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A Comparative Study of Summarizing Strategies
between Japanese and English Speakers
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1. Introduction

1.1. Background of the study

In the previous few decades some studies have been made to elucidate the
human system of summarizing a text. According to Sakuma (1994), “summarizing”
means to express the content of an original text with less language without changing
the overall content of it. Generally speaking, there are two kinds of “summarizing”.
One is called an “outline” or “AX&” which means to shorten the original text with less
language without changing the overall content. And the other is called “summary” or
“B15” which means to shorten the original text with paraphrasing.

In recent years, “summarizing” has been regarded as one of the human cognitive
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behaviors and has emerged as a field to be investigated. Van Dijk & Kintch (1983)
analyzed how micro-parts and macro-parts influenced the methods of summarizing.
Lehnert (1982) divided a sentence into some units which are called “plot unit” and
tried to elucidate the causation of every plot unit in the summarized text. In Japan,
Sakuma (1989) prescribed a “Z unit” and took a quantitative approach to elucidate the
summarizing process. In addition, Muramoto (1998) defined twelve IUs and tried to
extract the universality from the methods of the human system of summarizing a
text.

As T mentioned above, some studies have been conducted to understand the
human process of summarizing, however, no research has reached the complete
elucidation of the human system of summarizing a text or proposed a universal model

for the summarizing process.

1.2. Purpose of the study

The aim of this research is not to score any summarized text but to analyze
each summarized text both quantitatively and qualitatively to understand the
differences in the methods of summarizing between Japanese and English speakers.
Additionally, I tried to extract the flow of judgment of subjects on their consciousness
in summarizing a text by interviewing. The main purpose of this study is to propose
two types of basic models of summarizing process and compare their features
according to the results.

In terms of some studies to elucidate the human summarizing system in
Japan, Japanese subjects were required to summarize a text written in Japanese or
Japanese learners (non-Japanese speakers) were required to summarize a text
written in Japanese. Or some studies tried to investigate the relevance of
summarizing method and reading ability of subjects. (Katori, 2009) However, in this
paper, I focused on understanding the summarizing strategies of two groups.
Therefore I prepared two types of original texts, one is in Japanese and the other is in
English. Japanese speakers were required to summarize a Japanese text and English
speakers were required to summarize an English text. Then two types of the

summarized texts were examined by the researcher.

2. Method

2.1. Participants

20 Japanese speakers and 20 English speakers took part in this study. All of
them were in their late-teens to 60s. As for Japanese speakers, fifteen were enrolled in
or graduated universities and five were enrolled in or finished graduate schools. On
the other hand, sixteen English speakers were enrolled in or graduated universities

and four were enrolled in or finished graduate schools. Therefore, it was presumed
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that there was no difference in the academic careers between Japanese and English
speakers.

2.2. Materials

Two original texts were adopted for this study. “Bk4rILfEIRE T o727,
Asahi Shinbun editorial of September 11, 2003 (1,079 characters) was presented to
Japanese speakers and from the International Herald Tribune, VIEWS /
EDITORIALS & COMMENTARY “The Perils of Fighting 'Terror'-The Boston Globe”
from September 12, 2003 (484 words) for English speakers. To confirm the readability
level, the English text was examined by readability calculation software (Readability
Calculations version 6). After the analysis, the English text was admitted as “college
level” by “The Flesch Reading Ease Formula”. Regarding the Japanese Material, any
reliable readability calculation software to measure Japanese readability level was
not found. However, both were parts of newspaper articles (editorial parts) and were
expected that there were no distinct differences in terms of readability. Furthermore,
since the main theme of both texts was about “Synchronized terrorist attacks” on
September 11th, 2001, Japanese speakers as well as English speakers were expected to
have equivalent background knowledge about the content. Additionally, since both
original texts were written on an A4-sized sheet of paper, the quantities of both texts
were almost the same.

The validity to use editorial parts for the study of methods of the human system
of summarizing was described by Sakuma (1989). According to Sakuma, since the
editorial part is rather easy to have the theme grasped, it may be said that the
editorial part was suitable to examine the influence of the macro-level structure in the
summarized text.

