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"Two pairs of concepts are essential to understanding of Near East: the relationship between

Islam and the Arabs, and the joining between the secular and the religious realms in Islam”

(Berger, 1964, p.20)



Abstract

This dissertation seeks to investigate the phenomenon of carryover in the writing of EFL
students at Larbi Tebessi University Tebessa. It aims at identifying the Arabic rhetorical
patterns which interfere within English argumentative writing. It also investigates whether
following the steps of the writing process, has an impact on decreasing the carryover of these
patterns. Therefore, the assumptions underlying this study are, first, the inspected sample
carryover the non-linearity of paragraph organization, parallel constructions, indirectness,
excessive use of coordination, repetition of words and ideas, the analogical and presentational
styles of argumentation, the use of Quran, Hadith, and famous Arab scholars' quotations.
Second, it assumes that following the process of writing is a remedial factor. Accordingly, to
test the research assumptions, a descriptive research design was done with a mixed-method
approach . This study was conducted on 25 participants from second-year EFL students at
Larbi Tebessi University. The participants' argumentative paragraphs, in English and Arabic,
produced during the first semester exams were analyzed qualitatively through a direct content
analysis. Additionally, a questionnaire was opted for to cross-validate the data obtained from
the content analysis through the participants’ self reports and to test the second research
assumption. Thus, a correlation test was applied to relate data obtained from both research
instruments. The main results of the study affirm that the carryover of all the assumed
rhetorical patterns with the exception of using Quran, Hadith and famous Arab scholars'
quotations. Furthermore, the participants’ self-report is not consistent with their actual writing
performance, which asserts that they are either unaware of the carryover phenomenon or it is
fossilized. Additionally, following the process of writing was not proved to help in decreasing
the carryover of Arabic rhetorical patterns into English.

Keywords: carryover, rhetorical patterns, writing process, Arabic
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General Introduction
1. Background of the Study

In English second/foreign language learning, the problem of native language
interference often arises. Silva (2008) points out in this respect that “when writing English as
a foreign language, it seems to be usual that most of the time students use their first language
in order to reach an effective communication in the second one” (p. 208). Thus, it is assumed
that first language transfer is one of the sources of learners’ English errors. However, beyond
the transfer at the level of syntax, phonology, and orthography that are the main concerns of
Contrastive Analysis, Error Analysis, and Interlanguage. Contrastive Rhetoric gave birth to a
new type of native language transfer in the second/foreign language students’ writing, which
is the transfer of rhetoric patterns of the first language. Kaplan (1966), the father of this field,
related writing to its given culture i.e. each culture and language owns rhetorical patterns
unique to them. These patterns cover the stylistic features and organizational structures that
are particular to each language and culture. Therefore, cross-cultural differences are
responsible for students carrying over of native language rhetorical patterns to the target
language as well.

This type of transfer was attested by Connor (1996) who argued that English as a
Second Language (ESL) learners use patterns of language and stylistic conventions that they
have learned in their native language and culture. She showed that ESL learners transfer
involves recurring patterns of organization and rhetorical conventions reminiscent of writing
in the learners’ native language. Additionally, Elchachi (2015) found that Algerian students
can manipulate grammar correctly. They can write a correct sentence as well, but it is
challenging for them to write cohesive and clear paragraphs, due to the difference in the

rhetorical style of Arabic and English. Particularly, the rhetoric patterns that mark Arabic



include non-linearity of discourse organization, excessive use of parallel construction,
coordination, indirectness of ideas, repetition, and use of Qur'an; when transferred to English,
these patterns make the piece of writing non-native like.

Consequently, writing in a second/foreign language is challenging, because the writer
needs to have control over many aspects, including rhetorical conventions of the target
language and avoiding transfer of those of the native language. Sheir et al. (2015) claim that
writing “will be more manageable if it is taken as multiple step process” (p. 2). Therefore,
applying the process of writing which is mainly composed of planning, drafting, editing, and
proofreading may help students to develop effective written products. Hence, following the
steps of the writing process is assumed to assist in decreasing the organizational and rhetorical
mistakes of English as second/foreign language students.

2. Statement of the Problem

The issue of language transfer in language learning is universal, and it is attested at all
the levels of language among which is writing. Thus, Algerian learners of English as a
Foreign language (EFL) are not an exception; they are attached to a different culture that
further complicates writing for them (Almuhailib, 2019). Their English writing is often
flavored with their native language and culture which makes it non-native like. In order to
address this issue, many studies have been done to examine students’ grammatical,
mechanical, word order, and semantic errors that are generated from first language transfer.
However, most of them fall short of examining the transfer of rhetorical patterns. Thus, this
study is designed to examine the written production of English as a Foreign Language
students beyond the sentence level in order to identify the different rhetorical patterns that
students transfer and to examine whether following the writing process helps reducing

overcoming this problem.



3. Aim of the Study

The aim of this study is two-fold. First, it aims at analyzing students’ paragraph writing
in order to identify the rhetorical conventions of Arabic writing, if any, that may interfere in
EFL students English writing at Larbi Tebsssi university. Second, it aims at investigating the
impact of following the process of writing in decreasing the transfer of such patterns into
English. The significance of the study lies in raising learners’ awareness about their violations
of English norms, which are due to the transfer of Arabic rhetorical conventions.

4. Research Questions

The study aims at addressing the following research questions.
1. What are the Arabic rhetorical patterns that second-year EFL students at Larbi Tebessi
University carryover into their EFL argumentative writing?
2. What is the effect of following the different steps of the writing process on reducing
students’ carryover of Arabic rhetorical conventions into their English written paragraphs?
5. Research Assumptions
1. Second-year EFL students at Larbi Tebessi University carryover the following rhetorical
patterns of Arabic into their English argumentative paragraphs: non-linearity, indirectness,
coordination, repetition, the analogical and presentational styles of argumentation, and the use
of Qur'an, Hadith, proverbs, and quotation of famous Arab scholars as arguments.
2. Following the writing process decreases the carryover of Arabic rhetorical patterns into the
students’ English written paragraphs.

6. The population and Sample of the Study

The population of the study consists of second-year EFL students at Larbi Tebessi
University in the administratively year 2019 - 2020. The population is composed of 97
students who are divided into three groups. However, only 25 participants took part in this

research. The rest of students were either unable or unwilling to corporate due to the current
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situation. Second-year students were chosen to participate in this study because they are well
prepared to develop well structured-paragraphs in English, given that the first-year written
expression syllabus and that of the second-year first semester are devoted to paragraph
writing.
7. Research Methodology

The research design followed in this study is descriptive with a mixed method-approach
of data analysis i.e. data is analyzed using a combination of qualitative and quantitative
methods. Additionally, the data collection tools that are used in this study are a content
analysis of the first semester exam paragraphs of the translation course that were produced in
Arabic, in addition to the English argumentative paragraphs of the first semester exam of the
civilization course. Moreover, the second research instrument is a questionnaire administered
to the same students to cross-validate the data obtained from content analysis.

8. Structure of the Dissertation

This dissertation is basically composed of two chapters, one is theoretical and the other
is practical. The theoretical chapter is divided into two sections. The first section is devoted to
related literature, including language transfer phenomenon and related fields, which are
Contrastive Analysis, Error Analysis, inter-language hypothesis, and Contrastive Rhetoric.
The second section includes definitions of rhetorical patterns followed by a list of Arabic
rhetorical conventions. Then, it covers the process of writing. The practical chapter includes
in the first section the methodology, sampling, and research instrument. The second section
includes data obtained from the content analysis of students’ paragraphs and from the
questionnaire, in addition to the correlation of these data. The last section covers the
discussion and interpretation of these findings, in addition to, limitations, pedagogical
implications, recommendations for further research, and general conclusion of the whole

research.



Chapter One: Language Transfer and Arabic Rhetorical Patterns
Introduction

Learners of English as a Second/Foreign Language may confront various learning
difficulties at all the levels and skills of language, including writing. One of these difficulties
is caused by language transfer. In the 1950s and 1960s language transfer was the main
concern of second language theory (Connor, 1996), particularly with the spread of Contrastive
Analysis (CA) and later on Error Analysis (EA) and Interlanguage (IL) which emphasized the
negative transfer of the first language (L1) to the second language (L2). These fields were
mainly concerned with learners’ syntactic, phonological, and orthographic errors. Kaplan
(1996) introduced a new phase of language transfer which is the transfer of rhetorical
conventions from the source to the target language, through the launching of contrastive
rhetoric (CR) as a field that deals with ESL/EFL writing. Arab speaking students of ESL/EFL,
particularly, are assumed to transfer the stylistic features and rhetorical patterns of Arabic,
which is in turn governed by its respective culture, to English writing. Such as the transfer of
non-linearity of paragraph organization and the use of parallel construction, indirectness and
vagueness of thoughts, the use of Qur'an in argumentation, the excessive use of coordination,
in addition to the repetition of ideas and words. The issue of transfer and the Arabic rhetorical
patterns that are subject to transfer in writing are covered in the following two sections,
respectively.

1.1. Section One: Preliminary Concepts and Theories of Language Transfer

Contrastive Analysis, Error Analysis, Interlanguage Hypothesis, and Contrastive
Rhetoric are branches of applied linguistics that attempt to provide resolutions to second/
foreign language learning problems. Therefore, they have provided varied explanations of
language transfer phenomenon. Pioneers of CR indicate that the rhetorical patterns of L1 may
interfere within the writing of L2. Therefore, this section presents how writing was seen as
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culturally specific. It also provides definitions of language transfer by different linguists. As it
gives insights about different fields of SLA and applied linguistics, and how they viewed the
influence of the native language on the target language.

1.1.1. Writing as a Cultural Phenomenon

Writing is a demanding skill; to be competent in writing is the last language skill to
acquire because the writer has to account for various aspects both at and above the sentence
level. At the sentence level, attention needs to be paid to the content, format, structure,
spelling and vocabulary. Beyond the sentence level, the writer needs to integrate his ideas in a
cohesive and coherent manner (Rao & Durga, 2018). It was until 1966 that writing was
recognized to be culture-specific because each culture and language has a discourse structure
and rhetorical patterns particular to it. Therefore, cultural diversity is responsible for the
differences between discourse organization and rhetorical features across languages.
However, the rhetorical patterns of a native language had been observed in the writing of a
second/foreign language (Kaplan, 1966). Thus, the problem of transfer (either at the level of
syntax, phonology, or rhetorical conventions) was gaining much attention from the fields of
second language acquisition and applied linguistics.

1.1.2. Language Transfer

Language transfer is a focal issue in both applied linguistics and second language
acquisition; however, it is hard to give it a consolidated definition due to the various angles
from which it was viewed. The clearest way to identify it is that it is a phenomenon which
occurs in the performance of a target language during or after the process of learning. In order
to provide a more technical definition of the concept, the attempts of different scholars to

define it are presented hereafter.



Kellerman and Sharwood (1986) defined language transfer as “the interplay between
earlier and later acquired language” (p. 1). By this definition, they claim that transfer is a kind
of mixture between certain aspects of an already acquired language and the target language.
Additionally, Odlin (1989) saw language transfer as “the influence resulting from similarities
and differences between the target language and any other language that has been previously
(and perhaps imperfectly) acquired” (p. 27). This definition refers to the two types of transfer,
positive and negative, respectively. He also indicated that transfer does not necessarily happen
from the mother tongue to the target language, it can occur from any previously learned
language to the target language. On the contrary, Gass (1996) provided a broad definition of
the term stating that language transfer is “the use of native language (or other language) data
on the acquisition of an L2 (or additional language)” (p. 321). Richards and Schmidt (2010)
provide a similar definition which states that “transfer is the effect of one language on the
learning of another” (p. 322).

It is worth noting that linguists’ views about language transfer had witnessed a great
shift. It was firstly seen from a behavioristic view where language acquisition was perceived
as a habit formation process. Therefore, transfer meant that habits of the native language
interfere with those of the target language, and it was related to the degree of differences and
similarities between the native and the target language. This led to the emergence of
Contrastive Analysis which is preoccupied with comparing languages in terms of differences
and similarities to detect the zones of transfer. According to this field, language transfer was
viewed as the single source of errors in second language acquisition. Later on, Error Analysis
contended that transfer is only one of the sources of errors in Second/Foreign Language
Acquisition. Then transfer was viewed as one of the principals of fossilization by pioneers of
Interlanguage Hypothesis (ILH). Contrastive Rhetoric has narrowed the scope of transfer to

focus only on writing. It asserts that ESL students may transfer the rhetorical patterns of their
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native language into English. These different theories will be outlined in detail in the
following subsections.

From a terminological point of view, Ellis (1994) declares the term transfer is not
adequate to refer to the issue of falling back on the native language. Therefore the term cross-
linguistic influence was introduced. Additionally, in research, the neutral term carryover is
used to refer to transfer issues and it is based on Brown (2007) who claims that transfer is “the
carryover of previous performance or knowledge to subsequent learning” (p. 102).

1.1.3. Types of Language Transfer

Despite the fact that transfer is famously divided into two types, positive and negative,
Ellis (1994) asserts that “the study of transfer involves the study of errors (negative transfer),
facilitations (positive transfer), avoidance of target language forms, and their over-use” (p.
341). Therefore, negative transfer is the carrying over of native language structures or rules
which results in errors and irrelevant forms in the target language (Richards & Schmidt,
2010). This type of transfer happens as a result of the differences between the source and the
target language. In this respect, Weinreich (1953) asserted that in the process of second
language acquisition, if linguistic elements are divergent from the first language of learners
the transfer will be negative and hinders learning. Terminologically, negative transfer is
known also as language interference (Ellis, 1994).

On the contrary, positive transfer takes place when there are similarities between the L1
and the L2. Such similarities facilitate the learning of target language; they make “learning
easier and may occur when both the native language and the target language has the same
form” (Richards & Schmidt, 2010, pp. 322-323). What Ellis (1994) refers to as avoidance is
the underuse of structures that are difficult for learners because they are different from their

native language. For example, Arab ESL learners tend to omit the preposition for in examples



like “pay the book™* instead of “pay for the book”, because in Arabic, it is appropriate to say
“dafafaa Bamanaa ?alkitaab”. Finally, the overuse or generalization of L2 rules is a common
transfer phenomenon. For instance, ESL/EFL learners’ generalize the "ed" inflection of
regular past tense to irregular verbs.

