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Abstract. The article is devoted to the study of evaluative language in Arabic academic discourse.
The analysis was carried out based on the evaluative posts published in the Arabic language in social
networks related to the defense of Ph.D. dissertations and the obtaining by Arabic-speaking students
of Ph.D. degrees. The focus of the research in the language of appraisal in Arabic academic settings
is related to socially and traditionally determining aspects in the perception of the Ph.D. degree in
Arab society. In order to identify specific features of the written language of evaluation in Arabic
academic discourse, our study is built on the Appraisal theory proposed by James Martin and Peter
White (2005) and focused on its sub-categories of the Appraisal theory: Affect, Appreciation,
Judgment. The comparative analysis made it possible to identify both universal and specific
components in the regarded ways of evaluation within the framework of academic discourse. The
authors determine the lexico-grammatical methods of assessment in Arabic academic discourse,
which characterize the perception and functioning of the evaluative language in the system of value
coordinates of the Arab society. The novelty of the proposed research lies in the fact that at present
the appeal to the Arabic academic discourse has not been sufficiently studied. In the end of the study,
the authors concluded that the Appraisal theory proposed by Martin and White (2005) can be applied
to the research of Arabic language of evaluation. The authors also argue that the written language
of assessment in the Arabic academic discourse is directly proportional to cultural, traditional,
religious factors that are reflected in the lexico-grammatical components of the assessment.
Misunderstanding of these specific features of the evaluative language of the Arabic academic
discourse leads to communicative failures. The authors noted the prospects for studying the
evaluative language within the framework of the Arabic academic discourse could be conducted in
a comparative analysis of the oral and written Arabic language of assessment, each of which has its
own specific culturally determined features.
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AnHoTanus. CTaThs MOCBAIICHA H3YYCHUIO OIICHOYHON JIEKCHUKH B apabCKOM aKaJeMUIeCKOM AHC-
Kypce. AHaJIN3 IPOBEJCH Ha OCHOBE OITyOIMKOBAaHHBIX Ha apabCKOM S3BIKE OIIEHOYHBIX IIOCTOB B
COLIMATBHBIX CETAX, CBI3aHHBIX C 3aIUTON KaHANIATCKHUX JUCCEPTAIIH U ITOITydeHueM apabosi3prd-
HBIMH CTYICHTAaMH CTEIICHN KaHAWaTa HayK. BeiOop maHHOTO MaTepHaia sl HCCIeJOBaHUS 00y-
CJIOBJICH T€M, UTO B apab0sA3bI9HOM 00IIeCTBE IPUCBOCHUE CTEIICHN KaHANIATa HAyK SBISICTCS BaXK-
HBIM COIIMATBHBIM COOBITHEM B KH3HH CTYJCHTa U €ro ceMbU. UTOOBI BBISBUTH CIICIU(DUICCKUC
YepThl TICEMEHHOTO SI3bIKa OIICHKH B apaOCKOM aKaJeMHYCCKOM JUCKYpCE, UCCIeTOBaHHE OBLIO
OCHOBaHO Ha Teopuu orieHKH (the Appraisal theory), npemnosxxennoi Jxeiimcom Mapturom u [Tu-
tepoMm Yaiitom (2005), 1 cocpeIOoTOUCHO Ha TaKUX MOJKATeropusx, kak addexr (4ffect), mpusna-
TeNBHOCTH (Appreciation), cyxnenne (Judgment). CpaBHUTEIBHBIN aHAIN3 TIO3BOJIMI BEISIBUTH KaK
YHHUBEpCAJIbHBIE, TaK M CIICIU(PHIECKIE KOMIIOHEHTH pacCMaTPUBAEMBIX CIIOCOOOB OIICHUBAHHS B
paMKax akaJeMHYeCKOr0 TUCKYpca. ABTOPHI ONPEAEISIOT ISKCHKO-TPaMMAaTHIECKHE CIIOCOOBI OT1e-
HUBAHUS B apaOCKOM aKaJIEMHUYECKOM JIUCKYPCE, XapaKTePH3YIOIIIe BOCIIPUATHE U (YHKIHOHUPO-
BaHHE OLIEHOYHOTO SI3bIKa B CHCTEME [IEHHOCTHBIX KOOPIMHAT apabckoro obmectBa. Hopm3na mpen-
JIaraeMOr'0 MCCIIEIOBAHUS 3aKIIF0YACTCs B TOM, YTO B HACTOSIIIEE BPeMs oOpalleHue K apabckoMy
aKaJeMUYECKOMY JUCKYpPCY HEJIOCTATOYHO U3Yy4eHO. B pe3ynbpTare ucciej0BaHus aBTOPHI IPHUIILTH
K BBIBOJY O TOM, YTO TEOpHUs OLIEHKH, MpeuioxkeHHass MaptuHoM u Yaiitom (2005), MoxeT ObITh
NPUMEHCHA K U3YyYCHHIO apabCKOro OICHOYHOTO sI3bIKA. ABTOPBI TAKXKE YTBEPXKIAIOT, YTO MUCH-
MEHHBIH SI3BIK OIICHKH B apa0CKOM aKaJeMHUYeCKOM TUCKYPCE HAIPSAMYIO 3aBHCUT OT KYJIbTYPHBIX,
TPaAUHOHHBIX, PEITUTHO3HBIX (AKTOPOB, KOTOPbIE OTPAKAIOTCS B JIEKCHKOTPAMMATHUECKHX KOM-
TTOHEHTAaX OICHKH, a HETOHUMaHHE 3TUX 0COOEHHOCTEH OIIEHOYHOTO SA3BIKa apa0CKOT0 aKaJIeMuye-
CKOT0 AUCKypca MIPUBOANT K KOMMYHHKATHBHBIM HeyadaMm. [lepcrieKTHBEI TaTbHEHIIIEro Heceno-
BaHUS OIICHOYHOTO SI3bIKA B PAMKaX apaOCKOTr0 aKaJeMHYCCKOTO TUCKYPCa aBTOPHI BUJAT B CPaB-
HUTEIFHOM aHaJIM3¢ YCTHOTO M MACBMEHHOTO apabCKOro OICHOYHOTO SI3bIKa, KAXKIBIH M3 KOTOPHIX
UMeeT CBOU crielin(hUuecKre, KyJIbTYPHO 00yCIIOBJICHHBIE OCOOEHHOCTH.

