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Reverse Transfer
English as a Second Language Effect
on Arabic as a First Languagel ]
Gafar bin Gassem

1. Introduction:

Generally, there is no debate among linguists and language teachers regarding the fact
that when attempting to speak/write in a second language, learners occasionally transfer some
items from their native language into their speech or writing of the second language. This
consensus might stem from the fact the vast majority of scholars have focused their work on
the influence of the first language (L1) on the other languages that are acquired; this includes
bilinguals, trilinguals or even multilinguals (Laufer, 2003; Cook, 2003). Namely, the massive
concentration was on unidirectional transfer (the effect of L1 on L2). However, the notion of
bidirectional transfer (the impact of L2 on L1 and vice versa) has received the same amount
of attention only over a decade ago despite the fact that i) Weinreich (1953) introduced the
idea a long time ago (Cook, 1992, 2003; Zareva, 2010; Alfaifi, 2015), and ii) the original
definition of the crosslinguistic influence concept is “the interplay between earlier and later
acquired languages” (Kellerman and Sharwood, 1986, p. 1). Recent research has
demonstrated compelling evidence that the influence of L2 on linguistic aspects of the L1 is
possible. Hence, many studies were conducted to explore this phenomenon yielding very
Interesting results (e.g.; Laufer, 2003; Pavlenko, 2003; Jarvis, 2003, 2008; Balcom, 2003;
Zareva, 2010; Brown and Gullberg, 2012; Alfaifi, 2015). The term which was used for this
phenomenon is called backward interference, but is also known as backward transfer and
reverse transfer, according to Cook (2003) who edited a book that is devoted to this topic.

As the concept of bidirectional transfer has received scholars’ interest, the debate in
regard to its nature arose in both linguistic and psycholinguistic fields. Part of that debate is
concerned with the question of whether bilinguals have a merged linguistic system (i.e., two
languages in one area of the mind) or have two separate language systems without any
connection between them. Another question that has provoked the ongoing debate is whether
bilinguals differ from monolinguals with respect to their knowledge and awareness of their
L1. Such questions and many others have promoted linguistic scholars to extensive research
in order to find answers. As a consequence of such debate, the theory of multi-competence
was put forward by Cook in the 1990s (Hall et al., 2006; Cook, 2009; Zareva, 2010; Brown
and Gullberg, 2012).

The present study aims to investigate the phenomenon of reverse transfer under the
framework of multi-competence. To the best of my knowledge, this area has not been
sufficiently investigated, as can be elicited from several recent studies which reported that the
influence of L2 on L1 has hardly been examined (Brown and Gullberg, 2012; Cook,
2003).The idea arose only a decade ago as a consequence of addressing the relationship
between the L1 and L2 in the mind. Additionally, the perspective of multi-competence needs
more investigation since it is not yet complete. The need for investigation in this area
increased, particularly with more focus on L2 users who are at the early stages of learning
(Brown and Gullberg, 2008; Alfaifi, 2015).

Further information about the notion of multi-competence is presented in the following
section. Also, this section distinguishes between language transfer and language switching as
contact phenomena of cross-linguistic influence. Additionally, it provides a brief overview of
other models that dealt with the relationship of the L1 and L2 in the mind. Finally, it surveys a
wide range of the previous studies that have been conducted in this linguistic domain,
followed by the methodology of the present study.
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2. Literature Review
2.1. Language Transfer vs. Code-Switching

The phenomenon of transfer or interference is often confused with the phenomenon of
code-switching or language mixing. General definitions of any instances of language merging
mlght also contribute to this confusion. For example, Odlin (1989) defined language mlxmg

“the merging of characteristics of two or more languages in any verbal communication" (p.
6). Researchers used such a definition as a cover term for all cross-linguistic influence,
inclu;ling language mixing, code-switching, borrowing, and language transfer (Yumoto,
1996

Therefore, one should attempt to differentiate between transfer and code-switching in
order to draw a clear distinction between the two terms. In fact, in some contexts it proves to
be challenging to distinguish these two contact phenomena. De Bot (1992) argues that it is
difficult to distinguish these two phenomena from each other. According to De Bot (1992),
“Many instances of cross-linguistic influences are related to code-switching and cannot be
simply separated from this on theoretical or empirical grounds” (p. 19). Hence, earlier
linguists defined the transfer phenomenon with definitions that were too broad. Gorsjean, for
example, cited Clyne (1972)’s definition of transference as the use of any other languages’
features or elements. This definition frequently includes other contact phenomena, such as
code-switching and borrowing. It seems that some linguists see these two phenomena as
similar. As Treffers-Daller (2009) pointed out, “Although many researchers think of CS and
interference or transfer as different phenomena, instances of CS and transfer can be seen as
similar in that they involve the occurrence of elements of language A in stretches of speech of
language B” (p.59). Hence, the basis on which these linguists have judged these two terms to
be similar is the existence of certain elements of two or more languages.

However, recent linguists defined the transfer phenomenon with more precision. For
instance, Marian and Kaushanskaya (2007) defined it as adopting other language’s syntactic
or semantic structure in a way that is not switching to the language. Such researchers
differentiate between the two phenomena in terms of how bilinguals can control them.
According to Treffers-Daller (2009), bilinguals are able to decide when to switch and when
not to; conversely, it is less clear that bilingual can do the same thing during transfer.
Treffers-Daller (2009) reports that “this inability of speakers to control (certain forms of)
transfer may be an indication that there are at least some differences in the psycholinguistic
processes behind code-switching and transfer” (p. 60). Treffers-Daller (2009) claims that
code-switching can take place intentionally or sometimes unintentionally; on the other hand,
the phenomena of transfer can only happen unintentionally and spontaneously. Another
distinction between the two phenomena was drawn by Auer (1984). He defined transfer as
“language alternation for a certain unit with a structurally provided point of return into the
first language;” in contrast, he defined code-switching as “language alternation at a certain
point in conversation without a structurally determined (and therefore predictable) return into
the first language” (Auer, 1984, p. 26).

Overall, both language transfer and language switching share a number of similarities.
One of these similarities is the fact that both are a type of language merging. Nevertheless,
they are different in several ways, such as how bilinguals can control them.

2.2.  Multi-Competence Hypothesis

According to Cook (2003), the term ‘multi-competence’ initially was used as a
convenience since there was no equivalent term for ‘interlanguage’ (the speaker’s knowledge
of L2). That is, there was no term that described the speaker’s knowledge of both L1 and L2.
Thus, Cook introduced the term ‘multi-competence’ to basically refer to knowledge of more
than one language in one mind or as Cook (1992) put it “to describe the compound state of a
mind with two grammars” (Cook, 1992, p. 558). It arose out of the question of L2 influence
on the L1. Cook claimed that multi-competent people are not similar to two monolinguals;
rather they are unique individuals with a unique combination (Cook, 1992; Brown and
Gullberg, 2012). Hence, the crux of Cook’s argument is that “the L2 user is a person in his or
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her own right, not imitation of someone else” (Cook, 2003, p. 4). As a consequence of that
distinction, bilinguals are expected to be different from monolinguals in many linguistic
domains (i.e.; awareness, cognitive process, production, perception, etc.).

