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Abstract  

This study aims at measuring the achievement level of eighth grade learners at 
UNRWA schools in Hebron Area in Arabic functional grammar, identifying 
their weaknesses in using it, examining how they use it in their writing 
productions, and measuring their understanding of its rules. All this through 
answering the following questions:    

1. What is the level of the pupils performance in Arabic functional 
grammar? 

2. To what extent does the pupils' performance in grade eight in Arabic 
grammar differ due to gender? 

3. To what extent does the pupils' performance in grade eight in Arabic 
grammar differ due to place of residence? 

4. What is the difference between pupils' performance in grammar and 
their school achievement? 

5. Is there a relationship between the pupils performance in Arabic 
functional grammar and their general performance at school?   

The study population consists of eighth graders (1852 boys & girls) studying 
at UNRWA schools in Hebron area for the scholastic year 2005 \ 2006. The 
study sample (218 pupils ) is a stratified sample chosen randomly from five 
schools with 11 % of the study schools .  

To answer the study questions, a study tool was designed. This tool is an 
achievement examination of three versions:  

1. The first examination: to measure pupils' ability to implement the 
grammatical skills, their syntax and semantics through the sentence. 

2. The second examination: to measure students' ability to implement the 
grammatical skills, their syntax and semantics through the text. 

3. The third examination:  to measure students' ability to implement 
grammatical skills, their syntax and semantics through the text without 
choices.  

The three versions of the exam were different .The first version consisted of 
40 items of multiple choice questions.The other versions consisted of two 
texts where 40 words were omitted from each and the pupils had to fill in the 
missing words taking into consideration correct syntax and semantics. The 
exam was made after analyzing the Arabic Language textbook, eighth grade 

 

part II and identifying the objectives and the table of specifications. It came 
out with the reliability and validity proper to be applied on the stratified 
sample after being investigated by a team of referees. Validity shows ( 0.95 ) 



 
in the first version, ( 0.97 ) in the second and ( 0.92 ) in the third one .The 
exams were conducted and corrected in cooperation with the teachers .Quality 
and quantity statistical procedures were used to find the mean, standard 
deviation, T-test, One way ANOVA and Pearson Correlation in order to 
compare the means and to identify the differences .  

The final results were as follow:  

1. There were no significant differences among the averages of the pupils' 
achievement in functional Arabic grammar due to gender.  

2. There is no significant difference in the students' achievement in the 
functional Arabic grammar due to residence.  

3. There is a significant relation between the averages of the students' 
achievement in the functional Arabic grammar and their school 
achievement in Arabic language. 

4.  There is weakness in the general functional achievement. The average 
of achievement was close to the minimum (49.98). 

5. Students performance of the functional Arabic grammar with multiple 
choices test is better than essay test. It is (56.67) with choices and 
(40.39) without choices  

6. Students' level in realizing the grammatical skills is slightly higher than 
mastering them. It's about (52.58) for mastering the grammatical skills.  

Based on the previous conclusions, the following recommendations were 
made.  

1. The new curricula should care about Arabic language functionally and 
focus on syntax and semantics. 

2. Exams should focus on functional grammar through forming a wide 
variety of questions. 

3. Grammar questions should be varied, particularly, the completion 
exams which lead to syntax and semantics. 

4. Questions should enable students to build correct sentences, paragraphs 
and the whole subject. 

5. Dealing with language in abstract terms that prevent students from 
using it in life should be stopped. 

6. Qualifying new teachers professionally to improve their performance 
and match them with the experienced teachers. 

7. Conducting researches on the functional aspects of the language for all 
stages. 

8. Using Standard Arabic in the classroom; teachers of Arabic and 
teachers of other subjects should use correct Arabic as this will 
minimize the impact of both colloquial and standard Arabic on pupils 
linguistic performance.  



 
9. Improving pupils linguistic performance through exposing them to an 

environment in which Standard Arabic is used correctly.         
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