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Abstract

The present paper analyzes Arabic academic journal book reviews, in soft disciplines (neither
sciences nor engineering) in an attempt to identify the generic components and structure, and
language functions in Arabic academic journal reviews and compare them to those in English. To
this end, | have analyzed the structure of a corpus of ten book reviews written by Arab reviewers,
mainly university professors, following Suarez and Moreno’s (2008) classification of rhetorical
moves of academic journal book review, and Hyland's (2000) categories of evaluation in book
reviews. The results showed that the Arabic reviews share similarities in major components/moves
and sub-moves with those in English. The results also demonstrated differences in terms of absence
of some sub-moves in the Arabic corpus; such differences might be attributed to the academic
practice among Arabic reviewers. The study highlights the importance of teaching the structure, the
components and the strategies through which one achieves the functions of language in book
reviews to Arab reviewers and graduates students.

1. Introduction

Publishing houses nowadays depend heavily on book reviews and reviewers' comments to sell
their books (sometimes as best-sellers). Book reviews play a number of roles and are sometimes
referred to as published peer reviews (e.g. Hyland, 2000). While research articles writers generally
keep away from critical reference, book reviews are mainly evaluative and texts convey more risks
of personal conflict. Besides, book reviews provide an alternative forum in which academics can
set out their views; however, it is sometimes recognized as a neglected and unsung genre (Hyland,
2000). Interestingly, the book review has a dual purpose: ideational and interpersonal, namely,
providing an overview of the text (dissemination of information) and raising particular problematic
issues for the field (evaluation of research). Reviews reveal not only how writers express ideational
judgments of importance, value and correctness, but also how they handle the complex

interpersonal relationships that this expression necessitates.

Clearly, like instances of other genres, not all book reviews are the same; they differ in their
perfection (Swales, 1990); that is some are short and more focused as in the hard fields, while
others are longer and providing a general view of the book organization as in the soft fields. More

to the point, a number of reviewers insert the book in the field while others give more attention to



making topic generalizations or informing about the author or potential readership, and so forth. In
brief, reviews vary according to reasons related to the discipline, reviewers' awareness of the craft
of reviewing, the academic community, and so on. Academic writers when reviewing are expected

to act as members of groups with special professional practices and requirements.

Review is a potentially threatening genre for both the author of the reviewed volume and the
community in general; thus, an orientation to certain norms of engagement in a community to which
the reviewer and the author belong helps in meeting the expectations and practices of their
disciplines. Admittedly, judgments can carry social consequences and criticism becomes a potential
source of friction because it can represent a direct challenge to a specific author; however,
recognizance of reviewing norms would minimize personal threat while simultaneously
demonstrating an expert understanding of the issue. The interactional conventions of the genre
facilitate a careful balancing act which reflects ideational and interpersonal orientations; and they
demonstrate the various ways that writers and readers are linked through their participation in the

same discipline.

The study of genres has received an increasing interest since 1990s (Swales 1990). Following
the genre analysis tradition, several studies on book reviews have analyzed book reviews in terms of
the rhetorical structure, the evaluation categories (components), and language functions, explicitly
praise and criticism (Hyland's, 2000; Motta-Roth, 1998). Such studies recognize book reviews in
English as being shaped according to a rhetorical structure that gives it genre status.

Motta-Roth’s (1998) "pioneering™ analytical study of discourse analysis and academic book
reviews, which was based on 180 book reviews in English in the fields of Chemistry, Economics,
and Linguistics, reveals a schematic description of the typical structural organization of academic
book reviews corresponding to four rhetorical moves (introducing the book; outlining the book;
highlighting parts of the book; providing closing evaluation of the book); and these moves
comprised of one or a number of sub-functions. This description has received an addition of new
sub-moves by Suarez and Moreno (2008); however, Suarez and Moreno's model is, in turn, based
on Motta-Roth’s (1998). See table 1.



Table 1: Suarez and Moreno’s rhetorical moves model

Move 4:
~ T Move 3: PROVIDING
ove 1: . CLOSING
Move 2: HIGHLIGHTING PARTS
INTRODUCING THE BOOK OUTLINING THE BOOK EVALUATION OF
OF THE BOOK THE BOOK
1.1 Defining the general topic of | 2.1 Providing an overview of the | 3.1 Providing specific 4.1 Definitely

the book and/or Developing an

aspect of the general topic and/or

organization of the book and/or

evaluation

recommending the
book or

1.2 Informing about potential

readership and/or

2.2 Stating the topic of each

specific chapter/Stating the topic
of parts of the book with no
reference to specific chapters
and/or (this sub-move is newly
added to the model)

