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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this paper is to test the validity of two common assumptions as far as the lexis
of Arabic and English texts is concemed. The first is that Arabic texts are characterized by an
abundance of lexical recurrence; the second is that English texts use more variation than re-
currence in their lexis. The paper analyzes a pair of parallel Arabic-English texts and studies
their lexical chains for the frequency of occurrence of both variation and recurrence used in
them. Moreover, the lexical chains in both texts are closely examined in order to detect, de-
scribe, and explain any favorable language-specific tendencies that may be typical of Arabic
or English. Both the length of chains as well as the distance of lexical repetition in them is
studied for this purpose. One of the above-mentioned assumptions has been supported by the
results of data analysis whereas the other has not been substantiated. The paper also arrives at
a number of other findings which point to the presence of some significant differences be-
tween the linguistic and stylistic preferences of the lexical chains in Arabic and English texts,
Such language-specific textual phenomena are believed to be relevant to text-linguistics,
translation studies, and language teaching/learning.

1. Introduction and research objectives
1. 1. Introduction

The use of repetition and the different forms it takes in human language has attracted
a lot of attention lately. Suffice it here to refer to the numerous contributions made
by text-linguists, sociolinguists, rhetoricians, as well as many others, to the world-
conference on ‘Repetition in Discourse’, which was held at Texas A & M University
in May 1990. The comprehensive and varied annotated bibliography prepared by
Johnstone and Kirk, which was published in the conference proceedings, presents a
good example of the diverse scholarly works and growing interest in this academic
field of study (Johnstone 1994). The phenomenon of repetition has been observed
and studied both in the language of children and that of adults, in speech as well as
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in writing, and 1n the languages of ‘primitive’ as well as those of ‘advanced’ cul-
tures. Repetition can have didactic, playful, emotional, artistic, ritualistic, textual,
and rhetorical functions, among others (Johnstone 1994: 6). As for its textual func-
tion, repetition 1s “‘a central process through which language is created in discourse”;
there are even some texts that are “completely organized around patterns of repeti-
tion” (Johnstone 1991: 11, 32). In this respect, Winter states that the prime function
of repetition in language is its informational value in providing a framework for in-
terpreting what is changed or ‘new’, by repeating what has already been said in a
process which he calls ‘repetition and replacement’ (Hoey 1991: 20). Similarly,
Hoey also maintains that the real significance of the various strategies of repetition
in language “lies in their availability as means of connecting sentences, both close to
and far off”” (Hoey 2001: 41).

The most direct form of repetition in language 1s repeating a word that has al-
ready been used, either exactly in the same form or with some changes. This is
called lexical repetition. But repetition in text can also be realized in other ways as,
for example, by repeating a structure while filling it with new elements. This is
called ‘parallelism’. Moreover, content, but not form or structure, can be repeated, as
in ‘paraphrase’. There also exist other means in language for repeating the content or
the structure, or both, like ‘pro-forms’ or ‘ellipsis’ (Beaugrande and Dressler 1986:
49). The cohestve function of repetition in discourse has been extensively studied in
English by Halliday and Hasan (1976: 13) under the categories of ‘reference’, ‘sub-
stitution’, ‘ellipsis’, and ‘lexical cohesion’. While acknowledging the above textual
cohesive categories, Hoey (1991: 10) argues that the relative abundance and high
frequency of lexical cohesion, as well as its ability to form long repetition chains,
make it “the dominant mode of creating texture”. He then concludes that “the study
of cohesion in text is to a considerable degree the study of patterns of lexis in text”.
Consequently, Hoey (1991: 26) asserts that “to a great extent, cohesion is the prod-
uct of lexical relations (rather than grammatical ones)”. Lexical repetition involves
using the same or a related form of a given lexical item more than once in a given
text, and can either be ‘simple’ or ‘complex’ lexical repetition as will be defined be-
low.'

Though common in human language, lexical repetition may vary both in its fre-
quency as well as its distribution. Certain languages and cultures seem to tolerate
lexical repetition, as well as other types of repetition in text, more than others
(Johnstone 1994: 16). Arabic is often referred to as a language that makes much
more use of repetition, including lexical, than many other languages, like English for
example (Johnstone 1994: 11). Repeating the same lexical item many times (i.e., re-
currence), whether across sentence boundaries or within the same sentence, has of-
ten been singled out by many text-linguists as being a typical characteristic of text in

' The terms ‘simple’ and ‘complex’ lexical repetition are also used in Hoey (1983) and later Hoey
(1991} and Hoey (2001).
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Arabic (among others, Williams 1982; Al-Batal 1985; Al-Jabr 1987; Al-Jubouri
1983; Fareh 1988; Johnstone 1991; Hatim and Mason 1997; Al-Khafaji forthcom-
ing). In this respect, Hatim and Mason (1997: 32) point out that “the Arabic text
purposefully establishes lexical cohesion via recurrence of the lexical item” and adds
that “while recurrence is an option available to users of both Arabic and English, the
latter generally see it as a heavily marked form which, to be sustainable, must have
some special motivation”. By the same token, al-Jubouri (1983: 102) writes that
“English discourse rules, codified in rhetoric textbooks under ‘variety in word
choice’, encourage writers to avoid repetition of this sort [i.e., recurrence]. The con-
verse is true in Arabic”. Likewise, Stotsky (in Hoey 1991: 243) maintains that in
English, “an increase in the use of complex lexical repetition [viz. lexical vanation]
rather than of simple lexical repetition [lexical recurrence] ‘may be an important in-
dex of growth’”. The assumption made above is then that while both Arabic and
English employ lexical repetition in their texts, Arabic favors the ‘recurrence’ of
lexical items whereas English usually opts for lexical ‘variation’.

