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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, I have analyzed the structure of a corpus of ten book reviews written by Arab reviewers, 
mainly university professors, following Suárez 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



2

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 Suárez and Moreno (2008); however, Suárez and Moreno's model is, in turn, based 

on Motta-Roth’s (1998). See table 1.
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Table 1: Suárez and Moreno’s rhetorical moves model

Move 1:

INTRODUCING THE BOOK
Move 2:

OUTLINING THE BOOK

Move 3:

HIGHLIGHTING PARTS 

OF THE BOOK

Move 4:
PROVIDING 

CLOSING 
EVALUATION OF 

THE BOOK

1.1 Defining the general topic of 

the book and/or Developing an 

aspect of the general topic and/or

2.1 Providing an overview of the 
organization of the book and/or

3.1 Providing specific

evaluation

4.1 Definitely 
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

2.3 Citing extra-text material 3.3 Fusion of subfuncts. 
(2.1.or 2.2 or 2.3) and 3.1

4.3 Not 
recommending the 
book despite indicated 
strengths or

1.3 Informing about the author 4.4 Providing neutral 
summary-conclusion 
of the book or1.4 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

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; Suárez 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, I 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 
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Suárez 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:

∑ 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, I selected the sample reviews from similar text types of those soft-fields related 

samples that were used by Hyland, and Suárez 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
AlMustaqbal 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 Suárez and Moreno’s rhetorical move scheme and Hyland's (2000) categories of 

evaluation. And for identifying the linguistic functions I 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.
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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. Suárez 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. Suárez 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 Suárez and Moreno’s (2008) model and Hyland's, I 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, I modified Suárez 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 I added to the model "opening with praise" move that was identified in Hyland's study, since it 

was evident in the Arabic review. Besides, I added Hyland's "publishing" category of evaluation to 

the model which was not in Suárez 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 Suárez 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.
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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 
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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.
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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 Suárez 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 #

1   2   3   4    5    6   7   8   9   10

% Total % of 
Move

Move one (Introducing the book)

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

1.2  Informing about potential readership

1.3 Informing about the author

1.4 Making topic generalizations

1.5  Inserting book in the field

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

1.7 Informing about the use of sources 

1  1   0   1    1    0   1    0   0    1

1   1    0   0   3    2   0    2   0   0

0    0    1    0    1    1   3     0   3    1 

0    0   0    0   0    0   0    0   0   0        

1   1   1    1   1     0   0    1   0   0

1   1   3    2   7    1    0   2    1   0

0    0   0    0   0    0   0    0   1   0

7.05

10.59

14.11

0

7.05

21.17

1.17

58.823

Move two (Outlining the book)

2.1 Providing an overview of the organization of the 
book 

2.2 Stating the topic of each specific chapter/Stating 
the topic of parts of the book with no reference to 
specific chapters

2.3 Citing extra-text material

1    0   0    0   1    1   1    0   0   1        

0    0   1    0   0    0   1    0   0   0

0    0   0    0   0    0   1    0   0   0

5.88

2.35

1.17

9.411

Move three (Highlighting parts of the book)

3.1 Providing specific evaluation

3.2 Fusion of moves    2. & 3.

0    0   0    0   0    0   0    0   0   0        

0    0   0    0   0    0   0    0   0   0        

0

0
4.70
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3.3 Fusion of subfuncts. (2.1.or 2.2 or 2.3) and 
3.1

1 1   1     0   1    0   0    0   0   0 4.70

Move four (Providing closing 
evaluation of the book)

4.1 Definitely recommending the book

4.2 Recommending the book despite indicated 
shortcomings

4.3 Not recommending the book despite 
indicated strengths

4.4 Providing neutral summary-conclusion of 
the book

4.5. Definitely not recommending the book

0    1   1    0   0    0   1    0   0   0        

1    0   0    1   0    0   0    0   0   1        

0    0   0    0   0    0   0    0   0   0        

0    0   0    0   0    1   0    0   0   0        

0    0   0    0   0    0   0    1   0   0        

3.52

3.52

0

1.17

1.17

9.411

Move five (contextualization)

5.1 Signaling the reviewer allegiance to an 
orientation or a group and drawing on 
considerable knowledge of the field

2 0   0    2 0    0   1 0   0   0        5.882 5.882

Move six (opening with praise)

6.1 Offering global praise for the volume in its field

6.2 Attributing credit directly to the volume itself/ or 
its value for particular readership

2    0   0    0   0    0   0    1   0   0        

0    0   0    0   0    0   0    0   0   0        

3.52

0

3.529

Move seven (publishing)

