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ABSTRACT 

The present study investigated the reading process in 

Arabic by drawing on the Goodman Model of English Reading, 

and testing its applicability to Semitic languages. Due to 

the multi-tier nature of Arabic orthography (i.e. letters and 

diacritics)/ two questions were addressed: (1) how the 

absence/presence of diacritics affects the readers' 

performance on the reading tasks, and (2) how readers assign 

phonology and inflectional features in reading unmarked texts 

(i.e. texts that are written in Modern Standard Arabic with 

no diacritics). The study was conducted in Tucson, Arizona, 

and involved fifteen Saudi male undergraduate students 

enrolled at The University of Arizona. 

Due to the multi-tier nature of Arabic orthography, 

a new multi-tier methodology had to emerge. The methodology 

involved the designing of three tasks: (1) the Diacritic 

Placement Task (DPT), (2) the Arabic Text Reading Task 

(ATRT), and (3) playback interviews. The DPT showed that, in 

assigning phonology and inflectional features to context-free 

sentences with no diacritics, readers of Arabic rely on their 

linguistic knowledge. Readers* choices are not random, and 

they seem to follow a regular pattern depending on their 

degree of markedness. Readings that are unmarked or more 

frequent (i.e. immediate readings) precede the marked or less 

frequent ones (i.e. delayed readings). Immediate readings 
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include the active voice and the passive voice sentences/ 

whereas delayed readings include causative sentences. The 

ATRT showed how reading was relatively faster for most 

readers when they were inferring the diacritics that were 

absent. The presence of diacritics made reading relatively 

slower, because readers saw them as a ^^controlling system" 

which they had to follow. Most of them, however, preferred 

reading texts with diacritics if they were to read in front 

of an audience. 

The study provides evidence that reading is not a 

process of word identification. Reading is a universal 

sociopsycholinguistic process that operates within a specific 

sociocultural context and involves an interaction between 

language and thought. The study also shows that, by adding a 

multi-tier extension to it, the Goodman Model of Reading 

provides a powerful account of the reading process in Araibic. 



13 

CHAPTER 1 

THE READING PRCX:ESS IN ARABIC: 

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 

The main goal of the present study is to investigate 

the reading process in Arabic. The study is triggered by the 

assumption that/ regardless of the different orthographies 

employed by different languages, reading is a universal 

language process. 

Objectives of The Study 

The present study is intended to investigate aspects 

of the reading process in Arabic. It represents an attempt to 

extend the Goodman Model of Reading and to investigate 

whether this model is applicable to Semitic languages, mainly 

Arabic, an alphabetic language that has two interrelated 

strata of orthography, a letter-stratum that shows up in 

print and a diacritic-stratum that is usually not represented 

in the printed text and, thus, has to be inferred. Although 

this study is based on the assumption that reading is a 

universal process, it also represents a test for such an 

assumption. 

Complexity of Language 

There is no doubt that acquiring any cognitive 

process or skill is complex, and that its nature is not easy 

to explain. Language acquisition, with all the language 
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processes it entails, is very important, and it is indeed 

both complex and ambiguous. As human beings, we have the 

advantage of acquiring our language easily and in a natural 

fashion. The language we have enables us to be members in our 

social commiinities. Moreover, our languages are of great 

importance to us, since they enable us to commiinicate with 

one another in different social settings and for various 

purposes, both formal and informal. A closer look at the 

definition of language and its nature reveals both its 

richness and complexity. 

After providing a list of definitions for language, 

found in dictionaries and textbooks. Brown (1987) offers the 

following eight statements which he sees as essential and 

crucial of any given language: 

1. Language is systematic and generative. 
2. Language is a set of arbitrary symbols. 
3. Those symbols are primarily vocal, but 

may also be visual. 
4. The symbols have conventionalized 

meanings to which they refer. 
5. Language is used for commimication. 
6. Language operates in a speech community 

or culture. 
7. Language is essentially human, although 

possibly not limited to humans. 
8. Language is accjuired by all people in 

much the same way - language and language 
learning both have universal 
characteristics, (pp. 4-5) 

Brown also makes it clear and stresses the fact that 

the simplicity of the eight characteristics of language 

outlined above hides beneath it a very complex network of 

relationships that ties together all the eight 
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characteristics and puts them into one meaningful system, 

whose main function is to enable human beings to communicate. 

This meaningful system is language, which cannot be well 

understood except through an extensive and comprehensive work 

on its various domains which include: 

1. Explicit and formal accounts of the 
system of language on several possible 
levels (most commonly syntactic, 
semantic, and phonological). 

2. The symbolic nature of language; the 
relationship between language and 
reality; the philosophy of language; the 
history of language. 

3. Phonetics; phonology; writing systems; 
kinesics, proxemics, and other 
"paralinguistic" features of language. 

4. Semantics; language and cognition; 
psycholinguistics. 

5. Communication systems; speaker-hearer 
interaction; sentence processing. 

6. Dialectology; sociolinguistics; language 
and culture; bilingualism and second 
language acquisition. 

7. Human language and nonhuman 
communication; the physiology of 
language. 

8. Language universals; first language 
acquisition. (Brown, 1987, p. 5) 

Language richness and complexity are also 

acknowledged in the works of a number of scholars (e.g., 

Lindfors 1991; Hymes 1972; Halliday 1975). Lindfors (1991), 

in her account of some of the components of language 

knowledge which most linguists view as important, identifies 

three components: (1) the semantic component (i.e. the 

speaker's knowledge of meaning elements); (2) the syntactic 

component (i.e. the speaker's knowledge of relational 

meaning); and (3) the phonological component (i.e. the 
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speaker's knowledge of the sound system). Lindfors points out 

that these components should not be seen as discrete systems; 

rather, they need to be recognized as working together as a 

whole to represent what she calls a "total meaning-expression 

system", which is obviously another term for language. 

Lindfors argues that this total meaning-expression 

system, or language, is both adequate and functional because 

it has four characteristics: (1) it is a two-level system 

(i.e. meaning and expression); (2) it is an arbitrary system 

i n  t h a t  " . . .  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  e x p r e s s i o n  s y m b o l s  w e  r e l a t e  

to particular meanings are in no way 'given* in the meanings 

themselves" (p. 61) ; (3) it is a conventional system; and (4) 

it is both a finite and infinite system, 

finite in that it includes a limited set of 
principles for relating meaning and 
expression, yet infinite in that finite set 
of principles accounts for a literally 
infinite set of particular possible 
sentences. We have a mental scheme for the 
possible designs that expressed sentences 
may take, yet within these designs, 
innumerable specific expressed sentences can 
occur, (p. 61) 

The complexity of language becomes more clear if we 

examine not only its pure linguistic structure but also its 

sociolinguistic and communicative nature. Hymes (1972) has 

argued that Chomsky's theory of competence is inadequate to 

account for the complexity of language plus the functional 

and communicative role it plays in reality. Chomsky (1965) 

states that 
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linguistic theory is concerned primarily 
with an ideal speaker-listener in a 
con^letely homogeneous speech community/ who 
knows its language perfectly and is 
unaffected by such grammatically irrelevant 
conditions as memory limitation/ 
distractions/ shifts of attention and 
interest/ and errors (random or 
characteristic) in applying his knowledge of 
the language in actual performance, (p. 3) 

It is clear that Chomsky was more concerned with the 

innate and abstract linguistic abilities which speakers of a 

given language possess, and which enable them to produce 

correct surface structures (i.e. correct sentences). Hymes 

(1972)/ on the other hand, has argued that linguistic theory 

should not be limited in this way, and that it should be seen 

as a part of a more comprehensive theory that would 

incorporate both the communicative nature of language and its 

social fxinction. Hymes/ therefore, proposed the theory of 

coinmunicative competence in which he outlined what one needs 

in order to be competent in a language. According to Hymes, 

a competent language user needs to possess both linguistic 

competence (i.e. knowledge of linguistic structures) and 

coinmunicative competence (i.e. knowledge of the appropriate 

linguistic behavior according to the social situation or 

context) . As Hymes puts it, in order for one to be a 

communicatively competent user of language, he/she needs to 

know: 

1. whether (and to what degree) something is 
formally possible; 
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2. whether (and to what degree) something is 
feasible in virtue of the means of 
in^lementation available; 

3. whether (and to what degree) something is 
appropriate (adequate, happy, successful) 
in relation to a context in which it is 
used and evaluated; 

4. whether (and to what degree) something is 
in fact done, actually performed, and 
what its doing entails. (Hymes, 1972, p. 
281) 

The richness and complexity of language is also 

evident in Halliday's powerful theory of the functions of 

language. Halliday (1975) described seven main functions of 

language; 

1. the instrxjmental function: using language 
to get things; 

2. the regulatory function: using language 
to control the behavior of others; 

3. the interactional fiinction: using 
language to create interaction with 
others; 

4. the personal fvinction: using language to 
express personal feelings and meanings; 

5. the heuristic fxinction: using language to 
learn and to discover; 

6. the imaginative function: using language 
to create a world of the imagination; 

7. the representational function: using 
language to communicate information, (pp. 
11-17) 

Language Processes 

An obvious common characteristic to all the 

treatments of language above is that they all confirm both 

the richness and the complexity of language acquisition. In 

describing language and language processes. Brown (1987) 

states, "Language is speaking and listening, writing and 

reading. The comprehension of language is as important as 
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production" (p. 172). To acquire a language then, one needs 

to achieve a certain level of competence/ as well as 

performance, in at least four language processes which are 

listening, speaking, reading, and writing. In acquiring each 

of these four processes, one would usually interact with all 

the elements that are involved in that same process. For 

example, when one speaks, he/she would be interacting with 

both the other speaker(s) and the content of the dialogue 

itself. The same thing could be said about reading. 

Complexity of The Reading Process 

In reading, the reader tends to transact with both 

the written text and the writer of that text himself/ 

herself. The reader usually brings to the reading task what 

he/she already knows about the world. This knowledge includes 

the reader's thoughts, beliefs, values, and expectations. In 

an attempt to understand what the author is trying to say, 

the reader usually concentrates and passes the written text 

through his/her own understanding of the world. In describing 

the transactive nature of the reading process, and specifying 

the responsibilities of both the author and the reader, Y. 

Goodman and Burke (1980) state: 

Reading can be defined as a private, 
ongoing, long-distance discussion between 
the reader and the author. There is no need 
for a third person (such as the teacher) to 
direct that discussion or focus its 
interpretation. The author has the major 
responsibility for introducing and 
interpreting ideas, and the reader the major 
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responsibility for considering and 
integrating them. By no means is it a one
way stream. The reader and the author 
communicate with each other. Ideas are fed 
into the discussion by both participants. 
(p. 18) 

As is the case with all language processes^ the 

reading process is fascinating. It is both natural and rich/ 

but at the same time, it is complex. Reading is natural to 

the extent that people rarely ask questions about its nature. 

It is ironic that, although people read, they have a hard 

time defining what reading is. It is so easy, but at the same 

time, it is so complex. Reading is so complex that when 

people are asked to describe it/ they usually end where they 

started. It is not uncommon for someone to define reading by 

saying "Reading is reading." 

Therefore, a good model of reading needs to account 

for both its richness and complexity/ as well as its powerful 

social function. AlsO/ such a model needs to recognize 

language as a whole system, whose main function is to convey 

meaning/ and to explain the relationships that exist among 

all the parties that are involved in the reading process: the 

reader/ the author/ and the text. There is no doiibt that/ in 

order to iinderstand the reading process, researchers need to 

be familiar with the many different activities that are 

involved in its course, and most importantly, they need to 

recognize in such a process the positive role of the reader 

as a person who always aims at constructing meaning as he/she 
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reads. A number of models have been proposed to explain the 

reading process. On one hand, there are those models that 

describe reading as a linear mechanistic process (e.g./ Gough 

1972; LaBerge & Samuels 1974; Adams 1990; Stanovich 1992). On 

the other hand, there are models that view reading as a 

psycholinguistic process that involves an interaction between 

language and thought and depends, to an extent, on the 

expectations and predictions made by the reader (e.g., K. 

Goodman 1967, 1994; Smith 1994). 

Reading: A Mechanistic Process 

Word recognition models of reading seem to ignore the 

positive role of the reader as a meaning-constructor 

operating within a sociocultural context, and they view 

reading as a linear process that depends, to a large extent, 

on letter and word identification (e.g., Gough 1972; LaBerge 

& Samuels 1974; Stanovich 1992; Adams 1990). In doing so, 

these models do not acknowledge either the richness or the 

complexity of language. They also seem not to give importance 

to the whole nature of language and the powerful social 

functions it plays in reality. Both the mechanistic nature of 

the reading process and the importance of word identification 

which are emphasized in such models are evident in the 

following statements made by Adams (1990): 

Before you pick this book up, you should 
understand fully that the topic at issue is 
that of reading words. Before you put this 
book down, however, you should understand 
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fully that the ability to read words^ 
quickly, accurately, and effortlessly, is 
critical to skillful reading comprehension -
in the obvious ways and in a nu^er of more 
subtle ones. (p. 3) 

We have seen again and again that skillful 
reading depends critically on the speed and 
completeness with which words can be 
identified from their visual forms. Yet, for 
the beginning reader, it is visual word 
recognition skills, it is the knowledge that 
makes the orthographic processor work and 
links it to the rest of the system, that are 
unic[uely absent, (p. 333) 

Reading: A Different Perspective 

In contrast with the word recognition models of 

reading, K. Goodman (1967, 1994) proposed a transactional 

sociopsycholinguistic theory and model of reading. As Goodman 

(1967) points out, his model refutes the naive common sense 

notion that reading is a process that involves a linear 

identification of letters and words: "Simply stated, the 

common sense notion I seek here to refute is this: 'Reading 

is a precise process. It involves exact, detailed, sequential 

perception and identification of letters, words, spelling 

patterns and large language units"* (p. 33). Since "Mistakes 

have to be part of the process of making sense of print" 

(Goodman, 1996, p. 3), this sociopsycholinguistic model of 

reading has continuously drawn on and been tested against 

linguistic data (i.e. miscues). 

In order to investigate the reading process through 

the deviations that may occur in reading, Goodman (1976a) 
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proposed the term "miscue" to replace the term "error" which 

is usually associated with negative connotations: 

Everything the reader does is assumed to be 
caused in this linguistic process. 
Unexpected events in oral reading thus 
reveal the way the reader is using the 
reading process itself. The term error is a 
misnomer, then, since it implies an 
undesirable occurrence. The term 'miscue' 
has emerged instead. A miscue is any 
observed oral response (OR) to print that 
does not match the expected response (ER). 
Miscue analysis reveals the reader's 
strengths and weaknesses and provides a 
continuous window on the reading process. 
(p. 103) 

In the Goodman Model of Reading, reading is not 

viewed as a "rigid" procedure of letter and word 

identification; rather, it is viewed as a "dynamic" process 

that involves an interaction between language and thought. 

In this model, reading is seen as a process in which the 

reader is engaged in a dynamic transaction with the text in 

order to construct meaning encoded in that same text. Such a 

transaction is influenced by a number of language cues: 

graphophonic (the symbol-sound relationship),syntactic 

(grammar)/ and semantic (meaning), as well as the reader's 

conceptual and background knowledge and experience (Goodman, 

1967) . 

Later, Goodman (1970a) extended his model of the 

reading process in English to include reading in other 

languages. In doing so, Goodman has claimed that reading is 

a single, universal process in all languages. This claim 
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rejects the common view that written language is a 

representation of oral language and that readers need to go 

through oral language to get to meaning. Goodman's claim of 

a single/ universal reading process among different languages 

is clear in the following quote: 

That, too briefly, is what my research has 
told me about the process of reading English 
among Native American speakers. I have no 
reason to believe that this process would 
vary except in minor degrees in the reading 
of any language. Whether the graphic 
sequence is from left to right, right to 
left, or top to bottom would be of little 
consequence to the basic reading process. 
The reader needs to scan appropriately but 
he will still sample and predict in much the 
same way. (Goodman, 1970a, p. 67) 

Subsequent research on miscue analysis and error 

detection have proven Goodman's prediction to be true not 

only for alphabetic languages but also for non-alphabetic 

ones, such as Chinese (e.g., Tien 1983; Xu 1998). As Goodman 

(197 6b) points out, a number of universal features are 

identified in the reading process, regardless of the nature 

of orthography. Such universalities include: (1) the 

motivation of reading, and (2) the strategies readers use to 

fulfill such motivation: 

It is the search for meaning that 
motivates and unifies the reading process. 
Learning to read any system will be most 
successful when it is kept within the center 
of this search for meaning. 

I believe the movement in reading 
through optical, perceptual, syntactic, and 
semantic cycles is universal in reading all 
languages regardless of the orthographies 
they employ. The use of sampling. 
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predicting, confirming and correction 
strategies is also iiniversal in all forms of 
reading, (p. 74) 

All of these universalities identified in the reading 

process/ along with the extensive miscue analysis studies 

conducted on various languages, led Goodman to propose that 

reading is a universal process. Goodman makes this notion 

explicit in the following quote: 

Since the purposes of written language 
are basically the same across languages and 
the need to be understood by others is 
universal across languages, I believe there 
is one, and only one, reading process for 
all languages regardless of differences in 
orthography. There are not many ways to make 
sense of print but only one. 

I also believe that there is only one 
reading process for reading all kinds of 
texts regardless of their structure or the 
purpose the reader has for reading them. 
This one reading process must be flexible 
enough to allow for differences in the 
structures of different languages, in their 
orthographies, in the characteristics of 
different types of texts, and in the 
proficiency and purposes of the readers. 
(Goodman, 1981, pp. 49-50) 

Statement of The Problem 

Reading is indeed fascinating, and a better 

understanding of its nature would help reading researchers 

and educators not only to iiqprove reading instruction methods 

but also to enrich their knowledge of the language 

acquisition process in general. Most of the studies foiind on 

reading as a process deal with languages other than Arabic. 

The only studies I came across which address Arabic literacy 
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are meant either for description or instruction, and none of 

them deal with Arabic reading as a process (e.g., Faris, 

1958; al-Ani & Shammas, 1967; Bateson, 1967; Abdo & HilU/ 

1968; Beeston, 1968; Radhwan, 1973; Cowan, 1976; Mitchell, 

1976; Bauer, 1996; Sartawi, 1996). 

The aim of this study, therefore, is to fill the gap 

and explore the "little-Jcnown" nature of the reading process 

in Arabic. The study is triggered by the assumption that "in 

spite of diversity within, reading is a universal 

psycholinguistic process, a single way of making sense of 

written language" (Goodman, 1994, p. 9) . This study draws 

heavily on The Goodman Model of Reading, in which he 

characterizes reading as a transactional 

sociopsycholinguistic process. 

Although the study is based on The Goodman Model of 

Reading and Goodman's assumption of the universality of the 

reading process across various languages, it is also intended 

to test both the model and the assumption. In other words, 

the study is also intended to test whether such a model 

applies to Arabic, a Semitic alphabetic language that has two 

interrelated strata of orthography, a letter-stratiam that 

shows up in print and a diacritic-stratum that is usually not 

represented in the printed text and, thus, has to be 

inferred. 
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Questions of The Study 

In recognition of the significance of reading, and in 

an attempt to better understand the reading process in 

Arabic, the present study seeks to provide answers to one 

general question that has to do with an adequate explanation 

of the reading process in Arabic. The general question of the 

present study is: How do readers of Arabic construct meaning? 

Two siib-questions are generated from this general question. 