KaroueBble cjioBa: OlICHOYHAS JIEKCHKA, apaOCKuUil aKaIeMHICCKHI TUCKYPC, apabCKuil 131K, TEO-
pus OLUCHKHW, KOMMYHUKAaTHBHAas HEyaa4da
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Introduction

The study of evaluative language in academic settings has been recently
gaining momentum in the fields of pragmatics [1; 2], discourse studies [3; 4; 5], and
comparative linguistic studies [6; 7]. It is worth noting that most of the research
works examining evaluation in the frames of academic discourse focused on the
English language academic discourse [8; 9]. Alongside we can mention several
studies that seek to analyze Arabic academic discourse [10; 11; 12]. However, these
works concentrated on the Arabic texts’ structures in academic settings (articles,
presentations) rather than analyzing the implication of Arabic evaluative language
at large.

The Arabic evaluative language in academic discourse presents a unique
research opportunity for several reasons. Firstly, being part of a culture where
interpersonal relationships play a key role in society, Arabic evaluative language
consists of a balance of adherence of its participants to cultural, religious, verbal,
and non-verbal norms of communication. Secondly, the Arabic language of verbal
evaluation within the framework of academic discourse has distinctive features for
each of the education stages (e.g. university admission, dissertation defense).
Thirdly, Arabic evaluative language in academic settings is determined by a certain
lexico-grammatical set, which, when directly translated into other languages, loses
its evaluative specificity.

Theoretical background

At the moment, we cannot convey a single omnipresent theory for evaluation
in academic discourse. At different times and places, scientists put forward and
researched areas similar to the theory of evaluation. For example, American
scholars explored the complexities of writer-reader interactions from the
standpoint of metadiscourse which has been taken to mean the rhetorical field that
controls the communicative function of language [13; 14]. Also, some researchers
looked at the way academic writers gain interpersonal positioning within their
fields of study through the use of the evaluative language recognized in
evidentiality and hedging [7], mindset markers [9], stance markers [5; 2], voice
markers [15], and Appraisal [14].

The use of evaluative language to produce stance and voice has been given
academic engagement in recent years. Researchers conjured a broad spectrum of
methods in analyzing evaluation language: corpus-based methodology [13, 16; 17];
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Systemic Functional Linguistic discourse semantic standpoint [14], and discourse
analytic, qualitative, and quantitative approaches [18].

