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Abstract

The grammatical gender system is considered one of the most challenging
structures that L2 learnemsust acquirePart 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 classesasculine and femininethat can be applied to
nouns, verbs, adjectives and pronouns. The present study investigates thei@cagdisit
subjectverb gender agreement in Arabic. The participants were adult L2 learners of
Arabic with different native language backgroard two different levels of proficiency,
as well as native speakers of Arabic. The participants were dividedhiaedroupsthe
first group consisd of learners who hava grammatical gender system in their; lthe
second group consed of learners who do not hawsggrammatical gender system in their
L1; andthethird group consigtd 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 shoedthat none of the L2 learner groups performed as weheasative
control group. Most irportantly, there was no significant difference between the learners
who havea 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 ouperformed 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 Ruk TransfefFull Access
Hypothesis and th&ailed Functional FeatureHypothesis. To some extent, the results

lend support to theofmer hypothesis.
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TheAcquisition of GendeAgreement in Adult Learners of Arabic

Chapter 1: Introduction

A wealth of research has addressed whether second languagal(ili2garners
are able to attaian equivalentevel of proficiency as that of native speakers of the target
language While theories in L2acquisitiondiffer with regard tothe extent to which L2
learners can reach natHike proficiency shared among many of them is the attention
they giveto the role of Universal Grammar (UGThomsky, 1965; 1980; 1981ih
assessing Lacquisition For some SLAesearchets ear ner s 6 (fl)igaskey | angua.
factor in masteringan L2; that is, postpuberty L2 learners are unable to incorporate
grammatical featuretha are not present in their L1&ne of these grammatical features
is gender agreemenSith and Tsimpli, 1995; Hawkins and Chan, 1983impli and

Mastropavlou, 2007).

Grammati cal gender S defined by Hocket
reflected in the behavior of assoifcatient ed wor c
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, aimdl gemders.

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 latiggrages, gender
classification can be specified according t

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



nountgender assignment is simply arbitrary. In most langaagioun classes are

categorized based on semantic and formal criteria (Corbett, 1991). Gender is one of the
grammati cal categories that requires a proc
the gender of a noun affects the form of other relatedisvim 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 sosystematic 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 langu@dggrammatical gender has been considered
one of themostpersistent problesthat nonnative learners facewaele & Véronique,
2001; Sabourin et aJ 2006. In the currentiterature, there ara number ofstudiesthat
have investigated this issu@Vhite et al., 2004; McCarthy, 2008; Franceschi2@)l;

2002; Montrul et al., 2008yet no consensus has been reachedffect,thereexisttwo

conflicting views about whether L2 learners caltimately acquire the grammatical

gender of L2.The first group ofresearchers claisnthat gender and its featurese

functional categoriethat cannot be acquired in adulthood unless L2 learnerssivauar

features in their L1 Hawkins, 1998; Franceschina, 2001; 200ZTsimpl and

Mastropaviou, 200/ Thi s vi ew i s in | ine wicFatked Hawki ns
Functional Features Hypothesis (FFFH), which states that linguistic properties and
features that are not present in L1 fail feature checking in L2 acquidiiazontrast,

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



to their L1 grammar and can acquihee grammatical featuseof L2 regardless of their
age as well astheir L1 (Slabakova, 2000yVhite et al. 2004Bond et al., 2011)This

view suppors the Full Access/Full Transferypothesis(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 properdied features thana.1 learner
acquires Although these studies provide different explanations and support various
findings they all agree that L1 transfeasa negative or positiveffecton learninganL2

at least in the initial sgees The main difference between theism confined to the final

outcome that L2darnersan expect to achieve

The above twohypothesesand the various findings on grammatical gender
acquisitionupholding themmotivated the present study to expltines issue ira rew set
of languagesWhile English, French, ganish, Dutch, and Italiahave received a great
deal of attentionn previous work(e.g. Whiteet al, 2004; Franceschina, 2002; Sabourin
et al, 2006; Oliphant, 1998)this study will examine theacquisition of grammatical
gender agreement in Arabiby adult L2 learnerérom different L1 backgrounds that
vary in their gender systemArabic is a language that has a rich grammatical gender
system. It is comprised of two gender classes: masculidefeminine? It displays
agreement with verbs, adjectives, adverbs, and pronouns. The masculine is the default

base form, while the feminine form usually exhibits a suffiat indicates its gendar.

1 Arabic in this study refers to the Standard Arabic.
2 Sometimes a noun can be either masculine or femigirsh asabiel(road), andsoug(market).
3 Not every feminine word has a gender marke& number of words are feminine but have no suffix

(proper name: Zaynab; crypto feminine: nafs, h&@b)the other hand, a number of other words are
masculine with a femininsuffix (Hamzah).



There are three gender suffixes for feminine notaad ma r pah/uat-tn*; e.g.

t u f-gha &pplef), fif Tawiila (-af;, e . gani deserd)r andfjif magsuura(-aa;

e.g. bushtaa i tidingsf). The gender categories of nouns are classified based on: (i)
natural gender, when a noun refers to humangseor animals (see 1 below), or (ii)
formal gender, which is semantically arbitrary but gerafsigned to a noun according to

its morphological form (see (2)).

(Q)walad fAboy. mo
bint Agirl . fo
(2) bab Adoor . mo

nafitha fAwi ndow. f o

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

endswitht aa 6 maa d&un)whieh i a feminine suffix as indicatatbove.

In Arabic, verbs are richly inflected and display agreement with the subject in
person (T, 2" or 3%, number (singular, dual or plural), and gender (masculine or
feminine). This agreement differs according to the sentence word order, thia¢ilsenit
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 sinduka or plural

(see (3)):

4 There is no difference betweeah and-at-un, as they both indicate the gender marier marbuuta-ah

reflects the formal pausal pronunciation, (i.e. in casepafuse, a word likeayyarat-un (car) would be
pronouncedayyarah). Thisi ahis referred to a$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 [-munallimu
wrote.3.m.s  theeacher.m$%
0The teacher wroteo
b. kataba I-munallim-uun
wrote.3.m.s théeachem.p.

