The Acquisition of Gender Agreement in Adult Learners of

Arabic

by

Ali Alamry

A thesis submitted to the Faculty of Graduate and Postdoctoral Affairs in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree of
Master of Arts
in

Applied Linguistics and Discourse Studies

Carleton University
Ottawa, Ontario

© 2014
Ali Alamry






Abstract

The grammatical gender system is considered one of the most challenging
structures that L2 learners must acquire. Part of this difficulty lies in the complexity of
the system itself, and also from the fact that this system is one of the significant areas in
which languages differ. Arabic is a language that has a rich grammatical gender system.
It is comprised of two gender classes - masculine and feminine - that can be applied to
nouns, verbs, adjectives and pronouns. The present study investigates the acquisition of
subject-verb gender agreement in Arabic. The participants were adult L2 learners of
Arabic with different native language backgrounds at two different levels of proficiency,
as well as native speakers of Arabic. The participants were divided into three groups: the
first group consisted of learners who have a grammatical gender system in their L1; the
second group consisted of learners who do not have a grammatical gender system in their
L1; and the third group consisted of native speakers of Arabic serving as a control group.
One comprehension and three production tasks were used to elicit the data. The results
from all tasks showed that none of the L2 learner groups performed as well as the native
control group. Most importantly, there was no significant difference between the learners
who have a grammatical gender system in L1 and learners who do not, suggesting no
effect of L1. There was a significant effect of proficiency level; the advanced learners
significantly outperformed the intermediate learners. The findings of this study are
discussed in light of two different hypotheses regarding the availability of parameter
resetting in L2 acquisition. These hypotheses are the Full Transfer/Full Access
Hypothesis and the Failed Functional Feature Hypothesis. To some extent, the results

lend support to the former hypothesis.
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The Acquisition of Gender Agreement in Adult Learners of Arabic

Chapter 1: Introduction

A wealth of research has addressed whether second language (L2) adult learners
are able to attain an equivalent level of proficiency as that of native speakers of the target
language. While theories in L2 acquisition differ with regard to the extent to which L2
learners can reach native-like proficiency, shared among many of them is the attention
they give to the role of Universal Grammar (UG) (Chomsky, 1965; 1980; 1981) in
assessing L2 acquisition. For some SLA researchers, learners’ first language (L1) is a key
factor in mastering an L2; that is, postpuberty L2 learners are unable to incorporate
grammatical features that are not present in their L1s. One of these grammatical features
is gender agreement (Smith and Tsimpli, 1995; Hawkins and Chan, 1997; Tsimpli and

Mastropavlou, 2007).

Grammatical gender is defined by Hockett (1958) as the ‘“classes of nouns
reflected in the behavior of associated words” (p.231). This system of noun classification
is present in many languages throughout the world and absent in many others. Languages
with gender systems may have two or more classes or genders; that is, a language may
consist of masculine and feminine genders, or masculine, feminine, and neutral genders.
In some languages, these classes of nouns can be based on semantic criteria, meaning that
a noun can be assigned as masculine or feminine because of its meaning or one of its
attributes such as biological sex, humanness, or animacy. In other languages, gender
classification can be specified according to formal properties, so that a noun’s gender is

determined by its morphological or phonological features. Finally, in other cases, the



noun-gender assignment is simply arbitrary. In most languages, noun classes are
categorized based on semantic and formal criteria (Corbett, 1991). Gender is one of the
grammatical categories that requires a process called ‘agreement’ or ‘concord’. That is,
the gender of a noun affects the form of other related words in the sentence; these related
words differ among languages but they could be verbs, pronouns, adjectives, adverbs,
determiners, and quantifiers, among others. Steels (1978) defines agreement as the

following:

The term agreement commonly refers to some systematic covariance
between a semantic or formal property of one element and a formal
property of another. For example, adjectives may take some formal
indication of the number and gender of the noun they modify (cited in
Corbett, 1991, p. 105).

The acquisition of a second language’s grammatical gender has been considered
one of the most persistent problems that non-native learners face (Dewaele & Véronique,
2001; Sabourin et al., 2006). In the current literature, there are a number of studies that
have investigated this issue (White et al., 2004; McCarthy, 2008; Franceschina, 2001;
2002; Montrul et al., 2008), yet no consensus has been reached. In effect, there exist two
conflicting views about whether L2 learners can ultimately acquire the grammatical
gender of L2. The first group of researchers claims that gender and its features are
functional categories that cannot be acquired in adulthood unless L2 learners have similar
features in their L1 (Hawkins, 1998; Franceschina, 2001; 2002; Tsimpli and
Mastropavlou, 2007). This view is in line with Hawkins and Chan’s (1997) Failed
Functional Features Hypothesis (FFFH), which states that linguistic properties and
features that are not present in L1 fail feature checking in L2 acquisition. In contrast,

other researchers provide empirical evidence suggesting that L2 learners are not restricted



to their L1 grammar and can acquire the grammatical features of L2 regardless of their
age, as well as their L1 (Slabakova, 2000; White et al. 2004; Bond et al., 2011). This
view supports the Full Access/Full Transfer hypothesis (FTFA) (Schwartz and Sprouse,
1994, 1996), which claims that L2 learners have full access to Universal Grammar (UG)
and have the ability to acquire all the linguistic properties and features that an L1 learner
acquires. Although these studies provide different explanations and support various
findings, they all agree that L1 transfer has a negative or positive effect on learning an .2
at least in the initial stages. The main difference between them is confined to the final

outcome that L2 learners can expect to achieve.

The above two hypotheses and the various findings on grammatical gender
acquisition upholding them motivated the present study to explore this issue in a new set
of languages. While English, French, Spanish, Dutch, and Italian have received a great
deal of attention in previous work (e.g. White et al., 2004; Franceschina, 2002; Sabourin
et al., 2006; Oliphant, 1998), this study will examine the acquisition of grammatical
gender agreement in Arabic ' by adult L2 learners from different L1 backgrounds that
vary in their gender systems. Arabic is a language that has a rich grammatical gender
system. It is comprised of two gender classes: masculine and feminine.? It displays
agreement with verbs, adjectives, adverbs, and pronouns. The masculine is the default

base form, while the feminine form usually exhibits a suffix that indicates its gender.’

1 Arabic in this study refers to the Standard Arabic.
2 Sometimes a noun can be either masculine or feminine, such as sabiel (road), and soug (market).

3 Not every feminine word has a gender marker. A number of words are feminine but have no suffix
(proper name: Zaynab; crypto feminine: nafs, harb).On the other hand, a number of other words are
masculine with a feminine suffix (Hamz-ah).



There are three gender suffixes for feminine nouns: taa’ marbuuta (-ah/ -at-un’; e.g.
tuffah-ah — apple-f), ?1if Tawiila (-a?; e.g. sahr-a? — desert-f), and ?/if maqsuura (-aa;
e.g. bushr-aa — tidings-f). The gender categories of nouns are classified based on: (i)
natural gender, when a noun refers to human beings or animals (see 1 below), or (ii)
formal gender, which is semantically arbitrary but gender-assigned to a noun according to

its morphological form (see (2)).

(1) walad  “boy.m”
bint “girl.£”
(2) bab “door.m”

nafitha  “window.f”

In example (1) it is clear that walad (boy) is assigned a masculine gender determined by
biological sex. In (2), the noun nafitha (window) is marked as a feminine noun because it

ends with taa’ marbuuta (-a/ at-un), which is a feminine suffix as indicated above.

In Arabic, verbs are richly inflected and display agreement with the subject in
person (1%, 2" or 3rd), number (singular, dual or plural), and gender (masculine or
feminine). This agreement differs according to the sentence word order, that is, whether it
has a V S (verb subject) or S V (subject verb) order. In the case of V S order, the verb
partially agrees with its subject in gender and person, but always takes the default

singular form regardless of whether the status of its subject is singular, dual or plural’

(see (3)):

4 There is no difference between -ah and -at-un, as they both indicate the gender marker taa marbuuta. -ah
reflects the formal pausal pronunciation, (i.e. in case of a pause, a word like sayyar-at-un (car) would be
pronounced sayyar-ah). This —ah is referred to as —a in some sources.

> In some Arabic dialects, the verb also agrees with its subject in number even in case of VS
order.



(3) a. kataba I-muSallimu
wrote.3.m.s the-teacher.m.s®

‘The teacher wrote’

b. kataba l-mu€allim-uun

wrote.3.m.s the-teacher-m.p.

‘The teachers wrote’

The examples in (3) show that the verb kataba (wrote), which is in the third personal

singular form, remains the same with the singular subject in (3a) and the plural subject in

(3b).

In contrast, with S V order the verb exhibits full agreement with the subject in

gender, person, as well as number, as demonstrated in (4):

(4) a. ?l-mufallim-uun katab-uu
the-teacher-m.p.  wrote.3.m.p

‘The teachers wrote’

b. ?l-mufallimaa-tu katab-na
the-teacher-f.p.  wrote.3.f.p

‘The teachers wrote’

In (4a), the verb katab (wrote) agrees in gender and person, which is not morphologically

apparent since the masculine agreement morpheme is null in the case of the third person.

® The following abbreviations are used in the glosses: 3 = third person, m = masculine, f = plural,
s = singular, p = plural



It is also inflected by the number suffix (-uu) to agree with the plural subject 2l-mu$allim-
uun (teachers). Similarly, in example (4b), the verb katab is inflected by the suffix (-na),
which exhibits femininity and plurality, in order to agree with the feminine plural subject

2l-muSallimaa-tu.

Verbs in Arabic are inflected by means of prefixes and suffixes in order to agree
with the subject in gender, number, and person. For gender agreement, verbs take the
gender markers for masculine and feminine in the second and third person. The first
person (I, we) is gender-neutral. In the past tense, the verb is inflected with a suffix that
indicates all the agreement features, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Past verb agreement system

Person Number  Gender Affix Example Gloss
1 Singular M/F -tu had' ar-tu I attended
2 Singular M -ta had'ar-ta You (m.) attended
2 Singular F -t had' ar-ti You (f.) attended
3 Singular M -0 fiad' ar He attended
3 Singular F -at had' ar-at She attended

In the present tense, the verb stem is inflected with a prefix and a suffix. The prefix gives
gender and person information, while the suffix gives number and gender information, as

shown in Table 2.



Table 2. Present verb agreement system

Person Number Gender Affix Example Gloss

1 Singular M/F ?a- Pa-had uru I am attending

2 Singular M ta- ta-fad' aru You (m.') are
attending

2 Singular F ta—iin  fta-had ar-iina You (f') are
attending

3 Singular M ya- ya-had uru He is attending

3 Singular F ta- ta-had'uru She is attending

The surface morphological marking of gender in Arabic is very complicated and
complex. This complexity constitutes a challenge for Arabic L2 learners, and possibly
more so when their L1s have a different gender system, or have no gender system at all.
Subject-verb agreement was chosen over other gender agreement systems (e.g. noun-
adjective) because in order to communicate properly L2 learners need to produce verbal
sentences, which minimally consist of a verb and a subject, and therefore it is very
important to acquire this agreement system. Moreover, as mentioned above there is
variation in the affixes depending on the tense and word order, which makes the system
more complex.

This study will first present some theoretical background on L1 transfer and UG
in second language acquisition. Then in Chapter 3, the concept of grammatical gender
will be addressed, followed by previous research on grammatical gender in different
languages and previous research of Arabic as a second language. Then the research
questions of this study will be introduced, followed by the predictions. Chapter 4
describes the methodology of this study, the participants, the tasks conducted, and the
procedures applied. Chapter 5 presents the results of this study, followed by a discussion
of the results in Chapter 6. Finally, the study will be concluded with indications for

further research.



Chapter 2: Second Language Acquisition: Language Transfer and Universal
Grammar

There has been a considerable amount of literature published on the influence of
first languages on the course of second language acquisition (SLA) (Odlin, 1989, 2003;
Gass & Selinker, 1993). Although this issue has been discussed among linguists, second
language researchers and teachers for many years, this topic is still under debate. The
concept of language transfer has always been linked to other linguistic and non-linguistic
phenomena, including but not limited to typological distance, degree of markedness,
processing load, and learners’ individual strategies (Hakansson, 2001). In recent decades,
with the increased attention on the concept of Universal Grammar (henceforth UG) to
SLA, many studies (e.g. White, 1991; 1993; Schwartz & Sprouse 1994, 1996) have
attempted to explore language transfer in light of this framework. Notably, this interest
was intensified following Chomsky’s (1981a) introduction of the Principles and
Parameters approach. The following sections will discuss some aspects of L1 transfer and

UG in SLA research.

2.1 The role of L1 transfer in second language acquisition

Language transfer is defined as “the influence resulting from similarities and
differences between the target language and any other language that has been previously
(and perhaps imperfectly) acquired” (Odlin, 1993, p.27). Two types of transfer occur:
negative transfer, and positive transfer. Negative transfer is a result of differences
between the two languages (i.e. interference), which makes learning L2 more difficult

and lengthy. Lado (1975) explains:



“the student who comes in contact with a foreign language will find some
features of it quite easy and others extremely difficult. Those elements that
are similar to his native language will be simple for him, and those elements
that are different will be difficult” (p.2)

Positive transfer, on the other hand, is a result of the similarities and matches between

structures in the two languages, which consequently facilitate the acquisition of L2.

