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ABSTRACT

Students and teachers of second ianguage have always
complained of the difficulties of learning and teaching a foreign
language. Linguists have assumed that the reason why students
of the fareign language make mistakes in grammar, is that they cannot
easily get »id of the habit of thinking in their own language and
then translating literally into the foreign langunage. Contrastive
studies of languages revealed that the danger of transferring the
native language grammar into the foreign language is due to the
differences between the grammatical systems of the languages involved.

The native language of the Iraqi students is Arabic. Arabic
exists on two levels, the Classical or the written, and the Colloquial
or the spoken. Now, which level interferes in the iearning of English
as a second language? Do both interfere?

This paper attempts at finding out: (1) whether the native
language really acts as a causative fact or in the making of written
grammatical mistakes in English, (2) the extent of the inierfarence of
Classical and Colloquial Arabic, (3) which linguistic pattern is more
difficult to learn, the question, negative or statement pattexrn?

For this purpose, an experiment was de#isad and was administered
in Baghdad by the writer, to the sixth year elementary schools. Its
results might help the teacher to a better understanding of the |

problems of the students in learning English as a second language.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND STUDY

The Aims Of The Study

Foreign language teaching 1S always a matter of teaching a
specific language to students who have a specific native language
background. The aim of this paper is to study the interference of

Classical and Colloguial Arabic as a cause of written grammatical

mistakes in English.

The Purpose 0f The Study

The Study has a fourfold purpose:
(1) to determine to what extent the linguistie
claim of native language interference is valid.
(2) to determine to what extent the written grammatical
mistakes made by Iragi students learning English are
due to interferenée.
(3) to determine the extent of the interference of:-
(a) Classical Arabic
(b) Colloguial Arabic
(£) to determine what grammatical patterns pose greater
learning problems for Iraqi students.
A written test was devised"for the purpose, and was administered
to sixth grade elementary students in the Government schools of Baghdad.

The design of the experiment and the result of the test will be stated



in the following chapters. This chapter will give:
(1) The Hypothesis upon which the study is built.
(2) Background study of transfer.

| (3) Theories and problems of second language learning.

Linguistic Assumptions:

The fundamental assumption upon Whiﬁh this study is built is
the linguistic claim "that the grammatical structure of the native
language tends to be transferred to the foreign language; the student
tends to transfer the sentence forms, modification devices, the number
gender, and the case patterns of his languaga."l Many linguistic
distortions in the students'! speech or writing in the foreign language
is caused by resorting to some kind of convenient translation in the
process of self-expression, "desiring to say or write something in
English, they would first think of it in their own 1anguage, and then
attempt a tranalation‘"z Learning a foreign language is always a
matter of gcquiring a new set of language habits against a background
of older sets of language habits. Out of habitual arrangement of
linguistic forms in the native language, the learner may use the
native language grammar in speaking or writing a foreign language.
"The use of a grammatical structure by a speaker depends heavily on
habit . .-. Ths average speaker of a language has, from early child-
hood, reduced practically all the operations of his grammatical system

to habit.“3

TRobert Lado, Linguistics Across Cultures (Aun Arbor: The
University of Michigan Press, 1957 ), D.58.

zﬂaja T. Nasr, The Teaching of EggiiSh.to Arab Students (London:
Longmans, Green and Co. Ltd., 1963), P.l6l.

SMdO 3’ Pl 58'




Therefore in learning a foreign language, & student tends
to cariy_tha grammatical system of_his native 1angu&ga to the newly
learned one, due to the habit of using the first language system.

The introduction of foreign grammatical elements in a
language results in the "rearrangement of the pattenrs“l in such a
way as might obscure the signalling devices of the language system
and therefore result in meaningless or wrong utterances.

Interference is "the rearrangement of the patterns that
result from the introduction of foreign elements into the more
highly structured domain of the language such as the bulk of the
phonic syst§m1 a large part of the morphology and syntax and some
areas of vocabulary."

Linguistic interference thsn_is"thnsa'instancas of deviation
from the norms of either language  » « as a result of familiarity
with more than one language."

For the purpose of illustration, let us_call_the Arabic language
A and the English language B. As Winreich implies as a basis for inter-
ference in grammatical ralations,4 the application of the grammatical
relations of language A to morphemes of Language B, or the neglect of
the grammatical relations of B which has no prototype in A would

evidently result in grammatical errors in language B. For instance,

1Uriel Weinreich, Languages in Contact: Findings and Problems
(New York: Publications of the Linguistic Circle of New York - No.l,
1053), p.l.

2Ibid., P.l.

“Tnid.,

4Ibid., Ped7s



this sentence: "Was given the girl the book™, with Arabic word order
pattern of the pérformar and performed-upon felationﬁhip, but applied
to BEnglish morphemes, is an example of the application of a grammatical
relation of word order from language A to morphemes of language B.
Transfer of the relations of one language to another results
in wrong grammatical statements. According to Weinreich, this appli-
cation of the relations of another language may:
(1) Convey unintended meaning; for example; an Arab
. student says in English 'Donkey Ali'! on the model
of Arvabic /aimar Ali/ intending to communicate
the massagé 1A1i's domkey', but producing the
opposite efféct." Or he might say in English
'boat steam' on the model of Arabic /qaarib
bukari/ inténding to communicate ﬁha-msssage
tsteam~boat'.
() Produce nansense or a statement which is under-
standable only by implication. For example;an
Arab student would say in Engliah 'was seen HMuna'
on the model of Arabic /ﬁuﬁhidatfmhna/:meaning,
'Muna was seen'
The ﬁon-belonging elements can be separated as "borrowed" or

ntpansferred”. This is a manifestation of linguistic interference.

Similarity and Difference as Determiners
of Ease and Difficulty in Learnin

Foreign Grammatical Structures:

"The greater the difference between the systems, i.e., the



more numerous the mntually exclusive forms and patterns in each,
the greater is the learning problem and the potential area of inter-
farance.“l

The structu?al similaritieg_of two systems would pose no
learning problems for the student because they would be easy to learn,
and even if transferred to the target language those structures weuldl
not cause grammatical errors and would therefore function satisfactorily.

The foreign language student will have more difficulty in
learning those structures that are different; they "will be difficult
because when transferred they will not function satisfactorily in the
foreign language and will therefore hava to be changed."z

A number of examples taken from The Teaching of English to
Arab Students, by Raja H&srs perhaps will illustrate lLado's assumptions:
Similar grammatical patterms would cause no learning ﬁrobiems, i.e.,

l. noun + verb
The man walks
Example: /arra%ulu yam$i/
2. (who

Ewhichi + verb
what

Wino goes to the market?
Example: /man ya3habu ila ssuqi?/
3. (what Thow

(When why) + Be (preterit) + noun (or substitute)
(Wwhere who

What was his name?
Example: /maa¥a kaana smuhu?/

l?i'einreich, P.l.
2Lad0, Pl59!

3(London: Longmans, Green and Co. Ltd., 1063), pp.70-89,



There would be no linguistic problems for the Arab student
in these patterns. Even if the student were to tianslata from Arabic,
the Arabic grammar would function satisfactorily, because of the
similarity of word order in both Arabic and English.

But different grammatical patterns will pose learning problems
for the Arab student. The Arab student would say for example, 'where
the boy?' on the model of Arabic /;yna lwaladu /, intending to éay |
'wvhere is the boy?' The danger of transfer here would be the neglect
of the use of Rg'in the present, because it has no prototype in
Arabic.

Similarly the Arab student would have difficulty in the fol-
lowing sentence - the Arab student would say for example: 'was she
writing'! translating from Arabic /kaanat taktubu/, intanding to say
'she was writing'. The apﬁlicatidn of the Arabic grammar word order
would result in wrong word order in the English sentence, because
Arabic has different word order from English in this given pattern.

The Arab student would also have difficulty in this negative
pattern. For example,he would say: 'not the man doctor' on the
Arabic model /laysa rrazulu 4abiban/, intending to say 'the man is
not a doctor!'. The mistake hers is'in word order and the neglect of
the use af‘gé'in the present. The cause of the ﬁiatakes is the inter-
ference of the Arabic grammatical relations and word oxrder.

On the whole, "the structural use of word order, of function
words, and of inflectiﬁg forms in present day English are complicated

and diffiecult for one whose native language is Spanish, Turkish, or



Chinesa {oxr Arabic)._ The special difficulties differ with the wvarious
linguistic backgrounds of the learner."t There are such wide dif-
ferances between Eng}ish_and Arabic that_a tremendous number of

interference problems pose a heavy learning load for our students.