As for the structures of languages, Yamanaka (1998) and Torikai (2001)
mentioned translated texts are influenced by the structure of the target language.
Therefore, in this study, subjects were requested to summarize an original text

according to their mother tongue to avoid the influence of translation.

2.3. Procedures

First, subjects were requested to read an A4-sized paper. The Japanese speakers
were asked to read an original Japanese text. Likewise, English speakers were
requested to read an original English text. After reading the original text, both
subjects were asked to summarize them in around 50% of the original material.
However, they were also told that the quantity need not be strictly adhered to. The
required quantity was decided by the results of the pilot study which was carried out
beforehand. In addition, according to Muramoto (1998), most of subjects generate from
20% to 50% length of summarized text when they do not have any limitations on

quantity.
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In this paper, “summarizing rate” is defined as the number of characters in a
summarized text divided by the characters in the original text (characters in the
summarized text +characters in the original text) or (words in the summarized text +
words in the original text). The former is for Japanese texts and the latter is for
English texts.

As for the examining period, subjects were told that the tentative time limit to
generate their summarized texts was around 30-40 minutes. However, at the same
time, they were told that the tentative time limit was not absolute. This tentative
time limit was also decided because of the result of the pilot study. Even if subjects
spent much longer or shorter time to summarize the text, there was no restraint from
the examiner. Although the subjects could summarize by taking memos if they wish,
they were requested not to consult a dictionary even if they found some words that
they did not understand or did not know.

As I mentioned above, in general there are two kinds of “summarizing.” One is
called “outline” and the other is called “summary”. In this research I did not specify
which type of “summarizing” should be followed because one of the purposes of this
study is to investigate which type of “summarizing” was adopted by the subjects.

To compare quantitative features of both groups, “idea unit analysis” was carried
out. Over the past few decades, a considerable number of criteria to define IU were
decided and adopted by researchers (Lehnert, 1982; Carrell, 1985; Ikeno, 1996;
Kimura, 1999). In the present study, the criterion of Ikeno (1996) which was adopted
by Kimura (1999) was referred to for the English text. In terms of Japanese text, the
guideline made by Muramoto (1998, p.104) was referred to. According to those criteria,
each original text was segmented into IUs. (See appendix 1.)

After generating a summary, the number of IUs taken from the original text and
the rate of using IUs in the generated text were examined. In this research, “rate of
using IUs” is defined as the number of IUs in a summarized text divided by the IUs in
the original text (IUs in the summarized text +IUs in the original text). Then, the
result of the “idea unit analysis” was examined by x 2 test to investigate the
difference of distribution by mother tongues.

As a qualitative approach, each generated text was analyzed to investigate the
features of the method of summarizing. Additionally, each subject was interviewed
after that or in a few days later to understand and confirm their summarizing
strategy. During the interview, each subject was asked mainly about the process of
summarizing, that is, reasons for sentence reduction, lexical paraphrasing and so on.
Subjects, who found it impossible to have an interview in a few days, answered the
same questions in an email or over the phone. Even if the subjects did not answer the
questions nor had no idea, the examiner did not oblige them to answer.

Finally, both results were combined and each (Japanese-speakers and

English-speakers) summarizing model was proposed.
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3. Results

3. 1. Results of quantitative approach
The following 7ables show the results of idea unit analysis. “J” stands for
“Japanese speaker’” and “S” means “Subject”. Likewise, “E” stands for “English

speaker” and “S” means “Subject”.