7.1  Offering information about the quality of the 

book

7.2 Offering information about the production 

standards of the book

7.3 Offering information about the price of the book

0    0   0    1   2    0   0    1   0   0        

0    1   0    0   1    0   0    1   0   0

0    0   0    0   0    0   0    0   0   0

4.70

3.52

0

8.235

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)

....ةثیدحلا ةیبرتلا يف ةریبك ةناكم يسردملا يسفنلا داشرلاا لغشی
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(2-10)

ةیكیرملاا ةسایسلا رارمتسا لظ يف دیدھتلل ضرعتی قارعلا يف نییحیسملل يخیراتلا دوجولا نا اھدافم ةیضرف نم ةساردلا تقلطناو

(4-10)

. ...ةیبرتلا لخدم وھو مھسوفنو نییجیلخلا لوقع ىلا ددجلا ةازغلا ھنم جلو يذلا لخدملا فلؤملا حضوی باتكلا تاحفص ربعو

(10-10)

. ...رصن نم ةینانبللا ةمواقملا ھتققح ام ىلع ءوضلا اطلسم ةساردلاو لیلحتلاب... نانبل بونج ریرحت ثدح ماما باتكلا اذھ فقی

Sub-move 1.2:

(1-10)

 سرادملا يف نییسفنلا نیدشرملل ةدئاف ققحیو

(3-10)

. ...عوضوملا اذھ يف ثحاب لكل اعجرم لظیس

(8-10)

. ...ناسنلاا قوقح لاجم يف نیثحلاا ىلا ةبسنلاب ءاوس دیج دودرم تاذ... يللنود كاج باتك ةءارق نا

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 section قیلعت of the sample), as in:

(1-10)

 يف روملاا ءایلواو نوملعملا اضیا اھنم دیفتسی فوسو....نویعامتجلااو نویئاصخلااو نویسفنلا نودشرملا اھنم دیفتسی فوس
.ةثیدحلا ةیبرتلا للاخ نم ھیلا وبصن ام ققحیو...بلاطلا ةیمنت يف مھسیو...تلاكشملا هذھ جلاع لع دعاسی امم...مھف

(2-10)

. ...رئاشعلا ءامعزو نیملسملا نیدلا لاجرو ةیقارعلا ةیسایسلا ىوقلاو يسایسلا رارقلا عناص ماما اعجرم نوكی نأ...قحتسی

Sub-move 1.3 (Informing about the author) can best be clarified in the following examples:

(5-10)

.ادنلوھ يف سومزارا ةعماج يف اذاتسا لمعیو يراضحلا داصتقلااب نیصصختملا نم بتاكلا دعیو

(6-10)

. ...لاجملا يف ةمھم تاباتك ھلو ءارحصلا لوح لغتشی يجولوبورتنا كیربوب لاحر فیلأت نم باتكلاو

(9-10)
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 رھشا نمو...میھاربا نب يلع...ھخویش زرباو...ناذمھ يف دلو...دمحا نسحلا وبا ھفلؤم "رعشلا يف أطخلا مذ" :باتكلا فلؤم .أ
. ...ھبتك

Examples of sub-move 1.5:

(1-10)

يسفنلا داشرلاا لاجم يف ةدیجلا بتكلا نم ھعجارنو ھل ضرعن يذلا باتكلاو

(3-10)

 نم هریثی امو يبطلا لمعلا عوضوم وھو ةینوناقلا ةحاسلا ىلع... ةحورطملا تاعوضوملا مھا نم اعوضوم فلؤملا ھیف جلاع دقو
. ...ةقیقد ةینوناق تلاكشم

(8-10)

. ...ھفلؤمل قیبطتلاو ةیرظنلا نیب ةیملاعلا ناسنلاا قوقح باتك ءاج راطلاا اذھ يفو

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

(1-10)

رغصملا داشرلالھضرع ةقیرطو ةبولسا يف دیج باتكلا

(2-10)

.ةقداص ةینطو حوربز ةقثوم ةیملع ةیخیرات ةیؤرب ثدحتی باتك اذھ

(3-10)

. ...اھلسلستو راكفلاا ةعباتم ئراقلل لھسی احضاو اضرع اھل ھضرع ناكو

(5-10)

 بتاكلا درطتسیو...ھثیدح يف بتاكلا لسرتسیو ...نینثا نیجھنم نیب ةنراقم لوانتو. ...عئاقوو تادھاشم للاخ نم رملاا اذھ رربیو
. ...نع ثیدحلاب

Examples of sub-move 1.7 (Informing about the use of sources): 

(9-10)

