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This study investigated how native speakers (NS) and advanced non-native 

speakers (NNS) of Arabic use connectives to signal semantic relations in expository and 

argumentative writing. This exploratory, descriptive study analyzed 100 expository texts 

and 100 argumentative texts, divided equally between the NS and NNS groups. 

Connectives were examined in terms of (1) their functions and the type of discourse 

relations they signaled in the clause-, sentence-, and paragraph-initial positions, and (2) 

the similarities and differences between the NS and NNS groups in terms of connectives 

use. The study adopted Rhetorical Structure Theory (Mann & Thompson, 1988) to follow 

a semantic-functional approach to the analysis of discourse relations and connectives. 

The study identified 2,964 connectives that were not confined to the grammatical 

category of ḥurūf ‘particles,’ and signaled fifteen types of relations, the most frequent 

among which were conjunction, reason, and contrast. On average, NSs and NNSs 

produced comparable number of connectives per 100 words. At the clause and sentence 

levels, connectives organized main ideas and details within narrations, descriptions and 

argumentations. At the paragraph level, connectives mostly occurred in the NNS 

argumentative data, signaling a shift between larger text units. Salient similarities 

between the NSs and NNSs include the awareness of the polysemy of connectives, the 

diversity of connectives per text, the role of the zero (i.e., no) connective to transition 

between main ideas within a paragraph, and the association between connectives and 

repetition at the morphological, word, and structural parallelism. Major differences were 
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that, as a group, the NS participants drew connectives from a wider repertoire, produced 

less choppy clause and sentence transitions, and exhibited structural and pragmatic 

control over morphological and complex structural parallelism. The NNS group showed 

clear evidence of experimentation, especially when addressing the argumentative task. 

Findings from this study invite a re-examination of the Arabic NS and MSA constructs. 

The study proposes a semantic-functional model for teaching Arabic connectives, applied 

within a reading-to-writing approach.  
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Chapter I:  Introduction  

Arabic second-language (L2) classroom research has witnessed noticeable 

progress over the past two decades. Researchers have examined Arabic L2 learning 

strategies (Khaldieh, 2000), Arabic L2 acquisition (Al-Gahtani & Roever, 2015; Park & 

Nassif, 2014; Nassif, 2014), Arabic L2 listening (Elkhafaifi, 2005), opportunities for 

language practice during study abroad programs (Trentman, 2013), and Arabic L2 

learners’ attitudes and motivation (Donitsa-Schmidt, Inbar, & Shohamy, 2004; 

Ghenghesh, 2010). In the context of Arabic L2 writing, researchers have investigated the 

effect of student collaboration (Shehadeh, 2011) and of integrating reading (El Essawi, 

2006) on students’ written production. Only a few earlier studies have investigated 

Arabic L2 writing. Shakir and Obeidat (1992) examined the linguistic factors that 

contributed to text coherence, including the use of connectives, in five advanced Arabic 

L2 texts. Smadi and Al-Haq (1995) looked at the successful use of transition words 

(connectives) as one measure of the well-formedness of thirty advanced expository texts. 

The present study contributes to the research on Arabic L2 writing by examining how 

native speakers (NS) and non-native speakers (NNS) of Arabic use connectives – 

succinctly defined as lexical items that signal semantic ties between text segments, such 

as wa ‘and,’ lākin ‘but,’ and maca hādhā ‘however.’  

1.1. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM  

The motivations for the current study are twofold. The first of these is an 

observation based on the writing of Arabic L2 learners. When reading my students’ 

written production, I often notice that even accurate grammatical use of connectives does 

not necessarily reflect semantic appropriateness. Students sometimes join text 

components with a high level of structural accuracy, but often use a connective that does 
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not suit the semantic relation underlying the text segments. In other instances, students 

create inaccurate combinations of two or more connectives, or use a connective when the 

absence of one would be more appropriate in a certain context. Studies of the relationship 

between meaning and connectives generally agree that the role of connectives in a text is 

to explicitly signal the underlying semantic relations that bind text segments (e.g., Fraser, 

1999, 2006; Halliday & Hasan, 1985a, 1976; Mann & Thompson, 1988). Instances of 

misuse and overuse of connectives in Arabic L2 writing, despite their apparent 

grammatical accuracy, motivate a semantic approach to the study and teaching of Arabic 

connectives to reflect the role of connective in signaling text unity. This approach is 

taken in the present study.   

A review of recent literature reveals a relative paucity of studies that have looked 

at Arabic connectives from a semantic-functional, rather than only formal, perspective. In 

one study, Al-Batal (1990) investigated the function of connectives in expository writing. 

He found that connectives signaled different semantic meanings (e.g., additive, 

adversative, and causal), and performed various organizational functions at the phrase, 

clause, sentence, paragraph, and discourse levels. He also found that the absence of a 

connective sometimes played a certain cohesive role, marking the transition between 

different discourse components. He termed such instances the ‘zero connective.’ Al 

Kohlani (2010) studied the function of connectives within the larger category of 

discourse markers occurring at the sentence and paragraph levels in Arabic opinion 

newspaper articles. She found that, in indicating semantic relations, connectives at the 

sentence level enabled the appeal to the reader and the evaluation of opinion. In the 

paragraph-initial position, connectives in Al Kohlani’s study signaled the continuity, 

refocus, and change of topic. A third study dedicated to Arabic connectives was Alsaif’s 

(2012) research that aimed to create an automatic, computerized detection of connectives 
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and the types of relations they indicate in the texts. Alsaif found that the most frequent 

discourse relation in Arabic was conjunction and the most frequently used connective 

was wa ‘and.’ 

The strength of these three studies is that they followed a semantic, functional 

approach to the study of Arabic connectives, an approach that departs from and 

complements the traditional focus on the formal aspect of connectives. These three 

studies looked at texts by professional NS writers. The writing of an Arab thinker in Al-

Batal’s (1990) study and of newspaper columnists in Al Kohlani’s (2010) and Alsaif’s 

(2012) studies does not necessarily represent the writing of average Arabic speakers. 

Considering this gap in research, the current study aims to examine connectives produced 

by non-professional, educated NSs of Arabic.   

This brings us to the second issue that has motivated the current study, which 

pertains to the general goal of L2 instruction and the notion of the native speaker. If our 

goal as educators is to help learners reach native-like proficiency, who is the Arabic 

native speaker that we should take as a reference point? When teaching writing, including 

the use of connectives, whose writing should we take as a model for our students? Should 

we teach and expect students to produce Arabic connectives in the same manner as 

experienced, professional writers? Or should we equally consider, or perhaps prioritize, 

the production of educated, non-professional writers? The answers to these questions 

requires a clear description of the linguistic characteristic of the Arabic NS, a challenging 

task.  

Generally, the term ‘native speaker’ has been used in two senses: “The first is that 

in some way the native speaker is taken […] to represent an idealized model. The second 

is that an individual native speaker is him/herself used as an exemplar of such a model” 

(Davies, 2003, p. 7). The diglossic nature of Arabic, however, renders an idealized model 



 4 

or its exemplar difficult concepts to define. An idealized model would be someone who 

shows balanced or equal level of proficiency in his reading, writing, listening, and 

speaking skills. The exemplar of a non-idealized, educated NS of Arabic is someone who 

learned an Arabic colloquial dialect at home and studied Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) 

when he or she went to school (Younes, 2006), and who moves on a colloquial-MSA 

continuum depending on the communication situation (Al-Batal, 1995b; Holes, 2004; 

Younes, 2006). Based on this description, an average educated NS is unlikely to have 

equal ability in the four skills.  

One may expect the native writer to be an easier concept to define, since MSA is 

assumed to be the primary written variety, but this is not the case. As Wahba (2006) 

suggests, MSA competence depends not only on the amount of formal instruction a NS 

has received in it, but also on  the practice he has attained by using it in everyday life, 

which may include speaking contexts. “It is, therefore, no surprise to find that the level of 

proficiency in the use of modern standard dialect is not the same level for every educated 

diglossic native speaker” (p. 146). In light of this description, Wahba (2006) proposed the 

term ‘educated diglossic native user,’ a definition adopted in the present study.  

What are the characteristics of the educated diglossic native user’s writing? No 

studies have comprehensively explored this question. Part of the answer is captured in 

Parkinson’s (1991) study of Modern fuṣḥā (MSA), where he conducted a series of 

experiments with Egyptian NSs to define fuṣḥā from the psychological, linguistic, and 

sociological perspectives. In one experiment, he asked an Egyptian woman to take a 

writing test in MSA. Before she started the task, she asked: “Do you want me to use 

fuṣḥa or fuṣḥa fuṣḥa?” (p. 34) implying "Should I write simple, but grammatically correct 

sentences, or should I make them flowery and fancy as well (i.e., should I try to adopt a 

classical style)?" (p. 34). The idea of a fuṣḥā vs. a doubled fuṣḥā show that in the NS 
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perception, MSA is not one thing, and we as instructors should not teach assuming the 

existence of an agreed-upon definition.  

The potential diversity and richness in the MSA concept  motivated the inclusion 

of non-professional Arabic writers as participants in the present study, a decision 

informed by the pedagogical purpose of the study outlined in the next section. I aim to 

examine the diversity in connectives produced by educated diglossic native users and, 

consequently, propose an authentic model for the teaching of Arabic L2 writing.  

1.2. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

The above discussion reveals a clear gap in knowledge in the study of Arabic 

connectives. The few studies have been dedicated connectives and they only examined 

texts written by professional NS writers. No studies have extensively examined Arabic 

L2 connectives. The purpose of the current study is to fill this gap by examining Arabic 

connectives in the writing of non-professional NSs and Arabic L2 learners, with the 

ultimate goal of providing research-informed recommendations for the teaching of Arabic 

connectives. To this end, the study adopts an exploratory, descriptive design in the 

analysis of 50 texts written by everyday educated native speakers (NS) of various Arabic 

dialectal backgrounds and 50 advanced non-native speakers (NNS). The analysis looks at 

how these two groups of participants use connectives in response to expository and 

argumentative writing tasks. The data analysis of the 200 texts (100 texts for each of the 

two tasks) is completed using a fine-grained taxonomy of relations (adopted from Alsaif, 

2012) based on Rhetorical Structure Theory (RST) (Mann & Thompson, 1988). The 

semantic and organizational functions of connectives are examined at the clause, 

sentence, and paragraph levels. The analysis is meaning-driven; drawing on RST, my 

main goal is to identify the underlying semantic relations in the data, and then identify the 
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connectives that signal these relations. This approach highlights the semantic rather than 

the formal relations that exist in each text, shifting the focus of researching and teaching 

Arabic connectives from the formal to the semantic dimension.  

1.3. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

The study makes three significant contributions to the study and teaching of 

Arabic connectives. First, it adopts a semantic approach to the examination of Arabic 

connectives. According to Halliday and Hasan (1976), a text is “a semantic unit; a unit 

not of form but of meaning” (p. 2). The semantic approach followed in this study is in 

agreement with this conceptualization, whereby the emphasis is placed on the meaning 

underlying text segments and on how connectives help the writer signal this meaning. 

One strength of this approach is that it complements the traditional grammatical and 

rhetorical examination of Arabic connectives (discussed in section 2.2.2.1). Additionally, 

a semantic approach to analysis appropriately parallels the communicative function of 

writing, where the purpose of a language specimen is to convey meaning. The taxonomy 

of relations adopted in the analysis of the current study outlines the types of discourse 

relations that connectives may signal in a text (e.g., contrast, elaboration, and condition), 

drawing the researchers and Arabic L2 instructors’ attention to meaning as a primary 

focus.  

Secondly, the study contributes to the field of Arabic applied linguistics in general 

and the study and teaching of Arabic writing in particular, by examining how NSs and 

NNSs use connectives. This is the first study dedicated to the use of connectives by non-

professional NSs, complementing studies that have looked at how professional writers 

connect text segments. In so doing, it broadens the pool of NS writing studies and sheds 

light on the variation in NS texts. This in turn contributes to the discussion of who the 
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native speaker is, and what MSA writing looks like. The study analyzes advanced NNS 

texts, providing insights into how Arabic L2 learners use connectives and into the 

similarities and differences between NS and NNS writers.  

Finally, this study is the first to examine a large number of texts (n = 200). More 

importantly, it is the first one to use a big data set across expository and argumentative 

writing. The expository task involves description and narration and is associated with the 

ACTFL (Swender, Conrad, & Vicars, 2012) Advanced writing ability, while the 

argumentative task entails the presentation and support of opinion and is aligned with the 

Superior level of proficiency. By comparing these two types of texts, with varying 

difficulties, the study provides insight into how NS and NNS writers signal semantic 

relations for different purposes (e.g., description vs presentation) under different levels of 

linguistic demand (Advanced vs. Superior tasks).  

In summary, to my knowledge, this study is the first: (1) to be solely dedicated to 

the examination of Arabic connectives in the writing of two groups (NSs and NNSs), (2) 

to examine a considerably large number of texts, and (3) to investigate the use of 

connectives in two text types (expository and argumentative).  

1.4. RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

This investigative study aims to answer the following explicit research questions:  

RQ1:  What functions do Arabic connectives perform at the clause, sentence, and 

paragraph levels in expository and argumentative writing tasks?  

RQ2:  In what ways do NSs and NNSs differ in their use of Arabic connectives 

in expository and argumentative writing?  
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1.5. DEFINITION OF KEY TERMS 

This section provides definitions of key concepts as they are viewed and adopted 

in the present study.  

a. Connectives 

Connectives have been referred to in the literature by different terms, such as cue 

phrases (Knott & Dale, 1994; Knott & Sanders, 1998), conjunctive expressions 

(Halliday & Hasan, 1976), discourse markers (Fraser, 2015; Schiffrin, 1987), 

connectives (Al-Batal, 1990), and discourse connectives (Alsaif, 2012; 

Kammensjö, 2005). In the present study, I adopt the term connective as it is a 

simple term that reflects the function of this group of words in connecting or 

joining text segments. Connectives in the present study refer to lexical items that 

explicitly signal the underlying semantic relations that hold between two adjacent 

or non-adjacent text segments that express abstract entities such as events, facts, 

and propositions (adapted from Alsaif & Markert, 2010). They are “overt markers 

of an underlying network of relationships which hold the text together” (Al-Batal, 

1990, p. 251).  

b. Native Speaker of Arabic 

A NS in the present study is someone who is a native speaker of a regional dialect 

and is able to perform MSA tasks to a degree compatible with his/her level of 

formal MSA instruction and everyday practice. This definition is based on 

Wahba’s concept of “the educated diglossic native user of Arabic” (Wahba, 

2006).  

c. Expository Task 

Expository task, text, and writing refer to the tasks associated with the ACTFL 

(Swender et al., 2012) Advanced writing level, where the writer produces 
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connected discourse and can “narrate and describe the major time frames of past, 

present, and future, using paraphrase and elaboration to provide clarity” (p. 12).  

d. Argumentative Task 

Argumentative task, text, and writing refer to the tasks associated with the 

ACTFL (Swender et al., 2012) Superior writing level, where the writer can 

produce a series of paragraphs and “present and support opinions by developing 

cogent arguments and hypotheses.” In a Superior-level texts, “the relationship 

among ideas is consistently clear, due to organizational and developmental 

principles (e.g., cause and effect, comparison, chronology)” (p. 11). 

e. Intermediate, Advanced, and Superior Levels 

Capitalized labels of Arabic proficiency levels refer to their corresponding level 

descriptors in the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines (Swender et al., 2012) for 

writing ability.  

1.6. CHAPTERS OF THE STUDY  

 The current chapter provided background on the problem under investigation, an 

outline of the purpose, and a summary of the contributions of the study. In Chapter II, I 

review research pertinent to the discussion of cohesion, coherence, and textuality, and the 

role of connectives in signaling textual relations. The review of the literature presents 

information on how Arabic cohesion and connectives have been studied from the 

traditional and modern perspectives. Finally, an overview of the study of cohesion and 

connectives in L2 writing, including Arabic L2, is provided. Chapter III details the 

qualitative methodology followed in the present study. It provides information about the 

study participants, the data collection procedures, and the steps of the data analysis. 

Chapter IV includes the results of the data analysis and a discussion of the functions of 
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Arabic connectives in expository and argumentative writing tasks as performed by NSs 

and NNSs. Finally, Chapter V summarizes the study findings and offers 

recommendations for the teaching of Arabic connectives and suggestions for future 

research.  
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Chapter II: Literature Review 

The purpose of this chapter is to situate the present study in the current theoretical 

and empirical discussion of connectives. The chapter consists of two sections. The first 

section presents a survey of pertinent research on the theoretical construct of cohesion, 

including a discussion of the relationship between connectives and the concepts of 

cohesion, coherence, and textuality. This is followed by a discussion of cohesion in 

Arabic, with an emphasis on how connectives are treated in the traditional and modern 

literature. The second section presents empirical research on cohesion in L2 writing, 

including the use of connectives in the writing of Arabic L2 learners. 

2.1. COHESION, COHERENCE AND DISCOURSE RELATIONS  

A number of theorists have attempted to describe the semantic relations that bind 

discourse together into a unified whole. Halliday and Hasan (1976) (henceforth referred 

to as Halliday and Hasan) argue in their cohesion theory that discourse connectedness is a 

factor of the lexicogrammatical resources, including connectives, that explicitly signal 

text cohesion. Focusing on lexical cohesion, Hasan (1984), explains text connectedness in 

terms of cohesive harmony, or coherence, that occurs when chains of relations interact 

and not simply when two elements are linked. Other theories have focused on how 

discourse (rhetorical) relations bind a text through signaling specific sematic meanings, 

such as comparison, expansion, and causality. One such theory is Rhetorical Structure 

Theory (RST) (Mann & Thompson, 1988), which constitutes the theoretical framework 

of the present study. RST examines text structure as represented by networks of explicit 

and implicit semantic relations. What RTS and other theories have in common is “the 

assumption that relations need to be considered if one is to account for the meaning of 
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text” (Marcu, 2000, p. 16, emphasis in original). In the remainder of this section, I outline 

some of the most influential approaches to the study of discourse connectedness.  

2.1.1. Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) Cohesion Model 

Halliday and Hasan have provided researchers of cohesion with an important 

framework of analysis. In their seminal work Cohesion in English, they explore the 

explicit linguistic resources that enable the hearer or reader to distinguish between a text 

and a sequence of unrelated sentences. They refer to a text as “any passage, spoken or 

written, of whatever length, that does form a unified whole” (p. 1), and maintain that a 

text hangs together, i.e., has ‘texture,’ through the cohesive relations that connect its 

parts. These cohesive relations are expressed explicitly through the lexicogramatical 

system of the language.  

According to Halliday and Hasan, cohesion “refers to relations of meaning that 

exist within the text, and that define it as a text” (p. 4). Cohesion occurs when the 

interpretation of one element in the text depends on that of another; when one 

presupposes another. They use the following example to illustrate how cohesive relations 

are established between two text segments: “Wash and core six cooking apples. Put them 

into a fireproof dish” (p. 2). The pronoun them presupposes for its interpretation the 

presence of an element other than itself, in this case the phrase six cooking apples in the 

preceding sentence. Halliday and Hasan term such instance of cohesion a ‘cohesive tie.’ 

Halliday and Hasan identify two broad types of cohesive ties: grammatical and 

lexical. Grammatical cohesion subsumes relations of reference, substitution, and ellipsis. 

Reference occurs when an item in one sentence refers backwards (anaphoric) or forward 

(cataphoric) to an item in another sentence. In the example John has moved to a new 

house. He had it built last year (p. 55), the pronouns he and it are anaphoric to John and a 
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new house, respectively. Referential ties may point to something outside the text 

(exophoric), which are not considered by Halliday and Hasan as a text-building cohesive 

relation.  

Substitution and ellipsis are two closely related types of grammatical cohesion, 

“substitution as the replacement of one item by another, and ellipsis as the omission of an 

item” (Halliday & Hasan, 1976, p. 88). The word one in Have you any envelopes? I need 

another one (p. 100), and the verb do in John is smoking more now than he used to do (p. 

115) are examples of cohesive substitution. Ellipsis involves omission that is equal to 

“substitution by zero” (p. 142). In the example John brought some carnations, and 

Catherine brought some sweet peas (p. 143), the blank created by ellipsis can be 

interpreted by referring to the preceding clause.  

Another category in Halliday and Hasan’s cohesion model is lexical cohesion, 

which is achieved through the choice of vocabulary. Unlike grammatical cohesion and 

conjunction, instances of lexical cohesion can leap over a number of sentences; that is, 

they can refer back one or more sentences. Halliday and Hasan recognize two types of 

lexical cohesion. The first is reiteration, such as the repetition of the same lexical item or 

the use of synonyms and near-synonyms. The second type is collocation, which occurs 

when two lexical items regularly co-occur or appear in the same context. For example, 

candle-flame-flicker, basement-roof, dollar-cent, and street-town.  

The fourth and final category in Halliday and Hasan’s model is conjunction, the 

cohesive relation under investigation in the present study. Cohesion takes the form of 

conjunction with words and phrases such as and, after, in addition to, and however. 

Halliday and Hasan suggest that conjunction differs from the other cohesive relations in 

that they are not bound by co-referentiality; conjunctive elements “are not primarily 

devices for reaching out into the preceding (or following) text” (p. 226). Conjunctive 
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relations operate at the local and global levels within the text. They may connect two 

adjacent sentences or relate one sentences to larger discourse segments such as 

paragraphs (Halliday & Hasan, 1976, 1985; Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014).  

Halliday and Hasan recognize four main types of conjunctive relations: additive 

(e.g., and, also, in addition to), adversative (e.g., but, however, despite that), temporal 

(e.g., next, after, then), and causal (e.g., therefore, because of, for). Below are examples 

of these types (p. 238): 

For the whole day he climbed up the steep mountainside, almost without stopping. 

a. And in all this time he met no one.    (additive) 

b. Yet he was hardly aware of being tired.   (adversative) 

c. So by night time the valley was far below him.   (causal) 

d. Then, as dusk fell, he sat down to rest.   (temporal) 

These four types are further divided into numerous sub-categories. For example, temporal 

conjunctive ties include eight sub-categories and twenty-one sub-sub-categories. This 

level of detail does not best serve the goals of the current study, one of which is to 

provide teachers and curriculum developers with feasible and practical recommendations 

for the teaching of the writing skill in Arabic. Using such level of detail in teaching 

connectives or providing feedback on students’ written production would be impractical 

and most probably unhelpful and frustrating for teachers as well as learners.  

Seeing cohesion as a semantic relation, Halliday and Hasan posit that formal 

(grammatical) textual relations do not contribute to texture. Elements of a sentence hang 

together by definition and not by virtue of semantic continuity. The analysis of intra-

sentential relations would, therefore, not reveal the degree of semantic cohesion in a text. 

I take issue with this view. Halliday and Hasan do not articulate what they mean by a 

sentence. Their argument would be valid if applied to a simple sentence such as ‘He 

missed his flight.’ However, in a compound sentence such as ‘He drove as fast as he 
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could, but he missed his flight,’ but signals the adversative relation binding the two 

sentence components, contributing to the sentences’s internal cohesion.  

Additionally, as Halliday and Hasan state, two other factors are required to 

achieve texture: textual structure (how sentences are internally structured and how they 

relate to the remainder of the text) and macrostructure (how discourse is organized 

depending on the genre). They conclude that cohesion beyond the sentence boundaries 

“is not the whole story” (p. 324). Finally, the internal organization of clauses can be 

viewed as linkage between pairs of elements similar to the linkage between pairs of 

sentences, and the manner and order whereby such linkage occurs is worthy of 

examination (de Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981). Therefore, the function of connectives in 

signaling semantic relations at the clause level is included in the study.   

2.1.2. Cohesion and Textuality  

We have seen that Halliday and Hasan attempt to define textuality in terms of 

explicit cohesive ties that signal the semantic relations within a text. They maintain that 

inter-sentential cohesive ties are the source of texture. However, in several occasions in 

their book, Halliday and Hasan acknowledge that while cohesion is a necessary text-

building phenomenon, “texture involves more than the presence of semantic relations of 

the kind [they] refer to as cohesion, the dependence of one element on another for its 

interpretation” (p. 23). A text should also exhibit suitability to the context within which it 

functions. “The concept of cohesion can therefore be usefully supplemented by that of 

register, since the two together effectively define a text” (p. 23). An additional 

component of texture is the internal structure of a sentence: “the organization of the 

sentence and its parts in a way which relates to its environment” (p. 324). The 

inconsistency of argument is obvious here. Halliday and Hasan view cohesive relations as 
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“the ONLY source of texture” (p. 9, emphasis in original) while recognizing that they are 

not “the whole story” (p. 324).  

Brown and Yule (1983) argue that explicit cohesive ties, in the sense suggested by 

Halliday and Hasan, are not necessary to the identification of textuality. In the example 

“Thank you for your comments about voicing. I will eventually get back to that lesson” 

(p. 196), an explicit lexical realization of the relationship between the two sentences is 

absent. Nonetheless, an average reader would be able to link the two sentences without 

relying on an overt textual signal. Additionally, Brown and Yule suggest that cohesion is 

not a sufficient source of text creation. They cite an example from Enkvist (1978, p. 110): 

I bought a Ford. A car in which President Wilson rode down the Champs Elysées 

was black. Black English has been widely discussed. The discussions between the 

presidents ended last week. A week has seven days. Every day I feed my cat. Cats 

have four legs. The cat is on the mat. Mat has three letters. 

This example exhibits cohesive ties between Ford-car, black-black, discussed-discussion, 

etc.. However, the reader can attest to its lack of ‘textness.’ Yule and Brown conclude, 

therefore, that cohesive power derives from the underlying semantic relations rather than 

the surface representation of such relations. It is important to note here that Enkvist’s 

example is not cohesive or coherent according to Hasan’s (1984) notion of cohesive 

harmony (see section 2.1.4).  

Other researchers have suggested that a sequence of sentences needs more than 

cohesion and suitability to context in order to be considered a text. de Beaugrande (1980) 

and de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981) define a text as “a communicative occurrence 

which meets seven standards of textuality. If any of these standards is not considered to 

have been satisfied, the text will not be communicative” (p. 3). The seven standards are: 

cohesion, coherence, intentionality, acceptability, informativity, situationality, and 

intertextuality. These standards are relational in nature; that is, they indicate how 
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elements of a text are related or connected. Elements can be related via surface 

grammatical dependency (cohesion); via the continuity of concepts and relations 

underlying the text (coherence); via the producer’s and the receivers’ attitudes toward the 

text (intentionality and acceptability, respectively); via the predictability of text content 

(informativity); the relevance of a text to the situation (situationality); and via the 

interconnectivity between the text at hand and previously encountered texts 

(intertextuality). 

There seems to be no agreement among researchers on a single list of 

characteristics that define textuality. What they have in common, however, is the notion 

that a text is language that performs a communicative purpose and exhibits internal 

semantic continuity. This perception was adopted as the definition of text in the present 

study. 

2.1.3. Cohesion and Coherence  

The concept of coherence is oftentimes studied alongside cohesion in theoretical 

discussions and empirical research. The definition of coherence is a controversial one. 

There is little consensus as to what coherence really is (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996) and this 

is partly because cohesion and coherence are often used interchangeably (Williams, 

1985). Lee (2002a) recognizes common approaches in the study of coherence: as a text-

internal or as a reader-internal phenomenon.  

Following the first approach, Halliday and Hasan (1976; 1985) define coherence 

in terms of text properties. To them a text hangs together thanks to explicit cohesive ties 

(including connectives) that signal semantic relations. They argue that these cohesive ties 

guide the reader or hearer to recognize text continuity, coherence. Halliday and Hasan are 

not alone in holding this view. Hoey (1983, 1991a, 1991b) explains coherence in terms of 
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the lexical patterns that form bonds between sentences and over considerable spans 

within texts. Mann and Thompson (1988) designed RST which “explains coherence by 

postulating a hierarchical, connected structure of texts, in which every part of a text has a 

role, a function to play, with respect to other parts in the text” (Taboada & Mann, 2006a, 

p. 425). In the text-internal approach, then, coherence is primarily a result of cohesion. 

Followers of the second approach define coherence as a reader-internal 

phenomenon. Criticizing Halliday and Hasan’s cohesion approach to coherence, Carrell 

(1982) maintains that coherence does not exist in the text, but is brought to the text by the 

reader. She examines coherence from schema-theoretical perspective, whereby coherence 

is established via the reader’s background knowledge. She illustrates this point through 

the following example: “The picnic was ruined. No one remembered to bring a 

corkscrew” (p. 484). This mini-text lacks any explicit grammatical, lexical, or 

conjunctive cohesive ties. However, it coheres because the reader (or hearer) is able to 

access her background knowledge, the familiar schemata, to link the two sentences. 

Carrell suggests that the ‘illusion’ of lexical cohesion between picnic and a corkscrew is 

created by the text’s coherence and not the other way round. 

In the same vein, also using schema theory, Morgan and Sellner (1980) argue that 

cohesion is a linguistic epiphenomenon of the content coherence. They use Halliday and 

Hasan’s own example to illustrate this point: “Wash and core six cooking apples. Put 

them into a fireproof dish” (Halliday and Hasan, 1976, p. 2). According to Morgan and 

Sellner, the reader relies on his background knowledge of cooking, the context of a 

cookbook, and his ability to reason to create coherence between the two sentences. They 

believe that “because we assume the text is coherent that we infer that them is intended to 

refer to the apples” (p. 180). Cohesion, then, is a linguistic consequence of coherence. 
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Hasan (1985a), drawing on her work on cohesive harmony, responds to the 

argument that texts can be coherent without explicit cohesion. She points out that 

scholars have usually created minimal texts made up of two or three sentences to 

exemplify dispensability of cohesive ties. Such texts exist of course, but are not typical 

and do not allow researchers to make generalizations. She notes that when describing a 

phenomenon, “in order to support our statements about texts in general, we must take 

non-minimal texts into account, since this will permit generalizations about minimal texts 

as well, while the reverse is not true” (p. 78). As far as Hasan is concerned, cohesion is a 

necessary condition of coherence and textuality in authentic language use. 

A close examination of the text-internal and reader-internal approaches to 

coherence reveals that the gap between these two approaches is not as wide as it might 

seem. They recognize the role of the reader and the importance of text content in 

establishing coherence. For example, Halliday and Hasan state that “the hearer, or reader, 

when determining, consciously or unconsciously, the status of a specimen of language, 

invokes two kinds of evidence, the external as well as the internal: he uses not only 

linguistic cues but also situational ones” (p. 20). Situational cues such as knowing that a 

sentence is taken from a cookbook seem to be the equivalent of what Morgan and Sellner 

(1980) and Carrell (1982) refer to as background knowledge. 