6The teachers wrotebd

The examples in (3) show that the védwditaba (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 thgesuin

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

(4) a. f-murallim-uun katabuu
theteacheim.p.  wrote.3.m.p

6The teachers wrotebd

b. n-muallimaatu katabna
theteacheif.p.  wrote.3.f.p

6The teachers wrotebd

In (4a), the verlkatab(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 inflectedby the number suffix-(u) to agree with the plural subjebtmusllim-

uun (teachers). Similarly, in example (4b), the vkdtabis inflected by the suffix-Ga),

which exhibits femininity and plurality, in order to agree with the feminine plural subject

d-mukllimaa-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 thsdnpdrhe first

person (I, we) is gendereutral. In the past tense, the verb is inflected with a suffix that

indicates all the agreement features, as shown in Table

Table 1. Past verb agreement system

Person Number Gender Affix Example Gloss
1 Singular  M/F -tu k a'r-tu | attended
2 Singular M -ta k a'r-ta You (m.)attended
2 Singular F -t k ar-ti You (f.) attended
3 Singular M -@ k a%r He attended
3 Singular F -at k aar-at Sheattended

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.



Table 2. Present verb agreement system

Person  Number Gender Affix Example Gloss
1 Singular M/F e sa-k atru | am attending
2 Singular M ta ta-k a'ru You (m.) are
attending
2 Singular F tai iin  ta-k a'%-iina You (f.) are
attending
Singular M yar yark alttu He is attending
3 Singular F tar ta-k alru 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 der ggstem at all.
Subjectverb agreement was chosen over other gender agreement systems (e.g. noun
adjective) becaus@ order to communicate properly L2 learners need to produce verbal
sentence, which minimally consisbf a verb and a subject, antherefore 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 presensometheoretical backgund on L1 transfer and UG
in second language acquisition. ThenGhapter 3, the concept of grammatical gender
will be addressedfollowed by previous research on grammatical genutedifferent
languages and previous research of Arabic as a secondatgndinen the research
guestions of this studyvill be introduced followed by the predictions. Chaptdr
describeghe methodology of this study, the participants, the tasks conducted, and the
procedurs applied Chaptel5 presens the results of this stly, followed by a discussion
of the results in Chaptes. Finally, the study will be concluded with indications for

further research.



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

Therehas beera considerablamount of literaturgublishedon theinfluenceof
first language on thecourseof second language acquisition (SL&)dIlin, 1989 2003
Gass & Selinker, 1993Although this issue has been discussed among linguists, second
language researchers and teashfor many years, this topic is stilhder debateThe
concept of language transfeasalwaysbeenlinked to other linguisti@ndnon-linguistic
phenomenaincluding but not limited to typological distance, degree of markedness,
processing loachndl ear ner s 6 i n dHakamssbn, 20Q1lingdcentadecadgs e s (
with the increased attention @he conceptof Universal Grammar (henceforth UG) to
SLA, many studieqe.g. White 1991; 1993;Schwartz & Sprouse 1994, 1996ave
attempted to explore hguage transfein light of this framework Notably, this interest
was intensified following Chomsky s(1981a) introduton of the Principles and
Parameters approachhe followingsectionswill discusssome aspectsf L1 transfer and

UG in SLA research.

2.1The role of L1 transfer in second language acquisition

Language transfer is defined &st he i nfl uence resulting f
differences between the target language and any other language that has been previously
(and perhaps imperfectly) adqu ed o6 ( Od I i n, 1993, p.27) . Two
negative transfer, and positive transfer. Negative transfer is a result of differences
between the two languages (i.e. interferenadjich makes learning L2 more difficult

and lengthy Lado (1975kxplains



Athe student who comes in contact with &
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 differen  wi | | be difficulto (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 pastfour decades, there has beaome disagreement among
researchergver the extent to which Laffectsthe acquisitionof L2 (e.g. Flynn 1996;
White, 1989; Schwartz, 199&abourin, 2008 In this respect, three logical positions
regarding transfeare assigned tdhe role of L1 in L2 acquisition namely, no transfer,
partial transfer, and full transfer. The no trangpesition suggestghat L1 has no effect
on theacquisition ofL2. Someadvocatesof this positionclaim that the grammatical
developmenbf L2 learners in the targédnguage happens through their access to UG,
which makes it possible for them to achievd.@mgrammarequivalent to that ahe final
state grammar of native speakers of the target lang(eagePlatzack, 1996Epstein,
Flynn and Martohardjond,996).0Others explainL 2 | e a r n eby attdbutimguitdac e s s
general problersolving skills Muysken 198; Meisel, 1997).Clahsen and Muysken
(1986) condu@d research comparing the acquisition of word order between children
learning German atheir L1 and aduk learning German as their L2. They found that
children were able to figure owt an early stage that German is an SOV language,
whereas adult | earners tended to fimake wuse
background, even in those cases inchbOV is suggested by the target and the source
| anguageo (p.21210). Thi s Ife anrddeésnys Blvavddint hem t o
their acquisition ofh second languagddowever, this conclusion has been challenged by

other L2 studies on the acquisition 80V languages such as Dutch (e.g. Jansen,



1C

Lalleman and Muysken 1981; Van der Craats 1994) and German (e.g. Meisel, Clahsen
and Pienemann 1981; Vainikka and You#cholten 1994, 1996). These studies found
that L2 learners who are native speakerS@¥ languages like Turkish and Korean tend

to start withSOV order in learning Dutch or Geam asanL2. Moreover, native speakers

of SVO languages such as Arabic, Italiamd Spanish start out witBVO when learning
Dutch or German. These results show that different L2 learners with different L1s that
vary in verbcomplement orders use different word orders in the early stages of L2
acquisition.Thus, it is highly accepted thiail playsa significantrole during the course

of L2 acqusition (Sabourin, 2003Sabourin et al.2006; Franceschina, 200%/hong

Barr, 2006) and there is a general agreement that this is especiallytBe initial stag
(White, 1985, 1990Smith andTsimpli, 1995; Schwartz and Sprouse, 1996Jk, 1991;
among othens In light of these conclusions, tin@ transferpositionwill not be discussed

further in the present study.