Cook further claimed that at some level, both L1 and L2 are stored in the same area of the
bilingual’s brain (Cook, 1992), and because of that (i.e.; first language and the other language
are in the same mind), the two languages must establish, somehow, a super-system of
language rather than be two completely isolated systems. Principally, the multi-competence
theory hypothesizes that the knowledge of an L2 user is restructured as a natural result of
acquiring an L2, which eventually leads to an integrated system. In this integrated system, the
L1’s elements are combined with that of the L2 (Cook et al., 2006).

In the framework of multi-competence, theorists have proposed several models that
account for the relationship between both the L1 and L2 in one mind. One plausible account
of these proposed models is the total separation model (TSM) which was proposed by
Grosjean (1989). According to this model, the L2 and L1 are developed in two entirely
different areas of the bilingual’s brain. That is to say, there is no connection whatsoever
between the L1 and L2 in one mind when bilinguals speak one of two of their languages
(Genesee, 1989; Cook, 1992; Paradis and Genesee, 1996; Marian et al., 2007 Harris,
2014).Consequently, this model sees no logical reason to examine the L2 influence on the L1
(Cook, 2003). As Cook (1992) pointed out, “It claims that there two or more discrete
coexisting language systems in multicompetence without links between them” (p.566).

Another possible account is the total integration model (TIM) which proposed the
opposite assumption of the TSM. It claimed that the L2 and L1 are developed in single area of
the brain. Namely, the L2 merges or integrates with the L1, constructing one conceptual
structure for the two languages (Cook, 1992; Berillmann et al., 2004; Yokoyama et al., 2006;
Gandour et al., 2007). By this proposal, the integration model does not claim that bilinguals
cannot control what they do; rather, it says that they are still able to choose the appropriate
language for the suitable context (Cook, 2003). The focus discussion of this model is about
how L2 users balance between the elements of a mono-language system rather than being
about the effect of L2 on L1.

Cook (2003) criticized these two models as being very extreme and far from plausibility.
Thus, she proposed a third model which she called the integration continuum model (ICM).
This model occupied the middle position of the TSM and the TIM. According to this
approach, there is a partial integration between L1 and L2 in the bilingual’s mind (Cook,
2003; Alfaifi, 2015). This model attempts to create a holistic explanation for interaction of
two grammars that takes place in the compound state of mind of L2 users. By doing so, it
allows for a complexity in the relationship between the two languages. Namely, the ICM
assumes that acquiring an L2 does not simply establish a new separate system by adding a
new language to a complete existing language, but rather the L2 is acquired gradually creating
a complex system in which both the L1 and L2 are tied together inextricably (Cook, 2009Db).
That is, the L1 and L2 are constantly related. Hence, it would not be surprising to find
Fidirectional interference (i.e., forward transfer, backward transfer) between the two
anguages.

Needless to say, one of the distinctive features of ICM is that it does not claim that the
continuum implies a particular direction of movement. That is, some L2 users may start with
integration and move towards separation, or they may start with separation and move towards
integration. This explains why the arrow, in Figure 1, can go to both sides; from right to left
(integration to separation) or from left to right (separation to integration). Another feature of
this approach is that it does not assume that the integration continuum must apply to the
whole language system. Rather, it proposes that it may apply to some linguistic domains but
not others. For example, an L2 user’s phonology might be integrated, but his or her syntax or
lexicon may be separate. Furthermore, it claims that even if reverse transfer was found, this
does not necessarily mean that all the linguistic domains are impacted in the same exact way.
That is, some linguistic areas might be less/more integrated than others (Cook, 2003). Hence,
such features provide the ICM more flexibility than the other two models (i.e.; TCM, TIM).
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The perspective of ICM can be summarized by the following points: i) it does not view
the language system of bilinguals as an interaction or overlapping between separate language
elements, but rather it sees the language systems of such L2 users as a whole, ii) it views that
the influences of the L2 as influencing the whole mind, iii) it assumes a unified system for
both the L1 and L2 in the same area of the bilinguals’ mind, according to Cook (2003), and
Iv) it hypothesizes that the two languages’ mental grammars interact to some extant; they are
not isolated (Cook, 2009D).
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Figure 1. The integration continuum in multi-competence. (Cook, 2003, p. 9)

2.3. Previous Studies

Cook developed her idea of the multi-competence with a series of publications (Cook
1991; 1992; 1995; 1996; 1999; 2002; 2003; 2007; 2009) with the purpose of supporting it
with solid evidence. Cook’s work inspired many linguistic scholars to conduct studies
investigating this topic in various domains, including reading (Yelland et al., 1993), word
recognition (Cunningham and Graham, 2000) , tense and aspect (Pavlenko, 2003),
collocations (Laufer, 2003), manner of motion (Brown and Gullberg, 2008), lexicon (Brown
and Gullberg, 2010), mental lexicon organization (Zareva, 2010), clausal packaging (Brown
and Gullberg, 2012), and preposition selection (Alfaifi, 2015) among others.

In 2003, for example, Cook et al. examined the impact of the L2 on L1 via addressing the
question of whether or not bilinguals’ processing of L1 syntax differs from that of
monolinguals. To achieve this goal, the researchers recruited 162 participants with both
monolingual and bilingual speakers of Greek, Japanese, and Spanish studying English as an
L2. The participants were given a wide range of sentences and were asked to identify the
subject from two NPs using the following four cues: word order, animacy, agreement, and
case. The prediction was that the L2 (English) would have an effect on the L1 (Greek,
Japanese, and Spanish); hence, the bilinguals were expected to use different cues in deciding
the subject from their monolingual counterparts. The results showed signs of L2 interference
in L1. For instance, the Greek bilinguals differed significantly from their monolingual
counterparts with respect to the case cue. Quite similarly, the bilingual Japanese scores were
significantly dissimilar to that of their monolingual counterparts, suggesting an effect of L2
(English) on their L1.

