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Text classification and gradation in Arabic textbooks
Salwa Mohamed

Department of Languages, Information & Communications, Faculty of Arts and Humanities, Manchester
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ABSTRACT
Text classification and text gradation are important for language teachers.
Profiling and readability studies examine textual and linguistic features
that determine text difficulty. Arabic, as an under-resourced language,
suffers from a lack of such studies which results in material developers
and textbook writers relying on their intuitions and experiences in
selecting appropriate texts. At the classroom level, teachers often
supplement or adapt the texts they use to suit their students’
developmental stages. However, they often do this based on their
intuition and experience as well. This study aims to sensitise material
developers and particularly teachers to a range of textual, linguistic and
contextual features that affect text difficulty so, they can make informed
decisions about the suitability of the texts they use and how to adapt
and/or supplement them. Although this is most important for teachers
of under-resourced languages such as Arabic; the study will be useful
for teachers of resource-rich languages as well since research shows
that even with systematically classified texts, discrepancies exist
between texts and their assumed level.
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Introduction

Text classification and gradation are very important in pedagogical contexts to increase the effec-
tiveness of learning and aid students’ progression. In first language learning (L1) contexts, texts
are graded using statistical formulas that measure texts’ difficulty/readability level for target
readers (usually school graders). Such ‘readability studies’ examine the linguistic features of a text
to determine its ‘ease of comprehension’ score (Graesser et al. 2004; Crossley et al. 2007). In L2 teach-
ing, texts may be levelled according to proficiency criteria or frameworks such as the American
Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) (2012), the Interagency Language Roundta-
ble levels of proficiency (ILR) (2012) and the Common European Framework of Reference for
languages (CEFR) (Council of Europe [CoE] 2001). There have, however, been concerns about the
consequences and limitations of such frameworks (see Byrnes 2012 for a detailed discussion).
However, these frameworks have managed to provide a more detailed and less ambiguous
concept of levelling than the proficiency level categories which are frequently used in SLA research,
e.g. beginners, intermediate, advanced or higher and lower levels (Hulstijn, Alderson, and Schoonen
2010) and a more principled basis for classifying teaching materials (Sung et al. 2015) and assessing
learners’ performance (Pilan, Volodina, and Zesch 2016). The CEFR, in particular, has gained wide
popularity as a proficiency framework with its well-established six-level proficiency scale, describing
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learners’ ability (what they can do with the target language and how well) in terms of receptive and
productive skills. The CEFR acknowledges the limitations and imprecision of levelling language
ability but defends the enterprise because ‘for practical purposes it is useful to set up a scale of
defined levels to segment the learning process for the purposes of curriculum design, qualifying
examinations, etc.’ (CoE 2001, 17).

It is intuitively obvious that teachers and educators should select texts that are suitable for their
learners’ proficiency/developmental level. Textbooks constitute the main source of L2 input texts for
many language courses and students. However, little research has addressed the consistency and
reliability of these texts’ classification into proficiency levels (Barrot 2015; Hong et al. 2020). Research
shows that texts display varied linguistic features and different levels of difficulty, even in textbooks
and materials that claim to be systematically classified into the same proficiency level (Francois and
Fairon 2012; Hong et al. 2020). There are a number of reasons for these discrepancies besides the
aforementioned note that the whole process of levelling is approximate. Text difficulty is affected
by a hybrid of linguistic as well as cognitive and textual factors beyond the surface lexical and syn-
tactic features. Additionally, text comprehension may depend on factors external to the text such as
learners’ prior knowledge and skills (Graesser, McNamara, and Kulikowich 2011).

In terms of the CEFR, as the main scale adopted in this study, it is an action-oriented frame-
work which focuses on communicative competencies, strategies and activities/tasks that are
evident in productive skills. Receptive skills, on the other hand, suffer from a lack of clarity
(Alderson et al. 2004). Furthermore, in their pursuit to be language-independent, the CEFR
descriptors that are related to linguistic competence, i.e. vocabulary range, grammatical accu-
racy and phonological control, are unspecified, which can make it difficult to differentiate
between adjacent levels (Martyniuk and Noijons 2007; Zheng, Zhang, and Yan 2016). This
requires further specification to identify detailed linguistic features for different CEFR levels in
a given language (Hulstijn, Alderson, and Schoonen 2010). Such work is known as profiling
studies; these are important in guiding teachers, curriculum designers and material developers
to a suitable diet of linguistic features for each proficiency level. Recent L2 readability studies
seek to link their automated text linguistic analyses to L2 proficiency scales in order to increase
their pedagogical value (see Sung et al. 2015 for link with the CEFR and Saddiki, Bouzoubaa, and
Cavalli-Sforza 2015 for link with the ILR).

In the field of TAFL, there is a lack of profiling studies that translate the CEFR reference level
descriptors into Arabic-specific linguistic features that correspond to different proficiency levels,
and a lack of L2 readability studies that assess text difficulty, using statistical, automated measures.
Texts are usually classified and graded based on expert judgement, that is, by textbook authors and/
or publishers. This results in wide discrepancies between texts that claim to be at the same difficulty
level, e.g. beginner, intermediate, advanced (See Mohamed 2021b).

Background and aims of the study

In the absence of profiling studies in Arabic in reference to the CEFR or any regularising proficiency
scales, in a previous study, I collated a list of salient features for the different CEFR proficiency levels.
Based on that, I created a CEFR-aligned Arabic curriculum (CEFR-AC) with exemplary linguistic fea-
tures (vocabulary, grammar, discourse markers, etc.) and general textual characteristics for
different levels (Mohamed 2021a); the purpose was to facilitate proficiency-based teaching.

In an endeavour to select/create proficiency-appropriate teaching materials, I analysed four com-
monly used AFL textbooks to gauge their suitability for implementing the developed CEFR-AC
(Mohamed 2021b). Since these textbooks were classified into generic proficiency levels, i.e. begin-
ners, intermediate, etc., each series was divided into CEFR-labelled sections based on the calculation
of guided learning hours (GLHs) (Cambridge University 2018) to facilitate a fair and consistent com-
parison. The following excerpt from Mohamed (2021b, 63) explains how this was calculated (see
reference for more details):
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The teaching hours assigned by the authors of each textbook were identified, then an equivalent number of
hours was added for guided self-study. The total was then divided by the number of units in the textbook to
get the average teaching hours (ATHs) per unit. Finally, the GLHs for each CEFR level were divided by the
ATHs per unit to calculate how many units in a textbook series counted for a specific CEFR level.

Then the reading texts in each series were analysed, using an adapted version of the Dutch CEFR Grid
(Alderson et al. 2004) to assess their difficulty level and judge their actual CEFR proficiency level accord-
ingly. The Dutch CEFR Grid has a range of textual features that were developed in relation to the CEFR ‘s
specifications and guidelines tomake up for the ambiguity of the descriptors for receptive skills and was
used by the CEFR Manual (CoE 2009) in calibrating assessment materials, including reading texts, to the
CEFR. However, the Grid has its limitations, as will be discussed in the methodology section, hence the
use of an adapted version. The results showed that although these textbooks claimed similar generic
proficiency levels, their reading content showed substantial discrepancies in interpreting and represent-
ing proficiency across levels, as was evidenced in the variation in text difficulty at the same CEFR-
labelled sections, especially at the intermediate (B1 and B2) and higher (C1 and C2) levels.

