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Abstract

This paper examines Arabic majors use of conjunctions in their essays both in the application
(qualitative) and frequency of conjunctions used (quantitative). The essays serve as a corpus
for this study where conjunctive use and misuse among learners of Arabic are described and
how certain combinations of words are preferred. Sketch Engine was employed to track the
frequency of conjunctions used and to identify the concordance lines of Arabic conjunctions
and the collocates. A simple frequency counts reveals that out of more than 83 conjunctions
available in Arabic, only 48 were used and the rest 35 were not employed at all by the students.
However, the use was not necessarily correct. There seemed to be a confusion in the
application of these conjunctions, particularly those which carry similar meanings with the
ones in L1. Another problem with its usage lies in the use of collocations; where translation of
L1 was applied to the Arabic conjunctions. Mother tongue interference could be the reason
for the confusion since direct translation of the word can be used in the same context, but the
contexts of their applications are different. This study highlights the need to focus on these
errors when teaching Arabic to second or foreign language learners.

Keywords: learner corpus, collocation, Arabic conjunctions, mother tongue interference,
second language

INTRODUCTION

The advance in educational technology has made it possible for learners to submit
their works to the teachers online; somehow many teachers did not make full use of
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the technology in the teaching and learning exercises until the Covid-19 hit the world.
The pandemic has negatively impacted everyone and all sectors around the world.
The education sector was inseparable where schools and colleges were closed.
However, the crisis had left some opportunities particularly where most education
systems had obliged to adopt alternatives to face-to-face teaching and learning.
Students and teachers alike accepted online teaching and learning as a new norm.
Answer scripts and assignments were among other assessment tools that had been
submitted online; and this had become an advantage for the language researchers as
their works could be compiled as learner corpus.

Studying learner corpus interests second language researchers as it is an
evidence-based approach to language teaching where it provides a useful resource for
them to gain concrete evidence and a wider perspective on learners' inter-language
acquired during the process of language learning (Granger, 2021).

LITERATURE REVIEW

There are several studies conducted on the use of conjunctions in essays produced by
French EFL/ ESL students (Granger & Tyson, 1996), Chinese (Meisuo, 2000),
Japanese (Narita, Sato & Sugiura, 2004), Taiwanese (Lai, 2008), Libyan (Hamed, 2014),
Iraqi (Darweesh et al., 2016), Malaysians (Nuruladilah, 2016), Saudis (Alsharif, M.
2017; Abumelha & Alyousef, 2019), Arabs (Basheer, N. 2019), Tunisian (Ons Abdi,
2021) where overuse, underuse, and misuse have been reported, with overuse being
the most predominant, leading to problems of coherence or readability of the
discourse (Yeung, 2009; Debbie, 2014; Mahmoud, A., 2014).

A corpus-based study on the use of conjunctions among Japanese EFL learners
has been conducted by Narita, Sato, and Sugiura (2004) and it was observed that
conjunctions such as ‘for example,” “of course,” and “first,” have been overused whereas
‘then,” ‘yet, and ‘instead” have been underused. Lai (2008) compared the use of
conjunctions in the writings of skilled and unskilled Taiwanese EFL undergraduates.
His quantitative findings revealed that the unskilled learners applied conjunctions
more frequently than the skilled ones. Both groups applied conjunctions
appropriately. However, wrong use was observed in some conjunctions such as
‘furthermore’, ‘in other words’, ‘besides’, ‘on the contrary’, ‘nevertheless’, ‘by
contrast’, “hence’, ‘therefore’, and ‘because’.

Hassan, H., (2004) described the wrong use of connectives among Malaysian
AFL learners appeared mainly due to the interference between L1 and L2. However,
little work has been done based on second or foreign language learners of Arabic
written works, let alone concentrating on Malaysians Arabic major learners and far
less work has been undertaken investigating conjunctive use and collocation
behaviors among them.

This study is mainly focused on the use of Arabic conjunctions among
Malaysians L2 learners. It aimed to investigate the capabilities of Arabic major
students of the use of conjunctions through their writings and to deepen the
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understanding on the collocational awareness among them. Besides, it provides
accurate descriptions of conjunctive use among learners of Arabic, and how certain
combinations of words are preferred.

