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Abstract

This contrastive study investigates the comparative effectiveness of Arabic-speaking
and English scholars in analyzing the semiotic features of pragmatics, with a focus on
how linguistic background, cultural framing, and theoretical orientation influence the
interpretation of context-dependent meaning. Drawing on multimodal pragmatic theory
and social semiotics—particularly the works of Charles Sanders Peirce, Roland Barthes,
and Michael Halliday—the research examines scholarly analyses of pragmatic
phenomena such as deixis, implicature, speech acts, and politeness strategies in cross-
cultural communication. Findings reveal that Arabic scholars tend to integrate culturally
embedded semiotic resources—such as honorifics, religious discourse markers, and
contextual indirectness—more explicitly into pragmatic analysis, reflecting the high-
context nature of Arabic communication. In contrast, non-Arabic (primarily
Anglophone) scholars often prioritize formal, context-neutral models rooted in Gricean

and post-Gricean frameworks, sometimes overlooking culturally specific signs and
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interpretive conventions. The study argues that neither approach is inherently superior;
rather, their integration yields a more holistic understanding of pragmatic semiosis. It
concludes by advocating for epistemic inclusivity in pragmatics research—a synthesis
of emic (insider) and etic (outsider) perspectives that enriches cross-cultural linguistic

inquiry and advances the global epistemology of meaning-making.

1.Introduction
Pragmatics, the study of how context shapes meaning in human
communication, has long been recognized as inseparable from culture,
ideology, and semiotic systems. Language does not operate in a vacuum;
rather, it draws on a rich tapestry of signs, gestures, social norms, and
shared knowledge to construct meaning beyond the literal. In recent
decades, the intersection of pragmatics and semiotics has gained scholarly
attention, emphasizing that meaning is not only inferred (as in Gricean
implicature) but also encoded and decoded through culturally specific
signs—what Charles Sanders Peirce termed “interpretants” and Roland
Barthes described as layers of myth and connotation. Yet a critical question
remains underexplored: How does a scholar’s linguistic and cultural
background influence their ability to perceive, interpret, and theorize these

semiotic-pragmatic features?

This study addresses that gap through a contrastive analysis of scholarly
work by Arabic-speaking and non-Arabic-speaking (primarily Anglophone)
researchers in the field of pragmatics. Arabic, as a high-context, diglossic,
and culturally dense language, embodies pragmatic phenomena—such as
indirectness, honorifics, religious discourse markers, and contextual
deixis—that differ significantly from those dominant in English-based
pragmatic models. Consequently, scholars rooted in Arabic linguistic
traditions may bring distinct analytical sensitivities to semiotic cues (e.g.,

silence, formulaic expressions, Qur’anic allusions, or kinship terms) that
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Analyzing the Semiotic Features of Pragmatics/ A Contrastive Study
non-Arabic scholars might overlook or misinterpret within Western

theoretical frameworks.

Conversely, Anglophone pragmatics, shaped by Grice (1975), Searle
(1969), and Brown and Levinson (1987)—often prioritizes universality,
logical inference, and speech act typologies, sometimes at the expense of
culturally embedded signs. While invaluable, these approaches may
insufficiently account for the semiotic richness of non-Western

communicative practices.

2.The Research Questions

1. How do Arabic-speaking scholars interpret and analyze the semiotic
features of pragmatic phenomena? and how do they integrate
culturally embedded signs?

2. How do non-Arabic-speaking (primarily Anglophone) scholars
approach the same pragmatic phenomena?, and to what degree do
they rely on formal, context-neutral models derived from Gricean,
post-Gricean, or speech act theory?.

3. What are the key differences and similarities in methodological
orientation, theoretical grounding, and interpretive sensitivity
between Arabic and non-Arabic scholarly traditions when analyzing
context-dependent meaning as a semiotic process?

4. How does linguistic and cultural background influence a scholar’s
ability to recognize, interpret, and theorize culturally situated signs?

5. Can a synthesis of Arabic and non-Arabic analytical approaches lead
to a more holistic, inclusive, and cross-culturally robust model of
pragmatic semiosis?

3. The Study Objectives

1. To examining and comparing the analytical approaches employed by

Arabic-speaking and non-Arabic-speaking (primarily Anglophone)

Il e |l

a2k t‘, ;:':&

e aEsE




AU saa) adlyl aa
scholars in interpreting the semiotic dimensions of pragmatic
phenomena.

2. To identifying the extent to which cultural and linguistic background
influences scholars’ sensitivity to context-bound semiotic resources,
including religious discourse markers, honorifics, silence, formulaic
expressions, and paralinguistic cues in pragmatic analysis.

3. To analyzing the theoretical frameworks underpinning scholarly
work in both traditions—assessing whether Arabic scholars tend to
adopt emic (culturally embedded) perspectives, while non-Arabic
scholars favor etic (universalizing, formal) models rooted in Gricean
and post-Gricean pragmatics.

4. To evaluating the depth and -cultural validity of pragmatic
interpretations in selected academic works, with particular attention
to how well each tradition accounts for the interplay between
language, culture, and meaning-making as a semiotic process.