This paper, in turn, follows Mohamed (2021b) and investigates each series independently with the
purpose of:

a) ascertaining the extent to which the reading texts are accurately classified and consistently
graded within each textbook series. This is assessed by comparing the judged proficiency
level against the pre-calculated CEFR level they correspond to within each series.

b) sensitising teachers to the role certain textual, linguistic and contextual features play in deter-
mining text difficulty. This is done by qualitatively (i) analysing salient textual and linguistic fea-
tures, as per the adapted Dutch CEFR Grid, at the text level using sample texts from each series
and (ii) reflecting on textual, linguistic and contextual features beyond the text level that affect
difficulty in some of these texts.

Rationale and significance

Profiling studies and readability models are important in translating the under-specified CEFR levels
into concrete, language-specific linguistic features. The field of TAFL, as mentioned earlier, suffers
from a shortage of studies in both areas, which leaves teachers and material writers without
much guidance on selecting or developing proficiency-appropriate materials. This study is an
attempt to raise the awareness of teachers of Arabic and similar under-resourced languages to
the role such features play in determining text difficulty and, by implication, its receptive proficiency
level. The value of this goes beyond the contexts of under-resourced languages as readability
research shows that even with resource-rich languages, where texts are classified according to profi-
ciency scales such as the CEFR, texts can show a varied range of difficulty.

On the other hand, despite the important contributions profiling studies and readability models can
make to improving the effectiveness of texts, there are limitations for this workwhen texts are utilised at
the classroom level. Profiling studies, aiming to specify linguistic features for different proficiency levels,
tend to focus on language forms producing lists of vocabulary and grammar individually or contextua-
lised at the sentence level. This does not necessarily capture contextual and extra-textual factors that
may as well contribute to defining text difficulty. Examining proficiency at the textual level, rather
than at the surface linguistic level, sheds light on these contextual and extra-textual features and
makes them more visible. This would encourage/promote a deeper and more critical interpretation
of the CEFR descriptors rather than a narrow focus on surface forms. It would also have the added
value of applying the target proficiency criteria flexibly in different contexts with different practices.

Similarly, readability models focus on form, quantifying specific linguistic features and providing a
comprehension score that arguably determines text difficulty. Texts’ qualitative characteristics,
however, cannot be judged merely based on quantitative formulas or on separate individual fea-
tures. As Graesser, McNamara, and Kulikowich (2011, 223) note:
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Computers obviously cannot identify and scale texts on all levels of language, discourse, and meaning. Available
computer systems cannot fully comprehend the deep metaphors, literary devices, and historical contexts of Sha-
kespeare’s plays, for example. Some characteristics of texts require humans to provide informed, deep, critical
analyses.

Besides, at the classroom level, teachers are more concerned with students’ comprehension of the
text than with the text readability or proficiency level per se (Pilan 2013). Comprehension, as (Graes-
ser, McNamara, and Kulikowich 2011, 223) put it, ‘involves muchmore than an analysis of text charac-
teristics alone because prior knowledge, inference mechanisms, and skills of readers are also critically
important’. In Pilan’s (2013) study, teachers’ evaluation was an important factor in pointing out
additional factors for improving readability and comprehensibility of texts/sentences e.g. back-
ground context, suitability of and familiarity with the topic (Pilan 2013).

Hence, this study aims to raise teachers’ awareness of the role different linguistic, textual and con-
textual features play in determining text difficulty (and comprehensibility) so that they can conduct
an indicative global assessment of available reading texts. This has implications for improving tea-
chers’ ability to select proficiency-appropriate materials, comparing different textbooks/texts, adjust-
ing levels of difficulty to facilitate comprehension, creating and customising additional materials to
specific students, increasing the efficacy of teaching and helping students progress along the
language proficiency spectrum (Barrot 2015; Hong et al. 2020; Saddiki, Bouzoubaa, and Cavalli-
Sforza 2015; Uchida and Negishi 2018).

Methodology

The current paper builds on the work in Mohamed (2021b) and assesses the reading texts’ difficulty
in four popular Arabic textbook series generically classified as (Beginner, Intermediate, Advanced,
etc.). The same quantitative method of analysis used in Mohamed (2021b) will be employed to ascer-
tain the extent to which the texts are classified and graded consistently within each series. The analy-
sis will present the distribution of texts’ judged CEFR level, using an adapted version of the Dutch
CEFR Grid, against their pre-calculated proficiency level based on calculated GLHs (see Mohamed
2021b). Qualitative analyses will, in turn, examine salient textual, linguistic and contextual features
that affect text difficulty (a) at the text level and (b) beyond the text level. The purpose of this
section is to raise teachers’ awareness of the role of these features rather than employing statistical
measurements of target linguistic and textual characteristics, which are typical in readability studies
(e.g. Sung et al. 2015; Uchida and Negishi 2018; Uri and Abd Aziz 2018).

The following is a list of the textbook series that are analysed in this study (for more details about
the series and the reason for choosing them, refer to Mohamed 2021b):

. Mastering Arabic (henceforth M.A), book 1-third edition, book 2-first edition (Wightwick and
Gaafar 2009, 2015).

. Arabiyyat Al-naas (henceforth A.AL) (Younes, Weatherspoon, and Foster 2014 [book 1]; Younes
and Al-Masri 2014 [book 2]; Younes and Chami 2014 [book 3]).

. Al-Kitaab fii taallum al-arabiyya (henceforth AL-K), second edition (Brustad, Al-Batal, and Al-Tonsi
2004a, 2004b, 2006, 2007).

. Ahlan wa Sahlan (henceforth AwS) (Alosh 2006, 2010a, 2010b)

In this section, I will first give an overview of the main tool of analysis (the adapted Dutch CEFR Grid)
and the textual and linguistic features included in it, quantitative analysis and qualitative analyses.

The adapted Dutch CEFR grid

The original Dutch CEFR Grid for reading texts contained 9 categories, with categories 1–7 focused
on textual features. The only two linguistic categories, 8 and 9, referred in a very generic sense to
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vocabulary and grammar respectively; thus, the former ranged from frequent to extended and the
latter ranged from simple to complex (see Appendix 1). The problem with the Grid as it is was that it
focused more on textual than linguistic features; besides, the linguistic categories were not specified
enough to enable accurate assessment of text difficulty (Natova 2019).

To work around these shortcomings, I adapted the Grid by adding two more linguistic categories;
that is, category 10 (discourse markers), ranging from simple connecting words to complex and
logical markers and category 11 (salient stylistic features), including elements such as modals, deter-
miners, collocations, etc. (see Appendix 2). To further enable more accurate and informed assess-
ment of texts, the categories of the adapted Grid were corroborated with more salient features
from the CEFR descriptors, consulting language-specific exemplars from the CEFR-AC (Mohamed
2021b). Additional input from readability studies was added for wider and deeper understanding
of the role of the different categories/features in influencing text difficulty.

Textual features
Textual features in the adapted Dutch CEFR Grid include, in order: text source, authenticity, discourse
type, domain, topic, nature of content and text length.