As part of the study of the evaluative language in the context of written
academic discourse, it has been shown that the argumentative and rhetorical
practices used to express and position one’s views differ according to the generic,
disciplinary and cultural context in which they are produced [16; 17].

In essence, some studies analyze the dependence of evaluative language on
cultural values (collective or individual values). These studies proved that cultural
values are directly related [19] to such aspects of evaluation in language as the style
of evaluation [20] and preferred rhetorical practices for expressing judgments [21].

The Appraisal theory has recently made a big-scale contribution to the
development of evaluative language theory in general. The Appraisal theory
describes semantic systems that interpret interpersonal relationships in the English
language. This theory has attracted the attention of many scholars nowadays due to
the theory’s affordability of implementation to different contexts, discourses, and
languages. The appraisal is involved with the interpersonal dimension in the
language [22—24]. Particularly, it implicates a study of the subjective presence of
the writer that is reflected by (1) the expression of statements concerning the
material a writer produces and (2) the audiences of communication. The appraisal
is presented by Jeannett Martin and Peter White [23] as follows: “it is concerned
with how writers/speakers approve and disapprove, enthuse and abhor, applaud and
criticize, and with how they position their readers/listeners to do so likewise”. The
Appraisal suggests a sample for the experiment of how writers transfer sentiments,
tastes, and formative judgments. Also, the Appraisal inquires how to evaluate in a
way to ultimately permits to create through text communities of shared feelings and
values [24].

There are practically no research papers devoted to evaluation within the
framework of the Arabic academic discourse. We can single out one research work
on the study of the evaluative Arabic language, which was carried out within the
framework of comparative linguistics. Thus in 2016, Mahdi Al-Ramadan conducted
research based on written materials of Anglo-American and Arabic-speaking
students from Saudi Arabia. The study concluded that culture plays a pivotal role
in differentiating between the means of academic persuasion that are preferred by
writers in the two relevant cultures, as the Anglo-American texts adopted an
evaluative stance (the writer appears to the target audience as an objective and
impartial person). She concluded, that Americans for the language of evaluation
were careful, precise, and restricted by the rules and standards that govern the
rhetorical practices of the academic discourse group. It was discovered that these
texts depend on the use of what is called in the literature the analysis of the
interchangeable meaning of the discourse the voice of the arguer, which is
characterized by its interactive nature. On the other hand, it was found that Arabic
essay writers prefer to use a more personal persuasive style, and the evaluative
meanings in Arabic texts were more intense and focused as a result of the adoption
of repetition as a persuasive rhetorical method. In addition, the textual voice of an
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Arabic student was more trusting, unilateral, and less interactive with the audience
in a way that generally resembles the distinctive textual sound of teaching books.
The Arabic rhetorical features are also found in most of the academic texts written
in English as a foreign language by the students. This supports the role of culture
in determining the optimal persuasive methods for the writer and also supports the
validity of the hypothesis of contrastive rhetoric at the level of reciprocal meaning
in the process of constructing the academic text. The results of Al-Ramadan
research [25] indicate that due to both the process of linguistic interaction (transfer)
from the mother culture and the possibility of the student writers’ lack of awareness
of the rules and standards of academic persuasion followed in the target discourse
community, the students tend to produce what she calls infergenres — “hybrid
genres that carry features from different sources and that do not entirely reflect the
character of either the native culture’s or the target culture’s version of the genre in
question” [24. P. 215].

Methodology

The present study is limited to the analysis of written academic discourse.
Spoken academic discourse, such as that represented by the genres of presentations,
lectures, and conferences, is out of the scope of this study. The study is based on
the Appraisal theory within a detail look at the category of the attitudinal stance of
the Appraisal Analytical Model, which is explained in section Arabic Evaluative
language: implementation of the Appraisal theory of the present study.

Forming the methodological base, both linguistic and non-linguistic methods
are engaged in executing the study. The present analysis seeks to implement such
standard methods of research as induction and deduction. Using the method of
induction in our study, we summarize the results of individual private observations
of evaluation in Arabic in terms of academic discourse. The deduction method
allowed us to investigate the language of evaluation within the framework of the
Appraisal theory, which had not previously been tested on the Arabic-speaking
academic discourse.

In addition to this, the method of component analysis was applied to analyze
the content component of the language structures of evaluation within the
framework of the Arabic academic discourse.