 يشاوحلاو عجارملاو رداصملا

. ...يطفقلل هاورلا هابنا :رظنا سراف نبا ةمجرتل )1(

. .... .13 ص2.1 ناءزجلا52 دلجملا :ةیبرعلا تاطوطخملا ةلجم )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)

 يف ھبیلاساو رغصملا داشرلااو ،اھبابساو ةیساردلا تلاكشملا تلوانت ،لاصف رشع ينثا نمضتیو ،ةحفص883 يف باتكلا عقی
. ....و ةساردلا قلق صیخشت يف ةیسفنلا تارابتخلاا رودو ،تلاكشملا هذھ جلاع

(5-10)

. ... يف هراكفا ةشقانم لوصف ةینامث ربع اھیف لوانت ةحفص991 باتكلا نمضت دقو

(8-10)

. ....يناثلا ءزجلا...:لولاا ءزجلا :يلاوتلا ىلع يھ ءازجا ةسمخ نمضتی

(10-10)

 ماما يناثلا لصفلا يف افقوتمو... بابسلااو لماوعلا لولاا لصفلا يف احراش نیلصفو ةمدقم يف عوضوملا اذھ فلؤملا جلاعیو
. ..ھتأشنو ھخیراتب "الله بزح"

Examples of sub-move 2.2:

(3-10)

. ...ضرع ثیح ضیرملا ةدارا مارتحا أدبم عوضوم ھیف جلاع يذلا ھباتك نم لولاا بابلا يف بتاكلا عمانلقتنا

. ...لولاا لصفلا يف سرد ثیح ضیرملا ةدارا مارتحاب مازتللاا أدبم اھریثی يتلا تلاكشملا يناثلا بابلا يف جلاع مث

(4-10)

...يرسلاا طبارتلاك ةفاقثلا هذھ يف ةیباجیلاا رصانعلا ىلاو ةیجیلخلا ةفاقثلل ةیملاسلاا ةیبرعلا لوصلاا ىلا فلؤملا راشا ةمدقملا يف

(6-10)

. ...ةمیخلا تانوكم ركذ ىلع فصولا دمتعا :)52ص( ةمیخلا فصو

(1-10)

. ...ھتاءارجاو ھفادھا احضوم رغصملا داشرلال اجمانرب فلؤملا حرطو-

 قلق امأ . ... "ةساردلا قلق" ب دصقیو. ...اھنأب اھفرع يتلا ةیساردلا تلاكشملا وھ فلؤملا ھیلع زكر يذلا يناثلا لاجملاو-
. ...للاخ نم ناحتملاا قلقو ةساردلا قلق صیخشت متیو . ...اضیا وھف ناحتملاا

 بلاطلا اھملعتی يتلا تاراھملا فلؤملا ددحو . ...ھتامادختساو رغصملا داشرلاا ناكف فلؤملا ھیلع زكر يذلا يناثلا لاجملا امأ-
. ...لمشتف ناحتملاا تاراھم امأ . ...داشرلاا تاسلج للاخ نم

. ... :يھ ةیداشرا بیلاسا ةدع ىلا ریشیو ...رغصملا يسفنلا داشرلإل اجمانرب فلؤملا مدقو-
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. ...ةیعامجلا تاشقانملل لایلد فلؤملا عضوو-

يلاتلا وحنلا ىلع ىودج رثكلاا ةساردلا ةقیرط حضوأو ...ةیساردلا تاراھملا نم جذامن فلؤملا مدقو-

2.3. (Citing extra-text material).

(6-10)

.ایجولوبورتنا اقمع يفخی لا... يراضح ثرلإ ةروصلاو صنلاب خرؤت يتلا ةردانلا بتكلا نم

(7-10)

 لكشلا ىلع ةمجرتلل تاحرتقم . ...يبرعلا صنلا لباقم يزیلكنلاا صنلا رھظی ثیحب ةغللا يئانث لكشیباتكلا اذھ يف اھرشنو
.يتلاا

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

(Fusion of sub-moves). Example:

(1-10)

 بیلاسلاا هذھل ةیقیبطت جذامن ضرعو...ھبیلاساو ھتاءارجاو ھفادھا احضوم رغصملا داشرلال اجمانرب فلؤملا حرطو-
 بتكلا نم ھلعج اممباتكلا نم ریخلاا لصفلا يف ةبرجتلا هذھ ضرعو...ةساردلا تاراھم ةیمنت يف ھتئافك جئاتنلا تتبثأو...اھتاینقتو
...ھیلع زكر يذلا يناثلا لاجملا امأ...وھ فلؤملا ھیلع زكر يذلا يناثلا لاجملاو...قیبطتلاو ةیرظنلا نیب عمجت يتلا ةیداشرلاا
. ...لایلد فلؤملا عضوو

(2-10)

. ....نا ةیخیراتلا قئاثولا دكؤتو...ىلا ریشیو....ةیحیسملا ةیوھلا فلؤملا جلاعی لخدملا يف

. ...قارعلا يف يحیسملا دوجولا ىلع ةیخیرات ةللاطا نع لولاا لصفلا يف فلؤملا ثدحتی مث

(5-10)

. ...راكفلاا ضعب ىلع درلاب أدتباو... سماخلا لصفلا حرشیل كلذ دعبءاجو

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 قیلعت ".