Psychological Theories and Problems

0f Second lLanguage Learning:

In psydhology, interference is define& as "anything that leads
to confusion among learnt materials which decreases the speed and
effieiency of learning and accelerates forgetting.“z When anything
is learned, the test for use of that learning usually occurs after a
passage of time. In the intervening period many other things are
learned. These interpolated learnings interfere with the memory of

the original material and their interference is known as retroactive

inhibition. This explains the interference of the later learned
language on the primary language.
Another kind of interference, and pefhaps a more important

one for meaningful learning, is proactive inhibition., Many times

when something new is learmed, it competes with older learnings,

so that when the new learning 1s required, it is distorted by what
has gone before. In speaking of this kind of interference, Ausbel
concludes that conéaptualization involves the building of subsumption
systems; systems for categorizing newly learned materials and systems
that serve as "storage mechanisms" for our memory. When new materials

are not assimilated into the already existing subsumption

1Charlas C. Fries, Teaching and Learning English as a Foreign
Lanzuage (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1045), p.9.

2GlanniH.Blair, R. Stewart Jomes, and Ray H. Simpson,
Educational Psychology, (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1063 ), p.<l44.




system, or ﬂhen there_is likgly comparability of elements due to
undiscrimingtgd similarities, the amount of proactive inhibition
becomes great,l"

The system of the old 1énguage competes with the newer set of
the foreign language system, and when the new learning is required,
it is distorted by the knowledge of the older language. The memory
or use of the new language is distorted in a predicted direction
because of the knowledge of the previous language. What is more
often practiced is more easily and automatically recalled. And when
practice in the moﬁher tongue naturally supersedes any practice in
the foreign language, and when there is little practice in the new
language, there is small chance for it to be well assimilated.
Confusion results. Vhen there is confusion due to undiscriminated
learning, proactive inhibition results and linguistic interference
occurs,

- Lado explains the process of second languagellearningaz He
writes that all language learning occurs through experience. Each
new experience is assumed to have a trace in the memory store of the
individual. ZEase in using a language unit or pattern is a facility.
Habits which permit the rapid use of a language are also facilities.
Learning a second language then involves the acquisition of varying
degrees of facility for each phonems, word, pattern or part of speech,
Those facilities must be learned sc¢ that they can operate when attention
is on the content and not on the expression items. "The facilities

must be developed to such a degree that they can be elicited or

lDavid T. Ausbel, and Elias Blake Jr. "Proactive Inhibition in
the Forgetiing of Meaningful School Materials." Journal of Educational
Research, (Vol.LII December 1958), pp. 145-149.

zﬁobert Lado, Language Teaching, A Scientific Approach (New York:
HeGraw=Hill Inc., 1964 ), Dp. O7/=4(.



experienced even though the speaker's attention is busy scanning
ahead of the items in use or keeping the sense of the argument
properly in line with his intended message.”

Since all experiences leave a trace in the memory store, it
may be assumed that all previous experiences are a factor in the
learning of a new language, "in practical terms only repeated
experiences will potentially influence new language learning.“2

Since repeated experiences create facilities which permit
the proper and rapid use of the language, in this respect the Iraqi
students in normal Government schools should have more practice and
experience in English. They receive six periods of English per week.
The duration of each period is 45 minutes. In large classes each
child barely gets one chance to speak in the class. Their extra-
curricular éxperiences with the English language is limited to occa-
sional visits to the cinema, or listening to hit songs. The four
hours and twenty-five minutes English instruction for the whole week
is not enough for structural retraining, and by no means sufficient
to establish the facilities :equired +o0 establish the habit of using
the new language. Therefore, when p:assed to talk or write English,
they tend to translate their thoughts from Arabic and use English

words to convey their ideas.

M

1Ibid., PeSCe

2Ibid.
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On the establishment of facilities regarding language
similarities and differences, Ladol reports the following:

if the expression, content, and association are
functionally the same in the native language and

the new language, there is maximum facilitation . «
If the unit or patterm is not the same and will not
function as the same in the new language without
structural retrainig, there will be interference
with the new language both:

(1) because new forms have to be learned as

- facilities,
and

(R ) because the field that elicits the new
facility is similar to that which elicited
the old, thus activating the native language
facility and distoxrting the new one.

The Difference Between First And

Second Language Learning:

Eﬁery normal human being learns at least one language during
infaney. "The ability to use a human language dﬁes not depend on
being intelligent or having a large brain. It depends on being
'human.“2

By the age of four, a child has mastered the basic elements
of language structure. Another language learmed either simultaneously
or later duplicates the process of learning the first language and
in many ways the function of the former, and involves the altermative |
use of both physical and mentai organs. The primary linguistiec

problem comes in keeping the two languages apart. Whenever this

11bid., p.4o.

2Eric H. Lenneberg, "Speech as a Motor Skill With Special
Reference to non=phasic disorders”, Mhnograghs of The Society For
Research in Child Development: The Acquisition of Language, ed.
Ursula Bellugi and Roger Brown (New York: Child Development
Publications of The Society For Research In Child Development, Inc.,

1964 ), XXIX No.l, p.197.
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condition is not met, there is linguistic interference defined as
"deviation from the norms of eitharnlanguage.“l

The formar pqpular belisf was_that two existing languages
were stored separately in the user's mind, i.e., that each language
was distinctly stored in a separate area in the brain. In this case
there yquld be_no.problem.af linguistic interference as the two
languages would be neatly stored away in different compartments,

“Hanrnlogieal advances have proved that there is no such thing
as different language areas, but one language area, and that the
neural cells would eithexr function as "separate” or #fused“ systens.,
When the neural cells fuse there is likely to be switching from one
code system to another, resulting in rearrangement of either language.g

. When an individual learns his first language, he is forced to

use it continuously as it is the omly linguistic systamJavailable for
communication. Consistant use makes that type of verbal behaviour
& habit, and its use becomes auvtomatic. At the beginning of learning
a second language, production tends to be conscious. Delay in recall
causes the user to svitch to the systemfpf_the'qld language out of
habit, and as a 1inguistic crutgh.the imposition oflthe foreign
element results in interference, hence shaky or wrong language. This
mental dependency on the other language system is one of the stumbling
stones in the process of efficient language learning.

Learning a second language means learning a system or a code.

lﬁainraich, p.1l.

7allace E. Lambert, "Measurement of Linguistic Dominance of

Bilinguals", Journal of Abnormal and Soc. Psych. Vol. 50, (1955),
pp. 197-200.




"It"is_pgssible_that one wou;d”maka.mistakes in the system or
rules of his own native language. But the problem of misapplying
the rules of a second language looms ever gre&ter“l for these reaons:
(1) One has less practice in the foreign language than
in the native language.
(2) No matter how hard one learns and memorizes the
fqreign language and its.patterns, a 1arge amount
is left te_the application of the rule and thus to
potential errors.
(3) Subsequent to the learning of a foreign language
one has learned a set of rules that govern the
system of the native language.
(4) At an earlier period, when the patterns and rules
of one's native language are comparatively new, the
interference that comes from the rules of the mative
language is likely to be small.
(5) The older one becomes, the more the system of the

native language is likely to interfere.

Age And Acquisition of Second Language:

It has been strongly suggested that the years between two
and the early teens constitute a critical period for ihe acquisition
of languages, a period that is presumed critical for biological

IreaS0nS.

Social scientists observe that the biologieally critical

e ————— e —— Mﬁﬂw

| lRovert Politzer, Foreign Language Learning: A Linguistic
Introduction, Preliminary Edition fﬁﬁgiewood Cliifs, New Jersey:

Prentice-dall Inc., 1965), p.25.



period is also socially critical; there are age-graded role changes
of considerable importance between infancy and adolescence. The
years of early childhood are years of maximal dependence on others
and this dependence may make a child especially susceptible to
influence. It is in early childhood also, that the human being

is able to devote a large amount of time to the practice of linguistic
skills. The child's accomplishments between two and three are
genuinely:dazzlingi but in comparing what the child does in one year
with what a student does in his course of English in school, we
should remember that the child puts in a full working day. When
children are first learning to name things for instance, they go
about the house all day saying over and over again the same stock of
wards. An Iraqi student has only four hours and twenty-five minutes
of English évery week, during which his individual practice is even
much_less in the classroon.

Finally it is expected that a child will make speech errors
and not be ridiculed for them., Adults learning a foreign language
are frequently unhappy about the fact that they must become like
little children again. One of the personality factors determining
whether or not an adult will pick up the language seems to be the
individual's willingness to go ahead and talk, however clumsily or

ungrammatiéally.