Table 1. Result of Japanese Speakers

Subject JS1 JS2 JS3 JS4 JS5 JS6 JS7 JSs | JS9 | JS10
Number of IUs 38| 24 217 25 6 20 9 12 11 7
Rate of using IUs (%) 48 30 34 32 8 25 11 15| 14 9
Summarizing rate (%) 50 52 50 52 46 46 42 43 42 49
Subject JS11| JS12] JS13] JS14] JS15 JS16| JS17| JS18 JS19 JS20
Number of IUs 19 25| 16 23 8 34 12 6| 5) 13
Rate of using IUs (%) 24 32 20 29 10, 43 15| 8 6 16
Summarizing rate (%) 42 46 44 38 37 47 46 45 48 44

Table 2. Result of English Speakers

Subject ES1 | ES2 | ES3 | ES4 | ES5 | ES6 | ES7 | ES8 | ES9 | ES10
Number of IUs 0 2 0 1 0 7 1 6| 0 0
Rate of using IUs (%) 0 2 0 1 0 7 1 6 0 0
Summarizing rate(%) 26| 50 40| 50 19 43| 45| 58| 22 52

Subject ES11 | ES12 | ES13 | ES14 | ES15 | ES16 | ES17 | ES18 | ES19 | ES20
Number of IUs 0 6 36 22, 1 2 3| 7 0 5
Rate of using IUs (%) 0 6) 37 22| 1 2 3| 7 0 5|
Summarizing rate(%) 54 50 50 52 52 37 49 52 15| 52

After the idea unit analysis, the results were examined by x 2 test to investigate
the difference of distribution by mother tongues. Japanese Speakers were defined as
the expectation frequency.

Null hypothesis: The distribution of the rate of using IUs of the English speaker
fits the distribution of the rate of using IUs of the Japanese
speaker.

Significance level: 1%

Degree of freedom: 6

Table 3. shows the rate of using IUs by mother tongues.
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Table 3. The rate of using IUs by mother tongue.

Rate of using IUs X=10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 35% <X
English speaker (population) 18 0 0 0 1 0 1
Japanese speaker (population) 5 4 2 2 2 3 2

X= Rate of using IU
The result of the 7Table 3. was examined in terms of goodness of fit by x 2 test.
x 2=45.8
When the degree of freedom is 6, the limit value for 1% of significance level is 16.8117
(16.8117< 45.8). Therefore, the null hypothesis is denied. Furthermore, according to
Table 3, the possibility to have “x 2=45.8” is 3.2X10°8.

Thus, clear difference is admitted between distributions of the rate of using IUs
by mother tongues. When the adopted criteria to divine IUs in this study are assumed
to be appropriate, it can be presumed that the distribution of the rate of using IUs
may depend on mother tongues. In other words, limited as this research was, both
language groups had tendencies concerning the rate of using IUs. Japanese speakers
have a tendency to try to use original phrases frequently, on the other hand, English

speakers are presumed that they try not to use original expressions.

3. 2. Results of qualitative analysis
3.2.1. Analysis of summarized texts

As a consequence of the analysis of the summarized text, some clear features
were found in terms of the summarizing process between Japanese and English
speakers.

The majority of Japanese speakers summarized the text closely following the
original text from the top to the bottom. For this reason, their summarized texts
closely followed the consecutive order of the original text. Even if they eliminated
some parts or paragraphs, it was rather easy for the researcher to identify the
eliminated parts. On the other hand, English speakers seemed to have focused on
the main idea of the original text. Most of them constructed the summarized text by
paraphrasing with their own words and phrases. Since their summarized texts did not
follow the consecutive order of the original text, it was often difficult to identify the
paraphrased or eliminated parts.

In addition, Japanese speakers had a tendency to use the parts which were put
in a bracket such as MEZEO EMHE | — MEEOLFE ] . However, English speakers were
apt to paraphrase the parts even if they were put in quotation marks such as
“crusader America” — “Justify US action”.

Another feature of English speakers were “generalization” and “specification”,
they are also called “free enrichment” according to Higashimori, Yoshimura (2003).
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For example, though three subjects added the phrase “September 11” in their
summarized text, the concrete date was not seen in the original text. Similarly,
another subject added an actual proper noun that was not seen in the original text.
Those tendencies were not seen in the Japanese speakers.