The two sub-questions are: 

1. How does the absence/presence of diacritics 

affect the readers' performance on the reading 

tasks? 

2. How do Arabic readers assign phonology and 

inflectional features in reading unmarked 

(normal) texts? 

Significance of the Study 

Perhaps the main difference between the Goodman Model 

of Reading and the word recognition models centers over both 

the role of the reader and the nature of the reading process. 

In the word recognition models (e.g., Gough 1972; LaBerge & 

Samuels 1974; Adams 1990; Stanovich 1992), the reader is 

viewed as a passive receiver of information embedded in the 

printed text. Accordingly, the reader's role is to recognize 

the pieces and put them together, letter by letter and word 

by word. Readers who can accomplish this task with accuracy 
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and fluency are considered skillful readers, whereas those 

who cannot are not and, hence, need special attention. 

According to such word recognition models, reading is 

considered a linear process, where accuracy is highly 

emphasized and inaccuracy should always be extinguished. The 

ability to recognize letters and words is crucial and 

essential in these models, and without it, reading a text and 

making sense of it would be difficult. 

Word recognition remains the central 
subprocess of the complex act of reading. 
This statement in no way denies that the 
goal of reading is to extract and construct 
meaning from textual material. It only 
serves to emphasize that developing skill at 
recognizing words is the major determinant 
of reading ability in the early grades 
. . . , and is a substantial contributor to 
variance in reading ability among adults 
.... (Stanovich, 1991, p. 442) 

In particular, if a child's word recognition 
skills are sufficiently poor, the time and 
effort involved in reading may well 
overwhelm its hoped-for rewards. If so, the 
child is likely to choose not to read at 
all. And here is the tragedy: To the extent 
that children do not read, they forfeit the 
practice and experience needed to make 
reading easier and more profitable. To the 
extent that children do not read, they can 
only continue to have difficulty reading, to 
fall farther and farther behind their peers 
in both reading and the conceptual returns 
it offers. (Adams, 1994, p. 839) 

In contrast with the word recognition models, the 

Goodman Model of Reading emphasizes the role of the reader as 

an "active participant", rather than a "passive recipient" in 

the reading process. In this model, the role of the reader is 



29 

highly emphasized/ and the reader is given greater credit as 

a meaning-constructor who always tries to make sense of the 

printed text. In doing so, the reader uses both his/her 

background and experience plus the cues embedded in the text 

itself (e.g., graphophonic, semantic, syntactic, pragmatic). 

The reader is actively involved in making sense of the 

printed text, and accuracy does not represent a must that has 

to be accomplished in order to reach that stage. 

Our research indicates that all readers 
produce the unexpected responses which we 
call ^miscues.' These miscues occur because 
the reader is not simply responding to print 
with accurate word identifications. He is 
processing information in order to 
reconstruct the message the writer has 
sought to convey. 

In the sense that the reader uses each 
graphic cue available to him, reading is not 
an exact process at all. Instead, the reader 
engages in a form of information processing 
in which he uses his knowledge of how 
language works. As he strives to comprehend, 
he is highly selective in choosing graphic 
cues and in predicting language structures. 
(Goodman, 1970b, p. 22) 

The involvement of the reader in the reading process 

has also been emphasized by Rosenblatt (1985), who argues for 

a stronger definition of the reader's engagement and values 

the reader's experiences as being crucial and essential in 

the reading process: 

The reader ... is not passively receiving 
the imprint of an already-formed "object" 
encased in the text. Nor is the reader 
merely a distanced spectator. Readers' 
feeling that they are looking on at the 
characters and situations of a novel does 
not contradict the fact that they have 
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themselves called forth those scenes during 
the transaction with the text. They have had 
to draw on their individual past experiences 
of language and of life to provide the raw 
materials for this new experience. Hence, 
even when we feel ourselves as onlookers at 
the characters and situations of a novel we 
are also participants, having ourselves 
created the scenes that unroll before us. 
(p. 39) 

The present study of the reading process in Arabic is 

significant in many respects. First, an investigation of the 

reading process in a Semitic language would enrich and add to 

our knowledge of the reading process and theory in general. 

There is no doubt that carrying out a study on Arabic would 

add a new dimension to reading theory, since any attempt to 

study the reading process in Arabic has to take into 

consideration its multi-tier nature; otherwise, the treatment 

would be partial and would only represent a fragment of the 

whole picture. By suggesting and adopting a multi-tier 

account of the reading process in Arabic, the present study 

offers a new methodology to study the reading process in 

Semitic languages which seem to share the multi-tier nature 

of their orthographic representations. Also, with regard to 

theory, the present study could be used to test the various 

models of reading, especially the model adopted here. The 

Goodman Model of Reading, and to investigate its validity and 

applicability to Semitic languages. 

The present study also has a practical significance 

as well. It is important to the field of education. 
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especially the teaching of Arabic reading. In most Arabic 

reading textbooks, reading is presented as a word recognition 

process/ and students are taught how to read in a step-by-

step fashion. Students are first taught the letters and their 

names, and then they are taught how to read them in isolated 

words. The words are then presented to students in Isolated 

sentences, which are neither "real" nor "authentic." The 

findings of the present study could be used to support new 

approaches to teach Arabic reading, which consider seriously 

the authenticity of the texts that are used. Such approaches 

should also deal with reading as well as with language as a 

meaningful system, rather than as discrete and autonomous 

levels of representations. 

The present study has a practical significance not 

only in providing new insights into the teachings of Arabic 

reading, but also in offering new insights into the teachings 

of English language in general and English reading in 

particular to speakers of Arabic. The study provides 

researchers and educators with an access to the reading 

process, and familiarizes them with some of the main aspects 

of Arabic language. In other words, though the study focuses 

mainly on the reading process in Arabic, it introduces a 

brief sketch of the Arabic language system, i.e., the system 

which most adult speakers of Arabic bring into English 

language classrooms. There is no doubt that a better 

understanding of the learner's native system helps both 
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educators and curriculxim designers to modify their teachings 

and English curricula in a way that really considers the 

learner's native system and recognizes it as a valuable 

source and a positive starting point. Goodman (1969a) 

confirms this notion when he talks about the language 

children bring to school and how to build on it. 

It requires neither great skill nor 
sequences of courses in linguistics for 
teachers to begin to utilize the language 
competence of their pupils. All that is 
required is a willingness to listen 
carefully to them, to take the time to 
understand them, and to treat their 
language, however low it is on the social 
totem pole, as legitimate. And what a great 
pleasure it is to work with children rather 
than against them! (p. 37) 

Subsequent Chapters: An Overview 

There are five chapters following this one. Chapter 

2 provides a detailed discussion of two theoretical 

perspectives on the reading process: the holistic perspective 

and the non-holistic perspective. The holistic perspective is 

represented by the Goodman Model of Reading, whereas the non-

holistic perspective is represented by the word recognition 

models of reading (e.g., Gough 1972; LaBerge & Samuels 1974). 

Chapter 3 is a brief sketch of Arabic language. In 

order to familiarize the reader with the language being 

investigated in this study (i.e. Arabic), this chapter 

introduces the reader to some of the basic linguistic 

features of Arabic. In addition to introducing the reader to 
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the diglossic situation in the Arab world, the chapter 

touches upon Arabic morphology# syntax, and sound system. 

Also, since the main focus of the present study is on the 

reading process, the chapter provides an extensive account of 

the Arabic orthographic system, and reveals its multi-tier 

nature. 

Chapter 4 presents research hypotheses and provides 

a detailed description and discussion of the methodology 

adopted in this study. The chapter focuses on the selection 

of the fifteen readers who participated in this study, the 

materials used for data collection, the tasks designed and 

how they were carried out. The chapter also discusses the 

procedures followed for data presentation and analysis. 

Chapter 5 provides an account of the findings in the 

present study and a detailed discussion of these findings. 

The discussion presented in this chapter is grounded in 

linguistic theory, reading theory, and the readers' inputs 

from the playback interviews. The analysis of the findings 

reveals how the absence/presence of diacritics affects the 

readers' performance on the reading tasks, and how the same 

readers assign phonology and inflectional features in reading 

unmarked (normal) texts, especially when the texts are 

isolated sentences, and are, thus, siibject to various 

interpretations. 

Chapter 6 provides a general discussion of the 

present study, its findings, and its implications. This 
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chapter attempts to answer the general question addressed in 

this study (i.e. How do readers of Arabic construct 

meaning?). It should be noted/ however, that providing an 

adequate answer to this question is not easy, and entails a 

new approach to describe the reading process in Arabic, an 

approach that constitutes an extention of The Goodman Model 

of Reading so that it accommodates the unique multi-tier 

system of Arabic orthography. 
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CHAPTER 2 

THE READING PROCESS: 

THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES 

In this chapter, the review of theoretical 

perspectives on reading consists of two main sections: (1) 

reading: the holistic perspective, and (2) reading: the non-

holistic perspective. Section one focuses mainly on the 

Goodman Model of Reading, which represents a holistic 

perspective of the reading process, and at the same time, 

represents the conceptual framework for the present study of 

the reading process in Arabic. In section two, the focus is 

on a non-holistic perspective of the reading process, a view 

which is emphasized in the word recognition models of 

reading, and which contrasts with the main assumptions 

evident in The Goodman Model of Reading regarding the 

reader's role, the context's role, and the definition of what 

constitutes the perceptual unit in the reading process. Each 

perspective is discussed in terms of the explanation it 

provides for the reading process and the roles it assigns for 

the participants in the literacy event; the reader, the 

writer, and the written text. 

Reading: The Holistic Perspective 

The holistic perspective of the reading process 

refers to the frameworks that view reading as a language 
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process that works as an integrated system. Language is 

indeed a system, which is functional only if all of its 

components are present (e.g., phonology, morphology, syntax, 

semantics, pragmatics). The absence of any of these 

components can make the language dysfunctional. Since the 

main fvinction of language is to convey meaning, the absence 

of any of such components would make it meaningless. 

Reading is language, and it also works as a system, 

which is functional only if its main components are present. 

The components of the reading process are not limited to the 

text with its cues (e.g., graphophonic, syntactic, semantic, 

pragmatic). The components also include both the reader and 

the writer of the text. The writer is the one who translates 

his/her meaning into print, whereas the reader is the one who 

constructs the meaning from print. In order to make sense of 

the printed text, the reader depends not only on the cues 

embedded in the text but also on his/her own understanding of 

the world. The holistic perspective of the reading process 

values and emphasizes the role of the reader as a meaning -

constructor, rather than a "decoder". Throughout this 

section, the main focus is on The Goodman Model of Reading. 

Linguistics Has a Lot to Offer 

From the early stages of his concern with education 

in general and the teaching of reading in particular, Kenneth 

S. Goodman has made it clear that linguistics, as well as 
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some other disciplines, has a lot to offer to the field of 

reading, 

Reading instruction has much to learn from 
linguistics. Important new knowledge about 
language, how it fxinctions, and how it is 
learned has been produced. This knowledge 
must be assimilated into the reading 
curriculum. The process must be presided 
over by educators primarily, perhaps under 
the banner of educational linguistics. In 
any case, the raw material for building the 
linguistics of reading is now available. 
(Goodman, 1964, p. 51) 

Goodman (1964) then provides a number of 

contributions linguistics and psycholinguistics may offer to 

the field of education and the teaching of reading. These 

contributions include providing: 

(1) description of language 

(2) techniques for language and reading research 

(3) new criteria for judging readability of reading 

material 

(4) new insights into child language 

(5) clues on how language conveys meaning 

(6) description and explanation of the development of 

regional and social dialects of English 

(7) concepts that educationists and teachers can use 

Based on these contributions and taking into account 

the difference between the linguist's and the educationist's 

concerns, Goodman then provides a set of generalizations from 

linguistics, and argues that such generalizations need to be 

considered by those interested in the teaching of reading. 
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The generalizations are interesting and seem to be some of 

the earliest seeds in The Goodman Model of Reading. The 

generalizations seem to highlight and emphasize a number of 

factors that would affect the reading process. These factors 

include: 

(1) the child's background and experiences which he/she 

brings to the reading event. 

(2) the motivations that trigger the child to read. 

(3) the nature of the texts used for reading in terms of 

authenticity, acceptability, purpose, and applicability 

to the child's expectations and scope of knowledge. 

(4) the linguistic cues embedded in the text, other than the 

pictures. 

(5) the interaction that takes place between the child and 

the text. 

All of these factors are embedded in the 

generalizations offered by Goodman (1964), and they indeed 

constitute some of the main notions emphasized in his model. 

In the course of building his model of reading, Goodman 

(1967, 1994) has drawn on a number of linguistic frameworks, 

which include descriptive linguistics and generative 

linguistics as well. Descriptive linguistics (Fries, 1952) 

has been useful in analyzing the miscues of readers and 

classifying them into various categories. Generative 

linguistics, mainly Chomsky's (1957) transformational grammar 
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(TG), has also been needed as the taxonomy Goodman was 

building for analysis of the miscues became more complex: 

As I continued my research, the taxonomy I was 
developing for analysis of the miscues became 
more and more con^lex (Goodman, 1969) . I was 
led more fully into how readers were using the 
grammar of the language. I had to go beyond 
descriptive analysis to the deep structures 
Chomsky (1957) and the transformational/ 
generative linguists were talking about. 
(Goodman, 1994, 1098) 

Transformational Grammar (TG) has been especially 

helpful in explaining a number of issues associated with the 

ambiguity of the surface structures, and how language users 

tend to deal with such structures. By positing underlying 

representations as the starting point and specifying the 

transformational rules that are applied to them in order to 

derive surface representations which language users normally 

deal with, TG provides a powerful tool to investigate many 

language phenomena, such as ambiguity. 

Transformational Grammar also offers a tool that 

enables the researcher to go beyond the performance of 

language users and investigate their competence as well. TG 

has provided Goodman with a tool to investigate not only 

reader's performance but also their competence as well, and 

to study the powerful means they use to derive their surface 

representations (i.e. oral readings). Despite the fact that 

positing underlying representations may entail a level of 

abstractness, such abstractness is sometimes needed to 

explain many concrete manifestations. 
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However, the Goodman Model of Reading, which has 

always been concerned with both the competence level and the 

performance level and their relationship to and influence on 

the reading process, had not started to take its shape and 

position until 1967, when Goodman published his article 

"Reading: A Psycholinguistic Guessing Game", whose title was 

triggered by Chomsky's definition of reading as a "tentative 

information processing" (Goodman, 1994). 

The Psvcholinauistic Guessing Game Called Reading 

With the publication of his article "Reading: A 

Psycholinguistic Guessing Game" in 1967, Goodman made 

explicit that he refutes the naive common sense notion that 

reading is a linear process that involves exact and accurate 

identification of letters, words, or even larger units. 

Instead, he has argued for a psycholinguistic position in 

explaining the reading process. In his own words, Goodman 

(1967) states. 

In place of this misconception, I offer 
this: Reading is a selective process. It 
involves partial use of available minimal 
language cues selected from perceptual input 
on the basis of the reader's expectation. As 
this partial information is processed, 
tentative decisions are made to be confirmed, 
rejected, or refined as reading progresses. 

More simply stated, reading is a 
psycholinguistic guessing game. It involves an 
interaction between thought and language. 
Efficient reading does not result from precise 
perception and identification of all elements, 
but from skill in selecting the fewest, most 
productive cues necessary to produce guesses 
which are right the first time. The ability to 
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course, is vital in reading, just as the 
ability to anticipate what has not yet been 
heard is vital in listening, (pp. 33-34) 

Thus, based on such a psycholinguistic view, reading 

is seen as a transactive process in which the reader 

transacts with the text in an attempt to construct meaning 

encoded in the text. Such transaction is influenced by a 

niomber of language cues: graphophonic (the symbol-sound 

relationship), syntactic (grammar), and semantic (meaning), 

along with the reader's conceptual and background knowledge 

and experience (Goodman, 1967) . After discussing some of the 

main activities that take place in the reading process, such 

as recoding and decoding, and rejecting the notion that 

"graphic input is precisely and sequentially recoded as 

phonological input and then decoded bit by bit. Meaning is 

cvunulative, built up a piece at a time..." (p. 38), Goodman 

(1967) presents the original version of his model of the 

reading process in English, or as he calls it, the 

"psycholinguistic guessing game": 

1 The reader scans along a line of print from 
left to right and down the page, line by line. 
2 He fixes at a point to permit eye focus. 
Some print will be central and in focus, some 
will be peripheral; perhaps his perceptual 
field is a flattened circle. 
3 Now begins the selection process. He picks 
up graphic cues, guided by constraints set up 
through prior choices, his language knowledge, 
his cognitive styles, and strategies he has 
learned. 
4 He forms a perceptual image using these cues 
and his anticipated cues. This image then is 
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partly what he sees and partly what he 
expected to see. 
5 Now he searches his memory for related 
syntactic, semantic, and phonological cues. 
This may lead to selection of more graphic 
cues and to reforming the perceptual image. 
6 At this point, he makes a guess or tentative 
choice consistent with graphic cues. Semantic 
analysis leads to partial decoding as far as 
possible. This meaning is stored in short-term 
memory as he proceeds. 
7 If no guess is possible, he checks the 
recalled perceptual input and tries again. If 
a guess is still not possible, he takes 
another look at the text to gather more 
graphic cues. 
8 If he can make a decodable choice, he tests 
it for semantic and grammatical acceptability 
in the context developed by prior choices and 
decoding. 
9 If the tentative choice is not acceptable 
semantically or syntactically, then he 
regresses, scanning from right to left along 
the line and up the page to locate a point of 
semantic or syntactic inconsistency. When such 
a point is found, he starts over at that 
point. If no inconsistency can be identified, 
he reads on seeking some cue which will make 
it possible to reconcile the anomalous 
situation. 
10 If the choice is acceptable, decoding is 
extended, meaning is assimilated with prior 
meaning, and prior meaning is accommodated, if 
necessary. Expectations are formed about input 
and meaning that lie ahead. 
11 Then the cycle continues, (pp. 41-42) 

This psycholinguistic guessing game was then developed 

into a transactional sociopsycholinguistic model of reading 

(Goodman, 1994), a model which has three main components: 

language (cue) systems, cognitive strategies, and processing 

cycles, with each of the three consisting of a number of 

elements. Elements of the transactional sociopsycholinguistic 
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model of reading are illustrated in figure 1 (Goodman, 1994, 

p. 1120). 

Readers Are Not Passive 

The Goodman Model of Reading, with its emphasis on the 

transaction relationship between the reader and the text, has 

led to what Goodman calls a "Copernican revolution" in 

reading theory (Goodman, 1994) . The main challenge comes from 

advocates of the scientific word recognition models of 

reading, who insist that reading is mainly decoding, and 

thus, assign a very peripheral role for the reader. In the 

Goodman Model of Reading, it is not the text that controls 

the reader; rather, it is the reader who makes sense of the 

text: 

This Copernican revolution in reading has 
moved us away from a view of the reader as 
passive and the text as controlling the 
reader. The reader is now seen as an active 
user of language. The writer creates a text to 
represent meaning, but the text is never a 
complete representation of the writer's 
meaning. The writer leaves much for the reader 
to infer. Hioman communication is never 
perfect. That's because what readers or 
listeners understand depends as much on what 
they bring to the transaction as it does on 
what the author brought to the text. Meaning 
is in the reader and the writer, not in the 
text. The writer constructs a text with a 
meaning potential that will be used by readers 
to construct their own meaning. Effective 
reading is making sense of print, not accurate 
word identification. (Good^n, 1994, p. 1094) . 