The second positionpartial transfer indicates that some properties of Llear
transferred into the L2 grammar at least in the initial stages of leattmiogghlexical
categorieonly or lexical and functional categoriésgether Although partial transfer is a
subject of dispute with regard to which parts of L1 are carried over to L@laict parts
are not (Sabourin, 2003yariousproposals have emerged supporting this positi@n
instance, Vainikka and YourR§c hol t en®99 G )1 98 Mi, ni mal Trees
states that only L1 lexicatategories can be transferreahile functional categories
cannot. Functional categories are assumed to be gradually developed in response to L2
input and UGconstrained structure buildingdowever, this hypothesis has been

challenged by other findings that show transfer of functional projections and feature
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specifications, as provided by Whiteds (1991
where she found th&trenchspeakers learningnglish asL2 show evidence of verb

movement to a functional categoryhite foundthat French learners transferred the

French adverb orders to Englisitus producing Subject Verb Adverb Object (SVAO)
sequenceswhile in Englishthe correct order iSubjectAdverb Verb Object (SAVQ)

This result suggesthatthe functional category parameters of L1 were adopted in the L2
grammar.Another proposal in favoof partial transferis uggest ed by, Eubankd
1996 Valueless FeaturdsypothesisHe claims thathe L2 initial state includes both L1

lexical and functional categories well as functional featuseHowever,he insists that

functional features are neither strong nor weak, ibstieadvalueless (or inert)These
functionalfeaturesare said to bacquired during the course of development,, atdhe

end stage of acquisitiph?2 learnersare expected toonvet to the L2 grammar.

The final and third positiorfull transfer, predicts thatat least in the initial stages,
all aspects from L1 areansferred intdhe L2 grammar In other words, the L1 grammar
final state constitutes the L2 grammar initial st&esearchers who advocatefavour of
this position are in disagreement about the subseguantmatical developmeritVhite
(1989) 1 the first researcheto introduce this positiori claimsthat L2 learners start
initially with L1 parameter values and thenetthem accordintp L2 values that is,she
argues that.2 learners have access to URllowing White (1998)the Full Transfer/
Full Access hypothesis establishedSphwartz (1998) and Schwartz and Sprouse (1994,
1996)asserts that L2 learners carry thié grammarstructuref their L1 to the L2 On

the other handptherssuch as Clahsen and Hong (1995) amtia8hter (19891990

7 This hypothesis will beliscussed later in more detail.
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argue tlat L2 learners cannot reset parameters that are not instantiatén Lri
grammar, and when the L1 transferred grammar cannot accommodate the L2 input,

learners will rely on general problesolving strategies.

In addition tothe degree of transfer, there are tiypes of transferpresented in
the currentiterature Sabourin, 2003Sabourin et at, 20063urface transfer, which refers
to transferring surface featurésuch as word order and gender markifigm one
languageto another, and deep transfer, which deals with the transfer of more abstract

features of language (such as gender categ{fieen one language to another.

2.2 Universal grammar and second language acquisition

Universal grammar is an innate biological language sysfeabstract constraints
that guides theacquisition of L1 by restricting the class of possible natural human
grammarslJUG is comprised oinvariantprinciplesgenerally shared by allnguages, as
well as parameterthat allow for variation across languag@¥hite, 1989. There has
been extensive debate on whether UG ashsimers(particularly adultsthrough the
process of SLA as it does in lakquisition(White, 2003, especially in the presea of
obvious differences between kBhd L2acquisition such as the cognitive status of mature
L2 learners, their previous experienndheir native language, the method of learn(as)
they often receive formal instructions and cotiens in L2acquisition) and individual
differences in mastering L@Bley-Vroman, 1989) Some researchers have argued that
UG continues teperate m L2 acquisition, claiming that the differences between L1 and
L2 are only quantitative(White, 1989. In contrast, dter researchers have maintained
that L2 acquisition is qualitatively different from L1 acquisition ga&la resuJtUG does

not govern the procesd L2 acquisition(Bley-Vroman, 1989, 1990However, one of
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the fundamental focuses tbfe currentiteratureon the subjeds whether or not adult2
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 tmdse apt atadoping the L2
grammatical categorievailable 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 put from L2.

White (1989 2003 states that access to UG principles and parameters in the
course of SLA is controversjainaking various approaches ari$beseapproachesary
based on the degree of UG accessibility by adult L2 learners as $o{lbywno access
UG is no longer available to L2 learng(®) full access UG is fully availableto L2
learners and (3) partial access UG is partially available to L2 learner§hese

approaches interface with the effect of L1 trandfscussed above

The first approach assumes that UG is no longerlabks to adult L2 learners,
andis thereforenot involved at any stage of L2 acquisitid®esearchers who argue for
this position emphasize the difficulties faced by L2 learners, and the differences between
L1 and L2 acquisitionSome poponents of this viewwho argue against L1 transfer,
claim that L2 acquisition is totally different from laktquisition in which L1 acquisition
is direded by UG, while L2acquisition is guidedy means of general problesolving
skills. In this respectl.2 learneré | e v e | o if attpbutedftasuccessful geperal
learning strategies or othé&actors,such ascognitive ability and motivatiorfe.g. Bley

Vroman, 1989; Clahsen and Muysken, 1986; Clahsen, 1990; Meisel,. 19¥Aahsen

and Muyskedn' s (1989) study of wottdoonsdexpliai Gec m
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facility in L2 acquisition compared tadult L2 learnerdy the fact that adult leaers
cannot access Uénd depend insteaah general learning strategi€3ther proponents of
the no accessapproach emphasize the role of L1 transkdrether partial(Eubank,

