Chapter 1

1.0Introduction

In the post modern world we are living in today, having the ability to express mleas is
becoming increasingly important and this is most effectively achieved through writing.
Effective written English is an essential tdof any academic and professional career (Liu

and You, 2008). As Leki and Carson (1994) emphasittee dbility to write well is
necessary both to achieve academic success and to demonstrate that achievement” (p. 83).
The concept of writing has a very ribistory dating back in time. Writing began in ancient
Greece and has always received a great deal of attention from scholars of all time

(Villasenor, 2003).

According toRaimes (1983)achieving proficiency in writing can only be attained through
succesfully dealing with "content, audience, purpose, word choice, organization,
mechanics, syntax and grammar’. ). Mastering any one of these areas takes years of
practice and a lot of hard work. Students persevere to achieve proficiency from elementary
schools. This goal becomes even matauntingto achieve for students writing in a
language that is not their mother tongue. As Shokrpour and Fallahzadeh &23em)
"writing is a complex activity, a salsi al a
which is difficult to develop and learn, especially in an EFL context" (p. 1Ki@ny

scholars (Buckingham, 2008; Siepmann, 2006; Gosden, ;1&#ilifar, 2008,
Rooholamini, 1986; Victori, 199%chneider and Fujishima 199&8nd Samiee, 2008)
believethat writing is the most difficult skill to acquire and that culture and cultural
backgrounds play a vital role in how an individual writteseazmus (1960) clearly states

that thel ear ner s

’ wr i ti ng Snteyfdreace of gshe styhistidndi e n c e

cultural literary expression patterns of his native langugues0).



The interconnection between culture and language, between how a community of
people view the world and the language they use to express their views, was best put
forward by Benjamm Lee Whorfin 1956 In his theory of linguistic relativitypwWhorf

(1956) posits that'There is no one metaphysical pool of universal humangtmou
Speakers of different languages see the cosmos differently; evaluate it differently,
sometimes not by mughsometimes widely. Thinking is rélee to the language
learned” (pX). Kaplan (1972)glsomaintainsin the theory of linguistic relativity and he

finds the traces of this theory in non n:

It is apparent but nobbvious that, at least to a very large extent, the
organization of a paragraph, written in any language by any individual who is
not a native speaker of that language, will carry the dominant imprint of that
individual's culturallycoded orientation to & phenomenological world in
which he lives and which he is bound to interpret largely through the avenues
available to him in his native language. This phenomenon is a natural and

necessary correlate tioe "WhortSapir Hypothesis" (fi).

Although studerst might have a logical orientation while writing, their writing might be
considered illogical by the instructor due to the cultural differences between the two
(Xing, Wang, Spencer, 2008). In fact, cultural difference is the main source of difficulty
for English as second language writers, but FEsx (2003) puts it: "lack of
understanding and lack of intelligence are not necessarily related" (p. 5). Connor (1996)
assertghat "contrastive rhetoricians maintain that different reader expectations are the
primary reason for crossultural differences in writing styles and that students should
be made aware of these differences by their teachers" (p. 167). One important fact to
keep in mind is that "although schools profess to teach writing to students, thetype
writing emphasized are incomplete and dissimilar, even inside the same country"
(Irmscher, 1979, P. 1).eki (1991) points out that although schools are primarily in

charge of teaching students to write, few schools succeed in fulfilling this resptynsi
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The relationship between cultural thought patterns and rhetorical patterns was initially
recognized byaplan in his article entitledCultural Thought Pattes in InterCultural
Education"in 1966 Brown & Attardo, 200%. Contrastive rhetorids the study of
differences between discourses of various languages and ciimgset al., 2008)

Connor (1996) definesontrastive rhetoric as

an area of research in second language acquisition that identifies problems in
composition encountered bycemd language writers and, by referring to the
rhetorical strategies of the first language, attempts to explain(jnes

Kaplan(1966) the father of contrastive rhetoric, believes that language and writing are
both cultural phenomena and that eveanduage has its own special cultural
conventions (Faghih & Rahimpour, 2009). Although Kaplan raised a practical question
regarding i nt er n a this theog lof centrastdezrhetosc’ hasvgone t i n

several changes since the 1960s.

In his study,Kaplan(1966)analyzed 600 international student compositions. Later on,

he compared these compositions with descriptions regarding paragraph organization
available in textbooks and stylistic manuals used in advanced level English classrooms
of the time.lt was this comparison that enabled Kaplan to identify some patterns which
characterized the language groups being studied. He maintained that it was indeed these
patterns that | ed to the non native speal
in spite of sentence level correctngsdlasenor, 2003) According to ValergGarce

(1996), rhetoric is "the strategies the writer uses to convince readers of his/her claim and
to increase the credibility of his/her research” (p. 281). Contrastive rhetoric simply
endeavors tolidertify differences in compositions written by second language writers
referring to the rhetorical strategies of their first langug@iung, 2006, p.1)it was

Kaplan(1966)who first realized that the errors in the non native speakers writing went
3



beyond surface erromich as grammar, vocabulary, and word ardand and Whitley
(1989)assert that "even with error removed from all essays, native speakers give higher

scores to paper of native speakers than to those written by ESL students" (P. 286).

Different contrasve rhetoric researchers have considered various roles which the first
language plays in contrastive rhetoricThe early contrastive rhetoric researchers
maintainedt h a t the students’ first | anguage O

writing. They (Lado, 1957; Dulay and Burt, 1974; Dulay, Burt, and Krashen, 1982)

claimed this interference brought about
writing.
Since that ti me, ot her theories regardin

come nto limelight. Contrastive rhetoric has drawn upon various ideas from "applied
linguistics, linguistic relativity, rhetoric, text linguistics, discourse types and genres,

literacy, and translation" (Phung, 2006, P.1).

Wong (1992, P.1) enumerates varioasirfdational principles which assist and lead
contrastive rhetoric researchers. They include the following:

1. There are differences and similarities between various written languages in
terms of how information is organized and presented.

2. The difference are manifested as rhetorical preferences inherent in a
language so that while all forms of discourse organization are possible in any
language which has written texts, each language by virtue of itself
demonstrates clear preferences which identifies iuiquely different from
other languages.

3. Students who are learning to write in a second language (L2) may use
discourse strategies and organizational patterns which reflect those of their first
language (L1), thus producing a discourse in the seamglhge which may

strike the natie (L2) reader/ write/speaker as

i ncoherent



According to the new contrastive rhetoric introduced by Connor, Kaplan, and Purves

external factors such as education, culture, and media affeché¢terical patterns

writers use (Fox, 2003).

1.0.1 Statement of the Problem

In 1957, Lado pioneered a method called "Contrastive Analysis" in which he asserts that

the | earners’” first | anguage would bring
He kel i eves t hat t he habits whi ch ar e for
‘“interfere’ wi t h t he habits of second I

would come across uncertain grammatical aspects (such as structure and vocabulary) of
the seond language which they could not make a certain decision on, they would apply
the rules from their first languade second language setting and ultimately end up in
making an error. In the 1960s language teachers became aware of this problem and
adoptedContrastive Analysis to recognize that a great number of errors which second

language learners made were in fact derived from the first language of these learners.

By considering the fact that writing 1in
understandable why writing in a foreign language becomes devastating for some
students. Jalilifar (2008) states that "writing in a second language is further complicated
by issues of proficiency in the target language, first language literacy, andrdiffsri@

culture and rhetorical approach to the text" (p. 114). Bereiter and Scaramalia (1983) also
comment on the complexity of essay writing when they assert that "writing a long essay
is probably the most complex constructive act that human beings erexq@ected to

perform” (P. 20). Writing does not only include mastering the linguistic features and



rules, but it also demands a mastery of the social and cultural conventions related to the

academic discourse.

If culture does in fact influence writinghen this might be a reason why non native
speakers’ writings are sometimes | abel ed
vague, indirect, incoherent, irrelevant, and loosely structured (Lux, 1991; Ballard and
Clanchy, 1991; Cortazzi and JindA Saneh, 2009). Crowley (1998) uses a metalingual
approach to outlining what the nature of writing is. His outline includes the following
objectives of writing: "Spell correctly, avoid grammar errors, punctuate conventionally,
paragraph logically, stringentences intelligibly, string sentences effectively, write like
an English teacher, write like a poet, write like a scientist, and write like a corporate
executive" (p.232). However, despite the attempts made by non native writers in
achieving such objeéiwes we find as Hafernik (1990) tells us that "even after mastering
the orthography and linguistic rules of English, non native speakers often write foreign
sourding and inappropriate prose".{). For example, in Persian composition classes,
students aralways encouraged to use proverbs and quote many famous scholars in
their writings; however, these are considered a cliché or lacking in originality (Wong,
1992; Robitaille and Connelly, 2007) in English writing and receive negative scoring

from evaluatos.

With the growing number of Iranian students studying overseas, it is necessary to see
whet her the Persian rhetorical culture d
and how significant this transfés to English writing.Research suggests thariters

tend to use the rhetorical patterns of their first language when they are writing in a
second language. Many studies have considered the transfer from various languages

such as Chinese, Japanese, German, French, and Turkish to English (H2890jk,



Xing et al.,, 2008 Siepmann 2006;Kobayashi, & Rinnert, 2008uckingham 2008).
However, the possibility and extent of transfer from Persian to English has not received

its due attention (Izadi Agha, 2007).

There are two completely different seftsesearch being conducted in recent years. One
set of research has concentrated on the notion that tranwgfiether positive or
negative does in fact take place in EFL/ESL writing. However, the second group of
researchers rejects the notion of transfied asserts that other factors are at play. They
believe these factors are irrespective of the native language and are vital to instructing

writers (Kamel, 1989).

1.0.2 Significance of the Study

English is one of the most common languages spoken ati@nally. In fact according

to The Summer Institute for Linguistics (SIL) Ethnologue Suruey2009, over 328
million people speak English worldwide (Lewis, 200Bjpglishas a key to a modern

life, has a dominant position in science;heology, medicinend computerit is the

most widely used language in business, trade, aviation, diplomacy, international
organizations and companies, in mass media and journalism, in sport and youth life, in
music, in education systems and most importantly, in foreigguiage teachingt is
through all the means above that English has found its way into many cultures

(Mugglestone 2006).

In Iran, English is considered a foreign language which is taught from junior high
school onward. Students have aohieveEnglish laaguage proficiency in junior high

school, high school, college, and even university. Learning English as a foreign



language has become very popular during the past years. The increased number of
English language institutes all over Iran along with the rpares ’ el evated i
enrolling their children in extra curricular English classes can be evidence to support
this c¢cl ai m. Vaezi (2009) believes the ma
international relations of Iran with other nationsdatihe extended interest towards
today's growing technology and science
(1971) found out, over 90% of Iranian students prefer to elect English as their foreign
language in university; which also shows the populaatythis language among
studentsSadighi and Maghsudi (200@nd Vaezi (2009), found similar results among
Iranian undergraduates. They found the Iranian studeris toghly motivated to learn

English. This was the case in both English major and nodidgBngajor students

studying at various universities in Iran.

In this study the researcher aims to investigate the style differences between English and
Persian writing and to determine whether participating Iranian EFL students transfer
Persian writingcultural norms to their English argumentative writings. Also, both
student s’ and teachers’ perspectives on
will be studied. The presence of myside bidendency to evaluate evidence, generate
evidence, and #t hypot heses i n a manner bi ase

(Macpherson & Stanovich, 2007, p. 11%yill also be considered in the writings.

The results of this study cdre used to infornEFL students, EFL teachers, researchers,
and syllabus designers.can help EFL students realize that tHaiowledge about their

first languagecan affect the way they write in English; and it can aid them to write
closer to the standards required by international conventions. This in turn can assist in

lightening theload of correction for teachers and also encourage awareness raising



among the teachers and EFL students regarding the similarities and differences between

Persian and English writing styles.

It can also help EFL teachers consider intercultural differes in writing while
planning and assessingriting activities for their studentdt can also aid them in

implementing cultural awareness strategies to their teaching.

The results from the present study can also assist syllabus designers to generate some
guidelines for EFL programs used for teaching Iranian students. Syllabus desamers

use the results to make changes to the already existing syllabuses for English language
textbooks taught at schools and language institutes. They can check to sae what
missing in these textbooks and anticipate just what kind of information and pedagogical
aspects to include in order to help students make the best of what resources they already

have.

The results can also aid researchers by providing an understaediagling some

perceptions of writing which Iranian EFL students may bring to their EFL classrooms.

1.0.3 Purpose of the Study

The first objective of the present study is to analyze the argumentative essays of 40

Iranian EFL students written in both Rarsand English. This study aims to:

1) Investigate the style differences in writifjgccording to the five contrastive

features) between Persian and English.



2) Investigate to what extent Iranian EFL studdmasisfer Persian writing cultural
norms to theiEnglish argumentative writings.

3) Study the I ranian EFL teachers and s
problematic areas in English writing.

4) Examine the I ranian EFL students’ Per

for traces of Myside bias.

The rdionalization behind conducting the present study between Persian and English is

that Persian has not received its due attention in contrastive rhetoric studies.

Research Questions

In light of previous studies which have been carried out in contrastateric and my
personal experiences as a bilingual, the following research questions were utilized in
conducting the present study:
1. What are the style differences in writing (according to the five contrastive
features) between Persian and English?
2. What catrastive features (according to the five contrastive features) do the
Iranian EFL students transfer from Persian to English writing?
3. What are the most problematic areas in English writing according to Iranian
EFL students and teachers?
4. Does themyside s exist in the Persian or English argumentative writings of

Iranian EFL students?



1.0.4Writing Styles

Xing, etal. (2008) collected 5 contrastive features from previous studies. These studies
include: Ballard and Clanchy (1991); Cho (1999); Conri®®96); Cortazzi and Jin
(1997); Schneider and Fujishima (199%)Jng, et al. (2008) used the 5 contrastive
features to compare British English and Chinese writing styles. Their 5 contrastive

features include:

1. Inductive vs. Deductive gosition of thehesis statement)

2. Start-SustainTurn-Sum vs. Introduction-Body-Conclusion (overall
rhetorical style)

3. Circular vs. Linear (number of topic sentences per paragraph)

4. Metaphorical vs. Straightforward (use offigurative language

5. Explicit Discourse Markers (number and type of discourse markers)

For the last contrastive featudéing, et al. had not mentioned any particular taxonomy
used in their study.lepresentr e sear cher suggested using
of Discourse Markers including:

1. Contrastive markers that signal "the explicit interpretation of the
second sentence contrasts with an preation of the first sentente.g.
although, but, despite, ... (Jalilif ail

2. Elaborative markers that signal "a quasi parallel rataship between
the sentencée.g and, a b o(Fraseralb99,p.948).s o,

3. Inferential markers that signal "the following sentence is a conclusion
derived from the preceding sentefice . g . accordingly,

(Fraser, 1999, p. 948).



1.0.5Myside Bias

Myside bias can be defined as the "failure to include any references tesioler
arguments or positions in written essa{@/olfe, Britt, & Butler, 2009, p. 187)lt is
generally believed that by including counterarguments in argumentatiesyverall
coherence of the writing will improve. Perkins and his colleagiskins, 1985;
Perkins, Farady, & Bushey, 199lnst identified the myside bias and this phenomenon

has been studied for more than two decades (Véok, 2009).

1.1 Methodology

The methodology of the present studyncludes participants and setting,

instrumentation, and procedure.

1.1.1Participants and Setting

Forty Higherintermediateranian EFLstudentgboth males and females) and 20 EFL
teachergboth males and feates)werechosen(based on their availabilityfyom a well
known ®llegein Mashhad Iran Thesestudentswvere chosen because they sgeak

and write English with a good variety of grammatical structures and adequate
vocabulary Out of the participantg participants were select¢dn a voluntary basis)

to take part in an interview on writing techniques.

Also 30 Higherintermediatdranian EFLstudentgboth males and females) took part in

the pilot study of the questionnaire.



1.12 Instrumentation

1.1.2.1 Consultation

The consultations can be divided into two main sections. In the first section, 3 experts
from the department of Persian language and literature at Ferdowsi University of
Mashhad, Iran were consulted on the Persian writing featuredsand/faether thé-ive
ContrastiveFeaturesFramework existed in Persiaiio ensure the present framework

had not been used before, 3 experts from the department of English language and

literature were also consulted.

In the second section, inordertobpp Fr aser’'s Taxonomy of D
Persian essays, the researcher had to tr
and in order to ensure no hindrance in the translation, 3 experts from the department of

linguistics at Ferdowsi Univeity of Mashhad were also consulted.

In the first section, e department of Persian language and literature at Ferdowsi
University of Mashhad was selected as this department is the academic center of
excellence in Iran which means they have the higlaegt among universities regarding
Persian language and literature background (http://www.um.ac.ir/mbdaidty.html).

The basis for this consult was the five cosiire features provided b)ing, et al.

(2008). Their comments and points of views weseduto have a better idea of where

Persian writing style stands as compared to English.

The researcher initially provided a copy of the Five Contrastive Features Framework to
the 3 experts and arranged a future time to visit each expert to get hisffien.op

During the consult sessiomé researcher initially asked the experts whether a Persian



style of argumentative writing existed. Thesults from the consults reflected that the
expertsbelievedthe Persian style of argumentative writing was sintitathe English

style. The researchethen went on to ask about whether fee ContrastiveFeatures
Framework had been used to compare Persian and English. The experts all assured the
researcher that suehframework had not been used to compardvtledanguages up to

that time. Tle experts showed interest to find where Persian language would stand in the
framework. Due to the present political unrest in Iran, the experts asked the researcher
not to tape or video record their opinions. Thus, the reseamily took notes on the
opinions provided. At the end of the consult, two of the experts mentioned that during
the past 30 years, moBersianwriting manuals used to teach writing to the Iranian
students had been translated from English and this wasdimereasorfior the similarity

between Persian and English writistyles

In order to ensure the selected framework had not been previously used to compare
Persian and Englisithe researcher also approach&aexperts at the department of
English langage and literaturat Ferdowsi University of Mashhahd provided them

with a copy of the framework and asked whether the framework had previously been
used in order to compare Persian and English3 Aitperts asserted that this framework

had not been pwiously used to compare Persian and English argumentative styles of

writing.
In the second section of the consult, de
version of Fraser ' s (1999) taxonomy in

researcher translated the markers into Persian and then she consulted 3 experts at the
department of linguistics at the faculty of Literature and Humanities at the Ferdowsi

University of Mashhad. The experts went over a copy of the translationsvéisat



provded by the researcher and made some changes. Most changes were regarding the
vocabularychoices made by the researcher. Their ideas were then implemented into the

finalized translated version of the taxonomy (See AppeBidix

1.1.2.2 Questionnaire

A questionnaire consisting of three different parts was used. The first part of the
guestionnaire includes demographics. In this section, the demographic information such
as age, gender, field of study, mother tongue, number of years allocated for English
learning,... was obtained. The questionnaire was answered in English and was given to
each student. The researcher was present to make sure there was no ambiguity regarding

the questionnaire items for the participants.

The second part of the questionnamecfused on t he participant
problematic areas of English writing. In this section, the participants were asked to
express their perceptions regarding the six different problems in writing (vocabulary,
grammar, spelling, style, puntion, and hangriting) as mentioned by Jord€h997)

using a five point Likert scale.

In the third part of the questionnaire, participants were asked to comment on their
writing techniques, styles, and Myside biAdive point Likert scale was used tollect
the participants’ ideas on this section.

administration.



1.1.2.3 Argumentative Writing Task

A total of 40 IraniarHigherintermediateEFL Students were asked to write a EBD
word English argum#ative essay. This number of words was selected because it

represents the students usual l ength fo
hand in their writings by the next week.
told to write anotherrgumentative essay but this time in English (with the same topic).
They had till next weekime to hand in their essays. This task was a part of the class

activity to ensure students precision i
There was no time restriction as thisuld hinder the true performance of students
(Raimes, 1983Ballard& Clanchy, 1991; Zia Houseini & Derakhshan, 20Q6bayashi

& Rinnert, 20@). Argumentative essay was chosen for a number of reasons; first, since
“it is common in the academic disciplines andsitsensitive to task, audience and
community, and it is particularly difficult for non native speak&dhns, 1993, p. 76
Secondjt demands more attention on the part of the writigh regards to the audience

the composition is written for. In argumative writing, the writer has to address and
consider the views of the audience and so has to pay closer attention to what he/she
writes (Connor, 1987; Rafoth, 1984 Finally, it allows writers to apply the rhetorical
structure of argumentative writinglaims, warrants, and datan their composition

which in turn can prove to be a challenge.

1.1.2.4 Interview

Eight of the participant§on a voluntary basisyvere asked to take part in a short
interview. A set of questions were developed (based on Gp4866; Victori, 1999;

and Buckingham, 2008). The questions invited the respondents to reflect on their

1



composing processes and techniques they employed while writing. The interview was
employed to aid the researcher in uncovering how the respondentanganrite in
English and what they transfer from Persian writing styles. The interview assisted the
researcher in getting an insider perspective of the Iranian EFL students regarding their
essay writing and their writing background. The interview was decbrand

transcribed.

1.2 Procedure

1.2.1 Data Collection

As a first step, a number of expeftem the department of Persian language and
literature at Ferdowsi University of Mashhad, Iran were consulted regarding the five
different sections of the ctmastive features mentioned Xing, et al. (2008). After
consultationwith the experts and assurance that such a framework had not been
previously used to compare Persian and English writhey researcher went to a well
renowned college. After gettinbeir approval for cooperation on the present study, she
addressed some EFL teachers and asked for their cooperation in this research. This was
done to enable the researcher to use the
students spend enoughme and energy on the required sections. Participants were
asked to write a Persian argumentative essay and bring it in into class for the next
session,and then they wrote an Englisligamentative essay with the same topic.
Afterwards, they wee given20 minutes to answer the questionnaire. To determine the

teachers point of vi ew on studethe s’ p
guestionnaire was also given to 20 EFL
writing techniques and myside bias,iaterview was held with 8 EFL students from the

participantgon a voluntary basis)



1.2.2Data Analysis

The argumentative writings were coded according to the framework provid€ohdpy

etal. (2008. This was done by two bilingual (English and Pevsiaters to insure inter
rater reliability. The SPSS softwafeersion 11.5was used for the statistical analyses

of the questionnaire. The NVivo software was used for the last feature of the Five
Contrastive Features Framework in order to find out ype and number of discourse

markers used for each of the 80 essays.

1.3 Definition of Pertinent Terms

The following terms will frequently appear throughout the present study. These
pertinent terms are: argumentati@ontrastive rhetoriajiscourse mawss,EFL, essay,
ESL, L1, L2, myside bias, native spker, non native speaker, andgetoric In the

following section, a brief definition of each of these pertinent tésmpsovided.

Argumentation: Argumentation is best defined as "the activity of makatgims,
challenging them, supporting them with reasons, criticizing those reasons, rebutting

those criticisms, etc.” (Toulmin, Reike, & Janik, 1979, P.14)

Contrastive Rhetoric: Contrastive rhetoric can be definedthe study of differences
between disaarses of various languages and cultures as observed in the writings of

foreign studentsXing etal., 2008).

Discourse Markers: Fraser (1999) proposes thdiscourse markers are conjunctions,

adverbs, and prepadsinal phrases that conndeto sentencesr clauses together.



EFL: English as a Foreign Languad#hakiti (2006, p. 20) defines EFL as a situation
“in which English is neither generally wu
of instruction?”. He refer s stexampksd ilranagn J a

also be added to these countri€his is also what Kachru (Kachru, Kachru, Nelson,

2006) refers to as “Expanding Circle” (S

Essay: Lux (1991) defines essay as "a kind of written discourse in which the writer

analyzes oevaluates a reatorld issue of current concern” (P.7).

ESL: English as a Second Languag#akiti (2006, p. 20) explains that ESL is used to
refer to a situation “in which English i
enlists United Kingdom, Caala, Australia, and United States of America in this
category.This also pertains to what KachfiKachru, Kachru, Nelson, 2006)alls

“Out er (S€a2a52) e”

L1: First language.

L2: Second language or subsequent language.

Myside Bias: Myside bias an be simply defined athe “failure to include any

references to otheside arguments or positions in written essays" (Wolfe, Britt, &

Butler, 2009, p. 187).

Native/Non Native Speaker:A native speaker of a language is someone who has

learned a languages a child and as a first or concurrent language while a non native



speaker is someone who had learned that language as a second or subsequent language
A non native speaker of a language is believed to show less proficiency than a native

speaker (Lux, 191).

Rhetoric: Rhetoric can be defined as " the art or the discipline that deals with the use of
discourse, either spoken or written, to inform or persuade or move an audience, whether

that audience is made up of a single person or a group of per€onisétf, 1971, P. 3).

1.4 Overview of Dissertation

The following chaptergrovide a detailed account of the present study, the results

obtained, the implications it has on future research and ideas for further research.

Chapter one describes the themadtfoundations which spawned the present study. It
also looks at the statement of the problem, the significance of the study, the purpose and
objectives of the study, and the research questions. A brief look at the methodology and
procedure is also dedsloed. A list of pertinent terms is given and the chapter ends with

an overview of the different sections of the present dissertation.

Chapter two includes the review of the relevant literature for this study and it includes
18 sectionsThis chapter prades a background on contrastive rhetoric and a review of
the literature related to contrastive rhetoric and other related matters of the present

research.



Chapter three summarizes the methods employed for the present study. This chapter
discusses thegpticipants and instrumentation used, it identifies the variables studied,

and explicates the process through which the present research was conducted.

Chapter four illustrates the results obtained from the analysis of the written essays along

with the questionnaire and the interview.

Chapter five includes an analysis of the results supported by the data which is
summarized in chapter four. In chapter five, the whole study is summed up and each
research question is answered individually. The limitatiand implications of the
present study on ESL/EFL teaching and learning are mentioned and also, ideas for
further research are presenté&gch chapter ends with concluding remarks which is a

summary of the chapter.



Chapter 2

2.0 Introduction

In order to gain a better understanding of the issues surrounding the presenattopic
hand, it is necessary to review the relevant literattirg vital to start this review section
with a more in depth look at the roots and developmental processitodstive rhetoric

as a field of studyin this chapter, | will discuss the literature related to the present study

in detail

The literature discussed here will be presented in 18 sections; these sections will include:
1) Kaplan and contrastive rhetori2) Criticism on Kaplan and contrastive rhetoric 3)

Early contrastive rhetoric, 4) New contrastive rhetoric and studies surrounding the issue,
5) Language and Culture, 6) Native vs. non native rhetoric, 7) The relationship between
first and second langgae |l iteracy, 8) Some explanat
difficulties in writing, 9) A brief history of essay, 10) Persian language and rhetoric
history, 11) Myside bias, 12) Argumentative writing 13) The Five Contrastive Features
Framework, 14) Discourseanr k e r s a Makondmy afBiseaurseMarkers, 15)

Qualitative research, 16) Triangulation, 17) Questionnaire, 18) Interview.

2.1 Kaplan andContrastive Rhetoric

Kaplan is known as the father of contrastive rhetdnidis study of approximately 600
EFL student compositions, Kaplgi966) was able to come up with a number of
patternsthat the language groups he was studying were appl{iaglan analyzedhe
compositions obtudents with various language backgrounds including: Arabic, Chinese,
French Spanish, and Russiann his work, Kaplan used psychological, philosophical,

linguistic and anthropological insights to analyze the differences between English and

2



the language groups he had sele¢teid, 1988) These EFL students came from three

basc language groups which included Semitic, Oriental, and Romantee er Kap !l a
analysis of these EFL students’ composit
preferred various strategies regarding paragraph development. Semitic writers favored
‘“pdredli sm”, Orientals had a tendency towa
‘Digressive’ mo d e olLhter pnahre @ggnpaaed theseocongpasitionz a t |
with descriptions regarding paragraph organization available in textbooks and stylistic

manualsavailable in his time for thadvanced level Englishlassrooms.

Kaplan (1966)ound out that native speaker English compositions were more direct and
linear as compared to these EFL compositions. It was their results that enabled Kaplan to
conclde that non native English compositions are influenced by cultural factors.
According to McDaniel (1994), before contrastive rhetoric emerged, leaereoss in

writing were attributed to their limited knowledge of the second language they were

writing in.

In 1966, Kaplan concluded that English paragraph organization is linear and it was at
that time that he compared the English organization of paragraphs with other languages.
Kaplan (n Kaplan andOstler, 1982) goes on to define what he means by English

thought pattern being linear:

Linear is defined as a discourse pattern in which the topic occurs at the
beginning of the discourse unit and controls its content. Old material, that is
the topic itself, is developed through various sorts of modificatiaghe form

of new material. The new material then becomes old material, forming a
cohesive chain of ideas linked to one another through thenewld
relationship. This modification generally takes the form of exemplification,
illustration and restriction, ui is not limited to these. Development is limited

however, to the topic introduced at the beginning of the discourse. Linearity
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might be described as a straight narrow band composed of links ofdiehs

and new—directly linked to the topic (p. 2).

Kaplan believes that students from various cultural backgrounds write according to
different rhetorical patterns. He divides these patterns into Oriental, Semitic, Romance,
Russian, and Englisim his article which was later known aoodle$, Kaplan, showed

the possible paths of movement by the following grap(ficgire 2.1)

English Semitic Oriemal Romance Russian

Figure 2.1: Kaplan&s graphics showing the possible paths of movement in writingdopted from
Kaplan, 1966, p. 15)

According to Kaplan (1966), it is necessary for ESL/EFL studeritgentify their native
language shape of a paragraph and compare that with the ideal English version. Kaplan
asserts a student has to learn the form within which he may operate a form acceptable

in this time and in this plate(p. 20). Also, that the widents should have sufficient
writing exercises before they are asked t

school students or coll ege freshman i s ac
2.2 Criticism on Kaplan and Contrastive Rhetoric

AlthoughKapl an’s work was revolutionary in t

be mentioned that it did face numerous criticisms. Here are some important ones posed:



. There is no indication of the exact topic of writing assignment and therefore it is
not possible to compare the results with similar studies; and as Burtoff (1983, p.
28) asserts: “al t hough exp btsvestigation, wr i t
it is never clearly defined”.

. The language proficiency level of the EFL students was notntak®
consideration. In addition, there is no reference to the effect, possibility and
extent of previous instruction on the EFL studedso mposi ti ons. :
words, do the members of the specific cultural group innately organize in the
same fashiongr are they merely mimicking what they were taught to value as
“good’eiirn ctul tur e?’2849Bur toff, 1983, pp
. One of the most important criticisms is related to the lack of a specific method of
analysis in the study. No clear cut method of anallgais been mentioned by
Kaplan.

. Kachru (1988) also acknowledges the limitations in Kdglaheory when she
mentions that‘what is more evident across cultures than different cognitive
styles or rigid thought patterns is different conventions for expretismghts
appropriately (p.46).

. Hinds (1982) also criticizes Kaplan work. He believes that Kaplan
overgeneralized the notion o¢briental. Kaplan believes oriental languages
would include Japanese, Chinese, Cambodian, Korean, Malaysian, Thai, Laotian,
and Vietnamese. Hinds believes that although the countries who speak these
languages are all in the Far East, however, theyasediverse in their typology

and so they cannot be grouped as one.

. Kaplan didnot take into consideration thatl English conpositions do not

follow the same linear pattern of introductidascriptionconclusion. Not all

professional writers follow the same style or pattern when wr{tuog, 1991)



In his study, Braddock (1974)collected 25 essays from five well known
AmericanJournals including The Atlantic, Harpsr The Saturday Review, The
Reporter, and The New Yorker. These essays were written by professional
writers and he analyzed them. He found out that just 13% of these essays started
with a topic sentence and only 38fded with a topic sentence. Therefore, he
concluded that various professional writers used topic sentences differently.

7. Kaplan analyzed the compositions of foreign students who were still at a
developmental stage. Thiseans that what he collected didtnnecessarily
reflect those studeritstyles of writing when they would become experienced
writers(Islam, 1994)

About two decades after his initial ideas on contrastive rhetoric, Kaplan [@@3ifts to
these problems regarding his studhdasserts tét:
Al | of the wvarious rhetorical modes [
(Kaplan, 1966) are possible in any language i.e. in any language which has
written text. The issue is that each language has certain clear preferences, so
that while all forms ar@ossible, all forms do not occur with equal frequency
or in parallel distribution (p.10).

8. Severino (1993alsocriticizes Kaplah s s tcecodlipg to har, Kaplan made a
mistake in selecting the organization of a single paragraph instead of the whole
discaurse. She further explains that

Because the paragraph is often an arbitrary and artificial unit of discourse,
not always intended by the writer as a unit of thought, it is less likely to
reveal “cultural thought p&tterns” than

9. Also, Severino (1993) mentions that Kaplan did not take into account the notion
of genre for the writings and made the diagrams based on only one type of genre;

mainly expository.



10.Kaplan failed to consider the writerbackgroundin terms of the dengraphic
factors of age, gender, class, and educational backdrgprd6).

11. Another criticism put forth regarding the early contrastive rhetoric is related to
setting the U.S. rhetorical pattern as the standard for measurement (Kachru,
1995). Accordingd Fox (2003) many scholars object'taplars classification
of U.S. rhetoric as linear, arguing that it is too simplis{g. 20). Fox(2003)
further believes that Kaplan has made some sweeping generalizations by only
considering five categories to co\al language types.

12.Yet anothercriticism is regarding the use of the Sayihorf hypothesis as the
base of the contrastive rhetoric theory. The Sfiorf hypothesis suggests that
the ESL/EFL students do not have the capability to master Englismgpvriti
because of the interrelationship of rhetorical patterns and cognitive ability.

Kaplan (in Grabe and Kaplan, 1989) addresses this criticism when he says:

This conceptualization of writing variation across languages, while it may
have been initially ovestated, is readily applicable to writing research and L2
writing instruction. This set of notions does not implicate the deterministic
view that speakers of other languages think differently or have differing
cognitive frameworks. Rather, these notionsuams that literacy skills (both
reading and writing) are learned; that they are culturally (and perhaps
linguistically) shaped; that they are at least in part, transmiltexnigh the
formal educationakystem; and that learners are, in principle, capable o
learning writing conventions and strategies of various types (p. 264).

13.Kubota and Lehner (2004) also criticize contrastive rhetoric on the grounds that

it seems to be more a prescriptive approach. They write:

Overall, researchers supporting contrastiietoric hypotheses recommend
making rhetorical differences explicit, raising studers&areness of such
differences, and acculturating students through language exercises with

concrete models that meet audience expectations. With an assumption of clear



cultural differences in rhetorical conventions, these pedagogical suggestions
tend to be prescriptive (p.13).
Leki (1991) alsamaintainsthat the findings of contrastive rhetoric are prescriptive and

that it seems like students have to imitate how Englisting should be and so the
creativity of each individual student is no longer visible in their writBygack (1997)
alsodisagrees with labeling the foreign students according to their first language
Rix (2006) believes that by using contrastive rhetoniodels in classroomghat ask
students to engage in a comparative analysis of a paragraph as they would write it seeks
ultimately to show students how we would wri{p.29). This would mean that teachers
are just asking the students to assimilate anlominant culture or language.
14.Connor (1996) al so bel i eves -Amdricanh by
patterns of writing, contrastive rhetoric may encourage students to look down
upon their first | anguage writing styl
Leki and Carsor1997, cited in &neh, 2009, 1) also contenthat:
The danger in accepting the traditional contrastive rhetoric explanations for
writing differences or crossultural explanations for behavioral differences is
that such explanations risk turning ESL studeinto cardboard characters
whose behavior is simply determined by these cultural norms and who have
no individual differences or subtleties obscured by these behaviors.

15.Kobuta and Lehner (2004) assert that in the traditional sense of contrastive
rhetoric,the main emphasis was 6éawareness raising and explicit teaching of
the rhetorical norm with prescriptive exercisgp. 15). They criticize the
traditional sense of contrastive rhetoric on the ground that there was always a
touch of cultural determinisin it which results in some groups of learners being

viewed as'innately deficient because of their cultural and linguistic background

(p. 15).



Several studies have tried toeealuate Kaplais 1966 study. One such study is Bar
Lev's study in 1986, invhich, he employed a text retelljiechnique. In this study, Bar

Lev used narrative and expository texts; these texts were translated into different
languages (including Persian, Chinese, Arabic, and Viethamese) and the students were to
retell the texts féer hearing them on tape. Baev asserte that this method of retelling
“would reveal the rhetorical structure of the various langtiage<35). For his study,
Bar-Lev considered four types of clause connectors. These four types of conjunctions
included: subordinate, coordinate, adverbial, and zero (no conjunction). He found out
that both Spanish and Persian participants used the greatest extent of subordinate
conjunctions. The Spanish mostly usekhat and “Becausé while the Persian used

“For exampl&; and more surprising to him was that the Persians udgdexamplé

even when no example followed the conjunction (p. 239)-LBarconcluded that a
substantial revision was necessary regarding many of the analyses Kaplan had made in

1966.