It is clear, then, that the model empowers readers and 

assigns to them a very responsible role. The empowerment of 
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Figure 1 
Elements of the Transactional Sociopsycholinguistic 

Model of Reading 

Language (Cue) Systems 
graphophonic (symbolic) 

orthography phonology 
phonics (relationships between semiotic systems) 

Lexico-grammatical (structural) 
syntax/grammar morphology 

order of functions wording 
inflections 
function words 

semantic-pragmatic (meaning) 
semantic pragmatic 

ideational 
interpersonal 
textual 

Cognitive Strategies 
initiate/reorganize (act of reading) 
sample/select 
predict 
infer 
confirm/disconfirm 
correct 
terminate (act of reading) 

Cycles 
visual 

scan 
fix 

perceptual 
image formation 
narrow window 
schema use 

syntactic 
assign surface structure 
apply transformation 
assign deep structure 

semantic 
assimilation 
accommodation 
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readers is crucial and essential because it is what really 

makes readers actively involved and engaged in the reading 

event. Readers need to know and recognize very well that they 

are not ^^objects" who are acted upon; rather, they need to 

realize that they are ^^subjects'' who can act to shape and 

modify their reading experience, and reflect on their own 

environment. 

Empowering the students in language classrooms would, 

in many cases, lead to some positive consequences. By 

empowering the students, they would build self-confidence 

about both themselves and their capability to act and reflect 

on their own learning experiences. This would usually raise 

their consciousness about the world, and provides them with 

a stronger motivation to learn. When students realize that 

their contributions are essential and celebrated, they would 

not only engage in the learning process, but also enjoy it. 

In describing two classrooms in American Indian communities 

in the Southwest, the wonderful activities practiced in them, 

and the reasons behind such achievements, McCarty and 

Schaffer (1992) state: 

These learning achievements cannot be 
attributed solely to the teachers - the 
students played critical roles, as did school 
administrators - but without the teachers, the 
conditions and possibilities for learning 
would have been different. Both teachers 
brought to their classrooms a set of 
understandings about learning, about language, 
and about students' and teachers' roles as 
coparticipants in the learning process. Acting 
on those understandings, the teachers created 
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instructional contexts in which they and their 
students could tap a wealth of linguistic and 
cultural resources to explore new ideas and 
academic content. Their explorations were 
driven by students' interests/ their natural 
motivation stemming from those interests, and 
their active involvement. Each child in these 
classrooms could make sense of the activities, 
as they had both personal and social meaning. 
In engaging in these activities, the children 
not only exercised and expanded their language 
and thinking abilities, they affirmed their 
identities as thinkers, and as speakers, 
readers, and writers with important ideas to 
communicate, (pp. 116-117) 

In other words, by empowering the students, making 

them feel that they are responsible, exactly like teachers, 

and appreciating their own contributions to the learning 

environment, a productive and enjoyable learning experience 

was possible, and as a result, such wonderful achievements 

were accomplished. The students were learning not only about 

language, but also about themselves and the world around 

them. With regard to reading, the same positive outcomes 

could be accomplished, only if teachers come to realize that 

their students or readers are not passive. 

The Interdisciplinary Nature of the Model 

The characterization of the model as a 

"psycholinguistic" one should not mask its interdisciplinary 

nature however. The model has also drawn on research findings 

from other disciplines, such as linguistics, 

sociolinguistics, semiotics, and cognitive psychology. This 

powerful interdisciplinary base, along with the extensive 
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miscue analysis studies which were based on a naturalistic 

research approach, have provided Goodman with many Insights. 

Goodman (1975) points out that miscue analysis, for example, 

has provided the following insights into his model of 

reading: 

1. Language, reading Included, must be seen In its social 

context, which includes the reader's dialect, experiences, 

concepts, interests, views, and lifestyle. 

2. Competence must be separated from performance (i.e., what 

readers do does not necessarily reflect what they know or 

what they can actually do). 

3. Language, reading included, must be studied in process. 

It should not be frozen or fragmented. 

4. Language, reading included, must be studied in its hioman 

context. 

Towards a Unified Theorv of the Literacy Event 

In addition to its interdisciplinary base. The Goodman 

Model of Reading draws on real evidence from real reading 

events, and the scientific study of such evidence 

accomplished through analyzing the miscues (or unexpected 

responses) of hundreds of readers from various cultural and 

linguistic backgrounds and with different abilities. This 

extensive miscue analysis research has revealed that readers' 

culture and language have an influence on their reading 

behavior. Moreover, it was clear that diverse readers were 
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responding in a similar way to common texts and, thus, 

producing some identical miscues (Goodman, 1994). All these 

observations, along with the strong relationship that exists 

among the reader, the writer, and the written text has led 

Goodman to extend his reading model and develop it into a 

transactional sociopsycholinguistic theory and model of 

reading, writing, and written text. 

As Goodman points out, the building of his model has 

always been informed and tested against the findings of 

miscue analysis research (Goodman, 1994). In doing so, 

Goodman has proven that there has always been a transaction 

between theory and research during the building of the model. 

The approach has never been a pure theory-then-research or a 

pure research-then-theory; rather, it has always involved 

both. This has been the case because adopting a one-

dimensional approach may miss the whole picture. As Ellis 

(1988) states, 

..., both approaches have their strengths and 
weaknesses. The theory-then-research approach 
provides an approximate answer and a basis for 
systematically testing aspects of the overall 
theory. But researchers are not always 
prepared to abandon a theory even in the face 
of substantial disconfirmatory evidence. The 
research-then-theory approach means that the 
researcher is less likely to be 'wrong' at any 
time and can provide valuable insights into 
selected aspects of the whole process being 
investigated. But the claims that derive from 
this approach are necessarily limited, and it 
is not always clear how one claim relates to 
another, (p. 304) 
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The transition in the scope of the model was needed/ 

and it stands as a clear evidence that the model is flexible 

and able to accommodate the complex nature of the reading 

process and the wide range of factors that are involved in 

its course. The transition also shows that theory should not 

be rigid; rather, it should always be tested against reality, 

"Such is always the relationship between theory and reality 

in science/ whether one is talking about physics, biology, 

astronomy or linguistics: theory must be continuously 

validated through testing against reality. In my case, 

reality was real readers reading real texts" (Goodman, 1994, 

p. 1098) . 

In the course of building a unified theory of reading, 

writing, and written texts, Goodman has drawn on theory and 

research in many disciplines, such as cognitive psychology, 

ethnography, linguistics, child language development, 

cognitive science, semiotics, rhetoric, literature, 

philosophy, and brain study. He has been able to accomplish 

and introduce such unity in his transactional 

sociopsycholinguistic theory and model of reading, writing, 

and written texts. Building on Rosenblatt's insight (1981), 

who has drawn on Dewey's notion that both the Knower and the 

Known are changed in the course of Knowing, Goodman 

characterizes the unified process as transactional, rather 

than interactional. In such a transactional view, the reader 

is considered an active user of the language: 



The reader constructs a text through 
transactions with the published text and the 
reader's schemata are also transformed in the 
process of transacting with the text through 
the assimilation and accommodation Piaget has 
described. In a transactional view, reading is 
seen as receptive written language and writing 
as productive or generative. In the productive 
generative processes (which also include 
speaking), a text is generated (constructed) 
to represent the meaning. In the receptive 
processes of listening and reading, meaning is 
constructed through transactions with the text 
and indirectly through the text with the 
writer who is the producer of the text. Both 
generative and receptive processes are 
constructive, active, and transactional. 
(Goodman, 1994, p. 1100) 

The Transactional Sociopsvcholinauistic Model 

of Reading. Writing and Written Texts 

The Transactional Sociopsycholinguistic Model of 

Reading, Writing, and Written texts (1994) has been a 

development of The Goodman Model of Reading (1967). As 

extensive studies of miscue analysis revealed many facts 

about the literacy event, which includes the reader, the 

writer, and the written texts, Goodman realized that his 

theory of reading had to be expanded to include not only the 

reader, but also the writer and the written texts as well 

(Goodman, 1994). Thus, in order to study thoroughly the 

reading process, and in order to have access to the process 

as it really operates, Goodman chose to study readers from 

groups not served well by schools. Though reading is 

characterized as a psycholinguistic process, its 

sociolinguistic dimension is also acknowledged: 
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I came to realize from the miscues of the 
young readers I was studying that I needed to 
go beyond linguistics in studying reading to 
develop an adequate model of the reading 
process. If reading is making sense of written 
language, then it is a psycholinguistic 
process: a theory of reading must include the 
relationships of thought and language. By good 
fortune I had made the choice to study the 
reading of pupils from groups not served well 
by schools. I reasoned that if readers were 
too successful they would mask the process I 
was studying. So the readers I studied 
included urban black and white pupils who 
spoke a variety of dialects. That made me 
aware that I needed to draw on 
sociolinguistics to understand the social 
variations in language and language use I was 
finding. From the beginning, then, my attempt 
to build a theory of reading required an 
interdisciplinary base. (Goodman, 1994, p. 
1097) 

As Goodman (1994) points out, although the 

transactional sociopsycholinguistic model of reading, 

writing, and written texts needs not fully include the 

general theories of reality, language, cognition, society, 

and human development, its grounding must be consistent with 

them. Therefore, the grounding of the model stems, to a large 

extent, from M.A.K. Halliday's systematic-functional 

linguistics, which represents a sociocultural view of 

language. The vertical grounding of Goodman's transactional 

sociopsycholinguistic theory of reading, writing, and written 

texts is shown in figure 2 (Goodman, 1994, p. 1101). 

Building on Halliday's use of field, mode, and tenor, 

Goodman (1994) defines them in relation to literacy events 

within sociocultural contexts: "Very singly, field refers to 
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Figure 2 
Vertical Grounding of the Transactional 
Sociopsycholinguistic Theory of Reading, 

Writing and Written Texts 

A sociocultural theory of human communication 

• field 
• mode 
• tenor 

A social-personal theory of language development 

• invention 
• convention 

A psycholinguistic theory of cognition, comprehension 

• schema theory 
• learning how to mean 

A theory of language 

• functions • levels 

the general content area of the literacy event; tenor refers 

to the social and pragmatic relationships between the writer 

and reader and others in the event; and mode is the language 

form or genre selected for the event" (pp. 1100-1101) . Also 

drawing on Halliday's notion that language development is 

both personal and social in functional contexts, Goodman adds 

the context of language as personal invention and social 

convention. The theory is also grounded in a psycholinguistic 

theory of cognition and comprehension, represented by schema 

theory and Halliday's view of language development as 

ideational 
interpersonal 
textual 

symbolic 
lexico-grammar 
meaning 
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"learning how to mean" through language. Finally/ the model 

draws on Halliday's systematic-functional theory of language 

with its language levels (e.g., symbolic, lexico-grammar, 

meaning), and functions of language (e.g., ideational, 

interpersonal, textual). For Goodman, however, the level of 

meaning includes not only semantics but also pragmatics as 

well. 

Within this transactional sociopsycholinguistic model 

of reading, writing, and written texts, the literacy event is 

viewed in terms of its three components: (1) the processes by 

which writers produce the texts, (2) the characteristics of 

the texts, and (3) the processes by which readers make sense 

of the texts(Goodman, 1994). Literacy event refers to "an 

event in which writer or reader transacts with and through a 

text in a specific context with specific intentions" 

(Goodman, 1994, p. 1099) . 

The model values all the participants in the literacy 

event, the reader, the writer, and the text, and emphasizes 

their roles in the process of making sense of print. The 

absence of any of the participants can render the process and 

makes it less productive. In order to make sense of print, 

all these participants join forces and team up in one 

"unitary psycholinguistic process**, which is flexible 

according to purpose, audience, content, proficiency, 

language, and orthography (Goodman, 1994). 
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As Goodman points out, although the text has no 

meaning in itself, its characteristics are important and 

useful for both the reader and the writer. In describing the 

relationship that exists among the reader, the writer, and 

the written texts, Goodman (1994) states: 

Texts are constructed by authors to be 
comprehended by readers. The meaning is in the 
author and the reader. The text has a 
potential to evoke meaning but has no meaning 
in itself; meaning is not a characteristic of 
texts. This does not mean the characteristics 
of the text are unimportant or that either 
writer or reader are independent of them. How 
well the writer constructs the text and how 
well the reader reconstructs it and constructs 
meaning will influence comprehension. But 
meaning does not pass between writer and 
reader. It is represented by a writer in a 
text and constructed from a text by a reader. 
Characteristics of writer, text, and reader 
will all influence the resultant meaning, (p. 
1103) 

In the process of producing texts, writers are 

influenced by both their own characteristics and the 

characteristics of their readers. In addition to that, 

writers are also constrained by their own experiences, 

values, concepts, and schemata. These factors affect the 

text, so that it becomes a mirror that reflects the writer's 

intentions and purposes. This complex nature of the 

relationship between the reader and the writer is 

fascinating, since it usually does not involve a face-to-face 

conversation; rather, all the messages are conveyed through 

the construction and the reconstruction of the meaning 

embedded in the written text, the only medium between the 
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reader and the writer. Goodman defines such relationship as 

a contract between the reader and the writer: 

In literacy events there is a kind of unstated 
contract between the reader and the writer 
(Grice, 1975). From the writer's point of 
view, this contract means that the reader 
wants to understand and will try to do so. No 
text can be so successfully constructed by a 
writer that it can be coo^>rehended without the 
reader actively trying to make sense of it. 
The writer can create only a potential for 
con^rehending by making effective use of the 
forms and structures of written language to 
express articulate ideas appropriate for and 
comprehensible to the intended audience. An 
effective text is one that not only expresses 
the author's meaning, but is comprehensible to 
others. It must be a full enough 
representation of the meaning to suit the 
needs, backgroiind, schemata, and interests of 
the readers. That's the other side of the 
writer-reader contract: readers expect writers 
to be trying to say something sensible in a 
sensible manner. (Goodman, 1994, p. 1104) 

It is evident from the c[uote above that the contract 

between the reader and the writer in the literacy event is a 

clear manifestation of the cooperative principle in 

conversation proposed by Grice (1975). Grice has pointed out 

four "maxims" which speakers adhere to and constitute a major 

part of the cooperative principle of conversation. The four 

maxims of conversation as Grice suggests them are: (1) 

quantity: make your conversational contribution as 

informative as is required for the current purposes of the 

exchange, but do not make your contribution more informative 

than is required; (2) quality: do not say what you believe to 

be false, and do not say that for which you lack adequate 
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evidence; (3) relevance: make your contributions relevant to 

the current purposes of the exchange; and (4) manner: make 

your contributions clear and comprehensible. These four 

maxims of conversation are general principles that underlie 

the efficient cooperative use of language (i.e. Cooperative 

Principle). Within the framework of these maxims, the writer 

is expected to make his/her writings as informative as is 

required for the current purpose of the text, truthful, 

relevant, clear, and comprehensible. 

Reading: The Non-holistic Perspective 

Whereas the holistic perspective of the reading 

process (i.e. The Goodman Model of Reading) values all the 

participants in the literacy event and emphasizes their roles 

and contributions to the reading process, the non-holistic 

perspective of the reading process emphasizes the role of 

text and almost does not assign any importance to the other 

participants, the reader and the writer. The non-holistic 

perspective of the reading process is manifested in the word 

recognition models which treat reading as a sequential word 

identification process, and thus, represent a pre-Copernican 

view of reading. The central role of word recognition and the 

very peripheral roles which such bottom-up models assign for 

both the reader and the context are evident in the following 

quotes: 

Word recognition is the foundation of the 
reading process . . . bottom-up models, in 
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contrast to top-do%m and interactive models, 
hold that context has its effects after word 
recognition has taken place. Thus, any 
evidence of an effect of context on word 
recognition itself is an argument against 
bottom-up models. (Gough, 1984, pp. 225-244) 

Research continues to indicate that word 
recognition is the foimdational process of 
reading . . . , skill at word recognition is 
so central to the total reading process that 
it can serve as a proxy diagnostic for 
instructional methods. That is, while it is 
possible for adequate word recognition skill 
to be accompanied by poor comprehension 
abilities, the converse virtually never 
occurs. It has never been empirically 
demonstrated, nor is it theoretically 
expected, that some instructional innovation 
could result in good reading comprehension 
without the presence of at least adequate word 
recognition ability. Since word recognition 
skill will be a by-product of any successful 
approach to developing reading ability -
whether or not the approach specifically 
targets word recognition - lack of skill at 
recognizing words is always a reasonable 
predictor of difficulties in developing 
reading comprehension ability (Stanovich, 
1991, p. 418) 

It is clear that, according to the word recognition 

models of reading, what readers bring to the reading event is 

almost peripheral compared to their ability to recognize 

letters/words and "decode" them accurately. This section is 

intended to discuss the non-holistic perspective of the 

reading process through examining a number of word 

recognition models and highlighting the main assumptions 

embedded in such models regarding the role of the reader, the 

role of the text, and the role of the context. 
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Gouah's One Second of Reading Model 

Gough's One Second of Reading Model (1972) is grounded 

in the information processing framework, according to which 

^'the human being is viewed as a communication channel with a 

capacity for taking in information from sensory organs, such 

as the eyes and ears, and then transforming, storing, 

retrieving, and finally using this information when it is 

needed" (Samuels & Kamil, 1984, p. 190). According to Gough's 

model, the reading process starts with an eye fixation on the 

printed words: 

Reading begins with an eye fixation. The 
reader's eyes focus on a point slightly 
indented from the beginning of the line, and 
they remain in that fixation for some 250 msec 
(Tinker 1958). Then they will sweep 1-4 
degrees of visual angle (say 10-12 letter 
spaces) to the right, in a saccadic movement 
consuming 10-23 msec, and a new fixation will 
begin. Barring regressions, and ignoring 
return sweeps (which take 40-54 msec), this 
sequence will be repeated as long as reading 
continues [up to at least six hours according 
to Carmichael and Dearborn (1947) ] . When the 
initial fixation is achieved, a visual pattern 
is reflected onto the retina. This sets in 
motion an intricate sequence of activity in 
the visual system, culminating in the 
formation of an icon. (Gough, 1972, p. 332) 

The visual pattern, or the iconic representation as 

Gough calls it, persists for a brief period of time on the 

retina after the stimulus vanishes. This iconic image is an 

^^unidentified" or "precategorical" visual image, consisting 

of bars, slits, edges, curves, angles, and breaks. After the 

formation of the iconic image, letter identification takes 
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place/ and it is very rapid;" . . . even unrelated letters 

can be recovered from the icon at rates of 10-20 msec per 

letter" (Gough, 1972/ p. 333) . Moreover, based on a number of 

studies which examined the relationship between length of 

words and visual recognition (e.g./ Stewart et al./ 1969; 

Gough & Stewart/ 1970)/ Gough (1972) states, see no reason 

then, to reject the assumption that we do read letter by 

letter. In fact/ the weight of the evidence persuades me that 

we do so serially/ from left to right (cf. White 1969). Thus 

I will assume that the letters in the icon emerge serially/ 

one every 10 or 20 msec into some form of character register" 

(p. 335) . 

According to Gough/ the fxindamental problem of reading 

is to explain how the reader goes from the context of the 

character register to the lexicon (i.e., how letters are 

associated with meanings). Gough refers to this process as 

the mapping problem, and he provides two possibilities to 

overcome this problem: (1) the reader goes directly from 

print to meaning/ and (2) the reader goes from print to 

meaning through speech. In fact/ Gough goes further and 

offers a third '^abstract" possibility for such route, where 

he suggests that ^^the Reader maps characters, not onto 

speech, but rather onto a string of systematic phonemes, in 

the sense of Chomsky and Halle (1968)" (Gough, 1972, p. 337). 