During the past four decades, there has been some disagreement among
researchers over the extent to which L1 affects the acquisition of L2 (e.g. Flynn, 1996;
White, 1989; Schwartz, 1998; Sabourin, 2003). In this respect, three logical positions
regarding transfer are assigned to the role of L1 in L2 acquisition, namely, no transfer,
partial transfer, and full transfer. The no transfer position suggests that L1 has no effect
on the acquisition of L2. Some advocates of this position claim that the grammatical
development of L2 learners in the target language happens through their access to UG,
which makes it possible for them to achieve an L2 grammar equivalent to that of the final
state grammar of native speakers of the target language (e.g. Platzack, 1996; Epstein,
Flynn and Martohardjono, 1996). Others explain L2 learners’ success by attributing it to
general problem-solving skills (Muysken, 1986; Meisel, 1997). Clahsen and Muysken
(1986) conducted research comparing the acquisition of word order between children
learning German as their L1 and adults learning German as their L2. They found that
children were able to figure out at an early stage that German is an SOV language,
whereas adult learners tended to “make use of SVO order irrespective of their language
background, even in those cases in which SOV is suggested by the target and the source
language” (p.110). This finding led them to conclude that learners’ L1 is not involved in
their acquisition of a second language. However, this conclusion has been challenged by

other L2 studies on the acquisition of SOV languages such as Dutch (e.g. Jansen,
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Lalleman and Muysken 1981; Van der Craats 1994) and German (e.g. Meisel, Clahsen
and Pienemann 1981; Vainikka and Young-Scholten 1994, 1996). These studies found
that L2 learners who are native speakers of SOV languages like Turkish and Korean tend
to start with SOV order in learning Dutch or German as an L2. Moreover, native speakers
of SVO languages such as Arabic, Italian, and Spanish start out with SVO when learning
Dutch or German. These results show that different L2 learners with different L1s that
vary in verb-complement orders use different word orders in the early stages of L2
acquisition. Thus, it is highly accepted that L1 plays a significant role during the course
of L2 acquisition (Sabourin, 2003; Sabourin et al., 2006; Franceschina, 2005; Whong-
Barr, 2006), and there is a general agreement that this is especially so at the initial stage
(White, 1985, 1990; Smith and Tsimpli, 1995; Schwartz and Sprouse, 1996; Hulk, 1991;
among others). In light of these conclusions, the no transfer position will not be discussed

further in the present study.

The second position, partial transfer, indicates that some properties of L1 are
transferred into the L2 grammar at least in the initial stages of learning through lexical
categories only or lexical and functional categories together. Although partial transfer is a
subject of dispute with regard to which parts of L1 are carried over to L2 and which parts
are not (Sabourin, 2003), various proposals have emerged supporting this position. For
instance, Vainikka and Young-Scholten’s (1994, 1996) “Minimal Trees hypothesis”
states that only L1 lexical categories can be transferred, while functional categories
cannot. Functional categories are assumed to be gradually developed in response to 1.2
input and UG-constrained structure building. However, this hypothesis has been

challenged by other findings that show transfer of functional projections and feature
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specifications, as provided by White’s (1991a, 1991b, 1992) studies of adverb placement,
where she found that French-speakers learning English as L2 show evidence of verb
movement to a functional category. White found that French learners transferred the
French adverb orders to English, thus producing Subject Verb Adverb Object (SVAO)
sequences, while in English the correct order is Subject Adverb Verb Object (SAVO).
This result suggests that the functional category parameters of L1 were adopted in the L2
grammar. Another proposal in favor of partial transfer is suggested by Eubank’s (1994,
1996) Valueless Features hypothesis. He claims that the L2 initial state includes both L1
lexical and functional categories as well as functional features. However, he insists that
functional features are neither strong nor weak, but instead valueless (or inert). These
functional features are said to be acquired during the course of development, and, at the

end stage of acquisition, L2 learners are expected to convert to the L2 grammar.

The final and third position, full transfer, predicts that, at least in the initial stages,
all aspects from L1 are transferred into the L2 grammar. In other words, the L1 grammar
final state constitutes the L2 grammar initial state. Researchers who advocate in favour of
this position are in disagreement about the subsequent grammatical development. White
(1989) — the first researcher to introduce this position — claims that L2 learners start
initially with L1 parameter values and then reset them according to L2 values; that is, she
argues that L2 learners have access to UG. Following White (1998), the Full Transfer/
Full Access hypothesis established by Schwartz (1998) and Schwartz and Sprouse (1994,
1996) asserts that L2 learners carry all the grammar structures of their L1 to the L2.” On

the other hand, others such as Clahsen and Hong (1995) and Schachter (1989, 1990)

7 This hypothesis will be discussed later in more detail.
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argue that L2 learners cannot reset parameters that are not instantiated in the LI
grammar, and when the L1 transferred grammar cannot accommodate the L2 input,

learners will rely on general problem-solving strategies.

In addition to the degree of transfer, there are two types of transfers presented in
the current literature (Sabourin, 2003; Sabourin et at, 2006): surface transfer, which refers
to transferring surface features (such as word order and gender marking) from one
language to another, and deep transfer, which deals with the transfer of more abstract

features of language (such as gender categories) from one language to another.

2.2 Universal grammar and second language acquisition

Universal grammar is an innate biological language system of abstract constraints
that guides the acquisition of L1 by restricting the class of possible natural human
grammars. UG is comprised of invariant principles generally shared by all languages, as
well as parameters that allow for variation across languages (White, 1989). There has
been extensive debate on whether UG assists learners (particularly adults) through the
process of SLA as it does in L1 acquisition (White, 2003), especially in the presence of
obvious differences between L1 and L2 acquisition, such as the cognitive status of mature
L2 learners, their previous experience in their native language, the method of learning (as
they often receive formal instructions and corrections in L2 acquisition), and individual
differences in mastering L2 (Bley-Vroman, 1989). Some researchers have argued that
UG continues to operate in L2 acquisition, claiming that the differences between L1 and
L2 are only quantitative (White, 1989). In contrast, other researchers have maintained
that L2 acquisition is qualitatively different from L1 acquisition and, as a result, UG does

not govern the process of L2 acquisition (Bley-Vroman, 1989, 1990). However, one of
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the fundamental focuses of the current literature on the subject is whether or not adult L2
learners have access to UG and whether this access, if it exists, is full or partial. If UG is
accessible to L2 learners, then they are expected to be more apt at adopting the L2
grammatical categories available in their L1. They are also expected to accommodate the
input from L2 that is not available in their L1 by accessing UG. In other words, they can
use their access to UG to reconstruct and reprogram their grammatical categories to

accommodate any input from L2.

White (1989, 2003) states that access to UG principles and parameters in the
course of SLA is controversial, making various approaches arise. These approaches vary
based on the degree of UG accessibility by adult L2 learners as follows: (1) no access:
UG is no longer available to L2 learners; (2) full access: UG is fully available to L2
learners; and (3) partial access: UG 1is partially available to L2 learners. These

approaches interface with the effect of L1 transfer discussed above.

The first approach assumes that UG is no longer available to adult L2 learners,
and is therefore not involved at any stage of L2 acquisition. Researchers who argue for
this position emphasize the difficulties faced by L2 learners, and the differences between
L1 and L2 acquisition. Some proponents of this view, who argue against L1 transfer,
claim that L2 acquisition is totally different from L1 acquisition, in which L1 acquisition
is directed by UG, while L2 acquisition is guided by means of general problem-solving
skills. In this respect, L2 learners’ level of proficiency is attributed to successful general
learning strategies or other factors, such as cognitive ability and motivation (e.g. Bley-
Vroman, 1989; Clahsen and Muysken, 1986; Clahsen, 1990; Meisel, 1997). In Clahsen

and Muysken’s (1989) study of word order in German, the authors explain children’s
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facility in L2 acquisition compared to adult L2 learners by the fact that adult learners
cannot access UG and depend instead on general learning strategies. Other proponents of
the no access approach emphasize the role of L1 transfer whether partial (Eubank,

Bischof, Huffstutler and West (1997) or full (Clahsen and Hong, 1995).

The second approach is the full access approach. In contrast, it states that UG is
fully available to adult L2 learners, meaning that the language faculty involved in L1
acquisition is involved in adult L2 acquisition in the same manner (Flynn, 1996). UG was
motivated in the first place because native speakers end up with a highly complex
grammar that goes beyond linguistic input. In other words, the input is said to
underdetermine the output, which suggests that universal principles guide the acquisition
of language (White, 1990). This logical problem of L1 acquisition has encouraged SLA
researchers to argue that if L2 learners are also able to adopt highly complex grammar
that goes beyond the input, and thus is not reduced to simple general learning strategies
or native language information, then UG mediates L2 acquisition as well. It seems most
unlikely that L2 input is the only source that builds L2 learners’ grammar, and therefore,
L2 input will underdetermine the L2 grammar as it happens in L1 acquisition (White
1985a). Hence, it is suggested that the acquisition of L1 and L2 are contingent on UG,
and that UG is the rationale behind the acquisition of complex linguistic knowledge in
both situations. Within this view, there are two possibilities: @) L2 learners would draw
primarily from UG except under circumstances in which the L1 grammar provides
guidance, or b) L2 learners would first begin by mobilizing transferable knowledge
gained from their L1, and then resort to UG if this first method is inefficient or

insufficient.
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White’s (1985) study on the ‘pro-drop’ (PD) parameter offers evidence for the
validity of the full access approach. In her research, she examines L1 Spanish (+PD) and
French (-PD) speakers who are learning English (-PD) as an L2. She found that the
Spanish speaking group and French speaking group behaved differently, in that the
Spanish group tended to change the parameter due to the lack of PD features in their L1,
which proved to be challenging. She concludes that there is L1 transfer, and that L2
learners start out with their L1 parameter and then change it according to the target

language value.

Furthermore, Schwartz and Sprouse (1994, 1996) propose what they call the Full
Transfer/ Full Access (FTFA) approach, which states that “the initial state of the L2
acquisition is the final state of L1 acquisition (Full Transfer) and that failure to assign a
representation to input data will force subsequent restructurings, drawing from options of
UG (Full Access)” (Schwartz and Sprouse, 1996, p. 40). In other words, the L.1’s entire
grammar, including all abstract properties, constitutes the initial state of L2. These
authors claim that the grammar that L2 learners start with is gradually going to change.
When L1 grammar fails to accommodate the L2 input, the learners call upon unused
options of UG, including new parameter settings, functional features, and feature values.
Although this hypothesis claims that there exists full access to UG, L2 learners’ final
outcome grammar might differ from the native grammar of the target language.
Regardless, it is still UG constrained since L2 learners start the L2 initial state grammar
from their L1 grammar values, leading them to analyze the input differently and to
construct grammar values that differ from those of native speakers. Schwartz and Sprouse

argue that a learner might come up with parameter settings that are neither part of L1 nor
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L2, but still fall within the range sanctioned by UG.

Many studies (e.g. Haznedar, 1997; Yuan, 1998; Slabakova, 2000) have
supported the FTFA hypothesis. Yuan (1998) explored the acquisition of the Chinese
long-distance reflexive “ziji” by English and Japanese L2 learners at different levels of
proficiency. Yuan’s results showed that intermediate groups treat ziji differently. Unlike
the Japanese group who did as well as Chinese native speakers, the English group proved
to be significantly worse as their L1 did not have a similar property. Such a result offers
meaningful support to the full transfer approach. The results also showed that advanced
English groups were able to acquire the Chinese reflexive, further supporting the full
access approach. Along the same line, Dugarova (2007) examined Russian and English
L1 speakers learning Chinese as their L2. This study also tested the Chinese reflexive
“zyj1”. In Russian reflexives, one can only take a local antecedent in finite clauses, but can
take a long-distance or local antecedent in non-finite clauses. Dugarova found that
Russian learners performed poorly on Chinese long-distance reflexives in finite clauses,
suggesting the influence of their L1. For the English groups, the results indicated that the
long-distance reflexives in both finite and non-finite clauses were well acquired, even
though this structure is not found in their L1. In sum, such findings support the FTFA

hypothesis.

Another variation of the full access position is Epstein et al. (1996) and Flynn’s
(1996) Full Access without Transfer hypothesis. Although these authors agree with
Schwartz and Sprouse’s Full Access/ Full Transfer hypothesis’ proposition that parameter
resetting is in principle possible, they are in disagreement about L1 transfer. They assert

that L1 grammar is not transferred onto the L2 at any stage during the acquisition of L2,
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but rather, L2 learners will reset L2 values according to UG’s interaction with L2 input.

The final approach to be considered here is the partial access to UG. Advocates of
this approach declare that L2 learners are able to partially access UG, although they
disagree about which parts are accessible and which are not. On this, there are two
stances. The first recognizes L2 learners’ access to UG principles but denies the
possibility of resetting parameters, while the second assumes that both UG principles and
parameters are accessible to L2 learners but that some features of functional categories

are not.

The first view is attributed to Tsimpli and Roussou (1991), and Smith and Tsimpli
(1995). According to their hypothesis, L1 grammar is the starting point of L2 acquisition.
L2 learners can acquire the L2 grammar only via L1 parameter settings, but they cannot
reset parameters. It is predicted here that L2 learners might develop a grammar that is not
found in their L1 or in the L2 but still does not violate UG principles. They assume that
parameters are independent from UG principles. That is, parameters are a sub-module of
the UG lexicon, particularly functional categories. Smith and Tsimpli (1995) state,
“parameterization is defined in terms of a finite set of alternative values that a functional
category can be associated with. Cross-linguistic variation is thus restricted to differences
in the parametric values of functional categories” (p.24). These functional categories are
subject of maturation, and hence, adult L2 learners cannot observe L2 parameters that are

not instantiated in their L1 grammars.

The second stance of partial access is represented in the work of Hawkins and
Chan (1997) who followed Tsimpli and Roussou’s line of reasoning. Hawkins and Chan

propose the Failed Functional Features Hypothesis (FFFH), according to which certain
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features of functional categories — instead of the categories themselves - such as
Complementiser, Agreement, and Determiner are inaccessible to L2 adult learners.
Hawkins and Chan illustrate their proposal by investigating the acquisition of wh-
movement in English by L2 speakers of Chinese. They found that Chinese learners were
not able to acquire English wi-movement fully due to the absence of the same structure
in their mother tongue. Consequently, they conclude that when abstract grammatical
features are unrealized in L1, adult learners cannot acquire them in L2. Under this view,
L2 learners will first tend to map morphological forms from the L2 onto L1 feature
specifications. Then, with more exposure to the L2 input, they will move progressively
toward the target language, but as L2 learners with no access to certain fixed functional
features, they will establish grammar representations differing from those found in the
target language and in their L1 grammar as well. According to Hawkins and Chan, these

grammars are constrained by the principles of UG.

Table 3 below presents the different positions regarding transfer and UG access,

and relevant references.

Table 3 Summary of transfer and UG access positions

Position Transfer/Access Development Reference

No effect of L1, and L2

No transfer/no learners will rely on general Muysken, (1986);
access problem-solving and learning Meisel, (1997)
strategies

No transfer

Platzack, (1996);
No transfer/full L2 learners will rely on their | Epstein, Flynn and

access access to UG Martohardjono
(1996)
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Minimal Trees
hypothesis: lexical
categories but not

functional categories
are transferable

Functional categories are
acquired gradually as a result
of L2 input exposure, just as
L1 acquirers are assumed to

do.