However, the above-mentioned widespread reference to the marked tendency in
Arabic to use lexical repetition more frequently, as well as to favor recurrence over
variation in its use, has not sufficiently motivated a closer investigation of the chains
of lexical repetition so as to examine the frequency of recurrence and variation there.
Nor have the conditioning factors governing the distribution in such chains of ‘sim-
ple’ and ‘complex’ lexical repetitions, as defined in Section 2 below, been given due
attention. Moreover, lexical chains, at least in Arabic, have not been closely in-
spected in an attempt to detect the favorable and dominant textual trends that distin-
guish them from those of English. Such are some of the questions that the present
study tries to address. It is important, however, to remember before proceeding any
further that the purpose of this research paper is not to study the frequency of lexical
repetition in general, whether in Arabic or in English texts or across the two lan-
guages. This has already been dealt with and documented by the many research
works just mentioned above. Rather, the specific objective of the present paper is to
study the type, frequency and distribution of the constituents of lexical repetition
represented by simple repetition (recurrence) and complex repetition (variation) in
the lexical chains of Arabic and English.

1.2, Research objectives

More specifically, the research objectives of the present paper can be formulated as
follows:

(A)  To test the validity of the following two assumptions often articulated in the
literature:
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Assumption 1: Lexical repetition chains in Arabic are characterized by more
recurrence than variation.

Assumption 2: Lexical repetition chains in English are marked by more
variation than recurrence.

(B)  Todiscover some distinctive features which are typical of the lexical chains
of Arabic or English.

2. Description of data and definition of terms

In order to test the validity of the two assumptions in Research Objective (A) above,
a quantitative analysis of the chains of lexical repetition has been conducted in a pair
of Arabic-English parallel texts. It 1s believed that since cohesion in general is real-
tzed by overt textual devices that are objectively detectable, any of its aspects —
including lexical repetition — lends itself to quantitative analysis. (For a similar view,
see Blum-Kulka (2000: 304).) However, it is also our conviction that a quantitative
description based on frequency counts is not to be taken as an ultimate goal in itself,
Rather, such a description is to be considered a useful stepping-stone for the discov-
ery of textual ‘rules’ that, though not predictive, represent preferential trends and
useful generalizations in the discourse of a specific text-type or genre. Consequently,
and in order to cater for Research Objective (B) above, the lexical chains of repeti-
tion in both texts have been scrutinized 1n an attempt to detect any characteristic tex-
tual tendencies, other than those related to the overall frequency of recurrence and
variation in the text as a whole.

A pair of parallel argumentative texts has been selected for analysis. Parallel
texts are “original texts in two languages that are matched in terms of genre or text
type” (Almer and Altenberg 1994: 13). Argumentative texts have been selected for
Investigation because such texts are known to encourage the use of repetition, since
repetition is a universal ‘persuasive device’ in argument (Johnstone 1994:6). The
Arabic text is an excerpt comprising the first 22 orthographic sentences from an arti-
cle entitled “nahwa tarbiya isla:miyya sa:liha lizama:nina:” (“Towards an Islamic
education suitable for our age”) written by Mohammed Fadhil Al-Jamali.” The Eng-
lish text consists of the first 16 sentences from Chapter 1 of the first volume of a
three-volume work entitled Masters of political thought by Michael B. Foster.’

Each of the two texts has been thoroughly examined for all the instances of lexi-
cal items which enter into repetition chains. The notion of ‘chain’ was first intro-
duced by Halliday and Hasan (1976). A chain is said to be formed when “a cohesive

* See Appendix A for a copy of the Arabic text, as well as for its facts of publication.
> A copy of the text, together with its facts of publication, is reproduced in Appendix B.

Variation and recurrence... O

element refers back to an element that is itself cohesive with a still earlier element,
and so forth” (Hoey 1991: 14). The description of lexical repetition in terms of
‘chains’ seems to be quite appropriate since “lexical cohesion typically operates
through lexical chains that run through a text and are linked to each other in various
ways” (Baker 1992: 204). For the purposes of the present research paper, a ‘lexical
repetition chain’ (henceforth, LRC) is consequently made up of any one lexical item
which is used at least twice in a given text either intra- or inter-sententially. It 1s to
be noted also that only open-set lexical items enter into these LRCs. Besides, each of
the constituting forms of a given lexical item in an LRC is said here to represent an
instance of either ‘simple’ or ‘complex’ lexical repetition, as defined below.

Hoey (1991: 53) defines ‘simple’ lexical repetition as an instance where “a lexi-
cal item that has already occurred in a text is repeated with no greater alteration than
is entirely explicable in terms of a closed grammatical paradigm”. The above defini-
tion may be adequate enough for the purposes of a language like English, but since
the Arabic morphological system is much more complicated, a more explicit defini-
tion may be needed. Consequently, I suggest the following as a working definition
for simple lexical repetition in both Arabic and English:

Simple lexical repetition occurs when an open-set lexical item is repeated in
a given text either without any formal changes at all or with a minimum
change which does not alter its word class, viz. by adding or deleting at least
one inflectional morpheme.

Arabic is a highly inflectional language in which inflectional morphemes can occur
initially as prefixes in lexical items or finally as suffixes. Conversely, inflection
plays a relatively minor role in English: the total number of inflectional morphemes
is limited to seven, and all of them occur word-finally as suffixes. These are the plu-
ral, the possessive, the tense, the past- and present-participle, and the comparative or
superlative morphemes (Hoey 1991: 33). Similar to Arabic, however, inflectional
morphemes in English do nor change the class of words they are added to. Conse-
quently, instances of ‘simple’ lexical repetition are here seen as representative of
‘recurrence’ in the LRCs of both Arabic and English texts since the ‘same’ words
are basically repeated. The following are examples taken from the two analyzed
texts of some lexical items that are linked by ‘simple’ repetition:

Arabic English
alhadaf - alhadaf actual — actual

al?isla:mi - isla:miyya parts — part
almufakkir — almufakkri:n point (n) — point (n)

alnazra — alnazratayn tried — try
mustagbal — almustagbal Aristotle — Aristotle
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Complex lexical repetition, on the other hand, is said to occur when “two lexical
items share a lexical morpheme, but are not formally identical [...], or when they are
formally identical, but have different grammatical functions” (Hoey 1991: 55). This
definition by Hoey is found adequate as a working definition for the purposes of the
present study. It may be necessary, though, to point out that it is derivational mor-
phemes that are involved in complex lexical repetition. Such morphemes are usually
responsible for creating new words. Such ‘new’ words are still, however, related,
since they are considered to be denvatives of the same lexical item due to the fact
that they share either the same ‘root’ as in Arabic or the same ‘base’ in the case of
English. Instances of ‘complex’ lexical repetition, therefore, represent ‘variation’ in
the LRCs of Arabic and English since such instances involve the use of ‘new’,
though morphologically related, words. In English, “derivation involves affixation,
ablaut and compounding, whereas Arabic derivation involves affixation, ablaut and
root-and-pattern formation” (Khalil 1996: 60). Noun-, verb-, adjective-, and adverb-
forming suffixes are among the most productive dertvational morphemes in English.
Arabic, on the other hand, uses not only suffixes as derivational morphemes but pre-
fixes and infixes as well. Since both Arabic and English employ many derivational
processes in which a wide variety of derivational morphemes are involved, it may be
mor¢ economical to identify such morphemes by a process of elimination rather than
by listing all of them. It can, therefore, be simply said that derivational morphemes
in Arabic and English are those that do not appear among the inflectional mor-
phemes already listed under ‘simple’ lexical repetition. Consequently, any kind of
formal change involved 1n the repetition of a given lexical item, other than those
listed earlier for simple repetition, makes that repeated item belong to ‘complex’
lexical repetition. The following pairs of words found in the Arabic and English data
are thus examples of lexical variation, i.e. items linked by the relation of ‘complex’
repetition:

Arabic English
istagbala — almustaqgbal selected — selection
9a:mma — ya9umm theorists — theory
altarbiya — altarbawiyy importance — important
Qulama:? — al9il correct (v) — correct (adj)

alwatan — muwa:tini:n students — study

After having arrived at working definitions for simple and complex lexical repeti-
tion, each single instance of these repetitions in the LRCs can now be identified and
classified. Before embarking on this, however, one important question remains to be
settled first: Are both inter- and intra-sentential instances of lexical repetition to be
taken into consideration and counted, or only the former? This has been a bone of
contention among text-linguists. Following Halliday and Hasan (1976), Hoey (1991)
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as well as many others is of the opinion that the only significant type of cohesion is
the inter-sentential. On the other hand, many other text-linguists take issue with this
and maintain that sentence boundaries have nothing to do with the role of cohesive
devices, including lexical repetition, in creating texture (among others, Baker 1992;
Korpimies 1978; Al-Batal 1985; Al-Jabr 1987). In the present study, both inter- and
intra-sentential instances of lexical repetition are considered since 1 find the distinc-
tion quite arbitrary. Besides, the distinction is not even feasible at times, especially
in the case of a language like Arabic where the notion of sentence boundaries is
highly elusive; this is because the use of punctuation marks is not fixed and para-
graph-long sentences are not uncommon in text (Al-Khafaji 2001).

Now, with the data of the study described, the concept of ‘chain’ in lexical repe-
tition made clear, the definitions of simple and complex lexical repetitions specified,
and the question of inter- or intra-sentential repetition settled, the crucial stage of
data analysis can be embarked on.

3. Data analysis and interpretation
3.1. Frequency of recurrence and variation

On the basis of the working definitions arrived at in Section 2 above for simple and
complex lexical definitions, the research data that consists of the two Arabic-English
parallel texts described earlier is analyzed. The objective is to identify all the lexical
repetition chains in each text as well as to classify each instance of lexical repetition
into either ‘simple’ or ‘complex’. Instances of simple lexical repetition, as was ar-
gued above, would represent ‘recurrence’ whereas ‘variation’ is realized by complex
repetition. The full results of the total number of lexical repetitions in each text, as
well as the number and percentage of each of the two types of repetition, are re-
ported below.

Before reporting the results of analysis, however, a brief note on the analytical
procedure may be in order. In practice, analysis of the data means that each ‘lexical’
word, viz., ‘content’ word, as opposed to ‘grammatical’ or ‘structural’ word, is to be
checked against all the other words which appear subsequent to it in the text. This
has to be done starting with the first word in the first sentence of each text. When a
minimum of one subsequent word is found to enter into a relation of lexical repeti-
tion with a previous word, either of the simple or complex repetition type, a lexical
chain has then been detected and noted down. It may also be worth pointing out that
the decision to classify a given repetition as ‘simple’ or ‘complex’ depends on the
type of morphological or grammatical relation, as was explained above, which links
that word with the word immediately preceding it in the lexical chain which they
share together. A comprehensive table is then worked out for each of the two ana-
lyzed texts, as can been seen from Table 1 and Table 2 below. These two compre-
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hensive tables list, as well as classify, all the lexical chains found in the respective Serial Lexical Chain (represented by initial word) Type of lexical repetition _
text. Each of the two tables is basically made up of two columns. In the first column No. _and number of Sentence it occurs in Simple Complex