Bischof, Huffstutler and West (1993j) full (Clahsen and Hong, 1995

The second approads thefull accessapproachIn contrastjt statesthat UGis
fully availableto adult L2 learnersmeaningthat the language faculty involved in L1
acquisition is involved in adult L2 acquisitiamthe same mannéFlynn, 1996) UG was
motivated in the first place because native speakers end upawitghly complex
grammar that goes beyonithguistic input In other words, the inpuis said to
underdeterminghe output, which suggesthat universal principle guide the acquisition
of language (White, 1990). This logical problem of L1 acquisition has encouraged SLA
researchers to argue that 2 learnersare also able toadopthighly complex grammar
thatgoes beyond the jput, andthusis notreduced to simplgeneral learning strategies
or native language informatioithenUG mediate L2 acquisitionas well It seems most
unlikely thatL2 input is the only source that busiti2 learner§ grammay andtherefore,
L2 input will underdetermine the2 grammaras it happens in L1 acquisitiofWhite
19853. Hence it is suggestethat the acquisition of L1 and L2 acentingent on UG
and that UG is the rationale behind the acquisition of complex linguistic knowledge in
both situationsWithin this view, there ardwo possibilities:a) L2 learnes would draw
primarily from UG except under circumstances in which the L1 grammar provides
guidance or b) L2 leamers wouldfirst begin by mobilizing transferable knowledge
gained from their L1, and theresort to UG if this first method is inefficient or

insufficient.
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Whiteds (1985)-dsopdy(BD) tpar dpetoer of fer
validity of the full access approach. In her reseastieexamined_1 Spanish (+PD) and
French {PD) speakersvho are learning English-HD) as an L2She found thathe
Spanishspeaking groupand Frenchspeaking groupoehaved differentlyjn that the
Spanish groupended to change the parameter due to the lack of PD featureir L1,
which proved to be chalging. She concludes that there is L1 transfer, and thia2
learnersstart out withtheir L1 parameter and thechangeit accordingto the target

language value.

Furthermore, Sowvartz and Sprouse (1994, 1998ppose whathey call the Full
Transfer/ Full Access (FTFA) approacithich states thafithe initial state of the L2
acquisitionis the final state of L1 acquisition (Full Transfer) and that failure to assign a
representation to input data will force subsequent restructuringgindrérom options of
UG (Full Access) (Schwartz and Sprouse, 1996, p..48)other wordsthe L16 entire
grammay including all abstract propertiesponstitutes the initial state of LZhese
authorsclaim that tle grammar that L2 learners start with is gradually going to change.
When L1 grammar fails to accommodate the L2 input, the leagadksipon unused
options of UG, including new parameter settings, functional features, and feature values.
Although this hypthesis claimghat there exist$ u | | access to UG, L2
outcome grammar might differ from the native grammar of the target language
Regardlessit is still UG constrainedincel?2 learners start the L2 initial state grammar
from their L1 granmar values)eadingthem to analyze the inputifferently andto
construct grammaralues that diffefrom those of native speake&chwartz and Sprouse

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

Many studies (e.g. Haznedar 1997; Yuan, 1998; Slabakova, 2000ave
suppored the FTFA hypothesisYuan (1998) exploredhe acquisition othe Chinese
long-distancereflexiv ezijid by Engl i s£h2leameatsat diffepert rewes of
proficiency Y u a n 6 ss shovedthat irttermediate groups treaji differently. Unlike
the Japanese growgho did aswell as Chinese native speakdfge English groupgproved
to besignificantly worse asheir L1 didnot have a similar propertysuch aresultoffers
meaningful support to theilf transferapproachThe resultsalsoshowed that advanced
English groups were able to acquitke Chinese reflexivefurther supportingthe ull
accessapproach Along the saméine, Dugarova (2007examinedRussian and English
L1 speakerdeaning Chinese as their L2. Th&udy also testedthe Chinese reflexive
i zi i dp.Russiarreflexives, onecan only take a local antecedent in finite clausescéut
take a longdistance orlocal antecedent in neimite clauses.Dugarovafound that
Russian learners perform@adorly onChinese longlistancereflexivesin finite clauses,
suggestinghe influenceof their L1. For the English grouptheresuls indicated thatthe
long-distancereflexivesin both finite and notiinite clauseswere well acquired, even
though thisstructure is not found in their L1ln sum,suchfindings support the FTFA

hypothesis

Another variation of thdull accesspositionis Epstein et al(1996) and Flyna s
(1996) Full Access without Transfer hypothestdthough these authorsagree with
Schwart z alull AcGpsFull Transfé Bypothesis p r o phatgparametern
resetting is in principle possible, they are in disagreement about L1 transfer. They assert

that L1 grammaris not transferrednto the L2 at any stage during theequisitionof L2,



17

but rather, L2 learners will reset L2 values according@ Whteracton with L2 input.

The final approach to be considered here is Hrag accesso UG. Advocates of
this approach declare thaP learners are able to partially access,dBhough they
disagree about which parts are accessible and whicimaireOn this, there are two
stances. The first recogni zes L2 | earner so
possibility of resetting parameters, while the second assumes that both UG principles and
parameters are accessible to L2 learners but that feahees offunctional categories

are not.

The firstview is attributed to Tsimpli and Roussou (1991), and Smith and Tsimpli
(1995).According to tteir hypothesis|.1 grammar is the starting point b2 acquisition.
L2 learnerscan acquire the L2 grammanly via L1 parameter setting®ut they cannot
reset parametert.is predicted here that L2 learners might develgpammar thais not
found in their L1or in the L2 but still doesnat violate UG principles.They assume that
parameters are independ@&om UG principles. That is, parameters are amsalolule of
the UG lexicon, particularly functional categories. Smith and Tsimpli (1998)e,
Aparameterizati on i s o alternative daluas that & inctosal of a f
category can bassociated with. Crodmguistic variation is thus restricted to differences
in the parametrivw al ues of f un c 224). dhese functoaa catggories ades 0 ( p .
subject of maturation, ancehce adult L2 learnergannot observe2 parameters thatre

not instantiated in their L1 grammars.

The second stance phrtial accesdss represented ithe work of Hawkins and
Chan (1997) who follo@dT s i mp | i and Roussoub6s | ine of re

propose the Failed Functional Features Hypoth@dt$-H), according to whiclcertain
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features of functionalcategoriesi instead of the categories themselvesuch as
Complementiser, Agreement, and Determiaee inaccessible to L2 adult learners
Hawkins and Chan illustrate their proposal by invesigathe acquisition ofwh-
movement in English by L2 speakers of Chinddeey found that Chinese learners were
not able to acquire Engliskh-movement fully due to the absence of the same structure
in their mother tongueConsequentlythey conclude thatvhen abstract grammatical
features are unrealized in L1, adult learners cannot acquire them Wmt2r this view,
L2 learners will first tend to mamorphological forms from the L2 onto L1 feature
specifications. Thenwith more exposure to the L2 inpubey will move progressively
toward the target languageut as L2 learnerwith no access to certain fixed functional
features, they will establish grammar representations differing thmse found irthe
target language and their L1 grammar as welAccording 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.