1.1.4. Theories of Language Transfer

Applied linguists and teaching professionals tried to reach a precise understanding of
language transfer, predict the areas of influence, and how it occurs (Al-Khresheh, 2016). The
following are subfields of applied linguists that were introduced to provide solutions of
second language acquisition problems, and language transfer is one of them.

1.1.4.1. Contrastive Analysis. It is a branch of applied linguistics which is concerned
with resolving problems with second language learning. According to Al-Khresheh (2016),
the field was introduced by Lado (1957) who had extended it from Fries (1945) who is the
founder of contrastive linguistics. CA is based on the assumption that elements of L2 that are
similar to the learners’ L1 are acquired easily, whereas elements that are different from the
learners’ L1 are difficult for them to acquire. The field is based on comparing two or more
languages to find similarities and differences between them. Therefore, it relays on previous
description of L1 and L2. This is reflected in Fisiak (1981) who defined it as “ subfield of
linguists that deals with comparing two or more language system or subsystem of languages
for the sake of finding the similarities and the differences between them” (p. 21). The field
draws from the behaviourist assumption that first language habits can interfere with the
acquisition of second language habits (Keshavarz, 2011). Behaviourists view second language
learning as any type of learning that requires repetition, imitation, and reinforcement (Ellis,
1994). Contrastive analysis perceives errors of second language learning as sins that should be

reduced through punishment from teachers (Keshavarz, 2011).



1.1.4.1.1. Versions of Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis. Contrastive analysis came in

three versions, strong, weak, and moderate, because its proponents had different views.
* The Strong Version of CAH saw the interference of the source language as “a principal

barrier” to second language learning (Keshavarz, 2011). It came with strong views regarding
second language learning difficulties and errors; hence it sought to identify them before the
learning process. The underlying assumptions of the strong version of CA that are
summarized by Lee (1968) are as follows. First, the basic reason behind the second/foreign
language learning difficulties and errors is first language interference. Second, all
second/foreign language learning difficulties result from the differences between L1 and L2.
Third, the greater the differences between L1 and L2 are, the more severe learning difficulties
are. Forth, the comparison between L1 and L2 is essential to predict learning difficulties and
errors. Finally, teaching is based on comparing languages and subtracting similarities, so that

teaching focuses primarily on the differences extracted by CA.
¢ The Weak Version of CAH was introduced by Wardhaugh in 1970 due to the strong

version's ambitious and impracticable assumptions (Keshavarz, 2011). This version does not
predict errors before they occur; rather it examines them after they have been committed by
learners. It sets as a diagnostic rather than a predictive model. The weak version of CA
hypothesis still acknowledges the role of first language interference in second language
learning as a source of difficulties; however, it recognizes the fact that it is not the only one

(Keshavarz, 2011).
* The Moderate Version of CAH was introduced by Oller and Ziahosseing in 1970

(Keshavarz, 2011). These researchers found that spelling errors committed by foreign learners
of English whose native languages are French, Spanish, Germanic, and Slavic, which use the

Roman alphabet, are much more than the spelling errors of learners whose native languages
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are Chinese, Japanese, and Semitic. These findings reject the assumption of the weak and
strong versions of the field which state that the differences between the L1 and the L2 lead to
difficulties and negative transfer. This study showed that newly learnt aspects that are
different from the L1 are easily acquired than aspects nearly similar to the L1. Therefore, a
call for a moderate version neither very strong nor very weak was necessary. This version
focuses on the fact that the hardest elements to acquire are sounds, meanings, and sequences
of the L2 that have a slight difference from the L1, and those which are different within the
target language itself (Keshavarz, 2011). For example, the slight differences in the
orthographic representation of the verb “assister” and the verb “assist” in French and English,
respectively, cause a great confusion to learners; also, the slight differences between
American and English language varieties such as the writing of the words “realize” and
“realise” is a source of difficulty.

1.1.4.1.2. Criticism of Contractive Analysis. The field of CA had received heavy
criticism from its opponent because it attributes the errors of second/foreign language learners
only to mother tongue interference. However, mother tongue interference is only one source
of errors. The field neglected many other factors influencing learners’ performance like over-
generalization, transfer of training (Keshavarz, 2011), psychology, and pedagogy.
Additionally, some errors predicted by CA are only hypothetical. Thus, they do not really
appear in learners’ performance of second/foreign language. In contrast, many other errors
that are observed by teachers were not covered by CAH. In short, CA is based on the
assumption that difference equals difficulty. However, this is not always true, and this was
proved by the initiators of the moderated version of the hypothesis (Keshavarz, 2011).

Since contrastive analysis has failed to account for all learning difficulties, researchers

introduced error analysis as an alternative.
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1.1.4.2. Error Analysis. It is a type of linguistic analysis that is used to delimit or to
interpret systematic errors that appear in learners' foreign language production because errors
are no longer seen as sins, but rather as signs of progress in both first language acquisition and
second language acquisition (Keshavarz, 2011). Proponents of EA believe that errors are
prerequisite in any learning case. They help learners to adjust the hypotheses they made about
the target language through the feedback that they receive from the environment (Keshavarz,
2011).

Additionally, EA accounts for second/foreign language learners' errors that result either
from first language interference or any other sources. Its application has led to the
introduction of two sources of errors. It acknowledges interlanguage errors which are caused
by the carrying over of elements from the native language into the target language, and
intralanguage errors which result from the influence of an element of the target language on
another element (Keshavarz, 2011). For example, saying: “he is comes” instead of “he
comes” based on the structure “he is coming”

Error analysis has also led to the identification of different types of errors. First,
omission errors refer to the absence of an item that should be present in a sentence, For
example, “she sleeping”* instead of “she is sleeping”. Second, addition errors refer to adding
unnecessary items in a sentence, such as replying to “did you go there?” by saying “we did
not go there”. Here the item “there” is a mere addition. Third, misordering errors refer to the
misplacement of a word in a sentence, for example, “what daddy is doing”*. Finally,
misinformation/selection errors refer to the insertion of an incorrect form of a morpheme or a
structure, for example, “the dog ated the chicken”* (Ellis, 1994).

According to Keshavarz (2011) errors analysis is based on the following three main
assumptions. First, errors are regarded as a natural phenomenon. Therefore, first or second

language cannot be learnt without committing errors. Second, errors are important in the

12



process of learning. Third, it asserts that language interference is only one of the sources of
errors.

1.1.4.2.1 Criticism of Error Analysis. Error analysis has not succeeded in bringing a
full picture of SL/FL learners' language because its pioneers have focused only on what
learners do wrong. Whereby, they ignored investing correct constructions. Given that it is
important to account for errors and accuracies to get a clear picture of SL/FL learners’
language (Ellis, 1994; Al-khresheh, 2016). Additionally, according to Ellis (1994), EA studies
were cross-sectional; they provide only a static view of SLA. Little studies tried to separate
errors at various stages of development. Therefore it was not very helpful in bringing
understanding of L2 acquisition over time. Al-khresheh (2016) also claims that EA was
criticized for providing poor statistical inferences about learners’ language. For example,
avoidance was not studied by EA because it is concerned only with explicit errors i.e. when
learners confront a difficulty with grammatical or syntactical structures, they try to avoid
using such structure. These avoided structures are not studied by EA (Ellis, 1994; Al-
khresheh, 2016)

1.1.4.3. Interlanguage Hypothesis . It is introduced by Selinker in 1969 to refer to a
stage in second language learning where learners built a new language which is different from
both the target and the native language (Al-Khresheh, 2015). This language has its own
linguistic system that results from the learner's attempt to perform the L2. It is variant from
both the source and the target language, but it has common features with both of them at the
same time (Kashavarz, 2011).

According to Al-Khresheh (2015) during the process of second language acquisition,
learners built hypotheses about L2 rules. These rules are assumed to be “mental grammars”
which form the IL system. Learners keep adjusting IL rules through omitting some and adding

others until they reach the full IL system. This process is known as interlanguage continuum.
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However, when learners stop progressing in their L2 learning, their IL will be fossilized. Only
successful learners would not fossilize because they will continue progressing to reach the
complete L2 competence. It is worth noting that fossilization according to Selinker (1972)
refers to “linguistic items, rules, and subsystems which speakers of particular native language
will tend to keep in their IL relative to particular target language, no matter the age of the
learner or amount of explanation or instruction he receives in the target language” (p. 215).

1.1.4.4. Contrastive Rhetoric. It is another branch of applied linguistics, which
appeared as an independent field towards the 1960s. It was primarily set by Kaplan (1966)
when he noticed that the writing of native English speakers differs from that of non-native
speakers of English that came from different cultural backgrounds. Therefore, the field is
based on the claim that language and writing are cultural phenomena to a certain degree, and
rhetorical tendencies differ from one culture to another; this leads the rhetorical conventions
and linguistic patterns of the native language to interfere within the writing of the target
language (Connor, 2002). Additionally, Kaplan (1966) believes that logic is culture-specific.
Thus, he states that “logic which is the basis of rhetoric is evolved out of culture” (p. 2). For
Kaplan logic and rhetoric are interdependent and culturally bound which makes the subject to
transfer.

Contrastive rhetoric, then, has emerged and progressed to examine the second language
text and discourse paradigms in the writings of English as a second language learners (Hinkel,
2002). CR does not deal with syntactic issues in writing similar to error analysis, it rather
moved ahead to compare discourse structure across cultures and genres (Connor, 1996). It is
concerned with subjects like the contrast between reader responsible and writer responsible
modes of interpretation, the organization of information in research papers and dissertations
written by non-native speakers (NNSs), and the organization of paragraphs in ESL students’

essays.
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Along the same line, Connor (1996) defines CR as an “area of research in second
language acquisition that identifies problems in composition encountered by second-language
writers and, by referring to the rhetorical strategies of the first language, attempts to explain

them” (p.5 ). Similarly, According to Hinkel (2002), “contrastive rhetoric further studies the

effects of NNSs first language rhetorical construction of textual frameworks on the text that
NNSs produce in ESL” (p. 5). In other words, CR studies the writing of NNSs of English;
particularly, the effect of their first language rhetorical convention on their writing of English.
Consequently, Hinkel (2002) claims that CR provides the teaching of L2 writing with
discourse paradigms on different rhetorical traditions (languages), which help in
comprehending the construction of texts across different languages. This is based on Kaplan
(1966) assertion that CR helps the foreign language student to shape “standards of judgment
consistent with the demand made upon him” (p. 15) by the new educational system that he
became a member of i.e. the foreign language student became able to judge his second
language writing based on the target language conventions which CR provide him/her with. In
2002 Connor, refined her definition of CR by stating that:

Contrastive Rhetoric examines differences and similarities in ESL and EFL writing

across languages and cultures as well as across such different contexts as education and

commerce. Hence, it considers texts not merely as static products but as functional parts

of dynamic cultural contexts. (p. 493)

This refinement shows that CR does not only investigate the linguistic and cultural

differences and similarities in EFL/ESL students writing, it also examines such

difference and similarities across specific genres. Besides, CR does not treat texts as

finished products but rather as reflections of dynamic cultural context.

Hinkel (2005) justifies the scope of CR by asserting that it arose from the fact that

language is not composed of separate syntactic structures but rather of “naturally occurring
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discourse” (p. 375). CR focuses primarily on written discourse because literacy is not only the
control over vocabulary and grammar; rather it is the ability of encoding and decoding
discourse. Additionally, contrastive rhetoric was the first trial to explain English second
language writing because the latter was neglected due to the dominance of the audio-lingual
method in teaching, which focuses on teaching oral skills only (Connor, 1996).

Kaplan (1966) called for analyzing texts beyond sentence level, in which he relayed on
the paragraph as a unit of text analysis rather than the sentence. His rhetoric classified
discourse into four types; description, narration, argumentation, and exposition. Persuasion as
a discourse was neglected by Kaplan (1966), despite the fact that it was the main component
of classical rhetoric. Persuasion was replaced by argumentation, which based on rational,
logical appeal, and emphasized instruction in deductive and inductive reasoning. As a result
credibility and emotions as two other appeals of persuasion were neglected from the analysis
and formal instruction of rhetoric for a century (Connor, 1996).

1.1.4.4.1.The Origin and Development of Contrastive Rhetoric. According to Connor
(2008), Kaplan in his seminal work was inspired by contrastive analysis, the notion of
rhetoric, and the Sapir-Whorphean hypothesis of language relatively. The main idea of
contrastive analysis is that difference equals difficulty; thus, once there is a difference,
learning problems and negative transfer exist. The same idea applies in contrastive rhetoric;
cultural differences lead to the transfer of the rhetorical patterns of the native language to the
target language.

Additionally, Kaplan (1966) had taken the term rhetoric from Aristotle. Aristotelian
rhetoric was based on five necessary elements namely, invention, memory, arrangement,
style, and delivery. However, Kaplan (1966) was concerned only with the arrangement and
organisation of texts. It is worthy to mention that the term rhetoric was first used by Plato

(380 BC), by which he referred to the art of speaking (Kennedy, 2001), and it is derived from
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the Greek term “Rhetor, rheto-rike” which refers to the act of persuading people aurally, that
is why, centuries later the term was no longer used to refer to speaking (Connor, 1996).

Accordingly, Hyland (2009) defines rhetoric as the way language is used to persuade,
convince, or elicit support. However, the new use of the term rhetoric includes also
argumentation (Connor, 1996). Contrastive rhetoric developed as well from the Sapir-Whorf
hypothesis of linguistic relativity that suggests that language controls (strong version), or
influences the perception and thought (weak version) in different ways. Consequently, second
language affects perception and thought. Linguistic relativity has influenced CR even though
both its strong and weak versions had been harshly criticized and considered vague and
improvable (Connor, 1996).

1.2.2.4.2. Criticism of Classical Contrastive Rhetoric. In its early years of appearance
contrastive rhetoric was limited only with text organization of ESL students. Thus, it had
received sharp criticism because it accounts only for the organization of finished texts, rather
than how they were produced (Liebman, 1992; Connor 1996; Al-Rubaye 2015; Almuhailib
2019); in addition to neglecting variables which may affect students' written products like
educational and developmental process (Connor 1996).