3.2 Fusion of moves 2. & 3.

4.2 Recommending
the book despite
indicated
shortcomings or

1.3 Informing about the author

1.4 Making topic generalizations

and/or

1.5 Inserting book in the field

and/or

1.6 Informing about the writing
technique/methodology used by
the writer and/or

2.3 Citing extra-text material

3.3 Fusion of subfuncts.

(2.1.0r 2.2 or 2.3) and 3.1

4.3 Not
recommending the
book despite indicated
strengths or

4.4 Providing neutral
summary-conclusion
of the book or

1.7 Informing about the use of

sources

4.5. Definitely not
recommending the
book

A logical implication of the findings of the previous studies in the field of book review genre
analysis (Hyland 2000; Motta-Roth 1998; Suarez and Moreno 2008) which were based on different

languages, the present paper also hypothesizes possible variation in the rhetorical structure of

academic book reviews as a factor of the language culture. It raises the question of whether

differences exist in how academic book reviews are organized to accomplish their communicative

function in the Arabic writing culture. Since one useful method that helps in defining the genres is

move analysis, comparing the Arabic sample book review with the identified structure and language

functions in Hyland's study, | aim to shed light on the rhetorical components and language

functions of the sample book review. The present paper also takes advantage of the tradition set by




Suarez and Moreno (2008) of carrying out a cross-linguistic study of the rhetorical structure of
English that may allow me to understand the tendencies followed in book reviews. In brief, the
major research question that the present study attempts to answer is:

e Do English and Arabic book reviews from academic journals conform to a similar

rhetorical structure and language functions?

2. Data

To answer our research question, this analysis is based on a corpus of 10 academic journal book
reviews in Arabic. The sample reviews were published in 7 academic journals, and they relate to
soft disciplines: education, history, law, economy, and language. In order to make a valid
comparison, | selected the sample reviews from similar text types of those soft-fields related
samples that were used by Hyland, and Suarez and Moreno in order to observe linguistic and
rhetorical features which are comparable between the two writing cultures (in English and Arabic).
And in line with Hyland’s corpus of soft fields’ length of reviews (where they were between 1700

words and 400 words), the present sample reviews were selected.

The texts in the corpus of the present study were excerpted from following the following Arabic
academic journals:

The Pedagogical Journal: the University of Kuwait

AlMustagbal AlArabi Journal

The Journal of Law: the University of Kuwait (June 2002)

The Cultural Journal: The University of Jordan (July 1997)

Arab Economy Research Journal (Summer 2010)

(Additions): The Arab Journal of Sociology: (17/18 winter/spring 2012)
Ajaman University of Science and Technology Network Journal (3rd, 2005)

3. Methodology

The ten Arabic reviews were given tag-names (between 1-10 and 10-10). To identify the
structural moves/ components, the Arabic statements mentioned in the Arabic corpus were
compared with Suarez and Moreno’s rhetorical move scheme and Hyland's (2000) categories of
evaluation. And for identifying the linguistic functions | weighed the Arabic review against
Hyland's strategies of praise and criticism and his generic mitigation strategies. Table 2 below
presents a summary of Hyland's generic evaluation categories, which were also taken into

consideration in the analysis task of the sample of the present paper.



Table 2: Hyland's generic evaluation categories
Content: a. general: overall discussion b. specific: argument;

coherence/explanatory or descriptive value

Style: exposition; clarity, organization, difficulty, readability

Readership: value for a particular readership, purpose and discipline

Text: extent, relevance, diagrams’ number/usefulness and quality

Author: experience, reputation, qualifications, previous publications

Publishing: price, quality and production standards of the book.

The methodology which was employed in the present study was directed to answering the paper
question. In order to describe the patterns of textual organization preferred by Arabic reviewers, all
the book reviews in the Arabic corpus were analyzed in terms of moves, and sub-moves. Suérez and
Moreno’s (2008) model, which was essentially built on Motta-Roth’s (1998) rhetorical model of
book review moves, was followed initially. The moves were recognized by identifying the function
of statements in the texts under analysis. Suarez and Moreno’s scheme is comprised of four moves:
move one (Introducing the book); move two (Outlining the book); move three (Highlighting parts

of the book); and move four (Providing closing evaluation of the book).

However, despite similarities between Suarez and Moreno’s (2008) model and Hyland's, | found
it necessary to modify the model by adding other new components to the model of analysis, so that
it fits the Arabic reviews. For example, | modified Suarez and Moreno’s move one by putting aside
the "contextualization” sub-move as a separate move since it appears as is in the Arabic reviews.
And | added to the model "opening with praise™ move that was identified in Hyland's study, since it
was evident in the Arabic review. Besides, | added Hyland's "publishing" category of evaluation to
the model which was not in Suarez and Moreno’s (2008) model. In brief it was like combining two
existing models to best illustrate the Arabic reviews. It is imperative to mention that most of
Hyland's categories of evaluation were existing in Suérez and Moreno’s move one, thus it was

useful to refer to this particular move wherever a Hyland's move existed.