Similarly, Halliday and Hasan believe that text content is the true source of text 

continuity. In the example “They fought a battle. Afterwards, it snowed” (p. 228),  

 

although […] the cohesion is achieved through the conjunctive expression 

afterwards, it is the underlying semantic relation of succession in time that 

actually has the cohesive power. This explains how it is that we are often prepared 

to recognize the presence of a relation of this kind even when it is not expressed 

overtly at all. We are prepared to supply it for ourselves, and thus to assume that 

there is cohesion even though it has not been explicitly demonstrated. (p. 229) 
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To Halliday and Hasan, then, text continuity (coherence) results from the meaning 

relations found in text content, and these relations are often, but not necessarily so, 

explicitly realized through cohesive ties. 

The cohesion-coherence theoretical divide can be summarized as follows: from a 

reader-internal perspective, the reader uses coherence to assume cohesion; from a text-

internal perspective, cohesion signals semantic relations in the text, enabling the reader to 

perceive a text as coherent. Fulcher (1989) suggests that this divide is theoretical more 

than practical. The two sides of this argument seem to be doing different things. While 

Halliday and Hasan aim to describe the language system, Carrell (1982) and other 

schema theorists are mainly concerned with human psychology and the reading process. 

“They are approaching a common interest from, as it were, the opposite ends of the 

problem” (Fulcher, 1989, p. 150). Hoey (2004) holds a similar opinion regarding this 

theoretical debate:  

 

Text is cohesive. Whether this is a by-product of the need to be coherent (as 

Morgan and Sellner 1980 have argued) or a prerequisite of coherence (as was 

originally argued in Halliday and Hasan 1976) seems irrelevant. Almost certainly, 

the relationship works both ways. On occasion, writers (and more rarely speakers) 

consciously produce cohesive devices in order to clarify or emphasise, i.e. to 

create coherence […]. On other occasions, a writer’s or speaker’s coherence is 

reflected automatically in the language they use, i.e. in cohesion. Either way, that 

it is a feature of text cannot be denied and one, furthermore, that continues to be 

the subject of study. (p. 172)  

The present study is not concerned with the theoretical debate as to which of the 

two phenomena leads to the other. In the examination of Arabic connectives, I make a 

clear distinction between cohesion and coherence while considering them both essential 

features of textuality. Connectives are seen as important linguistic resources upon which 

writers draw to make a text hang together. However, coherence or text unity is not 
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established by simply joining text elements through connectives. The meaningful 

semantic relations that underlie these connectives are viewed in the present study as the 

true source of unity in the text.  

2.1.4. Hasan’s (1984) Cohesive Harmony  

A significant addition to the cohesion-coherence discussion is Hasan’s (1984) 

notion of cohesive harmony. This primarily semantic concept involves the interaction of 

chains of lexical relations in the text. She examined children’s writing and found no 

direct correlation between the number of cohesive ties and the level of text continuity 

(coherence) as perceived by the reader. She concluded that we could better understand 

how cohesion contributes to coherence by examining chains of cohesive ties. In her view, 

cohesive chains rather than cohesive ties are the source of coherence in a text.  

The notion of cohesive chains was first mentioned by Halliday and Hasan (1976). 

They describe it in simple terms as a phenomenon that takes place when one element 

refers back to another element, which in turn refers further back to a third element and so 

forth. This notion was further developed in Hasan’s  later work (1984; Halliday & Hasan, 

1985). In her cohesion model, Hasan (1984) re-classifies the cohesive relations in the 

Halliday and Hasan taxonomy and excludes connectives from the investigation of 

cohesive harmony. She does not provide a theoretical or empirical justification for this 

decision and states the exclusion of connectives was “for reasons which [she needs] not 

enter into” (p. 190).  

Hasan (1984) identifies two major classes of chains: the identity chain and the 

similarity chain. An identity chain includes members that are bonded by co-referentiality 

(woman-her) or instantial equivalence that can only be interpreted through context 

(woman-teacher). Identity chains are text-bound; that is, the interpretation of their 
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members depends on the specific text. An identity chain forms when items point to the 

same thing. For instance, she, the woman, his wife may form an identity chain if they 

refer to the same person. A similarity chain, on the other hand, includes members 

connected by relations of co-classification or general co-extension (repetition, synonymy, 

antonymy, hyponymy, and meronymy). Similarity chains are not text-bound. They occur 

when parallel events or processes occur, not necessarily referring to the same thing. So if 

a writer describes three different characters in a story, each with either go up, ascend, 

descend, the three verbs form a similarity chain where the identity of the doer is 

irrelevant. In Hasan’s view, the presence of either type of chains in the text does not 

guarantee its coherence. Cohesive harmony is established through chain interaction, 

“when two or more members of a chain stand in an identical functional relation to two or 

more members of another chain” (p. 212).  

Unlike her earlier study with Halliday (1976), Hasan’s (1984) cohesive harmony 

makes a clear connection between cohesion and coherence and bases this connection on 

detailed, systematic text analysis. Hasan’s contribution is twofold. First, she takes the 

study of cohesion beyond the simple classification and itemization of cohesive ties, and 

secondly, she shows that what matters is how cohesive chains interact and not how 

cohesive ties occur in isolation (Hoey, 1991a). These two considerations encourage 

analysts to pursue a global rather than a local, sentence-level examination of text 

relations. One element that is missing from Hasan’s (1984) model is the role of 

conjunctive relations. It would be helpful to see what role connectives play to facilitate 

chain interaction, if any.  
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2.1.5. Rhetorical Structure Theory  

RST is the theoretical framework within which the current study is conducted. 

RST is a tool for describing text organization (coherence) through the examination of 

discourse relations. It was developed by Mann and Thompson (1988) as “a linguistically 

useful method for describing natural texts, characterizing their structure primarily in 

terms of relations that hold between parts of the text” (p. 243). This theory was initially 

developed to aid the computerized generation of natural language. However, it has been 

widely applied in other areas including text parsing, summarization, extracting writer 

subjectivity and tone, cross-linguistic comparison, and the teaching of writing (Taboada 

& Mann, 2006b).  

Mann and Thompson (1988) propose a set of 24 discourse relations to account for 

text structure (e.g., condition, contrast, concession). Rhetorical relations (discourse 

relations) exist between two adjacent, non-overlapping text spans (discourse units). In 

RST, discourse relations are governed by the nuclearity principle, where one text span is 

more important than the other. A nucleus (N) plays a central role in what the writer wants 

to express, whereas a satellite (S) has a less important function, but contributes to the 

understanding of nuclei. The nuclearity is reflected in hypotactic (subordination) relations 

where the independent clause is the nucleus and the dependent clause is the satellite. 

Relations can also be multinuclear as in the case of paratactic (coordination) relations, 

where the two text spans are equally important. Discourse relations follow one of five 

schemes shown in Figure 2.1.  
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Figure 2.1: Five Types of Schemas Used in RST (adapted from Marcu, 2000, p. 21). 

This figure shows examples discourse relations as applied to the RST five schemas. The 

arrows connect the satellite to the nucleus of a discourse relation. The short horizontal 

lines represent text spans. The vertical and diagonal lines identify the nuclear spans. 

“Hierarchy and nuclearity have been most important in the computational applications of 

RST” (Taboada & Mann, 2006a, p. 431), and they are not focused on in the present 

study.  

Another principle applied in RST is the hierarchy of relations. Using the 24 types 

of relations and the schemas in Figure 2.1, the analysis of discourse relations is applied 

recursively; that is, one discourse relation (made up of two spans) is identified, then one 

of the two spans in this relation is connected to another span, and so on till the analysis 

reaches the top of the text. To illustrate this process, Taboada and Mann (2006a) provide 

the following title and summary from an article in Scientific American  (Ramachandran 

and Anstis, 1986), with the original text broken into numbered spans: 

1. [Title:] The Perception of Apparent Motion 

2. [Abstract:] When the motion of an intermittently seen object is ambiguous, 
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3. the visual system resolves confusion 

4. by applying some tricks that reflect a built-in knowledge of properties of the  

physical world. (p. 425) 

This text is connected (or becomes coherent) as one RST relation is added to another. In 

Figure 2.2, an arrow links the satellite 4 to its nucleus 3. Another arrow links the satellite 

2 (a condition) to the span 3-4. This process continues until the title 1 acts as a satellite to 

the rest of the text 2-4.   

   

Figure 2.2: Diagram of an RST analysis (adapted from Taboada and Mann, 2006a, p. 

426). 

Within RST, coherence is seen as a text-internal phenomenon similar to Halliday 

and Hasan’s model. However, what distinguishes RST is that it places the emphasis on 

the semantic relations holding between text segments, regardless of whether or not they 

are explicitly signaled. Taboada and Mann (2006a) explain the link between discourse 

relations and coherence in RST:  
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RST addresses text organization by means of relations that hold between parts of 

a text. It explains coherence by postulating a hierarchical, connected structure of 

texts, in which every part of a text has a role, a function to play, with respect to 

other parts in the text. The notion of text coherence through text relations is 

widely accepted, and the relations have also been called coherence relations, 

discourse relations or conjunctive relations in the literature. (p. 425) 

According to this explanation, explicit connectives are dispensable, for it is the existence 

of underlying relations that creates coherence. The idea that connectives are not 

prerequisites for text coherence is important to the current discussion. It suggests that 

when teaching connectives, students should be encouraged to first ask: Do we need a 

connective in this context? If the answer is yes, they then move to choosing a lexical item 

that best represents the underlying relation that already exists in the text.  

In RST, “the definition of coherence of text involves finding an intended role in 

the text for every unit” (Taboada & Mann, 2006a, p. 431). RST does not see the writer’s 

intentions and relations to be synonymous. Intentions may apply to one sentence 

segments and sometimes to one word, while coherence relations involve at least two text 

spans or chunks of discourse. Intentionality may be reflected in how the writer chooses to 

connect text spans. Therefore, “[w]hereas coherence relations realize intentions, there is 

no one-to-one correspondence between the two” (p. 432). 

RST is used as a general framework of analysis in the current study for a number 

of strengths it involves. First, Mann and Thompson (1988) state that the 24 types of 

relations they propose do not constitute a closed list, but “an open set, susceptible to 

extension and modification for the purposes of particular genres and cultural styles” (p. 

250). The flexibility of RST makes it applicable to languages other than English, and has 

been usefully applied in the context of Arabic connectives. Alsaif (2012) uses 18 

relations only in her analysis of Arabic news articles. In the present study, the relations 

were further simplified to 15 relations only (see section 3.3.2).   
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Secondly, RST does not dictate a specific unit of analysis. In English, the usual 

unit is the independent clause and all its dependent constituents. However, the theory 

recognizes that a clause might be problematic “in a language that is not as clause-

centered as English (i.e., where clausal units are not easily established)” (p. 430). This 

flexibility is particularly helpful in Arabic where the clause and sentence boundaries are 

not easily established (see section 3.3.1).   

Finally, RST is a functional theory of discourse organization, where the 

definitions of relations “do not rely on morphological or syntactic signals, recognition of 

the relation always rests on functional and semantic judgments alone” (Mann & 

Thompson, 1988, 249). For instance, the condition relation does not necessitate the 

presence of the connective if. This means that, within RST, the analysis of connectives 

does not begin with the identification of the connectives themselves, but with the 

recognition of the discourse relations followed by the identification of the connective that 

signals them, if one is present. The prioritization of semantic relations over their 

manifestation in the text is particularly attractive in the context of the current study, 

where the purpose is to examine how semantic relations are realized in Arabic. The 

ultimate goal is to help shift the philosophy for the teaching of connectives from a 

grammar-based to a meaning-driven approach.  

2.2. THE STUDY OF ARABIC COHESION AND CONNECTIVES   

2.2.1. Arabic Cohesion  

Cohesion and the discoursal function of connectives are traditionally studied in 

Arabic under the broad umbrella of al-balāghah ‘rhetoric.’ The word al-balāghah 

literally means ‘reaching a given end,’ with the adjective balīgh meaning ‘able to reach a 

given end.’ The science of al-balāghah refers to “the characterization of two major 
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aspects: (i) the effectiveness of discourse at either the sentence or text level, and (ii) the 

effectiveness of the text producer” (Abdul-Raof, 2006, p. 93). A common definition of 

al-balāghah is the compatibility of the text with its context, and the employment of 

eloquent expressions (al-Qazwīnī, 1982). Combining the literal and the technical 

meanings of al-balāghah, a text may be seen as a piece of language that is composed 

with the audience in mind in order to preform a communication function effectively. 

Within traditional rhetoric, the specific study of cohesion and connectives has not been 

very extensive. 

Closely related to the discussion of connectives in the present study are the 

concepts of al-faṣl ‘disjunction’ and al-waṣl ‘conjunction,’ two concepts that follow a 

number of rhetorical and linguistic rules first laid by Al-Jurjānī (d. 1078 AD) (Bāṭāhir, 

2008). These two concepts are rhetorical devices studied within cilm al-macānī (literally,  

‘the science of meaning’), a branch of al-balāghah that is “concerned with the 

juxtaposition of sentence constituents in various word orders that lead to distinct 

pragmatic significations” (Abdul-Raof, 2006, p. 97). Al-waṣl ‘conjunction’ occurs when 

two text segments of any size are joined by wa ‘and.’ Conversely, al-faṣl is represented 

by the absence of wa or any other connective.  

The rhetorical term disjunction is not consistently synonymous with 

disconnectedness. In fact, it sometimes denotes the reverse. In some contexts, when the 

semantic bond between two segments is evident, the reader does not need an explicit 

connective to mark the relation. These instances represent kamāl al-ittiṣāl ‘complete 

relatedness’ – “the sequentiality of the same notion in the second sentence and its 

semantic connection with the first sentence” (p. 185). Conversely, kamāl al-inqiṭāc 

‘complete non-relatedness’ occurs “when the communicator produces two propositions 
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that lack a conceptual bond” (p. 186), in which case the presence of an explicit 

connective would be inappropriate.  

2.2.2. The study of Arabic Connectives  

2.2.2.1. Traditional Treatments of Arabic Connectives  

Arabic connectives are categorized as particles. Traditionally, Arabic grammatical 

treatises classify words into three major categories or parts of speech: ism ‘noun,’ ficl 

‘verb,’ and ḥarf ‘particle.’ Al-Ḥamalāwī (1957) defines an ism as “a word that 

independently denotes meaning, but does not indicate time. A verb is as “a word that 

denotes meaning by itself and indicates time” (p. 51). A ḥarf is defined by Sībawayhi (d. 

c. 796 AD) (1988) as “whatever carries a meaning in itself and is neither noun or verb” 

(p. 12). The ḥarf category includes items such as the definite article al ‘the,’ the negative 

particle lan ‘will not,’ the subordinating particle anna ‘that,’ and the coordinator 

conjunction wa ‘and.’ The majority of connectives identified in the current study fall 

under the particles category.  

Traditional Arab grammarians paid considerable attention to the grammatical 

function of particles as part of their focus on al-icrāb ‘case and mood inflection.’ They 

divided ḥurūf ‘particles’ not only based on their word class, but also according to whether 

or not they have a grammatical effect on the following word or phrase. Particles are 

accordingly divided into ḥurūf cāmilah ‘operative particles’ and ḥurūf muhmalah 

‘inoperative particles’ (al-Murādī, 1992). An example of an operative particle is the 

negative particle lam ‘did not,’ which requires the following verb to be in the jussive 

mood. Two examples of inoperative particles are the connective aw ‘or’ and the prefix sa 

‘will.’  
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While focusing on the grammatical functions and classifications of particles, 

traditional grammarians did realize the semantic meanings that particles contribute to the 

sentences. Useful insights into this semantic function can be gained from the names 

grammarians chose for each particle. For instance, illā ‘except’ is a ḥarf istithnā’ 

‘exceptive particle,’ wa ‘and’ is a ḥarf caṭf ‘linking particle,’ hallā ‘wouldn’t you’ is a 

ḥarf taḥḍīḍ ‘exhortation particle,’ and ḥattā ‘in order to’ is a ḥarf taclīl ‘explanation 

particle.’ Many particles, therefore, have a syntactic and a semantic name. For instance, li 

‘in order to’ is adāt naṣb ‘accusativizing particle’ (syntactically) and is termed lām al-

taclīl ‘explanatory li’ (semantically). The instrumental function of particles is reflected in 

their alternative name adawāt ‘tools’ (Carter, 2004). The present study focused primarily 

on the semantic function of Arabic connectives in relation to context, rather than their 

grammatical functions.  

2.2.2.2. Modern Treatments of Arabic Connectives  

Modern grammatical treatises of connectives have mostly mirrored the traditional 

syntax-based approach (Al-Batal, 1985). One recent exception is Ryding’s (2005) A 

Reference Grammar of Modern Standard Arabic. She bases her work on contemporary 

expository prose, with Media Arabic as the main source of data. In the chapter she 

dedicates to conjunction and connectives, Ryding classifies simple linking connectives 

(e.g., wa ‘and,’ fa ‘so; then,’ and aw ‘or’) based on their meaning. Some of the categories 

she includes are: resultative (e.g., idh ‘since’ and idhan ‘thus’); adversative (e.g., bal 

‘rather’ and innamā ‘however’); explanatory (ay ‘i.e.’); adverbial conjunctions of 

similarity (e.g., kamā ‘likewise; just as’); and adverbial conjunctions of potential or 

possibility (e.g., rubbamā ‘perhaps; maybe). Ryding mostly prioritizes the grammatical 

nature of particles perhaps for ease of organization. For instance, the connective lākin 
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‘but’ is listed under the group of subordinating conjunctions inna wa akhawātuhā ‘inna 

and its sisters’ with a focus on their role of causing a shift towards the accusative case. 

The choice to keep some particles and connective under their formal function within the 

sentence boundaries is understandable given the nature of Ryding’s work being a 

grammar reference. Her presentation of particles based on meaning within a grammar 

book is an important step forward as it contributes an additional dimension to 

connectives.  

Badawi, Carter, and Gully’s (2004) reference grammar is another work that 

departs from the traditional treatment of connectives. They describe the characteristics of 

Modern Written Arabic based on post-1990 material from different Arab countries. 

Although the book entries follow a typical syntax-based organization, Badawi and his 

colleagues make two major contributions to the discussion of Arabic particles, including 

connectives. First, they present individual particles from both the syntactic and semantic 

perspectives, highlighting the role of context in determining a particle’s meaning. For 

example, they introduce wa ‘and’ as the basic coordinating particle in Arabic, which 

“may nevertheless imply a range of semantic relationships between the clauses which can 

usually be inferred from context” (p. 548). They recognize adversative, consequential, 

emphatic, explanatory functions of wa in the data they examined. An example of an 

emphatic wa is (p. 548):  

lam afham wa ilā hādhihi l-laḥẓati mādhā athārahā 

ىل هذه إللحظة ماذإ أ اثرها  مل أ فهم وإ 

‘I have never understood, even to this moment, what made her flare up’ 

Badawi and colleagues acknowledge that the difference in impressions of what a particle 

means in a specific context is inevitable.  
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Another important contribution by Badawi and colleagues (2004) is their chapter 

titled Hypersentence and Discourse, where they examine how connectives establish 

cohesion at the discourse (whole-text) level. They state that nearly all coordinating 

conjunctions that connect sentences can act as paragraph introducers, the most common 

among which is the resumptive particle fa ‘so.’ They show that fa does not always act 

independently. Fa is sometimes paired with another element such as a discourse marker 

(e.g., wa bi-al-tālī … fa ‘hence; consequently’) or a prepositional phrase that acts as a 

discourse marker in context (e.g., min ajl rāḥatika, fa ‘for your convenience [,]’). They 

also discuss within-sentence cohesive devices such as parenthetical phrases and clauses, 

and cohesive reiteration. Under Issues of Style they discuss emphatic noun and verb 

repetition and parallelism, which other researchers have been found to perform rhetorical 

functions in Arabic text (e.g., Al-Jubouri, 1984; Koch, 1983; Williams, 1989). Badawi 

and colleagues’ discussion of the functional and semantic aspect of particles marks a 

significant shift in the treatment of Arabic connectives towards discourse-level 

investigations, where emphasis is placed on the texts as a whole rather than the shift from 

one clause or sentence to the next.  

I now turn to the discussion of three recent linguistic studies that applied a 

semantic approach to the examination of Arabic connectives within different theoretical 

frameworks. Al-Batal’s (1990, and earlier 1985) study is one of the earliest investigations 

of Arabic connectives to depart from the grammatical approach. Al-Batal examined the 

semantic functions of connectives in a modern expository Arabic text by famous 

Egyptian writer cAbbās Maḥmūd al-cAqqād. In this study, connectives are defined as 

“any element in the text which – regardless of whether or not it belongs to the form-class 

of conjunctions – indicates a linking or transitional relationship between phrases, clauses, 

sentences, and paragraphs” (1985, 2). Al-Batal, then, did not restrict the analysis of 



 33 

connectives to the items that belong to the particles class in the traditional tripartite 

classification of Arabic words, and analyzed his data beyond the sentence level.  

In terms of methodology, Al-Batal (1990) relied on Halliday and Hasan’s 

understanding of cohesion, de Beaugrande (1980) and de Beaugrande and Dressler’s 

(1981) concept of textuality, and Arab grammarian’s traditional treatment of particles. In 

terms of the steps of text analysis, Al-Batal “did not follow a specific procedure but 

rather tried to let the text lead the way” (p. 5). However, we infer from the tabulation and 

discussion of the study results that he probably examined the occurrences of conjunction 

and disjunction in the text both line-by-line and as a whole, recording connectives at the 

different text levels. These occurrences were classified based on Halliday and Hasan’s 

taxonomy of conjunctive functions (1976, pp. 336-338) and the descriptions of particles 

in Arabic grammar references.  

Findings from Al-Batal’s (1990) study offer important insights into the cohesive 

role of Arabic connectives. His analysis showed that connectives tend to indicate certain 

functions at certain text levels. For instance, the connective wa, the most frequent 

connective in the study, was found to signal an additive relation at all text level. At the 

sentence level and above, it signaled the continuation of the argument or discussion. 

Within a sentence, on the other hand, wa assisted the formation of lexical cohesion 

phenomena such as lexical couplets – “pairs of words coordinated by and which are 

nearly or completely synonymous” (Koch, 1983, p. 49). Koch pointed out that writers of 

Arabic use lexical couplets and other forms of repetition for cohesive, rhythmic, 

rhetorical functions, which she argued have persuasive effect on the listener. By pointing 

out the different cohesive functions that wa performs, Al-Batal (1990) showed that wa’s 

role in context was not only a ḥarf that functioned as a coordinating conjunction, but a 

cohesive tool contributing to text unity.    
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An important concept discussed by Al-Batal (1990) is the zero connective, a term 

he used to refer to instances “in which no explicit connectives were found but where the 

absence of a connective seemed to be performing certain functions” (p. 247). Based on 

his text analysis, Al-Batal (1990) found that the zero connective created a rhetorical 

effect that would not have been possible to achieve through overt connectives. At the 

paragraph level, the zero connective marked a discourse shift from introduction to 

discussion to conclusion. The zero connective marked the unity of meaning at the 

sentence and phrase levels, and the homogeneity of form and meaning at the phrase level 

by, for instance, joining two adjectives that are morphologically and semantically similar. 

By proposing the zero connective, Al-Batal shows that the absence of a connective 

sometimes has a rhetorical and organizational function in the Arabic text. 

The strengths of Al-Batal’s (1990) work lie in 1) the examination of Arabic 

connectives from a semantic perspective, 2) expanding the analysis of the text beyond the 

sentence boundary while not overlooking the role of phrase-level connectedness in 

creating a rhetorical effect of text organization, 3) proposing and highlighting the 

importance of the zero connective. Although the study was based on one text only, it 

offers valuable insights that encourage further investigation of Arabic connectives from a 

functional perspective.  

Another study that examined connectives from a non-traditional perspective was 

Al Kohlani’s (2010) semantic-pragmatic examination of Arabic discourse markers in 50 

newspaper opinion articles. Discourse markers in this study refer to “linguistic cues that 

text-producers use to guide the text-receivers’ interpretation of their contribution in order 

to ensure a successful communicative act” (p. 2). These cues may be words (e.g., bal 

‘rather’), phrases (e.g., bi-al-iḍāfah ilā dhālik ‘in addition to this’), or clauses actaqid 

anna ‘I think that’). Al Kohlani examined discourse markers in sentence-initial position 
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using RST, and in paragraph-initial position using Hatim’s (1997) text-typology. 

Discourse markers in Al Kohlani’s study extended beyond the connectives examined in 

the present study. For example, she examined lexical elements that reflect present 

evaluation, such as al-muthīr li-al-sukhriyah ‘what is ironic is’ (p. 328), present 

viewpoint, such as yabdū anna ‘it seems that’ (p. 329), and creates interaction with the 

reader, such as dacūnā ‘let us’ and turā ‘I wonder’ (p. 331).  

Al Kohlani’s (2010) analysis showed that, at the sentence level, discourse markers 

served the following functions: addition, contrast, explanation, inference, sequence, 

alternative, exception, background. Sentence-level discourse markers also served 

subjective function (evaluation and point of view) and interactive functions (appeal to the 

reader, attention-getting, and guiding the reader’s interpretation). At the paragraph-level, 

discourse markers signaled continuity, change of topic, and refocus. Two major 

contributions of Al Kohalni’s study is that she examined the discourse markers at the 

local (sentence) and global (paragraph) levels using systematic, theory-based analysis, 

and that she investigated the pragmatic function of discourse markers in terms of reader-

writer interaction.  

Recently, the analysis of Arabic written texts, including connectives, has received 

substantial attention from researchers in Natural Language Processing (NLP), a branch of 

computer science that aims to enable computers to understand human (natural) language. 

Examples of efforts in Arabic NLP include discourse segmentation (e.g., Keskes, 

Zitoune, & Belguith, 2014; Khalifa, Feki, & Farawila, 2011), text summarization (e.g., 

El-Haj, Kruschwitz, & Fox, 2011; Ibrahim & Elghazaly, 2013), and the analysis of 

subjectivity and sentiment in MSA (Abdul-Mageed & Diab, 2012). A few attempts have 

been made towards the annotation of Arabic dialects (e.g., Diab, Habash, Rambow, 

Altantawy, & Benajiba, 2010; Zaidan & Callison-Burch, 2014) and the study of Arabic of 
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the social media (Abdul-Mageed, Kübler, & Diab, 2012). The investigation of Arabic 

connectives was included in many of these studies as part of the overall investigation of 

Arabic discourse.  

A recent NLP research project was dedicated to the study of Arabic connectives, 

where  Alsaif and Markert (2011) developed the first model for the automatic 

identification of discourse relations in MSA. They built their model on the corpus they 

created - the Leeds Arabic Discourse TreeBank (LADTB) (Alsaif & Markert, 2010) 

based on the Penn Arabic Treebank (Maamouri & Bies, 2004). The automatic connective 

identifier developed by Alsaif and her colleague was found to achieve almost human 

performance in detecting discourse relations and their connectives.   

Discourse connectives as examined by Alsaif and Markert are “lexical 

expressions that relate two text segments that express abstract entities such as events, 

belief, facts or propositions” (Alsaif & Markert, 2010, p. 2046). A connective signals a 

discourse relation such as temporal and causal relations, similar to those indicated in 

Halliday and Hasan’s cohesive tie. The term argument is used to refer to a text segment 

such as one of two clauses or sentences joined by a connective. Alsaif and Markert 

(2011) distinguish between two types of relations: explicit and implicit. Explicit relations 

are signaled by an overt connective, and implicit relations are left for the reader or 

listener to infer. The following two examples illustrate this difference:  

(a) The children were crying loudly while their mother was cooking.  

(b) I cannot eat any dessert. I have eaten far too much. (p. 736) 

In example (a), the synchronous temporal relation linking the two sentence segments was 

signaled explicitly by the connective ‘while.’ In example (b), the reader is left to infer the 

reason relation that bonds the two sentences, and therefore, this reason relation is 

considered implicit. Alsaif and Markert decided to focus on explicit relations alone since 
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their study was an initial step in creating the first model for the automatic detection of 

Arabic discourse relations. In a more comprehensive study, Alsaif (2012) reports and 

expands her 2010 and 2011 collaborative studies with Markert. The report includes the 

process of automating the identification of Arabic discourse relations, which is based on 

the human analysis of fifty news articles.  

An initial step in Alsaif’s (2012) study was the creation of an initial list of 

potential connectives by consulting different Arabic sources (e.g., Ibn Hishām, 1998; 

Ryding, 2005). In compiling the list, Alsaif (2012) considered the semantic rather than 

the grammatical dimension of al-ḥurūf ‘particles’ she encountered in these sources. For 

example, she found that Ibn Hishām listed fourteen different meanings for the preposition 

bi ‘by,’ one of which indicated causality when followed by al-maṣdar ‘verbal noun.’ 

Alsaif, therefore, included bi as a potential connective. In addition to grammatical 

sources, Alsaif analyzed 56 Arabic articles and translated English connectives from the 

Penn Discourse Treebank (Maamouri, Bies, Buckwalter, & Mekki, 2004). The process of 

collecting connectives resulted in a list of 107 lexical items with the potential role as 

discourse connectives.  

The following step in Alsaif’s (2012) study was for human coders to use the list 

and annotation guidelines to identify connectives in news articles. The coders used the 

hierarchical taxonomy in Figure 2.3 to name the type of discourse relation signaled by a 

given connective.  
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Figure 2.3: Taxonomy of Discourse Relations in Arabic (Alsaif, 2012, p. 99).  

Using this taxonomy, Alsaif (2012) automatically the analysis of 535 news 

articles in terms of how connectives explicitly signaled underlying discourse relations. 

The analysis showed that the most frequently occurring discourse relations (and 

connectives) were conjunction relations (wa ‘and’), reason (li ‘in order to’), and contrast 

(lākin ‘but’). The present study uses a modified version of Alsaif’s (2012) taxonomy of 

relations. However, her connectives repository is not consulted, the purpose being not to 

search for the connectives in the data. The analysis began with the identification of 

semantic relations according to the taxonomy. If a relation is explicitly signaled, then the 

connective was noted and categorized (see section 3.3.2).  
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2.3. COHESION IN L2 WRITING  

Studies of cohesion in the context of L2 writing have focused on and sometimes 

integrated two major lines of investigation: the relationship between cohesion and writing 

quality, and the similarities and differences between first-language (L1) and L2 writers in 

terms of frequency and quality of cohesive devices (connectives). Writing quality is 

usually understood in these studies in terms of coherence, how the reader (or rater) 

perceives the overall connectedness of the text. There seems to be no consensus among 

researchers as to whether cohesion positively correlates with good writing.  