Once lexical entries are ultimately reached, readers 

will understand the words of the sentence serially from left 
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to right. Although such explanation seems to be inadequate to 

account for ambiguous words in sentences, and suggests t.hat 

such words would be misunderstood by readers, Gough argues 

that this is indeed the case and claims that 

. . . , lexical search would appear to be a 
parallel process, with the race going to the 
swift. When the first entry is located, its 
contents are accepted as the reading of the 
word until it proves incompatible with 
subsequent data; in the case of a 
systematically ambiguous word, its grammatical 
category can remain imspecified until further 
information is provided, (p. 339) 

The lexical entries from the individual words in a 

sentence must be stored in primary memory until they can be 

organized into a larger xinit. The primary memory contains 

lexical items along with their phonological, syntactic, and 

semantic information. In other words, the primary memory 

. would become the working memory for the mechanisms of 

sentence comprehension" (p. 340). 

The LaBerae-Samuels^ Automaticitv Model of Reading 

The LaBerge-Samuels' model of reading (1974, 1994) is 

also grounded in the framework of information processing. In 

their model, LaBerge and Samuels characterize reading as an 

automatic information process, which strongly depends on 

attention. Attention is at the heart of the LaBerge-Samuels' 

model of reading, and it functions as almost the main 

determiner of reading ability. As Samuels (1994) points out, 

although external aspects of attention, such as orientation 
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of sensory receptors are important/ the internal aspects of 

attention are more crucial and essential in their model. 

Although external aspects of attention are 
important to learning and conqprehension, the 
internal aspects are even more crucial and 
represent the core component of the LaBerge-
Samuels' model. External aspects of attention 
such as orientation of sensory receptors 
Indicate that internal processing of 
information is talcing place; when a person's 
eyes are glued to a book/ we assume he or she 
is internally processing the information on 
the page and trying to construct meaning form 
it. The internal characteristics of attention 
are far more difficult to describe, (p. 818) 

According to LaBerge and Samuels/ internal attention 

has three characteristics: (1) alertness - the active attempt 

to come in contact with sources of information; (2) 

selectivity - the ability to pay attention to selective 

stimuli among multiple/ competing ones; and (3) limited 

capacity - the limited amount of attention available for 

information processing. In this sense, attention is viewed as 

the effort or energy used to process information. 

Accordingly, Automaticity could be defined as the ability to 

accomplish a task with little attention. 

One way to think of automaticity is that it 
represents the ability to perform a task with 
little attention. The critical test of 
automaticity is that the task, which at the 
beginning stage of learning could only be 
performed by itself/ can now be performed 
along with one or more other tasks. (Samuels, 
1994, p. 819) 

Within the LaBerge-Samuels' framework, the reading 

process is viewed as a two-step procedure: (1) decoding - the 
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process of translating printed words into spoken wordS/ which 

are not necessarily uttered out loud/ and (2) comprehension -

understanding the meaning of the printed text. In describing 

how the reader comprehends a sentence/ Samuels (1994) writes/ 

In comprehending a sentence one must be able 
to interrelate and combine the separate 
meanings of each of its words. From this point 
of view, comprehension is a constructive 
process of synthesis and putting word meanings 
together in special ways^ much as individual 
bricks are combined in the construction of a 
house. Whereas one may go from print to the 
meanings of individual words automatically, it 
is the acts of integrating, relating, and 
combining these meanings in the uni^e ways 
demanded by sentences that is required for 
comprehension, (p. 820) 

The LaBerge-Samuels' automaticity model of reading has 

four components: (1) visual memory (VM), (2) phonological 

memory (PM), (3) episodic memory (EM), and (4) semantic 

memory (SM) . Samuels (1994) provides the following 

description for the relationship among these components and 

the mechanism of the model: 

The first component is visual memory (VM), 
where the visual information from the text is 
processed. Next, there is phonological memory 
(PM) where the auditory representations of the 
visual codes are processed. Since all 
information arrives in some context, episodic 
memory (EM) records contextual details 
pertaining to time and place. In order to 
process information, attention is required; 
. . . .Finally, there is semantic memory (SM), 
where knowledge of all kinds is stored, (p. 
824) 
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Theoretical Perspectives: A Siimmary 

In this chapter, two theoretical perspectives on 

reading were discussed: the holistic perspective and the non-

holistic perspective. The holistic perspective, as 

represented in this study by The Goodman Model of Reading, 

emphasizes and values the roles of the participants in the 

literacy event: the reader, the writer, and the written text, 

and views reading as a psycholinguistic process that involves 

an interaction between language and thought. The non-holistic 

perspective, on the other hand, represented by the word 

recognition models of reading (e.g., Gough 1972; LaBerge & 

Samuels 1974) emphasizes the role of the text, and assigns 

marginal roles for both the reader and the context. According 

to such models, reading is viewed as a decoding process that 

involves a linear identification of letters and words. As 

siobsequent chapters will reveal, reading is not a linear 

process that involves decoding; rather, it is a 

psycholinguistic process that involves an ongoing transaction 

between the reader and the written text. This transaction is 

influenced by both the characteristics of the text plus the 

reader's understanding of the context of the reading event 

and the guesses which he/she makes in the course of reading. 
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CHAPTER 3 

ARABIC LANGUAGE: A BRIEF SKETCH 

Arabic is a Semitic language spok«n in a large area 

including North Africa, most of the Arabian Peninsula, and 

other parts of the Middle East. It is ttie language of the 

Holy Qur'an and it represents the religious language of all 

Muslims throughout the world. Whereas Classical Arabic/Modern 

standard Arabic are the forms of Arabic used in writing in 

all Arab countries, colloquial Arabic is the form used for 

speaking. Colloquial Arabic includes many spoken dialects, 

some of which are mutually unintelligible. The main dialect 

groups are those of Arabia, Iraq, Syria^ Egypt, and North 

Africa. Most of these dialect groups have been strongly 

influenced by Classical Arabic. 

This chapter provides a brief sketch of Arabic 

language. It is intended to familiarize tHe reader with some 

of the main linguistic aspects of Arabic, and reveal the 

multi-tier nature of the Arabic orthograpliic system. For the 

sake of clarity, the chapter is divided into nine sections: 

the diglossic situation, phonology (i.e. sound system), 

morphology (i.e. word structure), morphemic tier, syntax 

(i.e. word order), Arabic writing, the Axabic script, the 

Arabic alphabet, and the diacritic system used in Arabic. In 

addition to providing the reader with a brief description of 

Arabic language, the chapter is also intended to illustrate 
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the iinlqueness of Arabic and other Semitic languages and show 

how they differ from European languages, especially in terms 

of their orthographies. The discussion in this chapter 

clearly shows the multi-tier nature of Arabic orthography 

(i.e. the existence of two interrelated tiers: a letter-tier 

and a diacritic-tier), and thus, reveals both the 

significance of and the justification for the methods used in 

data collection for the present study. 

The Diglossic Situation 

Arabic language represents a clear example of 

diglossia, "a linguistic situation where two divergent 

varieties of the same language co-occur within the same 

commvinity and serve different communicative functions" (Eid, 

1990, p. 6). The two divergent varieties here are Classical 

Arabic and the colloquial dialects. This diglossic situation 

is an obvious characteristic found and practiced throughout 

the Arab world. 

The term 'diglossia* was first introduced into English 

by Ferguson (1959), 

The term "diglossia" is introduced here, 
modeled on the French dialossie, which has 
been applied to this situation, since there 
seems to be no word in regular use for this in 
English; other languages of Europe generally 
use the word for "bilingualism" in this 
special sense as well. (pp. 1-2) 

Ferguson's characterization of diglossia has been 

accomplished through "picking out four speech communities and 
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their languages . . . which clearly belong in this category, 

and describing features shared by them which seem relevant to 

the classification" (Ferguson, 1959, p. 2) . The four 

languages selected by Ferguson were Arabic, Modern Greek, 

Swiss German, and Haitian Creole. With regard to Arabic 

diglossia, Eid (1990) points out that "... diglossia has 

been characteristic of the Arabic speech communities since 

our earliest records of Arabic" (p. 7). 

In describing the diglossic situation in the four 

languages (e.g., Arabic; Modern Greek; Swiss German; Haitian 

Creole), Ferguson (1959) assigns the terms "high" (H) variety 

and "low" (L) varieties to represent the superposed variety 

and the regional dialects, respectively. In the case of 

Arabic diglossia, the high variety is Classical Arabic, 

whereas the low varieties are the many colloquial dialects. 

As Ferguson points out, "One of the most important features 

of diglossia is the specialization of function for H and L. 

In one set of situations only H is appropriate and in another 

only L, with the two sets overlapping only very slightly" (p. 

5). As an illustration, Ferguson provides the following list 

of possible situations and the type of variety they normally 

require; 
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H L 

Sermon in church or mosque X 
Instructions to servants, waiters, X 
Workmen, clerks 
Personal letter X 
Speech in parliament, political speech X 
University lecture X 
Conversation with family, friends, X 
Colleagues 
News broadcast X 
Radio "soap opera" X 
Newspaper editorial, news story, X 
Caption on picture 
Caption on political cartoon X 
Poetry X 
Folk literature X 
(Ferguson, 1959, p. 5) 

In addition to the different functions of the "high" 

variety and "low" varieties, they also differ in terms of 

prestige, literary heritage, acquisition, standardization, 

stability, grammar, lexicon, and phonology (Ferguson, 1959). 

With regard to prestige, the "high" variety of the language 

is usually considered superior to the "low" variety of the 

same language. In Arabic, the "high" variety (i.e. Classical 

Arabic) is usually considered superior to the "low" varieties 

(i.e. colloquial dialects), even by those who know little 

about Classical Arabic. Ferguson (1959) makes this notion 

very explicit in the following quote: 

Speakers of Arabic, for example, may say 
(in L) that so-and-so doesn't know Arabic. 
This normally means he doesn't know H, 
although he may be a fluent, effective speaker 
of L. If a non-speaker of Arabic asks an 
educated Arab for help in learning to speak 
Arabic the Arab will normally try to teach him 
H forms insisting that these are the only one 
to use. Very often, educated Arabs will 
maintain that they never use L at all, in 
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spite of the fact that direct observation 
shows that they use it constantly in all 
ordinary conversation. . . . 

Even where the feeling of the reality and 
superiority of H is not so strong, there is 
usually a belief that H is somehow more 
beautiful/ more logical, better able to 
express important thoughts, and the like. And 
this belief is held also by speakers whose 
command of H is quite limited, (pp. 6-7) 

Whereas all the Arabic colloquial dialects (i.e. the 

"low" varieties) are acquired by children in a "natural" way 

from an early age through interaction with parents, members 

of the family, and friends. Classical Arabic (i.e. the "high" 

variety) is usually introduced by the means of formal 

education. As a consequence, the level of proficiency in the 

colloquial dialect a child achieves is usually higher than 

the proficiency he/she achieves in Classical Arabic. 

This important difference in acquisition of **high" and 

*^low" varieties led Ferguson to speculate that, "It seems 

unlikely that any change toward full utilization of H could 

take place without a radical change in this pattern of 

acquisition. For example, those Arabs who ardently desire to 

have L replaced by H for all functions can hardly expect this 

to happen if they are unwilling to speak H to their children" 

(p. 9) . 

Upon a reasonable discussion of the main 

characteristic features of diglossia, Ferguson provides the 

following definition: 

DIGLOSSIA is a relatively stable language 
situation in which, in addition to the primary 
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dialects of the lanmiaae (which mav include a 
standard or regional standards) . there is a 
very divergent. highly codified (often 
grammatically more CgffiPlg?t) 9WmQS9<A 
variety, the vehicle of a large and respected 
body of written literature. either of ^ 
earlier period or in another speech community. 
which is learned largely bv formal education 
and is used for most written and formal spoken 
purposes but is not used bv any sector of the 
community for ordinary conversation, (p. 16) 

Phonology: Sound System 

The sound system of Arabic is different from the sound 

system of English and other European languages. It is 

different because it includes a number of distinctive sounds 

(e.g./ pharyngeal and uvular fricatives) and some velarized 

consonants/ which are pronoiinced with accompanying 

constriction of the pharynx and raising the back of the 

tongue. These distinctive sounds usually represent a 

difficulty in production for English learners of Arabic. The 

consonantal system of Classical Arabic is illustrated in 

table 1 (Al-Karouri, 1996, p. xvii). 

Morphology: Word Structure 

With regard to Arabic word structure, an Arabic word 

would usually consist of two parts: (1) the root/ which is 

usually composed of three consonants and provides the basic 

lexical meaning of the word (a four-consonant root is also 

possible), and (2) the pattern, which consists of vowels and 

gives grammatical meaning to the word. As Harris (1946) 
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Table 1. The Consonantal System of Classical Arabic 

i I J ij 1 Jl 1 II 1 1 J } 
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w 
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t 
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k q 

z 

i 

h 

t 
h 

states# "in Classical Arabic, root fth 'open' and pattern 

(i)—a- 'command* in iftah ilbaba 'open the door!* In all 

these environments we always find the sequence of some root 

plus some pattern; we never find a single morpheme here" (p. 

166) . Hence, since the concept of morpheme is usually 

assigned to the smallest meaningful grammatical unit/ any 

attempt to define the morpheme in Arabic has to take into 

consideration the two elements that need to be present at the 

same time in order to form a meaningful word. 

However, it might be possible to think of the 
complexity of both the root and matrix as "the 
minimally identifiable morphemic unit". This 
would be more in line with the notion of 
grammaticality in the definition of morpheme, 
because neither the Arabic 'root' or its vowel 
*matrix* is by itself a minimal grammatical 
unit. (Al-Karouri, 1996, pp. 44-45) 
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The exact meaning of a word usually depends on the 

type of combination between its root and the pattern attached 

to it. For example, the root Ktb combined with the pattern -

i-a- gives kltab ("book") whereas the same root combined with 

the pattern -a-i- gives katib ("one who writes", or "clerk") . 

The following example illustrates how such a combination 

between a root and a pattern functions as a powerful 

generative tool: 

RCX)T 

fhm 

—I i 1 
PATTERN PATTERN PATTERN 
CiaCaiCs Cia:C2iC3 CiaCzCaaCB 

fahim fa:him fahham 

"(he) understood" "one who understands" "made (someone) 
understand" 

It should be noted however that, by adding prefixes or 

suffixes or both to the same root fhm, the process becomes 

more productive. The following examples are provided as an 

exemplificatory demonstration of this notion, and they 

represent only some of the many possibilities that may be 

derived: 
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Table 2. Some Derivations of the Arabic Verb Root fhm 

mafhu:m 
?istafham 
?istafhamat 
?istafhama: 
?Istafhamata: 
Tistafhamu: 
?istafhamn 
?xstafhamta 
?istafhamti 

"understood" 
"he inquired" 
"she inquired" 
"they (masc./dual) incpiired" 
"they (femin/dual) inquired" 
"they inquired" 
"they (femin.) inquired" 
"you (masc./sg.) inquired" 
"you (femin/sg.) inquired" 

Morphemic Tier 

The multi-tier nature of the words in Semitic 

languages, such as Arabic and Hebrew, has triggered the 

extension of some phonological models in order to account for 

a number of problems encountered in the morphology of these 

languages. One of these models is autosegmental phonology, 

which differs from Chomsky's Soxind Pattern of English (SPE) 

model in many respects: 

The main concerns of autosegmental 
phonology differ from those of SPE. In the SPE 
model. . . , the main preoccupation was with 
rules that modify feature specifications in 
different ways; with the ways in which rules 
mapping underlying onto surface 
representations interact and with the degree 
to which underlying representations may differ 
form surface representations. 

In autosegmental phonology the focus 
shifts to ways in which phonological rules can 
change the ORGANISATION of phonological 
representations. In autosegmental phonology 
phonological representations are no longer 
seen as simple rows of segments, with all 
phonological processes taking place at one 
single level. Rather, they are regarded as 
complex arrays of (in principle independent) 
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elements arranged on different levels or 
TIERS. (Katamba, 1989, p. 196). 

McCarthy (1979), for exan^le, has suggested a 

morphemic tier for languages like Arabic and Hebrew. 

According to McCarthy's proposal/ the verb in Semitic 

languages needs to be recognized as consisting of coexistent 

representations on three separate tiers: (1) a skeletal tier 

(2) a consonantal tier, and (3) a vowel tier which contains 

the vowel pattern of the word. In order to form a word, both 

the consonantal tier and the vowel tier need to be linked to 

the skeletal tier. Within this framework, the three words 

fahim ("he understood"), fa:him ("one who understands"), and 

fahham ("made (someone) understand") may be presented as 

follows; 

Consonantal tier 

Skeletal tier 

Vowel tier 

Whereas the unmarked word order in most Arabic 

dialects is SVO as in the following example from Najdi 

dialect (the dialect spoken in the central part of Saudi 

Arabia) Ahmad sharab elasi:r ("Ahmad drank the juice"), the 

unmarked word order in Classical Arabic is VSO. The unmarked 

form of the previous sentence in Classical Arabic would be 

shariba Ahmado alasi:ra, with the verb shariba "(he) drank" 

f h m  f h m  f h h m  
I I I  I I I  I  I  I  I  
CVCVC CVCVC CVCCVC 
II II II 
a i a: i a a 

fahim fa :him fahham 

Syntax: Word Order 



74 

preceding the sxibject Ahmado "Ahmad", which is followed by 

the object alasi:ra "the juice". It is worth mentioning here 

that Classical Arabic differs in this respect from some other 

Semitic languages, such as Hebrew, in which the unmarked word 

order is SVO. 

In his treatment of word order and clause structure in 

Hebrew and Arabic, Shlonsky (1997) identifies SVO as the 

unmarked word order in both Hebrew and Palestinian Arabic, 

and points out that VSO is the unmarked word order in 

Classical Arabic. He then provides the following as an 

illustration of this notion: 

a. Mona Katva mixtav. Hebrew 
b. Mona Katabat risaale. Palestinian Arabic 
c. Katabat Mona risaalatan. Standard Arabic 

'Mona wrote a letter*. (p. 7) 

It should be noted, however, that SVO is also possible 

in Classical Arabic, "SVO is a possible pattern in Standard 

Arabic root clauses as well as in clauses embedded under the 

indicative complemetizer ?xnna/?anna. It is a question of 

some interest as to whether this pattern is produced in the 

same fashion as in, for example, Hebrew, and whether SVO is 

uniquely a form of Topicalization or Focalization" (Shlonsky, 

1997, p. 8). 

Arabic Writing 

Writing in Arabic is manifested in the use of two 

"writing forms", so to speak. These two writing forms are 

Classical Arabic and Modern Standard Arabic, which both 
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differ from the many "spoken" varieties of Arabic used 

throughout the Arab world (i.e. dialects), in terms of 

lexicon, style, phonology, syntax, and sociolinguistic 

fvmction (Saad, 1982}. 

In discussing the main characteristics of these 

language varieties and the differences that exist among them, 

Saad (1982) provides the following description of Classical 

Arabic, Modern Standard Arabic, and the colloquial Arabic 

dialects: 

Classical Arabic (henceforth CA) is the 
revered language of the Holy Koran, and the 
language of pre-Islamic poetry and post-
Islamic poetry, literature, philosophy, 
theology, mathematics, sciences, etc. 