METHODOLOGY

This is a corpus-based research. Sixty essays produced by Malaysians L2 Arabic
learners were collected and compiled as learner corpus for this study. The size of the
corpus is about 24000 words and was built by using Sketch Engine software available
online (https:/ /www.sketchengine.eu/).

The learners who provided the data enrolled in the “Computer Applications in
Language and Literature” course, offered by the Department of Arabic Language and
Literature in one of the universities in Malaysia. They were predominantly in their
first and second year of Arabic major degree programme with 97% of them
Malaysians. The students were requested to submit a comparative essay of not less
than 400 words entitled: Studying abroad is better than studying locally. They were
instructed to write the essay on Microsoft Word on the first day of class without any
help from native speakers of Arabic.

It is worth mentioning that this is a regular exercise taking place every semester
which serves as a reference for the instructor to refer to for the purpose of checking
the authenticity of the students” written works throughout the semester; particularly
their language use.

The main reason for this approach among others is when Al text generators
software begin to gain significant dominance in the market; where undetected
language barrier text can be produced. Simonsen, H. K. (2021) is in the opinion that
“Al writing technologies seem to be highly relevant in language classes just as the
calculator was in Math classes 50 years ago”.

Another threat faced by instructors is a high dependency on the internet
resources among the students; where the tendency to copy and paste the content of
the web pages is very likely. Oftentimes, the written works submitted to the instructor
contain no language mistakes, however the errors were detected in the conclusion part
of the works where usually the students write it on their own; or when they
communicate with the instructor and their language is very hard to understand.

The essays collected for the purpose of this study could be considered as
authentic data because the students were not requested to produce them using certain
words or structures. Data authenticity is a factor that has to be considered in data
collection for learner corpus (Sinclair, 1996). The essays were then sent to the
instructor of the course through the university’s Learning Management Platform
called i-ta'leem. The learners’ role ended at the point where their essays were
submitted to i-fa’leem and the rest of the procedures were handled by the instructor.
Each essay was given an ID number and uploaded to Sketch Engine as learner corpus
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by the instructor. Mistakes have been retained in all the essays included in the corpus.
The average length of the essays is about 400 words.

This study applied both quantitative and qualitative approaches to examine the
use of conjunctions. Wordlist of learner corpus was generated by Sketch Engine in
determining the frequency of conjunctive use in the learner corpus. For the purpose
of analysing the actual application of Arabic conjunctions in context and examining
closely the word combinations produced by the students, the concordance lines are
applied. The lines are also helpful in identifying the recurring patterns of words
combination occurred in the corpus.

Arabic Conjunctions

Combined words that signal a logical connection between ideas are classified as
conjunctions (Van Dijk & Kintsch, 1983). They are not single words, or a repetition of
word but rather among other grammatical devices used to realize cohesion and
textuality of a discourse (Marcin, 2011). Conjunctions function as a driver who guide
readers of where the writers are and the locations that they are heading to. Arabic

conjunctions are normally found as a result of the following combinations (Hassan,
1999):

noun +noun

noun +preposition

noun + preposition + preposition

noun + preposition +noun

preposition + preposition

preposition + preposition +preposition

preposition + preposition +preposition + preposition
preposition + preposition + preposition + noun
preposition + preposition + verb +preposition
preposition +preposition +noun

. preposition +preposition +noun +noun

preposition +noun +preposition +noun

preposition +preposition +preposition +noun +reference
preposition +noun

preposition + noun +noun

preposition +noun +preposition

verb + noun + preposition + preposition

verb + preposition +noun

VXN D=

T T i g
© N W= O

The table below shows examples of different combinations of words that form Arabic
conjunctions.
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Table 1. Words Combination that Form Arabic Conjunctions.

No. Words combination Examples of Conjunctions
sl Biio
1. noun +noun
| J:};T 9
2. noun +preposition :
2ty
ol el
3. noun + preposition + preposition 13} 3] aglll
SAL e
4. noun + preposition +noun .
eIy J) 8l
RIS
ol
Leias
S s )
5. preposition + preposition o e
ol dl
Y
13) )
o Eas oo
SR
preposition + preposition "
6. +preposition s f’_b‘s
uLs"' lond
&S (29
NER
reposition + preposition 5
7. PreposTX " s
+preposition + preposition Jo sl e
preposition + preposition +
8. preposition + noun Iy J) Lo
g,  Preposition + preposition + verb o 13l Ll
Iy Jaf e [/las dal oo
ol N
10.  preposition +preposition +noun JBlby
Y
Lo ¥y
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No. Words combination Examples of Conjunctions

als
ellass
IS

preposition +preposition +noun JBN davas Jeg

11. .
+noun J> sl des

il daig
preposition +noun +preposition s J) slayls
+noun el o éﬂb

i Je BoNey

12.