In the context of English as a second language (ESL), Witte and Faigley (1981) 

used Halliday and Hasan’s taxonomy of cohesive ties, including connectives, to analyze 

five high-rated and five low-rated beginner essays. They found that, in general, the more 

skillful writers included more cohesive ties, and that those ties joined adjacent rather than 

distant text segments. The texts produced by the less skillful writers included fewer ties, 

and those ties were often interrupted as they linked remote text spans. Additionally, the 

study showed that the most frequent type of cohesive ties was lexical cohesion, two thirds 

of which occurred in the high-rated texts. The examination of the types of lexical 

cohesion showed that the poorer writers were less inventive; they mostly repeated rather 

than elaborated their ideas. In terms of conjunctions (connectives), the high-rated essays 

included more connectives from different types than did the low-rated essays. Although 

the study based these findings on a small corpus, they provide insights into the 

relationship between cohesion and writing quality.  

Connor (1984) found a correlation between proficiency level and cohesion, but no 

relation between cohesion and coherence. She studied the relationship between cohesion 

and coherence in four argumentative essays, two written by NSs of English and two by 

advanced ESL. Halliday and Hasan’s taxonomy was used to analyze the quality and 
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quantity of cohesive ties in the essays. To evaluate coherence, two native speakers ranked 

the essays holistically, from the most to the least coherent. The analysis showed that the 

four participants produced overall similar numbers of cohesive devices, with the ESL 

students using more conjunctions. In terms of lexical cohesion, the ESL students used 

high frequencies of repetition and small numbers of synonyms and collocations. The NSs, 

on the other hand, possessed higher vocabulary range that enabled them to elaborate their 

topic, a result analogous to Witte and Faigley’s (1981). The examination of coherence 

showed that a text might be cohesive but incoherent. After seven weeks of instruction, the 

ESL students produced more cohesive devices, but their writing did not improve in terms 

of coherence. 

More recently, Chiang (2003) investigated how 20 linguistic features grouped 

under cohesion, coherence, syntax, and morphology affected perception of writing 

quality. The researcher examined how 15 NS and 15 NNS professors rated 60 ESL essays 

on 10 discourse and 10 grammatical features. The analysis showed that the majority of 

raters based their overall ratings on cohesion and coherence. Regression analyses 

revealed that cohesion was the best predictor of how the NS and NNS raters viewed 

writing quality. Within the cohesion category, “transition between sentences in absence 

of junction words” (p. 471) was the best predictor among all 20 features. This means that 

the absence of a connective does not necessarily lead to incohesive discourse, as it is the 

underlying semantic relations that enable text unity. This finding is particularly 

significant in the context of language instruction as it calls for a shift from the 

grammatical approach to teaching connective to a semantic approach that highlights the 

crucial role of meaning in successful communication.  

A number of studies examined the writing of Arabic speaking ESL learners. Reid  

(1992) found that Arabic speakers used fewer subordinating conjunction (e.g., if, 
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although, and whereas) and more coordinating conjunction (e.g., and, so, and yet) than 

NSs of English. Khalil (1989) found similar results, where 20 Arabic-speaking students 

overused coordinating conjunctions, especially and and also, in expository writing. He 

also found that the participants relied on reiteration of the same lexical item rather than 

synonyms or paraphrase, and that there was no correlation between the use of cohesive 

devices and essay coherence. Abdul Rahman (2013) examined the frequency and types of 

cohesive ties in descriptive essays written by 29 NSs of English and 60 Arabic-speaking 

ESL learners. The participants were student-teachers in their first year (n= 30) or third 

year (n= 30) at a university in Oman. The analysis showed that the ESL students used 

lexical cohesion, especially repetition, more than other types of cohesive devices. The 

NSs, on the other hand, used a diversity of cohesive devices, including a higher 

frequency of connectives, and used synonyms and antonyms rather than the repetition of 

the same lexical item.  

Halimah (2001) examined the English and Arabic science-oriented expository 

writing of 100 Arabic L1 students from a rhetorical perspective. He found that the 

students faced difficulties in producing organized, well-developed writing in science and 

technology, their field of specialization. The students wrote better English than Arabic 

texts, although they wrote longer texts in their native language. Halimah explained the 

better L2 writing quality in terms of the training the students received. While they were 

formally trained in English writing, the students did not receive instructions on how to 

approach technical writing in Arabic. In terms of connectives, the study revealed two 

main findings. The first was that the participants often misused connectives, for example, 

using so when there was no relation of result between two text segments. The second 

observation related paragraph organization in English and Arabic. Halimah also found 
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that there was an overuse of the connective wa and its equivalent and, which he 

interpreted as a negative effect of rhetorical duality.  

Halimah’s second observation seems problematic and may cast doubts on the 

study’s conclusion. He noted that the students were poor writers in English and Arabic 

“not because of their lack of linguistic skills but rather because of their inadequate grasp 

of rhetorical conventions” (p. 126). The study used unified criteria to evaluate the 

students’ rhetorical knowledge (text organization). In this regard, Halimah did not take 

into consideration that Arabic and English are two distinct languages and, therefore, 

follow different organizational conventions. While ‘and’ might be overused in English, 

wa may serve rhetorical function of continuity in Arabic. Despite this methodological 

pitfall, the study provides insights into how Arabic speakers write in their first and 

second language, and encourages research in the rhetorical conventions of Arabic genre-

specific writing, such as technical writing.   

 A review of Arabic L2 research reveals a dearth of research dedicated to Arabic 

L2 writing. Few studies have examined cohesion in Arabic L2 writing, and none has been 

dedicated to connectives. In one study, Shakir and Obeidat (1992) examined 5 essays in 

terms of the linguistic aspects that contributed to text coherence, one of which was the 

effective use of connectives. The other aspects they examined were topic development, 

content organization, the relevance of details to the main topic, audience awareness, 

appropriateness of verb tense to text function, and the appropriate use of collocational 

expressions (p. 5). The participants were American Arabic L2 learners, who were 

enrolled in an advanced intensive Arabic course. The students wrote on topics of their 

choice, producing expository, narrative, and analytical text types. Arabic teachers rated 

three of the essays as high and two as low.  
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The analysis in Shakir and Obeidat’s (1992) study showed that the absence or 

misuse of connectives was one of two common factors impairing coherence in all 5 

essays, the other being inaccurate collocations. Shakir and Obeidat recommended that 

teachers pay attention to the teaching of cohesion in Arabic, especially through authentic 

reading. They recommended the use of reading materials to draw the learners’ attention 

to the appropriate use of connectives in context and the creation of activities whereby the 

learners produce parallel texts. Although the study analyzed a small number of texts, the 

findings highlight the relationship between text-internal connectedness, represented by 

factors that include connectives, and the reader’s  perception of text coherence.  

Another study examining Arabic L2 writing was conducted by Smadi and Al-Haq 

(1995), where they investigated the well-formedness of expository writing. They 

analyzed thirty texts written by thirty Malaysian learners who were studying Arabic in 

Amman. We can infer from the description of the participants that they were advanced 

learners. The students had formally studied Arabic in their home country for five years, 

and were expected by the academic institution in which they were enrolled to write at the 

advanced level. The texts were analyzed using a checklist of nine components: thesis 

statement, relevance, coherence, cohesion, exposition, quantity, unity, wording, and 

grammaticality. Each component was rated based on a five-point scale. Cohesion was 

defined in terms of the successful employment of transitional words and phrases at the 

inter- and intra-sentential levels, and whether the sentences were well-woven (p. 101).  

One methodological issue with the Smadi and Al-Haq study is that the checklist 

was originally developed in the context of English writing, and therefore, the nine 

components are based on the rhetorical structure of English, rather than Arabic, 

expository writing. Nevertheless, findings from this study provide important insights into 

Arabic L2 writing and instruction. Results from the study suggest that, for the thirty 
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students, the use of connectives was a challenging aspect of expository writing. The study 

also showed that mastery of mechanics did not guarantee successful written 

communication. The participants had no difficulty in producing ideas in terms of 

grammar, spelling, and vocabulary. However, they faced challenges in linguistic, 

discoursal, and communicative aspects such as the clarity and development of thesis, 

relevance, coherence, and cohesion. Smadi and Al-Haq suggested that Arabic L2 

instructors focus on aspects of writing beyond grammar and vocabulary accuracy.  

This review of cohesion research in L2 writing reveal that (1) there is no 

agreement as to whether cohesion correlates with high text rating, (2) cohesion does not 

always correlate with coherence as perceived by the reader, (3) NS and NNS participants 

differ in the frequency and type of cohesive ties they create, and in the context of Arabic 

L1 and L2, (4) the misuse or absence of Arabic connectives correlates with poor 

coherence, and (5) Arabic L2 writers face challenges in using connectives.  

2.4. SUMMARY 

This chapter provided a review of the current discussion of cohesion and 

connectives from theoretical and empirical perspectives. From a theoretical perspective, a 

debate exists as to whether cohesive devices, including connectives, create or result from 

the semantic relations that exist in the text. One theory that extended the discussion 

beyond this debate was RST, where coherence is examined in terms of underlying 

relations that may or may not be explicitly signaled at the surface structure. RST was 

chosen as a theoretical framework in the present study due to its flexibility and functional 

approach to text analysis.   

This chapter addressed the study of cohesion in Arabic from a traditional and 

modern linguistics perspective. Connectives are traditionally studied according to their 
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syntactic category and their grammatical impact within the sentence. A few recent studies 

examined connectives from a semantic perspective and at both the inter- and intra-

sentential levels. These studies identified new lexical items as connectives and 

highlighted the organizational functions play in the text.  

A review of empirical research on the relationship between cohesion, coherence, 

and L2 writing showed that there is no consensus as whether cohesion (including the use 

of connectives) correlates with good writing, proficiency level, or native-speaker status.  

An examination of Arabic L1 and L2 writing research revealed a dearth in studies that 

focused on connectives. The above literature review points out a clear gap in the 

examination of Arabic connectives. A need exists for semantically-driven analysis of 

connectives, where discourse elations and context are the main focus. The present study 

aims to fill this gap. In the next chapter, I outline the methodology followed in the 

examination of connectives in two hundred NS and NNS expository and argumentative 

texts.  
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Chapter III: Methodology 

As discussed in the literature review, not enough research has investigated the 

writing of NSs and NNSs of Arabic. The purpose of this study is to fill this gap. To this 

end, the study followed an exploratory, descriptive method to examine how these two 

groups use connectives to signal discourse relations in expository and argumentative 

MSA writing. This chapter presents the methodology followed to achieve this goal. First, 

it outlines the process of selecting and recruiting the participants. Next, it presents when, 

where, and how the data were collected. Finally, it provides a description of the data and 

the steps followed in the data analysis, including the text segmentation and the 

identification of discourse relations and connectives.  

3.1. PARTICIPANTS  

Two groups of participants were involved in this study: the NS group and the 

NNS group. In recruiting the participants, the study strictly adhered to the ethical 

guidelines set by the University of Texas’s Policies and Procedures Governing Research 

with Human Subjects in order to ensure the ethical treatment of all participants. 

Additionally, the study was approved by the University of Texas Institutional Review 

Board.   

3.1.1. The NS group 

The NS group consisted of 50 participants, 19 males and 31 females, 94% (n= 47) 

of whom were between 18 and 40 years old. To be included in this group, a participant 

needed to meet the following criteria: he or she (1) must be a native speaker of one of the 

Arabic regional dialects (e.g., Egyptian, Iraqi, and Moroccan Arabic), (2) must be at least 

18 years old at the time of participation, (3) must be a university student or graduate, and 

(4) must have completed his or her primary and secondary education in an Arab country. 
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This last criterion was intended to ensure that participants received some form of MSA 

instruction, but it does not guarantee his or her advanced competency in the standard 

variety.  

The present study explored the use of connectives in the writing of non-

professional rather than the experienced, professional Arabic NSs. A high level of MSA 

proficiency was intentionally not set as a selection criterion. The expectation that NSs 

form a homogeneous group in terms of MSA competence does not reflect the reality of 

the Arabic speaking communities. Therefore, I aimed to recruit NS participants who fit 

the profile described by Wahba (2006) as “the educated diglossic native user of Arabic” 

(p. 151), someone who is a native speaker of an Arabic dialect and whose MSA 

performance correlates with the level of formal education and everyday practice in the 

standard variety. According to this definition, we would expect a group of NSs of Arabic 

to exhibit a degree of variability rather than homogeneity in their MSA ability.  

To ensure diversity in the NS profiles, I attempted to include participants from as 

many Arabic L1 varieties as possible. The NSs spoke the following dialects: Bahraini (n= 

2), Egyptian (n= 19), Iraqi (n= 2), Kuwaiti (n= 2), Lebanese (n= 2), Libyan (n= 1), 

Jordanian (n= 1), Omani (n= 1), Palestinian (n= 1), Syrian (n= 5), Saudi Arabian (n= 10), 

Tunisian (n= 1), and Yemeni (n= 3) Arabic.  

The sampling method chosen to recruit this group was convenience snowball 

sampling, a non-probability based (i.e., not random) technique employed when a 

population is hard to reach (Goodman, 2011). Recruiting NS participants was a 

logistically challenging process, and snowball sampling was the most cost- and time-

effective recruitment technique. It allowed the identification of NS participants from 

different Arab countries remotely from the United States, where I, the researcher, resided 

at the time of conducting the study. The recruitment process involved two steps of chain 
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referral. First, one or two initial participants who met the selection criterion were invited 

to participate in the study. Next, those individuals were asked to recommend other 

individuals who also met the selection criteria and were willing to take part in the study. 

This process continued until all 50 NS participants were recruited.  

3.1.2. The NNS group 

The NNS participants were selected based on purposive sampling, a non-

probability sampling technique typically used in qualitative research (1) when the 

researcher targets information-rich cases that address specific aspects of the research 

questions, (2) when the sample is selected based on the researcher’s expert judgment, and 

(3) when the sampling process focuses on the depth of information (Teddlie & 

Tashakkori, 2009, p. 173). Purposive sampling was chosen because the main focus of the 

study was to explore the intricacies of connectives in the writing of advanced NNSs in 

particular. The focus was not to make statistical inferences about the overall population 

of Arabic learners.  

The NNS group included 50 participants, 23 males and 27 females, 96% (n= 48) 

of whom were between 21 and 30 years old. All members of this group were native 

speakers of English, with one English-Russian and two English-Arabic bilinguals. All 

NNSs had been studying Arabic between four and twelve academic semesters, but no 

information was available as to whether they were studying in intensive or regular 

programs.  

The three criteria applied in including a NNS were being a native speaker of 

English, an advanced-level learner of Arabic as a foreign language, and at least 18 years 

old. These criteria were set in order to obtain a measure of homogeneity within the group 

in terms of language background and Arabic language ability. The participants’ advanced 
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ability was assumed based on their Arabic learning situation at the time of recruitment. 

17 NNSs had recently completed an academic year in Amman, Jordan, as students in the 

Centre for Arabic Study Abroad (CASA) program, which offers advanced training in 

Arabic language and culture. Some of those students might have reached the Superior 

level of proficiency by the end of the CASA program, a level that subsumes the 

Advacned ability required for the current study. The remaining 33 participants were 

applicants to the CASA program scheduled for the following year and who received the 

highest score on the writing section of the program admission test.  

The decision to recruit advanced-level NNSs was informed by one of goals in this 

study; namely, to examine connectives use in Arabic NNS writing. It was important to 

obtain sample texts from NNSs who are able to produce connected writing. Equally 

important was for them to show adequate control over the lexicogrammatical system of 

the language, which writers rely upon when creating cohesion (Halliday and Hasan, 

1976). According to the guidelines set out by the American Council for the Teaching of 

Foreign Languages (ACTFL) (Swender, Conrad, & Vicars, 2012), Advanced writers 

meet these two requirements. They are able to "produce connected discourse of paragraph 

length and structure" (p. 12) as opposed to “a series of loosely connected sentences” (p. 

11) associated with Intermediate writing. They also "show good control of the most 

frequently used structures and generic vocabulary" (p. 12). Advanced learners are 

expected to attempt some of the tasks associated with the Superior levels, but do not yet 

possess the same level of linguistic control a Superior writer would exhibit. In examining 

advanced NNS writing, the question would be how cohesion is established rather than 

whether or not an acceptable level of cohesion exists in the text.  
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3.2. DATA COLLECTION  

3.2.1. The Writing Test  

A test form was designed to collect sample texts and to ensure that NS and NNS 

participants met the selection criteria set for their respective group. The form consisted of 

a background information questionnaire and a writing test. The questionnaire did not 

gather any identifying information, such as the participant’s name or the name of the 

institution at which they were studying Arabic in the US. The test served a dual purpose 

in the NNS context. It was used as a data collection tool in the present research. At the 

same time, it served educational purposes. The CASA students completed the test as a 

component of the end-of-program assessment and the CASA applicants completed the 

test as part of the CASA program’s admission exam.  

 The test consisted of three tasks. Task 1 involved communicating basic 

biographical information. Task 2, elicited expository (narrative and descriptive) writing. 

Task 3 was argumentative, where participants were asked to state an opinion and support 

it with evidence and examples. The three tasks were aligned with the ACTFL Guidelines 

(Swender et al., 2012) for the Intermediate, Advanced, and Superior levels of proficiency, 

respectively. Texts obtained through Task 1 were not analyzed in the current study as 

they were associated with the Intermediate writing ability. Since students were assumed 

to be Advanced writers, there was no need to examine their Intermediate level writing. 

This task was presented to students as required for the educational function of the test. 

The data collection was completed in different settings and at different times. As a 

precautionary measure against test exposure, two test forms were created, Form A and 

Form B, consisting of identical tasks represented by different prompts (topics), presented 

in Table 3.1. The prompts were given to NSs and NNSs in Arabic and English, 

respectively. The decision to present the prompts in the participants’ first language was 
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intended to control for the possible effect of individual differences in reading ability on 

the successful completion of the writing tasks. For logistical reasons, the test instructions 

differed slightly depending on the setting in which the test was administered. For 

example, on the NNS test Form A, participants were given a target word count. On Form 

B, a recommendation for the time to spend on each task was provided (see Appendix A).  

This was a decision made by the CASA program administrators who opted to provide 

time suggestion rather than word limit. 

 

 Expository Task Argumentative Task 

Form A   You moved into a new city two 

months ago. A very close Arab 

friend will be visiting you in this 

city for the first time next week. 

Write an email to your friend. In 

your email, describe the city, share 

some of your experiences there, and 

let your friend know what you have 

planned for his/her visit. 

In your opinion, what is the biggest 

challenge young people face in your 

country/community? Explain why you 

consider it a challenge and suggest 

possible solutions. Be specific. 

Form B  You are participating in an Arabic 

summer program in a new city. You 

are required to write weekly blog 

entries about various aspects of your 

life in the city in which you are 

living. Blog entries may include, but 

are not limited to, description of the 

city, an event you have attended, an 

experience you have had, or things 

you plan to do in the near future. 

Write your blog for this week! 

In some countries, citizens are required 

to complete two years of community 

(non-military) service between the ages 

of 18 and 26. Many agree that 

community service should be 

mandatory as individuals and the 

government are equally responsible for 

the common welfare. Others say this is 

a coercive measure that undermines the 

spirit of volunteering. What is your 

view on this issue? State your opinion 

and give reasons to support it. 

Table 3.1: Prompts in Form A and Form B of the Data Collection Test. 
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3.2.2. Data Collection Procedures  

The NS participants did not come from one intact group, and so more than one 

procedure was used to collect the NS data. Four participants took the writing test in a 

pen-and-paper format, administered individually by the supervisor of this study who was 

approved by the IRB to access the data. The majority of the NS texts were collected 

electronically via the circulation of a document version (n= 34) of the test or a link to an 

online version (n= 12). The NS participants were asked to complete the test within 90 

minutes. Since the NS test completion was not proctored, there is no definite guarantee 

that each participant adhered to the time limit. However, there is a high likelihood that 

they respected the test instructions since the test was a low-risk, volunteer activity for 

them. The NS data were collected between August 2014 and May 2015. 

The NNS data collection was completed at two stages determined by the 

availability of an intact group of advanced level learners of Arabic. The first stage was 

completed in August 2014 at an Arabic language institute in Amman, Jordan, where 21 

students were completing the CASA program. After obtaining the approval of both the 

CASA and the institute administrations, the students took the test as part of their end of 

program assessment. The data collection process followed these steps: 

1. I sent an electronic copy of the test to the institute administration.  

2. The administrator assigned each test paper a number in lieu of the 

participant’s name to protect the participants’ anonymity.  

3. Copies of the completed tests were scanned and emailed to me.  

4. To thank the students for their participation, I provided them with individual 

written feedback. I sent an electronic copy of the feedback to the institute 

administration, who in turned delivered my feedback to the respective 

students.  
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Three tests were excluded from the Amman data because they included responses fully 

written in colloquial Arabic. While the use of colloquial on these three tests was 

pragmatically appropriate, the tests were excluded because the current study focused on 

MSA only.  

The second stage of the NNS data collection took place in February 2015, when 

the test constituted the writing section of the CASA entrance exam. The score on this 

entrance exam was one selection criterion for the 2015 CASA competitive program. The 

applicants’ responses were scored separately by me and another experienced native-

speaker Arabic instructors using the rubric provided in Appendix B. The score assigned 

to a text was the average of the two scores given individually by the two raters. Tests 

produced by the highest 32 scoring participants are included in the study. The reliability 

and validity of test score interpretation (i.e., that a high score means a participant is 

advanced) is beyond the scope of the current study.  

It is important to note here that all NNS participants took the test in proctored, 

high-stake settings: an end of year proficiency test in the first setting and an admissions 

exam for a competitive program in the second setting. We should, therefore, expect all 

members in the NNS group to have exerted conscious effort to produce texts that 

represent their highest level of writing performance.  

3.2.3. The Data 

The data collection process resulted in 100 expository texts and 100 

argumentative texts, each divided equally between the NS and the NNS groups. Table 3.2 

summarizes the number of texts obtained from the two groups across the test forms (A ad 

B) and tasks (expository and argumentative). The text number differed in depending on 

form and group. For example, there were more NNS Form B than form A essays. This 
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does not constitute a major concern, since the prompts on the two forms were aligned 

with the ACTFL (Swender et al., 2012) guidelines.  

 NS NNS Total 

 Expository Argumentative Expository Argumentative  

Form A 30 30 18 18 98 

Form B 20 20 32 32 102 

Total 50 50 50 50 200 

Table 3.2: Number of Texts per Group and per Task. 

The total word count in the data was 36,996 words, 52% of which was produced 

by the NNSs. In the expository task, the average word per text (text length) was similar 

between the NS data (M= 164, SD= 73) and the NNS data (M= 156, SD= 43). However, 

in the argumentative task, the NNSs wrote longer texts (M= 228, SD= 80) than the NSs 

(M= 192, SD= 73). One possible explanation for the longer NNS argumentative average 

text could be that the NNS participants followed the test instructions closely, where the 

recommended word count or the time-on-task was higher for the argumentative question 

than for the expository question. Another explanation might be related to the text context. 

The NS were volunteers and they might not have wished to spend a long time on the test 

overall.  

3.3. DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURES 

The data analysis involved three steps: (1) the segmentation of the text into the 

units of analysis, (2) the identification of the explicit semantic relations that link text 

segments, and (3) the identification of the connective that signals these semantic 

relations. The data analysis was completed in this order to align with the semantic 

approach to the study of connectives adopted in this study, where the meaning signaled 

by connectives was prioritized over the presence of the connectives themselves.  



 55 

To prepare the data for the analysis, all handwritten texts were typed using a word 

processing program. The NNS texts were typed by a professional typist who was 

instructed to preserve the texts’ original form.  She was asked not to correct any spelling 

or grammatical errors, change the paragraph or sentence format, or alter the punctuation 

marks. The NS texts were obtained from participants in typed form, except for four 

handwritten tests, which I myself typed. Analyzing the data in their typed format 

improved the legibility of the texts. More importantly, it facilitated some analysis 

procedures such as word counting and searching for a specific connective within and 

across texts.  

3.3.1. Text Segmentation: Units of Analysis  

3.3.1.1. Paragraph Boundary 

Paragraphing is a recent development in Arabic (Holes, 2004) and it is not 

unusual to find a one-sentence paragraph (Baker, 1992). In the present study, a paragraph 

was seen as a sequence of propositions expressed by sentences, marked by a beginning 

and an end, and has some conceptual unity (van Dijk, 1982). The original orthographic 

paragraphing chosen by the participants was left unaltered so long as it corresponded 

with this definition. On very few occasions, I modified the paragraphing when an 

unnatural discontinuation in the sequence of ideas was observed. For example, in one of 

the NS texts, three sentences stood independently and clearly marked a continuation of 

the idea expressed in the previous paragraph. These three sentences were pasted to the 

end of their preceding paragraph.  

3.3.1.2. Sentence and Clause Boundaries  

Defining sentence boundaries was the most problematic step in the text 

segmentation process. It was not possible to define the Arabic sentence orthographically 
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as a unit that begins with a capital letter and ends with a punctuation mark since Arabic 

does not have capitalization. The use of punctuation in Arabic has been described as fluid 

(Al-Khafaji, 2001) and erratic (Williams, 1989), with the use of commas and periods 

being highly variable and idiosyncratic (Holes, 2004). This inconsistent use of 

punctuation was noticeable in the data, as illustrated by the following paragraph taken 

from a NS expository text.  

Ex. 3-1 

ىل لندن ل كامل درإس يت إجلامعيةتركت عائليت وذهبت  بعد أ ن أ هنيت درإس يت إلثانوية حيث قررت أ ن  إ 

دإرة إل   وإهجتين مصاعب عدة ومل  (٢) أ ذكر إن إل س بوع الاول يف لندن اكن يف غاية إلصعوبة (١)عامل,أ درس إ 

كنت خائفة هل سأ جنح يف هذإ إملاكن؟ هل سيس تقبلين إجملمتع  (٣) أ كن قادرة عىل أ ن أ عتاد عىل هذه إحلياة

يل وإىل حيايت وإىل وكرثت إل س ئةل يف رأ يس وبدأ ت إش تاق إىل أ ه (٤) وأ ان فتاة عربية ترتدي إحلجاب؟

 (٥) الاطمئنان وأ ان ابلقرب من عائليت.

 

After I finished high school, I left my family and went to London to pursue 

my university education, where I decided to study business administration, 

(1) I remember that the first week in London was extremely difficult(2) I 

faced many challenges and I was unable to get used to this life (3) I was 

scared. Will I succeed in this place? Will the society welcome me as an 

Arab girl wearing the hijab? (4) And many questions were on my mind and I 

started to miss my family, my life, and the safety of being close to them. (5)  

In example 3-1, the participant used a comma at the end of sentence (1), no punctuation 

at the end of sentences (2) or (3), and a period at the end of the paragraph. The second 

paragraph of this text, not provided here, contained 62% of the text word count, divided 

into 13 sentences (including 9 clauses) with no punctuation marks except for a period at 

the end of the paragraph. This inconsistency supported the decision to exclude 

punctuation from the text segmentation process in the current data analysis.  

Up until the late nineteenth century, Arabic texts did not use any punctuation 

(Holes, 2004). Since punctuation is not intrinsic to Arabic, a non-orthographic method of 

determining sentence boundaries must have existed prior to the introduction of 
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punctuation. I, therefore, consulted traditional rather than treatments of the Arabic 

sentence to answer the following question: If all punctuation marks were deleted from an 

Arabic text, how would a traditional grammarian semantically identify a sentence? This 

question led to a semantic-intonational operational definition of the Arabic sentence.  

A brief description of what a sentence means from the syntactic perspective is due 

here. A simple Arabic sentence can be a nominal sentence or a verbal sentence. A 

nominal sentence is normally headed by a noun and a verbal sentence headed by a verb. 

A nominal sentence is divided into: (1) the equational sentence, consisting of a subject 

and a predicate and contains no verbs, and (2) the topic + comment sentence, where the 

comment is a complete sentence in itself (Badawi et al., 2004). A verbal sentence, on the 

other hand, consists of a verb and a subject that can be a noun or a bound pronoun. The 

bound pronoun is a bound morpheme, and so a verbal sentence may consist of a single 

word (Badawi et al., 2004). Below are examples of the Arabic nominal and verbal 

sentences, with word-for-word English translation to reflect the structure of each 

sentence, followed by an idiomatic translation:  

Nominal Sentence  

Equational sentence  

al-bint ṭālibah   إلبنت طالبة   

the girl a student  

The girl is a student  

al-bint dhakīyah   إلبنت ذكية   

the girl smart 

The girl is smart 

Topic + Comment  

al-bint  ismuha Salma   إلبنت إمسها سلمى   

the girl her name Salma 

The girl’s name is Salma 

al-bint talcab   إلبنت  تلعب    

the girl she plays 

The girl is playing  
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Verbal Sentence  

sāfara akhī   سافر أ يخ   

travelled my brother 

My brother travelled  

sāfartu    سافرت 

  (I) travelled 

  I travelled  

From a traditional syntactic perspective, the basic sentence must include two 

indispensable components: al-musnad and al-musnad ilayhi. Literally, al-musnad means 

‘that which is ascribed to (something)’ and al-musnad ilayhi means ‘that to which 

something is ascribed’ (Levin, 1981)1. Put differently, al-musnad ilayhi is the thing we 

are talking about and al-musnad is what we are saying about it. Therefore, the subject of 

a nominal sentence and the subject of a verbal sentence constitute al-musnad ilayhi, while 

the predicate or the comment of the nominal sentence and the verb if the verbal sentence 

are al-musnad. This grammatical description is significant in the traditional grammarians’ 

semantic treatment of what constitutes the Arabic sentence.  