Based on the table above, sub-functions/sub-moves in move one (Introducing the book) and
move two (Outlining the book) are optional, that is, a move can be realized by one or more sub-
move. In contrast, in move four, options are mutually exclusive; only one sub-move can appear in

the review.



In Move one (Introducing the book) reviewers normally give a short account of the book
content by means of sub-moves 1.1. (Defining the general topic of the book); this sub-move is
similar to Hyland's *‘content: general™ evaluation category. Sub-move 1.2. (Informing about
potential readership) states the audience to which the book is addressed; this is like Hyland's
"readership™ evaluation category. Sub-move 1.3. (Informing about the author) offers some
information about the author’s academic background, previous works, and so on; this is exactly as
in Hyland's "author™ evaluation category evaluation category. Sub-move 1.4. (Making topic
generalizations) is used by reviewers to present information linked to the book, making use of their
own background knowledge. Sub-move 1.5. (Inserting book in the field) serves to insert the book in
the field by talking about previous books on the same topic. Sub-move 1.4 and 1.5 are again
referred to by Hyland as "contextualization"- which will be explained in a separate point below.
Sub-move 1.6. (Informing about the writing technique used by the writer) tells the reader about the
writing style employed by the author; this sub-move is known at Hyland's as "style™ evaluation
category; Style in the sample review is evaluated in the closing evaluation of the book. Sub-move
1.7 (Informing about the use of sources) describes the sources which are used by the author of the
book.

Move two (Outlining the book) outlines the book under review. The evaluation here seems
to be as neutral description because its purpose is to outline the book and not to evaluate it. This
move can be realized through one or more of the following sub-moves. Sub-move 2.1. (Providing
an overview of the organization of the book) describes the overall organization of the reviewed
book by stating the number of pages and chapters. Sub-move 2.2 has two options: stating the topic
of each chapter or describing the content of the book with no reference to chapters, that is by
describing the content with no reference to the specific chapters. Sub-function 2.3. (Citing extra-text
material) is similar to Hyland's ""text" evaluation category, and it reports on the extra-text material
appearing in the book being reviewed, such as bibliographies, graphs, appendices, tables,
illustrations, and so forth.

Move three (Highlighting parts of the book) is always realized through sub-function 3.1.
(Providing focused evaluation) where the reviewer usually points out positive and negative remarks
on specific aspects of the book. Move 3 (Highlighting parts of the book) is sometimes joined with
move 2 (Outlining the book) when the book reviewer clearly aims at making a simultaneous
description of the chapters of the book and providing focused evaluation on them. During this move
the reviewer concentrates on specific aspects of the book, giving a positive or negative comment.

Move four (Providing closing evaluation of the book) has a two-fold function: closing the
review and giving an opinion on the overall value of the book. The evaluation of this last part of the
review differs from the evaluation of move 3 in being more general or being a summary of what has
previously been mentioned. Within this move, there are five possible options. Option 4.1
(Definitely recommending the book) consists in a direct recommendation of the book. Option 4.2
(Recommending the book despite indicated shortcomings) lies in giving a favourable judgment on
the reviewed book, but meanwhile highlighting some negative points. Option 4.3 (Not
recommending the book despite indicated strengths) is the opposite of option 4.2. Option 4.4
(Providing neutral summary of the book) consists in closing the review through a conclusion of the



book with no evaluation at all. This move rounds up the text, and it provides a final evaluation of
the whole reviewed book. Sub-move 4.5. (Not recommending the book definitely) refers to the
rejection of the reviewed book. Positive closing comment reconfirms an attention to reader
sensitivities, creating a socially appropriate solidarity framework of the entire work. Closing
complementary remark re-establishes the reviewer's credentials as an honest and reasonable scholar.
It positions him as a colleague who recognizes the contribution of an impartial critique to the
community's communal pursuit of knowledge. And the used closing strategy was offering positive
comment on the book's contribution or a commendation to readers; meanwhile, in contrast, a
closing criticism followed the praise to address style issues as substantive comment.

Positive closing comment reconfirms an attention to reader sensitivities, creating a socially
appropriate solidarity framework of the entire work. Closing complementary remark re-establishes
the reviewer's credentials as an honest and reasonable scholar. It positions him as a colleague who
recognizes the contribution of an impartial critique to the community's communal pursuit of
knowledge. And the used closing strategy was offering positive comment on the book's contribution
or a commendation to readers; meanwhile, in contrast, a closing criticism followed the praise to
address style issues as substantive comment.

