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Abst;‘act

Within the communicative framework of language teaching, the skill of writing
enjoys special status. The process of writing has always been recognized as a
demanding task. However, literature suggests that leamers perform differently when
they write in different rhetorical modes (Nemati, 2003; Wong, 2005). Therefore,
rhetorical mode of writing is a factor which may affect writing performance. On the
other hand, learners have individual differences which affect the way they learn and
perform in the classroom. Among the various aspects of the notion of individual
differences, personality is of great éoncem. Considering the importance of the role of
writing skill in second language acquisition along with the effect of rhetorical modes
on it and its potential relationship to personality, the present study was an attempt to
investigate the relationship between writing performance in different rhetorical modes
and personality types of Iranian EFL learners. The data were obtained from a sample
of 57 students studying at Islamic Azad university of Ghaemshahr. They were asked
to write in two different rhetorical modes, namely narrative and argumentative. The
selection of these two modes was not made in random. Literature suggests that
narrative is the easiest mode of writing while argumentative is the most difficult one.
The 90 papers were scored by two raters using the Jacobs, Zinkgraft, Wormuth,
Hartfield and Hushey's (1981) profile. The participants' personality types were
determined by the 93 item, Persian version of the MBTI questionnaire. After the data
collection process, Point multiserial correlation was run to see if there is any
relationship between the variables. It was found that there is no relationship between
the Iranian EFL learners' writing performance in different rhetorical modes and their
personality types. The findings of this study has implications for second language

teachers, task based syllabus designers and language testers.
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Introduction

Learners have individual differences which affect the way they learn and perform
in the classroom. It is difficult to ignore such correlations (Skehan, 2003). Unlike first
language, success in second language is very much variable because of individual
differences. Good language learners have certain characteristics which are not
possessed by less successful learners (Ganz, Hamp-Lyons & Humphreys, 2004;
Norton & Toohey, 2001). An understanding of learner differences helps us increase
our success as language teachers and enhance learner autonomy through better suited
metacognition and learning strategies. The more we learn about how different learners
are, the more complicated our field becomes. What appears to us as being unitary
traits has proved to be ambiguous composites of multiple factors (Ehrman, Leaver&
Oxford, 2003). Teachers of a second language need to identify and comprehend
significant individual differences in their learners if they are to provide the most
effective.ir‘lstruction possible (Crawford, 2002; Oxford & Ehrman, 1993; cited in
Burden & Williams, 2000). An awareness of the findings in psychology about
individual differences helps get away from the monolithic view of a faceless learner
whose individual identity is lost in group averages (Dewaele, 2005). Success in
second language learning is due to cognitive as well as affective factors among which
personality is of great importance ( Brown, 2000; Astica, Carrel & Prince, 1996).

In recent years, there has been an increasing awareness of the necessity in second
language research to examine human personality in order to find solutions to
perplexing problems. There are grounds for research in the area of personality and

second language learning. There are profitable theories of personality which can be




profitably built on. Mainstream psychological research shows that there are
personality variables and interactions which can be fruitfully investigated in second
language classrooms (Griffths, 1991). According to Liyanage (2004), since
personality forms the person’s inclination toward certain characteristic reactions in
any given situation, it can certainly help inform linguistic performance. If we were to
devise theories of second language acquisition that were based only on cognitive
considerations, we would be omitting the most fundamental side of human behavior,
namely, personality factors within a person that contribute in some way to the success
in language learning. Careful, systematic study of the role of personality in second
language acquisition has already led to a greater understanding of the language
learning process and to improved language teaching methods (Brown, 2000).
However, the progress in this area has been slow ( Skehan, 2003).

Limiting our discussion to the area of writing, except for a few studies (e.g.
Callahan, 2000; Marefat, 2006) little has been done to understand the relationship
between personality preferences and writing performance. This is largely due to its
complicated nature and the toiling it demands, beside the fact that the skill of writing
has always been considered an integral part of second language acquisition.

Within the framework of communicative language teaching, the skill of writing
enjoys special status. It is extremely important in the modern world, whether the
interaction takes the form of traditional paper and pencil writing or the most advanced
E-mail writing (Kroll, 1991). The process of writing has always been recognized as a
demanding task. Accordingl to Rivers (1981), writing is a complex skill to master.

Nunan (1999) believes writing is the most difficult thing there is to do in language. He




further goes on to say that even most native speakers never master it. Such claims are
also confirmed by Murcia (2001). “The ability to express one’s ideas in writing in a
second or foreign language and to do so with reasonable coherence and accuracy is a
major achievement; many native speakers of English never truly master it” (Murcia,
2001, p.205). So it seems worth spending time and energy investigating the factors
affecting this process.

Every piece of text is written for a specific purpose. Sometimes it aims at
entertaining or stirring our emotions. Sometimes giving explanation is the primary
purpose for writing an essay. Sometimes the purpose is changing one’s mind or
behavior, that is make oﬁ‘e choose one path over another. The purpose any essay is
written for, its reason for being, controls its approach to the topic, and
overwhelmingly affects the organization and arrangement of ideas in an essay. Essays
with a specific purpose and organization are believed to belong to a particular
thetorical mode (Stiffler, 2002). Literature suggests that second language learners
perform differently when they are asked to write in different rhetorical modes
(Nemati, 2003; Wong, 2005). Therefore, the rhetorical mode of writing is a factor
which may affect writing performance. Considering the importance of the role of
writing skill in second language acquisition along with the effect of rhetorical modes
on it and its potential relationship to personality, the present study is an attempt to
investigate the relationship between writing performance in different rhetorical modes

and personality types of Iranian EFL learners.




Statement of the problem

Research in second language writing has addressed different issues and provided
fruitful results but, as the nature of all sciences entails, there are countless unanswered
questions and problems. Students find writing a demanding task. According to Nunan
(1999), “ Producing a coherent, fluent, extended piece of writing is probably the most
difficult thing there is to do in language” (p. 271). All real world communication has a
purpose and language teachers must consider this in their classrooms (Chastain,
1988). It has been observed that students tend to perform differently when asked to
write for different purposes.

Most research in second language learning has focused on groups rather than on
individuals (Dewaele, 2005). We do not have enough knowledge about personality
factors that affect learning to draw upon teaching. Specifically, there is a lack of
insight into learners’ personality types which may be an asset for writing in one

rhetorical mode, i.e. for one purpose, and a liability in the other.

Purpose of the study

Considering the importance of the writing skill in second language classrooms and
many potential factors that may affect this complex process, this study intends to
investigate the relationship between Iranian EFL learners’ personality types and their
writing performance in different rhetorical modes. In other words, the attempt is to
find out whether a meaningful relationship exists between the Iranian EFL learners'
personality types and the way they perform when they write in different rhetorical

modes.