Sub-move 4.1:

(3-10)

 لكل اعجرم لظیسو يبطلا لمعلا لاجم يف ةیبرعلا ةغللاب تنود يتلا بتكلا لضفا نم...دعی يبطلا لمعلا يف ةدارلاا رود باتك
. ...ثحاب

(8-10)

.ھیملعلا ھتمیقو هاوتسم ىلا ارظن لاماك باتكلا ةءارق ىلا میركلا ئراقلا وعدن ھیف حرط ام ةیمھلأ



15

Sub-move 4.2
(1-10)

:قیلعتلا-

 باتكلا مدقو . يسردملا يسفنلا داشرلاا لاجم يف تاعوضوم اھلكو ...و رغصملا داشرلال ةضرع ةقیرطو ةبولسا يف دیج باتكلا
 يف روملاا ءایلواو نوملعملا اضیا اھنم دیفتسی فوسو....و نویسفنلا نودشرملا اھنم دیفتسی فوس ةثیدح تاربخو تامولعم
.ةثیدحلا ةیبرتلا للاخ نم ھیلا وبصن ام ققحیو...بلاطلا ةیمنت يف مھسیو...تلاكشملاهذھ جلاع لع دعاسی امم...مھف

 تلاكشملا جلاع يف رغصملا يسفنلا داشرلاا مادختسا ىلع زكر ھنا اھمھا :تاظحلاملا ضعب فلؤملا اذھ ىلع ذخأن اننإف اذھ عمو
 سیل وھو...ھنا عابطناب جرخی ئراقلا لعجی امم. ...جلاعلل هاطعا يذلا مامتھلاا نم ردقلا سفن ةیاقولاو ةیمنتلل طعی ملوةیساردلا
. ...نلأ كلذك

(2-10)

...اعجرم نوكی نأو ةینأتملا ةءارقلا قحتسی ھنإف...قارعلا يف نییحسملا عقاوو خیرات نع ماھ باتك اذھ

(10-10)

. ...اھیلا ةراشلاا ىتح وا اھتجلاعم بجت تناك ةمھم ایاضق لفغا دق ناك نإو فلؤملا دھج يیحأ

Sub-move 4.3

(7-10)

. ...تایحت ثلاث... قحتسیو....اھب ماق يتلا ةبعصلا ةمھملا ىلع ریدقت نم ھقحتسی ام...يتایبلا عادباب بجعی ناو لاارایخ كلممی لا

Sub-move 4.4

(9-10)

. ...طلغلا نم رعشلا ئربل مكحلا اذھ...ءارعشلا مزتلا ولو مزاحلا مساحلا مكحلا اذھ يف قبسلا لضف سراف نبلإو

e. Move five: Contextualization. Hyland puts in one important move, that is contextualization, 

which precedes Suárez and Moreno’s move one in the sample Arabic review- which leads to having 

one more move instead of four. Examples:

(1-10):

 ةثیدحلا ةسردملا تلوحو ةیوبرتلا ةیلمعلا روحم ذیملتلا تلعج يتلا ةثیدحلا ةیبرتلا يف ةریبك ةناكم يسردملا يسفنلا داشرلاا لغشی
 ىداو .ةیحورلاو ةیعامتجلااو ةیسفنلاو ةیمسجلا يحاونلا عیمج نم ذیملاتلا ةیاعر ىلا تاررقمو جھانم سیردت ىلع راصتقلاا نم
 فئاظولا نم يسفنلا دشرملا ةفیظو تحبصأو...ةدایزو ذیملاتلل ةیسفنلا ةحصلا ةیمنت يف ملعملا رود ةایز ىلالوحتلا اذھ
. ...ىلا فدھت يتلا...ةیساسلاا

 بردت اذا... كلذك نوكی ناعقوتنو...ةیساردلا تلاكشملا عم لماعتلا يف ھتئافك تبث ثیدح بولسا رغصملا يسفنلا داشرلااف
.ةسوردم ةیتفو ةیملع لوصا قفو هوقبطو ھیلع نویسفنلا نودشرملا
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(2-10)

