed for the do]‘lar had

of it"in their possession. L7

<

4. And, in othér Yrdss indeed, they, that is'the other countries,

. {
rts from America.

AN

had.. suffered from a lack in the quantity of do]]arslzccumuhtedﬁ among

themse]ves and the necess1ty of - financing their im

*

T. And thi§ also meant the necess1ty of‘{m ica f1nanc’1ng the surp]us

¥f its*expor to the other countme{,- T S
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SAMPLE 9 - al Adab 13, No. 3 (1975)

17 Arab soEiety came to know those economiciaevelopments which lead

N -

to convulsions in it. .

2. But this time it was affected by & gravetransformation when

s - . N «
subjected- to foreign domination, Buwayi then Seljuk.

L4 [3
3. _This dominatiop-tead to a weakening of social services or to

v
their disappearance.

on the part of the foreigner, and at the expense of its children.

-

i

-

it was

* 4. It brought about the exploitation of the goodness of the country

é .

5. And these occupiers brought in-military fiefdoms, that is, giving

| .

4 . o
agricultural land to thé commanders and princes so that they might

benefit from its resources without taking care of irrigating the land

or of p]anﬁ'ng it.
& . .
6. And mercantile enterprise weakened, .

With the foreigner in t@poverishing the society and exploiting it.

.7. And a group of hangers on and exp]oitgrs appeared who cooperated

8. And the foreigners attempted to.rouse divisive elements such as

sectarian chauvinism and racial prejudice.
[ X
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AR. SAMPLE 10 - al-Adab 13, No. 7 (1975)

p
1.  And our eya]uatibn, according to our preferred method in literary
studies, is ext;acted from poetic e;:;p1es themselves which we stand
before a short while and Q;ich we grace'with an examination until we
deduce from them ‘the crjﬂicé] evaluations about the artistic nature of
the pre-Islamic period that we can.

2. And our example in our present study is the stanzas of Zuhayr bn.

'Ali Salma in describing the water scoop. ¢
3. You will find these stafzas in his anthology, in his epic poem,
"IN Al KHALIT AJID AL BAJ?&N FANFARAQA". |
4. The scoop is an instrument by whjch they would water agricultural
lénd Jjust as we irrigate our fields with the “"Shaduf" and ihe water
wheel when the: Nile desceRds.

5. And if you be asking what manner of object this water scoop is,
then scgn the stanzas
6. And in this way you will find the Pre-Islamic pbet‘describing for’
you, in his forms, this device in all its details. o

7:. ’And he describes it for you, with precision, how it functiohs

8. And it is incumbent upon you, the reader, to consider the‘detai1s

and follow the description with ai] the attention and clear reliable

»
visual imagination that you are able to muster.

Y
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EN. ,  SAMPLE 1 - The Muslim World (1980)

-,

X

1. On the second issue, iéiﬁas been shown as. prebable that some extent
¥ -
of human ethical judgement independent of revelation is permitted by

the Qur an,

%

2. but no precision emerges about the extent.

3. What we can do tHen is state the Timits on both sides.

4. On the side of latitute, I do not think it is possible to be a
Muslim in-the full sense while taking\no ethiéa] guidance at all fyom
the Qur an, 1n view of the Qur an's heavy emphasis on the need of man

for such guidance and the certainty of his going astray without it,

5. ®n the traditional side, it has been shown:that there is no froof

that the Qur an jntended to regulate every detail of life in ways worked

-

out by the traditional Taw schools and some indications that it permitted.

and perhaps encouraged independent ethical thinking. . s

6, Even in c]gs;ica] Islamic civi]izatioﬁ attempts to impose control
of the‘Shari a over all spheres of 1ife generally broke down, especially
where state interests were concerned. )

7. .In modern society with its new problems, the traditional attitude

to law and ethics has ‘become considerably more difficult to work out

without forced interpretations and practical gaps.'

+

/

d - |

-
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EN. SAMPLE 2 - Journal of Southern Asia Studies (1980), p. 278 1/

1. The bulk of the expenditufe which ;hé naval staff was planning
was fBr the rep]écement of absolete cruiéers,

2. and it is the cruiser question whiQD,js the best known aspect of
Churchill's bitter struggle with the admiralisy in these years.

3. The plans for Singapore postponed all heavy expenditure on a

graving dock until the financial year 1928/29.