Kaplan has also been criticized for privileging the sample of native English speakers
which do not have any cross-cultural features (Connor 1996; Almuhailib 2019). He had been
also described as being ethnocentric by preferring written tradition of English over other
languages written tradition, particularly when he viewed English as linear in thinking and
reasoning and other languages as digressive and circular (Connor, 1996; Al-Qahtani, 2006;
Al-Rubaye, 2015). Kaplan was also criticized for classifying many languages, such as
Korean, Thai, and Chinese under one broad category that he called oriental. In addition to

other categories, such as Semitic, Romance, Russian, and English which dismisses the

17



linguistic and the rhetorical differences that may exist between them (Connor, 1996; Al-
Rubaye, 2015).

Finally, Kaplan also had been criticized for analyzing only students’ second language
writing and disregarding the analysis of their first language writing (Al-Qahtani, 2006).
Pioneers of the field such as Kaplan (1966) and Connor (1996) had responded to the criticism
through enlarging the discipline to include other domains, in addition to other genres like
persuasion, narration, and business letters. They also became interested with other rhetorical
features like reader-writer relationship (Liebman, 1992).

1.1.4.4.3. Theories Influencing Contrastive Rhetoric. Connor (1996) tried to make
contrastive rhetoric more inclusive and interdisciplinary through taking aspects from the
various theories presented in Figure 1 and explained thereafter.

Figure 1

Influences on Newly Defined Contrastive Rhetoric (Adopted from Connor, 1996, p. 9)
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* The Theory of Applied Linguistics is primarily concerned with foreign language learners'
problems; that is why, CR acknowledges the assumption that first language transfer occurs in
the second language. This theory brings to CR insights about aspects linked to language
acquisition and learning, interconnectedness between language skills, and levels of language
proficiency (Connor, 1996).

* The Theory of Linguistic Relativity is one of the fundamental theories to contrastive
rhetoric as it has been mentioned before. Particularly, the weak version which indicates that
language influence thought, earned acceptability among linguists and psychologists. Thus,
many linguists started to focus on linguistic and cultural differences as factors affecting
writing (Connor, 1996).

* The Theory of Rhetoric is crucial in the foundation of CR. Kaplan had applied the
assumptions of Aristotle rhetoric in ESL expository essays. Moreover, Connor (1996) asserts
that classical rhetoric has two important influences on the development of CR. First, the
contribution of different rhetoricians led to distinguishing the aims and modes of discourse.
This pushed rhetoricians to revise the types of text used in cross-cultural comparisons. As
result, they started analyzing narrative and persuasive students’ essays alike. The second
influence is the concept of audience which was stressed by all rhetoricians, starting from

Aristote.
* The Theory of Text Linguistics is based on the description of texts cohesion, structures of

texts, theme dynamics, and meta-textual features. The same procedures became used by
contrastive rhetoricians to analyze texts. Even recent text linguistic analysis began to analyze
texts beyond the sentence level (Connor, 1996).

» The Theory of Discourse Types and Genres is essential in contrastive rhetoric because it
helps in establishing texts' comparability, given that CR theory and its research method are

applicable to various types of texts (Connor, 1996) either academic or professional



(Hamadouch, 2015). Connor (1996) had differentiated texts according to three dimensions.
The first is discourse type, which is chosen according to the aim of discourse, such as
argumentative prose. The second is text type that is chosen according to the mode of
discourse, such as a narrative passage in argumentative text. The third is the genre which is
formed in the light of cultural and traditional requirements specific to a given purpose and
task, such as a research report in biology (Connor, 1996, p. 11). Contrastive rhetoric had
developed to include many other genres as well.

* The Theory of Literacy is at the core of CR. To achieve a comprehensive theory of
contrastive rhetoric, rhetoricians need to acknowledge literacy which is defined literally by
Richards & Schmidt (2010) as "the ability to read and write in a language™” (p. 345). The
theory of literacy is related to writing and speaking skills. It is interested with issues like
reader-writer relationship and the impact of cultural background on learners writing and
influence of literacy in language learning. This theory is attached CR since it is concerned
with development of literary including writing.

* The Theory of Translation and contrastive rhetoric stem from linguistics; “both are applied
rather than theoretical” (Connor, 1996, p.117). They are concerned with first and second
language, and use the same literature on language acquisition. Many concepts emerged for
translation studies are inserted into CR research. Additionally, acceptability of a text for the
audience is a significant issue for both translation and contrastive rhetoric (Connor, 1996).

It is worthy to note that Connor (2004) proposes the term “intercultural rhetoric” as a
new name for CR to further enlarge the scope of the field. She states that the term intercultural
rhetoric:

better reflects the dynamic nature of the area of study. Text analyses, genre analyses,

and corpus analyses are necessary tools for the intercultural rhetoric researcher. Yet, we

need to consider the small cultures interacting with the big national culture as we
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collect, analyze, and interpret the data. Furthermore, for intercultural rhetoric to

continue as a viable area of research with practical implications, it has to be mindful of

the powerful interactions of oral and written discourses in message formulation in

intercultural communication. (p. 302)

Intercultural rhetoric relies on text analysis, genre analysis, and corpus analysis as
methodological tools to do the intercultural rhetoric studies and it also accounts for the
subcultures within the national culture in the process of collecting, analyzing, and interpreting
the data.

To sum up, despite the different views concerning language transfer as a learning
problem inhibiting second language learning. The field of contrastive rhetoric which is
interested primarily in ESL writing is based on the assumption of transfer. Contrastive
rhetoric considers writing as a culturally linked activity because each language and its
underlying culture is marked by specific rhetorical patterns. Students often carryover such
patterns from their native language to English. In the following section, the Arabic rhetorical
patterns that are subject to carryover are delineated.

1.2. Section Two: The Gap between Arabic and English Rhetorical Patterns & the
Writing Process

Many linguists have investigated the issue of the Arabic rhetorical patterns carryover
into ESL/EFL writing; Arabs such as, Sa'adeddin (1989); Al-Khatib (1994, 2001); Fakhri
(1995); Mohamed and Omer (1999); Shaikhulislami and Makhlouf (2002); and Abu-Rass
(2011), and non-Arabs including Johnstone (1983, 1991); Ried (1992); and Connor (1996).
Their findings have shown a set of Arabic rhetorical patterns that are transferred in ESL/EFL
students’ writing; these are explained in this section. Additionally, going through different

steps to reach an organized piece of writing may permit ESL/EFL students to avoid or reduce
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the transfer of native rhetorical patterns into English writing. Thus, Harmer’s (2004) writing
process model is introduced in the section as well.
1.2.1. Rhetorical Patterns Defined

Rhetorical patterns/conventions are defined by Connor (1996) as repeated patterns of
discourse organization and stylistic preferences. Each language has a specific text
organization and stylistic features unique to it. These cross-linguistic differences between
languages can be a cause behind L2 learners’ transfer of L1 text features into their L2 text
productions (Fakhri 1995). In this respect, Al-khatib (2001) found that Jordanian students of
English transfer the writing style of Arabic into English and depend on a language that
represents the Arab cultural thought pattern that is featured by being long and indirect in their
English writing. Kaplan (1966) asserted that Arabic paragraph organization is non-linear
because it is heavy with parallel construction, and it is featured with the presence of
coordinating conjunctions as well. Additionally, Abu-Rass (2011) claims that the Arabic style
is characterized by repetition, indirectness, elaborateness, and emotive language. These
different features, and others, are outlined in the following subsections and compared to their
English equivalents.
1.2.2. Non-linear Paragraph Organization and the Excessive Use of Parallel Construction
Figure 2
The Graphic Representation of Paragraph Organization across Different Languages

(Adopted from Kaplan, 1966, p. 15)

English Semitic Oriental Romance Russian
—>> N
e >
il //
- P il
_ > —
— 3

22



In Kaplan's seminal work that initiated the field of contrastive rhetoric (1966), the term
linear thought pattern was introduced correspondingly with the term non-linear thought
pattern which refers to paragraph development in written discourse, these are represented
graphically in Figure 2 above which reflects the paragraph organization forms of many
languages including English, Semitic, Oriental, Romance, and Russian. English paragraph
development particularly, which is the concern of this study, is represented in a vertical line
which indicates that English writing is linear, in contrast to Semitic languages, like Arabic,
which is non-linear and digressive. It is represented in a horizontal dashed (zigzag) line.
Kaplan (1966) believed that each language has its internal logic, which controls the way
clauses are related to each other. Logic, that is the basis of rhetoric, differs from culture to
culture, and even from time to time within the same culture.

1.2.2.1. The Linearity of English. Kaplan had related the linearity of English thought
pattern to Aristotelian syllogism because the English pattern of thought has evolved out of the
Platonic-Aristotelian logic (Kaplan, 1966). Syllogism is a form of logical reasoning based on
combining two logical premises to lead to one conclusion (Drid, 2015). Aristotle’s famous
syllogism is “all human are mortal, Socrates 1s human, Socrates is mortal”. In simpler terms,
Kaplan (1966) explains the linearity of English writing by stating that “the flow of ideas
occurs in straight line from the opening sentence to the last sentence” (p. 5). Bennett (1998)
describes the Western linear style as well by claiming that a point leads to another point and
connections are established between them. At the end, a conclusion is explicitly stated. This
linearity is thus reflected in the organization of the English paragraph. For more details about
the typical English paragraph refer to heading 1.2.9, p.

1.2.2.2. The Non-linearity of Arabic. Arabic writing is non-linear and digressive; these
features are reflected in the organization of the Arabic paragraph (refer to heading 1.2.9,p. )

and to the excessive use of parallel constructions either positive or negative (Kaplan, 1966).
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Parallel constructions (or parallelism) show that two or more points are equally significant,

since the writer states them in a grammatically parallel form. It occurs at the level of words,

phrases, or clauses. Dickins et al. (2002) add that parallelism includes repetition of the same
grammatical category and categories, either nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs, or prepositions.

1.2.2.2.1. Types of Parallel Construction. Kaplan (1966) analyzed L2 writings of Arab
speaking ESL students. He concluded that their writing is based on the following four types
of parallel construction.

e Synonymous Parallelism is “balancing the thought and phrasing of the first part of
statement by the second part” (Kaplan, 1966, p. 7). The two parts are most of the time
connected by “and”. For example, “His descendants will be mightily in the land and the
generation of the upright will be blessed”. This type of parallelism is known as canonical
parallelism as well. Some researchers consider it as an oral phenomenon such as (Ong
1982 as cited in Johnstone, 1991), whereas, others do not regard it as being particular to
oral performances since there are oral poems that do not include parallelism, and it is found
as well in the written Chinese prose (Johnstone, 1991).

e Synthetic Parallelism involves continuing the idea of the first part in the second part. The
two parts are linked by conjunctive adverbs which could be stated or implied. For example,
“Because he inclined his ear to me, (therefore) I will call on him as long as I live” (Kaplan,
1966).

e Antithetic Parallelism shows that the idea declared in the first part is “emphasized by the
expression of a contrasting idea in the second part. The contrast is expressed not only in
thought but often in phrasing” (Kaplan, 1966, p. 7). For example, “For the Lord knows the
way of the righteous but the way of the wicked shall perish”.

e Climatic Parallelism is different and artistic because “the idea of a passage is not

completed until the very end of passage. This form is similar to the modern periodic
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sentence in which the subject is postponed to the very end of the sentence” (Kaplan, 1966,
p. 7). For example, “Give unto the Lord, O ye sons of the mightily, give unto the Lord
Glory and strength”. This kind of parallel construction can be found in single sentences
and often can be the core of a paragraph in Arabic writing. Climatic parallelism makes
ESL Arabic students’ writing awkward (Kaplan, 1966).

Johnstone (1991) states that parallelism involves repetition because linguistic parallel
structures have a “common structural frame” (p. 33) within which some elements may differ
in form, but they still have close relationship with one another. These elements can be
“phonological, morphological, register, synonyms, or antonyms; metaphorical versions of one
another” (p. 33). She also explained the use of parallelism firstly used in the ancient Hebrew
poetry. As such, verses in Semitic oral tradition were developed around “conventional fixed
pairs of words” (p. 21), each pair occurs in a structurally identical setting. The following is an
example of a translated verse from Hebrew poetry; “found it upon the seas, ... And establish
it upon the floods”’(Johnstone, 1991).

Connor (1996) provides another reason behind the use of parallel constructions in
Arabic rhetoric which is the influence of the Qur’an that was written in Classical Arabic. The
following is an example of an antithetic parallel construction in Qur'an:

“Then the companions of the rich hand; How happy are the companions of the right
hand! And the companions of the left hand; How wretched are the companions of the left
hand.” (Waqi’ah, Verse 10).

1.2.2.2.1. Criticism of Kaplan Claim. Connor (1996) criticizes Kaplan (1966) for
considering all English writing as following a linear organizational pattern. For Kaplan a
writing pattern (linear) reflects the thinking pattern (linear) which is not feasible to Connor.
Believing in this means that Chinese writing is circular; therefore, Chinese should think in

circles.
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Arabic researchers were defensive about their native writing; therefore they explained
that not all Arabic writing is non-linear and attributed the non-linearity of ESL/EFL students
writing to other factors. In this regard, Sa'adeddin (1989) claims that linearity exists in Arabic
scientific and formal prose since the eleventh century, and he had related non-linearity of
writing to the type of text development itself. He had distinguished two types of text
development; aural and visual. In the aural text, the message is delivered aurally; therefore,
the text would contain aural traits, such as repetition, overemphasis, loose packaging of
information, lack of cohesion, and simplicity of thematic structure. However, the visual text is
developed to be read; in the words of Sa'addedin (1989), it is “meat for the eye” (p. 38). It is
featured by an adequate balance of content and expressions, linearity, complicated thematic
structure, in addition to ‘“elaborate organization in terms of sentences, paragraphs, and
discourse” (p. 38).

It is obvious that the non-native English texts which are based on aural norms should be
rejected by native English receivers because the ideal English text is a “linearly-developed,
logically coherent, and syntactically cohesive unit of sense” (Sa'adeddin, 1989, p. 39).
Sa'adeddin (1989) further claims that non-linearity exists only in aural texts like students
presentation in the classroom, but visual texts, like students exam papers, would not contain
such features. Shaikhulislami and Makhlouf (2002) support this idea by claiming that Arabic
ESL/EFL would write in a linear manner when the given time is sufficient.