Text source impacts the language complexity, so for example everyday signs and menus would
have simpler, more accessible language and more salient intention than editorials, literature or tech-
nical texts. In the same line, texts that belong to the personal domain are likely to be easier than
those which belong to the occupational or educational domain. Discourse type refers to the text
genre, which is believed to affect ‘structural complexity’ (Barrot 2015, 73). From a readability perspec-
tive, descriptive and narrative texts are generally thought to be easier than expository and argumen-
tative texts (Graesser, McNamara, and Kulikowich 2011).

Topic and nature of content relate to content progression, thus lower-level learners are expected
to cover topics that relate to everyday basic immediate needs with concrete content whereas higher
level learners deal with literary, technical and academic topics with more abstract content (Uri and
Abd Aziz 2018). In practice, though, texts do not necessarily belong strictly to one domain/type or
the other, so in many cases weighing different features is necessary for categorising a text. Alderson
et al. (2004) and Zheng, Zhang, and Yan (2016) agree that length of text correlates with text difficulty.
This is also confirmed by readability studies (Barrot 2015; Sung et al. 2015).

Authenticity is a very important feature in determining text difficulty and a debatable character-
istic in L2 teaching materials, in general (See Crossley and McNamara 2008 and Crossley et al. 2007
for an overview of this debate). Authenticity has multiple dimensions such as authenticity of text,
authenticity of task, including purpose, activities, interaction, suitability and relevance of the
language to the target students (Guariento and Morley 2001; Beatty 2015). However, In the
context of the Dutch CEFR Grid, authenticity refers to the use of genuine texts written for native
speakers as opposed to the use of pedagogic or simplified texts. Although exposing students to
authentic texts is important for preparing learners for real-life language use, the use of simplified
texts provides ideal comprehensible input that aids understanding and long-term language acqui-
sition and matches the linguistic and communicative needs of learners, especially at the beginning
and intermediate levels (Crossley et al. 2007; Guariento and Morley 2001; Sung et al. 2015).

Linguistic features
L2 research on proficiency profiles and L2 text readability intersect in their concern with aspects of
the language that specifically characterise different proficiency/difficulty levels and that distinguish
one level from another. These usually include formal features such as vocabulary, grammar, dis-
course markers and salient stylistic features. It is important to represent the right features in input
texts as they will reinforce students’ output (Barrot 2015; Pilan, Volodina, and Zesch 2016).

An important linguistic feature that is agreed to play an important role in determining text
difficulty and influencing comprehensibility is vocabulary (Grabe and Stoller 2011; Graesser, McNa-
mara, and Kulikowich 2011; Pilan 2013; Saddiki, Bouzoubaa, and Cavalli-Sforza 2015). Students’
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knowledge of vocabulary determines how much time they take to read, process and understand a
text (Graesser, McNamara, and Kulikowich 2011). At lower levels, words need to be simple and con-
crete; repetition of key words can also be helpful as this reduces the time and burden of processing
the content and increases understanding (Graesser et al. 2004; Uri and Abd Aziz 2018). In other
words, texts aimed at lower levels should be characterised by high-frequency, simple, familiar every-
day vocabulary, whereas higher level texts are characterised by less frequent and diverse vocabulary
(Barrot 2015; Graesser, McNamara, and Kulikowich 2011; Hong et al. 2020).

Grammar is another important feature that affects text difficulty as it is associated with readers’
working memory load when processing sentences. Shorter sentences are syntactically easier as they
contain ‘fewer words per noun phrase, fewer words before the main verb of the main clause, and
fewer logic-based words’ (Graesser, McNamara, and Kulikowich 2011, 226). They also maintain
that parallel sentences tend to have comparable syntactic structure, which makes processing and
understanding the text easier. Conversely, longer sentences are usually complex in structure
(Saddiki, Bouzoubaa, and Cavalli-Sforza 2015) and contain multiple clauses (subordinate and/or rela-
tive) (Pilan and Volodina 2018). Having more than one modifier or many words before the main verb,
they exert a lot of pressure on learners’ working memory, delaying or hindering processing the text
and understanding the content (Graesser, McNamara, and Kulikowich 2011; Uri and Abd Aziz 2018).
Likewise, difficult word order can be an obstacle for learners while trying to understand a text (Pilan
2013). Thus, sentences at lower levels should be characterised by simple and familiar structures and
short sentences with one modifier (Graesser, McNamara, and Kulikowich 2011; Uri and Abd Aziz
2018), whereas complex structures and subordination should be left to higher levels (Barrot 2015;
Salamoura and Saville 2010).

Discourse markers and salient stylistic features, such as connectives, conjunctions, modals, deter-
miners, intensifiers, collocations, etc., improve the cohesion of text and, consequently, aid compre-
hension (Hong et al. 2020; Uri and Abd Aziz 2018). In higher level texts, sentences have complex
relationships, showing more discontinuity and transition and so are more demanding to process
and understand (Graesser, McNamara, and Kulikowich 2011; Hong et al. 2020). Thus, as texts get
longer and more complex, more conjunctions and discourse markers are needed to ‘clarify and
stitch together the actions, goals, events, and states conveyed in the text’ and so facilitate compre-
hension (Graesser, McNamara, and Kulikowich 2011, 227).

Quantitative analysis

This section presents an overview of the distribution of texts’ judged CEFR levels against their cor-
responding pre-calculated proficiency levels in each series and so, gives an indication of how far
texts are/are not accurately classified according to their relevant proficiency levels and whether
they are graded consistently within each level.

M.A. series has two books with a total of 79 reading texts (see Table 1). Based on GLHs, 33 (42%)
texts added up to A1 level (96 h), 33 (42%) to A2 level (124 h) and the remaining 13 (16%) to B1 level
(60 h with a shortage of about 140 h). Thus, in theory, this series caters for A1 and A2 levels. Based on
text analysis, (53%) of the texts were judged at A1 level (including the overlapping A1/A2 level),
(40%) at A2 level (including the overlapping A2/B1 level) and (6%) at B1. In terms of consistency

Table 1. Quantitative distribution of judged against pre-calculated levels in M.A. series.

Texts’ pre-calculated levels
based on GLHs

Distribution of texts’ judged levels based on text analysis

A1 A1/A2 A2 A2/B1 B1 B1/B2 B2 B2/C1 C1 C1/C2 C2

A1 33 (42%) 31 (94%) 2 (6%) – – –
A2 33 (42%) 6 (18%) 3 (9%) 23 (70%) 1 (3%) –
B1 13 (16%) 1 (8%) 7 (54%) 5 (38%)
Total no. of texts 79 37 (47%) 5 (6%) 24 (30%) 8 (10%) 5 (6%)

53% 40% 6%
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of grading, most texts at the pre-calculated A1 section were judged at their corresponding level
([94%] and [100%] when combining the adjacent overlapping level). At the pre-calculated A2
section, a majority of texts (73% combined) were judged at their corresponding level and the remain-
ing (27%) were judged at A1 (18%) and A1/A2 (9%). At the pre-calculated B1 section, only (38%) were
judged at B1 and (62%) were judged at A2 (8%) and A2/B1 (54%). The fact that majority of the texts at
the pre-calculated B1 section were judged at A2 and A2/B1 levels concurred with the fact that these
texts came at the end of book 2, majority of which were calculated as A2, and it seemed logical that
they gradually moved up towards B1 level. Accordingly, the texts’ judged levels overall matched the
proficiency levels expected from them, excluding the B1 level, where there were not enough texts to
yield reliable results. The gradation of texts within each level also showed consistency within the two
main levels covered (A1 and A2).