Determining Ligguistic Interference:

"We get closest to the language problems by a systematic

comparisdn of the native language and the foreign language" .l

—_#__“—__——_—_———n——.-——mm“_“

lLadc, Pelo
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The causes of specifie linguistic interference phenomena
can, in most cases, bq_@ete:miuad by 1inguistic_cont:gstive analysis.
"In the comparison bgtﬁgan native and foreign language lies the key
to ease or difficulty in foreign ;agguage_le&rﬁingfﬂl

The phonological, lexical, or grammatical systems of two languages
are comparad and the differences delineated, thus listing the potential
form of interference in a given learning situation.

Lado has suggested ways for comparing two sound systems, two
vocabulary systems and two grammatical structures.2 Weinreich
discussed the problems of interference in these same three language
areas¢3 Haugen made a valuable inventory of the works done in the
field of language interfeiencaf4 But the stﬁdias he mentioned are
descript;v&.af the extent of convergence between the immigrants and
the newly learned language.s Politzars and Mbulton7 hgve done series
qf coﬁtrasti?e texts for French and German. Bulos8 has also done a

contrastive study on the English and Arabic relative pronoun.

1Lado,_p.1.

2Ibid., PD. 14-16.

3W§inreidh, D.31,

4Einar Haugen, Bilingualism in the Americas: A Bibliogra
and Research Guide. (American Dialect Society, 1956 ).

5Convergencq,aecording to Haugen is the systematic change in
the language due to the merging or interference of two separate systems.

Ibid., p.15.

SRobert L. Politzer, Teaching French: An Introduction to Applied
Linguistics (New York: Ginn_an ompany, 0 )e

TWilliam G. Moulton, The Sounds of Engliéhﬁand German (Contrastive
Structure Series.” Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1062 Y.

aﬁfif A. Bulos, "Ismull-Mawsul in Classical Arabic and the Relative
Pronoun in English: A Contrastive Study®, Egnggagg_Learning.K{lgﬁo)i-ii,
£7-53,
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Raja N&sr_has_mgdeva cpntrqstive.ana}ysis“of English gnd_Classical
Arabic, pointing out the learning problems of the Arab student
studying Engliﬁh.

In comparing two grammatical systems, the linguist!ts main
concern is to dascribe the_interference resulting from a situation
of 1g§guage contact;l this will presumably_inval?e tha_detactian of
non-native elements in one of the 1anguages,_i.e,, "these instances
of deviation from the norms of either language « . » a5 & result of
familiarity with more than one 1anguaga.“2 Those non-native elements
are called.freplicas', the model of ﬁhidﬁ exists in the other language.
For example, when an Arab student says 'this watch ggcket"meaning
to convey the message 'this 1s a pocket watch', he is replicating
the Arabic modification structure ﬁhidh is_quite different from
the English modification structure. In Arabic thﬁ_modifiers usuvally
follow the modified word: therefore hearing the following sentence
is not unusual, i.e., 'I have book red'! for 'I have a red boék'.

So, linguistic interference has occurred when & single sound,
word, OT structure is plucked out of one language and is used in the
context of another.

In the phomological area, the interference results in foreign
sccent. It is mot uncustomary for Iraqi students to say /2ksakyuwz mi/
for excuse me, because the /sk/ consonant cluster does not exist in
Iragi Arabic. L, JSk ) SN s v ¢

ihkﬁ;uuiﬂl L= /I =2 R/ / skoot /

S .

1Language contact: M"when two languages are being used alternately
by the same individual, they are said to be in contact™. Weinreich, p.l.

21pid.



In the lexical area, one word in the native language is given

an equivélent to a word in the foreign language. The harm resulting

| from this kind of translation stems from the fact +that the area of

meaning that a word covers in one language is in most cases very
different from the area covered in another langnage. An Iragi student,
being beaten by another student, would complain in Englisﬁ.saying,
"Sir, he substracted me on the ground and mutliplied me" meaning to
say, "Sir, he threw me to the ground and beat me, transiating from
/Tarahani glal arD wa Darabani/. Or a girl feeling sick would say

Wﬁiss, myself is ﬁlayiﬁg“, translating from the Colloquial Arabic

/nefsi datil ob/.

Comggring Egglish.ﬁiﬁh Arabic
Grammatical Structure:

A most compraﬁensive analysis of the difference between the
Arabic and English language has been done by Raja Nasr. He compared
both languages on the phonological and grammatical levels and pointed
out the differences and the specific learning problems for Arab
students. His cpntrastiva analysis of the English and Classical
Arabiec statement, question and negative patterns has been parti-
cularly valuable for this study, since the test of Classical Arabic
interference has been based on his book.

The comparison between Arabic grammatical structures and
English.grammatical structures is valuable because therein lies the

key to a great many of the grammatical mistakes that the Arab



students make in their English, Just as the phonological inter-
ference would account for their_fbreign accent, transfer of the

Arabic grammar to the English language accountis for the un-Englishness
of the students' writing.

By comparing the wrong English pattern as producadﬁby an
Arab"studantmwiﬁh ﬁha pa:allel Axgbic pattern for the same expression,
one often discqvers a litaral trapslgt@on_from Arabice
=< Quite often we hear an Arab 5tudent say ‘1 am afraid from
the dog' instead of 'I am afraid of the dog', or 'he not drink' with
the literal translation from Colloguial Arabic [huwa ma. yigbab/¢ A
great deal of the ungrammatically constructed English responses by
Arab students are not chance or randomlmistakes -_they_follow a
definite and correct grammatical order; but that of another language.
They are wrong because they use the grammar system of one language
with the morphemes of another language; and the borrowed grammar
often violates the grammatical order and relationships of the other
language in which it is being used. Therefore "the student must know
for instance, ahd be able to use, the word patterns that English uses
to express fundamental rslationships.  Very early he must develop a
hgbitfﬁfplacing single ward modifiers or substantives before the
gards they mﬂdify."l Without making the structural devices matters
of automatic habit, the student will tend to utilize the grammar of

his native language as an aid to express himself, hence interference

CCCUTrsS»
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Implications For Teaching:

Contrastive analysis discovers the difference between two
languages involved, and delineates the specific linguistic problems
which demand special and different emphasis in the teaching of ﬁﬁe
foreign language. It is "in the comparison between native and

foreign language lies ﬁha_kay to ease or difficulty in foreign

language learning.“l

such compaiison is the best way to describe the co=existent
relations of the native language and the target language. It identifies
the model and its replica and relates them to their respeativa lin-
guistic systems. The results of linguistic contrastive analysis are
of great value to the teacher:

(1) In order to understand the particular problems the
students will have in learning the target language;

(2) In order to help the teacher know the chief dif-
ferences and similarities of the two systems and to
arrange the results in a satisfactory system for
teaching, to be implemented with adequate specific
practice materials through which the learner may
master the structure of the foreign language;

(3) In order to form a corpus for compiling English text-
books with focused attention on all the difficult
structures that have to be mastered in a limited

course of study.

Lado, p- li



"The most efficient materials are those that are based upon
a scientifiec description of the language to be learned, carefully

compared with a parallel desdription of the language of the 1earner,"l

Conclusion:

If the Iragi student makes a mistake in an English grammatical
structure:

(1) Is it caused by Arabic interference?

(R) Is it caused by mislearning or forgotten learning?

If the mistake is caused by the Arabic language inter-

ferenca, is it the interference of Classical or of

Colloquial Arabic?

1, it would be highly presumptious to state that all the
mistakes the student makes are due to nmative language interference.
Quite often the mistakes are due to confusion in application of the
learned foreign structure; the mistakes may be the result of the
overanxiety of the student in applying the new grammatical devices
where sometimes they do not fit. For example, he might say 'the
farmer has five oxes', or 'I eated'. This shows that he has learned
that the change from singular to plurai form in Engiish.follows a,
phonological pattern, for the most part, and has learned the plural
inflection; also he has learned the preterit inflection form. In
this case, it is the interfersnce from the English language which
is causing the mistake.

But if the student makes a mistake in an English grammatical

pattern, and if the mistake is structurally different from the pattern

1Frie3 s PeCe



in the native language, and if the non=belonging elements in the
English pattern are directly borrowed from the parallel Arabic
grammatical pattern, then we can assume that the mistake has occurred
due to the imposition of the native language grammar; hence due to
the interference of the native language., If the distorted English
response, when translated literally into Arabic forms a correct
Arabic response, then the mistake is definitely caused by the transfer
of the native language grammar into English which has a different
grammatical arrangement for that pattern.

