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Abstract 
The goal of the present study is to investigate how Arabic is acquired among 
Jewish pupils who learn it as a second language (SL) in Israel and how Arabs 
acquire the Arabic language as their first language (L1). Both groups study 
Arab together in bilingual schools. This topic has not been investigated in bi-
lingual schools in Israel. Such a study of this topic may clarify the develop-
mental process of Arabic among Arab and Jewish students compared with 
their peers in regular monolingual schools. The research population com-
prised of random samples of 30 Arabic pupils and 30 Jewish pupils from each 
grade level: An overall sample consisted of 180 participants from bilingual 
schools. Similar sample was sampled from regular monolingual Arab and 
Jewish schools. The statistical analysis revealed no significant differences be-
tween pupils’ groups in the 3rd grade, particularly about Arab pupils learning 
in bilingual schools and Arab pupils learning in monolingual schools. How-
ever, the result of the higher grades revealed that bilingual pupils, Arabs and 
Jews, received better abilities regarding Arabic than their Arab peers learning 
in monolingual schools, which supports the idea of the advantages in provid-
ing bilingual education from an early age for both Jews and Arabs in Israel. 
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1. Introduction 

This study investigates the learning of Arabic by Jews and Arabs learning to-
gether in bilingual schools. The question here is interesting due to the proble-
matic Israeli Arab social context, such a context does not permit natural learning 
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atmosphere. How do their Arabic language skills develop, especially among Jew-
ish pupils that Arabic is not their mother tongue?  

Cummins (1979) suggests that cognitive academic linguist ability is trans-
ferred from one language to another, which means that high ability in the first 
language (L1) predicts high ability in the second language, and vice versa (Da 
Fontoura & Siegel, 1995). Furthermore, studies support the claim that acquisi-
tion of reading and writing ability in SL would be affected by orthographic simi-
larity and difference measure between the L1 and the second (Abu-Rabia, 1997, 
2001). 

Therefore, the aim of this study is to investigate how Arabic as a language of 
conflict is reflected among Jewish pupils who learn a second language, which is 
not their mother tang. This subject has not yet been investigated in bilingual 
schools in Israel. A study of this subject will shed light on the developmental 
process of Arabic among Arab and Jewish students compared with their peers in 
monolingual schools. 

Bilingual education offers an alternative education strategy to the existing 
educational reality in both activity and contents level. To date, there are four bi-
lingual schools in Israel. The first bilingual school has been established in 
Neve-Shalom in 1984, and the other three were set up in the last decade by 
“Hand in Hand”—the association for bilingual education in Israel. The first of 
these three is in Jerusalem; it was set up in a vacant wing of a local public high 
school, thriving to anchor respect and appreciation to the different traditions 
represented in it.  

Studies performed within the Jewish population in Israel revealed that this 
population does not merit high status to the Arabic language and that stances 
regarding teaching it in Jewish schools are not positive (Ben-Rafael & Brosh, 
1991). Furthermore, Jewish people in Israel tend to possess stereotype negative 
perceptions regarding the Arabic language, and highly positive stance regarding 
the Hebrew language. They perceive English as the most important FL, and it is 
the language preferred as Lingua Franca in the Middle East (Ben-Rafael & Brosh, 
1991). 

Literature Review 
This literature review presents some of the main theories of second/FL acqui-

sition. 
Cummins (1979) Linguistic Interdependence Hypothesis refers to the depen-

dency between one language to another, meaning, and the passing of linguist 
skills in one language to another; a process that occurs automatically regardless 
of orthography type. Intensive exposure to a SL leads to rapid bilingual devel-
opment without negative influence on the L1. Many studies have investigated 
the development of bilingual skills and the transfer of skills from one language to 
another (Geva & Siegel, 2000) and refer to the above-mentioned hypothesis. 

However, the Script Dependent Hypothesis proposes that reading efficiency in 
the SL is a direct function of the L1 orthography type. Therefore, orthographies’ 
difference plays an important role in the reading process of the second language. 
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In addition, this hypothesis claims that reading development in each language 
relates to the orthographic traits of that language (Abu-Rabia, Share, & Man-
sour, 2003). 

Many studies revealed that when the orthography of the L1 differs from that 
of the second language, it has a negative effect on word decoding. Orthographic 
skills predict reading abilities in the language that they are measured and do not 
predict the passing over of reading ability to the second language. Therefore, 
when the two orthographies differ, to ease and accelerate the learning process of 
the second language, it is important to adjust the learning strategy of the SL to 
the nature of the specific characteristics of the L1 (Lefranois & Armand, 2003). 

Similarly, the Orthographic Depth Hypothesis suggests that readers adjust 
their reading strategy to the orthographic characteristics of the language (Frost, 
1994; Katz & Frost, 1992). Shallow orthographies have high-level consistency 
and the readers tend to rely on the “sub-lexical” phonological track, where in 
deep orthographies, there is a low consistency and the readers rely more on the 
“lexical” orthographic track of identifying the complete word.  

In consistent orthographic systems, like in languages such as: Greek, German, 
Spanish, Italian, Finish and Serbo-Croatia, the reader relies on the phonologic 
decoding strategy, since the connection between grapheme and phoneme is di-
rect, while in non-consistent orthographies, like in the English language, the 
connection between grapheme and phoneme is not always direct (Frost, 1994; 
Katz & Frost, 1992). 

Additionally, Sparks and Ganschow (1993) and Sparks (1995) suggest the 
Linguistic Coding Difference Hypothesis; skill in the L1 is used as a basis to the 
leaning of the second language (L2) and FL. The L1 skills, including: phonology, 
orthography, syntax and semantics, will be reflected in other languages the child 
acquires. Difficulties in the linguist code (especially the phonologic, orthograph-
ic, syntactical and semantic), which are the basis for individual differences, will 
be passed over in learning FL. 

Furthermore, Ziegler and Goswami (2005) suggested the Psycholinguistic 
Grain Size Theory: The dramatic difference in reading speed and precision re-
lates to orthography that reflects essential differences in phonological processing 
characteristics and reading strategies. In languages characterized by sealed or-
thographies, the reader is forced to cope with the lack of consistency problem, 
since orthographic units in the given language have more than a single pronun-
ciation option, and some of the phonological units have many spelling possibili-
ties. 

These theories are important in order to explain reading and language acqui-
sition in different writing systems and reading stages in general (Abu-Rabia & 
Taha, 2013). Their relevancy to the data of this study will be discussed in the 
discussion section. 

The reading process 
Reading is decoding and comprehension of the written language—a process 

beginning in visual simulation and concludes with comprehension of the idea 
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the writer wants to pass on (Rayner & Pollatsek, 1989). According to Perfetti 
(2003), reading learning symbolizes the decoding of the spoken language ex-
pressed in the written system. This process is reflected by producing meanings 
from the text regardless of the fact that it is more complex and comprehensive 
process comprised of many cognitive skills, including: assessment, identification, 
decoding understanding the deeper strata of the text and more (Jeon & Yama-
shita, 2014). 

Reading acquisition is not a natural process, it is a complex process requiring 
the acquisition of several linguistic and meta-linguistic skills. To date, there is no 
consensus in the research literature regarding the linguistic skills affecting read-
ing acquisition in the L1 that can predict reading ability in second language. 
Some scholars emphasize the phonological & morphological awareness and or-
thographic processing as the basic skills, which are able to predict the ability of 
reading acquisition in the first and the SL (Jeon & Yamashita, 2014; Koda, 1992). 
Following is a brief survey of the linguistic skills examined by the current study 
as predictive factors for reading ability in Arabic and Hebrew languages. 