2.3 Early Contrastive Rhetoric

Contrastive rhetoric traditionally lacked a specific theoretical framework and has drawn
from various disciplines including, semiotics, anthropology, first and second language
acquisition studies, psycholinguistics, and sociolinguisssMauranen (2006) points
out : “Cont rleas not hae any dbwousotineoretical foundation, nor has it
arisen from a methodological problem to be sdlved@3). Grabe and Kaplan (28)
assert:

Contrastive rhetoric has its origins in notiondafguage structure, learning,
and use which are not strongly autonomous, and its goal is to describe ways in

which written texts operate in larger cultural contexts. It has sought to arrive at



some understanding of the ways in which written language tegesad the

ways in which written languagiverges from spoken languades 179)

Kobuta and Lehner (2004) enumerate two main hypotheses for contrastive rhetoric in the
traditional sense. They summarize the two hypotheséflgseach language or cuteu
has rhetorical conventions that are unique to itself; and (2) the rhetorical conventions of

student s’ L1 interf(m8e with their ESL wri

The concept of contrastive rhetgrishich became popular in the 1960and 197G,

was directly influened by a number of theories. These theories generally included the
Whorfian hypothesis of linguistic relativity, contrastive analysis, error analysis,
interlanguage, and discourse analysis (Lin, 2007). | will discuss each of these theories in

brief.

2.3.1The Sapir-Whorf Hypothesis

Grabe and Kaplan (1996) assert thatntrastive rhetoric frankly derives some, but not
all, of its orientation from the weak version of the Whorf/Sapir HypothéBis179).
Gumperz and Levinson (19PBave defined the SapiWhorf hypothesis as:

the semantic structures of different languages might be fundamentally
incommensurable, with consequences for the way in which speakers of
specific languages might think and act. On this view, language, thought, and
culture are deeply tarlocked, so that each language might be claimed to have

associated with it a distinctive worldew (p.2).

The SapiWhorf hypothesis has two main parts: linguistic determinism and linguistic
relativity. Linguistic determinism refers to the idea thia¢ tway on&s language is
organized will determne how they perceive the worlayhich means by learning a

language, a perstsr way of thinking will change (Yule, 1996). Linguistic relativity
3



claims that the cognitive processes which are determined areedifferom one
language to another. Therefore, speakers of different languages think differently. Whorf
(1956) assertsThis new principle of relativity holds that all observers are not led by the
same physical evidence to the same picture of the univendess their linguistic
backgrounds are simifafp. 214). He further explains about his point of view regarding

linguistic determinism and relativity when he says:

We dissect nature along lines laid down by our native languages. The
categories and typd¢hat we isolate from the world of phenomena we do not
find there because they stare every observer in the face; on the contrary, the
world is presented in a kaleidoscopic flux of impressions which has to be
organized by our mindand this means largely blye linguistic systems in our
minds. We cut nature up, organize it into concepts, and ascribe significances
as we do, largely because we are parties to an agreement to organize it in this
way- an agreement that holds throwgh our speech community and is
codified in the patterns of our language. The agreement is, of course, an
implicit and unstated one, but its terms are absolutely obligatqry2(i>

213).

A much quoted example for the Sapwhorf hypothesis is that Eskimos have four
different expressias referring to the one English worghow. They use aput (snow on

the ground), quana (falling snow), pigsirpoq (drifting snow) and finally quiumqgsuq
(snow drift). Whorf believes since the Eskim@nguage is different from Ehgh; their
perception oftte world is also different (Stern, 1983). The Sahorf hypothesis has a
strong and a weak version. The strong version indicates that language completely
determines thought processes and possibilities, while the weak version claims that the
specific conepts related to a language influence its speakaosight (Jourdan & Tuite,

2006).



However, the idea that language determines thougtite strong version of the
hypothesis- may only be partially correct. It fails to take into account thesers of a
language do not inherit a fixed set of patterns to use. They inherit the ability to
manipulate and create with a language, in order to express their percepvales

1996 p. 248). This means that if a language does not have a worcbfoputet, would

it mean that its natives would not be able to think about one and learn how to use it?
Pinker (1994) criticizes the Sapivhorf hypothesis; in this criticism, Pinker expresses
his rejection of the idea in an example. He mentions a case where a seriogexpl
was caused by a worker who threw a cigarette into a drum full of gasoline vapor labeled
‘empty. He states that according to Whorf, the source of this confusion was a semantic
one in which the wordempty could mean eithédrained or ‘inert. However Pinker

believes there is more to this story:

A drum with nothing but vapor in it looks just like a drum with nothing in it at
all. Surely this walking catastrophe was fooled by his eyes, not by the English
| anguage ’'s.assertioWlabmut Apacipsychology are based entirely
on Apache grammar making his argument circular. Apaches speak
differently, so they must think differently. How do we know that they think
different? Juslisten to the way they speak! (pp-61).

2.3.2Contrastive Analysis

Contrastiverhetoric has generally evolved from a weak or narrow and in contrast, a
strong or broad version. In the weak version it is believed that the key element in second
language compositioms the transfer of rhetorical structures from the witdefirst
language. In the strong version, however, transfer from the first language is viewed as

just one of many influencing factors in second language composition. Other effective



factors include: the autharintention, developmental and educationalsaberation, the

authots understanding regarding his/her readers (Martin, 1992).

Contrastive Aalysis Theory was originally developed by Fries in 1945. He maintains
that the linguistic system of the first language directly influences second language

acqusition. This theory has a strong and a weak version.

In the strong version, it is believed that the difficulties which the language learners

experience in second language learning can be predicted by means of knowing the
differences between the langudgarnersfirst and second languagé@Sonnor, 1996)

In 1970, Wardhaugh came up with a weak version of contrastive analysis. In this

version, it is believed that contrastive analysis could be used to explain only some of the

difficulties experienced by send language learners.

Of course, some believe that another mode which is the moderate version also exists for
contrastive analysis. Brown (19943serts thathe moderate versiowhich “centers on
the nature of human learning, and not just on the ashbetween the two languages,

has more explanatory poweip. 201).

Transfer

The idea of transfer in second language learning generally refers to the tendency of non
native students transferring meaning and structures from their native to the target
language (Lado, 1957Edelsky, 1982; Odlin, 1989 Transfer is of two kindsboth

positive and negative.



Positive transfer happens when non native studentstéespobly their native language
structures that are similar to the target language ones wheraheysing that target

language.

Negative transfer, on the other hand, happens when non native students tend to apply
their native language structures that are different from the target language in their target
language uselNegative transfer is consider®ne source of poor performance for non

native students.

Transfer takes place on three different levels: Phonological, sociolinguistic, and
rhetorical. On th@honologicallevel, for example, Braow (1983) found out that Iraqi
and Egyptian speakers Arabic usually add a [i] before initial clusters due to their

native language.

For the sociolinguistic level, Olshtain in 1983 concluded that speakers of Russian,
English, and Hebrew tend to utilize apology expressions of their native language in the

target language context.

As for therhetorical level, in 1983, Bartlet analyzed some letters and essays written by
natives of Navajo and Western Apache. He found out thidweatliscourse level, these
writers transfer a rhetorical redundancy from theirvealanguage. This redundancy is

“perceived by native English teachers to violate the rules of written En(pisk97).

Numerous studies have investigated the el
example, Zia Hosseini and Derakhshan (20863lyzed a total of 120 English and

Persian argumentative essays written by 60 Iranmawversity students. They rated the



essays according to three components which included content, style and organization.
They concluded that there was a great diffegeinc the Persian and English essays
written and they attributed these differences to the transfer from Persian to English. They
found that the students did less planning in Persian essay writing as compared to English
and that the majority of the problents the English essays were related to lexical,
phrasal, and syntactic errors and that many students negatively transferred their
knowledge from Persian to English. However, despite the present findings, the

researchers were unable to find an overall gjyate pattern used by the students.

All in all, it should be taken into account that not all transfer is negatiu€ubsta
(1998) found out. Hestudied two groups of Japanese students who wrote in both
Japanese and in English. After analyzing their esbayfound that there was a positive,
rather than a negative, transfer in the studdimtt and second language writing ability.
Also through an interviewKubota reported that the reasons behind the low ESL scores
were the studernit§(1) lack of expeence in English composition and (2) lack of English

language skills (p. 86).

Although it is generally believed that transfer occurs in ESL writamnipositions, there

are studies that show otherwise. For example, Kamal (1989, cited in Lux, 1991) found
“no evidence of transfer from Arabic to English at the stylistic, organizational, or
persuasive levelgp. 34).Also, after studying various research regarding the similarities
and differences between English and Arabic, Lux (1991) came to réalide sntence

style differences between Arabic and English seem to be fairly well substantiated, it is

less clear that differences in organizational style eist34).



Contrastive malysis has been criticized on numerous occasions. Frith (1975) believes
although the contrastive analysis theory may basically be correct, however, the demands
it places on the linguist theory are too heavy and cent be met. According to
Ouaouicha (1986)There are not, as of yet, complete scientific descriptbtenguages

that contrastiveraalysis can use for comparison and contré2t 60).

Another criticism is that the spotlight only seems to be placed on the structure of
language while the idea of learning situation is a very broad area. Ouaouicha (1986)
asserts

In addition to the learnés native language and its interference in his dealings
with the target language, there are other factors at play; e.g., the learner
himself, the target language as a system, and the way what is to be learnt is
presented to the studgjp. 61).

And finally, contrastive analysis has been criticized for not viewitapnguages in
dynamic ways, often assuming static relationships between languages and ignoring the
cultural, religious, social, ethical, and political factors that couldhale an effect on

how transfer occufs hrfg, 2006, p. 16).

2.3.3Error Analysis

This approach was first introduced by Corder in 1967. In this type of analysis, it is
generally believed that, the learregsrors provide a valuable source of information
regarding strategies and procedures these learners use in acquinggagéa Errors are

of two kinds; he first is callednterlingual errors; these errors made by learners can be
traced back to their first language and this is done through the trahsghe linguistic
patterns from the learnérdirst language. The second type of error, known as

intralingual errors, includes the learnémsvergeneralization of a specific rule from the

3



target language. For example, many students maké&ithisof erra when applying the

past‘ed’ to exception verbs (sesayed).

Just like contrastive analysis, error analysis has had its share of criticisms. Phung (2006)
mentions two criticisms. The first one beifid,is difficult, if not impossible, to pinpoint

a sirgular cause of any one ertdp.17). The second criticism refers to the limitations

of research findings;by focusing on errors, the researcher is blinded by the right things

that the L2 learner is doing, and thus, limits the findings of the reSqardf).

2.3.4Interlanguage

In 1972, Selinker coined a new term callddterlanguage He believes that the
| earner s’ L2 comes from three different ¢
language system,(2) negative transfer from L1, andh@)naccurate result of creative

construction, such as | earners’ overgener

Interlanguage basically maps out the learning process of the target language. Ellis (1994)
defines interl angu agtesecad language lkrowleslge shateha o f

|l earner develops and systematically amenc

2.3.5Discourse Analysis

Martin (1992) asserts that in recent years, there are two distinctive general characteristics
in the field of contrastive rheric: 1. the idea that writing or reading texts is greatly
influenced by discourskevel factors. 2. The idea that the culture of various discourse

communities can play a vital role in expectations regarding written discourse.



Discourse analysis is comoed with analyzing structures beyond a sentence level in

both spoken and written forms. Brown and Yule (1984) believe that a discourse:analyst

Must be capable of providing, not just an analysis of a piece of text, but an
analysis of the mental represation of that text. That is, the discourse analyst

may claim that the product of his analysis is not simply a good account of the
facts, but can go on to claim that the product of his analysis is psychologically

‘real. It is what people have in theirdaks after they have read a t¢pt111).

One of the most renowned scholars in discourse analysis is Swales. In 1990, Swales,
asserted that the aim or the communicative purpose behind a discourse should be the
main criterion for discourse categorizatione fabeled each set of discourse with a
shared communicative purpose as a genre and maintdithed purpose of a genre
constitutes its rationale and the rationale shapes the structure, style, and content of the
genré (p. 58). He later goes on to conclutat“discourses belonging to the same genre

not only share common communication purposes but also exhibit similarities in

structure, content, and style, as well as in intended audigncgs).

In English rhetoric, it is customary for the writer to po® sufficient transition
statements to enable the reader to track
the case in many cultures such as that in Japanese, Chinese and Korean. In these cultures
it i's the readers’ twtlespwnsibrl sty nt entuin
Kirkpatrick, 1995).Every language has its own special way of constructing discourse
and although some parts might be shared, most parts are exclusive for that specific
language (McDaniel, 1994Matsuda (1997) gendha believes that“each writing
assignment needs to be placed in a real context of writing, involving a discourse

community shared with real readers” (p. 5¢



2.4New Contrastive Rhetoricand Studies Surrounding the Issue

Over the past two decades, Kapongwith Connor and Purves has tried to clarify
some confusing partelated tahe earlier contrastive rhetoric theptygetherthey tried

to define a new contrastive rhetotieoryin the means. The main source of difference
between the earlier drthe new version of contrastive rhetoric theory lies in the fact that
while the earlier version was based on linguistic deficiencies, the new version
concentrates on cognitive deficiencies, there is a shift from a linguistic framewouk t

a more sociagdtural one. Inte new version, the differences between cultures are taken

into account more than before.

Leki (1991) believes there are two main approaches to modern contrastive rhetoric:

(a) to examine L1 texts from different cultures, often pradesd, published

work, written for native speakers, and the rhetorical contexts in which these
tests are inscribed; or (b) to establish textual criteria and search for those
gualities in samples of successful and unsuccessful texts by students writing in
their L1 (p. 126).

According to Casef2001) in the more recent concept of contrastive rhetoric, writers are
no longer consideretimonolithic cultural groups with predictable characteristigs

45). They are viewed dsndividuals who make choices depent on a wide number of
social, linguistic, cultural, and historical variables, and it also incorporates the possibility
ofpositive tr ans(p.45) Vantolmand Maluraneno(1934a2 cited in

Godsen, 1996,.4.09)affirm that:

Distinct differences between writing cultures can be found not only between

cultures which appear very different on many accounts, like Oriental and



Anglo-American cultures . . but also between cultures which appear relatively

similar, such as German, French and Anglmerican cultures.

In 1991, Taylor and Chen looked into the rhetorical structures that were found in the
physical science in both English and Chinese compositions. They studied the possible
effects of the culture on organization. The results showed batilasties and
differences and they concluded that there was no one specific Chinese way of writing to
be compared with English.Mohan and Lo (1985) object to Kaplannon linear
portrayal of Chinese studehtsriting style. They do not believihatthereis sufficient

evidence to concludibatnegative transfer plays a role in their writings:

Even if we were given a quantified error analysis of Chinese studenitiag

which showed a lack of linear development, this would not prove that negative
transkr is operating. For one thing, we have shown that there is no evidence
that Chinese paragraph development is in fact indirect. For another, there are a
number of alternative explanations for errors at the organizational level in
composition: A studetd English may be inadequate for expressing complex
ideas; a student who is unfamiliar with a topic may be unable to write a well
organized essay about it in any language; a student may feel the teacher values
correct grammatical expression more than orgaoizalt form; and a student

may not be familiar with the conventions of expository writing in the native
language (just as there are many Engdghaking students who are not

skillful writers of expository prose) (p. 521).

Scollon (1997) believes researon contrastive rhetoric is too concerned with texts and
does not take into account oral influencaad in doing so cawot corsider the EFL
situations fully. With these in mind, Matsuda (1997, 20€dme up with what he calls
the revised version of conttage rhetoric. This model is important becausantended

several problems related to the early version of contrastive rhetoric.



Matsuda(2001) believes that a writer has to make some complex decisions in the
process of producing textual organization #mat their backgrounds will affect the way
they write. He asserts that a writetbackground does not only include their native
culture and language, but also their participation in different types of first language and
second language discourse, and theglucation can greatly influence their writing.

Matsuda (2001¢oncludes that:

An L2 writer s broadly defined background may provide him/her with ample
exposure to the discourse conventions of the target language. Consequently,
the writer may exhibit thability to compose discourse in the target language,

at a similar level of proficiencg s t hat of na4o)i ve speakers

Hence by maintaining a weak version of the early contrastive theory, Matsuda, manages
to resolve some issues which were raisetthe early version of the theory. He takes into
account the idea of the writérsackgrounds as an influential factor in writing and also
asserts that the writérexperience in second language writing can assist him/her to write

similar to a native spé&ar.

Numerous studies have been conducted using the concept of contrastive rhetoric in order
to explain the similarities and differer
Bickner and Peyasantiwong (1988) analyzed about 90 essays of English awdtléra

by native speakers of each language and they came to conclude that stylistically
speaking, Thai essays were more formal and had more consistency in register as
compared to the English essays. Also, the Thai writers focused more on explaiming thei

motivation, defining the topics, and even giving suggestions in the conclusions.

In 1981, CherYu collected and analyzed 200 Chinese speaker compositions related to

the Michigan Placement Test. What she realized in the an&ygesy interesting. She
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concluded that contrary to the English style of writing, the Chinese students mentioned
the main theme at the beginning and the main idea was left until the concluding
paragraph. Moreover, the main idea was generally mentioned as theésvp@esonal

opinion. She also discovered that Chinese writers were hesitant on taking a specific
stance in their writings and always gave positive statements before mentioning negative
ones. This last finding is believed to be related to the Chinese culture and rules of
politeness.Center (2004) also approves this point when she Seysmany norn

American cultures, including Japan, it is considered inappropriate to get right to the

point’ (p. 299).

Kachru (1983, as cited in Noor, 2001, p. 260) studied paragraph arrangemeindi
and English texts written by Hindi speakers and found that both texts shared a common
characteristics which was the digression seen in both texts and the spiral style that was

also taken up by the authors.

In 1987, Clyne analyzed the discoupsdtern differences between German and English.

His main focus was on linearity and symmetry. He analyzed some published academic
articles in English and German. These articles were in the field of sociology and
linguistics. He came to realize that mogr@an articles were non linear and digressive

and even more asymmetricAsymmetric was us e dhe fad that gaficels t o
sections of the article were longer than other parts. Clyne relates the findings to the idea
that while German focuses on pagadianalysis, English, on the other hand, favors data
analysis and'this characteristic style of German has incrusted digression in German
academic discourse where it plays different functions such as providing theory, giving

additional information, or chi@nging a different theoretical viéwp. 227).



In 1990, Hinds analyzed a number of texts written by some Asian groups including
Chinese, Japanese, Korean and Thai. He focused on the place of the thesis statement
(inductive vs. deductivenithe text. Hdound out thathese participantswritings did

not follow either the inductive or the deductive organization pattern. Therefore, Hinds

believes these Asian groups writings are what he calls quasi inductive. He asserts:

We must recognize that the tradital distinction that EnglisBpeaking
readers make between deductive and inductive writing styles is inappropriate
to the writing of some nonnative authors. We may more appropriately
characterize this writing (Chinese, Korean, Thai, Japanese) asmphadive,
recognizing that this technique has its purpose the task of getting readers to
think for themselves, to consider the observations made, and to draw their
own conclusions. The task of the writer then is not necessarily to convince,
although it is akar that such authors have their opinions. Rather, the task is to
stimulate the reader into contemplating an issue or issues that might not have
been previously consideredp(©9-100).

Therefore, Hindg1990) believes that the thesis statement in thessays would be
mentioned near the end and would be considered impliedt Becomes the readérs

responsibility to interpret what the writer was intending.

In 1995, Kirkpatrick studied the inductive/deductive preference of Chinese. He found
that althagh the Chinese are capable of reasoning deductively, they still prefer inductive
argument. He reports that the deductive style of reasoning is most often used for a
special purpose, more often than not, for portraying directness. Kirkpatrick also point to
the importance of hierarchical relationship at the family and political level. He then
writes that argument and persuasion “ha:
superior, or bottom up. This has encouraged the adoption of a method of expression and
argument t hat i's indirect?” (p. 291) . He

preferred style of argument is inductive.



Lee and Johnsehaird (2006) conducted an experiment in which they wanted to see
whether East Asians and Westerners followadiraluctive or deductive method of

reasoning. It is generally believed that:

East Asians tend to reason on the basis of their knowledge, beliefs, and
experience, whereas Westerners tend to reason logically. That is, East Asians
should make inductions bed on knowledge and Westerners should make

deductions where a taskaavs both sorts of inference .(§62).

With this aim in mind, they posited a problem which gives a premise and checked the
student s’ responses. The prfabdut ofan aiplane t h a
without a parachute he/ she wil/l definite
he/she die? They posit that if the respondents relate their answers to the plane not being
in the air would relate to an inductive method ahiting while any indication of the

pilot having a parachute would be related to a deductive method of thinking. They asked
30 Chinese students and 21 American students to answer this question and they found
out that both the east Asians (Chinese) and tlest¥vners (Americans) referred to the
deductive method of thinking which shows that both East Asians and Westerners can
think alike in a common situations and that culture does not play a role in some mental

strategies utilized by man. This idea is furteapported by Norenzayan, Smith, Kim,

and Nisbett (2002) when they assert: “Pe
holistic and analytical reasoning systems
One i nfluenti al factor i n second tngangue

experience and also the instructions they have received in both L1 adaddsz (2003)
analyzed the organizational patterns of texts writted$Japanese students studying at
a Japanese university. These students majored in British and Amenidaes sfThe
studentsvere asked to write two essagsie in English and another in Japanese. Hirose

4



found that in the organization patterns used by the students, more deductive method was
used as compared to the Japanese essays. In addition, it wasl tealizee studerits
English essays wermore organized and developed which would show how these

students were affected by their second language writing instructions they had received.

Fakhri (2004) studied some Arabic research articles and found thatigtit Arabic is
generally a reader responsible type of writing, it is not always the case and that there are
always some exceptions to this. He also found that some articles show a high degree of

directness while some articles do not.

Connor (1996) alsogints out that Finnish is more reader responsible in that much of the

meaning is not mentioned directly and is therefore left to the reader to infer.

In 2007, Zarei and Mansoori compared English and Persian research articles and found
that while Englishrepresents a more writer oriented style, Persiite many Asian
languages such as Chinese and Japaisseader responsible and so the reader has to

play an active role in understanding what the writer has meant to say.

Gosden (1996) interviewed a gmof16 Japanese novice researchers who were all PhD
candidates in the fields of applied physics, chemistry, and cell bi@bglye Tokyo
Institute of TechnologyThe interview questions aimed at finding answers to how they
wrote research papers and wieetthey translated from L1 to L2 or not. He found out
through the participants’ comment s, t hat
the many standardized conventions of the

(p. 120). He also found ouhat 9 out of 13 participants reported that they translated



from Japanese to English while writing in English and Gosden relates this phenomenon

to the prevailing focus on grammar translation methods used in Japanese instruction.

Valero-Garces (1996)tadied the differences between Spanish and English economic
research articlesValeroGarces found tlat while Spanish writers used niger
paragraphs (about 31 lines), the English writers used relatively shorter texts (12 lines).
It was also realized thahe Spanish writers tend to write in a more impersonal style in

comparison to the native speaker writers.

Zhang (2005, as cited in Kobayashi and Rinnert, 2008) found that students with
different cultural backgrounds tend to understand assignments diffjesemetimes

and this could lead to a complete misinterpretation of the task at hand by these students.
Zhang found that just 2 out of 6 advanced level students with different cultural

backgrounds understood and met the specific expectation of the iostruct

In Liu and Yous study (2008), they found that the rhetorical traditions of both the
American and Taiwanese students influenced the way they wrote in English. The
Taiwanese students emphasized on showing their knowledge in their research writing
while the Americans sought to bring in evidenee their ideas by means of ditec

quotes.

Yang and Cahill (2008) have found that the Chinese students (like U.S. students) prefer
to use directness in their texts; however, they also found that the U.S.tstudea

more direct in comparison to the Chinese students in their writings.



Donahue (2008) studied the differences
English and American student s’ essays an
usepronoun such as ‘one’ or ‘“we’, the Ameri c:
84% of the American essays, the thesis was established from the start the French essays

did not follow the same style.

Shen (1989) found similar results in China. The Chinesed t o wuse ‘ we’
people together, rather than the ‘1’ that
Here is alist (Table 21) of a number of studiesonducted usingontrastive rhetoric

cited in Oi (1984 pp. 59-62). This list representa range of various languages which

have been studied and it displays the specific discourse features that add to our present

day understanding of these languages

Table 2.1: Numerous studies conducted using contrastive rhetori@dopted from Oi, 1984, pp 59

62)
Author (year) Native Impressionistic Discourse Features
Language Description
of Subjects
1 Extensive use of conjunctions
Arabic series of and sentence connectors
Kaplan (1966) (Semitic parallel f Sentences begin with
Languages) constructions coordnating elements (And,
So, But)
1 Minimum to subordination
Approach by 1 The construction circles back,
indirection, returning to the subject and
“turnin showing it from a variety of
Kaplan (1966) Oriental turning in tangentialviews, but never
wi denin attacks it directly. Ideas are

developed in terms of what
they are not, rather than what
they are.

1 Lacks the facility of
abstraction sufficient for
extended definition.




Kaplan (1966) French

“digres.

“ ... wonder wh-
to a digression that does not
contribute specifically to the
basic thought of the paragrap

Kaplan (1966) Russian

—_—
e
-+~ @
—_ -
O O
c =

Short sentences mingled with
extremely long sentences.

SantaneSeda
(1974)

Spanish

Longer sentences, fewr
sentences per visual paragray
Digressive propositions occur
with notably greater frequenc!
than among native writers of
English.

Greater frequency of
coordinate structure in Spanis
paragraph.

A greater frequency of
subordinate structure in
English paagraph.

Berman (n.d.) Hebrew

seems
and childish

Use of coordination where
native speakers of English
would use various
subordinating structures, suct
as relative clauses.

Ishiki (1981) Japanese

extrem

abbrevi

Structural elligis (as in Haiku)
occurs.

Loveday
(1980)

Japanese

(1) under
differentiation
(2) over
differentiation
(3) socie
linguistic

Economy of speech, extreme
abbreviation, objective
analysis.

Concern for status within
social hierarchy and avoidanc
of terms of sk reference and
self address, heavy emphasis
on rigid politeness formulas.
Reluctance to make negative
decisions or firm assertions.

Ostler (n.d.) English

Latinate

“English rhet
developed in a fashion
following the Latinate works
of Ramus and Bacon, into an
efficient, pragmatic linear
style.”




Ostler (n.d.)

Spanish

Greek rhetoric

“Spani sh adhe
conventions of Greek rhetoric
The cultural orientation of the
native Spanish speaker
requires that he express his
personal pint of view in a
flexibl e, art

Koch (n.d.)

Arabic

rhythm, a
repetiousness

that produces al

archaic
f eel

a bal a

ng

“repetitiousn
rhetorical structure of Modern
Standard Arabic, at least in
terms of witten persuasive
argument. Repetition served
not only as a text building
device, but also as an
important strategy, creating
rhetorical presence which the
Arabic speaker deems
necessary for effective
persuasion. The repetition
occurs in lexical roots,
morphological patterns, the us
of conjoined pairs of
synonymous terms, syntactic
parall el i sm,

Ostler (1980)

Arabic

English essays by Saudi
Arabian students were
analyzed using two
guantitative measures: Kellog
Hunt-undanfd Kapl
Discourse Bloc.

It was found that English
writers used significantly more
subordination; the Arabic
writers used significantly more
coordination. Further, in the
Arabic corpus, the dependent
clauses in coordinate structur
are embellished wh adverbial
and adjectival modification.

Dehghanpeshe Farsi

(1972)

“Far si writer
paragraphs using a topic
followed by restatement,
metaphor, simile or proverb a
illustrative devices, in the Aral
manner . "

Chen (1981)

Chine®

The study encompassed 200
texts written by native
speakers of Chinese taking th




Michigan placement test at th
college level.

Twenty percent of the writers
did not take an academic
stance but became personally
involved with their texts.
Thirty percenbpf the essays
examined concluded with
some type of proverb or
formula in statement on virtue
a phenomenon ascribed to thi
Chinese cultural assumption
that all prose should have
moral content.

The contrary topic was
developed and

subsequently, a second

topic was introduced,

usually near the end of

the essay, in which

was revealed the

actual opinion of the

writer.

This reluctance resulted in a
characteristic phenomenon: tt
writer would first say
something positive about a
topic before making any
critical satement sixty percent
of the texts employed this
pattern to some degree.

Harder (1979) Japanese

The isshindensh#the notion
that people can intuitively
understand ea
thoughts produces several
anomalies in English; the lac
of syntactic and semantic
parallelism in a string of ideas
the use of complex phrasing
which (to the English reader)
seems unnecessarily prolix, tl
occurrence of sentence
fragments and of
ungrammatical topicalizations
Furthermore, the English line:
pattern of organization, with it
emphasis on objectivity, on
clarity, on logical sequencing
and with its insistence that
only ideas centrally relevant t
the topic be included, is




antithetical to the Japanese
pattern of dealing with loosely
defined topicsn the discussior
of which the
personality dominates and the
organization is expected to
reflect the w
thinking as it actually
occurred.

1 There is no single centralea,
nut, rather parts of ideas are
scattered throughout the

lack of single paragraph (Japanese). It is ug
Nishimura Japanese central idea to the reader
(n.d.) sensitively and intuitively the

delicate and significant trend
of thinking throughout the
whol e discour

1 Japanese writers also retain t
native cultural preferences for
starting paragraphs with
formulaic openers. Nishimura
compared 157 paragraphs
taken from a book by a native

Nishimura Japanese frequent use of English speaking writer with
(n.d.) paragraph 155 paragraphs taken from a
openers. book by a native Japanese

speaking writer, writing in
English. She found that nine
percent of th
paragraphs started with
paragraph openers, while in tl
Japanes&nglish corpus thirty
one percent of the paragtep
started with such openers.

As can be seen in the above table, only one study considers Persian (Farsi) as the native
language of the subjects. This emphasizes the scarcity of sufficient studies regarding
Persian in contrastive rhetoric studies. G@n(2002, p. 498) divides contrastive studies

into four domains of investigatioThe following table (Table 22) is what Conna

presents:



Table 2.2; Four domains of contrastive studies (adopted from Conng 2002, p. 498)
Domain Purpose Examples
Examine, compare, and Clyne (1987); Connor &
contrast how texts are Kaplan (1987); Eggington
Cortrastive text formed and interpreted in (1987); Hinds (1983, 1987,
linguistic studies different languages and  1990)
cultures using methods of
written discourse analysis

Investigate literacy Carson (1992); Purves (1988)
Studies of writing as  development on L1
cultural and language and culture and

educational activity examine effects on the
development of L2 literacy

Examine crescultural Allaei & Connor (1990);
Classroorbased patterns in process writing Goldstein & Conrad (1990);
contrastive studies collaborative revisions,  Hull, Rose, Fraser, &

and studenteacher Castellano (1991); Nelson &

conferences Murphy (1992)

Bhatia (1993); Connor, Dauvis,

Genrespecific Are appliel to academic & De Rycker (1995); Jenkins
investigations and professional writing & Hinds (1987); Mauranen

(1993); Swales (1990);
TirkkonenCondit (1996);
Ventola & Mauranen (1991)

According to the aboviable the present studycanpel aced wunder the ‘'
l i nguistics studies’. The researcher hop
participants in order to interpret the differences and similarities between Persian and

English rhetoric.

It should be taken into acunt that generally speakingthere have been some
weaknesses in the previous studies on contrastive rhetoric. These weaknesses are mostly
related to the methodology employed by the researchers. King)(2€f@rs to some of

these weaknesses:

A small numler of writing samples, an inadequate description of research
participants and writing tasks, lack of interrater reliability checks, and an

inappropriate application of statistics. Another weakness is that some studies



relied solely on the researcheéntuition, which is subjective and might be
biased (p21).

Connor (1996) asserts that analyzing a s
at mo s t gualitative research” (p. 162)
contrastive rhetoric studiesHo we v er , she menti ons t he

generalizing potenti al (p. 162) of <contr
All'in all, despite all the criticisms and controversies, contrastive rhetoric has remained a
viable theory for resch in thefield of writing. This might be due to the thebtsy

“strong explanatory power and significant implications for pract{&aneh, 2009, .p

26). The present study also aims at using contrastive rhetoric to find out whether there
are similaritiesor differences between Persian and English essay writing by Iranian

students.

Persian in Contrastive Rhetoric Studies

Although various languages have received a great deal of attention when it comes to
contrastive rhetoric, Persianamongthe languagethat has not received its share in the
limelight. There seems to be a dearth of research when Persian is invbhesd.

following are some studies that have been done on Persian.

In 1974, Manuchehstudied the linguistic differences between Persian angligh and
she found that the verb forms function differently in the two languages. She also realized
that Persian does not distinguish between some tenses which are essential in English

writing.



Dehghanpishe(1979) analyzed some English and Persiarageaphs written by Iranian
students and found out Persian writers tend to favor using metaphors, simile, or proverb
in their compositions. They do not follow the linear progression used in English

academic writing.

In 1997, Riazi conducted a longitudinagtudy on four Iranian doctoral students of
education in their second year of residency in Canada. He used a naturalistic approach in
his study and in doing so he shadowed these students for a period of five months. He
used interviews, questionnaires, psxéogs, and the written papers of the students. He
realized that the studehtanfamiliarity with the English writing conventions impeded

their true performance and that this fact overshadowed the studegissh language
proficiency.He also acknowledgs some of the strategies used by these Iranian students
in their writings. These strategies incl

tongue, revising, and editing” (p. 123).

Baleghizadeh and pashaii (2010) conducted a contrastive study on etfogiceh
organization of essays written by native English and Iranian studdrgy.studied 25
Persian and 25 English essays for the frequency -ahifE, discourse blocs, and
coordinating conjunctions. The results of their quantitative study showeithéhiafinian
studentsused all three features more than their English counterparts. Baleghizadeh and
pashaii (2010) asserted that this was the result of the differences in the thought patterns

of Iranian and English writers.

Abdollahzadeh (2010) interviewesome freshman and senior Iranian students and asked
them about the various strategies they used while writing in English. He found out that

the two groups used different cognitive strategies. The main difference between the two



groups was that while tHess advanced freshman used translation as the main cognitive

strategy, the more advanced students utilized outlining and planning for their writings

2.5Language vs. Culture

Teachinga languagdakes place in first, second and foreign situatitnis. essential to
explore the relationship between culture and language since "that relationship is the
rationale for the ESL/EFL instructional materials developed in the manuals”

(Rooholamini, 1986, p. 15).

The question that rises to the surface at thistpej if a languages being taught in a
foreign environment, in which non natives tbat languagere going to communicate

with each other, why then shouldh at | eaultgreibe taeght sit all? Some scholars
such as Alptekin and Alptekifil984) have suggested that teachers should not teach
English with reference to English speaking countredtures and that English should be
taught in a way to encompass the international attitudes and cultures. Although the idea
thattheyput forth seems to be wereasonable, there is a factor that should be taken into
account. In the past, culture and language were two separate entities, but nowadays,
many scholars believe that they have become integrBtedks (as cited in Risager,

2007, p. 34propounds theiew that:

Language is the most typical, the most representative, and the most central
element in any culture. Language and culture are not s#paitais better to

see the special characteristics of a language as cultural entities and to
recognize thatanguage enters into the learg and use of nearly all other
cultural elementsThe detailed facts of culture cannot propdséy evaluated

in isolation but must be seen as integrated parts of thewagalof life in

which they appear



Bennett(1993)believes learning a language without its culture is a réapbecoming
a ‘ f | udiiluent foa is someone who speaks a foreign language well, but does
not understand the social or philosophical content of that langliagg (1999)argues
that cuture is language and lang#ags culture. He suggests that in order to speak a

language welbnewould need tde ableo manifest his/her thoughts in that language.

Byram (1989 p. 42) uses a metaphor to show that language and culture are interwoven
but not identical: "Although the warp of language can be teased out from the weft of
culture, the learner needs to see the web of thdekhGakir (2006) also argues that

“"the relationship of language and culture is widely recognized; communicative behavior

and cultural systems are interrelated” (p. 156).

Risager (2007) believes a prerequisite for breaking from the traditional paradigm and
moving toward a transactional one in which language teaching has a global context is "
to break with the traditional ®w that‘languagéand’culturé constitute an inseparable
whole, and that language teaching must therefore work with maximum integration
between teaching the target language and teaching in the target language culture” (pp. 1
2). She goes on to mentionath'language subjects must work on the theory that the

relation between language and culture is complex and multidimensional” (p. 2).

Brown (2000) also believes that "A language is part of a culture and culture is part of
language; the two are intriedy interwoven so that one caot separate the two without
losing the significance of either language or culture” (p. 1Bvggger (as cited in
Risager, 200,7p. 132 believeslanguage and culturare interwoven. Brgggeefers to

this idea when he say<lUiture, it repeatedly turns out, is language, and language is

culture” and also in another part he asserts "culture and language are ibkxtrica



interrelated and interdependenBrggger describes this interrelationship between

language and culture in hisodel in Figure2.2

Figure2.2BrBgger 6 s i nt eultare lamgeagetliterature (adbpted from Risager, 2007
p. 139

Brogger believes that there are sorspe&ts of culture which are ndimguistic and

these would includégestures, clothm, rituals and objects (aftets) (as cited in
Risager, 2007, p. 133nd that, in his opinion, "they ought to be included in the
teaching of culture even if the main purpose of this is to develop communicative, i.e.
linguistic competence(as cited inRisager, 2007, p. 133Galisson (as cited in Risager,
2007) asserts that separating language from culture is artificial. He believes we are

dealing with a symbiosis:

It is as a social practice and sotistorical product that language is
permeated by dture. The game of symbiosis in which language and culture
function means that they are the reciprocal and compulsory reflection of each
other. Didactologists / didacticians clearly ought to take account of this
commensalism, making sure they do not disstecthe study of culturethe

study of language, and visersa. (p. 88)



Jourdan and Tuite (2006) also feel that " culture is a part of language just as language is a
part of culture and the two partly overlapping realities can intersect in many (gays

219). Of course it should be mentioned that the hypothesis regarding the relationship
between language and culture has a radical and moderate form (Risager, 2007). The
radical form claims language and culture are the same andthaa n gu ageeand s c u
vise versa. Thanoderate hypothesis claims there is a close relationsai "an
interdependence and a complex relationship between language and culture" (Risager,
2007, p. 163). It is generally acknowledged that teaching a foreign language ts vital
enhance the communication level betwaehviduals, if that $ the case, it is also crucial

that the students be taught to appreciate the cultural aspects of the foreign language, so
that the communication would not be impairBayé (as cited in Rigger, 2007, p. 11)

asserts that:

The very nature of language forbids the separation of language from culture.
If language is considered assystem of signs, and signsatearacterized by
the fact that they are units of form and meaning, it is impossblearn a
language by simply acquiring the forms without their content. And as the
content of a language is always culture bound, any reasonable foreign
language teaching cannot but include the study of a culture from which the

language stems

He further writes that the subject of language teaching is twofold: 1) the foreign
language 2) the culture which expressed through langua@mye (as cited in Risager,
2007 believes that it is impossible to study a language without studying its culture and
that any foreign language teaching, reasonably conducted, will inevitably convey

knowledge about the other country and ieople who speak the language.