preposition +preposition

13. g
+preposition +noun +reference

4 13l

o3

14.  preposition +noun S O

15.  preposition + noun +noun Jsdll daNa g

Aol )
JBl o o

O ply Jo

e el
16.  preposition +noun +preposition : fr-

O daoal

Lo Slew a3
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No. Words combination Examples of Conjunctions
+ + ition + .
17 verb noun preposition B R
preposition
18.  verb + preposition +noun Al Lo o)

Therefore, conjunctions could be considered as a type of collocations as they
are pre-fixed patterns of words combination made of two to five-word combination
consisting of noun, preposition and verb.

English conjunctions carry a variety of meanings: additive, adversative, causal,
temporal, clarifying (Halliday & Hasan, 1976), on top of those, the Arabic conjunctions
bear two additional meanings: hypothetical and limitation if attached to a complete
sentence (Hassan. H, 1999). Depending on the context of use, conjunctions may have
a strong tie with the sentence that comes before or after them.

Table 2. Meanings of Arabic Conjunctions (Hassan. H, 1999).

Arabic Conjunctions Meanings
celly ) Blas| /el J) byl
oSally (JUlly cells o (SOYly dya ala el Yo cells ilas
de 8ol eelly o o3 celld 3o5 elld Yo Bdley «elliSy uaia
oo s At [LaNally [ Jsill LoVag ) Jsdll Lot el
1309 el conm 3 Sl et uSall U ey a1 adversative
iy (Juoladly cellid daiig dis ol cpe Jd) daal cell o)
«S 1igly (ol dl g Oms
Baie deaie dails o Gle pw o3 Nl sy temporal
do bk (T elli ] 3,Lag) aas AT Saay Bl IS U
@l s o+ any QL e T Eus e Y] Gud (JBL s Clarifying
elld dllag s ¥ Jl>

additive

causal

o) g M8 Vg 3] eyl + Lo 3] (oS 13) Lol st W Hypothetical
Grund (ads Limitation
RESULT AND DISCUSSION

The results of the analyses are divided into three categories to give accurate patterns
of conjunctive use among the learners:

1. frequency of conjunctive use,
2. description of the conjunctive use according to the meanings,
3. investigation of its misuse and preference of word combination.
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Category no. 1: frequency of conjunctive use among learners of Arabic

It was shown that there were 241 conjunctive occurrences in the entire learner corpus.
Every student employed at least one conjunction in their writing with an average of
4.016 of conjunctions being used in all the essays. The maximum number of
conjunctive uses is 15 and the min is 1. Table 3 describes conjunctive use in the learner
corpus.

Table 3. Distribution of Conjunctive Use in the Learner Corpus.

No. of conjunctions employed in the entire corpus 241
Frequency of correct use of conjunctions 178
Frequency of wrong use of conjunctions 63
Maximum no. of conjunctive use in one essay 15
Minimum no. of conjunctive use in one essay 1
Essays with no conjunctions at all 0
Average use of conjunctions in the entire corpus 4.016

It has to be mentioned that there are about 83 Arabic conjunctions available in
the Modern Standard Arabic, out of which only 48 were used and the rest 35 were not
employed at all by the students. It was observed that there were a number of preferred
conjunctions among the learners. The frequency of conjunctive use was gauged by
five scales: always, very often, sometimes, rarely and never. Table 4 shows the
definition of scales adapted by the study:

Table 4. Definition of Scales Used in Describing the Frequency
of Conjunctive Use in the Learner Corpus.

Scales No of occurrence in the entire corpus
Always 26-15 times

Very Often 12-7 times
Sometimes 6-4 times

Rarely 3-1 times

Never Not being employed at all

There are 6 conjunctions that have been highly employed by the learners as
illustrated in Table 5; followed by Table 9, 10 and 11 that illustrate examples of Arabic
conjunctions used by the students according to the scales defined in Table 4.

Table 5. List of Conjunctions that Have “Always” Been Employed by the Learners.