A.AL series has three books with a total of 210 reading texts (see Table 2). Based on GLHs, 24 (11%)
added up to A1 level (97 h), 22 (10%) to A2 level (118 h), 73 (35%) to B1 level (204 h) and 91 (43%) to
B2 level (240 h). Thus, in theory, this series caters mainly for the intermediate levels (B1 and B2), and
especially the higher intermediate (B2). Based on text analysis, (15%) were judged at A1, (21%) at A2,
(40%) at B1 and (24%) at B2. In other words, although based on judged texts the series catered for
the intermediate levels as was pre-calculated, the emphasis was actually more on the lower inter-
mediate than the higher intermediate level. Besides, more texts were judged at A1 and A2 than
was calculated (The former was double the latter). A closer look to the distribution of judged
levels within each pre-calculated level shows more irregularity. For example, the pre-calculated A2
section has only 27% (this jumps to 63% if we add the adjacent overlapping level) corresponding
texts while the rest are judged at either the B1 level (14%) or the A1 level (23%). At B1 and B2
levels, under half the texts were judged at their corresponding levels, and when combined with
the adjacent overlapping levels, they showed a small majority of 57% and 52% agreement with
their corresponding levels respectively. This shows that texts’ judged levels did not always match
the proficiency levels expected from them. The gradation of texts within each level was not consist-
ent especially at intermediate levels, which the series was expected to cater for; a considerable
number of texts at B1 and B2 lingered at the lower levels, i.e. were easier than would be expected.
Besides, in terms of quality, most of the texts at the intermediate levels were fragmented and gen-
erally shorter than expected, which justifies the disproportionately higher number of texts compared
to the lower levels.

AL-K series has three books plus a booklet for script and sounds with a total of 127 reading texts
(see Table 3). Based on GLHs, 18 (14%) texts added up to A1 level (90 h), 21 (17%) to A2 level (120 h),
28 (22%) to B1 level (210 h), 23 (18%) to B2 level (240), and 37 (29%) to C1 level (240 h) (it has to be
noted that this is the only series that had enough GLHs to count for C1 level). Thus, in theory, this
series caters mostly for the C1 level. Based on text analysis, (10%) were judged at A1, (19%) at A2,
(12%) at B1, (29%) at B2, (18%) at C1 and (12%) at C2. If we compare the number of pre-calculated
texts and judged texts per whole band, they seem to be close, i.e. band A: pre-calculated (31%),
judged (29%); band B: pre-calculated (40%), judged (41%); band C: pre-calculated (29%), judged
(30%). However, we find discrepancies within band B, where the judged texts at B1 dropped to
12% compared to the pre-calculated 22%, and at B2 increased from the pre-calculated (18%) to
(29%). Also, at band C, almost (40%) of the texts pre-calculated at C1 were judged as C2. A closer
look shows that, at the intermediate and higher levels, the B1 section had more texts judged at
B2 than the B2 section, and the B2 section has more texts judged at C1 than the C1 section, then
almost (40%) of the C1 section was judged at C2. Thus, again in this series, texts’ judged levels
did not always match the proficiency levels expected from them and the gradation of texts within
each level was not consistent either. Contrary to the A.AL series, the reading texts in this series
tended to race ahead of the proficiency level expected of them, i.e. texts were more difficult than
would be expected.

AwS series has two books plus a booklet for script and sounds with a total of 107 reading texts
(see Table 4). Based on GLHs, 21 (20%) texts added up to A1 level (100 h), 25 (23%) to A2 level (125 h),
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Table 2. Quantitative distribution of judged against pre-calculated levels in A.AL Series.

Texts’ pre-calculated levels based
on GLHs

Distribution of texts’ judged levels based on text analysis

A1 A1/A2 A2 A2/B1 B1 B1/B2 B2 B2/C1 C1 C1/C2 C2

A1 24 (11%) 20 (83%) 3 (13%) 1 (4%) – –
A2 22 (10%) 1 (5%) 4 (18%) 6 (27%) 8 (36%) 3 (14%) – –
B1 73 (35%) 3 (4%) — 11 (15%) 15 (21%) 34 (47%) 7 (10%) 3 (4%)
B2 91 (43%) 1 (1%) 2 (2%) 28 (31%) 11 (13%) 44 (48%) 4 (4%) 1 (1%) – –
Total no. of texts 210 25 (12%) 7 (3%) 18 (9%) 25 (12%) 65 (31%) 18 (9%) 47 (22%) 4 (2%) 1 (0.5%)

15% 21% 40% 24% 0.5%

Table 3. Quantitative distribution of judged against pre-calculated levels in AL-K Series.

Texts’ pre-calculated levels based
on GLHs

Distribution of texts’ judged levels based on text analysis

A1 A1/A2 A2 A2/B1 B1 B1/B2 B2 B2/C1 C1 C1/C2 C2

A1 18 (14%) 10 (56%) 1 (6%) 2(11%) 4(22%) 1(6%)
A2 21 (17%) – 2 (10%) 9 (43%) 4 (19%) 3 (14%) 1 (5%) 1 (5%) 1 (5%)
B1 28 (22%) – – 2 (7%) 2 (7%) 5 (18%) 3 (11%) 9 (32%) 5 (18%) 1 (4%) 1 (4%)
B2 23 (18%) 1 (4%) 1 (4%) – 5 (22%) 3 (13%) 5 (22%) 5 (22%) 3 (13%)
C1 37 (29%) 1 (3%) 7 (19%) 6 (16%) 8 (22%) 3 (8%) 12 (32%)
Total no. of texts 127 10 (8%) 3 (2%) 13 (10%) 11 (9%) 10 (8%) 5 (4%) 22 (17%) 15 (12%) 14 (11%) 9 (7%) 15 (12%)

10% 19% 12% 29% 18% 12%

Table 4. Quantitative distribution of judged against pre-calculated levels in AwS Series.

Texts’ pre-calculated levels based
on GLHs

Distribution of texts’ judged levels based on text analysis

A1 A1/A2 A2 A2/B1 B1 B1/B2 B2 B2/C1 C1 C1/C2 C2

A1 21 (20%) 20 (95%) 1 (5%)
A2 25 (23%) 10 (40%) 5 (20%) 8 (32%) 1 (4%) 1 (4%)
B1 38 (36%) 1 (3%) 8 (21%) 13 (34%) 7 (18%) 9 (24%) – – – – – –
B2 23 (21%) 6 (26%) 3 (13%) 5 (22%) – 3 (13%) 2 (9%) 1 (4%) 2 (9%) 1 (4%)
Total no. of texts 107 31 (29%) 14 (13%) 27 (25%) 11 (10%) 15 (14%) 3 (3%) 2 (2%) 1 (1%) 2 (2%) 1 (1%)

42% 35% 14% 5% 3% 1%
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38 (36%) to B1 level (208 h), and 23 (21%) to B2 level (166 h with a shortage of av. 60 h). Thus, in
theory, this series caters more for the intermediate levels, especially the lower intermediate, and
least for A1. However, based on text analysis, (42%) of the texts were actually judged at A1, (35%)
at A2, (14%) at B1 and only (5%) at B2. Hence, unlike what was pre-calculated, the series actually
catered for the lower levels with a majority of (77%) (A1 and A2 combined); texts judged at A1
were more than double what was pre-calculated based on GLHs. On the contrary, the number of
texts judged at the B band dropped two-thirds from the number based on GLHs at this level
(from [57%] for B1 and B2 combined to [19%]). Thus, this series showed the most discrepancy
between the pre-calculated and the judged proficiency levels, indicating lack of consistency in
grading texts between and within levels. Similar to A-AL, and contrary to AL-K, as the level went
up more texts were judged at lower levels. Texts lingered by two levels down in a considerable
number of cases, e.g. at the B1 section, about quarter of the texts (24%) were judged at A1, and
at the B2 section, a considerable percentage of (39%) was judged at A2, i.e. were much easier
than would be expected.