Typical examples summarized by both subjects are shown in the “Appendix 2”.
Sampled Japanese summarized text was generated closely following the original’s
consecutive order and featuring the use of assertive expressions eliminating the
inference and suggestion. Italicized characters are the sentences and expressions
adopted from the original text as they were. In contrast, sampled English speaker
tried to express the main idea of the original text with his own words. Since only one
part was almost identical to the original as it was (the last sentence of the
summarized text), the examiner asked the reason in the interview. Then the subject

answered “This is partly due to my laziness....”

3. 2. 2. Results of interview

After generating a summary, each subject was interviewed after that or a few
days later. Even if the subjects did not answer the questions nor had no idea, the
examiner did not oblige them to answer.

The result of the interview concluded that most of the Japanese subjects adapted
a similar procedure to summarize the original text. That is, Japanese speakers
summarized a text from the top to the bottom deleting the unimportant parts and
leaving the important parts according to the consecutive order of the original text.
Few Japanese speakers tried to paraphrase the original phrases and sentences. On
the other hand, the majority of English speakers tried to identify the main idea or the
theme of the original text then paraphrased the text with their own words and
phrases. In other words, Japanese speakers showed a tendency to try to use the
phrases or sentences from the original text as they were. English speakers, in contrast,
showed a tendency to avoid using the same expression as the original text. That was
one of the most contrastive points in terms of the summarizing method between
Japanese and English speakers.

According to the interview, some of the English speakers mentioned that they
considered “paraphrasing” as an important process of summarizing texts because
“understanding” is necessary for summarizing. Additionally some of them mentioned
that “summarizing” is the result of “understanding and paraphrasing”. On the other
hand, it was not likely that the Japanese subject considered “summarizing” was the
process of understanding texts. However, it doesn’t mean Japanese subject didn’t
understand the original text. According to the interview, the majority of Japanese
subjects considered “summarizing” as the result of reduction and extraction from the
original. Therefore, they thought they should not paraphrase important parts of the

original text. Although some Japanese speakers paraphrased some phrases from the
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original text, the cases were very limited.

4. Summarizing models

According to the result of the analyses and the interview, I would like to design
two basic models in summarizing a text. I should point out that these proposed models
are able to cover the summarizing process of the subjects in this research; however, it
might not be applicable as a universal process of human system of summarizing for all

texts.

4.1. Summarizing strategy (Japanese speaker)

The following diagram shows the flow of the summarizing process taken by the
majority of Japanese speakers. First, subjects read an original text (1. text inputting).
Next, subjects elaborated by choosing the part or sentence to extract (2. text
elaborating). During (2), subjects were supposed to adopt the following five
procedures: a) exclusion of ambiguity, b) lexical paraphrase, c¢) screening examples,
d) sentence combination, e) exclusion of inference and suggestion.

Explanations of details are shown in the following diagram:

| 1. Text inputting |

V<

2. Text elaborating

a) Exclusion of ambiguity
b) Lexical paraphrase
¢) Screening examples
d) Sentence combination

e) Exclusion of inferring and suggestion

| 3. Adopting and reordering |

'

| 4. Calculation of the summarized rate |

& Inappropriate summarized rate
| 5. Check of coherence |

| 6. Text outputting |

Fig.1 Basic summarizing strategy model of Japanese speakers

a) Exclusion of ambiguity: Subjects (Japanese Speakers) tended to remove
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ambiguous or incomprehensible parts in the original text. For example, a subject who
considered the phrase "FRDAETLH £ £ 72572V ambiguous, paraphrased the part
to VEER D ATEIXIREL L TW 57, Another subject also paraphrased the part to ?ER D4
BT E Ly

b) Lexical paraphrase: According to the interviews, subjects also tended to
change some words and phrases from unfamiliar expressions to more familiar ways.
GRIK” — "R, “BERC R, SLH T ATND” SR B RHE” are examples. In
the interview, subjects who changed some expressions mentioned that they would not
like to use unfamiliar expressions in their summarized text. Only one subject
answered that he changed a part even though the original expression was more
familiar than the paraphrased text. He mentioned he was obliged to change that part
because of the summarized rate.

c) Screening examples: When an original text contains some concrete
examples, subjects are apt to eliminate all or some of them. The original Japanese
text contains concrete proper nouns in its first part. Three subjects adopted the
original sentences with all concrete nouns. However, five subjects adopted some of
them and twelve eliminated the whole sentence.