Ibn Hishām (d. 1360 AD) (1998) distinguishes between two concepts: al-kalām 

and al-jumlah. He defines al-kalām as “a conscious, meaningful utterance, where 

‘meaningful’ denotes ‘that which expresses some meaning that may be followed by 

silence’” (p. 363). Al-kalām, then, ends in what might be a natural pause, after which the 

listener would not be anticipating or expecting a continuation of the information that has 

been uttered. Al-jumlah, on the other hand, is an utterance that is grammatically 

complete, a well-formed nominal or verbal sentence, but does not constitute a complete 

thought. Ibn Hishām supports his distinction between these two concepts by referring to 

the fact that a conditional ‘sentence’ in Arabic is called jumlah sharṭīyah and a 

                                                 
1 See Levin (1981) for an insightful discussion on al-musnad and al-musnad ilayhi, including how 

Sībawayhi (eighth century grammarian) and al-Mubarrad (ninth century grammarian) define these two 

terms based on location in the sentence.  
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parenthetical sentence a jumlah ictirāḍīyah, were they constitute one half only of a 

complete idea. It seems, then, that al-jumlah in the sense conveyed by Ibn Hishām may 

sometimes correspond to a clause in Western grammar. From a grammatical perspective, 

al-kalām and al-jumlah consist of al-musnad and al-musnad ilayhi, but they differ on 

semantic basis.  

The present study adopted Ibn Hishām’s concepts of al-kalām and al-jumlah as 

definitions for the Arabic sentence and clause. The following example from the NS data 

illustrates how these two concepts were used in the text segmentation. Italicized words in 

the translation of examples indicate spelling and grammatical mistakes, which were not 

altered so that the examples throughout this dissertation would reflect the original texts.  

Ex. 3-2 

نظري هو  ]يوإجه إلش باب يف بدلي حتدايت كثرية / مهنا إلتعلمي وإلبطاةل وإلسكن، / لكن أ مه حتد من وهجة

أ و يف أ ي  أ وقاهتم يف إملقايه إلعامة يضيعيونعدم إل حساس بأ مهية إلوقت.[ ]يوجد إلكثري من إلش باب إذلين 

 [.معلماكن أ خر مع أ صدقاهئم / حبجة أ هنم يف إل جازة إلصيفية / أ و ل هنم ل جيدون 

 

[Young people in my country face many challenges / among which are 

education, unemployment, and housing, / but the biggest challenge in my 

view is the lack of appreciation of the value of time.] [Many young people 

waste their time at cafes or other places with their friends / under the 

pretext (saying) that it is the summer break / or that they cannot find a job.] 

In example 3-2, the utterances defined by a pair of square brackets convey a complete 

thought and are, therefore, considered kalām, a sentence. The segments marked by a 

forward slash, when read independently, do not constitute a meaningful utterance at the 

end of which the listener would not expect more information (e.g., they cannot find a 

job). Therefore, these segments were considered a jumlah, a grammatical sentence but a 

semantic clause. Since both al-kalām and al-jumlah translate to ‘a sentence’ in English, I 

refer to an instance of kalām as a sentence and an instance of jumlah as a clause.  
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The data segmentation was semantically driven. Thus, two words may constitute a 

sentence if they convey a complete thought. For example, in one of the expository tasks, 

participants were asked to write an email to a friend. In closing their emails most 

participants wrote expressions such as fī intiẓārik inshā’allah ‘waiting for you, God 

willing’ or ṣadīquk al-mukhliṣ ‘your sincere friend.’ These closings were counted in the 

data as sentences because they were complete, independent utterances. Similarly, it was 

decided that segments headed by al-masdar ‘verbal noun’ would be considered as 

semantic clauses when they convey a complete proposition. Consider the following 

example:  

Ex. 3-3 

ىل إلسوق إحمليل كام بعض إلقطع إل ثرية. لرشإء ميكننا إذلهاب إ   

 

Also we could go to the local market for buying some antiques. 

In this context, li-shirā’ bacḍ al-qiṭac al-atharīyah ‘for buying some antiques’ equaled in 

meaning li-nashtarī bacḍ al-qiṭac al-atharīyah ‘so we buy some antiques.’  

The decision to adopt a semantic rather than a syntactic definition of the sentence 

and clause in Arabic was informed by the overarching goal of this study; namely, to offer 

research-supported insights into the teaching of connectives to Arabic L2 learners. I 

focused on how NSs and NNSs used connectives to signal the underlying semantic 

relations in Arabic. The primary concern here was the continuity of meaning from one 

complete thought to another. A syntactic definition of the Arabic sentence and clause 

would lead to a grammar-focused analysis of connectives, which would shift the goal of 

Arabic L2 instruction from successful communication of ideas to accurate discrete-point 

use of connectives. Starting with a semantic analysis from al-kalām to al-jumlah provides 

insights into both single ideas and complete thoughts, which would not be possible 

through a bottom-up approach.   
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An complementing intonational definition of the Arabic sentence was extracted 

from the semantic definition. According to Ibn Hishām, the complete meaning of a 

sentence is realized where yaḥsunu al-sukūtu calayhi ‘would be appropriately concluded 

by silence’ (Ibn Hishām, 1998, p. 363). In light of this conceptualization, a read-aloud 

procedure was employed in the present study, where a natural pause meant a clause or a 

sentence has ended. This procedure has been adopted by a number of researchers in 

Arabic to address the challenge of defining sentence boundaries (e.g., Dickins, 2010; 

Obiedat, 1994; Kammensjö, 2005; Williams, 1989). In the present study, extended pauses 

and falling intonation marked sentence completion, while short pauses and neutral 

intonation marked clause completion.  

Viewing text segments as pause-defined units was supported by a noteworthy 

phenomenon that occurred in the data mainly at the clause level. Some participants used 

two (or more) dots to signal a pause. These dots, or ‘horizontal colons,’ indicate 

significant pauses of various kinds in Modern Written Arabic (Badawi et al., 2004). The 

NS and NNS texts included a total of 25 and 9 horizontal colons, respectively, found in 

both the expository and argumentative data. The most frequent use of the dots (11 

instances) was by NSs, placed after a list to mean ‘and so on.’ Sometimes the dots were 

followed by ilakh, ilā ākhirihi, or halumma jarran ‘etc.; and so on.’ The NNSs, on the 

other hand, mostly used the dots to pause in a narrative. Below is an example from a 

NNS text, where the participant was narrating her experience in Amman. 

Ex. 3-4 

ن هنا  قطط يكون حّبي أ كرث من إلالزم.... وذلكل أ ان حبب معيان ل   كام تعريف، أ ان حبب قطط كثريًإ... قد

 كثرية يف لك ماكن.

 

As you know, I love cats a lot… My love might be too much…. And that is 

why I love Amman because there are lots of cats everywhere.  
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In this example, the writer used dots to create a space in which she commented on the 

first statement. While reading these sentences aloud, I paused before and after the 

segment ‘My love might be too much’ and read it with neutral intonation, indicating that 

insertion of parenthetical information. Although this phenomenon was not prevalent in 

the data, it pointed to the presence of orality in the texts, and hence supported the utility 

of intonation in determining sentence and clause boundaries.  

The read-aloud technique was of secondary importance to the semantic content of 

a text segment. Some sentences in the data were long, and so not every natural pause was 

interpreted as an indication of clause or sentence completeness. Consider the following 

example: 

Ex. 3-5 

ظهرت إملعادةل إليت اكدت تفتك   |إد ثقافة إلوهابية من ش به جزيرة إلعرب،وإس تري  |مع إنتشار إلفقر وإجلهل 

 بش باب مرص.

 

With the spread of poverty and ignorance | and the importation of the 

Wahabi culture from the Arabian Peninsula, | the formula emerged that 

almost destroyed Egypt’s youth. 

This sentence included two pauses marked by a vertical bar. The first pause separated 

two phrases and the second introduces a clause. Therefore, I relied in the text 

segmentation on the natural pauses to complement the semantic definition of the Arabic 

clause and sentence.  

One lexical cue of sentence and clause boundaries was the presence of a 

connective. The absence of a standardized punctuation in Arabic did not matter in the 

present study. Some linguists have noted that connectives may function as punctuation 

marks (Badawi et al., 2004; Ryding, 2005). The role of connectives in text segmentation 

has been pointed out by Holes (2004) in his discussion of Arabic word order. He notes 

that  
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[punctuation] functions alongside the native system of textual chunking, which 

relies on coordinating and subordinating conjunctions that perform the dual role 

of signaling formally the beginnings and endings of sense groups and indicating 

the nature of the logical and functional relationships between them. (p. 251) 

Relying on connectives as cues for clause and sentence boundaries may appear to create a 

paradoxical situation, where connectives are used to identify text segments and text 

segmentation is a step towards identifying connectives. This paradox was not real in the 

current context, where connectives as text segmentation cues were viewed exactly as 

such: cues that represent punctuation marks. At the text segmentation stage, the presence 

of a connective was used as a hint for the examination of the semantic meaning presented 

in a text segment.  

Using the proposed semantic-intonational definition, I began the process of 

dividing paragraphs into sentences and clauses. First, I silently read each text as a whole 

once, focusing on the message that the writer conveyed. Next, I read the text aloud, 

marking major and minor pauses. Finally, I recorded the number of sentences and clauses 

associated with each text.  

3.3.2. Identifying Connectives and Discourse relations  

The next stage in the data analysis was to identify connectives in the data. 

Connectives were defined in the present study as lexical items that explicitly signaled the 

semantic relations linking two adjacent or non-adjacent text segments that express 

abstract entities such as events, facts, and propositions (adapted from Alsaif & Markert, 

2010). Arabic connective are not limited to one syntactic category. They come from 

different categories such as coordinating conjunctions (e.g., aw ‘or’), subordinating 

conjunctions (e.g., idhā ‘if’), adverbials (e.g., khuṣūṣan ‘especially’), prepositional 

phrases (e.g., fī al-muqaābil ‘in contrast’), and prepositions (e.g., bacd ‘after’). In terms 

of composition, connectives can be a clitic (e.g., bi- ‘with’), can consist of one or more 
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words (e.g., ḥīna ‘during’ and maca dhālik ‘however’), or composed of paired lexical 

items (e.g., immā .. aw ‘either .. or’).  

The identification of potential Arabic connective was completed within RST, 

where the focus was on the semantic relations underlying the texts. That is, I did not start 

with a list of connectives and attempted to locate them in the data. Rather, I read a given 

text, identified the semantic discourse relations that linked the text segments into a 

unified whole, and noted how these relations were signaled by connectives. These 

semantic relations, such as temporal and causal relations, “hold between two segments 

(so-called arguments) that express abstract entities such as events, facts, and 

propositions” (Alsaif & Markert, 2011, p. 736). Discourse relations have been studied 

extensively in theoretical linguistics (e.g., Halliday & Hasan, 1985, 1976; Hobbs, 1985) 

and represented by a number of taxonomies (e.g., Hobbs, 1985; Knott & Sanders, 1998; 

Mann & Thompson, 1988).  

Discourse relations can be explicitly signaled by a connective, or may implicitly 

exist in the text and are thus left for the listener or reader to infer. The following two 

examples from the NS data illustrate this difference.  

Ex. 3-6 

 وإهجتين بعض إلصعوابت يف إجياد حمل للسكن ل نين قد أ حرضت قطيت معي.

 

I faced challenges in finding a place to stay because I had brought my cat 

along 

Ex. 3-7 

هنا مدينة ساحرة ومجيةل.  ين وإثقة أ نك س تحبني مدينة بودإبست. إ   إ 

 

I am confident you will love Budapest. It is a charming and beautiful city.  

A causal relation linked the two arguments in each example. In the first example, the 

causality was signaled by li-anna ‘because.’ In the example 3-7, there was no explicit 
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representation of the causal relation between Budapest being a charming city and the 

writer’s certainty that the addressee would love it. The causality was inferred by the 

reader. The absence of a connective in this example marked an instance of the zero 

connective accompanied by inna-ha ‘it truly is,’ stressing the beauty of the city. In 

modern grammar treatise, implicit relations are referred to as asyndetic coordination 

(Cantarino, 1979), which amounts to the elision of a connective (Badawi et al., 2004).  

Explicit and some instances of implicit discourse relations correspond to the 

phenomena of al-waṣl (conjunction) and al-faṣl (disjunction), respectively, as described 

in traditional Arabic rhetoric. They are “grammatical processes that have a semantic 

bearing on the sentence. When they are investigated outside the discipline of word order 

(cilm al-macānī), they become part of the rhetorical discipline of embellishments (cilm al-

badīc)” (Abdul-Raof, 2006, p. 176). Al-faṣl and al-waṣl are governed by grammatical, 

semantic, and rhetorical rules, the details of which are beyond the scope of this study. For 

the purposes of the current discussion, I provide data examples of the semantic contexts 

within which al-faṣl (disjunction) is preferred. The first context is kamāl al-ittiṣāl ‘total 

relatedness,’ in which the second argument continues or elaborates the first. 

Ex. 3-8 

إء إلكثري من يف منتصف الاس بوع، س نذهب للتسوق يف بعض إملولت إلتجارية. إعمل إنك تريدين ش 

 إلهدإاي.

 

During the week, we will go shopping at some malls.  I know you want to 

buy a few gifts.  

These two arguments were so semantically connected that a connective was unnecessary. 

The context in example 3-9 is the reverse; namely, kamāl al-inqiṭāc ‘total unrelatedness,’ 

in which al-faṣl usually marks a shift to a new topic. The following example is from the 
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opening paragraph of an expository text, where a NS participant wrote to a friend about 

the plans he had made for the friend’s visit. 

 Ex. 3-9 

أ ان مقت ابلتخطيط لزايرتك إلقادمة حىت نس تغل  (١) للسفر.أ رجو إن تكون إنهتيت من جتهزي حقائبك 

 إلطقس هنا معتدل هنارًإ ولكنه يصبح ابردًإ يف إلليل، ذلكل أ حرض معك مالبس مناس بة. (٢) إلوقت جيدًإ.

 (٤) إملعرض. س يكون هنا  معرضًا للس يارإت إلالكس يكية يف مدينة قريبة وأ ان إشرتيت تذإكر دلخول (٣)

 

I hope you have finished packing. (1) I have made a plan for your visit so 

that we make the best use of time. (2) The weather here is moderate during 

the day, but it is cold at night. So, pack for the weather. (3) There will be a 

classic car show in a nearby city, and I got us entry tickets. (4)  

Each of the four sentences in this example introduced a different topic, and the shift from 

one topic to another was marked by the absence of a connective. In those cases, “the lack 

of an ‘overt’ connective is in itself a form of conjoining, hence the 0 connective” (Al-

Batal, 1990, p. 249). The present study focused on explicit discourse relations as marked 

by a connective. Section 4.3.1.2 of this dissertation will be dedicated to the role of the 

zero connective in the data.  

The identification of discourse relations and their signaling connectives was based 

on a hierarchical taxonomy consisting of four broad categories of relations (expansion, 

contingency, temporal, and comparison) including fifteen sub-categories. The function of 

a connective was to signal these semantic relations explicitly. In the following example, 

the connective li ‘so that’ marked the contingency discourse (sub-type: reason) relation 

that linked the two segments together. 

Ex. 3-10 

 يف إلبدإية سوف أ خذ  يف جوةل دإخل إحلرم إجلامعي لـتشاهد إملباين وإملتاحف.

 

First, I will take you on a campus tour so that you see the buildings and 

museums.  



 67 

Figure 3.1 presents the taxonomy of relations adopted in the present study. This 

taxonomy was based on the taxonomy discourse relations used in Alsaif’s study, part of 

which was the development of the Leeds Arabic Discourse TreeBank (henceforth 

LADTB) (Alsaif and Markert, 2010, 2011; Alsaif, 2012). The elaboration relation 

(boldfaced in Figure 3.1) was added to the LADTB relations based on Mann and 

Thompson’s (1988) list of discourse relations.  

EXPANSION    CONTINGENCY 

 Exemplification   Condition  

Reformulation    Cause  

Exception     Reason  

Alternative     Result  

Background    Pragmatic Condition  

Conjunction  

Elaboration  

TEMPORAL    COMPARISON 

  Asynchronous    Contrast 

  Synchronous     Similarity  

 

Figure 3.1: Taxonomy of Arabic Discourse Relations in the Study (adapted from Alsaif, 

2012). 

3.3.3. Description of Discourse Relations 

3.3.3.1. Temporal 

A discourse relation is identified as ‘temporal’ when the two events occur 

simultaneously (synchronously) or consecutively (asynchronously)  

Synchronous:  
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Ex. 3-11 

 أ ان أ شاهد إملنظر إمجليل ملدينة أ وسنت.وأ كتب كل هذه إلرساةل 

 

I am writing to you while I look at the beautiful Austin skyline.  

Asynchronous:  

Ex. 3-12 

ىل نيويور  سوف نقوم بعديد من إل ش ياء وإل نشطة.  عندما  تأ يت إ 

 

When you come to New York, we will do a lot of stuff and activities.   

3.3.3.2. Comparison 

A connective signals comparison when a relation of difference or a similarity 

exists between two arguments.  

Contrast: 

Ex. 3-13 

نإلبعض إل خر يبحث عن فرصة معل   اكنت ل متت بصةل دلرإس ته. حىت إ 

 

Others look for a job opportunity even if it were not at all related to his 

education.   

Similarity: 

Ex. 3-14 

 أ رى يف مرص يف أ دإء إخلدمة إلعسكرية. كاميوجد أ شخاص ل حيبون أ و ل جييدون هذإ إلعمل إلتطوعي.. 

 

There are people who do not like or are not good at this voluntary work.. as 

I see in Egypt in relation to military service.  

3.3.3.3. Contingency 

Contingency relations occur when an element in one argument influences an 

element in another argument. This influence may be manifested in a reason, result, or 

condition relations.  

Reason:  

Ex. 3-15 

جبارية يرى إلبعض أ ن إخلدمة إجملمتعية جيب أ ن تكون أ ن إحلكومة وإل فرإد يتساوون يف مس ئوليهتم  حيث إ 



 69 

 إجتاه حتقيق إلصاحل إلعام. 

 

Some say that community service should be mandatory since the 

government and the individuals are equally responsible for the general 

welfare.    

Result:  

Ex. 3-16 

ىل الاس تقرإر الاقتصادي. ذلإإقتصادية وتعاين مرص من أ زمة   فهيي يف حاجة ماسة إ 

 

Egypt suffers from an economic crisis, and therefore it is in urgent need 

for economic stability.     

Condition:  

Ex. 3-17 

ذإإحلياة صعبة جدًإ يف ليبيا   مل تكن عائلتك غنية.  إ 

 

Life is so difficult in Libya if your family is not well-off.  

Pragmatic condition:  

Ex. 3-18 

ذإ هناكل عقبات كثريه توإجه إلش باب وهناكل عدة أ حباث قد انقشت فـإردان إن نتلكم بشفافية ووضوح,  إ 

نقول إن أ ولها هو إملايض إذلي  إخترصان بعض هذه إلعقبات, لو. ولكن ههذإ إملوضوع ل مهيت تناقشومازإلت 

 حيمهل إلبعض عىل إكتافه من ماكن إىل إخر ومن عاما إىل عاما إخر.

 

If we wanted to talk with transparency and clarity, [then] there are a 

number of obstacles that young people face, and a number of studies have 

discussed this topic due to its importance. But if we were to summarize 

some of these obstacles, we can say that the first one is the past that some 

carry on their shoulders from place to place and year to year. 

3.3.3.4. Expansion 

This category includes additive relations, where the connective signals additional details, 

such as examples, background information, specification, or elaboration.  

Exemplifications:  

Ex. 3-19 

ذإ اكن هنا  ختطيط مس بق عىل إملدى  جيب عىل ، عىل سبيل إملثال إلطويل.لك هذه إلعرإقيل ميكن جتنهبا إ 

إلطالب سوإء من مه يف إملرحةل إلثانوية أ و إجلامعية أ ن يقوموإ بدرإسة مجيع إخليارإت إملتوفرة أ ماهمم قبل أ ن 
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 .يباشوإ ويقوموإ ابختيار إجملال إلوظيفي إذلي س يختارونه

 

All these obstacles can be avoided if there is long term planning. For 

example, students, whether in high schools or at universities, should study 

all alternatives available to them before they proceed and choose a career.  

Reformulation:  

Ex. 3-20 

وإحدة من إلطرق إل فضل وإل جنح، حسب رأ يي، يه جعل هذإ إلعمل إلتطوعي عنرصًإ همامً من عنارص 

إملتقدم جلامعة معينة أ و لعمل معني تكون هل حظوظ أ وفر لو أ ن ملفه  أ ي أ نإلتقيمي إجلامعي أ و إلعميل. 

ىل جانب إلتقنية أ و إلعملية، عىل إملؤهالت وإلقدرإت إل اكدميية و  )ملف إدلرإسة/ ملف إلتشغيل( يتضمن إ 

 مدخل للعمل إلتطوعي إجملمتعي.

 

One of the best and most successful ways, in my opinion, is making 

volunteer work an important criterion in university or practical evaluation. 

That is, a university or a job applicant would have a better chance if his file 

(university file/job file) included an entry indicating volunteer work, in 

addition to qualifications and academic, technical or practical skills.   

Exception:  

Ex. 3-21 

ذإكثري من إل حيان نرى أ ن إل شخاص حيبون إلتغيري ول حيبون الالزتإم بيشء معني  ل إ   أ حبوإ هذإ إليشء.  إ 

 

We often see that people like change and do not like committing to 

something specific unless they like this thing.  

Alternative:  

Ex. 3-22 

ىل ما يقوم به إل ابء يف إلبدلإن إل خرى  سوإء  ىل اترخينا س نجد أ   أ ونظران إ  ن إلش باب اكن يقود عدان إ 

 .ليس حياته فقطإجليوش و 

 

Whether we consider what parents in other countries do or go back in 

history, we will see that young people used to manage armies, and not only 

their lives.    

Background: 

Ex. 3-23 

ي" يف مدينة معيان. 
ِ
ي إ

ِ
قد وصلت يف معيان قبل فـهذإ صيف َأدرس إللغة إلعربية يف برانمج "يس َأي إ

ىل إلقاهرة ليك أ زور صديقيت.   َأس بوع ولكن هناية إل س بوع هذه سافرت إ 

 

This summer I am studying Arabic with the CIEE in Amman. So I arrived 
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in Amman a week ago, but this weekend, I travelled to Cairo to visit my 

friend.      

Conjunction:  

Ex. 3-24 

  أ ريد أ ن أ ريك لك إل ماكن إلس ياحية وإملثرية.وأ ان متحامسة جدًإ ل نين أ حب مدينة عامن كثريًإ 

 

I am so excited as I love Amman a lot and want to show you all the 

touristic and excited places.  

Elaboration:   

Ex. 3-25 

هنا  إلعديد من إلناس إليت تس تخدم فـ ٬لقد أ حببت إملدينة بشلك عام. ولحظت إهامتم أ هلها ابلرايضة

  ة.ري يف إحلدإئق وإلشوإرع إلرئيس يإلكثري من إلناس متارس رايضة إجلوستشاهدين  إدلرإجة كوس يةل إنتقال

 

I liked the city overall and noticed how people here care about sports, as 

many of them use bikes to commute, and you will find many people 

running in parks and main streets.  

Elaboration was a challenging type of relation to identify, as it often resembled reason, 

conjunction, and exemplification. In Alsaif’s (2012) annotation guidelines, the fa ‘as’ in 

example 3-25 is seen as conjunction (additive) relation because it does not fit under any 

other sub-type of expansion. However, the sentence introduced by fa is not an additional 

piece of information; rather, it elaborates on and further explains the writer’s observation 

of how the city’s inhabitants are interested in sports in the preceding sentence. Therefore, 

fa in this context is considered an elaboration connective.  

In applying the taxonomy in Figure 3.1 to the data analysis, the study generally 

followed the annotation (coding) principles of the LADTB (Alsaif, 2012). These 

principles were designed to guide annotators through the task of identifying connectives 

and the arguments they conjoin, a task identical to the analysis of the NS and NNS texts 

in the present study. Two reasons motivated the reliance on the LADTB guidelines. First, 

the guidelines were dedicated specifically to the annotation of Arabic discourse relations 

and the identification of connectives, the same purpose of the data analysis in the present 
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context. Secondly, the guidelines include a hierarchical taxonomy of Arabic discourse 

relations. A hierarchical structure has an advantage over a list of relations such as that 

presented by Halliday and Hasan (1976), as new branches can be added and existing 

branches can be merged or deleted. 

The present research and Alsaif’s (2012) study both examined Arabic 

connectives, but they involved different purposes. While the current research aimed to 

serve pedagogical purposes, Alsaif’s ultimate goal was to present the first algorithms for 

the automatic recognition of Arabic connectives and discourse relations, for which human 

annotation was an essential initial step. I, therefore, made three main modifications to the 

annotation principles to better suit the goals of this research.  

The first modification was related to the level of analysis. The LADTB dealt with 

discourse relations between adjacent and non-adjacent clauses and sentences. In the 

current study, the guidelines were applied to adjacent and non-adjacent clauses, 

sentences, and paragraphs. Expanding the analysis to the paragraph level aimed to (1) 

account for all discourse relations in the texts and (2) avoid a grammatical approach to 

the study of connectives, where the primary focus is on the syntactic function of 

connectives at the inter- and intra-sentential level, and (3) present evidence-based 

recommendations regarding the teaching of Arabic connectives as text-forming tools and 

not only as grammatical lexical elements. Example 3-26 illustrates how connectives may 

function at the paragraph level. In one of the argumentative tasks, participants were asked 

whether young citizens should be required to complete two years of community service. 

One of the NS participants concluded his opinion on this topic with the following short 

paragraph.  

Ex. 3-26  

لزإمية إخلدمة إجملمتعية من عدمه حيمتل وفق وهجفـ، وعليه ن إلقرإر اب  ىل حد جانب  – جانبني ة نظريإ  سلّب إ 
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جيايب قد يكون أ كرث فاعلية.  ما، مقابل جانب إ 

 

Accordingly, the decision as to whether or not community service should 

be mandatory has in my opinion two sides, a somewhat negative side and 

on a positive side that might be more effective. 

In this example, the connective wa calayh ‘accordingly,’ based on the above discussion’ 

linked the paragraph to the information presented earlier in the text. The writer had just 

discussed the advantages and disadvantages of mandatory community service. Wa calayh 

played the cohesive role of binding the text into a unified whole, a function that would be 

overlooked were the analysis confined to the clause and sentence levels.  

The second modification to the annotation principles pertained to the order in 

which the analysis was performed. The LADTB annotators were asked to first choose a 

connective from a list of 107 Arabic connectives and then highlight the arguments the 

connective conjoined. The annotators were not allowed to add new connectives for 

technical reasons related to the LADTB project goals. The current study followed the 

reverse order and was not limited to a list of connectives. I began analysis with the 

identification of each discourse relation in the text, followed by recording the connective 

that signaled the relation. Although the vast majority of connectives recognized in the 

present study were also identified in the LADTB list, prioritizing semantic relations in the 

text led to the recognition of new connectives not mentioned in the LADTB list, such as 

wa calayhi in example 3-26 above.   

The third and final modification was related to the choice between single and 

multiple relations. According to the LADTB guidelines, more than one type of relations 

can be assigned to the same connective. For example 

دإرة إلكرة يف إل هيل.  إختذ إلشقيقان قرإرهام بعدما وجدإ جتاهال اتما من قبل إ 

The brothers made their decision after they were disregarded completely by the 

department of the football in the Alahli Club. (Alsaif, 2012, p. 35)  
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The relation between these two clauses was annotated as temporal/contingency. In the 

present study, this relation would be coded as contingency. Only one label was assigned 

based on the relation that, in my argument, best described how two arguments were 

related in a specific context. This restriction aimed to simplify the process of the data 

analysis and the interpretation of the results.  

3.4. SUMMARY 

The purpose of this chapter was to describe the methodology followed in the 

present study to investigate how NSs and NNSs of Arabic used connectives in their 

expository and argumentative texts. Fifty NSs were recruited from different Arabic L1 

backgrounds to represent different flavors of MSA writing. The NNS group consisted of 

fifty Advanced learners of Arabic enrolled in or applying to enroll in the most advanced 

Arabic program in the United States. The choice of advanced-level learners was intended 

to ensure that they would exhibit a minimum level of semantic and syntactic control. 

Using a writing test, 100 expository texts and 100 argumentative texts were 

obtained from the two groups. The data was segmented into paragraphs based on the 

formatting chosen by the participant. To define sentence and clause boundaries, a 

semantic-intonational operational definition was adopted. The data analysis involved the 

identification of the semantic relations that bound two text arguments and the notation of 

the Arabic connective that explicitly signaled these relations. The identification of the 

connectives was semantically rather than grammatically driven, completed within RST.  

In the next chapter, I present the results of the data analysis, including the function of 

connectives in expository and argumentative texts. Similarities and differences between 

the NS and NNS texts are presented including the role of the zero connective, and the 

involvement of connectives in morphological, word, and chunk repetition.  
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Chapter IV: Results and Discussion  

The present study examined how NSs and NNSs of Arabic used connectives at 

different text levels in expository and argumentative writing. In this chapter, I report the 

results of this examination. The chapter begins with an overview of the types and 

frequencies of the lexical items identified as connectives in the data. Next, it discusses the 

function of connectives at the clause, sentence, and paragraph levels in the expository and 

argumentative texts. Finally, it presents salient similarities and differences in how the two 

groups used connectives.  

4.1. OVERVIEW OF CONNECTIVES IN THE STUDY  

4.1.1. Frequency of Connectives 

The frequency of connectives in the data differed to various degrees based on the 

group (NS vs. NNS), the task type (expository vs. argumentative), the discourse relations 

they signaled (temporal, contrast, contingency, and expansion), and the discourse level at 

which they signaled discourse relations (clause, sentence, and paragraph). The number of 

connectives identified in the study was 2,969. Only five connectives, all from the NNS 

data, were excluded from the analysis due to grammatical or semantical inaccuracy. Out 

of the remaining 2,964 connectives, 1,310 were contributed by the NS group and 1,654 

by the NNS group. Overall, the NNSs used slightly more connectives per 100 words (M = 

17.5) than did the NSs (M = 14.7). However, the number of connectives per 100 words in 

an individual text was closer to the group mean in the NS group (SD = 2.1) than in the 

NNS group (SD = 3.7). In other words, the frequency of connectives in a text varied to a 

less degree within the NS data. The larger diversity in the NNS data could be due to 

differences among the NNS participants regarding how often they should use 

connectives, an awareness that might be shared among the NS participants. Table 4.1 
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provides detailed descriptive statistics of the average connective use per group and text 

type.    

 Expository Argumentative 

 NS NNS NS NNS 

M 7.1 9.5 7.5 8.1 

SD 2.8 3.5 2.7 2.3 

Min 3 6 4 6 

Max 36 35 47 38 

Table 4.1: Descriptive Statistics of Arabic Connectives per 100 Words. 