This discrepancy between different textbook series and lack of consistency in the classification
and/or gradation of reading texts within each series seems to result, in a great part, from the lack
of recognised standards that specify what linguistic or textual features characterise different profi-
ciency levels and the reliance on intuition and personal experience in developing and selecting
material. At the classroom level, most teachers find that they have to adapt and/or supplement
these materials to equitably meet their students’ needs and target proficiency level. However, as dis-
cussed earlier, even with language resources that are aligned with recognised proficiency frame-
works such as the CEFR, discrepancies (more or less) do happen. This highlights the need for
pedagogical work that, not only specifies the CEFR generic descriptors into language-specific voca-
bulary and grammar lists per proficiency level, but that also provides exemplary classified texts and
guidelines on what textual, linguistic and contextual features contribute to classifying them into
their respective levels. The next section will try to do this by qualitatively analysing a sample of
the above texts in terms of the textual, linguistic and contextual features that determine their
difficulty and, in turn, their difficulty and receptive proficiency level.

Qualitative analysis

This section will provide (a) a micro analysis of textual and linguistic features that affected text
difficulty at text level, using a sample of the texts analysed above; (b) a critical macro analysis of
textual and contextual factors, beyond the text level, that generally contributed to text difficulty.

Micro qualitative analysis at text level
In this section, I will analyse sample texts from each series and highlight salient textual and linguistic
features which contributed to determining text difficulty and so, proficiency level of the text. (See
Appendix 3 for an English literal translation of the texts discussed below [Figures 1–8])

M.A. showed the most accuracy in terms of text classification and consistency in grading texts
within each pre-calculated proficiency level. Figure 1 (book 1, unit 12, p. 156, pre-calculated
section A1, text no. 12) illustrates textual characteristics of level A1, which include simplified descrip-
tive content; a topic of immediate and concrete need in the personal domain; that is food/drinks –
likes/dislikes. Linguistically, the text shows a commitment to the use of simple, high-frequency voca-
bulary and short phrases, employing everyday expressions. Other linguistic salient features include
repetition of some key words, use of simple linear connectors such as ‘and’, ‘but’ and ‘also’ and
simple grammatical structures (simple nominal sentences and simple present tense). This reduces
the burden off students at this lower level and aids processing and inference.

Figure 2 (book 2, unit 3, p. 51, pre-calculated section A2, text no. 13) illustrates textual character-
istics of level A2, i.e. although the text falls within the occupational domain, it addresses a familiar
predictable topic of interest; that is, job advertisements; it has concrete content with limited
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information. Linguistically, it employs simple and short phrases with descriptive and concrete voca-
bulary that is familiar and predictable in similar contexts. Although some higher-level connectors
and adverbs are used, e.g. ‘according to’, ‘no less than’, they are used to link simple short phrases
and groups of words in concise advertisement style, and some key words are repeated. Grammatical
structure is simple (mainly adjectival phrases).

A.AL showed discrepancies in text classification and inconsistency in the grading of texts,
especially at B1 and B2 with under half the texts judged at their corresponding levels and a consider-
able number of texts lingering at the lower levels. Figure 3 (book 2, unit 3, p.62, pre-calculated
section B1, text no. 9) illustrates the textual characteristics of level B1. The text is expository in

Figure 1. Shows a text from M.A. book 1 that was pre-calculated as A1 and judged as A1.

Figure 2. Shows a text from M.A. book 2 that was pre-calculated as A2 and judged as A2.
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genre and covers a topic in the educational domain; that is, the influence of the Arabic language on
other languages. Although it uses mainly concrete language, it has some idiomatic uses (e.g.
language family). Linguistically, the text links sentences into connected sequence of points in a
non-complex manner and uses some cohesive devices like ‘such as’ and ‘despite’ to connect
ideas. Although the text is quite short, sentences are increasing in length and complexity than sen-
tences at the A2 level, e.g. ‘despite the fact that the Persian language uses the Arabic alphabet and
has many Arabic words, it is closer in structure to the English language because the two languages
are from the same family, which is the Indo-European languages’. A number of advanced gramma-
tical structures were also employed, e.g. the use of ‘ دق ’which compares to the perfect tense in English,
passive verbs, comparative, and relative pronouns.

Figure 4 shows a text from the following lesson to the above one (book 2, unit 4, p. 82, pre-cal-
culated section B1, text no. 13); it is of similar nature to the previous text (i.e. both texts occur at the
end of their units for further reading practice and require students to fill in gaps from a list of words).
However, this text shows the characteristics of the A2 level and was judged as A2; it covers a topic of

Figure 3. Shows a text from A.AL book 2 that was pre-calculated as B1 and judged as B1.

Figure 4. Shows a text from A.AL book 2 that was pre-calculated as B1 but judged as A2.
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Figure 5. Shows a text from AL-K book 1 that was pre-calculated as A1 but judged as B1.

Figure 6. Shows a text from AL-K book 1 that was pre-calculated as A2 but judged as B2.
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immediate and concrete need in the personal domain; that is food/drinks; it uses simple, descriptive
and concrete language encountered in familiar and predictable everyday situations. Despite the
employment of few high-level connectors for A2 such as ‘etc.’ and ‘as for’, it mainly uses linear
and simple connectors to link simple phrases. Key words are extensively repeated, and it uses a
high number of familiar loan words, e.g. ‘caffeine’, ‘espresso’, ‘cappuccino’. Sentences are short
with simple grammatical structures, mainly simple past and simple present tenses.

Al-K also showed discrepancies in text classification and inconsistency in the grading of texts, with
reading texts racing ahead of the proficiency level expected of them. Figure 5 (book 1, unit 1, p.16,
pre-calculated section A1, text no. 3) actually shows the characteristics of the B1 level and was

Figure 7. Shows a text from AwS book 1 that was pre-calculated as A2 but judged as A1.

Figure 8. Shows a text from AwS book 1 that was pre-calculated as B1 but judged as A1.
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judged as B1. It is an authentic text taken from an encyclopaedia; it covers a topic that belongs to the
public domain; that is, location of New York city. It is partly expository and partly descriptive.
Although the text is short and contains few proper nouns (regions and rivers), the text displays a
high range of advanced low-frequency language, idiomatic expressions and even technical vocabu-
lary, e.g. ‘gulf’, ‘subways’, ‘harbour’, ‘body of water’, ‘river mouth’, ‘a network of air and railway lines’,
etc. Sentences are long, can be complex and use advanced structures, e.g.