Vainikka and
Young-Scholten
(1994, 1996)

Partial
transfer Valueless Features
hypothesis: Functional features become Eubank (1994,
Functional features | specified for L2 feature values. 1996)
are valueless
Full transfer/Full | 12 leamers start initially with g b ggq).
L1 parameter values and then
aceess reset them according to L2 Schwartz and
(FTFA) Sprouse (1994)
values
L2 learners cannot reset
parameters that are not
Full transfer/Partial instantiated in the L1 Schachter (1989,
. 1990); Clahsen and
access grammar; they will rely on
X Hong (1995)
general problem solving
strategies.
Full transfer/Partial
Full access: L2 learners can acquire the L2 Tsimpli and
transfer UG principles are grammar only via L1 Roussou (1991),
available but no parameter settings, but they and Smith and
possibility for cannot reset parameters. Tsimpli (1995).
parameters resetting
Failed Functional
Feature (FFFH): L2 learners will first tend to
UG principles and map morphological forms
parameters are from the L2 onto L1 feature .
) . : . Hawkins and Chan
accessible to L2 specifications. Then, with (1997)

learners but some
features of

functional categories

are not

more exposure to the L2 input,
they will move progressively
toward the target language.

The focus of the present study is on two of the above-mentioned positions: the Full

Transfer/Full Access (FTFA) hypothesis and the Failed Functional Feature Hypothesis

(FFFH).
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Chapter 3: Language Acquisition and Grammatical Gender

This section will review previous research on the acquisition of gender systems in

different languages, followed by previous SLA studies in Arabic.

3.1 Previous research on grammatical gender

The acquisition of the grammatical gender system is considered one of the most
challenging structures that L2 learners need to acquire/learn. Part of this difficulty lies in
the complexity of the system itself, but this system is also one of the significant areas in
which languages differ. Research concerning gender acquisition in SLA is large, and
researchers have investigated this issue under different theoretical frameworks such as
Universal grammar (e.g. White et al, 2004; Hawkins, 1998; Franceschina, 2005), error
analysis (e.g. Al-Ani, 1973, Rogers, 1987; Finneman, 1992), and Processability Theory
(e.g. Nielsen, 1997; Alhawary, 2003). With respect to research that treats this issue in the
context of the access/transfer theories, a number of studies have examined the effect of
L1 transfer on acquiring L2 grammatical gender by adult learners, but fewer studies have

explicitly considered UG access in relation to this topic.

Sabourin (2001) investigated the effects of L1 on off-line processing of Dutch
grammatical gender by adult L2 learners. The learners were native speakers of German, a
Romance language (either French, Italian, or Spanish), and English. German has a similar
grammatical gender system to Dutch. Romance languages have a gender system but it
differs from the one employed in Dutch. English has no grammatical gender system.
There were also native speakers of Dutch participating as a control group. With regard to

gender agreement, Sabourin’s findings showed a hierarchy of performances with
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significant differences between learners. The German group achieved the better score
among the L2 learner groups, but still placed significantly lower than the native speakers.
The Romance group not only performed significantly worse than the native speakers, but
also worse than the German group. The English group had the worst results. Sabourin
concluded that the presence of a grammatical gender system in L1, as well as the
similarity between this system in L1 and L2, strongly influence the acquisition of the L2

grammatical gender system.

In another study, Sabourin et al. (2006) examined the role of transfer from
different L1s in learning the Dutch grammatical gender system. Adult L2 learners of
Dutch whose L1 was either German, English, or a Romance language were investigated.
Participants were tested on both gender assignment and agreement. Sabourin et al. found
that all learners were able to assign the correct gender to nouns. The results showed that
transfer from L1 was not necessary for learners to acquire gender assignment since the
English speakers, who have no gender system in their L1, were able to accomplish this
task. This being said, transfer from L1 did prove to be important in facilitating the
acquisition of gender agreement, as the German and Romance groups scored much better

than the English group, with the German group in the lead.

In a recent study, Ellis et al. (2012) also examined the acquisition of grammatical
gender in German by L2 adult learners. Participants’ L1s were either Afrikaans, English,
or Italian. Italian is a language that has a gender system but it differs from that of
German, whereas Afrikaans and English lack gender systems. The findings indicated that
the Italian group outperformed the Afrikaans and English groups, which provides

evidence in favor of an L1 effect. Ellis et al. further concluded that their results support
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the deep transfer position (transferring abstract grammatical categories) since the
grammatical gender systems in Italian and German are not congruent.

Franceschina (2002) investigated the acquisition of case, number, and gender
agreement in Spanish by learners who were native speakers of English, French, German,
Greek, Italian, and Portuguese. The participants were grouped based on the presence or
absence of gender systems in their L1s. One group of participants included speakers of
French, German, Greek, Italian, and Portuguese based on the presence of a gender
distinction system in these languages. The other group included only native speakers of
English, based on the absence of a gender system in this language. Also, native speakers
of Spanish served as a control group. Results showed significant differences between the
three groups. All groups performed well with regard to number and structural case;
however, there was a significant difference in performance when it came to gender. The
“no gender” group performed significantly worse than the other two groups, whereas the
difference between the L1 Spanish group and the “+Gender” group was insignificant. The
author concluded that her findings tend to support the FFFH, which states that L2
learners are incapable of acquiring abstract grammatical features that are not found in

their L1.

In contrast to the results of the above study, White et al. (2004) investigated how
L2 learners who vary in their L1s acquire Spanish gender and number agreement. The
participants were native speakers of French (a language with a gender distinction
system), and English (a language with no gender system). All of them were adult
learners. Spanish was the L2 for some of them, and the L3 for others. Twenty native

speakers of Spanish participated as a control group. Based on a Spanish proficiency test,
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participants were divided into three levels of proficiency: low, intermediate, and
advanced. The study included different tasks to test the learners’ production and
comprehension of the Spanish gender system. Results from the production and
comprehension tasks were highly consistent. White et al. found that number agreement
was acquirable by all learners. In both tasks, participants with lower proficiency showed
more accuracy on number agreement than on gender agreement, and on masculine nouns
more than feminine ones. The advanced and intermediate groups performed about as
accurately as native speakers. Moreover, the findings indicated that there were
significant effects of proficiency but not of L1 or of prior exposure to an L2 with a
gender system. Learners whose L1 was English were able to perform well in both tasks
(production and comprehension), just like the French L1 and native speaker control
groups. White et al. declared that their findings are in contrast with the FFFH, but support
the FTFA to some extent. They admitted that although the findings strongly support the
full access position, they cannot do so for the full transfer position, as the FTFA
hypothesis predicts L1 effects at the low proficiency level, at least at the initial stages,

and these effects were absent in their results.

Bond et al. (2011) conducted an event-related potential (ERP) study to examine
number and gender agreement in Spanish by native speakers of English. Number features
on verbs are similar between the two languages, but number features on adjectives, and
gender agreement are only present in Spanish. The findings indicated that the participants
were able to develop native-like processing in terms of gender agreement, even though it

is a feature that is not instantiated in their L1. Again, their conclusion supports the FTFA.
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3.2 Previous studies in Arabic
During the past decades, there have been a number of studies conducted on
Arabic as a second language, although it is still marginal compared to SLA research on
other languages such as English and French. A number of earlier studies in the field of
SLA have investigated the acquisition of Arabic under the theory of Contrastive Analysis
and Error Analysis (e.g. Alani, 1972, 1973; Rammuny, 1976), and Developmental
Analysis (e.g. Albuainain, 1986, 1991). These studies have attempted to identify either
L2 learners’ errors with certain grammatical structures, or the developmental stages of
acquiring a given set of grammar rules. Other studies (Nielsen, 1997; Alhawary, 2003;
Mansouri, 2000; Abu Radwan, 2002) have also explored the speech processing of some
Arabic morphological and syntactic structures from a developmental perspective by
examining Pienemann’s (1992, 1998) Processability Theory (PT). PT states that learners
restructure their L2 knowledge according to processing procedures, which occur in
different stages in hierarchical order. In other words, the already processed structures that
learners “developed at one stage are necessary prerequisites for the following stage”
(Pienemann, 1998, p. 87). According to PT, learners can only produce what they have
processed. Studies within the PT framework have yielded unexpected findings regarding
the order in which L2 learners of Arabic acquire certain grammatical features such as
definite articles or nouns, noun-adjective (N-A) agreement, and subject-verb (S-V)
agreement. For example, while PT suggests that N-A agreement emerges in learners’
interlanguage before S-V agreement, Nielsen (1997) found that both structures emerged
at the same time in one participant’s interlanguage, and none of these structures were
present in another participant’s. Likewise, Alhawary (1999, 2003) found that the

majority of his participants acquired S-V agreement before N-A agreement, though
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participants received formal instruction on N-A agreement before they did on S-V

agreement.

Mansouri (1995) investigated the acquisition of Arabic subject-verb agreement
from a discourse-based perspective. He tested the effect of word order, semantic
information (humanness-animacy and collectivity), and discourse cues (naturalness of the
subject, discourse coherence, lexical cues) on the acquisition of subject-verb agreement
morphology in Arabic. The subjects were five native speakers of English learning Arabic
in an Australian university. The participants were all at a high level of proficiency. Two
written tasks were used in which learners were asked to fill in a blank in front of a verb
with the appropriate person, number, and gender markers. Mansouri found that all these
factors (person, gender, and number) were significant in terms of helping the learners to
identify the correct form of verbs. He concluded that these factors are important in
predicting and assessing the L2 learners’ final outcome with regard to subject-verb

agreement.

Within the framework of UG and L1 transfer theories, Bolotin (1996a) conducted
a study to determine whether L2 learners of Arabic have access to UG principles and
parameters. The main focus of the study was to test if learners can reset the parameters of
the Arabic relative clause. Participants were 27 native speakers of English (one student
spoke Polish, and two students spoke German as their mother tongue) divided into three
groups based on their level of proficiency: beginner (n=10), intermediate (n=11), and
advanced (n=6). The study also included six native speakers of Arabic serving as a
control group. A grammaticality judgment task was used to elicit data from the

participants. The task consisted of simple and complex sentences that were grammatically
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correct in Arabic but not in English, and vice versa. The results showed that the
beginning and intermediate groups performed significantly worse than the control group.
On the other hand, the advanced group performed as accurately as the control group.
Bolotin claimed that these findings indicate that L2 learners of Arabic can ultimately

reset Arabic parameters, and that L1 plays an important role at the initial stages.

In the same vein, Alhawary (2005) tested three proposals within the context of
UG and L1 transfer, namely, the Local Impairment Hypothesis (Beck, 1998), the FFFH
(Hawkins & Chan, 1997), and the Missing Surface Inflection Hypothesis (Lardiere,
2000). He investigated the acquisition of Arabic morphosyntactic structures including
subject-verb agreement, noun-adjective agreement, and noun-adjective word order. The
subjects were native English speakers (n=27) and native French speakers (n=26) divided
into three groups based on the amount of formal instruction in Arabic they had received:
first year, second year, and third year. Unlike French, English does not have a
grammatical gender system. Data included semi-spontaneous production data on three
picture tasks: picture description, picture differences, and picture sequencing. The results
indicated that with subject-verb agreement there was no significant difference between
the L1 French groups and the L1 English groups. However, there was a significant
difference between them with noun-adjective agreement. This was also the case with the
L1 English groups in terms of gender categories; that is, English participants faced more
difficulty with formal gender than natural gender. The results also revealed that, overall,
the L1 French speakers outperformed the L1 English speakers; however, some advanced
L1 English participants obtained a perfect score. Alhawary concluded that these results

did not support either the Local Impairment Hypothesis (Beck, 1998), or the FFFH
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(Hawkins & Chan, 1997), but they were partially in line with the Missing Surface
Inflection Hypothesis. He further declared that the FTFA hypothesis generally aligns with

the results of his study.

In a later study, based on longitudinal and cross-sectional studies, Alhawary
(2009) investigated the acquisition of gender agreement in Arabic, including nominal
gender agreement and verbal gender agreement. In his longitudinal research, eight native
speakers of English and one native speaker of French were observed for the length of a
school year. The cross-sectional study included 82 L2 learners of Arabic with different
L1s, namely, English, French, and Japanese. Results from both studies showed that
participants tended to use masculine gender more than feminine gender in the case of
nominal gender agreement. In addition, English L1 and Japanese L1 participants
performed significantly worse than French L1 speakers when adding the correct feminine
gender marker to adjectives in order to agree with the corresponding feminine nouns.
These studies also revealed that, unlike the French L1 participants, both English and
Japanese speakers seemed to have more difficulty with nominal agreement than verbal
agreement, as their performance on verbal agreement was relatively comparable to that of
the French L1 speakers. Moreover, there was no significant difference between all three
groups with respect to verbal agreement. Alhawary concluded that these results provide

evidence in favor of the FTFA hypothesis.

According to the literature, few studies have investigated the acquisition of
grammatical gender agreement in Arabic L2 learners, specifically in relation to the UG
and transfer hypotheses. The current study is an attempt to fill the existing gap in the field

of Arabic SLA.
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3.3 The current study

According to the literature reviewed above, the FTFA and FFFH make different
predictions regarding the acquisition of L2 grammatical gender by adult L2 learners.
First, the FTFA claims that L2 learners can acquire the L2 gender agreement whether
their L1 has a gender agreement system or not. The FFFH, on the other hand, claims that
only L2 learners whose L1s have a gender agreement system can master the gender
agreement system in the L2. Second, the two hypotheses agree upon the significant effect
of L1 transfer, at least in the initial stages of language acquisition; however, they differ
with respect to the following developmental stages of acquisition. The FTFA suggests
that, at the earlier stages, L2 learners with different L1s should represent different
knowledge of L2 grammatical gender, and those L2 learners with grammatical gender
systems in their L1 will likely be better than those without a grammatical gender system
in their L1. However, L2 learners with no gender system will be able to overcome this
difficulty and will eventually achieve knowledge of the L2 gender system similar to those
of L2 learners with a gender system in their L1. In contrast, the FFFH predicts that the L1
will determine the acquisition of the L2 gender system, and thus show significant
differences at all stages of development. Accordingly, L2 learners with gender systems in
their L1s will always outperform learners with no gender system, even at the final stage

of acquisition.

The current study sets out to investigate these areas of differences between the
FTFA and FFFH by examining the acquisition of the grammatical gender system in
Arabic by adult L2 learners. Specifically, it investigates the acquisition of subject-verb

gender agreement by two groups of L2 Arabic learners with different L1s. The first group
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(+Gender group) includes learners with L1s that have a verb-subject gender agreement
system. The second group (-Gender group) contains learners with L1s that have no verb-
subject gender agreement system. This study attempts to answer the following research

questions:

1. Can L2 learners acquire Arabic verb-subject gender agreement as accurately as
native speakers of Arabic?

2.  Among the L2 learners, can the —Gender groups acquire Arabic verb-subject
gender agreement as accurately as the +Gender groups?