As for task type, Table 4.1 shows that, on average, there were more connectives 

per 100 words in the argumentative than in the expository texts. This difference may 

pertain to the nature of the writing task and topic (see test prompts in section 3.2.1). The 

expository tasks involved descriptions of a city, narration of experiences, and itemization 

of future activities. The shift from one topic to another, and sometimes between details of 

the same topic, represented al-faṣl ‘disjunction,’ a rhetorical phenomenon that “refers to 

the absence of any conjunctive particle particularly the co-ordination particle (و) [wa]” 

(Abdul-Raof, 2006, p. 184). Example 4-1 by a NS participant includes eight instances of 

al-faṣl marked by hashtags. 

Ex. 4-1 

 مرحبا سعيد

ىل بريوت إل س بوع إلقادم.  جيدإً  أ ان سعيد ومتحمس #كيف إحلال؟  ىل  #بقدومك إ  كام تعمل أ ان إنتقلت إ 

تعترب بريوت من أ مجل وأ شهر إملدن يف إلعامل  #مدينة بريوت منذ حوإيل إلشهرين، وأ حب هذه إملدينة كثريًإ. 

إلعريب بشلك عام وإلرشق إل وسط بشلك خاص، حيث أ هنا تمتتع بطابع عريب شق أ وسطي رإئع منكٍه 

تكون شوإرع إملدينة عادًة مكتظة  #يس إلرشق إل وسط. بنكهة غربية ساحرة ذلكل تدعى هذه إملدينة ببار 

 #يقصدها زوإرها للس ياحة وإلعمل وإدلرإسة.  #بأ انس من بدلإن خمتلفة، ففهيا أ انس من بدلإن عربية وغربية. 

يعترب إملطبخ إلبريويت من أ طيب وأ شهر إملطاخب يف إلعامل إلعريب، حيث يقصد إلناس إملدينة للمتتع ابلتبوةل 

حيلو إلسهر يف بريوت مع إلصحبة إللطيفة وإللقمة إلطيبة ونفس  #ص وإلكبة بأ نوإعها وإلكباب إلذليذ. وإمحل

س نقوم خالل إل ايم إل وىل يف زايرتك بزايرة بعض إملتاحف وإجلوإمع وإلكنائس، كام  #إل سطوري  إل ركيةل

ملقيل. أ ما أ ثناء إلليل سوف نقوم سوف نتذوق إلكثري من إلوجبات إلبريوتية إلرسيعة اكلشاورما وإدلجاج إ
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 بزايرة شارع إمحلرإ وإمجلزية للمتتع ابحلياة إلليلية إلربوتية إملرحة. 

 

Hello Said, 

How are you? # I am so happy and excited about your visit to Beirut next 

week. # As you know, I moved to Beirut around two months ago, and I 

love this city a lot. # Beirut is considered one of the most beautiful and 

famous cities in the Arab world in general and the Middle East in 

particular. # The city streets are usually full of people from different 

countries; there are people from Arab and Western countries. # Visitors 

come to it for tourism or study. # The Beirut cuisine is one of the most 

delicious and famous cuisines in the Arab world and people come here to 

enjoy tabbouleh, hummus, all types of kibbeh, and kabab. # Staying out late 

in Beirut is so much fun thanks to the good company, the good bite, and the 

amazing hookah. # In the first few days of your visit, we will visit a few 

museums, mosques, and churches, and we will try delicious Beirut fast 

food such as shawarma and fried chicken. As for the evening, we will visit 

Al-Hamra and Al-Jimmayze streets to enjoy the fun Beirut nightlife. 

In example 4-1, the major shift from greeting, to describing different aspects of the city, 

and finally to planning a friend’s visit were points of transition indicated by zero 

connectives rather than explicit connectives (see section 4.3.1.2 for a discussion of the 

organizational function of the zero connective).  

The frequency of connectives varied according to the semantic relations they 

marked. The most frequent relation was conjunction, followed by elaboration, reason, 

and contrast. Alsaif (2012) found similar frequencies in her analysis of 535 Arabic 

newspaper articles, where conjunction (50%), reason (12.7%), and contrast (7%) were the 

most frequent relations. Notice that elaboration relations was an additional sub-category 

not present in Alsaif’s taxonomy. Elaboration would be coded in Alsaif’s study as 

conjunction relation. When adding elaboration to conjunction in the present study, the 

total percentage of conjunction relations constitutes 48.8%, which is almost equal to 

Alsaif’s conjunction percentage. This similarity between the two studies confirms the 

high frequency of conjunction (additive) relations in Arabic. Figure 4.1 presents the 
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distribution of discourse relations in the present study, which reflects the percentages of 

connectives in the data.  

 

EXPANSION    CONTINGENCY 

 Exemplification (1.1%)  Condition (5.4%) 

Reformulation (1.6%)   Cause  

Exception (0.1%)    Reason (15.2%) 

Alternative (11.0%)    Result (6.2%) 

Background (0.1%)   Pragmatic Condition (0.3%) 

Conjunction (47.7%) 

Elaboration (1.8%) 

TEMPORAL    COMPARISON 

  Asynchronous (0.9%)   Contrast (12.1%) 

  Synchronous (5.4%)   Similarity (1.0%) 

Figure 4.1:  Distribution of Discourse Relations in the Study. 

The frequency of discourse relations and their signaling connectives sometimes 

correlated with the task type. For example, temporal connectives occurred more often in 

the expository data (138 instances) than in the argumentative data (48 instances). This 

difference was expected as the expository task elicited present, past, and future 

descriptions and narrations. For instance, participants used temporal connectives to 

suggest future activities in an email to a friend, and to share past activities and 

experiences with blog readers. The argumentative task, on the other hand, elicited 

temporal connectives less frequently, where participants occasionally shared a story, a 

personal anecdote, or a historical event to support their opinion. 
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In terms of text level, connectives predominantly signaled discourse relations 

between clauses within the same sentence (65.2%) and between sentences in the same 

paragraph (30.9%). Fewer connectives occurred at the paragraph level (3.9%). Table 4.2 

presents the frequency of connectives at each discourse level.  

 

Discourse 

Level 
Expository Argumentative 

Total occurrences 

2,964 

 NS NNS NS NNS  

Clause 441 506 480 505 1,932 

Sentence 128 213 232 344 917 

Paragraph 15 18 14 68 115 

Table 4.2: Frequency of Connectives at the Different Text Levels. 

As Table 4.2 shows, the NNS participants used connectives at the beginning of a 

paragraph more frequently than the NS group. This difference in frequency is noteworthy 

since paragraph-initial connectives are uncommon in English, the NNS group’s first 

language. This phenomenon was more evident in the argumentative writing, where the 

NNS group used connectives at the paragraph level four times more frequently than the 

NS group. The higher frequency of paragraph-initial connectives could be a function of 

the difference in the number of paragraphs, as the NS and NNS argumentative texts 

included 104 and 153 paragraphs, respectively.  

In terms of semantic relations, connectives in clause- and sentence-initial 

positions mainly marked temporal, contrast, reason, and conjunction relations in the 

expository texts, and contrast, reason, result, condition, exemplification, reformulation, 

conjunction, and elaboration in the argumentative task. At the paragraph, connectives 

mainly signaled contrast, similarity, and conjunction relations in the expository texts, and 

contrast, result, condition, and conjunction in the argumentative texts. A comprehensive 
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tabulation of connective frequency per task type, group, discourse level, and relation 

signaled is presented in Appendix C.  

4.1.2. Inventory of Connectives  

The lexical items identified as connectives in the present data commonly occurred 

across the two groups, but in different frequencies. In the NS data, the most frequent 

connectives, in order of frequency, were wa ‘and,’ lākin ‘but,’ li ‘to,’ li’anna ‘because,’ 

and fa ‘so,’ and in the NNS data they were wa ‘and,’ lākin ‘but,’ li’anna ‘because,’ idhā 

‘if,’ and fa ‘so.’ Tables 4.3 to 4.6 list the connectives identified in the NS data and tables 

4.7 to 4.10 show the connectives identified in the NNS texts. The connectives in these 

tables are grouped by the type of relation signaled in the texts, and organized in 

descending order of frequency.  

 

Table 4.3: Temporal Connectives in the NS Data. 

Type of 

Relation 

Connective Meaning No. of 

Occurrences 

Synchronous )و )إحلال circumstantial wa while 10 

 ḥīnamā when 1 حيامن 

 kullamā whenever 1 لكام 

 kullamā … wa  1 لكام ... و 

Asynchronous بعد bacda after 15 

   bacda dhālik بعد ذكل 

   bacda an بعد أ ن 

   bacdamā بعدما 

 thumma then 9 مث 

 cindamā when 8 عندما 

 ḥīna  5 حني 

 mundhu since 6 منذ 

 ḥattā until 6 حىت 

 ḥīnama when 2 حيامن 
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Table 4.3: Temporal Connectives in the NS Data. (cont.)  

 

Table 4.4: Comparison Connectives in the NS Data 

Type of 

Relation 

Connective Meaning No. of 

Occurrences 

Asynchronous قبل qabla before 5 

   qabla an قبل أ ن 

  qubayla right before قبيل 

 fa then 3 فـ 

 fīmā while 1 فامي 

 fawra once 1 فور 

 fī khilāl during 1 يف خالل 

 mā … ḥattā no sooner … than 1 ما ... حىت 

 min waqti-ha wa since 1 من وقهتا و 

TOTAL    77 

Type of 

Relation 

Connective Meaning No. of 

Occurrences 

Contrast لكن lākina but 77 

 ammā as for 14 أ ما 

   ammā … fa أ ما ... فـ 

 raghma despite 9 رمغ 

   raghma anna .. fa رمغ أ ن ... فـ 

  bi-ar-raghm min in spite of ابلرمغ من 

 calā ar-raghm عىل إلرمغ من 

min 

  

ل    bi-ar-raghm min أ نابلرمغ من ... إ 

… illā anna 

in spite of … yet  

ل أ ن   illā anna however 7 إ 

 laysa and not 7 ليس 

   wa laysa وليس 

 bal but rather 7 بل 

ن     bal fa-inna بل فا 

ذإ   ḥattā idhā even if 4 حىت إ 
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Table 4.4: Comparison Connectives in the NS Data. (cont.)  

 

Table 4.5: Contingency Connectives in the NS Data. 

Type of 

Relation 

Connective Meaning No. of 

Occurrences 

Contrast  ن    ḥattā in حىت إ 

   ḥattā law حىت لو 

 badalan min instead of 3 بدًل من 

 maca despite 3 مع 

  maca hādhā however مع هذإ 

 bi-caks unlike 2 بعكس 

   calā caks عىل عكس 

 baynamā whereas 2 بيامن 

 calā an-naqīḍ contrary to 2 عىل إلنقيض 

 mahmā regardless of; no همام 

matter what 

2 

منا   innamā but 1 إ 

 baynamā while 1 بيامن 

 calā despite 1 عىل 

 ghayra anna however 1 غري أ ن 

ن   wa in  1 وإ 

-fī al-jihah al يف إجلهة إملقابةل 

muqābilah 

on the other hand 1 

 fī ḥīn anna whereas 1 يف حني أ ن 

Similarity كام kamā like; as 10 

 mathal … mathal like a … , like b 1 مثل ... مثل 

TOTAL    157 

Type of 

Relation 

Connective Meaning No. of 

Occurrences 

Reason لـ li in order to 73 

 li-anna because 48 ل ن 

 fa because 39 فـ 

 ḥaythu because; as 24 حيث 
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Table 4.5: Contingency Connectives in the NS Data. (cont.)  

 

Type of 

Relation 

Connective Meaning No. of 

Occurrences 

Reason  يك kay in order to 9 

   li-kay ليك 

 min ajl in order to 9 أ جل من 

 bi through 8 بـ 

 bisabab because of 6 بسبب 

 ḥaythu anna as 6 حيث أ ن 

  biḥaythu anna so that حبيث أ ن 

 ḥattā in order to 5 حىت 

 maca because of, due مع 

to, with 

5 

 kawn due to its being 4 كون 

   li-kawn لكون 

 min khilāl through 4 من خالل 

 natījat as a result of 4 نتيجة 

   natījah li نتيجة لـ 

   ka-natījah li كنتيجة لـ 

ذ   idh because 3 إ 

 ;bi-ictibār because ابعتبار 

considering 

3 

 … bi-ictibār anna ابعتبار أ ن ... فـ 

fa 

  

   calā ictibār عىل إعتبار 

 limā due to 3 ملا 

  lima fī ... min due to its ملا يف ... من 

   lima la ... min ملا لـ ... من 

 naẓaran li due to 2 نظرًإ لـ 

 can ṭarīq through 1 عن طريق 

 biḥaythu so that 1 حبيث 

 binā’an calā due to; given 1 بناء عىل 

 bimā anna … fa given; because 1 مبا أ ن ... فـ 
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Table 4.5: Contingency Connectives in the NS Data. (cont.)  

 

Type of 

Relation 

Connective Meaning No. of 

Occurrences 

Reason  يف ... فـ fī … fa due to; because 1 

 fī ẓill … fa in light of 1 يف ظل 

Result فـ fa so; therefore 29 

 li-dhā therefore 12 ذلإ 

   li-dhā, fa ذلإ، فـ 

   li-dhālik ذلكل 

   li-hādhā لهذإ 

 bi-at-tālī consequently 8 ابلتايل 

 mimmā which leads to 7 مما 

 mā  5 ما 

   wa huwa mā وهو ما 

  wa huwa al-amr the thing that وهو إل مر 

 wa so; therefore 4 و 

 ḥaythu  3 حيث 

   biḥaythu حبيث 

 bi-dhālik therefore 3 بذكل 

 ;al-amr alladhī the matter that إل مر إذلي 

which leads to 

2 

 ḥattā until 2 حىت 

ذن   idhān therefore 1 إ 

 bi-hadhā therefore 1 هبذإ 

 tibācan consequently 1 تباعاً  

 wa calayhi, fa consequently 1 وعليه، فـ 

Condition ذإ  idhā if 19 إ 

ذإ ... فـ     idhā … fa إ 

ن   in if 11 إ 

ن ... فـ     in … fa إ 

 cindamā if 10 عندما 

   cindamā … fa عندما ... فـ 
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Table 4.5: Contingency Connectives in the NS Data. (cont.) 

 

Table 4.6: Expansion Connectives in the NS Data.  

Type of 

Relation 

Connective Meaning No. of 

Occurrences 

Condition  لو law if 6 

 fī ḥāl if; in case 3 يف حال 

  fī ḥālat … fa when يف حاةل ... فـ 

 kullamā when 2 لكام 

 …kullamā لكام ... لكام 

kullamā 

the more .. the 

more 

 

 ḥīna … fa if 1 حني ... فـ 

 lawlā if it were not for 1 لول 

 matā mā if 1 مىت ما 

 man if one 1 َمن 

Pragmatic 

Condition 
ذإ ... فـ  idhā … fa if 4 إ 

ن ... فـ   in … fa if 2 إ 

Total    401 

Type of 

Relation 

Connective Meaning No. of 

Occurrences 

Exemplification عىل سبيل إملثال calā sabīl al-

mithāl 

for example 12 

  mathalan for example مثالً  

  mithāl calā dhālik an example is مثال عىل ذكل 

Reformulation ابل خص bi-al-akhaṣ in particular 13 

  bi-khāṣṣah especially خباصة 

  khāṣatan wa especially that خاصة و 

  khuṣūṣn especially خصوصاً  

 bi-ikhtiṣār in sum 5 ابختصار 

 ay i.e. 2 أ ي 

 lā siyyamā especially 2 ل س امي 

 aqṣid bi-dhālik I mean by this 1 أ قصد بذكل 

 aw i.e. 1 أ و 
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Table 4.6: Expansion Connectives in the NS Data. (cont.) 

Times New 

Roman 

Times New 

Roman 
Times New 

Roman 

Times New 

Roman 

Times New 

Roman 

Reformulation  بل + فعل ماض bal + past v. even 1 

 bayna qawsayn in other words 1 بني قوسني 

Alternative أ و aw or 11 

 sawā’ … am whether … or 6 سوإء ... أ م 

   sawā’ … aw سوإء ... أ و 

ما ... أ و   immā… aw either … or 2 إ 

Exception ل  illā except 3 إ 

Background حيث ḥaythu as 1 

 fa as 1 فـ 

Conjunction و wa and 518 

 ayḍan also 24 أ يضاً  

 kamā Also, additionally 19 كام 

 kadhālik also 9 كذكل 

   kadhālik, fa كذكل فـ 

ىل أ ن  ضافة إ   iḍāfatan ilā anna in addition to 8 إ 

ضافة لـ     iḍāfatan li إ 

  bi-al-iḍāfah additionally ابل ضافة 

ىل أ ن   bi-al-iḍāfah ilā ابل ضافة إ 

anna 

  

 nāhika can not to mention, in انهيك عن 

addition to 

2 

 bi-at-tawāzī maca ابلتوإزي مع ذكل 

dhālik 

parallel to this; 

adding to this 

1 

 thumma anna additionally 1 مث أ ن 

 ḥattā even 1 حىت 

 ghayra dhālik in addition to 1 غري ذكل 

 fa and 1 فـ 

 dūna an adhkur not to mention 1 دون أ ن أ ذكر 

Elaboration فـ fa as 25 

 ḥaythu as 1 حيث 

TOTAL    675 
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Table 4.7: Temporal Connectives in the NNS Data.  

Type of 

Relation 

Connective Meaning No. of 

Occurrences 

Synchronous )و )إحلال circumstantial wa while 6 

  wa when و 

 baynamā while 3 بيامن 

 cinda when 3 عند 

   cindamā عندما 

 fī nafs al-waqt at the same time 1 يف نفس إلوقت 

 kullamā whenever 1 لكام 

Asynchronous بعد bacda after 26 

   bacda an أ ن بعد 

  bacda dhālik after that بعد ذكل 

  bacdmā after بعدما 

 cinda when 22 عند 

   cindamā عندما 

 qabla before 11 قبل 

   qablma قبل ما 

   qabla an قبل أ ن 

 ḥattā until 8 حىت 

 thumma then 7 مث 

 lammā when 4 ملا 

 ḥīna when 3 حني 

  ḥīna-mā when حيامن 

 fa then 3 فـ 

 mundhu since 3 منذ 

 awwal mā once 2 أ ول ما 

 fī acqāb in the wake of 1 يف أ عقاب 

 lā yakād … wa no sooner... than 1 ل ياكد ... و 

 ladā when 1 دلى 

 mujarrad an once 1 جمرد أ ن 

TOTAL    107 
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Table 4.8: Comparison Connectives in the NNS Data.  

 

Type of 

Relation 

Connective Meaning No. of 

Occurrences 

Contrast لكن lākin but 131 

 … raghma anna رمغ أ ن ... فـ 

fa 

 20 

  bi-ar-raghm anna in spite of ابلرمغ أ ن 

   bi-ar-raghm min ابلرمغ من 

 bi-ar-raghm min ابلرمغ من ... فـ 

… fa 

  

 bi-ar-raghm min ابلرمغ من ذكل 

dhālik 

in spite of this  

 calā ar-raghm عىل إلرمغ من 

min 

in spite of  

 calā al-raghm min عىل إلرمغ من ذكل 

dhālik 

in spite of that  

 bal but 14 بل 

 baynamā whereas 11 بيامن 

   baynamā … fa بيامن ... فـ 

 maca anna despite 10 مع أ ن 

   maca anna … fa مع أ ن ... فـ 

  maca dhālik however مع ذكل 

   maca dhālik, fa مع ذكل ... فـ 

ذإ   ḥattā idhā even if 10 حىت إ 

ن ... فـ     ḥattā wa in … fa حىت وإ 

ن     ḥattā in حىت إ 

   ḥattā law حىت لو 

   ḥattā wa law حىت ولو 

   wa law ولو 

   ḥattā law … fa حىت لو ... فـ 

 ammā … fa as for 6 أ ما ... فـ 

 badalan can instead of 6 بدًل عن 

   badalan min بدًل من 

   badalan min … fa بدًل من ... فـ 
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Table 4.8: Comparison Connectives in the NNS Data. (cont.)  

 

Table 4.9: Contingency Connectives in the NNS Data. 

Times New 

Roman 

Times New 

Roman 
Times New 

Roman 

Times New 

Roman 

Times New 

Roman 

Contrast ابلعكس bi-al-caks on the contrary 3 

   calā al-caks عىل إلعكس 

 ghayra anna however 3 غري أ ن 

ل أ ن   illā anna  2 إ 

بغض إلنظر عن ...  

 فـ

bi-ghaḍ an-naẓar 
can … fa 

regardless of 2 

   bi-ghaḍ an-naẓar بغض إلنظر عن 

 mahmā despite 2 همام 

 calā anna however 1 عىل أ ن 

عىل إلنقيض من  

 ذكل

calā an-naqīd min 

dhālik 

as opposed to this 1 

 ciwaḍan min instead of 1 عوضًا من 

 min jānib ākhar on another side 1 من جانب أ خر 

Similarity كام kamā like; as 17 

 ka'anna as if; as though 2 ك ن 

 mithlamā like; as 1 مثلام 

TOTAL    247 

Type of 

Relation 

Connective Meaning No. of 

Occurrences 

Reason ل ن li-anna because 70 

 fa as; because 31 فـ 

 kay in order to 28 يك 

   likay ليك 

 li in order to 23 لـ 

 bi-sabab because of 8 بسبب )ذكل( 

 ḥaythu as; because 6 حيث 

 min ajl in order to 6 من أ جل 
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Table 4.9: Contingency Connectives in the NNS Data. (cont.)  

 

Times New 

Roman 

Times New 

Roman 
Times New 

Roman 

Times New 

Roman 

Times New 

Roman 

Reason حىت ḥattā in order to 4 

 bimā anna … fa given; because 2 مبا أ ن ... فـ 

 min khilāl through 2 من خالل 

 ka-natijah li as a result of 1 كنتيجة لـ 

 limā for; because 1 ملا 

 mā dāma because 1 ما دإم 

 maca due to 1 مع 

Result فـ fa so, therefore 43 

 li-dhā therefore 37 ذلإ 

   li-dhā, fa ذلإ، فـ 

   li-dhālik ذلكل 

 li-hādhā  9 لهذإ 

  li-hādhā as-sabab for this reason لهذإ إلسبب 

-li-hādhihi as لهذه إل س باب 

asbāb 

for these reasons  

 min thamma, fa consequently 4 من مث، فـ 

 natījah li-hādhā as a result of this 4 نتيجة لهذإ 

  natījat as a result of نتيجة 

 hākadhā therefore; this هكذإ 

way 

4 

ثر ذكل   ;ithr dhālik as a result إ 

immediately after 

2 

ثر ذكل   ;calā ithr dhālik as a result عىل إ 

immediately 

following 

 

ل   wa illa otherwise 2 وإ 

 bisabab dhālik because of this 1 بسبب ذكل 

 binā’an calā mā بناء عىل ما تقدم 

taqaddam 

based on the 

above 

1 

 ḥattā in order to 1 حىت 

-calā hādhā al عىل هذإ إل ساس 

asās 

on this basis 1 



 91 

Table 4.9: Contingency Connectives in the NNS Data. (cont.)  

 

Table 4.10: Expansion Connectives in the NNS Data.  

Times New 

Roman 

Times New 

Roman 
Times New 

Roman 

Times New 

Roman 

Times New 

Roman 

Result  مما mimmā which leads to 1 

 wa therefore 1 و 

Condition ذإ  idhā if 62 إ 

ذإ ... فـ     idhā … fa إ 

 law if 13 لو 

   law … fa لو ... فـ 

 cindamā when; if 7 عندما 

    عندما ... فـ 

ن   in if 3 إ 

 man … fa  2 من ... فـ 

ن ... فـ   in … fa  1 إ 

 bi-ictibār if 1 ابعتبار 

 man if one 1 من 

Pragmatic 

Condition 
ذإ  idhā if 2 إ 

 man if one 1 َمن 

TOTAL    393 

Type of 

Relation 

Connective Meaning No. of 

Occurrences 

Exemplification العىل سبيل إملث  calā sabīl al- 

mithāl 

for example 20 

   mathalan مثالً  

  mithl such as مثل 

Reformulation ابل خص bi-al-akhaṣ especially 8 

   khāṣṣatan خاصة 

   khuṣūṣan خصوصاً  

 aqṣid I mean 4 أ قصد 

 bi-macnā in other words 4 مبعىن 
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Table 4.10: Expansion Connectives in the NNS Data. (cont.)  

Type of 

Relation 

Connective Meaning No. of 

Occurrences 

Reformulation مبعىن أ ن bi-macnā anna i.e.  

 bi-ikhtiṣār in short 2 ابختصار 

أ ن أ ي   ay anna i.e. 1 

 bi-shakl cām in general 1 بشلك عام 

 lā siyyamā especially 1 ل س امي 

Alternative أ و aw or 14 

 sawā’… am whether … or 2 سوإء ... أ م 

   sawā’ … aw سوإء ... أ و 

Exception - - - 0 

Background فـ fa as 1 

Conjunction و wa and 756 

ضافة   iḍāfatan additionally 20 إ 

ىل ذكل  ضافة إ   iḍāfatan ilā إ 

dhālik 

in addition to that  

   bi-al-iḍāfah ابل ضافة 

ىل    bi-al-iḍāfah ilā in addition to ابل ضافة إ 

ىل ذكل   bi-al-iḍāfah ilā ابل ضافة إ 

dhālik 

in addition to  

ىل ذكل  ، ابل ضافة إ 

 فـ

bi-al-iḍāfah ilā 

dhālik, fa 

in addition to that  

 fa and 13 فـ 

 ayḍan also 8 أ يضاً  

 la … faḥasb, bal not … only, but 6 ل ... حفسب، بل 

 

 ل ... حفسب، بل 

 ... أ يضاً 

la … faḥasb, bal 

… ayḍan 

not … only, but 

… also 

 

  lam … faqaṭ, bal not … only, but مل ... فقط، بل 

ل... حفسب، بلن    lan ... faḥasb, bal   

 faḍlan min in addition to 6 فضاًل من 

   faḍlan can فضاًل عن 

  faḍlan can dhālik in addition to that فضاًل عن ذكل 
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Table 4.10: Expansion Connectives in the NNS Data. (cont.)   

A few observations can be made based on the inventory in tables 4.3 to 4.10. The 

connectives in the present study came from different syntactic categories and occurred in 

different forms. This multi-categoricality has been recognized in the Arabic linguistics 

literature (Al-Batal, 1990; Alsaif, 2012; Badawi et al., 2004; Holes, 2004; Ryding, 2005). 

The connectives in this study included particles (e.g., lākin ‘but’ and wa ‘and’), 

prepositions (e.g., maca ‘with,’ li ‘to’), prepositional phrases (e.g., bi-al-iḍāfah ilā ‘in 

addition to’ and bi-sabab ‘due to’), adverbs (e.g., ḥaythu ‘as’ and ḥīna-mā ‘when’), noun 

phrases (e.g., al-amr alladhī ‘the thing that’ and wa huwa mā ‘which leads to’), and 

clauses (lā yakād … wa ‘no sooner did … than’ and aqṣid anna ‘what I mean is’). In 

terms of form, connectives occurred in simple and in composite forms. Simple 

connectives consisted of one lexical item, such as wa ‘and’ and mundhu ‘since.’ 

Composite connective were made up of more than one lexical item. For example, li-

Type of 

Relation 

Connective Meaning No. of 

Occurrences 

 dhālik faḍlan can this is in addition ذكل فضاًل عن 

to 

 

 ka-dhālik also 4 كذكل 

 fawqa hādhā above that 3 فوق هذإ 

 fawqa hādhā فوق هذإ لكه 

kullih 

above this all  

ـفوق ذكل لكه، ف   fawqa dhālik 

kullih, fa 

  

 ḥattā even 3 حىت 

 cilāwatan calā عالوة عىل ذكل 

dhālik 

above that; in 

addition to that 

2 

 nāhīka can not to mention 1 انهيك عن 

Elaboration فـ so as 25 

 ḥaythu as 1 حيث 

 wa as 1 و 

TOTAL    907 
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hādhā ‘therefore’ consists of the preposition li ‘for’ and the demonstrative pronoun ‘this,’ 

and ḥattā wa in ‘even if’ consists of the three particles ḥattā ‘even,’ wa ‘and; when,’ and 

in ‘if.’  

Another observation concerns the result of following a semantic approach in 

relation to the lexical items in the inventory. Relying on meaning expanded the scope of 

connectives beyond the grammatical categories of adawāt al-rabṭ ‘literally, connecting 

tools’ and ḥurūf ‘particles.’ Nouns and verbs are not typically viewed as connectives. The 

inventory showed that nouns and verbs occurred within larger syntactic structures and 

functioned as connectives. For example, the nouns natījah ‘a result’ and iḍāfah ‘an 

addition’ occurred in the data as part of the noun phrases natījatan li-hādhā ‘a result of 

this’ and iḍāfatan ilā dhālik ‘in addition to,’ functioning as result and conjunction 

connectives, respectively.  

Similarly, the verb aqṣid ‘I mean,’ a single-word jumlah ficlīyah ‘verbal clause,’ 

combined with the particle anna ‘that’ to signal a reformulation connective aqṣid anna 

‘what I mean is.’ Few studies have examined the role of clauses as connectives. Al-Batal 

(1990) found that the clause nazīdu calā dhālik ‘we add to this’ (p. 244) served as an 

additive connective at the discourse level in an expository Arabic text. The clause 

connective yuḍāfu ilā dhālik ‘added to this’ occurred in Al Kohlani’s (2010) study of 

newspaper opinion articles, indicating an additive relation at the sentence level (p. 396) 

and a continuity at the paragraph level (p. 405). Al Kohlani’s study focused on discourse 

markers, which constitute a broader category than connectives. Discourse markers 

identified in her study include clauses such as yu’ashshir dhālik ilā anna ‘this indicates 

that’ and yanbaghī al-tadhkīr hunā bi-anna ‘it is noteworthy here that’ (p. 404).  

Analyzing the texts based on meaning shed a new light on lexical items that are 

commonly viewed through a grammatical lens, namely, prepositions. In the present 
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study, li ‘to,’ bi ‘with; through,’ maca ‘with,’ and cinda ‘when’ signaled discourse 

relations when they were paired with al-maṣdar ‘verbal noun.’ Al-maṣdar in Arabic 

“names the action denoted by its corresponding verb” (Ryding, 2005, p. 75), such as 

kitābah ‘writing’ from katab ‘to write’ and wuṣūl ‘arrival’ from waṣal ‘to arrive.’ 