Move five (Contextualization-added) serves in signaling the reviewer allegiance to an
orientation or a group, and drawing on considerable knowledge of the field. Sometimes the Arabic
reviewer begins his/her review with contextualization, where the reviewer signals his/her allegiance
to an orientation or a group. The reviewer draws on considerable knowledge of the field responding
to the complex demands of interactional situation displaying and awareness of the discipline in the
real world and an awareness of appropriate expression of the following praise and criticism. In the
contextualization move, the reviewer draws on readers' familiarity with the research network and
disciplinary knowledge and an interpretive framework which includes understand of mutual
appropriate social interaction. This contextualization also serves in demonstrating an expert
understanding of the issue; in addition, it creates a socially appropriate solidarity framework and it
positions the reviewer as a colleague.

Move six (Opening with praise) serves in consists of two sub-moves: offering global praise
for the volume in its field, and attributing credit directly to the volume itself/ or its value for
particular readership. This structure exists in Hyland's analysis of his corpus, where the decision to
open with praise for him is an almost routine move in Hyland's (2000) corpus. This move
functions as a basis for critique, and it establishes rapport with the audience and mitigate the
criticism which is to follow. The opening move is said to exist when offering global praise for the
volume in its field, attributing credit directly to the volume itself and its value for particular
readership.

Move seven (Publishing) refers to the details of price, quality and production standards of
the reviewed book.



4. Results

This section presents the contrastive results of the analysis of the ten book reviews in terms of
moves and sub-moves followed in the Arabic corpus. After applying Suarez and Moreno’s model
and Hyland's model to my corpus, the rhetorical format that emerged shared similarities to a great
extent. Table 2 below presents the identified move and sub-moves, and their frequency of use in the
sample reviews. # refers to the number of occurrence of every particular sub-move; % refers to the
percentage of the use of each sub-move in relation to total number of sub-moves use. Numbers 1-10
refer to the serial number given to the Arabic reviews.

Table 3: The identified moves, and sub-moves and their frequency

Moves and sub-moves # % Total % of

Move
12345 6789 10

Move one (Introducing the book)

1.1 Defining the general topic of the book and/or | ]
Developing an aspect of the general topic

[N

01 1 01 00 1]7.05

11 003 20 20 0 |1059

1.2 Informing about potential readership

1.3 Informing about the author 0010113 0311411
1.4 Making topic generalizations 0 00 00O O0OO0O0OO0DO 0 58.823
1.5 Inserting book in the field 111 11 00 100]7.05

1.6 Informing about the writing 113 27 102 10/|2117

technique/methodology used by the writer

1.7 Informing about the use of sources 0000000010 117

Move two (Outlining the book)

2.1 Providing an overview of the organizationofthe |1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 5.88
book

9.411

2.2 Stating the topic of each specific chapter/Stating |0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 O 235
the topic of parts of the book with no reference to ’
specific chapters

2.3 Citing extra-text material 0 0000O0O1O0CO0C0O0 1.17

Move three (Highlighting parts of the book)

3.1 Providing specific evaluation 4.70

3.2 Fusion of moves 2. & 3.




3.3 Fusion of subfuncts. (2.1.or220r23)and |1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 O 014.70

3.1

Move  four  (Providing  closing

evaluation of the book)

4.1 Definitely recommending the book 0110001000 3.52

4.2 Recommending the book despite indicated

shortcomings 1 00 10 00 001 3.52

. _ 9.411

4.3 Not recommending the book despite

indicated strengths 0 00O 00 0OO0OO0OO 0

4.4 Providing neutral summary-conclusion of

the book 0 00 00 10 000 1.17

4.5. Definitely not recommending the book 0 OO0 OO OO0 100 117

Move five (contextualization)

5.1 Signaling the reviewer allegiance to an 5.882 ) 2
orientation or a group and drawing on 2002001000 5 88
considerable knowledge of the field

Move six (opening with praise)

6.1 Offering global praise for the volume in its field 2 00 00O OO 100 3.52 3 529

6.2 Attributing credit directly to the volume itself/ or 000 00 0O O0O0O 0

its value for particular readership

Move seven (publishing)

7.1 Offering information about the quality ofthe |/O 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 O 4.70

book

8.235

7.2 Offering information about the production |0 1 0O 0 1 0 O 1 O 0352

standards of the book

7.3 Offering information about the priceofthebook |0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0

Total 100%

Seemingly, the sum of the frequencies of sub-moves within move 1 (Introducing the book)
is higher than the total frequency of appearance of each move; this is likely because this move
contain more sub-moves. Within move 1, sub-moves 1.2 Informing about potential readership, 1.3
Informing about the author, and 1.6 Informing about the writing technique present the highest
frequencies in the Arabic corpus, which might suggest that this descriptive move is more elaborated

on by Arabic reviewers.
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(The added) sub-moves 6.1 Offering global praise for the volume in its field, and 6.2
Attributing credit directly to the volume itself/ or its value for particular readership within move 6
(opening with praise) reflect the Arabic reviewers’ lower tendency to criticize books in a
straightforward way.