Also it should be taken into account that most learners of English prefer to know more
about the Engliskulture as well. According to a survey given by Baker to 80 students at

a university level in Thailand, 77 of the participants revealed their desire to learn more
and more about the English culture (Baker, 2003). Also, Cagjabdt993)found that

the forign students felt alienated from the target language and culture because they felt
that the cultural contexts were not explicitly discussed in class and they felt this

disconnected them frothe target language and culture.

It should be noted that althgh learners feel so strongly about learning the target culture
and the important role they believe this plays in their development as language learners,
teachers do not share the same feel@mppern(1985)found that culture learning ranked

only eidhthppce among t hta ten grieriies.Mmeseng, premoting interest

in foreign language, language learning theory, and developing the oral proficiency of
students all ranked higher. Also Walhd Riordan(1991)found a similar pattern in the
prioritizing of needs by U.S. language teachers; with the difference that culture teaching

did not even make it tdvé ten top priorities

According toa survey carried out by Onalan (2005) at four universities in Ankara
(Turkey), it was discovered that the Hely language professors perceived that their
students mostly had positive attitudes towards the target language culture and wanted to
learn more about it. The students were particularly interested in analyzing the target

culture and comparing it to theiative culture.



2.5.1Learners and Culture Pedagogy

Cohen(1979) compares language learners to cultural tourists. He believes language
learners, just like tourists, are on a journey in which they have to follow an unfamiliar
path and go onwards untihey reach comfort in another cultufeor many foreign
language educators, an important reason for bringing culture into the classroom has
been the hope that the study of culture will increase student motivation and improve
attitudes toward language learg. It is easy to understand why motivation is so
important in language learning. With referenceld. rnyei (2005) 'It provides the
primaryimpetus to initiate L2 learning and later the driving force to sustain thealwhg

often tedious learning procésf. 65). Without sufficient motivation even the most

talented learners will give up the path to learning a new language.

2.5.2The Three Circles of Kachru

In 1985,Kachrudescribed the use of English language around the world according to
the three citles he generated. Has cited in Kachru, Kachru, & Nelson, 2006, p. 293
believeshis three circles represent "the types of spread, the patterns of acquisition and
the functional domains in which English is usadross cultures and languages".
According to his model shown irrigure 2.3 the English language used around the
worl d can be divided into three G@@rclescl es:
The inner circlecomprises those countries in which English is used as a primary
language; counies such athe USA, the UK, Canada, Australia, and New Zealdihe.

outer circle consists of those countries in which English is a secondary language.
Generally speaking "English is only one of the community languages in what are clearly

multilingual soceties; and English in such societies usually achieves some degree of



official recognition as an official, eofficial, legal, or educational language" (p. 292).
Countries such as Nigeria, the Philippines, Zambia, India, and Singapbee.
expanding circlaefers to those countries in which English is used as an international
language. Countries such as China, Greece, Indonesia, Israel, Japan, Korea, Saudi

Arabia, Taiwan, and the USSR.

UK, Australia /' /
\ \ /l
e /
e.glndia, Smeapoxe /
\«

lhe Phuls ppme _____..//
e.g China, Japan
Germany et

Figure 2.3 Kachrud sred circles of English(adopted from Zhang, 20, p. 59

Iran is one of the countries that are placed in the expanding circle. This means that
English is a foreign language to the Iranians and the only interaction the students have
with English is within the classroom. The students are not expodedgish outside

the classrooms and this is one reason for the barriers the students feel in English

acquisition.

2.6 Native vs. Non Native Retoric

The first languag®ne encountes in life as a baby will beéheir native language. Stern
(1983) lists soméeatures relatk to a native speaker; such saagconscious use of the

rules and creativity of language use and he believes that a non native speaker can
acquire some of these conmmmmts, but not necessarily all. Davies (2004) also

propounds the view thdtis difficult for an adult nomative speaker to become a native



speaker of a second language because a native speaker needs to acquire the language a
an early agand this is not the case in noative speakeravies (2005) believes that

it is "through education they (native speakers) gain access to the standard language and
it is their control of that standard language which normally defines them as native

speakers of a particular language such as English" (P.101).

Many schol ars sspeakeér 't heot'inoant;i vas such
Rajagopalan, 2005, p. 16) who studied teaching English in Kenya and East Africa. In
one part of his article he complains that "most of the faults of spoken English [used by
East African learners of Englishjhav t hei r or i gi n -tangue Halbite pup
There is of course a carry over of these habits into English”. According to Rajagopalan
(2005) , Perren’s quote means that the au
these habits is for the Easfrigans to forget their mother tongue. "The two languages
cannot inhabit the same space. It is either one or the other" (Rajagopalan, 2005, p. 16).
Rhetoric has been defined differently by various scholaosr (2001) gives a specific

definition of rhetoic which considerg as:

A matter of choice with respect to the uses of language, which children learn
in schools or through other forms of instruction. They learn this according to
certain conventions, many of which have to do with the cultural herifg

society rather than the structure of the language (p. 255).

The process of academic writing asvery complex and complicated procedure for

everyone and this task becomes even more daunting for ESL/EFL writers:

Compared to students writing in theiative language (L1), however, students
writing in their L2 have to also acquire proficiency in the use of the language
as well as writing strategies, techniques and skills. They might also have to

deal with instructors and later, faculty members, why mamay not get



beyond their language problems when evaluating their work (Myles, 2002,
P.1).

It should be kept in mind that the writerfirst language plays a significant role in how

that individual writes in a second or foreign language (Myles, 208&)ording to
Widdowson (1990) when non native students are under pressure in ESL writing, they
may call upon their first language resources in order to relieve some of the pressure and

this can bring about a lot of problems in their writing.

Buckingham(2008) anticipates the growing interest in research on non native rhetoric is
due to two important factors. The first one is due to the recent (last decade) presence of
non native students studying at various Anglophone tertiary institutions, and thi overa
demand in writing English theses and di s:
publications in Anglophone journals and the fact that many journals, which used to

publish in other languages, now have an English only language policy.

In the field of native vs. non native writingywo important studies stand eutamely,
Scarcella (1984) and Zamel (1983). The reason why these two studies are of great
importance is thattheir results apply to all ESL learners regardless of their natichality
(Kamel, 1989, p. 24). The first study was done by Scarcella in 1984. She analyzed 110
essays written by native and non native writers. The languages she studied included
English, Japanese, Taiwanese, Korean, and also Romance languages. She had many

hypothesesvhich she numerates:

1. Native English writers do not write longer orientations than non native
writers.
2. Highly proficient native English speaking writers do not write longer

orientations than less proficient English speaking writers.



3. Advanced sond language learners do not write longer orientations than
beginning second language learners.

4. Orientation length does not vary as a function of the non native English
speakeis first language background (p.672).

Scarcella discovered that while namative English writers tend to use lengthy
orientations in their essays, and had limited capabilities in utilizing linguistic attracting
devices for the reader in their essays; native writers were very successful in attracting the

readersattention by theiseof various linguistic devices (Lux, 1991).

In 1983, Zamel gave a more discrete insight regarding the English composing process by
non native students. Zamel asserts tES8L students, like their counterparts, understood
that composing involves theostant interplay of thinking, writing, and rewritingp.

172). She also concludes that while the students used several drafts for their
compositions, skilled students spent more time to write those drafts, as compared to the
unskilled students. She alstentions that these skilled writérdevised strategies that
allowed them to pursue the development of their ideas without being side tracked by

lexical and syntactic difficultiés(p.175).

2.7 The Relationship between First and Second Language Literacy

Although previous research focused on the surface level errors in stugengsition,

more recent research has shifted the lime light to the sociocultural aspects of the
ESL/EFL student composition and by doing so the relationship between first and sec
language writing has become increasingly importavitt and Carrington (2007)

acknowl edge cliura influemdes L2 avritiggh but“the genre of the writing



task completed by L2 writers, cognitiveevelopment and interlanguage development

shouldalso be taken into accour(p. 1).

There are numerous pedagogical implications for comparing first and second languages.

Brown (2001) categorizes some of these implications when he explains:

(a) it is important to determine appropriate approachegiting instruction

for L2 writers in different contexts, (b) writing teachers need to be equipped
to deal effectively with the sociocultural and linguistic differences of L2
students, and (c) the assessment of L2 writing may need to take into account

thefundamental differences between most L1 and L2 writing (p. 339).

In 1993, Silva analyzed 72 research reports which compared first and second language
writing. He was able to identify three different general sub processes. These sub
processes includedplanning transcribing and reviewing He found that second
language writers needed more time to understand the given assignment and did less
planning as compared to their first language writiva realized that these second
language writers had fewereds to share as compared to the native speakers and
eventually even failed to include their ideas in the final text. When it came to
transcribing the second language students were less fluent and in turn produced shorter
texts as compared the native spakers. Reviewingvhich included rereading and the
overall revision of the written text, the second language students did less as compared to
the native writersMu and Carrington (2007) also found that the Chinese students they
observed were primarily cearned with planning and organizing their ideas for what

they were expected to write.



Saneh (2009) al so found t hat t he stude
conventions of the institutions they were studying at brought about unfavorabls iresult
the final paper scores. During the interviews she conducted with some Iranian ESL

students, she came to realize:

Assuming that concepts such as thesis statement, coherence, voice, developing
an argument and taking a critical stance, all of whichcateria associated

with essayist literacy, are transparent and meaningful to all participants in
institutions of higher education can work against those who have not been
initiated into this dominant literacy practice in their prior educational
experienes (p.154).

According to Cummins and Swain (1986), research on the relationship between first and
second language literacy can be categorized into three general approaches: first and
second languages as separate entities, first language as a contintidtiensecond
language, and finally first and second language having common underlying literacy
proficiency. Various scholars support different approaches. Bell (1995, p. 689) believes
“the research <certainly suggmagtksowledde a t t

bet ween | anguage is possible, particul arl

In another studyWhalen and Menard (1995) used think aloud and text analysis to
analyze the writings of a group of sophomore college students who wrbtgh their

first language (English) and also their second language (French). They considered
linguistic as well as strategic knowledge and found differences between the first and
second language compositions. These differences were related to plamalogtirey,

and revising of the texts produced. More specifically, they observe that the limited
linguistic knowledge in the second language limited the strategic abilities in the second

language for these students.



Silva (1993) declares thdL2 writing is strategically, rhetorically, and linguistically
different in important ways from L1 writirig(p. 669).Kubota (1998) uncovered that
poor second language writing is related to a number of different factors, including the
English language proficiency levednd also background experience in English
composition by the students. He found out that good first language writers were also
good writers in the second language and likewise, poor first language writers were poor
writers in the second language as wdbwever, this was not uniformly done and there
were some exceptions. Brown (2000) refers to the same idea when he*“$asfs:
language can be a facilitating factor and not just an interfering fa@o68).In fact

Hamin and Majid (2006) conducted axperimental research in which they tested the
effectiveness of first language to generate new ideas in the second language
composition. They found that through the background knowledge that is triggered by
generating i deas i n fvitimgsperformamae gnutleegsecond t h e

language greatly improved.

Maleki and Zangani (2007) studied a group of 50 Iranian English translation
undergraduates and concluded that the st
impact on the writing abilitiesf students; therefore, those students with higher language

proficiency did much better in writing rather than reading or speaking.

Zareee and Farvardin (2009) studied 30 1Ira
and English. After measuring the dte nt s’ performance in ea
concluded that the students wrote shorter sentences in English as compared to Persian
compositions and they also had more spelling errors. Also after running a correlation,
they found that the students who wédter writers in their first language, also scored

higher in the second language compositions.



Teacher s’ concepts of good writing and t
also play a great role in how composition is dddasanave and Hubbafti992)found
that teachers in the social sciences and humanities believe that vocabulary use is the

greatest problem in the non native studer

Diab (2005) takes a different approach ar
teachersshould concentrate on in writing class@$e participants were 156 EFL
university students enrolled in Englidnguage courses at the American University of
Beirut. She found out that most students (86%) believed that teacher should point out

errors in gammar more than anything else.

Radecki and Swales (1988) surveyed 59 ESI
ESL students expected their teachers to f@cusorrecting all their surfadevel errors.
They also reported that if this expectatiwas not met, the teacher would lose credibility

in the eyes of the students.

Golshan and Karbalaei (2009) studied the writings of 120 Iranian university students
majoring in English. Their study revealed that specific areas in grammar seem to be
particubrly problematic. They divided the participants into two groups of lower and
higher English proficiency. They found that preposition, lack of concord, and article
created the greatest areddddficulty for the lower levelstudents while distribution of

verb groups, article, preposition, and lack of concord proved to be more difficult for the

higher proficiency students.

Rahimi (2010) studied 50 Iranian EFL students majoring in English at an Iranian

uni versity. He 1 nqgqui r eghrdirgkeoon feedidadk.eHe éound t u d



that the most important area the students concentrated on was transitional words (86%),
followed by sentence structure (84%), spelling (52%), and finally prepositions with only
46%. Thisshows the importance of surfatevel errors in the eyes of the Iranian

students.

Schneider and Fujishima (1995) focused their study on one graduate foreign student
(Zzhang) who was unable to continue his studies at Monterey Institute of International
Studies. They found out that regardlesof t he dean’ s opinion
i ncompetence’, cultural factors had a gr ¢
impolite to question authority or to directly express the opposite ideas in the Chinese
culture and it was for thi reason that Zhang was mostly quiet during the class

di scussions. They also discovered that Z
him from being in contact with his classmates and this limited his exposure to the

English speaking environment amdturn restrained his English language development.

In a study by Nazary (2008), 85 Iranian students studying a general English course at
Tehran University, were asked to complete a questionnaire regarding their point of view
toward the use of L1 in éhEnglish classrooms. The results showed that the students
were uniformly reluctant to use first language in English classrooms. The reason they
stated for this reluctance was their inclination to be more exposed to the second
language. Nazary relatesgHinding to the role of the English teachers when he says:
“This is |ikely due to their teachers’ in
hi ndrance for | a n gAsaBrpiee (20@82a foumd thag the téaphers 1 4 &
especially in gradate courses tend to concentrate” global errors rather than surface

level error$ (p. 65).



Schwartz (1984) conducted a study on a group of students in which he asked them to
determine what kind of passage their professor wouldrfallbe students hadvo
choices:l) a clear but lifeless passage 2) a very creative passage with mechanical errors.
The results from this study reveal that the students all chose the first one which shows
that according to studentperspective’grammatical errors are more peniul in effect

than voicé (60).

In 1985, Zamel studied the native speaking teathesponses to studentsritings. Her

findings indicate that

ESL writing teachers misread student texts, are inconsistent in their reactions,
make arbitrary correctiss, write contradictory comments, provide vague
prescriptions, impose abstract rules and standards, respond to texts as fixed
and final products, and rarely make cordgmecific comments or offer

specific strategies for revising the text (p. 86).

In his research, Crerand (1994) found data to show that second language writing was
indeed a continuation of first language literacyt bo specific patterns couklucidate

thest udents’ strategy depl oyment.

2.8 Some Explanations f tiesinBV8tind EFL

Many scholars believe that a great deal of problems arise from the differences between
the studentsfirst language and the intended language they are writing ravesis
(1987)affirms this point when he statdsatthe* potential valuesystem conflict between

the Asian preferences for gaining merit by literary style and the American preference for

logical argumerit (p. 176). Liu and You (2008, p. 154) believe that a combination of

C
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“ gltural values, literary aesthetics, and teachewssio-political experiencé€smake up

the teachetgerception of good writers.

One majorsource ofdifficulty f or student s’ wr itheiideg of c an
organization as it may differ between the studenhtfirst language and the target
language thgare writing in.As Kaplan (1988, as cited in Matsuda 1997, p. 48) reminds
us“the fact that the student knows the conventions of his or her own writing system does

not mean the student understands the conventmmsleoyed i n the targe

Accordng to Ballard and Clanchy (1991), another source of difficulty in English writing

i's the time pressure placed on the ESL/E
iI's not only knowl edge that slips; eyt i s
believe that when the students are put in a bind for time, they become too anxious and

can no longer concentrate on the topic at hand.

Another source of difficulty is the studésiprevious educational experience. Mohan and

Lo (1985) studied the compition courses in British Columbia and in Hong Kong and
they found out that both the number of students in each class and also the number of
hours for composition instruction differed greatly between the two places. They report
that while there are 460 gudents in Hong Kong classrooms, there are onh3@1n

British Columbia. Alsg while British Columbia students receive-80 minutes of
English composition instruction weekly, their counterparts in Hong Kong only receive
40 minutes. They assert these tf@otors play a vital role in how well these students

write.



Another factor Mohan and Lo (1985) refer to is the instrust@mphasis in each
classroom regarding English composition. While the Hong Kong instructors placed more
emphasis on teaching grammathe British Columbia instructors focused on
organization and style. So, while sentence structure is considered as the most important
feature in writing in Hong Kong, units larger than sentences received the limelight in
British Columbia and this differee in the emphasis the instructor places on writing

while teaching greatly affects the students.

Grabe and Kaplan (1989lso believei n di f ferences in | earn

asserthat:

Writers composing in different languages will produce rheadlyicdistinct

texts, independent of other causal factors such as differences in processing, in
age, in relative proficiency, in education, in topic,task complexity, or in
audiencdp. 264).

Jordan (1997) reported the most problematic areas in Engtishg according to the
overseas postgraduate students and also their academic staff at a university in United
Kingdom. The student participants were asked to comment on their own writing. They
were told to choose a comment for the 6 areas atdiff in Engl i sh wr i ti

number . tThe stafhwag asked to comment on the same areas but regarding
what caused them the most difficulty when reading what the students had written. The
six areas included: vocabulary, style, spelling, grammarctpation, and handwriting.

Each area of difficulty refers to the fo

word correctly, own lack of vocabulary, and confusion caused by similar

sounding/l ooking words?”. 2 . typdsypflweting. & r el
Spelling encompasses “trying to write wh
wor ds” . 4 . Gr ammar contains verb tens
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agreement of verb and subject. 5. Punctuation is not being atvaocsvdo use them
properly. 6. Handwriting is related to illegibility due to quick writdgor dan’' s r e

can be summarized:

Students6é Perception Staffdés Perception

Vocabulary 62% Style 92%
Style 53% Grammar 77%
Spelling 41% Vocahulary 70%
Grammar 38% Handwriting 31%
Punctuation 18% Punctuation 23%
Handwriting 12% Spelling 23%

J or dan’ results §hevaed that while the students believed that vocabulary, style,
and spelling caused the greatest problems for thbm,staff asserted that style,
grammar, and vocabulargerved as the greatest areag concern in th
English writing. Jordan believes that this mismatch between the perception of the
teachers and students can very well be a cause of problehe iknglish writing
acquisition of the students. The present study will also take this factor into consideration

to see whether the Iranian EFL students and their teachers share the same perception

when it comes to the most problematic areas in Englisimgyrit

Shokrpour and Fallahzadeh (2007) studied reports written by Iranian EFL medical
students and discovered that these students have problems in writing and language
skills. They found that although the students had difficulty in both areas (language and
writing skills), most of their problems stemmed from writing skills. A follow up
interview revealed that the main reasons
lack of time to study English along with their specialized courses and also theafiact t

their General English course was presented in Persian and that they were not required to

write in these classes.



2.9 A Brief History of Essay

The concept of essay as a genre was first introducdideblyrench writeMontaigne in

the 16th century. Thenain purpose behind initiating such a genre was to find a gap in
the non fiction prose in order to enable the ordinary man to write about and air his views
as Spellmeyer (1989) puts“ithe essay genre was to position the autfsospeaker by

making it pssible for him to present individual reflections on eve(is254)

In fact,“with the essay, one did not need to be a scholar, a poet, or an established rhetor
to participate in discourse. Its inventor, Montaigne, was in fact a ldy(vraye, 2001,
p. 28). Interestingly, the wordhetorin Greek refers to a public speaker or an orator and

not a writer (Connor, 1996).

After Montaigne, it waghe English writeBacon who showed interest in the essay as a
genre. Bacon believed essay was a good genrecamd widely assist a writer in
examining others. In fact, it was the impact of basamorks that made the essay genre
to become popular in England and later on in America. It even becemrepopular

when the school systems adopted essay as a formtwfgnand started teaching it.

The school essays are generally composed of an introductory paragraph as a thesis, a
body which consists of some paragraphs to support the main idea, and finally a

conclusion which sums up the writersain point of views (Ndaye, 2001).

According to Mbaye (2001)essay can generally be defined &n extended

composition using the autherideas (p. 29). Essay writing is generally divided into



five modes of discourse including: narration, description, argumentation, pens @zl

exposition.

Research in second language writing has received a great deal of attention from the
academic society in recent yeaSonnor (1996ponders on the reasons why she thinks
the study of writing has become overwhelmingly important. SHieues these reason

are many but she pinpoints some of them:

The increased understanding of | anguage
the target language; the enhanced interdisciplinary approach to studying

second language acquisition through edocati rhetorical, and
anthropological methods; and new trends in linguistics. these new trends

emphasize discourse analyges5).

However,as Leki (2003) points out

Second language (L2) writing has been somewhat undertheorised, not in terms
of develofing or debating specific aspects of L2 writing but in terms of
connecting what researchers do to broader intellectual strands, domains, and

dimensions of modern thought and contemporary lived experience. (p. 103).

Cook and Bassetti (2008)Iso point outh a tresedrch on L2 writing systems is at
present scattered across different research areas within applied linguistics,

psycholinguistics and other disciplirigp. 2).

McClain and Roth (1998 point out the main purpose of essay writing is

To pesuadean educated, and criticadader that your point of view on a topic
is correct. You cannot do this by indulging in emotional pleas or by listing fact
after innumerable fact. Instead, you must make aneaoned and coherent

argument that is backed by hatitative evidence (p. 1).



According to Cumming (2001) there are three basic dimensions to second language

writing; each of which encompass two perspectives:

(a) features of the texts that people produce; (b) the composing processes that
people use whiléhey write; and (c) the sociocultural contexts in which people
write. Each dimension has a mieemd a macroperspective, viewing second
language writing either from a relatively local, episodic, or individual basis or

from a more global, sequential, laolistic viewpoint(p. 2).

2.10 Persian Language and Rhetoric History

The Persian language is a part of the Hrdaian language group which is a member of

a larger group known as Indéuropean language (Daniel, 20@ehghani, 200//The

word ‘Persian has been used for more than 500 years in the English language. It has
been used to describe not only the language, but also a nation which has a 7000 year
archaeological history. The Persian language has been spoken since the time of the

Achaemenides (D&walchian, Javidan, and Alam, 2001).

Persian along with Baluchi, Pashto, Kurdish, and Ossetic are categorized as modern
Persianlanguages. Modern Persian is mostly spoken in Iran, but various dialects of
Persian are also used in some neighboring courfikan as well. For example, Tajiki

is spoken in Tajikistan and Dari is used in Afghanistan. Persian is the language of over
110 million people around the world. Approximately-60Q percent of these people are
considered native speakers of Persian (Dakthian, Javidan, and Alam, 2001; Daniel,

200Q Dehghani, 200y

Iran has very deep cultural roots and most Persian customs and traditions are derived

from religion. Most Iranians are Muslims and more than ninety percent of them are
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Shiites. Shiism affés the EFL classrooms inlran As Rooh ol ami the (19
most noticeable differences occuduring the mourning holidays of Ashurah, Tassuah
and fasting month of Ramadafp. 5). It is during these times that laughter, telling

jokes, and listeningp music are not allowed in class.

As Shavarini (200d) points out‘there are at least eight religieagnic groups among
Iranians: Muslim, Jews, Armenians, Assyrian Christians, Beh&urds, Turks, and

Zoroastrians (p. 2).

The Persian script hagén changed many tim#ésroughout the centuriehe Persian

script was initially written from left to right but with the dawn of Islam in Iran in 670
AD, the Arabic script came to the limelight and so from this point on Persian has been
written from right to left (Dastmalchian, Javidan, and Alam, 2001; Daniel, 2000
Dehghani, 200)7 Of course, it should be kept in mind that Persian addeccharacters
(sounds)to its alphabet which do not exist in the Arabic language @b//d/, &/).
Linguistically speaking, English is not a very difficult language to acquire by Persian
speakers (Strain, 1971). However, the English alphabet and spelling system is a
completely different story. One main difference in the writing system between Persian
and English is tht while English is written from left to right, Persian is written in the
opposite direction. This is also a reason why many Iranian students tend to be slow

readers of English texts in the beginning levels.

One problem in many EFL classrooms in Iranekaited to the methodology chosen for
teaching. Most classrooms base their instructions on grammar. And as Rooholamini
(1986, p. 7) puts itvocabulary memorization and spelling are essential components of

the coursé Unfortunately, not much has changedcsi that time. As Bbholamini



(1986) concludes, most EFL students are still unequipped in many different skills after
attending EFL classes. She enumerates some of these shortcomings of EFL classes. Here
are some of them which are related to the presedystt is disappointing to know that

the present situation for EFL students has not changed much since that time. By

finishing EFL classestudents are still unable to:

1. Write freely in the language with clarity and correctness in vocabulary,
idiom, andsyntax;

2. Understand language as an essential element of culture and understand
the principle ways in which the American culture differs from Iranian
culture;

3. Understand the fact that American writing and reading styles are
culturally oriented (p. 7- 8).

While the Persian language has not received a lot of attention in regard to contrastive
studies and aReid (1988) also asserts that some languages including Pdraia not
yetbeecar ef ully scrutinized” (p. afpnethet i s
foreign languages that appreciates the use of proverbs and quotes in compositions. As
Dehghanpi s h e hexpbsitodytopigds inPersian ars oftén developed by such
literary devices as proverbs and metaphdps 511). She also found bthat students

tend to carry this into their English writings Reid (1984) posits:an expository paper

by a Farsi writer may elicit such questions as what has this information to do with the

topic? Why does he include so much irrelevant matér{al'149).

Saneh (2009) interviewed some Iranian postgraduate students studying in U.S.A. and
when she asked about siegestudents experiences with the Iranian educational system

regarding writing, this is what she heard from the interviewees:



It's mostly ez y .... no, not essay, what we call
actually called Persian composition. It was totally different, at least for me,

from the English system.. | realized tF
English.for exampl e, ntithmg |Eearged washhata very
you need your topic sentence or main idea at the beginning of your paper, in

the introduction, you know. But | remember we dtdwrite like that in

school , I mean in Persian. At the end
concludg¢ hat ....” and then we woul dlketoi te the
say is [at school] they never emphasized things like supporting details, like,

let's support the point we want to make, or give specific examples for it.

[What we did] was just expressim@gn opinion and thad why | say it wash

really essay writing. (p. 82).

Another interview also refers to the same point when she says:

Composition topics were always the same, it Wasally about creativity for

the most part. And you never knew teacherscriteria for making. For them

the only good writing was beauti ful wr
writes beautifully”™ but we never got an
an introduction and then talk about your topic and finaligmit up with a

conclusion of some sort. Of course the introduction could be a religious

cliché, like starting in the name of God, or a line of poetry for opening...it

wasrit really important if it was relevant to the topic or not, just something to

takeit from there and gradually get into the topic. Thatll they ever told you
(p. 84).

It is interesting that Saneh (2009) and even the present researcher has had a similar

experience with the Iranian educational system. As Saneh (2009) mentions:

Rememilering my own K12 and part of my tertiary schooling in Iran, | was
not surprised to hear from the participants that they had received little
systematic writing instruction at elementary, middle, or even high school.
While each of us came from different mapf Iran, we all had very similar

experiences at school as the Iranian educational planning is highly centralized
(p. 83)



It is noteworthy ® mention that the Ministry of dtication in Iran is very specific in
implementing a national curriculum for athoolsat all levels. This ministry isn
charge of publishing the tdodoks usedat all levels, and also designing and

administering some standardized tests for specific intealsrardeh2009).

Although the teaching of all four skills in Englisadhbeen emphasized in the national
curriculum by the Mini st r wnalgsisoffhdauricalom o n ,
document points to onlfocusingonr eadi ng and gr ammar . He ¢
considered the textbooks as well as the commendg i@ the participants, there was no
sign of presenting or even teaching thes

52).

By searching through the Ministry of Educatierwebsite yww.medu.i) one can find
information regarding the status of rhetoric in the Iranian education. Saneh (2009) also

checked the aforementioned website and she reports the following

A course called composition is part of the elementary school curriculum in
grades three to five for gnone hour per week. It then disappears from the
curriculum from grades six to nine with only some writing activity
incorporated in Persian Literature course syllabi throughout these years. The
composition course reappears in the high school curriculom @rade ten to
twelve, but only in one of the four main tracks of high school education,
which is the Literature and Culture track. Students in other three tracks,
including Mathematics and Physics, Experimental Sciences, and Social

Science Studies do nbave a composition course as part of their curriculum
(p. 83).

What is even more interesting that in the same chart where this information is

provided, next to the Literature and Culture track, you can find an asterisk that refers you
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to a fodnote which states that this composition course is to be integrated with Persian
Literature course; which shows that even in this specific track, the students do not focus
on composition alone and that Persian Literature has to be taught alongside which
generallyleaves very little room for composition. The fact that students never get the
proper instructions on how to write effective composition has been criticizedrioys

authors (Taherkhani, 1995; Ghorbaniun, 2@dhmardeh2009).

There is a great conttabetweenthe English writing manuals and othétranguage s
writing manuals While English writing manuals seem to be abundant, there is
apparently few style manuals in othHanguagesand “most of those address specific

formal text features of specific tegypes, like business letters, or contain grammatical
prescription$ (Leki, 1991, p. 129)Many writing manuals are published every year in

Iran. They range from letter writing manuals to research paper and thesis writing.

It is very interesting that nsv of these books share a great deal of information.
Regardless of the genre, the authors concentrateooact spelling(Solhjoo, 2008;
Derakhshan, 1988; Ghorbaniun, 2004; Samiee, 2008; Yahaghi and Naseh, 2006)
grammar (Solhjoo, 2008; Derakhshan, 1988hd@sbaniun, 2004; Horri, 1991; Samiee,
2008; Yahaghi and Naseh, 2006pherencgGivi, Hakemi, Shokri, Tabatabaee, 2006;
Ghorbaniun, 2004; Taherkhani, 1995; Yahaghi and Naseh, Bad@sion(Naderi and
Naraghi, 1995; Givi, Hakemi, Shokri, Tabatabaee, 2@l&rbaniun, 2004; Taherkhani,
1995; Horri, 1991; Yahaghi and Naseh, 20@@nctuation(Ghorbaniun, 2004; Horri,
1991; Samiee, 2008; Yahaghi and Naseh, 2006) and everustheof outlines
(Derakhshan, 1988; Ghorbaniun, 2004). All of these ideas are alsbasizgd in
English writing manuals. Most research manuals have English souguaiithgjinesfor

students to follow. In fact, by checking the punctuation section of any of these books,



you can find very similar translated ideas from EngliGrkpatrick (199) found similar
composition textbooks inA@lAmesecaerf| ehbe

style more than traditional Chinesgle’ ( p. 22 3)

Many Persian writing manuals (Derakhshan, 1988; Ghorbaniun, 2004; Taherkhani,
1995; Samiee, 2008)sd insist on the use of literary language and quotes to enrich the
writing. However, they never mention how far the students caindact, ;e strategy
many students are taught in composition classes in order to write more effective
compositions ighe same use of literary language. As amerviewees in Saneh (2009)

interviews reveals:

| read through some books like ShargtKavir and you know, | also knew
some poetry by heart from Hafiz, Rumi,’@aand others. So | would go to
the exam sessiomd | would just bring the words | had in my mind on paper

very easily (p.87).

Another intervieweeefers to the same point:

The more you had a literary quality in your writing, the more you used poetry
or verses from the Koran, the better grades youagdtthe more teachers

liked your essays (p.88).

The Persian style of writing highly valuéeffective use of metaphors, taking up a
literary style, and reciting poetry and traditional or religious wisdom that would appeal

to the emotions of the readd6aneh2009,p. 87).



Another interviewee also refers to this same idea when she mentions:

Having a literary quality is important in all kinds of writing, not only in poetry
and stories and things like that. To me a good writer is one who can express
whatever he means in a very smooth, fluent and beautiful language. This is

very important especially in Persian (Saneh, 2009, p. 89).

The very interesting and crucial point that needs to be taken into consideration is that not
only do these Iranian studenbelieve figurative language and literary dominance is an
important characteristic of Persian writing, but they also never believed that this had to
be avoided in English writing. However, English professors usually have a different

point of view regardig the issue. As Saneh (2009) writes:

Their [Iranian Student} professors did not welcome traces of this textual
practice [use ofigurative languagin the student papers in ways that they
judged them to be inappropriate. One faculty member, for icstapasoned

that these features demonstrated stylistic errors that distributed the academic

diction and the evenness of tone (p. 97).

In finding the roots to this literary preference of Persian writing, Saneh (2009) conducted
an interview with Dr. Kavianwho is a bilingual (Persian/English) professor teaching

Comparative Literature in the U.S. for more than thirty years. He has published
extensively in both Persian and English. When asked about this literary dominance in

Persian writing as compared todlish, he pointed out that:

It i s my i mpression that ..the Engl i sh
centuries in much more balanced way and by balanced | mean the various
facets of the expression, the various fields and disciplines of inquiry in the
languagePersian developed as a language to identify a people, and it came to
identify those people through its literature. And so it is tremendously rich in

the literary lexicon. The system of literary expression in Persian is very, very



complicated, very sopltisated, but it also is an alternative system to the
system of the language itself. In English you 'damave the system of
expression of English poetry as being manifestly distinct or even at times at
odds with the logic of the language. In Persian yo(pdo89 90).

There are other reasons behind this literary dominance as well. In another part of the

interview Dr. Kaviani refers to this point and asserts:

Poetry has historically had license in this [Persian] culture, and so it has not
beenmuch as itmay have been oppositional at tim@sposing the two tiers of

power; that is the political power structure and the religious power structure. It

has stild]l been given a |license to expre
has been that when people terithey often times do not have a clearly

demarcated idea of the spheres of discourse. Often times | read journalistic

articles, lets say in the defense of Hejab or criticism of Hejab, but their appeal

is basically rhetoricalhat is to say poetic. Thetyy to persuade you not to

reason with you (p. 91).

Persian is not the only language that favors such flowery language in compositions.
Many languages including Spanish, Chinese, Indian, and Arabic also use a great deal of

figurative language in their \ting.

The Spanish style of writing tends to be more elaborative regarding the use of
metaphors, similes, and an overall more poetic and flowery style of writing (Phung,
2006).According to MontandHarmon (1991) this poetic and flowery language actually

contributes in making Spanish texts more complex than English ones. She asserts that if

Englishspeaking writers compose texts in Spanish using the deductive, linear
discourse pattern of English; at best they will sound simplistic and juvenile, or
boringand dry to a native speaker of Spanish. At worse, the writer will project

a hidcen message of abruggtss, even rudeness, insulting his Spasisaking

reader with a linear, deductive, enumerative composition (p. 424).



As Snively (1999) puts itithe Chnese rely greatly on quotations, analogies, aphorisms,
metaphors, similes, and rhetorical questiofps31).In fact, according to Yang (2001),

the Chinese students tend to only cite famous writing and people rather than airing their
own points of viewThis use of formulaic language has created a great problem for all
languages that reply greatly on it. Since, although these figures of speech are used in the
West, they'have been laundered out of educated English speaking and writing except in
restricted gnre$ ( Sn¢ 1093l as cited in Snively, 1999, p.3However, if the
students fail to acknowledge properly, they will be accused of plagiarism which is a
common error found in Chinese students’
Clanchy (1991) rele t o Nakamura’s quote in which
Chinese culture the concept of learning is closely related to imitating the words and

actions of great ancestors.

According to Matalene (1985) Wong (1992), and al7so Co
experience with the Chinese community, these students tend to memorize a great deal of
proverbs, pieces of folklore, and maxims. It is in fact through these memorized pieces
that they intend to make a statement in their writings. As one of Maadtuwlents

laments:

The difference between composing in Chinese and composing in English is
that in Chinese there are many proverbs, and in order to make my compaosition
more vivid and beautiful, | can use many proverbs in composing in Chinese,
but in English, bcause of the limit of our nemative speakersvocabulary,

it’s very hard to write a real beautiful and vivid essay (p. 792).