Conjunction

Frequency D Conjunctions
26 1 elly J) sl /ety J) byl
25 34 el
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23 18 el Llay

19 19 LoVa [Nty ) Jsill daday ) Jsdll oA
18 6 Iy 358

15 60 JEL Jasa Y ()

The conjunction: "e¢ls J] 48LxYLe" is the most frequent one applied by the students as
shown in Table 5; and Table 6 illustrates how the conjunction was applied in the
students” essays; both in the correct and wrong use.

Table 6. Examples of the Use of "¢ll3 J] 48LaYLs" Among the Students.

Left context KWIC Right context

b Lle e, alll 8lsso ¢ @l @S0 Lle Jawasdl Go J2l J ) 2ls Gl dslal <s><s/>. (531 |
0035 9 U &8 (pansd ()Sed, U 330 jué 3301 3 alall s 131, s I 3Ll <s><s/>. sl )
85 i 0 (5353 DLLa] el g Ly Ol gebriuss O, 3 Wl e 8Ll g<s><s/>. dyplaidl 4
CCaadl Jol o 5316 8> 8 13> dage ddyaall g @lall GIS, <3 LI d3Lsl 9<s><s/>. b i g, g
| IS0l , Ll g<s><s/>. 33l el e dole wiloglan unS wlld Lle @3lsl GSU g dmolall 8 L
>, degite Al (o dalise ped o Gelalizy w goladl ddlall, s LI dslsl g<s><s/>. daslal ol
O e s> Cadgi 3 o udl 0o Ll 9<s><s/>, oo d8lai g dsymall @5Lsl © syl Jols g 6,Sall
Il Jozs oo GRols Cllb J dsls Ol g wsllall geas Bls, wlls dLal L<s><S/>, @b Luai
e ol s g sanasdl suadl e Cswo Gl casa Ladls CJUall, TS 1 ddlsl {S>¢S,|’>.lo.m g o
pladl 45y g Fladdl ol ) jlsel () bgpuiad] (po w0Bl g @331 ells LI dslsl <s=<s5f=, Lyl agpw

It was observed in Table 7 that, "<Ud" was rightly employed by the students.

Table 7. Examples of the Use of "¢lJiJ" Among the Students.

Left context KWVIC Right context
se03Bl LS lgiglain Sl @m Lle s J o, geimell (5 dSiidie duiue daolall ¢
rol= o Zasd il dolaadl, s (J<sE<sf> s3]l sledl e sl Sagisel
£ szl ddyne Jo o, 3y J<s><s5f>. et go bilasl o6 b85S 9, e
lowoa Sl codllall galasiies ,  w2ls (], daliss daasle o Golelasy g edaasny
i><5f>. jamee dlall e . s (] dsudigaisst 9<5> <S>, Cpoydl Aislie
ol e onllall o 3uES asgy w2llad ) wbé<s><si>, edlall 2=l gaes 5 b b
> boamsd ass 5l 5est Gl wlls (] g<s><s/>. a=lg Glegll (8 Ibg=g0 o (I8
zoladl JUall Ll loi> sl w3 ], 833suiell LizgleiSal g dolosll jmc g
pondl 13m 5 onllall 1 (0 w3 Jes, U3 ., eladl L8 de il Ll Less sl
oll Geogdy wodliall o 3uss, s J<sE<s >, dwsls]l dadall LS e Ao,
o e Wls Glble amgs , wlld  J<s><s/>. Gurdlell e J Laul g Giall
poddi a5 cosllall Gl (55 I3 Jes, s ], el=dl 8 de sl Ll Las sl
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The conjunction "e¢ld Cil=" is among the most frequent one used by the students,
however the application is not necessarily correct as captured in Table 8 below:

Table 8. Examples of the Use of "¢ll3 cilx" Among the Students.