Modern Standard Arabic (henceforth MSA) , 
also Icnown as Modern Written Arabic and Modern 
Literary Arabic, is the uniform variety of 
Arabic which is used all over the Arabic 
speaking world as the usual medium of written 
communication in books, periodicals, journals, 
magazines, newspapers, signs, business and 
personal letters. MSA is also used as the 
medium of oral communication on the stage, in 
radio and television broadcasts, in formal 
speeches, public and university lectures, 
learned debates, conferences, in some songs, 
and in general on occasions accompanied by 
some degree of formality and solemnity. 

The collo(^ial Ar^ic dialects, on the 
other hand, which differ considerably among 
themselves and from place to place are used 
for everyday oral communication by all the 
people of the dialect area. (p. 3) 

Since the phonology and morphology of Modern Standard Arabic 

have been taken over from Classical Arabic without change, 

the orthography of both Classical Arabic and Modern Standard 

Arabic are essentially the same (Bauer, 1996). 
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The Arabic Script 

The Arabic script runs from right to left, and due to 

its cursive nature, letters within the same word have to be 

joined wherever possible. However, there are few exceptions 

to this rule: the letters corresponding to the 

transliterations a, d, sir 2^ and w (which represent the 

sounds [?], [d] [j], [r], [z], and [w], respectively) cannot 

be joined to the following letter, and this is why minimal 

spaces may occur in the middle of a word. These minimal 

spaces are smaller than the spaces that set the words apart. 

Other than the six letters mentioned above, "each letter may 

occur in four different positions: initial, medial, final, 

and isolated (as when a letter is the last letter of a word 

and is preceded by one of the six letters not joinable on the 

left side)" (Bauer, 1996, p. 559). 

The Arabic Alphabet 

The Arabic alphabet is composed of twenty eight 

letters (see i^pendix A for the complete list) , and it 

exhibits a neat match between letters and consonants, where 

"each letter represents one consonant of the Arabic language, 

and each consonant is represented by exactly one letter" 

(Bauer, 1996, p. 561). However, there are some exceptions to 

this systematic observation: the letters corresponding to the 

transliterations w, y, and a (which represent the sounds [w], 

[y], and [a], respectively) are used to represent not only 
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the consonants [w], [y] and [?], but also the three long 

vowels of Arabic, [u:], [i:]# and [a:], respectively. Due to 

this particular observation and the absence of consonant 

gemination, Bauer (1996) suggests that the Arabic script 

should not be described as "consonantal"; "Though there are 

no basic characters for the short vowels, the common 

designation of the Arabic script as 'consonantal' is 

incorrect, since the long vowels are represented but 

consonant gemination is not" (p. 561). The question which 

arises now is: how do Arabic and similar languages express 

short vowels and consonant gemination in writing? They do 

that through the use of diacritics. 

The Diacritic System 

In her description of Hebrew orthography, Landsmann 

(1990) states that "vowels as well as accents are not 

indicated by graphemes but rather by a secondary marking 

system of little dots and tiny lines inserted beneath, above, 

or within the graphemes" (p. 26) . The same could be said 

about Arabic except that in Arabic the diacritics are 

inserted either beneath or above the graphemes only. In 

Arabic, both short vowels and consonant gemination are 

expressed through the use of an added system of diacritics. 

Bauer (1996) points out that this diacritic system represents 

"One of the most characteristic features of Arabic and 

related scripts (Hebrew, Aramaic)" (p. 562). 



78 

The Arabic diacritic system is composed of five main 

marks, which are placed above or below a basic letter: fathah 

(---)/ kasrah dammah sukun and shaddah 

(---)/ (the line represents the basic letter stratum) . 

Whereas the first three marks are used to represent the short 

vowels [a], [i], and [u], respectively (Saad, 1982), the 

fourth mark (i.e. sukun) is used to indicate vowellessness. 

Although the kasrah can occur both above or below the basic 

letter strat\im, the three marks fathah, dammah, and sukun can 

occur only above this stratiom. The fifth mark (i.e. shaddah) 

is used to express consonant gemination, and it may be 

combined with one of the short-vowel marks. Like fathah, 

dammah, and sukun, shaddah is also eligible to occur only 

above the basic letter stratum. If the shaddah is combined 

with fathah, it will occur below it (---), but if the shaddah 

is combined with kasrah, this will make the kasrah move to be 

over the basic letter stratum, and the shaddah will be placed 

over it (---) . When shaddah is combined with dammah, it will 

occur below it (---) . As Bauer (1996) points out, these 

diacritics are used in a very restricted way: 

They are used throughout the text only in the 
Qur'an, less consistently in other 
authoritative religious texts, in editions of 
classical poetry and in textbooks for primary 
education, and occasionally in linguistically 
rather complex texts to avoid ambiguities. In 
book titles, letterheads, nameplates, etc., 
they may be used for decorative purposes. But 
they are virtually never applied in 
newspapers, ordinary books, or private 
documents, (p. 562) 
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When these diacritics are employed in texts / every 

phoneme of the language is unambiguously represented, but in 

texts where such diacritics are not employed and only basic 

letters are used/ a certain ambiguity arises, since more than 

one interpretation is possible. For example, a triliteral 

consonantal verb root like sh-r-b can be read as a verb in 

the active form, either as shariba 'he drank' or sharraba 'he 

made (someone) drink', and also as the passive forms shuriba 

'it was drunk (by someone) = someone drank it' or shurriba 

'someone made (him) drink'. It is clear that the placement of 

diacritics determines, to a certain extent, the meaning of 

the verb, and therefore, any misuse of such diacritics, 

especially the ones that accompany the final letter of a 

word, would usually shift the intended meaning of the 

message. 

Arabic Language: A Summary 

This chapter provided a brief sketch of Arabic, the 

language being investigated in the present study. The chapter 

started with a description of the sociolinguistic nature of 

Arabic language usage throughout the Arab world (i.e. 

diglossia). A number of the main linguistic features of 

Arabic were then briefly discussed (e.g., phonology; 

morphology; syntax). The chapter ended with an extensive 

discussion of the Arabic orthographic system, which included 

descriptions of Arabic writing, the Arabic script, the Arabic 
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alphabet/ and the diacritic system. Due to its significance 

and relevance to the present study, special emphasis was 

given to the multi-tier nature of Arabic orthography. This 

important characteristic distinguishes Arabic and other 

Semitic languages from European ones, and hence, calls for a 

new methodology to study the reading process in such 

languages. 
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CHAPTER 4 

INVESTIGATING THE READING PRCXTESS IN ARABIC: 

AN EMERGING MULTI-TIER METHODOLOGY 

This chapter provides an accoiuit of research 

hypotheses, the selection of participants for the study, the 

materials used for data collection, the tasks designed and 

how they were carried out. The procedures followed for data 

presentation and analysis are also discussed in this chapter. 

Research Hypotheses 

The research hypotheses for the present study are 

stated under the research questions specified in the section 

on the questions of the study. For easy reference, the 

questions are repeated before the hypotheses as follows: 

Question 1: How does the absence/presence of diacritics 

affect the readers' performance on the 

reading tasks? 

Hypothesis 1: The absence of diacritics will make reading 

faster, but accompanied by a number of 

miscues, especially at the level of 

diacritics. The presence of diacritics will 

make reading slower, but with fewer 

miscues, especially at the level of 

diacritics. 
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Question 2: How do Arabic readers assign phonology and 

inflectional features in reading immarked 

(normal) texts? 

Hypothesis 2: Arabic readers use their linguistic 

knowledge in assigning phonology and 

inflectional features in reading unmarked 

(normal) texts. Skillful readers will be 

able to determine almost all the possible 

readings for an unmarked text (i.e. a 

sentence) by placing the diacritics in 

various ways. 

Participants 

Fifteen readers participated in the study. All fifteen 

readers were from Saudi Arabia, where Arabic is considered 

the only official language for both spoken and written uses. 

Upon the completion of the background questionnaire by twenty 

individuals (Appendix B) / the fifteen readers were selected. 

In order to control the generalizations of the study, 

all fifteen readers were middle class male undergraduate 

students, who were enrolled at The University of Arizona in 

Tucson, Arizona. They were all Muslims, and their ages ranged 

from 19-25: 19 (R8 & R9) ; 20 (R2, R5, R7, RIO, Rll, & R13); 

21 (R12 & R15); 22 (R3, R6, 6 R14); 24 (Rl); 25 (R4). 

With regard to readers' dialects, five Saudi dialects 

were involved in the present study: Janobi dialect (i.e. the 



83 

Saudi dialect used in the southern part of Saudi Arabia), 

Shemali dialect (i.e. the Saudi dialect used in the northern 

part of Saudi Arabia)# Najdi dialect (i.e. the Saudi dialect 

used in the central part of Saudi Arabia), Sharqi dialect 

(i.e. the Saudi dialect used in the eastern part of Saudi 

Arabia)# and Hijazi dialect (i.e. the Saudi dialect used in 

the western part of Saudi Arabia) . Five of the readers spoke 

Janobi dialect (Rl# R2, R3# R5# & R12)/ four spoke Shemali 

dialect (R4# R6# Rll & R15), three spoke Najdi dialect (R8, 

R9, & RIO), two spoke Sharqi dialect (R7 & R13) # and one 

spoke Hijazi dialect (R14). There are no ̂ class" differences 

among these dialects# and although they are mutually 

intelligible# they exhibit some phonological and syntactic 

differences. All the fifteen participants had twelve years of 

formal instruction in Classical Arabic. 

In order to ensure the authenticity and validity of 

the data# and to avoid explicit linguistic knowledge 

influence on the kind of behavior under investigation 

(reading)# all fifteen readers were selected from majors 

other than the ones related to language/Unguis tics: seven 

from Mechanical Engineering (Rl# R6# RIO# Rll# R12# R13# & 

R15) # four from Electrical Engineering (R3# R4# R8# & R14)# 

one from Accounting (R2)# one from Computer Science (R5) # one 

from Computer Engineering (R7)# and one from Business 

Management (R9) . All fifteen readers were informed that they 

were participating in a linguistic study. They were also 
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informed that their participation was entirely voliontary, and 

that they could withdraw at any time during the study. For 

the sake of easy reference, table 3 provides a summary of the 

readers' backgrounds. 

Table 3. Readers^ Backgrounds 

Reader Country Gender Age Language Dialect Education 

R1 Saudi Male 24 
First Second 

Janobi High School R1 Saudi Male 24 
Arabic English 

Janobi High School 

R2 99 20 99 99 Janobi 99 

R3 m 99 22 99 99 Janobi 99 

R4 m 99 25 99 99 Shemali 99 

R5 m 99 20 99 99 Janobi 99 

R6 99 99 22 99 99 Shemali 99 

R7 m 99 20 99 99 Sharqi 99 

R8 m 99 19 99 99 Najdi 99 

R9 m 99 19 99 99 Najdi 99 

RIO m 99 20 99 99 Najdi 99 

Rll m 99 20 99 99 Shemali 99 

R12 St 99 21 99 99 Janobi 99 

R13 n 99 20 99 99 Sharqi 99 

R14 99 99 22 99 99 Hijazi 99 

R15 99 99 
21 1 99 Shemali 99 

Researcher's Background 

I, the researcher, share the same religion, language, 

and culture of the fifteen participants. I am a Muslim, and 

my native language is Arabic. As a Saudi, I am aware of the 

Saudi culture that is shared by all the fifteen participants. 

This shared culture, along with my background in linguistics. 
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were helpful to me in terms of understanding the readers' 

input and interpreting the data. 

Design and Procedures 

In order to investigate the questions of the study, 

and due to the multi-tier nature of Arabic orthography, I 

designed three tasks for the purpose of data collection. The 

three tasks are the Diacritic Placement Task (DPT), the 

Arabic Text Reading Task (ATRT), and Playback Interviews. 

All the three tasks were accomplished with each reader 

individually in one session. Each reader was first given the 

DPT, followed by the ATRT, and finally interviewed. To ensure 

the validity of the data collected, readers were informed not 

to share the details of the tasks with others. The following 

paragraphs provide a brief description for each of these 

three tasks, and show how they were carried out. 

The Diacritic Placement Task (DPT) 

I designed the DPT (Appendix C) to investigate the 

issue of ambiguity usually associated with normal isolated 

sentences that include no diacritics at all, and are thus 

subject to various interpretations, depending on how Arabic 

readers tend to disambiguate such sentences. The DPT, thus, 

was used to reveal and to shed light on how Arabic readers 

assign phonology and inflectional features in reading 

unmarked (normal) texts. Unmarked (normal) Arabic texts 
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(e.g., a sentence or a paragraph) are the forms usually used 

in Modem Standard Arabic, and they have no diacritics. 

The DPT involved a writing activity that was to be 

completed in 15 minutes (3 minutes per sentence) . Most of the 

readers, however, finished the DPT within 10 minutes. In this 

writing activity, each of the fifteen readers was given 5 

Arabic written short sentences. Each of these 5 sentences was 

a grammatical Arabic sentence consisting of two syntactic 

components (i.e. a verb and a noiin) . Each sentence was 

written in its usual form in Modern Standard Arabic with no 

diacritics. The five Arabic sentences on the DPT are: 

.  . 2  

. 3  

.Sjaijl .4 

. 5  

The transliterations for the five Arabic sentences are 

as follows: 

1. Ictbt alrisa:lah. 

2. shrbt alasi:r. 

3. ?]clt altuffarhah. 
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4. drbt alqitah. 

5. ?kl alwalad. 

The readers were then asked to provide (in writing 

using diacritics) all the possible interpretations (readings) 

for each of the 5 sentences by placing the proper diacritics 

in their appropriate positions on the verb component only 

(the transliterations, including the vowels which represent 

the diacritics/ for the 5 Arabic sentences along with their 

possible readings are listed in Appendix D) . For example, 

when the readers were asked to add diacritics to the sentence 

^L-J\ ktht alrisa :lah (the first sentence on the DPT 

task)/ they could employ diacritics in 9 different ways that 

would provide 9 possible but different readings of the same 

sentence. The 9 possible Arabic Readings and their 

transliterations (including the vowels) of the sentence 

iiL-Ji\ ij: ktht alrisa:lah are provided below with the 

transliterations and translations following: 
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•I wrote the letter.' 

'I was forced (by someone) to write 

the letter.• 

'She wrote the letter.' 

'She was forced (by someone) to 

write the letter.' 

'You (masc./sg.) wrote the letter.' 

'You (masc./sg.) were forced (by 

someone) to write the letter.' 

'You (femin./sg.) wrote the 

letter.' 

h. kuttibti alrisazlah. 'You (femin./sg.) were forced (by 

someone) to write the letter.' 

i. kutlbat alrisa:lah. 'The letter was written (by 

someone).' 

Each of the 5 sentences used in the DPT task is 

ambiguous to the reader; that is, it can be read with several 

different meanings each of which is represented in oral 

language distinctly from the others. If the sentences were 

marked with diacritics, much of this ambiguity would 

disappear for the readers. One theory would hold that readers 

would consider all possibilities in choosing the appropriate 

a. katabtu alrisa:lah. 

b. kuttibtu alrisa:lah. 

c. Katabat alrisa:lah. 

d. kuttlbat alrisa:lah. 

e. katabta alzisa:lah. 

f. kuttibta alrisa:lah. 

g. katabti alrisazlah. 
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one. But if readers do not or cannot consider all 

possibilities/ then they must have some other means of 

selecting alternatives. 

The Arabic Text Reading Task (ATRT) 

I designed the ATRT to investigate the relationship 

between the absence/presence of diacritics and the readers' 

reading performance, and it involved two oral reading 

activities. In both activities, each of the fifteen readers 

was asked to read an Arabic passage orally. In the first 

activity, the reader was asked to read orally a normal 

version of the passage in which no diacritics were present 

(i.e. the unmarked version) . In the second activity, the same 

reader was asked to read orally the same passage he read in 

the first activity, but this time the version had all the 

appropriate diacritics (i.e. the marked version) (both 

versions of the passage are found in i^pendix E}. The same 

order was followed with all the readers, with the first 

activity (i.e. reading the unmarked version) preceding the 

second activity (i.e. reading the marked version). 

In order to investigate the relationship between the 

cibsence/presence of diacritics and reading behavior, both 

readings for each participant were audio-taped and then 

transcribed. Following K. Goodman and Burke (1973), the 

passage used in this task was a short story, which none of 

the readers has previously seen or heard, and it fulfilled 
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the condition of semantic iinity in terms of theme, plot, and 

storyline. Unlike fragments of text which are difficult to 

comprehend, this semantic unity makes a text authentic, 

predictable and comprehensible: 

We can make sense of what we read if it has 
this authenticity. That means that, as 
readers, we have a function and a purpose for 
reading. It means that we bring to the reading 
past experience with the field of the text and 
with the mode in this context, and that the 
tenor between writer and reader is one that 
makes communication possible. If the genre is 
unfamiliar, given enough experience with other 
authentic literacy events, we can learn to 
make sense of what we read. But if we meet 
texts or fragments of text out of context -
decontextualized language - we can neither 
comprehend nor learn to control the genre. (K. 
Goodman, 1996, pp. 27-28) 

Plavback Interviews 

Interviews are significant in that they provide the 

researcher with a powerful tool to investigate an issue, not 

only from his/her perspective, but also from the 

interviewee's perspective. An interview is a conversation 

where the outcome is a coproduction of the interviewer and 

the interviewee. 

If you want to know how people understand 
their world and their life, why not talk with 
them? In an interview conversation, the 
researcher listens to what people themselves 
tell about their lived world, hears them 
express their views and opinions in their own 
words, learns about their views on their work 
situation and family life, their dreams and 
hopes. The qualitative research interview 
attempts to understand the world from the 
subjects' points of view, to unfold the 
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meaning of peoples' experiences, to xincover 
their lived world prior to scientific 
explanations. (Kvale, 1996, p. 1) 

Yetta M. Goodman (1989) has extended the notion of an 

interview to the study of the reading process. The outcome 

has been Retrospective Miscue Analysis (RMA), whose main 

assumption is that students can use miscue analysis 

themselves to gain insights into themselves as readers. In 

defining retrospective miscue analysis and the major purposes 

it serves, Y. Goodman (1989) states: 

Retrospective miscue analysis is a tool that 
allows readers to become more aware of their 
own use of reading strategies and to 
appreciate their knowledge of the linguisitc 
systems they control as they respond to 
written texts. It provides readers with the 
opportunity to know themselves as readers, to 
observe and evaluate their transactions with 
texts, and to revalue their strengths as 
learners and language users.... 

Retrospective miscue analysis serves two 
major purposes. First, it can be used as an 
instructional tool to help readers build 
insights into themselves as readers and into 
the reading process in general. As an 
instructional tool it provides opportunities 
for self-evaluation for the student and 
evaluative information for the teacher that 
may be used to plan a reading program. Second, 
it can be used as a research tool to reveal 
information about the ways in which readers 
respond to their own miscues as they read and 
the degree to which a conscious awareness of 
the role of miscues influences reading 
development, (pp. 83-84) 

Upon the completion of the two tasks described above 

(i.e. the DPT and the ATRT), and in order to understand the 

Arabic reading process from the readers' perspective, each of 
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the fifteen readers was interviewed. The interviews were 

unstructured, and each of them took approximately one hour. 

Adopting a retrospective approach and following Labov and 

Fanshel (1977), these interviews were intended to function as 

playback interviews. 