Conversely, if the Arab student makes a correct response in
- an English pattern which is different in form and distribution from
the corresponding grarmmatical pattern in Arabic, then that student
has mastered the pattern; otherwise it is highly improbable that it would

have occurred by chance or by substitution of the Arabic grammaxr.

2. Forgotten learning equals no learning. In this case the
student resorts to his native language grammar as an aid for communi=-
cation in the foreign language. If the Arab student forgets the
modification structure of English and he wants to say /ha a kitabu
Ali/, in English, his respomse would be !'this book Ali', Or he would
say 'eats the boy?' for 'does the boy aaﬁ?' forgetting the use of the
auxiliary do, and the different word order in English, and so he
translates fromlgrabic.

Mislearning leads to the wrong application of the new

grammar, The Arab student learns that the plural of box is boxes,

and so he does not see why the plural of ox becomes oxen, because

he has learnt /s/,/z/or />z/ makes plurals. Or he mightsay "He is



a nice person, you is a2 nice person too."

B4 If the native language interferes in the learning of the féreign
language; as has been proved by researches iﬁ psjdhology and
contrastive linguistic analyses, then for the Iragi student, which
language interferes, the writtem or the spoken; the Classical Arabic
or the Colloquial, oxr both?
| In discussing native Arabic language interference we must
define the "native language™ of the Arab students. Arab students
read and write Classical Arﬁbic, but they speak Colloguial Arabic,
From boservation there are differences between Classical and
Colloguial Arabic on the phonological, lexical and grammatical levels.
The grammar of the Colloguial Arabic has diverged from the Classical
Arabie, although for the most part it can be the same. The grammar
of the Colloguial Arabic is not entirely estranged from.fhe Classical
grammar, that is, it is impossible to say that it is an entirely
different system. TWhat can be said is that the grammatical patterns
in Colloguial Arabic might be considered loose, or even Wrong by the
set standards of the written Arabic., The Classical Arabic grammar
follows a definite set of rigid and fixed rules. The Colloquial Arabic
grammar is not rigid, thers is no fixed rule to it. One can say for
a statement /kaana Ali Taalib/ or /Ali kaan Taalidb/ or /Taalib kaan
Ali/ meaning 'Ali was a student! without being ungiammatical.
Colloquial Arabic is the language which is more used in
every day communication than Classical Arabic. Iraqi students in

the sixth grade of the elementary schools (ages between twelve and



fourteen) cannot be said to have mastered the Classical Arabie; the
more frequently used language is the Colloquial, they hear it, speak
it and think in it, It would be misleading to say that at the school
level and age mﬁntionéd, only the Classical Arabic interferes, and
that the mistakes they meke in English due to native language
jnterference, are caused by the translation from the Classical
Arabic. At that school level and age, the Iraqi students may still
make mistakes in their written Arabie, that is to say, the Colloguial

Arabic may interfere with the learning of the Classical Arabic,

B g ————— R T W e w - -




CHAPTER II

THE RESEARCH

Through the method of contrastive analysis, linguistic sciencse

e pradicts'fhe types of structural mistakes that would be made by Arabs

learning English due to the structural differences between Arabic
and English.

To measure the extent of the influence of Arabiec structure
on the learning of English structures, a multiple-choice test was
arranged and administered to Iragi students in the sixth grade,
normal Government schools of Baghdad. The test is based on the con-

trastive analysis made by Nasr in his book The Teaching of English

To Arab Students. In addition to Nasr's contrastive analysis between

English and Classical Arabic, a contrastive analysis between English

and Colloguial Arabic of the same items was made by the writex.

Construction of The Test:

The test was focused on seventeen linguistie problems from
the following grammatical patterms:

(1) Statement patterns
(2) Negative patterns
(3) Question patterns

The test included fifty-one multiple choice questions. The
seventeen linguistic problems were stated by Nasr as being due to

the difference between Arabic and English, Three replications or



sentences were made for each pxo};lgm&tic linguistic ft_armula to
reducé_chance occurrence _and to test the consistenecy of the students'
response. Eac}:_u tqst item includad;
(1) One correct English response;
(2) one predicted response due to literal translation
from Classical Arabié;
(3 ) one ;grt_adicted Tesponse due to literal translation
from Golloquial Iragi Arabie.

The Linguistic Problems are:

In the Statement Patterns:

Formula Problem
1. Noun (or substitute word ) + be (present) + noun. 1. use of be and a.
Example: Ali is a student. |
2. Noun (or substitute word ) + be (preterit) + noun. . vse of a and word
Example: The man was an engineer. order,
3. Noun (or substitute word ) + be (preterit) + 9. word order.

adjective. Example: The book was good.

4. Noun (or substitute word) + be (present) 4+ 4. use of be.
adjective. Example: The man is old.

o« Noun (or substitute word) + have (present or 9. form and word oxder.
past) + verb. Examples The man has eaten.

In the E’egative Patterns:

6. Noun + be (present) + not + noun, 6. use of be and a;
Example: The man is not a doector, ¥word order.

7. Substitute word + be (present ) + not 7. use of be and a; order
+ noun. Example: He is not a man. of be, not and 8.

8. Noun (or substitute word ) + be (preterit ) + noun, 8. use of a; word ordex.

Example: The man was not a doctor.

9. Noun (or substitute word ) + be (present) 9« use of be; woxrd
+ not + adjective, Example: He is not tall. ordexr,




Formula | Problem
1l. Noun (01? substitute word) + do (present 11. use of do, word order,

or preterit) + not + verb. Example
The man does not walke ‘

12. Noun (or substitute word) | 12, word order; elimination
(can o1 e
mast
will
:;21‘; + not + verb. Example:

~ The boy cannot walk.

- (should
(may
(might
In the Question Patterns:
13. Be (present ) + noun. Example: Is the 13. use of be.
boy in school?
14, (how ) - 14. word order; use of do.
(when . 4+ do + noun 4 verb.
(where ) Example: When does the
boy study?
15. when 15, word order; use of be.
:1;:9 + be (present) + noun. '
(how Example: Where is the boy?
(vhy
(who
16, will 16, different word order
would for statement and
can question.
(could ) + noun + verbe
shall Example: Can the boy go?
should
may
might
(must
r
e E:;:ie (will 17, word ordex.
o (would
(can
g%i +  feould )+ noun + verb.
which shall Example: What can
E wh;.t ; should the boy do?
may
might

(must
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11,

12,

Be

A.
Be
Ce

A
Be
Ce

- Not

- The

The Test

The man doctor.
The man is a doctor.
Doctor the man.

Engineer was the man.

- The man was an engineer.
- Was the man engineex.

The book was goode

, Was the book good.

Good was the book.

- Good the book.

The book goode

- The book is good.

The man has eaten.
EBaten the man.
Ate the man.

Not the man doctor.
The mar is not a doctor.
The man not doctor.

He not man.

No't malie

He is not & mane.
The mar was not a doctor.
was the man doctor.
The man not was doctor.
Not the book goodse

The book not good.

bock is not goode.

This not good.
This is not good.
Not this good,

The man not walk.
The man does not walke
HOt ‘E‘&lk the man .

Not carn the man to walk.
The man not can to walk.
The man cannot walk.

13,

14.

15,

16.

17,

18.

21

R2 e

23

24,

Ao
Be
Ce
Az
Ce

Ao
B.

Ae
Be
Ce

A,

Be
- When cen ta come the boy?

A,
B.
C ™
Ao
Be

A,

Be

Ce

Aa
Be

Ce

Ao
Be
Ce

Ao
Be

As
Be
Ce

Is the boy in school?
The boy in school?
In the school the boy?

The boy how eats?
How does the boy eat?
How eats the boy?

When will come the boy?
The boy when will come?
fhen is the boy coming?

Can go the boy?
Can the boy go?
Can the boy to go?

When can the boy come?
The boy when cen to come?

He is a mane
Man he.
He man.

Student was Ali.
Ali was a student.
Was Ali student.

She was pretty.
Pretty wes she.
Was pretty.

The men old.
The man is old,.
Gld the man.

Written he.
He has written.
Was wrote.

Not the boy policeman.
The boy not policeman.
The boy is not a policeman.

They not students.
They are not students.
Not students.



RO

R6.

A

28¢'

31.

32

39,

34,

35,

36.

37«

i awi

Not was this book.
This was not a book.
This not was book.

-He is not talle.
' NOt .he ‘tall-
- He not tall.

The book not was good.
Not was the book good.
The book was not good.

th drink he.
He does not drink.
He not drinke.

The boy must not study.
The boy not must to study.

- Must to not study the boy.