Left context
all O eelSo il Opall e s s, )3
gleall s 1o deeladl 8 Sualwll Gl el LI
5 g (b ko solll ) LS o souasldl s I
53lae guogi g ddyhall 0ds o, @laill ol oy
s adlas gl lale Lapay ol oo Laul e g, 2D
<5 />, dalisall Gawasdl a>gs daoll sis , U3
59, omall (91 Luwl Bl 8 HgiSuws (pill, i3

KWIC

il
il
il

il

sl g Jll cum (o goizell 2o oiglai @ 2l

o s25 Olladidl Geladl osllall ol |, el
ldal g dypudoodl dal plasiel J Slodl dilall, ells
g plaie Azl e dawlg dyjad ol lley , I
Al izl Gelass Ol plesll 7)1 8 odllall Gy

Right context

1 g<s><s/>. dujall dalll 9 )le=ll ¢
w0 9<5><5/> wlzhall g, dylaul ol
<S><5 > pasaiall wodllall | Egalall
w g<5=<s >, el dudl Lo g wodlolaall

> 9<5><5/>. lbgidl gaex o w2 <l
> 0 9<s><s/> el e g, Buyslg, (uba

w1 g<s><s[>. 33l g, udowlall g, Bx
o ; elyaall gfab._l_ﬂ&al'nglﬂ” g Ol g

> 1 9<S><5 >, dodl cdis , wluidl Ji

> 9<S><S[> dpjell dal L gelSh eo
> <s><s (> ezl o Al 5 odllall

> L9<5><s/> pboll gl L8 L8 skl L

Table 9. List of Conjunctions that Have Often Been Employed by the Learners.

Frequency Conjunction ID Conjunctions
12 62 Wie /YWiag
11 45 sty
8 3 ey e 35
7 41 Wiy
7 46 Yl
7 78 Las

According to Table 9, there are 6 conjunctions that fall under ‘often’ category.

Table 10. List of Conjunctions that Have “Sometimes” Been Employed

by the Learners.
Frequency Conjunction ID Conjunctions
6 5 Ol el Yy /ela W
5 2 el e B0l
5 25 e ok g [ p ol
5 36 DA daisg
4 15 OINe
4 17 el (JS) wols J
4 83 Lases Y
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Table 11. Samples of Conjunctions that Have “Rarely” Been Employed

by the Learners.
Frequency Conjunction ID Conjunctions
3 9 O Yuad
3 50 Lasila
3 79 Jot badd Gl
3 82 Lolsg
2 4 PR PN
2 12 Julls
2 13 o LS
2 81 ot und
1 el =
1 ol Les
1 10 Lo plo
1 14 Taaso Sl
1 16 elld o Bsdeg
1 20 Jsdll Bsdun
1 21 Llisy
1 22 lld e ki
1 23 el 3
1 35 Al Jal e /130 2T e

There are conjunctions that have never been applied by the students as illustrated in
Table 12:

Table 12. Samples of Conjunctions that Have “Never” Been Employed

by the Learners.
Frequency Conjunction ID Conjunctions
0 11 I3 e (S
0 24 oy
0 26 S
0 27 Ly
0 28 ol z
0 29 o= 3
0 30 13} pell
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0 32 sl

0 37 Jualatly

0 57 Salb s
0 75 13) )

0 76 EERN)

0 77 R

Category no. 2: description of the conjunctive use according to the meanings

A deeper analysis of Arabic conjunctions based on the meanings: additive,
adversative, causal, temporal, clarifying, hypothetical and limitation described earlier
shows that ‘additives’ are by far the most frequent ones employed by the students
regardless of the correct use or misuse, followed by ‘clarifying’ and ‘temporal’.
‘Limitation” and ‘causal’ conjunctions were found to be much less frequent, and the
least frequently used were ‘adversative’. It was observed that the rank order of
conjunctive meanings employed by the learners are as follows:

Table 13. The Rank Order of Conjunctive Use According to Meanings.

Rank No of occurrences Meaning
1. 88 additive
2. 81 clarifying
3. 31 causal
4. 21 temporal
5. 15 limitation
6. 5 adversative
7. 0 conditional

There are a number of conjunctions that have been applied correctly by the students
in terms of meaning and words combination.

Table 14. Varity of Conjunctive Meanings Applied Correctly in the Learners’ Essays.

Frequency Conjunctions Meaning
26 elly J) sl [ells J) syl additive
25 IRy clarifying
23 ety olas additive
19 [Nl ) Jsill dustn g/ Jsill dussls additive
18 elly 348 additive
15 JEL Jusw e () clarifying
12 Wie /Niag clarifying
11 Iaals temporal

332



AFAQ LUGHAWIYYAH, 2023, 1(2), 321-339

8 el e 0 additive
7 A< additive
7 Yol temporal
7 INE limitation

Category no. 3: investigation of the misuse of Arabic conjunctions among the learners

Generally, with increased proficiency, L2 learners tend to demonstrate their ability to
utilize conjunctions to infer logical relationships in extended discourse (Geva, E. 1992).
It was discovered that the average use of conjunction is 3 per essay; although all the
students attempted to incorporate conjunctions in their writings, the main problem
with its usage lies in the accurate use of collocations of the conjunctions.