Table3 Summary of transfer and UG access positions

Positin Transfer/Access Development Reference

No effect of L1, and L2

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

No transfer

Platzack, (1996);

No transfer/full L2 learners will rely ortheir | Epstein, Flynn and
access access to UG Martohardjono

(1996)
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Partial
transfer

Minimal Trees
hypothesis: lexical
categories but not

functional categorie
are transferable

Functional categories are
acquired gradually asrasult
of L2 input exposure, just asg
L1 acquirers are assumed t

do.

Vainikka and
Young-Scholten
(1994, 1996)

Valueless Features
hypothesis:
Functional features
are valueless

Functional features become
specified for L2 feature value

Eubank (1994,
1996)

Full
transfer

Full transfer/Full
access
(FTFA)

L2 learners start initially with

L1 parameter values and the

reset them according to L2
values

White (1989);
Schwartz and
Sprouse (1994

Full transfer/Partial
access

L2 learners cannot reset
parameterghat are not
instantiated in the L1
grammar; they will rely on
general problem solving
strategies.

Schachter (1989,
1990); Clahsen an
Hong (1995)

Full transfer/Partial
access:

UG principles are
available but no
possibility for
parameters resettin

L2 learners can acquire the L
grammar only via L1
parameter settings, but they
cannot reset parameters.

Tsimpli and
Roussou (1991),
and Smith and
Tsimpli (1995).

Failed Functional
Featurg FFFH):
UG principles and
parameters are
accessible to L2
learnerdut some
features of

functional categorie
are not

L2 learners will first tend to
map morphological forms
from the L2 onto L1 feature
specifications. Then, with
more exposure to the L2 inpd
they will move progressivelyj

toward the target language

Hawkinsand Chan
(1997)

The focus of the prese study is on two of the aboweentioned positionsthe Full

Transfer/FullAccess ETFA) hypothesis andhe Failed Functional Feature Hypothesis

(FFFH).
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Chapter 3: LanguageAcquisition and Grammatical Gender

This sectiorwill reviewprevious regarch orthe acquisition ogender systesin

different languagedollowed by previous SLA studies in Arabic.

3.1 Previous research on gammatical gender

The acquisitionof the grammatical gender systesnconsideredne of the most
challenging structures that L2 learnaeed toacquire/learnPart of this difficultylies in
the complexityof the system itselfhut this systemd alsoone of the significant areas in
which language differ. Research concerning gendmrquisition in SLA islarge and
researchers have investigated this isgnder different theoretical framewosksuch as
Universal grammareg(g. White et al, 20044awkins, 1998;Franceschina, 2005), error
analysis €.g9.Al-Ani, 1973, Rogers, 198 Finneman, 1992), androcessability Theory
(e.g.Nielsen, 1997; Alhawary, 2003)Vith respect taesearctthat treas this issue irthe
contextof the access/transfer theori@snumber of studies havexamined the effect of
L1 transfer on equiring L2grammatical genddsy adult learnersbutfewer studies have

explicitly consideed UG access in relation to this topic

Sabourin (2001) investigatatie effecs of L1 on off-line processing of Dutch
grammatical genddyy adult L2 learnersThe learners we native speakers @ermana
Romance languadeither French, Italian, or Spanisland English. Germamasa similar
granmatical gender system to Dutch. Romance languages have a gender system but
differs from the one employed iutch. English has m grammatical gender system.
There were alsoative speakers of Dutch participag as a control groupdith regardto

gender agreementSabour i nds ddianhgrarohy of performances with
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significant differences between learners. The German gachpeved the better score
among the L2 learner grougsyt still placedsignificantlylower than the native speakers
The Romance groupot only performed significantly worse than the native speakers, but
also worse thathe German grouplhe English grouphad the worst resuk. Sabourin
concludedthat the presence of a grammatical gender system in L1, as well as the
similarity between this system in L1 and,ls2ronglyinfluencethe acqusition of thelL2

grammatical gendesystem

In another studySabourin et al(2006) examined the role of transfer from
different L1s in learninghe Dutch grammatical gender system. AduUR learners of
Dutch whose Llwaseither German, English, @Romance language were investigated.
Participants were tested ontb@ender assignment and agreem8abourin et alfound
that all learners were able to assign the correct gender to nidunsesuls showed that
transfer fom L1 was not necessary for learners to acquire gender assignment since the
English speakers, whhave no gender system in their kdere able to accomplish this
task This being said, transfer from L1 did prove to be importantarilitating the
acquisition of gender agreement, as the German and Romance groups scored much better

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

In a recent study, Ellis et.gR012) also examirmkthe acquisition of grammatical
gencerinGernan by L2 adult | ear nathedAfrikadhs Englislc i pant s 0
or Italian. Italian is a language that hasgender system but differs from that of
German, whereas Afrikaans and Englatk gender systesnThe findings indicatthat
the Italian group outperformed the Afrikaans and English groups, whidvides

evidence in favor oainL1 effect. Ellis et al further concludd thattheir results support
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the deep transfeposition (ransferring abstract grammatical categories) sitize
grammaticalgender systesin Italian and Gerran are not congruent.

Francesching2002) investigatedhe acquisition ofcase, numberand gender
agreement in Spanish by learners werenative speakers of English, French, German,
Greek, Italian, and Portuguese. The participants wesapedbased on the presenoe
absenceof gendersystemsin their L1s.One group of participants includespeakers of
French, German, Greek, Italian, and Portuguese based on the presence of a gender
distinction system in these languagé&hke other group included only native speakers of
English based onhte absence a gender system in this languagdso, native speakers
of Spanish served as a control groRpsults shoed significant differences between the
three groupsAll groups performed well with regard to number and structoase;
however, theravas a significant difference in performangben it came t@ender. The
fino gendead group performed significantly worse than the other two growpsreas the
difference between the L1 Spanish group tired+Gended groupwas insignificant The
author concludedthat her findings tend to support the FFFH, which egathat L2
learners arencapableof acquiringabstract grammatical features that are not found in

their L1.