Phonological awareness 
Phonological awareness is a linguistic skill relating to the identification and 

operative ability of spoken words with the ability to analyze their internal pho-
nologic structure, like phonemes, syllables and rhymes (Gillon, 2002; Goswami 
& Bryant, 1990; Mann, 1991). 

Phonologic awareness, providing the initial base for the development of spel-
ling writing and reading, is the ability to decode the connection between the 
phonemes and the sounds of the letters (Chiappe, Siegel, & Gottardo, 2002; 
Chiappe, Siegel, & Wade-Woolley, 2002). 

Phonologic awareness is a cognitive linguistic skill that can pass among lan-
guages and it is considered as an important reading predictive in alphabetical 
languages, not just in the L1, but in the SL as well (Adams, 1994; Chiang & Rva-
chew, 2007; De Jong & Van der Leij, 1999; Mann, 1991; Al-Tamimi & Rabab’Ah, 
2007). 

Orthographic knowledge 
The term orthographic knowledge refers to knowledge of the script system of 

a given language; it is comprised of orthographic clues present in the written 
words that help to identify the word (Ehri, 1992) or the comprehension of a 
given text (Wagner & Barker, 1994). 

One of the main parameters of reading acquisition among beginning readers 
is knowledge of the letters’ names (Griffin, Burns, & Snow, 1998). Knowledge of 
the letters names often provides access to their sound enabling the beginning 
reader to acquire primary decoding strategies (Carroll, 2000). Share (1995) adds 
that knowledge of letters’ names can provide proof of primary understanding 
that words are composed of graphemes that represent phonemes. Furthermore, 
precision in letter names is an evident for successful reading ability. To process 
texts in the SL, orthographic knowledge should be automatically mastered and 
acquired by continuing exposure to written massages. Such acquisition will con-
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tribute to reading ability in the SL.  
Morphological awareness 
Morphological awareness is the knowledge of the morphological structure of 

words and the structure’s operative ability (Carlisle, 1995; Carlisle & Stone, 
2003). Morphologic awareness includes access to morphemes, which is reflected 
in the pupil’s ability to implement morpheme kno0wledge to identify and create 
forms of new words of higher morphological complexity and adjust the new 
structure to a given language (Abu-Rabia, 2001; Ravid, 2001). 

Studies that examined the first stages of reading acquisition found that young 
pupils show basic understanding of the morphological information composing 
the word (Carlisle, 1995; Champion, 1997). 

This is how, morphological awareness of the spoken language contributes to 
the reading development of the pupil (Deacon & Kirby, 2004) according to Car-
lisle & Fleming (2003) and other scholars, morphologic awareness has an im-
portant role in the enrichment of the pupil’s vocabulary. Other studies proved 
that morphological awareness affects reading comprehension and spelling ability 
(Casalis & Louis-Alexander, 2000; Deacon & Kirby, 2004; Kieffer & Lesaux, 
2008; Abu-Rabia, 2001; Ravid, 2001). 

Syntactic awareness 
Syntax awareness helps the reader to learn the semantic role of each word in 

the sentence, to understand the meaning of the sentences and the context of the 
concepts in the sentence (Just & Carpenter, 1987). Durgunoglu (2002) claims 
that syntax awareness control requires the reader a meta-linguist perception re-
lating to his ability to recognize the internal grammatical structure of the sen-
tences in the language. This is how syntax awareness provides understanding of 
words integration in larger syntax units, like sentences and phrases (Durgunog-
lu, 2002; Just & Carpenter, 1987). 

Spelling 
Spelling is a linguistic process in which the pupil learns the connection be-

tween sound and graphical symbol, the letter. This is a developmental process 
occurring simultaneously with reading development, while he learns the ortho-
graphic and morphological rules of the language. 

Spelling enables the analysis of spelling mistakes and learning from them how 
the pupils use their language of the spoken language to understand the written 
language (Ehri, 1992).  

Lennox & Siegel (1993) claim that spelling skills are mediated by two different 
processes: the phonologic process by which the spellers learn how to represent 
speaking sounds by letters, and a direct lexical access without phonologic in-
volvement. The main claim of these scholars is that pupils who learn to spell use 
phonologic and orthographic strategies. 

Reading comprehension 
Reading comprehension is the skill referring to understanding of the written 

text meaning, that is expressed when the reader summarizes information and 
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integrates details from the text with previous knowledge (Koda, 2005). 
According to Snow & Sweet (2003), reading comprehension is a complex, 

multi-dimensional process that requires high cognitive ability. This process is 
composed of extracting and constructing the reader produces from the text 
while at the same time integrating these meanings with previous knowledge to 
build new meanings. Thus, the interaction between the text and the pupils’ basic 
knowledge contributes to the development of reading comprehension (Alderson 
& Urquhart, 1988). The aim of reading comprehension is to enable the pupils to 
read independently by acquiring the tools and skills needed to achieve maximum 
comprehension of the text, which requires high level of meta-cognitive skills 
(Durgunoglu, 2002; Goff, Pratt, & Ong, 2005). 

The Arabic Orthographic System  
The specific characteristics of the Arabic orthographic system are considered 

more complex than those of counterparts in other languages. This alphabetical 
system is written from right to left and comprises twenty-eight characters that 
represent consonants, three of which also represent long vowels (Taha, 2013). 
Short vowels are added as diacritical marks over and under the characters, creating 
some degree of visual complexity. 

Arabic characters vary in form. Each has more than one written form, de-
pending on its position in the word: beginning, middle, or end. The main form 
of the character, however, is preserved in all cases. Six characters (ز ,ا ,و ,د ,ذ ,ر) 
connect from the right; each has two forms. The other twenty-two characters 
may connect from either side; each of them has four forms. Likewise, the cha-
racters look much the same because several have the same basic form and are 
differentiated by the addition of one to three dots over, within, or under them 
(Abu-Rabia & Awwad, 2004). 

Apart from the varying forms of the characters, vowels are important charac-
teristics of Arabic orthography. There are three long vowels and three short 
ones. The long vowels are represented by three characters (ي-و-ا [a-u-i]); the 
short ones are represented by diacritics over or under the characters. They are 
chosen in accordance with the meaning of the word and its function in the sen-
tence. In their absence, meaning is understood by context. 

Additionally, the presence or absence of short vowels determines orthographic 
depth (Frost, 1998): when a text is vowelled (accompanied by vowels), the or-
thography is considered transparent and reading is based mainly on sublexical 
processes. When the text is unvowelled, the orthography is considered deep be-
cause the words are lacking in phonological information, making comprehen-
sion dependent on lexical processes. Certain words, however, become homo-
graphic (Abu-Rabia, 2001). 

Children first learn to read transparent texts; they begin to use deeper ortho-
graphy in the fourth grade. 

Three major characteristics influence the extent of orthographic transparency 
and contribute to its complexity:  

1) The presence of auditory information that relates to pairs of characters that 
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have similar phonology and are based on the same part of the vocal system (for 
example, ت-ط ص-س [s-ṣ; ṭ-t]: one pronounced at a deep level and the other at a 
transparent level); 

2) The fact that twenty-two of the twenty-eight characters are written in four 
different ways, depending on their position within the word; 

3) The existence of sounds that are written but not pronounced in certain cas-
es, along with others that are pronounced but not written in certain cases (e.g., 
the character alif in the word “اذه” [hāḏa], which is pronounced “hāḏa” but writ-
ten as “haḏa”.  