Following Cook, Pavlenko (2003) conducted a quantitative study for the same intent of
that of Cook (examining L2 influence on L1) using the elicited narrative technique. The study
consisted of thirty (16 females, 14 males) advanced L1 Russian/L2 English bilinguals.
Pavlenko utilized four 3-minute long films as stimuli and asked the subjects to retell/narrate
what they had watched. Then, the researcher compared all elicited narratives with patterns of
language use in the monolingual narratives elicited from the previous work (Pavlenko,
2002a). The researcher found signs of backward transfer in the data of Russian L2 users of
English not only in the lexicon area, but also in both areas of semantics and morphosyntax. In
the lexicon and semantics domains, the effect was visible in the examples of loan translation,
lexical borrowing, and semantic extension (Cook, 2003), while the influence in the
morphosyntax area was obvious in prepositional use and the violation of case-marking rules
among others.
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These findings were supported by Cook et al. (2006). The main goal of the study was to
address the question of whether or not the bilinguals have different concepts from the
monolinguals in categorizing objects and substances. The researchers selected 36 Japanese
participants and divided them into two groups according to their length/duration of residency
in the English-speaking countries N=18 long-stay group (6 months to 3 years), N=18 short-
stay group (more than 3 years). The subjects were given the name of an item, and they were
asked to decide which of two other items they thought would have the same name. The
researchers found that the two groups did not significantly differ from each other. By
comparing this study’s results with the results of monolinguals of Imai and Gentner (1997),
the researchers found that the long-stay group behaves in a way that ranks them in between
English monolinguals and Japanese monolinguals, suggesting supported evidence for the
multi-competence theory in the sense that the Japanese-English bilinguals’ knowledge is
restructured as a result of acquiring an L2.

Similarly, Athanasopoulos (2006) examined the effect of the L2 on L1. The main intent
of this study was to investigate the relationship between language and cognition in bilinguals.
To reach that goal, the researcher recruited a total of 80 participants distributed as the
following: N=28 Japanese monolinguals, N=14 English monolinguals and N=38 L1
Japanese-L2 English speakers. On the basis of their proficiency level, the bilinguals were
further divided into two groups: intermediate and advanced. The researcher measured the
participants’ cognitive dispositions using a picture depicting technique where the subjects
were shown an ‘original’ picture and then another five different pictures that were similar to
the original but with a single difference. The participants were asked to decide which of the
five pictures were most like the original. The results revealed that the intermediate bilinguals
responded similarly to their monolingual peers, while the advanced bilinguals behaved more
like the English monolinguals, suggesting the presence of an L2 effect on the L1, but only at
the advanced level of language learning.

Brown and Gullberg (2008)’s findings appeared to be in contrast with Athanasopoulos
(2006) and Cook et al. (2006). Athanasopoulos (2006), as mentioned earlier, found that there
is no influence of the L2 on the L1 at the intermediate level of proficiency. Conversely,
Brown and Gullberg (2008) found that even L2 users who are at the intermediate level of
proficiency do show signs of their L2 effect on their L1. The main purpose of Brown and
Gullberg’s study was to examine the bidirectional influence in the domain of manner of
motion. With a total number of 57 adults, the study was comprised of four groups: Japanese
monolinguals, English monolinguals, bilinguals of Japanese and English living in Japan, and
others living in the United States. The Japanese bilinguals were at the intermediate level of
learning English. After watching a 6-minute film, the participants were asked to narrate what
they had seen. The film was chosen carefully so that it contained numerous action events. The
results indicated that the four groups differ significantly in their tendency to encode manner in
speech when describing events. Specifically, the English monolinguals encoded manner
significantly more frequently than the other three groups, supporting the multi-competence
theory in its claim that multilinguals are dissimilar from monolinguals with respect to
multiple competencies.

Recently, Alfaifi (2015) conducted a quantitative study examining the multi-competence
notation, specifically, the ICM. The major intent of the study was to investigate the backward
transfer phenomenon via addressing the question of whether or not Arabic L2 users of English
differ from Arabic monolinguals with respect to their knowledge in three linguistic areas:
tense-aspect priority, null-subject, and preposition selection. To achieve this goal, the
researcher recruited a total of 67 subjects. Thirty-three of these participants were Arabic
native speakers learning English as second language which served as the experimental group.
The control group consisted of thirty-seven Arabic monolinguals. Alfaifi, then, tested the
participants’ perception utilizing a preference judgment task and an acceptability judgment
task. He also assessed the candidates’ production via a narrative description task where they
watched a short silent movie and were required to retell, in a written form, what they had
watched. The main finding of this study was that the L2 (English) effect on the L1 (Arabic)
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existed but was limited with the bilinguals who had a less developed L2, suggesting evidence
for ICM’s claim.

2.4. Research Gap

Despite the amount of interest that the phenomenon of reverse transfer in the framework
of multi-competence has recently received, it has not been, at least to the best of knowledge,
sufficiently investigated. This can be elicited from a number of recent studies. For example,
Brown and Gullberg (2012) reported that, “Although the number of studies in this area has
recently increased, we are still far from having complete characterizations of native speaker
variation due to the presence of second language knowledge” (p.416). Before Brown and
Gullberg, Cook emphasized the neglecting of this gap stating that the effect that second
languages have on the learners’ mother tongue has hardly been investigated (Cook, 2003).
Zareva (2010) goes further to claim that “research, in some linguistic areas, has not yet
provided satisfactory evidence of the extent to which there is an associative integration or
separation of the two languages in a bilingual’s repertoire, which will lend support or count
agaijns(; the notion of multicompetence” (p.5). Hence, more investigation in this area is
needed.

Another reason that motivated this study is the fact that some of the previous studies
regarding this topic have been criticized as having methodological problems. For example,
many of the previous studies measured the participants’ performance using the grammaticality
judgment task (GJT). This task has been extensively criticized as being an unreliable
instrument for measuring second language learners’ performance, including the phenomenon
of reverse transfer, as Gass (1994) put it, “the use of grammaticality judgments in Ssecond-
language research has not been without difficulty or without controversy (p. 304). Therefore,
the present study will avoid the use of GJT and rely more on the narrative instrument which
was found more reliable in measuring such a phenomenon (Pavlenko, 2003; Kecskes and
Papp, 200; Brown and Gullberg, 2008).

The present study attempts to investigate reverse transfer under the framework of multi-
competence perspective, addressing in depth the following two research questions:

1) To what extent do Arabic monolinguals differ from L1 Arabic/L2 English users with
respect to syntactic, lexical and semantic domains?

2) Does reverse transfer take place? If so, under what lexical, syntactic and semantic
environments does it occur?

According to Pavlenko (2003), instances of L2 influence on L1 is found in “one or more
of the following five phenomena: borrowing transfer, convergence, shift, restricting transfer
and L1 attrition” (p. Cook, 2003, p. 33). The present study was narrowed to two of these
phenomena: borrowing transfer and L1 attrition due to the limit space of this study.

3. Methodology
3.1. Participants

To investigate the above mentioned research questions, a total of 29 adult participants
(18 male, 11 female), aged between 19 and 33 were recruited for the study. Half of these
participants consisted of monolingual Arabic speakers as the control group, while the other
half was native speakers of Arabic learning English as a second language as the experimental
group. The monolingual speakers were non-randomly selected from Saudi Arabia. Most of
them were the researcher’s friends (a convenience sampling). Since the researcher was in a
different country, the monolingual’s data were collected using an online application (i.e.,
WhataApp). As for the bilingual participants, most of them were chosen from the American
Language Institute (ALI) at California University Long Beach (CSULB). All participants in
the experimental group are seen as “late bilinguals,” as they had learned their English between
the ages of 18-25, upon arrival in the United States. It was considered in selecting the
bilingual students to be advanced, through the background questionnaire that had been
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administered prior the experiment. Because it is difficult to find ‘pure’ monolinguals, the
following points were considered in selecting the monolingual participants:

i. They have not extensively learned English or been exposed to it for over two years.

ii. They have not been in any English-speaking countries for a long period of time (one
year).

iii. None of them have had any exposure to languages other than Arabic in order to
minimize the potential effect of the other languages on the participants’ performance.