Sub-moves 1.4 Making topic generalizations, 3.1 Providing specific evaluation, 4.3 Not
recommending the book despite indicated strengths, 6.2 Attributing credit directly to the volume
itself/ or its value for particular readership, and 7.3 Offering information about the price of the book
received no attention by any of the Arabic reviewers. This inattention might be ascribed to the
academic practice

5. Discussion

The analysis of the Arabic corpus of book reviews has shown similarities in terms of the
generic components utilized by the Arabic as well as English reviewers, and the linguistic features
and functions that are achieves by means of certain strategies.

5.1 Structural components (generic structure)

My analysis indicated that there are eleven component moves by means of which the
schematic structures of Arabic Academic reviews are built. The application of Move Analysis to the
Arabic book reviews has led to the results displayed in the aforementioned Table 3, which indicates
to the identified existing moves, and sub-moves.

Succinctly stressed, the components of the Arabic reviews mainly include move one
(Introducing the book); move two (Outlining the book); move three (Highlighting parts of the
book); move four (Providing closing evaluation of the book); move five (Contextualization); Move
six (Opening with praise); and Move seven (Publishing).

In comparison with the set model of move analysis where English reviewers tend to develop
moves 2 and 3 more independently, the present paper has shown that the Arabic reviewers tend to
combine moves 2 (Outlining the book) and 3 (Highlighting parts of the book) to a much greater
extent. And, there is a tendency to close Arabic reviews through option 4.2 (Recommending the
book despite indicated shortcomings).

Move 1 (Introducing the book) seems to be the most highly structured component since it
occupies the highest frequency (with more than half of all occurrences) of the total appearance of all
moves.

a. Move one: Introducing the book. The analyzed reviews include most of the sub-moves (that is
from sub-move 1.1 to 1.7, except for sub-move 1.4):

Examples of sub-move 1.1:
(1-10)

A A ) 55 S A eyl il LY iy




11

(2-10)

(4-10)
AT JRe g g sty Caaalal) Jsie 1 aaal 31580 aie s (53 J2aal Cal pall e s S Claiea e
(10-10)

ey Al e i) i e e e guiall Unlioa il pall 5 Judailly | ol (im0 jad Chiaa alal S 13 iy

Sub-move 1.2:

(1-10)
ol g Cppandil) (i el 530 Ging g

(3-10)
sl 1 il 09 e s Jlise

(8-10)

) G Jlae b a1 ) il o pas dm 353 50 il g0l S 361 )

In passing, the analyzed book reviews include more examples of sub-move 1.2, but they are
mentioned as part of move four (in the COMMENTAR =3 section of the sample), as in:

(1-10)

& oY) el gl g ) salnall Liayl Leia aafiony o gy, 0 saelaia¥) g 0 silbad W) 5 & guadill () 0 pall Lgia 2afiin 8 g
Adaal) Ay il PR e ad) seai le (Biag s, Ol Auall A s, SOOI 38 0l Jo delun Las,pgd

(2-10)
ol elae 5 Calusall l) sy 5 2805 Al (5 58l 5 (asand) ) S il el L e (35S0 . i
Sub-move 1.3 (Informing about the author) can best be clarified in the following examples:
(5-10)
Jaida (A (e ge 3l ) Arala 8 13U Jery 5 (5 lucandl SLaBYL (anadiall (o cilSl) sy
(6-10)
el g LS Al o) pmaall o ey sl 5 Sl sy Ol il (e 3N

(9-10)
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6] s e ) n el ARl 55 0lher (8l daa) Gl sl 4dlne M el 8 Unald) a3 U)ol g

Examples of sub-move 1.5:
(1-10)

emdill ALE )Y Jlae A Bl S (e Azl yig Al (i pai (53] U
(3-10)

waﬂb;@ﬂ\w\t)m}aﬁjwyu\hu\éch}ﬁd\ubyﬂ\eﬁ‘wb)mfdﬂ‘@éb ﬁ}
BT FE S

(8-10)
o)yl Gl 5 Sl (g Fpallall i B s S ela LY 13 i

Also, 1.6 sub-move (Informing about the writing technique) is evident in the corpus, for
example:

(1-10)
raadll sl )Mz e 4y uh 5 4 plusl 8 i QST
(2-10)
Alala dyila 5 = 5 ) Al g dale A A 5 Gaaty QLS a
(3-10)
o leladas g S8V dadlia o Al Jeun Wil § Lia ye Ll je (IS
(5-10)
S 3l 5 Al (8 Gl Jus iy L nl Gangle (o A0 e J i, L 855 Claalie IR (e 5e¥) 12 ) us
0 Canall
Examples of sub-move 1.7 (Informing about the use of sources):
(9-10)
il sall 5 aal yall 5 jaliadll

il o 55l oLl 2 Bl b ) el (1)

31 0 1.2 e 3all 25 aladl i jall cilda ghadd) ddas (2)
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b. Move two: Outlining the book. The analyzed reviews comprised the sub-move 2.1 (Providing
an overview of the organization of the book), sub-move 2.2 (Stating the topic of parts of the book
with no reference to specific chapters), and 2.3. (Citing extra-text material).