Characteristics such as these abet inconsistency in the grapheme-to-phoneme 
conversion on which young children rely in the reading process before they 
master larger morphological units for automatic reading (Saiegh-Haddad & 
Henkin-Roitfarb, 2014). 

An orthographic system is one’s understanding of the writing conventions of 
the language and of correct and incorrect words. Arabic is a phonologi-
cal-consonantal sign system that is written by means of a twenty-eight-character 
set to which diacritics are added. This system is highly complex, written from 
right to left, and representative of the set of sounds. Therefore, it is strongly 
phonetic. 

As for the morphological system, most Arabic words are built by derivation 
from roots and combine meaning, represented by the roots, and lexical and syn-
tactic categories, represented by patterns. Even though most roots are composed 
of three consonants (Abu-Rabia, 2001) that may abet some morphological 
transformation, these transformations are rarely linear. They tend to fracture the 
phonological and orthographic identity of the words and weaken their morpho-
logical transparency. 

Asaad and Eviatar (2014) find it useful to compare the processes of acquiring 
Arabic and of Hebrew due to patterns of similarity and dissimilarity that exist 
between the languages. Both languages are Semitic and have root-based mor-
phology in which most words are derived by assimilating a root into a mor-
pho-phonological word pattern. 

The orthographies of both languages are A-B-C-D. The characters represent 
consonants and several long vowels; short vowels, in contrast, are represented by 
diacritics. Both orthographies allow two possible ways of spelling: with diacritics 
and without. When diacritics are used, the phonological form of the word is fully 
represented and the orthography is considered transparent. Non-diacritical spel-
ling, in contrast, has several homographs, the phonological form of words is 
represented incorrectly, and the orthography is considered deep. 

Another conspicuous difference is the visual complexity of the orthographies. 
Eviatar et al. (2004) showed that it takes longer to identify characters in Arabic 
than it does in Hebrew or in English. 

Abu-Rabia (2002) looked into proficiencies in reading, phonological processing, 
orthographic processing, performative memory, and spelling in Arabic, Hebrew, 
and English writing among native speakers of Arabic. They discovered that 
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many proficiencies in the first language correlate strongly with spelling in Eng-
lish. They also found unique orthographic challenges in both Arabic and He-
brew. Despite the difference between the two types of writing, each graphic sign 
has vocalization and the orthography is considered “shallow” or “transparent”, 
i.e., exhibiting a direct relation between grapheme and phoneme. When the op-
posite situation prevails—when diacritics are not used or full spelling is not 
used—the orthography is considered “deep” (Abu-Rabia, 2003). 

Abu-Rabia (1995) investigated the effect of vowels on reading accuracy among 
eight eight-year-old readers, some weak and others skilled. They found that vo-
welling improved their reading accuracy in general and their reading of words in 
their context particularly. 

Children exposed to both forms of Arabic function bilingually because they 
have a higher level of phonological awareness than do Hebrew-speaking peers. 
By implication, one may expect them to show progress in gaining reading profi-
ciency. In fact, however, they acquire reading skill in Arabic more slowly than do 
Hebrew speakers in Hebrew. 

In a study conducted among first-graders, the children were given examina-
tions that tested their phonological awareness and their vocabulary with texts 
tailored to their level. The correlations between the meta-linguistic indicators 
and reading showed that the level of difficulty in phonological awareness and 
reading is higher among Arabic-speaking children than among Hebrew-speaking 
youngsters. One may also see that children read Arabic more slowly and make 
more mistakes than do children reading Hebrew, even when they demonstrate 
higher levels of phonological capabilities than monolingual Hebrew speakers do. 

Arabic and Its Diglossic Nature 
According to Oweini & Hazoury (2010), diglossia is “bilingualism”—a situa-

tion in which two different forms of speaking, one official and the other verna-
cular, coexist and are used in different contexts. The two forms are differentiated 
in contexts, usage, and manner of acquisition (Nevat, Khateb, & Prior, 2014). 

Arabic (al-‘Arabiyya) belongs to the Semitic family of languages and has two 
main forms: a vernacular (‘amiya), divided into many geographical dialects 
(Spoken Arabic Vernacular—SAV), and a literary or standard form (fuṣḥá) 
(Modern Standard Arabic—MSA). Standard Arabic is not only the written form 
of Arabic; it is also the main language used in news broadcasts, the media, and 
religious and political rituals. Considered prestigious and esteemed, it is per-
ceived as a high-level language shared by the intelligentsia throughout the Arab 
world. SAV, in contrast, with its many variations, is the mother tongue of all 
Arabic speakers irrespective of their education and is usually acquired before 
MSA is learned in school. The development of education and the spread of elec-
tronic media in the Arab world have set in motion a fascinating encounter be-
tween the two forms of the language. In recent decades, an educational spoken 
Arabic that integrates the abstract literary form of the language with various 
elements of the vernacular has begun to develop. 

The linguistic relationship between SAV and MSA is not straightforward. The 
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two languages are far apart in many respects: pronunciation, inflection, syntax, 
vocabulary, and semantics. These differences create a unique linguistic situation 
known as diglossia. Diglossia is a relatively uncommon socio-linguistic state in 
which the written and the spoken languages are so differentiated that one may 
treat the former almost as a foreign tongue. 

Arabic-speaking children are born into this double linguistic context (Fergu-
son, 1959). They speak the vernacular of their parents, siblings, and peers at 
home and in their residential surroundings. In school, they are first exposed to 
MSA in Arabic-language classes. The different code of the standard language is a 
perceived almost as a foreign tongue and entails literary proficiencies of reading 
and writing, grammatical knowledge, and linguistic accuracy. As the sole written 
code, Modern Standard Arabic is also the language of textbooks in all subjects. 
Outside the school environment, the two linguistic codes maintain a rather sta-
ble coexistence, complementing each other in various areas of social functioning. 
Thus, SAV is used for unofficial quotidian conversational functions, usually oral 
only. MSA, in contrast, is invoked for writing and official linguistic functions 
such as religious sermons, speeches, newscasts, and the like (Saiegh-Haddad, 
2011). 

Leikin et al. (2014) found that the effect of the linguistic distance between 
MSA and SAV is almost always studied among schoolchildren and less so among 
preschoolers. This happens for two reasons: First, the formal and direct exposure 
to MSA coincides with the initial acquisition of reading and writing at the be-
ginning of the child’s studies in school. Until then, children are exposed to MSA 
mainly through stories or watching television programs, but this exposure is 
weaker both qualitatively and quantitatively. Second, the linguistic distance be-
tween the two forms of Arabic has a particularly strong effect on the acquisition 
of basic reading proficiency. 

It is not by chance that children are less successful when they are asked to 
analyze the pronunciation of literary linguistic structures and compare it with 
those in vernacular Arabic (Saiegh-Haddad, 2003, 2004). The findings (albeit 
few) of semantic and metacognitive research confirm these data in most cases, 
allowing us to hypothesise that children whose mother tongue is Arabic treat 
MSA much as bilingual children do after they are exposed to both forms of 
Arabic (Ibrahim & Eviatar, 2009; Ibrahim & Aharon-Peretz, 2005). Accordingly, 
it has been proposed that Arabic diglossia has an adverse effect on the acquisi-
tion of basic reading proficiency (Ibrahim, Eviatar, & Aharon-Peretz, 2007) and, 
in contrast, a positive effect (like bilingualism) on the development of metalin-
guistic proficiency (Eviatar & Ibrahim, 2001). 