5. To mapping the methodological tendencies of both scholarly groups
(such as use of native-speaker intuition, discourse analysis, corpus-
based methods, or ethnographic observation) and assessing their
impact on the representation of semiotic-pragmatic meaning.

4. Methodology
4.1 Data Analysis
4.1 (a) The Research Scope

This study draws on a corpus of contemporary research by:
- Arabic scholars in semiotics and pragmatics.

- English-language scholars (including non-Arabic scholars writing in
English).

Dependently, it ensures up-to-date coverage, the pragmatic analysis,
semiotic frameworks, cross-linguistic contrast, or corpus-based

methodology. For instance, studies comparing English and Arabic
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pragmatics examine features like cross-cultural speech act differences and

semiotic expression in language data.
4.1 (b) The Analytical Framework/ The Use of Semiotic Theory

- Arabic scholarship often emphasizes contextual and cultural meaning
in discourse and semiotics, adapting semiotic tools to local textual
traditions. For instance, a study in Sémiotiqués shows Arab researchers
adopting semiotic tools in analyzing both literary and visual texts with

awareness of cultural influences on meaning.

- English-language studies by international scholars make explicit use of
semiotic foundations (e.g., relating symbols to pragmatic context), as seen

in broader discussions of semiotics and pragmatics in international journals.
4.1 (c) Comparative Pragmatic Focus

This study identifies cross-linguistic pragmatic contrasts, such as
— Directness/indirectness of speech acts.

— Politeness strategies.

— Cultural norms in pragmatic usage.

4.2 Sample Size

The unit of analysis in this study is published scholarly work (journal

articles and book chapters) written by:

- Arabic scholars: Farghal and Almanna (2020), Igaab (2021), Betti and
Igaab (2022), Hamdache (2023), Juhaina et. al. (2024).

- English scholars: Huang (2007), Walters (2020), Kecskes (2020),
Rihlemann and Aijmer (2020), Bardakis (2021).
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4.3 Procedures

The study adopts a contrastive, descriptive—analytical design combining
qualitative and quantitative methods. It aims to compare the
effectiveness of Arabic and English scholars in analyzing the semiotic

features of pragmatics by examining published academic works.

5. Pragmatics definition: An overview
In terms of contemporary linguistics, Huang (2007) identifies that
pragmatics is considered as a science that is evolving rapidly and a
disciplined branch. Or it's defined by Crystal (2010) as "the study of factors
influencing a person's choice of language”. Or in other words, it's "the
study of extra-truth-conditional meaning” Fromkin et. al. (2014).
Linguistically, Verschueren (1999) shows that pragmatics is not only
philosophically, sociologically and anthropologically perspective, but
According to Levinson (1983), pragmatics is a theoretical semantic
predictable part. Dependently, when pragmatics takes preference over
semantics in a logic perspective, then a theory of general linguistic must
consider pragmatics as a whole dimension in order to be termed as 'a theory
of complete integration'. Levinson (ibid) states that syntax is represented as
the study of combinational features of words (or their parts), and semantics
Is identified as the study of connotation, so pragmatics is the study of
language use, but it's sophisticated to illustrate the concerning of
pragmatics, which is principle rather than meaning. Levinson adds,
referring to the nonverbal reasons, it's so difficult to know the difference
between pragmatics and psycholinguistics (or sociolinguistics) in order to
know the structure of language. Min and Dechsubha (2022) criticize the
issue of the pragmatic description by stating that the terminology of
pragmatics covers many aspects such as the language contextual

dependence and the understanding and principles of language use. To be
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summarized, according to Ariel (2012), there is no perfect pragmatics

definition that is standardized by most pragmatists.

In general, the terminology of pragmatics is adopted from the American
pragma-semiotician philosopher Morris (1938) when he proposed that
pragmatics is "a dimension of semiotics”. Morris (ibid: 29) shows that the
concept of 'pragmatism' (which is referred to pragmatics) is actually
considered as a semiotic concept. Morris clarifies that there are three
semiotic measurements; Syntax, Semantics and pragmatics. Morris adds, in
addition to these three dimensions, many branches are also represented as

related to contemporary linguistics such as phonology and morphology.

Semiotics is defined by Morris (ibid: 5, 56) as "a general theory of signs,
it's a science of sciences as well as an organon of sciences”. Parret (1983)
states that behind the sophisticated relationship between linguistics and
semiotics, little harmony can be established between semioticians and
pragmaticians. As put by Verschuren (1999:6), even many disagreements
take place in pragmatics, some pragmatists consider Morris as "the father
of pragmatics"” other linguists, as stated by Chapman (2011), believe he's
just a linguist and provides a name for pragmatics. Many works of
pragmatics are depended on Moris, but most of them just adopt his
illustration (or definition) Mey (2001). Sperber and Wilson (1986: 7-8)
demonstrate that some linguists do not mention Morris at all, but
concentrate on De Saussure. Sperber and Wilson continue, in one hand,
some linguists have a negative viewpoint against semiotics by believing
that modern semiotics is both prosperous and unsuccessful as it's the
success of teaching semiotics and research. On the other hand, its
theoretical deficiencies that couldn’t simplify the language communication
problem.  In accordance with the development from "pragmatism™ to

‘pragmatics’, there happens the philosophical linguistic turn, the
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philosophical ordinary language basis and generative semantics, the turn of
research model of linguistics and the turn of pragmatics according to many
other disciplines Min and Dechsubha (2022).