The study is based on posts about the successful defense of dissertations and
obtaining a Ph.D. degree published in social media, which have become the main
platform for communication in Arabic-speaking countries during the pandemic
COVID-19. This material for the study was chosen since the phenomenon of
expressing a written evaluation (writer) associated with the academic achievements
of a person (reader) has not been studied in Arabic academic discourse.
Nevertheless, the widespread use in social media, in particular by the Arab-
speaking population for academic purposes, have been proven by previous studies
[26; 27]. We have chosen the aspect of evaluating in Arabic academic settings in
obtaining the Ph.D. degree since this process is a socially significant moment in the
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life of a student and his family (44&). In the Arab world, it is believed the one who
has received a Ph.D. (the field of study does not matter) is an example for the whole
family to follow. After the obtaining of the Ph.D. degree, this student’s name will
be preceded by the letter.-2 or will be written (and also pronounced) doctor ( sS
aall Jla als),

Some key standpoints of Arabic academic discourse
and its theoretical background

Arabic academic discourse is a unique subject for analysis; however, we can
find hardly any works related to the study of Arabic academic discourse. Moreover,
most of the researchers are genre-based and attempt to involve genre-structure
analytical models in the study of Arabic academic discourse [10—12; 28—31].
Thus, Sultan [30], provided research on the nature of interpersonal communication
in the Arabic academic texts. He developed his study on the published research
articles in the field of linguistics and concluded that “the Arab writers were more
inclined than the English-speaking writers to use attitude markers (surprisingly,
unfortunately, I agree) to guide readers in understanding their opinions, intentions,
and points of view” [30. P. 29]. In addition, the research reveals that Arabic students
prefer to use boosters to express conviction and determination. It also discovered
that evidence (for example, X claims according to Y) was about twice as common
in English-language articles. According to Sultan, English authors equip a granular
basis for verifying the facts they provide. This study indicates the majority of
intercultural contrasts in the use of interpersonal elements in academic discourse.
However, Sultan’s research got criticism, because it remains relatively limited
studies that are devoted to the study of interpersonal metafunction and how it is
fully realized in various lexicographical resources [1; 32].

From a cross-cultural perspective, Arabic academic discourse has attracted the
attention of Arabic-speaking researchers. Therefore, in 2010 Mohamed-Sayidina
investigated the culture-specific factors of Arabic Academic discourse. He finalized
that Arabic students use such elements of verbal communication in the written texts
as “additive modes of propositional development” (LUS S <Ll )3 (4 53) and religious
statements, such as (ms_ (e il aun ) Jlass). He connected this phenomenon
with “dependence of Arabic educational systems on memorizing and rote
learning” [33. P. 264]. It is important to mention, that Arabs at large use religious
vocabulary in many uncommon Islam fields without understanding the need for
their implementation [34].

Tareq Hamed explored the nature of the conjunctive transition in
argumentative essays written by Libyan undergraduate students. Thus, his analysis
revealed an excessive use of intersentential coordination with the conjunction and
() and inappropriate use of adversative coordination (expressing the opposition of
one word or sentence to another). The data obtained are explained by the negative
borrowing of the use of the conjunction and (s) from the Arabic language of
students, in which the conjunction and () can express five functions: continuative
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(13 pge ¥ 138 Al ol 45 5) additive (sl iy Aab il o sll s2e), commentary
(laa s me Sl 5), adversative (Abal) | Sus (a5 asdll) and simulative (<lée 5 &5 e
o)), The Libyan students carried over the function of continuing and () into
their English writing, as it is used at the beginning of sentences and paragraphs in
Arabic texts [35].

Also, within the framework of studying Arabic academic discourse from a
cross-cultural perspective, much attention is paid to studies that examine how the
choice of vocabulary contributes to the formation of certain culturally specific
meanings that help achieve compelling goals. Thus, R. Rass concluded that the
frequent repetition of the form of the word, which is characteristic of the Arabic
academic discourse, also appeared in the writing of the text by the Arabs in English.
He believes that this strategy is perceived by the Arabs as a strategy of persuasion.
R. Rass also concluded that Arabs often use superlatives (the best, the most) in
student papers in both Arabic and English. Speaking about the pattern of frequent
use of superlatives, Russ writes: “unity of belief, indicating that there is only one
true path, one right way; there is a single answer; there is black and white and no
shades of gray” [36. P. 209]. This study also provides an analysis of the frequent
use of the pronouns we and our, which, in the author’s opinion, is the strategy of
Arabic-speaking students who are “oriented to the group”. The frequent use of the
pronouns we and our can be explained by the collective nature of the Arab culture.
As in previous studies, R. Rass in his research proves that the use of Islamic
expressions in the framework of academic discourse is characteristic of Arabic-
speaking students who do not always understand the correct context for using these
Quranic expressions, or according to the author “often fail to consider the idea of
“audience” when they write” [36. P. 209].