3.2. Data Collection and Procedures

The participants were required to do two tasks: written and spoken. In the written task,
they were shown a 6-minute long silent film that is called the ‘Pear Film.” Subsequently, they
were asked to describe what they had seen in the written form with the following instruction
in Arabic (Please, narrate what you just saw in the film in details). In the spoken task, the
participants were required to audio-record themselves while speaking a 2-minute spontaneous
monologue using their smart phones. Before that, a short questionnaire was conducted to
obtain information about their background, length of exposure, and level of proficiency. The
tasks took place in a quiet place and took approximately one hour. All narratives, then, were
transcribed, coded and analyzed by me after identifying all instances of variation/deviation
from standard Arabic.

4. Results and Data Analysis

The first step of analysis involved identifying all instances of variation from standard
Arabic, as | mentioned earlier. After that, | compared these instances with those elicited from
monolinguals “in order to see Whether partlcular instances fall within the range of acceptable
language variation” (Cook, 2003, p. 39). The purpose of this comparison is to eliminate
instances that represented a deviation from standard Arabic. For example, the elements of

borrowing that appeared in all narratives were excluded from the data. The word J<v. sykal

‘bicycle’ is one example of such borrowing items that was found in all narratives; hence, it
was excluded from the data.

In the eliminating process, | consulted two kinds of sources to ensure that the instances of
lexical borrowings are unique to the bilinguals and not just loanwords that every Arabic
speaker uses. The first type of source is the Online Arabic Corpus (OAC) which is the
currently available corpus of Arabic data that contains a wide array of texts from several

genres. The second source is algamu:s almuhi:t Laisoll (wseldl/which is an Arabic dictionary

that includes every possible loanword in Arabic from other languages. Hence, the instances of
lexical borrowings that were found in the data and in these sources were excludes from data
analysis.

After elimination, a total of 37 instances of L2 influence on L1 were found in the
narratives of L1 Arabic/L2 English bilinguals (N= 15 in the written task, N= 22 in the spoken
task). Below, | will describe these instances according to their area: lexicon, morphosyntax,
and semantics.

4.1. L2 influence on L1 in the lexicon

According to Pavlenko (2003), the impact of L2 on L1 with respect to lexicon is well
documented in the literature on language contact, principally with bilinguals (Haugen, 1953;
Andrews, 1999; Li, 2001). Hence, the bilinguals’ data revealed many instances of lexical
borrowing, especially in the spoken task. In contrast, very few instances of such borrowing
were observed in the monolinguals’ data. Conducting the independent sample t-test to
compare the study’s two groups in the number of instances of lexical borrowing shows the
following results:
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An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the bilingual group and
monolingual group in the number of instances of lexical borrowing. There was a statistically
significant difference between the two groups. In particular, the bilinguals group produced
more lexical borrowing (M = 1.4, SD = .91) than the monolingual group did (M = .5, SD =
.65);da statistically significant mean difference of .90 (95% CI: 1.51 to .29), t(27) = -3.04, p <
.05, d = .88.

A total of 23 instances of lexical borrowing were identified in the bilinguals’ narratives.
Consider the following excerpt from one of the bilingual participants as an example:

dyUaall Juant agiamyg o galdy Aoy ing 4iald Elont Cagdt O lgall (aay LAMJJ(\)
YRS d_\AU_aL\_JhSLi ailla \_g_& ey gadan Leiylay sagaall ciVsal)l JS Ly L 4ad
sy

IaW tlahd® bagd* aldzwa:la:t tifu:f tawik fahnah wi bsor¢h yxhs wa bSd*hom tahs'1l
albt’ ry:ha mintafyah. taqri:ban kil aldzwa:la:t aldzdi:dah batqry atha txhsq bsorth; la'anha:
maly:anh ablikifana:t mif] alkami:rah wa alblotu:0

If you look closely at certain types of mobiles, you’ll find that their batteries died fast.
Almost all of the new mobiles’ batteries died fast because they are full of applications, such as
camera and Bluetooth.

Here, the word ablikifana:t QB...':S.;LT ‘applications’ is considered to be a loanword from

English, and hence an effect of English on Arabic, due to the fact that Arablc monolinguals in
such a context would use the Arabic equivalent to ‘this word which is tat' bi: ga:tor bara:mids.

Other lexical words that have been observed in the bilinguals’ narratives involve
highway, hard-disk, supervisor, emotion, downtown, and farmer among others. Arabic

monolinguals would say alt‘ari:q alfa:m aledl Gpkl] qurs’ s'alb cilaa asd, mudicr_ys,
Ca:t'tfahdible | aldirah 3,/ and falla:h =l , respectively.

The majority of the lexical borrowing instances that were observed in the bilinguals’ data,
as mentioned earlier, were in the spoken task. Thus, I ran the dependent sample t-test to assess
whether there was a significant difference between the two tasks, as shown below:

A dependent samples t-test was employed to compare the written task’s results and
spoken task’s results in the number of instances of lexical borrowing produced by bilingual
participants. There was a statistically significant difference between the two tasks.
Specifically, the bilinguals uttered more lexical borrowing in the spoken task (M = 1, SD =
.55) than they did in the written task (M = .63, SD = .50); a statistically significant mean
difference of .36 (95% CI. .07 to .64), t(13) = 2.69, p = .019.

Besides of the single-word borrowing, | found instances of loan translation. Pavlenko
(2003) called such use compound words, lexical collections or idioms. Two of these instances
were observed in the bilinguals’ data. The example in (2) is from the written task, while the
example in (3) is from the spoken task:

muyﬁud.\s‘;\;ubm\cﬂa.u_u\sj eryu\ :Jﬁ.\

bafad mafd® dzy:bah, s'ad marrah 6Oany:h. wa bafad ma s‘ad bifwi, mar
radsa:l 6a:ni: wa mafah s'aylah w ka:nt tit?lif as'wa:t yo:m marrw dzanbih.

After he [the farmer] emptied his pocket, he climbed [the tree] again. After he climbed,
another man passed him with a goat which was making noise. It was making noise even
before they passed him.