Accordingly, the researcher tries to stand on many ideas such as focusing
on the viewpoint of sophisticated relationship between semiotics and
pragmatics in order to crystalizing the semiotics dimensions and properties

of pragmatics. Then the researcher concentrates on crystalizing

fixing the pragmatics margin and providing more scientific and well

descriptive illustration of pragmatics.

5.1 Semiotic is a Pierce's sign theory
Semiotic, or the theory of sign by Charles Peirce, is an explanation of
significance, representation, reference, sense and meaning. The significant
accounts of Peirce are idiosyncratic and advanced for their extent and
sophistication, and for capturing the importance of interpretation to
signification. According to Peirce, the development theory of signs was
philosophically and intellectually focal concerned. The semiotic priority for
Peirce is wide ranging. Pierce (1977: 85-86) states "it has never been in my
power to study anything; mathematics, ethics, metaphysics, gravitation,
thermodynamics, optics, chemistry, comparative anatomy, astronomy,
psychology, phonetics, economics, the history of science, whist, men and
women, wine, metrology, except as a study of semiotic”. Peirce also
centrally illustrated sign theory to his effort on logic, as the medium for
revenues for ‘proving’ his pragmatism. Its rank in the philosophy of Peirce,

then, cannot be overvalued.

Throughout his intellectual life's course, Peirce increasingly focused and
advanced his ideas about semiotic and signs. Accordingly, there are three

generally accounts; First, a brief Early Account from the 1860s. Second, a
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comprehensive, relatively and temporary Account developed through the

1880s and 1890s and presented in 1903. and third, his hypothetical,
incoherent, and incomplete final Account developed between 1906 and
1910.

6. The Practical Analysis
Many pragmaticians such as Levinson (1983), Leech (1983), Verschueren
(1999) and Mey (2001) assert that there exist two main pragmatics
definitions based on two central, limited and precise perspectives. Firstly,
the definition from British school and secondly, the American-European
continental, logical and philosophical school. The second school
concentrates on the deictic studies, conversational implicature and
structure, speech act theory and presupposition. The British school,
according to Verschueren (ibid), extends a wide range including the
phenomena of studying language and attitudes from the cognition
perspective, culture and society”. Mey (ibid) adds, discourse analysis, meta
pragmatics and social pragmatics are also represented the top priorities of

British school as well.

In fact, both of the philosophical and analytical English and American
schools recognize the pragmatics semiotic origin from Charles Morris
(1901-1979) who is clearly enthused by the philosophical pragmatist
Charles Pierce (1839-1914). Actually, as stated by Min and Dechsubha
(2022), pragmatics is attached with pragmatism projected and developed by
Pierce like North (1990) and Pietarinen (2004).

In terms of Pragmaticism, or also termed as Pierce's pragmatism, Min and
Dechsubha (ibid) present four philosophical semantic thoughts of Pierce as

shown below:
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1. The theoretical point of starting, for pierce, resembles the empiricist
subjective. He thinks that "the object's nature is effect". Effect is
highly indicated in accordance with Pierce's sign representations
such as sign, object and interpret (shortened as S, O and ).
According to the human cognition, a sigh doesn’t entirely reflected
to the meaning. In addition, the meaning should be taken by the
human (depending on the subjective experience of the human's

judgment and evaluation).

2. Due to the practice of communicating information, meaning is
functioned as the relationship between the users (the addresser and
addressee) and sign. To be specified, there is a related interpretation
between the addresser's expression and the addressee (interpretant),
(the logical reasoning outcomes of the addresser's contextual speech.
This process could be considered as the most pragmatics central

basis.

3. According to Pierce's opinion, all the cognitive activities of human
are matching the live being's instinctive behavior in order to
familiarize themselves to environment. Based on Pierce, Morris
made a biological attitudinal theory. This theory is related to speech
act theories written and advanced by Austin, J. (1911-1960) and
Searl, J. (1932-). These scholars promote "doing things by the
words". In addition, they assert that the language application is doing

things such as speech act. Min and Dechsubha (2022)
7. The meaning theory pragmatism by Pierce:

Min and Dechsubha (2022) illustrate that the connotation of concept does
not focus on the indicative meaning only, but by all causes and effects of

the action. This opinion presented by Searl and Austin for the purpose of
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suggesting the triangle of locutionary act. This triangle consists of

prelocutionary (the speech effect cause), locutionary and illocutionary.

7.1 Semiotics as a Pierce’s logic:
In fact, Semiotics is represented as or Pierce's logic in another definition,
and the sign activity is performed by the logic application. For Pierce, the
sign signifies its object (not the object's meaning as a whole). Min and
Dechsubha (ibid).