In contrast to theesults of theabove study, White et .g2004)investigatel how
L2 learnerswho varyin their L1sacquire Spanish gendand numbelagreement. The
participantswere native speakers of French (a language withender 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 levebf proficiency: low, intermediate, and
advanced.The study mcludedd i f f er ent tasks to test t he
comprehension ofthe Spanish gender system. Results from the production and
comprehension tasks were highly consistent. White.dbahd that number agreement
wasacquirableby all learners. In both tasks, participants with lower proficiency saow
more accuracy on humbagreementhanon genderagreementand on masculine nouns
more than femininenes The advanced and intermediate groups performed about as
accuraty as native spakers. Moreoverthe findings indicated that there were
significant effects of proficiency but not of L1 or of prior exposure to an L2 with
gendersystem Learners whose Livas English were able to perform well in both tasks
(production and comprehengjo just like the French L1 andative speakercontrol
groups.White et al declarel that their firdings are in contrastith the FFFH, but support

the FTFA to some extent hey admittedthat althoughthe findingsstrongly supportthe

full access positionthey cannot do so for the full transfer positias the FTFA
hypothesis predicts L1 effects at the low proficiency leatlleast at the initial stages,

andthese effectsvere absenn their results.

Bond et al. (2011) condued an eventrelated pagntial (ERP) study to examine
number and gend@greemenin Spanish by native speakers of English. Number features
on verbs are similar between the two languages, but number featussljectivesand
gender agreement are only present in Spanish. Ted@s indicatd that the paicipants
were able to developativelike processingn terms ofgender agreement, even though

is a feature that is not instantiated in their Again, heir 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 haw 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 learrer s6 errors with certain grammati cal str
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 Pienemannds (1992, 1998) Processal
restructure their L2 knowledge according to processing procedures, which occur in
different sages in hierarchical order. In other words, the already processed structures that
l earners fAdeveloped at one sSstage are neces:
(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, nowadjective (NA) agreement, and subjeeerb (SV)
agreement. For example, while PT suggests theA N agr e e me n't emerges i |
interlanguage before-8 agreement, Nielsen (1997) found that both structures emerged
at the same time in one participantods inter
prese t i n anot her participantos. Li kewi se,

majority of his participants acquired-\6 agreement before 4 agreement, though
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participants received formal instruction onANagreement before they did on\S

agreement.

Mansauri (1995) investigated the acquisition of Arabic subjemtb agreement
from a discourséased perspective. He tested the effect of word order, semantic
information (humannesanimacy and collectivity), and discourse cues (naturalness of the
subject, disourse coherence, lexical cues) on the acquisition of seNgelstagreement
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 helpingatherk to
identify the correct form of verbs. He concluded that these factors are important in
predicting and assessing the L2 Il-eedbrnerso

agreement.

Within the framework of UG and L1 transfer theories, Bolotin ge9onducted
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 speaké&mgtish (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 speakefgabic 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 reslitsved 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 abi&rcan 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, thecal Impairment Hypothesis (Beck998), the FFFH
(Hawkins & Chan, 1997), and the Missing Surface Inflection Hypoth@sisdiere,
2000). He investigated the acquisition of Arabic morphosyntactic structures including
subjectverb agreement, notedjective agreement, and neadjective wordorder. 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 doéshave a
grammatical gender system. Data included sgmontaneous production data on three
picture tasks: picture description, picture differences, and picture sequencing. The results
indicated that with subjeaterb agreement there was no significdifference between
the L1 French groups and the L1 English groups. However, there was a significant
difference between them with noawljective agreement. This was also the case with the
L1 English groups in terms of gender categories; that is, Englisicipants 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. Alhawancluded that these results

did not support either théocal Impairment Hypothesis (Beck, 1998), or the FFFH
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(Hawkins & Chan, 1997), but thewere partially in line withthe Missing Surface
Inflection Hypothesis. He further declared that the FTFA hypatlgenerally aligns with

the results of his study.

In a later study, based on longitudinal and cssgional studies, Alhawary
(2009) investigated the acquisition of gender agreement in Arabic, including nominal
gender agreement and verbal gender agreertrehis longitudinal research, eight native
speakers of English and one native speaker of French were observed for the length of a
school year. The crossectional study included 82 L2 learners of Arabic with different
L1s, namely, English, French, adédpanese. 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 $¢deakers 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 moreuttiff 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 agreemé\lhawary concluded that these results provide

evidence in favor of the FTFAypothesis.

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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3.3The current study

According to the literature reviewed above, the FTFA and FRake different
predictionsregardingthe acquisition of L2grammatical 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 systemodrThe FFFH, on the other hand, claims that
only L2 learners whose Islhave a gender agreement system can master the gender
agreement system thelL2. Second, the two hypotheses agree upon the significant effect
of L1 transfer at least in the initial sggsof language acquisitigrhowever, they differ
with respect to the follwing developmental stages of acquisitidine FTFA suggests
that at the earlier staged.2 learners with different L1s should represent different
knowledge of L2 grammatical gender, and those L2 learners with grammatical gender
systens in their L1 will likely be better than those withacagrammatical gender system
in their L1. HoweverL2 learners with no gender system will be able to overcome this
difficulty and will eventuallyachieve knowledge dhe L2 gender system similar to those
of L2 learners wh agender system in their L1. In conttate FFFH predictghatthe L1
will determine the acquisition of the L2 gender system, and thus show significant
differences at all stages of developméddcordingly, L2 learners with gender systeim
their L1s will always outperform learners with no gender syst@wven at thdinal stage

of acquisition

The current study sebut to investigat these areas of differenclbstweenthe
FTFA and FFFH by examining the acquisition tbk grammatical gender system in
Arabic by adult L2 learners. Specifically, it investigates the acquisition of sulgdat

gender agreemebly two groups of L2 Arabic learnevath different L1s The first group
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(+Gender group) includes learners withslthat havea verb-subject gendergreement
system.The £cond group-Gender group) contains learners with L1s that have noe verb
subject gender agreement systdrhis study attempts to answer the following research

guestions:

1. Can L2 learners acquire Arabierb-subjectgender agreement ascurately as
native speakers of Arabic?

2. Among the L2 learners, cdhei Gender groups acquire Arabierb-subject
gender agreement as accuratelyhastGender groups?

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

4. Will the results supporhe FTFA or FFFHypothese?

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

tasks?