It comprises the Metropolitan area (2,2100,000 people), industrial areas, and other residential areas in southeast
New York, southeast New Jersey, and southwest Connecticut, just as it comprises a luxurious harbour which is
considered one of the greatest harbours in the world and a network of air and railway lines. (Brustad, Al-Batal,
and Al-Tonsi 2004b, 16)

More advanced cohesive devices that mark the relationships between sentences and ideas are used
such as, ‘several’, ‘just as’ ‘particularly’. It is worth mentioning here that the text does not belong to
the main topic of its corresponding lesson (introducing oneself and family) and is aimed at develop-
ing reading strategies (more on this point will be discussed in the following section).

Figure 6 (book 1, unit 10, p. 182, pre-calculated section A2, text no. 11) actually shows the charac-
teristics of the B2 level and was judged as B2. The text thematically relates to the personal domain,
covers a familiar topic; that is, daily routine, is mainly descriptive/narrative with a mix of concrete and
abstract content. However, it is authentic and uses extensive vocabulary, many of which are abstract,
low frequency, e.g. ‘political affairs’, ‘his majesty’, ‘ceremonies’. Additionally, there is an extensive use
of classical, archaic, collocational and highly idiomatic language, e.g. ‘commit himself to work’,
‘browsing the newspapers’, ‘become acquainted with minute details of the political situation’, ‘meet-
ings and ceremonies’, ‘signing decrees and orders’. Sentences are long and complex and use
advanced structures, e.g. ‘ … it is self-evident that the Egyptian newspapers are of interest to him
more than others, and so the Arabic and French daily newspapers are brought to His Majesty as
soon as they are released’ and ‘This way, His Majesty the king is able to follow the general situation
in the whole world, and also by reading the local daily newspapers, he becomes acquainted with the
minute details of the political, literary and social situation in his kingdom’. An extensive range of
advanced and highly formal discourse markers, cohesive devices, adverbs and organisational pat-
terns are employed to convey finer shades of meaning, e.g. ‘in consequence’, ‘It is self-evident/
obviously’, ‘as soon as’, ‘without interruption/ ceaselessly ‘, ‘immediately’, ‘since’, ‘a period of time’.

AwS series showed the most discrepancies in text classification and grading, with texts sometimes
lagging two levels behind. Figure 7 (book 1, unit 13, p.250, pre-calculated section A2, text no. 11)
actually displays the characteristics of level A1. It is a simple narrative text designed for pedagogical
purposes. It covers a basic everyday topic in the personal domain, that is daily routine and has con-
crete content. Linguistically, the text uses simple short sentences and a range of basic, high-fre-
quency vocabulary, e.g. ‘I go to my work at seven o’clock every day’, ‘I work as a librarian in the
Jordanian University in Amman’. Sentence structure is simple, mainly present tense, and simple
linear connectors such as ‘but’, ‘after’, ‘where’ and adverbs of frequency such as ‘usually’, ‘sometimes’
are employed.

Figure 8 (book 1, unit 22, p. 487, pre-calculated section B1, text no. 13) shows the characteristics of
level A1. The text is very similar to the text in Figure 7; it is narrative, designed for pedagogical pur-
poses and covers the same topic, daily routine, but even shorter. Linguistically, it has almost the
same range of vocabulary and structures as the previous text, e.g. ‘at eight o’clock in the
morning, I go to my work’; ‘in the evening, my husband and I watch a film on TV or a video tape’.
Sentence structure is simple, mainly present tense, and simple connectors, e.g. ‘after that’, ‘when’,
‘during’, etc. are used.

Macro qualitative analysis beyond text level
In this section, I will critically reflect on some of the wider factors beyond text level that affected text
difficulty in general. I will particularly focus on two series; that is, AL-K and AwS as they showed the
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most discrepancies in opposite ways, i.e. texts in AL-K exhibited textual and linguistic features that
made them too difficult for the proficiency levels expected from them, whereas texts in AwS exhib-
ited textual and linguistic features that made them too easy for the proficiency levels expected from
them.

As for AL-K, the following are some of the factors that increased text difficulty for the proficiency
level expected from them:

a) Absence of basic topics and social functions at lower levels. In book 1, some basic and familiar
themes typical at lower levels, e.g. health and ailments, booking a room/table/ticket, shopping,
bank dealings, just to mention a few, were missing. In a few cases, basic topics were introduced
too late in the book. For example, whereas abstract topics such as ‘making hard decisions’,
‘immigration’, ‘identity issues’ were introduced in units 12, 13 and 15 in book 1 respectively,
topics such as ‘houses’, ‘body parts’, ‘personal descriptions’ and ‘colours’ were introduced in
units 14 and 18. Usually there were no reading texts featuring these topics; they were presented
either as subsidiary oral activities, additional exercises to supplement a broader topic or as trivia
in the culture section rather than as independent topics worthy of teaching. This was reflected in
the complete absence of frequent basic vocabulary in some cases or the sporadic listing of voca-
bulary that belonged to the same topic across a number of lessons in other cases. In other
words, vocabulary lists sometimes lacked focus or development within a specific thematic
area. This creates gaps in students’ lexical knowledge which is important ‘in building a
mental representation of a text and therefore impact[s] its understanding’ (Francois and
Fairon 2012, 470).

b) Lack of commonality and shared context between some of the reading texts and the wider
theme/context of the lesson. In book 1, in particular, the main thematic topic of each lesson
focussed on the dramatic development of the main characters’ life story through video clips.
Although these covered a range of themes related to personal and family life, the reading
texts were not necessarily related to the main video/story nor to the same thematic area. An
example of that was in lesson 1 where the content of the main video/topic of the lesson was
introducing oneself (name, study, nationality, family members, work); however, one of three
reading exercises at the end of the lesson focused on the census of the city of New York (see
Figure 5). This absence of a wider context and lack of familiarity with the situation/topic and
ideas involved in the reading text creates a gap in students’ background knowledge which
increases the difficulty of texts and hinders comprehension (Uri and Abd Aziz 2018). As the
authors of the series explain, the main purpose of these texts is to develop reading strategies
and processing skills, e.g. skimming, inferencing and guessing word meanings, recognising
their roots and using the context without the need to understand the entirety of the text
(Brustad, Al-Batal, and Al-Tonsi 2004b, xiii). However, this comes at the expense of ‘meaningful
reading practice’ (Renandya 2015, 81) and does not necessarily contribute to the student’s
language skills and proficiency. Besides, at lower levels, students are usually focused on devel-
oping their language skills that they might not benefit from any training on reading strategies.

c) Introduction of authentic complex texts from the very early stages. This increased the difficulty
of the texts and placed them at a much higher proficiency level than expected (these texts were
usually footnoted with citations from the original sources). Although text authenticity has a posi-
tive effect on students’ learning, the use of too complex demanding texts for learners’ current
proficiency level can be linguistically, cognitively and culturally overwhelming and demoralising
for students, which can negatively affect their progression (Crossley et al. 2007; Renandya 2015).
Tomlinson (2012, 162) explains that ‘an authentic text is one that is produced in order to com-
municate rather than to teach’. Simplified texts, on the other hand, provide ideal comprehensi-
ble input at lower levels, focusing on the language learners need in order to achieve appropriate
linguistic and communicative goals according to their own level (Crossley and McNamara 2008).
Gutierrez Bermudez (2014) and Athanasiou et al. (2016) agree that authenticity is not just about
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real-life materials, but also real-life situations and the vocabulary needed in such contexts. Atha-
nasiou et al. (2016, 300, citing Dudley-Evans and St. John 1998) add that authenticity also refers
to ‘the way learners interact with the material to acquire knowledge’. The text in Figure 6 is an
example of such an ‘authentic’ text with unrealistic range of archaic, obsolete vocabulary that
are irrelevant to students’ needs and real-life situations. As Guariento and Morley (2001) point
out, texts do not just provide receptive input; they also stimulate output. Providing learners
with too complex texts for the sake of authenticity may come at the expense of task and
learner output authenticity. Beatty (2015), Guariento and Morley (2001) and Sung et al. (2015)
agree that what actually matters is the suitability of the material and language for students’
level of proficiency and learning purposes. This coincides with what teachers in Athanasiou
et al. (2016) reported in that authentic texts were produced in a different context for a
different purpose and would have to be adapted to suit students’ proficiency.