1.2.3. Indirectness

According to Fakhri (1994), Arabic is a reader-responsible language. Writers are not
preoccupied with explaining their intended meaning. It is the readers' mission to extract the
meaning of texts. Therefore, their ideas tend to be indirect and ambiguous. Arab ESL/EFL
learners are assumed to transfer this habit into English writing. However, indirectness and

ambiguity are not tolerated in English, because English is a writer-responsible language.
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English writers are required to be clear in the presentation of ideas i.e. they are more careful
in considering the audience.

Kaplan (1966) explains the indirectness of non English writings by stating that:

The development of paragraphs may be said to be turning and turning in a widening

gyre, the circles or gyres turn around the subject and show it from variety of tangential

views, but the subject is never looked at directly. Things are developed in terms of what

they are not, rather than in terms of what they are. (p. 10)

Depending on Kaplan's (1966) view, indirectness is stating different ideas related to the main

subject, but the subject itself is not clearly stated, it is up to the reader to decipher the those
ideas in order to understand the main subject. Sa'addedin (1989) and Zaharna (1995) support
this idea by asserting that the indirectness in Arabic writing is due to the overemphasis on
words at the expense of their meaning which leads to the vagueness of thoughts as represented
in Hinkel’s model (Appendix A).

Zaharna (1995) sought other justification for the indirectness and ambiguity of Arabic
style. She claims that it is a reflection of favoring rich emotions; contrary to the American
style of communication which favors clarity and directness. This style is suitable for
presenting facts, expectations, and techniques because it avoids emotional appeals and
suggestive allusions. Additionally, Zaharna (1995) has related indirectness of writing to
culture through distinguishing high-context and low-context cultures. In the high-context
culture meaning is expressed more in the context rather than through words. However, in the
low-context culture, the meaning is embedded in words more than the context. Therefore,
communication is indirect and ambiguous in the first, and it is direct and precise in the
second. For example, it is common of high-context cultures to explain the importance of
friendship through telling a story about friends’ help, however, in low context cultures, it is

more common to state a list of the advantages of friendship directly. The Arabic culture is

27



high-context, and the American culture is low-context. Therefore, Arab speakers or writers
turn around the target point and expect the audience to understand the spoken or the written
message.

1.2.3.1. Hinkel’s Model of Indirectness. Hinkel (1997) attributes the indirectness and
vagueness in second language writing of non-native speakers (NNSs) of English to the use of
indirectness markers, which are not used in the same way by natives. Hinkel (1997) assumed
that NNSs writing would be considered vague and insufficiently clear by English native
speakers if it does not obey conventions of essay and textual movement from point to point in
English. Hinkel (1997) argued that indirectness devices should be avoided because the aim is
to create accurate, precise, explicit ideas, and supported assumptions. For him, clarity and
explicitness is prerequisite in academic writing. The later had divided indirectness markers
into rhetorical devices, disclaimers and denials, vagueness and ambiguity, hedges and hedging
devices, point of view distancing, downtoners, diminutives, discourse particles,
demonstratives, indefinite pronouns and determiners, conditional tenses, and passive voice.
For a detailed and exemplified representation of these markers consult Appendix A.
1.2.4. The Excessive Use of Coordination

Coordination is the act of relating two ideas of equal importance. On the contrary,
subordination links two ideas where one is less important than the other. Coordination
connects two dependent clauses using one of the coordination conjunctions for, and, nor, but,
or, yet, and so. However, subordination connects two independent clauses through transitional
phrases, semicolon, subordinating conjunctions or relative pronouns (Kent State University,
n.d.).

Empirically, Ostler (1987) compared English essays written by Saudi Arabian students
and ten paragraphs chosen randomly from English books. She concluded that the Saudi

Arabian students’ essays contained long sentence and excessive use of coordination in
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contrast to English paragraphs which include low rate of subordinates. Similarly, Ried (1992)
analyzed the writings of Arabic, Spanish, Chinese, and English native speakers. He found that
Arabic speaking writers use more personal pronouns and coordinating conjunctions and less
subordinate conjunctions in contrast to English writers. More specifically, Beaugrand et al.
(1992) argued that Arab speaking writers use the connective “waa” (and) frequently. They
related the preference of using such connective to the oral tradition of Arabic language. They
claim that students of English whose first language is Arabic tend to overuse “and” as a
connector because they are not certain about the use of other English connectors such as
moreover, besides, and however among others.

Another comparative study of coordination and subordination in Arabic short stories
and English tradition was done by Mohamed and Omer (1999) who showed that Arabic short
stories contain a high rate of coordination, while the English translation contains a high rate of
subordination. Similarly, Connor (1996) compared English and Arabic in terms of
subordination and coordination. She found that in English writing, subordination is favored in
various cases and it is used to combine sentences. However, coordination is favored in Arabic.
Therefore, words like “and”, “but” and “so” are used frequently by Arabic ESL learners.
Kaplan (1966) declared that Arabic writers use coordinating conjunctions to relate sentences
and even paragraphs.

1.2.5. The Use of Qur’anic Verses

Many researchers found that Arab speaking students of English are strongly influenced
by the Holy Qur’an that is why they use is it as a support to their claims and opinions in their
Arabic writing and even English. Abu-Rass (2011) figure out that writers often use Qur’an,
the saying of the prophet Mohammed (peace be upon him), or quotations of famous Islamic
scholars to strengthen their claims. In (2011), she asserted that Arabic speaking students of

English depend on Qur’anic Verses to convince the reader. Likewise, Al-Khatib (1994)
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argued that Arab students use "Qur'anic Verses, traditions, proverbs, and wisdoms™ (p. 168)
for emotive persuasion. Qur'an is used to support arguments and to involve the audience
emotionally through arousing their fear, sympathy, like, and dislike. It is worthy to say that if
Muslim students of English transfer this habit into their English argumentative writing, they
may be assumed as mixing between argumentation and persuasion; for the difference between

the two (refer to heading 1.2.7,page. ) below.

1.2.6. The Use of Repetition

Repetition is defined by Shnnaq and Fargal (1999, p. 36 as cited in Najjar, 2015) as a
“phenomenon which refers to using more words than necessary to express a concept”.
According to Dickins et al. (2002), Arabs make excessive use of repetition of synonymous

99 ¢C

words, such as “dlal sia 53 iue” “mustamirraa waa mutawaas‘ilaa” (continuing and continues
manner)* or near synonymous, such as “dadsill 5 sLasiny)” “?]?istiqs’aa?uu waa ?Patahliiluu”
(investigation and analysis); these repetitions are avoided in English. These examples fall
within what Dickins et al. (2002) call semantic repetition; it involves nouns, verbs, adjectives,
or phrases. It can be syndetic, where the two items are related with the connective “waa”
(and), or asyndetic, where the connective is absent. Johnstone (1983) asserts that Arabic texts
contain a high number of repetitions including lexical couplets like “Juall s aa dI” “Plwahmuu
wau ?alxajaaluu” (illusion and imagination). There are also other types of repetitions that are
represented below.

1.2.6.1. Types of Repetition. Repetition can be treated under two broad categories; the
repetition of words and phrases, and the repetition of ideas.

1.2.6.1.1. Repetition of Words and Phrases. In addition to semantic repetition, Dickins

et al. (2002) added two other types, the first of which is morphological repetition. It is of three

subtypes; pattern, root, and suffix repetitions.
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e Pattern repetition is the repetition of the same pattern in two or more words in the same
phrase or sentence. For example, the repetition of the pattern “Jws” “fagiil” in « awdll il
oxSIP” “Dalbajtuu Palgadiimuu Palkabiiruu™ (The big old house). The repeated words can
be synonyms or near-synonyms, such as “lisl <Sues” “zamiilaatun  ?aniikaatun” (pretty
and elegant), or semantically related word which belong to the same semantic field, such as
“calall 5 » SI” “Pakramuu waa ?altafuu” (The most generous and the kindest).

¢ Root repetition is the repetition of the “same morphological root in two or more words in
close proximity within a text” (Dickins et al., 2002, p. 103). For example, “Ll & <,
“faraba faraaban” (he drunk a drink)* such repetition is not tolerated in English; the
English version is (he had a drink).

e Suffix repetition is the “repetition of the same suffix at the end of words in close
proximity” (Dickins et al., 2002, p. 108). For example, “lél Al 5 YLl 5 &gl ()17
“Pard uu Panubu?aatii wa 7Parrisalaatii waa 7?alxurafaatii” (The land of prophecies,
Devine messages, and superstitions).

The second type of words and phrases repetition presented by Dickins et al. (2002) is
lexical repetition that is of two subtypes.

e Lexical item repetition which is called as well word repetition. It is the repetition of a
single word in a sentence or a text. For example, “3sa b sl Alidwi M seas juall”
“lis’s*abrii huduud falaa tastaslim littadahwurii bilaa huduud” (There are limits to my
patience. But there is no end to a slippery slope) (Najjar, 2015).

e Phrase repetition is the repetition of a certain phrase in a single piece of writing. For
example, “Aiul Lnd & adil ol aey 5 ol Blad Jief all sy 5 ¢ JEE s Ualle 3 U8 “qutilaa
fii malt'aa fathii ?alfagaagii waa baSda ajjaamin uytiilaa ishaaq rabiin waa baSda

ajjaamin infazarat f[uhnatun naasifaa” (Fathi al-shagaqgi was killed in Malta. Couple of
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days later, Yitzhak Rabin was murdered, mere days after this, and a charge of Dynamite

was exploded)*.

1.2.6.1.2. Repetition of Ideas. It is indicated by Johnstone (1983) who conducted a
study about Arabic rhetoric. She found that Arab speaking writers make their claims
linguistically present by repeating, paraphrasing, and clothing them for the sake of convincing
the readers. During her research about Arabic persuasive language, Johnstone had received a
call which was a turning point that pushed her to shed the light on repetition in the Arabic
rhetoric. The call was from a researcher whose research was related to hers. At the beginning
of the conversation, the researcher introduced himself and explained how Johnstone’s name
was given to him, in addition to how his research was related to hers. Before she had
answered him he had repeated his story. Even at the end of the conversation, he repeated the
same story in other words. Johnstone (1983) considered the use of repetition by Arab speakers
a strategy of persuasion and call it “presentation”.

Similarly, Abu-Rass (2011) in her study on cultural transfer in Arab Muslim students’
writing in English found that students write “long and expanded English sentences with
repetition of content and form” (p. 209) for the sake of persuasion. Students tend to use many
synonyms in one sentence for stressing an idea. Likewise, Connor (1996) argues that Arabic
argumentative texts use repetition as an argumentative strategy at three levels; the
morphological level, word level, and chunks (phrases, clauses, and larger discourse
sequences). Feghali (1997) also argued that Arab writers use “repeated words, phrases and
rhythms to persuade, rather than the quasi logical” (p. 361) style of western logic. This style is

further explained in the subsequent subsection.
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Johnstone (1991) concludes that repetition plays significant textual and rhetorical roles
in the Arabic language and culture since it provides textual cohesion and stylistic functions
(Dickins et al., 2002), and is used for aesthetic reasons as well.

1.2.7. The Arabic and English Style of Argumentation

On the one hand, Native English writers do not rely on emotional appeals to convince
the reader as it has previously been noted. They often use the quasi-logical style in order to
make an argument. In this style claims are supported by reasons and data (Connor, 1996). It
is about following the principles of formal logic expressed with markers, such as therefore,

hence, thus, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1

The Quasi-logic and Analogy Strategies (Adapted from Johnstone, 1989)

Quasilogic Analogy

disginguish- | model from formal ‘model from narrative:

ing model logic; convincing teaching

linguistic use of “logical con- formulaic language:

correlates nectives’': thus, ~ *You know what
hence, therefore . .. they say’;

“That rerninds me*”

- — e o S . e R . SR e A e e M . e A S S R WS SR SR SR S e W S e e e o]

“the words of the

-ancestors”; proverbs

subordination; chronology; timeless
integration past (Y*once upon a
time*"); involvement

Johnstone (1989) states that “persuaders in quasi-logical mode create the rhetorical
impression that their arguments are logically inconvertible. The goal of quasi-logical
persuasion is to convince, to make it impossible for an audience using its power of rationality

not to accept the arguer’s conclusion” (p.145). On the other hand, Arab writers argue through
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the use of the analogical style (Table 1) which is about presenting a claim and trying to
convince the addresser by stating a story. Johnstone (1989) believes that persuasion in Arabic
is not achieved through logic and reasoning rather through presentation (repetition) of words.

According to Drid (2016), presentation is linked to the way claims are expressed rather
than the proposition itself. Johnstone (1987) justifies the use of repetition by stating that
“presentation makes things believable because it forms them into the effective field of the
hearer and keeps them there™ (p. 90). By these words, she indirectly stresses the importance of
the emotional appeal in Arabic. Drid (2016) supports this idea by claiming that presentation
primarily build upon the addresser’s word choice which emotionally involves the addressee
and establish a presence. In 2015 he declared that presentational style is about “believing
something as a result of feeling. Therefore, absolute truth does not exist, and there are no
obvious rights or wrong to be revealed” (p. 86).

In short, native English writers argue through presenting conclusions strengthened by
reasons and illustration, whereas, Arabic students of English often argue through claims
supported by the Holy Qur’an, the sayings of prophet Mohammed peace be upon him,
proverbs, ancestors’ sayings, by stating stories, or words that involve the readers emotionally
(Table 1).

1.2.7.1. The Difference between Argumentation and Persuasion. Since the term
persuasion was coupled with Arabic and argumentation was coupled with English in the
previous comparison between the styles of the two languages, it is necessary to look into the
terminological difference between the two. According to Al-Khatib (1994), persuasion is a
strategy used by the speaker or the writer to shift from one attitude or behavior to another by
depending on emotion. He concluded that persuasion can be attained by appealing to the
audience’s emotion, and the trustworthiness of the writer or the speaker. However,

argumentation according to Zarefsky (2001) is “the study of reason-giving used by people to
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justify their beliefs and values and to influence the thought and action of others. Its central
concern is with the rationality or reasonableness of claims put forward in discourse” (p. 33).
Argumentation is thus based on providing reasons to justify a claim. In short, Argumentation
is about using logic and reasoning to convince the other to accept a given claim, which is true
of English. However, persuasion is about using emotional appeals to convince the other which
is true of Arabic. Nadell et al. (2009) summarizes the difference between the two by stating
that:

Using a clear thinking and logic, the writer tries to convince readers of the soundness of

a particular opinion on a controversial issue. If, while trying to convince, the writer uses

emotional language and dramatic appeals to readers’ concerns, belief, and values, then

the piece is called persuasion (p. 455).