The 13th paragraph also contains some concrete name of places such as “/XL A FF %2
A RRTT”, “Fz=F = Twelve subjects used no concrete examples, seven used
parts of them and one used all of them.

d) Sentence combination: When subjects found sentences or phrases which
have rather strong cohesion, they tended to combine them. From the 4th paragraph to
the 6th paragraph of the original text, some words were used with repetition such as
T TH=AL 7 (twice), “A 777 (twice), “7 m”(three times), “7 = U Z I” (three
times), “BifE”(three times) and so on. In those three original paragraphs, 20% out of
all characters (248 characters) were occupied by those words and phrases. Although
methods were diverse, all twenty subjects combined those parts somehow and
reconstructed new sentences. In the interview, 16 subjects out of 20 mentioned that
they thought of those three paragraphs “as one part” and combined sentences on
purpose. Others answered they did not do that on purpose, however, the result was
they combined those parts.

e) Exclusion of inference and suggestion: Subjects were apt to exclude
inferring expression or suggestion during their summarization. “~72 5 9”7 —“~T{3 72
WY, “~Td 5H” are the examples. According to the interview, they mentioned that
they would like to make the author’s opinion clear. After the elaboration noted above,
the subjects adopt sentences which will be used in their summarized text, then they
calculate the summarized rate. The average of summarized rate was 45.5%. If the rate
is inappropriate, they go back to “2” (text elaboration) or go to “5” (check of coherence).
On “5” (check of coherence), subjects review conjunctions or particles to improve their

sentences and the coherence. Finally, subjects output their summarized text as the
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result of their elaboration.

4.1. Summarizing strategy (English speaker)

Likewise, Fig.2 shows the flow of the summarizing process used by the
majority of English speakers. The distinct tendency of English speakers was
“paraphrasing”. Different from Japanese speakers, English speakers tended to pay
attention to three points specifically, “text understanding”, “paraphrasing” and
“screening examples”.

| 1. Text inputting |

pd
N

A 4
2. Text elaborating

a) Text understanding

b) Lexical paraphrase

¢) Screening examples

v
| 3. Adopting and reordering |

A 4

| 4. Calculation of the summarized rate |

\ 4 Inappropriate summarized rate
| 5. Check of coherence |

A 4

| 6. Text outputting |

Fig.2 Basic summarizing strategy model of English speakers

As for their summarizing flow, first, subjects read an original text (1. text
inputting); next, subjects elaborated by choosing the part or sentence to extract (2.
text elaborating). According to the interview, the majority of the English speakers
answered that they focused on “text understanding”, “paraphrasing” and “screening
examples” during (2). Similar to Japanese speakers, when an original text contains
some concrete examples such as proper nouns, English speakers were apt to eliminate
all or select some of them. 7able 4. shows the actual examples paraphrased by the

subjects.
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Table 4. Examples paraphrased by English speakers

original expression paraphrased expression
provoke welcome
domestic struggle local struggle, domestic strife
standing behind backbone, back fire, supporting
repressive regimes oppressive regimes
turn up arrive
United States America

According to the interviews, subjects also tended to paraphrase some words
and phrases from unfamiliar expressions to more familiar ones. The distinct features
of the English speakers’ were “understanding” and “paraphrasing”. Seven out of
twenty subjects mentioned that they tried to find the “main idea” of the text before
they began to summarize it. This means that English speakers tried to understand
the original text first then they paraphrased sentences or general idea with their
expressions. In terms of “Screening examples,” English speakers have a tendency to
eliminate all or select some of them from the original text. Although the English
original text contains some concrete proper nouns such as “Niger, Chad, Mali, Djibouti
or Uzbekistan”, few subjects adopted all of them in their summarized text.