As for AwS series, the following factors contributed to texts being too easy for the proficiency
level expected from them:

a) Focus on topics within the personal domain; this was particularly the case with book 1, which
covered levels A1, A2 and just over half B1 sections. 16 out of 24 units focused repeatedly on
topics such as introductions, family, study, daily routine, food, travel. Even when the main
topic of the unit was different, there was revisiting to one of those basic topics, e.g. unit 15
was about festivals; however, there was a text revisiting study and family, unit 20 was about
sports; however, there was a text revisiting food. The final unit in the book (unit 24) expansively
revisited family, work and travel. Although there were some uses of advanced structures/
expressions every now and then, these were limited and were mainly used to introduce
certain grammatical forms. Most texts remained confined to the personal domain within familiar
everyday contexts and the language and structure were generally simple, pre-packaged and
repeated. In book 2, which covered the second half of the B1 section and all of the B2
section (18 units), the content up to unit 6 remained confined to the personal domain. In
addition to this, texts were confined to descriptive and narrative genres with mainly concrete
content throughout books 1 and 2; only in the last four units of book 2 there were few exposi-
tory texts and some abstract content in units 13-18. Thus, texts did not progress in complexity
and fell short of the proficiency level expected from them.

b) Repeated content and linguistic features under different headings, e.g. different persons, cities/
countries, days, etc.; this was more the case with book 1 again. An example of this was in lesson
21 ‘The geography of the Arab World and the USA’; although the text was about 740 words, the
same content/information was repeated under different cities/regions. Similarly, a few texts fol-
lowed diary style and were sometimes duplicated, i.e. the first half narrated the diary of X, then
the second half narrated the diary of Y in almost the same range of vocabulary, content, struc-
ture and small details, e.g. lessons 8, 9, 13, 14, 17, 19, 20, 23. Additionally, the texts used a lot of
listing, e.g. in lesson 20, we read ‘I now eat a lot of vegetables such as beans, peas, lettuce, ladies’
fingers, aubergine, courgette, green peppers, etc.’, then in the next paragraph ‘but there are lots
of other fruits such as orange, grapes, bananas, berries, watermelon, mango and pears’. Rep-
etition is a desirable feature in early levels to help learners consolidate new language (Beatty
2015). This is particularly true in the case of Arabic due to its specific orthographic features,
among which is the fact that Arabic is a cursive language where letters must be joined (from
both sides with majority of the letters and from the right side only for few letters) to form
words. Besides, many letters have the same basic form (distinguished only by dots above or
below the letter), and they change their base shape depending on their position in the word.
Research shows that this slows reading and word processing at early levels even for native
speakers, let alone for non-native speaking readers of Arabic (Daniels and Share 2018; Yassin,
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Share, and Shalhoub-Awwad 2020). However, repetition is a characteristic of early levels and
should be reduced as the proficiency level goes up.

c) Lack of authenticity; all texts in book 1 clearly had pedagogic input. As for book 2, it was not
always straightforward to figure out text authenticity as, even when authentic texts were
used, e.g. known stories, historical expository articles, etc., original sources were not referred
to except in few cases. However, some texts were completely pedagogic (units 1-5, 9, 12),
some seemed mainly adapted or having a mix of pedagogic and authentic/adapted content
(units 6, 7, 10, 15) and some seemed to be mainly authentic (8, 11, 13, 14, 16-18). There was
a specific type of reading exercise that recurred at the end of several lessons in book 1 (7 exer-
cises) and book 2 (15 exercises), which required students to re-arrange sentences to form a
coherent paragraph. This exercise used particularly pedagogic input and simple language
throughout and focused on the same personal/everyday topics as in (a) above. These were reg-
ularly judged as A1 and A2 except the last two in units 16 and 17 in book 2 which were judged as
B1 and an earlier one in lesson 13 which was judged as A2/B1. This overuse of simplified and
repeated input can lead to students losing interest and motivation, which affects the readability
of texts (Pilan 2013; Uri and Abd Aziz 2018).

Conclusion

In this paper, I built on my previous work on aligning Arabic teaching with the CEFR to assess the
consistency of text classification and gradation of the input reading texts within four widely used
Arabic textbook series. The textbooks series were divided into pre-calculated CEFR-labelled sections,
then an adapted version of the Dutch CEFR Grid (reinforced with additional input from the CEFR
descriptors, CEFR-AC and readability studies) was used to judge the actual proficiency level of
texts. Quantitative analysis, comparing the judged level and the pre-calculated level of texts revealed
discrepancies between different textbook series and a lack of consistency in the classification and
gradation of texts within each series, with the exception of M.A. Qualitative analysis showed a
range of textual, linguistic and contextual features that affected text difficulty both at the micro
(text level) and the macro (beyond text) levels. Many of the texts exhibited textual and linguistic fea-
tures that were either too easy or too difficult for their corresponding pre-calculated levels.

In practice, this means that teachers will need to adapt and/or supplement these texts to meet
their students’ needs and target proficiency level. However, as Tomlinson (2012) says, there is
little guidance in the literature on how to do this in a methodical and principled way. Providing
pre-service and in-service training for teachers on developing their own materials and adapting
existing materials is important for language teachers in general, but more so for teachers of
under-resourced languages such as Arabic where existing materials tend to be based on expert jud-
gements and experience rather than on unified, recognised criteria. Part of this training is to be able
to evaluate existing material; the current study aimed at facilitating this by raising teachers’ and pro-
fessionals’ awareness of the role certain textual, linguistic and contextual features play in determin-
ing text difficulty and proficiency level. This is hoped to encourage teachers to critically assess the
content of published teaching materials in relation to their contexts and their students’ developmen-
tal levels and learning needs, and to guide them on what features to focus on when adapting exist-
ing materials or developing their own.

Recommendations for further research

It has to be noted that this is an exploratory study that aimed mainly at raising teachers’ awareness;
more in-depth quantitative and qualitative research is needed to validate the assumptions made in
this study. More qualitative studies that focus on smaller numbers of both reading and audio texts in
Arabic L2 teaching materials, and analyse themmore systematically and conclusively, can further the
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approach and assumptions in the current study. Quantitative, computational studies in Arabic L2
text readability are, in turn, needed to statistically validate qualitative analyses and findings. These
will be most valuable when combined with regulating proficiency scales such as the CEFR for the
classification and advancement of Arabic teaching materials.