The FTFA and FFFH make the following predictions for question8:1

1. a) The FTFA predicts that both advanced L2 learner grofips +Gender group and
the i Gender group) will acquire Arabic vesubject gender agreement as accurately

as the native speakers control group.

b) The FFFH predicts that only the advanced +Gender group will acquire Arabie verb

subject gender agreementagsurately as the native speakers control group.

2. a) The FTFA predicts thathe advanced Gender group will acquire Arabic verb

subject gender agreement as accuratetii@advanced +Gender group.
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b) The FFFH predicts thathe advanced +Gender growyll outperformthe advanced

T Gender group.

. @) The FTFA predicts that the intermediate +Gender gronight outperform the

intermediaté Gender group.

b) The FFFH predicts that the intermediate +Gender gredlh outperform the

intermediaté Gender group.

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

outperform both intermediate learner groups.

b) The FFFA does not make predictidabout different stageof acquisition, as its

always conceradwith 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 testexperimental tasks, and general procedures for the study.

4.1 Participants

This studyinvolved two experimental groups and a control group. The L2
learners ofArabic weredividedinto two groupsThei Gender grougonsisted ofearners
whose L1 does not hava verb-subject gender agreement systemdthe +Gender group
consisted ofearners whose L1 hakis featureSeventythree Arabic learnensere given
an Arabic reading proficiency te@ee sectiorb.2.1), and according to the resstif this
test they were divided intahree proficiency levels: beginner (less than 50%)
intermediatg50-85 %) and advance{B5-100 %) The beginner participants (n=%yere
eventuallyeliminatedfrom thestudybecauséheir scores on the experimental mskere
too low to provide meaningful data. For examplegdreginner participant had mean
scores 010.54, 0.45, and 0.87 % on the written experimental tdskaddition,twenty
oneparticipants were removed from teeidyfor variousother reasondNine participants
were removed because they were bilingual from childhmodne languagewith a
grammatical gender system and evithout For example, two native speakers of Pashto
(+Gendey werealso speakers of UrduGende). Likewise, two participants whwere
native speakers of Uzbek and Tgfdoth-Gender)were bilingual in Russiatt+Gender)

Six participantsvere removed because they had been exposed to the Arabic language at a

young agejtwo of them had lived in Arabispeaking countries, anibur had taken



32

Arabic classes in primary school in their home countries. Five other partic\args

eliminated because they dibt continue aftethe first task Finally, four participants

were removed because they had left more than 50% of sentences witreatians in

the grammaticality judgment task, more than 70% of sentences blank in the sentence

completion task, and did not show up for Bheture DescriptionTask.Of the original 73

Arabic learners, 40 were kept for the analysneluding 26 paticipants in thel Gender

groupand 14 participants in the +Gender groufable4 provides information on tise

40 participants.

Table4. Participantinformation

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
Turkic Kyrgyz 1
-Gender Indonesian 4
. Tagalog 1
Malayo- polynesian Malay 1
Advanced Maguindanaon 1
level Sino- Tibetan/ Chinese Chinese 4
(n=14)
Turkic Uzbek 3
Total= 26
Intermediate ;
level Indo- Iranian/ Inde Aryan Nepali L
_ Urdu 5
(n=6)
. Nepali 1
Indo- Iranian/ Inde Aryan
+Gender Advanced y Urdu 5
level
(n=8) Romance French 2

Total= 14
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The participantsvererecruited at théArabic Linguistics Institute at King Saud
University in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. All of them were studying Arabic for academic
purposesAll learners were adudtand their age ahetime of testing ranged from 21 to

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

In addition, fifteen adult native Arabic speakers participated in the experaaent
the control group. All of them wergraduateor undergraduatetudentsat King Saud
University, and they were beter 21 and 32 years of agmean age 25.7 yearIhey
wererecruitedthrough a departmental announceméiat: all of them, Arabic was their
mother tongue and the language of their primary education. 8bthemspoke English

as a second languagl participants in this study were male.

4.2Language Bsks
4.2.1 ProficiencyTest

A reading proficiency test was given to the participants to determine their
proficiency level in Arabicfor this study The test ispart of a standardized Arabic
proficiency test administrated by tAeabic Linguistics Institute at King Saud University.

The testconsisted o#0 multiplechoice questions divided into three parts: the first part
included questions about different pictsiréghe 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 GrammaticalityJudgment ask(GJT)

A written Grammaticality Judgment Taskasadministrated o t e st parti ci |
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comprehension of subjeeerb gender agreement in ArabRarticipants were presented
with 122 sentencesonsistingof 56 experimental sentencasd56 fillers. Half of he 56
experimentakentencesvere grammatical, andhe other halfwere ungrammatical. The
grammatical sentences wedevided irto four categories: 7 sentences the past tense
with masculine verbs and masculine subjects, 7 sententespast tense with feminine
verbs and feminine subjects, 7 sentenceth@present tense with masculine vedrsd
masculine subjects, and 7 sentencdaba@present tense with feminine verbs and feminine
subjects.The following examples are sentenagsed inthe Grammaticality Judgment

Taskthat show the four categories mentioned above:

(5) a Masculine verb, Masculine subject, Past

R AL B0l F

ngaraa mo k a mrm dgalaman da d-and
buy.past.3.s.m  Mohammad.s.min.s.m new.s.m

6 Mohammad bought a new pinbé

b. Feminine verbFemininesubject, Past

I i HH O HROIC 31 E0b

karramat I-mu d-gur a naltalib-ati nal-mutafawwicati
lionize.past3.s.f  theprincipats.f thestudentp.f theoutstandingp.f

0The princiopal l i oni zed the outstandi

ng

S
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c. Masculine verb, Masculine subject, Present

Ol 2t y¥ o KBk kv

ya-8habu nal-waladu rjlaa naltalb ¢ b ikulla ¢ a-mr
3.s.mgo.present the-boy.s.m to thedoctor.s.m every month.s.m

060The boy dgoocetso rt oe viehrey mont hoé

d. Feminine verbFemininesubject, Present

TR+ b
tu-k i bbu  hindu girarata ral-grir
3.s.flike.present Hind.s.f reading {peetry

O6Hind | i kes reading poetrybo

The ungrammatical sentences were designed to exhibit disagreement in

grammatical gender between the verb and the subject in both past and tereses1tThe

ungrammatical sentences includédentences in the past tense with masculine verbs and

feminine subjets, 7 sentences in the past tense with feminine verbs and masculine

subjects/ sentences in the present tense with masculine verbs and feminine sabpcts,

7 sentences in the present tense with feminine verbs and masculine stdxjactples of

thesesentences can be seen below.