The girls at home?
At home the girls?
Are the girls at home?

The boy when studies?
When does the boy study?
When studies the boy?

Where the boy?
Where is the boy?
The boy where he?

Must to go the boy?
Must the boy go?
Must the boy to go?

How will the boy study?
How will study the boy?
The boy how will study?

Layla teacher.
Layla is a teacher.
Teacher Layla.

Book was this.
This was a book,
HWas this book.

The man was strong.
Was the man strong.
Was strong the man.,

38,

41.

42,

43,

44,

45,

46.

47.

48,

ol.

Ae
Bs
Ce

A.

Be

Ce
A.
Be
Ce

A.

Be

C.
A.
Ca
A.
B.
Ce
A.
C.
A.
B.
C.
A.
Co
A.
Be

A,
Be
Ce

A.
B.
C.

A,
B.

C.
A.
B

2

Good this
This gﬁﬁdn
This is good.

The
Run
Ran

baby has run.
the baby e
the baby °

Ali
Not
Ali

not woman.
Ali woman.
is not a woman.

Not
ohe
She

teacher,
is not a teacher.
not teacher.

Zeki was not a man.
Not was Zeki man.
Zeki not was man.

Not the girl pretty.
The girl is not pretty.
The girl not pretty.

ZHe was not fat.
Not was he fat.
He not was fat.

Not ran the girl,
The girl did not run.
The girl not ran.

He not can sing.
Not can he to sing.
He cannot sing.

.Is the pen on the table?
On the table the pen?
The pen on the table?

The boy where plays he?
Where plays the boy?
Where does the boy play?

What his name?
His pame what?
What is his name?

Can the boy sing?
Can the boy to sing?
Can sing the boy?

What can the boy to do?
The boy what can to do?
What can the boy do?



. The Administration Of The Test:
The Experimental Groupi

The test was administered in Baghdad to 200 Iragi students of .
the sixth grade Government elementary schools. The test was given in
sixteen elementary schools distributed over the area of Baghdad. For
the purpose of controlling the variables and making the éamples of the
study representative of the student population of normal Government
elementary schools, model elementary school and private school children
who have had more years of English instruction were not included.

(1) A1l the students, boys and girls, have completed

two years of English.
(2 ) They have been introduced to all the patterns given

in the test through their uniform text-books - The
1

Oxford English Course Foxr The Republiec of Irag.

Book I and Book Ile

(3) They all had the #ame number of periods of English,
that is six periods per week. The duration of each
period is 45 minutes.
(4) Their ages were between 12 and 14.
(5) The method of instruction and order of progession of
the learning material is also uniform by the instructions
of the Ministry of Education and Inspector and Supervision.
(6) All the students had no English speaking background
and nﬁ English speaking parents.
(7) The children were chosen irrespective of their school

grades in English or other subjects.,

lA.S. Hornby and S. Hakim, (London: Oxford University Press,

1057 ).
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The test was administered by the same teachex to all the
schools. Instructions were given in Arabic to ensure that they under-
stood what was required of them. Two preliminary multiple choice
questions on the cover page were done in the class first. It was
explained to the students that each question included ﬂhrea'santences,
A, B, and C, and that all three sentences communicated exactly the same
ideas Only one of the three sentences is the correct answer in
English; the other two are wrong English. Students were asked to
blacken out the letter corresponding to the answer which they thought

would be the correct English response.

Only when it was sure that all the students understood what
was required and how to answer the test, were the students asked to
open their answer sheets and start the examination.

The students were required to answer all the questions. A check
was made'of each answer sheet after to make sure that no question was

left unanswered.

Examination time was unlimited.

The Exgeeted Results of the Test:

1. To reveal the extent of native language interference after

two years of learning English.

2. To show if tﬁa students'! mistakes are due to trans-
lation from the Classical Arabic only. This would
indicate the reliability of HNasr's Centrastiva

analysis which is based on Engliéh.and Classical

Arabice.
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To reveal to what extent the students translate from
Classical Arabic; and if the Classical Arabic inter-

ference is significant or not.
To find out if the Colloguial Arabic interferes.

To reveal the extent of the Colloguial Arabic inter-

ference, and if it is significant.

To determine if there is any significant difference
between the interference of Classical and Colloguial

Arabic.

To determine which interference is more significant;

the Classical or the Collogquial Arabic.

To determine if the students are consistent in their

responses.

To determine which linguistic problem is more difficult

for the students.



THE RESULTS OF THE TEST

CHAPTER IIl

e want to test the hypothesis that "there is no native

language interference", by using a level of éignifisanca of 0.05.

TABLE 1

THE OBSERVED RESULTS FROM THE TEST WITH THE TOTAL

OF CORRECT RESPONSES, WRONG RESPONSES DUE TO
CLASSICAL ARABIC INTERFERENCE AND WRONG

'RESPONSES DUE TO COLLOQUIAL ARABIC

INTERFERENCE
{ Replication ; Rapiiéatian.ﬁ Bﬂplication? Total
A = B C
Correct English | 2641 2651 2662 7 954

to Translation
From Classical
Arabic

| 311

432

Wrong English Due

1128

I S W————--————————————

Wrong English Due
to Translation
From Colloguial
Arabic

e ————————— e e

9 Eal

W

o e

3400

1118

10200




TABLE 2

THE CALCULATED VALUE OF TABLE 1

l Ae Be Co
S e - b =

Correct ﬁnglish

2651.33

Translation from
Classical Arabic

Translation from ”
Colloquial Arabiec E

3760

372,66

2 1

The calculated X~ = 40.04 from TABLE 1. The critical wvalue

,X? at 0.95 for 4 degrees of freedom is 0.49., Then since 40.04 is
greater than 9.49, we reject the hypothesis that there is no native
language interference, and conclude that the dependence on native

'language is significant or that there is native language interference.

The Extent of Native Language Interference:

Out of 10,200 total responses, there were 2,246 wrong answers
due to native language interference (TABLE 1) The proportion of the
wrong answers to the total number of responses is 2246 = (0.220l; then

10200
the percentage of native language interference is 22,01%.

Are the Students! Mistakes Due to Translation
From Classical Arabic Onlz?

From the tabulated results of the test (see TABLE 1) we find
that the students translate also from the Colloquial Arabic. Out of
10,200 samples, there were 1,128 wrong answers due to translation from
the Classical, and 1,118 wrong answers due to translation from the

Colloguial Arabic.

h g
]'The formula for Chi square is: 3'.2 Z(? - B )2
| =1 B,

i
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2o We want to test the hypothesis that "the interference of
Classical Arabic is not significant" by using a level of significance

of Qe 05-
TABLE 3

THE OBSERVED AND EXPECTED VALUES OF
CLASSICAL ARABIC INTERFERENCE

Observed Value ]
A B e Tokel
‘CI;;sical ﬁrabic e B ) : e
Interference 385 511 | 432 | 1128

-= Expected Value =-

—-——"—‘——"——F———{_—"—"_T—"——

Classical Arabic |
s P arente ©61.18 | 376,16 367.35¥

. i_ |

The calculated.xg = 10,79 (TABLE 3). The critical value of
,Xz at 0.95 for 2 degrees of freedom is'5,99. Then, since 19,79 is
greater than 5.99, we reject the hypothesis that the interference of
Classical Arabic is not significant. The dependence on Classical

Arabic is highly significant.
The Extent of Translation From the Classical Arabic:

In a sample of 10,200 answers there were 1,128 wrong answers
due to literal translation from Classical Arabie (TABLE 3). So, the
proportion of tramslation from Classical Arabic is 11;1%. The 05%
eonfidence limits for this proportion falls within a eoﬁfidence

iwtenval of 1gde ~ 1ig.

lThe formula for the confidence interval at o5% is:
P 4+ 1.96 t}Plﬂ q
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Se We want to test the hypothesis that "Collogquial Arabic inter-
ference is not significant!, by using a level of significance of 0.05.
TABLE 4

THE OBSERVED AND EXPECTED VALUE OF
. COLLOQUIAL ARABIC INTERFERENCE

Observed Value

Colloguial Arabic
Interference

Interference

The calculated Xz = 22,96 (TABLE 4). The critical wvalue

2

X" at 95 for 2 degrees of frsedom-is_S.QSQ Sinca 22.96 is greater

than 5.95, we reject the hypothesis that the interference of Colloquial
Arabic is not significant. We conclude that the dependence on Colloquial

Arabic or the interference of Colloquial Arabic is highly significant.