3. Will level of proficiency affect the acquisition of gender?

4. Will the results support the FTFA or FFFH hypotheses?

5. Will there be a difference in performance on comprehension and production

tasks?

The FTFA and FFFH make the following predictions for questions 1 — 3:

1. a) The FTFA predicts that both advanced L2 learner groups (the +Gender group and
the —Gender group) will acquire Arabic verb-subject gender agreement as accurately

as the native speakers control group.
b) The FFFH predicts that only the advanced +Gender group will acquire Arabic verb-

subject gender agreement as accurately as the native speakers control group.

2. a) The FTFA predicts that the advanced —Gender group will acquire Arabic verb-

subject gender agreement as accurately as the advanced +Gender group.
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b) The FFFH predicts that the advanced +Gender group will outperform the advanced

—Gender group.

. a) The FTFA predicts that the intermediate +Gender group might outperform the

intermediate —Gender group.

b) The FFFH predicts that the intermediate +Gender group will outperform the

intermediate —Gender group.

. a) The FTFA predicts that both advanced +Gender and —Gender groups will

outperform both intermediate learner groups.

b) The FFFA does not make predictions about different stages of acquisition, as it is

always concerned with the end state.
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Chapter 4: Methodology

This chapter discusses the methods that were used to test the research questions,
and the different predictions that FFFH and FTFA make. It describes the participants,

proficiency test, experimental tasks, and general procedures for the study.

4.1 Participants

This study involved two experimental groups and a control group. The L2
learners of Arabic were divided into two groups. The —Gender group consisted of learners
whose L1 does not have a verb-subject gender agreement system, and the +Gender group
consisted of learners whose L1 has this feature. Seventy-three Arabic learners were given
an Arabic reading proficiency test (see section 5.2.1), and according to the results of this
test they were divided into three proficiency levels: beginner (less than 50%),
intermediate (50-85 %) and advanced (85-100 %). The beginner participants (n=9) were
eventually eliminated from the study because their scores on the experimental tasks were
too low to provide meaningful data. For example, one beginner participant had mean
scores of 0.54, 0.45, and 0.87 % on the written experimental tasks. In addition, twenty-
one participants were removed from the study for various other reasons. Nine participants
were removed because they were bilingual from childhood in one language with a
grammatical gender system and one without. For example, two native speakers of Pashto
(+Gender) were also speakers of Urdu (-Gender). Likewise, two participants who were
native speakers of Uzbek and Tajik (both -Gender) were bilingual in Russian (+Gender).
Six participants were removed because they had been exposed to the Arabic language at a

young age; two of them had lived in Arabic-speaking countries, and four had taken
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Arabic classes in primary school in their home countries. Five other participants were
eliminated because they did not continue after the first task. Finally, four participants
were removed because they had left more than 50% of sentences without corrections in
the grammaticality judgment task, more than 70% of sentences blank in the sentence
completion task, and did not show up for the Picture Description Task. Of the original 73
Arabic learners, 40 were kept for the analysis, including 26 participants in the —Gender
group and 14 participants in the +Gender group. Table 4 provides information on these

40 participants.

Table 4. Participant information

Level of .
Group Proficiency L1 language family L1 No. of speakers
Indonesian 1
. Tagalog 2
Malayo- polynesian
Intermediate Malay 4
level Maguindanaon 3
(n=12) Sino- Tibetan/ Chinese Dungan 1
g
Turkic Kyrgyz 1
-Gender Indonesian 4
. Tagalog 1
Malayo- polynesian Malay )
Advanced Maguindanaon 1
level Sino- Tibetan/ Chinese Chinese 4
(n=14)
Turkic Uzbek 3
Total= 26
Intermediate Nenali 1
level Indo- Iranian/ Indo- Aryan P
(n=6) Urdu
. Nepali 1
Indo- Iranian/ Indo- Aryan
+Gender Advanced Y Urdu
level
(n=28) Romance French 2
Total= 14
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The participants were recruited at the Arabic Linguistics Institute at King Saud
University in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. All of them were studying Arabic for academic
purposes. All learners were adults and their age at the time of testing ranged from 21 to

32 (mean age of 23.5 years). All participants were first exposed to Arabic after puberty.

In addition, fifteen adult native Arabic speakers participated in the experiment as
the control group. All of them were graduate or undergraduate students at King Saud
University, and they were between 21 and 32 years of age (mean age 25.7 years). They
were recruited through a departmental announcement. For all of them, Arabic was their
mother tongue and the language of their primary education. Some of them spoke English

as a second language. All participants in this study were male.

4.2 Language tasks
4.2.1 Proficiency Test

A reading proficiency test was given to the participants to determine their
proficiency level in Arabic for this study. The test is part of a standardized Arabic
proficiency test administrated by the Arabic Linguistics Institute at King Saud University.
The test consisted of 40 multiple-choice questions divided into three parts: the first part
included questions about different pictures, the second part asked participants to read
short passages and then answer questions by choosing the correct answer, and the third
part asked participants to read long passages and then answer questions by choosing the

best answer.

4.2.2 Grammaticality Judgment Task (GJT)

A written Grammaticality Judgment Task was administrated to test participants’
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comprehension of subject-verb gender agreement in Arabic. Participants were presented
with 122 sentences consisting of 56 experimental sentences and 56 fillers. Half of the 56
experimental sentences were grammatical, and the other half were ungrammatical. The
grammatical sentences were divided into four categories: 7 sentences in the past tense
with masculine verbs and masculine subjects, 7 sentences in the past tense with feminine
verbs and feminine subjects, 7 sentences in the present tense with masculine verbs and
masculine subjects, and 7 sentences in the present tense with feminine verbs and feminine
subjects. The following examples are sentences used in the Grammaticality Judgment

Task that show the four categories mentioned above:

(5) a. Masculine verb, Masculine subject, Past

Vo L8 S 5 5280
?Staraa mohammad-un  qalam-an dzadid-an
buy.past.3.s.m Mohammad.s.m pin.s.m new.s.m
‘Mohammad bought a new pin’
b. Feminine verb, Feminine subject, Past
<l giiall llUall 3 paall cae S
karram-at l-mudira-tu ?al-t'alib-ati ?al-mutafawwiq-ati
lionize.past-3.s.f  the-principal-s.f the-student-p.f the-outstanding-p.f

“The principal lionized the outstanding students
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¢. Masculine verb, Masculine subject, Present
el IS caall ) AL Gy
ya-Ohabu ?al-waladu ?ilaa ?al-t‘abibi kulla  Sahr-in
3.s.m-go.present the-boy.s.m to the-doctor.s.m every month.s.m

‘The boy goes to the doctor every month’

d. Feminine verb, Feminine subject, Present

el Be) 8 dia Caas

tu-hibbu hindu qira?ata ?al-Si?ri
3.s.f-like.present Hind.s.f  reading the-poetry

‘Hind likes reading poetry’

The ungrammatical sentences were designed to exhibit disagreement in
grammatical gender between the verb and the subject in both past and present tenses. The
ungrammatical sentences included 7 sentences in the past tense with masculine verbs and
feminine subjects, 7 sentences in the past tense with feminine verbs and masculine
subjects, 7 sentences in the present tense with masculine verbs and feminine subjects, and
7 sentences in the present tense with feminine verbs and masculine subjects. Examples of

these sentences can be seen below.
(6) a. Masculine verb, Feminine subject, Past
* jUadl) 5 jilesall CS

rakiba ?al-musafira-tu ?al-qitara
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ride.past.3.s.m the-passenger-s.f  the-train.s.m

‘The passenger rode the train’

b. Feminine verb, Masculine subject, Past
* Y5 LY cala

sfad-at ?al-asadu yazal-an
hunt.past-3.s.f  the- lion.s.m deer.s.m

‘The lion hunted a deer’

c. Masculine verb, Feminine subject, Present

* Gpanaliiall G Laaldl) S5

ya-hkumu ?al-gad‘iya-tu baina ?al-mutaxas‘im-in
3.s.m-decide.present the-judge-s.f between the-adversary-p.m

“The judge decides between adversaries’

d. Feminine verb, Masculine subject, Present

* oLl b canllly MA A i

ta-stamti?u xalidun bi-?al-la?ibi fi  ?al-ma?i
3.s.f-enjoy.present Khalid.s.m with-the-playing in the-water

‘Khalid enjoys playing in the water’

The 56 fillers were designed to draw the participants’ attention away from the
structure being investigated. Half of these fillers were grammatical, and the other half
were not. Since the incorrect part of the ungrammatical experimental sentences was
always at the beginning of the sentences, the ungrammatical fillers were designed to

show the incorrect part in the middle or at the end of the sentences. See Appendix A for
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the sentences that were used in the Grammaticality Judgment Task.

The 112 sentences in the Grammaticality Judgment Task were presented to all
participants in the same random order. To ensure that learners knew all of the vocabulary
items used in the task, the vocabulary was kept very basic, and learners were instructed to

ask any questions they had before or during the task.

Participants were asked to judge the sentences in the Grammaticality Judgment
Task in one of three ways: (1) grammatically correct, (2) grammatically incorrect, or (3) I
do not know. They were also asked to circle or underline the incorrect part of all

sentences they marked as ungrammatical.

4.2.3 Sentence Completion Tasks 1 and 2 (SCT1 and SCT2)

A written Sentence Completion Task was administrated to examine the
production of verb-subject gender agreement. This task consisted of two parts: the first
part contained sentences without verbs, and the second part contained sentences lacking
nouns. Each part consisted of 32 sentences. Like the Grammaticality Judgment Task, all
vocabulary items were high frequency items, and the structure of the sentences was kept

basic.

In the Sentence Completion Task 1, participants were asked to fill in the blanks
with appropriate verbs in the tense indicated under each blank. The sentences were
divided into four categories: (a) 8 sentences involved masculine subjects and missing
verbs that should be masculine in the past tense; (b) 8 sentences involved feminine
subjects and missing verbs that should be feminine in the past tense; (c) 8 sentences

involved masculine subjects and missing verbs that should be masculine in the present
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tense; and (d) 8 sentences involved feminine subjects and missing verbs that should be
feminine in the present tense. See Appendix B for a full list of sentences. These sentences
were randomly distributed across the test. All sentences in this part were in a V' S word

order. The following are examples from the four categories:

(7) a. Masculine verb, Masculine subject, Past

Al G ) ol
(=L )

?al-radzulu ?ilaa  ?al-ssuqi  ?al-barihata
(Past tense)

the-man.s.m to the-mall last night

‘the man to the mall last night’

b. Feminine verb, Feminine subject, Past

Sea Liliud dadals -
(u=le dnd)
fatimatu  fustan-an  d3zamil-an
(Past tense)
Fatimah.sf dress nice
‘Fatimah a nice dress’

c. Masculine verb, Masculine subject, Present

Sseasill padlla

(goma dad)

xalidu min ?al-nnimi  mubakkir-an
(Present tense)

Khalid.s.m to sleep early

‘Khalid to sleep early’
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d. Feminine verb, Feminine subject, Present

il JLal A al)

(SR
?al-stahifatu axbara ?al-mudztam{
(Present tense)
the-magazine.s.f news the-society
‘The magazine the society news’

In sentence (7b), for example, the participants were expected to write a verb like “labis-
at” (wear.past-3.s.f) to create a meaningful sentence; however, any feminine verb was
counted as a correct answer regardless of its meaning. Moreover, even though the tense
was specified under each blank, incorrect tense was accepted as long as the verb agreed
with the subject in gender. The aim of the Sentence Completion Task 1 was to see
whether the participants would be able to inflect verbs with the gender markers in

different tenses in order to correctly agree with the subjects.

In the Sentence Completion Task 2, participants were asked to fill in the blank
with a suitable noun (see Appendix C). Like the first part, this section also contained four
categories: (a) 8 sentences involved masculine verbs in the past tense and missing
masculine nouns; (b) 8 sentences involved feminine verbs in the past tense and missing
feminine nouns; (c) 8 sentences involved masculine verbs in the present tense and
missing masculine nouns; and (d) 8 sentences involved feminine verbs in the present
tense and missing feminine nouns. These sentences were randomly distributed across the
test. Unlike the first part, all sentences in this section were in an SV word order. The
reason for making the sentences SV was to control the number feature, as in Arabic V S

word order there is no agreement between the verb and the subject so it is possible to use
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a plural subject after a singular verb. As mentioned before, the present study focuses on
subject-verb agreement within the context of the third-person singular. The following
examples show the four above-mentioned categories:

(8) a. Masculine subject, Masculine verb, Past

2l Cd gl & jas
had'ara fi ?al-waqti ?al-muhaddadi
come.past.3.s.m on the-time the-good

came on time’

b. Feminine subject, Feminine verb, Past

Lelal g elal (e gl

?intah-at min ?daa?i wadzkbi-haa
finish.past-3.s.f from doing homework-her

finished doing her homework’

c. Masculine subject, Masculine verb, Present

Al Al ) ey
yu-marisu ?al-ryad‘ata bi-intid’am-in
3.s.m-exercise.present the-sport on- a regular basis

exercises on a regular basis’
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d. Feminine subject, Feminine verb, Present

Jard) (e s 2 585
ta-qudu sayyarat-haa ?ilaa ?al-famali
3.s.f-derive.present  car-her to  the-work

derives her car to work’

The participants were asked to put an appropriate noun in each blank; however,
pronouns were accepted as long as they indicated the correct gender. So, in sentence (8a),
for instance, it was predicted that participants would use a noun like “Pal-waladu” (the
boy) or “Phimad’ (Ahmad), but they were not penalized if they instead used a pronoun

like “huwa” (he).

4.2.4  Picture Description Task (PDT)

The Picture Description Task was designed to examine the participants’ oral
production of Arabic subject-verb gender agreement. In order to elicit sentences that
contain verbs and subjects, action pictures were shown to participants. The action
pictures showed a person doing a certain activity such as running, swimming, or
laughing. These pictures were chosen carefully in order to make them easy for
participants to describe, not only in terms of understanding the pictures themselves but

also in terms of the vocabulary to be used.