Arabic Evaluative language:
implementation of the Appraisal theory

To analyze the language of evaluation within the framework of the Arabic
academic discourse, according to the methodology described above, we applied the
Appraisal theory provided by J. Martin and P. White (2005). In the Appraisal
theory, J. Martin (2003) and Martin and P. White (2005) constructed standard
distinctions such as “those holding between modality and attitudinal lexis”
[4. P. 35], and “between attitudinal and epistemic stance” [38. P. 241]. The Appraisal
theory can be diagrammatically displayed as follows.

In this study, we focus on the Attitude section, since in the framework of obtaining
the Ph.D. degree, this gradation will allow us to provide a more detailed analysis of
the evaluation language within the framework of Arabic academic discourse.

Firstly, Affect is clarified as “a semantic resource for construing emotions”
[38. P. 148]. The Un/happiness sub-category of Affect “covers emotions concerned
with ‘affairs of the heart’” — sadness, anger, happiness and love” [38. P. 150].
The Dis/satisfaction sub-category of Affect presents “emotions concerned with telos
(the pursuit of goals) — such as ennui, displeasure, curiosity, respect” [38. P. 150].
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The In/security sub-category of Affect “covers emotions concerned with ecosocial
well-being” as is displayed in the consistencies of “anxiety, fear, confidence and
trust” [38. P. 150]. The Dis/inclination of Affect is associated with the type of
sensations that implicate “intention (rather than reaction), to a stimulus that is irrealis
rather than realis” [38. P. 150]. The Appraisal theory can be diagrammatically

I In/security

Valuation

'— Dis/inclination

displayed as follows:
Apprisal
|
[ 1 1
Attitude Engagement Graduation
L |
[ ul ] /
Affect Appreciation Judgment Contact Expand Focus
— Un/happiness |[—  Reaction Social Esteem Disclaim Entertain Force
I Dis/satisfaction | = Composition Social Sanction Proclaim Attribute

Fig. 1. The Appraisal theory Module by Martin and White (2005)
Puc. 1. Cxema Teopum ougHKkmn, NnpeasioxeHHaa MapTtuHom u Yaritom (2005)

Table 1 / Tabnvua 1

Examples of Affect in the Arabic academic discourse data /

Mpumepsbl adpdekTa (Affect) B apaGCcKkoM akageMU4eCcKoM AUCKypce

Affect

happiness

‘S,Jl-'ﬂ\ Guaal) U giSa
Gl U 0585 0 das Do (Jsall (el LS 5 (alls o)
ceecdallg Ghagll e 3

coee bl s alall s AN 3l Jals bl aud

satisfaction

Aae gy 4533 ¥ 41500 28 5 20221 5 LY 3ok e el g Y Cas
Lt iall 3y genall dn g o oy ¢ a9 Olagll g g

i gall ciabia (53 a1 Nl Ldiad oy je (8 g i Al i
L’QMJJMIMJAAJQ\A}&X\‘;;U%}M\é;]\wjﬁ)&d\
sLaiiy) g oY ol

security

Ia 3 o Adgaa aaall il S giSall ! e ) &L
AS Al JS ¢ iyl A ja pa Ghidl s 7 ) s Aaala (g 0] giSAY)
Gl

inclination

Bagd o Jguand) sl S ge ) L sie cillaal J8 U jle
Mubw\ﬁa\.@&:ﬂ}m.\uc@}.mk'_\lﬁyud\@sb‘,ssﬁ\
S5 (8 4ilaal) Al (e

ralad) Cpa b1 Sl Al 52y GLadlY) daiaeg dnalall Cae S5 36

(3 50 4l L
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Secondly, Appreciation is mostly dedicated to things (materials) rather than
people and their manners. Particularly, it contains optimistic/pessimistic
estimations of the constitution, formation, formatting, impact, presentation, value
of natural objects, procedures, or conditions of experiences by “reference to
aesthetics and other systems of social value” [24]. People can also be Appreciated,
whereas the judgment does not directly reveal the in/correctness of behaviors [25].
Appreciation is supposed to be an institutionalization of Affect because in the
Appreciation one directs to socially identified approaches of value. In this way,
“values of Appreciation [are] less directly personalizing, at least relative to values
of Affect” [25].