8. Pierce's sign representations
8.1 Sign

Deledalle (2000) defines the sign as
" something which stands to somebody for something in some respect or ca
pacity”. Or in other words, As put by Deledalle (2000), De saussure defines
the conceptual term of sign as
"an indissoluble pair or couple composed of a signifier and a signified".

Signs are categorized into three main divisions; qualisigns, sinsigns,
and legisigns correspondingly. Savan (1988: 20) exemplifies the signs
depending on the quality feature by stating " | use a color chip to identify
the color of some paint | want to buy. The color chip is perhaps made of
cardboard, rectangular, resting on a wooden table etc., etc. But it is only the

color of the chip that is essential to it as a sign of the color of the paint".

Due to the above quotation, Savan exemplifies the qualities of a qualisign
by showing that a sign is represented by many elements of the colored chip.
In addition, Savan says it is only its color that matters to signifying its
ability. And any sign whose sign-vehicle depends, as with this simple

abstracted example, is termed qualisign.
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As written by Lisza (1996), An example is given by Pierce to illustrate the
second type of sign which is called sinsign. Pierce states for instance; a sign
whose sign-vehicle practices existential facts is smoke as a fire's sign. Then
the fundamental relation between the smoke and fire allows the smoke to
act as a signifier. Other examples such as the molehill and temperature as a
fever sign. For that, a sinsign is identified by Pierce as "any sign whose

sign-vehicle relies upon existential connections with its object".

Thirdly, the last type of sign is the one whose central element of
signification is mainly based on convention, routine and law. According to
Pierce, Traffic lights could be considered as typical examples of sign's
priority and the words' capability of signification; beneficially, these sign-
vehicles signify the conventions surrounding their function. To be
identified, Peirce terms any sign whose sign-vehicles function in this way

as legisign.

8.2 Objects

In fact, not every object's feature is related to signification; a sign is
allowed to signify only specific features of an object. According to Peirce,
the relationship between the sign and object is that the reflective sign of the
object is one of determination. This means that the object governs the sign.
The terminology of determination by Peirce is by no means simple and it is
open to be interpreted. But for the present functions, it could be understood
as the constraints placement or the object's conditions for positive
signification instead of the object generating or causing the sign. It's
worth mentioning that the object dominates certain parameters that a sign
must fall within if it is reflecting to that object. However, only specific
features of an object are relevant to this determination process. To be
crystalized as Crystal, the case of the molehill is the best example
accordingly.
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Due to the molehill sign, and the mole as an object of this sign. The mole

determines the sign, if the molehill becomes as a sign for the mole, it
should show the mole's physical ability. If not, then it couldn’t be a sign
object in parallel. According to the molehill, Further signs for this object
could be shown by the presence of mole droppings. In addition, a specific
shape of ground subsidence on the lawns that is caused as a result of the
physical presence of the mole. Undoubtedly, not everything about the mole
Is applicable to this constraining process. Conventionally, The mole's color
could be an albino or black. Or it might be female or male, old or young. In
fact, none of these characteristics are important to the sign constraints. But
the fundamental connection between the sign and the mole is the imposing
characteristic that of its sign, and this sign connection must be represented

If it is able to signify the mole.

8.3 The Interpretant
Precisely, the interpretant has many features, but this study focuses on two
main essential characteristics. First, the interpretant is considered as the
understanding sign/object relation. Dependently, it is possibly more
accurately thought of as the development or translation of the original sign.
Actually, the interpretant makes a translation available for the sign,
permitting a more sophisticated understanding of the object. Savan (1988)
and Liszka (1996) ensure the necessity of treating interpretants as
translations. Dependently, Savan (1988: 41) suggests that Peirce should
have termed it the translatant. The Second feature is the relationship
between sign and object. Peirce thinks the relation between sign and
interpretant is considered as one of determination (which means the sign
determines an interpretant). In Addition, this determination is not a causal
sense, rather, the sign determines an interpretant by using specific sign

features that signifies its object to enhance and form our understanding. For
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that, the way of smoke generating or determination an object interpretant

sign of fire by focusing on the physical connection between smoke and fire.

Due to Peirce, any signification instance has a sign-vehicle, an interpretant
and object. In addition, the object determines the sign by constraints
placements which any sign must encounter if it is submitted to signify the
object. Thus, the sign signifies its object only to asset some of its
characteristics. Moreover, the sign determines an interpretant by
concentrating on the understanding of specific features of sign/ object

signifying relation.

9. The Dimension of Semiotic in terms of Pragmatics
The sign theory, or Semiotic, has been functioned as a whole term which is
also derived due to the effective theory by Charles Morris. Frankly, Morris
taught and developed the theory from Charles Sanders Pierce who is
represented as the forefather of modern semiotic. Dependently, the
conceptual term of 'semiosis' is adopted by Morris from Pierce for the signs
general theory. Accordingly, Pierce, in 1930's, tackled the term 'pragmatics'
to be represented as a branch of semiotics (then Morris in 1938). Later,
pragmatics was used linguistically to be dealt with the language usage.
Morris substituted semiotics into three main divisions; pragmatics, syntax

and semantics.

Pragmatics integrates 'the study of signs to interpreters' in accordance with
Morris's explanation. Morris (1938: 6) shows that semiotics has three main

dimensions as pointed below:
1. As ascience, pragmatics is considered as the organon of sciences.