The Picture Description Task consisted of four pictures containing approximately
42 males and females doing different actions (see Appendix D). The participants were
shown these pictures on a computer screen, and they were asked to look at them and

describe what each individual was doing. The participants were expected to produce
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subjects and verbs in the present tense; for example, a sentence like “Pal-bintu ta-
tahadaBu Sabra ?Pal-hatifi” (the girl is talking on the telephone) or “hiya ta-tahada6u
{abra Pal-hatifi” (she is talking on the telephone). However, it was accepted if a
participant just said “fa-tahada6u” (is talking.f.s) and pointed to the character, but in this
case the researcher asked the participant to determine whether the character was male or
female to make sure that he identified the gender correctly. The participants were not
restricted to describing people’s actions in the pictures, but were rather free to talk about
any object or scene. This was important as it served as fillers or distractors. This being

said, only the participants’ descriptions of people were used in the analysis.

4.3 Procedures

Before the researcher traveled to Riyadh, Saudi Arabia to collect data, a pilot
study was conducted to uncover any potential problems that might occur using the
proposed methods. The pilot study included 15 adult participants, some of whom were
native Arabic speakers, and some of whom who had Arabic as their L2. The pilot study
results brought much insight to the researcher regarding the preferable methods for
administrating the tests, and also showed that some changes needed to be made in terms

of content.

The data for this study was collected at King Saud University in Riyadh, Saudi
Arabia over two weeks. On the first day, the researcher met with the L2 participants and
explained the purpose and procedures of the study. Participants were asked to complete a
consent form, followed by a short background questionnaire that asked for biographical

data such as age, L1, length of residency in Saudi Arabia, the age at which they began
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learning Arabic, their points of weakness and strength in Arabic, and information about
other languages in their background (see Appendix E). Then, they were asked to

complete the reading proficiency test. These procedures took approximately 2.5 hours.

On the second day each participant received a package consisting of the
Grammaticality Judgment Task and the Sentence Completion Tasks, with a participant ID
code printed on each test. The first page of each task contained instructions on how to
perform the tests and provided participants with examples. Participants were asked to
perform the Grammaticality Judgment Task first, followed by the first and second parts
of the Sentence Completion Task. Participants were asked not to look at the other tasks
until they had completed the first one and received the permission of the researcher to
continue. There was no time limit for participants to do each test; however, participants
completed the tasks approximately at the same time (with no more than 15 minutes
passing between the first and last participant to finish each task). Participants were

allowed to ask about any difficult vocabulary while performing the tests.

The Picture Description Task involved different procedures due to the nature of
the task, which requires the researcher to test each participant individually. Participants
were asked to come to the researcher’s desk in a computer lab at any time during the
following two days. Seven participants did not show up for this task. Each participant
was asked three questions before starting the test in order to break the ice and make him
more comfortable. The three questions were about their experience learning Arabic, their
favorite teacher, and their life experience in Saudi Arabia. These questions were not part
of the data analysis. After discussing these questions, each participant was asked to look

at a computer screen and describe each picture. The participants’ answers were recorded.
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Participants were free to ask questions while performing the test. The same procedures

were applied with the Arabic native control group in the second week.



45

Chapter 5: Results
5.1 Proficiency Test
As discussed in section 5.2.1, the reading proficiency test given to the participants
consisted of 40 questions, with each correct question receiving one point. The results for
each participant are provided in Appendix F. Table 5 shows the mean score of the Arabic

learners and of the native control group.®

Table 5: Performance of Arabic learners and native speakers on the Proficiency Test

Participant group Mean SD
Arabic learners 77.94 12.71
Native Speakers 98.00 2.35

As shown in Table 5, the native control group performed almost perfectly, with a mean of
98.00 %, while the mean score of the Arabic learners was 77.94 %. An independent-
samples t-test revealed that this difference in scores is significant (¢ (45.40) =-9.6, p <
.001).

Table 6 shows the results of the Arabic learners by L1 gender type and

proficiency level.

Table 6. Performance of the Arabic learners on the Proficiency Test by L1 gender
type and proficiency

Proficiency level -Gender +Gender Total
y M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Advanced 86.79 (3.72) 90.31 (6.69) 88.07 (5.23)
Intermediate 64.792 (6.69) 67.08 (6.21) 65.55 (6.45)
Total 76.64 (12.33) 80.35 (13.51) 77.94 (12.71)

® In the tables in this section, all significant differences are presented in bold.
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A two-way ANOVA was conducted with the two independent variables being L1
gender type and proficiency level. Results showed no significant effect of L1 gender type
(F (1,36) = 2.28, p = .140), but a significant effect of proficiency level (F (1,36) =
137.81, p < .001). That is, the advanced learners (M = 88.07) performed better than the
intermediate learners (M = 65.55) on the proficiency test, but overall the —Gender and
+Gender groups performed similarly. However, advanced learners still did not perform as
well as the native control group (one-way ANOVA: F (1,35) = 47.25, p < .001). There
was no significant interaction between L1 gender type and proficiency level (F (1,36) =

.10, p = 750).

5.2 Experimental Tasks

The experimental tests were the Grammaticality Judgment Task, the Sentence
Completion Tasks 1 and 2, and the oral Picture Description Task. A full listing of these

test results is given in Appendix G-J.

5.2.1 Grammaticality Judgment Task (GJT)

The Grammaticality Judgment Task consisted of 28 grammatical sentences and 28
ungrammatical sentences. The grammatical sentences included 14 pairs of masculine
verbs and masculine nouns, and 14 pairs of feminine verbs and feminine nouns. The
ungrammatical sentences consisted of 14 pairs of masculine verb and feminine noun
mismatched, and 14 pairs of feminine verb and masculine noun mismatched. Participants
were asked to correctly identify these sentences, and also highlight the incorrect part in
each ungrammatical sentence. A score of 1 was given for a correct response, and 0 for an

incorrect or “I do not know” response. A perfect mean score is therefore 1.
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Table 7 shows the mean scores of the Arabic learners and the native control group.

Table 7: Performance of the Arabic learners and native speakers on the
Grammaticality Judgment Task

Participant group Mean SD
Arabic learners 0.82 0.39
Native speakers 0.98 0.12

As shown in Table 7, the native control group performed almost perfectly (mean 0.98)
while the mean score of the Arabic learners was 0.82. An independent-samples t-test

revealed that this difference in scores is significant (z (3028.140) =-17.9, p <.001).

Table 8 shows the results of the Arabic learners by L1 gender type and proficiency level.

Table 8: Performance of the Arabic learners on the Grammaticality Judgment Task
by L1 gender type and proficiency

Proficiency level -Gender +Gender Total
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Intermediate 0.76 (0.43) 0.76 (0.43) 0.76 (0.43)
Advanced 0.86 (0.35) 0.88 (0.32) 0.87 (0.34)
Total 0.81(0.39) 0.83 (0.38) 0.82 (39)

A two-way ANOVA was conducted with the two independent variables being L1
gender type and proficiency level. Results showed no significant effect of L1 gender type
(F (1, 2236) = 0.516, p = 0.473), but a significant effect of proficiency level (£ (1, 2236)
= 45.107, p < .001). As with the proficiency test, the advanced learners (M = 0.87)
performed better than the intermediate learners (M = 0. 76), but overall the —Gender and

+Gender groups performed similarly. Again, advanced learners still did not perform as
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well as the native control group (M= .98) (one-way ANOVA: F (1,2069) = 89.69, p <
.001). There was no significant interaction between L1 gender type and proficiency level

(F (1,2236) = .398, p = .528).

Table 9 shows the performance of Arabic learners on the Grammaticality
Judgment task on two test features: tense (past vs. present), and grammaticality

(grammatical vs. ungrammatical).

Table 9. Performance of the Arabic learners on the Grammaticality Judgment Task
by tense and grammaticality

Test feature Mean SD
Tense
Past 0.81 0.39
Present 0.83 0.38
Grammaticality
Grammatical 0.84 0.37
Ungrammatical 0.80 0.39

Two one-way ANOVAs revealed the following: there was a significant effect of
grammaticality (F (1, 2236) = 4.589, p = .032) but not of tense. The Arabic learners

performed better on grammatical sentences (M = .84) than ungrammatical ones (M = .80).

Table 10 shows the mean scores on the four item types: the grammatical
masculine-masculine (MM) and feminine-feminine (FF) verb-noun pairs, and the

ungrammatical masculine-feminine (MF) and feminine-masculine (FM) verb-noun pairs.
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Table 10. Performance of the Arabic learners on the Grammaticality Judgment
Task by item type

Item Type Mean SD
Grammatical
FF 0.87 0.34
MM 0.80 0.39
Ungrammatical
MF 0.84 0.36
FM 0.76 0.76

A one-way ANOVA revealed that there was a significant difference overall
between all four types (F (3, 2236) = 8.614, p < .001). A post-hoc Tukey test showed a
significant difference between the two grammatical ones (p = .021), and between the two

ungrammatical ones (p =.002).”

An additional 3-way ANOVA was performed to look for interactions between
subject factors (L1 gender type and proficiency) and grammaticality. Results revealed no

significant interactions among these factors.

5.2.2 Sentence Completion Task 1

The Sentence Completion Task 1 contained 32 incomplete sentences in which
participants were asked to fill in the blank with a suitable verb. Participants had to figure
out whether the noun given in the sentence was masculine or feminine in order to
complete the sentence with the correct verb. The required tense (16 past, 16 present) was

indicated under each blank.

Table 11 shows the mean score of the Arabic learners and the native control

group.

’ As expected, there is also a significant difference between the highest scoring (FF) and lowest
scoring (FM) items (p < .001).
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Table 11: Performance of the Arabic learners and native speakers on the
Sentence Completion Task 1

Participant group Mean SD
Arabic learners 0.90 0.31
Native speakers 0.99 0.09

As shown in Table 11, the native control group performed almost perfectly (mean 0.99)
while the mean score of the Arabic learners was 0.90. An independent-samples t-test

revealed that this difference in scores is significant (z (1700.858) =-10.121, p <.001).

Table 12 shows the results of the Arabic learners by L1 gender type and proficiency

level.

Table 12: Performance of the Arabic learners on the Sentence Completion Task 1 by L1
gender type and proficiency

Proficiency level -Gender +Gender Total
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Intermediate 0.88 (0.33) 0.86 (0.34) 0.88 (0.33)
Advanced 0.90 (0.30) 0.93 (0.25) 0.91 (0.28)
Total 0.89 (0.31) 0.90 (0.29) 0.90 (31)

A two-way ANOVA was conducted with the two independent variables being L1
gender type and proficiency level. Results showed no significant effect of L1 gender type
(F (1, 1276) = 0.260, p = .610), but a significant effect of proficiency level (F (1,1276) =

5.984, p = .015). As with the Grammaticality Judgment Task, the advanced learners (M =
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0.91) performed better than the intermediate learners (M = 0.88), but overall the —Gender
and +Gender groups performed similarly. However, advanced learners still did not
perform as well as the native control group (M = 0.99) (one-way ANOVA: F (1,1181) =
35.357, p < .001). Furthermore, there was no significant interaction between L1 gender

type and proficiency level (F (1, 1276) = 1.891, p = .169).

Table 13 shows the performance of Arabic learners on the Sentence Completion
Task 1 on two test features: gender of the correct verb (masculine vs. feminine), and

tense (past vs. present).

Table 13. Performance of the Arabic learners on the Sentence Completion Task 1
by gender and tense features

Test feature Mean SD
Gender Feature
Masculine 0.94 0.23
Feminine 0.85 0.36
Tense
Past 0.91 0.29
Present 0.88 0.33

Two one-way ANOVAs were run examining the effect of the two test features
above. These tests revealed the following: a significant effect of gender feature (F (1,
1278) = 32.812, p < .001), but not of tense. The Arabic learners performed better with

masculine verbs (M = .94) than with feminine verbs (M = .85).

Table 14 below shows the performance of the Arabic learner groups on the
Sentence Completion Task 1 by gender feature and subject factors (L1 gender type and

proficiency level).
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Table 14. Performance of the Arabic learners on the Sentence Completion Task I by
gender feature and subject factors.

L1 Gender Type Proficiency level
Gender -Gender +Gender Advanced Intermediate Total
Feature M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Masculin | 9 (0.21)  0.93(0.26) | 0.95(0.22)  0.93 (0.25) | 0.94 (0.23)

Feminine | 0.83(0.34)  0.88(0.33) | 0.87(0.33)  0.82(0.39) | 0.85(0.36)

Total 0.89 (0.31)  0.90(0.29) | 0.91(0.28)  0.88(0.33) | 0.90 (0.30)

An additional 3-way ANOVA test was performed to look for interactions between
gender feature and subject factors. Results revealed a significant interaction between verb
gender feature and L1 gender type (F (1, 1272) = 4.250, p = .039). That is, when the
missing verb was masculine, the -Gender and +Gender groups performed similarly, but
when the missing verb was feminine, the —Gender group (M = 0.83) did not perform as
well as the +Gender group (M = 0.88). No significant interactions were found between
verb gender feature and proficiency (F (1, 1272) = .873, p = .350), between L1 gender
type and proficiency level (F (1, 1272) = 1.942, p = .164), or between L1 gender type,

proficiency level, and verb gender (F (1, 1272)=.077, p =.782).

5.2.3 Sentence Completion Task 2

The Sentence Completion Task 2 contained 32 incomplete sentences in which
participants were asked to fill in the blank with a suitable noun. These sentences
consisted of 16 missing masculine nouns, 16 missing feminine nouns, 16 verbs in the past

tense, and 16 verbs in the present tense. Participants had to figure out whether the verb
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given in the sentence was masculine or feminine in order to complete the sentence with a
correct noun.
Table 15 shows the mean score of the Arabic learners and the native control

group.

Table 15: Performance of the Arabic learners and native speakers on the
Sentence Completion Task 2

Participant group Mean SD
Arabic learners 0.93 0.26
Native speakers 1.00 0.06

As shown in Table 15, the native control group performed perfectly (mean 1.00) while
the mean score of the Arabic learners was 0.93. An independent-samples t-test revealed

that this difference in scores is significant (¢ (1619.817) = -8.682, p <.001).

Table 16 shows the results of the Arabic learners by L1 gender type and proficiency
level. They are identical to the results of the Sentence Completion Task 1 (see Table 12

above).