In these playback interviews, each of the fifteen 

readers was asked to listen to his audio-taped readings (both 

versions), controlling the tape recorder to comment whenever 

he wished. The readers were also asked in these interviews to 

comment on their performance in the Diacritic Placement Task 

(DPT). In order to ensure the participants' comfort and 

interaction in this retrospective activity, each of them was 

asked to comment using his own dialect or any other dialect 

he felt most comfortable with. I also told them that I 

wanted to hear their own opinions and thoughts regarding both 

their performance in this study and their explanation of the 

"triggers" behind such a performance. The readers were 

cooperative and open in their contributions and provided many 

useful insights. 

Data Analysis 

This section is intended to familiarize the reader 

with some of the main concepts that have guided and informed 

the analysis in this study, in terms of the timing of data 

collection and analysis and reading the data. The procedures 
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followed for data presentation and the grounding of the 

analysis are also sketched in this section» 

gvidelines 

One of the main characteristics that distinguishes 

qualitative research from other research paradigms is the 

simultaneous interaction between data collection and 

analysis. Throughout this cross-sectional linguistic study of 

the reading process in AraibiC/ there was an. ongoing dynamic 

interaction between data collection and analysis. This 

practice is useful because it informs the researcher and 

guides him/her in his/her search for answers and 

explanations. 

A qualitative design is emergent: One does not 
know whom to interview, what to ask, or where 
to look next without analyzing data as they 
are collected. Hunches, working hypotheses, 
and educated guesses direct the investigator's 
attention to certain data and then to refining 
and/or verifying one's hunches. The process of 
data collection and analysis is recursive and 
dynamic. But this is not to say that the 
analysis is finished when all the data have 
been collected. Quite the opposite. Analysis 
becomes more intensive once all the data are 
in, even though analysis has been an ongoing 
activity. (Merriam, 1988, p. 123) 

With regard to analyzing and reading data. Mason 

(1996) points out that such a process can be accomplished on 

three reading levels: literal, interpretive, and reflexive. 

Many qualitative researchers, however, and due to the 

complexity of the social world, tend to read their data on 
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all three levels, and will not want to stop at a purely 

literal reading. As such, reading the data in this study was 

accomplished on all three levels. Mason defines these three 

readings as follows: 

If you are intending to ^read' your data 
literally, you will be interested in their 
literal form, content, structure, style, 
layout and so on. . . . 
An interpretive reading will involve you in 
constructing or docijmenting a version of what 
you think the data mean or represent, or what 
you think you can infer from them. . . . 
A reflexive reading will locate you as part of 
the data you have generated, and will seek to 
explore your role in the process of generation 
and interpretation of data. (p. 109} 

Moreover, though the analysis of the data collected in 

this study is grounded in linguistic theory, reading theory, 

and the readers' inputs from the playback interviews, it was 

accomplished, to an extent, through creating categories based 

on the similarities and differences evident in the readers' 

performance on the two tasks: the DPT and the ATRT. Following 

Glaser and Strauss (1967), the categories created in this 

study are conceptualizations that are indicated by the data 

and do not represent the data itself. 

The Diacritic Placement Task (DPT) 

Readers' responses on the DPT were summarized in terms 

of the number of possible readings provided by each reader 

for each of the 5 sentences. The responses are presented in 

tables, and then compared for similarities and differences. 
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in an attempt to discover some generalizations. The analysis 

was grounded in both linguistic theory and the readers' 

inputs from the playback interviews. 

The analysis of the readers' performance on the DPT 

was intended to answer the question on how Arabic readers 

assign phonology and inflectional features in reading 

unmarked (normal) sentences, and to test the hypothesis that 

they use their linguistic knowledge to accomplish this task, 

and that skillful readers will be able to determine almost 

all the possible readings for unmarked sentences by placing 

the diacritics in various ways. 

The Arabic Text Reading Task (ATRT) 

Rate of Reading. Both readings for each reader were 

compared in terms of the duration of time each took. Times 

for both readings are presented in tables and then analyzed. 

The analysis was grounded in reading theory and the readers' 

inputs from the playback interviews. 

Manner of Reading. Both readings for each reader were 

transcribed and then discussed in terms of the influence of 

the absence/presence of diacritics on the readers' reading 

performance. The analysis was grounded in linguistic theory, 

miscue analysis and the readers' inputs from the playback 

interviews. 

The analysis of the readers' performance on the ATRT 

was intended to answer the question on how the 
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absence/presence of diacritics affects reading behavior, and 

to test the hypothesis that the absence of diacritics will 

make reading faster, but accon^anied by a number of miscues, 

especially at the level of diacritics, whereas the presence 

of diacritics will make reading slower, but with fewer 

miscues, especially at the level of diacritics. 

Methodology: A Sxjmmary 

This chapter provided a detailed account of the 

methodology adopted in this study. Due to the multi-tier 

nature of Arabic orthography and the major role it plays in 

the reading process, a new methodology had to emerge. The 

methodology involved three tasks, the first two of which were 

totally new: the Diacritic Placement Task (DPT) and the 

Arabic Text Reading Task (ATRT) . The third task involved 

playback interviews in which readers reflected on their 

performance in both tasks. The chapter also discussed the 

selection and the backgrounds of the fifteen readers who 

participated in the study and the procedures followed for 

data analysis, which will be presented in more detail in the 

following chapter. 
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CHAPTER 5 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

In the previous chapters, the focus was mainly on the 

purpose of the study and the methodology that was adopted to 

answer the questions addressed. As stated earlier, the study 

aims at investigating the reading process in Arabic and 

answer the general question of how readers of Arabic 

construct meaning. To fulfill this goal, two siib-questions 

were posed: (1) how the absence/presence of diacritics 

affects the readers' performance on the reading tasks, and 

(2) how AraOdic readers assign phonology and inflectional 

features in reading unmarked (normal) texts. As was revealed 

in chapter four, in order to answer these two questions, and 

due to the multi-tier nature of Arabic orthography, a multi-

tier methodology was designed for the purpose of this study. 

The methodology involved three tasks: (1) The Diacritic 

Placement Task (DPT), (2) The Arabic Text Reading Task 

(ATRT), and (3) Playback interviews. 

This chapter provides a detailed analysis of the data 

collected in the present study. The chapter is divided into 

three sections: (1) the Diacritic Placement Task (DPT), (2) 

the Arabic Text Reading Task (ATRT), and (3) s\jmmary of the 

findings. Section one presents the findings from the DPT and 

provides an extensive analysis and discussion of these 

findings. The findings from the ATRT are then presented and 
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discussed in detail in section two. Section three provides a 

summary of the findings from both tasks. 

The Diacritic Placement Task (DPT) 

In the DPT, each of the fifteen readers was given 5 

Arabic written short sentences. Each of these 5 sentences was 

a grammatical ArcUQic sentence consisting of two syntactic 

components (i.e. a verb and a noun), and was written in its 

usual form in Modern Standard Arabic with no diacritics. The 

readers were asked to provide (in writing) all the possible 

readings (interpretations) for each of the 5 sentences, by 

placing the proper diacritics in their appropriate positions 

on the verb component only. The readers were given 15 minutes 

to complete this task, though most of them finished within 10 

minutes only. Since all the fifteen readers had twelve years 

of formal instruction in Classical Arabic, it was 

hypothesized that they would provide at least most of the 

possible readings for each sentence, if not all of them. 

However, upon the completion of this task and 

analyzing the data collected, it seems that the hypothesis 

does not hold. What follows is a detailed description and 

discussion of the readers' performance on each of the 5 

sentences in the DPT. Readers' responses on each sentence are 

studied in terms of the number of possible readings provided 

by each reader for each of the 5 sentences. In an attempt to 

discover some generalizations, the responses are presented in 
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tables, and then con^ared for similarities and differences. 

The analysis is grounded in both linguistic theory and the 

readers' inputs from the playback interviews. 

Findings 

Table 4 shows that, although there were some 

differences in the performance among the fifteen readers, 

almost all of them provided the two readings katabtu 

alTisa:lah and kutibat alrisa:lah (wrote the letter' and 

^The letter was written (by someone)', respectively) . Except 

for one reader (Rl), none of the other fourteen readers 

provided the reading kuttibtu alrisa:lah (*I was forced (by 

someone) to write the letter'). Four readers (R3, RIO, R 12, 

& R13) provided the reading katabat alrxsa:lah (^She wrote 

the letter'). Only one of the fifteen readers (R6) provided 

the reading kuttibat alrisa:lah (*She was forced (by someone) 

to write the letter'). Two readers (R6 & R13) provided the 

reading katabta alrisa:lah (^You (masc./sg.) wrote the 

letter'). Four readers (R2, R6, Rll & R13) provided the 

reading katabti alrisa:lah (^You (femin./sg.) wrote the 

letter') . None of the fifteen readers provided any of the two 

readings kuttibta alrisa:lah and kuttlbti alrisa:lah (^You 

(masc./sg.) were forced (by someone) to write the letter' and 

*You (femin./sg.) were forced (by someone) to write the 

letter', respectively). 



Table 4. Readers' responses on the DPT: Sentence 1 

Readers 
R1 R2 R3 R4 RS R6 R7 Re R9 RIO Rll R12 R13 R14 R15 

Possible readings 

a. katabtu alrlaa:lah. + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 

b. kuttlbtu alrlsailah. + 

c. katabat alrlsarlah. + + + + 

d. kuttlbat alrlaa:lah. + 

e. katabta alrlaa:lah. + + 

f. kuttlbta alrlsa:lah. 

g. katabtl alrlsa:lah. + + + + 

h. kuttibtl alrlsa:lah. 

1. Kutlbat alrlsa'.lah. + + + + + + + + + + + + + 

o 
o 
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Table 5 shows that, although there were some 

differences in the performance among the fifteen readers, all 

of them provided the reading sharibtu alasi:r (drank the 

juice'). Three readers (Rl/ R4, & R5) provided the reading 

shurribtu a2asi:r (was forced (by someone) to drink the 

juice'). Five readers (R3, R7, RIO, R12, & R13) provided the 

reading sharihat alasx:r (^She drank the juice'). Four 

readers (R4, R6, R8, & R13) provided the reading sharxbta 

alasi:r (^You (masc./sg.) drank the juice'), and four (R2, 

R6, Rll, & R13) provided the reading sharibti alasi:r (^You 

(femin./sg.) drank the juice'). None of the fifteen readers 

provided any of the three readings shurribat alasi:r, 

shurribta alasi:r, and shurrlbtl alasi:r (^She was forced (by 

someone) to drink the juice','You (masc./sg.) were forced (by 

someone) to drink the juice', and *You (femin./sg.) were 

forced (by someone) to drink the juice', respectively). 

Table 6 shows that, although there were some 

differences in the performance among the fifteen readers, 

almost all of them provided the two readings ?akaltu 

altuffa:hah and ?ukilat altuffa:hah (ate the apple' and 

^The apple was eaten (by someone)', respectively) . Of the 

fifteen readers, only three (Rl, R4, & R5) provided the 

reading ?ukkiltu altuffa:hah (^I was forced (by someone) to 

eat the apple'). Five readers (R3, R7, RIO, R12, & R13) 

provided the reading ?akalat altuffa:hah (^She ate the 



Table 5. Readers' responses on the DPT: Sentence 2 

Readers 
R1 R2 R3 R4 RS R6 R7 RB R9 RIO Rll R12 R13 R14 R15 

Possible readings 

a. sharibtu alasi:r. + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 

b. shurribtu alasi:r. + + + 

c. sharibat alasir:r. + + + + + 

d. shurribat alasi:r. 

e. sharibta alasi:r. + + + + 

£. shurribta alaai:r. 

g. sharibti alasl:r. + + + + 

h. shurribti alasi:r. 



Table 6. Readers' responses on the DPT; Sentence 3 

Readers 
R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 R9 RIO Rll R12 R13 R14 RIS 

Possible readings 

a. ?alcaltu altuf£a:hah. + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 

b. ?ukkiltu altu££a:hah. + + + 

c. ?akalat altu££a:hah. + + + + + 

d. ?ukkllat altu££a:hah. + 

e. ?akalta altu££a:hah. + + + + 

£. ?ukkllta altu££a:hah. 

g. ?akalti altu££a:hah. + + + + 

h. ?ukkllti altu££a:hah. 

1. ?ukilat altu££a:hah. + + + + + + + + + + + + + 



104 

apple' ) t and only one reader (R6) provided the reading 

?ukkxlat altuffa:hah (^She was forced (by someone) to eat the 

apple' ) . Four readers (R4/ R6, R8, & R13) provided the 

reading ?akalta altuffa:hah (^You (masc./sg.) ate the 

apple')/ and four (R2, R6, Rll, & R13) provided the reading 

?akalti altuffa:hah (^You (femin./sg.) ate the apple'). None 

of the fifteen readers provided any of the two readings 

?ukkilta altuffa:hah and ?ukkiltx altuffa:hah (*You 

(masc./sg.) were forced (by someone) to eat the apple' and 

^You (femin./sg.) were forced (by someone) to eat the apple', 

respectively) . 

Table 7 shows that/ although there were some 

differences in the performance among the fifteen readers, 

almost all of them provided the two readings darabtu alqitah 

and duribat alqitah (*I hit the cat' and *The cat was hit (by 

someone)', respectively). Five readers (R3, R7, RIO, R12, & 

R13) provided the reading darabat alqitah ( *She hit the 

cat'), four (R4, R6, R8, &R13) provided the reading darabta 

alqitah (*You (masc./sg.) hit the cat'), and four (R2, R6, 

Rll, & R13) provided he reading darabti alqitah (*You 

(femin./sg.) hit the cat'). None of the fifteen readers 

provided the reading durribat alqitah (^The cat was hit 

severely (by someone)'). 

Table 8 shows that, although there were some 

differences in the performance among the fifteen readers, all 



Table 7. Readers' responses on the DPT: Sentence 4 

Readers 
R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 R9 RIO Rll R12 R13 R14 R15 

Possible readings 

a. darabtu alqitah. + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 

b. darabat alqitah. + + + + + 

c. darabta alqitah. + + + + 

d. darabti alqitah. + + + + 

e. duribat alqitah. + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 

£. durribat alqitah. 



Table 8. Readers' responses on the DPT; Sentence 5 

Readers 
R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 Re R9 RIO Rll R12 R13 R14 R15 

Possible readings 

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + 

b. ?uklla alwalad. + + + + + + + + + + 

c. ?ukklla alwalad. + + + + + 

d. ?akkala alwalad. + + + 

e. ?aklu alwalad. + + + 

£. ?ukulu alwalad. + 
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of them provided the reading ?akala alwalad ( ̂The boy ate') . 

Except for five readers (R2, R3, R5, R14, & R15), all the 

other ten readers provided the reading ?ukila alwalad (^The 

boy was eaten'). Five readers (Rl, R4, R5, R6, & R13) 

provided the reading ?ukklla alwalad (^The boy was forced (by 

someone) to eat'). Three readers (Rl, R7, & R12) provided the 

reading ?akkala alwalad (*He forced the boy to eat' ) , and 

three (R7, R9, & R12) provided the reading ?aklu alwalad 

(*The boy's way of eating') . Except for one reader (R9) , none 

of the other fourteen readers provided the reading ?ukulu 

alwalad (*The boy's food'). 

Discussion 

Though the performance of the readers on the DPT and 

the responses they provided for each of the 5 sentences are 

different, they show the readers' competence and preference 

for two readings: the first person active sentence and the 

passive sentence (where they are grammatically acceptable). 

Table 9 shows these two readings for each of the 5 sentences 

and the number of readers who provided them. 

Almost all readers who showed preference for these two 

readings provided them in the same order, with the first 

person active reading preceding the passive one. This 

observation holds for all the 5 sentences on the DPT. By 

asking the readers why they provided these two specific 

readings, and why they did not provide many of the other 
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possible readings/ most of them said that these two readings 

are the most **common" and **frequent" ones they tend to hear 

Table 9. 1'*^ Person Active and Passive Readings 

Sentence Possible Reading tt of Readers 

1 katabtu alrlsa:lah. 
wrote the letter.' 

kutlbat alrl*a:lah. 
*The letter was written (by 
someone).' 

15 

14 

2 sharlbtu alasl:r. 
drank the juice.' 

15 

0 

3 ?akaltu altuffa:hah. 
ate the apple.' 

?ukllat altuf£a:hah. 
*The apple was eaten (by someone).' 

15 

13 

4 darabtu alqltah. 
'I hit the cat.' 
durlbat alqltah. 
^The cat was hit (by someone).' 

15 

14 

5 
?uklla alwalad. 
^The boy was eaten.' 

0 
10 

and use all the time. With regard to their preference for the 

active reading of the sentence over the passive reading, some 

of them said that "it is easier to say." Also, many of the 

readers said that the active reading is more "natural" than 

the passive reading. 

All these observations suggest that, when readers of 

Arabic are confronted with ambiguous texts that are eligible 

for a number of readings or interpretations (i.e. isolated 

sentences), a number of linguistic constraints seem to 

influence the choices that are to be made by these readers. 

One of these linguistic constraints has to do with the 

frequency of occurrence of a certain reading or 
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interpretation (i.e. usage) . That is to say, readings or 

interpretations that are used more frequently by most 

speakers seem to be more dominant than the ones that are not. 

This was clear in the readers' preference for the active and 

passive readings over the other readings and also their 

preference for the active reading over the passive one. 

The dominance of the active reading of a sentence over 

the passive reading of the same sentence has been emphasized 

in both language textbooks and linguistic theory. In most 

grammar textbooks, the active structure of a sentence is 

almost always presented and treated before the passive 

structure of the same sentence, implying that an 

understanding of a passive sentence requires an understanding 

of its active counterpart first. Whereas the active sentence 

is presented and discussed at the beginning of a course or a 

book, the discussion of its passive counterpart is usually 

kept till the end. 

Linguistic theory, namely, Chomsky's model of 

transformational grammar, also provides a powerful evidence 

from English for the dominance of the active sentence over 

the passive one. By claiming that the passive sentence is 

derived from the active sentence, the model is emphasizing 

the notion that, whereas the passive sentence is merely a 

surface structure, the active sentence is what really 

constitutes the deep structure. In this sense, the passive is 

treated as **an optional transformation of an active sentence" 
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(Bornsteln, 1977, p. 120), and not as a sentence that has 

its own identity. 

To specify a transformation explicitly we must 
describe the analysis of the strings to which 
it applies and the structural change that it 
effects on these strings. Thus, the passive 
transformation applies to strings of the form 
NP-Aux-V-NP and has the effect of interchanging 
the two noun phrases, adding by before the 
final noun phrase, and adding be + en to Aux 
.... (Chomsky, 1972, p. 61). 

The dominance of the active voice structures over the 

passive voice ones has also been observed and documented in 

early language development studies. Lindfors (1991) provides 

evidence that many of the child's combinations during his/her 

early language development period take the shapes of (1) 

agent + action, (2) action + object, and (3) agent + object. 

The following examples illustrate these three combinations 

and show how all of them fall under the active voice 

structure. 

Agent + action: 

a. Mother is writing a letter. She asks child, 
*^What's Mommy doing?" Child answers, "Mommy 
write." 

b. Mother is dressing child (Kathryn) and 
encouraging her to stand up so mother can 
pull her overalls on. Child says, "Kathryn 
stand up." 

c. Child is trying, unsuccessfully, to open a 
box. She extends the box toward her mother 
and says, "Mommy open." 

Action + object: 

a. Child is preparing to throw a ball. Child 
says, "Throw ball." 

b. Child is "feeding" a toy cat a raisin and 
says, "Eat raisin." 



Ill 

c. Child is preparing to pull a Teddy bear in 
a toy wagon. Child says, '*Pull Teddy." 