As put by Min and Dechsubha (2022), Morris (1938: 2) states "Semiotics
has a double relation to the sciences; it is both a science among the sciences

and an instrument of the sciences. The significance of semiotic as a science
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lies in the fact that it is a step in the unification of science, since it supplies

the foundations for any special science of signs”. signs and their means
must be used by all the sciences to identify and express the researches and
studies of sciences. For that, it's essential for semiotics to provide relevant
principles and signs required for research. Semiotics must practice indices
meta-signs. linguistically, Contemporary pragmatics is not a science only,
but also a science that meets and cooperates other areas of science.
Pragmatically, it takes part in various studies and researches in the area of
linguistics and language science, and makes available theories, viewpoints
and methods for other disciplines.

2. According to Morris (1938), Pragmatics is represented as meta-

linguistics and meta-semiotics.

Morris shows that the meta-science is the science that considers semiotics
as a studying instrument. Due to Morris (1938:8), all the terms that
focusing on the different disciplines concerning “pragmatics” are named
"semioticals". Morris (1938: 33) ensures this fact by stating “such terms as
‘interpreter’ ‘interpretant’ ‘convention’ (when applied to signs), ‘taking-
account-of” (when a function of signs), ‘verification’, and ‘understands’ are
terms of Pragmatics, while many strictly semiotic terms such as ‘sign’
‘language’ ‘truth’® and ‘knowledge’ have important pragmatical
components”.

From a semiotic perspective, Morris (ibid: 9) shows the differences and
similarities between pure semiotics (or the differences between semiotics
and meta-semiotics). According to the linguistic anthropology, Silverstein
(1976) shows the fact that the application of “Metapragmatics” and the
essentiality of “meta pragmatic thinking” on methods and Pragmatics (with

respect to the objectives of its research).
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Morris (1938:9-22) clarifies that the language used to illustrate a specific
scientific language is 'metalanguage’. Then Morris (1946: 221) ensures that
semiotics could “provide meta language for Linguistics”, which could
enhance a linguistic science based on ‘the Theory of Semiotics'.
Pragmatically, Leech (1983) records the concepts of “metaproposition” as
“proposition”, “meta implicature” as “meaning” and “meta maxim” as
“maxim”. Leech descriptively illustrates the meta-theory in accordance
with the quality of “metagrammar” for the politeness metalinguistic
problem and the “metalinguistic strategy” used by the speaker.
Dependently, the metatheory and metalanguage theory is another pragmatic

semiotic dimension.

3. social semiotics is considered as an important semiotic dimension of
contemporary pragmatics which is advanced from the theory of

Semiotics by Saussure.

In fact, it deals with the process of designing and understanding the
meaning of signs in terms of the social dimension of human beings.
Depending on Halliday (1978) and Leech (1983), social pragmatics is
actually considered as the definition of another semiotic dimension of
pragmatics. Halliday presents a further study of the “situational context” in
terms of language communication, and focuses on the direct “pragmatic
relationship” between context and discourse. Halliday (ibid: 29-32)
believes that pragmatic language is a language representing action, which
encompasses the functions of society. Systematically, Thibault (1997: 153)
notices that the pragmatics of a single discourse is associated with the
semiotic form. Thibault adds, the form of semantics cannot be disconnected
from the discourse contextual pragmatic meaning. From prospective to
embodying meanings, systemic choice is meaning from the of social

semiotics viewpoint. So this semantics is represented as a pragmatic
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linguistic theory. According to the contextual social meaning, Thibaullt

(ibid:153). demonstrates that “the semantics of specific discourse symbols
1s pragmatics” . For that, from the social semiotics perspective, semantics,

IS an essential consistent of contemporary pragmatics.

10. The Semiotic Features of Semantics in Arabic Language
As put by Al-Minshawy (2004), Al-Jerjany (1413: 139) states the Arab
scholars ensure that the sign is "the condition of the object which inquires
the knowledge of something to indicating something else". Accordingly,
Al-A'skarry (1980: 13), who is represented as one of semiotic arab
pioneers, says “the doer of action could be reflected by his/her trace, with
or without intention, and the behaviors of animals could be reflected as
well.. in addition, intentionally or not, the trace of thief could be reflected
to his personality... and what is said by the semioticians is that we know
him by the trace, mightn’t intentionally done it". This quotation clarifies
that the sign reflects to and an object and interpret with respect to the sign's
pragmatic meaning and this is typically compatible with the thoughts and

ideas of the French semiotician Roland Gérard Barthes.

Al-Asbahany (2009) remarks the symbol by (the signs, the symbols and
transcription and the structure). As put by Haroun (2006), Al-Jahidh (845:
75-83) classifies the semantics into five elements; the pronunciation, the
sign, the number, the transcription and the case (or Nusba). Al-Jahidh also
simplifies that "the sign is represented either by hand, or head, eyes,
eyebrow....etc. And the transcription, For Al-Jahidh, is that "what is said
by the Almighty God for his prophet Muhammad (PBUH) (il ale (sall
who taught by pen) (Al-?alaq:4)". Al-Jahidh continuous, "the number
indicates the counting (without articulation and transcription). Al-Jahidh
demonstrates, "the counting has several meanings and benefits, and if
people do not know the counting in life, they do not understand the
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counting (or judging) after death. Al-Nusba, due to Al-Jahidh, is "the
pronouncing case which signifies without pronunciation, such as the earth
and sky creation". For that, the silence element is pronouncing in a

semantic perspective.