The Extent of Translation From the Colloguial Arabic

In a sample of 10,200 answers, there were 1,118 (TABLE 4) wrong
answers due to literal translation from the Colloguial Arabié.
The proportion of the wrong answers due to Colloguial Arabie

interference toc the total number of answers is 10.:96%. The 95%'conf:i._

dence interval for this percentage is 10.35 - 11.56.



4, | Which interferes more, the Classical Arabie or the Colloggial
e | _ | e S . |

From the percentages we found in the previous problems, the
pereantage of Classical ﬂrabic jnterference is 1ll.1%, and the percentage
of Colloquial Arabic interference is 19.96%. Tharefare, the dependence
on Classical Arabic is greater than the dgﬁendénea on Colloguial Arabic,
or more mistakes are due to Classical Arabic than Colloquial Arabic.

The translation from the Colloguial Arabic is less, and Classical
Avabic interferes more than the Colloquial Arabic. But the difference
between 11.1% and 10.96% is so small that we cannot say that there is

significant difference.

Testing the Students Consistency in their Responses:

When a studanﬁ has learned a linguistic patﬁern‘well and he makes
a correct response in the first replication, would he be consistent in
making correct responses if he meets the same pattern in other repli-
cations? That is, would he have the same score for the same pattern in
the three replications given in the test? Oxr conversly, if he makes a
mistake, would he commit the same mistake in other replications, and

have the same score?

1. To test the hypothesis that "the students are not consistent in
choosing the correct response in Replication A, B and C for the 17
linguistic patterns™, a null hypothesis was postéd, i.e. 'that the

students are consistent in their choice of correct English responses’




TABLE &

Correct English Responses
In the 17 Test Problems

f _ Total of A, B, C

[ & [ B | C | out of 600
1 182 184 186 552
2 119 ol 153 063
3 151 175 149 475
4 170 172 181 523
5 157 183 167 507
6 174 162 167 503
7 189 184 186 559
8 172 153 173 408
o 182 181 174 537
10 181 152 174 507
11 156 164 176 406
12 139 132 127 398
13 123 131 132 | 386
14 151 162 166 | 479
15 124 186 136 | 446
16 121 | 118 124 % 363
17 j = b oae. | g 362




TABLE 6

Test of TABLE 5

Variation due Degree of Sum of Mean sum
to Freedom Sguares of Squares
Within Sample 16 69. 04 4,3150
Residuals 34 114682 03. 66 9378000
Total 50 11468277.7

With 5% level of significance, the calculated F 17.34 is
. 000012 {TABLE.B).l The tabulated F 17.34 at 5% level = 2.0l.
Since the calculated F is less than the tabulatéd F, therefore the
calculated F is not significant. We accept the null hypothesis that
the students are consistent in their correct English responses. Since

the calculated F is very small with respect to the tabulated F, we can

say that it is very insignificant. We conclude that the students are

highly consistent when they are making correct English responses.
ee To test the hypothesis 'that the students, with respect to

the three replications of each linguistic problem are not comnsistent

in their responses which show mistakes due to Classical Arabic inter-
ference,' a null hypothesis was posted, i.e., 'the students are

consistent in their responses.'

lThe formula for the calculated F = M.5, of Within
M.S5. 0of Res iduals




TABLE 7

Total Wrong EngiiSh Responses Due
To Classical Arabiec Interference

: | | Total of A, B, C
A 1 B 1 C | Out of 600
1 i5 | 16 1 & =
2 41 38 % 43 122
3 32 s | 28 67
4 18 | I 15 45
5 29 ] 6 13 48
6 i | a8 10 34
7 4 = 11
8 8 | 14 é 0 | 31
9 6 8 1 10 1 24
10 7 14 } 0 | 30
11 . e 3
12 10 % e 1 | 31
13 65 E 60 58 E 183
14 10 % 12 | 28 E 45
w | 5 | . B i 116
16 47 j 47 36 | 130
17 24 | 39 93 154
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TABLE 8

F Test Calculation FromrTable %

]

Varis tions due | Degree of | Sum of | Mean Sum

s oS St Freedom Squares of Squares
Within sample | 16 | 14422.06 | o0L.4362
(- ks W | e W TS R BT s b
_ |

With 5% level of significance, the result of the calculated
¥ 16.34 is 6.01 (TABLE &) The result of the tabulated F 16,34 is
2.01 at 5% level of signific&nca. Since the calculated F 16.34 at
5% level of significance is greater than the tabulated F, we reject
the null hypothesis that the students are consistent in'making mistakes
caused by the Classical Arabic interference. The calculated F is very
significant because it is much greater than the tabulated F. We
conclude then that the students are highly inconsistent Whén.thay are
making mistakes due to Classical Arabic interference.
e To test the hypothesis that 'the students are not consistent
in their response in the three repliéations to each linguistic problem
which show mistakes due to Colloguial Arabic interference, we set up

a null hypothesis that 'the students are consistent!'.
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TABLE 9

Total Wrong English Responses Due to
- Colloquial Arabic Interference

Total of A, B, C

11
12
13
14

15
16

17

A B C out of 600
5 6 é 16
40 71 & 115
17 16 25 58
12 16 4 32
14 11 20 45
15 25 23 63
7 12 11 30
20 33 18 71
12 11 16 39
12 34 17 63
35 26 18 79
51 58 62 171
12 e 190 31
39 26 11 76
25 7 6 38
22 35 40 107
26 42 16 84




TABLE 10

F Test Calculation for TABLE 9

T o

Variations due | Degree of ; Sum of | Mean Sum
to f Freedom | Squares of Squares
“Within Sample | 16 | 7488.86 |  468.05375
Residual 34 Zloé.ﬁ6 120.76411
Potal 20 | 1505402
: :

At 5% level of significance, the calculated F 18.34 is
3.87. The tabulated F 16,34 is 2.0l. Since 3.87 is greater than
2.01 at'sﬁrlevel of significance, we reject the null hypothesis that
the studeﬁts are consistent in their mistakes due to Colloguial
Arabic interference. TWe conclude that the students are inconsistent
in their responses in the three replications with respect to their
wrong answers due to literal translation from the Colloquial Arabic.

Since the difference between the calculated F and the
tabulated F is not very great, we can say the studenis éra incon-

sistent, but not highly inconsistent,
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Mhich linguistic problems show greater native language interference?

TABLE 11

Test Results of the Seventeen
Linguistie Problems

No®2 e n g B Rigbl 8k

Correct | Classical Arabic | Colloquial Arabic | Total Wrong

=L _English | _Interference _ | _Interference _{ _English Responses
e - 552 1 £ | == | 48
2 363 | 122 115 - 237
3 | 4 67 58 % 125
4 | . 523 E 45 32 | 77
5 T % 48 45 | 03
6 503 E 34 63 % 97
7 |~ &b8 @ 11 30 | 41
8 l 498 | 31 71 | 102
o oy | 24 39 § 63
10 | 507 l 30 63 r 03
11 46 25 79 | 104
12 E 308 31 | 171 | 202
13 é 386 183 | 31 | 214
14 | a7e % 45 76 | 121
15 | 2k % 116 | 38 154
16 - s 130 107 237
17 362 é 154 ; 84 238

SRR 0 RS

Totals | 7954 | 1128 | 1118 f 2246




From the tabulation of the test results for the 17 linguistic
problems (TABLE 11) wa_found_thaturaﬁtarn.Hb.l? has the greatest
copgentration qf intgrfarenca, Gut_of 660 samplq sizq from.this“
yroblem.the?e_wéra_ZSB or_3§.ﬁ% ﬁ:eng_answa:s due to native language
interference combining both the Classical and the Col;ﬁquial_Arabiq.

Linguistic Patiern Ho.lé_shﬂwad.almost as heavy a cluster of
mistakas gs.problem.ﬂp.l7. Out of arsample of size sbé aqswars-thare
were 237 wrong answers due to native language interference or 30.5%
Both. problems 16 anﬁ 17 fall within thelquestiqn pattern.

Linguist;c ﬁtatemant_Patta:n No.2 ghpwe#_a;sa significant
learning problems. _Out of Eéé aampla siza, tharq were 257 ﬁroggmresponses
or prqportion.of 35.&% due to different word order and use of a in
Bpglinle e | | | e

 Linguistic Problem No.13 in question pattern showed 214 wrong
answers out of the total-ééé sample responses for that pattern or
35,6%

In the negative pattern, linguistic problem No,12 showed 202
wrong answers out of 600 sample responses OF 33,6%e

The least problematic linguistic pattern ﬁas problem No.7 in
the negative pattern which scored the smallest number of mistakes;
that is, 41 out of 600 answers or 6,8l%. And next is the linguistic
problem No.l, a statement pattern,whidh.scored only 48 mistakes.

out of 600 sample answers or 8%.