Consider the following example:  

Ex. 4-2 

إلفقر وإجلهل وإس تريإد ثقافة إلوهابية من ش به جزيرة إلعرب، ظهرت إملعادةل إليت اكدت تفتك  إنتشار مع

 بش باب مرص.

 

With the spread of poverty and ignorance and the importation of the 

Wahabi culture from the Arabian Peninsula, the formula emerged that 

almost destroyed Egypt’s youth. 

In this example, maca ‘with’ indicated a contingency (causal) relation between the two 

sentence segments. It highlighted the semantic relation that linked the spread of negative 

social phenomena and the near destruction of Egypt’s youth. The function of al-maṣdar 

has been recognized as a potential argument in Alsaif’s (2012) study of Arabic 

connectives and similarly in the current study. 

The inventory also reveals the high frequency and multiple functions of wa ‘and,’ 

the most frequent connective in the data. Wa occurred 1,296 times, accounting for 44 % 

of the total connectives in the data. Wa mostly signaled conjunction relations (98.6%), 

but also indicated temporal, result, and elaboration relations (1.4%). The non-conjunction 

function of wa was not easy to recognize. Consider the following two examples from the 

expository data, the first written by NNS and the second by a NS:  

Ex. 4-3  

 إان إل ن إعتربها بييت إلثاين بعد إلبيت إذلي ترعرعت فيه.وبفضل هللا عرفين بعض إل صدقاء ابملنطقه 

 

Thank God, some friends familiarized me with the neighborhood, and I 

now consider it my second home after the home I grew up in.  
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Ex. 4-4  

إل ماكن إليت تسمح بوجود ووإهجتين بعض إلصعوابت يف إجياد حمل للسكن ل نين قد أ حرضت قطيت معي، 

 إحليوإانت إل ليفة اندرة يف هذه إملدينة

 

I faced challenges in finding a place to stay because I had brought my cat 

along and the places that allow pets are rare in this city.  

Wa signaled a relation of result in example 4-3 and of contrast in example 4-4. 

Recognizing non-conjunction function of wa is a challenging task, rendering this lexical 

item “the most ambiguous of all connectives, presenting the most difficulty when it 

comes to determining discourse relations” (Alsaif, 2012, p. 96).  

Other studies of Arabic connectives showed similar results regarding the 

frequency of wa. This connective represented 48% of connectives in Al-Batal’s (1990) 

study of expository writing, signaling an additive relation. In Alsaif’s (2012) study, wa 

constituted 63% of connectives in her data, with a predominantly conjunction (additive) 

function, and in some contexts it signaled reformulation, background, result, comparison, 

and temporal relations. In the context of TAFL, wa is usually taught as an additive 

conjunction. This would reflect the frequency high frequency of wa as a conjunction 

connective. However, the additional discourse relations that wa may signal are worthy of 

exploration, especially with students at the Advanced and Superior proficiency levels. 

The inventory includes individual connectives that signaled different meanings in 

the data. Adopting a semantic-based approach in the analysis allowed connectives to 

move freely across the branches of relations taxonomy depending on a given context. For 

example, the participants used cindamā ‘when’ to signal temporal relations in their 

expository writing and condition relations in their argumentative writing. Consider the 

following two examples, the first is from a NNS expository text and the second is from a 

NS argumentative test:  
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Ex. 4-5  

ل إلرتحيب للشعب الامريىك.انقشت أ مرياك مع إلناس وجدت ل يشء بني إمل عندمادإمئا   رصيني إ 

 

Always when I discussed the US with people, I found nothing among 

Egyptians but welcome for the American people.  

Ex. 4-6  

نعقد مقارنة بس يطة بني متوسط دخل إلشاب يف أ وإخر إلعرشينات من معره، وما حيتاج لتوفريه حىت  عندما

 عاما من الادخار حىت يس تطيع إلزوإج. 12-10يس تطيع إلزوإج، جند إن إلشاب حيتاج حلوإيل 

 

When we hold a simple comparison between the average salary of a late 

twenties young man and what he needs to save in order to afford marriage 

expenses, we find that he would need 10 to 12 years of savings before he is 

able to get married.  

In example 4-5, cindamā performed the unmarked temporal function of linking two 

events synchronously. In example 4-6, the temporal meaning of cindamā pragmatically 

signaled a condition relation, which reflected the participant’s awareness of the more 

abstract layer of cindamā dictated by the context. Other polysemous connectives include 

ḥaythu ‘as; so that,’ fa ‘therefore; because,’ kamā ‘as; additionally,’ and ḥattā ‘until; in 

order to; even.’ 

A final observation relates to the pragmatic inappropriateness of some idiomatic 

connectives in the data, where NNS participants used media language and NS 

participants used literal translation from English. These idiomatic expressions were 

included in the data as they did not hinder text comprehension. The language of Arabic 

media influenced four of the NNS-specific connectives, which were pragmatically 

inappropriate within their contexts. The following example is an excerpt from an 

expository text, where a participant described an interesting experience he had in 

Mauritania.  

Ex. 4-7 

هذه يف أ عقاب عندما أ ستيقظت هذإ إلصباح جتَولت يف إملدينة إلقدمية قلياًل من أ جل إلتعَود عىل إملنطقة، و
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ىل إحلي إذلي أ سكن فيه لحظت إلعديد من ضباط  ىل عائليت إملس تضيفة ولكن عوديت إ  إدلورة بدإت أ رجع إ 

وذلكل حاولت أ ن أ جتنهَبم ولكن إجليش ومه تسكعوإ جبانب دخول إحلي، إصبحت قلقًا حني رأ يت سالهحم 

يَل خالل هرويب وصاح: "اي أ شقر! تعال!"  مع إل سف أ حد إلضباط نظر إ 

 

When I woke up this morning, I walked around the old city for a little while 

to get used to the area. And in the wake of this round, I started to head 

back to my host family, but my return to the neighborhood where I lived, I 

noticed a number of army officers hung around by the neighborhood 

entrances. I got worried when I saw their weapons, and so I tried to avoid 

them, but unfortunately, one of the officers looked at me as I was running 

away, and yelled: “You, blond! Come here!” 

The idiom fī acqāb ‘in the wake of’ is common in media Arabic. In example 4-7, this 

idiom implies a level of formality that does not suit the narration. A simple connective 

such as bacda ‘after’ would be more appropriate in this context. Two additional media 

idioms that appeared in the data were ithra and cala athar ‘immediately after; as a result.’ 

In example 4-8, a NNS participant expressed her opinion concerning mandatory 

community service. 

Ex. 4-8 

ثر ذكلوفوق ذكل لكه فعندما يوفر لك موإطن مساعدته فسريى كيفام يغري معهل حياة أ خرين وجممتعنا.  مفن  إ 

 أ ن يتطوع يف وقته إلفرإغ حىت يس متر يف تغيري إجملمتع بأ شاكل هممة. إحملمتل أ نه سريغب يف

 

And above all, when a citizen extends his help, he will see how his work 

changes the life of others and our society. As a result, he might want to 

volunteer in his spare time so that he continues to change the society in a 

meaningful way. 

In this context, natījatan li-dhāik ‘as a result of this’ or wa ‘and; therefore’ would be 

pragmatically appropriate alternatives to ithra dhālik. The formality of media idioms in 

examples 4-7 and 4-8 did not obscure or change the message conveyed, and were 

therefore included in the study. 

Additional media idioms in the data were wa fī hādhā al-ṣadad ‘and in this 

regard’ and wa min al-jadīr bi-adh-dhikr ‘and it is worth mentioning.’ The unsuitability 
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of these idioms to their context is not surprising at the advanced level of proficiency. 

According to the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines (Swender et al., 2012), “[t]he linguistic 

limitations of Advanced High writing occasionally distract the native reader from the 

message” (p. 12). These idioms show that the NNS participants were experimenting with 

the language, using formal and abstract expressions to reflect a more sophisticated 

knowledge.  

Another observation regarding the inventory pertains to the diversity of 

connectives, which differed as to whether they were examined in individual texts or in 

each group’s written production as a whole. As part of the analysis, I tallied how many 

different connectives an individual participant used to express each type of discourse 

relation. This step of the analysis showed that individual participants often used different 

connectives to signal a certain discourse relation. For example, a NNS participant 

indicated contingency in her argumentative text in six different ways: bi-sabab ‘because 

of,’ ḥaythu ‘as,’ min ajl ‘in order to,’ fa ‘because,’ fa ‘therefore,’ and li-dhālik 

‘therefore.’ The NS and NNS data included the same level of connective diversity, in 

both the expository and argumentative texts. All participants used an average of 10 

different connectives per text, with the discourse relations of contingency and expansion 

signaled by 3 to 4 different connectives as opposed to temporal and comparison relations, 

which were signaled by 1 to 2 connectives. As a group, the NS group used 119 lexical 

items, including variations of the same item (e.g., ḥīna and ḥīnamā ‘when’), whereas the 

NNS group used 102 items. 

A final observation concerns the influence of English translation on the wording 

and the function of connectives. Two of the NS connectives were direct translations from 

English. The first connective was tibācan ‘consequently,’ for which the dictionary 

meaning is ‘one by one; successively.’ In example 4-9, tibācan occurred in the 
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concluding paragraph of an expository text, where a more suitable Arabic connective 

could be li-dhālik ‘therefore’ or fa ‘so.’  

 Ex. 4-9 

ل  اكن إلعامل "ماسلو" رتب الاحتياجات الانسانية يف شكر هريم مدرج، ل تس تطيع إن تقفز إىل الاعىل إ 

ذإ اكنت إدلرجة إلسفىل قوية وصلبة، و ن إلشاب إملرصي ل يس تطيع إن يتباعاً إ  ىل مقة إلهرم "حتقيق ، فا  قفز إ 

إذلإت" وذكل ل نه ل يس تطيع حىت إن يؤمن إدلرجة إلسفىل وجيعلها صلبة، درجة الاحتياجات إل ساس ية، 

 من إلغذإء والامان وإلرعاية إلصحية. 

 

The scientist “Maslow” arranges human needs in a pyramid, where you 

cannot jump to the top without a solid foundation. And consequently, an 

Egyptian young person cannot jump to “self-fulfillment”, which is at the 

top of the pyramid, and this is because he is unable to secure or strengthen 

the foundation, which is the basic needs, including food, security, and 

medical care.  

The second connective is dūna an adhkur, which roughly translates as ‘not to mention.’ 

This phrase functions in Arabic literally as ‘not mentioning’ or ‘withholding 

information.’ It does not function as ‘additionally’ the way ‘not to mention’ does in 

English. In example 4-10, a NS turned dūna an adhkur into a formulaic expression and 

used it as a connective, where a suitable alternative would be hādhā bi-al-iḍāfah ilā ‘this 

is in addition to.’  

Ex. 4-10 

 إلسالم عليمك اي صديقي إلعزيز

اهد إملنظر إمجليل ملدينة أ وسنت يف ولية تكساس. لك يشء هنا أ ان حاليًا أ كتب كل هذه إلرساةل وأ ان أ ش

مجيل وممتع للناظرين بدإيًة من إل رايف إلبس يطة، إملدينة إملليئة ابحلياة وحركة إلساكن يف أ رجاء إملنطقة، 

 طبعًا إل شخاص إلودودين إذلين يبتسمون كل يف لك ماكن ووقت. دون أ ن أ ذكر

 

Hello, dear friend,  

I am writing this message to you as I watch the beautiful skyline of the city 

of Austin in Texas. Everything here is beautiful and nice to see, from the 

simple countryside and the city life, which is full of life and residents going 

everywhere. Not to mention of course the friendly people who smile at 

you at any time and wherever you go.  
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All NS participants reported knowledge of English, which may have motivated the literal 

translation of English connectives. The choice of tibācan ‘consequently’ and dūna an 

adhkur ‘not to mention,’ while unnatural, does not distract the reader from the overall 

message of the text, and so were maintaind in the current data. 

4.1.3. Summary 

This section provided a general description of the 2,964 connectives identified in 

the data. On average, the NS and NNS groups used comparable numbers of connectives 

per 100 texts, with fewer connectives in the expository texts. Connectives were not 

restricted to the lexical items general grouped under ḥurūf ‘particles.’ The most frequent 

semantic relations signaled by connectives were conjunction, reason, and contrast, 

predominantly occurring at the clause and sentence levels. Some connectives indicated 

different discourse relations depending on the context. In the next section, I discuss the 

different functions of connectives at the clause, sentence, and paragraph levels as 

evidenced in the present data, answering the first research question.  

4.2. RQ 1: WHAT FUNCTIONS DO ARABIC CONNECTIVES PERFORM AT THE CLAUSE, 

SENTENCE, AND PARAGRAPH LEVELS IN EXPOSITORY AND ARGUMENTATIVE 

WRITING TASKS?  

The data analysis showed that in signaling the underlying semantic discourse 

relations, connectives performed important organizational functions at the clause, 

sentence, and paragraph levels. These functions sometimes differed depending on the 

task type. This section discusses, with examples, the major functions performed by 

connectives at the different discourse levels in relation to task type. 

4.2.1. Connectives at the Clause and Sentence Levels  

Connectives introducing clauses and sentences generally acted as paragraph 

organizing tools, linking ideas (at the sentence level) and details of ideas (at the clause 
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level) bound by different types of semantic relations. In some occasions, connectives at 

these two levels performed additional functions. One function was to organize major 

ideas in one-paragraph texts, replacing orthographic paragraphs as text segmenting tools. 

Another function was as a discourse-level connective, linking the discussion or argument 

presented in the text as a whole.  

At the clause level, connectives mostly organized details within a single idea. In 

the following two examples, connectives marked different types of relations within 

expository and argumentative sentences. The first example is from a NNS expository text 

and the second is from a NS argumentative text.  

Ex. 4-11   

 فهيا لك شئ حىت خمزب فرنيس!لكن و يه يح صغريةوأ ان إل ن أ سكن يف جبل إللوبيدة  

 

I now live in Jebel al-Weibdeh, and it is a small neighborhood, but has 

everything even a French bakery.  

Ex. 4-12  

معظم إلش باب  حيث أ نقد يظن إلقارئ أ ن إلسبب هو عدم وجود مؤهالت علمية ولكن هذإ غري حصيح 

 حاصلني عىل شهادة جامعية ل ن إلتعلمي جماين يف سوراي.

 

The reader might think that the reason is the scarcity of qualifications, but 

this is not true as most young people are university graduates because 

education is free in Syria.  

The additive, contrast, and reason connectives in these two examples connected clauses 

within the same sentence, facilitating the presentation of details of the description and the 

argument. 

A frequent function of connectives at the sentence level was to mark the transition 

between main ideas beyond the clause level. One of the most significant contingency 

connectives in the study was fa, which “draws its significance from the multiple 

meanings it conveys,” (Al-Batal, 1990, p. 246). In the expository texts, fa signaled 
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relations of reason and result, organizing the details of the description and the narration, 

such as in the following two examples.  

 Ex. 4-13 

ن مل تكوين يف إلظل،  أ شعة إلشمس هنا اكللهيب، ميكهنا إن فـلكن جيدر يب أ ن أ ذكر  بأ ن إجلو حار جدإ إ 

ن كنيت قريبة من إلشاطئ  جتفف ثيابك إملبلةل يف ثوإن معدودة. لكن رمغ ذكل فالهوإء منعش، ابل خص إ 

 حيث سأ خذ .

 

But I should tell you that the weather is very hot if you are not in the shade, 

as the sun rays here are like flames. They can dry your wet clothes in a few 

seconds. But despite that, there is fresh breeze, especially if you are close 

to the beach, where I will take you.  

 Ex. 4-14 

إقصد إنه مشجع إلفريق زماكل. إلزماكل فريق طيب لكن الابن  -هو زمالاكوي من إملهم إنك تعرف إن إمحد 

فاز إلزماكل يعين... شلك إمحد ك نه انل عىل  ندماـع ـفإملفضل هنا يف مرص هو إل هيل وإل هيل إلفائز دإمئا. 

 جائزة نوبل.

 

You should know that Ahmed is a Zamalkawy – I mean that he is a fan of 

the Zamalek (soccer) team. Al-Zamalek is a good team, but the favorite son 

here in Egypt is Al-Ahly, and Al-Ahly always wins. So, when Al-Zamalek 

won, I mean … Ahmed looked as if he has won the Nobel Prize.  

Fa facilitated description of the weather through signaling a reason relation in example 4-

13 and narration of a past event through indicating a result relation in example 4-14.  

The most frequent connective in the data was wa, which mostly signaled an 

additive relation between text segments, indicating a continuity of the discussion. In the 

following two examples, wa’s additive function at the clause and sentence levels 

facilitated the future narration in a NS expository text and the presentation of opinion in a 

NNS argumentative text.  

Ex. 4-15 

ىل مزنيل إلصغري لنتناول وجبة إلغدإء إعددهتا خصيصا من أ جكل، وسوف إنتظر  يف إملطار  يف وأ حصبك إ 

ىل همقى كبري يف وسط إملدينة لنحيك سواًي أ خباران الًك لل خر  .إلليل نذهب إ 
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I will wait for you at the airport and I will take you to my little home to 

have lunch, which I will have prepared especially for you, and in the 

evening we will go to a big café downtown to catch up on each other’s 

news.  

Ex. 4-16 

ابلتايل ل ميكن أ ن يتخذوإ أ ي قرإرإت وكثري من إل رس تتعامل مع أ بناهئا ك هنم أ طفال ل خربة هلم يف إحلياة 

لكن هذه نظرة ظاملة ل ن إلش باب دليه إلوقت ومصريية أ و حىت يومية دون إستشارة إل هل عىل أ قل تقدير. 

 مه بعدم إل هلية.مفن إملؤسف أ ن حنبط إلش باب وهندر طاقته ونهت وإلطاقة وإمحلاس

 

Many families treat their children as young kids with no experience in life, 

and therefore cannot make any major or even daily decisions without at 

least consulting their family. [And] but this is an unfair view as young 

people have the time, energy, and enthusiasm, so it is unfortunate to belittle 

them, waste their energy, and accuse them of inadequacy.  

In the example 4-15, the participant used wa to itemize future plans. At the clause level, 

wa conjoined two details of the same event (his friend’s arrival), and at the sentence level 

it added a second part of the plan (going to a café in the evening). In example 4-16, wa 

presented additional information, facilitating the presentation of the writer’s opinion.  

A less frequent, but perhaps more significant, role of connectives at the clause and 

sentence levels was to organize major segments of the text rather than link ideas within 

and between sentences. In the following example, two contrast connectives facilitated the 

presentation of the argument by marking the transition from an introduction to specific 

details, leading the reader to the main argument. The example represents the first half of 

an argumentative text, where a NS participant discussed the challenges young people 

faced in her country.  

Ex. 4-17 

يمتىن لك شاب يف بالدي، ويف لك بدل، أ ن يؤمن معاًل ذي رإتٍب جمٍز، ومسكن مرحي، وعربة فارهة. ومهنم 

من يتعد طموحه ذكل، فيحمل بأ ن يكون س بياقًا يف جماهل أ و أ ن يلعب دورًإ خلدمة جممتعه ووطنه ورمبا خلدمة 

ملرء يدركه؛ فالتحدايت إليت توإهجنا إليوم أ صبحت أ كرث وأ عقد من أ ي ليس لك ما يمتىن إ لكني إلبرشية لكها. 

عرص ميض، فمل يعد إلسعي إدلؤوب وإملثابرة عىل حتقيق إلهدف ضاماًن إملنشود. يف بالدي مثاًل، يوإجه 

إلش باب حتدايت ترتإوح ما بني معوقات حتول دون حصوهلم عىل تعلمي ممزي أ و تدريب همين يضمن هلم 
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قتصادية وفرص معل متناقصة. إملنافسة  ل أ نيف سوق إلعمل، وبني مشالك إ  أ كرب إلتحدايت إليت توإهجنا  إ 

إليوم يه تكل إلبريوقرإطية إلعتيقة إليت ل متكن إلش باب من إل رتقاء يف مناصب قيادية متكهنم من تنفيذ 

 رؤيهتم وأ فاكرمه.

 

Every young person in my country, and in every country, wishes to secure 

a job with a decent salary, comfortable housing, and a luxury car. And 

some of them have ambitions that go beyond this, so they dream to be 

pioneers in their fields, or to play a role to serve their community and their 

country and perhaps to serve humanity as a whole. But one does not realize 

all what he wishes for; the challenges facing us today are becoming more 

complex than before. Relentless efforts and perseverance to achieve goals 

are no longer a guarantee. In my country for example, young people face 

challenges ranging from access to excellence education or vocational 

training that guarantees their ability to compete in the job market and 

economic problems and decreasing job opportunities. However, the biggest 

challenges facing us today is this long-standing bureaucracy that does not 

enable young people to move up the leadership positions to enable them to 

implement their vision and ideas. 

In this segment, the writer used the contrast connectives lākinna ‘but’ and illā anna 

‘however’ to zoom in on her main idea. The text moved in gradual specificity from a 

general introduction, to a problem, to the specific problem the writer discussed in the 

remainder of the text. Figure 4.2 illustrates the role of contrast connectives in marking 

this within-paragraph shift in ideas.  

 

Figure 4.2: Contrast Connectives as a Text Organization Tool. 



 106 

As Figure 4.2 shows, the contrast connectives played an organizational role, replacing 

paragraphs as an effective method for text organization, helping the argument unfold. 

This finding supports Badawi and colleagues’ (Badawi et al., 2004) observation that 

Modern Written Arabic maintained some aspects of Classical Arabic, one of which is the 

writing and printing of texts in blocks with no paragraph divisions. Lākin and illā anna 

replaced paragraphing in the text.  

The same function appeared in a NNS argumentative text, as fa indicated relations 

of reason and result at the clause and phrase levels in one-paragraph texts. In the 

following example, a NNS participant used three instances of fa to develop her argument.  

Ex. 4-18 

لهيا وفعاًل كذكل كثريًإ ما اكن هنا  حمارضإت وندوإت وورش معل يف  إملكتبة ذهب هؤلء إلطالب إ 

جتربيت فهيا، رأ يت أ هنا  منـفوإس متتعوإ بوقهتم. أ رى أ ن أ نشطة مثل هذه فعاةل جدًإ،  إس تفادوإ مهنا كثريإً 

 يجدرـ ف تكرس يف إلطالب إهامتمًا ابلتعمل وإحرتإمًا لل خرين ومعرفة كيفية إلتعامل مع إل خرين يف س ياق رمسي. 

بنا أ ن نؤسس أ نشطة كهذه يف لك إجملمتعات وختصص متويال أ كرث لها بدًل من برإمج غري مفيدة تعاقب 

أ عطينا إلش باب فرصًا وخيارإت أ خرى، فأ غلبيهتم من وهجة نظري، لن  ذإا ـ ف إلش باب إذلين خالفوإ إلقانون.

ىل إجلرإمئ وإهدإر إلوقت أ صاًل.  مييلوإ إ 

 

Additionally, there often were lectures, seminars, and workshops at the 

library, which the students attended, benefited from while enjoying 

themselves. I believe that activities like these are highly effective. [As] 

Based on my experience, these activities develop the students’ interest in 

learning, respecting others, and knowing how to deal with the other in a 

formal context. Therefore, we should create similar activities in all 

communities, and dedicate more funds to them, instead of useless programs 

that punish young people who break the law. So, if we offered young 

people opportunities and alternatives, most of them in my opinion would 

not be prone to committing crimes and wasting time in the first place.   

In this example, the writer used the first fa to present a personal experience that supported 

the effectiveness of extracurricular activities, the second fa to offer a recommendation 

informed by the anecdotal evidence in the preceding sentence, and the third fa to 

conclude the text by stating his personal opinion. The argument follows this structure:  
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  Extracurricular activities are useful  

 fa (as) relevant anecdote 

 fa (therefore) recommendation  

 fa (so) conclusion  

These three instances of fa produced a culminating effect, guiding the reader through the 

argument. In this context, fa’s sentence level function went beyond the transition from 

between details to the development of the argument, leading to the conclusion of text.    

In an expository text, a similarity connective marked the transition from the 

introduction to the body of the text. In the following NS example, the expression kamā 

taclamīn ‘as you know’ appeared in a sentence-initial position towards the beginning of 

the text, signaling the beginning of the main content of the text.  

Ex. 4-19 

 صديقيت إلعزيزة

 تعلمني، فقد وصلت إىل مدينة "س تايت كودلج" منذ شهرين. كامإان يف غاية إمحلاس لزايرتك. 

 

My dear friend,  

I am truly excited about your visit. As you know, I arrived at the city of 

State College two months ago.  

In this example, kamā activated the reader’s (email recipient’s) prior knowledge 

represented by the clause ‘you know’ to the reiteration of this knowledge presented in the 

text through ‘I got a new job.’ At the same time, kamā taclamīn marked the transition 

from the introduction to the central topic of the email; namely, telling the friend about the 

new city.  

In another NS expository text, kamā occurred in a sentence-initial position, but 

towards the end of a one-paragraph text. In the following example, the expression kamā 

tarā ‘as you see’ referred the reader to the description of Beirut presented in the text up to 

this point, functioning as a discourse-level connective.  

Ex. 4-20 

ىل بريوت للقيام بزايرة بعض إل ماكن إل ثرية.  ترى هناكل إلكثري  كامسوف خنصص إلقسم إلثاين من زايرتك إ 
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 إلكثري لنقوم به يف بريوت. أ رإ  قريبًا.

 

We will dedicate the second part of your visit to Beirut to visiting some 

historical sites. As you see, there is so much to see. See you soon.  

This discussion of the different function of connectives at the clause and sentence 

levels suggest that the role of Arabic connective in discourse goes beyond syntactic 

coordination or subordination. They help organize text segments of various types in a 

way that suits the purpose of the text – description, narration, and argumentation in the 

present context.  

4.2.2. Connectives at the Paragraph Level 

Similar to connectives at the clause and sentence level, paragraph-initial 

connectives helped organize the text. However, they organized larger chunks of ideas, 

such as shifting from an introductory paragraph to the body of the text, from one side of 

the argument to another, from one major event to another, or from the body of the text to 

the conclusion. Connectives at this level were less frequent in the expository data, where 

they mainly organized the major units of a description and a narrative. In the following 

example, a NS used idhā ‘if’ to transition to a new topic. In this expository text, the 

participant described her life in Australia in four paragraphs. The first paragraph was the 

longest, where she talked about the weather, people, shopping, and the economy, 

transitioning between these topics by ammā … fa ‘as for.’ In the third paragraph, 

presented in example 4-21, the participant introduced the topic of freedom of religious 

practice through an idhā ‘if’ structure.  

Ex. 4-21 

ذإ إلثقافات ول ضري يف ذكل لن إسرتإليا حترتم لك ال فـأ ردت ممارسة طقوسًا دينية إو طقوسك إخلاصة  إ 

مانع من مزإوةل أ مور  إخلاصة إو معتقد  إو لغتك إو إلتعبري بأ رإئك برشط إحرتإم إل خر وعدم ممارسة 

ظهار لك ما ترغب فيه من إجل  إل ذى مع إجملمتع. بني قوسني مسموح كل إلبوح بلك ما جيول خباطر  وإ 

 نفسك ول دإعي للكبت.
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If you want to practice religious rituals or own your rituals, then there is no 

harm in that because Australia respects all cultures, and there is nothing 

against practicing your private or personal matters, your language, or 

expressing your views, provided that you respect others and not harm the 

society. That is, you are allowed to express everything on your mind and 

openly voice what you want and not keep it to yourself.  

In this example, the writer combined idhā ‘if’ with her choice of paragraphing to move 

the discussion towards a paragraph-long discussion of one idea. It seems, then, that the 

participant used idhā and the orthographic paragraph to organize major ideas, and the 

ammā … fa combination to organize smaller details at the sentence level within the same 

paragraph. 

The vast majority of paragraph-initial connectives in the data marked conjunction 

and contrast relations in the NNS argumentative texts. Conjunctive connectives at this 

level of discourse generally marked a smooth transition and continuity of the discussion. 

The following example from a NNS text presents the first sentences of a four-paragraph 

text, where wa performed an additive function.  

Ex. 4-22 

يه َأهنم ل يتسائلون اكفيًا حول من أ كرب إملشالك إليت يوإهجها ش باب َأمرياك، يف وهجة نظري إملتوإضعة 

 ... س ياسات هؤلء إذلين يقودوهنم

 

 ... أ عترب هذإ إلوضع إذلي قد يكون طبيعيًا مشلكة حىت إذإ مل يعتربوإ إلش باب َأنفسهم هذه إلظاهرة مشلكة

 

هامتم إلش باب إل مريكيني يف إُلمور إليت ل ختصهمو يه هنا  إلكثري من إَلس باب لعدم إ   مباشًة ... َأظني َأن

 

جياد حل لها ...
ِ
عرتفنا بأَني هذه إملشلكة فعاًل من إلالزم إ

ِ
ذإ إ

ِ
 ومن وهجة نظري إ

 

One of the biggest problems that young Americans face, in my humble 

opinion, is that they do not think enough about the policies of their 

leaders… 

 

I consider this situation, which might be normal, a problem, even if young 
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people themselves did not view this phenomenon as such…. 

 

And I think that there are many reasons for young American’s disinterest in 

the issues that do not directly affect them …  

 

And in my opinion, if we admit that there is in fact a problem, we have to 

find a solution for it …  

In this example, wa moved the discussion from problem to reason in the third paragraph 

and from reasons to solution in the final paragraph. The choice of wa seems to be a 

matter of style rather than necessity. Other participants chose to mark the paragraph 

transitions in their texts using the zero connective, which indicates a more sudden 

transition, as discussed in section 4.3.1.2).  

Contrast connectives at paragraph level played a significant role in the 

argumentative data as they organized larger pieces of evidence to support the writer’s 

opinion. The following example is from a NNS text, where the contrastive connective at 

the beginning of the second paragraph shifted the text from the introduction to the body 

of the text.  

Ex. 4-23 

يف إلفرتة الاخرية قد وهجتنا كشعب صعوابت كثرية. ومن إملشالك إليت نوهجها كش بان إلولايت إملتحدة يف   

خل. مفن إلصعب أ ن  إلزمن إحلارض هنا  إلبطاةل، إدليون، إلعنرسية, إلس ياسة إخلارجية إل مريكية إلعنيفة, إ 

ىل صعوبة وإحدة إليت قد تس تحق تركزي أ كرث من إلصعوابت إل خرى.أ شري   إ 

ذإ من إلالزم أ ن أ ختار مسة وإحدة من إلوضع إلس ئي إحلارض إليت حتتاج عىل حل، سأ ختار إلفجوة  لكن      إ 

 بني إحلكومة وجييل )عىل رمغ من أ ن طبعا هنا  جفوة بني إحلكومة إل مريكية وإل جيال إل خرى أ يضًا(. 

