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Appendix

Questionnaire

(Note: The questionnaire was prepared and used in the research in Indonesian without the English translation).

Kuisioner penelitian tentang tingkat keterbacaan Teks Bahasa Inggris:
[Research Questionnaire on the Readability Level of English Texts]

A. Kami mengucapkan terima kasih atas kesediaan Anda untuk menjadi responden untuk penelitian ini. Identitas Anda akan
dirahasiakan selain dari informasi yang mesti disebutkan dalam metode penelitian ini. Mohon diingat bahwa kesediaan Anda
mengisi kuisioner ini berarti Anda menyetujui apa pun yang Anda isikan akan digunakan dalam penelitian ini.

[We sincerely appreciate your willingness to serve as a respondent for this study. Your identity will remain confidential, except for
the information required to be disclosed in the research methodology. Please note that by completing this questionnaire, you
consent to the use of your responses for the purposes of the present study.]

B. Di bawah ini terdapat tiga teks (Teks 1, Teks 2, Teks 3) dari sumber yang berbeda.
[Below are three texts (Text 1, Text 2, Text 3) from different sources.]

a. Bacalah ketiga teks tersebut dengan nyaman.
Read the three texts at your convenience.

b. Berikanlah nilai tingkat keterbacaan (readability) dari ketiga teks tersebut dalam skala 1 s/d 4 dengan keterangan sebagai
berikut:
Assess the readability level of these texts using a scale of 1 to 4, as described below:
- Skala 1 : paling mudah dibaca [Scale 1: Easiest to read]
Skala 2 : mudah dibaca [Scale 2: Easy to read]
Skala 3 : sulit dibaca [Scale 3: Difficult to read]
- Skala 4 : paling sulit dibaca [Scale 4: Most difficult to read]

c. Berikanlah nilai skala Anda pada kolom no. 3 pada table.
[Please provide your rating in column no. 3 of the table.]

2. Berilah penjelasan kenapa Anda memberikan nilai skala yang Anda berikan pada kolom no. 4 pada tabel. Dengan kata lain, berilah
alasan kenapa teks tersebut (paling) mudah atau (paling) sulit dibaca.
[Please explain why you assigned each rating in column no. 4 of the table. In other words, provide reasons why the text is (most)
easy or (most) difficult to read.]

NIlai Skala [Score]
Alasan/Penjelasan [Reason/Explanation]

Text 1

This text, which was written as part of an attempt to present an assessment of a number of investigations of symbolism in an
academic situation of a particular type - that of the lecture in a foreign university (Chicago, April 1973) - must not be read as a history,
even an academic history, of theories of symbolism, and especially not as a sort of pseudo-Hegelian reconstruction of a procedure
which would have led, by successive acts of dialectical transcendence, to the 'final theory'.

If the 'immigration of idea', as Marx puts it, rarely happens without these ideas incurring some damage in the process, this is
because such immigration separates cultural productions from the system of theoretical reference points in relation to which they are
consciously or unconsciously defined, in other words, from the field of production, sign-posted by proper names or concepts ending in
‘-ism', a field which always defines them far more than they contribute to defining it. That is why 'immigration' situations make it
particularly necessary to bring to light the horizon of reference which, in ordinary situations, may remain implicit. But it is self-evident
that the fact of repatriating this exported produce involves great dangers of naivety and simplification - and also great risks, since it
provides us with an instrument of objectification.

None the less, in a state of the field in which power is visible everywhere, while in previous ages people refused to recognize it
even where it was staring them in the face, it is perhaps useful to remember that, without turning power into a 'circle whose centre is
everywhere and nowhere, which could be to dissolve it in yet another way, we have to be able to discover it in places where it is least
visible, where it is most completely misrecognized - and thus, in fact, recognized. For symbolic power is that invisible power which can
be exercised only with the complicity of those who do not want to know that they are subject to it or even that they themselves
exercise it.
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Text 2

One dimension of 'common sense' is the meaning of words. Most of the time, we treat the meaning of a word (and other linguistic
expressions) as a simple matter of fact, and if there is any question about 'the facts' we see the dictionary as the place where we can
check up on them. For words we are all perfectly familiar with, it's a matter of mere common sense that they mean what they mean!
I shall suggest below that common sense is as suspect here as elsewhere. But a brief discussion of two aspects of meaning in language
will be helpful in the critique of commonsensical meaning: firstly, the variability of meaning, and secondly, the nature of meaning
systems.

Because of the considerable status accorded by common sense to 'the dictionary', there is a tendency to generally underestimate
the extent of variation in meaning systems within a society. For, although some modern dictionaries do attempt to represent variation,
'the dictionary' as the authority on word meaning is very much a product of the process of codification of standard languages and thus
closely tied to the notion that words have fixed meanings. (Recall the discussion of standardization in Ch. 3.). It is easy enough to
demonstrate that meanings vary between social dialects (discussed in Ch. 2), but they also vary ideologically: one respect in which
discourse types differ is in their meaning systems. Let us take as an example a word which figures prominently in this book; the word
ideology itself.

Ideology certainly does not give the impression of having a single fixed meaning - far from it! Indeed, it is not unusual to find words
like ideology described as 'meaningless' because they have so many meanings. But the situation is not quite that desperate: ideology
does have a number of meanings, but it is not endlessly variable in meaning, and the meanings it has tend to cluster together into a
small number of main 'families'.

Text 3

A major work of discourse analysis which bears directly on the function and power of writing in the colonial situation is The Conquest
of America by Tzvetan Todorov (Todorov 1974). The revolutionary insight of this book is its location of the key feature of colonial
oppression in the control over the means of communication rather than the control over life and property or even language itself.

Cortez's successful campaign against the Aztecs of Central America is explained by the Spaniard's seizure and domination from the
beginning of the means of communication. The problem for Aztec oral culture, based as it was on a ritual and cyclic interpretation of
reality, was that there was simply no place in its scheme of things for the unpredicted arrival of Cortez. Todorov's contention is that,
as a result, when Aztec and Spanish culture met they constituted nothing less than two entirely incommensurable forms of
communication. Aztec communication is between man and the world, because knowledge always proceeds from a reality which is
already fixed, ordered, and given. On the other hand European communication (although this is not automatic and inevitable, as we
see from Columbus's lack of rapport with the Indians) is between man and man. The principle which Todorov sees as central, the
control of the means of communication, is the empowering factor in any colonial enterprise. The intrusion of the colonizer is not always
attended by the confusion which gripped the Aztecs, but control is always manifested by the imposed authority of a system of writing,
whether writing already exists in the colonized culture or not.

Montezuma's problem was that no basis existed for an adequate understanding of the information he received about the
conquistadores because no place existed for them in Aztec reality - the Other was always that which could be foreseen. The only
explanation was that they were gods, in which case opposition would be futile. This reaction to the radical incursion of the Other is
paradigmatic for the incursion of the written word into the oral world. When he receives information from spies about Cortez,
*Montezuma lowered his head, and without answering a word, placed his hand upon his mouth'. Faced with the inexplicable, the only
recourse of the oral system is silence. But silence envelops the written word which proceeds " from silence to possibility...What Cortez
wants from the first is not to capture but to comprehend; it is signs which chiefly interest him, not their referents.' To this end his first
and most significant action is to find an interpreter.

Demikianlah akhir dari kuisioner ini. Sekali lagi kami mengucapkan terimakasih atas partisipasi Anda.
[This marks the end of the questionnaire. Once again, we sincerely thank you for your participation.]

Hormat kami, 23 Agustus 2021
[Sincerely, August 23, 2021]

Tim Peneliti
[The Research Team]
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