After the elaboration, they calculated the summarized rate as well as
Japanese speakers. The average of summarized rate was 43.4%. If the rate is
inappropriate, they go back to “2” (text elaboration) or go to “5” (check of coherence).
On “5” (check of coherence), subjects review conjunctions or particles to improve the

coherence of their generated text. Finally, subjects output their summarized text.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, I tried to identify the differences in the process of summarizing
texts between Japanese speakers and English speakers. The aim of this research is
not to score any summarized texts but to analyze each summarized text both
quantitatively and qualitatively to identify the differences in the methods of
summarizing between Japanese and English speakers.

As a consequence of the quantitative approach, idea unit analysis was carried
out and a clear difference is admitted between distributions of the rate of using IUs by
mother tongues. Therefore, in this research, it can be presumed that the distribution
of the rate of using IUs may depend on mother tongues.

Regarding the results of interviews and qualitative analysis of generated texts,
most of all Japanese speakers summarized the text closely following the consecutive

order of the original text. Furthermore, Japanese speakers had a tendency to use the
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phrases or expressions from the original. And this is supported by the result of
qualitative analysis in this research. On the other hand, English speakers
reconstructed the text by paraphrasing with their own words and phrases.

It follows from what has been said that Japanese subjects in this research
considered “summarizing” to “shorten a text” without changing the content. In
contrast, English speakers in this research considered “summarizing” to “understand
the context and to restate the main idea” with paraphrasing.

From the above-mentioned reasons, it would be concluded that Japanese speakers
tend to generate “outline-type” summarization. On the other hand, English speakers
tend to generate “summary-type” summarization. In other words, Japanese speakers
are apt to adopt the “text-depended method” (Muramoto, 1998), whereas, English

speakers adopt the “event-depended method” (Muramoto, 1998).
The point that requires clarification is that the result of this study was limited

by those subjects, and it may not be clear whether it may be presumed that those
features represent the universal method of summarizing of Japanese and English
speakers. To elucidate the methods of the human system of summarizing a text, it is
undeniable that further studies are needed.
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Appendix 1
Idea unit (English text)
1 | Two years after 51 | But a promiscuous entanglement
2 | a gang of reactionary religious zealots 52 | in the internecine
flew commercial airplanes
3 | into the World Trade Center and the 53 | conflicts of countries ruled by vicious dictators
Pentagon
4 | President George W. Bush commonly 54 | risks a strategic blunder
speaks
5 | about a diffuse global war on terrorism | 55 | Pursuing Bush's indiscriminate war on terrorism
6 | and a former CIA chief 56 | U.S. military and intelligence personnel are
currently
7 | James Woolsey 57 | on the ground
8 | has even described the conflict as 58 | cooperating with the corrupt and repressive
regimes
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World War IV