In the past decade, Saiegh-Haddad & Geva (2008) have tried to surmount the 
SAV-MSA gap by providing early exposure to MSA at home and in preschool 
and by applying a structured and systematic approach in both of these settings. 
They propose that structured intervention develops awareness of syllables, cha-
racters, and identification of sounds, and broadens vocabulary in early child-
hood. They also observe that SAV has an adverse effect on the development of 
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reading. Because children speak SAV until preschool age, they find it difficult to 
construct phonological representations of MSA words in the early school grades 
(Saiegh-Haddad et al., 2011; Saiegh-Haddad, 2003, 2004, 2007). Similarly, the 
cognitive systems of both children and adolescents treat SAV and MSA as sepa-
rate languages. 

Asaad and Eviatar (2014) claim that the diglossic nature of Arabic may im-
pede the process of grapheme-phoneme conversion in form as well. One reason 
for this is that graphemes may represent phonemes that are unknown in the 
vernacular of young pupils; another is the linguistic distance between the two 
forms of Arabic. Due to this distance, children cannot rely on their phonological 
representations of words in the vernacular, even though the written Arabic or-
thography is shallow or transparent. Accordingly, to acquire Arabic reading 
skills they must learn two systems—one linguistic and the other orthographic 
concurrently. 

Early Exposure to MSA and the Acquisition of Arabic 
Although far-reaching exposure to MSA begins when formal education and 

teaching of reading start in first grade, it is a common error to think that child-
ren are exposed only to SAV until then and encounter diglossia only when they 
reach school. Arabic-speaking children are born into this dual linguistic context 
and their language ability evolves amid this hybrid linguistic reality. While sur-
rounded mainly by vernacular Arabic, they are exposed to the standard language 
as well: They hear their parents praying in MSA and see their siblings doing their 
homework and prepping for exams largely in MSA. They watch television shows 
and series dubbed in MSA and, if their parents are literate and appreciative of 
the importance of developing their children’s literacy skills, they are told stories 
in MSA. 

In oral discussions that they hold after they read texts, watch television shows, 
or take an exam, children use SAV, especially in its phonological and mor-
pho-syntactic respects. Just the same, they also insert some words from MSA. A 
mixed code of this kind, combining the lexicon of standard Arabic with the 
phonology and the morpho-syntax of the vernacular, is typical of literacy-based 
speech in Arabic, particularly when words in MSA have no parallel in SAV. 

MSA is a predominantly uniform code (Holes, 2004). SAV, in contrast, is 
largely regional, manifested in dialects that vary among countries, cities, and vil-
lages. Despite the large linguistic differences among the dialects, all are structu-
rally related to standard Arabic. However, linguistic analysis of SAV and MSA 
consistently reveals differences in all aspects of the language, including the pho-
nological, the morpho-syntactic, and the lexical-semantic. 

In the linguistic distance that exists between SAV and MSA, a given Arabic 
linguistic structure may be identified as belonging to one of three categories: 
SAV only, MSA only, or both together. This typology may be applied to all areas 
of the language, particularly phonology. That is, Arabic phonemes may be ver-
nacular-only, standard-only, or both. Spoken-only phonemes are used in a spe-
cific dialect but do not appear in the MSA phonemic stock. Standard-only pho-
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nemes are those that occur in modern Arabic but not in a given SAV. Both 
standard-only phonemes and vernacular-only phonemes have conventional 
characters by which they are represented in Arabic orthography. Vernacu-
lar-only phonemes, in contrast, have no parallel characters in the Arabic alpha-
bet. Notably, the aforementioned categorization is unique to SAV and may vary 
in other categories. Just the same, all three categories appear in all versions 
(Maamouri, 1998). 

The phonological distance between MSA and SAV suggests that standard 
phonemes cannot be familiar to children when they begin to acquire reading 
proficiency in first grade. Accordingly, to gain an initial mastery of reading, 
youngsters may have to learn not only the orthographic representations of these 
phonemes but their phonological representations as well. Three factors may 
make this a complex task: 1) To acquire standard phonemes (such as ذ-ش-ض 
[ḍ-š-ḏ]), learners must construct new phonetic categories that do not exist in 
young children’s phonological systems; 2) Standard phoneme types are identi-
fied as “heavy” phonemes that are more strongly accented than other phonemes 
(such as ث-ذ [ḏ-ṯ]). Standard phoneme types are usually marked and strongly re-
semble other unmarked phonemes in the system. 3) Both types of phonemes, 
vernacular and standard, have distinct characters that represent them in the 
Arabic alphabet. Consequently, inaccurate phonological representation of stan-
dard phonemes may render children unable to distinguish between standard and 
vernacular ones and make it hard for them to associate the various phonemes 
with the characters that represent them.  

Children who speak Arabic as their native language may find phonological 
coding of standard words in long-term memory difficult and may encounter 
problems in accuracy and organizing words into categories. This confusion dis-
rupts phonological analysis even in tasks that do not require phonological re-
presentation. This finding has crucial implications for the acquisition of reading 
proficiency in Arabic and for the ways this proficiency is imparted. The results 
show that the strictly limited and largely passive natural exposure of Arab-
ic-speaking children to the literary language does not suffice to enable them to 
construct high-quality phonological representations for words in MSA. The 
construction of stable phonological representations improves the learning of 
words and facilitates the acquisition of reading proficiency (Perfetti, 2007). 

Transfer of language skills between languages 
The issue of linguistic skills transfers from one language to another concerned 

and still concerns scholars of different linguistic backgrounds. Schiff and Calif 
(2007) examined the contribution of morphologic awareness for reading acqui-
sition in two alphabetical languages, Hebrew, (L1) which has transparent ortho-
graphy and English [second language] that has deep orthography, among 5th 
grade pupils in Israel. The researchers reported that they had fund a strong posi-
tive correlation between morphologic awareness and linguistic skills in both 
Hebrew and English, and that morphologic tasks in Hebrew predicted reading 
ability in English.  
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Analysis of the orthographic and morphologic systems of Arabic and English 
leads to the deduction that alphabetical languages differ in their morphologic 
and orthographic transparency measure: the Arabic language has transparent 
orthography but on the other hand, it is characterized by an opaque morpholog-
ic system, while English is an alphabetic language with opaque orthographic sys-
tem and transparent morphologic system. 

These linguistic properties affect the words decoding and identification process. 
Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that those Arab learners will rely more on 
phonological processing than on morphologic processing when reading, whereas 
English learners will rely more on morphologic analysis. 

The study of Kahn-Horwitz et al. (2005) yielded similar findings: They found 
significant connection in morphologic skill in the L1 (Hebrew) and words read-
ing in the SL (English). They also found that morphologic awareness in Hebrew 
contributed to reading comprehension in English. Bindman’s (2004) study re-
vealed similar results, which indicated that morphologic tasks in Hebrew had 
significant contribution to reading and spelling in English. 

These findings were also supported by the findings of Kieffer & Lesaux (2008) 
who examined the connection between morphologic awareness and reading 
comprehension among bilingual Spanish pupils who learn English as second 
language. The findings of the two years study indicated that the connection be-
tween morphologic awareness and reading comprehension was strengthened 
from 4th grade to 5th grade. It also found a significant connection between 
awareness of morphological derivation in Spanish and reading comprehension 
in English. 