Wong’'s (1992) analysis of an 8000 characHt
article only included 6 printed pages,eo\82 set phrases which included proverbs were

found. This shows how much the Chinese language relies on the use of figurative



language in their writing. She goes oncanclude that C h i st@dents, classmates
and colleagues in this study have also corddthat the use of proverbs and saying is a

reqguirement in Chinese academic writing”’

In 1997, Kirkpatrickdiscusses the origin of two Chinese writing styles. He provides
detailed reasons regarding how the writings of the contemporary maiGlainegse

students are no longer influenced by the classical Chinese styles of writing and that the
Western styles are being used in the <cor
English writing of such students will be similarly influencled Western rather

t han by traditional Chinese styl es” (

McClain and Roth (199§ believe it is useful to use quotes; however, they warn
beginner writers not to rely too much on quote&dstablish a point since they can be
misleading. A gote represents only one point of view and it may or may not be

representative of a larger body of opirii¢p. 35).

Kachru (as cited in Kobayashi and Rinnert, 2008, p. 8) believes that the argumentative
style taken up by Indian students is much differdsan North Americans in that the

I ndi an student s “put forward sever al p
Kobayashi and Rinnert (2008) believe tha
to convince the reader with supporting e\
In the Arabic research articles analyzed by Fakhri (2004), he found in Arabic there exists

a “prevalence of repetition at different linguistic levels and the use of flowery; high

flown language (p. 1132).



Ballard and Clanchy (1991) talk about an Arstudent who would conclude his
discussions with a verse from the Koran (The Muslim holy book). This student was
under the impression that guoting the K
establish conclusively t histenepsoWhattthis btedenh g m
did not realize is that not all listeners and readers would understand what he was
referring to and this in turn provoked r

you making here?’ from instructors and pe

2.11 Myside Bas

Myside bias was first introduced by Perkins and his colleaRerkins, 1985; Perkins,
Farady, & Bushey, 1991 his phenomenon has been the topic of research for over 25
years. Myside Bias can be generally defined “dse tendency to evaluatvidence,
generate evidence, and test hypotheses in a manner biased towardvamepinions
(Macpherson and Stanovich, 2007, p. 118hlfe, and Britt (2008) define the Myside
bias in a more restricted manner and they believe that myside bias in atgtioneis

“the failure to include any references to othiele arguments or positions in written

essays" (p3).

As one of the first studies on myside biBgrkins (1989) asked participants to make a

list regarding their thoughts on some controversisiiés and he found that people can

be easily prompted to think of arguments on the other side. This in turn shows that
failure to bring counterarguments does not result from not knowing them.

In a study on abortion conducted by Baron (1995), it was eehtizat the participants
favored those arguments that were on one side over those that presented both sides

which showed the presence of myside bias. The interesting point was that these
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participants still had a better perception of these one sided arguevam though they

were on the opposite side. It was also found that those participants who favored one
sided arguments also wrote one sided arguments as well. In searching for the reason of
such findings Baron suggests thpeoples standards their bdiefs about the nature of

good thinking— affect the conduct of their own thinkihdp. 228). He goes on to
mention that‘people fail to search for arguments on both sides. This causes them to
neglect counterarguments that undercut the claims they makkeis and themselves

(p. 222). Of course it should be mentioned that one possibility for such results might

have been the controversial idea of abortion due to its ethical and religious backgrounds.

Toplak and Stanovich (2008judied 112 undergraduataiversity students. They asked
these students to complete an informal reasoning task that required them to generate
arguments both in favor and against the position mentioned. This was done for three
separate issues. They then compared the number of emggumade for and against.
They found that the participants generated more myside arguments than other side
arguments on athree issues. They also found that as the number of years in university

increased, the degree of myside bias decreased.

Nussbaurmand Kardash (2005) studied the effect of instruction manipulation on an essay
writing task. They divided the students into two groups and in one group they changed
the neutral argumentative topic to the
othersmh ght di sagree with you and why those
that this change generated more counterclaims than in the control group with a neutral
topic. This shows that myside instruction on a writing task can stimulate more

counterargumestin students.



In 2007, Stanovich and West studied over 1400 university students. They conducted two
experiments on these participants and <co
presence of myside bias and their results showed no correlatweeneintelligence and

myside biasOn the results of the present research Stanovich and West (2007) report that
“In the two experiments reported here we found very little evidencaniiatduals

higher in cognitive ability were better abletoavoidmdysi bi as” (p. 239) .

In 2005, Wolfe and Britt (cited in Wolfe and Britt, 200&)alyzed35 published essays
including 13 longer essays from the Hookie Awards, and 22 editorials and Opposing
Opinion pieces from USA Today and after a content analysis they taoonclude that
93 % of the Hookie Awards essays, 100% of the USA Today editorials ,and 70% of the
USA Opposing Opinion pieces included other side information which shows the

importance of paying attention to the other side of the arguments.

In 2008,Wolfe and Brittfound that half of the undergraduates excluded the other side
information from their arguments. Therefore, they gave a group of undergraduates a
booklet on the importance of including both sides of an argument, and later they still

found tha 33%of the students still only paid attention to their idea on the argument.

Wolfe, et al.(2009) sum up their findings related to their experimental work on myside
bias in 2008Theyoutline the variouseasons why myside bias occurs.

They write:

First was a failure to fully evoke an argumentation schema that encourages
participants to consider both pro side and con side information. Second, some
participants read both pro and con side

information on their side ofmaissue. Finally, some participants provided



evidence of a fadbased argumentation schema, a tendency to view

argumentation as a simple matter of arraying facts (p. 188).

Wolfe, Britt and Butler (2009) generally believe that by including counterarguiment

an argumentative essay, the overall coherence of that text would improve.

In their study in 2009, Wolfe, Britt and Butler concentrated on reducing myside bias in

student s argumentative essays in order
aim, they divided their 60 American students into two groups and asked them to write an
argumentative essay. In the tutorial class (with half the participants) they taught some
pointers in order to help the «=%addtessed s’ a
by these researchers included: “what the
what i s meant to do it, and what it means:s
to write another argumentative essay and after analysis theg that while only 60%

of the control group participants made a precise claim, 90% of the members in the

tutorial class made the precise claims. This showed the effect of the tutorial session and

awareness raising among students regarding argumentatyenggg.

2.12 Argumentative Witing

In recent years, a great deal of attention is being concentrated on argumentative writing
and this has brought with it research in this area. In the past, most contrastive rhetoric
studies consisted of expositorysags, but recently, the focus of attention is being
diverted to other genres such as argumentative and persuasive essays (Connor, 1996).

Rozakis (2000) defines argumentation as a type of writing which



appeals specifically to reason is often called aentation. When you argue a
point in writing, you analyze a subject, topic, or issue in order to persuade
your readers to think or act a certain wpy.24-25).

Chittleborough and Newman (1993, p. 202) believe that an argument is put forth for two
main reasons. First, tbestablish a propositiGrand second, tbpersuade one or more

people to accept a proposition

According to Matalene (1985) what is considered a logical argument by native speakers
is something specific that refers to stating the eddsand and trying to prove it right.
“We expect to be provided with premises and conclusions connected by inductive or

deductive reasonirigp. 790)

Toulmin (1958)believes that argument encompasses a claim that is supported by data.
He came up with thee basic features for argumentative texts. He believes these three
features should be present for any argumentative text. These features include the claim,

the data, and the warrant. Each will be explained in brief:

2.12.1The Claim

Generally speakinghe claim is the position taken up by the writer in any controversial
situation. “Usually referred to as conclusion, the claim is always of a potentially
controversial natute(Brockriede and Ehninger, 1960, p. 4®olfe, Britt, and Butler
(2009) believehat a claim can bring about three expectations which they call the theme,

the side, and the predicate:



The theme is the topic or subject of the argument, the side is represented as
either pro or con, and the predicate is the particular position takeheby t
author (p. 186).

According to Larson, Britt, Larson (2004) the most important part of any argument is the
claim because every other element in the argument is supposed to support or oppose this
claim. The common ways in which the writers tend to inelwdaims referring to the

other side is through rebute, dismiss, or concede:

We use rebuttal in the traditional sense of presenting counterarguments.
Dismissal occurs when opposing claims are denied without any supporting
argument s .. Con c etheauthon favorably ackrewleddes or

agrees with an otheside claim or reason (p. 189).

2.12.2The Data

The data is usually called the evidence in argumentative texts. It refers to the facts
mentioned by the writer to lend support for the claim hestsetaken up. The data may

come before or after the claim.

2.12.3The Warrant

The warrant is what Toulmin calls the bridge like process which connects the data to the
claim. The warrant shows the relationship between the facts mentiotibd thata and
‘the claim taken up by the writer. Toulmin, Reike and Janik (1979) give the

epistemology of the term warrant:

Historically speaking, the term has always had close associations both with

the notion of license or guarantee. When a medieval monarckrmshfon



one of his subjects some noble rank or position of power, the document
authorizing that individual to perform the functions of his office was called a

royal warrant. And the continuing use of the term warrant in the familiar sense

of an “rarandst, wassued to the police by a
is one surviving vestige of this old practice (p.45).

Connor and Lauer (1988) believe that argumentative writing is the most difficult task to
undertake in writing, even for native writekdost research on argumentation focuses on
studentswriting problems this includes organizational problems, inappropriate stylistic

problems, and lack of coherence (Hirose, 2003; Ferris,; X2®4nor, 1995

According to Eason (1995), very little resela has been done in the analysis of
argumentative texts and more importantlgp single method of analysis has become

firmly establishet (p. 8). Whi | e Hall i day and Hassan’s
popul ar, some schol ar s e method gpfeadalysis avipigh e n s ¢
took into account 23 different persuasive appeals which were grouped into three types
including: rational, credibility, and affective typds. 1990, Connorcomes up with a

three category division which generally encompasses:syiscoursdevel coherence,

and the rhetorical features of the written text.

As for the differences between variotsltures regarding argumentative writir@ljver
(1971)and Eemeren and Houtlosser (20G#gsertthat the aim of argumentation in the
Wegern culture is mainly to influence the audience and also to try to get the audience to
agree with their point of view. This has been mentionelladgon and Otte (1994)hen

they say:rational argument is our chief way of winning allies and converts tavay

of thinking’ (p. 179).In contrast to the Western method, the Asian writers aim at getting
their ideas accepted by the reader and theytdmnbeyond this level so as to get the

audience to agree with them. So, the purpose is to enlighten thecaudrehnot to go



beyond this level and aim at convincing them. As OIli{d&€71) points out, with these
differences, the method organizing and the strategies used by each group differs greatly.
Wolfe, Britt, and Butler (2009) believe that the argumentastonhema i s “evo
demands of an assignment, expectations a

(pp. 185186).

Some results from past research on argumentation and argumentative writing tends to
stand out; for example, Wolfe, Britt, and But(@009) announce that according to the

National Assessment of Educational Progress in U.S.A., only 15% of twelfth graders are
adequately prepared to write arguments. This would mean that the other 85 % of these

students lack the required skill to perforucls a task.

Larson, Britt, Larson (2004) found that the college students they were studying did not
understand written arguments well. These students were only able to identify one third
of the claims mentioned.They selected reasons that could not bgssupport their

stated claim, and they often identified a stated counterclaim as the maih (ga20)
Siepmann (2006) asserts that in French argumentative essay writing, students are
expected to follow a pattern that has been used since theedfury. These students

first have to begin by pinpointing the problem, defining any ambiguous ideas, giving an
outline which would be covered in the essay, and finally in the conclusion section the

student is to give their solution regarding the problemtimesad.

In another study, conducted in two separate phases, initially O#)(I@&nd out that
English argumentative writing which is linear; generally foboavgeneral to specific
pattern while the Japanese argumentative pattern seems to be the exside opf

moving from specific to general. From this finding, Oi suggested using a tool which she



called‘the inner argumentative analysis order to improve the Japanese argumentative
style of writing. In her method, the students would first learmtyae argumentative
texts and find out which ones weffer’ and which weréneutral and which'against

the presented argument.

In the second phase of the study done by litland Kamimura (199587 students

were divided into two groups and they waiven 40 minutes to write an argumentative
essay. In the next session one group was taught how to iséo@lion two passages

and also examined their own essays from the first session. In the final safisioa
students were asked to write anotheEgumentative essay. The researchers then
compared the two argumentative essays written by each student and found out that the
instructions given to the group of students helped them to imprewrealyumentative

essay writing.

Koch (1983) analyzed perasive texts written in Arabic and he came across examples of
“elaborate and persuasive patterns of lexical, morphological, and syntactic répetition
which made him conclude thaéfrabic argumentation is basically paratactic, abductive,

and logicdl (p.47).

Hatim (@s cited in Conng 2002) studies the differences in the Arabic and English
argumentations and concludes that the Arabic argumentative style is different from the
English argumentative style of writing. Arabic sty,e i mor e of wh gh he
argumentation which follows with the thesis, then substantiation, and finally,
conclusion; while English hashec o unt er ar g u me nhesisdollowédeby wi t
opposition, then the substantiation of the counterarguments, and ends with the

concluson. Although the Arabic style seems to be different, it should be kept in mind



that the Arab speakers view their style of argument to be just as logiceffaciive as

the English style.

Petric (2005) compared argumentative essays written by some rRegsgients before
and after a writing course. The results obtained showed a great difference in the
mentioning of a thesis statement and the position of it. He found that in Russian there is
a delay in expressing the thesis statermserd sometimes even m#eoning a thesis
statement. While the students only mentioned a thesis statement only 63.2% of the time,
after the writing course, they mentioned a thesis statement in all argumentative essays.
Also while only 31.6% of the essays included a thesis statemethe introductory

paragraph, after the courses, this number changed to 94.7%.

Although argumentative style of writing is very popular in Englisis not, howevera

part of the writing courses offered to students at schools in many languages@clud
Russian, Japanese, Korean, Chinese, Thai, Hindi, and ARxdditc, 2005; Hinds, 1990;
Kachru, 19991 iebman, 199p A possible reason for not including argumentative style
of writing in Russian is that they believe this style is related to journadisth not
academic writingAfter a great deal of research, Saneh (2009) also admit&thieae is

very scant literature(p. 179) when it comes to the structure of argumentation in Persian

language.

Kobayashi and Rinnert (2008) studied 28 Japaneseniershuniversity students. They
divided these students into four groups including (1) those that had essay writing
experience with L1 and L2; (2) those that only had essay writing experience in L1; (3)
those that only had essay writing experience in L2; farally (4) those that had no

writing experience. Each student was asked to write two essays; one in Japanese and one



in English. After their analysis, the researchers realized that in the Japanese essays, the
focus was more on exposition while Englishagssfavored argumentation. They also

found out that in groups 1 and 2, the same discourse type was used in both essays while
this was not true for groups 3 and 4. Group 3, which had training in L2 writing, chose
argumentation 71 % of the time for their Hisly essays while they did not choose this

style at all for their Japanese essay. However, the most important finding of their study

l ies in the fact that the transfer of th
one direction only, but from botlapanese to English and English to Japanese and so the
findings “provide relatively strong evid

across | anguages” (p.18).

In her study, Saneh (2009) interviewed some university professors in order toefind th
root of the problem in Iranian studen&rgumentative writing. One of the bilingual
(Persian/English) professors mentioned that the Iranian students failed to incorporate
rebuttals in their argumentative writings and he believed the reason for thithavas

attitude differences between the Iranian and American society and educational context:

You know, one of the flaws of the arguments of my Iranian students and |
think the logic in Persian language is that you never give the light of day to
the person gu oppose. You even falsify them and you think’yeun the

right in doing so. | keep telling my students that they need to tone down the
claims they are making and the position tieyoffering through appropriate
hedging, through speaking tentativelyhex than deterministically. But their
attitude is different. You see that they [Iranian students] come from a
background of accepting rather than questioning. | think the ability to question
dogma and the received ideas, and at the same time givingopthems the
benefit of the doubt is greater in my American students than in many Iranian
students. The attitude of constant questioning seems to be nurtured more here
than in Iran (p. 134).



In the end, ecording to Givi, Hakemi, Shokri, and Tabatabae@0@) one important
feature to keep in mindboutPersian argumentative writing is objectivity. They believe

this is one of the pointers that most students do nottiédkeonsideration when writing.

2.13 TheFive Contrastive Features Framework

In 2008, Xing, et al.collected 5 contrastive features found by a number of scholars in
previous studies. These studies include: Ballard and Clanchy (1991); Cho (1999);
Connor (1996); Cortazzi and Jin (1997); Schneider and Fujishima (1995). Xing, Wang,
and Spencef2008) used these 5 contrastive features to come up with a comprehensive
framework for analyzing writing styles. They used the 5 contrastive features to compare
British English and Chinese writing styles. The Five Contrastive Features Framework
was used irthe present study in order to compare the Persian and English essays of the

participants. The 5 contrastive features of Xing et al. include:

2.13.1 Inductive vs. Deductive

This feature refers to the position of the thesis statement in the essagisAstagement
is defined as a sentence summarizing the fundamental argument of any essay. As
McClaineand Roth (1998a) poimtut t he thesis statement i g

tells your reader what you think about a topic. In other words, itisyow pi ni.on” (

According to Xing,et al.(2008) If the thesis statement is placed at the beginning of the
introduction or at most in the first paragraph of the written essay, the essay is assumed
to be deductive, and if background information isegivirst then followed by the main

point, it might be inductive. The British or American preferred style of writing is
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deductive.Chinese and Finnish are considered as inductive languages in nange (

etal., 2008 Kirkpatrick, 1995; Connor, 1996).

Deductive style of writing has some benefits for the reader. Singh and Fu (2008) believe
that the deductive style of writing is more logically organized and easier to understand

for the Western reader. They believe this style of writing assists writers

to indicate the proposition to be explored and makes clear the logical
structuring of their argument. Another benefit of providing the topic sentence
firstis that it gives the reader the starting point for the argu(pet®7).

2.13.2 Start-Sustain-Turn -Sum vs. Introduction-Body-Conclusion

This feature mentions the overall rhetorical style used in the written essay. It is
believed that the Chinese rhetorical style consists of four sectampatrick, 1995)
Xing, Wang, and Spencer (20083plain abait these four sections

gi (‘'start, open’) establishes the field or prepares the reader for the topic;
cheng (‘carry on, sustain’) introduces and develops the topic; zhuan (‘turn’)
turns to a seemingly unrelated subject or looks at the problem from another
angle; and he (‘conclude’) sums up the essay whereby the’ awpimion is
established or hinted at (p. 74).

The English (American and British) way of structuring an essay usually includes an
introduction, a body and a conclusion. English essays dbnplace a great emphasis

on form and each section of the gsés its particular functionXing, et al. (2008)
aasert that “the introduction brings out

its supporting evidence, and the ending summarizest essay” (p. 74) .



2.13.3 Circular vs. Linear

This third feature pertains to the number of topic sentences mentioned per paragraph. In
his article in 1966, Kaplan asserts that the Anglo American style of writing is linear
while Oriental languages includy Arabic and Chinese are circular. Kaplan (1966)
further explains about his definition of linearityn s a ynean ig defintd as a
discourse pattern in which the topic occurs at the beginning of the discourse unit and
control s it slnocderriothave & morg spste@gtic definitdgimg, et al.

(2008)elucidate that

Circularity can be measured by looking at the frequency of topic changes in
paragraphs where topic sentences are used. Linearity can be indicated by a
low frequency of topic cinges or a low average number of topic sentences

in a paragraph (p. 74).

2.13.4Metaphorical vs. Straightforward

This feature directs our attention to the use of metaphors and proverbs in a written
essay. The use of metaphors, allusions, similes, agials, proverbs, etc. generally

present mor e t han o n «&ing, atdl,200B,mp.e’b)andithisn o f
can bring about confusion for the reader. This might be the reason why in the West,
students are advised to voice their own points olsiasing their own wording, et

al. (2008) believe that the use of flowery language in written essays is considered a
cliché by Western readers. Wong (1992) also believes using proverbs can be seen as

|l ack of originality ore whemESL/EFL students ise suchwr i

clichés in their writings, they receive negative scoring.

10



2.13.5Explicit Discourse Markers

The last feature in the 5 contrastive features refers to the nanbdype of discase
markers. The use of explicit disose markers adds to the unity and overall coherence

of the written essay. Discourse markers can be defined as

Those natural language expressions whose primary function is to facilitate
the process of interpreting the coherence relation(s) between aulagartinit

of discourse and other, surrounding units and/or aspects of the
communicative situation. As such, the category of discourse markers includes
members of a number of different word classes, e.g. adverbs, connectors,
parenthetical expressions, aslhas particles in the sense referredabove
(Risselada & Spoored998, p. 132).

Discourse markers act as signposts to signal coherence and unity in a written text and
“English readers expect and require | anc
(Connor, 1996; p. 20 The number and kind of discourse markers used can show the
rhetorical differences that might exist between two languagesiever, it must be
mentioned thaXing, Wang, and Spencer (2008) not mention what specific discourse
markes taxonomy they have used in their study. It is with this in mind that the
researcher decided to use a sTexoriomy ofDiscourseMarkers in order to make the

methodology more systematic.

2.14 Discour se MaaxdénemysfDiscoutseMankesss e r 0 ¢

Discourse markers have been defirditferently by various scholars all around the
world. Schiffrin (1987 defines discourse markers as a set of devices that bring about

contextual coordination in both verbal and non verbal situations. Discourse markers
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generally help with the overall understanding of the text and in doing so assist the writer
to produce a more effectiveiece ofwriting. McDaniel (1994) views discourse as a
structure in whicHthe framework of ideas is created by the selection and amseTy

of words, phrases, and sentences into meaningful Blgpk80) Risselada an8pooren

(1998) believe discourse markers are:

Those natural language expressions whose primary function is to facilitate the
process of interpreting the coherence retg8) between a particular unit of
discourse and other, surrounding units and/or aspects of the communicative
situation. As such, the category of discourse markers includes members of a
number of different word classes, e.g. adverbs, connectors, paeitheti

expressions, as well as particles in the sense referred to above (p. 132).

Fraser (1999) asserts: “1 define discour s
primarily from the syntactic classes of conjunctions, adverbs, and prepositioralelsra
(p. 931). Finally,Hutchinson (2004)categorizes discourse markers as lexical items

which *“signal rel ations between proposit.i

F r a s Baxkodany ofDiscourseMarkers

For the present study, the researcher decided oe Fr aser’ s (1999)

Di scour se Marker s. This taxonomy was se

discourse and that it seems to be the most comprehensive classification in written

di scourse” (Jalilifar, 2008, p. 115).
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This taxonomy is rade up of three main subclasses including:

Contrastive markers that signal"the explicit interpretation of the second sentence
contrasts with an intpretation of the first sentericee . g . although, b u

(Jalilifar, 2008, p. 115).

Elaborative markers that signal "a quasi parallel relationship between the sentences

eg and, ab o(FraseralbP99,,p.948).s o,

Inferential markers that signal "the following sentence is a conclusion @erifrom

the preceding senterice.g. accordinglys o, t hen, ... (Fraser, 1999

It is generally believed that the more experienced the writer, the greater the overall
frequencyof the discourse markers will be (Jalilif&2D08). The present study used
Fraser’'s taxonomy i neramdtygerof discourse markera used t h
by the participants. A translated version of the taxonomy was also applied to the Persian

essays of the participants (See 1.1Qohsultation.

2.15Qualitative Research

Qualitative research has been utilized mofterofor composition analysis in recent
years. It has been used more predominantly in fields of study such as anthropology and

sociology (Stake, 1995).
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Denzin and Lincoln (2000) define qualitative research in the following way:

Qualitative researchsi multimethod in focus, involving an interpretive,
naturalistic approach to its subject matter. This means that qualitative
researchers study things in their natural settings, attempting to make sense of,
or interpret, phenomena in terms of the meaningsplpebring to them.
Qualitative research involves the studied use and collection of a variety of
empirical materialcase study, personal experience, introspective, life story,
interview, observational, historical, interactional, and visual {#vesdesobe

routine and problematic moments and meanings in individuales.
Accordingly, qualitative researchers deploy a wide range of interconnected

methods, hoping always to get a better fix on the subject matter at hand (p.3).

As for the purposes of quitive research, Lauer and Asher (1988) best explain this by

asserting that:

Qualitative research tries to answer questions by closely studying individuals,
small groups, or whole environments. It tries to discover variables that seem
important for undetanding the nature of writing, its contexts, its
development, and its successful pedagogy. When researchers engage in
descriptive research, they examine and analyze segments or whole situations
as they occur. This kind of research, therefore, does moaply attempt to
establish causandeffect relationships among variables; it seldom has that
kind of explicit power. It is, instead, a design that, by close observation of
natural conditions, helps the researcher to identify new variables and gaiestion

for further research (p.23).

2.16Triangulation

Triangulation generally means to examine one single subject from various perspectives.

Stake (1995) affirms that:

Triangulation has been generally considered a process of using multiple

perceptions to clély meaning, verifying the repeatability of an observation or
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interpretation. But, acknowledging that no observations or interpretations are
perfectly repeatable, triangulation serves also to clarify meaning by
identifying different ways the phenomenorb&ng seen (p. 97).

Triangul ation was used in the present st

and performance from more than one angle.

2.17 Questionnaire

The questionnaire one of the most popular methods of collecting quantitative
information from informantshas a history that dates back to the late 1700s when it was
used to elicit information from British prisoners by John Howard. It was not until the
1930s that questionnaire usage flourished. Questionnaires can be administered in face to

face contact, by mail, over the phone, and even through the internet (De Munck, 2009).

Various steps have to be taken in order to design, administer and finally analyze a
guestionnaire. De Munck (2009, p. 98) divides these steps into 5 categories.ivVdese f

categories include:

1. Defining the objectives of the surveyThis is a vital stage since poorly defined
objectives in a questionnaire can influence the analysis and the findings and can
jeopardize the whole research.

2. Determining the sampling group: The participants selected have to fit the
research and research questions.

3. Constructing the questionnaire: It is important to design the questionnaire
items in a way so as to “reliably tes

108).
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4. Administering the questionnaire: The questionnaire needs to be administered
in a non threatening way. This can include how participants are approached, the
issue of anonymity, even how the researcher or assistant researcher is dressed
and talks. De Munck (2009pp122123) gves some guidelines on how to avoid

pitfalls in administering questionnaires. His guidelines include:

1. Dress appropriately and have lots of things on your person that symbolize
your status as a researcher (e.g., clipboard, name tag).

2. Rehearse intragttory remarks, and make sure they include assurances that
participation is anonymous and participants can quit whenever they want.

3. Encourage patrticipants to feel that what they are doing is intrinsically good
and valuable.

4. Guarantee anonymity by r&v requesting names or other personal
identifiers.

5. Have the respondents themselves place their guestionnaires in an envelope
or other container that already contains a batch of completed questionnaires.
6. Try to recruit people when they have time tmptete the questionnaire and

not when they are in a hurry.

7. Go to places where people are not in a rush and which are distributed over
the field site (e.g., parks in all parts of an urban area)

5. Interpreting the results: This stage has to be done wittmost care as it is the
final stage. The interpretation should match the research questions and

informationelicited from the questionnaire.

Designing a questionnaire is the firsdamost crucial step to elicielevant information
from respondents andkious pitfalls await a novice researcher. Bradburn, Sudman, and
Wansink (2004pp. 315316); Siniscalco and Auriat (200pp 29-34); and De Munck

(2009 p. 122) suggest the following guidelines for constructing a questionnaire:
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Keep the vocabulary simple This means that the wording of the instruction, the
qguestionnaire items along with answer choices have to simple enough for
participants to understand. Ideas such as abbreviations, acronyms, technical
terms, abstract words, and jargons should be avolidadechnical word is to be

used in a questionnaire, then the meaning should also be provided.

Keep the question short:Lengthy questionnaire items should also be avoided.
As a general rule, each questionnaire item should be 25 words or less. In case of
using a longer sentence, it should be broken up into a number of smaller
sentences.

. Avoi d fAbdaorurbellee d 0 Thesedypds iofagunestions ask about two
things in one question and therefore require two answers (they include
conjuncti ons). Answerth§ suahritem$ decdmes difficult for
respondents who want to answer “yes” t
. Avoid hypothetical questions:Evidence has shown that respondents are usually
poor predicators wem it comes to their behavior. i€his mainly due to the
changing of circumstances. Therefore, it is better to collect more valid data
regarding the past or even the present situation, attitude, or behavior of
participants.

Donodt overtax the Itésgpnerally eerytdiffisult Gme mo r
respondents to recall information over a long span of time. Answers to such
questions are not very reliable. If such questions need to mentioned, then a
maximum time span of one week recall period is suggested.

. Avoid double negatives:Using double negates either in the questionnaire
items or the answer choices can create confusion for the respondents.

. Avoid overlapping response categoriedt is important that each questionnaire

item only elicits one answer choice from respondents and that it wouldenot

10



possible to choose more than one answer choitess the instructions allow
them to select more than one response.

8. Bewar e of 01l e é&eahding guéstiomuaeeghbse whick seem to have
the right answer implied in the questionnaire item.

9. Ask a number of questions on same topidn order to measure the reliability
and intensify of the responses, it is a good idea to construct more than one
questionnaire item on the same topic.

10.Pilot-test the questions on a small groupConduct a pilot test wit 20-50
respondents who could be possible respondents of the research. Implement the
ideas elicited from the pilot to the final version of the questionnaire. Eliminate
questionnaire items that do not provide any specific information and do not
discriminatebetween respondents.

11.Pre-code the responsesmake sure to preode the responses the respondents

would give in order to include all possibilities.

It is with these pointers in mind that the researcher ventures out to elicit

information for the presemésearch.

2.18Interview

Interview is one of the most famous methods used in triangulation. Glesne and Peshkin
(1992) declare:
You might also interview in research of an explanation for why something
happened. Interviewing puts you on the trail of wetdendings that you may
infer from what you observe, but not as the actors themsebrestrue their
actions. You camot, that it, expect through interviewing, get the &stor
explanations (p. 65).
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Glesne and Peshkin (1992) propose that the interviemes o go deep into each
interview question and tries to follow up on all the differgoitts of interest in th®pic

and they believe that the intent of such an interview would be:

To capture the unseen that was, is, will be, or should be; how desgen
think or feel about something; and how they explain or account for something.
Such a broadcale approach to understanding is drawn from the assumption
that qualitative research, notably nonreductionist, is directed to understanding
phenomena in thefullest possible complexity (p. 92).

Kvale (1996; p. 88) outlines an effective interview investigation into 7 stages. These
stages include:

1. Thematizing Formulating the main purpose of the investigation.

2. Designing- Planning the design of the s

3. Interviewing - Conducting interviews based on a guide.

4. Transcribing - Preparing the interview material for analysis (transcription
of oral speech to written text).

5. Analyzing- Deciding which purpose, topic, and methods of analysis are
approprise.

6. Verifying - Ascertaining the validity of the interview findings.

7. Reporting - communicating findings of the study based on scientific

criteria.

Researchers can use the above checklist to ensure they are on the right track when it
comes to conduictg interviews. However, to go more in deperg (2001pp. 99100)

has come up with what he believes to be the ten commandments of interviewing. He
asserts that these commandments sum up the basic rules which guarantee a successful

interview. Here i summarized version of the Ten Commandments

1. Never begin an interview cold Always start off with some kind of friendly

introduction.
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2. Remember your purpose Keeping the interview on course. Keep a copy of
the interview questions on hand so as not to faggthing.

3. Present a natural frontSince interview questions are memorized, try to
show each question has just popped into your head. Be relaxed,
affirmative, and as natural as you can.

4. Demonstrate aware hearingUse non verbal responses to show the
interviewee that you are fully aware of what is going on. For
example, smile when they say something funny and look sad when
they look upset. Present yourself as keenly interested in what they are
saying.

5. Think about appearance Be sure to dress appropriately fibre specific
participants involved. Business attire for adults and more casual wear
for children interviewees are suggested.

6. Interview in a comfortable place Be sure the location selected for the
interview is suitable forthe interviewees and hat you armt
interrupted by others during the interview.

7. Don't be satisfied with monosyllabic answersYes and no answers are not
sufficient and when this occurs ask for further information;
sometimes even an uncomfortable silence or a pause might yield
additiona information.

8. Be respectfut Make the interviewees feel they are an integral part of your
research and any information they give you is wonderful.

9. Practice, practice, and practice some mordhe more interviews you
conduct, the more proficient you beconseaa interviewer.

10. Be cordial and appreciative Always remember to thank the interviewees
when the interview is over and answer any questions they might have

about the research.

It is with all of these pointers in mind that the present researcher comdacigews.
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2.19 Concluding Marks

The above review of literature shows that contrastive rhetoric along with second
language writing in general have received a great deal of attention from researchers and
this fact shows the important impact of theseeaesh areas on ESL and EFL teaching

and language acquisition and their impact on the society.

By consideringthe numerousresearch done in the field of contrastive rhetoric and the
many languages studied in research, it becomes apparent that reseachesfbto be
directed toward languages whose speakers are interested in continuing their education
abroad, so that the differences between these languages and English could be pinpointed
and both the teachers and students can be made awenofo asnot to encounter

such difficulties. Persian is one such language that hascived its due attention.

The studies that have been reviewed in this chapter all contribute to the significant role
that contrastive rhetoric plays in our realization of timiéque characteristics of texts
written by second or foreign language writers with various languages, cultural, religious,

political, and social backgrounds.

The present study looks at argumentative essays produced by Iranian higher intermediate
level B-L students both in Persian and English. The present study aims at comparing the
rhetorical performance of these EFL students in their native language as opposed to that

of English according to thiéive ContrastiveFeatures Framewaork

The next chapter disisses the main methodology and theoretical framework utilized in
the present study and includes the research design, data collectidtmeadata analysis

procedures.
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Chapter 3

3.0 Introduction

In order to find anwers to the research questiotise resarcher initially decided to
collect and analyze data. In this chapter the researcher focused on describing how the
study was planned out and how it was put into action. This chapter gives information
regarding the samplinghe instrumentation, and finaltye procedure that was used in

the study.

The researcher analyzed 80 argumentative essays which included two sets of 40 essays
written in English and Persian by 40 Highetermediate Iranian EFL learners at a well
known college in Mashhad, Iran. The alysis was done according to the Five
Contrastive Features Framework used by Xieg,al. in 2008 (See 2.13 The Five

Contrastive Features Framework).

3.1 Sampling

The sampling can be divided into two main sections, namely: the setting and the

participarts.

3.1.1 Setting

40 Higherintermediate Iranian EFL students (both males and females) were asked to
fill out a questionnaire (See Appendix 1) and write two argumentative essays. 20
Iranian EFL teachers (both males and females) were chosen from anossth kollege

in Mashhad, Iran. 30 Highantermediate Iranian EFL students (both males and

females) were also asked to participate in the pilot study.
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3.1.2 Participants

The participants of the present research can be divided into three groups. 1)dEné st

participants; 2) the teacher participants; and 3) the bilingual raters

3.1.2.1 Student Participants

The 40 students who participated in the main section of present study were all
university students (Bachelor/ Master/PhD). They were majoringreigio languages
(French, Russian, and Arabichumanities, engineering, medical and veterinary
sciences, basic sciences, art, and management. Since the amount of English exposure
could be an effective factor for the present study, the researcher madiatun®
students studying English (English Literature, Teaching, and Translation) were included

in the participants. Their ages ranged from 25 to 40, (Mean= 27.90, SD=3.177).
Overall, 13 males (Mean= 28, SD= 3.391) and 27 females (Mean= 27.85, SD= 3.134)
took part in this section. The age range shows that the students were young and

generally more motivated to learn English (Gomleksiz, 26@trides, 2006).

There were more females than males because there were generally more female students
in each of he English classes. However, it should be mentioned that age and gender
were not among the variables under study. It should also be pointed out that the
participants’ wor |l d knowl edge di d not
parti ci pan tnetratedardiygdo the gualagy of the ideas mentioned. The

5 specific features in the framework do not concentrate on the quality of the written

essays, but rather consider specific elements such as position of thesis statement,
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organization, numberfanain ideas per paragraph, number of flowery language samples

and discourse markers in the essays.

All participants had studied English for at least 3 years. The mean for the number of
years they had studied English was 9.70 (SD= 4.847). This was agces®rder to

make sure the participants had a good command of English vocabulary and structure
and were able to write and speak English well. These students werdligher
intermediatelevel (Kouritzin, 1999). They were placed at this level based be t

coll ege’s achievement exam. This exam whi
Placement and Evaluation Package written by Richards, Lesley, Sandy, Hansen, and
Zukowski (2008) is given to students after 9 semesters of general English ddieses.
achieving aotal score of at least 75% on all four skills (including Listening, Speaking,
Reading and Writing) of this test, the students are allowed to continue onto higher

levels.

These students were among the five classes studying at this safiat the college.

Two classes were used for the pilot study and the other three were used in the actual
study. Thus, the single stage sampling of participants was conducted based on these
student s’ availability as onpot(eOrteisaMeldes

148).

Regarding the number of participants, Guest, Bunce, and Johnson (2006) assert that
guidelines for determining the number of sample size in qualitative studies virtually do
not exist. Out of the 560 qualitative PhD studiest thlason (2010) analyzed, he found

that the mean sample size is 31. Mason (2010) states that the average number of

participants for a qualitative PhD study is 31. De Munck (2009) also mentions that
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many <c¢cross cultural g u e sst20 or @l ta represent au s e
country” (p. 98). Therefore, according t
involved in this qualitative study (See 2.15. Qualitative Research) can be said to be a

representative number for the purposes of the present study.