The question patterns showed to be the area where there is the

greatest_concentration of native language interference, followed by

the statement pattern which showed less interference than the question



pattern but more than the negative pattern. The minimum interference
appeared to be in the negative pattern.

The proportion of the interference to the total sample size
of each pattern is:

Question Pattern: 084
3000

H

32.1%

il

Statement Pattern: 580
000

Negative Pattern: 702
. | : 200

19.3%

H

16.7%



CHAPTER IV

INTERPRETATIONS, RESIDUE, CONCLUSIONS
AND RELEVANCE FOR TEACHING

Intarggetation of The Test.HesglEEi_

The test results revealed that the dependence of the test

answers on the native language is significant. This means that the
native language interferes significantly; and since the dependence on
native language in writing or speaking a foreign language causes gram-
matical mistakes, then the hypothesis that native language interference
causes grammatical mistakes in written English is accepted. This proves
that the linguists' claim of native language interferemce is valid. Out
of 10,200 responses there were 2,246 wrong answers due to native language
interference. The proportion of the number of wrong answers to the
total number of sample answers is 22.1%, which is significant. This
shows that after two years of learning.English, the native language
still interferes and that the extent of interference is significant.

It should be noted that the proportion of the mistakes to the
total number of answers probably depends on the number of years of
learning English, the text books used, and pedagogical endeavour., If
we administered the saﬁe test to the third year intermediate grade in
Baghdad Government schools, the results would probably be different,
since more learning has taken place and interference decreased,

Out of a sample size of 10,200 answers there were 2,246 wrong
answers. Out of 2,246 wrong answers there were 1,118 wrong answers due

to translation from the Colloguial Arabic and 1,128 wrong answers due



to translation froﬁ Classical Arabic. The interference from the
Classical Arabic and Colloquial Arabic proved to be highly significant.
This proves that the dependence on Colloquial Arabic is alﬁoot equal
to that of Classical Arabic. Therefore, transfer from Collogquial
Arabic cannot be ignored. When a student makes a mistake in written
English due to translation from his native language, the expected
mistake cannot be said to be due to Classical Arabic interference only,
because the test showed that Collogquial Arabic interferes significantly.
The proportion of mistakes from the Classical Arabic is 11.1% and the
proportion of mistakes due fo translation from the Colloqniai Arabic
is 10.96%. Therefore, the difference is very slight which shows that
there io.no Signifioant difference between the dependence on Classical
Arabic and Colloguial Arabic.

The linguistic problems which revealed strong native language
interference, or proved to be more difficult for the students, are

arranged according to the graded amount of interference:

1. Question pattern (no.l7) 39.6%
2, Question pattern (no.1l6) 39.5%
3. Statement pattern (ho.zj 39,&%
4, Question pattern (no.1l3) 35.6%
5. Negative pattern (no.l2) 33.6%

The linguistic problem which showed the greatest concentration
of native language interference is problem No.l1l7, or the guestion

pattern:



(when ) ill
where o+ can 4+ noun + verb.
etc. etc.

The linguistic problem is word oxrder, -Out of 600 sample answers,
there were 238 wrong answers or a proportion of 39.6%s Out of the 238
wrong answers there were 154 due to literal translation from the
Classical Arabic and 84 due to literal translation from the Colloquial
Arabics
The strong interference of Classical Arabic is particularly
evident in the last replication of the 17th linguistic formula which is:
What 4+ can 4+ noun +4 verb.
Example: (wrong answer due to Classical Arabic)
What can the boy do?
/mada yasTaTiion lwaladu 42n.yagmala?/
What can the boy to do.
Or: (wrong answer due to Colloguial Arabic)
What can the boy do?
/iwalad Syigdar ysawi/
The boy what can to do.
This last replication showed marked influence of the Classical
Arabic, or that the interference of the Classical Arabic as the cause
of the grammatical mistake in that pattern is significantly high. For
this replication the mistakes due to Classical Arabic interference and
Colloguial Arabic interference scored respectively 05 to 16,
Formula No.17 and in particular the third replication of this
formula proved to be the most difficult; there must have been little
practice in this pattern and therefore in teaching it must have greater

emphasis and more pattern practice.



Second in difficulty were linguistic formula No.1l6 (which
is again in question pattern) and No,2 in statement pattern. Each
scored 237 wrong answers out of total 600 for sach linguistic problen,
or the proportion of 30.5% which is also high.

Problem No.1l6 invdlved different word order in English for
statement and question. In Arabic it is the same word order for
statement and guestion but preceded for the question by ﬁha question
word /hai/.

Formula:

will

can )
(shall) <+ noun 4+ verb

(may
(etec.

Example; Can the boy go?
/hal yagdiru lwaladu an yadhaba/
Can the boy to go?
Or: . Can the boy go?
/yagdar yruk lwalad/
Can go the boy?
(wrong, due to translation from Collnéuial Arabic ).
Classical Arabic interference in this linguistic pattern is
stronger than the Colloquial Arabic interference; each scored

respectively 130 to 107.

Statement pattern No.2, involved different word order in

English and the use of a or an.
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Formula: Noun (or substitute word)+ be (preterit)-{ nounl.
Example: test item No.2:
1. The man was an engineer
/kaana trajilu muhandisan/
'ﬁ’as the man engineex. |
(Classical Arabic translation)
o. The man was an engineer.
/muhandis kaan?irijaalf
Engineer was the man. :
(Calloquial Arabic translatién).
Example: test item No.19:
1. Ali was a student.
/kaana Ali tilmi¥an/
Was Ali student. -
(Classical Arabic)
2, Ali was a student.
/Tilmi% keaan Ali/
Student was Ali.
(Colloguial Arabic)

This statement pattern showed a surprisingly high number of
mistakes compared to the other statement pattern, for the number of
»istakes was 237 out of 600, or 39.5%. The intensity of native
language interference in this pattern reveals that the students

have had little practice in this pattern, or that it must have been

negligently taught.
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For each of the examples just given, the score of Classical
Arabiec interference and Colloguial Arabic interference (from Tables
7 and 9) is:

Example: Tést item No.2
41 +translation from Classical Arabic

40 +translation from Colloguial Arabic

Example: Test item No,1l90
38 translation from Classical Arabic
71 translation fromIColloqnial Arabic

We conclude that these students could not have chosen the
answer which shows literal translation from the Colloguial Arabic,
mistakingly thinking that it is a question pattern, for two reasons:
l. They were made aware by the administrator of the
test that the fuli stop at the end of the sentence
meant statemgnt and gquestion mark meant a question
- pattern.

2, The number of translated answers from Colloguial Arabic
is almost equivalent to the number of translation from
Classical Arabic. In the second example the number of
translated answers from Colloguial Arabic axéaads
that of the Classical Arabic; and the Colloguial
equivalent clearly looks like a statement.

In the question pattern or linguistic problem No.l3.

Formula: Be (present) + noun

The problem is the use of (be) in the present.

There were'alé wrong answers out of total 600 duelto native

language'interfarance or the proportion of 35.6%. Classical Arabic



interference is greater than the Colloguial Arabic since there were
183 wrong answers due to literal translation from Classical Arabic
and only 31 due to literal translation from Colloquial Arabic.

Out of 600 sample responses from the negative pattern
(linguistic problem No.12) there were 202 wrong answers due To native
language interference. Here, from the result of the caleulation, the
interference of Colloqniﬁl Arabic is sharply marked, because out of
502 wrong answers there were 171 due to literal translation from the
Colloguial Arabic and 31 due to literal translation from Classical
Arabic. |

The linguistic pattern which showed least interference, OT
more leafning, is the negative patterm (or linguistic problem No.7)
of the formula. |

Substitute word + be (present) + not + noun.

Example: He is not a man.

The expéctéd learning problems are: the use of be and a;
word ordér,.ggg and a. There were only 41 wrong answers out of 600
for this pattern or 5.8%; Since this pattern is ome of the earliest
patterns introduced to fha students, they must have overlearned it,

and thus decreased the amount of interference.

On the whole, the percentages of the number of wrong answers
to the total of correct answers in the statement, negative and
question pattern are:

Statement pattern: 1943%
Negative pattern: 16.7%

Question pattern: 32.1%



It seems that the highest proportion of native language
interference occurs in the question pattern. We conclude from this
that either:

1. Little learning has taken place due 1o careless

teaching, and therefore the students still
persist to think in their native language, or

2, +the question pattern must pose especially difficult

learning problems for Iraqi students, or

I+ is also possible that the cause for the Eigh percentage of
mistakes is due to the two Ireasons.