Deacon and others (2009) examined the influence of morphologic awareness 
on reading in two languages with deep orthography; English and French. The 
study had been conducted among bilingual English children learning French as 
second language. The researchers reported a bi-directional transfer of morpho-
logic skill between the two languages. In other words, morphologic awareness in 
English was an important predictor for words reading in French, and morpho-
logical skills in French predicted words reading in English. 

Wang, Ko and Choi (2009) examined the inter-lingual transfer of morpholog-
ic skills among bilingual Korean (a language with flat orthography) speaking 
children who learn English as second language. The study revealed that mor-
phologic awareness predicted words reading and reading comprehension in both 
languages, Korean and English. In addition, a significant connection was found 
between morphologic skills in Korean and words reading and reading compre-
hension in English. On the other hand, morphologic awareness in English had 
no connection to words reading and reading comprehension in Korean. 

Furthermore, the findings of the above-mentioned studies showed unilateral 
transfer of the morphologic awareness skill from languages with flat ortho-
graphies, like Arabic, Hebrew, Spanish Finish and Korean to the English lan-
guage, but such transfer did not occur from the English language to those lan-
guages. 
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Ramirez et al. (2010) claimed that in most cases, flat orthographies are cha-
racterized by complex morphologic systems, while deep orthographies are cha-
racterized by simple morphologic systems. The inter-lingual transfer of the 
morphologic awareness skill is more likely to occur from complex morphologic 
system to simple morphologic systems, and less likely to occur from simple 
morphologic system to complex morphologic systems while the study of Deacon 
et al. (2009), indicated bi-directional inter-lingual transfer of morphologic aware-
ness skills between English and French. The researchers deduced that when 
morphologic systems of languages have similar complexity, the transfer of mor-
phologic awareness skills would bilaterally occur. 

The study of Kahn-Horwitz et al. (2005), examined linguistic factors in the L1 
[Hebrew] that might be contributive to reading comprehension in the SL [Eng-
lish], among Hebrew speaking children who learn English as second language. 
The findings indicated that linguistic skills such as; phonologic awareness, mor-
phologic awareness and word identification in the L1 were strong predictor to 
reading comprehension in the second language. 

The study of Proctor et al. (2006), revealed similar findings; the study ex-
amined the influence of alphabetic linguist knowledge, reading flow, vocabulary 
size and hearing comprehension in Spanish as L1, were the strongest predictors 
to reading comprehension in English as second language. However, it is impor-
tant to point out that these researchers emphasized the important of the teaching 
factor, which can fulfil an imperative role in bilingual developments and in-
ter-linguistic transfer. The study of Lefranois & Armand (2003) found that syn-
tax knowledge in the L1 [Spanish], was a strong predictor to acquisition of reading 
comprehension skills in the SL [French]. 

Similar results had been received in the study of Van Gelderen et al. (2004), 
who investigated the linguist components of reading comprehension in Dutch as 
L1, and their influence on reading comprehension components in the SL [Eng-
lish], among Dutch children. The research findings indicated that the speed of 
word decoding did not contribute to reading comprehension in both languages, 
Dutch and English, but on the other hand, the same research found significant 
positive correlation in both languages in all other reading comprehension com-
ponents that were examined, such as vocabulary extent, grammar knowledge, 
and meta-cognitive knowledge. Furthermore, it was found that the strongest 
contributive component to reading comprehension in Dutch was meta-cognitive 
knowledge, while the best contributors to reading comprehension in English 
were two components: meta-cognitive knowledge and vocabulary extent. 

In another study conducted by Nassaji and Geva (1999), the findings indi-
cated that the skills of orthographic processing in Persian as L1, significantly 
contributed to acquisition of reading comprehension skills in the second lan-
guage, English. Similar findings were received in the study of Wang et al. (2009), 
which indicated the morphologic awareness in Korean as L1, was a strong pre-
dictor to reading comprehension both in the L1 and in English as second lan-

https://doi.org/10.4236/ce.2022.132023


S. Abu-Rabia et al. 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ce.2022.132023 406 Creative Education 
 

guage. 
Koda and others (2008) investigated the contribution of morphologic aware-

ness to reading comprehension in the English language among bilingual Chinese 
children, of orthographic logographic background who learn English as second 
language. The findings revealed that morphologic awareness in the L1, (Chinese) 
and well as in, the SL (English) is a strong predictor for reading comprehension 
in the second language. 

Similar finding emerged in a study conducted by Hirai (1999), which ex-
amined bilingual Japanese students learning English as second language. The 
students were tested in reading, hearing comprehension and reading compre-
hension tasks in both languages, Japanese, which is a logographic language, and 
English. The research findings indicated transfer of linguistic skills from one 
language to the other, meaning that student that had low achievements in read-
ing ability, hearing and reading comprehension in the L1 (Japanese) had low 
achievements in similar tasks in English, while students that had good ability in 
the skills examined, reached good achievements in the SL (English). 

The findings of the studies mentioned above indicate that linguist components 
like phonological awareness, morphological awareness, orthographic knowledge, 
syntactic awareness, vocabulary and meta-cognitive knowledge in the L1 con-
tribute to reading comprehension in the second language. These findings pro-
vide additional support to Cummings’ (1979) interdependence hypothesis. 

The study of Wang et al. (2006), the findings indicated that morphologic 
awareness in English did not contribute to reading comprehension skills in Chi-
nese. A study conducted by Akamatsu (2003), revealed that Chinese and Japanese 
children of logographic orthographic background presented low-level achieve-
ments in words processing, reading and reading comprehension in SL [English], 
compared to achievements reached by Persian children of alphabetic linguistic 
background. 

Similar findings emerged in the study of Guo and Roehrig (2011), who found 
that meta-cognitive awareness in SL (English) of bilingual Chinese students does 
not predict the reading comprehension skill in that language. The researchers 
explained these findings in the fact that most participants had weak linguistic 
knowledge in the second language, English, which was under the threshold that 
enables an inter-lingual transfer of general reading knowledge [meaning aware-
ness of reading strategies] from the L1, Chinese, into English. 

One of the major challenges of learning to read in Arabic is the fact that 
speakers of the language speak different language than the language they write 
in. The Arabic children speak at home and in the neighborhood is quite different 
from the written literary Arabic. This linguist phenomenon is called diglossia. 
Educated Arabs use literary Arabic for reading, writing and speaking in formal 
events. On the other hand, educated Arabs, like uneducated Arabs, use spoken 
Arabic in all the basic daily communications; like family conversations, small 
talk, shopping and entertainment (Abu-Rabia, Share, & Mansour, 2003; Abu-Rabia 
& Taha, 2006). 
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Research question 
1) How do Arab and Jewish pupils acquire the Arabic language in bilingual 

schools, compared to pupils learning in monolingual schools? 
Research hypothesis 
1) Arab pupils will be more successful in the acquisition of Arabic compared 

to their Jewish peers in the bilingual school and compared to Arabic pupils 
learning in monolingual school. 

2) Jewish pupils will be more successful in the acquisition of Arabic compared 
to their Jewish peers in monolingual schools. 

2. Method 

Participants  
The research sample consisted of Jewish and Arabic pupils from grades 3, 5 & 

6. The research population comprised of randomly selected samples of 30 Arabic 
pupils and 30 Jewish pupils from each grade level, meaning, an overall sample 
consisted of 180 participants from bilingual schools. Arabic pupils of similar 
grades learning in monolingual schools, and Jewish pupils of similar grades at-
tending monolingual schools comprised the control group (N = 90). Achieve-
ments of Arabic pupils in Arabic had been compared to achievements in Arabic 
of Arabic pupils in monolingual schools. 