30 Higherintermediate Iranian EFL students (both males and females) were asked to
participate in the pilot study. These participantye all university students (Bachelor/
Master/ PhD). They were majoring in foreign languad@ench, Russian, and Araki
humanities, engineering, medical and veterinary sciences, basic sciences, art, and
management. It was also ensured that none of the participants were studying English
(English Literature, Teaching, and Translation). These students were selecteddrom t
classes out of the five classes available at the college under study. Their ages ranged
from 20 to 36 (Mean= 26.77, SD= 4.477). Overall, 9 males (Mean= 26.33, SD= 3.775)
and 21 females (Mean= 26.95, SD= 4.822) took part in this se@ifwwseHigher
intermediate Iranian EFL studemiser e pl aced at this | evel

achievement exam which was described above for the 40 participants.

Based on studies by a number of researchers as discussed below, it was determined that
80 essays would be representative number. Baleghizadeh and Pashaii (2010)
conducted their study with 50 argumentative essays and they report that Ostler in 1987
used 22 argumentative essays. Zageand farvardin (2009) had also worked with 60

argumentative essays.

In the final stage of data collection 8 participants out of 40 students, which is 20% of
the total number of participants, were seledt®d a voluntary basidp take part in an

interview on writing techniques (See 3.2.7 Interview). Regarding the number of
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interviews in a qualitative study, Kvale (1996) believes there is no specific number; he
asserts that an interview should be conducted using as many subjects required to
discover what the researcher wants to know. Green and Thorogood (2004) also
emphasize whaKvale (1996) mentions and answer the question of the number of
participants for an interview by stating

your research” (p. 102) .

Through the interviews Guest, Bunce, and Johnson (2006) have conductddutitey

that the basic elements necessary for answering the research questions were present as
early as 6 interviews. They also believe that the number of interviewees needed for each
research (saturation point) depends on the aim of the research. &uwst(2006)
define saturation point as “the point a
observed in the data” (p. 59). According
in the interview and it should be mentioned that the information negdassanswer the
research questions were elicited through the interviews and so the saturation point was

reached.

3.1.2.2 Teacher Participants

A total of 20 Iranian EFL teachers were selected based on their teaching experience for
this study. These teaatsehad taught different levels of English proficiency and had a
minimumof 3 years experience in teaching. They were invited by the researcher to take
part in the present study. The teachers had a bachelor or Master degree in English
(Teaching English as loreign Language, English Literature). Their ages ranged from
23 to 65, (Mean= 35.20, SD= 12.972). Overall, 10 males (Mean= 34.60, SD= 12.92)

and 10 females (Mean= 35.80, SD= 13.69) took part in this section.
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After filling out the consent forms (See Agdix 4) and the demographics section of

the questionnaire (See Appendix 3), the teachers were asked to express their perception
regarding their students’ mo s t probl emat
used in order to answer the third resbagaestion(What are the most problematic areas

in English writing according to Iranian EFL students and teache3s®problem areas
(vocabulary, grammar, spelling, style, punctuation, and handwriting) were introduced
(based on Jordan, 1997) and theleacr s wer e asked to choo:

Di sagree” to “Completely Agree” on a fivi

3.1.2.3 Bilingual Raters

The 80 argumentative essays were evaluated by two bilingual (Persian/English) raters to
ensure interrater reliability. He raters evaluated the two versions of the argumentative
essays according to the Five Contrastive Featdrramework used by Xing, et al.

(2008). The essays were written in both English and Persian.

As for the term bilingual, as it is used in this presstudy, it should be clarified that
according to Altarriba and Heredia (2008
who can read, write, and speak fluently in more than one language, and without fluency

in all three aspects would not be called a gilma | » ( p . 3) . Wi th th
pointed out that both raters had spent at least 6 years in an English speaking or the
“inner circl e’ (See 2.5.2 The Three Cir
studied from elementary to junior high schaolthese countries, they had become

bilingual speakers of English and Persian. The Persian language skills were maintained

through the Persian language classes they had to attend in order to sit for the Persian
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exams at the end of each year and also gir@veryday communication with parents,

siblings, and Iranian friends.

According to Mukhuba (2005), Bloomfieltbelieves that a bilingual is someone who
“shoul d pedsiskees sc omnattriovle of two | anguages”’
that Bloomfieldhasmade the highest demand when defining bilingual&otording to

this view it is worth mentioning that one rater has a TOEFL iBT score of 115/120 and
the other rater has an IELTS score of 8.5/9. Both scores #immveach rater is an
‘ex pert nglshanreach of the faur skills of listening, reading, speaking, and
writing (See http://www.ets.org/Media/Tests/TOEFL/pdf/ TOEFL_Perf_Feedback.pdf
and http://www.cambridgeesol.org/exams/ielts/index.html#jab6The Cambridge
website (mentioned above) defines the abilities of a person who achieves an 8.5 band on

| ELTS as s ohasefudlynoperaonalacommand of the language: appropriate,

accurate and fluent with complete under st

The ETS website (mentioned above) also gives a full description of someone who has
achieved a score of 115 on TOEFL iBT. However, since the descriptions from this
website are given separately for each skill and in order to avoid a bulky description, the

above website can be referred to by the reader.

Each rater was also an English instructor at a language institute and a lecturer at a

university. Each had a minimu7 years of teaching experience. One rater was female

and the other one male. This was done to ensure that there would be no gender bias.
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3.2 Instrumentation

3.2.1 Five Contrastive Features Framework

In order to answer the first and second resequ@stions of the present study, regarding

the style differences between Persian and English argumentative writing and also the
contrastive features that are transferred from Persian to English argumentative writing,
the researcher used the Five Contrasieatures Framework. In 2008, Xingt al.
combined 5 contrastive features found by a number of scholars in previous studies.
These studies include: Ballard and Clanchy (1991); Cho (1999); Connor (1996);
Cortazzi and Jin (1997); Schneider and Fujishim®%)9Xing, et al.(2008) used these

5 contrastive features to come up with a comprehensive framework for analyzing
writing styles. They used the 5 contrastive features to compare British English and

Chinese writing styles.

In the present study, the fi¥eatures were used in order to compare British English and
Persian writing styles. This was done using the argumentative essays written by the 40
participants. All 5 categories namely: Inductive vs. Deductive;-StastainTurn-Sum

vs. IntroductiorBody-Conclusion; Circular vs. Linear; Metaphorical vs.
Straightforward; Explicit Discourse Markers as described in chapter 2. (2.12.4. The Five
Contrastive Features Framework) were utilized in order to compare British English and

Persian writing styles.

In orde to use each of the five categories, the researcher had to systematically define
(Creswel |, 2009) what each category desc
so, the researcher and the second rater met and together they formed-caitclear

definition for each of the five categories. This was mainly done in areas where the five
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contrastive features were not clear enough about the categorization procedure. This
assisted the raters in assessing each essay more objectively. The researcher also
contaced one of the creators of the framework and clarified the ambiguous points with

her (See Appendix 7).

As for the first contrastive feature, according to Cho (1999) it was decided that if the
writer mentioned his/her position as regard to the main idéshdéeook in the first
paragraph, the essays would be considered deductive; otherwise, it would be inductive.
The sample essay on page 122 shows a sample of an inductive English essay written by
one of the participantsin this sample, the main idea conesthe last sentence of the

essay.

As for the overall structure of the essay, it was decided that if the writer strayed away
from the main ideas he/she mentions and ends up jeopardizing the coherence by
pointing to irrelevant ideas in the essay, thenthe s say woul d-Sis&int i t |
TurnS u m”Otherwise, the essay would have an IntrodueBody-Conclusion
structure. In the sample essay on page 122, paragraph 1 is related to the introduction.
The second and third paragraphs refer to the laodlythe last paragraph provides the
reader with a conclusion. Since no seemingly irrelevant information is mentioned in this

essay, the structure of this essay is IntrodudBody-Conclusion.

In the third feature, Xinggt al.(2008) refer to the oveldahumber of main ideas used in

each paragraph. In order to objectify this concept, the researcher referred to the sample
analyses done by Xing and her colleagues and found that these researchers had decided
to | abel an essay “ Cncludedutwoaar imoreithan tecaman p a |

ideas. This point was double checked with one of the creators of the framework for
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reference purposes (See AppendixTHe main ideas mentioned in the sample essay on
page 122 are bolded by the researcher in order tothelpader. As can be seen in the
sample essay, the second and forth paragraph have 2 main ideas while the third
paragraph has 3 main ideas. Hence, this sample essay is considbeedh circular

essay.

As for the type of language used in the essaysg et al.(2008) mention any use of
allusion, metaphor, idiom, and proverbs in an essay means that essay has metaphorical
language. Again in order to make the analysis more systematic, it was decided that if an
essay contained two or mof@urative langiage (flowery language), it would be
grouped as “Metaphorical”. The ra83%®r s b
words, coming across one casdigtirative languagevould not cause the whole essay

to be | abeled “ Met ap h onwas aldo"doubleTchecked watty st e
one of the creators of the framework (See AppendiAg)can be seen in the sample

essay on page 12@ll cases have been underlined by the researctiexje are6
references that can be considered flowery language. foheréhis essay is categorized

as metaphorical.

For the last contrastive feature the NVivo software was utilized in order to discover the
number and type of discourse markers used (See 4.1.1.5 Explicit Discourse Markers

Feature).

Sample essay (Essay):

First of al |l my opinion is that It
educational system, and examine the function of them, because it seems with
our procedure we wouldn’t have well
good causes. Definitely all newnethods would have advantages and
disadvantages.
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In Iranian cultures the schools are in a way that the boys and girls are
studding separately at different schools (Main ideal)This things causes

that they cant commuecate with each others very weWhen the girls and

boys are teenager theyr e n ’ ds birdsbwe after that they enter to the
universities which are not separate and in this Wy face a lot of
difficulties. | think we should teach the girls and boys how to communicate
with each othein this way they will prepare for futur@rimary school age

i's of the very 1important stages in
character is made (Main idea 2)As the primary importance of this famous
poem say# the first brick architect is tilt, tted wall goes up Soraya.

On the other hand in foreign countries the boys and girls are studding
together and some times they fell in love and cant continue their
education completely (Main idea 1)People are living in different levels

of life and it makes some problems to children (Main idea 2). Because
they canoét figure out what 6s going
exactly they think is what exactly they need (Main idea 3)Sometimes
someone seesaclothechey | ove t o wear idsasterhei r
has appeared in girls more.

And boys and girls are different (Main idea 1).The boys are usually
interested in being dero and it means they are usually fighting with
somethindike supermanon the other hand, thegrls always want to be an
angleand it means they are always helping someongaying a role as a
mother The boys are usually egotistical but the girls are sympathetic in that
age.Considering all, it is surely not a good idea to have coeducational
elementary schools in Iran (Man idea 2).

3.2.2 Fraserdés Taxonomy of Discourse Mar |

For the last contrastive feature in the five contrastive features &tirad),(2008) had not
mentioned any particular taxonomy used in their study. The researcher decided to use
Fr aser ' saxorfoh & DiycourBe Markers (See Appendix 8). This taxonomy
along with its components was described
Di scourse Markers). This taxonomy was S
discourse and that it seems lbe the most comprehensive classification in written

di scour se” (Jalilifar, 2008, p . 115) . T

(1999} namely: Contrastive markers; Elaborative markers; and Inferential markers
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were applied in order to compare howve tBnglish and Persian argumentative essays in

this study used discourse markers.

Fraser’'s (1999) taxonomy was also transl ¢
applied to the Persian essays the students had written. It is worth mentioningddat s

this taxonomy had not been translated into Persian before, the researcher had to translate
the taxonomy herself. She consulted 3 experts from the department of linguistics at the
faculty of Literature and Humanities at the Ferdowsi University of Madhbgarding

the translation and i mplemented these exf

3.2.3 Myside Bias

In pursuing to answer the fourth research questive$ themyside biasexist in the

English argumentative writings of Iranian EFL stutd®)) the researcheturned to
Wolfeand Britt's (2008) definition of the N
in argumentation is "the failure to include any references to -stlerarguments or
positions in written essays" (B). Therefore, itwvas important to see whether the Iranian

EFL students in this study paid attention to objectivity while writing or whether they
only focused on proving their own point of views in the argumentative essays they wrote.
The idea of myside bias was initialbhecked in the written argumentative essays and

also triangulated in the questionnaire items and also in the interviews with the same

participants.

3.2.4 Consultation

The consultations can be divided into two main sections (See 1.1.2.1 Consultateon). Th

first section of the consultation included information regarding the existence of the Five
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Contrastive Features Framework in Persian and also Persian writing norms and the
second section of the consultation was regarding the Persian translation of Braser

Taxonomy of Discourse Markers.

3.2.5 Questionnaire, Pilot Study, and Inter Rater Reliability

Each of the three topics will be discussepagately

3.2.5.1Questionnaire

For the present study, a questionnaire (See Appendix 1) consisting of tHezentif

parts was used for the EFL students. The questionnaire items were written according to
the guidelines mentioned by Siniscalco and Auriat in 2005 (See 2.17 Questionnaire). The
EFL teachers were given a similar questionnaire which included thenorgiarts of the

EFL student s’ version. The first part of
this section, demographic information such as age, gender, field of study, mother tongue,
number of years allocated for English learning was obtaifkd. questionnaire items

were prepared in English and it was given to each student. The questionnaire was
designed in English since the students had a good command of English vocabulary and
structure. The researcher was present to make sure there was igaitgnnegarding
vocabulary or comprehension difficulty in each section of the questionnaire. A Persian
guestionnaire was not used because some points may have been lost in the translation of

the ideas provided by previous studies.

In order to seek answseto the third research question regarding the most problematic
areas in English writing, the second part of the questionnaire was used. This part focused
on the participants’ perception of the m

section, he participants were asked &xpress their perceptions regarding the six
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different problems in writingvocabulary, grammar, spelling, style, punctuation, and

handwvriting) as mentioned by Jordéh997) using a five point Likert scale.

In the third parof the questionnaire, the student participants were asked to comment on
their writing techniques, styles, and Myside bias. A five point Likert scale was used to
collect the participants’ i deas on this
Houseéni and Derakhshan, 2006; Mu and Carrington, 2007; Wolfe, Britt, and Butler,

2009; and Saneh, 2009) was piloted before administration. It took about 20 minutes for

the students to fill out the entire questionnaire.

A similar questionnaire consisting ofie demographics and the second part of the
questionnaire (perception of the most problematic areas in English writing) was
distributed among 20 Iranian EFL teachers who had at least 3 years of teaching
experience and who had taught the higher intermebhat of language proficiencies.

Jordan’s (1997) questionnaire was used f

Since the researcher did not want the participants to become self conscious and
jeopardize the outcome of the study, the students were first given the camserthén
they wrote the argumentative essays and after the essays were hatidgdwere given
the questionnaire. This was done to ensure the questionnaire items would not affect the

essays written by the participants.

3.2.5.2The Pilot Study (Reliality)

Before using the questionnaire in the main part of the study a pilot study was conducted.
The questionnaire which included 6 problematic areas in English writing and also 6

guestion items on writing techniques, styles and myside bias (using@ofivt Likert
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scale) was given to 30 Highertermediate Iranian EFL students (9 males and 21

females). Students were given 20 minutes to complete the questionnaire. All the

student s’ comments regarding ambiguous

tatken i nto account. Through the students’
“al ways” which was mentioned in the ques
the students “feel restricted” while ans

the questionnaire items. Cronbach's alpha was applied to the data obtained from the 12
items of the questionnaire and this showed OT'h&. questionnaire was now ready to be

used for the actual study.

3.2.5.3Inter Rater Reliability

In order to be objeacte in presenting the results of the study, it was essential that more
than one rater analyze the essays (Connor, 1996). One statistical measurement for

i nterrater reliability i s Cohen’ s
(http://www.stattutorials.com/SPSS/index.ntiml def i nes Cohen’ s k

measur ement which ranges generally fron
possible) where large numbers mean better reliability, values near or less than zero
suggest that agreement is attributable t
separately (See Table 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5) for each of the six subsections and a
final average of all subsection was calculated in order to report the oveealrater

reliability. The overall inter rater reliability was 0.821. It should be pointed out that

NVivo calculated the Kappa for the explicit discourse markers and that came to 0.970.
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As for the rest of the subsections, the SPSS tables showingtiits wee as follow:

Table 3.1 Kappa inter rater reliability result for inductive vs. deductive

Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. Sig.
Std. T(b)
Error(a)
Measure of Kappa .800 .067 7.164 .000
Agreement
N of Valid Cases 80

a Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

Table 3.2 Kappa inter rater reliability result for start-sustainturn-sum vs.introduction -body-

conclusion
Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. Sig.
Std. T(b)
Error(a)
Measure of Kappa .794 .200 7.256 .000
Agreement
N of Valid Cases 80

a Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

Table 3.3 Kappa inter rater reliability result for circular vs. linear

Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. Sig.
Std. T(b)
Error(a)
Measure of Kappa .701 .126 6.286 .000
Agreement
N of Valid Cases 80

a Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

Table 3.4 Kappa inter rater r eliability result for straightforward vs. metaphorical

Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. Sig.
Std. T(b)
Error(a)
Measure of Kappa 775 .074 7.112 .000
Agreement
N of Valid Cases 80

a Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

Table 3.5 Kappa inter rater reliability result for myside bias

Value Asymp. Approx. Approx. Sig.
Std. T(b)
Error(a)
Measure of Kappa .900 .049 8.058 .000
Agreement
N of Valid Cases 80

a Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
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As one of the pioneering works on Kapyae statistics, Landis and Koch (1977)
successfully categorized the various ranges of Kappa statistics results according to their

strength of agreementable 3.6 shows this categorization.

Table 3.6 Categorization of Kappa statistics results according to strength of agreement
(adopted from Landis and Koch, 1977, p. 165)

Kappa Statistic Strength of Agreement
<0.00 Poor

0.00-0.20 Slight

0.21-0.40 Fair

0.41-0.60 Moderate

0.61-0.80 Substantial

0.81-1.00 Almost Perfect

According to this categorization the strength of agreement between the two raters for

four of the six categories fall oudraer “
classed as “al most perfect?”. The overall
agreement between the two raters was *“al

the coding of the essays were resolved by having the two ratensssliscoring

differences and determine the most appropriate coding.

3.2.6 Argumentative Writing Task

According to Kim (2008) most cross cultural studies based on rhetorical patterns suffer
from two weaknesses. First, they only take into account the dbnggixts that the

ESL/ EFL student has written with the bel
the rhetorical patterns of the students
believes that when the ESL/EFL students are asked to write onlygirsk, they might

be “primed by English culture and may tr
than follow the rhetorical styles prefer

not sufficient to only take into account the Englishgextitten by the ESL/EFL students
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when conducting contrastive rhetoric studies. In order to get a better perspective when

studying the rhetoric of any specific c

written 1in the s pe adereto determineavthetherethe Irhatorigall a g €
pattern is transferred from the native | &
|t Sshould also be kept i n mind that I rar

limited to the formal writing courses in Persian duringitlelementary and high school
days" (Abdollahzadeh, 2010, p. 69). The compositions they do write are only in Persian
and the students are not required to write compositions in English classes in schools.
Students are not required to write essays or comnmus after high school in the Iranian

educational system (Abdollahzadeh, 2010).

Since this study focused on students who have had typical academic training in Iran, any
student who had formally studied or attended English classes overseas was exoluded.
order to avoid translation from one language to another, participants were not informed
in the beginning that they would be writing about the same topic in both Persian and
English, and the second essay writing task was given one week after thaskirstas
introduced. Writing was done outside the class. All the essays were typed in order to
facilitate text analysis and avoid illegible handwriting. All errors remained unchanged in

the typed texts.

I n order to ensur e t he thesargurdeatativesessayq the c i s
researcher approached a number of EFL teachers who were teaching the Higher
intermediate courses at a well known college in Mashhad, Iran. This was done in order to
use the teachers’ a ut h o rcision yn wiitimg. Aftdr geigy t o

their cooperation, the teachers assigned the writing tasks as class activity for the students.
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A total of 40 Iranian Highemtermediate EFL Students were asked to write a35D

word Persian argumentative essay. The esitgl were instructed to write an essay
arguing for or against the idea of establishing coeducational elementary schools in Iran.
This was trans!| §p&Od XmudbPETFsRamFOITFhephp
students were asked to type the gssand Email them to an Enail account set up by

the researcher. A week later, the same instructions were given to the students but this
time round they were asked to write an

coeducational elementary schoolsindn s houl d be encouraged”.

Since the researcher wanted to check whether the students would transfer Persian
structures and expressions to their English essays, the Persian essay was appointed to
the participants first. This order of task presentation alss used by many previous
studies including Reid (1984), Kubota (1998), Kobayashi and Rinnert (2008) and Saneh
(2009). Widdowson (1990) emphasizes that when students feel under pressure in ESL
writing, they automatically turn to their first language felief of pressure and end up
making mistakes. Since including all 80 essays might be considered bulky, two samples

(one in English and one in Persian) of the written essays can be seen in Appendix 6.

This essay topic was chosen because it is a curremtouersial issue that has been
debated in Iran at the time of data collection, it is thought provoking, and also has a
number of potential arguments for both writing for or against the topic. Various websites
have devoted various WebPages to the isstip:{/www.independentschools.com/iran/
(Independent Schoolhttp://www.iranchamber.com/index.plfsan Chamber Society);
http://www.iranjewish.com/News_e.htm(Tehran Jewish Committee)]. Thus, the
researcher considered the topic to be interesting and motivating for students to write

about.
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Wolfe, Britt and Butler (2009) believe that there are the “expect ati ons
filled in any argumentative text. These include: the theme, the side, and finally the
predicat e. They define each in the follo
argument, the side is represented as eitheopoon, and the predicate is the particular
position taken by the author?” (p-. 186) .
argumentative topic used in the present research would be: 1. the theme is having
coeducational elementary schools in Iran shdaddencouraged 2. The side is for the

practice and 3. The predicate is it should be legalized.

The main reason for choosing this number
writing tasks generally include 350 words and so the students arqguamted with

this for their writing activities. Also, since the argumentative essays were going to be a
part of the students’ class writing acti
normal procedures. The students were asked to hand inheir t i ngs i n a w
There was no time restriction as many scholars (Raimes, 1983; Ballard and Clanchy,
1991; Zia Houseini & Derakhshan, 2006; Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2008) believe time
restriction can hinder the true performance of students. Particip@ne also allowed to

use dictionaries in order to enhance their essay production and also to feel less
constrained due to their limited knowledge of vocabulary and expressions. This was also

the class norm for any writing activity.

Argumentative essayas chosen for a number of reasons; including "it is common in the
academic disciplines and it is sensitive to task, audience and community, and it is
particularly difficult for non native speaker” (Johns, 1993, p. 76). Also, it demands more
attention orthe part of the writer with regard to the audience the composition is written

for. In argumentative writing, the writer has to address and consider the views of the
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audience and so has to pay closer attention to what he/she writes (Connor, 1987; Rafoth,

1984).

3.2.7 Interview

There are numerous limitations regarding the use of -@nded questionnaires in a

study. Some of these limitations would include collecting data which is distant from the
real context it is meant to be used in, being limtedtol v t he designer s
not having room for the respondents’ e X |
2004; Petric and Czarl, 2003). In order to reduce the effects of some of these
shortcomings, the researcher decided to use an interviewgalowi t h t he st ud
essays to help triangulate (See 2.16 Triangulation) the responses and collect
complementary data. The interviews were mainly used as a secondary source of
information in order to confirm what the students had mentioned guibstionnaire and

what they produced in the argumentative

medi um for guided reflections” (Buckinghe

The interview questions (See Appendix 5) aimed at uncovering how the respondents pla
and write in English and what they transfer from Persian writing styles. The aim of
conducting such an interview was to get t
their essay writing and their writing background. The interview questions weed ba

Gosden (1996); Victori (1999); and Buckingham (2008). The interview was conducted in
English as the participants had a good command of English. The length of the interview

was restricted to 15 minutes to keep it manageable
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A variety of questionyipes were used in the interview. As Buckingham (2008) suggest
“closed questions that received a positi
asking the respondent to describe the relevant experience or provide reasons for the
situati on .d&) Fochelp keep the iGtgpview on course, the researcher
employed many interviewing techniques (See 2.18 Interview; Berg, 2001). Some of
these techniques included appreciative comments, an interested silence, expressing doubt
on what had been mentionehd referring to past points mentioned by the interviewee
(Abdol Il ahzadeh, 2010) . Kvale’'s (1996) st
taken into consideration during the interview (See 2.18 Interview). The interviews were
audio taped and trandoed. A total of 8 participant®n a voluntary basisyere selected

to take part in the interview. Of these 8 participants 4 were male and 4 were female
students. This was done so as to ensure both genders had an equal chance at expressinc

their views.

3.3 Research Design

3.3.1 Data Collection

The data collection happened in five phases. As a first step, a number of experts from the
departments of Persian language and literature and also English Language and Literature
at Ferdowsi University of Mashhattan were consulted regarding the five different
sections of the contrastive features mentioned by Xeh@). (2008). The experts were
generally consulted regarding the position of Persian language in the Five Contrastive

Features Framework (See 1.1.€dnsultation).

After consultation, the researcher went to a renowned college and after getting their

approval for cooperation on the present study; she addressed some EFL teachers and
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asked for their cooperation in this research. This was done to ¢nalbksearcher to use
the teachers’ authority in classes to m

energy on the required sections.

In the first phase of the study, a pilot study was conducted on 30 IraniarligRér
intermediatestudents. The stients were first given a consent form (See Appendix 2)

and then they were given the questionnaire and asked to fill out the required information.
The researcher was present to answer any questions the participants may have. The
collected data were used feubstantiating the overall reliability of the questionnaire.
Finally, the validated questionnaire was ready to be administered to a new group of
participants to collect the data for the different parts of the second aim of theTstady.

data for this phse were collected during March-119, 2010.

In the second phase, each student was initially given a written consent form (See
Appendi x 2) explaining the student’s par
regarding the overall research. After ttensent forms were signed by the students, in

the next session of class the participants were asked to write an argumentative essay in
Persian and #nall it to the Email address set up by the researcher by next week. In the
next week’' s saiteweseitotdrio, write theeargantentativee essay in English

and Emalil it to the same Email addresghis was also the time interval selected by

many previous studies including Eason (1995), Kubota (1998), Mbaye (2001), and Lin
(2007).Since the students weetold this was a part of their writing activity for the class,

the students all met the deadlines set by the reseaifdierdata for this phase were

collected during April 417, 2010.
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In the third phase, the questionnaire (See Appendix 1) was givére tactual group
under study with 40 participants who had the same characteristics as those who
participated in the pilot study. The researcher was present during the 20 minutes it took
the participants to complete the questionnaire. She read throughpesc of the
guestionnaire and answer ed anThedpiaébsthiss ons

phase was collected during April-1B, 2010.

I n the fourth phase, to determine the te
areas in Englis writing a similar questionnaire (See Appendix 3) was given to 20
Iranian EFL teachers. They initially signed a written consent form (See Appendix 4). The
teachers all had at least 3 years of experience teaching English classes. It took the
teachers about5 minutes to fill out the questionnaire. The researcher was present to
make sure there would be no ambiguities for the teachkesdata for this phase were

collected during April €, 2010.

I n the |l ast phase, t o fingtechhiqees angd mysidesbias, nt o
an interview was held with 8 chosen EFL students from the particif@nis voluntary

basis) The interviewees were briefed beforehand regarding the purpose of the interview,
and the interview was conducted in a ssinidured format so that the interviewer
questions would not limit the participants and they could openly discuss the writing
strategies they employed. The researcher prepared a set of open ended questions (See
Appendix 5) based on Gosden (1996), Victo899), and Buckingham (2008) for the
participants to answer; however, the researcher also allowed room for digression during
the interviews and encouraged interviewees to talk about any issue they felt relevant to
the topic. The i nt eanged te wmerercal codea rnoe motecve r €

anonymity. The interviews were conducted during Apri#2P9 2010. All parts of the
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interviews including the repetition were transcribed. The data collection can be seen on

the timeline provided below (Figure 3.1).

Phase 4: Teacher Questionnaire Phase 5: Interview
April 6»9, 2010 April 19-22, 2010
Phase 1: Pilot Study Phase 2: Argumentative Essays \ Phase 3: Student Questionnaire

March 17-19, 2010 April 417, 2010 April 17-19, 2010

Figure3.1 Data collection timeline

3.3.2 Data Analysis

The argumentative writings were coded according to the framework provided by Xing,
et al.(2008). This was done by two bilingual (English and Persian) raters to insure inter
rater reliability. The soring procedure will be discussed below. The SPSS software

(version 11.5)was used for the statistical analyses of the questionnaire and the NVivo

software was used for locating and counting the discourse markers.

SPSS or Statistical Package for the i8loS&ciences is one of the most widely used
programs fostatistical analysis social science According to the official website
(www.spss.cor)) this software is used fajuantitativestudies. This software has the
“flexibility you need, i ncluding access
access to commargyntax for power users and a range of deployment options that put

the power of statistics where you need
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The NVivo software is a computer program used for qualitative data analysis. It
generally assists the raters in locating and marking the dsezounarkers present in

each text. So, it generally helps wdata management and data analysis. According to
NVivo’ s o f f iwew.gsrinternateralscoi , e “(NsVaqualitative data
analysiscomputer softwarpackage produced WYSR International It has been
designed fogualitative researchers working with very rich texased and/or
multimedia informationywhere deep levels of analysis on small or large volumes of data
are required?”. The i mportant feature of
any language. Most similar software including WA do not support Persian
scripts. The site goesno t o expl ain t hat “NVivo | ets

qguickly. Work systematically and ensure

Scoring Procedure

In order to reduce the effects of subjectivity in the data analysis and also to increase the
reliability of the results obtained, the researcher asked another bilingual (English and
Persian) to analyze all the 80 essays including 40 English and 40 Persian argumentative
essays. By doing so the researcher tried to ensure interrater reliability. flgorie
session was held with the other rater. The researcher initially explained the various
sections of the framework to the other rater. Both raters agreed on the validity of the
framework. The raters then randomly rated one essay together in order tsurake
misinterpretation had taken place during the briefing session and that the explanations
were sufficient. Afterwards, each essay was scored holisticallghbytwo raters
independentlyThe raters were allowed as much time as necessary in hopmgriave

the overall reliability by eliminating the time pressure. After the scoring was completed,

the interrater reliability was measured |
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As for the last section of the framework which was the discourse markers, the raters
both usedthe NVivo software. Each argumentative essay was rated by two different
bilingual raters who were TEFL specialist and had at least 7 years of experience

teaching and grading students’ writing s

3.4 Concluding Marks

In this chapter a descriptivepart was given regarding how the study was planned and
administered. In the first section a brief introduction was given regarding the study. In
the next section the sampling which included setting and participants was explained.
The participants were dided into three parts namely, student participants, teacher
participants, bilingual raters were reported. In the third section, the instrumentation was
discussed. This section included 7 parts including 1.Five contrastive features
framewor k; 2womyof®isceurse Blarkérg, 8.lyside bias; 4.Consultation;
5.Argumentative writing task; 6.Questionnaire; and finally, 7. Interview. In the last
section the procedure used in the study was thoroughly explained. This section was
divided into two parts. Thérst part was data collection and this was directly followed

by data analysis. The results of these different phases along with a discussion will be

explained in the next chapter.
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Chapter 4

4 .0Introduction

This chapter provides us with a discussand analysis of data regarding the research
findings in response to the research questions concerned with style differences in
writing, contrastive features, perception of most difficult areas in English writing, and

traces of myside bias of the partiafing EFL students in their writing activities.

The overall pool of data for the present study was gathered through the responses the
participants gave in the argumentative essays written by the participants, the survey
guestionnaire and finally the imimation which was elicited from the intervieSee

3.2 Instrumentation A combination of all of the above data was used in order to
investigate and answer the research questions. It should be kept in mind that the Iranian
EFL student s’ tatlve essays wéeree used ag tigelkeyaonunfolding the
Five Contrastive Features Framework (See FRi& Contrastive Features Framework

To assist the reader in comprehending the various categories, the results of this study
will be presented in three mamections in this chapter namelthe argumentative

writing task, questionnaire, and interview.

4.1 Argumentative Writing Task

The argumentative writing tasks were the essence of the present study (See Appendix
6). These written essays served as the nmastrument that yielded data required to
answer researchuestions 1, 2 and 4 (S@€0.3 Purpose of the StudyThis section
provides us with theesults of the five contrastive features from the framework and one

additional section. The additional sectiwas introduced by the researcher in order to

13



check whether myside bias was present in the written esghgse results are the
outcomeo f t h eanatysstokench esséSee 3.2.8uestionnaire, Pilot Study, and
Inter Rater Reliability. In the find stage the Social Science Statistical Package (SPSS)
along with NVivo were employe@See 3.3.2Data Analysi¥ to obtain the resultdn

order to help with the presentation of the results, this part is divided into 2 main
sectionsnamely English essays aReérsian essays; and 6 subsections to encompass the

5 Contrastive Features Framework plus myside bias.

4.1.1 English Essays

The participants English argumentati ve
and Persian) evaluators (See 3.1.BiBngual Raters)Xi n g, Wan g, and
(2008) Five Contrastive Features Framework along with the presence of myside bias
were the overall six categories analyzed by the two raters. Overall, a total of 13,508
words were used by the Highietermediateranian EFL studentshroughout their 40

English argumentative essays. The following subsections will describe and interpret the

results obtained from the English argumentative essays:

4.1.1.1 Inductive vs. Deductive Feature

After analyzing each English angentative essay for the position of the main idea,

values were given to each of the binary features (inductive/deductive) and the results

were entered into the SPSS (version 11.5). Later on, the frequency of the two binary

features was checked (Table 4.1).
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Table 4.1: Frequency results for inductive vs. deductive feature (English essays)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative
Percent
Valid Deductive 18 45.0 45.0 45.0
Inductive 22 55.0 55.0 100.0
Total 40 100.0 100.0

As can be seen frombove, 55% of the English argumentative essays were inductive in
nature.ChenYu (1981) also found similar resultsinheh i nese speaking
writings. This could very well be one area of concern since most English 8séish

or American)prefer a deductive style giresenting the main idea (Xirgg al.,2008) In

their study in 2008, Xing and her colleagues found that 60% of the English writers used
a deductive style of presenting the main idea. Donahue (2008) also found that 84% of
the esays which her American participants had written were deductive in nature. The
delay in introducing the purpose of the essay can make the writing seem disorganized to
the native Western reader and this could bring about negative scoring for the students in
the academic community in general and specifically on internationally renowned exams

such as TOEFL and IELTS (S2€13.1 Inductive vs. Deductiye

4.1.1.2Start-SustainTurn-Sum vs. IntroductiorBody-ConclusionFeature

One important feature adny rhetrical style is the overall method of structuring the
information. The Englisk{British and Americanpreferred manner is the introduction
body-conclusion. In this method the main idea or theme is introduced in the
introduction, the body contains the argamh and the supporting details, and finally
everything is summarized in the conclusidifiter analyzing the 40 English essays the
Higherintermediateranian EFL studentarote, the results (Table 4.2) of their overall

rhetorical structuring was determingmutough utilizing SPSS.

14



Table 4.2; Frequency results for startsustainturn-sum vs. introduction-body-conclusionfeature
(English essays)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative
Percent
Valid I-B-C 39 97.5 97.5 97.5
S-S-T- 1 25 25 100.0
S
Total 40 100.0 100.0

As can be seen fromable 42, almost all writers followed the introductidrody-
conclusion structureT he st udent’'s essays used coher
paragraphs and they did not turn to any unrelated topics wlibiressayThis is the

style which is preferred by theative English speakers (Xing et &0Q08; Cho, 1999).

One main reason for this selection might be the writing instruchiggiser-intermediate

Iranian EFL studentseceived from thensetof Englishclasses. The English writing
syllabusfocuses on teaching the studehbw to write according to introductidrody
conclusion styleThis is what almost all the interviewees pointed out in their interviews.
Interviewee 1 elaborated that the main stagesriting an English argumentative essay

include:

The first one is introduction and in the introduction (eh) we should (eh) say

about the topic first and (um) then (um) express our opinion about the topic

(um) for example, we are agree with the sentencealismgree with the

sentence or something like that. And after introduction we have (eh) body

(eh) which contains for example two, three or four paragraphs and at the end

(pause) and in the body (eh) we should (eh) we should say about the different
(ehyrasons that support our idea.. And (
conclusion we should (eh) rephrase (eh) what we have (eh) said in the or
mentioned in the body in different words, but in short and not the long and

(eh).
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When asked the same questioteiriewee 4 had a similar idea:

So, (um) for writing an essay or argumentative writing, first thing that we

need that’'s really required is (eh) a
we’'re going to write about i knpwawhat we’
strong opinion, a clear one, evidences and reasons. The first thing pretty
important introducing the issue very clear maybe all your evidence of that

issue is just a misunderstanding between definitions. We should define clearly
everything, every epr essi on, what we' r e gonna W
definitions are important, | think. The third thing, | think, clarifying of why |

chose this (eh) topic, what’'s the back:¢
how to make a connection between the evidemedésat ' s t he backgrou
and (um) reasons. In these steps, three or four, reasons should be put clearly

by pure evidences. The evidences can be lots of things, for example, you can

use examples, logic, and lots of things and the last part shouldhtl@sion,

clear and exponential conclusion. | mean, according to the methods, we

should conclude and at least have enough, big enough conclusion or to have

(eh) the most influence. When the reader read it, gain (eh); get everything that

you want to say.

4.1.1.3Circular vs. LinearFeature

Kaplan (1966) claims that the English paragraph organization is linear while other
languages have an array of different organizational methods Z3ekaplan and
ContrastiveRhetoric).Through an email correspondenggh one of the creators of the

Five ContrastiveFeaturesFramework(See Appendix7), it was determined that any
paragraph that had two or moreai n i deas woul d heéfterconsi

analyzing all 40 essays, the SPSS results (TaBjeate as fobbw.