4, In the first three years the annua% average expenditure was to be

well under< .1/2 million, mainly devoted to enabling a floating dock to

be ready by the spring of 1928, i
5. With the Chancellor thinkiqg of large economies after only a few

weeks” in office, however, the prospects even for the Singapore base

were bleak. . ‘4*
P ' /

6. The feared Rothmore press had a]ws&s been opposed to the project.
7. In Cabinet, Churchill insisted that its development could take
place only at a rate consistent with the financial situation and w;ih
the need, from a political point of vieJ, to avoid any incrgase in -

expenditure in tﬁ% forthcoming financial yeér. ;

-~

-
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EN. SAMPLE 3 - Journal of Southern Asia Studies (1980),ig. 356

3 —

v

1. It is almost impossible in the Indonésean context to define and
estimate landless agricultural households.

. v . ‘ -
§2. For that group of rural households that aid not control enough
3

-~

land to fulfill the census definition of being an agricultural holding

it is exceptionally difficult to make a sharp\QiZ;i:?n between those who
" were and those who were not dependent on agricult for their prime,.

source ¢f income.
v !

‘3. Almost o landless family could survice on agricultural wage

¢

earnings alone.
/

’ . . . N
4.  As one encounters smaller and smaller holdi™&, income from other

”
sources such as wood working, construction, trade, transportation,

repairs and brick making assume increasing impd‘tance.

{

5. What is encountered is, therefore, a continuum of substitution of
non agricultural sources as one approaches the landless group.

6. We do not know to what extend landless labourers "depend" on

( »

agriculture.

7.' No definitional juggling can overcome this problem.




of the latter even though hode]1ing and questioning are general
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EN. SAMPLE 4 - TESOL Quarterly
N &

1. The data‘on both the oécurrence of teqching behaviours in the
second language classroom and the relationship between those behaviour§
and gains in the secénd language are scarce and %nconc]usive at best.

2. One of the problems in the literature is that the numerous teaching

K
behaviours examined have been treated collectively.

r

3. For example, the behaviours of model1ing and questioning &re

analysed- in the same category as error correction

4. and the frequency'of occurrence of the former is compared to that

-

3

discourse characteristics whereas error correction is a direct reaction
to language form.

5. In~%his paper teaching behgciours were studied ip'twauconceptually

"different categories: 1) general teachers' behaviours consisting of

questioning, repetition and mode}ling and 2) teachers' reaction to
. .

. <
~errors made’ by students vis-3-vis the directness of the quéstion and

-
the nature of the error. .
!
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EN. . SAMPLE 'S5 - Journal of Arab Literature (1980)
‘\; \

1. The lack of relcvance of the "gasida becomes accentuated in the

poetry of the Kharijites. .

2. Al-Tirimmah bn. al-Hakim is probably the only Kharijite poet

to open a poem gasida-fashion, withva “nasib" '

3. buf in this, as .in some other respects, such as in his eulogies

of Ummayyad ru]ersf he is J;ry much the exception.

4. The others seemed to confine themselves to the "qitqa" type,

short poems in a 1angua§e of great simplicity and directness.:

5. At times, as was the case of Sumran bn. Hattan, Qatari bn. a1-Fuj§3
and Malik al-ﬁazmﬁn the poetry acquires a markedly subjective charactér,
expressing a high degree of emotional intensiiy.

6. They all give éxpression to an‘attitude toward death entire]y’

§
different from that which characterizes Pre-Islamic poetry (where the

fear and awareness of inevitable death seem to acquire existential
proportions) best i]ﬁﬁiirated in the poignant statement of Ia?afa bn.
A1SAbd in his "Mucallgqa. $ . |

7. In Kharijite poetry, on the other hand, there is a positive, indeed
a gleefyl welcoming of dying bec?uée dyipg for their religious cause
was an'act of martyrdom which they felt brought about a certain reward

in heaven.

~.
~
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EN. " SAMPLE 6 - Arab Studies Quarterly (1981)

1. A factor which we have referred to only in passing is the
development of Abd al-Ghani al-Uraisi'slthought as refiected

in his writings. ,
2. This is most striking in the articles written in Parié and after
his return to Beirut, although what we find is almost an amplification
of eah]ier themes, presénted in a more sophisticated ?nd complete form.
3.7 Notable in this respect is the more rigorous underpinning of
al-Uraisi,'s nationalism in terms of modern political concepts,.and

the broadening of his concerns to include questions like tﬁat df
democracy. .

4. An editorial written at the end of 1913 entitled "The Development of
Nations in Power and Rights" 'typifies this latter stage.