The criteria for participant’s selection and fitting had been: Age and grade, 
similarity of learning materials and residential environment type [rural or ur-
ban] the choice of control populations was made according to similarity of so-
cio-economical background. 

Tools  
1) Identification of pointed words (Abu-Rabia & Abu-Rahmoun, 2012): A 

list of 40 words in ascending difficulty order based on the Arabic language 
learning materials of the participants. The difficulty level is determined accord-
ing to the length, morphologic complexity and its frequency in the Arabic lan-
guage. The participants were asked to read aloud, and the scores will relate to 
accuracy and reading flow. 

2) Identification of non-pointed words (Abu-Rabia & Abu-Rahmoun, 2012): A 
list of 40 non-diacritical words in ascending difficulty order, based on the Arabic 
language learning materials of the participants. The difficulty level is determined 
according to the length, morphologic complexity and its frequency in the Arabic 
language. The participants were asked to read aloud, and the scores will relate to 
accuracy and reading flow. 

3) Working memory (Abu-Rabia & Abu-Rahmoun, 2012): Each of the par-
ticipants is tested separately. The test was based on the version of Siegel and 
Ryan (1989), translated and modified into Arabic. It is comprised of sentences 
that each of them is read aloud to the participant without its final word that the 
participant must complete. The test is composed of four stages. In each stage the 
number of words, the participant must fill in rises (2 - 5). They were permitted 
to try 3 times in each stage. They had to fill in the missing word and later to re-
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peat all the words. 
Examples for sentences: “When we don’t see well, we put on…” “The colors of 

the Israeli flag are blue and…” the participants were asked to repeat the words 
he filled in according to the order of the sentences. In this case, glasses and 
white. 

4) Orthography (Assadi, 2012). The test comprised of 17 lines of words, 6 
words in a line. Some words are written correctly and others are not. The par-
ticipants were to choose the words written correctly according to the spelling 
and grammatical rules of Arabic and to identify words written wrongly and 
mark them by a diagonal line. 

5) Phonological awareness (Assadi, 2012) 
a) Phoneme Analysis: This test examines the pupil’s ability to divide words 

into phonemes. The tester says a target word, the individual tested has to repeat 
the word he/she hears and then to take it apart for phonemes. This test contains 
18 words.  

b) Synthesis: A test of blending phonemes into words: This test examines 
the participant’s ability to merge phonemes into words. The individual tested is 
asked to listen to phonemes and attach then into a word. This test contains eight 
items in ascending difficulty level. From words containing three phonemes to 
words containing six phonemes, two words in each level.  

c) Phoneme Omission: In this test, the participant is asked to omit a begin-
ning, middle or end phoneme from a word he/she hears. The participant listens 
to the phoneme omitted separately and is asked to utter it and then utter the re-
minding sequence. 

6) Morphology 
a) Derivative morphology in productive level (Abu-Rabia & Abu-Rahmoun, 

2012). The test contains 40 roots and the individual tested has to derive as many 
words as he can from each of these roots. The roots are presented in ascending 
difficulty grade, from the easy and frequent to the difficult and less frequent. 

b) Morphological judgment (Taha, 2013). In this test the individual tested is 
presented with pairs of words and he must determine respond quickly by saying 
“Yes” if both words derive from the same root and saying “No” if they have dif-
ferent root. 

7) Spelling (Assadi, 2012): The participant is presented with a list of words 
dictated by the tester, in an ascending level of difficulty. The list is composed of 
words taken from the pupil’s textbooks in Arabic. The list of words is of the 
same level of the list of words intended for reading aloud, punctuality and flu-
ency, and includes 24 words. 

8) Reading Comprehension (Assadi, 2012): This test is composed of two 
texts (one fully pointed, the second unpointed) and multiple-choice questions 
relating to them. The texts are taken from the subject’s textbooks. Each text is 
about one page long with 14 questions about it. The topics of the texts are re-
lated to the subject’s environment: “The Bees”, “Milk and Dairy”. 

9) Syntactic judgment (Assadi, 2012): Participants were presented with 31 
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sentences, some of them are syntactically correct and some are not. Participants 
were required to determine the syntactically correct and incorrect sentences.  

10) Pseudoword decoding (Taha, 2013): The test examines the participants’ 
ability to accurately code and decipher pseudowords. Participants were required 
to read aloud as quickly and as accurately as possible a list of 32 pseudowords. 
The task measures the ratio of precision (correct answers out of the total as-
signments). 

3. Results 

Development of skills in Arabic 
Pupils’ skills development in the Arabic language was examined by two dif-

ferent comparisons; first, it was checked whether the linguist skills in Arabic of 
Arabic pupils learning in bilingual school differ from those of Arabic pupils 
learning in monolingual schools, and the second was checking whether the 
Arabic language skills of these two groups differ from those of the Jewish pupils 
learning in bilingual schools that for them, Arabic is a SL. 

These issues were examined by unilateral difference analysis (ANOVA) to 
compare linguistic skills of pupils from different grades/age groups, as specified 
in the following. Examination of differences between different research groups 
was performed by means of Post Hoc analysis according to Tuckey. The groups 
examined had been Arabic pupils from monolingual schools, Arabic pupils from 
the bilingual schools and Jewish pupils from bilingual schools. Arabic is the 
mother tang [L1] for the first two groups, and for the third group, the Jewish 
pupils, it is second/FL. The results of the analysis are presented in Table 1. 

Analysis of Arabic skills in 3rd grade 
Generally, the results of 3rd grade revealed that there were no significant dif-

ferences between Arab pupils learning in bilingual schools, Jewish pupils learn-
ing in bilingual schools, and Arab pupils learning in monolingual schools. Nev-
ertheless, it was found that there are some differences among the groups in 
reading pointed words, (F (2.87) = 4.82, p < 0.1): Skills of the Arab pupils learn-
ing in bilingual schools were higher than those of Arab pupils learning in mono-
lingual schools (Table 1).  

Significant differences between the research groups were also found in reading 
non-pointed words [F (2.87) 12.20, p < 0.1]. In this case, it was found that the 
skills of the Arab pupils learning in monolingual school are significantly lower 
from those of Arab pupils learning in bilingual schools, and the skills level of the 
Jewish pupils learning in bilingual school (Table 1). 

Similar findings were found in reading non-words without diacritics (F (2.87) 
= 19.85, p < 0.1).The results of the Arab speaking pupils learning in monolingual 
schools were significantly lower compared to those of Arab pupils learning in bi-
lingual schools and from the skills level of Jewish pupils learning in bilingual 
schools. In this context, no differences were found between Arab pupils and 
Jewish pupils learning in bilingual school (Table 1). 
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Table 1. Comparison of Arabic language skill (%) by grade, school type and sector. 