Examples of sub-move 2.1:
(1-10)

EA._\&!L»\}M\.:UAJY\}‘L@g@\}aﬁu\)ﬂ\&m‘d}tﬁsMﬁs‘;ﬂ\MJ‘&a:%gS‘;égUﬁ\é.a_
}:\M\)ﬂ\ éﬁu“;’ﬂ-‘@w\ Gl LAY Hea KGRl 228 Cmc

(5-10)
e S 0 S8 AL g Al e Lgad J L Andia 199 QLS a6
(8-10)
e e 3l I el Nl e s el el ded ey
(10-10)

SLal S Sl 8 W g a1 g el pall J W1 Jomdl) 3 Ll (bl s B b g guin sall 138 il 3l ellag
b g asy A

Examples of sub-move 2.2:

(3-10)
e S Gyl 830 ) ol sial Tase g i e 4 lle (53 A o Y1 L () e i)
sV deadll b aa Cam img sl 831 ) ) il ) AV Tae b iy ) OIS A QL) 8 e
(4-10)

e ) T S ASLED o3 8 Ala W) yealiall 1 5 An Ja ) ZEE LD A yall Jea) I il all LS dadiall b
(6-10)
Al Gl e S5 e Caa gl adie ] (25 0a) Al Cia
(1-10)
o ASle) a5 48laa) i s jraall Al ;U Laali yy Cilgll 2 la s -

Gl Ll | Ml pall B a1 Al pall SIS g Cilpall adle S (301 1 a5 -
A e e B 5 A ) (36 (i L) e (laia]

Ul Lgalay ) ol lgall Calgall dan g asleladind 5 el 2L Y (S8 Cal gl agle 5S5 oal) AU Jlaall Wl -
e i) Gl lee Wl ala Y clala DA (e

e P Aald)) i) sae ) pudng | yraadl) (;»é.'\!\ A5 O el o al 5all pdg-
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e Leall LS Sl Cal pall s -
S sall e (g gan SV Al 5l Byl gl Al 5l G leal) (e il il pall a2

2.3. (Citing extra-text material).

(6-10)
L h s g il Bee (30 YL (g lbias &)Y 5 ) seall 5 pailly & 558 ) 5 Ul S e

(7-10)
Sl o daa il s yiia L oad) paill diia (6 5001 Gl jeday Camny Aadl) Al IS8 GUSI I (8l yli

!

.L;'Y\

c. Move three: Highlighting parts of the book. The analyzed review comprised the sub-move 3.3

(Fusion of sub-moves). Example:

(1-10)
Gl g Ailai 2 3lai (s e 5. Awllal 5 4l ) jal 5 48l Laiia sa raaall 2L U Ll Calall & yhas -

Sl (e alen Loo GUSH (o i) Juadl) (B4 il a2 (a8 9. A jall <l jle a8 4SS pmilil) il 5, gl g
e S5 A A Jlaall Wl s calsall adde 585 (o3 AN Jlaall 5 . bl g A B (o g (A 4l )

oty alsal g

(2-10)
OV Al S Sy ) pa s Asal) Ay gel) ol gall ey Al 8
oGl (& aall 3 sl (e A 5 A e J V) deadl) (8 il all a5

(5-10)

d. Move four: Providing closing evaluation of the book. The analyzed reviews comprised the sub-

moves: 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4, sometimes named as "Commentary (5",

Sub-move 4.1:
(3-10)
IS L ye a5 ) Jasdl Jlane (A Ay padl AR i g ) i€ uadl (g 22y el Jandl 881 )Y 50 S

G

(8-10)

Agalall 4 ol g (M) ylas DS LI 3ol JE ) an S (5 )W) e ni 4 - sk Ledaaal
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Sub-move 4.2
(1-10)

- aalatl) —

S a5 oyl skl ALY e e guim g LSy | iomall 3L S A e Ayl s shal 8 2 K|
@ oY) el )y () salaall Lyl Lga sy g5 5 (0 spndil) O 525 pall Lgie iy g s il o 5 Cila lae
Aaal) A il A (e 4l suai Lo (Bing s, DUl el 8 agun s, COSEAN 028 0o o ae iy Las, agd

COSEA Fole b jraall adill A3 Y aladiu) e S 4 Lan) sciaaSlal Gy Calpall 134 e 32l Ll 13 g
G sl gLl 7530 (o Jang Lea, . rStall sldae ) (3 aLaia W) (pa a8l puii A4 51 5 Agaiil] Jamy ol g Al )