Empirically, a typical contrastive rhetorical study on Arabic is that conducted by Ostler
(1987). She believes that Arabic and English writing did not develop in the same way.
According to her English used to have oral features like any other oral language. However,
with the flourishing of print, English societies become literate. Therefore, oral traits vanished
from English at the beginning of the 20th century. She had attributed the preference of using
oral features in Arabic writing to the fact that Arabs are strongly tied to classical Arabic, the
language of the Holly Qur’an, which was established before literacy. Arab linguists such as
Sa’addedin (1989) believed that these oral traits are used to establish specific rhetorical
purposes. Repetition for instance is used as a strategy of argumentation. Ferguson (1959)
claimed as well that diglossia in Arabic societies is the reason behind the use oral features in
students writing.

1.2.8. The Typical Structure of English and Arabic Paragraphs
Since contrastive rhetoric involves analysis above the sentence level and takes the

paragraph as its unit of analysis. It is necessary to look at the structure of the paragraphs of the
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L1 and L2 under investigation. A paragraph is a set of related sentences that discuss one idea.
It can be as long as ten or more sentences. A good paragraph always consists of three major
parts, which are the topic sentence, the supporting sentences, and the concluding sentence.
The former being, the main idea of the topic; it is often introduced in the first sentence which
serves as a thesis statement in an essay writing. However, English paragraphs may also start
with a set of examples that are related at the end by a single sentence which is the topic
sentence. These two types of paragraph developments represent the deductive and inductive
reasoning, respectively. A topic sentence should consist of two elements: the topic of the
paragraph or the subject of the paragraph, and the controlling idea in which the topic is
discussed in a specific way to show the reader how the writer can limit his /her topic. It is
followed by a set of subdivisions which are called supporting sentences. They develop the
main idea of the topic by explaining, defining, describing, giving facts, and evidence. They
should be clear and relevant to the topic, and each one is backed with examples and
illustration i.e. the central idea is related to all other ideas in the whole passage (Kaplan,
1966). Finally, the concluding sentence is the last statement of the paragraph in which the
writer gives a summary to emphasize the main idea of the paragraph. This description of the
English paragraph is summarized in Kaplan (1966) who states that it:
begins with a general statement of its content, and then carefully develops that statement
by a long series of rather specific illustrations. While it is discursive, the paragraph is
never digressive. There is nothing in this paragraph does not belong here; nothing that
does not contribute significantly to the central idea (p. 6)
The last idea in Kaplan’ (1966) quotation applies to Arabic paragraphs as it is shown later.
Similarly to the English paragraph, according to Al-Khani (2017), the Arabic paragraph
should discuss one idea, be marked by cohesion, moves from general to specific, or

sometimes from specific to general, and contains three major components. However, the

36



paragraph theme is almost never presented at the beginning of the paragraph; it is rather
presented explicitly or implicitly within the paragraph (Fareh, 1988). The theme of an Arabic
paragraph “might be developed via a series of explanatory themes conjoined with each other
by conjunctions such as wa ‘and’ thuma ‘and then’” (Farch, 1988, p. 232). Abu-Ali (1993)
argues that coordination conjunctions are markers of logical relation in most of the Arabic
writing. This asserts again the excessive use of coordination in Arabic.

Contrary to the English paragraph, in Arabic, the theme is further explained through
additive propositions that are not directly linked to the preceding ones. This justifies Kaplan’s
(1966) claim of non-linearity. As regards the length of the paragraph; it is related to the
simplicity or the complexity of the main idea (Al-Khani, 2017). Thus, if the main idea is
complex, which needs a thorough explanation, the paragraph will be long and more
propositions are made. Overall, Abu-Ali (1993) claims that the Arabic paragraph is found to
be lengthier and containing more propositions than the English paragraph.

1.2.9. The Process of Writing

According to Pour-Mohammadi (2012), writing is not a set of linked words and isolated
sentences rather it is a cluster of grammatically and coherently well formed sentences.
Therefore, a long time is required to sharpen the writing skills; it requires instruction and
practice. The writer needs to manipulate and manage his cognitive abilities and the constraints
that prevent him/her from producing an effective piece. Therefore, techniques, such as the
process of writing, are prerequisite.

Richards and Schmidt (2010) state that the writing process involves “the strategies,
procedures and decision-making employed by writers as they write” (pp. 640.641). Writing is
viewed as the result of a complex process of planning, drafting, reviewing, and revising and

some approaches to the teaching of first and second language writing teach students to use
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these processes. Pour-Mohammadi (2012) found that the writing process, regardless of the
writer’s language proficiency, helps improve their writing through revisions and responses.
Harmer (2004) shows that there are four major elements in the writing process which are

explained as follows.

1.2.9.1. Planning. This stage is also called prewriting which is a way of identifying
ideas and thoughts before starting to write a draft. In the pre-writing stage, learners need to
organize those ideas without taking into consideration grammatical mistakes. This stage helps
the learners to generate ideas by different ways, like brainstorming, outlining, topic analysis,
and free writing (Harmer, 2004).

1.2.9.2. Drafting. According to Harmer (2004), the initial version of a piece of writing
is known as draft. The writer might begin writing without paying attention to grammar,
spelling, and vocabulary because this version receives various modifications, when the writer
proceeds to reach the step of editing. Additionally, the writer may pass through several drafts
before s/he reaches an appropriate copy for submission.

1.2.9.3. Editing (reflecting and revising). Harmer (2004) stated that writers should
check at this stage the selection of certain words and sentences, grammar mistakes, sentence
structure, repetition, clarity, spelling, punctuation, capitalization, citation and document
format, and the style of writing. They need to focus mainly on making the content clear for
readers and follow the conventions and the rules of standard written English.

1.2.9.4. The Final Version. It is the last step of the writing process. Harmer (2004)
claims that writers can correct and proofread their grammatical errors to ameliorate their style
and clarity in their final copy. In other words, writers need to reread and check their writing
for the last time in order to make additions, omissions, and substitutions of some ideas so that

the reader can understand the messages.
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Additionally, if the writer follow these steps, they are more likely to overcome transfer
issues due to planning, drafting, editing, and proofreading their compositions.
Conclusion

Rhetorical conventions vary from one language to another and from culture to another.
Therefore, learners may mix between the rhetorical features of the native language and the
target language. Arabic language is characterized by nonlinearity of paragraph development
which is built upon parallel construction (Kaplan, 1966), indirectness of thought (Zaharna,
1995), frequent use of coordination (Ried, 1992), repetition of ideas (Abu-Rass, 2011), and
word repetition and phrase repetition (Johnstone, 1983). Many researchers claim that these
rhetorical features are carried over to students writing of English. These aspects are tested in

the following chapter.
Chapter two: Methodology, Data Analysis, and Discussion

Introduction

This chapter represents the practical part of this study; it puts the reported literature
review into practice. It contains three sections. The first section starts with the research
design, the description of the participants, and the data gathering instruments which are a
direct content analysis and a questionnaire. The second section presents the data obtained
from the direct content analysis of both English argumentative paragraphs and Arabic
paragraphs, respectively, that are analyzed both quantitatively and qualitatively. It also
presents the data obtained from the designed questionnaire. The third section is devoted for
the discussion of these data in the light of the research questions and assumptions.
2.1. Section One: Research Design and Methodology

This section describes the research design, the research instruments, the population from

which the sample was taken, in addition to, the sample of the study. It also proclaims the
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reasons behind the selection of the sample. Additionally, the aims and the procedures of data
gathering tools are set out.
2.1.1. Research Design and Sampling

This study follows a descriptive research design with quantitative and qualitative
methods of data analysis. A descriptive study is defined as a trial to systematically describe a
“situation, problem, phenomenon, service or program, or provide information about living
conditions of a community or describe attitudes toward an issue” (Kumar, 2011, p. 10). This
research is designed to systematically describe the phenomenon of the carryover of the
rhetorical patterns of the native language (Arabic) into the target language (English) in the
writings of EFL learners, through following the patterns that are previously indicated in the
literature as being the most subject to carryover.

Additionally, the mixed-method approach is used to provide reliable data about this
phenomenon. It is defined by Johnson et al. (2007) as a type of research which “combines
elements of qualitative and quantitative research approaches (e.g., use of qualitative and
quantitative viewpoints, data collection, analysis, inference techniques) for the broad purposes
of breadth and depth of understanding and corroboration” (p.123). Similarly, O'Leary (2017)
asserts the advantages of the mixed-method approach because it offers a larger view through
adding depth and insights to numerical data, and adding accuracy to words through the
inclusion of numbers and statistics. These lead to making results more generalizable. O'Leary
(2017) further states that it prevents the limitations and bias of each single approach, and it
permits methodological multiplicity and openness to various data collection instruments.

As regards the choice of a sampling technique, Kumar (2011) mentions that the way to
avoid bias in researches is randomization. However, random assignment was not available in
this research due to the extraneous factors that occurred in this academic year, namely the

Covid-19 pandemics and quarantine. Therefore, the sampling technique used in this research
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is non-probability sampling and the strategy used is convenience sampling. It is opted for
because participants were chosen based on their availability and willingness to take part in the
research since the only way to contact participants was online.
2.1.2. Population and Sample

Second-year students of English at Larbi Tebessi University which constitute three
groups in the academic year 2019/2020 were chosen to be the population of this study. The
reason behind targeting this population is that, first language transfer, in this research the
transfer of Arabic rhetorical patterns, is natural with beginners but gradually decreased with
developed stages of learning (Ellis, 1994), unless these patterns are fossilized in the target
language production. Therefore, it is assumed that second-year EFL students do transfer
Arabic rhetorical patterns to their English writing. The study was intended to cover the whole
population, however, only 25 students formed the sample of the study among which 21
students are females and four are males because they were the only accessible and cooperative
ones.
2.1.3. Research Instruments

The study makes use of two research instruments which are explained as follows.

2.1.3.1. Content Analysis. To elicit data from the allocated sample of the study, content
analysis is opted for. It is used to answer the first research question which is about Arabic
rhetorical patterns that second-year EFL students transfer in their English writing. It is defined
by Hsieh and Shannon (2005) as a “research method for the subjective interpretation of the
content of the text data through the systematic classification process of coding and identifying
themes or pattern” (p. 1278). This instrument is selected because it aims at providing
information and comprehension of the phenomenon under investigation through classifying

and identifying the rhetorical patterns that students transfer in their writing.
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Hyland (2003) highlights the significance of analyzing texts by stating that it “help[s] to
identify the features of effective writing in different genres or among different groups of users
and perhaps the influences that contribute to these features” (p. 260). Furthermore, Drid
(2015) claims that to investigate a silent feature of a discourse, it is necessary to contextualize
it in larger chunks of language. Therefore, we assume that analyzing participants’ writing is
the most appropriate way to identify the Arabic rhetorical features in EFL students’ English
writing.

According to Hsieh & Shannon (2005), qualitative content analysis has three types. The
first is conventional; the categories of investigation are drawn from the text itself not from
preexisting theoretical perspectives. The second is summative content analysis which is about
counting the frequency of given words and expressions. The last type, which is used in this
research, is direct content analysis. It is used when researchers seek to validate or extend a
theory or research. The primary coding scheme is set from a theory or previous research. If
new categories not mentioned in the coding are found in text, new coding category will be
created for them. Thus, the data analysis of this research starts from already established
rhetorical patterns categories that are already reported in previous studies, and if new ones are
discovered in the sample’s production, they will be added.

2.1.3.1.1. Description of the Instrument. Direct content analysis is used in this study to
analyze two sets of paragraphs produced by second-year EFL students at Larbi Tebessi
University during the first semester exam of two courses The first set of paragraphs belong to
the civilization course. They were argumentative, explaining the instruction “it is better for a
country to have good roads, public orders, central heating and hot baths than to be free”. In
addition to the second set of paragraphs produced in the translation exam. They were about
“lod ABL Aaa iy A& cle s AN “Dglluyaatuu wiSa?uu ?al0aqaafatii waa ?atarzamatuu

naagqilatun lahaa”.
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2.1.3.1.2. Aim of the Instrument. Direct content analysis is opted for to analyze the
participants’ exam papers in order to identify whether they transfer the Arabic rhetorical
conventions into English writing. Particularly, it aims at counting the frequency of the Arabic
rhetorical patterns found in the participants’ English paragraph. Additionally, the same
analysis is followed with the Arabic paragraphs in order to detect whether the same rhetoric
patterns exist in the participants’ Arabic writing in order to make sure that their existence in
the English paragraphs is truly a matter of transfer. Additionally, analyzing the Arabic
paragraphs is due to overcoming the deficiency of applying a contrastive rhetorical analysis
only to the students' foreign language writing and ignoring their Arabic writing (as it has been
previously reported in the criticism of the classical contrastive rhetoric, heading 1.2.2.4.2,
page. )

2.1.3.1.3. Procedures. In order to apply a proper direct content analysis, the procedures
proposed by Hsieh & Shannon (2005) are used as follows;
1. Depending on the already reported Arabic rhetorical patterns that are transferred to English
in previous research, the researchers have prepared a list of the patterns that are likely to be
found in the sample’s paragraphs.
2. The different categories found in previous research are defined in detail in the literature
review and they are summarized in Appendix A with the model of analysis followed for each
category.
3. All the paragraphs were read and the Arabic rhetorical patterns that are set in the first step
were highlighted.
4. Normally in this step, if a new category that is not mentioned in the primary list is found, it
gets identified as a new category. Two new categories, which do not exist in the originally
followed model, were identified in the analysis of indirectness in the Arabic paragraphs. They

are metaphor and simile.
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5. A statistical representation of the findings is provided.
6. A decision needs to be made over whether the new findings refute the existing literature,
refine, or enrich it. This step is applied in the discussion of the findings.

2.1.3.2. The Students’ Questionnaire. A questionnaire is defined by Kumar (2011) as
a “written list of questions, the answers to which are recorded by respondents” (p. 145).
Additionally, according to OLeary (2017), a questionnaire involves asking “a range of
individuals the same questions related to their characteristics, attitudes, how they live and
their opinions” ( p. 207). This instrument is used due to its various advantages. It allows for a
huge number of responses that are representative of a large population and which remain
confidential and anonymous. It also generates on the one hand standardized, quantifiable and
empirical data, and qualitative data through the use of open ended questions on the other
(O'Leary, 2017).