Table 16 Performance of Arabic learners on the Sentence Completion Task 2 by L1
gender type and proficiency

Proficiency Level -Gender +Gender Total
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Intermediate 0.88 (0.33) 0.90 (0.30) 0.89 (0.32)
Advanced 0.96 (0.20) 0.97 (0.16) 0.96 (0.19)
Total 0.92 (0.27) 0.94 (0.23) 0.93 (0.26)

A two-way ANOVA showed no significant effect of L1 gender type (£ (1, 1276)

=1.627, p = 0.202), but a significant effect of proficiency level (F (1, 1276) = 25.214, p
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< .001). The advanced learners (M = 0.96) performed better than the intermediate
learners (M = 0.89), but overall the —Gender and +Gender groups performed similarly.
The advanced learners did not perform as well as the native control group (M = 1.00)
(one-way ANOVA: F (1,1182) = 13.398, p < .001). There was no significant interaction

between L1 gender type and proficiency level (£ (1, 1276) = 0.077, p = .782).

Table 17 shows the performance of Arabic learners on the Sentence Completion
Task 2 on two test features: gender (masculine vs. feminine), and tense (past vs. present).
Again, the results are identical to the results of the Sentence Completion Task 1 (see

Table 13 above).

Table 17. Performance of the Arabic learners on the Sentence Completion Task 2
by gender and tense features

Test feature Mean SD
Gender Feature
Masculine 0.94 0.23
Feminine 0.91 0.28
Tense
Past 0.94 0.25
Present 0.92 0.27

Two one-way ANOVAs revealed a significant effect of gender feature, (F (1,
1278) = 4.694, p = .030), but not of tense. The Arabic learners performed better on

masculine nouns (M = 0.94) than on feminine nouns (M = .91).

Table 18 below shows the performance of the Arabic learner groups on the
Sentence Completion Task 2 by gender feature and subject factors (L1 gender type and

proficiency).
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Table 18. Performance of the Arabic learners on the Sentence Completion Task 2 by
gender feature and subject factors

L1 Gender Type Proficiency level
Gender
Feature -Gender +Gender Advanced Intermediate Total
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Masculine | 0.94 (0.24) 0.96 (0.21) | 0.96(0.19)  0.92 (0.27) | 0.94 (0.23)

Feminine | 0.90(0.29) 0.93(0.26) | 0.97(0.18)  0.85(0.36) | 0.91 (0.28)

Total 0.92(0.27) 0.94(0.23) | 0.96 (0.19)  0.89 (0.32) | 0.93 (0.26)

An additional 3-way ANOVA test was performed to look for interactions between
gender feature and subject factors. Results revealed a significant interaction between
gender feature and proficiency level (F (1, 1272) =5.909, p = .015), which was not found
in the Sentence Completion Task 1. That is, the advanced learners performed equally
well on masculine (M = 0.96) and feminine (M = 0.97) nouns, while the intermediate
learners performed better on masculine (M = 0.92) than on feminine (M = 0.85) nouns.
No significant interactions were found between gender feature and L1 gender type (£ (1,
1272) = .064, p = .800), between L1 gender type and proficiency level (F (1, 1272) =
077, p = .781), or between L1 gender type, proficiency level, and gender feature (F (1,

1272) = 919, p = .338).

5.2.4 Picture Description Task (PDT)

The Picture Description Task elicited a total of 1935 subject-verb pairs from the
Arabic learner and native speaker groups. The number of responses differed from
participant to participant, ranging from a minimum of 34 to a maximum of 43. Responses
were transcribed and evaluated based on gender agreement accuracy, with each correct

pair receiving a score of one point and incorrect responses receiving zero.
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Table 19 shows the mean score of the Arabic learners and the native control

group.

Table 19. Performance of the Arabic learners and native speakers on the
Picture Description Task

Participant group Mean SD
Arabic learners 0.91 0.28
Native Speakers 1.00 0.00

The native control group performed perfectly (M = 1.00), while the mean score of the
Arabic learners was 0.91. An independent-samples t-test revealed that this difference in

scores is significant (¢ (1289.00) =-11.124, p <.001).

Table 20 shows the results of the Arabic learners by L1 gender type and proficiency

level.

Table 20: Performance of the Arabic learners on the Picture Description Task by L1
gender type and proficiency

Proficiency Level -Gender +Gender Total
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Intermediate 0.88 (0.33) 0.90 (0.30) 0.88 (0.32)
Advanced 0.93 (0.27) 0.95 (0.22) 0.94 (0.24)
Total 0.90 (0.29) 0.93 (0.26) 0.91 (0.82)

A two-way ANOVA was conducted with the two independent variables being L1
gender type and proficiency level. As with all previous tasks, results showed no

significant effect of L1 gender type (F (1, 1286) = 1.117, p = .291), but a significant
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effect of proficiency level (F (1, 1286) = 8.450, p = .004). That is, advanced learners (M
= 0.94) performed better than the intermediate learners (M = 0.88), but overall the —
Gender and +Gender groups performed similarly. Again, the advanced learners did not
perform as well as the native control group (M = 1.00) (one-way ANOVA: F (1,1336) =
43.663, p < .001). Furthermore, there was no significant interaction between L1 gender

type and proficiency level (F (1, 1286) =.001, p = .979).
Table 21 shows the performance of Arabic learners on the Picture Description

Task on the one test feature analyzed: gender (masculine vs. feminine).

Table 21. Performance of the Arabic learners on the Picture Description Task by
gender feature

Test feature Mean SD
Gender Feature
Masculine 0.95 0.21
Feminine 0.87 0.34

A one-way ANOVA showed a significant effect of gender feature, (£ (1, 1288) =
30.215, p < .001). That is, the Arabic learners performed significantly better with
masculine (M = 0.95) than with feminine (M = 0.87) pairs. An additional 3-way ANOVA
test revealed no interactions between gender and subject factors (L1 gender type and

proficiency).
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Table 22 summarizes the Arabic learners’ performance on the four experimental

tasks: Grammaticality Judgment, Sentence Completion 1, Sentence Completion 2, and

Picture Description. The Grammaticality Judgment Task is a comprehension task, while

the other three are production tasks.

Table 22. Performance of the Arabic learners on the experimental tasks

Experimental task Task Type Mean SD
Grammaticality Judgment Comprehension 0.82 0.39
Sentence Completion 1 Production 0.90 0.31
Sentence Completion 2 Production 0.93 0.26
Picture Description Production 0.91 0.28

As shown in Table 22, the mean of the Grammaticality Judgment Task is lower

than that of the other three tasks. A one-way ANOVA revealed a significant difference in

performance between all the tasks, F' (3, 6086) = 40.786, p < .001. A post-hoc Tukey

HSD revealed a significant difference between the Grammaticality Judgment Task

(comprehension) and each production task at p < .001, and no differences between the

three production tasks.
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Chapter 6: Discussion

The experimental tasks in this study investigated the acquisition of Arabic
grammatical gender, specifically, subject-verb gender agreement in adult second
language learners of Arabic from different L1 backgrounds. The Arabic learners were
divided into two groups, -Gender and +Gender, based on whether or not their L1 has a
grammatical gender system. The reason for having these two groups was to determine
how the native language could positively or negatively affect grammatical gender
acquisition in the L2. Moreover, comparing —Gender and +Gender groups could provide
some evidence about whether or not the principles and parameters of UG are involved in
the process of SLA. The results of this study will be discussed in light of the research
questions presented in section 3.3 above, divided into four sections: subject performance,

FTFA versus FFFH, experimental tasks, and learners’ L1.

6.1 Subject Performance

Research questions 1-3 focused on the acquisition of subject-verb gender
agreement in the various participant groups and subgroups. The answers to these

questions are as follows:

RQ I: Can the Arabic learner groups acquire Arabic verb-subject gender

agreement as accurately as the native control group?

No, the Arabic learners did not perform as accurately as the native control group. This

result was highly consistent across all tasks and all Arabic learner subgroups.

RQ 2: Among the L2 learners, can the —Gender groups acquire Arabic verb-

subject gender agreement as accurately as the +Gender groups?
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Yes, the —Gender group was able to acquire subject-verb gender agreement as well as the
+Gender group. This result was highly consistent for both proficiency levels and across

all experimental tasks.
RQ 3: Will level of proficiency affect the acquisition of gender?

Yes, proficiency level had a significant effect on the Arabic learners’ performance.
Advanced learners from both —Gender and +Gender groups outperformed the

intermediate learners in all experimental tasks.

With regard to question 1, the difference in performance between the Arabic
learners and the native speakers was expected even at the advanced level since the
participants of this study were still learning Arabic and they had not reached target-like
performance. However, upon closer examination, it was found that some individual
learners did perform as well as native speakers. Table 23 below shows the number and
percentage of the individual Arabic learners who performed within the same scoring

range as native speakers.

Table 23. Percentage of participants who scored within the same range as native
speakers on each task

Task Native speakers Native speakers Arabic learners
- score range (n=15) (n = 40)
Gr"ﬁgﬁfilty 96.42 -100 % (1110:0 {)Z ) (;5:;))
Sentence Completion 1 | 96.87 % -100 % (Ii ;01 ;))* (n4;(;)6)
Sentence Completion 2 100 % (TOZO {)Z) (rig (;)8)
Picture Description” 100 % (1110:0 {)Z) g? 2/?)

* One native speaker is not included in the native speaker range because his score was 93.75%
due to leaving 2 questions blank.

** The total number of Arabic learners performing the Picture Description task was 33 (22 —
Gender and 11 +Gender).
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As shown in Table 23, the number of Arabic learners who scored similarly to the
native speaker control group ranged from 7.5 — 45 % depending on the task. Both —
Gender and +Gender groups were represented on all the tasks. It can be argued that
attaining native-like performance in Arabic is still possible for the Arabic learner

participants.

Within the Arabic learner groups, although results showed significant differences
between intermediate and advanced learners, in each task there was at least one
intermediate learner who scored in the same range as the best performing advanced
learners. Several studies that investigated Arabic SLA have reported that Arabic verbal
gender agreement is one of the linguistic structures that are acquired at early stages (e.g.
Nielsen, 1997; Alhawary, 1999, 2003; Mansouri, 2000, 2005). For example, Alhawary
(2003) examined the acquisition of Arabic gender agreement in the third personal
singular by beginner L2 Arabic learners. All learners were native speakers of English. He
points out that the majority of participants (6 out of 9) acquired subject-verb agreement
before noun-adjective agreement. This might explain the high performance of the
intermediate individuals in the present study, as it is possible that they had acquired

subject-verb gender agreement sometime before the administration of the tasks.
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6.2 FTFA vs. FFFH

Research Question 4 explores how the answers to questions 1-3 are consistent or

inconsistent with two hypotheses: FTFA and FFFH.
RQ 4: Will the results support the FTFA or FFFH hypotheses?

The results of this study showed the following: /) the Arabic learners did not reach native
speakers’ level of performance; 2) the —Gender group performed similarly to the +Gender
group at each proficiency level; and 3) advanced learners performed better than
intermediate learners. The second result supports a Full Access account of second
language acquisition, since the —Gender group was able to reset their L1 parameter
according to the L2 gender values. As for L1 transfer, the results suggest that this effect
may be found at the initial and earlier stages of acquisition, but disappears as the learners
reach the intermediate and advanced levels in their development and progress toward the
target language. Table 24 compares the results of the present study with the predications

of the FTFA and FFFH.

Table 24. Predictions of FTFA and FFFH with results of this study

Case FTFA FFFH Results of this study

1. Arabic learners
VvS. NS = Adv NS = Adv +G NS > Adv
Native speakers

Adv -G = Adv +G Adv +G > Adv -G Adv -G = Adv. +G
2. -Gender vs.

J’_
Gender Interm +G >? Interm -G | Interm +G > Interm -G | Interm +G =Interm -G

3. Advanced vs.

. Adv > Interm NA Adyv > Interm
Intermediate
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The Arabic learners in this study did not perform as well as the native speakers, which is
inconsistent with both the FTFA and FFFH hypotheses. However, both the FTFA and
FFFH are concerned with L2 learners’ end state of acquisition. As mentioned above, the
advanced participants in this study are still in the process of learning Arabic, and it
cannot be claimed that as a group they have reached their final state of acquisition. For
this reason, their performance does not support either of the hypotheses. However, the
results of those individual learners who performed as well as native speakers (See Table
22) could lend some support to the prediction of the FTFA. Several studies in the
literature have provided findings in favor of the FTFA hypothesis, where L2 learners
were able to acquire the L2 grammatical gender system despite not having a similar
structure in their L1 (e.g. White et al, 2004; Bolotin, 1996a; Bond et al., 2011; Alhawary,

2005, 2009).

The FTFA predicts that at the advanced proficiency level both —Gender and
+Gender groups would perform similarly. The results of this study support this
prediction. At the intermediate level the FTFA predicts that the +Gender group might
outperform the intermediate —Gender group due to L1 transfer. In this study there was no
difference in the overall performance of the —Gender and +Gender groups, thus
supporting the FTFA prediction. These findings align with White et al’s (2004) study of
Spanish grammatical gender acquisition by L2 learners from different L1 backgrounds
and proficiency levels. They found that there was no effect of L1, even at low proficiency
levels. Bolotin (1996a) and Alhawary (2005, 2009) provide similar results to this study
where L2 learners with no gender system in their L1s were able to acquire L2

grammatical gender as well as those learners with gender system in their L1s. In the
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present study there was, however, one case where an L1 effect was found: in the
Sentence Completion Task 1, +Gender learners were better than —Gender learners in

filling in feminine nouns correctly (See Table 14).

Overall, on the production tasks the participants performed better on masculine
rather than feminine items. This can be seen in Table 13 for the Sentence Completion
Task 1, in Table 17 for the Sentence Completion Task 2, and in Table 21 for the Picture
Description Task. This preference of masculine over feminine is reasonable as masculine
in Arabic is the default form. Moreover, in the case of the third person, which is the focus
of the study, the masculine agreement morpheme is null, which also might explain why
learners found using or identifying the masculine form easier than using the feminine
form. Even though on the Sentence Completion Task 1 the +Gender group performed
better the —Gender group on feminine verbs, both groups performed better on the
masculine forms. Alhawary (2009) also found that participants were using masculine as
the default, as they had higher correct answers on masculine rather than on feminine
items on his production tasks. Other studies have also reported that L2 learners tend to
use one gender (masculine or feminine) as a default (e.g. White et al, 2004; Sabourin et

al, 2006).