 

     Recently, we as a nation have faced many challenges. Among the 

challenges we face as American youth at the moment are unemployment, 

debt, racism, the violent US foreign policy, etc.. So, it is difficult to point 

out one challenge that is worth focusing on more than the others.  

     However, if I have to choose one bad aspect of the current bad 

condition that needs a solution, I will choose the gap between the 

government and my generation (although of course there is a gap between 

the US government and other generations as well).  
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In this example, wa showed the reader that the discussion had not stopped and lākin 

‘however’ signaled a shift from the general introduction to the specific topic discussed in 

the body of the text.  

In some argumentative texts, paragraph-initial connectives shifted between two 

sides of an argument. In the following example, a NS participant argued that community 

service should be voluntary. To support her opinion, she presented the advantages of the 

individuals’ voluntary contribution to the community in a first paragraph. In the second 

and third paragraphs presented in example 4-24, she outlined the potential positive effects 

of mandatory community service, and introduced her opinion in the final paragraph with 

a result connective.  

Ex. 4-24 

لزإمية إخلدمة إجملمتعية، وتأ ديهتا من قبل إلرإفضني لها أ و إملقبلني علهيا ويف إجلهة إملقابةل   ، ميكن إلقول بأ ن إ 

ىل تمنية روح إلعطاء وإلبذل لل خرين، إل مر إذلي يسهم يف هناية  دون شغف، ميكن أ ن تفيض تدرجييًا إ 

لزإمه ابخلدمة إجملمتعية.إملطاف يف ت  غذية إلفرد بقمي جممتعية اكنت غائبة عنه أ و مل يكن ليدركها فعليًا لول إ 

لزإمية إخلدمة إجملمتعية من عدمه حيمتل وفق وهجة نظريوعليه ن إلقرإر اب  ىل حد ما، مقابل -، فا  جانبني سلّب إ 

جيايب قد يكون أ كرث فاعلية.  جانب إ 

 

 On the other hand, mandatory social service – performed by individuals 

who oppose it or who would otherwise be uninterested – can gradually lead 

to developing the spirit of giving and working for the sake of others. This 

will ultimately contribute to nurturing social values where they were absent 

and where they were not going to be actively realized if not for the 

mandatory service. 

Accordingly, the decision as to whether or not community service should 

be mandatory has in my opinion two sides, a somewhat negative side and 

on a positive side that might be more effective. 

The writer used the connective wa fī al-jihah al-muqābilah ‘(and) on the other side’ to 

shift from one side of the argument to another. After preparing the reader for her opinion, 

she prefaced the concluding paragraph with the discourse-level connective wa calayhi 
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‘accordingly,’ which linked the texts as a whole while shifting the discussion to the 

conclusion.  

Seven NNS participants used paragraph-initial connectives to mark result 

relations at the discourse level in argumentative texts, leading to the highest 

concentration of discourse-level connectives in the study. The following two examples 

represent the concluding paragraphs of two texts where the writers presented their 

opinions, supported by the preceding discussion.  

Ex. 4-25 

س نة ليس فكرة جيدة وإكرتح  26-17، إعتقد أ ن فكرة إلعمل إخلريي الاجباري من معر لهذه الاس باب  

 إخلدمة إل جبارية من إلصغر.

 

For these reasons, I believe that mandatory charity work between the age 

of 17 and 26 is not a good idea and I suggest mandatory service at a young 

age.  

Ex. 4-26 

، ل إوإفق مع إخلدمة إجملربية. حنن كساكن يف هذإ إلبدل سنشاهد فوإئد إكرث من إلناس إذلى فباختصار  

 خيتار إن يتقدم همارإته يف إخلدمة بدل من إلناس إذلي من إلالزم إن يلبيون مطالب إحلكومة.

 

Therefore, in short, I disagree with obligatory service. We as residents in 

this country will see many benefits from people choose to provide their 

skills in this service instead of people who have to  

The paragraphs in examples 4-25 and 4-26 consisted of one and two sentences only. The 

participants’ decision to not annex these sentences to the previous paragraph reflected the 

role of li-hādhihi al-asbāb ‘for these reasons’ and fa ‘therefore’ in inviting the reader to 

view the whole text, rather than the preceding, adjacent text segment. In so doing, these 

two connectives performed an organizational function that extended beyond the clause, 

sentence, and paragraph levels. 

 Findings from the analysis of connectives’ role at the clause, sentence, and 

paragraph levels in the present study resemble findings from other studies of Arabic 
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connectives. Al-Batal’s (1990) found that connectives formed chained that joined small 

elements into units at the horizontal level, and connected these units to bigger segments 

at the vertical level (p. 251), functions supported by findings from the current study. Al 

Kohlani’s (2010) found that sentence-level discourse markers, which included 

connectives, served subjective functions (such as presenting a viewpoint) and interactive 

functions (such as attention-getting). The additional function of sentence-level 

connectives in the present study was the organization of major text segments. Paragraph-

initial connectives in Al Kohlani’s study served three functions, two of which (continuity 

and change of topic) have been found in the present study, the third in her study was 

refocus of the topic.  

4.2.3. Summary 

This section discussed the role of Arabic connectives as text organizing tools. At 

the clause and sentence levels, connectives not only linked details among single ideas, 

but marked a shift in between major segments of the text such as in forming a general 

introduction to a specific detail. This role was particularly significant in one-paragraph 

texts, where connectives replaced orthographic paragraphs in organizing description, 

narration, and argument. Additionally, connectives occurring in sentence-initial position 

sometimes acted at the discourse level to link the conclusion to the whole text. At the 

paragraph level, connectives often signaled the continuity of the discussion or a shift 

towards a major idea. In some instances, connectives at the paragraph level, mainly in the 

NNS data, functioned at the discourse level.  

Thus far, the discussion has focused on the frequencies, types, and functions of 

connectives in the data. In the next section, I discuss connectives from a different 

perspective; namely, in terms of major similarities and difference between the NS and 

NNS groups, answering the second research question.   
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4.3. RQ 2: IN WHAT WAYS DO NSS AND NNSS DIFFER IN THEIR USE OF ARABIC 

CONNECTIVES IN EXPOSITORY AND ARGUMENTATIVE WRITING?  

The data analysis showed that NSs and NNSs of Arabic used connectives in 

comparable frequencies at the clause, sentence, and paragraph levels, across the 

expository and argumentative tasks. A closer examination of the groups’ use of 

connective showed that the similarity between the two groups was a matter of quantity 

rather than quality. The NSs’ use of connectives was characterized by a high level of 

accuracy, naturalness, and syntactic complexity. On the other hand, the advanced NNS 

learners of Arabic in the present study sometimes overused, underused, and misused 

connectives. This section discusses salient differences between the two groups as 

evidence in the data.  

4.3.1. The Overuse and Misuse of Connectives  

4.3.1.1. The Case of Wa ‘And’ 

One of the most salient differences between the two groups was in their use of wa. 

The data analysis revealed that the NNS participants tended to overuse or misuse this 

connective, either as an independent lexical item or within a sequence of connectives. 

The following example from a NNS argumentative text shows two instances of wa, 

where the absence of a connective would be more appropriate.  

Ex. 4-27 

رإسة إل نسانيات تساوي قمية درإسة إمليادين إلتكنيكية وتوفر لفرد وعي إلعامل وإلبرش ول ريب أ ن د     

وإذلإت إذلي ليس يكون إلرتكزي يف ميادين خمتلفة لن درإسة إل نسانيات تقمي إلعمل من أ جل إلعمل وإلوعي 

ىل أ خره.وبيامن إمليادين إلتكنيكية تشجع عىل إحلياة إملادية وإلطمع وفقط   إ 

 

     And there is no doubt that the study of humanities is equally valuable as 

technical field, and it provides to an individual awareness the world, 

human beings, and the self, which is not be the focus in different fields 

because the study of humanities values knowledge for the sake of 

knowledge and awareness only and while the technical fields encourages 

material life, greed, and etc..  
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The commonality of overused wa suggests that the NNS participants may have assumed 

that wa often acted as a punctuation mark, and so they used it in lieu of commas and 

periods as in example 4-27. Another possible explanation for the overuse of wa could be 

related to L2 instruction. The NNSs may have been trained to avoid the absence of a 

connective so as not to reflect an English-style writing. This could have led the learners 

to generalize this recommendation to their writing overall without considering the 

possibility of overuse.  

 Wa was often misused by the NNSs, especially in combination with other 

connectives. In the NS data, on the other hand, there were no instances of misused or 

overused wa. The following two examples illustrates this difference.  

Ex. 4-28 (NNS argumentative text) 

إليوم  وعىل سبيل إملثالليس من إحملمتل أ ن إلعامل سيشهد "نظام هتلر إجلديد" إذلي هيددان بشلك جذري. 

ر  ىل إلقوإت وإجلنود لندمي سالمية إل رهايب ول نسمع من قادتنا إلعسكريني أ ننا نفتقر إ  نوإجه تنظمي إدلوةل إل 

 هذإ إلتنظمي.

 

 

It is unlikely that the world would witness “a new Hitler regime” that 

would seriously threaten us. And for example today we face the terrorist 

group ISIS and we do not hear from our military leaders that we lack troops 

or soldiers needed for destroying this group.  

Ex. 4-29 (NS expository text) 

جيابيات وسلبيات للخيارين.  جيابيات إخلدمة إجملمتعية إل جبارية يه تعريف  فعىل سبيل إملثالهنا  إ  من إ 

 إلشخص وفتح أ فاقه حول أ مهية إلتطوع وخدمة إل خرين.

 

There are advantages and disadvantages. [So] for example, among the 

advantages of mandatory community service is introducing the individual 

and broadening his awareness regarding the importance of volunteer work 

and serving others.  

In example 4-28, fa or no connective would be more appropriate than wa in this context, 

as was the NS participant’s choice in example 4-29. The difference between the two 
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examples indicates the need for Arabic learners to examine connectives in context, and 

not only as individual lexical items, but also as combined connectives.  

4.3.1.2. The Case of the Zero Connective  

Related to the overuse and underuse of connectives is how the absence of a 

connective produced different effects in the NS and NNS data. The data showed that, in 

some instances, the NNSs used a connective when it was unnecessary, resulting in the 

unnatural use of that particular connective. In other instances, they did not use a 

connective when the context required one, which often led to disjointed text segments. 

The NSs, on the other hand, employed the absence of a connective for organizational and 

rhetorical effects, producing instances of what Al-Batal (1990) terms the zero connective.  

The data analysis showed that the NS participants used the zero connective for 

organizational functions at the sentence and paragraph levels. Within a paragraph, this 

connective functioned as a paragraph-organizing element, indicating the transition from 

one main idea to the next. In the NS texts, a common function of the zero connective at 

the sentence level was to mark a shift from the thesis statement to the beginning of 

description or argumentation. In the following example, the hashtag represents the zero 

connective performing this function.   

Ex. 4-30  

يف رأ يي أ ان إخلاص أ ن أ كرب حتد يوإجه إلش باب يف بدلي هو إلش باب أ نفسهم. # إلش باب وأ ان مهنم ابلتأ كيد، 

نقع دإمئًا يف خف إملقارنة مع إل جيال إليت س بقتنا، انسني أ و متناسني أ ن هذه إملقارنة إلعجيبة ليست يف صاحل 

 أ ايي ً منا. 

 

In my personal opinion, the biggest challenge facing young people in my 

country is young people themselves. # The youth, and myself included, fall 

into the trap of comparison with the generations that precede us, forgetting 

or pretending to have forgotten, that this weird comparison will not do us 

any good.  



 117 

In similar contexts, the NNSs tended to use an explicit connective (usually wa ‘and’) 

rather than the zero connective.  

Ex. 4-31  

نتشارًإ بني لك إلتحدايت إل خرى.  يوجد ومن لك إلتحدايت يف إحلياة موضوع إلزوإج هو أ صعب وأ كرث إ 

 وهام إجليل إلقدمي وإجليل إجلديد.ضغط من إلطرفني 

 

Out of all challenges in life, marriage is the most difficult and most 

common among all other challenges, and there is presser from both sides, 

the old generation and the new generation.   

Examples 4-30 and 4-31 each contains a thesis statement and a sentence that begins the 

discussion. The NS participant used the zero connective to organize the discussion, 

moving from the thesis statement to the body of the text. The NNS participant, on the 

other hand, used wa, which was unnatural in this context as no additive semantic relation 

joined the two sentences.  

At the clause level the NS group used explicit connectives such as wa ‘and,’ fa 

‘as; therefore,’ or li ‘in order to’ to link details of the same idea. The use of explicit 

connectives produced internally coordinated, and thus, flowing sentences. The general 

structure of the NS paragraph may be represented as follows, where the ampersand stands 

for an explicit connective: 

 

[Main idea A # (Detail A1 … & …) # (Detail A2 … & …)] #  

[Main idea B # (Detail B1 … & …) # (Detail B2 … & …)] 

The NNS participants, on the other hand, used fewer explicit connectives to join clauses, 

often resulting ‘choppy’ paragraphs. The following example is from a NNS 

argumentative text where the participant discussed the negative effects of over-reliance 

on technology. 

Ex. 4-32 

# نس بة إلسمنة يف إمرياك  أ خطر نتيجة سلبية من إس تعامل إلتكنولوجية أ كرث من إلالزم يه إلتبعات إلصحية.
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ىل أ ن نس بة إلسمنة تناهز  بني إلش باب عالية جدًإ وخطرية. حاليا، خاصة # معظم إلتقديرإت إجلارية تشري إ 

ثلث إلشعب الامرييك. وفضال عن إلتأ ثريإت إلصحية إخلطرية إلوإحضة من هذإ إلهتديد، إلسمنة إملنترشة يه 

 مشلكة ملكفة حدإ للبدل برمته.

 

The most serious negative effect of the overuse of technology is the health-

related consequences. # The percentage of obesity in the US at the moment, 

especially among young people, is very high and serious. # Most current 

estimates show that the percentage of obesity is approximately third of the 

American people. And in addition to the obvious, dangerous health effects 

of this threat, widespread obesity is a costly problem to the country as a 

whole.  

A common paragraph structure in the NNS data may be represented as follows: 

 

[Main idea A # (Detail A1 … # …) # (Detail A2 … # …)] #  

[Main idea B # (Detail B1 … # …) # (Detail B2 … # …)] 

This difference in the groups’ control over the explicit vs. zero connective may be 

explained in terms of first language. Arabic is known for the frequent use of connectives 

in writing “that contrasts significantly with the terser style of written English” (Ryding, 

2005, p. 407), the NNSs’ first language.  

One major difference between the two groups was that the NS participants used 

the zero connective to organize paragraphs, whereas the NNS used a paragraph-initial 

explicit connective, such as wa lākin ‘however.’ This difference was most evident in the 

argumentative texts, where explicit connectives and the zero connective produced 

different effects, especially in the concluding paragraph. The following example is the 

concluding paragraph after a NS participant had developed her argument that marriage 

customs burden young people in Egypt.  

Ex. 4-33 

عىل إل هايل إن يكرسوإ  # فقط إعتقد إن إحلل جيب إن يكون جممتعيا. # ل أ رى حال رمسيا لهذإ إلتحدي.

 إملسامة مبتطلبات إلزوإج. إلزوإج إلناحج ل حيتاج الا لشخصني متفامهني.تكل إل صنام 

 

I do not see an official solution to this challenge. # I only think that the 

solution has to come from society. # Parents need to destroy the idols 
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known as marriage requirements. # A successful marriage needs nothing 

but two understanding people.  

The shift to the conclusion without an explicit connective marked a firm transition into 

the solution suggestions for the presented challenge. The use of the paragraph- and 

sentence-initial zero connectives in this conclusion created a culminating effect, similar 

to the crescendo at the end of a speech, where the performer calls on the audience to take 

action.  

In similar contexts, the zero connectives introduced a paragraph where the 

participant presented solutions. Within this paragraph, sentence-initial zero connectives 

acted as bullet points. In the following example, a NS participant offered three solutions 

to religious extremism in Egypt. 

Ex. 4-34 

مبرإجعة ترإث إملؤلفات إدلينية إملتشددة إلىت متل  إرجاء إلوطن يمكن إحلل )من وهجة نظرى( ىف قيام إدلوةل 

وإلىت يس تخدهما هؤلء إملس تقطبون إملغرضون ىف إفساد فكر إلش باب إملعتدل. # ميكن لدلوةل إلزإم إملكتبات 

رفاق تكل إملؤلفات بكتيبات تفند ما فهيا من إرإء.# اعة ينبغى عىل إدلوةل إن نكون إكرث جش  و دور إلنرش اب 

ىف إاتحة إلفرصة للمس تنريين فكراي من إلتعبري عن إرإهئم برصإحة دون إلقلق من غضب عامة إلناس ممن 

ركدت إفاكرمه و قدسوإ تكل الارإء إلفكرية إملتشددة إلىت ل متثل إدلين إملعتدل إدلإعى للسالم إلفردى 

 وإلعام.

 

A possible solution (in my opinion) is for the state to review the legacy of 

extremist religious books that have flooded every corner of the nation. 

These are the books used by the hateful recruiters, who corrupt the minds 

of moderate youth. # The state could obligate bookstores and publishing 

houses to attach brochures to these books refuting the opinions they 

contain. # The state must become bolder in offering the opportunity to 

enlightened thinkers to express themselves without fearing the angry public 

whose ideas have decayed and who have sanctified extremist opinions that 

do not represent the moderate faith that invites to peace within oneself and 

within society. 

This segment follows the thesis-detail structure in the last three examples. However, the 

zero connective here did not only organize the details; it achieved a forceful effect that 
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matched the seriousness of the issue discussed in the text. This function of the zero 

connective “cannot be performed by any other ‘overt’ connective without affecting the 

rhetorical significance created by the absence of a connective” (Al-Batal, 1990, 248).   

In some instances, the NNSs’ participants used the zero connective in composing 

novel-like narratives, where events are described in short consecutive sentences. In the 

following example, an NNS participant recounted her first experience taking public 

transportation to a distant area of Greater Cairo. In this example, the zero connective 

marked a shift from one event in the narration to another.  

 Ex. 4-35 

ىل إملرتو حيث إشرتيت تذكرة إلقطار جلنيه فقط وهنا غدرت ش قيت يف ديق يف إلساعة إلثامنة ومشيت إ 

ىل إحملطة بعد حمطة إجلرية لهنا اكنت مغفوةل # نزلت إدلرج  بدأ ت إملغامرة فركبت س يارة إلنساء يف إلقطار إ 

اكن من إلالزم إن أ جلس ـفووجدت إلباصات وسأ لت إلسائقني ملطلع إمسه إملضبع # كنت إلرإكبة إل خرية 

 جبنب إلباب إملفطوح! # كنت خائفة أ ىن قد أ قع من إلباص لن إلسائق يسوق مثل وإحد جمنون! 

 

I left my apartment in Dokki at 8, and walked to the subway, where I 

bought a train ticket for one pound only. And here is where the adventure 

begins. So, I rode the women’s carriage on the train to the stop after the 

Giza stop, because this one was closed. # I found buses downstairs, and I 

asked the drivers about a stop called Al-Madbaa. # I was the last passenger 

[to get on the bus], so I had to sit beside the open door. # I was worried I 

would fall off because the driver was driving like a lunatic!  

In this context, disjunction created a rhythmic progression of events. The reader was able 

to follow the stops in the narrator’s trip chronologically: the subway, the bus stop, sitting 

by the open bus door, and getting off the bus. In this context, the zero connective marked 

the transition between ‘scenes’ as did the absence of a connective in the following 

excerpt from a novel. In this excerpt, the novelist Bahā’ Ṭāhir used zero connectives to 

shift between scenes in a manner similar to the NNS’s narration in 4-35.   

 

ىل إلبيت يف إملساء أ فتح إلتليفزيون وأ غلقه وأ فتح إلرإديو وأ غلقه وأ جتول قليال يف إلشقة إخلالية.  وعندما أ عود إ 

# أ عدل أ وضاع إلصور عىل إحلائط وإلكتب عىل إل رفف، # أ غسل حصوان، # أ لكم نفيس يف إملرأ ة قليال. # 
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 يتقدم إلليل. 

 

And when I get home in the evening I turn the TV on and turn it off, and I 

turn the radio on and turn it off, and I wander about the empty apartment a 

little. # I adjust the pictures on the wall, and the books on shelves. # I wash 

dishes, # I talk to myself in the mirror a little. # The night progresses. 

(Ṭāhir, 1999, p. 7) 

In this example, through the zero connective the reader was able to visualize and walk the 

reader around the narrator’s apartment, from the TV room, to a walk around the 

apartment, to the kitchen, to a tour around the apartment to the kitchen.  

 The discussion so far shows that the NS and the NNS participants varied in their 

awareness of the contexts in which the absence of a connective would perform an 

organizational function in the text and when it would lead to disjointedness. The absence 

of a connective in the NS texts often led to the zero connective, a text-organizing tool that 

performed rhetorical effects. The NNSs on the other hand sometimes over-used overt 

connectives where a zero connective would be more appropriate, and did not use a 

connective where an explicit connective was preferred in context.  

4.3.2. Connectives and Repetition 

Another area where the NS and NNS groups differed was in the frequency, 

accuracy, and complexity of repetition, a text-building phenomenon which involves the 

use of connectives. A number of studies examining Arabic discourse noted the 

prevalence of repetition in Arabic prose (Al-Jubouri, 1984; Fakhri, 1998, 2004; 

Johnstone, 1991; Kaplan, 1966; Ouaouicha, 1987; Sa’adeddin, 1989; Williams, 1989). 

Repetition does not function merely as discourse ornamentation; “rather, it is the key to 

linguistic cohesion of the texts and to their rhetorical effectiveness” (Koch, 1983, p. 47). 

While the current discussion is not rhetorical in nature, the involvement of connectives in 

repetition and the subsequent cohesive role of repetition are worthy of examination.  
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Al-Jubouri (1984) investigated the rhetorical effect of repetition in argumentative 

writing in three newspaper articles by different writers. His analysis showed that 

repetition in Arabic is manifested at the morphological, word, and ‘chunk’ levels. 

Repetition at the chunk refers to sequences of phrases, clauses, and larger discourse 

sequences. Al-Jubouri used the term chunk instead of sentence due to the absence of a 

clear definition of the latter.  

4.3.2.1. Repetition at the Morphological Level  

Morphological repetition occurs when two words of similar root or pattern are 

placed in close syntactic proximity (Al-Jubouri, 1984)2. Repetition of pattern “involves 

using words that have identical or similar morphological pattern”, such as laysat 

istighlālan … wa laysat istīlā’an ‘not exploitation … and not gain’ (p. 101). Istighlāl and 

istīlā’ are verbal nouns of the pattern istifcāl. Connectives facilitate this level of repetition 

as they join the two or more words of the same pattern.  

The investigation of repetition in the data showed that the NS participants created 

more accurate root repetitions than did their NNS counterparts. Below are examples of 

repetition from the NS and NNS data. In each example, the first line presents the Arabic 

text, the second line (to be read from right to left) provides the transliteration, and the 

third line includes an idiomatic English translation. 

Ex. 4-36 (repetition of the verb pattern yafcal) 

 ميكننا أ ن نس بح ونلهو عىل إلشاطيء

al-shāṭi’ calā  nalhū wa nasbaḥ an yumkinu-nā 

we could swim and have fun at the beach 

 

 

                                                 
2 See Ryding (2005, pp. 45-50) for a description of the root-and-pattern system in Arabic 
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Ex. 4-37 (repetition of the superlative adjective pattern afcal) 

 بريوت من أ مجل أ شهرو إملدن

al-mudun ashhar wa ajmal min bayrūt 

Beirut is one of the most beautiful and most famous cities 

Ex. 4-38 (repetition of the active participle pattern fācil) 

 وجدهتا مدينة  ساحرة رإئعةو

rā’icah wa sāḥirah madīnah wajadtuhā 

I found it a charming, fabulous city 

Ex. 4-39 (repetition of the verbal noun of verb Form I) 

 ل  يعرفوإ  سوى إلكره إلكبتو

al-kabt wa al-kurh siwā yacrifū lā 

they know nothing but hatred and suppression 

The NNS group exhibited similar awareness of the function of pattern repetition in 

Arabic, as illustrated by the following two examples.  

Ex. 4-40 (repetition of one syllable cvcc nouns) 

 إلمين  س تكون مكتوبة يف ذهين قلّبو ورويح

rūḥī wa qalbī wa dhihnī fī maktūbah satakūn al-yaman 

Yemen will be printed in my mind, heart, and soul 

Ex. 4-41 (repetition of the imperative verb pattern ifcal) 

 إرجعوإ  إقرأ وإو عن  جتاريب

tajāribī can iqra’ū wa irjicū 

Come back and read about my experiences 

In some instances, the repetitions produced by the NNS group were unnatural or 

inaccurate. Example 4-42 includes repetition of the verbal noun facālah: 

 Ex. 4-42 

 إخلليط  إملمزي بني رموز إحلدإثة إلقدإمةو

al-qadāmah wa al-ḥadāthah rumūz bayn al-mumayyaz al-khalīṭ 

The unique mixture of signs of modernity and ancientness 

While ḥadāthah ‘modernity’ is the verbal noun from ḥadutha ‘to be modern,’ the correct 

noun from qaduma ‘to be ancient’ is qidam ‘ancientness’ rather than qadāmah. The 

writer’s desire to form repetition led her to coin qadāmah, following the pattern facālah. 
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Another NNS described a street market in Rabat using a sequence of three passive 

participle nouns of the mafcūl pattern.  

Ex. 4-43 

 إمللموس إملشموم و  إملسموعو ميل   حوإيس إمخلسة

al-khamsah ḥawāssī yamla’ wa al-masmūc wa al-mashmūm al-malmūs 

Things touched, smelled, and heard fill up my senses. 

From a syntactic perspective, it is technically possible to form a passive participle from 

the transitive verb lamasa ‘to touch,’ shamma ‘to smell,’ and samica ‘to hear.’ However, 

a native speaker would attest to the semantic inappropriateness of using the passive 

participle of these three verbs in concrete descriptions. Malmuus ‘tangible’ and masmūc 

‘heard’ are more common in abstract contexts such as taṭawwur malmūs ‘tangible 

development’ and ṣawtuh ghayr masmūc ‘his voice is unheard/insignificant.’ The passive 

participle mashmūm ‘smelled’ is an Egyptian Arabic word: “spoiled food, food which has 

gone off” (Hinds & Badawi, 1986, p. 479), which does not suit the context in example 4-

43. Although the root repetition in 4-42 and 4-43 involved inaccuracies, they reflected 

insightful linguistic creativity on the part of the NNS participants.  

4.3.2.2. Repetition at the Word Level 

I now turn to the second level of repetition, that is, repetition of words. According 

to Al-Jubouri (1984), repetition at the word level is realized by word strings that take the 

form: A x B (x C) and meets the following criteria: 

(1) The structure usually consists of two constituents, A and B, but can include three 

or more words.  

(2) The constituents share the same syntactic function. They can be all nouns, verbs, 

adjectives, and sometimes adverbs.  

(3) The x is usually the additive conjunction wa ‘and,’ but occasionally others. It can 

also be a zero. 
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(4) A, B, (C…) can be synonyms or antonyms. 

(5) The structure A x B (x C …) usually operates as a single unit. For example, all 

constituents are adjectives describing the same noun. (p. 103) 

The concept of word strings is discussed by Koch (1983) under ‘synonym couplets,’ 

which she defines as “pairs of words coordinated with and which are nearly or 

completely synonymous” (p. 49). The role of wa in signaling intra-sentential relations 

was noted by Al-Batal (1990). His analysis of expository writing showed that “the 

additive relationship of wa is very often associated with some cohesive functions such as 

repetition, parallelism, and paraphrase” (p. 246). In the present study, and in Al-Jubouri’s 

(1984), the definition of couplets extended to synonyms and antonyms coordinated by wa 

‘and’ or other connectives such as aw ‘or,’ lā ‘and not,’ and bal ‘but.’  

Most couplets in the data consisted of two synonymous or antonymous 

constituents. In the NS data, constituents of word strings might share the same semantic 

field, but do not necessarily represent synonyms or near-synonyms. The flowing two sets 

of examples show the variety of word strings in the NS data: 

Ex. 4-44 (word strings from the NS expository data) 

 إلفرح والانرشإح إحتفاء وترحيب  شوط وقوإنني

within terms and conditions welcome and reception of  happiness and joy 

   

 درإسة وتعمل إلهدوء وإل مان إلوحدة وإلفرإغ

loneliness and emptiness peace and safety studying and learning 

Ex. 4-45 (word strings from the NS argumentative data) 

 عاةل أ و عبء إلكره وإلكبت إملثقفني وإملس تنريين

the educated and the 

enlightened 

hatred and repression A dependent person or a 

burden  

   

 إلتطوير وإلتجديد والاس مترإرإلصمود وإملوإهجة  الانتاج وإلفعالية

productivity and efficiency steadfastness and 

confrontation and 

perseverance 

development and 

innovation 
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Word strings were less frequent in the NNS data. In some instances, the word 

string constituents did not meet the synonymity criterion, resulting in unnatural 

combinations, such as in the three couplets in example 4-61 below.  

Ex. 4-46 (word strings from the NNS expository data) 

 إزدحام وجضة إل صالح وإلرتممي بس يط وسهل

simple and easy repair and restoration crowdedness and noise 

   

 الارتبا  وإلفوىض إحملن وإملعوقات إلرغد وإلرفاهية

affluence and luxury calamities and obstacles confusion and chaos 

Ex. 4-47 (word strings from the NNS argumentative data) 

 متعلمني أ و مثقفني ضغط وعبء إل غنياء وإلفقرإء

the rich and the poor pressure and burden educated and cultured 

   

 إلتفامه وإلتعايش وإلتعاون حمارضإت وندوإت وورش معل متطور وتقد

developed and advanced lectures, seminars, and 

workshops 

communication and 

coexistence and cooperation 

 Ex. 4-48 

 إلرسيةو  إلذليذةإملطامع  إملثريةو  إلس ياحيةإل ماكن  تقليديةو  خمتلفةمالبس 

different and traditional 

clothes 

touristic and interesting 

places 

delicious and secret 

restaurants 

4.3.2.3. Repetition at the Chunk Level  

The last type of repetition occurred at the chunk level. Al-Jubouri (1984) divides 

repetition at the chunk level into parallelism (complete and incomplete), repetition of 

form, and repetition of meaning (paraphrase). Parallelism usually involves structural 

density, and, therefore, requires consistent control over complex structures. According to 

the ACTFL Guidelines, this level of text density and linguistic control is associated with 

Distinguished writers (Swender et al., 2012). The NNS participants in the present study 

were Advanced learners, who would be expected to attempt tasks at the Superior not the 
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Distinguished level. This may explain the scarcity of parallelism, especially incomplete 

parallelism, in the NNS data. 