Future studies can feed into detailed linguistic profiles (vocabulary and grammar) for Arabic profi-
ciency levels. However, focusing on text rather than on language forms only is important to develop
a more comprehensive and contextualised view of proficiency on both the receptive and productive
levels.
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Appendices

Appendix 1. Copy of the original Dutch CEFR Grid (Alderson et al. 2004)

Descriptive categories
1 Text Source
2 Authenticity
3 Discourse type
4 Domain
5 Topic
6 Nature of Content
7 Text Length
8 Vocabulary (frequent > extended)
9 Grammar (simple > complex)

Comprehensible by learner at CEF level

Appendix 2. Copy of the adapted Dutch CEFR Grid

Descriptive categories
1 Text Source
2 Authenticity
3 Discourse type
4 Domain
5 Topic
6 Nature of Content
7 Text length
8 Vocabulary
9 Grammar
10 Discourse markers (connectives, logical markers, signposting markers, etc.)
11 Salient stylistic features (modals; determiners; adverbs; intensifiers; collocations, etc.)

Comprehensible by learner at CEF level

Appendix 3. Translation of the sample texts analysed (Figures 1–8)

Figure 1 My name is Jamal and I like chicken and oven made meat. I like rice and potatoes as well but I do not like cheese or
milk. My favourite dish is grilled chicken with rice.My name is Karima and I do not like meat or chicken, I prefer fish
and vegetables. My favourite dish is fish fried in oil with tomato salad.I am Mido and my favourite dish is pizza! I also
like fried chicken and fried potatoes (chips) and cola but I do not like vegetables or fruits.
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Figure 2 General manager for a trade company – Post: General manager for the main office in Riyad. High salary, luxurious
house, tickets from and to Saudi, health insurance.Required in Baghdad – Deputy manager for an engineering
company in Baghdad. Experience in the field of engineering not less than 3 years. English language is
required.Required – in the Egyptian office of a German magazine designer and manager assistant. Salary according
to experience. Mastering German spoken and written.Sales representative – in the field of computers. Experience
for no less than 5 years. Ambitious in his work. University graduate. Salary according to experience.French Chef -…
centre of Amman city…

Figure 3 Exercise no. 2: Fill in the gaps [with one of the following words]alphabet, European, family, semitic, Hebrew, Arabic,
languages, language, many, especiallyThe Arabic language influenced ____________ other languages and we have
seen how a lot of Arabic words entered the ___________ languages such as Alcohol, algorithms, cipher, admiral,
etc.Hundreds of ___________ words entered the languages of Islamic countries and nations such as Persian,
Turkish, Urdu, Pashto, Kurdish and Swahili, ____________ in the fields of religion, literature and science. Most of
these ____________ use the Arabic alphabet.Although the Persian language uses the Arabic ____________ and
has many Arabic words, its structure is closer to the English ____________ since the two languages are from the
same family which is the Indo-European ____________ The Arabic language is closer in its structure to the
____________ language which uses a different alphabet as the two languages are from the ____________
languages family.

Figure 4 Exercise no. 13: Fill in the gapsAlso, Tomatoes, tea, the coffee, café, twenty, coffee, much, one, and tomatoesWhen I
lived in the Middle East I knew ____________ type of apples and one type of oranges and one type of
_____________ and potatoes and so most vegetables and fruits.But here when I go to the vegetables and fruits
market, I see more than ____________ types of apples and five types of oranges, and five types of potatoes
____________ and so on.Likewise when I went to the café to drink ______________ or the coffee, there was one
type of tea and one type of _______________.But here when I go to ______________ I see twenty types of coffee:
normal coffee, decaffeinated coffee, iced ______________, mocha, hazelnut coffee, americano, espresso,
cappuccino, latte and much more.As for tea, there is _____________ many types: there is black tea and green tea.
And the black tea has many types: English breakfast, earl grey, Assam, Kenya tea, Moroccan mint tea, and
______________ more.

Figure 5 Exercise 16 – In-class reading activityNew York: city (944 square kilometres including water body and 8,084,316
people), southeast of New York state the largest city in the United States of America, on New York Bay, at the mouth
of the Hudson River. It consists of five sections: Manhattan, Bronx (north of Manhattan), Queens (west of Long
Island), Brooklyn, and Richmond on Staten Island, and these sections are connected by several bridges and tunnels.
It comprises the Metropolitan area (2,2100,000 people), industrial areas, and other residential areas in southeast
New York, southeast New Jersey, and southwest Connecticut, just as it comprises a luxurious harbour which is
considered one of the greatest harbours in the world and a network of air and railway lines. It is the commercial and
financial centre for the United States. It has many industries, especially consumer goods.

Figure 6 Exercise 16 – In-class reading activityThe daily life of his majesty the kingOnce, his majesty king Fouad said to a
group of his specialists: I usually wake up at five o’clock in the morning but I do not leave my wing until long after
that.After waking up, his majesty the king enters the bathroom, and gets dressed straight after that. Then he does
some exercises. After that he sits at the table to have a very light breakfast. After finishing food his majesty commits
himself to work so he sits in one of the halls of his private wing and starts browsing newspapers and magazines. It is
self-evident that the Egyptian newspapers are of interest to him more than others, and so the Arabic and French
daily newspapers are brought to His Majesty as soon as they are released.His majesty the king receives ten daily
newspapers and about twenty French magazines and four or five daily newspapers and about twenty English
magazines, as well as many Italian newspapers and magazines. This way his majesty the king is able to follow the
general situation in the whole world and also by reading the local daily newspapers he becomes acquainted with
the minute details of the political, literary and social situation in his kingdom.At half past eleven his majesty the king
starts receiving visitors and it is often that meetings and ceremonies continue ceaselessly until two o’clock in the
afternoon and his majesty usually receives visitors in his spacious office which overlooks Abdeen palace.After the
end of meetings his majesty the king takes dinner then immediately meets the heads of the royal court and studies
with them the issues they present to him then he announces/gives his instructions, signs decrees and orders until
half past four in the afternoon. when his majesty returns to his official meetings.After the end of official meetings his
majesty the king assembles with the senior officials of the palace and works with them until late hours. It is often
that his majesty remains in his office until eight o’clock… then his majesty the king enters his private wing to have a
light supper and spend a period of time with members of his honourable family.From: Thabet, Karim. 1931. His
Majesty the King between Egypt and Europe. Cairo: Dar Al-Hilal.

Figure 7 Exercise 61- My name is Rawda Qattan.I usually prepare a big breakfast for me and my husband and my children.We
return to the house at eight o’clock in the evening.At four o’clock in the afternoon I and my children go to my father
and mother’s house.I work [as] a librarian in the Jordanian University in Amman.But I wake up late on Friday (at nine
or ten o’clock).And sometimes we eat Hummus besides olives and cheese.When I chat with them [two] and with my
sister and brother.After breakfast I clean the house and wash the shirts.Sometimes I prepare Foul Modammas
[processed fava beans] and fried eggs.I go to my work at seven o’clock every day.

Figure 8 Exercise 10 – Rearrange the sentences to form a meaningful paragraph without changing the position of the
first sentence.1- The first thing I do in the morning is going to the bathroom.2- After watching my favourite show, I
sleep for half an hour only.3- At eight o’clock in the morning, I go to my work.4- In the evening, I and my husband
watch a film on TV or on a recorded tape.5- After that I sit in front of the TV and watch the news while eating
breakfast.6- When I return home in the afternoon, I watch my favourite soap opera.7- During work I listen to the
radio.
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