Table 4.3: Frequency results for ércular vs. linear feature (English essays)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative
Percent
Valid Circular 40 100.0 100.0 100.0
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It is noteworthyto see that thall the Higherintermediatelranian EFL studentspted
for a circular development for their essays. This is also in line with what Xtngj,
(2008) found in the Chinese student s’ En

Chinese students had “a great @rhst"&dPency

According to the abovénding regarding circularity, one area of concern in the Iranian
EFL students’ writings is reveal ed. Cir
one main idea per paragraph could explain why non native sgeakerwr i t i ngs
sometimes labeled as disorganized, digressive, drifting, waffling, vague, indirect,
incoherent, irrelevant, and loosely structured (Lux, 1991; Ballard and Clanchy, 1991,
Cortazzi and Jin 1997; Saneh, 2009). This could be an importantrpointeachers to

focus on when teaching writing to their students.

Here are some samples of circular paragraphs written by the participants (main ideas are

boldedand italicized).

Excerpt 1 (Essay 7):

Opposite sex relationship plays an important @ol i n oneobs emot i
awareness and can be considered as a significant factor affecting future life

guality and marriage succegsnain idea 1)If the family can not provide this

opportunity, there is no where to obtain such experience but at school- Single

sex education especially at elementary schools deprives children from this
necessary part of emotional awareness improvement, and will lead to lots of
misconception about opposite sex, which can make problem in their future
relationships. In c@ducationsystem, which students of both sexes study at

the same class rooms, the relation between both sexes will be deepen that can
cause better opposite sex cognition and-aaifidence level increas&oys

will be less coarse like rocks and girls more act{weain idea2). Besides, it

14



also has educational benefits. It blows the spirit of competition and more

intellectuals will beproduced(main idea3).

As can be seen from the bolded and italicized sections, this participant has
mentioned three main ideas ihig paragraph. He begins by pointing out how
coeducational schools can contribute to the emotional awareness of the students
and links this to successful marriage. He then follows by comparing boys to rocks,
but does not mention how this idea is relatedht past claim. Finally, he talks
about the benefits of coeducational school as regard to the sense of competition
among students and how this can increase the number of intellectuals. He does not
explain how this can be achieved. The number of wordshis particular
paragraph is 141. According to Arnaudet (1981) a good paragraph should include
at least 3 sentences and be in the range o2000vords. However, Zemach and
Islam (2004) explain further and believe a paragraph should only hat@ 6
sentenes. Each sentence should in fact be directly related to the main sentence.
Hence, according to the above scholars the mentioned paragraph appears
acceptable according to the length (141 words) and number of sentences (7). The
sentences in this paragrapimgad from 634 words which show a great change in

the length of sentences.

Excerpt 2 (Essay 16):

My opinion is that both boys and girls are freer in single sex classrooms
(main ideal). Although interaction with opposite gender prepares students
for life out of school, it can happen outside of school easily instead. Some
research seems to suggest that boys and girls learn in different li/gpst
accept this, coeducationgirably will not work satisfactorily for every child.

In Iran, many people want that their children study in sksgbe schools
instead of ceeducational schools because it is better. It is obvious that

children can concentrate on their lessons moreyeasdinglesex schools.|
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think this condition do not happen in university because we talk about older
people who can realize many things and have enough capdoitgin idea

2). Moreover, in ceeducational schools, pupils attempt to attract opposite
gender instead of paying attention to their lessofshools are a suitable
place for studying well not for dealing with opposite gendemain idea3).
Therefore, | think singksex schools are much better thanedocational
schools.

In the above paragph, the participant begins the first main idea by talking about the
liberating feeling students have in single sex schools. Afterwards, he talks about students
at the university level and how they have reached a stage in which they can manage to
study tagyether in a coeducational environment. In the third main idea, the student goes
back to the idea of schools and points out that school is an environment for learning and
not dealing with the opposite gender and he finally concludes the essay. The
organizaibn of ideas here tends to hint at composing a complete essay in one paragraph.
The paragraph seems to be crammed with many ideas, some of which have not been
fully developed by the writer. The writer seems to be jumping back and forth between
ideas mentined and this can become a bit confusing for the reader. However, the
paragraph is considered to be acceptable according to the length (161 words) and
number of sentences (10) usédraudet, 1981; Zemach and Islam, 2004)e sentence

length ranges from 124 words.

Excerpt 3 (Essay 22):

I remember when my father taught in small villages around Birjand, the

elementary schools were coeducatior{atain ideal). However I wasn'’
these schools and | don’t know what tr
schods which are coeducational, toas a result, it is not possible to say the

schools are separated completéfiay be the truth is this fact. Since schools

are parts of human society, it is not possible to make a complete separation

between men and womenlwoys and girls in the society at the different ages.
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If the schools in Iran become coeducational, the competition sense of
students might be strengthendrhain idea2). As | said before, there are a lot

of elementary schools, not only in villages, eversimall towns which are
coeducational. For example, | know one of these elementary schools in
Babolsar.However, it seems that by reducing the number of entries of
elementary schools in Iran in compare to last years, existence of
coeducational elementary Bools is happening automaticallgmain idea3).

May be this happening is indication of needing to coeducational of elementary

schools.

In excerpt 3, the writer tends to mention three different ideas but does not go in depth to
explain each one. She staklg remembering how her father taught at coeducational
schools (main idea 1), followed by an advantage of coeducational schaoisly the
competitive spirit among student (main idea-2and finishes by pointing out the
decrease in the number of studemtstering elementary schools (main idea 3).
However, she does not provide any reference as to why she believes the number of
elementary students is decreasing! And what makes this argument less effective is how
she arrives at her conclusion based on theredese of the number of elementary
students. However, the analysis of the strength of claims is beyond the scope of the
present study. This paragraph has 180 words which means about two thirds of the
words in the essay have been used in this one paragtaptever, according to
Arnaudet (1981) and Zemach and Islam (2004), the paragraph length (180 words) and
number of sentences (11) are acceptabte sentence length ranges fro817words

which shows a great diversity in the length.
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Excerpt 4 (Essa$9):

Despite of so many differences between men and women which may cause
some issues in their relations, still advantages of involvement of both sexes

in societies o0ut(waniidgadt)sOneé df hesfundamentalb a c k s
aspects of this integrath can be observed in schools, more specifically in
elementary schools wherein the personality of a child is made. Human society
prosperity is based upon this fact that how well women and men can face,
understand and manage their differences or evendbeiractions, the more

they can do this the more successful society can be established through their
cooperationThis ability is acquisitive and school training is one of the best

ways to gain it, certainly family education has a great impact on this
achievement too(main idea?2). On the other hand, to make this skKill

per manent in the children’s personality
ages like in elementary schoofSoeducational elementary school is one of

the options that comprise both of ése factors; integrated as well as early

age training(main idea3).

This excerpt is also somewhat lengthy and it talks about three main ideas. The writer
initiates by mentioning her side as regard to the argumentative topic (main idea 1). She
mentions tke interaction between men and women from early on can be an effective
factor in their success in the |l ong run

education plays a significant rol e ( mai

even how tis can be achieved. She finally ends her essay by referring to combining

‘“two factors whi ch she does not highlig
words and 6 sentences which make it an acceptable paragrapldet, 1981; Zemach
and Islam, R04) The sentence length ranges from4a1words which makes this a

long-winded paragraph for reader comprehension.
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4.1.1.4Metaphorical vs. Straightforwardreature

Using quotes, proverbs, allusions, metaphors etc. is a common part of Persian
composiion (Dehghanpisheh]1979; Reid, 1984; and Saneh, 2009). The use of
figurative languageadds to the beauty of writing and in turn contributes to higher grades

for studentson Persian writing tests. However, to the Western reader, the use of literary
pattens is considered as a cliché amahtributes tanegative scoring on writing exams.
“Western teachers of writing emaoasngthewrge s

own words” 200p.i5y et al .,

Through correspondence with one of the awghof the Five Contrastive Features
Framework, it was determined that any essay that included two or more metaphors,
proverbsj di oms et c. woul d .Jlke resultshottheamhlysiswfdhe a p h
40 essays can be seen in Table 4.4 Overall, &dbtd3 cases of figurative patterns

were found in the 40 English argumentative essays written by the participants.

Table 4.4: Frequency results formetaphorical vs. straightforward feature (English essays)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative
Percent
Valid  Straightforward 18 45.0 45.0 45.0
Metaphorical 22 55.0 55.0 100.0
Total 40 100.0 100.0

Table 4.4shows that a little more than half of the essays (55%) included more than two
cases of literary patterns such as metaphors, provertasisidallusion, etc. This result

i s also echoed in the student questioneage 0N S ¢
item 2 (See Table 4.18j7.5% of the participants asserted they gsetes, proverbs,

idioms etc. ¢ reinfoice their ideas in essay wng. Although the percentage of literary
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passage usage is not as high as what the participants had perceived, it is still a

noteworthy result.

Connor (1996) reports that her Iranian students faced a problem in making their writings
comprehensible to o¢h students due to the use of Persian thinking and use of proverbs.

One of her students at the end of the freshman English class mentions:

Thinking in English rather than Persian or in French was something that | had

to take into consideration every tirhstarted to write something. Many times

| explained an idea the way | used to do in Iran and the reader could not
understand my point. For example in my
Persian proverb and my writing group members did not really uadersts

meaning so | had to change it. Gradually | learned to think in English but |

still have to practice morgy. 3 and 4).

The use of flowery language in general can bring about a great deal of difficulty in the
comprehension of ideas especially b thon natives of that language. Ballard and
Clanchy (1991) found similar results with an Arab student who was under the
impression that a verse frokhor an ( Mu s | i oould very wdll gum uphisk )
writing. This student never realized that his wgsnmight not be comprehensible to
non Muslims Here is a list of some excerpts used by the participants in their essays to
show a sample of flowery language used (Table 4.5). References drawn from the

Persian figurative language samples are provideceithihd column by the researcher.

Table 4.5 Samples of figurative language in English essays

Essay Figurative Language Reference
Number
1 Girls are sensitive Referring to the differences
flowers and boys are not between boys and girls
patient gardeners. regarding sensitivity.
3 This two way street Referring to a two way
situation relationship
4 Each coin has two faces Referring to the viewing the

same topic in two ways
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6 So this way boys would Referring to thestrength and
not be lions and the girls boldness of boys as opposed to
become mouse girls

7 Basically in Iran, the Referring to ensuring a safe
family has been environment for raising
responsible fokeeping children
flower buds safe till they
bloom

7 Youth is blind Referring to inexperierecof

youth

8 Appearing like torrboys Referring toexhibiting

characteristics or behaviors
which are considered typical of
guys

11 Human being is greedy to Referring to limitations in
what is forbidden to relationships

11 This issue is not that Referring to not having a clear
black andwhite to cut answer
answer clearly

12 we don’t have Referringtoreligious
existence of a religion limitations
with hard frames like
Islam

14 The boys are usually Referring to the nature of boys
interested in being a hero vs. girls
and it means thegre
usually fighting with
something. On the other
hand, the girls always
want to be an angle.

17 If the first brick architecistilt, Ref erring to t he
titedwall goes up Soraya beginning makes good

ending”

18 Thegirls will alsowash Referring to removing shyness
their shynes®f the boys
if they are taught with
them

21 boys won’t b e Referringtoboys being less
stone emotional

21 differences move them to Referring to differences
a positive challenge and helping to progress
compete, which can act academically
like a lifting lever

24 t he girl s don’Referringto shyness of girls
like mice and shy away

26 Primary schoolsreof Referring to raising children

main venues at the
beginning of growtlof
small flowers
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26 It is in such a creative Referring to raising children
place thathechild
flourisheslike wild
flower

26 The hopes that doing Referring to being moductive

this projectfor our baby
boom generation will be
fruitful

27 | think children at this Referring to the critical age of

age are so sensitive children
flowers

28 The girls will not feel shy Referring to the shyness of

and weak like mice in the girls
presence of boys

29 As our great poet Sadi Referring to the equality of

said, allhumans are a men
part of each other and so

there should be no

difference between them

30 The process and quality Referring to ambiguity

of relationship with
opposite gender is an
unknown and foggy area

32 Girls can easily ge Referring to overcoming

shyness away shyness

35 The discrimination Referring to avoiding

behaior against male discrimination
and female i®ne the

most significant

problems that could be

softened with the

coeducational system.

37 Two heads are bettéhan one! Referring to vinen two people
work together morean be
accomplished

37 Boys can become more Referring to an old belief that

friendly and soft and can omit boys should be less emotional
an old thought which wasthe and stronger than girls.
boys should tolerate everythin
and be hard a:
38 A co-educational school Referring to life in a nutshell
offers children nothing
less than a true version of
society in miniature.
38 Boys and girls are made to fe« Referring to the distance and

that they are a race apart.

differences between boys and
girls
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4.1.1.5 Explicit Discourse Markers Feature

Accordi ng t o Ta&onany efDisceurs§MhrRess@Bee Appendix §)the
discourse markers were divided into three categomestrastive elaborative, and
inferential markers. This was done using NViwe(sion 8). Each discose marker

was i ntr oduc e dndthessangles of diseoarse marklees 'were introduced

as subcategories of each tree node 40 English argumentative essayere imported

as the sources for the inquifihen each of the essays was checked for the presence of
every individual sample of each of the markers. After each sample was highlighted by
NVivo, the researcher checked the context in which the sampleudisconarker
appeared in to ensure it was correct. Once this was established, the discourse marker
would be dragged into its slot in the nodes. This was done for every discourse sample in
all 40 English argumentative essays. After this was done, each séléwted discourse
markers was double checked and entered into the specific tree node. So, overall, each
sample of discourse marker was checked twice by the researcher. The total number of
discourse markers and the relative percentage found are shovguna 4.1. A total

number of 896 discourse markers were found in the English argumentative essays.
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Number of English Markel

122 (13.61% _ 124 (13.84%

::::::::::::::._.::::::::::::::: _ Contrastive Market
L B Elaborative Marker
':::::::::::::::::::::::::" — Inferential Marker

650 (72.54%

Figure 4.1: Number and percentage of English markers

As can be seen in Figure 4.glaborative markers had the highest numlbeef@rences
(650)in the essays. One mainars on f or t hi s iissa sampla of this h e v
mar k er daddhe highesdnumber of casesghe elaborative markeOverall, a

totalof 50 r ef erences were allocated to ‘and’

Contrastive (12¢and inferential (122) markers had a similar number of references. In
contrastive markers, the word ‘but’ had
and in inferential mar ker s, the word * s
references. It lould be mentioned that some of the samples of discourse markers

i ncluding: ‘conversely’, ‘“nonethel ess’

anal ogousl vy’ , ‘“better yet’, ‘“by the sar

consi deryed,” ,' iwéseumtaded.in the 40 English argumentative essays.
Accordingly, e highest percentage of English markers also belonged to elaborative

markerg72.5%)followed by contrastiv§13.8%)and inferentia(13.6%)markers.
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4.1.1.6 Myside Bias Fdare

This feature was added on to the framework by the researcher in order to see whether
the participants paid attention to both sides of the argument in the argumentative essays
or whether they just focused on proving their own pointiefvg. The rest$ are as

follow (Table 4.6).

Table 4.6: Frequency results formyside bias feature(English essays)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative
Percent

Valid Yes (Myside bias 22 55.0 55.0 55.0
present)
No 18 45.0 45.0 100.0
Total 40 100.0 100.0

The results obtained from the essaggarding the presence of myside bae also
supported by what the participantesponded on the questionnaire and also the
interviews. The two questionnaire items related to the presence of myside bias
(questionnae items 4 and 6) had very strgnthat is, ranging from 79% to 83
responses (See Table &) Xfrom the participants. These responses all pointed to the
participant s’ desire to focus and prove

other sideof the argument.

Many interviewees also referred to their support of myside bias in their writing. When
asked about whether they paid attention to both sides of an argument in their
argumentative writing, intervilevteevehat? had

think and sometimes what | think about something is more important than what people

t hi Ahis"was also echoed in the response which interviewee 8 Yslyeidea is
more important than that of othetsterviewee 6 also believed in mysib@s:“| just

address at on my point of v.iew because ir
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Interviewee 3 also pointed out that although she knew it would be better to pay attention

to bothsides, in practice she could not

I know that ittdh Ibetdtesr thatt fiemR of clam’
| want to write an argumentative writing (eh), | focus on the side that (eh) |
think (eh) it’'s (eh) the side which is
support it, but (eh) I try to use both sides

4.1.2 PersianEssays

Similar to the English argumentative essays, the Persian essays were analyzed by two
bilingual (English and Persian) raters (See 3.1RlliBgual Raters) Xing, Wang, and

Spencer’s (2008) Five Contr astinyside bikse at ut
category were the overall six categories analyzed by the two raters. Overall, a total of
13,525 words were used by the Highietermediatelranian EFL studentghroughout

their 40 Persian argumentative essays. Although the participants wéte lim the

number of words used in the essays (380), they still used slightly more words in

their Persian argumentative essays as compared to the English ones (13,508 words).

This is mainly due to the fact uetanditis Per

obviously easier for them to write in Persian.

4.1.2.1 Inductive vs. Deductive Feature

The binary features (inductive/deductive) were also used for the Persian essays and the

results for the frequency of the two binary features was fourtald Ba7).

15



Table 4.7: Frequency results forinductive vs. deductive featurgPersian essays)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative
Percent
Valid Deductiv = 22 55.0 55.0 55.0
e
Inductive 18 45.0 45.0 100.0
Total 40 100.0 100.0

As can be sn from the results, the inductive/deductive feature of the Persian

argumentative essays has a surprising twist as compared to Englisth®ftesf the

Persianargumentative essays wateductiveand the remaining 45% were inductive

nature.This shows hat although the Highentermediatelranian EFL student®ave

been taught to apply a deductive style of writing in their English essays, they tend to use

this style more in their Persian argumentative ességg, et al.(2008) found that only

17% of thér Chinese participants used a deductive style of writing. Here, a little more

than half the participants (55%) used this style of writing.

4.1.2.2Start-SustainTurn-Sum vs. IntroductiorBody-ConclusionFeature

The 40 Persian essays written by the heigntermediatelranian EFL studentsvere

also analyzed for theverall method of structuring the informatiorhe results of the

analysis can be found in Table 4.8.

Table 4.8: Frequency results forstart-sustainturn -sum vs. introduction-body-conclusion feature
(Persian essays)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative
Percent
Valid I-B-C 39 97.5 97.5 97.5
S-S-T- 1 25 25 100.0
S
Total 40 100.0 100.0
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As was mentioned earliefSee4.1.1.2 StartSustairTurn-Sum vs. IntroductioiBody-
Corclusion Featurethe English preferred mannef structuring informationis the
introductiorbody-conclusion.As can be seen from the above table (Table 4.8), 97.5%

of the participants opted for thetroductiorbody-conclusionstructure over the start
sugainturn-sum structure. During the consults with the experts at the department of
Persian language ariderature (Seel.1.2.1Consultation),it was determined that the
Persian style of writing has been changing during the past few decades. The experts
aserted that the present general style of writing being used in Persian composition is
actually the same as English. This was also what was observed in many Persian writing
manuals Derakhshan, 1988Taherkhani, 1995Ghorbaniun, 2004,Givi, Hakemi,

ShokriTabatabaee, 2006amiee, 2008ndSolhjoo, 2008

In their study, Xinggt al. (2008 found that some of their Chinese participants used the
startsustainturn-sum structure and that this structure had emerged from the Chinese
poetry.

In one of the iterviews, the interviewee (Interviewee 2) described the Penssgmer

of structuring information in the following way:

.the first paragraph is to just (eh) qgi
about the writing.. And i epositvesideassdic ond we
in the third paragraph the negative side and in the conclusion we can express

our personal idea.

She believed that the overall structure is the same in English and Persian argumentative

writing. | nt er vi e we eant3o waite anoessaysnsFarsi i wodld t h a
follow the stages in that English told”.
8):
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| think but the whole structure [of English and Persian argumentative essay] is
the same. For example when | read somelestin Persian, and found some
articles and some books the structure of all of them is the same [as English]. |
think the introduction, expanding and conclusion.

In another partinterviewee 8 sums up the idea of the comparison between English and

Persiarstructure by saying:

It was all the same as the ones that we learn in English that for example, it was
in the whole structure. That if you want to read [write] about some subject, at
first you have to introduce it what you want to talk about and aftdrith

some paragraphs you have to mention it more and expand it more and the total

is the conclusion that what you get it from the text.

4.1.2.3Circular vs. LinearFeature

The 40 Persian argumentative essays were analyzed using the same methodhas Englis

After analyzing all 40 essays, the SPSS results (Ta8)esHowed the following

Table 4.9: Frequency results forcircular vs. linear feature (Persian essays)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative
Percent
Valid Linear 1 2.5 2.5 2.5
Circular 39 97.5 97.5 100.0
Total 40 100.0 100.0

As can be seen in the above table, almost all (97.5%) of the Persian argumentative
essays were written in a circular manner. This shows that the Highanediate
Iranian EFL studentpreferred to use aide range of ideas in each paragraph they
wrote. This result is supported by Baleghizadeh and Pashaii (2010), and Meskoob
(1995). Baleghizadeh and Pashaii (2010) point out that there is no explicit boundary

between spoken and written discourse in Persiah that spoken discourse is the
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presiding style and has a great impact on the written discourse. They then go on to

explain that

One of the main characteristics of oral discourse in Farsi is topic shift, i.e. the
speaker, from time to time, shifts fromeotopic to another trying his or her
best to make the issue as attractive and persuasive as p(sslide

Consequently, having multio pi ¢ a l or ‘ cet @lcdedcribe in 2008 s X |
paragraphs, are common in Persian writing. This might vedy e one reason why
theseHigherintermediatdranian EFL studentspted for this style even in their English
argumentative essays. Here are four sample paragraphs to show the circularity in the
essays written in the Persian language. It should be keptind that the same
paragraphs from the English essays could not be selected as some of the participants

wrote linearly when it came to their Persian essays.

An English translation of each of the excerpts is provided following the paragraphs. All
transhtions were also checked with the second rater in ¢odemsure a less ambiguous
translation.Discrepancies in thé&ranslationswere resolved by having the two raters

discusghedifferences and determine the most approptratesiation

Persian Excenpl (Essay 3):

WFr . MWHFE CGiIFb id TBEABIDL chfFKuMYMB M FAxXFHhBIp
abbrh gqr7F fFTFCB plF 2 bl Fp fwmbdM dBF g
Atce Wt pp A4AFpH_ O cuHBip@ea DY FioHsc/br | cC mBbB
L2F N PRBOF cTFCHD LWB b umhfrl x 64 25 BIBK EDBT cblFTh T
bk Fm> cHOMB/IB pfF /1 holbp EFb@hx B> %BFHE WE
PAb>B Ext mMp CF b Ebb p@nampidep miBmp . ™Mb

. 9BF BF 73 p ¥ ZBECFbT M pexbhy Tkt
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English Translation oExcerpt 1 (Essay 3):

| support creating coeducational classes in elementary schools regardless of
the problems and disadvantages it can have and | believe there are more
advantages for havingueh schools. Based on academic issues, having girls
and boys study in the same environment can create a sense of competition
and this can help them academicalipwever it should be pointed out that
keeping control of such classrooms by the teacher isrfere difficult than

usual classroomgsingle sex classrooms) since creating a balance between
the two genders in the classroom requires immense management skills and

lots of experience.

The writer starts by supporting coeducational school and sayimg #@we more
advantages than disadvantages to having these types of elementary schools. In the
second main idea she refers to the teac
coeducational classes. This paragraph has 103 words which makes it acceptable
according to the length of paragraph, however, the number sentences does not qualify.
This paragraph only consists of 2 very long sentences and according to Arnaudet (1981)
we at least need 3 sentences per paragraph. It is interesting to see that theofiumbe

words per sentence range from@lwhich make the sentences extremely long.

Persian Excerpt 2 (Essay 11):

F2 prrlie pxFmbre uWikF b [4T7F d9bB& CEB b BF
a/lsrt m chimbl BFmip BIEa N> lCF pg A bF 8 TFTMLY M
pphb bps wm . Am@an degaDDPrFp UHOF4AB U 9 dI3XB o pTph
nt nt T Hdeain 8B IOBF ch/l. Fhp pmtm Crx (J) apt
NTF UM Wixm, fabr Fp F.p pot p LI papTteH R8s cpB2 pF T ha F
BTt X pmppB bt m?9 ablbBF pp ppB N
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English Translation oExcerpt 2 (Essay 11):

Since Iran is an Islamic country with Islamic beliefs and culture, this issue
can be considered contraryotthe Islamic doctrines and be opposed
strongly. But on the other hand, according to a psychological and
sociological perspective, mixed classrooms are considered to have positive
outcomes(main idea 1) The issue of the interaction between men and
women @en existed during the early Islamic period and the time of the
prophet (PBUH) (main idea 2) For example, Khadije, who was a single
woman, left her personal possessions at the disposal of Mohammad Amin to
trade with. These events prove that the interadiietween men and women

is not condemned in Islam.

In this excerpt, the writer begins by mentioning that Iran is an Islamic country and
according to religious doctrines, there are limitations for having coeducational schools;
but then she acknowledges thasychology and sociology support the presence of
coeducational schools. She does not develop this idea. Then in the second main idea
she focuses on the relationship between men and women in early Islam and concludes
that even in the past; there was memtof men and women interacting within the
society. So, there seem to be two different sets of ideas in this paragraph. This
paragraph has 100 words and also 5 sentences which make it an acceptable paragraph
(Arnaudet, 1981; Zemach and Islam, 200fhe satence length ranges from -26

words which is somewhat long.

Persian Excerpt 3 (Essay 23):

.mainideal)ppmB pmtm W33 hWlp>3 pFpTF ATF upxtB6 ¢
EXFp p. . Tp W2 Y42bx pxxFm3>3 e¢B Epp AAb>B E,
ibl ARp BEmMWitThx aAFpb3ap o0Fp? beBK A4TF bpc AT
neEmpeF it dBF bTHKp pATBK NH Y9BF pbn?ay cht
AFmMb cBxEFappt pPF 06 ebThxt b EpFps pfrptT
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ut ¢ K Frlikep melOp To5r F B php v gFpTF pp vv ASAbH
PTM_ ul/lIBFTt fFk upFmxrs>3 php or7chHH 9pmhk 132 4F
v 942 pwml x Ntmb pxbbhk PAbmanidEsRp xMp 2 CFH MV X

.pbmlI BWtwmb agfF BXF T OBFM OFANT

English Translation oExcerpt 3 (Essay 23):

From another point of view, relationships involving two different genders
may jeopardize the future of the individualgnain idea 1) Studies have
shown the academic performance of boys who study in coeducaiibioals

is superior to other male students. However, these results have been the
opposite when it comes to girls and it is better for girls to study in single sex
schools. This ighe reason behind the recent feminist movenienbring
single sex schoolsof girls. In the end it can be concluded that creating
coeducational elementary schools, whether in Iran or other countries, will
have its benefits if girls and boys are raised to be sociable in their families
(main idea 2) Another point that must be mémed is thatboys and girls
should equallybe looked at as humans with all the characteristics of a higher
being and not as two different genders.

In this paragraph, the writer initially talks about the disadvantages of having
coeducational schools. Thesme goes on to exemplify what she is referring to. The
second main idea appears to be the overall conclusion that supports the establishment of
coeducational schools. What the student did not realize is that the concluding paragraph
should be a separatanagraph standing on its owhhis paragraph has 142 words and

4 sentences. These numbers are also acceffratlaudet, 1981; Zemach and Islam,
2004) The sentence length in the paragraph ranges fre8b Mords which shows a

great variation in the numbef words.

16



Persian Excerpt 4 (Essay 32):

Ext F2 ubr BApPHBB mIbMBRKFBY Ud %' 8k EpF/
M P oKkt c B tEmK(MBaihideal)pby/ R1BI J4ibD FPIOBIYE B dp/
PIOF 38 ExT b3FHBFBbep. PPPbFApPDBRMO Ex! B
AFTB bBF/Nb pmMprepkbhpBMBXAFR @B cTF!

AT Kp PRoxIMd Fp p. . Tp ExT 0oF K pG/HbITDPA FHx1d TaFp |
n?y 492X Fppphpbmp PDAPEF bempBIHIKE o ME MUT XbF
M €COXKIPpKTF Il T_ F?3 pFPpTF pp FKPpFbTp aTF @t
bmtm e¢AY/IB [fTxY FB o .BRBFEBpPpApdMFY b

(mainidea2) pp F p

English Translation of Excerpt 4 ¢gay 32):

Segregated schools have also created serious problems for the interaction

between the young males and femal@sain idea 1) Some display radical

behavior including intense excitement, while others simply shy away and

don't have aceyThese Kinfis of interdctions ebetween two

genders are not considered natural. Each gender is curious to identify the

ot her gender s’ behaviors and at the sal
intentions being revealed they pretend to hate the otfredeg.It is worth

mentioningt hat t hese behaviors vary based or
religious backgroundWe now have to ponder why our society has these

problems?main idea 2)

The writer begins this paragraph by mentioning that segregathmplsccan have a
harmful effect on the interaction between males and females. In the second main idea
which comes at the end of the paragraph the writer enquires about the roots of the
problem; however, he does not explain or try to answer his own quesiibtiherefore

leaves this idea underdeveloped. This paragraph has 129 words and 6 sentences and
according teArnaudet (1981) and Zemach and Islam (20@4jualifies as a paragraph

based on length and number of sentences. The number of words per searigase

from 12-37.
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4.1.2.4Metaphorical vs. Straightforwardreature

Using the same pattern of analysis, the 40 Persian argumentative essays were either
| abeled as ‘straightforward’ or ‘metapho
metaphors, pneerbs, idioms etc. that were used by the participants in their Persian

essays.

The results of the analysis of the 40 essays can be seen in Tabl& 4o1dl. of 126
cases of literary patterns were encountered during the analysis of the 40 Persian

argumentative essays written by tHeggherintermediatdranian EFL students

Table 4.10. Frequency results formetaphorical vs. straightforward feature (Persian essays)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative
Percent
Valid Straightforward 14 35.0 35.0 35.0
Metaphorical 26 65.0 65.0 100.0
Total 40 100.0 100.0

It can be seen from the above results that 65% of the participants included more than
two cases of literary patterns such as metaphors, idioms, allusion, imageries, etc. in their

Persiamargumentative essays.

This result is in line with what many scholars (Dehghanpisheh, 1979; Reid, 1984; and
Saneh,2009) have found when observing Persian writing samples. Dehghanpisheh
(1979) best sums up telpesitomopics EPersian re oftens h e

developed by such literary devices as proverbs and metagphdasl).

This resul t i s also echoed in the studen

and 2 both refer to this idea. Interviewee 1 states:
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they [teachers]said (eh), they (eh) suggest us for example some use for
example (eh) quotes from (eh) important persons important people to get

some for example extra points.

One of the interviewees in Sanel@009) interviews putBersian compositiom
a nutshell:

| readthrough some books like ShariatiKavir and you know, | also knew
some poetry by heart from Hafiz, Rumi,’@&aand others. So | would go to

the exam session and | would just bring the words | had in my mind on paper
very easily (p.87).

Here is a list bsome of the figurative language used by the participants. The translation
of each figurative language section is provided in the third column (Table 4.11). It
should be pointed out that some of the ideas are shared with English, while others only
exist n Persian. In order to help with the comprehension, | will provide the English

equivalents for the items that exist in English.

Table 411 Samples of figurative language irPersianessays

Essay Figurative Language Means
Number
1 Mpk M C3 T 6 4 CéafF K Atthe expense of destroying
bHI the future of both genders
2 pdT1T 00 PF K n C Y Fulfilling suppressed desires
BF nCl WH! O
3 bOb cl H_ 61Y FJsltiseasytoturn a blind eye
to it
4 MpFHBF> ™MT AR DB When a distinction is made
bHl c¢cB wunCyIlt c1between boys and girls (and

their rights) within families

5 Wt Ckp cB aFl xPresenting in a socially
Q. 7Tph pFt A 6" 9 H acceptable manner in
", C3t CB society and *“d
pl eases in the
5 M UxIO33TF bBBHBHICountries’ bor

mMCl unCtppHXpp Fbeen easily breached by
internet and satellites

8 C3xXxFp c¢cB ct1xpF »They know them as weak
and gjueamislictreatures

8 UBF WNBFT pHB VSchool is a gateway to
society
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9 ncCste pp Fp p They can play their social
C3TFrrx FYTF 03 7rolesbetterin the future
10 mNeBfFpT™ byj B pp The relationship between
bpFpmMdWM VLRE:% boys and girls is being put
under a magnifying glass
(highly scrutinized)
11 (J) adt FO3BF $IIL Quotes from prophet
C3TrBOYYB (W) ¢Mohammad and Imam Ali
11 6THI 3CF L WF DK F Considering something
important
12 MO2Mp UTr 3 e FlIn achieving this goal, we
C3Vv yB have hit a dead end
12 OBF "2 pOJ3gly?> Teachers can teach with
CXCFpO™3 €E€CHB B greater ease and comfort
13 63b Er O FRpgalHYa this idea becomes more
palpable for me
13 MmKH3T1 BFFPp WHYB 1If God had not banned
mpbOHm M3 B Adam and Eve from that
fruit
14 6T MARb B YYD BF Let us embrace the
challenges
15 pp FNnx6 paopfrnnx A real practice before
UBhp€ ™M FAP OBF rO=x stepping into the larger
society of men and women
17 Cnx O bwMmMF Ul :Generally means a good
Fp o6t PpFHTDP p beginning makes a good
CeB CKFCHh ending
17 UBF 13l Fm, O8K__ & Covering up this important
fact
20 CHOF> cHKFfFxB Ot MTo explain the matter,
Uryx Crt CF referring to an example
seems to be in place
21 cCKFrstFk c CxXC “Under st asndtheng”
4BF " U>3fF31 " missing link to men and
women’'s soci al
23 CxHI cB Uy 30b & Girls being raised as second
class citizens
26 mpH Uy Ubl> it It is in such a place that the
mMCl FTHV I child' s creatiwv
26 mn3y1T OO0 r 1T aFHLHNot to refer to the opposite
bO¥x afx WjB p sexasacomplete stranger
27 c HfF BF Ce Bp[fE ® B Children are overflowing
XT38 with illogical emotions
27 PF3Tp W3l OT LWt Girls like to behave like
C33b angels
28 AFOJO33p pFO73 JGirl ' s educat.

bPH3X UFJD FK wupt

popular in families
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28 ApbHD NWxXF>3> pmMF [Bread winners of the
households
29 F_HXM C373 6yX CAn incomplete and
emerging industrial society
30 MO I T pHwpB Ok | Complex archaic beliefs
32 CHOF PiB?D Egpl r i u  There are few opportunities
CaYyeh [BHK> for them to meet opposite
sex their age
34 UBF Fnx6 pp 119 Sexual desires are laying
dormant within then
36 cB Qv I mpHt e k The foundations will be
bJy . for med within
mind
38 C3glk XI fK c>XF »Boysareromantic heroes

Each translation was checked with the second rater to ensure a less ambiguous
translation.Discreancies in theranslationswere resolved by having the two raters

discusghedifferences and determine the most approptrates|ation

4.1.2.5EXxplicit Discourse Markers Feature

According tothe Persian translated versionfof a s e r ’ Taxor(orhyddDBgourse
Markers( Se e 3. 2.a&ondmy afBisourseMarkers) the discourse markers

were divided into three categories which representedtrastive, elaborative, and
inferential markerg¢See Appendix 8)The NVivo software was used in the sameyvas

for English in order to determine the overall number of explicit discourse markers in the
Persian argumentative essays. The total number of discourse markers and the relative
percentage found in the Persian argumentative essays are shown in #greetall, a

total of 997 discourse markers were found in the Persian argumentative essays.
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Number of Persian Marker

51 (5.11%
1 126 (12.61%

% O RSP8I X
# cl TIFAR X
7 cTKFFAR X

o

822 (82.28%

Figure 4.2: Number and percentage of Persian markers

As can be seen ifigure 42, elaborative markerc | T F 9 T B had fh& highestp T x
number ofreferences§ 2) 2n the Persianessays. One main reason for this is that the
word ‘and MJ i$ an examplef this marker andand had the highest number of cases

in the elaborative marke®verall, a total 06 2 réferences were allocated‘tnd.

Contrastiveor 0 F  imdArkef BHad 124 and inferential or ¢ T fngasker flafl 51
references. I n contrastive marker s, t he
Persian @ Te bly ©ORQMFVvMGPj_B o3 A K 3 b H B Phhad the highest
number of references (60 references) and
following synonyms in Persian 06 o F B8 CU lind mépF a8 m @8 M CF ). E_
Ut r ol rptpe g')1iwas repeated more than others with 28 references. It should be
mentioned that some of the samples of discourse markers were not used in the 40
Persian argumentativessays.Some of these samples include:

, O2F 02 pHA 1?3 , WlfbBFm 1W3IF, BOIl, D3 B sxFRTC

DK W23 ,pHTtTmM F3 ,F?2 WITFUYB pp , apHhUs

gdnt
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Accordingly, the highest percentage of Persian markers also belonged to elaborative

markers (82.2%) followed by contrastive (12.6%) and inferential (5.11%) markers.