all the lexical chains appear, each represented by the initial word in that chain. The 24 takhrij 1) .. _ 22 (::;
figure, preceded by the letter °S’, which appears directly after the headword in every ig mh‘:zg:fgﬁ;} — (318) (512)
chain, indicates the specific sentence in which that lexical item occurs in the ana- = d Iba'I.' : <130 — 516) —
lyzed text. For the sake of economy, the forms of the other members of a given alba:hya | - i S16 (S;S)
chain do not appear in the tables, though the sentence numbers in which they occur ;g :m(ﬁi' (S E ESI 6; (S16)
are indicated in the second cﬁalumn of each nf. these tables. The second column in 30 7 qtiba::f (S] :?); — (5514: 15; 16: 17) (SS15; 17)
each of the two comprehensive tables below is thus taxonomy for each and every 31 al9adi:d (S14); ... — (SS18; 20)
lexical repctition."‘ 32  alnazratayn (514); ... (S14) -
33 algha:lib (S14); ... (S 22) _
_ N ‘ _ 34 alduwal (§15); ... (S5 21, 22) -
Table 1. Lexical Repetition Chains of the Arabic text 35 Oinayasihi (S17); S 17) (SS 19; 19)
, _ _ 36 ka:fiya (S17); ... (S19) -
Serial Lexical Chain (represented by initial word) .szc of lexical repetition 37 ya9mal (S18); ... — (SS 20; 22)
No. ?nd number of Sentence it occurs in Sinple Complex 38 alfalib (SI18); .. — (SS 18; 20)
1 istagbala (S1), ... (S12) (S2) 39  alkaya: (S19); ... (S20) -
2 al9a:lam (S1), ... (SS 2; 10) —
3 al?isla:mi (§1); ... (852;2;,4;8;8: 8; —
4 khallafa (S1); ... 230 10’_14’ 13; 20) Sh Table 2. Lexical Repetition Chains of the English text
5  masha:kil (S1); ... (59) -
6  akhla:giyya (Si); ... (S17) - Serial Lexical Chain (represented by initial word) Type of Lexical Repetition
7 __yagza (S2); ... (S2) - No. and number of Sentence it occurs in Simple Complex
8  Y9a:mma(52); ... — (S10) 1 following (S1); ... (S12) -
) tahgi:g (S2); ... (S3) - 2 reader (S1); ... (SS 7; 14) (SS 10; 12; 14; 16)
10 __altarbawiyya (53); ... (SS 9; 13; 15; 22) (SS 10; 13; 19) 3 _ actual (S1); ... (34) il
11 yagifu (S4); ... - (S4) 4  writings (S1); ... (S10) (SS 4; 10; 12)
12 almufakkir (S4); ... (S22) (SS 9; 16; 18) 5  political (S1); ... (32) (59)
13 mutasa: ilan (S4); ... - (S8) 6  theorists (S1); ... - (S2)
14 alhadaf (S4); ... (87 - 7  selected (S1); ... (85 §; 6) (S8)
1S shargan (S6); ... - (§13) 8  parts (S1); ... (8§58 7; 8, 9) -
16 gharban (S6); ... (8S 14; 15) (S13) 9  author’s (§1); ... (5SS 4, 8) -
17 balad (S8); ... (SS 8; 14; 16) — 10 _ historical (1), ... (52) (52)
18 ara:? (58); ... (813) (S10) 11 introductory (81}, ... (S11) (S14)
19 Qulama:? (811); ... - (SS 14, 22) 12 comments (S1); ... (SS§ 5;11) (8§8§3;6;7)
20 altagli:diyya (510}, ... (S13) _ 13  understanding (S1); ... (S12) —
21  bimuhtawa:ha: (S10);... (S13) _ i4__ importance (S1); ... (SS 8; 12) észﬁ)ﬁ
22 asa.li-baha: (S10); ... (S13) ; :Z gﬁf’;‘sg” S (552:0)
23 alnuzum (S11),; ... (SS13; 15, 16; 17; 20) - 17 texts (S3); ... (S11) —
18  tried (S4), ... (887; 14; 14) —
19 work (54); ... (SS 4: 4; 8, 10; 10; -
% It is to be noted that the initial lexical item in every chain is not classified into either ‘simple’ or ‘com- 15; 16; 16)
plex’ since it does not itself constitute an instance of ‘repetition’ for a preceding word in the text; being 20 Anistotle (S4); ... (59) -
the first word in its chain, 21 Augustine (54); ... (S9) -
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Serial Lexical Chain (represented by initial word) Type of lexical repetition
No. and number of Sentence it occurs in Simple - Complex
22  student (54); ... (SS 12; 14) (88 4; 16; 16)
23 point (56); ... {$6) —

24 say (S6); ... (S14) —
25  reasons (88); ... (SS 8; 16) (S14)
26  attention {$8), ... (S$12) -
27  remarks (S11); ... (S16) -
28  make (811); ... (S$13) -
29 assertion (S12); ... (S§13) -
30  correct (§12); ... — (512)
31 judgment (12); ... (S16) -
32  enlighten (S12), ... (S12) (§14)
33 proof (S13); ... (S13) -
34  critic (S15); ... _{SS 16; 16) -

The facts and figures in the above two tables represent the raw results of the data

analysis for the two texts analyzed. Table 3 below presents a numerical summary of
these results.

Table 3. Summary of the results of data analysis

Type and ff*equcncy of lexical repetition

Text Simple repetition Complex repetition
Total and percentage Total and percentage
Arabic 55 = (65%) 29 = (35%)
English 51 = (68%) 24 = (32%)

As can be seen from the above table, the total number of instances of lexical repeti-
tion is 84 1n the Arabic text and 75 in the English one. These frequency figures are
not, however, comparable and do not have any statistical value in themselves since
the two texts are not equal in terms of length, Conversely, the ‘percentage’ figures
reported above for each type of lexical repetition are of significance since they are
calculated separately for each text relative ro the total number of instances of lexical
repetition in that text. The percentage figures above show that instances of simple
lexical repetition are almost twice as frequent in Arabic as complex ones. Hence, it
becomes evident that the common view held and expressed by many text-linguists,
viz., that Arabic texts tend to employ lexical recurrence abundantly, is statistically
justified and well-founded. However, the above percentage figures also show that
simple lexical repetitions are similarly predominant in the English text as well. This
rather unexpected finding seems to cast doubt on the widely-held conviction, stated
in Assumption 2 above, viz. that English texts are typically characterized by more
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lexical variation than recurrence. The above percentages across the two texts ana-
lyzed show that both texts exhibit a very similar pattern of distribution, as far as the
ratio of simple to complex lexical repetition is concerned.