2.1.3.2.1. Aim of the Instrument. This questionnaire is designed to investigate two
aspects. First, it seeks to cross validate the data obtained from the content analysis, through
verifying whether the learners’ actual written productions reflect their self-reports (in the
questionnaire). Because if what they report is different from what they actually do in reality, it
means that learners are not aware of their mistakes. Second, it seeks to answer the second
research question of whether following the appropriate process of writing helps in reducing
the carryover of Arabic rhetorical patterns into EFL students’ writing.

2.1.3.2.2. Description of the Instrument. The questionnaire contains (15) questions
which are divided into two sections entitled argumentative writing and the writing process. In
this respect some of the questions are yes/no questions and they require explanation, others
are multiple choice questions, and others follow a 5 point frequency Likert Scale (Appendix

B).
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It is worthy to note that the first question asks the respondents to give their first and
family names’ initials which can help later in matching between the exam sheets of each
participant with his/her answer of the questionnaire. Thus, this question is not included in the
analysis.

* Section One: Argumentative Writing

This section contains 11 questions (2 - 12). Question 2 asks the participants to give a
definition of argumentative writing where they have to reply according to their point of view.
The third is a yes/no question which is about whether Arabic argumentative paragraph/ essay
differs from the English one according to them. Question 4 is also a yes/no question about
whether they find English argumentative paragraph/essay writing a hard task. The fifth
question is a multiple choice question about the difficulties that the respondents face when
they are writing; they can provide extra difficulties which were not listed as well. The
question number (6) is a 5 point Likert scale containing 11 items about the respondents’
opinions with regard to some practices that may characterize their English argumentative
writing. In question 7 respondents are asked yes/no question of whether they find the quality
of their take-home assignments better than the exam paragraphs. Then, in question 8, they are
asked to explain the choices they made in the previous question. The significance of the
questions (7 and 8) is to investigate whether the amount of time that is given to follow all the
writing process steps can affect second-year students writing quality, which is assumed to
reduce their carryover of Arabic rhetorical patterns into English writing. Question 9 is a
yes/no question, where respondents are asked if they found the quality of their writing with a
topic of their choice better than writing about a predetermined topic. In the following question
(10), they are asked to explain the choice they made. Similarly to the previous two questions,

respondents are asked in questions (11 and 12) to provide yes/no responses to whether they
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judge their argumentative paragraphs as native-like. Then, they are asked to explain their
choices.
* Section Two: The Writing Process

This last section of the questionnaire contains three questions (13 - 15). The first
question (13) targets the frequency of applying the writing process when the respondents are
assigned to write an argumentative paragraph/ essay in exams. Then in question 14, they were
asked to explain the choices that they have made. The last question (15) is devoted to the
language that respondents use in the process of brainstorming thoughts, where the choices are

Arabic, English, French, or Arabic dialects.
2.1.3.2.3. Procedure. The questionnaire was administered online due to the quarantine.

It was published on August, 8", 2020 at 9 a.m on a Facebook page which gathers all second-
year EFL students at Larbi Tebessi University. The questionnaire was not piloted due to the
small number of students who agreed to take part in the current research. However, because
the questionnaire was published online, it was easy for participant to contact us for any
ambiguity. We in turn were present to explain. Although, only one participant confronted
difficulty with comprehending question 11, particularly she asked about the term "native-like"
whether it meant English native-like or Arabic native-like. Then, the explanation of this
question in particular was published along with the questionnaire.
2.2. Section Two: Data Analysis

This section is devoted to the analysis of the obtained data of the current study. The data
obtained from both research instruments are analyzed separately, then they are correlated. The
content analysis is analyzed both qualitatively and quantitatively, and the questionnaire is
analyzed only quantitatively.

2.2.1. The Content Analysis
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The data obtained from the direct content analysis of both participants’ paragraphs are
presented below. The analysis of the English paragraph leads to the identification of Arabic
rhetorical patterns that are carried over to English. However, the analysis of the Arabic
paragraphs is attempted in order to overcome the criticism of the classical rhetorical analysis
as dealing only with the participants’ second/foreign language productions and ignoring their
writing in the first language. The analysis is used qualitative techniques because it extracts all
the Arabic rhetorical patterns in the participants’ compositions along with examples, and it is
quantitative as well since it quantifies the occurrence of these patterns through frequencies
and percentages.

2.2.1.1. The Analysis of the English Paragraphs

2.2.1.1.1. Non-linearity. It is the first Arabic rhetorical pattern whose carryover to
English is examined. It is investigated relying on Kaplan’s (1966) claim that Arabic writing is
marked with the use of parallel constructions which signals its non-linearity. Kaplan’s (1966)
model Appendix A, Table Al is used for analysis. Additionally, non-linearity is analyzed

according to paragraph organization; again the model is presented in Appendix A, Table A2.

e The Use of Parallel Constructions
The carryover of the four types of parallel constructions was traced.
Table 2

The Overall Frequency of Parallel Constructions in the English Paragraphs

Type of Parallelism Frequency | Percentage
Synonymous Parallelism 23 92%
Synthetic Parallelism 03 12%
Antithetic Parallelism 06 24%
Climatic Parallelism 03 12%

The direct content analysis of the participants’ English paragraphs showed that parallel

constructions are excessively used. Out of the 25 paragraphs, at least one type of parallelism
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was used in 23 paragraphs, (the only exceptions are paragraph 21 and 22) as it is shown in
Table C1 (Appendix C).

Additionally, Table 2 illustrates the frequency of each type of parallelism across the 25
paragraphs. Out of the 25 productions, synonymous parallelism is used in 23 paragraphs
which constitute 92% of the sample. Examples of this type of parallelism are as follows:
Example 1: “even the economy is low, even we are not the best”

Example 2: “England went through so many wars, against so many rivals and enemies”
Example 3: “He has to engage for his country and for his people by presenting services and
respecting human rights”

Example 4: “A country without public order is a country without freedom”. In all these
examples the same structure is followed.

Moreover, 24% (6 paragraphs) of the total contain antithetic parallelism, such as:
Example 5: “Good conditions cannot provide freedom but freedom can provide good
living conditions”. In this example, two contrasting ideas are linked with “but”.

Finally, synthetic and climatic parallelism are used in only three paragraphs (12%). An
example of synthetic parallelism would be:

Example 6: “When a country colonizes another one, it will impose its religion and culture.
What makes the colonized country lacks its principals”. The idea at the beginning is
continued at the end of the example

As for the climatic parallelism, it is present in the following example:

Example 7: “The real freedom is not the absence of invaders, to be free is not to belong to
any country in the economic side or financial or cultural side. The strong country should have
a strong economic, a strong army, and a well financial situation. Whenever the country has

good roads, public order, central heating, and hot paths. Freedom is something conditional.
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It (country) cannot be invaded as long as it has a strong power”. Here, the idea is
completed only after a long passage.

e The Paragraph Organization

Table 3

The Overall Frequency of the Elements of the Paragraph

Elements of the Paragraph Frequency | Percentage
Tobic Sentence Relevant 19 76%
P Irrelevant 06 24%
Illustrations 10 40%
Supporting Thorough explanation 25 100%
Sentences
No Supporting Sentence 01 4%
Relevant 08 32%
Concluding (P:ersolnac\il_we\év ai a 07 28%
Sentence oncluding Sentence
No concluding sentence 10 40%

The content analysis of participants’ exam papers showed that 76% of the sample has
written relevant topic sentences for their paragraphs. However, the rest of the sample (24%)
has produced irrelevant topic sentences. An example of a relevant topic sentence is shown
below.

Example 8: “Good living conditions are so important for any country to be an appropriate
place for settlement”.

As far as the supporting sentences are concerned, all the participants (100%) have used
thorough explanation to expend the supporting sentences. Additionally, 10% among them
have backed their supporting sentences as well with illustrations. The following example

illustrates a supporting sentence that is in the form of a thorough explanation.

49



Example 9: “It is better for country to have its own republic, and to be like this, there are
many things should include in their own republic, like roads to travel and working and should
have public order. It means should have its own right to making decisions”.

As regards the concluding sentences, 32% of the participants close their paragraphs by
relevant concluding sentences that summarize the main idea of the piece of writing i.e. they
are native-like such as;

Example 10: “Loosing freedom is the prize of civilization”.

Additionally, 28% of them finished the paragraphs by personal views, like:

Example 11: “I'm against the occupation even if it is different because the colonizer think
about his own sake”.

The rest of the sample, which is a majority (40%), did not write concluding sentences.
For the detailed analysis of the paragraphs consult Table C2 (Appendix C).

2.2.1.1.2. Indirectness. The second Arabic rhetorical pattern that is carried over to the
participants’ English writing is indirectness. It is analyzed following Hinkel (1997) model
(Table A3, Appendix A).

Table 4

The Overall Frequency of Indirectness Markers in the English Paragraphs

Indirectness Markers Frequency Percentage
Rhetorical Question and Tags 01 4%
Disclaimers and Denials 08 32%
Vagueness and Ambiguity 16 64%
Hedges and Hedging Devices 10 40%
Point of View Distancing 15 60%
Downtoners 00 00%
Diminutive 01 4%
Discourse Particles 03 12%
Demonstratives 11 44%
Indefinite Pronouns and Determiners 11 44%
Passive Voice 00 00%
Conditional Tenses 03 12%
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Table 4 shows that vagueness and ambiguity are the most used indirectness markers by
the participants with a percentage of 68%. They use markers, such as:
Example 12: “good”, “better”, “many”, “much”, “sometime”, “low”, “all”’, “so on”,
“whatever he desires”, and “thing”.

The next common indirectness marker in the participants have used is point of view
distancing (60%) which is indicated with expressions like:
Example 13: “I well agree”.

Then, indefinite pronouns and demonstratives were used with a percentage of 44% each.
Example 14: “everything” is an indefinite pronoun and “that” is a demonstrative.

These indirectness markers are followed by hedges and hedging devices in frequency,
they are used in 40% of the paragraphs, such as:
Example 15: “may be”, “more”, and “most”.

Then disclaimers and denials were used in 32% of the paragraphs, such as:
Example 16: “not free” and “not be”

Then discourse particles and conditional sentences were used with a percentage of 12%,
such as:
Example 17: “well” and “now” which are discourse particles and “if there is no freedom, it
will be revolution and civil war” which is a conditional sentence.

Rhetorical question and diminutives are used only once each as it is shown in the
following example.
Example 18: “but the question is if the people need the conquest?”, this is a rhetorical
question, and “a few” is a diminutive.

Finally, passive voice and downtoners are not used at all. Overall, Table C3 in
Appendix C, which contains a detailed analysis of these indirectness markers in each

paragraph, assert the carryover of indirectness from Arabic to English writing since 92% (23)
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of the participants have used the categories set by Hinkle (1997). While, only 8% (2) of them
did not use such markers. It should be noted that, the paragraphs that do not contain the
markers are very short; they are composed of 4 and 9 clauses. The analysis affirms that the
longer paragraphs are, the more indirectness markers they contain.

2.2.1.1.3. The Excessive Use of Coordination. This is the third Arabic rhetorical pattern
that is investigated, which is extremely used in Arabic. It is analysed according to the model
presented in Table A4, Appendix A.
Table 5

The Overall Frequency of Coordination and Subordination in the English Paragraphs

Frequency Percentage

The Use of Coordination 23 92%

The Use of Subordination 22 88%

Table 5 shows the use of coordination and subordination in the participants’ paragraphs.
23 (92%) paragraphs out of 25 contain coordinated clauses, such as:

Example 19: “and they are somehow meaningless without freedom”, and “but freedom can
provide good living conditions”.

Additionally, 22 (88%) paragraphs contain subordinated clauses, such as:

Example 20: “since a country without freedom has no free policies.”

This analysis shows that almost all paragraphs contain both coordination and
subordination. However, close scrutiny of the paragraphs shows that the frequency of
coordination in each paragraph is more than the frequency of subordination in the same
paragraph in 10 paragraphs (namely paragraph 5, 6, 13, 14, 15, 20, 21, 22, 23, and 25),
subordination is more than coordination in 7 paragraphs (namely paragraphs 2, 7, 8, 17, 18,
19, and 24), the frequency of both is equal in 7 paragraphs (hamely 1, 3, 9, 10, 11, 12, and
16), and both types are absent in one paragraph which is number 4. All these details are

shown in Table C4 (Appendix C).
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2.2.1.1.4. Repetition. The forth examined Arabic rhetorical pattern that is carried over to
English is repetition. It is analyzed following Dickens et al. (2002) model which is presented
in Table A6, Appendix A.
Table 6

The Overall Frequency of Repetitions in the English Paragraphs

Type of Repetition Frequency | Percentage
Words and | Semantic Repetition 12 48%
Phrases | Lexical Repetition 25 100%
Repetition | Morphological Repetition 06 24%
Ideas Repetition 13 52%

As shown in Table 6, all types of repetition were frequent in the participants’
paragraphs. Lexical repetition was used in all paragraphs (100%), such as:
Example 21: The word “country” is repeated 10 times, “colonization” six times, and
“freedom” seven times in the same paragraph. Furthermore, the word ‘“controlling” was
repeated twice in the same sentence, which is “the system of controlling a country is
dependent to who is controlling and how they control it”.

Additionally, 52% of them made use of ideas repetition. For example,
Example 22: This sentence “in my opinion freedom is the corner stone for any country” was
repeated at the end of the paragraph as “freedom is the basis and corner stone for a place to
called country”. Similarly, the sentence “freedom is about getting needs or desires” is
paraphrased in the same paragraph as “a countries' freedom grants its people whatever it
desires”.

Furthermore, 48% of the participants have used semantic repetition, like:
Example 23: “fought and revolt”, “democracy and freedom” and “government and system”.

Finally, 24% of sample has used morphological repetition, such as:

Example 24: “achieve” and “achievement”.
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For the detailed analysis of each paragraph in terms of repetition refer to Table C5,
Appendix C.