9 | as World War IV 59 | of among others
10 | There is a danger 60 | Islam Karimov in Uzbekistan and Maaouyah
Ould Sid Ahmed Taya of Mauritania
11 | in this imprecise way 61 | These undemocratic rulers exaggerate the threat
12 | of naming an enemy 62 | of small Islamist groups
13 | and invoking a worldwide struggle 63 | in their lands
14 | of indefinite duration 64 | to excuse thuggish suppression
15 | The danger is that repetition 65 | of all dissent
16 | of these misleading definitions will be 66 | Washington allows itself
used
17 | to rationalize an antiterrorist strategy 67 | to be identified with these and other despotic
clients
18 | that embroils Americans unnecessarily | 68 | in the war on terrorism
19 | To fall into this trap is 69 | opposition movements
20 | to play into the hands of Osama bin 70 | against despised local rules
Laden and his associates
21 | who would like 71 | could be transformed
22 | to provoke the global holy war 72 | into anti-imperialist struggles against America
23 | they preach 73 | as the reviled foreign power
24 | Instead of loose talk 74 | behind the local tyrant and his torturers
25 | that acts like America's moral enemy 75 | This is precisely
is an abstract noun-
26 | terrorism 76 | what bin Laden and his Egyptian partner Ayman
al-Zawabhiri allege
27 | in all its forms and manifestations- 77 | in their statements
28 | Bush would be wise 78 | for public consumption
29 | to distinguish Al Qaeda and the 79 | -that
groups affiliated with it
30 | from Islamist movements 80 | crusader America
31 | that may be trying 81 | is the
32 | to overthrow regimes 82 | far power
33 | in their own countries 83 | standing behind collaborationist regimes
34 | but have not declared war against the 84 | in Muslim countries
United States
35 | When U.S. intelligence agents 85 | that the Al Qaeda ideologues define
36 | and armed forces turn up in countries 86 | asthe
such as Mauritania
37 | Niger 87 | near power
38 | Chad 88 | Nothing would better suit Al Qaeda's recruiting
tactics
39 | Mali 89 | than to be able to point to U.S
40 | Djibouti 90 | backing for the Karimovs
41 | they appear 91 | of the Muslim world as proof
42 | to be waging the global war 92 | that America is at war with all Muslims
43 | against all Islamists 93 | not merely the fanatics of Al Qaeda
44 | that bin Laden invokes 94 | who target Americans
45 | and Washington appears 95 | Bush must not nourish that fantasy
46 | to be validating the grandiloquent 96 | by confusing a campaign
ideological claims of Al Qaeda
47 | There is a genuine 97 | against one aberrant Islamist faction
48 | need for intelligence and 98 | with a world war against all terrorists sts
law-enforcement cooperation
49 | against Al Qaeda and its affiliates
50 | —American's declared enemies
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1| B I7 1%k 41 | FEAHBE LTS,
2 | OBTFIEIRERBEFH, 42 | HCREFEEAS LT 5
3| TAU I TEMICAZTTVELE, 43 | KEA~O® L A,
4 | 728 44 | 2OEFITH H AN,
5 HRTIFRBBRODALEZLEZIIRXNILIZOMN, 45 | RO/ AT SRR,
6| HAZEG B ¥ —ENIHT LT e XET 46 | A ZRT o ORKE LT,
7| —ABTFEER-ST-HABREILE AT, 47 | ZL DT ENFELNTE T,
8| HHELINDHELIT 4 U HTOFMIZED 48 | 7278,
T,
9| RE¥RZNEHET DT 7 BT BIKEDFEIC 49 | EEEHEEE.
10 | TARNFEHETH, TEXHLETIHEWVWAIZBITTUZ | 50 | TrZ2 85 TE 500
[BARY
11| &3EL, 51 | A CHHTLATND,
12 | BEWEY SFEL Ak 52 | KEMNZDEFNIMESHHET
18 | oo 728 2 L12HOAND, 53 | BEFHITHE-ThH.
14 | 226 TH D, 54 | Tu xRl ELbIF TR oTl,
15 | LD ST, 55 | Bix I PEECT 2 ZIABR TN D
16 | 77 H=AZ L TTAIA OSSO, 56 | KA LT o,
17 | ZUN—VBHEZITE L7277 v o 2 KBUEIL. 57 | B TmWERENINIEARAL NS Z L THED
REIRS
18 | ROBEL L TA TV 2L, 58 | ARSI Al
19 | BiEA 578 S W72, 59 | TEOEECMHiESE LIS
20 | KEMEEREZ T U X MIEI RNV TZHD 60 | 77 H=2F L DFELT-BLEMITS
21 | Txb7 mik) 61| 7uv=/ rEMNBEFLIELTWVD,
22 | L shiz, 62 | [Tuzel FITiE, TILHEDD LM
U]
23 | 7o & OB AT, 63 | EEZTEMBTE,
24 | EBEMROIENKF 2R T 7 H=A K Tk 64 | EEAEE G ZARBWTIRZTIELL,
25 | R WH RSB EBHEN T X, 65 | b KRERDITRERWMFERIZA S,
26 | EHLNEE LT, 66 | KENTZORFRICIKD X7,
27 | & Z AN, 67 | FRM &%
28 | A 7 7 W ORIULET 2100 72, 68| 7T A AT LHELE LEHELT
29 | [EEZREL & WM O EE R B EZ R 8- CH 69 | T BEEO -0 DI AN THE T Z &7,
L,
30 [ & HIELTZ S DD, 70 | NV AFFOA U RRUT
31 | KEFEASDOBENRLER, | F=Fzrk,
32 | HEFEBTS 2T aOENE ko7, 72 | TNENRI HBUEN R Rk o7 e T
2N
33 | REMELIHIAONE T, 73 | —oDT uRHR DT 1 E IS,
34 | RROAEFEE R0, 74 | L ATV AF T F O BRI
35 | 7EA VBUEND DFERE VD 75 | TREEEOEEN LB RE TH D,
36 | BURAZMEE LI Lk WRELOH T, 76 | TR U A RNOWREHOTZDIT,
371|470 77 | A A7 LFEEBHORFELEZENLRD BN
%o
38 | [MEmo B 78 | T DRV R A~OH - IR L LT,
39 | ILKx bz 79 | 2D 11EALESIT T2,
40 | Bzl T r ORI RS TehD K D 72
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Appendix 2
Sampled generated text by a Japanese speaker (JS2)
KEOHAEG o Z—EN~DT nEND 2ENBE T4, HRIZEDL o7,