- 402 -



Gafar bin Gassem Reverse Transfer (A.As;.,." dgygn 48 Bpdd) g

Sy Y cliay aaly alic 3 ol 3a ame )l adl @l oy Jla A Calsal) aa (e i (V)
?MBJJQ}S’L UZJM \)g_\.uu Jé;).».a.u‘\ﬁ‘)—u\j}
bas San d3id, almawqif alli: s Sar y:bay:n lak ennah alrad3a:]l maSh haq law fagad Qalih.

wahid y:dzi:k la: y:Srfik wa la: taSarfih wa y:d'ribk wa y:stahzr'a bilbsik, wif brtku:n radat
fihik?

But seriously in this situation, you can see that the man had the right to lose his mind. If
someone that you don’t know came to you, hit you and made fun of your clothes, what would
your reaction be?

These two instances are prompted by the fact that Arabic lacks such uses. For example,
the participant in (2) seems to translate the English collocation <)saal stk t'/af as'wa.t ‘make
noise’, while Arabic speakers normally say gl trba:mbi§ ‘the voice of goat” as found in the
narratives of monolinguals and even in the other bilinguals’ narratives. In (3), the participant
appears to translate the English idiom into Arabic and say 4lic 18 fagad Saglah ‘lost his

mind’, while the appropriate Arabic word is wxiac {as‘ab ‘get angry’. The Arabic use can be
seen in the following excerpt from the written task of a monolingual subject:

marr ra:Si: alyanam wa ka:n maSah s*yalah ttbambi§, bas alra:Si: ka:n y:shabha: maSh

A shepherd passed the farmer. He likes the pears, and he was pulling a goat who was
bleating.

4.2. L2 influence on L1 in the morphosyntax

The L2 influence on L1 of bilingual participants was not restricted to the area of lexicon,
but it extended to the area of morphosyntax though it was not as much in the lexicon domain.
A total of 13 instances of the L2 effect in the morphosyntax area were identified in the
bilinguals’ narratives. These instances can be categorized in three domains: prepositional
choice, conjunctional usage and word order restriction.

The first area where the bilinguals showed instances of L2 impact is that of prepositional
choice. | found three instances of such L2 influence in the bilinguals’ data, as can be seen
below; the first two examples are from the written task, while the third example is from the
oral task:

b 3ty LD Gl dals s cpam 5patll s gy ) e Ll #3U) dy (©)
RENC R A WO DY:r R

wa traka alfalla:h altoffa:h €la: alardS wa rldgaa s'aCad alfadzarah. baSdi:n dza: dza:hil
wa ba:q altufa:h wa farad fi:h wa ma: entibah 11i: y:s'i:r fi: hna:k tahat.

The farmer left the apples on the ground and went back to climb the tree. After that, a boy
came and stole the apples and got away. He [the framer] was not aware of what happened in
there.

e o pad e Gulag ¢(65eS A A 2l JS5 anie (e g e JLELYT AN V) (S
FER\ P
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bada'a alfallah y:S1d alsila:l wa estayrab min naqs sallah. bada'a y:t'ala'a y:mi:n y:sa:r
Cal: amal ennah y:ra: ay: dali:l, ella: wr al@la O1h alat'fa:] y:morru:n min Smdah wa kil wa:hid
maSah habbh kama6ra:, wa dgalas yand 1r fi:hom bify:min alstyra:b

The farmer started counting the baskets and he was shocked that he was missing a basket.
He started looking to his right and left hoping to find it, and suddenly the three boys passed
him holding a piece of pear in their hands. He then started looking at them with confusion.

Sal AS50 8 GeaigaS ae Aalpay c(g)a (re urmal A e ki alsal) Blal (V)
csml L LY Al ol setgally a3l S Lgbes 8,5 o Ll 3 35k
ahy:a:nan aldawa:m y:atat ‘llab mumnni: enni ahd’r mm badri:. bis‘rahh Samali:

kamuvhandis fi: farlkat aramko t'awarni: fi. afy:a'a kify:r wa minha: enni: altizim
bilmwa:Si:d wa arbit’ hiza:m ala:ma:n lamma: asu:q.

Sometimes, my job requires me to arrive early. Honestly, working as an engineer in
Aramco Company has changed lots of things in me, such as being punctual and fastening my
seat belt when driving.

Similar to the instances of the lexicon domain, these instances in the area of
morphosyntax are prompted by the fact that Arabic lacks such uses. For example, Arabic

grammar does not require any preposition before <Jlis hma:k ‘there’; however, in (5) the

participant inserted the preposition & fi: ‘in’ before the position adverb ‘there’ which seems

to be an influence of English on Arabic, especially since English does use this particular
preposition in such context. In (6), the bilingual subject misused the correct preposition after

the verb sy yandhor ‘look’ and wrote agé fi:hum “at/in them’ while the appropriate usage in

Avrabic is a¢l) elay:hum ‘to them’. Finally, in (7) the participant used the preposition S ka ‘as’

in a context where it is not required by Arabic grammar, but, conversely, it is required in
English.

The second area where the influence of the L2 on the L1 was observed is that of
conjunctional usage. These instances are extremely rare, and this might be the reason behind
the fact that it has not been documented in previous studies, but I did find two examples of it
in the bilingual speakers’ data. Both of these instances are from the written task:

Ly i LY (A Al ot e JS5 cyanll (a1 ail 5130 4 LS (A)
cOble aalgs azald aalg canzg IS a1 ADE Guluall sae S Galuall

ka:n fi:h mozairr'a y; laqltq ala; nd3as min alfadzarah, wa kil ma: tafbat almari:lah elli:
la:bisha y:nzil wa g fad'i:ha: bis'ana:d:q. kann Sadad als‘ana:di:q Oala:0th: wa:hid kan
ySabi:h, wa:hid fa:d'i;, wa wa:hid mali:a:n.

There was a farmer who is collecting pears from the tree. Every time his pocket got full,
he came down and emptied it into the boxes. There were three boxes: one was with him, one
was empty, and one was full.

ALY QS il Gy Sy - ) b Ly 48Ul (e g5 il g ylyall 1S (9)

ka:n almoza:ri§ y:aqt'if nu:§ mm alfa:khah way. hat'aha: fi: alsila:l. wa kamal yiaqt'if
Clafan y:kamil alsallth alfaléth. wa hwa y:qt If marr walad saraq sallth hat'ha: Sala:
mogadmmat sy:kilah wa mifa:

There was a farmer who is collecting a type of fruit and putting it in the baskets. He
continued collecting [them] in order to fill the third basket. Meanwhile, a boy passed, stole a
basket, put it on the front of his bike, and walked away.
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Such L2 influence is motivated by the fact that Arabic grammar, with no exceptions,
requires a conjunction before every element or phrase when listing unlike English where the
conjunction appears only before the last element or phrase in the list. Table 1 demonstrates

this difference visually. In (A) and (9), the two bilinguals seem to be effected by English

grammar and hence, they omitted the coordinating conjunction s ‘and’ and placed it only
before the last element or phrase in the list.

Table 1 presents the difference between Arabic and English in using coordinating conjunctions

English Arabic

| like to eat oranges, apples and | like to eat oranges and apples and
bananas. bananas.