Despite the general preference for masculine over feminine forms, in the
Grammaticality Judgment Task the Arabic learners performed better on feminine-
feminine (i.e., feminine verb and feminine noun) pairs rather than on masculine-
masculine (masculine verb and masculine noun) pairs. That is, they accepted more
feminine-feminine items than masculine-masculine items as being grammatical. This

could be due to a ‘yes’-bias effect, which is that participants tend to choose the ‘correct’
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option when they are not sure what the correct answer is (Sabourin et al., 2006). This is
supported by the Arabic learners’ responses to the ungrammatical sentences, where they
accepted more ungrammatical feminine-masculine items (that is, feminine verb and

masculine noun) than masculine-feminine ones (See Table 10).

Finally, the FTFA predicts that both advanced +Gender and —Gender groups will
outperform both intermediate learner groups due to the greater amount of L2 input that
advanced learners are exposed to. This prediction was supported by the results of this

study.

The results of this study do not support the FFFH, as this hypothesis claims that
learners’ L1 will determine the acquisition of the L2 gender system, and thus the

+Gender group will outperform the —Gender group at all stages of development.

6.3 Experimental Tasks

This section discusses the differences and similarities between experimental tasks

in this study.

RQ 5: Will there be a difference in performance on comprehension and

production tasks?

Yes, there was a significant difference between the Arabic learners’ performance on the
comprehension task (Grammaticality Judgment) and the production tasks (Sentence
Completion 1, Sentence Completion 2, and Picture Description). Table 22 (repeated here
as Table 25) compares the means of the Arabic learners on the comprehension and

production tasks.
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Table 25. The Arabic learners’ performance on the experimental tasks

Experimental task Task Type Mean SD
Grammaticality Judgment Comprehension 0.82 0.385
Sentence Completion 1 Production 0.90 0.306
Sentence Completion 2 Production 0.93 0.258
Picture Description Production 0.91 0.283

The Grammaticality Judgment Task was more problematic for the Arabic learners than
the other tasks. This, in fact, is unexpected since it has always been assumed that
comprehension precedes production during the process of language development
(Krashen & Terrell, 1983) and that L2 learners can normally comprehend much more
than they can produce in a second language. However, in the case of the Grammaticality
Judgment Task, the complexity of the intuitional process makes this task quite difficult
(Sorace, 1996). The participants must read the sentences, make judgments, and underline
the incorrect part, so in order to complete the task they needed to focus on every word in
the sentence. In contrast, in the Sentence Completion Tasks, they were asked to fill in the
blank with a verb (Task 1) or a noun (Task 2), so they only had to focus on the blank and
the preceding or following word. In the Picture Description Task, participants were asked
to describe pictures in which different people were doing different actions, so participants
only had to think of a suitable verb. Previous studies have reported differences between
Grammaticality Judgment Tasks and production tasks, in which L2 learners’ scores were
lower in the Grammaticality Judgment Tasks (e.g. Kellerman, 1985; Liceras, 1983; Ellis,

1991).
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Although the Grammaticality Judgment Task has been widely used in the field of
SLA, there have been many research concerns about the validity and reliability of this
task, and whether this kind of tool reflects L2 learner’s grammatical competence (e.g.
Birdsong, 1989, 1992; Sorace, 1996). Mackey and Gass (2005) highlight a very important
point regarding grammaticality judgment tasks. They state that “‘native speakers’
judgment are tapping a system that the individual has command over, [while] this is not
the case with nonnative speakers, who are being asked about the second language while
inferences are being made about another system: their interlanguage” (p. 50). On the
other hand, this task can provide insight into whether the participants know that certain
forms are ungrammatical in Arabic languages, and thus help to “find out whether
sentences which are ruled out by principles of UG are also disallowed in the
interlanguage grammar” (White, 2003, p. 18). The Arabic learners in this study had more
correct answers when the sentence was grammatical than when it was ungrammatical
(See Table 9), which suggests that some ungrammatical sentences were part of their

interlanguage.

Within the production tasks, it was found that there was no significant difference
between learners’ performance in the written production tasks (Sentence Completion 1
and 2) and the oral production task (Picture Description). As shown in Table 25, the
highest performing score by the Arabic learners was in the Sentence Completion Task 2
(M = .93). This task was the easiest one among all the experimental tasks, because it
simply required participants to fill in the gap with a noun of the proper gender. They were
instructed not to spend much time thinking of a good noun; hence, they were allowed to

use the same noun multiple times. So, for instance, if a participant used the noun
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“Ahmed” in every question that required a masculine noun, it was considered to be

correct in all cases.

6.4 Learners’ L1

Although this study included L2 learners from different L1 background, it is not
possible to make any generalizations based on subgroups of L1 learner types since the
majority of the —Gender languages belonged to the Malayo-Polynesian family, and most

of the +Gender languages belonged to the Indo- Iranian/Indo-Aryan family (See Table

26).

Table 26 The Arabic learners by L1 language family

Group L1 language family Num. of speakers
Malayo-Polynesian 17
-Gender
(n =26) Sino- Tibetan/ Chinese 5
Turkic 4
+Gender Indo- Iranian/ Indo-Aryan 12
(n=14) Romance 2




69

6.5 Directions for further research

Despite the fact that the acquisition of grammatical gender has been widely
investigated in many languages, only a few studies have been devoted to investigating
this issue in Arabic SLA. Bearing in mind the richness of Arabic morphology and syntax
in general and grammatical gender in particular, future research on the acquisition of
gender in Arabic might bring more insights into the field of second language acquisition.
However, future research should extend its scope in terms of the morphological and
syntactic structures to be investigated, the types of tasks to be used and the participants to

be tested.

Previous research on grammatical gender in Arabic SLA has mainly used
traditional behavioral tasks (e.g. Alhawary, 2005, 2009; Nielsen, 1997). Therefore, future
research is encouraged to incorporate different methodologies to investigate this issue.
These might include an on-line grammaticality judgment task, ERP experiments and
visual world paradigms in order to explore the implicit knowledge of Arabic L2 learners
and better understand the processing dynamics of gender acquisition. Previous research in
other languages have confirmed the importance of combining different methods in
investigating gender acquisition as a means of validating and refining the current
frameworks and theories of SLA (Sabourin, 2003; Bond et al. 2011). Ellis (2004) argues
that timed-tasks, such as on-line grammaticality judgment tasks, are used to examine the
learners’ implicit knowledge, while off-line grammaticality judgments tasks are used to

examine their explicit knowledge.
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Another direction for future research is to examine the acquisition of grammatical
gender in a variety of structures. Gender agreement in Arabic can be investigated in many
different structures including noun and adjective, demonstrative pronouns, and relative
pronouns. Subject and verb gender agreement, which is the focus of the current study,
could also be examined with subjects in different Cases (nominative, accusative) and
persons (first, second, and third). Future research might also explore gender acquisition in
local and long-distance dependency structures, and the memory costs associated with

long-distance dependencies.

Finally, future research should consider the quality of the participants in terms of
their level of proficiency, gender and age. All these factors could have various impacts on
the results to be obtained. The majority of studies that have been conducted on Arabic
gender, including the current study, administered their tasks on participants who were in
the middle of the process of learning Arabic, without having a participant group of highly
proficient Arabic L2 learners who are at or close to their end states of acquisition. This
makes it hard to provide confident claims for or against current SLA theories. Future
research 1s hence recommended to replicate studies conducted in different languages that
have controlled for such issues. For example, White et al.’s (2004) research included
beginner, intermediate, and advanced learners. The advanced group was so highly
proficient that there were no significant differences between their performance and the
performance of the native speaker control group. This gave the authors of the study the
confidence to support the full access hypothesis. Similar studies with a range of

participant groups are needed to investigate gender acquisition in Arabic.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Grammaticality Judgment Task

Grammatical: Masculine verb — Masculine subject, Past tense
Araall G dilape 7 A
1- ‘Abdullah m.s. graduated m.s. from the university.’
Jasaa LS Sana s il
2- ‘Mohammad m.s. bought m.s. a new pen.’

3- ‘The prince m.s. attended m.s. with humbleness.’
Caa Jalall CNY e
4- “The father m.s. gave m.s. the child a gift.’
Asall b Sl ad
5- “The bear m.s. fell m.s. into the hunter trap’
ol e £ 05
6- ‘Ali m.s. went m.s. out for a picnic.’
Al Galll 3§ pu

7- “The thief m.s. stole m.s. the money’

Grammatical: Feminine verb — Feminine subject, Past tense
il gaial) clUall 3 juadl ca S
1- “The principal f.s. lionized f.s. the outstanding students.’
Sl ekl G
2- ‘Fatimah fs. passed f.s. with excellence.’
s G Aaladll s 5
3- ‘The teacher f.s. explained f.s. the lesson clearly.’
el JST e Gy pall Al i

4- “The doctor f.s. prevented f.s the sick man from eating meats.’
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Al Baad § e il cdl
5- “The poet f.s. recited f.s. wonderful poem.’
Sla) Gadal 481 G
6- ‘The cyclist f.s. survived fs. from the accident.’
SLEY) dsle A "l &l

7- ‘The student f.s. won f.s. in the singing competition.’

Grammatical: Masculine verb — Masculine subject, Present tense
o OS el ) Al Sy
1- ‘The son m.s. goes m.s. to the doctor every month.’
Ol le (gl (i
2- ‘The policeman m.s. catches m.s. the criminal.’
goale sl e il (S
3- ‘The baby m.s. cries m.s. when feeling hungry.’
U Gl patigal) fan
4- ‘The engineer m.s. designs m.s. the buildings elaborately.’
5- “The train m.s. moves m.s. with a great speed.’
IV TP
6- ‘The carpenter m.s. makes m.s. beautiful doors.’
Gle L0

7- “The rabbit m.s. jumps m.s. high.’

Grammatical: Feminine verb — Feminine subject, Present tense
el Be) B dia Can
1- ‘Hend fs. likes fs. reading poetry.’
LJol) < em‘w saalia L Jucass

2- ‘Laila f.s. prefers f.s. watching movies at home.’
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el Jga (i V) i
3- “The earth fs. orbits f.s. aroun the sun.’
3k DBy Aadl) (3l
4- ‘The cat f.s. climbs f.s. the trees skillfully.’
AL S 1S slaall sl st
5- ‘My sister f.s. eats f.s. the dinner early every night.’
UL 6 Al ) L
6- ‘The girl fs. clears f.s. up the room regularly.’
s 0S5, ala Tl AY) S e

7- ‘The mother fs. prepares f.s. the food for the family every day.’

Ungrammatical: Masculine verb — Feminine subject, Past tense
sl 6 i) S
1- ‘The passenger f.s. rode m.s. the train.’
Jaadl) 3330 Bl HLS
2- ‘The girl f.s. broke m.s. the class’s window.’
Sl cd gl 85 il al
3- “The plane f.s. took m.s. of on time.’
el (go 53 dalaall G
4- “The chicken f.s. escaped m.s. for fear of the fox.’
oY e b sl b
5- ‘The blackboard f.s. fell m.s. to the floor.’
il QS Pdile ‘_,,_.m
6- ‘Aisha f.s. forgot m.s. the grammar book.’
Laasi Gliwa 3l ol (o

7- ‘The woman f.s wore m.s. a stylish dress.’
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Ungrammatical: Feminine verb —Masculine subject, Past tense
e LY cala
1- ‘“The lion m.s. hunted f.s. a deer.’
Bl 3 Hhall cillaa
2- ‘The rain m.s. teemed f.s. down heavily.’
osbadll syl Ja ) cotal
3- ‘The fireman m.s. rescued f.s. the injured.’
Jian Gl 1) e s
4- “The player m.s. set f.s. a new record.’
3l Glais (e wl& i
5- ‘The manservant m.s. finished f.s. from cleaning the house.’
Oleadlls Al el
6- ‘The mosque m.s. filled f.s. with worshipers.’
A3y CalS)) il

7- “The writer m.s. composed f.s. an interesting novel’.

Ungrammatical: Masculine verb — Feminine subject, Present tense
Cppaalaiall G Apaldl) 285
1- ‘The judge fs. decides m.s. between adversaries.’
£ ool JS Leiia and 5 55
2- ‘Khadija f's. visits m.s. her grandmother every week.
Gooh sall A "Rl 2345
3- “The university f.s. offers m.s. rewards for the talented.
o) Solal) A jaal) Joataey
4- ‘The school f.s. welcomes m.s. the new students.’
il s ) el L) 5

5- ‘The kingdom f.s. of Saudi Arabia exports m.s. the petroleum.’
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ALk il “Aaleal) ke
6- ‘The pigeon f.s. flies m.s. for long distance.’
C\_\_;a J=< &) gall ;3_;'4__.3)_.43\ J}Lg_l_}

7- “The patient f.s. takes m.s. the medication every

Ungrammatical: Feminine verb —Masculine subject, Present tense
slall B callly KN iatind
1- ‘Khalid m.s. enjoys f.s. playing in the water.’
e S STl A
2- “The coach m.s. encourages f.s. the players.’
il Gl pal H5
3- ‘The accountant m.s. reviews f.s. the documents.’
SUlS Gl el Aluall £ uns
4- ‘The Muslim m.s. fasts f.s. the whole month of Ramadhan.’
Hsell el 545
5- “The donkey m.s. pulls fs. the cart.’
Al s (i yeall Sl 5
6- ‘The nurse m.s. monitors f.s. the patients’ status.’
LAY B8 Al a8

7- “The broadcaster m.s. reads f.s. newsletter.’

Grammatical Fillers
Aally e 4l il S
1- ‘Beware of smoking, it is harmful to health’
Apadl) |yl adall
2- ‘The lawyers lost the case.’
Al ey sl G

3- ‘The green color makes me feel comfortable.’

1

Y

=)

-y

-y

-¢

-0

Y
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Ohsl oe Gsadlyan
4- ‘They are defending their homeland.’
el e p Ll 2L Y 1
5- ‘Without writing, most knowledge would have been lost’.
ALY S Qs
6- ‘The youth is the hope of the nation.’
Sl 5o ) slag s Y S Ll
7- ‘Dear children, do not neglect your studies.’
Sl 3 5 Gedill 3 ian e dll
8- ‘Reading enjoys yourself and benefits your mind’.
bl dles jla iyl
9- ‘The trees are beautiful’.
Slaie Galall ¢
10- ‘Honest is the best policy.’
A aall p CLET) 445 Al )
11- “‘Sport benefits the heart and muscles.’
Jaall e & )il (S
12- “The falcons live in high mountains.’
Alian SS90 e Bl
13- “The life is full of good things.’
lball acingll Sl (4 "Aalliall § 50y
14- ‘“The good family is the foundation of a good society.’
GaoY (se o Hsadd)
15- ‘“The farmers cultivate land.’
s Guaall G8
16- ‘The horse seems hungry.’
lady Lad ola gy aaal

17- “‘Spend your day in what will benefit you.’