Ibn Jeny (1913) divides the semantics into three branches; pronouncing (the
semantic pronunciation), structural (based on its lexical tense) and moral
(based on its doer of action). As mentioned by Hanoun (1987), Al-Ghazaly
says "the objects have visual, articulating, and mental existences". Al-
Ghazaly continuous, Visually, it's the real existence, mentally, it's the
scientific and photographic and articulatory, it's represented as the

pronouncing semantic existence.

Accordingly, Al-Ghazaly refers to the frame of object (or what's called "the
Encyclopedia of De Saussure” and "the discipline of Pierce"). For the
mental existence, it's compatible with “the object of De Saussure”. And For

the articulatory ones, it's the object signifier. Al-Ahmar (2010)

Al-Ahmar (ibid: 37) clarifies that the terminology of the Ibn Seena's
semantic meaning is quite resembles the conceptual term of De Saussure's
sign. He continuous, the sign, for Ibn Seena, is dually constructed. It
consists of an audible and understandable meanings (and this is
theoretically brings to mind the consideration of De Saussure when he said

"the sign is the signified audible image" or "an expected imagination™).

Al-Ghazaly, who clarifies the language essentiality of communicating
system, substitutes the objects in the universe into FOUR levels; visual,

mental, pronouncing and transcriptional. Shams Al-Deen (1997)

As mentioned by Bishr (1998: 159), Ogden and Richards (1923) emphasize
the importance of dual analysis that stands on the relationship between the

speech and theories from one perspective, and the signified objects from
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another. Accordingly, Al-Ghazaly (ibid) and Ogden and Richards (ibid)

had summarized their ideas as a triangle of semantic elements.

The Idea (the theory + the mental image)

The sign or signifiers The Encyclopedia
The triangle is adopted from Bishr (ibid)

Ibn Al-Khouja (2008) states that Al-Qurtajiny describes the meanings as
"Referentials of linguistic signs"; or in other words, they are represented as
"the mental images of the visual objects”. Dependently, Al-Qurtajiny

presents many signifiers and signed objects as shown below:

e The transcriptional symbols (the signifier) — The audible

pronouncing image (the signed object).

e The audible pronouncing image (the signifier) — The mental

image (the signed object).

e The mental image (the signifier) — The perceptive visuals (the

signed object)

10.The Sign Theory in Arab Scholars Perspective
Afeefy (2003) shows that Al-Amady classifies the signs (the signifier and
signified objects) into existential, natural and mental.
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1. The Existential signs:_it's social conceptual signs such as the girl

could be described as 'a deer' or 'a pidgin' to indicating her fitness.

And the man could be called 'a flower' for his patience.

2. The Natural signs: These could reflect to many incidents such as

the water purring, the trees rustling, the air blowing and many

emotional sound.

3. The Mental Signs: they could represent the impact and

influencer such as the clouds and sky, the smoke and fire ...etc.

Fakhoury (1994: 18)

11.The Linguistic Sign and Semantic Switching
Al-Jurjany states "the structuralism of the individual vocabulary typically
resembles the signs and semiotics; so there's no meaning (or semiotic
feature) until a specific signifier included". Shakir (1992: 202)

For that, due to their ability to semantic switching, the linguistic signs
indicate to structural relations. So the sign becomes DUAL
REFERENTIAL in a specific pragmatic context. For instance, when an
unknown girl described as "a daily sleeper”, the exists a meaning behind a
meaning. Then the context indicates another indication; instead of saying
(the girl sleeps till the sunshine), the signed object becomes a signifier

looking for a specific signed object which is (the girl is rich and wealthy).

As put by Al-Ahmar (2010: 93-96), the modern linguistic research for the
semiotics of semantic had been analyzed by Roland Barthes. He had
specified the elements of semiotics into FOUR DUALS derived from the

structural linguistics as presented below:

1. The Language and Speech: which was tackled by De Saussure.
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2. The Signed and Signifier(or The EVIDENCE): which was also

studied by De Saussure.

3. The Duality and System: the De Saussurian duality which proposes

that the vocabularies relations are developed based on TWO
PERSPECTIVES; The Dualities and Speech Chain. So that each
word derives its value from its contrastive property of its_followed or

preceded ones.