It can therefore be primarily concluded from the above results of data analysis
that Assumption 1 in Section 1.2 has been found to be valid while Assumption 2 has
not. Many vital questions, however, remain unanswered concerning both assump-
tions. Why, for instance, is it so widely held then that Arabic texts are predomi-
nantly marked by lexical recurrence when more than one third of its repetition
chains, as has just been shown, consist of complex repetition? Why, on the other
hand, has English lexis in text been often described as typically marked with varia-
tion when it only has one third of complex repetition in its lexical chains and, similar
to Arabic, about two thirds of recurrence as realized by simple repetition? Linguisti-
cally objective explanations must be sought for these questions. Can an interpreta-
tion lie elsewhere, other than in the frequency counts? Or, is the size of the data ana-
lyzed too limited to allow for conclusions like the above? But data can never be fully
representative, no matter how extensive it is. Besides, statistical evidence is, at best,
rarely sufficient to fully explain complex socio-cultural phenomena as found in the
human language. Bearing this in mind, a closer inspection of the LRCs in the two
texts analyzed has been conducted in order to find out what could have possibly
given rise to both of Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 in 1.2 above. The objective
then is to detect any language-specific probabilistic ‘rules’, in the sense of de Beaug-
rande (1980: 30), which are peculiar to Arabic or English. Reported below are some
of the relevant findings in this respect.

3.2. Length of chains of lexical repetition

The length of LRCs in both texts has been examined as a potential source of differ-
ence that might have some explanatory value to the issue at hand. The total length of
all lexical chains in each text is calculated in terms of the number of constituent

words involved in making up these chains. The average length for all the lexical
chains is then worked out for each text by dividing the total length of lexical chains

by the number of these chains in every text. The results are as reported in Table 4
below.

Table 4. Average length of Lexical Repetition Chains

I exical chains Arabic English

Total length of lexical chains 123 words 109 words
Total number of lexical chains 39 chains 34 chains
Average length of lexical chains 3.1 words 3.2 words
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As can be seen from the figures in Table 4 above, the average length of LRCs in the
two texts analyzed has been found to be almost the same. Consequently, it seems
that no recourse can be made to the length of lexical chains for detecting any lan-
guage-specific textual tendencies concerning recurrence or variation in the LRCs of
Arabic or English. However, when we focus our attention specifically on the long
LRCs in the two texts analyzed, we then discover a clear tendency for such chains to
be longer in Arabic than they are in English. The average length of LRCs compris-
ing four repetition words and above in both texts is calculated for this purpose, using
the same method as in Table 4 above. Table 5 below reports the findings.

Table 5. Average length of long Lexical Repetition Chains

Total no. of words Number of chains Average length

Chain length Arabic __ English _ Arabic _ English _ Arabic _ English
4 words and above 51 53 g 10 6.3 5.3
5 words and above 30 33 5 5 7.8 6.6
6 words and above 34 28 4 A 8.5 7.0

A quick look at the above figures is enough to reveal two noteworthy phenomena
concerning LRCs in Arabic and English. The first is that long LRCs tend, on aver-
age, to be longer in Arabic than in English. The second is that the longer the lexical
chains become, the larger the difference will be between their average lengths in
Arabic and English.

Finding that Arabic tends in general to have longer LRCs can provide a plausi-
ble, though perhaps neither conclusive nor exclusive, explanation for the above-
mentioned assumptions that claim that Arabic favors ‘recurrence’ whereas English
opts for variation. This can probably be better appreciated when we remember that
Arabic does in fact use more recurrence as represented by simple repetition than
variation in its lexical chains, as was shown in Table 3 earlier. Although the same
table also shows that English as well employs the same proportion of simple lexical
repetition, i.e. recurrence. However, the fact just revealed by Table Five above that
Arabic texts usually use longer lexical chains would tend to give rise to the impres-
sion that ‘recurrence’ in Arabic is more frequent than it is in English. It is these long
lexical chains of repetition which attract more attention and which linger more in
memory. It is thus not a question of difference in the relative frequency of occur-
rence but of a difference in the length of certain lexical chains which can at least
partially explain the basis for the ‘valid’ first assumption as well as for the ‘unsub-
stantiated’ second assumption, as stated in the Research Objectives above. Other dif-
ferences between the LRCs of Arabic and English may also be involved, however.
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3.3. The ratio of simple to complex repetition in long LRCs

Another phenomenon that has been discovered to be exclusively characteristic of
long LRCs in Arabic is the exceptionally high proportion of simple lexical repeti-
tions in such chains. It is to be remembered that the total numbers of simple and
complex repetitions in the two texts analyzed, as was reported in Table 3, are 55 and
29 for the Arabic text and 51 and 24 for the English one. The overall simple-to-
complex average ratio is thus roughly about 2:1 in the lexical chains of both Arabic
and English. However, when the same ratio of simple-to-complex lexical repetition
is calculated in the four longest lexical chains in the two texts analyzed, the results
would be found to be markedly different. The four chains concerned in the Arabic
text carry serial numbers 3, 10, 23, and 30 in Table 1 above. As for the English text,
the four longest chains are 2, 12, 19, and 22 in Table 2. Table 6 below reports the
number of instances of each of simple and complex repetitions, as well as the overall
ratios, found in the above-mentioned lexical chains.