4.1.2.6 Myside Bias Feature

As previouslymentioned (Se8ection4.1.1.6) the myside bias featumas added on to
the framework by the researcher in order to see whether theigants paid attention

to both sides of the argument in the argumentative. The result can be seen in Table 4.12.

Table 4.12 Frequency results formyside biasfeature (Persian essays)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative
Percent
Valid Yes 15 375 375 375
No (Myside bias) 25 62.5 62.5 100.0
Total 40 100.0 100.0

The results obtained from the essa®w that 62.5% of théligherintermediate

Iranian EFL students paid attention to both sides of the argument and were therefore
more objetive when they wrote their Persian ess&yse reason for this might be the
participants’ overall better command OV
foreign language (English) which in turn assists them in focusing on both sides of the

argument.

42 Compari son and Contrast bet ween

Persian Argumentative Essays

In this section, the Highentermediate Iranian EFL studehtEnglish and Persian
argumentativeessays are compared with regai@ the 5 Contrastive Features
Framevork and themyside bias. In order to provide deeperanalysis of the
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comparison, theesults from Tables 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.6, 4.7, 4.8,4419 and 4.12
are included in comparative figures (4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, and Al30, the results from

Figures 4.1, 4.2are summarized iRigures (4.8, and 4)9

60%1
50%1

B Inductive English
B Inductive Persian
O Deductive English
B Deductive Persian

40%1
30%1

20%:

NN NN N

10%:

0%-

Figure 4.3: Percentage ofmductive vs. deductive in English and Persian

As can be seen in Figure 4.3, while in the English argumentative essays the EFL
students optedof an inductive feature (55%), their Persian argumentative essays are
more deductive (55%). Although the students are indirectly encouraged to write more in
the English preferred style of deductive structure, they seem to pay more attention to
this fact whle writing their Persian argumentative essays. From the onset of English

cl asses, student s’ books focus on the de

students to mention their opinions at the beginning of the essay.

One reason for obtaininigpe present result might come from the fact that students are
more comfortable writing in their mother tongue and so they might find it easier to take

a stand at the beginning in Persian writing than in English. When asked about how they
planned their writng n  Engl i s h, I nterviewee 7 had t
mot her tongue, I Il i ke to write in Persi

attention to Persian even when planning for an English essay.
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100.0%-
80.0%/
L O1BC English
60.0%1 MW IBC Persian
40.0%¢" | OSSTS English
] E SSTS Persian
20.0%1”]
0.0%-

Figure 4.4: Percentage ofSSTSvs. IBC in English and Persian

The results in Figure 4.4 show the same situation for both English and Persian
argumentative essays. Modtligherintermediate Iranian EFL student®7.5%)
preferred to use the introductimody-conclusion stle of writing as opposed to the
startsustainturn-sum (S-S-T-S) style. They generally focused on the topic they were
writing about and did not stray from it. This was the same case in both languages. It is
interesting to point out that-ST-S structurewas only used by one student in his
writing and it was this same student who used this structure in both his written essays.
This shows that the train of thoughts for thiggherintermediate Iranian EFL student

revolves around mentioning seemingly irrglavideasn his writing (Xinget al.,2008).

100%:

80%

O Circular English
OCircular Persian
B Linear English
B Linear Persian

60%-

40%-

NN NN N

20%/+

0%-

Figure 45: Percentage of gcular vs. linear in English and Persian
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It is apparent from Figure 4.5, that thitigherintermediate Iranian EFL students
preferred a circular stylef writing in both their English and Persian argumentative
essays. This means that thBgherintermediate Iranian EFL studented a high
frequency of topic changes within a paragraph which in turn adds up to a less
comprehensi ve es sagpective (Xing et ah2608)r Adtleoulgk nos ’
linearity is common is Persian writing (Baleghizadeh and Pashaii, 2010), it is evident
from these results, that thdigherintermediate Iranian EFL studerttave transferred

the rhetorical pattern from Persi@mative language) to English (target language).

By comparing the four extracts (See 4.1.Ci8cular vs. Linear Featurand 4.1.2.3

Circular vs. Linear Featuyérom the English and Persian essays, we can conclude that:

1. The English paragraphs include ra@entences (up to 11 sentences in extract 3)
as compared to the Persian (the highest number of sentences was used in extract
4 with 6 sentences). This is in line with what Zage and Farvardin (2009)
found in their analysis of the English and Persianayssof their Iranian
students. This means that although the length of the paragraphs was similar, the
participants tended to break down their ideas more efficiently in their English
compositions. Hence, the Engliextracts would be more readdendly in

terms of text comprehension than the Persian ones.

2. The participants used a more manageable sentence length in the English extracts
(ranged between-81 words) as compared to the Persian extracts (ranged from
12-69 words). This was also the case in Zaeeand Farvardin (2009). They
reported a range of 121 for the English, and 15.5® for the Persian essays.

Therefore, the results from the present extracts echoes what the above scholars
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found. Zareee and Farvardin also refer to Park (1986) who as$setstudents

tend to write longer sentences when they are writing in their native tongue.

70%- A
60%- S
50%-
40%:
30%:
20%:

10%:

0%-

3 Straightforward English
B Straightforward Persian

O Metaphorical English
B Metaphorical Persian

Figure 4.6: Percentage of saightforward v s. metaphorical in English and Persian

The use of metaphors, allusions, imageries, phls/erdioms etc. is thought to

contribute to the overall beauty of the written text in Persia2ehghanpisheh, 1979;

Reid, 1984; and SaneBD09. However, these literary patterns are mostly considered

clichés in the Thefntirgs fromhisesamdy are iv line witiveas .

has been indicated by the above scholars; the results from figure 4.6, clearly show the

preference of théligherintermediate Iranian EFL studentsapplying a metaphorical

style to their argumentative writing in both Hsh and Persian. Hence, this is another

feature which theHigherintermediate Iranian EFL studenteve transferred from

Persian to English style of writing. It is noteworthy to mention that Hingher

intermediate Iranian EFL studentsed 10% more methprical elements in their

Persian essays as compared to their English essays.

Most of the transfers that were found during the analysis oHigkerintermediate

Iranian EFL students ar gument ati ve essays

necl

ud e

expressionfrom Persian to English. Therefore a table was created for each of these

features with some extracts from the essays.
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Table 4.13, consists of some of the Persian vocabulary items which have been

transferred to English by the participants. Again, theslegions were all checked with

the second rater in order to establish a better translation.

Table 4.13 Sample of vocabulary items transferred from Persian to English

Essay Persian Vocabulary Vocabulary Used Vocabulary
Number Vocabulary Translated (transferred to Meant
(extract from (not mentioned  English)
Persian essays) in Persian
essays)
5 Not mentioned 1y HOF K 9 b Elementary school Higher
in Persian essay is the basis of education
complete
educations
10 Not mentioned BT F DI Coeducational Condition
in Persian essay physical education
classes revealed
quite different
climates
11 Not mentioned a4 Cl MO39 nv We stillfacesome Encounter,
in Persian essay university students come across,
who have some  meet
problems in
communicating
with the other
gender
12 --
c hbpFCs Theinfrastructure Establishment
ClfF?2 W3¢ of these schools is
easy but
impossible.
12 U hmp wk -- We meet someone Become
6yl F"? and we want to friends with/
havefriendship Establish a
friendship
12 CF 6pF> - Out of classes Extra
MBF XO9 work curricular
activity
14 Not mentioned ¢ CxC C§ People eeliving  Walks
in Persian essay in differentlevels
of life
17 FT M U - Direction and Embezzlemen
mn9 M up policy abuse and
4 blt CB6 ¢ pocket presencef
large income
18 CF FKO33-- Girls degreesare  Scores
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4 BF FXOA - better than boys

19 6k JOyO -- coworkers who  Are
bus paffls3 haveopposite sex
20 Not mentioned BF 3 ¢ Ay 3 Verytop grades Very high
in Persian essay scores
20 Notmentioned O T p P DA Onthedifferent On the other
in Persian essay side hand
23 Notmentioned ¢ xC 3 0 F K Bodily activities  Physical
in Persian essay activity

25 Not mentioned SxXFp ap Inordernottdose In order for
in Persianessay CF 31 B A F ourtop students our top
students not tc
drop out
26 eB O3x V- This caises more view
disadvantages tha
benefitsin my eye
32 Not mentioned U KO T 3 e 3 Setshynesaway overcome
in Persian essay
32 Not mentioned M D91 y 2 Theywill try their Better grades
in Persian essay D31 y > besttogemore
and moremarks
than eaclother.
34 Not mentioned Apbpm6 U That may help gain

in Persian essay girls toearn
important
experiences
36 Not mentioned 1 3 b How true is it scene
in Persian essay behind thestage
40 aFp6 cly-- Peacefukpace Environment

As can e seen fromTable 4.13 the italicized bolded vocabulary items have been
translated from Persian into English. Bhela (1999) also found vocabulary and
prepositions to be two of the most | mpor
L1 (Spanish, Vietamese, Cambodian, Italian) into English. Bhela (1999) believes the

participants’ first | anguage can direct]|

Table 4.14, takes into account the prepositions that have been transferred from Persian

to Endish.
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Table 4.14: Sample of preposition items transferred from Persian to English

Essay Persian Preposition Preposition Used Prepogion
Number Preposition Translated (transferred to Meart
(extract from (not mentioned  English)
Persian essays) in Persian
essays)
2 Not mentionedin p p In all over the NoIn
Persian essay world needed in
English
2 Not mentioned in 1 3 The Iranian No to
Persian essay educational needed in
system permitso  English
pre-schools to
mix boys and
girls
7 Not mentionedin F 3 Encountergo with
Persian essay others
13 Not mentionedin CF In the other hand On
Persian essay
19 Not mentionedin g Cl MO73 Faceuptotheir Encounter
Persian essay opposite sex
20 Not mentionedin 9pHH W3 Repeatthefirst Inanother
Persian essay guestionin other
way
22 n-> -- Don’ ttotwe Noto
separate school needed in
English
25 Not mentionedin 1 3 The first step for Noin
Persian essay enteringin needed in
society English

As can be observed from the above table, most prepositional errors occur when the

students add prepositisrwhich are not needed in English. They use the prepositions

from Persian and directly transfer them to their English argumentative essays. Izadi

Agha (2007) found that Iranian students have a great difficulty applying the correct

preposition in English. % believed the reason for this to be the extensive number and

t he

var.i

ety

of

prepositions in

Engl i sh

two or three prepositions in English, there usually exists only one counterpart in
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Per s i an "Thetefore, the Dabian.students just tend to use that one preposition to

represent the various counterparts in English.

Finally, in Table 4.15, the Persian expressions translated into English can be observed.

Table 4.15. Sample of expression items trarferred from Persian to English

Persian Expression Expression Expression
Essay Expression Translated Used Meaning
Number(s) (extract from (not mentioned (transferred

Persian essays) in Persian to English)

essays)
1, 26 -- School is their Referring to
MmXfF>3> AaF second home the
amp importance of
school

4,8 Not mentioned pp Fp mp Eachcoinhas Each coin has

in Persian essay two faces two sides
6, 21, 24, -- Boys would Shows the
25, 29 M Oyl F not be lions strength and
APbHD EHE and the girls  boldness of
become mouse boys as
opposed to
girls

7,28 Not mentioned x B O3 r Boyswill be Referring to

in Persianessay C3 K FH > less the roughness
bH?D coarse/rough  of boys
like rocks.
9 pHADT XX -- it cannot stop Referring to
PP FK A4 children opposite sex
CF O6pF> meeting others meeting each
Ebit Oy 3 through extra otherin extra
_MWBFXO7= classes, the in curricular
M ¢ TFFl alleys and classes and ir
bJOy . 9 F¢ streets society
12 Fyc cIHHL-- Where isthe Emphasizes
Hayaof the cat theintegrity
of humans.
14,17 Cnx O, - If the first Generally
ce FTOX brick architect means a gooc
Gt PFHTL is tilt, tilted beginning
wall goes up  makes a gooc
Soraya ending
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20 nuy  n3c i -- We canask  Atwhat
CTFNnN?> how much it  price?
costs
21 Not mentioned , 3B 39xBoys wo Referringto
in Persianessay EF IFc F c like cold stone without
b3 C3KI emotions
28 Not mentioned 2xB C3 1 Thegirlswill Referringto
in Persianessay C3 | H, O3 notfeelshy  weakness anc
and weak like shyness
mice
30 Not mentioned U Bp ey x Fightingwith  Referring to
in Persianessay # /1B F t Oy oldandhand feeling
closed rules of restricted
society
31 CF ppF = They select Referring to
nal m. their wife with  the amount of
UF P3XF knapsack of  experience
Cs3 3t CB past
experiences
31 pp ablt In one word,  Referring to
M OKF A4 their the words anc
UBF @gf T = appearance  actions being
and inside is  similar
one
33 Not mentioned OT1T C # 3 {Girlsare Referring to
in Persian essay alwayshead  girls being
down when shy
talking to
boys.
36 Not mentioned n3 Cyk Clalways Referring to
in Persanessay CT1 Oy . ¢ t believe that what goes
this was the  around comes
behavior of around
others comes
back into our
own behavior
37 Not mentioned Fp QJyu Boys should  Referring to

in Persianessay 39 B M U tolerate tolerance and
C3 Il e¢MmF Y everything and strength
be hard as rocl expected
from boys in
the Persian
culture

This last table includes expressions which can bring about the greatest problem in
comprehension. As many of thesepmssions refer to Persian belief or idiom or

proverb, they can create the greatest problems for non Persian readers. Hence, these
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transfers in general can be another reason whyHtgkerintermediate Iranian EFL

students wr i tt en e s s aiyesscornmggn intermatianal gxamsn e g a t

EFL teachers should also be aware of these transfers and try to assist students to move
beyond them. Possible reasons for the transfer could be the interference of Persian, the
complexity of vocabulary, prepositionscan e x pr essi ons i n Engl i :
inadequate knowledge of EnglistWkalen and Menard,995 Izadi Agha, 2007). Bhela
(1999) asserts that “learners wil!/| not a
process of translation equivalensei i n pl ace” (p. 30) . He bel
abandoning translation from L1 to L2 and initiating thinking in L2 that the students can

master the second language.

60% 1

50% /

40% -

Myside Bias English

30% 1 B Myside Bias Persian

20% A

10% A

0% -

Figure 4.7: Percentage of English myside las vs. Persian myside lias

Myside bias-t he aut hor’s failure to present t
argumentative essayas observed numerously in tHeggherintermediate Iranian EFL
studentswritten argumentative essays. According to Figure 4.7, tbeepce of myside

bias was felt more in the English argumentative essays (55%). The Persian

argumentative essays only showed 37.5% for the presence of myside bias. This means

that theHigherintermediate Iranian EFL studentsthis study focused more oreing
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objective when writing their Persian argumentative essays. One reason for this could be

their overall better command over their native language (Persian).

900
800
700+
600
500+
400
300
2001
100

® Number of English Marker

Number of Persian Marker

Contrastive Elaborative Inferential
VSoF&Be VSecl &F VS cetplF

Figure 4.8: Number of English markers vs. Persian narkers

Figures 4.8, and 4.9, show the number and the percentage of English markers as
opposed to the Persian ones. In the contrastive marker, the two languages performed
very similarly with Persian having 1.31% more references than English. In elaborative
marker, it carbe seen that the Persian argumentative essays had more references than
the English ones (about 10% more); and finally the inferential marker seems to be more

dominant in the English argumentative essays with almost 8.5% more references.

In the contrastie markers, the two languages performed similarly. In the Persian

el aborative markers, the marker ‘and’ w a
to the 520 references in the English essays) which could explain the relatively longer
sentences writtem the Persian argumentative essays as compared to the English ones
(See analysis on the extracts in 4.1 QiRularvs. Linear Feature and 4.1.Z3rcular

vs. Linear Feature). Ithenf er ent i al mar ker s, t he Englii
(56 refeences as opposed to the 28 in Persian essays) which could show the participants
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concern to signal the conclusions and results in their English essays more than the

Persian ones.

All'in all, the Higherintermediate Iranian EFL studentsthis study usedhore explicit
discourse markers in their Persian argumentative essays as compared to their English
ones. Overall, a total of 103 more references were found in the Persian essays.
According to Connor (1996), the higher number of discourse markers assisadees

in trying to make more connections between information coming before and following
the discourse markers. It also improves the overall coherence and unity of the writing.
Therefore, it seems the students wrote more coherent texts in Persiarpasecbta the

English essays.

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10% -

0%

# Percentage of English Marke

i Percentage of Persian Mark

ContrastiveElaborativelnferential
VS oFisBs VS el TEF VS ctikF

Figure 49: Percentage of English rarkers vs. Persian markers

Figure 4.9, also shows the percentage of the discourse markers usedHghibe

intermediate Iranian EFL students
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4.3 Questionnare

One of the instruments used in the present study was a questionnaire. The questionnaire
mainly served as a triangulation device in the present study. The questionnaire was
designed and piloted before the final administratiSee 3.2.5 QuestionnaireRilot

Study, and IntdRater Reliability. This section can be dividadto 3 phases. The first

phase involves the reliability of the questionnaire and the next two phases focus on the

three parts of the questionnaire.

4.3.1 Phasel: The Reliability of the Questionnaire

In this phase, the piloted questionngiBee 3.2.5Questionnaire and Pilot Study) was
ready to be used for the main study. During this phase of the study, the questionnaire
including 6 problematic areas in English writing and also 6 tjoesaire items on
writing techniques, writing style and myside bias was administered to 40 Higher
intermediate Iranian EFL students (13 males and 27 femdlke)participants were
given approximately 20 minutes to answer the questionnaire items. Hagales was
present to answer any questions the participants @raxhbach's alpha was applied to

the data obtained from th&2 items of the questionnaire and this was 0.80 which

according to De Munck (2009) is an acceptable reliability.

43.2Phase2: TheSecondPart of the Questionnaire (The

The first part of the questionnaire mainly shed light on the demographics of the
participants. For more information on this gde refer to chapter 3 (See 3.1.2.1 Student
Participants, 3.2.2 Teacher Participants a32.5 Questionnaire, Pilot Study, and Inter

Rater Reliability.
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The second part of the questionnaire foc
problematic areas in English writinds mentioned before (Se&2.5 Qustionnaire,

Pilot Study, and Inter Rater Reliabiljtythe six problematic areas had been suggested

by Jordan(1997). The six areas mentioned were vocabulary, grammar, spelling, style,
punctuation, and handwriting. The second part of the quesiienraskd the
participantsto express their perceptions regarding the six different problems in writing
This part of the questionnaire was distributed both among Higtezmediate Iranian

EFL students and also their teachers. The results are as follow:

4.3.2.1The Students

Forty Higherintermediatdranian EFL studenta/ere asked to express their perception

through a five point Li ker't scale from °

The order of the most problematic areas selected by the Higkemedate Iranian

EFL studentgaccording to %) is listed below in Table 4.16.

Table416 St udent s perception of the most probl em

Problematic Area Percentage
Grammar 75
Vocabulary 63
Spelling 61
Style 48
Punctuation 38
Handwriting 25

As can be seen above, the students perceive grammar to be the most problematic area
followed by vocabulary and spelling. They perceived handwriting to be the least
problematic area in English writing. The students seem to focus on surfaten®rs

which show their concern in language accurddficulties. This is also what many
scholars (Hedgcock and Lefkowitz 1994; Kern, 1995; Schulz, 1996; Schulz, 2001;

Diab, 2005; Diab, 2006; Rahimi, 2010) have found in their studies. Diab (2006, p. 3)
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asserts “surface | evel correction 1is of
teachers” . This shows that students perc
and checking grammar before handing in a piece of writing in class. This was also what

most students mentioned in the interview when they were asked about the changes they

made between the drafts they wrote. One student (Interviewee 4) mentioned:

..The grammar i s more important because
difference betweenhe meanings. If you use one structure maybe the
meanings had change. | f I have any mis
much good in grammar

Another student (Interviewee 6) referred to the same point when he talked about his
difficulty in English writing. He explains that some English grammatical structures do
not exist in Persian and therefore he needs to change the structure in order to convey the

same meaning. He said:

Grammar and structure in some points are diffefBetween Persian and

English]... | (eh) can remember one situation
| anguage [ Persi an] (eh) didn’t prepare
change my meaning of sentence.

A third student (Interviewee 1) also referred to the changes she made in her
writing. She also had a similar set of ideas whichestpgessedb y s alyputn g
my sentences grammatically or | try to sometimes | try to use collocations or | try

to i mprove vocabulary or something |ike 1
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4.3.2.2 The Teachers

Twenty Iranian EFL teackrs were also asked to participate in this section of the
guestionnaire. They were askednumber the areabey perceived their students had

the most difficulty inEnglish writing. They were asked to express their perception
regar di ng t heproblematic ardas m tEsglish vanibng using a five point
Likert scale (from ‘" Compl et B ogdemditleangst e e’

problematic areas selected by trenian EFLteachers (according to %) is listed below

in Table 4.17.
Table 4.17: T e a ¢ hperceptidn of the most problematic areas in English writing

Problematic Area Percentage

Style 75

Vocabulary 65

Grammar 60

Punctuation 55

Spelling 40

Handwriting 30

From the table above, it is clear that the teachers perceive tetylie the most
problematic area followed by vocabulary and grammar. They perceive handwriting to
be the | east probl ematic area in their
according to the teachers more time needs to be allocated to the ovenaitatign and
style of the students’ wr i t i n@l97)Tobnd.s i n
According to him 92% of the teachers were worried about the style the students were

using in their writing.

The results fromthe above table show a mismeh between the students and the

teachers perception of t he most probl e
Whereas the students selected grammar (75%) as their greatest challenge in English
writing, their teachers clearly believed style (75%)i¢ated the greatest concern. Both

groups felt equally strong about their selection and this shows a discrepancy. It is
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noteworthy to mention that the students ranked style as the fourth area of difficulty
which shows they do not know the importance of falrirs. informal type of writing in

the eyes of their teachers.

This mismatch might be one of the reasons why students think of English writing as a
barrier in English acquisition and in thinking so still have not been able to move beyond
this barrier. WHe the students pay close attention to surface level errors such as
grammar (Braine, 2002), their teachers are equally concerned about the overall writing
skills problems such as the style of writing the students are using. It seems apparent that
the bestway to equip the students for overcoming this barrier is through awareness

raising by the teachers during writing classes.

However, it is interesting to know that both groups considered handwriting to be the
least problematic area. One main reasonHis might be the advent of typed out pieces
of writing which is becoming more and more popular each day at English classes in

Iran.

4.3.3 Phase 3: The Third Part of the Questionnaire (The Writing Techniques,

Styles, and Myside Bias)

The last part of thequest i onnaire encompassed the
techniques, writing style and myside bias questionnaire items. Overall, 6 questionnaire
items were used in this phase and the main purpose of these questions was to triangulate
how the students agposed their essays and what they mentioned in the intendews.

five pointLikert scale (fromfCompletely Disagréeo ‘Completely Agred wasused to

collect the 40 Higherintermediate Iranian EFL studentsideas oneach of the

guestionnaire items.
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Each questionnaire item was written in a way so as to support at least one of the
research questions. The questionnaire items were inspireteay fom Zia Houseini
and Derakhsha(006, Mu and Carringtor§2007), Wolfe, Britt, and Butle(2009, and
Saneh(2009. Questionnaire items (See Appendix 1) 2 and 5 are related to research
guestion 1, while questionnaire items 1 and 3 support research question 2 and finally

guestionnaire items 4 and 6 triangulate the responses to research question 4.

The results othe questionnaire items (in %) can be seen in the table below (Table

4.18)

Table418 St udent sd responses (in %) to writing te

Questionnaire item Percentage

1. Before | write in English, | arrange my thoughts in Persian

63
2. | use quotes, proverbs, and idioms to strengthen my point of view
writing in English.

78
3. I make a Persian outline for my English texts. .
4. | focus on proving my point of view in English argumentative writing 29
5. | believe tlat English and Persian argumentative styles of writing art
same.

55
6. | think it is unnecessary to formulate counter arguments in En
argumentative writing. 83

The results from these questionnaire items are used in various parts of yhe stud

4 4 Interview

After the completion of the questionnaire and writing tasks, interviews were conducted
with some of theHigherintermediate Iranian EFL studerfts a voluntary basisyhich
served as the third source of guided reflection for data ga¢f€onducting interviews

for the present study assisted the researcher in triangulating the content of what the
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participants wes composing. Although the information obtained through interviews is

considered to be subjective in nature and can at best slotain aspects and

experiences of each individual, it- neve

term, private process of skill devel opmel

A total of 8 Higherintermediate Iranian EFL students were selected to takenptre

interview. A set of interview questions were writteased orGosden (1996), Victori

(1999), and Buckingham (2008). The interview was conducted in such a way that the
EFL students may be encouraged to explain their English writing performance. The
interview questions (See Appendix 5) were each related to one of the research
questions. Interview questions 1 and 6 were related to research question 1; while
interview questions 2 and 5 reflected the ideas in research question 2. Interview
question 3 echexd the essence of research question 3; and finally interview question 4

was related to research question 4.

Each interview was confidential and it was conducted on an individual basis. Each of
the interviews, which lasted for aboutl8 minutes, was alsdranscribed. The

i ntervi ewees’ perspectives and comment s

By employing the first interview questio

the main stages in writing an English argumentative textag determined that most
interviewees (6 out of 8) only described a general description of a writing format and
did not refer to the specific stages regarding English argumentative writing. 2 out of 8

interviewees referred to specific information regardimglish argumentative writing.

18
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For example Interviewee 2 mentioned:

as | 've |l earned, the structure was that
the argument and then (eh) we talk about both of them and we try to be

objective and then in conclusiave express our side.

Interviewee 4 also refers to English argumentative text in specific when he asserts:

So, (um) for writing an essay or argumentative writing, first thing that we

need that’'s really required iwhat( eh) a

’

we’'re going to write about i1it, what we

strong opinion, a clear one, evidences and reasons.

In the second interview question (when planning a text, which language do you use? Do
you use mix languages? If yakes it help or hinder you?),\tas discovered that 2 out

of 8 interviewees plan their writings in Persian while another half the interviewees
mentioned that when they first started writing in English, they planned their writings in
Persian and the remaigir2 out of 8 asserted that they plan in the language they are
required to write in. It is interesting to know that the 2 out of 8 who plan their writing

in Persian believe what they are doing is wrong but they still continue:

because most of thetimeHt nk i n Persi an.. someti mes |
English and after that | (um) for example (eh, eh). For example | write a
sentence and after t hat I reali ze that

change it in the correct way in Englighterviewee 1).

Later on in the interviewntervieweel explains the reason why she thinks she uses
Persian to plan helr, wreh) ntghi BShemanemd i myn
improved enough thinking in English (laugh) and maybe because | live in a Persian

language country and everyday | speak Pers

19



Most interviewees refer to translating from Persian to English during their English
writings. This was also the case in Goso
that study translated from Japanes&tglish. Many scholars including Gosden, 1996

and Kobayashi and Rinnert (2008) believe
writing devel opment since translation ¢

meanings in the second language.

Only 2 of the 8 interviewees mentioned that they used a mix of Persian and English to
plan their writing at one stage. When asked whether this style helped or hindered them

in writing one asserted that

It help me (eh) to (eh) thdor@hdier st and v
people that they hear me because (eh)
our expressions and when | mix this expression with (eh) words in English,

they can understand(interviewee 6)

While the second one had a different pecdye

At that time [when using the mix of Eng
(eh) the (eh) disadvantages of these type of mixing these two languages (eh)

and at that time it helped me to write it. To be able to present it to the teacher

or who Iwant to give, (eh) but now when | look back at that time, | see there

is some mistakes adapt in my mind that
that structure in writing. So, (eh) | noticed that (eh) from 3 or 4 months ago

and started to think in Englighnterviewee 4)

The interviews conducted by Buckingham (2008) also had a range of ideas when it came
to utilizing a mixing of languages. While some of them believed they did not mix
English and Turkish due to the difficulty of transferring some ideasbngdish, others

believed one source which assists them in complex cognitive tasks is mixing languages.
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The third interview question focused on how many drafts the participants made and the
type of changes they made between drafts. It also took into r@cedwether the
participants used outlines for their writings. Through conducting the interview, it was
determined that half the interviewees did not use outlines. Outline, being the framework

that assists in organizing a text, serves many purposes.

According to the Writing Tutorial Services at Indiana University website
(http://www.indiana.edu/~wts/index.phpoutlines can aid a writer ttthink over their

notes, consider them from several perspectives, and devise/revise an organizational plan
appropriatd o t heir topi c, a Midori €.998) also foand that the s i g |
good writers in his study made outlines before writing and kept refereeing to them during
their writing. This in turn helped them stay on track and develop the most relewasit ide
from their outline(Grenville, 2001) Those interviewees who used an outline to plan

their essays in the present study believed they were lost without an oAsirene

interviewee added:

We need that one [an outline] because we are going to ma&ke @ start and
without a plan we can’t do anything s

beginning, the middle, the end (interviewee 4).

Other interviewees who used outlines reported jotting down key words, specific
examples, and main reasons they wantedédimthe different parts of their esseéhen
asked about the reason behind not using an outline one interviewee (Interviewee 3) had

this to say:

I don’ t [use outlines], because (eh) I
focus on detlgbrihgsthe detatds ol my paper and thén éeh) try
to explain the whole one.
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Half the interviewees claimed they only used one draft in both their English and Persian
writing, but all interviewees declared that they made changes in vocabulary and grammar
in their English essays before handing them in. Some went further to add collocations,
expressions, and spelling to that list of changes. This is in line with what most

i nterviewees reported in Buckingham (200
than native speakers. My biggest difficulty is vocabulary. If | use the same word in

consecutive sentences then | need to use

In almost all cases, it was determined that the interviewees used more drafts for their
Endish writings as compared to the Persian ones. This was because of their non native
perspective toward the language; however, since Persian is their mother tongue, they had

no difficulty in Persian writing.

It should be pointed out that since these sitgldo not have classes dedicated to writing
as a separate skill, the teachers usually do not find the time to talk about the importance

of outlines and drafts in writing.

Interview question 4 was related to myside bias; it was determined that arouhdfs
interviewees pointed out they only paid attention to their own point of view when
writing. After hearing this from the interviewees, the researcher decided to ask them why

they believed this to be true. Here are the most common replies

when | reognize what | think is more important, but sometimes it is very

i mportant and maybe somebody doesn’t re
My idea is morémportant than that of othersferviewee 8).

| just address at on my point of view becausdhat time, Ibelieve in it

(Interviewee 6).
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As for the othe out of § they also had their own ideas on why they should consider

both sides of the argument

| think (eh) when for example we say (eh) we write, (um) we write an
argumentative writing we should be faind (eh) we should (eh) mention
something which might be against what we think (eh), but (eh) and I try to

concentrate on both sides (Interviewee 1).

Because (eh) if it’'s just (eh) I don’t
pay attention to the bottides of the argument and (eh), for example (eh) take
up reasonable, rational idea and then (eh) choose my (eh) for example final

decide (Interviewee 2).

As for interview question 5, the researcher wanted to see whether students consciously or
unconsciosly transferred their knowledge from their Persian composition classes to
their English writings. This was inspire
contrastive rhetoric in which he considers background education as an affective variable

on L2 writing.

According to Connor (1996) different texts written by ESL learners depends on their
cul tur al background. This shows that “pe:
writing through school s or s omeminkl,iwhed of
asked what the interviewees had learned from the Persian composition classes in
elementary, junior high and high schools, all of them mentioned they had not learned
anything in those composition classes. Buckingham (2008) came across ssuil in

her interviews with the Turkish scholars. Some of the interviewees in the present study
described what they remembered from Persian composition classes. Interviewee 1
mentioned:

| (eh) my writing or my composition was not bad but it was goodnbuine

directly (eh) teach, (eh) taught us about anything. Most of the time they (eh)
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only (eh) write (eh), they used to write a topic on the for example blackboard
or then asked us to write and when for example (eh) we (eh) write our writing
(eh) or givein to our teacher, she corrected for us.

Interviewee 3 also had a similar idea

| (eh) just remember that they give us a topic and (eh) ask us to write, but (eh)
only sometimes if they want to correct us they (eh) only (eh) they only (eh)
mention (eh) sme specific and some general mistakes, but (eh) not the whole

thing.

However, throughout the interviews the researcher found a pattern in which some
interviewees referred to being instructed to use quotations, poems, and proverbs in their
writing. After analyzing the written essays, it was determined that the participants had
unconsciously followed this pointer not only in their Persian essays, but also transferred

it to their English essays as well.

Hence although the interviewees believed they had leatned anything from those
Persian composition classes, they were in fact unconsciously affected by some pointers
given to them in those classes. Phung (2006) found similar results with the Chinese
students he studied. When he asked what the studentsamadd about writing in the
composition cl asses, the students mentio
famous writers and those who were succes
found that the students believed the best way to pezstedreader in argumentative

essays was to include historical refere
given by famous people” (p. 1 0 8the Higltex a mp |
i ntermediate | ranian EFys inddthutdeg emgesh anéd r g u |

Persian essays.
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The |l ast interview question put the | i me
the similarities/differences between English and Persian argumentative writing. 63% of
the interviewees stated that yhéoelieved the structure of English and Persian
argumentative writing was the same. From the 3 out of 8, one interviewee believed the

type of language used was different

| read some of them in magazines and news paper, and some character is the
same anda@me parts, yeah, there could be different. For example, (eh) in our
(eh) argument and argumentative writing in Persian, | think some of informal
(eh) language (eh), but in English we told, we were told that it is better to use

formal language; especiallgifessays(Interviewee 2).

Anot her interviewee put the difference
actually the situation of verbs are dif

believed the difference was in the ease of using fewer wolsglsh writing

Yeah, in English when | write it (eh) when | wrote it in English, it become
short and short because | guess you can compose and express your idea in

English faster than Persiéimterviewee 7)

4.5 Concluding Marks

This chapter has exaned the results of the three main sources of data used for the
present study. These three main sources included questionnaire, argumentative writing
task, and interview. Each of the three sources was individually scrutinized. Tables and

figures were prowed in order to clarify the results.

The method in which each of the results obtained help answers the research questions

will be discussed in the next concluding chapter.

19



Chapter 5

5.0Introduction

This last chapter includes a short conclusion of éiselts obtained from the findings of
chapter 4. In this chapter, the researcher draws conclusions with respect to the data
analysis and compares them with the existing literature presented in previous chapters
and answers each of the research questioreddition, the implications of the results

and suggestions for further research will be presented.

The main theoretical frameworks that the
theory of contrative rhetoric in 1966 (See 2HKaplan and Contraste Rhetoric),

Mat suda’'s revised varic is i199h and 2001,c(See 2Meaw st | V ¢
Contrastive Rhetoric and Studies Surroun
Five ContrastiveFeatures-ramework (FCFF) in 2008, (Seel3.The Five Contras/e
Features Fr amewor kJaxonomy afDistoursearkderg in B99& s e r ’

(See2.4Di scour se Markers and Fraser’'s Taxon:

Whil e Kaplan’s ear |l y (1966)is criticizsdton some grobnels o r i
including onl vy taking into consideration t he
organi zational patterns from their mot h
contrastive rhetori€1997, 2001)goes on to include some intervening factors in second
language writing. @e of these factors relates to the educational background of the

| earners as an effective factor i n seco
revised version, in fact, has a supplementary function for what Kaplan had proposed

from the start. The psent study also found traces of educational background affecting
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the way the participants wrote It (See 5.2Contrastive Features Transferred from

Persian to English Writings).

According to the findings obtained in chapter 4, the present study comdsspvith
Kaplan and Matsuda’s theory of contrast.i
English and Persian organizational patterns in wrifligerefore, it could be argued that

the differences between the contrastive features may arise ffteredi world views

and alsarhetoricalcultural backgrounds of the two languages. This shows that writing

Is in fact a cultural phenomenon and the cultural backgrounds play a vital role in how an
individual writes (Buckingham, 2008; Siepmann, 2006; GosdéA6; Jalilifar, 2008,

Rooholamini, 1986; Victori, 1999; Schneider and Fujishima 1995; and Samiee, 2008).

The present study also finds instances of vocabulary, preposition, and expression
transfer from Persian to Englislhis commonly believed thavhen an individual writes

in a second or foreign language, they tend to transfer their native language to the target
language (Baleghizadeh and Pashaii, 2010). The results of the present research show
this taking place in the essays written by the Hightermediate Iranian EFL students

(See 42Compari son and Contrast bet ween P a
Argumentative EssaysThis transfer could very well be one of the main reasons why
non nati ve student s’ wr i ti ngzed, digtesse/é, i me s
drifting, waffling, vague, indirect, incoherent, irrelevant, and loosely structured (Lux,

1991; Ballard and Clanchy, 1991; Cortazzi and Jin 1997; Saneh, 2009).

In this study, the researcher aimed to investigate the style difference®diwglish
and Persian writing and to determine whether the participating Iranian EFL students

transfer Persian writing cultural norms to their English argumentative writings. Also,
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both students’ and teachers’ perBEgighct i v e
writing were studied. The presence of myside bias was also considered in the essays.
Before responding to each of the reseaygbstionsit seems appropriate to recapitulate

the four research questions that were used to guide this study. Téesehequestions

included:

1. What are the style differences in writing (according to the five contrastive
features) between Persian and English?

2. What contrastive features (according to the five contrastive features) do the
Iranian EFL students transfer fmoPersian to English writing?

3. What are the most problematic areas in English writing according to Iranian
EFL students and teachers?

4. Does themyside biagxist in the Persian or English argumentative writings of

Iranian EFL students?

The research queshs along with the related conclusions will be discussed in the next
sections. Each of the research questions will be discussed separately in order to provide

more in depth information.