 تحرط فورظلا كلتو...فئاوطلا نیب لعتفملا عارصلا يف مھساو...ةیقارعلا ةلودلا ریمدتب... قارعلل يكیرملاا للاتحلاا ماق
. ...تلاؤاست

(4-10)

 دلاب يف اھلخدت...بیلاسا تروط دق نرقلا اذھ يف نیملسملا دلاب نم تلحر يتلا ةیرامعتسلاا ىوقلا نا ھیف كش لا امم
. ...ةملكلاو ةركفلا وزغلا اذھ حلاسو...نیملسملا

(8-10)

. ....عمجا ملاعلا اھفرع يتلا ةیجولودیلااو ةیركفلا تاباتكلا ءارو ةبوجحم ناسنلاا قوقح ةیضق تلظ

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)

يسفنلا داشرلاا لاجم يف ةدیجلا بتكلا نم ھل ضرعن يذلا باتكلاو-

. ... نییسفنلا نیدشرملل ةدئاف ققحیو...ةیبرعلا ةغللاب اریثك ھیف بتكی مل ادیدج اعوضوم لوانتی-

Sub-move 6.2

(7-10)

. ....ردص ام مھا ةیزیلجنلاا ةغللا ىلا ةمجرتم دئاصق نم ھنمضتی امب "يفنو تومو بح" باتك دعی

g. Move seven: Publishing. This move was obvious in the Arabic reviews as in:

Sub-move 7.1

(9-10)

... نأشلا میظع مرجلا ریغص بیتك وا ةلاسر

 . ...ةققحم ةعبط يھو...نیتعبط عبط ....:باتكلا رشن .ب
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Sub-move 7.2

(2-10)

. ...طسوتملا عطقلا نم ةحفص364 يف باتكلا عقی

(5-10)

. ...اھررحی يتلا...ةلسلس نمض رملاك رجرا بتاكلل "داصتقلاا ثیدح" نانونعب باتك7002 ماع يف ردص

(6-10)

. ...ریبكلا مجحلا نم ةحفص071 يلاوح باتكلا نمضتی

5.2 Language functions

The most frequent evaluative (semantic) terms in the sample were: “useful ةدئاف ققحی , good  ةفاضا
ةدیج , up-to-date ةثیدح تاربخو تامولعم باتكلا مدق , and theoretical and practical قیبطتلاو ةیرظنلا نیبب عمجی , 

important ماھ , of the best بتكلا لضفا نم , succeeded in ـب قفو , encyclopedic ةعوسوم , dear ردان , 
admirable ھب بجعی , rewarding دیج دودرم تاذ , of a great category نأشلا میظع , 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:

... ةیبرعلا ةغللاب اریثك ھیف بتكی مل ادیدج اعوضوم لوانتی ...يسفنلا داشرلاا لاجم يف ةدیجلا بتكلا نم ھل ضرعن يذلا باتكلاو-
. ...سرادملا يف نییسفنلا نیدشرملل ةدئاف ققحیو

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).



18

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)

. ...اھتجلاعم بجت تناك ةمھم ایاضق لفغا دقناك نإو فلؤملا دھجيیحا نا لاا ةیاھنلا يف ينعسی لاو

(7-10)

. ...يتایبلا عادباببجعی ناو لاا ارایخ كلمی لا ... ةروكذملا ةیوناثلاتاظحلاملا نم مغرلا ىلعو ءرملا نا

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)

 لعجی امم...مامتھلاا نم ردقلا سفن ةیاقولاو ةیمنتلا يطعی ملو.... مادختسا ىلع زكرھنأاھمھا تاظحلاملا ضعب فلؤملا ىلع ذخأن
 رغصملا داشرلاا رود نلأ كلذك سیل وھو ةیساردلا تلاكشملا جلاع يف لاا مدختسی لا رغصملا داشرلاا نا عابطنابجرخی ئراقلا
 ....ةدعاسم يفو اھجلاع يف هرود ةیمھا للقی لا...يف
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3. 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)

باتكلل انضرعو انتئارق ءانثا اھضعب انلفغا دق نوكن امبر فلؤملا اھلوانتی يتلاعیضاوملا بعشت ببسبو

4. The use of hedges: their purpose is to mitigate the interpersonal damage of critical 
comments. For example:

(8-10)

باتكلل انضرعو انتئارق ءانثا اھضعب انلفغا دق نوكنامبر

5. 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)

. ...يبطلا لمعلا لاجم يف ةیبرعلا ةغللاب تنود يتلا بتكلا لضفا نمانریدقت يف...باتك نا

7. Conclusion

In this paper I 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. I 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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