Table 6. Simple and complex lexical repetitions in longest LRCs

Arabic text English Text
Le;S Erici ﬁ';m: Simple Complex Le;S Zﬁﬁ ;}1:11: Simple Complex
3 12 — 2 2 4
10 4 3 12 2 3
23 5 — 19 8 —
30 4 2 ] 22 2 3
Total 25 5 Total 14 10
Ratio 5 1 Ratio 1.4 : 1

As can be seen from the above table, the average ratio of the frequency of occur-
rence of simple-to-complex lexical repetition in the four longest chains of the Arabic
text, viz. 5:1, is more than double the overall ratio for the Arabic text as a whole;
which is about 2:1 as reported in Table 3 above. Conversely, the average ratio of
simple-to-complex repetition reported in Table Six above for the longest chains in
the English text is less than the overall ratio for the text as a whole. The situation, as
far as the frequency of occurrence of simple repetitions is concerned, is thus drasti-
cally different in the long lexical chains of Arabic and English. The use of almost an
equal blending of simple and complex lexical repetitions in these chains in an Eng-
lish text would help to mitigate the feeling of repetitiveness in the text as a whole.
Conversely, however, the feeling of lexical recurrence is only promoted and high-
lighted in Arabic by the use of longer lexical chains that are unusually rife with in-
stances of simple repetitions, where the same lexical forms are used over and over
again.
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In order to further ascertain this tendency for long LRCs in Arabic to be marked
by more-than-double the average overall frequency of simple lexical repetition, a
comparison with short LRCs may be helpful. Thus, the first ten short lexical chains
in the Arabic text, each with two to three lexical items only, have been examined for
their simple-to-complex repetition ratios. These specific chains appear in Table 1
with the following serial numbers: 1, 2,4, 5,6, 7, 8,9, 11, and 13. For ease of refer-
ence, the frequency of occurrence of instances of both simple and complex repeti-
tions in these chains is reproduced below in Table 7. For contrastive purposes, Ta-
ble 7 also reports the frequency figures for the first ten short lexical chains in the
English text, as already listed in Table 2.

Table 7. Simple and complex lexical repetitions in short LRCs

Arabic text English text
Lexical chain Simol Comol Lexical chain Simol C l
(Serial No.) P OmPIEX | (Serial No.) imple omplex
1 i 1 1 | —
2 2 - 3 I —
4 — | 5 1 1
5 1 ~ 6 - 1
6 I — g 2 -
7 | - 10 1
8 - 1 11 ]
9 1 - 13 | —
11 — 1 15 - 2
13 — 1 16 2 -
Total 7 5 Total 10 6
Ratio 1.4 | Ratio 1.7 |

The above figures show even more clearly the big discrepancy in the ratio of simple-
to-complex repetition between long RLCs in Arabic, as reported in Table 6 earlier,
and the short ones, as just seen from Table 7. The ratio ts 5:1 for the former whereas
it 1s only 1.4:1 for the latter. It thus becomes more evident that it is specifically the
distribution ratio of lexical recurrence and variation in the long lexical chains in
Arabic, and neither in the short ones nor in the text as a whole, which seems to lend
credence to Assumption 1 concerning the predominance of recurrence in the lexis of
the Arabic text. On the other hand, Table 7 also shows that the ratio of simple-to-
complex lexical repetition is 1.7:1 in the English short LRCs compared to a ratio of
1.4:1 in the long LRCs. This means that, contrary to the situation in Arabic, long
lexical chains in English exhibit even less lexical recurrence than shorter ones do;
this would help foster a feeling of more variation in the lexis of the English text as a

whole, as claimed by the unsubstantiated Assumption 2 in the Research Objectives
above.
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3.4. Distance of lexical repetition

Another phenomenon worthy of further investigation as far as lexical repetition is
concerned is the lexical distance which separates the members of a lexical chain.
This distance is measured by the number of all words intervening between each lexi-
cal item in a chain, except the first word of course, and the one immediately preced-
ing it in that chain.’ The same four longest lexical chains in both the Arabic and
English texts analyzed, as specified in Table 6 above, have also been examined for
the phenomenon of the proximity of lexical repetition. In Lexical Chain 3 of the
Arabic text, for example, the number of words intervening between the second and
the first lexical items which make up this chain is 28, while the number is 15 be-
tween the third and the second lexical items, and so on. The total number of words
intervening among all the members of this chain comes to 317. When this sum is di-
vided by the total number of all the lexical items which make up Chain 3, viz. 13 as
can be seen from Table 1, the average distance of lexical repetition for this chain
turns out to be about 24 words. Below is a contrastive table of the average distance
of lexical repetition for the longest four chains in each of the Arabic and English
texts.

Table 8. Average lexical distance for longest LRCs

Arabic Text English Text
Lexical chain Averﬁge distance Lexical chain Average distance
3 24 2 47
10 38 12 75
23 10 19 71
30 29 22 49

Overall average distance = about 25 words  Overall average distance = about 60 words

It can thus be clearly seen from the above figures that, on average, long LRCs are
more than twice as dense in Arabic as they are in English. In other words, the lexical
‘nodes’, viz. the words making up a lexical chain, are much more widely spread out
from each other in English than they are in Arabic.°

To sum up, this high density of repetition in long Arabic LRCs, viz. repeating
same or related words at shorter intervals, is yet another potential source for making

> For the purposes of the present study, the word is defined as an ‘orthographic’ unit, rather than gram-
matical or semantic for example. The visual entity of the orthographic word has been adopted here for
delimiting the word boundary since measuring the ‘distance’ of lexical repetition has mainly to do with a
‘visual’, psycholinguistic dimension as well.