Agent + object; 

a. Mother is busy making bread. Child looks at 
her and says, ^Mommy bread." 

b. Adult says to child (Kathryn), ^^Throw me 
the ball/" Child answers, as she prepares 
to throw the ball, '"Kathryn ball." 

c. Mother is putting child's book away on the 
shelf. Child says, ^Mommy book." (Lindfors, 
1991, p. 132) 

Another linguistic constraint that seems to affect the 

readers' choices is phonological in nature. When the readers 

said that they preferred the active reading of the sentence 

over the passive reading because ̂ *it is easier to say", they 

were actually referring to the manner of articulation and the 

effort needed for reading. This observation holds for most 

languages in which there are certain phonological rules that 

are employed to simplify pronunciation. A very common example 

of such rules is the process of assimilation in which a sound 

takes on the characteristics of a neighboring sound, 

especially in terms of the place of articulation (e.g., 

impossible; incorrect; illegal). It might be hypothesized, 

then, that the readers were following a universal tendency 

when they preferred the active reading which involves less 

vowel changes over the passive reading which involves more 

vowel shifts. 

The third linguistic constraint that seems to have an 

influence on the readers' choices has to do with the notion 

of markedness. When the readers said that they preferred the 
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active reading over the passive reading because ^^it is more 

natural"/ they were referring to the concept of markedness. 

Despite the fact that the term ^marked" has a number of 

different definitions depending on the theoretical position 

being adopted, most of such definitions are based on the idea 

that some linguistic features or forms are ^^special" in 

relation to others, which are more ^"^basic". That is to say, 

"marked" forms are **less natural" than **iinmarked" forms which 

are "natural". Ferguson (1984) points out that, although the 

concept of markedness refers to binary oppositions showing 

presence/absence of a certain linguistic feature, many 

instances involve a continuum of markedness, where there is 

a series showing a scale of naturalness of some kind (e.g. 

implicational series: A>B>C>D>E, where E is the most 

"unmarked" form and A is the most **marked" form in the 

series). 

It should be noted, however, that from a 

sociolinguistic perspective, and due to the complexity of the 

social world and the various variables affecting the social 

"context", determining the degree of markedness of any 

specific form is not an easy task at all. Although it is 

difficult to establish a continuiim for the possible readings 

of the 5 sentences on the DPT, the readers' choices seem to 

suggest that the active reading of a sentence would precede 

the passive reading (where both are grammatically acceptable) 

if they were placed on a continuum of markedness. It is also 



113 

clear that both the active and the passive readings would 

precede other readings. 

Readers' responses on the DPT also revealed that the 

third person (sg.) active reading Is also dominant. In 

sentence 5, ?kl alwalad, where the first person (sg.) active 

reading is not possible# all the fifteen readers provided the 

reading ?akala alwalad (^The boy ate'), with the verb 

inflected for the third person (sg.) active reading, as their 

first reading. When the readers were asked why they provided 

this specific reading and why it was their first option, they 

replied using the same justifications they provided for the 

first person active reading and the passive readings: 

frequency of occurrence (i.e. usage), ease of articulation, 

and markedness. As such, it might be hypothesized that if the 

third person active reading is possible among other readings 

of a certain sentence, it would be placed at the beginning of 

the continuum of possibilities, which are arranged according 

to their degree of markedness. 

However, where both the first person (sg.) active 

reading and the third person (femin./sg.) reading are 

possible (sentences 1, 2, 3, & 4), the first reading is 

likely to be more dominant over the second one. Table 10 

shows these two readings for the four sentences and the 

number of readers who provided them. 
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Table 10. Active Readings: 1"' Person (sg.) and 3'" Person 
(femin./sg.) 

Sentence Possible Reading ff o£ Readers 

1 katabtu alrlsa:lah. 
wrote the letter.' 

Katabat alrisa:lah. 
*She wrote the letter.' 

15 

4 

2 sharlbtu alasl:r. 
drank the juice.' 

sharibat alasi:r. 
*She drank the juice.' 

15 

5 

3 ?akaltu altu££a:hah. 
ate the apple.' 

?akalat altu££a:hah. 
^She ate the apple.' 

15 

5 

4 darabtu alqitah. 
hit the cat.' 

darabat alqitah 
*She hit the cat.' 

15 

5 

Only a few readers provided the causative readings for 

the 5 sentences on the DPT. This observation seems to support 

the hypothesis that, when readers of Arabic are confronted 

with an ambiguous text (i.e. a sentence) that is eligible for 

a number of possible readings including some causative ones, 

the causative readings are likely to be placed at the very 

end of the continuum of choices that are to be made by those 

readers. Table 11 shows the causative readings for 4 

sentences on the DPT (1, 2, 3, & 5) and the number of readers 

who provided them. Sentence 4 is excluded here because it 

does not have any causative readings. 
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Table 11. Causative Readings 

Sentence Possible Reading # of Readers 

1 Kufctlbtu slrlsarlah. 1 
was forced (by someone) to write the 

letter.' 
Kuttlbat alrlsa:lah. 1 
*She was forced (by someone) to write the 
letter.' 
Kuttlbta alrlsa:lah. 0 
*You (nasc./sg.) trere forced (by someone) 
to write the letter.' 
Kuttlbtl alrlsa:lah. 0 
*You (femln./sg.) were forced (by someone) 
to write the letter.' 

2 shurrlbtu alasl:r. 3 
was forced (by someone) to drink the 

juice.' 
shurrlbat alasl:r. 0 
*She was forced (by someone) to drink the 
juice.' 
shurrlbta alasl:r. 0 
*you (nasc./sg.) were forced (by someone) 
to drink the juice.' 
shurrlbtl alasl:r. 0 
*You (femln./sg.) were forced (by someone) 
to drink the juice.' 

3 ?ukklltu altuffa:hah. 3 
was forced (by someone) to eat the 

apple.* 
?ukkllat altuffa:hah. 1 
*She was forced (by someone) to eat the 
apple.' 
?ukkllta altuffa:hah. 0 
^You (nasc./sg.) were forced (by someone) 
to eat the apple.' 
?ukkllti altuffa:hah. 0 
^You (femln./sg.) were forced (by someone) 
to eat the apple.' 

5 ?ukklla alwalad. 5 
*The boy was forced (by someone) to eat.' 

Moreover, when the readers were asked why they did not 

consider some tangrammatical readings, such as *shuribat 

alasi:r (*The juice was drunk (by someone) = someone drank 

the juice'), as one of the choices for sentence 2 on the DPT, 

all of them were surprised at the question and replied 

immediately, **it is wrong because the verb has to agree with 
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the noun in gender." This is indeed true# because in Arabic 

passive structures, both the grammatical" subject and the 

verb have to agree in gender. It is clear that the readers 

were referring not only to the syntactic structure of the 

sentence but also to the semantic features of the forms used 

in that sentence. This observation seems to suggest that, 

along with the linguistic factors described earlier, the 

semantic identity of the forms also have an influence on the 

readers' choices. When readers read, they are really 

"conscious" about the semantic features encoded in the 

lexical items they are dealing with. This semantic 

competence, so to speak, helps them to limit their choices 

and stay only with those that are acceptable. 

To sxom up, readers' responses on the DPT revealed many 

insights into how they assign phonology and inflectional 

features to unmarked (normal) texts (i.e. sentences). The 

findings support the hypothesis that readers of Arabic tend 

to use their linguistic knowledge in adding diacritics to 

unmarked isolated sentences. This linguistic knowledge, 

however, seems to be determined and controlled, to an extent, 

by a number of linguistic constraints that have to do with 

the characteristics of the choice that is to be made: its 

frequency of occurrence (i.e. usage), its manner of 

articulation (i.e. phonology), its degree of markedness (i.e. 

naturalness), its syntax (i.e. structure), and its semantics 

(i.e. meaning). All these factors seem to be at work when a 
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choice is to be made among alternatives. The dynamic ongoing 

interaction among these factors guides the readers and helps 

them in their choices. The readers' responses on the DPT also 

seem to support the notion that when readers of Arabic are 

confronted with an ambiguous sentence that is eligible for a 

number of interpretations, the active and passive readings 

are among the first choices/ whereas the causative ones are 

likely to be among the last readings to be made by those 

readers. 

The Arabic Text Reading Task (ATRT) 

In the ATRT, each of the fifteen readers was asked to 

read orally two versions of a short Arabic story. The first 

version of the story (i.e. Version I) had no diacritics at 

all/ whereas the second version (i.e. Version II} had all the 

diacritics. In order to investigate how the absence/presence 

of diacritics would affect the reading behavior, both 

readings for each reader were audio-taped and then 

transcribed. What follows is a detailed description and 

discussion of the readers' performance on the ATRT. 

Rate of Reading 

Upon the completion of the ATRT, both readings for 

each reader were compared in terms of the time they needed to 

be accomplished. Table 12 shows the rate of reading for each 

reader in both versions and the difference in time between 

the two readings: 
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Table 12. Rate of Reading 

Reader Version I Version II Difference 

R1 60 sec. 70 sec. 10 sec. 

R2 52 sec. 72 sec. 20 sec. 

R3 61 sec. 59 sec. -2 sec. 

R4 68 sec. 90 sec. 22 sec. 

R5 61 sec. 71 sec. 10 sec. 

R6 61 sec. 65 sec. 4 sec. 

R7 48 sec. 64 see. 16 sec. 

R8 58 sec. 69 sec. 11 sec. 

R9 51 sec. 66 sec. 15 sec. 

RIO 50 sec. 61 sec. 11 sec. 

Rll 41 sec. 56 sec. 15 sec. 

R12 49 sec. 57 sec. 8 sec. 

R13 65 sec. 61 sec. -4 sec. 

R14 61 sec. 60 sec. -1 sec. 

R15 53 sec. 63 sec. 10 sec. 

As it is clear from table 12 above/ most readers 

needed relatively more time to read the version of the 

passage that had all the diacritics (i.e. Version II). The 

only exceptions to this observation were the three readers, 

R3, R13, and R14, who were able to control the second version 

of the passage and read it relatively faster than the first 

one. The interviews revealed that all the three readers often 

read the Holy Quran and Classical poetry. 

By asking the other readers why they needed more time 

to read the second version, most of them said that the reason 

was the presence of diacritics. Since all the diacritics were 
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there, the readers felt obliged to use most of them in 

reading. The readers thought that, since all the diacritics 

were present/ they had to use them in the most appropriate 

fashion. As they said, they had no excuse to ignore the 

diacritics. 

This burden, so to speak, made the readers concentrate 

not only on the words but also on the many diacritics that 

accompanied those words. Th.is double responsibility, along 

with the readers' desire to read the text as "it should be 

read," made them slower in reading the second version that 

had all the diacritics. As a matter of fact, many readers 

mentioned that they preferred reading the first version that 

had no diacritics, because "it is more comfortable and 

easier." What they actually meant was that, in the first 

version, only the words of the text and their own intuitions 

as native speakers directed the reading and made it flow 

naturally. In contrast, wh.en diacritics were there, the 

readers saw them as a controlling power which they had to 

follow in order to maintain both the grammaticality and the 

accuracy of the language. 

The diacritics, or tlie "controlling system" as they 

might be called, made the readers focus too much on the 

syntactic cue and pay less attention to the other cues. This 

practice might have some negative consequences on the reading 

process: 
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If readers focus too much on any one cue or too 
many unrelated cues/ they cannot hold them in 
short-term memory long enough to use them in 
constructing a conceptual unit. Reading them 
becomes merely a word-calling game in which the 
player obtains a high score by accurately 
reproducing a string of expected but relatively 
meaningless sovinds and sound sequences. (Y. 
Goodman and Burke, 1980, p. 19) 

It might be hypothesized then that the use of 

diacritics in Arabic written texts would make readers both 

less effective and less efficient, especially when they are 

reading long passages orally. Another factor which is related 

to diacritics and seems to play a role in deteirmining the 

rate of reading and making it more time consuming is the many 

vowel shifts that are needed in reading texts with 

diacritics. 

Manner of Reading 

With regard to the miscues that were observed in the 

ATRT, most of them were related to the misuse of diacritics, 

especially those that are associated with the endings of the 

words. In reading the first version of the passage, although 

most of the readers were able to use the proper diacritics on 

verbs, many of them assigned inappropriate diacritics on 

nouns. Despite the fact that such miscues did not trigger 

significant shifts in the intended meaning, they did make the 

reading sound ^unusual." In reading the second version, most 

of the miscues observed had to do with sxibstituting some of 

the final diacritics on nouns with vowellessness, which is an 
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acceptable reading strategy in Arabic, especially at the end 

of sentences or clauses. 

Among those who assigned inappropriate diacritics on 

nouns were the readers R14 and R15, whose performances on the 

Diacritic Placement Task were relatively low in terms of the 

number of possible readings they provided for each sentence. 

This observation might suggest that there is a relationship 

between the readers competence/performance level in writing 

and their reading behavior. Another observation that would 

support this assumption is that the fewest miscues observed 

on the ATRT were in the cases of the readers R6 and R13/ 

whose performances on the Diacritic Placement Task were 

relatively high in terms of the number of possible readings 

they provided for each sentence. 

One of the interesting miscues that was observed on 

the ATRT involved an insertion of a word that was not in the 

printed text. This insertion was observed in one of the 

readers' reading of the first version of the passage that had 

no diacritics. Figure 3 provides an English translation of 

the expected reading (ER) and the oral reading (OR) of R8 

which involved the insertion: 



Figure 3. An Incident of Insertion 
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ER; ... he gave him a precious gift and said to him: 

This gift is a reward for what you did ... 

OR: ... he gave him a precious gift and said to him: 

This precious gift is a reward for what you 

• • • 

did 

The incident above shows that R8 inserted the 

adjective "precious" before the noun **gift" twice, though it 

was used only once in the printed text. The reader continued 

his reading; he did not stop and he did not correct himself, 

because the miscue was both semantically and syntactically 

acceptable. This incident also indicates that the reader was 

not decoding; rather, he was processing the language and 

making guesses that were determined by both the 

characteristics of the text and his own intuitions as a 

native speaker of the language. 

Pialegt variatign 

Despite the fact that the five dialects involved (i.e. 

Janobi dialect; Shemali dialect; Najdi dialect; Sharqi 

dialect; Hijazi dialect) exhibit some differences in the 

phonology of consonants and vowels, except for one reader 

(R6), almost none of the other readers' performances 
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reflected any influence of such differences at the letter 

stratum which involves mostly consonants. 

The performance of R6 on the ATRT reflected an 

interesting and clear influence of the consonant values he 

had over his reading. Although R6 spoke Shemali dialects like 

R4, Rll, and R15, he was raised in Kuwait. The Kuwaiti 

dialect influence on his phonology was clear at the consonant 

level. Many Kuwaiti speakers tend to replace the sovmd [q] 

with [r], even when reading Classical Arabic texts. This 

alternation in the consonant value was clear in the two 

readings of R6 on the ATRT. When I asked him about this 

alternation/ he said that the soxind [y] is dominant in his 

pronunciation, and that he always replaces the sound [Y] for 

[q], regardless of the context, be it formal or informal. 

Most readers read the two versions abiding by the 

consonant values assigned by Classical Arabic. However, 

dialect variation was evident, in some instances, at the 

diacritic stratum. The influence of dialect on the reading 

behavior was clear in the assignment of some dialect vowel 

values to a number of words in the passage. For example, 

there was one word in the passage that was supposed to be 

read as assighar ^young.' Whereas R14, who spoke Hijazi 

dialect read that word as assughaT, replacing the vowel [i] 

with [u], most speakers of Najdi dialect (R8, R9, & RIO) 

omitted the vowel [i] and read the same word as assghar. A 
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point that is worth mentioning though is that such 

differences do not usually affect the meanings of the words. 

The example described above was one of a few 

indications of the dialect influence on the reading behavior. 

It seems that dialect variation among Saudi readers has a 

minor influence on their behavior when they read texts that 

are written either in Modern Standard Arabic or in Classical 

Arabic. The Saudi readers who participated in this study were 

consciously aware of the task at hand. When they spoke in the 

interviews, they always used their own dialects because the 

context called for it. However, when they read the two 

versions of the passage, they immediately shifted to 

Classical Arabic, also because this was the ^^norm" that was 

demanded by the context. 

The hypothesis, however, cannot be generalized to 

include all speakers of Arabic. The dialect influence on 

reading Classical Arabic is evident in the case of Egyptian 

readers. Many Egyptian readers, including radio and 

television broadcasters, tend to transfer some of their 

dialect phonological features when they read Classical Arabic 

texts. For example, many Egyptian readers would usually 

replace the Classical Arabic voiced dental fricative soxind 

["S] with their own [z] sound. It is not uncommon to hear an 

Egyptian radio or television broadcaster say haza for hatha 

'this' (masc./sg.)or hazihi for hathihx *this' (femin./sg.). 
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Summary of the Findings 

The readers' performance on the DPT and the ATRT 

revealed some significant insights into the reading process 

in Arabic. The DPT showed how readers of Arabic deal with 

ambiguous texts (i.e. sentences) and how they assign 

phonology and inflectional features to such texts. The 

possible readings for a given unmarked sentence seem to fall 

under two main categories/ which I call immediate readings" 

and ^Melayed readings." Immediate readings are the ones that 

are used more frequently by speakers of the language (i.e. 

active and passive readings). Delayed readings are the ones 

that are used less frequently by the same speakers (i.e. 

causative readings). The two categories of immediate and 

delayed readings divide the continuum of markedness for the 

possible readings of a given sentence. On such a continuum, 

immediate readings (i.e. unmarked readings) are likely to be 

placed among the first choices to be made by readers, whereas 

delayed readings (i.e. marked readings) are the ones that 

come at the end and usually require a clear context to reveal 

them. 

The ATRT showed the influence of the absence/presence 

of diacritics on reading, and how it affected readers' 

performance. When diacritics were absent, reading was 

relatively faster than it was when diacritics were present. 

In both situations, however, there were only a few miscues. 
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and most of them were not significant in terms of their 

influence on the intended meaning encoded in the text. 

In the last chapter that follows I discuss the 

implications and applications of these findings to both 

reading theory and practice. The chapter also provides an 

overview of the study and answers the general question 

addressed/ i.e./ how readers of Arabic construct meaning. 
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CHAPTER 6 

THE READING PRCXTESS IN ARABIC: 

CONCLUDING REMARKS AND AN EMERGING 

MULTI-TIER EXTENSION OF THE GOODMAN MODEL OF READING 

This chapter provides a general overview of the study/ 

and highlights some of its main insights. The chapter 

consists of three sections. Section one sketches the study in 

terms of the research questions and the methodology that was 

used to answer these questions. Section two provides a 

sujiunary of the conclusions and their implications in terms of 

their relevance to both theory and practice. Based on the 

findings in this study, section three attempts to provide an 

answer to the general question addressed in this study; i.e./ 

how readers of Arabic construct meaning. As will be shown in 

this section, an adequate answer to such a question was 

possible only through an extension of The Goodman Model of 

Reading, so that it accommodates the multi-tier nature of the 

Arabic orthographic system. 

The Study: An Overview 

In an attempt to investigate the reading process in 

Arabic and better understand some of its main aspects, this 

linguistic study started by posing two questions: (1) how the 

absence/presence of diacritics affects the readers' 

performance on the reading tasks/ and (2) how Arabic readers 
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assign phonology and inflectional features in reading 

unmarked (normal) texts. The answers to these two questions 

were expected to reveal some new insights into the general 

question addressed in the study, i.e., how readers of Arabic 

construct meaning. The study drew heavily on The Goodman 

Model of Reading, and was triggered by the assumption that 

reading is a universal psycholinguistic process. Participants 

were fifteen Saudi male undergraduate students, who were 

enrolled at The University of Arizona in Tucson, Arizona, and 

their ages ranged between 19-25. 