Complete parallelism is realized through “total, or almost total, coincidence 

between parallelistic forms” (Al-Jubouri, 1984, p. 107). In the following example, a NS 

participant described Istanbul through complete parallelism between three word strings, 

each of which consisted of two definite, antonymous nous coordinated by wa. 

Ex. 4-49 

 .إلطبيعة وخصب إملدينة، بني وإحلارضإلتارخي ، بني إحلدإثة وإلتقليديةرس جاملها يمكن يف إلتنامغ بني 

 

The secret to its beauty is the harmony between modernity and tradition, 

between the past and the present, between nature and the city hustle. 

Notice that the three word strings were separated orthographically, but joined 

semantically, by zero connectives. The contrast created by the between-word syndeton 

and the between-string asyndeton creates a forceful effect (Al-Jubouri, 1984). The 

absence of a connective between adjacent word strings creates a pause, during which the 

reader can visualize the description. These pauses attest to the relationship between 

repetition and orality suggested by Johnston (1990), where personal preference, the 

syndetic tendency of Arabic syntax, and the writer’s desire to reflect a superior MSA 

knowledge are factors affecting the frequency of repetition in a given text.  

The following example shows complete parallelism in a NNS expository text, 

where the condition connective idhā ‘if’ acted as a presentational tool.  

Ex. 4-50 

عامن حقًا مدينة مجيةل جدًإ ل تفتقر يف إل ماكن إلس ياحية إلتارخيية ول يف إحملالت إجلديدة إليت متثل إلثقافة 

ذإإملعارصة دلى إملدينة.   ا زايرة منطقة إمسها "وسط إلبدل"علين ـيجبفـأ رديت إلتعمل عن اترخي عامن إلقدمي،  فا 

إليت حتتوي عىل إل سوإق إلشعبية وإملدرج إلروماين وحىت قلعة خضمة ميكن مشاهدة إملنطقة لكها من 

ق ثقافة ش باب عامن  إمامرتفعاهتا.  ذإ أ رديت تذوي بية مثل عندون ال بد من زايرة إل ماكن يف عامن إلغر ــفـإ 

 وشارع "رإينبو" من أ جل أ خر الاسرتإحة يف مقايه مجيةل أ و مشاهدة أ فالم عربية يف أ حد إملهرجاانت.
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Amman is truly beautiful and has plenty of historical, touristic sites, as well 

as new stores that represent the city’s modern life. So, if you want to learn 

about Amman’s ancient history, we have to visit an area called 

‘downtown,’ which has street markets, the Roman Theater, and even a huge 

castle at the top of which we can see the whole area. As for if you want to 

get a feel for the culture of Amman’s young people, we have to visit places 

in west Amman like Andon and “Rainbow” street to take a break at the 

beautiful cafes or watch Arab movies at one of the festivals.  

In example 4-50, idhā ‘if’ played an important role in organizing the description. The 

paragraph consisted of a thesis statement introducing the aspects of Amman’s beauty, 

followed by two long sentences, each addressing one aspect. The writer successfully used 

parallelism of idhā clauses within the following structure:  

 Connective + if  + 2nd person verb + al-maṣdar 

Sentence 1: fa  

So 

idhā 

if 

aradti 

you want  

al-tacallum  

to learn 

 

Sentence 2: ammā  

As for 

idhā  

if  

aradti 

you want 

tadhawwuq 

to get a feel  

The semantic juxtaposition between old and new Amman and the structural parallelism in 

these two sentences produced an effective mechanism for content presentation, as it 

guided the reader through the description of Amman’s beauty.  

Incomplete parallelism involves “partial coincidence between parallelistic forms” 

(Al-Jubouri, 1984, p. 108). Example 4-50 illustrates the complexity of this type of 

repetition, where a NS presented a hypothetical situation to support his opposition to 

mandatory community service. The Arabic text and translation are presented here, and 

the transliteration and literal translation are included in Figure 4.3 below. 

Ex. 4-51 

ليك باكس من إملاء وإس تخدمت معه الاحرتإم وإل دب فانه س يأ تيك  تُرى لو أ نك طلبت من إبنك إن يأ يت إ 

ولكنك لو رفعت صوتك عليه وإس تخدمت معه الكما غري لئق فهو  (1)ابملاء وهو يشعر ابلرضا والارتياح.

 (2).به يشء عليكأ يضًا س يأ تيك ابملاء، ولكنه س يكون مقهورإ ويف قل 
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If you politely and respectfully asked your son for a glass of water, he will 

gladly get you some.(1) However, if you raised your voice and used bad 

language, he would still get you the water, but he would feel humiliated 

and would hold a grudge against you.(2)  

This chunk consists of two segments, involving vertical and horizontal semantic 

repetition and vertical incomplete parallelism. Figure 4.3 illustrates the complexity of this 

chunk, and the role of connectives in helping the reader process this level of complexity. 

The first level of the figure juxtaposes the first line of each segment, and the second level 

represents the second line. The transliteration, literal translation and syntactic 

composition of the chunk are provided.  

The vertical semantic repetition in Figure 4.3 consists of repetition of the same 

lexical item (e.g., sa-ya’tī-ka ‘he will get you’ and wa istakhdamt maca-hu ‘and you used 

with him’), pronominal reference (e.g., ibn ‘son’ and huwa ‘he’), antonymy (e.g., yashcur 

bi-ar-ridā ‘be glad’ and sa-ya-kūn maqhūran ‘he will be humiliated’). The horizontal 

semantic repetition was realized in segment 1 through the word strings al-iḥtirām wa al-

adab ‘respect and politeness’ and yashcur bi-ar-riḍā wa al-irtiyāḥ ‘feels glad and 

pleased,’ where wa joined two definite synonymous or near-synonymous nouns. Vertical 

incomplete parallelism was signaled through two instances of contingency connectives 

(if) in the structure: 

Segment 1: if + you did [positive action]  + he would [positive reaction] 

Segment 2: if + you did [negative action]  + he would [negative reaction]  

This structure represented the overall format within which the structural 

parallelism falls. However, the two segments included a higher level of structural 

variability. For example, the phrase an ya’tī ilay-ka bi-ka’s min al-mā’ ‘to get you a glass 

of water’ in segment 1 is not matched by a similar phrase in segment 2. Similarly, the 

temporal connective wa in wa huwa ‘while’ in segment 1 is paralleled with a contrast 

connective (wa lākinna ‘but’). The complexity of this chunk reflects the writer’s ability to 



 130 

effectively manage complex meaning and structures concurrently, an ability associated in 

the present study with the NS group. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Figure 4.3: Incomplete Parallelism at the Chunk Level in a NS Text. 
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There were few instances of incomplete parallelism in the NNS data, which were 

not at the same level of complexity shown in Figure 4.2. In example 4-51, a participant 

described the difference between Eastern and Western Amman using different forms of 

repetition.  

Ex. 4-52 

 ومتثل إلتقاليد وإلرتإث إلغربية يه أ غين وأ كرث حظًا بيامن إلرشقية فقرية

 

Western [Amman] is richer and more affluent, while Eastern [Amman] is 

poor and represents customs and heritage.  

The two segments in this chunk are linked in a contrast discourse relation, signaled by the 

connective baynamā ‘while.’ The incomplete parallelism followed the structure:  

Segment 1: def. noun + comparative adj. + wa + comparative adjective  

Segment 2: def. noun + adjective  + wa + verb + def. object + wa + def. object 

The writer made the parallelism richer through additional forms of repetition. The first is 

the root repetition between aghnā ‘richer’ and akthar ‘more,’ both of which are from the 

comparative pattern afcal. The second repetition is the word string al-taqālīd wa al-turāth 

‘customs and heritage.’ In this short chunk, the use of repetition at the morphological, 

word, and chunk levels was a successful strategy to fulfill the description task, as it 

helped the reader visualize different aspects of the city.  

4.4. SUMMARY  

This chapter presented the results of the semantic-based investigation of the role 

of Arabic connectives at different discourse levels as used by the NS and NNS 

participants. The number of connectives identified in the data was 2,964 connectives, 

which were not confined to the syntactic category of ḥurūf ‘particles.’ In terms of 

discourse level, connectives joined text segments at the clause, sentence, and paragraph 

level. Conjunction, reason, and contrast were the most frequent relations in the study. 
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Sentence-initial connectives organized ideas within the paragraph and sometimes 

functioned at the discourse level. Paragraph-initial connectives marked the continuity or 

shift of ideas. The NS and NNS participants differed in their use of connectives in terms 

of quality rather than quantity, where the NS group generally produced more accurate, 

natural, and complex connective structures. In the next chapter, I summarize the major 

findings from this study, discuss their pedagogical implications, and make suggestions 

for future research of connectives.   
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Chapter V: Conclusion 

The present study explored the use of connectives in the Arabic expository and 

argumentative writing of non-professional NS writers and Advanced NNS learners. The 

present chapter summarizes the main research findings and discusses their implications 

for the study of Arabic connectives in general, and for the teaching of Arabic writing and 

connectives in particular. Finally, this chapter offers a number of recommendations for 

future research in Arabic writing and teaching.  

5.1. DISCUSSION OF MAJOR FINDINGS  

5.1.1. Characteristics of Connectives in the Study  

The study followed an exploratory, descriptive, semantically-driven method in its 

analysis of 100 expository texts and 100 argumentative texts, each divided equally 

between the NS and NNS groups. The texts were analyzed in terms of the discourse 

relations that linked text segments at the clause, sentence, and paragraph levels, and the 

connectives that signaled these relations. The analysis was carried out within Rhetorical 

Structure Theory (RST) (Mann & Thompson, 1988), using a taxonomy of four major 

types of relations (temporal, comparison, contingency, and expansion) and 15 sub-types. 

In total, the study identified 2,964 connectives. The most frequent connectives in the NS 

data were wa ‘and,’ lākin ‘but,’ li ‘to,’ li’anna ‘because,’ and fa ‘so.’ In the NNS data, wa 

‘and,’ lākin ‘but,’ li’anna ‘because,’ idhā ‘if,’ and fa ‘so’ were the most frequently 

occurring connectives.  

The connectives in this study were not confined to one syntactic category or one 

type of semantic relation. Basing the analysis on semantic as opposed to purely 

grammatical, relations expanded the pool of lexical items identified as connectives 

beyond the syntactic categories of adawāt al-rabṭ ‘literally, connecting tools’ and ḥurūf 
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‘particles.’ Example of new categories include clauses and noun phrases, which are not 

typically considered connectives. The semantic approach also allowed some particles, 

such as the prepositions li ‘to’ and bi ‘with,’ to assume a connective role when they 

prefixed al-maṣdar ‘verbal noun.’ This expansion of the lexical items recognized as 

connectives highlights the importance of prioritizing meaning over grammar and of 

viewing a text as “a semantic unit; a unit not of form but of meaning” (Halliday & Hasan, 

1976, p.2). Findings from the current study encourage the study of connectives as lexical 

items that highlight the underlying, pre-existing semantic relations rather than exclusively 

as items on the syntactic list of ḥurūf ‘particles.’ 

As I focused my analysis on the meaning relations of connectives, I discovered 

that connectives performed different organizational functions in the current data 

depending on the text level. At the clause level, they mostly organized details of a main 

idea. At the sentence level, connectives acted as paragraph-organizing tools, and in some 

instances, they occurred towards the end of the text to enhance the cohesion of the text as 

a whole. Paragraph-initial connectives mostly signaled a continuity of the preceding 

discussion or a shift between major ideas in the texts. In some instances, paragraph-initial 

connectives linked the text as a whole as they did at the sentence level.  

The organizational role of connectives identified in this study highlight the multi-

dimensionality of this group of lexical items. Connectives are classified traditionally 

according to their grammatical category and the syntactic effect they may incur within 

the sentence. Results from the current study suggest that the grammatical function is only 

one aspect of connectives, and that their respective semantic and organizational roles in 

the text are two equally important dimension. It is important, then, for the research and 

teaching of connectives to address all three of these dimensions.  

 



 135 

The study showed that, in general, Arabic requires explicit signaling of the 

semantic relations between text segments through connectives. As Ryding (2005) notes, 

“Arabic writing has been characterized as syndetic, that is, as using conjunctions to link 

discourse elements” (p. 407).  In the current data, this was true at all text levels, with the 

highest frequency of connectives occurring at the clause and sentence levels. The 

semantic bonds signaled through connectives created hierarchical chains of connected 

segments, where connectives joined clauses within a sentence, sentences within a 

paragraph, and paragraphs within a text. By signaling this hierarchical order of relations, 

connectives contributed to the cohesion of the text and enabled the reader to follow the 

semantic relations underlying the text segments, creating coherence. This finding 

supports Al-Batal’s (1990) conclusion regarding the relationship between connectives 

and cohesion. In his study, connectives functioned at the horizontal axis, joining text 

segments linearly, and at the vertical axis, marking the transition between larger text 

components such as from the introduction to the body of the text.  

5.1.2. Connectives in NS and NNS writing  

The NS and NNS groups showed similarities in the frequency of connectives, but 

differed in the quality of these connectives. The analysis showed that all participants used 

similar number of connectives per 100 words and were aware that some connectives may 

carry more than one meaning depending on context. Both groups showed a clear 

awareness of the polysemy of connectives. They understood that context plays a 

significant role in determining what a connective means in relation to its semantic 

environment. This similarity shows that the Arabic programs where the NNS participants 

were studying have succeeded in raising their students’ awareness the connectives 

constitute an important characteristic of Arabic writing. There was smaller variability 
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within the NS group, indicating that the NNS participants varied in the average number 

of connectives they included in their text. The analysis also revealed that when 

considered individually, participants in both groups used a variety of connectives; that is, 

they tended to avoid repeating the same connective when signaling the one type of 

relations. However, as a group, the NS participants possessed a larger repertoire of 

connectives. This suggests the need for the NNS to be exposed to a wider variety of 

connectives in addition to the most frequently used lexical items.   

Although the two groups did not differ much in the average number of 

connectives per text, the NS and NNS participants varied in the quality of the connectives 

they used. The NS group used connectives with a high level of accuracy and semantic 

suitability to context, especially when creating sequences of more than one connective. 

The NNSs often overused connectives, particularly wa, which may be an outcome of 

avoiding English-style writing, where texts, as Ryding (2005) suggests, are less syndetic 

than Arabic texts. The absence of connectives in the data likewise highlighted another 

difference between the two groups: In the NS texts, the absence of connectives often 

represented zero connectives, a concept used by Al-Batal (1990) in reference to 

organizational and rhetorical functions occurring when a connective is absent. In the 

NNS group, on the other hand, the participants sometimes used a connective where the 

zero connective would be more appropriate, and they did not use connectives where one 

was required in context.  

Findings from the NNS data encourage the prioritization of meaning when 

teaching and learning Arabic connectives. The NNS participants were Advanced L2 

learners who, according to the ACTFL Guidelines, have adequate control over frequent 

grammatical structures (Swender et al., 2012). Participants joined clauses and sentences 

with a high level of grammatical accuracy. However, there were instances of semantic 
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and pragmatic inappropriateness, where the accurate use of connectives did not guarantee 

their semantic and pragmatic appropriateness to context.  

Another difference between the two groups was in repetition, a phenomenon that 

involves the use of connectives. The NS participants generally created pattern, word, and 

chunk repetitions that were more accurate and natural than repetitions produced by their 

NNS counterparts. This difference was particularly evident in instances of incomplete 

parallelism, which required superior control of complex grammatical structures over a 

series of clauses or sentences. Both groups used repetition more frequently in the 

argumentative task, which supports Johnstone’s (1990) proposition that repetition creates 

persuasion in written MSA. We saw, for example, that the NS participants often 

concluded their argumentative text with a series of structurally parallel phrases or 

clauses, creating a culmination in the argument to persuade the reader of a certain 

proposition.  

A major contribution of the present study is that it offers important insights into 

the writing of non-professional NS writers. The current study is the first to investigate the 

writing of “the educated diglossic native user of Arabic” (Wahba, 2006, p. 145), someone 

who speaks a dialect and has received formal education in MSA. Findings from the 

current study show that non-professional writers use connectives with high frequency at 

the clause and sentence live as did professional writers in Al-Batal (1990), Al Kohlani 

(2010), and Alsaif’s (2012) studies. Additionally, NS participants in the current study 

used the zero connectives to signal transition between ideas in the text as did the 

professional writer in Al-Batal’s (1990) study, and utilized repetition in argumentative 

writing as did the professional writers in Al-Jubouri (1984) and Johnstone’s (1991) 

studies. These commonalities show that NSs generally model their writing on the same 

conventions and style (e.g., including lexical couplets) to a varying degree. NSs, 
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therefore, do not constitute a homogenous group, but share common understanding 

regarding the characteristics of MSA writing. Their application of these characteristics, as 

Wahba (2006) points out, correlates with the level of education and everyday practice in 

the standard variety.  

5.2. PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS 

The conceptualization of the NS as a heterogeneous rather than uniform concept 

bears implications in the context of Arabic teaching. The similarities between how 

professional NSs and the non-professional, educated native user of Arabic use connective 

suggest that writers in either group can be taken as a model NS in the context of teaching 

the writing skill. The current study invites a re-examination of who the native speaker of 

Arabic is in order to capture the heterogeneity of Arabic writing levels among educated 

native speakers. We would consequently introduce Arabic L2 learners to a range of 

authentic materials that represent this diversity, drawing their attention to the role 

connectives play in the successful completion of the task. The diversity of sample 

authentic materials that students interact with should extend beyond the expected MSA 

variety to include texts written in the dialects, where the author successfully switches 

between the standard and colloquial varieties.  

When teaching connectives, it is important for the instructor to not only consider 

the students’ current proficiency level, but also to develop an awareness of what learners 

at the higher level should be able to do. In the present study, the Advanced NNSs 

exhibited some characteristics of Superior writers, including the ability to “present and 

support opinions by developing cogent arguments and hypotheses” (Swender et al., 2012, 

p. 11). To enable those learners to successfully complete Superior writing tasks, we need 

to understand the different linguistic features of a Superior text. These characteristics 
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include the adequate use of connectives to produce discourse where the “relationship 

among ideas is consistently clear, due to organizational and developmental principles 

(e.g., cause and effect, comparison, chronology)” (p. 11).  

Findings from this study strongly encourages the prioritization of the semantic 

and organizational function of connectives over their grammatical role. The semantic 

approach in the teaching of connectives entails a departure from the focus on lists of 

isolated connective (mostly particles), discrete-point mechanical drills, and the syntactic 

function of connectives in terms of icrāb ‘case and mood inflection.’ Instead, connectives 

should be presented through a reading-to-writing approach, which has been suggested by 

researchers in Arabic L2 writing (e.g., El Essawi, 2006; Shakir & Obeidat, 1992).  

Informed by findings from the current study, I propose a semantic-functional 

model for the teaching of Arabic connectives within the reading-to-writing approach. 

Figure 5.1 presents an outline of the proposed model, where the word TEXT refers to 

authentic reading materials or the written text the Arabic L2 learner produces. The 

authentic texts, as suggested earlier, should represent the variety of Arabic writing styles 

and genres. The steps of following the model can be modified according to whether or 

not they are being applied to a reading text or used by the learners to edit their written 

production.  

The first step in the model involves the examination of the vertical organization of 

the text; that is, the semantic discourse relation that bonds large text segments such as 

paragraphs, if present. This step is repeated at the horizontal level by examining the 

discourse relations underlying clauses and sentences. If no clear relation holds between 

any two text segments, the learner returns to the text to examine the reason and address it 

in the case of editing.  
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Figure 5.1: Model for Teaching Arabic Connectives.  

If a discourse relation exists, the learner uses the taxonomy of Arabic discourse 

relations (see section 3.3.2) to label the type of relation (e.g., result, exemplification, 

conjunction). If the identified relation is signaled overtly in the text through a connective, 

the lexical item used is evaluated for accuracy. Inaccurate connectives prompt the student 

to go back to the text and repeat the steps followed so far. If a different connective is 

required, the student consults the connectives repository that he or she has complied 

through the examination of previous texts.  

In instances where the semantic relation is implicit, the learner needs to decide 

whether the absence of a connective performs an organizational or rhetorical function in 

the text. If it does, this instance is identified as a zero connective. If the absence of a 

connective has no function and marks clear disconnectedness or choppiness, the learner 

re-visits the text to examine the source of choppiness and, in the case of editing, re-write 
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the specific portion of the text to establish a semantic relation between the two segments. 

These steps of the model are repeated for each relation in the text. The more practice 

students have with these steps, the more familiar they will become of the function and 

nature of Arabic connectives.  

A useful tool in this model is the taxonomy of discourse relations adopted in the 

present study, which includes the broad categories of temporal, contingency, comparison, 

and expansion relations (see section 3.3.2). The taxonomy, which is based on the 

Rhetorical Structure Theory (Mann & Thompson, 1988), is a flexible hierarchy of 

relations that can be adjusted based on language and context. It is important to note here 

that the taxonomy is “an open set, susceptible to extension and modification for the 

purposes of particular genres and cultural styles” (p. 250). The taxonomy should be 

viewed as a flexible hierarchy that can be adjusted to the students’ level. For example, 

beginner students could be guided to recognize the four major categories, while learners 

at higher levels of ability can be challenged to connectives using a more fine-grained 

version of the taxonomy. 

Providing the Arabic L2 learners with opportunities to use this model for the 

analysis of authentic texts will increase the depth and breadth of their connectives 

repertoire. Teaching connectives in context with a primary focus on meaning, as 

suggested in the model, will help learners realize the depth of some connectives. For 

instance, they will see that ḥaythu may mean ‘where,’ ‘because,’ ‘therefore,’ and ‘as’ 

depending on context. The learners may notice that the bi ‘with’ and li ‘to,’ commonly 

taught as prepositions, can function as connectives when followed by al-maṣdar ‘verbal 

noun.’ 

Adopting a semantic-pragmatic approach to the teaching of Arabic connectives 

requires readiness on the instructor’s part. This approach may initially challenge the 
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learners and the instructor herself because it “devalues the utility of simply providing 

learners with a list of expressions and moves us beyond saying ‘‘Use these to make your 

essay hang together.’’” (Williams, 2012, p. 774). Preparing activities that sensitize 

students to the function of connectives in context, as suggested in the model activity 

above, involves more time and effort than only completing gap-fill sentences focused on 

connectives in class, which could act as a useful pre-writing activity. However, the time 

invested in the creation and completion of integrated-skills activities that involve 

authentic materials will be a worthwhile investment.  

5.3. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

The present study involved a number of methodological limitations. One 

individual (the researcher) completed the data analysis, including the text segmentation 

and the coding of connectives. The results and findings should be viewed in light of the 

subjectivity associated with an individual-analyst examination. Additionally, the NNS 

participants in this study were assumed to be advanced learners of Arabic based on the 

context from which they were recruited, but no validated quantitative measure of their 

writing proficiency was available. Finally, the NS participants completed the writing 

tasks in a non-proctored format, with no guarantee that they completed the tasks within 

the time limit provided to them.  

5.4. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

One area of future research is the efficacy of different instructional approaches in 

the teaching of Arabic connectives. A possible study may evaluate the effect of the 

integration of the reading-to-writing approach suggested in section 5.2 on the semantic, 

pragmatic, and grammatical accuracy of connectives in Arabic L2 writing. It would be 

useful to compare this approach to that of a more traditional instructional practice. The 
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suggested study should provide more insights if designed as a pre-test, post-test design 

using a control and an experimental group. In this way, we could assess the efficacy of 

the two approaches. 

The data in the current study showed the significant role of the zero connective. 

There is a need for a series of studies that examine the functions of the zero connectives 

at different text levels and across various genres. These studies will help the theorization 

of this important construct, with applications in the fields of Arabic pedagogy and other 

areas of applied linguistics such as discourse analysis and computational linguistics.  

Another area of potential research is the examination of the correlation between 

the use of connectives and the perception of writing quality, which could be measured in 

terms of both grammatical and pragmatic accuracy as well as coherence as perceived by 

the reader. More than one group of judges may be involved, such as experienced 

teachers, less-experienced teachers, and native speakers of Arabic who are not teachers. 

Results from this proposed study would provide valuable insights into the type of 

expectations instructors have in comparison to non-instructors, informing the way in 

which we teach connectives and provide learners with corrective feedback. 

The current study constitutes an initial step towards an operational definition of 

the Arabic native speaker. Such definition is crucial in the context of Arabic L2 

pedagogical contexts, as we need to understand the linguistic qualities that we target 

when designing instructional materials, planning our lessons, and creating assessment 

tools. We have seen that the educated NS participants produced texts that varied in 

lexical and syntactic complexity, and used connectives in both usual and innovative 

ways. This suggest that what we know as MSA varies in definition between individuals, 

task types, and context. There is a need for more research, like that reported in the present 

study, to analyze the writing of NSs who come from different educational and linguistic 
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background. Rather than assuming what NSs can and cannot do, it is important to rely on 

data of real-life production. We need to depart from the ideological debates about the 

construct of MSA and about what NSs can and cannot do with the language. Instead, we 

should rely on data-supported evidence of what constitute MSA.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Test Form B given to NNSs.  

 

Writing Proficiency Test 

 

Age:  ☐ 0–18      ☐ 19 – 20  ☐ 21 – 30          ☐ 31 – 40  ☐ 41+    

Gender: _______ Male _______ Female   

First language? _________________________ 

Years of formal study of Arabic _______ Years _______ Months 
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Appendix A: Test Form B given to NNSs. (Continued)  

Instructions:  

- Your proctor will assign you a student number. Write ONLY that number at the top of 

each page. Do not write your name anywhere on the test.  

- This part of the exam aims to test your ability to compose in Arabic. You have 90 

minutes to complete three tasks.  

- The length and complexity of the expected response is reflected in the time suggested 

for each task. You should manage your time accordingly and be sure not to spend extra 

time on one task at the expense of the others.  

- If you are using a pencil to write, please press hard to enable a clear scan of your exam. 

- Please use the attached pages to write your essays and continue on the back of each 

page if necessary.  
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Appendix A: Test Form B given to NNSs. (Continued)  

Task One (Suggested time: 20 minutes)  

You are joining an Arabic online community related to one of your personal or 

professional interests. Create an online profile in which you introduce yourself to other 

members telling them about yourself, your interest(s), and why you want to join this 

community.  

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 



 148 

Appendix A: Test Form B given to NNSs. (Continued)  

Task Two (Suggested time: 30 minutes) 
You are participating in an Arabic summer program in a new city. You are required to 

write weekly blog entries about various aspects of your life in the city in which you are 

living. Blog entries may include, but are not limited to, description of the city, an event 

you have attended, an experience you have had, or things you plan to do in the near 

future. Write your blog for this week! 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix A: Test Form B given to NNSs. (Continued)  

Task Three (Suggested time: 40 minutes)  

In some countries, citizens are required to complete two years of community (non-

military) service between the ages of 18 and 26. Many agree that community service 

should be mandatory as individuals and the government are equally responsible for the 

common welfare. Others say this is a coercive measure that undermines the spirit of 

volunteering. What is your view of this issue? State your opinion and give reasons to 

support it. 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix B: Grading rubric used for grading NNS Form B texts  

 1-3 

Poor  

4-6 

Good  

7-9 

Excellent  

Score  

C
o

n
te

n
t 

Some relevance to topic. 

 

Undeveloped or incomplete.  

 

 

Some details but not enough 

to support the idea. 

Mostly relevant to topic.  

 

Developed but may have gaps or 

redundant information. 

 

Enough detail to support ideas 

but may lack some essential 

ones. 

Relevant to topic. 

 

Fully developed; thorough for 

the task.  

 

Main ideas are well supported 

and enhanced by detail. 

 

O
rg

a
n

iza
tio

n
 

Some elements of order and 

structure; some disjointed 

ideas. 

 

Only some simple 

connectors.  

Order and structure support main 

idea, but may be lacking in good 

flow.  

 

Connectors/transitions are 

present but some may be 

inappropriate.  

Order and structure support main 

ideas and there is a good flow. 

 

 

Generally smooth and effective 

transitions; may have some 

errors in complex ones.   

 

V
o

ca
b

u
la

ry
 

Limited range; insufficient 

for the task.  

 

Meaning is sometimes 

obscured. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Moderate range; adequate for the 

task 

 

Meaning is clear but word 

choice may be awkward 

inappropriate.   

 

 

Mainly simple and ordinary. 

Wide range; appropriate for the 

task. 

 

Meaning is clear; words are 

mainly specific, precise and 

appropriate. Some choices may 

be awkward or inappropriate. 

 

Rich; evidence of sophisticated 

words and idioms appropriate 

for context. May have some 

errors (choices that are awkward 

or inappropriate). 

 

G
ra

m
m

a
r
 

Poor control of simple 

structures; little evidence of 

complex structures.   

 

Frequent errors that obscure 

meaning. 

 

 

Meaning is sometimes 

obscured. 

Good control of simple 

constructions; some attempts at 

complex structures. 

 

Frequent errors that do not 

obscure meaning. 

 

 

Meaning is conveyed, but errors 

detract from readability. 

Good control of simple and 

some complex constructions;  

 

 

Some errors that do not obscure 

meaning; mainly in complex 

structures. 

 

Meaning is conveyed, and errors 

do not detract from readability. 

 

 Poor 0 Good 1 Excellent 2  

S
p

ellin
g

 

Frequent errors, but meaning 

is conveyed.   

Some errors; meaning conveyed.  Few errors; meaning conveyed.  

   Total:  
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Appendix B: Grading rubric used for grading NNS Form B texts (continued)  

 

Notes 

1. The same rubric is applied to all three tasks and the interpretation of criteria needs to be adjusted 

with the level of each task. E.g. the expectation of the evidence of sophisticated vocabulary and 

complex structures is lower in task one.  

2. Errors in همزة الوصل and همزة القطع will not be counted as spelling errors.   
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Appendix C: Frequency of Connectives per Group, Task, and Discourse Level. 
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