2.2.1.1.5. Argumentation Style. The fifth aspect that is analyzed is the argumentation
style. The paragraphs are analyzed using Toulmin’s (1958) model (Table A7, Appendix A).
This model identifies three major elements that should be present in a typical English
argument, thus the more students drift away from applying it, the more their English
paragraphs are influence by Arabic.
Table 7

The Overall Frequency of Applying the Elements of an Argument in the English Paragraph

Elements of the Argument | Frequency | Percentage
Claim 22 88%
Warrant 05 20%
Quasi-logical Style 04 16%
Data Analogical Style 02 8%
Presentational style 18 72%
None 06 24%

The content analysis indicates that all the elements of the argument are present with
varying frequencies. The claim was present in the productions of 22 participants which

constitute 88% of the sample i.e. the vast majority have presented a claim. However, the

warrant was present only in 5 (20%) productions.

When it comes to data, the participants have used a variety of ideas to support the claim.
This element in particular is crucial in determining whether carryover exists or not. Only 16%
of the productions use the quasi-logic style (i.e. they contain statistics and facts) to support
their claims, such as:
Example 25: “rebellions need hot baths and hard work without giving up like India, Canada,

who succeeded to get their independence”. This type of data is native-like.
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Additionally, 8% of the participants relayed on the analogical style (presenting stories)

to strengthen their claims, which is a style that is typical of Arabic paragraphs.
Example 26: “it is true that having good roads, public order, and central heating is essential.
Like the case of Britain and Roman invasion. The Roman lived peaceful in there, and they
rebuilt and fought back at some stages. After the Roman left Britain. It is true that living
conditions and social life went terrible as Winston Churchill once said. But at last they broke
free, and Britain started its journey to be what it is today”.

However, unsurprisingly, 72% of the participants depend on the presentational style
which is typical of Arabic argumentation. It is based on personal beliefs which come as a
result of feelings, such as:

Example 27: “all people that was invaded need freedom more than another thing in the world
because freedom means life”.

It is worthy to note that 5 participants have used two different styles in the same
paragraph, which are number 1, 6, 13, 20, and 21 as it is shown in Table C6 (Appendix C).

2.2.1.2. The Analysis of the Arabic Paragraphs.

2.2.1.2.1. The Use of Parallelism. The excessive use of parallel construction is a typical
Arabic rhetorical pattern. Following Kaplan’s (1966) model (Table A1, Appendix A), the
sample paragraphs are analyzed.

Table 8

The Overall Frequency of Parallel Constructions in the Arabic Paragraphs

Type of Parallelism Frequency | Percentage
Synonymous Parallelism 09 36%
Synthetic Parallelism 15 60%
Antithetic Parallelism 07 28%
Climatic Parallelism 22 88%
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This rhetorical pattern is clearly reflected in all the paragraphs; each paragraph contains
at least one type of parallelism as it is shown in Table D1 (Appendix D). Overall, Table 8
shows that synonymous parallelism is used in 36% of the paragraphs; such as:
Example 28: “?attalhiir San ?almust‘alahaat ?aw tafsiir ?almafaahiim”

“apliadl s of Clalluadl g juedl”
(The-expression of terminology or the interpretation of concepts)*

Additionally, synthetic parallelism is used in 60% of the paragraphs, such as:

Example 29: “?attarzamaa tanqul ?alluyaa waa bittaalii fahijaa tanqul ajdan aB0aqaafaa
?almurtabitaa bis aalikaa ?albalad”

“ald) el Addags yal) ABUEN Liag) JATI gd Ul 5 ARl i dag )7
(Translation conveys the language. Therefore, it also conveys the culture which
is associated with that country)*.

Antithetic parallelism is frequent as well; it is used in 28% of the paragraphs, like:

Example 30: “?axd maahuwaa naafi§ waa tarkuu maahuwaa mus ‘iir”
“ e g ladl yigadli g Le 207

(Take what is beneficial and leave what is harmful)*.

Finally, climatic parallelism is the most frequent in the samples’ productions with a

percentage of 88%; examples of which are shown in example (31).

Example 31: “?alluyatuu wifaa?uu ?a00aqafatii waa ?attarsamatuu naaqiilatuun lahaa ?aj
anna ?alluyataa hijja Cibaaratun $an mazmuuSat mus‘t‘alahaatiin mafhuunatin
bi?abSaadin Oaqgafijatin waa had ‘aarijjatin, hajouu anna likulli musztamasin
luyatun xaasatun bihi tu€abituu €an 0aqafatihii waa had ‘aaratihii”

“ My 4 sadie clallias de gana (g0 5 ke o8 Al G ol Ld 418U daa i) 5 ABEL gle g ALY
Al lan g ASBES (i yal 4y duald A gaina JS1 ) G ol 5 43S
(Language is the container of culture and translation is its carrier which means
that language is a set of terms charged with cultural and civilization dimensions

as each society has its own language that expresses its own culture and
civilization)*.

56



2.2.1.2.2. Indirectness of ldeas. According to many researchers and rhetoricians
(Shouby, 1952; Zaharna, 1995, Hinkle, 1997; Abu-Ras, 2011), Arabic writing is marked by
indirectness and ambiguity. Applying the translated version of Hinkle's (1997) model of
indirectness (Table A4, Appendix A) in the content Analysis of participants’ Arabic writing
emphasizes this claim.
Table 9

The Frequency of Indirectness Markers in the Arabic Paragraphs

Indirectness Markers Frequency | Percentage
Rhetorical Question and Tags 00 00%
(?al?as?ila ?lbalaayijja) (43 L)
Disclaimers and Denlals. . } 12 48%
(?attanas‘ul waa ?2annafj) (A 5 Jailll)
Vagueness and Ambiguity o5 100%
(Ralyumuud waa ?al?iltibaas) (<L) g a geill)
Hedges and Hedging Devices ; 06 24%
(adawaat attahawut®) (hsaill <) g3))
Point of View Distancing ) ‘ 01 04%
(?abSaad wizhat 2annab Sar) (LB dga g Jai)
Downtonerf o . . ) 02 08%
(attaSaabiir ?al?ihtiraazijaa) (42)) Y suladll)
Diminutive 00 00%

(mufradaat ?atas‘yiir) (sl < jia)

Discourse Particles

(?al€anaas‘ir ?almuta€aliqaa bilxit*aab) 01 04%
(AL, Aileial) jualinll)
Demonstratives 23 92%

(2adawaat ?al?ifaara) (Sy) < a)

Indefinite Pronouns and Determiners

(?ad & amaa?iru waa 2almuhadidaat) ( 5 slall 11 44%
Gldaaall)

Passive Voice

0
(2almabnii lilmazhuul) (ds¢aall Axall) 02 08%

Conditional Tenses

P 0
(?az3umal ?2afarti‘jjaa) (deka Jaall) 02 08%

As shown in Table 9 most of the indirectness markers are found in participants'
paragraphs. Whereby, all (100%) the participants made use of vagueness and ambiguity
markers in an excessive way, such as in paragraphs (6, 8, 13, 14, 21, and 22) as it is shown in

Table D2, Appendix D.
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Example 32: “kul”, Siddatuu”, “?l§adiid min”, and “?alkadiir min”
“‘JS” “3.3:;” “QA q;u;d\” uL.}A ):‘:S”aa
(All - many) (lots of) (lots of)
92% of the participants also make heavy use of demonstratives, such as in paragraphs

(2,7, 8, and 15); most of the demonstratives used are shown below:

Example 33: “has aa”, “has ihi”, and “5 alika”

“\&” “b..l%” “és"j”
(This  this that)
A good portion of the participants (48%) use disclaimers and denials, examples of
which are below.

Example 34: “laa tuuzad” and “laa jugaal”
“J;}'j y,a “d&:’ y,a
(Not found) (not said)*
Participants make use of indefinite pronouns and determiners with a percentage of 44%,

such as:

Example 35: “?ajjuu”, “?ajjaq faj?”, “?ajjuu [axs”

(13

“;si” “g‘L..F":‘.’ Lfi” . :.Lﬁi”

(Any) (Anything)  (Anybody)
24% of the participants had used hedges and hedging devices (?dawaatu ?tahawut®), as
show in the example below:

Example 36: “?ak6aruu min” and “mu{s ‘am”

“L.JA ‘):..\Si” “?L"A”
(More) (Most)

Participants made use of downtoners, passive voice, and conditional sentences with
percentage of 8% in paragraphs (6 and 17), (4 and 6), and (2 and 13) respectively. The

following examples are of downtoners, passive voice, and conditional sentences, respectively.
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Example 37: “faqat”, “wu3zida min gibbal” and “kamaa kiila”, and
“Mé” “dég U‘“ .l.;}” udﬁ <

(Only) (was founded by)  (as it has been said)

“Pl5aa  Paradtaa  ?attaGarufaa Galaa  6agaafatin  maa limuztamaSin  muSajjan”
“pra 643;43 Lo 4885 L_éj‘: s il U_uj 1)
(If you want to learn about a specific culture of a given community)

Point of view distancing and discourse particles are used with a percentage of 4% each.

They are used once in the paragraphs (20 and 10), respectively.

Example 38: “?inana naStaqidu” is a marker of point of view distancing.

6 Adiat L’\.’\i”

(We are thinking)*

“haalijan” is a discouse marker.
“L}S\A”
(Currently)

Table 10

The Frequency of Metaphor and Simile in the Arabic Paragraphs

Frequency | Percentage

Metaphor 20 80%

Simile 07 28%

The indirectness and implicitness of ideas are signaled as well in the participants’
productions with the use of figurative language. As it is shown in Table 10, 20 participants
have used metaphors and 7 participants have used simile. For a detailed analysis of this

figures of speech refer to Table D3, Appendix D.

Example 39: Metaphor is used in “?alluyatuu witaa?uu ?ab0agaafa”
A gle 5 A2l
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(Language is the container of culture)*

“Palluyatuu mir?aatuu ?affuSuub”
“g__:}xfﬂ\ E])A izl

(Language is the mirror of peoples)*

Simile is used in “?inna ?attarzamaa kalwasiit' ?annaaqil lihaas ahii ?a06agaafaat”
LD o3gd S Jages IS daa sil) o7
(Translation is like the medium carrier for these cultures)*.

2.2.1.2.3. Coordinating Conjunctions. In Arabic coordinating conjunctions are used for
connecting both words and sentences. The analysis of coordination in the Arabic paragraphs
relies on the model presented in Table A7, Appendix C, which seeks to quantify the use of the
common Arabic coordinating conjunction in the participants’ paragraphs. The detailed
analysis of the frequency of the use of coordination conjuctions is presented in Table D4,
Appendix D.
Table 11

The Overall Frequency of Coordinating Conjunctions in the Arabic Paragraphs

The Types of Coordinating Conjunctions | Frequency | Percentage
“waa” 21 84%
“faa” 25 100%
“aw” 10 40%
“OQumma” 01 04%

From the results in Table 11, it is deduced that all the compositions (100%) contain the
coordinating conjunction “faa”, such as:

Example 40: “?ammaa ?attarzamaa faa tuStabaruu ka naaqilin li haatihii ?af6aqaafaa”
“RALE ailed JIS iiatcd daa jill W7

(As for translation, it is considered as a carrier of this culture).

“Palluyatuu wiSaa?uu ?ab0aqaafaa faa Palluyaa tuStabaruu bas‘matuu ?afbaqaafaa”
CAAEN darmy et Aalls A8ED ol ;22D

(Language is the container of culture, the language is considered imprint of the culture)*.
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(21) participants have used the coordinating conjunction “waa” to connect ideas and
phrases, such as:

Example 41: “tu?xas ‘uu tilkaa ?affaqafaa lituqajjidaa s‘ijaayatahaa biluyatin uxraa waa
bis aalikaa takunuu gad as ‘aafat Sunsuran zadiidan waa has aa jaSnii ?anna
‘?abbaqaafaa tatazasaduu fii loyatin mu§ajanna”
AR G g 138 9 laas | jeaie culial 3 oS5 el g g AT Al it b 28 A8 ol 2l
(That culture is taken to restrict its formulation in another language. Therefore,
it has added a new element and this means that the culture is embodied in a
specific language)™*.

In addition, ten participants have used the coordinating conjunction “aw” in examples

such as:

Example 42: “taqumuu ?alluyatuu bihifs ‘i kulli maa juxtaraSuu aw juktafaf”
“Ey ol g yiag Le JS Jaday dall) o &

(The language preserves everything that is invented or discovered)*.

Finally, only one paragraph contained the coordinating conjunction “Oumma”. For the
detailed analysis of the paragraphs, consult Table D6, Appendix D.

2.2.1.2.4. Repetition. Dickins et al. (2002) state that Arabic writing is marked by the
heavy use of all types of repetition, and this is what was found in the participants paragraphs
as it is shown in detail in Table D5, Appendix D. The analysis follows the model in Table A6,
Appendix A.
Table 12

The Overall Frequency of Repetitions in the Arabic Paragraphs

Type of Repetition Frequency | Percentage
Words and | Semantic Repetition 21 84%
Phrases | Lexical Repetition 11 44%
Repetition | Morphological Repetition 25 100%
Ideas Repetition 25 100%
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From the results presented Table 12, it is noticed that all the compositions contain
morphological repetition and ideas repetition, with 100% each.

Example 42: Root repetition: “zuz? laa jatagaza?”
6{.“}.;1.4. \j Gj.;,’

(part and parcel)

“muxtalifan kulaa ?alixtilaaf”
RV K aliae”

(Different all the difference)*.

As for the repetition of ideas, it was present as well in all the participants’ paragraphs,

an example of which is shown below:

Example 43: “tuStabaruu ?alluyatuu wiSaa? ?affaqaafaa fahumaa kaa 3uzSajn laa
janfasilaan San baSé ‘ihimaa bil?ib ‘aafaa ilaa Panna ?alluyaa hijjaa Pattazasud
Palmalmus 1iB6agaafaa waa”
il o Aalll () ) Al Lepans e OV YV (0 528 Leg 43S le 5 Aall) yias
AED L salall”
(Language is considered the carrier of culture as they are two inseparable parts
from each other in addition to that; language is the tangible embodiment of

culture).

Semantic repetition is very frequent as well; it is used in 84% of the compositions.
Examples of this type are shown below.