The analysis revealed that, out of 241 conjunctive occurrences, 25.31% (61
occurrences) were wrongly applied by the students. It was observed that the students
failed to choose the correct combination of two or more words, and the results
supported what was noticed by (Fan P., 2010) that this is due to the students’
unawareness of collocational properties in vocabulary. Table 14 shows the wrongly
used conjunctions in the learner corpus.

Table 15. Conjunctions that Have Been Wrongly Applied by the Learners.

Wrong use Arabic Arabic Conjunctions

frequency Conjunctions applied in the essays Meaning

lld 5 lld aays
16 o additive
elld ndy
Ul
ell3 e BLAYL
[ells ) Lyl el e d8Ls)
13 L . additive
el J) sl M e d8ls)
ell3 LLayl
el Ll

el ‘}a\s
9 elad ol larifyi
- clarityin
el s
X lld J) laag
5 ld Calay clarifying
sl dl
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Wrong use Arabic Arabic Conjunctions .
. . . 1 Meaning
frequency Conjunctions applied in the essays
LAl
Lol
Lonay/ Jodll Lada il Lot G
5 [Ladadly/ Jsdll LaNall § additive
IS LAl
Jsill Lada
LaNall G
5 il daiig dindey causal
RISURE)
3 elld Je 30l T additive
Saboll
s” '= 9' L.)'Q
2 Oe Sad . additive
el e Mns
lld al s
2 ol e at b ) adversative
O ads e [oe adsll A5 a2l v v
2 Yia /Bl:\A\g 4.‘103 Clarlfylng
el e o) elld a3 additive

Category no.4: preference of certain word combinations by the learners

Findings showed that when learners encountered a collocational problem, they tend
to resort to one of the strategies of lexical simplification: synonym, avoidance, transfer
and paraphrasing (Granger, 2003).
substitutes a particular word of an actual conjunction. Avoidance refers to a strategy
that omits or adds a new word to an actual conjunction. If there is an element of L1
lexical transfer in the use of conjunctions, the strategy could be considered as transfer.
Paraphrasing occurs when the same number of words combination of a conjunction
is retained with an element of word substitution.

Synonymous happens when a synonym

Table 16 provides examples to illustrate each category of the four strategies
applied by the students (adopted from Granger’s):

Table 16. Examples of Wrong Use of Conjunctions.

Correct collocations Problematic Collocations  Strategies Applied
LGla) [elld Jl Byl dBlaylg Avoidance
i3 ) ol e BLAYL Paraphras%ng
LT Paraphrasing
ol 5o L] Paraphrasing
A3 e dils) Avoidance
Avoidance
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Correct collocations Problematic Collocations  Strategies Applied
ell3 LsLayly
el Bl
el e 3 GRS Avoidance
el e 8ol 8absl 3 Avoidance
5ol Avoidance
elly 38 elly aay g Synonym
elld pds Transfer
eIy Ll Iy J) colass Avoidance
als Ul Avoidance
O Muad dlag e Paraphrasing
el e Nad Avoidance
Lo/ Jsdll dsnla  dsnaldl Avoidance
Laally/ Jodll LAl Avo¥dance
e Avoidance
Josll dads 3 Transfer
LaNall
Jsill Bedin Jsdll 8sdm 35 Paraphrasing
A3 e ply fe CIRPVReY Paraphrasing
BIRPVIIY Paraphrasing
s wals J) ol dl Avoidance
elly i Transfer
ellal el g Avoidance
ol Paraphrasing
h Transfer
ol aay Transfer
el s
dal daying el de o Synonym
taii Transfer
N Synonym
dinacy
Wiy aliag Transfer
JE & Transfer
dalsg Laladly Avoidance

Wrong use due to “synonym”

There seemed to be a confusion in the application of some of the conjunctions
particularly those words that carry similar meanings in L1- since conjunctions are
word- combination linkers-. It was observed that learners substituted a particular
word with its synonym of an actual conjunction. The findings reiterate what was
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discovered by Lombard (1997) that major mistake found in the learner corpus is the
use of a near-synonym where lexical transfer occurs (Nadja.N, 2004). For example,
"ausicy" was used instead of "<l dxdg", where "dxdi" is translated to "duac" in Malay.