-

)Y

Y

V¢

Yo

A1

Y
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RETE TN N PPNNE P A A R PRTEL DY
18- ‘Do not leave your places until you hear the ring.’
gl 2y peas M Sl s s
19- ‘My friend will go to Egypt next week’.
fe ot Jlef A Ll Al ol G
20- ‘Do you know that library which is at the top of the street?’
ol a5 Al fland) CailS
21- ‘The sky was clear yesterday.’
OsalaaJiayeVsa
22- “‘These men are sincere.’
L8 ) Gpad
23- ‘The cold is not severe.’
e AN (i by
24- ‘My father owns three palaces.’
G &yl o (e Bl caiis)
25- “The friends agreed to travel together.’
ENTE UPRE PN
26- “You contribute in your country’s development.’
Ll Dl b dat
27- ‘Economize in water consumption.’
ol alle e Uiy Jusal Cag

28- ‘I will study something about the sea world.’

Ungrammatical Fillers
Loaty Sl 5 AT e
1- “Your parents get tired for you.’
sl O se i

2- ‘We respect strangers’.

A
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Al 8 s a1 g ) el i
3- “The gardener irrigate the flowers that are in the garden.’
Qe 5l luiga G
4- “You are skillful engineers’
Al 8 eal &L
5- ‘Ahmed will not participate in the competition.’
calall (e S AaeS a1 Rl ias
6- ‘The white cow produces large amount of milk.’
S Gla g dlal
7- ‘Your brother has good manners.’
el 25 1) U Bl
8- ‘The students maintain the class cleanness.’
el ) aetlatiiag tue ) el oy
9- ‘Farmers sell their corps.’
A8 el e s S &S
10- “‘Our neighbor’s house consists of four rooms.’
Olbea Ul ) leail
11- “We listened to two beautiful poems.’
RICPIR LY JPRL . I

12

‘I will buy a black dress.’
S da)ll el
13- ‘The man came by car’.
Ol laainy s Alaal) Slat)
14- ‘The teacher waited for student to be ready’.
Adlaall b o slanylas

15

‘They are working in the press.’
Al Slald & iss ) gl i g

16- ‘I like the newspapers that publish the world news.’

-y

1
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Al 8 (saeiad ( Ale
17- “You should work hard in your studies’.
Canal) Jad Can 1 Sadl
18- ‘The whether becomes hot in the summer.’
Ol Ae i paall i Gl Sl
19- “The paintings, which are in the exhibition, are expensive.’
O3eall bl L8
20- ‘I met nice pilots’.
Auadl) 28 itaacl
21- ‘This story amazed me.’
Faiaed ae SKI3 1
22- ‘If Omar studies, he will pass.’
15 i spcnll S
23- ‘The guests were happy.’
24- ‘I saw thirteen sparrows.’
Dl age S AN da )l Jaa
25- ‘The man, who was lionized by the boss, arrived.’
SN ¢ 5a 5 jualadl i

26- ‘This professor is going to give the talk.’

Ol e i<l Elilaya ) ul4d
27- ‘The floods destroyed a lot of people.’
Ayl tayg il a

28- ‘These two flowers are wonderful’.
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Appendix B: Sentence Completion Task 1 (Missing verb)

Masculine — Past tense

1- The man to the mall last night. O [ W | | 3 EN° |

2- The student the Arabic VRPN [ PAL| g F:EN I U (6 21| pE—
language exam.

3- The team the trophy. Aghdl Wy

4- The teacher the lesson. oot bl f

5- The boy a letter to his O B L VO % p—
mother.

6- The player behind the ball. RN ERET=, || D

7- The Imam the chapter of G| B S PRI DY | i —
Alfatihah.

8- Mohammad in his country Ll oaly ) dasa A
safely.

Feminine — Past tense

1- Fatimah a nice dress. Slaas Lliud 4akld )
2- The girl her sick friend. Ayl @yl Y
3- The woman delicious food. JRVCI RUNPS B%-{ VN
4- The cat on the wall. Dl 8 geddadll ¢

5- The plane at 4 o’clock. Jpacdal Jllelllaies pllall o



The principal the
outstanding students.

The apple on the ground.
The mother her daughter via
the phone.

Masculine — Present tense

1-

2.

Khalid to sleep early.

The businessman helping the
needy people.

The airport hundreds of

passengers every day.

The policeman car traffic.

The worker his work
perfectly.

The rain heavily.

The sick man from
stomachache.

Omar reading stories.

Feminine — Present tense

1-

2-

The school a variety of
activities for students.

Aishah her grandmother
every Wednesday.
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The magazine the society

news.

The library its doors for
readers.

Hind in the city of Riyadh.
The polite girl her parent.
The university tens of
people every year.

My sister the Arabic

language fluently.

inall Ll i al

o) yall Ll gl A€l

ol ) Aigsa 3 xia

Leaall 5 Al sl

e JS OOl &l e daalal)

A8y Ay jal) A2l sl
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Appendix C: Sentence Completion Task 2 (Missing noun)

Masculine (Past tense)

1-

8-

grieved the death of his friend.

was absent due to illness.

came on time.

recited a beautiful poem.

sang with a nice voice.

found his wallet.

devoured a small deer.

listened to his father’s advice.

Feminine (Past tense)

1-

tidied her room before going
out.

finished doing her homework.

filled with guests.

was happy to be in first place.

flew high.

A Cise e Oa
ool s cle
sl gl b s
A sanad sl
Jaex Qg e
pagiiddaing aa

D ga Y1 e el

Al ilas ) aaiu
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6- painted a wonderful artwork.
7- broke the class window.
8- ran very quickly.

Masculine (Present tense)

1- listens to the radio every
morning.

2- exercises on a regular basis

3- prescribes medicine to the sick
people.

4- raises birds on his farm.

5- works in his father’s store.

6- drinks many cups of coffee
every morning.

7- watches the sunset every day.

8- accommodates up to forty
people.

Feminine (Present tense)

1- takes care of her children.
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8-

announces new jobs every
year.

explains the topic for the
students.

buys new shoes every month.

receives her mail every
Monday.

drives her car to work.

memorizes many old poems.

fears the darkness.
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Appendix D: Picture Description Task
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Appendix E: Background Questionnaire (This was translated from Arabic)

Questionnaire

Date: / /2013

Please answer the following questions:

1- What is your date of birth?

2- What is your mother tongue?

3- What other languages do you speak?

L (Proficiency level: O Beginner O Intermediate [ Advanced
O Very advanced)

L (Proficiency level: O Beginner O Intermediate O Advanced
O Very advanced)

L (Proficiency level: O Beginner O Intermediate OO Advanced

O Very advanced)
4- What is your current school level?
5- How many months/years did you study Arabic?
6- Have you been in any Arabic-speaking country?
7- What was your age when you first started learning Arabic?
8- How long have you been in Saudi Arabia?
9- Why are you studying Arabic?

10-What are your current strengths and weaknesses in the different skills of Arabic?
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Reading Proficiency Test

Reading Proficiency Test

Arabic

Raw Score

Native

Raw Score

Learners (40) Percentage Speakers (40) Percentage
AL17 39 97.5 NS5 40 100.0
AL38 39 97.5 NS8 40 100.0
AL7 38 95.0 NS11 40 100.0
AL18 37 92.5 NS12 40 100.0
AL19 37 92.5 NS13 40 100.0
AL30 37 92.5 NS14 40 100.0
AL6 36 90.0 NS15 40 100.0
AL22 36 90.0 NS1 39 97.5
AL24 36 90.0 NS3 39 97.5
AL2 35 87.5 NS6 39 97.5
ALS 35 87.5 NS9 39 97.5
AL9 35 87.5 NS10 39 97.5
AL23 35 87.5 NS2 38 95.0
AL40 35 87.5 NS7 38 95.0
AL16 34 85.0 NS4 37 92.5
AL20 34 85.0 Mean 39.2 98.0
AL31 34 85.0
AL39 34 85.0
AL3 33 82.5
AL32 33 82.5
AL13 32 80.0
AL25 31 77.5
AL10 30 75.0
AL29 30 75.0
ALI11 29 72.5
AL36 29 72.5
AL37 29 72.5
ALS 28 70.0
AL12 28 70.0
AL33 27 67.5
AL15 26 65.0
AL1 25 62.5
AL4 25 62.5
AL26 25 62.5
AL28 25 62.5
AL34 24 60.0
AL35 24 60.0
AL14 23 57.5
AL21 23 57.5
AL27 22 55.0
Mean 31.2 77.94
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Grammaticality Judgment Task

|

Grammaticality Judgment Task

Arabic Raw Score Percentage Native Raw Score Percentage
Learners (56) Speakers (56)
AL34 54 96.4 NS1 56 100
AL37 54 96.4 NS3 56 100
AL38 54 96.4 NS4 56 100
AL3 53 94.6 NS9 56 100
AL24 53 94.6 NS10 56 100
AL31 53 94.6 NS5 55 98.2
AL33 53 94.6 NS6 55 98.2
AL40 53 94.6 NS8 55 98.2
AL2 52 92.9 NS11 55 98.2
ALS 52 92.9 NS14 55 98.2
AL17 52 92.9 NS15 55 98.2
AL6 51 91.1 NS7 54 96.4
AL18 51 91.1 NS12 54 96.4
AL19 51 91.1 NS13 54 96.4
AL30 51 91.1 NS2 54 96.4
AL39 51 91.1 Mean 55.1 98.33
ALS 49 87.5
AL10 49 87.5
AL16 49 87.5
AL23 49 87.5
AL28 49 87.5
AL7 48 85.7
AL25 48 85.7
AL36 48 85.7
AL32 47 83.9
AL35 47 83.9
AL27 46 82.1
AL26 45 80.4
AL9 43 76.8
ALIll 43 76.8
AL15 43 76.8
AL29 43 76.8
AL20 40 71.4
AL21 37 66.1
AL22 36 64.3
AL13 34 60.7
AL4 32 57.1
AL12 31 55.4
ALl 17 30.4
AL14 16 28.6
Mean 45.7 82.0
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Sentence Completion Task 1

Sentence Completion Task 1

Arabic Raw Score Percentage Native Raw Score Percentage
Learners 32) Speakers 32)

AL10 32 100 NS2 32 100
AL19 32 100 NS3 32 100
AL20 32 100 NS5 32 100
AL27 32 100 NS6 32 100
AL29 32 100 NS7 32 100
AL33 32 100 NS8 32 100
AL34 32 100 NS9 32 100
AL36 32 100 NS10 32 100
ALS 31 96.9 NSI11 32 100
AL7 31 96.9 NS12 32 100
AL9 31 96.9 NS13 32 100
ALI12 31 96.9 NS14 32 100
AL18 31 96.9 NSI1 31 96.9
AL30 31 96.9 NS15 31 96.9
AL32 31 96.9 NS4 30 93.8
AL37 31 96.9 Mean 31.7 99.0
AL3 30 93.8

AL6 30 93.8

ALS 30 93.8

AL16 30 93.8

AL17 30 93.8

AL25 30 93.8

AL28 30 93.8

AL31 30 93.8

AL38 30 93.8

AL39 30 93.8

AL40 30 93.8

AL24 29 90.6

AL21 28 87.5

AL22 28 87.5

AL35 28 87.5

AL14 26 81.3

AL11 25 78.1

AL23 25 78.1

AL26 25 78.1

AL2 24 75.0

AL4 22 68.8

AL15 19 594

AL13 17 53.1

AL1 16 50.0
Mean 28.7 90.0
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Sentence Completion Task 2

Sentence Completion Task 2

Arabic Raw Score Percentage Native Raw Score Percentage
Learners 32) Speakers 32)

ALS 32 100 NS1 32 100
AL17 32 100 NS2 32 100
ALI19 32 100 NS3 32 100
AL20 32 100 NS4 32 100
AL24 32 100 NS5 32 100
AL28 32 100 NS6 32 100

AL2 31 96.9 NS7 32 100

AL3 31 96.9 NS9 32 100

AL7 31 96.9 NS10 32 100

AL9 31 96.9 NS11 32 100
AL10 31 96.9 NS13 32 100
ALI13 31 96.9 NS14 32 100
AL14 31 96.9 NS15 32 100
AL16 31 96.9 NS8 31 96.9
AL21 31 96.9 NS12 31 96.9
AL25 31 96.9 Mean 31.9 99.6
AL29 31 96.9
AL30 31 96.9
AL31 31 96.9
AL38 31 96.9
AL18 30 93.8
AL22 30 93.8
AL23 30 93.8
AL26 30 93.8
AL33 30 93.8
AL34 30 93.8
AL36 30 93.8
AL37 30 93.8
AL39 30 93.8
AL40 30 93.8

AlA4 29 90.6

AL6 29 90.6
ALI12 29 90.6
AL32 29 90.6

ALS 28 87.5
AL11 27 84 .4

ALl 25 78.1
AL35 23 71.9
AL27 22 68.8
AL15 21 65.6
Mean 29.7 93.0
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Picture Description Task

Picture Description Task

Arabic Learners Raw Score Percentage SE:;LVeers Slt 2:‘; Percentage
AL3 34 100 NSI1 43 100
AL6 38 100 NS2 43 100
ALS 39 100 NS3 43 100
AL12 40 100 NS4 43 100
ALl6 40 100 NS5 43 100
AL21 40 100 NS6 43 100
AL22 42 100 NS7 43 100
AL37 40 100 NS8 43 100
AL38 41 100 NS9 43 100
AL36 41 97.6 NS10 43 100
AL30 40 95.2 NSI11 43 100
AL14 38 95.0 NS12 43 100
AL2 37 94.9 NS13 43 100
ALI18 37 94.9 NS14 43 100
AL20 35 94.6 NS15 43 100
AL19 33 94.3 Mean 43 100
ALI13 32 94.1
AL24 38 92.7
AL27 37 92.5
AL35 36 923
AL7 34 91.9
AL28 38 90.5
AL34 37 90.2
ALS 34 89.5
ALI11 32 88.9
AL31 36 87.8
AL17 34 87.2
AL10 34 85.0
AL39 32 84.2
AL33 29 74.4
AL23 27 73.0
AL26 30 71.4
ALIS5 22 57.9

Mean 35.7 91.0
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