Due to the unique nature of T^abic orthography which 

involves two interrelated tiers (i.e. a present letter-tier 

and an absent diacritic-tier), a new methodology that would 

take both tiers into consideration was needed, and, thus, a 

new "multi-tier" methodology had to emerge. The methodology 

involved the designing of three tasks: (1) the Diacritic 

Placement Task (DPT), (2) the Arabic Text Reading Task 

(ATRT), and (3) playback interviews. Both the DPT and the 

ATRT were totally new and designed for the purpose of this 

study. 

The DPT was designed to investigate the second 

question and test the hypothesis that Arabic readers use 

their linguistic knowledge in assigning phonology and 

inflectional features in reading unmarked (normal) texts. The 

DPT was also intended to test the hypothesis that skillful 

readers are able to determine almost all the possible 
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readings for an iinmarked text (i.e. a sentence) by placing 

the diacritics in various ways. In the DPT, each of the 

readers was given 15 minutes to provide (in writing) all the 

possible readings he could think of for 5 Arabic written 

short sentences that were written in their usual form in 

Modern Standard Arabic with no diacritics. Each of the 5 

sentences on the DPT was a grammatical sentence consisting of 

two syntactic components (i.e. a verb and a noun) / and 

readers were directed to add diacritics to the verb component 

only. 

The ATRT, on the other hand/ was designed to 

investigate the first question and test the hypothesis that 

the absence of diacritics will make reading faster, but 

accompanied by a nxamber of miscues, especially at the level 

of diacritics, whereas the presence of diacritics will make 

reading slower, but with fewer diacritical miscues. In the 

ATRT, each of the readers was asked to read orally two 

versions of a short Arabic story. The first version of the 

story (i.e. Version I) had no diacritics at all, whereas the 

second version (i.e. Version II) had all the diacritics. Both 

readings for each reader were audio-taped and then 

transcribed. 

Conclusions and Implications 

The readers' performance on both the DPT and the ATRT 

and their inputs from the playback interviews revealed some 
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significant insights into the reading process in Arabic. The 

DPT showed how readers tend to disambiguate sentences that 

are eligible for various interpretations or readings. Readers 

rely on their linguistic knowledge of the Arabic system in 

assigning phonology and inflectional features to such 

sentences. This process^ however, is not random, and readers' 

choices seem to follow a regular pattern depending on their 

degree of markedness. 

Choices or readings that are unmarked (i.e. active and 

passive readings) precede some other marked ones (i.e. 

causative readings) . The two groups of choices could be 

classified into two categories, ^^immediate readings" and 

"delayed readings", respectively. Whereas immediate readings 

are among the first choices to be made by readers, delayed 

readings are likely to come at the end, and usually require 

a clear context to reveal them. The hypothesis that skillful 

readers are able to determine most of the possible readings 

for an ambiguous sentence does not hold. Most readers were 

not able to provide even half of the possible readings for 

the 5 sentences on the DPT. 

The ATRT showed how reading was relatively faster and 

more "natural" for most readers when they were inferring the 

diacritics that were absent. The presence of diacritics made 

reading relatively slower and "less natural", because readers 

saw it as a "controlling system" which they had to follow. 

This preoccupation of using all the diacritics distracted the 
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readers' attention and made them focus more on the syntactic 

cue and almost ignore the other cues. Both reading 

situations, however, revealed through miscues that readers 

were not decoding. They were searching for meaning encoded in 

the text. 

When readers were asked about their performance on 

both the DPT and the ATRT and the reasons behind it, most of 

them said that diacritics are used only in Classical Arabic, 

and that the form used in writing is Modern Standard Arabic 

in which there are no diacritics. They also mentioned that 

there is no need to use diacritics in written texts, because 

readers can construct the meaning from the context of the 

text itself. The context would usually determine the readers' 

predictions and guesses, and, hence, reveal to them the 

encoded meaning. 

The readers' comments revealed their preference for 

reading texts with no diacritics, unless they were to read in 

front of an audience. In the latter situation, they would 

prefer texts with diacritics. The presence of diacritics 

makes them feel more confident of their reading. As one of 

the readers said, "diacritics make me feel more confident 

that I will not disrupt the language and sound uneducated." 

The readers also expressed their dissatisfaction with 

their performance in this study, and insisted that the main 

reason behind this is not being able to use Classical Arabic 

in both their readings and their daily conversations. Goodman 
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and Goodman (1990) state that ̂ ^Skills cannot be isolated from 

their use, in fact/ they develop most easily in the context 

of their use" (p. 227) . Reading is also a skill that cannot 

be isolated from its use. 

All these observations suggest that reading is not a 

process of accurate word identification. If it were so, 

reading in Arabic would have been almost impossible/ because 

most Arabic texts are written in Modern Standard Arabic in 

which the phonology is not completely represented. Reading in 

Arabic involves mainly inference and guessing. It is a 

process of meaning-construction that depends on both the 

characteristics encoded in the text (i.e. textual cues) and 

the reader's knowledge and expectations which he/she brings 

to the reading event. All these factors are involved in a 

dynamic interaction, and they are the real triggers of the 

guesses that are made by the reader. In reading, there is a 

simultaneous transaction between language and thought, and 

the active reader always tends to test his/her hypotheses 

throughout the reading event. 

As such, reading materials should not focus on 

isolated letters, words, or even larger units, which are not 

related to the readers' world. All these could be presented 

in coherent authentic texts that stem from the readers' 

world, and hence, give them the motivation to read. Goodman 

(1965) provides powerful evidence that children were able to 

read many English words in contexts (i.e. stories) which they 



133 

could not read from lists. As Gollasch (1982) points out, the 

findings of the study 

.. . supported the intuitive feeling of many 
teachers that children's reading of words out 
of context was very different from their 
reading of connected text; it was consistent 
with a large body of research that showed that 
whole meaningful language was easier to read, 
to learn, to remember than were isolated 
sentences, lists of words or nonsense 
syllables. (P. 114) 

Extending The Goodman Model of English 

Reading to Semitic Languages 

In discussing the process of meaning-construction in 

English reading and the stages or the tasks which readers 

need to follow in order to construct meaning from printed 

texts, Goodman (1970b) adopts the transformational-generative 

view of language. The underlying assumption of the model is 

that "meaning cannot be derived directly from the printed 

page" (Goodman, 1970b, p. 22). Figure 4 (Goodman, 1970b, p. 

23) illustrates the tasks which are summarized below: 

(1) The writer starts with meaning, and then assigns a 

deep underlying grammatical structure. 

(2) The writer then uses transformational rules and 

generates a written surface structure. 

(3) The writer utilizes the rules of English orthography 

(spelling, punctuation) and produces the graphic 

display (i.e. the printed text). 
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Figure 4. Meaning-Construction in English Reading 
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(4) The reader infers from that graphic display the rules 

that have produced it and its underlying deep 

structure, so that he/she can construct his/her own 

message (i.e. comprehend the meaning) . 

(5) If the reader is reading orally, he/she has to encode 

the message as oral output producing an oral surface 

structure. 

This model provides an adequate explanation of how 

readers of English construct meaning, and it can also account 

for meaning-construction in Arabic, in both oral and written 

communication. Figure 5 illustrates an adaptation of the 

model and shows how it may be used to explain how users of 

Arabic construct meaning. 



Figure 5. Meaning-Construction in Arabic 
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As it is clear from figure 5, the production of an 

Arabic message starts with meaning to which a deep structure 

is assigned. Through the application of transformational 

rules, the deep structure takes the form of an internal 

surface structure, which is neither oral nor written, and 

carries all the syntactic and the semantic information. This 

internal surface structure is then transformed into the 

actual surface structure, which may be either oral or 

written. In the case of oral communication, the speaker's 

surface structure (i.e. an utterance) may take the shape of 

Classical Arabic, Modern Standard Arabic, or a Colloquial 

dialect, depending on the context and the pragmatic cues that 

are involved. In written communication, the writer's surface 

structure (i.e. graphic display) may be in either Classical 

Arabic or Modern Standard Arabic, also depending on the 

context and the pragmatic cues that are involved. 

Applying the model to Arabic reading, however, 

requires an extension; the extension and the modifications 

suggested here are needed to accommodate the multi-tier 

nature of Arabic orthography, which plays a major role in 

Arabic reading. This extension also stands as a powerful 

evidence that the model is flexible, generative, and capable 

of accommodating features from other languages besides 

English. Figure 6 illustrates the model with the extension. 



Figure 6. Meaning-Construction in Arabic Reading 
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The extended model illustrated in figure 6 provides a 

multi-tier account of Arabic reading, and shows the tasks 

readers of Arabic need to follow in order to construct 

meaning from printed texts, which are usually written in 

Modern Standard Arabic with no diacritics. These tasks are 

summarized below: 

(1) The Arabic author starts with meaning, and then 

assigns a deep structure. 

(2) The author uses transformational rules and generates 

an internal surface structure (i.e. a multi-tier 

orthographic representation). 

(3) Following the convention of writing in Modern Standard 

Arabic (i.e. pragmatic cues), the author filters the 

diacritic-tier and produces the surface structure 

represented by a uni-tier orthographic representation 

(i.e. the letter-tier). 

(4) The author utilizes the rules of Arabic orthography 

(spelling, punctuation) and produces the graphic 

display (i.e. the printed text). 

(5) The reader infers from that graphic display the rules 

that have produced it and its underlying deep 

structure, so that he/she can construct the meaning 

(i.e. comprehend the meaning) . There are two 

possibilities here: Route 1 (Ri) and Route N (R„) . If 

the printed text is provided within a clear context, 

the reader would usually take one route (Ri), in which 
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he/she constructs a meaning that is likely to be close 

to the author's intended meaning (i.e. deep 

structure) . But, if the printed text is provided in 

isolation and without a context, exactly like the 5 

sentences on the DPT, then the reader is likely to 

take a number of routes (R„) by assigning the 

diacritics in various ways, and thus, creating a 

nximber of deep structures. 

As the model suggests, readers of Arabic operate 

within a sociocultural context and use their own intuitions 

as native speakers to make predictions and guesses about the 

meaning of what they are reading. Their predictions, however, 

are not random and stem mainly from the context of the text 

and their acquaintance with the phonology, the syntax, and 

the semantics of the language, as well as with some other 

situational and sociolinguistic factors such as usage and 

prestige. This is what makes reading fascinating. Reading 

enables us to see linguistic theory at work, where all the 

linguistic subsystems join forces and team up in one system 

called ^^language," whose main goal is to convey meaning. 

Indeed, the ultimate goal of language is meaning, and 

therefore, ^^We must see everything in language in its 

relationship to meaning" (Goodman, 1996, p. 12). 
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Recommendations for Further Research 

Though the findings of this study support the 

hypothesis that readers of Arabic use their linguistic 

knowledge and their intuitions as native speakers to 

construct meaning, such findings remain limited to only one 

group of readers (i.e. adult male Saudi readers). Further 

research needs to be conducted on readers from other groups 

(e.g., female readers, yo\ing Saudi readers, Egyptian readers, 

Moroccan readers, etc.). Such research can adopt the multi-

tier methodology developed in this study, and will enrich our 

knowledge of the reading process in Arabic and, hence, the 

reading process in general. 
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ARABIC LETTERS (Bauer 1996, p. 560) 



ARABIC LETTERS (Bauer 1996, p. 560) 
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Trans- Trantcrip- Numerical 
Name [iteration' rion Value Isolated Final Initial Med 

'alif '(a) [?] I 1 I - -

ba' b [b] 2 w * 

ta' r [t] 400 0 J 

ta* t. th [9] 500 X & M 
gim |.^ [<%] 3 z £ 
ha' h 8 c C 
ha' h.Ui [X] 600 

c c 
dal d [d] 4 jk - -

dal d.^ [3] 700 i JL - -

ra' r [r] 200 J J 
- -

ziy z (zj 7 J j - -

sin s. sh Is] 60 uT CT-

sin s m 300 A 
UT 

A 
w"* 

sad s W 90 
dad d W 800 <> 

W 9 k 

?a' z W 900 k 

'ayn ( 
m 70 e A 

gayn i (§)• 2h [Vl 1000 
t i. A 

fa' f [H 80 wX i A 
qaf q-k [q] 100 J J i i 

kaf k [k] 20 J 5" 
lam 1 [1] 30 J J J i 
mim m [ml 40 r r * 

nun n [n] 50 s> * 

ha' h [h] 5 * < A 
wSw w [w] 6 J > 

- -

yi' y Lvl 10 sj mm 
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THE BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE 

My name is Jassem Al-Fahid. I am a student at The 

University of Arizona, and I would like to ask you to 

participate in a study which I intend to conduct. The study 

investigates the reading process in Arabic. Before I can 

proceed with this study, however, I need to have the 

following information. The information on this sheet will be 

kept strictly confidential and will be used for research 

purposes only. The names of the participants will not be used 

in the study itself. The information requested below is very 

important to choose participants for the study. Thank you for 

your participation. 

1. What is your name? 

2. What is your age? 

3. Where are you from (country & city)? 

4. What is your major? 

5. What is your native language? 

6. What other languages do you speak, read and/or write? 

7. How often do you read/write Arabic? 

8. What types of texts do you read regularly in Arabic (at 

least once a week) (e.g., newspapers, magazines, 

religious material, etc.)? 
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9. What types of writings do you do regularly (e.g., 

letters, e-mail, class notes, etc.)? 

10. What is the primary language (dialect) you speak at home? 

11. How many years did you study Arabic? 

12. How long have you studied English? 

13. How long have you lived in the United States? 
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THE DIACRITIC PLACEMENT TASK (DPT) 
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THE DIACRITIC PLACEMENT TASK (DPT) 

Instructions: 

Please examine the following 5 Arabic sentences that have no 

diacritics, and provide (in writing) all the possible 

readings (interpretations) for each of them by placing the 

proper diacritics in their appropriate positions on the verb 

component only. You have 15 minutes to complete this task. 

.5jLw .1 

.ji-vaxJl .2 
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a U  . 4  
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jrt .5 
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THE DIACRITIC PLACEMENT TASK (DPT) 

TRANSLITERATIONS 
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THE DIACRITIC PLACEMENT TASK (DPT) 

TRANSLITERATIONS 

ktbt alrisa:lah. 

a. katabtu alrisa:lah. 

b. Kuttlbtu alrlsa:lah. 

c. katabat alrisa:lah. 

d. kuttibat alrlsa:lah. 

katabta alrisa:lah. 

f. kuttibta alrisa:lah. 

katabti alrisa:lah. 

h. kuttibti alrisa:lah. 

i. kutibat alrisa:lah. 

'I wrote the letter.* 

"I was forced (by 

someone) to write the 

letter.• 

'She wrote the letter.* 

•She was forced (by 

someone) to write the 

letter.* 

'You (masc./sg.) wrote 

the letter.' 

'You (masc./sg.) were 

forced (by someone) to 

write the letter.' 

'You (femin./sg.) wrote 

the letter. 

'You (femin./sg.) were 

forced (by someone) to 

write the letter.' 

'The letter was written 

(by someone).' 
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shrbt alasi:r. 

a. sharxbtu alasi:r. 

b. shurribtu alasi:r. 

c. sharibat alasi:r. 

d. shurribat alasi:r. 

e. sharxbta alasi:r. 

f. shurribta alasx:r. 

g. sharibti alasi:r. 

h. shurribtl alasi:r. 

?klt altuffa:hah. 

a. ?akaltu altuffa:hah. 

b. ?ukkiltu altuffa:hah. 

'I drank the juice.* 

'I was forced (by 

someone) to drink the 

juice.• 

•She drank the juice.' 

'She was forced (by 

someone) to drink the 

juice.• 

'You (masc./sg.) drank 

the juice.' 

'You (masc./sg.) were 

forced (by someone) to 

drink the juice.' 

•You (femin./sg.) drank 

the juice.' 

•You (femin./sg.) were 

forced (by someone) to 

drink the juice.' 

'I ate the apple.' 

'I was forced (by 



c. ?akalat altuffa:hah. 

d. ?ukk±lat altuffazhah. 

e. ?akalta altuffazhah. 

f. ?ukkilta altuffazhah. 

g. Takalti altuffazhah. 

h. Tukkilti altuffazhah. 

i. ?ukilat altuffazhah. 
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someone) to eat the 

apple.' 

'She ate the apple.' 

'She was forced (by 

someone) to eat the 

apple.* 

•You (masc./sg.) ate the 

apple.' 

•You (masc./sg.) were 

forced (by someone) to 

eat the apple.• 

•You (femin./sg.) ate 

the apple.• 

•You (femin./sg.) were 

forced (by someone) to 

eat the apple.' 

•The apple was eaten (by 

someone).• 
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drbt alqitah. 

a. darabtu alqitah. 

b. darabat alqitah. 

c. darabta alqitah. 

d. darabti alqitah. 

e. duribat alqitah. 

f. durribat alqitah. 

•I hit the cat.* 

'She hit the cat.' 

•You (masc./sg.) hit the 

cat.' 

'You (femin./sg.) hit 

the cat. ' 

'The cat was hit (by 

someone).' 

'The cat was hit 

severely (by someone).' 

?kl alwalad. 

a. ?akala alwalad. 

b. ?ukila alwalad. 

c. ?ukkila alwalad. 

d. ?akkala alwalad. 

e. ?aklu alwalad. 

f. ?ukulu alwalad. 

'The boy ate.' 

'The boy was eaten.' 

'The boy was forced (by 

someone) to eat.' 

*He forced the boy to 

eat.' 

'The boy's way of 

eating.' 

'The boy's food.' 
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THE ARABIC TEXT READING TASK (ATRT) 

Version I (the iinmarked form without diacritics) 

-4-*-a-\ V-3UJ- . ̂,jAaS\ IM^^I 

. ^uj\ 

0-* N— 

r Xj«Sa3 A.»Vfcft U ^^jJ\ 

^ ^ * 11 ' * 

. a2. V-; jV-P^ 

u-*jV-«Il» ̂  \ •'Ls^ 4^VzJ\ 

J\d^ A.:. . «"» JL^JLJk Ai ^Jl3^ ̂  JLa^\ ^V--oi\ 

o—r-^ fjx' IXaSS^ #juA s AJ 

. .»*V\ Ji^C- 1 

i I \ -kjj*3 

J JL-eJ \ u \̂ ̂ 'kt\ 3-̂ -̂ --̂  



Version II (the marked form with diacritics) 

^\—\ <S W T'-J^ 

. ̂ \ (JVZilwV^ \ y^a*A 

<- :>--

t A ,wVi^ JLjiVfcft n 

JLj^ L>\ ^ C^ 

. aI.a'* t^\_ iViJ « ^\_liJ\ 

Cp A_II» VJkJLi \ JL^ t^Vij \ \ ̂  

J\5j • > A^JLlk AJ ^Jk-»^ ^ JU«^\ ^ ̂\ ..aU 

,>4  ̂ ijbic ;^"-i\i\^'-4^\ .u.. ̂AJ 

• .>*y\ «2-i j\ \J« 4j«—*l 

C»^J^ ^ • • A^VdoJut (Jft 

^ i^-j. *J? \ b^ J^^\£j\ 
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