Wrong use due to “avoidance”

Avoidance refers to a strategy that omits or adds a new word to an actual conjunction.
The findings in this study support that mere exposure to collocations does not usually
lead to their acquisition (Marton, 1977) in Najda, Collocation, p 5). For example, the
conjunction “el il is highly employed in Malaysian Secondary Arabic Textbooks
(Khalilah, 2016) but has been wrongly applied in students” writings; e.g. U3 J| <ol
where another preposition of “ J|” was added.

Wrong use due to “transfer”

Mother tongue interference could be the reason for the confusion since it was observed
that direct translation of the word was used in the same context. For example: 4ty
was employed instead of My .A reason that may account for this is the aspect of
intralinguistic transfer. In Malay when things are exemplified, the word “misalnya’ is
used, which is a combination of root word ‘misal” +'nya’ (reference); “missal” is a
Malay word originated from Arabic. Learners may transfer the word directly to
Arabic together with the ‘reference” “nya” as used in Malay. This may explain why
such a pattern is found in the learner corpus.

Wrong use due to “paraphrasing”

Paraphrasing occurs when the same number of words combination of a conjunction
is retained with an element of word substitution.

Avoiding unfamiliar collocations, learners tend to use high frequency words
acquired prior to joining the university. It was observed that the students failed to
choose the correct combination of two or more words; especially when it involves
preposition, as a result they picked up any prepositions that they are familiar with
and tried to substitute it with what they forgot. For instance, a conjunction J| 4L>YyL
U3 were quoted as <l e d8Lp| el e 43Ls| where the preposition J| was replaced
by o= , o= . It was noticed that this is due to their unawareness of collocational
properties in vocabulary (Fan P., 2010).

CONCLUSION

This study has attempted to delineate the use of connectives among Arabic majors.
Examining the conjunctive use identified in the learner corpus, it was noticed that the
right use outweighs the wrong use. This finding indicates that the learners were
competent in the use of conjunctions.
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However, there are several factors contributing to the wrong use. Some of the
Arabic conjunctions carry similar meanings with the ones in Malay but the contexts
of their applications are different. Therefore, the confusion arose leading to the wrong
use.

Another problem lies where translation was applied to the Arabic conjunctions.
Mother tongue interference could be the reason for the confusion since the direct
translation of the word can be used in the same context. The errors in translating and
selecting appropriate Arabic words for proper use was probably due to inadequate
exposure to Contrastive Analysis in the second language acquisition process where
students would be unable to compare and contrast the differences between the
vocabulary aspects between the L1 and L2 words (Pramela, K. & Oh, C. M., 2020).

It is high time that a lesson on Arabic conjunctions be developed and
introduced to L2 advanced learners. To date, there are only a few references available
on the subject matter and as a result, the students are not properly exposed to different
varieties of Arabic conjunctions let alone to apply them correctly in their writing and
speaking. But exposure alone does not guarantee the right application of the
conjunctions as described in the findings. Therefore, this study highlighted the need
to focus on the most commonly used conjunctions with a special attention to
collocations.

Emphasis should also be stressed on errors in conjunctive use when teaching
Arabic to second or foreign language learners, irrespective of their level of proficiency;
this is because it was noted in this study that Arabic majors who are supposed to be
highly competent fall into such mistakes.

Thorough analysis should be carried out in the future focusing on “language
transfer” or the influence/ interference of mother tongue (L1) to the target language
(L2), particularly on conjunctive use. This is not new, but teachers have to apply
effective strategies that best suit the targeted learners to overcome the issue. Learner
corpus should be predominately used in teaching and learning of second or foreign
language. This is particularly relevant for error analysis studies where learner corpus
record language production systematically.

There are about 35 conjunctions that have never been applied by the students
but it should be underscored that comprehension is not affected without conjunctions
(Esther, 1992). That kind of pattern may arise when learners do not have the necessary
knowledge and mastery over the use of Arabic conjunctions which is true to some
extent with regard to the data of this study. This study reiterates that students must
be exposed to concordance lines of each conjunction where the semantic, stylistic and
syntactic properties are clearly observed and comprehended (Yen-Chu Tseng, 2006).
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