® This is also partly due to the morphologically composite structure of the Arabic words as orthographic
units since Arabic is highly inflectional in comparison to English. Yet, whatever the underlying reasen
may be, it remains ‘visually’ true that the distance of intervals within LRCs in Arabic is shorter.
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the Arabic lexis in text both look and sound highly repetitive and overwhelmingly
dominated by ‘recurrence’, compared to English. The fact of the matter, however, as
argued throughout the paper and as demonstrated by all the discussion and eight ta-
bles above, points to differences in the preferential ratios of distribution between
simple and complex repetition in the lexical chains of Arabic and English texts.
Lexical chains in both the Arabic and English texts have turned out to use almost the
same overall relative ratio of ‘recurrence’ to ‘variation’. But, long L.LRCs in Arabic
are characterized by a higher lexical repetition density as well as by an above-
average abundance of instances of simple lexical repetition. Besides, long LRCs in
Arabic have also been found to have a marked tendency to be longer in Arabic texts
than in English. It thus seems plausible to conclude that it is the combination of the
above language-specific features of the long LRCs in Arabic and English texts
which can help us to understand and explain the linguistic basis and background of
both the ‘substantiated’ Assumption 1 and the ‘unsubstantiated’ Assumption 2 in the
Research Objectives in 1.2 above.

4. Conclusions and suggestions

I have tried, through the analysis of two parallel texts, to examine the frequency and
distribution of simple and complex lexical repetition in order to test the validity of two
commonly-held assumptions concerning variation and recurrence in Arabic and Eng-
lish texts. Although the research corpus is quite limited in size, certain conclusions can
be drawn. These conclusions are to be considered only as tentative at this stage how-
ever. At best, they are to be taken to represent indicators, not of rules but of favorable
tendencies, which are conventional in Arabic and English texts. If, however, similar
findings are arrived at through the analysis of more texts of varied genres, such con-
clusions would begin to have more value as probabilistic rules of a higher explanatory
power. In brief, the most significant conclusions arrived at in the present study con-
cerning the lexical repetition chains of Arabic and English texts are:

4.1 The overall frequency of ‘recurrence’ in the lexical chains of Arabic, as rep-
resented by simple lexical repetition has been found to be markedly higher
than that of ‘variation’, which is realized by complex lexical repetition. This
finding lends credence to Assumption 1 in the Research Objectives; it also
indicates a noteworthy trend in Arabic texts which can have significant im-
plications to Arabic applied linguistics, especially in the fields of translation
and language teaching.

4.2 Similar to Arabic, the lexical chains in the English text analyzed have also
been found to be characterized by a frequency-of-occurrence ratio of 2:1 of
‘recurrence’ to ‘variation’ in lexical repetition. This finding is not in line

4.3

4.4
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with Assumption 2 in the Research Objectives in that it runs counter to the
claim commonly made about variation being peculiar to lexical repetition in
English texts. The above claim is not supported by evidence drawn from the
statistical analyses of the relative ratios, which have been counted and re-
ported throughout the study.

The lexical chains in the analyzed Arabic and English texts have been fur-
ther scrutinized in an attempt to discover any typical dominant trends which
may distinguish lexical repetition in Arabic from that of English. Such lan-
guage-specific distinctive features, if detected, might help shed light on the
basis of the above-mentioned claims concerning recurrence and variation in
the lexis of texts in the two languages. This close inspection of the lexical
repetition chains in Arabic and English has led to the following findings
which are believed to be relevant to the issues at hand:

4.3.1 Long lexical chains tend to be longer in Arabic than they are in Eng-
lish, although the average length of lexical chains in the text as a
whole is roughly the same in the two texts analyzed.

4.3.2 Long lexical repetition chains in the Arabic text have been found to
exhibit a markedly higher percentage of lexical recurrence than that
found in the text overall average. Conversely, long chains in English
have less-than-average percentage of the lexical recurrence found in
the text as a whole, and consequently more of variation.

4.3.3 The distance of lexical repetition has been found to be much shorter
in the long lexical chains of the Arabic text than it i1s in English.
This would lead to a higher repetition density in Arabic texts.

The three above-mentioned characteristics of long lexical chains detected in
the two texts analyzed are candidates for language-specific preferential ten-
dencies in Arabic and English. It seems plausible to conclude, therefore, that
is it these distinctive features of long lexical chains, rather than lexical repe-
tition in the text as a whole, which are responsible for (a) the seemingly ‘ex-
cessive’ frequency of lexical recurrence in Arabic and (b) the presumed pre-
dominance of vanation in English.

The phenomena cited above about the tendency to use longer lexical chains
in Arabic texts in comparison to English, as well as for those chains to use
instances of simple lexical repetition more frequently and to repeat them at
shorter intervals, are worthy of further investigation and interpretation.
Various linguistic, cognitive, and rhetorical questions need to be raised and
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examined in this respect. Does the more frequent use of simple lexical repe-
tition in long lexical chains in Arabic, for example, tend to beget even more
of such use? Can this be psycholinguistically interpreted in terms of a chain
effect in which the use of one simple lexical repetition triggers the use of yet
another one? Or, is it because argumentative texts in Arabic tend to drive
home their arguments by a strategy of ‘presentation’ (using Johnstone’s ter-
minology) which is based on repetition? Hence, long lexical chains come to
serve both as carriers and promoters of the argument, on the one hand, and
as by-products, on the other, when these chains are themselves motivated
and sustained by that very argument.