Appreciation consists of reaction, composition, and valuation. Reaction
characterizes the evaluator’s responses to things; whether these things are
acceptable, dissatisfying, whether are rewarding. An essential contrast between the
system of Affect and the system of Reaction is that Affectual values are permanently
connected with a distinct human experiencer (333« 4dUa), Reaction (5 dnad
aLaad) is separated from human experiencers to the assessed entity “as if it were
some property which the entity objectively and intrinsically possesses” [24].

The second kind of Appreciation is Composition. 1t is affiliated with the
evaluation of the format or form of the thing: how agreeably the elements of the
entity under evaluation fit together, how balanced, and congruous it is. Valuation
as a type of Appreciation is connected to assessments of the social weight of the
entity; whether it is beneficial or not.

Table 2 / Tabnvua 2

Examples of Appreciation in the Arabic academic discourse data /
Mpumepsbl npusHaTenbHocTu (Appreciation) B apabckom akafeMn4eckom uckypce

Jlae Yl oaly 5 o s giSall elilln )yl dean g1 o Jllaly el 25
edn )l e clabaidl

Ay e Baaiall LY Sl

Sl 33 a5i b Sl dliagd gy B dlia b da b Jaal
(biinal) e ghial) 5 U 5383 Gl s 3l sl ¢ S0
Appreciation composition . ol siSall Jlie 5 & HAdll &l 5 ja0 all
Juadl ad&l) (S) aSa AL 7 80 g adaalll SIS LSS () i

Al Jsan il T caillae 5 g Aty aliad e direal
. Adlpd) A pfiualall 3algd o ly gan dilae 3 3l 5 Ml
valuation s iy dia by Ualad dalad 5 5 sl s . Al gal) ciliSial) g
Laita il jall g Gl pall el iy g

reaction

Thirdly, the type of Attitude, Judgment, concerns the area indicating that
expresses the writers’ Attitude towards and normative judgment of people and “their
character (how they measure up)” [23. P. 52]. Judgments of manners are separated
into two types, those dealing with Social Esteem and those dealing with Social
Sanction. Social Esteem affects individual estimations of affection or objection of
manners, notably those connected to peoples’ Normality, Capacity, and Tenacity.
Social Sanction interests’ moral judgments of recognition or condemnation of
behaviors that have to do with peoples’ Veracity and Propriety.
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Table 3 / Tabnnua 3

Examples of Judgment in the Arabic academic discourse data /
Mpumepsl cyxaeHus (Judgment) B apabCckoM akafaeMU4eckoM Auckypce

Normality Tt T )y il

Social Esteem Capacity Ayl daala (e Ay jAdl) of ) g3SAl Ab Laal)
Judgment . cale 3l A g5l A2l Al 3 )8 Akl W1 B G Y
Tenacity o gl el il jalt A0S B A jalh A
s s Veracity 18 5 il call

ocial Sanction - =
Propriety Iglailly paidl) Js
Conclusion

The analysis carried out on the study of evaluative language in Arabic
academic discourse based on posts published in social media and dedicated to
the successful defense of Ph.D. dissertations, allowed us to draw the following
conclusions. Firstly, the applicability of the Appraisal theory proposed by
J. Martin and P. White can be applied not only to the analysis of the English
appraisal language for which it was developed but also to the analysis of the
appraisal language within the Arabic language discourse. Secondly, the
language of evaluation in the Arabic academic discourse is determined by such
factors as social (a specific attitude in Arab society towards a person who
obtained a Ph.D. degree), traditional (a student who obtained a Ph.D. degree is
the example for the whole family), religious (the entire language of evaluation
includes religious, Islamic expressions). Thirdly, in the context of the pandemic,
social media have become the main platform for communication between
Arabic-speaking users, including academic communication, which allows us to
study evaluative language, as shown in this study. We could note the prospects
for studying the evaluative language within the framework of the Arabic
academic discourse could be conducted in a comparative analysis of the oral and
written Arabic language of assessment, each of which has its own specific
culturally determined features.
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