Do you like white, red, blue or black Do you like white or red or blue or black
cars? cars?

The following two excerpts are from two different monolinguals contrast the bilinguals’
excerpts in (A) and (4); it shows how the monolinguals differ in using the coordinating

conjunction swa ‘and’:
adgae by Jolay bl o8l L liild ialla o adllay Jadily atad oyl Bpyhall (A a5 (V1)
cJSad) 8 ALl 19S55 (6 Sl pman s

wa howa fi: alt'ari:q t'art qubaSith wa enfayal y:tSli§ wi:n ra:ht. fa:fu:h faba:b wa dza:w
y:sa:¢du:nah wa dzamaSu: alkama®ra: wa rakubau: alsallih fi: alsy:kal

While he was on his road, his hat flew away. He was busy looking at it, and hence, he fell
down. Three quys saw him and came to help him and gathered the pears and placed the basket
on the hike.

LAl Bye dmaa g A0l AL JU5a il e 3 (V)Y)
nizal mimn afadzarah wa fallal alsallth alfa:ny:ah wa s‘aSad marrh fa:ny:h
[The framer] came down from the tree and fell out the second basket and climbed [the
tree] again.

The last area where the bilinguals are observed as having L2 influence on their L1 in
morphosyntax is that of word order restriction. This area can be further divided into two parts,
as shown below:

a) The word order of reflexive pronouns

English allows a word order of structure that is not allowed in Arabic and vice versa. For
example, the Arabic word order of a noun/modifier is different from English. While in
English the modifier precedes the noun, in Arabic the noun comes before the modifier (Al-
Najjar, 1984; Obeidat, 1995), as can be seen in the following examples:

hadthi  fata:t-un fatenaht-un
this girl-Nom  gorgeous-Nom "This is a gorgeous girl’

That being said, one might expect to find challenges with the bilingual participants in
producing such constriction. That is, they might mistakenly produce the modifier before the
noun, as influenced by L2 grammar. However, such influence was not observed in the data.
What was actually observed is the word order of reflexive pronouns. Table 2 shows the
difference between Arabic and English with respect to the order of reflexive pronouns.

- 405 -



Gafar bin Gassem Reverse Transfer (A.As;.,." dgygn 48 Bpdd) g

Table 2 the difference between Arabic and English in the order of reflexive pronouns

English Arabic

I taught each one a lesson. Luyaal g JS Cuale | taught each one a

Each one took a dollar lesson. ‘

I gave a dollar for each DY 2alaaly JSEach one took a
one. dollar.

Not possible in Arabic

As it can be seen from table 2, the third option is allowed in English but not in Arabic.
Hence, | suggest that the following two instances from two different bilinguals are a result of
L2 influences in their L1 morphosyntax:

lexay s Al jiias agie aaly AT . () ¥) e dteye algll e 56l JULY) 1siia (V)
cJida JS1 el A e algl) L4l

mIfaw alat*fa:] faligaw: qubaSat alwalad marrnl h Sala: alard". ayadha: wa:hid mmhom
wa s'afar lilwalad wa ra:h y:radzi€ha lah. alwalad aSt'a: fla:6h kamafrat likil tS1fil

The three boys walked and they found the boy’s hat on the ground. One of them picked it
up and whistled to the boy and gave it to him. The boy gave them three pears, one for each

boy.
o33 Lus 5lall (e DU L () A i (g yuekllg 2 Uy cplsill a8 Cylla ysaall dad (1Y)
caa)y JST g eS (.Aljac Jalisg b bﬂ\ dadll sglacg

qubaSat als‘ayi:r t'a:rt faqad altawazmn wa t'ach wa alkama6rah tma@arat fi: alard®. fala:6h
min alma:rrah sa:S1duh wa Sat*u:h alqabaSh elli: mifa: we nisa:ha:. Sat‘ahom kamaOrah lrkil
wa:hid

The boy’s hat flew [away] and [he] lost his balance and the pears scattered on the ground.
Three people helped him and gave him the hat that he forgot. He handed a pear to each one

[of them].

In fact, these two excerpts have two instances of L2 influence. The first one is the order
of each one, and the second one is the use of the preposition J ‘for’ after the di-transitive verb

u_krj ‘give’ since Arabic grammar does not require this verb to be followed by any

preposition (Abdalhamiid, 1979). Consider this excerpt example from the monolingual data
which shows the difference in using reflexive pronouns between monolinguals and Arabic L2
users of English:

adacy )€ dag) ogas shg cosaclug AN JULY) gla JSoull 3 ) Al ~Us L ey () £)
B (5SS agie dalg S

baSad ma: t'a:h alwalad, dsaw: alat'fa:l al0alabh wa sa:Stduh wa howa sawah ru:ha
kari:m wa Sat'a: kil wa:hid mmhom kama6rah wahdrh:

After he fell down, the three boys helped him; He rewarded and gave each one a piece of
Mv

b) The word order of frequency verb

Even though English is more flexible with the word order of adverbs than it does with
other syntactic properties, it does not allow some other possibilities that are allowed in Arabic
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gran|1mhar for adverbs. Consider the following examples of the adverb of frequency usually in
English:

i. I 'usually sleep at midnight.
ii. Usually, I sleep at midnight.
iii. I sleep at midnight usually.

The previous three examples are the only acceptable word order for usually, according to
Azar and Hagen (2009). However, in Arabic there is one more possible (marked) order
including these three possibilities (unmarked), as shown below:

ana:  anam-u Ca:da:ta-n fi:  muntasf-i ally:1-i
| sleep-Nom  usually-Acc in mid-Gen nigt-Gen
‘I sleep usually at midnight’.

The word order in English is more rigid in regards to the negative frequency adverb (e.g.,
never, rarely, and seldom). The usual position for these adverbs in English is in the middle of
a sentence (Azar and Hagen, 2009), whereas in Arabic they can be placed anywhere in a
sentence.

In the present study, the bilinguals’ data demonstrates high restriction in the word order
of frequency adverbs when they occur. That is, the bilinguals show preference in placing the
frequency adverb in the unmarked order which is the only allowed possibility in English,
suggesting an L2 influence in their L1 morphosyntax. Comparing the monolinguals’ data with
that of the bilinguals led to this conclusion. Unlike bilinguals, the monolinguals showed more

free variation of the word order for frequency adverbs, as can be seen in (@) and () 1) which
are excerpts of two different monolinguals’ spoken task:

o Il Ll spaade Ul cudly reall 8 L cuall ¢ i Ul gl BT 8 (1 0)
Ol Qall Gl ae Juey WIS 2l Ul )
ﬁ: Ay:am alesbu:¢ ana: mitfary lidrash, amma: fi: aldzama%ah wa alsabt fana:

myas'is’hom Iitarfi-h. bida:t fi: elli:l ana: at'laS ya:liban wa aSasil maSa afaba:b aw:
bla:steitfin

On the weekdays, | am dedicated to school, but on Friday and Saturday | set aside time
for fun, especially at night I hang out often and smoke hookah with my friends or I play
PlayStation.