6th grade 5th grade 3rd grade 
Linguistic 

skills F 
monolingual Bilingual 

F 
monolingual Bilingual 

F 
monolingual Bilingual 

Arab Arab Jewish Arab Arab Jewish Arab Arab Jewish 

17.14**,a 
73.102 78.531 79.031 

9.44** 
67.972 73.771 73.371 

4.82** 
31.872 38.231 36.571,2 Identification: 

Diacritical 
Words (5.77) (3.29) (3.58) (6.48) (5.47) (5.30) (7.65) (8.14) (8.87) 

9.05**,a 
66.772 70.501 71.531 

10.09** 
59.772 66.531 62.702 

12.20** 
25.672 34.701 34.231 Identification: 

Non-Diacritical 
Words (5.96) (3.48) (3.87) (6.58) (4.80) (6.03) (5.94) (8.95) (8.68) 

8.23** 
49.632 56.872 57.201 

5.87** 
46.132 52.471 43.832 

19.85** 
18.372 27.401 25.201 

Pseudo-Word 
(7.11) (8.76) (8.52) (10.16) (9.75) (10.40) (4.66) (6.78) (5.74) 

18.57** 
66.332 73.471 74.731 

5.96**,a 
54.072 63.671 62.001 

1.95 
31.10 34.37 33.90 Phon. 

Awareness: 
Analysis (5.31) (6.31) (5.60) (13.34) (11.70) (9.09) (6.40) (7.15) (7.23) 

13.73** 
65.702 71.871 73.671 

4.11a 
54.53 61.97 60.87 

2.25 
29.53 32.47 31.30 Phon. 

Awareness: 
Synthesis (5.91) (6.72) (5.86) (12.41) (11.01) (8.80) (5.20) (5.21) (5.76) 

14.20** 
65.702 70.931 73.031 

4.34* 
55.87 63.60 61.40 

2.81 
29.67 32.60 30.03 Phon. 

Awareness: 
Omitting (4.98) (6.43) (4.93) (11.36) (10.80) (9.16) (5.59) (5.35) (4.70) 

6.47** 
70.302 74.831 75.201 

14.02** 
64.33 72.70 69.23 

0.82 
34.07 37.30 35.67 

Orthography 
(4.94) (6.59) (5.98) (6.36) (5.22) (6.77) (9.26) (10.71) (9.37) 

10.05** 
66.832 74.301 74.801 

7.57** 
59.80 69.23 66.10 

1.82 
26.17 30.20 28.60 

Morphology 1 
(8.43) (7.14) (7.50) (8.80) (8.85) (10.89) (7.89) (8.48) (8.34) 

6.15** 
67.272 73.771 73.671 

3.16 
59.37 66.47 65.73 

1.43 
26.37 29.90 28.60 

Morphology 2 
(7.97) (8.29) (8.41) (10.17) (14.74) (10.75) (7.74) (8.60) (8.17) 

20.65** 
65.702 72.271 74.271 

6.93** 
63.93 70.13 68.23 

4.21* 
34.232 39.571 37.831,2 Syntax 

Judgment (5.31) (5.75) (5.13) (7.18) (6.60) (6.00) (7.93) (7.34) (6.44) 

0.27 
66.00 65.53 64.87 

6.69** 
52.27 57.60 56.20 

1.99 
32.60 36.47 34.83 Working 

Memory (5.64) (6.21) (6.04) (5.38) (6.00) (6.16) (7.68) (7.75) (7.14) 

2.98 
64.63 68.17 69.60 

6.43** 
54.73 60.07 58.87 

2.66 
23.13 25.93 25.30 

Spelling 
(7.91) (8.17) (8.24) (5.72) (5.56) (6.78) (4.97) (4.81) (5.00) 

14.63** 
70.002 75.301 76.871 

7.51** 
63.33 70.00 67.87 

2.37 
26.23 29.93 28.77 Syntax 

Recognition (5.21) (5.53) (4.67) (7.66) (6.93) (5.67) (6.39) (7.04) (6.77) 

13.84** 
75.832 80.401 81.931 

37.16** 
64.37 76.33 73.97 

1.97 
38.43 42.87 39.23 Reading 

Comprehension (4.98) (4.64) (4.38) (5.83) (5.84) (5.39) (9.20) (10.15) (8.19) 

Notes: -a significant Levine test; -1,2,3 findings in the same line of different numeration found significantly different from each other 
[p < 0.05] in Post Hoc tests; **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05. 
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Furthermore, significant differences between groups were also found in syn-
tactic judgement (F (2.87) = 4.21, p < 0.1). Arab pupils learning in bilingual 
schools achieved higher scores than those of Arab pupils learning in monolin-
gual schools. In this case, no differences were found between the skills of these 
two groups and those of the Jewish pupils learning in bilingual schools (See Ta-
ble 1). 

Furthermore, the results of the Jewish pupils learning in monolingual schools 
were either similar or significantly lower compare to their peers in the bilingual 
schools. 

Analysis of Arabic skills in 5th grade 
The results of 5th grade indicated significant differences between the research 

groups in all skills examined, except for morphology 2. The findings indicate no 
significant differences between Jewish and Arab pupils learning in bilingual 
schools, however, the linguistic skills of the Arab pupils learning in monolingual 
schools were considerably lower than those of both Arab and Jewish pupils 
learning in bilingual schools, regarding identification of diacritical words, pho-
nologic awareness-analysis, orthography, morphology 1, syntactical judgment, 
working memory, spelling and reading comprehension (Table 1). 

As for the phonological awareness-synthesis skill, significant differences were 
found between the skills of the Arab pupils learning in Bilingual schools and 
Arab pupils learning in monolingual schools, however to a lesser degree regard-
ing the skills of Jewish pupils learning in bilingual schools (see Table 1). 

Similar results were found in the phonological awareness; the differences stem 
mostly from the skills gap between the Arab pupils learning in bilingual schools 
and Arab pupils learning in monolingual schools. Unlike the results mentioned 
above, significant differences were found between the groups regarding the skill 
of identifying non-diacritical words (F (2.87) = 10.01, p < 0.01) to the favor of 
the Arab pupils learning in bilingual school (Table 1). 

Similar findings emerged in reading non pointed words (F (2.87) = 5.87, p < 
0.01): The differences in the skills of the Arabic pupils learning in bilingual 
schools were significantly higher than those of the Jewish pupils learning in bi-
lingual schools and from Arabic pupils learning in monolingual schools. The 
skill’s difference found between the Jewish pupils learning in bilingual schools 
and Arab pupils learning in monolingual school was insignificant (Table 1). 

Furthermore, the results of the Jewish pupils learning in monolingual schools 
were either similar or significantly lower compare to their peers in the bilingual 
schools. 

Analysis of Arabic skills in 6th grade 
The results of 6th grade pupils indicated significant differences between the 

research groups in all skills examined, except for working memory and spelling. 
The findings indicate that the differences between Jewish and Arab pupils 
learning in bilingual school are quite insignificant while the skills of the Arab 
pupils learning in monolingual schools were significantly compared to both 
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Jewish and Arab pupils learning in bilingual schools (see Table 1). 
In sum, there are no significant differences between pupils’ groups in the 3rd 

grade, particularly about Arab pupils learning in bilingual schools and Arabic 
pupils learning in monolingual schools.  

In the context of identifying non-pointed words, the skills of the Arab pupils 
learning in monolingual schools were lower compared to those of pupils [both 
Jewish and Arabic] Learning in bilingual schools. The skills of identification of 
non-pointed words and syntactical judgement of Arab pupils learning in mono-
lingual schools were lower than those of the Arab pupils learning in bilingual 
school. 

Unlike the findings regarding 3rd grade, finding regarding the higher grades 
indicate that the skills in the Arabic language of Arab pupils learning in mono-
lingual schools are lower than the skills of the Jewish pupils learning in bilingual 
schools, that for them, Arabic is foreign [second] language. Furthermore, re-
garding pupils of the higher grades, it was found that the skills of the Jewish pu-
pils learning in bilingual school were similar to those of Arabic pupils in such 
schools. 