5. It a159 contains an original argument for national rights of the

Arabs without ever qnce mentioning fﬂe subject directly.
¥



Lewe

- story collections.

- 87 -

EN. SAMPLE 7 - The Middle Eastern Journal (1981)

1. One of the most.origina1 contributors to the fictiona]rgenres'
is Jama) al-Ghitani who has.wfittea a number of novels and short

' '
2. One of the most interesting from the technical point of view
is,- 'al-Zayni Barakat (c. 1971).
3. The novel is at first appearance entirely historical in focus;
4. indeed it is set in the decade immediately before the Ottoman
conquesh of Egypt in '1516. .

5. Barakat is the ‘muhtasib’ responsible_for the supervision of

- public morals,

6. and his presence is felt by everyone altﬁough he never actually
partici;ates in the action of the novel as a character.

7. Al-Ghitani chooses this format, with its use of actual historical
texts, parodies of re]iéious and secular pronouncements to put
together a montage which gives an accurate picture not oniy of an

.earlier period in history but also of Egypt tp the 1960's, a coun§§y,“

—_ NI

as S;bri Hafiz noted above, 'asked to sacrifice its freedom for a

fragile and corrupt establishment'.
.

-
‘.

. i
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EN. SAMPLE 8 - Iranian Studies Seminar (197?-8D‘ '

N . u

. N A : .
1.  This survey of objects has lead to some important realizations

for the study of pieces of this sort. - . ;1
2. There is a Ethinuity of postu}e and other features -in the

rgpresehtatiéns of the figure in dif?érent pefiods,anq from differgnt
t “ ' ! - £
areas which is independent of style and which needs to be further

understood.

3. Theé archeological context of the piéces; inférmatfqn esséptia1

for ‘the study of fheif cu]tﬁra] significance,-is often nearly‘
imﬁossib1e to recover froonlder excavations.

4,‘ Yet the cont;xts of the pieces are very different from one period

ahd from one area to another -- houses, palaces, temples, ckiff-graves,

-
“

and hoards.

”»

5. This aspect of the siudy needs further ihvestigation.'

6. In fact, perhaps the most important fdnctfqn of a survey 1iké this

_one is to point the way for further and more detailed study.

-

1
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* 4, On the other hand,there was a Jarge number of Muslim slaves,in the’

3 wa ' . . J’Bg -
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" UEN. . . SAMPLE 9 - al Arabiyyah (1980) = : ‘

b
[ . (4
I 3

-

1. Romance loan words continued to pour 1nto the is]ands .during the

ru]e of the'Order of St. John, know. as the Order of the Knights of

ot

Ma]ta ! e T . - ' ' ¥
2. Contacts with Muslim North Afrlca lessened as the war bétween the o

91
-

Crescent and the Cross ‘became fierce 1n the Mediterranean basin.
)Ln-
3. With the Kn1ghts of Malta came the S1c111an clergy, notar1es pub11c

. ) ‘ VA ; ,
and clerks. - : . . . .

N . o .

a LY

islands, who at one’ time outnumbered tﬁe Maltese population. \

5. . Slaves who were bOnverted to Christianity were often granted

]

perm15510n to marty local people. ‘ . ¢
6. A1l the above mentioned factors indicate a foreign ethnosoc131 f <
inf]uence in the 1s]ands but not strong enough to pvercome the~ .o
" resistance of the native 1anguage and customs. X \ '
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EN. \SAMPLE 10 - Major Thémes in Modern Arab Thought, an Anthql‘ﬁy (19731
N . “
. / i \. ’ §
' ~‘ﬁ \

]. i The Muqaddlma q'Ves from 1n1fﬁa1 comments on ‘the author's purpose

i \

\

(ln wrltwng to discussion of how the ‘ear]iest author1t1es in Islam
lpm non-Muslims.

2. . Economic strength and political independence‘ire essential, he

goes on, for that true nat1ona1 sovereignty that can be attained ¥~

thrq/gh reform

3. Europ%i"superlor1ty does not stem. he:1ns1sts from either their

inherent worthiness or from that of the1r Christ1an religion, but from

~ their institutions, which are based on freedom and Just1ce.

4, Ibn Khaldun is cited fo support themyontention'that it is

.

injustice stemming from a ruler with absolute powers that causes a

¢
{

nation's decline.
5. The solution then, is a consultative form of government in which
minjsters have genuine responsibilities to ruler and people and are

themselves protected against capricious qismissal.

)

T