Lo ) oo Ladld Cauyng a0 5y Gl 1A €430 Hloal & S dena Oi G (\'\)

NS e ey

tadri: ennah mahammad risab fi: eytiba:r alswa:qah? hada: 0a:1i® marrah y:ytibr wa
y:arsib da'aeman bisbab ennh ma: y:aSrif y:ri:wis.

Do you know that Muhammad failed in the driving test? This is the third time that he
failed. He failed always because he does not know how to reverse.

Interestingly, placing the frequency adverb after the verb was only found in the
monolinguals’ data, but not in the bilinguals’ data. Rather, the bilinguals always placed it
either before the verb (%90) or in the initial position of the sentence (%10), as can be seen in

(17) which is an excerpt of a bilingual’s written task and in (1A) which is from a bilingual’s
spoken task:

Y 8 ey W IS, anly Ty A m Al 0 i) gl 551 ¥ U1 a5l (1Y)
ol o il ) (g el ST 1S Lnghas
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wa alwalad elli: la:bis azraq t alla&‘ lifbitth marrh Oany:ah min d3i:bah wa bada'a y:1ab
wa ka:n ya:liban y:am/i: fi: alayyiir wa t faban kanaw: y.aklu:n fi: alkamaOrah elli: ayadw:ha:
min als’abi:

And the boy who was wearing blue took out his toy again and started playing with it, and
he often walked behind his friends who were actually eating pears that they took from the
boy.

Sl 4850 b eaigeS dae Aalpay cgn e pwmal e callay alsall Llal (VA)
csml L LY Al ol setgally a3l S Lgbes 8,5 o Ll 3 35k
ahy:a:nan aldawa:m y:atat ‘llab mumnni: enni ahd’r mm badri;. bis‘rahh Samali:

kamohandrs fi: farlkat aramko t'awarni: fii afy:a'a kify:r wa minha: enni: altizim
bilmwa:Si:d wa arbit’ hiza:m ala:ma:n lamma: asu: q.

Sometimes, my job requires me to arrive early. Honestly, working as an engineer in
Aramco Company has changed lots of things in me, such as being punctual and fastening my
seat belt when driving.

Hence, this might suggest L2 influence in the bilingual morphosyntax since this
restriction is only required by their L2.

4.3. L2 influence on L1 in the semantics

The final area where L2 influence on the bilinguals’ L1 was evident is that of semantics.
Pavlenko (2003) documented several instances of L2 influence in the area. Nonetheless, only
one instance of such influence was observed in this study. This instance is found in the
following excerpt of a bilingual’s spoken task:

law samaht bafa:r s‘ob li: yla:s* fa:i: maSak
Bashar, please pour a *glass of tea for me.

The word glass in English refers to the known material. American people say a glass
table, a glass of water (i.e.; these objects are made of glass). However, the bilingual
participant seems to adapt this word and extend its meaning to refer to cups made out of any
material (i.e., plastic, steel or iron).

Overall, the bilinguals’ narratives provide convincing evidence that English affects both
the Arabic lexicon and morphosyntax of these Arabic L2 users of English, suggesting some
evidence of reverse transfer.

5. Discussion

The present study attempts to investigate the reverse transfer, addressing the two research
questions in depth. As for the first question concurring the extent of difference, if exists,
between Arabic monolinguals and Arabic L2 users of English as a result of L2 influence. The
data, as discussed earlier, provides evidence that L2 (English) influence on L1 (Arabic) takes
place in the lexicon, morphosyntax and semantics domains.

The instances of L2 influence on the L1 of Arabic L2 users of English were mostly
observed in the lexicon domain. This seems to be in consistent with what was found in
previous studies (Andrews, 1993; Pavlenko, 2003; Laufer, 2003; Pavlenko and Jarvis, 2002;
Brown and Gullberg, 2010; Zareva, 2010). Pavlenko (2003), for example, found that the
majority of 56 instances of L2 influence on L1 in narratives of Russian L2 users were in the
lexicon area.

The findings also reflect that the morphosyntax domain is also vulnerable to L2 impact
but not as extensively as the lexical domain. This supports the results of Pavlenko (2003) who
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found fewer instances of L2 influence on the L1 morphosyntax in the narratives of Russian L2
users. Hence, she points out that “it is not surprising that the participants’ morphosyntax is
less affected than their lexicon” (p. 45). She attributes such result to the fact that most of her
subjects have been in the target language context for less than ten years. This assumption
might be also valid in this study’s participants due the fact that none of them had spent more
than ten years in an English-speaking environment, as elicited from the background
questionnaire.

Furthermore, the study’s findings reveal one example of L2 influence on L1 semantic
domain. | anticipated finding more of such L2 influence, especially since previous studies
have documented a wide range of it (Pavlenko and Jarvis, 2002; Jarvis, 2003; Pavlenko, 2003,
Alfaifi 2015). However, the only instance of L2 influence in this domain was the semantic
extension of the borrowed word glass (i.e., Look at (19)). My assumption is that this rareness
might be due to the fact that previous studies concentrated on the semantic area as one main
area of the research, and hence, they found lots of semantics instances of L2 influences. For
example, both Pavlenko (2003) and Alfaifi (2015) focused their studies on the L2 influence
with respect to tense and aspect which cannot be separated from the semantics domain. In my
study, however, there was no concentration on a particular domain or another due to time and
page limit which was beyond this paper.

In general, having bilingual participants who are at the advanced level of learning English
and conducting two different tasks (written and spoken), | anticipated to observe much more
than what was observed in this study, comparably with others studies who relied only on one
procedure to collect data (Pavlenko 2003; Athanasopoulos, 2006, Brown and Gullberg, 2008).
Nonetheless, the data provided fewer instances of L2 influence than these studies did. Again,
this might be due to the fact that none of the current study’s participants spent more than ten
years in the English environment, and it is plausible to find more instances if the participants
have more extensive exposure to L2, as pointed out by Pavlenko (2003).

As for the second question of this study regarding the environments in which lexical,
syntactic and semantic reverse transfer take place, the findings indicate that the L2 influence
was exhibited in the extensive use of the L2/English lexicon in the context of L1/Arabic (i.e.,
borrowing). This is also exhibited in loan translation, as we saw in (2) and (3). With respect to
morphosyntax, the L2 influence was exhibited in violations in prepositional choice where the
bilinguals use a preposition in a context that does not require one, or use an inappropriate
preposition in a sentence. In fact, the preposition domain provides very fertile ground for
examining the transfer phenomenon since the majority of L1Arabic-L2English learners
encounter difficulties when acquiring English prepositions, as O’Dowd (1998) reported, “non-
native speakers of English find prepositions and particles among the most difficult, but also
the most intriguing forms that they have to master in learning the English language” (p. 6).
There are two reasons which can explain this difficulty: i) the senses of English preposition
exceed those of Arabic (Mukattash, 1985), and ii) the number of English prepositions is
remarkably more than that of Arabic prepositions. There are about 124 prepositions, whereas
there are only 32 of them in Arabic, according to Abdulmoneim (2011).