4. Discussion 

The findings indicated that Arab pupils learning in bilingual school have a sig-
nificant advantage in reading diacritical words compared to their peers learning 
in monolingual schools. Similar results were achieved by Jewish pupils learning 
in bilingual schools, compared to Arab pupils learning in monolingual schools. 
Namely, pupils learning in bilingual schools, Arabs and Jews, revealed superior 
reading accuracy in reading diacritical words in Arabic compared to their Arab 
peers learning in monolingual schools. It is important to point out that Arab and 
Jewish pupils attending bilingual schools gained similar scores.  

In addition, the superiority of the pupils learning in bilingual schools, Arabs 
and Jews, in the reading of non-diacritical words stood out. Both groups in the 
bilingual school shown superiority compared to the same task performed by 
Arabic pupils learning in monolingual schools and the differences found be-
tween the Jewish pupils and the Arabic pupils in the bilingual schools were in-
significant. 

Similar results were found on reading diacritical words and syntactical judg-
ment. The achievements of both Arab and Jewish pupils learning in bilingual 
schools were better than those of the Arab pupils learning in monolingual 
schools, and there were no significant gaps between the achievements of the 
Arab and Jewish pupils learning in bilingual schools. 

These results strengthen the importance of phonologic awareness in reading 
process, the ability of words’ decoding and the ability to use phonetic code. The 
ability to cope with diacritical and non-diacritical words is a result of reading 
training and exercising, which enables transfer of phonologic skills between He-
brew and Arabic, which strengthens the meta-linguistics of the learners and 
brings them to a higher level of correct coping. The results indicate that Arab 
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and Jewish pupils learning in bilingual schools shown higher linguistic ability 
than their peers in the monolingual schools do. Thus, the learning of more than 
one language at tender age strengthens reading skills, in this case, the phonology, 
diacritical and non-diacritical words. 

Our results are supported by the findings of Durgunoglu, Nagy and Han-
cin-Bhatt (1993), in a study that examined first grade Spanish speaking pupils 
who learn English the participants were tested in reading skills in both English 
and Spanish. It was found that the pupils whose performance was better in pho-
nologic awareness in Spanish, read better words and pseudo words in English as 
SL compared to pupils whose performances in phonologic tasks in Spanish were 
poor (Durgunoglu, 1998; Cisero & Royer, 1995).  

The results of the current study are compatible with the results of Abu-Rabia 
and Siegel (2002) who compared bilingual pupils speaking Arabic and English 
with English speaking monolingual pupils and found that the learning and pre-
serving Arabic did not come at the expense of English language acquisition.  

Furthermore, when they compared in the same study (Abu-Rabia & Siegel, 
2002) Arabic dyslectic pupils with English speaking dyslectic pupils, in tasks in 
English, The Arab bilingual dyslectic revealed similar abilities to those of mono-
lingual dyslectic in most tasks, but the bilingual dyslectics revealed superiority in 
phonologic and spelling tasks, while monolingual dyslectics revealed superiority 
only in the syntax task. 

The main conclusion was that the bilingual dyslexic improved considerably in 
Arabic and obtained an additional language, English and the preserving Arabic 
was not in any way at the expense of acquiring a new language. This finding in-
dicates a skill transfer of from one language to the other that occurs in specific 
skills, such as morphological awareness and phonological processing. 

The result, indicating that bilingual pupils, Arabs and Jews, received better ab-
ilities regarding Arabic than their Arab peers learning in monolingual schools, 
which supports the idea of the advantages in providing bilingual educations 
from early age for both Jews and Arabs in Israel. 

The results of the current study also support and encourage the studies of 
Seymour et al. (2003), Defior et al. (2002), Wimmer & Goswami (1994) and oth-
ers, who examined reading the development of children in English, compared to 
13 other European languages. The findings of indicated that reading accuracy 
and speed in consistent orthographic languages like German, Spanish and Italian 
were higher compared to script systems characterized by low consistency level, 
like English. 

This finding supports the current study in which the pupils were examined in 
Arabic a Semitic language with a similar orthography like Hebrew, which be-
come consistent when the script is diacritic, since they are both alphabetic script 
system that when the orthographies vowelized, have direct connection between 
letter and sound. 

It is important to point out that many studies have indicated that phonologi-
cal awareness is a strong predictor of reading acquisition, regardless of consis-
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tency measure (Coltheart, 2004).  
The results of this study also support the result of a study conducted by 

Saiegh-Haddad and Geva (2008) who examined the contribution of phonological 
awareness to reading acquisition in two alphabetic languages, English (L1) and 
Arabic (second language), among bilingual children in Canada. They reported 
strong positive compatibility between phonological awareness in English and in 
Arabic. Phonological awareness in English proved to be a strong predictor in 
reading regular words and pseudo words in both languages, English and Arabic. 

Identical results were received in the study of Wade-Woolley & Geva (2000) 
who examined phonological skills in English and Hebrew among bilingual 
children and found that phonological awareness predicted reading in both lan-
guages. 

Based on these results, the researchers proposed that alphabetic languages 
contain some universal phonological principles unconnected to any specific 
language, which can be transferred between languages (Bialystok, Craik, & Luk, 
2012). 

To sum it all up, the current study found that children learning two Semitic 
languages, Arabic and Hebrew, developed academic abilities, and based on me-
ta-linguistic abilities that enable successful coping with reading in Arabic com-
pared to less successful coping presented by pupils learning in monolingual 
school. 

The current study shows that regarding skills pertaining to Arabic, bilingual 
participants of all age groups presented higher meta-linguistic abilities in Arabic 
(L1 of Arabic pupils and SL to Jewish pupils) compared to their Arabic peers 
learning in monolingual schools. Meaning that bilingualism has positive influ-
ence on the meta-linguistic skills of both Arabic and Jewish pupils (Bialystok, 
Majumder, & Martin, 2003). 

5. Limitations of the Study and Future Studies 

The current study examined linguistic aspects of pupils in various age groups at 
a certain point in time, in an attempt to learn and reach conclusions regarding 
the development of pupils’ Arabic skills. However, the best way to learn about 
developmental changes in a more reliable and comprehensive way would be to 
conduct a long-term study and check the pupils in different continuing time 
points. In addition, it is important to conduct in-class observations to learn on 
bilingual schools’ climate and in-class dynamics, an issue that was not been 
looked at in the current study. This point was not examined regardless of the 
problematic Arab-Israeli social context.  

Continuing studies should include interviews with Jewish and Arab pupils, 
parents, teachers and principals to learn about the atmosphere and the support 
of the learners’ environment. Another important point that had not been ex-
amined is the question: What happens next? Why there are no bilingual high 
schools in Israel? Why pupils, both Jews and Arabs, do not continue and do not 
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seek continuation of bilingual education? 
Learning an additional language is a political decision, thus it is important to 

understand how regular learning of “conflict languages” was possible in the dif-
ficult Israeli social political climate in these bilingual schools. On paper, Arabic 
is an official language in the state of Israel, but in the intolerant political climate 
in Israel, there is not enough public support in the Jewish majority sector to 
learn Arabic, and as surveys revealed, many Jewish youth possess negative atti-
tudes towards the learning of Arabic. These interesting and important issues 
may challenge future studies.  
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