5.1 Style Differences between Persian and English Writing According

to FCFF (Research Question 1)

The Five Contrastive Features Framework was created by iraj,in 2008 and the
framework includes 5 sections, namelgductive vs. DeductiveStartSustairTurn
Sum vs. IntroductioiBody-Conclusion, Circular vs. Linear Metaphorical vs.

Straightforward, and Explicit Discourse Marke(See 2.13The Five Contrastive
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Features FrameworkPverall, out of the five contrastive features, two differences were
found between the Highémtermediatel r ani an EFL s ihdi Bnglisht s’ I

argumentative essays.

The first difference found was related to the position of the thesis statement. While the

English essays were more inductive (55%) in nature, the Persian essays were more
deductive (55%). The second difference is in thmber of discourse markers used by

the participants. The students used an overall 103 more discourse markers in their
Persian essays which makes them more coherent and unified to the reader (Schiffrin,

1987; Connor, 199@;raser, 1999; HutchinsoR004).

The most prevalent type of discourse marker used in the Persian essays was the
elaborative marker and from the elaborative marker subcategoriesgthek er * and’
used most often (629 references as opposed to the 520 references in the English essays).
This could very well be one reason why the Persian essays included fewer and also
longer sentences as compared to the English ones (See amalfssextracts in 4.1.3

Circularvs. Linear Feature and 4.1.Z3&cular vs. Linear Feature).

The most frquent type of discourse markers in the English essays was related to the
inferential markers anffom the inferential marker subcategories o’ was used
often (56 references as opposed to the 28 in Persian essays). This can mean that the
participantstried to signal results and conclusions better when it came to English

essays.
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5.2 Contrastive Features Transferred from Persian to English Writings

(Research Question 2)

By comparing the Highentermediatelranian EFLstudents Engl i sh the ssay
norms in English writing, some interesting results can be revealed. While English
essays are generally more deductive (Kaplan, 1966; Hinds, 1990; Cortazzi and Jin,
1997; Kirkpatrick, 1997 Kubota, 1998; Cho, 1999; Xingt al 2008), the English
essayproduced by the respondents werductive in nature (See#1.1 Inductive vs.
Deductive Feature). Although students are encourtgetention their main idea in the

first paragraph from the onset of English classes, these Higfleemediatdranian EFL
studentsdid not do so. What is more interesting is that they did not even transfer this
from their Persian essay stytetheir English essayss they had used a deductive mode

for their thesis statements.

However, there is a possibility of a backwardnsfer (Matsuda, 1997; 2001; Cook,
2003; Kecskes 2008; Kobayashi and Rinnert, 2008) from English into the Persian
essays the students wrote. Meaning, although the students were taught to use a
deductive style in their English essays, they ended up émaimgf this feature to their
Persian essays instead of their English ones. The Persian writing manuals generally talk
about both styles of deductive and inductive writing without showing preference of one
over the otherHorri, 1991; Ghorbaniun, 2004; S¢ho, 200§. One main reason for the

use of deductive style of writing in L1 can be the degree of ease the students feel while
writing in their mother tongue. This helps them to mention their main idea at the

beginning of the Persian essays.
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Backward trasfer has been studied by many scholars and in various areas of language
learning. Noor (2007) found that Arab bilingual students used their L2 knowledge to
better process the sentences they wrote in L1 as compared to their monolingual
counterpartsYelland Polland, and Mercuri (1998liscovered that the English children
who received an hour a week Italian lessons read English better than the ones who
did not. Kecskes and Papp (2000) reported that the Hungarian children who knew
English used more complesentences in their first language than those who did not
know English. Saygin (2001) found that the Turkish bilinguals had a translation
advantage from L2 to L1 over the monolingual participants when it came to
metaphorical (figurative) translations. Atichally, Chen (2006) found that backward
translation takes place in the Chinese s

forward transfer happens at discourse level.

The second difference found was related to number of topic sentences perpbaragra
(See 42Compari son and Contrast bet ween P a
Argumentative EssaysAs Kaplan (1966) emphasized, the English paragraph should
include one main idea and the rest of the ideas should support this main idea. This is
generallyknown as linearity of English paragraphs (Clyn882; Xing et al,2008).
According to the findings of the present study, it was determined that the participants
used a circular style in which two or more main ideas were used in each paragraph
whichintun creates a | ess comprehensive ess:

4.1.1.3Circular vs. Linear Featuye

Since it is generally believed that the Persian style of writing is circular (Baleghizadeh
and Pashaii, 2010), there is a great possibility thatstudents have transferred this

norm to their English writing. Many of the writing manuals in Persian also warn
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students against the use of more than one main idea per parabi@ph (991
Ghorbaniun, 2004; Solhjoo, 2008 hese manuals emphasize fact that circularity is

indeed one area of concern, even in writing Persian essays. The Persian essays written
by the Highetintermediate Iranian EFL students also reveal a circular style of writing

which can lend support to the possibility of trandfes r m t he st udent s’ f

The last differencdound between the Persian and English essagsin the type of
language used. Many scholars assert that straightforward language is often used in
English writing in which the meaning is directhatismitted to the reader (Matalene,
1985; MontaneHarmon, 1991; Connor, 1996; Xing et &008). In the English essays
written by theparticipantsit was discovered thatraetaphorical type of languageénich
includes two or more instances of figurativet@ans such as metapth simile, proverb

etc.was dominant.

Persian, like ChineseBéllard and Clanchy, 1991\Wong, 1992;Kirkpatrick, 1995;

Snively, 1999;Yang, 2001 Xing et al.,2008) Spanish (Montanélarmon, 1991; Phung,

2006) and Arabic (Ballard a@nClanchy, 1991; Fakhri, 20Q4})elies on the literary
patterns used in writing to contribute to the overall beauty of the written text
(Dehghanpisheh, 1979; Reid, 1984; Saneh, 009 As Wong (1992) m €
American English teacher, quoting Chaam Mao, the Communist Party or even
peppering one’'s writings with excerpts f
ori gi nal i Howéver, ths.is béli®/gd.to be a popular method to represent

evidence in Chinese writing (Kirkpatrick, 1995).

Baleghizadeh and Pashaii (2010) also believe that one reason behind the differences

between Persian and English rhetdiés in the fact hat Per si an i s “he
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by poetry so that Iranian prose writers more or less follow the conventioe pbttic

st yl e” Likewase,it i2 &parent that the Highertermediate Iranian EFL students

have been transferring thmmetaphoricalfeature from Persian writing. Questionnaire

item 2 also shows that 78% of the participants support the use aryildanguage in
their essays. Saneh’s (2009) study al so
very wel |l be “shaped by the historicall"
Persian | anguage’” finflipgsthatisfed § ht 1o nitshe hpamrtic

of figurative language in Persian and also its application in their English essays.

However, it is noteworthy to mention thaluring the interview, allthe students
emphasizedhey had learned nothingith regard to organizamin, style and various
genres of writingrom Persian composition classes in school. As was meuntieadier
in chapter 4 (See 4 Mterview), the students are in fagiaonsciously transferring the
use of flowery language from those Persian compositiases and Persian writing to

their English argumentative essays.

In addition, although the Persian writing manuals advise students to avoid ambiguity
while writing (Givi, Hakemi, Shokri,Tabatabaee, 2006olhjoo, 2008), they do
recommend the use of figative language to add to the beauty of the essays

(Derakhshan, 1988aherkhani, 1995Ghorbaniun, 2004Solhjoo, 2008).

53Teachersand Studentso perception of t

in English Writing (Research Question 3)

According to the findigs of the present study, a mismatch was found between the

Higherintermediatelranian EFLstudentsa nd t he Il rani an EFL t ec¢
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the most problematic areas in English writing (See 4.3Thé& Students and also
4.3.2.2The Teacheds While the students ranked Grammar as the most problematic area
(75%), Style was perceived to be the most problematic area (75%) in the eyes of their

teachers. Each felt equally strong about their opinion which is a point of great concern.

Other studies (Golshaand Karbalaei, 2009; Rahimi, 2010) have also found that the
Iranian students are mainly focused on and concerned about surface level errors. One
factor influencing the obtained results can be what the teachers are emphasizing in their
classesNlohan and b, 1985. This means that, while the teachers are worried about the
style the students are using in their writings, they are in fact mainly focusing on

teaching surface level errors.

Of course one main concern here is that many EFL classes in Irarsiaicae to the

use of specific textbooks and those textbooks are generally more focused on surface
level errors. Even Persian writing manuals generally focus on surface level errors
(Derakhshan, 1988; Horri, 1991; Ghorbaniun, 2004; Yahaghi and Naseh ,S0bo,

2008. This might be one reason why the students are unconsciously more drawn
towards surface level errors. Recommendations and suggestions on how to decrease this
di screpancy between the students &nnd t he

this chapter (See 5Practical Implications).

5.4 Traces of Myside Bias in the Persian and English Argumentative

EssaygResearch Question 4)

Mysidebiaswasd ef i ned as the writer’s tendency

view and not payattention to counterarguments in an argumentative essay. This was
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checked in both the Persian and the English essays the Hhggrenediatdranian EFL
studentswrote. It was determined that both types of argumentative essays included
myside bias. Howevethe English argumentative essays had a higher percentage (55%)
of myside bias presence than the Persian ones (37.5%). This was also supported by the
guestionnaire responses and also the interviews the participants took part4rl S6ée

Myside Bias Eaturg. The implications on avoiding myside bias will be discussed in

the next section (Sée5 Practical Implications).

5.5 Practical Implications

The practical implications can be divided into 3 different sections nannebjications

for teachers,mplications for students, and implications for syllabus designers.

5.5.1Implications for T eachers

Implications for teachers can be divided ifisections includinghe mportance of
preparation,the importance ofcorrection, the importance ofexplicit teaching,the

importance ofistening,andtheimportance ofjuidedclassactivities.

5.5.1.1The Importance ofPreparation

The findingsof the present studgan be very important in developing a more accurate
curriculum based on the errors that causdblems for the students. It is also important

for teachers to educate themselves regar
(Johns, 1993). One wayf doingso isto conduct research in their classes to find out

more about the studehtareasof difficulty in writing and then try to plan aheaa the
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syllabusin orderto meet these problems heads (&orch and Tapper, 1997This

could be important for both the Persian language teachers and the EFL teachers.

5.5.1.2The Importance of Correctin

How teachers respond to the students’ er
to encourage students to find the correct ansmertheir own instead of just giving the

correct answer to them, students can have a more active role in thieig @rperience.
Zamel (1985) al so suggests that teacher ¢
progress rather than judging it as a fi
make sure that the students understand the feedback the teachdfsigivaitings.

Mi scommuni cation in this area can prove
experience. Zamel (1985) suggests that t
and references to abstract rules and principles withsggtific straégies, directions,

gui del ines, and recommendations” (p. 95)
correction and focus on the errors that can cause the most confusion for the students

(Snively, 1999).

Roholamini (1986)Shokrpour and Fallahzal (2007) and Dahmardeh (2008glieve

that Iranian EFL teachers mainly concentrate on correcting the compositions sentence
by sentence and in doing so focus the st
process. This is the kind of behavior tmegeds to be toned down on the part of the
teachers in order to facilitate more effective writing by studemtsiscott (1996)
strongly believes that in EFL classelse tcorrection of surfackevel errors should be
abandoned completely. He believes thigsetyf correction has some harmful effects on

the student s’ |l earning experience.

20



5.5.1.3The Importance ofExplicit Teaching

Teacherqboth Persian Language and EFL teacheex)d to focus on presenting the

tasks explicitly to the students. The best wayvoid many mistakes such as myside

bias and circularityin writing is for the teachers to directly explain the negative
outcomes and help students avoid using it in their writings. This is also the case in
removing tle mismatch between the studemtsd tte t eacher s’ per cej
difficult areas in English writing. Kobuta and Lehner (2004) assert that it is the
teacher s’ responsibility in “making rhe
awareness of such differences, and acculturating dsudlierough language exercises
with concrete models that meet audience
emphasizes the explicit instructions on rhetorical conventions in waiinagbelieves

this is the best way to help students in the prooceEmguage learning

Teacherslso need to make the studeatgare of the differences between Persian and
English rhetorical features. It is important for students to realize that each paragraph in
English should only consist of one main idéléhe stwlents should be informed
regarding the use of literary language which generally makes the comprehension of a
text more difficult.lt is these details that help the reader to understand the written essay

with greater ease.

It is very important to keep inimd that the instructions on myside bias need to be given
explicitly to the student@Nussbaum and Kardash, 2005) and that passive teaching may
not be effective. Wolfe, Britt and Butler (2009) found that initially 50% of the
undergraduate research studehtsy studied did not makeny references to the other

side argumentafter reviewing a booklet on the importance of referring to arguments on
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both sides of an issubey found that 33% of these participants still exhibited myside
bias in their workHowe\er, they foundusing prewriting worksheets for studengsd

going through the steps one by one can be of great assistance to the students. The pre
writing worksheets are designed toetplan
al. (2009) found theby using such worksheets the students paid more attention to
including counterarguments in their argumentative writings. In fact, while only 60% of
their control group mentioned counterarguments, 90% the tutorial group focused on
them. This shows how eittive the use of preriting worksheetand explicit teaching

can be.

The students need to explicitly taught that the presence of myside bias in their
writings can bring about several problems. Toplak and Stanovich (2003) believe that the
presence omyside bias has a negative relationship with rational thinking. This means
the less the presence of mysibias in an argumentative task, the more rational the

writing would beto the reader.

Students need to be made aware that by bringing counter emggimto their writings

they can create a more favorable impression of themselves and increase their credibility
in the eyes of the readers (Wolfe and Bri
other side points by framing them in the bestpdsgb | i ght ” ( Wol f e an
2). In addition to the above by including counterarguments into an argumentative text,
the writer can assi st the reader; since
additional cognitive effort themselvesgeste ng count er ar gudemnt s”

p. 188).AccordingtoBa on (1995) it is important to

no single argument is decisive, and we must consider the total weight of evidence and
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the possibility of even strongergaments on the other sidg.3). This is both important

for the EFL and also the Persian language classrooms.

The results from the present study show that the Higitermediate Iranian EFL
students and their teachers have different perceptions negattt most problematic

areas in English writing. While the students put the limelight on surface level problems
such as grammar, vocabulary, and spelling, their teachers are primarily concerned with
the style the students are using in their writings. Thiss mat ch bet ween t
perception can bring about unsuccessful learning and teaching experiences. Therefore,
in order to avoid such experiences and also help Higibermediate EFL students

write more effectively, a distinction must be made ls&w language accuracy and

writing skills.

Language problems are not the only problems EFL students are confronted with when
trying to write; the writing poblems which go beyond surfaleel problems also need

to be taken into account. Itis the teashér r esponsi bil ity to mak
these different types of problems in order for them to write closer to the standards
required on international exams. These results can demonstrate one area of difficulty
which can in turn contribute to theigtheri Nt er medi at e | rani an
scores on the writing sections of international exams such as TOEFL and IELTS.
Although students strive to write grammatically correct sentences on such tests, not
paying attention to the overall style of thairiting (formal vs. informal)might be the

reason fonot achieving favorable scores.
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5.5.1.4The Importance ofListening

Oftertimes during the language learning process, students identify the main difficulties
they are facing (Storch and Tapper, 198 all they need is to be pointed in the right
direction by teachers. By |l istening to t
and unsuccessful teaching and learning experiences can be avoided. Storch and Tapper
(1997) suggest that invitingthedte nt s t o comment on their ¢
dual roles of encouraging students to act as reviewers of their own work and of
providing teachers with a means of respo
Fox (2003) found that when the tuotried to listen to the description of difficulties
provided by Ming (the participant), they were better able to give her the specific type of
assistance she needed and in the long run helped her to have a more effective learning
experience. This can algprove tobe very helpful in the Persiaariguage classes in

schools.

Teachers (both Persian Language and EFL teachers) canuaisthe class into a
friendly and relaxed atmosphere in order
their self estem to learn as much as possible in classes (Vaezi, 2009)bylsaving a
friendly atmosphere, the students are encouraged to ask more questions and learn more

effectively in the long run.

5.5.1.5The Importance ofGuided Class Activities

Guided clas activities can helfo livenup a classroom and encoueagoup activities.
Also, students usually have common errors that can be addressed in more detail as a

class. One recommendation could be for teachers to dedicate a part of class time to
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analyzingpoorly written English texts anohaking studentsaware of theproblematic
areasin the texts and proposing ways in which they can remedy these errors. This
would alsobe a greabpportunityto evenanalyze some of the studentgritten essays

and have th&hole class participate in the corrections.

This way, many shared errors among students can be resolved as a class and students
can play a more active role in their language learning protéss.would, of course,
meanmore timehasto be allocated tovriting in general and perhaps having writing
classes as a separate skill. Having these classes can help students to write easier and

with more accuracy (Golshan and Karbalaei, 2009).

It might also be a good idea to show the class samples of wellnEtiglish essays
along with detailed explanations to provide the necessary informatioreriele the
studentgo write more native sounding prose which can in turn ensure better scores by

evaluatorsThe same activity can also be used in Persian Langlasges.

Another suggestion could be to allow the students to communicate with native speaker
peers throughetters,emails or chat rooms (Yuan, 2003; Coniam and Wong, 2004)

The only thing that needs to be avoided here is the overuse of informal larihaag

could greatly affect the way the students wfde’ E ¢ a ). TedcBeds3could appoint

native speaker pen pals for students and ask them to write diftgrergsof writings

for each other. By doing so both students can become familiar with the #the c ul t u
and at the same time it would be a great writing opportunity for the non native students
to put into practice what they have learn@d.course, the teachers need to be present

every step of the way to ensure the students are not reinforoihgodlaers errors.
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Teachers can also act as mediators to help with conveying expressions, grammar, and

overall style of writing.

The results of the present study can aid teachers in realizing that the students are still
very concerned with surface level@s. Teachers can assist students to see the bigger
picture and help them to comprehend the importance of writing skills. Language
accuracyalone although very important cannot result in effective writing. Therefore,
what the students need to practicerens writing skills. It is also very important for
teachers to pay attention to the areas of concern their students have and try to bridge the
gap between their own and their students

2001).

5.5.2Implications for Students

The findings ofthe present study can help EFL students realize that they need to write
more objectively in English; and this in turn can aid them to write closer to the standards
required by international conventions and the academic cortyramd achieve higher
scores for their effortsThey can find out about the negative outcomes of myside bias

and try to avoid onsided arguments in their writing.

One important outcome of the results of the present research is that the- Higher
Intermedide Iranian EFLst udent s who believe they ha:
(Leki, 1991; p. 138) can now be made aware of rhetorical traditions of their native
language. These students can see that some of the trouble they experience in English

writing is actwally related to the cultural differences between Persian and English
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writing. This realizationcan be very beneficiabspecially inboost i ng t he

motivation to write more effectivelfDornyei 2005)

Students also have to realize the importariaesimg outlines in order to plan their ideas
before writing (Silva, 1993; Whalen and Menard, 1995; Grenville, 2001; Mu and
Carrington, 2007)The results from the interviein the present study reveal#tht half

the students do not believe in using o8 and this factor alone can contribute to
ineffective and disorganized writinglot using outlines is a concern even for Persian
writing and that is why Persian writing manuals also encourage students to use outlines

for their writings Derakhshan, 198&horbaniun, 2004

Also, students need to focus on using more than one draft to plan their writings. Most
interviewees mentioned they only used one draft for their writings. Kirkpatrick (1995)
believes that while Japanese students tend to often usdrafhéor their writings, the
English preference is to have many drafts. He believes writing is a creative process that

should be reviewed and revised many times before calling it a finished product.

Another area of difficulty is that many Highertermediate Iranian EFL students plan
their writings in Persian and this increases the use of transiatthar Englishwriting
(Zia Hosseini and DerakhshaB006; Abdollahzadeh, 2010). This carausea great
hindrance in the coherence of the writing. Stusiedmive to be made aware of the
disadvantages of planning in their mother tongdmle trying to write in a second or
foreign language. Aflr realizing the disadvantagesjdtthe studentsresponsibility to
try to plan their writing in English so as tawid transfers from Persian vocabulary,

prepositions and expressions into English.
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5.5.3Implications for Syllabus Designers

Although the Iranian students study English for 7 years from guidance suheatds

they still have difficulty communicatinghiEnglish in general. It is with this in mind

that researchers are now turning their attention to the textbooks these students study.
Dahmar deh (2009) concludes t hat “some (
encounter can be tr d6).8aeghizadehtatdePashag 010)o o k
believe one main area of difficulty with the national textbooks used to teach Persian
language in schools is the lack of examples, activities and exercises. These books are
used to teach Persian reading and writindneltanian studentdut have not been very
successful thus far (Taherkhani, 1995; Ghorbaniun, 2004; Dahmardeh;, 2o@8yer,

it should be mentioned that the English textbooks used in Iranian scii@oddso

riddled withthe same problenHence, this is clarion call tahe syllabus designers to

addressuch problems in order to help students learn the features of effective writing.

The results from the present study can assist syllabus designers to generate some
guidelines for EFL programs used foathing Iranian students. Syllabus desigmars

use the results to make possible changes to the already existing syllabuses forEnglish
the Persiaanguage textbookssed to teaclt language institutes or in schools. They

can try to add some pointettsat help EFL students become aware of the presence of
myside bias and its harmful effect on their compositowl the differences between
Persian and English style differences in writifigs with the collaboration of teachers

and syllabus designersaththe students can be made aware of the effects of myside bias

and the contrasting features between Persian and English styles of writing.
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5.6 Suggestions foFurther Research

With the growing number of Iranian students studying abroad, it is negeéssamduct
more in depth studies regarding the diff
and English. Unfortunately, up to now there is a great gap when it comes to Persian
resources regarding the Persian rhetorical cultural norms. Thergéifically wider

gap when we get tihe structure of Persian argumentative style of writing. There is very
scant literature in this regard. This gap needs to be filled with more studies in the future
in order to create more effective techniques which ragiired in order to better

communicate in English and be able to share ideas.

This study used th&ive ContrastiveFeaturesFramework to analyze the Persian and
English argumentative essays of participants. Similar resesstiould be conducted
with other genresof writing in order togather more data in this arda doing so, a

better and more complete picture of the ¢

One important issue thatent beyond the scope of tipeesent study is the cause of
errors made bythe Higherintermediatelranian EFL students Hence, it is highly
recommended that future studies be undertaken to improve our understanding of the

roots of such errors in order to be able to better address the issues.

The limited number of participants catso be considered a limitation. 40 Higher
intermediatelranian EFL students served as the participants in the present study.
Further studies with more participants should be conducted in order to generalize the

findings. Also, mt having direct access tbe classes could be a possible limitation.
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More precision could be used if the classeere taught by the researchdowever with

that the idea of subjeatity could prove to be an issue.

Finally, in the present study, the HighatermediatdranianEFL studentsvere initially

asked to write in Persian and then in English. This was done in order to see what the
participants might transfdrom L1 (Persian) to L2 (English). Although this order of
language task presentation has been adopted by prestiadiss (Reid, 1984; Kubota,

1998; Kobayashi and Rinnert, 2008; Saneh, 2009), other researchers can consider
whether the results would change if the order of language in the given tasks were to be
reversed. Also, future researches can be conducted omtstad®ther levels of English
proficiency, specific age groups, or even with the same gender in order to see if similar

results can be obtained.

5.7 Final Remark

I n the end it is the researcher’s snrong
avenue through which teachers can better understand their studeritshaed st ud e n
needs and therefore be able to teach them how to write more effectively for the

academic environment and the internationally renowned exams.
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Appendix 1: Student Questionnaire

Part 1:Please fill in the background information section below.

Gender. [_IMale [_IFemale

Field of Study.

Languages | speak DEninsh
[lGerman

How long have you studied English?

Have you lived abroad?

[IPersian  [ITurkish
[italian
[lYyes ..o

Age

Mother tongue:

[Jot her ool

(If you answered yes, where and how long?)

Academic qualifications
[IDiploma

DM asteror Master student

LINo

[IBacheloror Bachelor student

[_lPhDor PhD student

Have you had fomal training in English writing (such as report writing, essay

writing, for ma P LIy e s t.e.r...LuiNoi t i ng, é)

(If you answered yes, where and how long?)

Part2Pl ease check (V) the rapgignonse
about your English writing
Cgirzggertee;y Disagree Not Sure Agree Co;ngprleeéely

1. 1 think VOCABULARY is the
most problematic area in Englis|
writing.

2. 1 think STYLE (formal v.
informal) is the most problemati
area in English writing.

3. | think SPELLING is the most
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problematic area in English
writing.

4. 1think GRAMMAR is the
most problematic area in Englis|
writing.

5. I think PUNCTUATION is the
most problematic area in Englis|
writing.

6. | thinkHANDWRITING is the
most problematic area in Englis|
writing.

Part3Pl ease check (V) the response
Cgirggéerfe'y Disagree Not Sure Agree Co;wgprlgéely

1. Before | write in English, |
arrange my thoughts in Persian

2. | use quotes, proverbs, and
idioms to strengthen my point of
view when writing in English.

3. I make a Persian outline for
my English texts.

4. | focus on proving my point o
view in English argumentative
writing

5. I believe hat English and
Persian argumentative styles of
writing are the same.

6. | think it is unnecessary to
formulatecounter arguments in

English argumentative writing.
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Appendix 2: Student Consent Form

You are invited to participate in a study of EFL learners' English writing techniques. We
hope to learn about the contrastive features and techniques used by Iranian EFL learners
in their English writings. You were seted as a possible participant in this study
because of your English language proficiency.

If you decide to participate, we will use two of your writing activities from class as data
and ask you to fill out a questionnaire regarding the techniques amwgspr of
composition. In addition, you might be asked to take part in a short interview regarding
the same matters above. The overall participation will not take more than 4 hours of
your time.

Any information that is obtained in connection with thisdgtand that can be identified

with you will remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission. Your
decision whether or not to participate will not prejudice your future relation with the
College of Ferdowsi University of Mashhad. If ydecide to participate, you are free to
discontinue participation at any time without prejudice.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us. If you have any
additional questions later, please contact Atiyeh Kamyabi at a.kamyabi@sismg.um
who will be happy to answer them.

You will be offered a copy of this form to keep.

You are making a decision whether or not to participate. Your signature indicates that
you have red the information provided above and have decided to participate. You may
withdraw at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you may be entitled

after signing this form should you choose to discontinue participation in this study.

Signature Date

Signature of Researcher
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Appendix 3: Teacher Questionnaire

Part 1:Please fill in the background information section below.

Gender. [_IMale [_IFemale

Field of Study.

Languages | speak DEninsh
[lGerman

How long have you studied English?

Have you lived abroad?

[IPersian  [ITurkish
[italian
DY €S s

Age

Mother tongue:

[Jot her ool

(If you answered yes, where and how long?)

Academic background
|:|Diploma

[_IMaster or Master student

L[INo

[_IBachelor or Bachelor student

[_IPhD or PhD student

How long have you been teaching English professionally at language institutes?
Have you taught English at schools before?

Part2Pl ease check (V) the response
your students' performance on English writing.
Cgirggéerteeely Disagree Not Sure Agree Co';ngprlee;ely

1. 1think VOCABULARY is the
most problematic area in Englis|
writing.

2. 1 think STYLE (formal v.
informal) is the most problemati
area in English writing.
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3. 1think SPELLING is the most
problematic area in English
writing.

4. | think GRAMMAR is the
most problematic area in Englis|
writing.

5. I think PUNCTUATION is the
most problematic area in Englis|
writing.

6. | think HANDWRITING is the
most problematic area in Englis|

writing.
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Appendix 4: TeacherConsent Form

You are invited to participate in a study of EFL learners' English writing techniques. We
hope to learn about the contrastive features and techniques used by Iranian EFL learners
in their Persian andEnglish writings. Youwvere selected as a possible participant in this
study because of your experience in teaching English as a foreign language.

If you decide to participate, we will ask you to fill out a questionnaire regarding your
student s’ mo st  &h wWriting. @he loverallgpartecipation with notBakey | i
more than 20 minutes of your time.

Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified
with you will remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your pesiois. Your
decision whether or not to participate will not prejudice your future relation with the
College of Ferdowsi University of Mashhad. If you decide to participate, you are free to
discontinue participation at any time without prejudice.

If you haveany questions, please do not hesitate to contact us. If you have any
additional questions later, please contact Atiyeh Kamyabi at a.kamyabi@siswa.um.my
who will be happy to answer them.

You will be offered a copy of this form to keep.

You are making a decision whether or not to participate. Your signature indicates that
you have read the information provided above and have decided to participate. You may
withdraw at any time without peltya or loss of benefits to which you may be entitled
after signing this form should you choose to discontinue participation in this study.

Signature Date

Signature of Researcher
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Appendix 5: Interview Questions
. What do you think are the main stages in writing an English
argumentative text?

. When planning a text, which language do you use? Do you use mix
languages? If yes, does it help or hinder you?

. Do you use outlinesllow many drafts did you use for your writing?
What kind of changes did you make between drafts in your English
texts?

. Do you concentrate on both sides of an argument or do you just
address your point of view in argumentative writing? Why?

. How much do you rglon what you have learned from Persian
composition classes in school?

. Do you think argumentative writing in English is different from
Persian argumentative writing? If so, how?
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Appendix 6: English and Persian Essay Samples

English Argumentative Sample Essay (essay 5)

Development of every country is related to the level of education . In other
words one of the major concerns in every community is to provide a
qualified educatio system . IT is obvious that tutoring and training begin
in the first years of one's life and even during the embryonic period

Elementary school is the basisadfmpleteeducations and hence it sounds
very critical . In addition to teaching literacyéh numercy it is important

that students learn some social skills for their future lives ; in order to help
them lead a successful life in the real world .There are some religious and
traditoinal believes in our country , which make authorities sepenatdde

and male students from the early ages .

Having coeducational classes in elementary school is a controversial issue
in our Muslim community , which arises many strong objections . Not only
the authorities but also many parents who have been brougtithupuch

wrong believes , will protest against it . It sounds that these thoughts have
penetrated in to their minds deeplyHowever | believe there are some
advantages related to having coeducatoinal classes and also some problems

In the posetive sel , if elementary classes are coeducational, like
kindergartens , children realize that there is no important difference
between boys and girlsOn the other hand seprating two sexes may well
have a destructive effect on chidren because they think themmething
mysterious in the opposite sex and they become more and more eger to
discover it . Besides, in coeducational schools children learn how to get
along with each others They could be real friends and even help and
support eachothers. It could bevaluable experience for their future lives
when they are going to live and work together in the community . It also
affecs their matrimony .

So, all in all, I think it would be great idea taalculate the most suitable
method in a gradual manner na.

Persian Argumentative Sample Essay (essay 5)
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cCKFrstTk M ¢ hFyh €C. . 3KOT OFK WN3YVYyI
pp nWsyxpCs ™M U3 H a6 pp nt C 3K MB
MBF XCMpP FTr yphk mgHXCHD K 3C&KKF B TH ThpC B.
OHB CF. paHflrt be BnU FD)KkAXHCAb F 3 € 3K MB  (
M nClI MCTPpPHXPP FK MPFHKFB M Ux!

. pbmp e€B pFrl w3 entC?3 OB

OF09 egcFkFp W2 ApFOTF 39xB JF3 PpPpHIL
M OCFBOKkFA CF ce¢KHx Urm W3 wilBFf T
OF 1 X UWXH X6 Fp pH> WUFrgtF pp it

Cat cB O TPHhpH3I wB " EH

rort PfFVv | eTkF paClI AOFTFIrxX w3 eTFC
mec x6 ¢,  prh W2 44A0F M CxpFp 20grt
brptTF |‘/’|’9 138 UBHBF evrirB OBF eTF.
ApFp e€eBfF_ nCnK CF niplfrd3pyhARBEly lbMe
CKFH> pFfrl mn2 ¢. p3d3 3B C3T1T6 ¢
CF m C33t gt Dc ¢l €CHB6 afFp3x CKFH
C3 3t bO33tF F@) W I fFH xiAtin URF Fit 32T FF XK
CF 6KF et fBF M WAFUYB 1irk pbh gy
n3y nt Cat eB Ut Dc p6 Ur B W32 aFp!

.ClF? e€B 29pMOY o7
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Appendix 7: E-mail Reply from Dr. Xing

From: THA090004 student [mailta:kamyabi@siswa.um.edu.iny
Sent: 06 July 2011 11:44

To: Minjie Xing

Subject: Reques

Dear Dr. Xing,

My name is Atiyeh Kamyabi Gol and I'm a PhD student At University Malayéailaysia |

was reading your article entitled "Student Awareness of &Caftsiral Contrastive Rhetoric".

First of all, | must say | really enjoyed reading itldhe results were fascinating. In fact, | want

to use the contrastive features you have mentioned in this article to label some of the writing
samples | have collected. | would greatly appreciate it if you could help me with a problem | am
having.

On Pag 74 where you talk about Circular vs. Linear, it is mentioned that "Circularity can be
measured by looking at the frequency of topic changes in paragraphs where topic

sentences are used. Linearity can be indicated by a low frequency of topic chaniges or a
averagenumber of topic sentences in a paragraph”. However, it is never mentioned how many
topic changes per paragraph would make a text circular.

On Pages 74 and 75 it is the same case with Metaphorical vs. Straightforward. How many
literary figures need to be present in a text in order for it to be labeled metaphorical?

| know you have counted the overall cases in general, but | want to label each written sample
separately. | would really appreciate it if you could clear up the matter for me.

Thank you in advance.

Best regard,

Atiyeh

On Wed, Jul 6, 2011 at 8:57 AM, Minjie XirgMinjie.Xing@manchester.ac.&kwrote:

Dear Atiyeh,

Thanks forshowing interest in my article and glad to know you are doing similar analysis. In

my study, the topic changes twice or more is regarded as circular while if a paragraph sticks to
one topic, it is lineanf two ormore than two metaphoos proverbs andushare used in a text,

it is regarded as metaphorical while no metaphor or one is used is regarded as straightforward.
My students’ essays were between 400 and 500
one text. Hope that helps.

Good luck for yair research
Minjie
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Appendix 8: Fraserods Taxonomy of Di :
Persian Translation

Contrastive Markers

although, but, contrary to this/that, conversely, despite (doing) this/that, however, in
comparison (with/to this/that), in contrast (with/to tthat),in spite of (doing)

this/that, instead (of (doing) this/that), nevertheless, nonetheless, on the contrary, on
the other hand, rather (than (do) this/that), still, though, whereas, yet.

OF MASF Us
OPMCCPU] B pBAFIME h BHT ¥ APFE O &bly B¢ OB F_Jik Qv O F
eTFpHiT WRIB T HIBLT FRNIOEVIK OBHY N, EHAOKF bPBA Pbl>
er F b BEp F1OH K _@Op npiKr M PBF.D D3 FF2H sliplpr FBFBA LpiPp B3, #h B
p PAFs3T EBF QRO N TkOA AUIOMJEK CHB K CP I p POACF_ O CHIEp@HTM CF
. BPHE Umé FabH 3 T FFES EYBH y Y clipkb tOF ¢ VippTiED U 3extes TO, O3 X
breyKppb

Synonymousideas in Persian

Nevertheless=nonetheless
Contrary to this/that= conversely
Rather than = instead of
But=however

ElaborativeMarkers

above all, also, analogously, and, besides, better yet, by the same token,
comespondingly, equally, fanother thing, further(more), in addition, in any event,
in any casein particular, |1 mean, likewise, more to the point, moreover, namely,
on top ofit all,or, otherwise, similarly, to cap it aff, too, well, what is more.

¢l T FOFTKF 1>
07 Q‘I'MEI'IK%GFMI/IMbI@ @WHIAR Y 3¢ T kKnh TIwK O3CHi B K OB F /FrBtbH P B
Ys Fuagblfbds iCF @_w@rﬁ@rlmﬁsTﬁa—l’asrLl, OCe KPpBIAI D OF 3Cermur _
AFKIA2DF 072 ooMFAl Bi BRI DA WaKke  XPHKXFT K_ KHMFX KAFT
C) Aﬂ69D<Ba<beanpH_3>$R Dippiph ORF pPyBF YF_ p COBALAN GHCXF
i®1a8 FTle TF BITBFRB OiDKAH rickd B EK S 3o D/ MH YH B
_Fo 1Yoty FOyO@pkO, MmFmMO, Th

Synonymous ideas in Persian

For another thing=further ( more)

In addition= moreover=too=well=likewise= what is more= also
In any event=in any case

Similarly= analogously
On top of it all=in particular= above all

Inferential Markers

24



accordingly, all things considered, as a (logical) consequence/conclusion, as a result,
becaus®f this/that,certainly,consequently, hence, in any casethis/that case, it can
beconcluded that, of course, oratltondition, sosurely,then, therefore, thu# so

ntr3sapbFn)
4 %FHT Hrk egmDIpsOBAK DRF.FOGFIBE B _evppF FEEF DO 3F 3 3

AT HFROy IOp QyROpiGHehalf sga FTOPH T F nBFOPCBE pdit gp x
cBE_ADI _n¥MpHbly @ pOK b @_eOKHpCENnteTF CFgrre _ prsc _

. BOy tOC3 _nBpoFHBP B AF B C.UALGAB D HF . AeBKDM FABE_ UTO, Wtysax pH
nu O ik x8 _ADI mBriF 7 KHpFB pbp

Synonymous ideas in Persian
As a (logical) consequence/conclusion= as a result= consequently

It can be concluded that=therefore =then=thus = so
Certainly= surely = of course
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