RUR) OIS
(2-10)
b e 05 Ol s il ge ) ) Gai 4l (31al) B sl )55 2ol e ala QIS 1
(10-10)
o lell LY s o) Leiadlae and S daga Ll Jig ) a8 OIS ) 5 il pall aga s
Sub-move 4.3
(7-10)

e lad O3, Badi s L a8 Al Dl dagall o 5l (e dBaiin L Sl g1l Camn O Y jla dllany Y

Sub-move 4.4
(9-10)

e. Move five: Contextualization. Hyland puts in one important move, that is contextualization,
which precedes Suarez and Moreno’s move one in the sample Arabic review- which leads to having

one more move instead of four. Examples:

(1-10):

Aol A yaal im0 Alanl) | gme aaltl) e 0 A l) iy 1 8 5y S s jnal) ol 2L V) Jiy
)5 A 5l 5 A LW 5 dadil) 5 el a3l e (e 03Ul Ale ) () ) a5 eblie a5 (o JLaBY (4
gl (il 05yl il g ol g 3003 5 Bl Gl Al B b el 50 55 G Jpmll 13

sl o Ay

R K I K ) a8 giie  dad Hall CNKEA Jaladl) | 8 atileS Cudll Cuaa gl 53 | aal) Al Y
SPEEUN OO Qs Al & < DRGITACNIE y D
A g )2 Al g Agale J pual (38 56 gk g adle (G sandill () g0l yall
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(2-10)

Can e o plall el ail glall s Jaiiall ) el (B agasd 5, A1 jall A gall jaaniy | Gl pall S eI DAY
LY sl

(4-10)

O B LA bl &y gla 8 all 138 Caabisall 03 (e sy (A1 Ay jleatin¥) (g 8 ) 4 eld Y Lea
A S 5a 13 S, el

(8-10)

s ol L e A 11 ) LIS o) 55 &y i) B s Apund il

f. Move six: Opening with praise is a structure found in Hyland's analysis of his corpus. The
decision to open with praise was an almost routine move in Hyland's (2000) corpus. Similar to
Hyland's, this move functioned in the sample reviews as a basis for critique, and it operated to
establish rapport with the audience and mitigate the criticism which was to follow. The opening
move was by offering global praise for the volume in its field, attributing credit directly to the
volume itself and its value for particular readership. Examples include the following statements that
immediately followed the contextualization in the examined Arabic reviews:
Sub-move 6.1
(1-10)
(i) 2LE Y Sl (3 saad) Sl (e Al (ia pal (o3 Gl 5 -
e Ol (2l pall 3008 (Baa 5 A pall ARl ]S 48 S ) s e g e J 5l -
Sub-move 6.2
(7-10)
e ma Lo pal A sV AR ) des i ilal (e ddanahy Lay Mo g O ga g a! QS day
g. Move seven: Publishing. This move was obvious in the Arabic reviews as in:
Sub-move 7.1
(9-10)
e OLE midie a pall e i g AL

LAGsadad g, e aoda | QUSD E o
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Sub-move 7.2
(2-10)
o sial) @il e dnin 463 3 S o)
(5-10)
o oan G AL e SIS e ) CalSH ALY Gyt (1l giny IS 2007 ale b ja
(6-10)

oS aaall e dsdia 170 s QLS ety

5.2 Language functions

The most frequent evaluative (semantic) terms in the sample were: “useful 323 i~y good 4élzal
sua, Up-to-date Lias &l 5 Sl slaa CUSH 238 and theoretical and practical Gabill 5 4 el (pw aesy,
important 2 , of the best i<l Juxél e, succeeded in = G, encyclopedic 4e s 54, dear L2\,
admirable 4 s, rewarding 2 252« <3, of a great category cLall sk | etc.

The language function analysis of the Arabic corpus followed Hyland's (2000) strategies of
praise and criticism and the generic mitigation strategies. Language functions, complementing and
criticism, have also largely been seen in terms of politeness phenomena in written genres,
moderated by strategies such as hedging to meet the complex demands of professional settings,
maintain rapport and mitigate criticism. Compliments and criticisms are seen as enactments of
strategic politeness, drawing on Brown and Levinson's (1987) model of face-maintenance.

Since the subject review is an example of social interactions where such interactions are usually
fraught with potential face threat, the reviewer recognizes that criticisms are risky as they
undermine a hearer's positive face; that is why he tended to open his review with praise as in:

o Ayl AL | S 4 i) o I Lo gain ge gl omil) 2LE Y1 e 8 5l S (e 4 (ym ya (53 I 5 -
ool (8 Gandil] (i jall 32308 Sany

This choice of opening with compliments conveys support and interest demonstrating
solidarity between participants. However, complements and praise carry risks since conveying
praise implies an authority to appraise and make public judgments.