The main general conclusion which can be drawn from all of the above dis-
cussion 1s that while repetition of lexical items seems to be a universal strat-
egy in human language, the relative frequency, length, density, and distribu-
tion of its chains and their constituting elements are language-dependent.
Thus, although both Arabic and English exhibit very similar overall propor-
tional ratios in the frequency of lexical ‘recurrence’ and ‘variation’, some
specific lexical chains in the texts of the two languages have been shown to
favor different distributional patterns. It is these different favorable patterns
of distribution which are believed to underlie the two assumptions in Section
1.2 concerning lexical repetition in Arabic and English.
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APPENDIX A
THE ARABIC TEXT’

ISl 3 gec Gilh Lo Jiie g2y goned b el Al Lol alladl didid (1)
Sabils dwds gl By (2) Aglee y 4N Abia g Apubpe JSLIe e leaduaYl
S Blalll g oo gl 58] Ay e Ll 5 Ly 5B DY) plladl el ol JS Jadis Adle dai
A a3 iata g g Aay g bl G e Bl Jiffiall (Bgiiad g 4 puandl 5 jlasl)
1A dgilan A Ol Siall iy (4) A Al W laad o Gl sy D BiaS o (3)
ol 5 (6) ¢ miolad gl iy (5) Tdagd sa La Jaligs a3 "DUluie 3ad) (il yal
0555 O gl (a (8) T gl & 5l A gl (o4 L (7) € pitanddl Kol puall o o L2
4y e iy yhaiy ol dlia 3 A1 LB okt ol e ddlida ALY sda Ll 4y Y
o Lgardlady el day yll by Bt (eb 3 4 LY Al 13 e sl
AlSUhe Singy oY) (s Al SE ALY A 5 Lee 13y (9) DY) U dglelal
Wi )y LSy Ll Whinay a0l 4 Al O 53 e pald) QO Wl i (10)
elale ;a0 Ul et ¥ a8 Rpaal) 2kl o (11) Lom O s e A Leaallad WAl gine,
z a3 Sl ) ey aed cilalgd ) gleay Ll 2 580 gl eld pd (bl ga [ sic | 8l
S ds Oe lay (13) ey AW Jifiss o Yy 0S5 a5 (12) paslly psl
ol G (o sed Uila )l mbead ¥ jaatiall ol giaany N Leplluly Andish 4 g
@b gl adadll s (14) 1y Wojaay (Jd Goall f) e sl @00 (e &y 5l
5 ks 40 3kl wle akd Al Ay okl G gl Ll DU G 3al
Loy ol (e 4 g )l Lgadad ol DY) J gl planad (15) cpd e Y
Oialdl B el adu s Jb 58 Le 4y Lile 3 xlla 58 La 44 (16) . bl 5 lliall 4iuu
‘a:DL‘_!Y JiEJE.“ Cpe maing LAS(I'T) _EJJM(.HI@M|¢31 abul) gau_.g_)s.ulb
il (poSilly A1S Llic e p2e g udiedl WUaill e Ja) 4 Leay Uil g jlay Waltal
iy ja jaag s allhal) A 80 e Jeey 3 Laie Gudaill L6 40 LS (18) il A
e i Gilin Ledaia cgllaall Zaladf 4yl N galf 2ty Cllad (38 B 4l LS o jiSH
AASh bl s Y Uaie (ot WS Al o LS (19) saleld Jiy olasal) lgal
eVl o sadd 8 L Jgenal AaV o 4 daill (20) a0 slalh Juaiy
o Ao agdl (21) Sbad & b G dll | b & 0l "D 7 ja5 8 Lol
peld e canill y Sgadl e (S Lo Jil pedles JiSS 5 pgandss of A3l (g 5yl 4l

Al g SEY g Jandl g aladl Gy Gl Galladl B 4 el agin 58 (22)

” This article is by M.F. Al-Jamali and was published in the Tunisian journal Al-Fikr 26, 4.
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APPENDIX B
THE ENGLISH TEXT?®

(1) What is attempted in the following volume is to present to the reader a series of actual ex-
cerpts from the writings of the greatest political theorists of the past; selected and arranged so
as to show the mutual coherence of various parts of an author’s thought and his historical re-
lation to his predecessors or successors; and accompanied by introductory notes and interven-
ing comments designed to assist the understanding of the meaning and importance of the doc-
trine quoted. (2) The book does not purport to be a history of political theory, with quotations
interspersed to illustrate the history. (3) It is rather a collection of texts, to which I have en-
deavored to supply a commentary. (4) 1 have tried rather to render the work of Aristotle,
Augustine, and the rest accessible to the student, than to write a book about them; and the
main object of this work will have been achieved if it serves not as a substitute for a further
study of the actual works of these authors, but as an incentive to undertake it. (5) Nor does
the commentary make any pretension of being exhaustive. (6) Very often after a long passage
has been quoted a single point only has been selected for comment; and sometimes this point
has been selected not because it was the most important, but because it was one on which I
had something to say. (7) I have not tried to cover all the ground, and shall have done my part
if the reader is stimulated, by the samples which I have offered, to complete a commentary of
his own. (8) The selection has been confined to a few authors, for reasons not only of space,
or of limitations of my own knowledge (though either of these reasons would have been suf-
ficient), but because it is part of the plan of the book to concentrate attention upon the most
important works. (9) A knowledge of Plato’s Republic, of Aristotle’s Politics, of parts of
Augustine’s City of God, belongs to a general education. (10) The works of lesser writers, or
the lesser works of these writers, are doubtless worth reading; but a man who is not a special-
ist may ignore them without reproach. (11) If the commentary is secondary to the text, still
more so must be any introductory remarks which I make here. (12) In commending the writ-
ings which follow to the reader’s attention, I will indeed stake my credit on the assertion that
the study of them will correct the judgment and enlighten the understanding upon matters in
which it is important to be enlightened and correct. (13) But if a proof of this assertion is de-
manded, there is no proof except that of asking the inquirer to make the experiment. (14) The
introducer may suggest lines of reasoning, he may try to convey certain lights which he has
himself derived from the study, but in doing this he must be tentative and not dogmatic, and
in the last resort he my must say to the reader, “Go and read for yourself, and try whether this
is confirmed by your experience.” (15) In this respect his position is like that of the critic of a
work of art. (16) However useful the critic’s remarks may be in preparing an approach to the
work, they can never dispense the reader from the necessity of studying the work itself, nor
deprive him of the right, on the basis of this study, of turning critic himself and standing in
judgment on the reasonings by which he was led to it in the first place.

® The text is by M. B. Foster and it is quoted by Hoey (1991; 78-79).
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