4. The Report and Indication: The semantic semioticians refused to

admit what was proposed by the semiologists of connectivity to
distinguishing between the Evidence and proof. they assert that any
evidence has two levels: Reporting and Indicating. And actually this
Is exactly what had been investigated by Roland Barthes in his book

Principles of the Evidence science. Al-Bakry (1987)

12.Case Studies: Contrasting Analyses of Semiotic-Pragmatic

Phenomena
12.1 Religious Discourse Markers: 4! ¢Ls /In sha' Allah ("God
willing")

The Arabic phrase in sha' Allah functions as a pragmatic operator
that modulates epistemic commitment, politeness, and face-

management.
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Analytical Dimension

Arabic-Speaking

Scholar

Igaab (2021)

Anglophone Scholar
Walters (2020)

Theoretical Frame

Integration of ale
xailm  al-ma'ani
(semantics) with

Speech Act Theory.

Gricean Quality
Maxim + Epistemic

Modality framework.

Semiotic Analysis

Treats phrase as 4l

Al-garina (contextual

Codes
hedging

phrase  as

device

sign) that indexes | reducing illocutionary
speaker's humility | force; measures
before divine will; | frequency across
analyzes intertextual | corpora.
resonance with
Qur'anic usage.

Cultural Validity High: Captures | Moderate:  Identifies
theological nuance, | functional equivalence

social expectations of

to English hedges but

deference, and | may miss theological
pragmatic  flexibility | depth.
across contexts.

Effectiveness Excellent for | Excellent for cross-

understanding Arabic-

internal meaning-

linguistic modeling of

epistemic stance; may
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making; less portable | flatten cultural

to cross-cultural | specificity.

comparison.

As put by Ja’fari (2023), Analysis of in sha' Allah in the Qur'anic Arabic
Corpus shows its use in 27 verses, always marking contingency on divine
will. Arabic scholars note its pragmatic extension to everyday speech as a
politeness strategy that avoids presumptuousness, while Anglophone
analyses often categorize it simply as a "mitigator" without exploring its

theological semiotics.
12.2 Honorifics and Address Terms: Negotiating Social Hierarchy

Arabic employs a rich system of honorifics ( 4&!kunya, titles, relational

terms) that index social distance, respect, and identity.

Analytical Dimension Arabic-Speaking Anglophone Scholar

Scholars
Kecskes (2020)

Juhaina et. al. (2024)

Theoretical Frame

Politeness Theory +

indigenous concepts of
sbally 83 «lmurt'a

(social  virtue) and

haya' (modesty).

Brown & Levinson's
Face Theory +
sociolinguistic

variationism.

Semiotic Analysis

Analyzes honorifics as
that

roles

indexical signs
construct social

and moral personhood;

Codes
politeness

honorifics as
strategies;
measures frequency by

power/distance
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attends to dialectal and | variables.
register variation.
Cultural Validity High: Captures the | Moderate: Identifies

moral-affective
dimensions of address;

explains why certain

functional parallels but
may miss the ethical

weight of terms like

terms  cannot  be| g sayyidi ("my
directly translated. master").

Effectiveness Superior for | Superior for
understanding  Arabic | quantitative Cross-
social pragmatics; | cultural  comparison;
essential for translation | useful for L2
and intercultural | pedagogy.
training.

Ja’fari (2023) shows that translators who preserved the pragmatic force of

honorifics (e.g., rendering sia! ¢wdll Wl Lya ayyuha alladhina amand as "O

you who have believed" rather than generic ¢siai3al)l “"believers™) achieved

higher pragmatic fidelity. According to Corpus of Contemporary American
English COCA, Kecskes (2020) shows declining use of formal titles in

American English, reflecting cultural shifts toward egalitarianism—a

pattern less evident in Arabic media corpora.

12.3 Strategic Silence and Paralinguistic Cues

In high-context Arabic communication, silence, pause, and paralinguistic

features (voice quality, gesture) carry significant pragmatic weight.
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Analytical Dimension

Arabic-Speaking

Scholars

Farghal and
Almanna (2020)

Anglophone Scholar

Bardakis (2021)

Theoretical Frame

Ethnography of
communication +
classical rhetoric on
< gl Al-sukit

(silence as eloquence).

Conversation Analysis
+ multimodal

pragmatics.

Semiotic Analysis

Interprets silence as
indexical  sign  of
respect, disagreement,
or emotional intensity;
analyzes

paralinguistics as

integral to meaning.

Codes silence as turn-
taking signal or face-
management strategy;
uses acoustic analysis
for paralinguistic

features,

Cultural Validity

High: Recognizes
silence as active
pragmatic resource,

not absence of speech.

Moderate: Increasingly
attentive to
multimodality but may
under-theorize culture-

specific meanings of

silence.
Effectiveness Essential for analyzing | Strong for
Arabic  interactional | experimental
pragmatics; challenges | validation of
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low-context analytical

assumptions.

paralinguistic  effects;

growing  integration
with semiotic
frameworks.

As put by Farghal and Almanna (2020),

strategic pauses often signal

deference to religious authority or disagreement with a proposition,

whereas Anglophone analyses of similar pauses in COCA-coded data tend

to interpret them as planning time or hesitation markers.

12.4 Formulaic Expressions and Intertextuality

Arabic pragmatic competence requires mastery of formulaic expressions (

SBalall @l Laligl-ibarat al-jahiziyya) and intertextual references (Qur'anic,

poetic, proverbial).