TIHZRE L TTNAGA Z DY EDEL, FIN—BRETITH L 7= T > o= KB
BEIIXDEEEL L T 72 2 KB, BHECERBIEE, ABRERFE 2 X M2
BEIRNWEDD X7l & Shi=DTho,

Tl DEENERET, EEMESOIRNIRE/TET 7 H =R Z o Oth L1380
A 7 7 O ORPUTEL L DB TN D,

TICTHMREFES 5 & T BRE~DIES, CDERIZHSERE, JEHD/ LTI
B C[ARFERE T e DEEE L TES DI EPFESRTEE,

HENDE SO CRFICMo THT nidiel EiRinole, e R FRTTREH
RIAZBRIIS, TrDEKRE 72 LT EL T2 ERE N DBIEARLO TR,

RO REZOFHERAEKEORELRGHAEH TH L, KEIEZERMN, 7ZF77 - /¥ X747
EEHEHEL TT RO OWIEE ST CEHT & ThH D,

AR LZBURE R FFo7T v T — 20D 7 a B3FIDHD 7 2 ZIEE,

RURAF T4 OBIRIER L 7 2 BB DOVR S bRETHE, 7 r IR PDREM
DEDIEA R T AFEFE G DRIFEZ RO S 3B,

T RDLRVHIRA~DE I LHBRE LT, T 9 - 11 2ESHE, (529 F)

Sampled generated text by an English speaker (ES6)

The prosecution of the global “War on Terror”, declared by President George W.
Bush in the wake of the attack on the World Trade Center, has created a powerful
dynamic in the U.S.’s relationship with various countries around the world which
might ultimately prove damaging to U.S. interests. Of particular concern in the
prosecution of this war has been the failure to draw a clear distinction between Al
Qaeda and affiliated groups, and other Islamist movements whose stated goals relate
exclusively to local regimes or matters specific to their geographic vicinity. Al Qaeda
and its affiliated international Islamist movements have sought to galvanize
sympathizers across the Muslim world by claiming that “crusader America” is the “far
power” standing behind despotic regimes of local tyrants, the “near power”. The
presence of U.S. Intelligence agents and armed forces in countries such as Mauritania,
Niger, Mali, Djibouti or Uzbekistan, is often interpreted as a nod of approval of their
repressive regimes, under the guise of countering the threat from Islamist groups.
Such actions fit neatly into Al Qaeda’s image of an American puppet master waging
war on all Muslims. Bush must not nourish that fantasy by confusing a campaign
against one Islamist, anti-American faction with a world war against all terrorists.
(208 words)

* Ttalicized: close expression to original text
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