When the students were answering correctly, they were consistent
throughout: i.e., when they mede a correct response in one particular
pattern, they were still correct in that particular pattern in other
replications.

But when the.students were meking wrong answers, due either to
translation from Classical or Colloguial Arabiec, they were nol con-
sistent. They were highly inconsistent in making mistakes due to
Classical Arabic interference. Regarding the mistakes caused by
Colloguial Arabic interférence, they were not &s highly inconsistent.

It is obvious that when a student has learned & problem well,

he would_make a correct solution every time he came acIoss that same
problem, But when he is not sure, he tends to use either wrong way
which he thinks is the more likely solution for the problem. In the
linguistie problems, when & student has not learned a pattarn.ﬁell,

and he still uses his native language as an 2id, he would either




use the Classical or the Colloguial to translate from; therefore,
he would be inconsistent. Moreover he would be more incomsistent
in his dependence on Classical Arabic than the Colloquial Arabie,
since he consistently uses the Colloguial Arabic, while he occasion-
ally uses the Classical Arabic; he is more used to spoken Arabic,

and therefore more uniform in his thinking in the Colloguial Arabic.

Residue:

The test has shown quantitatively ihe amount of native language
interference after two years of learning English., It has shown that
the native language is a causative factor for the gﬁamm&tical mistakes
in written English. But because it is a controlled test, which limits
the mistakes only to literal translation from the native language, the
other factors that might be causes of grammatical mistakes are beyond
the limits of the test.

The patterns that are similar in form and meaning in English
ard Arabic, and which are therefore not expected to cause learning
problems have not been included in the test. It would not be possible
to decide whether the correct answer results from translation from
his native language or from having learnt this pattern, The conclu-
sions would be ambiguous.

The subject of native language interference is really a
fascinating one. At the same time it is very difficult to measure
native language interference unless one controls the test and uses
a eriterion for measuring native language interference. For this

reason the test items included literal translation framﬂﬁhe native



language. The student who has not mastered the English pattern
and still borrows the grammar of his native language as a frame
for building up his thoughts would choose the item that fits in
best with his thoughts, or the way he would communicate in Arabic.

The wrong items were placed to show:

(a) native language interference;

(b) type of interfarénca.
But the test cannot genaraliza about'the.othar probable types of
mistakes that the student would make. For instance, it is not assumed
that in their written compositions the students would always make
exactly the same type of mistakes for each pattern. If they do,
then those mistakes are caused by native language intérference; it
they do otherwise, then the causes are otherwise t00.

flhy has there been such a wide difference in the number of
mistakes in each replication when they are the same patltern but
only with different vocabulary? Perhaps vocabulary is the operating
variable here., Then this would be evidence that indicates how wrong
the Iraqi teachers are in not using the method of pattern practice
in teaching grammatical patterns. For the jdea behind pattern
practice is that the students learn, through imitation and practice,
a pattern; then they can easily substitute words., Otherwise why
should any replication be more difficult than another?

Would the guantitative amount of interference in written
English for a group of students of a given age and level be the
same in spoken English? Would the Classical and Colloguial Arabic

have the same proportions? These questions are open until a test



that can quantitatively measure the amount of native language inter-

ference in spoken Englishis devised.
Conclusions:

1. -Native 1anguaga'interference is still significant
after two yvears of learning English.

5. Both Classical Arabic interference and Colloguial
Arabie interference are highly significant.

3., The percentage of mistakes due to Classical and
Colloquial Arabic interference showed that the
dependence on Classical Arabic is very slightly
more than on Colloquial Arabic; therefare,'ﬁhere
is almost equal dependence on translation from Classical
Arabic and on Colloguial Arabice

4, The question pattern area appeared to suffer the
greatest amount of native language interference.

I+ seems that the students are weak in asking

Questiens in English., The habit of thinking in

their own native language is so intense that they
borrow it and use it when they want to ask questions

in English, The method of teaching must be a fruitless
one; the English teachers are more in the habit of
asking questions themselves and having the students
answer, either in the affirmative or the negatives
This is perhaps why the negative and the statement

patterns showed less interference, particularly the



negative pattern., But the students are afraid to
ask questions because it involves their own active
effort in forming the pattern. The teachers' fault
lies in not encouraging the students to ask éuestiuns
and constructing situations where the students are

forced to ask many questions.
Relevance For Teachers:

Since native language interference causes grammatical mistakes,
and since the dependence on the native language grammar in written .
English is significant, then it is the teaéhar's task to help the
students overcome the habit of thinking in their native language and
translating what they want to say into English. Foreign language
teaching is not only teaching a new set of vocahuiary and & new
language system., Effective foreign language teaching is also the
reduction of native language interference. Quite often when the Arab
student wants to communicate in English, he finds himself unable to
recall the foreign language grammar. He uses the ever handy native
language system. Thus he finds the native language grammatical system
a safety convenience and a quick relief.

Therefore it would be useful if:

(1) the teacher pointed out to the student the pitfalls

of thinking in their own 1anguage and translating

from it;
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(2) To make the students think in English, and make
~ the use of English pattern an automatic habii, a

great deal of practice is required. Instead of the
common method of teaching the students words and
asking them to use them in sentences, it would be
invaluable if they were taught patterns, not words,
and the use of words in sentences. If the student
has not learnmed the grammatical pattérns of the
foreign language but only the words, he would
quickly form an Arabié sentence in,his mind and
then translate it into English.

Language is learned in patterns. If the student overlearns
basic pafterns of the language he can later faimulate hundreds of
other sentences revolving around the same grammatical patterns
which he has acquired by pattern practice.

(3) The students should be motivated to talk in the
classroom, Unless they use the pattern over and
over again in the classroom under the supervision
of the teacher, then they would not have a chance
for mastering the reguired basic pattern. The only
opportunity for the majoritly of the Iraqi students
to hear, read, speak or write English, is in the
school, If the use of the graﬁmatical patterns
are not firmly established as automatic habits
by the teacher in the classroom with relentless
practice and use, there is no doubt that out of
school all the classroom labour would be lost,

and no learning accomplished.



Of course a large multitude of young Iraqis packed up in
a small classroom makes it difficult for each student to have a
chance to get the desirable amount of practice. But there are new
methods of teaching the grammatical patterns. Nelson Braoksl

mentions twelve useful kinds of pattern practice:

(1) Repetition Expansion
Inflection 8) Contraction
9 ) Replacement Transformation

4 ) Restatement (13 Integration
Completion 11) Bejoinder
(6 ) Transposition 512 Restoration
(4) From the test results it is apparent that the

students are poor in the guestion pattern. As we
have previously pointed out, it must be the faulty
teaching methods which does not encourage the
students to practice asking questions. The
teacher usually asks the question, the  students
pick up the pattern from the question and they
reply either in the affirmative or the negative.
But a question requires the student to make the
effort of selecting the words and arranging them
in a pattern to form the required question. The
teacher could create situations in the classroom
or narrate an incideni, or bring a picture to the
classroom depicting some action or make the students

ask each other about something they have done, all

for the purpose of stimulating the students to ask

1Helson Brooks, Language and Language Learning (New York:
Harcourt Brace and World, Inc., 19635, P« 156, _



questions, The question pattern must'receive a
great deal of emphasis in teachinge. .
(5) Nursery rhymes and little poems and plays can be
a source of joyful classroom activity and alsu'an
excellent method for meking the young students
memorize patterns.
(6 ) The hackneyed translation method should be avoided.
The direct method should be followed. Thus the
students would be encouraged to think in English
and avoid translation from Arabice.
(7) In coneclusion the 1earningup:éblems for the Iraqi
students learning English.a?a:
(a) The different word order for English and
Arabice
(b) The use of be in the preseat.
(c ) The use of the articles a, an.
(d) Elimination of to with the verdb (present).
(e ) The use of the auxiliaries in the question patiern.
These pitfalls in the written English of the students must
be prevented. The teacher who anticipates the types of difficulty
that the student will have, will make preparations to prevent its
happening. Once the mistake has occurred it takes mnﬁh.graater effort
to eradicate it. It would be a much simpler task in teaching and
learning if the teacher bore in mind the predicted problems and
arranged lessons and took care to see that the students have anough

practice in these areas of linguistie difficulties. The teacher must



be encouraged to utilize the findings of contrastive linguistic
analysis to build lessons, and to make tests to discover for
each grade level the pertinent linguistic problems, so that
teaching of the English language would have a focused aim and

s definite approach for the solution of the teaching and learning

roblems of English.
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