Evaluations are potentially damaging to the author of the volume as criticism can undermine
his/her academic reputation, which might justify the Arabic reviewer's delaying of criticism to the
last part of his review. Thus, how evaluation is framed is important as it carries a socio-pragmatic
force beyond the propositional meaning of the utterance. And it was clear in the present Arabic
review some techniques used to frame the reviewer's evaluations. Hyland introduced six strategies
of framing these evaluations in terms of mitigation of criticism strategies, in which the language can
do its function of attenuating the full effects of the critical speech acts (see Table 4).
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Table 4: criticism mitigation strategies

The use of praise-criticism pairs

The use of hedges

Personal responsibility/opinion

Other attribution

Metadiscoursal bracketing

Indirectness

Hyland (2000) pointed out to that every review of his corpus included at least one example
of use of one strategy of mitigation. In the Arabic reviews of the present paper, there were identified
the following employment of strategies:

1. The use of praise-criticism pairs: Praise is syntactically subordinated to a criticism, but
their adjacency a more balanced comment softening the negativity of the evaluation.
Consider the following examples:

(10-10)

o giallae (o S Raga Llind iz ) 38 (IS ) Cilpall 26 ) o W el b innsy Y s

(7-10)
el 1l e Ol WY 1L ey Y5 5SAl) A 30l cllBadlal) (e o ) Ao g 6 sl O

The adjacency and the successiveness of praise and then criticism create a more
balanced comment softening the negativity of the evaluation that was in the subsequent
paragraph. Such pairing and adjacency can be elaborately weakening the criticism which
makes criticism more abstract.

2. Metadiscoursal bracketing: This has the effect of bracketing (new voice) negative
comment from what was the general positive flow of the review. The general effect was to
introduce criticism almost as an aside at the end of the review. In this strategy the reviewer
evaluates aspects of the text which explicitly refer to the organization of the discourse or the
writer stance towards its content or the reader. Like writers in Hyland's study, the Arabic
reviewer chose to signal praise and criticism explicitly with mitadiscourse. Consider the
following:

(1-10)

Jany Laa,, alaia Y (ga Sl et 308 ) g datil) GL"z'?j} pladi e X)) %] ) cllaadlall (g Cilgall u&ﬁ KEUH
puaall ald Y ‘)}Aoyﬂhs&:d}h}@\)ﬂ\ U C)@@\JQMYM\ ALY o &L\L.\L\CHLQJLSH
L Bac b Soleadle bo) Aan) Jlsy Y.
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Indirectness: to offer limited praise as a means of conveying criticisms indirectly. This
weakens the negative force of the proposition by saying less than the writer means and
leaves the reader to make the appropriate connections-injecting evaluative ambiguities, as
in:

(8-10)
S L e g Ll 8 L) Lgmay Uiz ) 28 () 55 Loy y il el L gty ) pudal gl i casesy 9

The use of hedges: their purpose is to mitigate the interpersonal damage of critical
comments. For example:
(8-10)

&_11351“_\..4)::}\_\.\4\)3 ;m\twuié\ﬁojﬁWJ
Personal responsibility/opinion: by foregrounding their commentary as a personal
response, reviewers could make a subtle adjustment to the interactional context and set up a
different relationship with their readers, allowing them to adopt less threatening authorial

voice, repositioning themselves as an ordinary reader than as an expert, representing it as the
writer's individual opinion. As in:

(3-10)
el Jandl Qe 8 A el Al i o ) i€ Jaadl) (e U i B S ()
Conclusion

In this paper | have analyzed a set of (ten) Arabic academic journal book reviews in
soft fields (education, history, law, economy, and language) selected from seven different
Arabic academic journals where Arabic reviewers tend to represent their tendency and
proclivity in reviewing, following Suarez and Moreno's scheme of moves, and Hyland's
categories of evaluation of book reviews. | have explored Arab writers' available generic
components (through which Arab reviewers achieve the communicative purpose of book
reviews genre) and linguistic features used to express the genre components and attempted
to justify why reviewers employ different linguistic mitigation strategies. The study has also
identified generic and linguistic similarities and variations, in terms of existence and

absence of moves and some sub-moves).

All in all, the Arabic reviewers of corpus of the present paper have proved that the
book review not only draws on familiarity with disciplinary knowledge of the field, but also
on an interpretive framework which includes understanding of appropriate social

interactions. The present study can be said to have successfully answered the research
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question posed at the beginning. The study shows that there are common and recognizable
features between English and Arabic academic journal book reviews, in terms of the
components/moves and the function of praise and criticism and the strategies that are

employed to tone down the direct criticism.

It is hoped that the findings of the current paper can be used to familiarize Arab
reviewers as well as graduate students with the generic moves and options in the course of

writing a book review.
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