Furthermore, the L2 influence on the bilinguals’ L1 morphosyntax was exhibited in
violations in conjunctional usage where the bilinguals are found to omit the coordinating
conjunction that is required by Arabic grammar, as we saw in (8) and (9). The paucity of
omitting along with the fact that both instances of conjunction were observed in the written
task might be a challenge suggesting that the coordinating conjunction was just omitted
mistakenly (i.e., it is a typographical error not a grammatical error). However, the fact that
such an error was produced twice by two different bilinguals seems to increase the
potentiality that it is grammatical (and hence L2 influence). Thus, I include such an error in
my data as a potential effect of English on the bilinguals’ Arabic morphosyntax.

Because bilinguals of Arabic/English have knowledge of both languages’ prepositional
and conjunctional system, it is expected that they might perform differently from their
monolingual peers with respect to these two domains. That Is to say, it is plausible to find
evidence of bidirectional transfer among the bilinguals since they have a wide range of input
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and selections from both Arabic and English comparing to their monolingual counterparts
(Cook, 2009; Zareva, 2010; Brown and Gullberg, 2012).

Finally, the L2 influence on the bilinguals’ L1 morphosyntax was identified in violations
in word order where the bilinguals show high preference of English word order over Arabic
word order with respect to both frequency adverbs and reflexive pronouns. This finding
appears to be in contrast with the results of Cook et al. (2003) where the study revealed no
statistically significant difference between the monolinguals and bilinguals of Japanese, Greek
and Spanish languages in the word order cue. Nonetheless, the finding of the present study
supports the Albirini et al. (2011)’s study which found that Arabic speakers prefer using
English word order (SVO) rather than the basic Arabic word order (VSO), suggesting L2
influence on their L1’s syntactic domain.

In general, the word order area of the bilinguals’ morphosyntax in the present study
seems to be less effected by English despite the discrepancy between Arabic and English in
this domain.

One final related point that must be mentioned is the fact that most the instances of
reverse transfer in the study were observed in the spoken task. To me, this is not a surprising
result, simply because the participants in the written are perhaps manipulated by the short film
constraint. In other words, their narratives are controlled by the fact that they should narrate
what they had watched. However, in the spoken task, where participants were required to just
speak spontaneously about any topic, the subjects are free from that constraint. Hence, they
are more creative and natural.

Implications

Now it remains to discuss some implications of this study. If one recalls Cook’s (2003)
integration continuum in multi-competence which viewed the two language as being in
constant relationship along the way rather than in total integration or total separation, one will
find supporting evidence for integration continuum in the sense that the reverse transfer was
observed in some aspects of the bilingual’s morphosyntax but not others. For instance,
English influence on Arabic was identified in the word order of frequency adverb, but not in
others aspects, such as the word order of noun/modifier or verb/subject. Hence, this might
suggest that the bilingual morphosyntax of both Arabic and English was not completely
integrated nor entirely separated in their minds.

The findings of this study also reaffirm the integration continuum in the claim that
reverse transfer may apply to some linguistic domains but not others. In the present study, a
wide range of instances of L2 influence on L1 lexicon were observed. However, there were
fewer instances in the morphosyntax domain, and there was only one example in the semantic
domain. Hence, such results may be counted as evidence indicating that the L1 of bilingual
participants was not entirely influenced by the L2. This, of course, does not necessarily mean
that those areas would not be impacted at all; rather, they might be influenced gradually as the
bilinguals become more advance in the second language.

Moreover, the fact that the bilinguals behave differently with some aspects of their L1 as
elicited from the comparison between them and their monolingual counterparts provides
interesting support for the multi-competence hypothesis. We have seen, for example, how the
bilinguals show restrictions in their preference with the word order of adverbs of frequency
(i.e., they prefer the English word order over the Arabic one). This can only be explained
through the multi-competence hypothesis which claims that bilinguals’ knowledge is
restricted as a result of acquiring an L2, leading to the stage of integration where the two
languages’ elements are combined (Cook, 2003). This, in fact, is in consistent with Cook et al.
(2006)’s study which revealed that bilingual Japanese exhibited restriction in their preference
comparing to their monolingual parallels.

6. Conclusion
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The main purpose of this study was to investigate the phenomenon of reverse transfer
(L2/English influence on L1/Arabic) between Arabic monolinguals and L1 Arabic users of
English. The findings demonstrate some instances of reverse transfer in the narratives of
bilinguals, even though these instances were not frequent. Most of these instances were
observed in the lexical domain. Others were found in the morphosyntax domain and one in
the semantic domain. Conducting the appropriate statistical tests revealed that the majority of
these instances were in the spoken task. As for the Cook (2003)’s multi-competence nation,
the study’s results support the Cook’s model of integration continuum rather than total
separation or total integration.

Notwithstanding these results, it is essential to acknowledge some limitations of this
study. Firstly, the study is only comprised of 29 participants; half of them were bilinguals. In
order to have more compelling results, it is recommended to have a large sample size of
subjects. Having a large sample size would provide more generalizable claims about the
greater population and result in the study being more credible and reliable. Secondly, despite
the fact that the narrative/written task seems to be reliable, especially since it was used in
many previous studies (Pavlenko and Jarvis, 2002; Pavlenko, 2003; Alfaifi, 2015), it appears
to me sometimes after conducting this study that it is not sufficient in demonstrating what the
participants really have, so one can build a generalizable claim about their performance. Thus,
future studies might get a better picture if they consider others experimental instruments.
Corpus data might be at the forefront of these valuable instruments due to the fact it usually
conveys more natural utterances and often built upon huge amount of data.

Lastly, it would be interesting if future works consider the proficiency and frequency role
in their studies including. That is, there is a need to find if these two variables contribute a
unique role in the reverse transfer phenomenon, especially since the few previous studies
(Cook, 2006; Athanasopoulos, 2006; Brown and Gullberg, 2008; 2010) that considered the
proficiency role found conflicting results, as mentioned earlier in the literature review section.
Finally, it is worth mentioning that this study contains Arabic monolinguals. It has been
believed that Arabic monolinguals are not typical monolinguals since they have access to the
Modern Standard Arabic and also to the multiple dialects, such the Syrian, Egyptian and
Moroccan ones. Hence, further studies should consider this point and might include
monolinguals with a different L1 background.

| expect that follow-up studies would yield compelling results if they take into
consideration these points.
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8. Appendixes

A sample of the background questionnaire that the participants were required to fill
before the experiment. Adapted from http://www.bilingualism.northwestern.edu/leapg/
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