Example 44: “jubajjin waa juwas ‘6 ‘ih
“G"'Aﬁ} L.):\t‘:‘”
(Shows and explains)

“sfahilthan waa saliiman”
13 ) ‘5 1 3 99
(Correct and right)*

Finally, 44% of the paragraphs contain lexical repetition as it is shown below.
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Example 45: “?alluyatuu hijjaa 3isruu Oaqaafaa waa ttarzamatuu hijja ?alzisr ?annagqil lahaa”
“led JA puanl) o Fea il 5 A8LEDN jum a 4217
(Language is the bridge of culture and translation is the bridge to it)*.
2.2.1.2.5. Argumentation Style. Applying Toulmin’s (1958) model (Table A7,
Appendix A) enables for determining the different elements that the respondents use to
present an argument and, most importantly, the argumentation style that they use.
Table 13

Overall Frequency of Applying the Elements of an Argument in the Arabic Paragraph

Elements of the Argument | Frequency | Percentage
Claim 25 100%
Warrant 23 92 %
Facts and statistics 14 56%
Data Analogical Style 4 16%
Presentational style 15 60%
None 3 12%

As shown in Table 13, all elements of the argument are present in the participants'
Arabic paragraph. The claim was present in all the exam sheets of the participants (n = 25,
100%). However, the warrant was presented in (n = 23, 92%) productions. When it comes to
data, the participants have used different kinds of ideas to support their claim. (n = 15, 60%)
of the paragraphs depend on the presentational style which involves the emotions of the
reader as a result of their feelings. This style is typical of Arabic writing. An example of
which is shown below:

Example 46: “tuStabaruu ?alluyatuu waa ?affaqaafaa min ?aham Palmukawinaat
?al?asaasijjaa lihuwijat ?affuSuub waa ttaSaruf Calaa Oaqaafat ?alyajr”
“ ) A8 e (o) 5 o gl 4 s Al s sSall aal (e A8LED 5 A2l i
(Language and culture is considered among the main components of people’s

identity and knowing others’ culture)*

Meanwhile, 12% of participants did not relay through using data.
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Only 56% of participants have used statistics and facts to support their claims, such as:

Example 46: “lawla intifar ?lloya fii moxtalif ?ras ‘i ?ldawla ?ISabasija lima wogida tat‘war

?lloya

fagafi wa lima istat'afo nagal wa targamat Sidat kotoub wa has ‘arat wa 6aqgafat
oxra ka ?lhas ‘arat ?ljonanija wa ?lfarisija wa li has a somija ?1¢as‘ar ?19abasi
b?lSas’ar 7?16 ahabii li?nfitahihi Sala ?lhas ‘arat wa ?lfaqafat 7?an t'ariq

was ?ltargama”

“Ju ) selainl Wy A& sk aa g L dpalaal) Aol al i cilide (8 Dy el AR Ll Y )
mbaad) aanll ans 13¢5 dpus S 5 4 sl 3 lan IS (5 AT a5 il jlas 5 i Bae daa i
il 5 Aadll (3350 e CHBE 5 ol jliaall e 4aliGY e dl) paally”

(If it was not for the spread of the Arabic language in the various lands of the

Abbasid state, there would have been no cultural development, and they would

not have been able to transmit and translate several books, civilization and other

cultures such as the Greek and Persian civilization. This is why the Abbasid era

is called as the golden age for its openness to civilizations and cultures through

language and translation)*

16% of the productions contain analogical style (presenting stories) to reinforce the

claims, such as:

Example 47: “wa mi6al Sala & alika ?10aqafa ?1¢arabija aw bis‘ifatin xas'a ?lhas ‘arat

?1?slamija ?llati ?zdaharat Sala mari ?1os‘our wafamalat ?adida ?1?oloum

fit moxtalif ?lmajadine wa waladat moxtalif ?lmost‘alahati wa?lmafahim

wa?lfad ‘?llati Pabarat ?anha wahafas ‘atha fi sigelli ?ltarix”

“ Hsandl e e @oaa)) A Al b laal) dals diay ol Ay ) AED 3 e Jla g
Gy G LY sl s clalhiadll Calise caal g s cpoball Cilidg 8 o glall dae Cladi g

Gl Jas (8 Lgihia 5 Lgie”

(An example of this is the Arab culture, or in particular the Islamic civilization

that has flourished over the ages and included many sciences in various fields

and gave birth to various terms, concepts and expressions that were expressed

and preserved in the history record.)*

2.2.2. The Learners’ Questionnaire
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This portion is devoted to the data analysis which is derived from the learners’

questionnaire in terms of frequencies and percentages, mean and standard deviations when

necessary. These measurements were calculated using the Statistical Package of Social

Sciences (SPSS) 16.0.

The first question of the section is not analyzed because it is only used for coding the

data.

Section One: Argumentative Writing

Question 2: How would you define argumentative writing?
Table 14

The Respondents' Definition of Argumentative Writing

Definitions Frequency | Percentage
1. Argumentative paragraph is a type of writing in which
the writer use facts, evidence, and strong arguments to 7 28%
support his/ her claim.
2. Argumentative writing is a type of writing that presents 3 1904
. . 0
arguments about both sides of an issue.
3. To provide arguments and argue for a given idea or 9 36%
. . 0
point of view.
4. Argumentative writing is one of the controversial types 5 8%
of writing.
5. Argumentative writing is a difficult way to present 1 04%
. e . 0
arguments because this type of writing is hard to perform.
6. No response 3 12%
Total 25 100%

This is an open-ended question, the different responses to which were coded into five

categories. The similar responses were quantified under the same category as shown in Table

14. A sixth category was, however, devoted to respondents who skipped the question.
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Question 3: Do you consider writing an Arabic argumentative paragraph/essay different from

an English one?

Table 15

Respondents’ Views about the Difference between Arabic and English Argumentative Writing

Frequency | Percentage
Yes 08 32 %
No 17 68%
Total 25 100%

The collected results show that most of the participants (n = 17, 68%) consider writing
Arabic argumentative paragraph/essay and argumentative English ones similar. Where this
considerable number of participants do not account for any difference between argumentation
in Arabic and English except the orthographic representation. However, only (n = 8, 32%) of
the participants view them as different.

Question 4: Do you find writing English an argumentative paragraph (or essay) hard task?
Table 16

Respondents' Judgment of the Difficulty of English Argumentative Writing

Frequency | Percentage
Yes 20 80%
No 05 20%
Total 25 100%

Table 16 demonstrates that the majority of participants (n = 20, 80%) find writing
English argumentative paragraph a difficult task, whereas, only (n=5, 20%) of them find it
easy.

Question 5: if yes, what are the difficulties that you face in writing?
Table 17

Respondents' Writing Difficulties

| Frequency | Percentage |
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Organization 06 32 %
of Paragraphs

Writing style 10 52%
Eresentatlon of 08 32%
ideas

Others 00 00%

This question is related to the previous one. Thus out of the 25 participants, 20
participants have selected the difficulties that they face in English argumentative writing. This
question is a multiple response question that is why 4 participants expressed that they face
two difficulties in writing. Table 17 shows that (n = 6, 32%) of the participants face
difficulties in organization, while (n = 10, 52%) of them find difficulties in writing style. This
is the highest percentage in the table. Finally, (n = 8, 32%) confront problems with presenting
their ideas.

Question 6: When you write an English argumentative paragraph/essay, how does each of the
following practices apply to your writing?
Table 18

The Explanation of the Mean Ranges

Frequency Mean Ranges
Very High Frequency | 04.20 —05.00
High Frequency 03.40 — 04.19
Moderate Frequency 02.60 — 03.39
Low Frequency 01.80 — 02.59
Very Low Frequency 01.00 - 01.79

This question is in the form of a frequency Likert scale, the responses to which are
analyzed according to frequencies, percentages, mean, and standard deviation values in order
to determine the overall frequency of each practice in the participants’ writing. The mean
values are interpreted according to the ranges in Table 18.

Table 19

The Respondents' Self Report of using Indirectness in their English Writing
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1. I like presenting my ideas in an indirect way.

Option Frequency | Percentage | Mean | Standard Deviation
Not at all true of me 08 32%
Not very much true of me 10 40%
Somewhat true of me 06 24% 2.00 0.866
Fairly true of me 01 04%
Highly true of me 00 00%

The majority of the participants (n = 10, 40%) declare that the practice in Table 19 is
not very much true of them. Additionally, (n = 8, 32%) claim that it is not at all true of them.
(n =6, 24%) claim that it is somewhat true of them and only one participant (n = 1, 4%) show
that it is fairly true of them. Overall, the participants’ self report of their preference of
presenting their ideas in an indirect way as shown in Table 21 indicates that frequency of
indirectness in their English writing is low which is represented in the mean value (x =2.00, s
= 0.866).

Table 20

The Respondents' Self Report of using Parallel Construction in their English Writing

2. I use parallel structures often for example; “the plane descends”, “dips and rises”.

Option Frequency | Percentage | Mean | Standard Deviation
Not at all true of me 02 08%
Not very much true of me 11 44%
Somewhat true of me 06 24% 2.76 1.165
Fairly true of me 03 12%
Highly true of me 03 12%

Table 20 unveils that (n = 2, 8%) of the participants declare that the use of parallel
constructions is not at all true of them. (n=11, 44%) declare that it does not very much true of
them. Additionally, (n = 6, 24%) show that the practice is somewhat true of them. While ,
(n=3, 12%) claim that it is fairly true of them and highly true of them, respectively. The
participants’ self report of their usage of parallel structures indicates that the frequency of
parallel construction usage in their English writing is moderate which is represented in the

mean value (X =2.76, s=1.165).
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Table 21

The Respondents' Self Report of using Semantic Repetition in their English Writing

3. I use different synonyms in a row in order to emphasise an idea.

Option Frequency | Percentage | Mean | Standard Deviation
Not at all true of me 04 16%
Not very much true of me 04 16%
Somewhat true of me 06 24% 3.20 1.414
Fairly true of me 05 20%
Highly true of me 06 24%

The results show that (n = 4, 16%) of the participants claim that the practice presented
in Table 21 is not at all true of them and not very much true of them, respectively. While, (n =
5, 20%) declare that it is fairly true of them. Additionally, (n = 6, 24%) find it somewhat true
of them, also (n = 6, 24%) find it highly true of them. Overall, the frequency of the use of
semantic repetition for the sake of emphasizing ideas in their English writing is moderate,
which is represented in the mean value (X =3.20, s = 1.414).

Table 22

The Respondents' Self Report of using Ideas Repetition in their English Writing

4. | express the same idea in two or three different ways in order to make it clear.

Option Frequency | Percentage | Mean | Standard Deviation
Not at all true of me 05 20%
Not very much true of me 04 16%
Somewhat true of me 09 36% 2.84 1.281
Fairly true of me 04 16%
Highly true of me 03 12%

Table 22 shows that (n = 5, 20%) participants claim that the repetition of ideas in their
writing is not at all true of them. Additionally, most of them (n = 9, 30%) declare that it is
somewhat true of them. While, (n = 4, 16%) claim that it is not very much true of them. The
same percentage of participants claims that it is fairly true of them. However, (n = 3, 13%)

find the practice highly true of them. The overall frequency of the use of ideas repetition for
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the sake of making the ideas clearer in their English writing is moderate. lit represented in the
mean value (X = 2.84 s =1.281).

Table 23

The Respondents' Self Report of using Hedges and Hedging Devices in their English Writing

5. I'use expressions such as, “it is well known”, and “people say” in order to present

arguments.
Option Frequency | Percentage | Mean | Standard Deviation
Not at all true of me 02 08%
Not very much true of me 04 16%
Somewhat true of me 10 40% 3.20 1.155
Fairly true of me 05 20%
Highly true of me 04 16%

The majority of participants (n = 10, 40%) claim that the practice shown in Table 23 is
somewhat true of them. Additionally, (n = 2, 08%) find it not at all true of them. (n = 4, 16%)
consider it as not very much true of them. The same percentage of participants finds this
practice highly true of them. (n =15, 20%) show that it is fairly true of them. The participants’
self report of their usage of hedges and hedging devices is moderate which is represented in
the mean value (x = 3.20, s = 1.155).

Table 24

The Respondents' Self Report of their Excessive Use Coordination in their English Writing

6. I link ideas by using coordination conjunctions, (for example, and, but, and, or) more than
using subordination conjunctions (for example although, because, and while).

Option Frequency | Percentage | Mean | Standard Deviation
Not at all true of me 01 04%
Not very much true of me 05 20%
Somewhat true of me 10 40% 3.36 1.221
Fairly true of me 02 08%
Highly true of me 07 28%

The majority of the participants declare that the practice in Table 24 is somewhat true of
them. (n =7, 28%) find this practice highly true of them. Additionally, (n = 5, 20%) show that
it is not very much true of them. Tow participants (08%) claim that it is fairly true of them.

While, only one participant (04%) views it not at all true of him/her. As it shown in Table 24,
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the frequency of the use of coordination more than subordination in their English writing is
moderate, which is it represented in the mean value (X = 3.36s =1.221).

Table 25

The Respondents' Self Report of the Use of Quran and Hadith for Argumentation in their

English Writing

7. 1 use Quranic verses and Hadith as arguments.

Option Frequency | Percentage | Mean | Standard Deviation
Not at all true of me 03 10%
Not very much true of me 11 44%
Somewhat true of me 07 28% 2.52 1.005
Fairly true of me 03 12%
Highly true of me 01 04%

Table 25 unveils that the majority of participants (n = 11, 44%) of participants claim
that the use of Quranic verses and Hadith as arguments is not very much true of them.
Additionally, (n = 7, 28%) find it somewhat true of them. (n = 3, 10%) show that it is not at
all true of them, the same number of participants shows that it is fairly true of them.
Additionally, only one participant declares that the practice is highly true of him/her. The
results show that the frequency of the use of Quranic verses and Hadith in argumentation is
low as it is shown in the mean value (X = 2.52, s = 1.005).

Table 26
The Respondents' Self Report of the Use of Quotations of Famous Arab Scholars for

Argumentation in their English Writing

8. | use quotations of famous Arab scholar as arguments.

Option Frequency | Percentage | Mean | Standard Deviation
Not at all true of me 05 20%
Not very much true of me 10 40%
Somewhat true of me 05 20% 2.48 1.194
Fairly true of me 03 12%
Highly true of me 02 08%

The results that is represented in Table 26 indicates that (n = 10, 40%) of the

participants declare that the use of quotations of famous Arab scholar as arguments is not very
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much true of them. (n = 5, 20%) show that it is not at all true of them, the same percentage
show that it is somewhat true of them. Additionally, (n = 3, 12%) and (n = 2, 08%) declare
that it is fairly true of them and highly true of them, respectively. Table 26 shows that the
frequency of the use of famous Arab scholars quota