Analytical

Dimensions

Arabic-Speaking

Scholar

Hamdache (2023)

Anglophone Scholars

Ruhlemann and
Aijmer (2020)

Theoretical Frame

Intertextuality theory +
classical & A&
Oseaill  Al-balagha fi
tadmin (allusive

embedding).

Corpus pragmatics +

Relevance Theory.

Semiotic Analysis

Treats formulae as

culturally saturated

signs that activate

shared knowledge;

Identifies formulaic
sequences via corpus
methods; models how

conventionalization
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analyzes how
intertextuality

generates implicature.

aids processing.

Cultural Validity

High:

certain

Explains why
expressions

carry pragmatic force

Moderate: Effective at
identifying

distributional patterns

literary and religious
discourse; crucial for

translation studies.

only for culturally | but may miss cultural

competent listeners. resonance.
Effectiveness Superior for | Superior for

interpreting Arabic | identifying Cross-

linguistic patterns of
formulaicity; useful for

NLP applications.

Juhaina et. al. (2024) shed light on the fact that humor often relies on
culturally specific intertextuality (e.g., references to Egyptian cinema),
requiring audience familiarity to resolve the pragmatic implicature.
Bardakis (2021) illustrates similarly note culture-bound references but

often concentrates on universal humor mechanisms.
12.5 Implicature in High- vs. Low-Context Communication

Arabic communication often relies on indirectness and contextual
inference, whereas Anglophone pragmatics has historically prioritized

explicitness.
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Analytical Dimension

Arabic-Speaking

Scholars

Betti and Igaab
(2022)

Anglophone Scholar

Huang (2007)

Theoretical Frame

Relevance Theory
high-

norms +

adapted  to
context
indigenous concepts of
ol Al-ta'rid

(allusion).

Neo-Gricean
pragmatics +
experimental

pragmatics.

Semiotic Analysis

Analyzes how

contextual cues (AN

Models

pathways using formal

inferential

Al-qgara'in) license | pragmatics; tests
non-literal comprehension in
interpretation; controlled
emphasizes shared | experiments.
cultural knowledge.

Cultural Validity High: Explains why | Moderate: Provides
certain  implicatures | generalizable models

are readily drawn in

but may misjudge the

Arabic but not in |accessibility of
English. implicatures in high-
context settings.
Effectiveness Essential for | Excellent for cognitive

understanding  Arabic

modeling of inference;
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literary, religious, and | increasingly

political discourse. incorporating  Cross-

cultural data.

Betti and lgaab (2022) clarify that Arabic micro-acts (offering, agreeing)
differ from English patterns (requesting, promising), reflecting cultural

norms of indirectness in sensitive transactions.
Findings and Results

1. Arabic-speaking scholars do not merely “apply” pragmatic theory, they
contextualize and recalibrate it through a culturally attuned semiotic
sensitivity. Their work reveals that meaning in Arabic discourse is often
distributed across linguistic, religious, and social signs, and their analyses
make these dimensions visible—a contribution that enriches global
pragmatics by challenging universalist assumptions and foregrounding the

role of cultural semiosis in human communication.

2. While Anglophone scholars offer analytical precision, theoretical
coherence, and cross-linguistic generalizability, their reliance on context-
neutral, cognition-centered models can lead to semiotic blind spots when
analyzing high-context, religiously infused, or collectivist communication
systems like Arabic. Their strength lies in systematization; their limitation,

in cultural specificity.
3. The core divergence lies in epistemology:

- Arabic scholars tend to see meaning as culturally encoded—a tapestry of
signs woven from religion, history, and social ethics.
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- Anglophone scholars tend to see meaning as cognitively inferred—a

product of universal reasoning constrained by context.

Neither approach is inherently “correct,” but each carries blind spots.
Arabic analyses may lack formal generalizability; Anglophone models may
lack cultural fidelity. The future of pragmatic semiotics lies in
methodological pluralism—integrating emic depth with etic rigor to build a
more globally inclusive, semiotically aware, and culturally responsive

theory of meaning.

4. Linguistic and cultural background profoundly shapes a scholar’s
capacity to recognize, interpret, and theorize culturally situated signs—
those subtle, context-bound markers of meaning that operate beneath the
surface of explicit language. This influence operates at cognitive,
perceptual, and epistemological levels, determining not only what a scholar

sees in a communicative act, but how they frame its significance.

5. A synthesis is not only possible, but urgent. By integrating the contextual
depth of Arabic scholarly traditions with the analytical precision of
Anglophone pragmatics, we can develop a model of pragmatic semiosis

that is Holistic, inclusive and cross-culturally robust.
Conclusion

This contrastive study reveals that the effectiveness of scholarly analysis of
semiotic-pragmatic phenomena is not a zero-sum competition between
Arabic and Anglophone traditions but a complementary distribution of

strengths:

- Arabic-speaking scholars excel at emic sensitivity, capturing the cultural,
theological, and ethical dimensions of pragmatic signs. Their work is
indispensable for understanding meaning-making within Arabic-speaking

communities and for translation/interpretation tasks.
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- Anglophone scholars excel at etic formalization, developing replicable
methods and generalizable theories that facilitate cross-linguistic

comparison and computational modeling.
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