(6) a Masculine verb, Feminine subject, Past

* O YRADR i Tp

rakiba nal-musafiratu nal-qitara
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ride.pasBB.s.m theyassenges.f thetrain.s.m

60The passenger rode the trainé

b. Feminine verb, Masculine subject, Past
* BROChIF Fb

slad-at nal-asadu "azakan
hunt.pas-3.s.f thelion.s.m deer.s.m

6The | ion hunted a deerd

c. Masculine verb, Feminine subject, Present

* ey HxPI REyWY FHEHLT

ya-k kK u mu mlq aditiuy a habrutavas im-0 n
3.s.mdecide.present thHadges.f between thadversaryp.m

6The judge decidés between adversaries

d. Feminine verb, Masculine subject, Present

*. F rACRORVELS b

ta-stamtiu xalidun bal-larj b i nal-maj f 0
3.s.fenjoy.presentKhalid.s.m withthe-playing in thavater

0Khalid enjoys playing in the watero

The 56 fillers wer e de sattegtioreavaytfrom tider aw t h €
structure being investigated. Half of these fillers were grammaticalthendther half
were not. Since the incorrect part dhe ungrammatical experimental sentenceas
always at the beginning of the sentences, the ungrammatical fillers were designed to

show the incorrect part in the middle atrtheend of the sentenceSee Appendix A for


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pharyngealization
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Voiced_velar_fricative
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pharyngealization
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the sentences that were used in the Grammaticality Judgment Task.

The 112sentencesn the Grammaticality Judgment Taskere presentedo all
participantan the same@andom orderTo ensure that learners knew all of the vocabulary
items used in the task, the vocabylaraskept very basic, and learnexgre instructed to

ask any questiantheyhadbefore or during the task.

Participantswere asked tgudge the sentences ithe Grammaticality Judgment
Taskin one of threavays (1) grammatically correct, (2) grammatically incorrext(3) |
do not know They werealso askedto circle or underline the incorrect padf all

sentences they marked as ungrammatical.

4.2.3 Sentenc&€ompletionTasksl and 2SCTL and SCT2

A written Sentence Completion Taskas administratedto examine the
production of verksubject gendergreementThis task consisted of two partéte first
part contaied sentencesvithout verbs, and the second part contgisentences ladkg
nouns. Each paronsisted o882 sentences. Likdhe Grammaticality Judgment Taséll
vocabulay items werehigh frequencytems andthe structure of the sentencesskept

basic.

In the Sentence Completion Task fdarticipants were asked to fill in theanks
with appropriate verbs in the tense indicated under each blanksdritences were
divided into four categorieqa) 8 sentenes involvel masculine subjectand missg
verbs that shoulde masculine in the past tense; @kenences involvd feminine
subjectsand missing verbs that should be feminine in the past teijsg8 sentaces

involved masculine subjectand missingverbs that should be masculine in the present
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tense and (d) 8 sentenes involvel feminine subjects&nd missingverbs that should be
feminine in the present tensgee Appendix B for a full list of sentenc@siese sentences
were randomly distributedcross the tesAll sentences in thipartwerein a V S word

order.The following areexampledrom the four categories:

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

WCPFJYWOF OdHTIOF nilow 3t DIOF
(KFs 9NT)

malradAilu _rjlaa _ralssugi _rmalkb ar i kat a

(Past tense)

theman.s.m to theall last night

Otman to the mall | ast nighto

b. Feminine verb, Feminine subject, Past

blyrt FXFIlT wrAfFT

vvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvv

fatimatu _fustanan _dZAam)-&n
(Past tense)

Fatimah.sf dress nice

6Fati mah a nice dressbd

c. Masculine verb, Masculine subject, Present

FObld3B aH3IOF --eB CIOfF 3
(Wpfrlle 3NT)

xalidu min fakn n 1 mi -anmubakkir
(Present tense)

Khalid.s.m to sleep early

0Khal i tbsleepearl§
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d. Feminine verb, Feminine subject, Present

NratrlOF pF3Y3Y wYyj hIOF

vvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvv

malsak 0 f at u ral-mudaan) axbar a

(Present tense)

themagazine.s.f news theciety

60The magaztihnee soci ety news?©o

In sentece (’b), forexamplef he partici pants werela@sxpected
atd wedarpast3.sf) to create a meaningful sentencewever, anyfeminine verb was

counted as a correct answegardless oits meaningMoreover, even though the tense
wasspecified under each blank, incorrect temsesaccepted as long as the verb adree

with the subject in genderThe aim of theSentence Completion Task vias to see

whether theparticipants would be able toinflect verbs with the gender markers in

different tensgin order tocorrectly agee with the subjects.

In the Sentence Completion Task Rarticipants were asked to fill in the blank
with a suitable noufseeAppendixC). Like the first part, thisectionalso contanedfour
categories:(a) 8 sentences involwk masculine verbs in the past tense and imgss
masculine noungb) 8 sentences involkfeminineverbs in the past tense and nmgs
feminine nouns (c) 8 sentences involvk masculine verbs in the present tense and
missng masculine nounsand (d)8 sentences involekefeminine verbs in the present
tense and migsg feminine nounsThese sentences were randomly distributed across the
test. Unlike the first part, allsentencesn this sectionwerein an SV word order.The
reason for makinghe sentenceSV wasto controlthe number featureas in Arabic V S

word orderthere is no agreement between thegb andthe subjectsoit is passible to use


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pharyngealization
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a plural subject after singular verb. As mentioned befotbe present studipcuseson
subjectverb agreementwithin the corext of the third-personsingular. The following

examples show thieur abovementioned catgories:

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

bCjriOF UUHKF c¢cT Olc
k data f oralwagti akmu k ad d a d i
come.pasBs.m on thetime thegood

A

6 came on ti mebod

b. Feminine subject, Feminine verb, Past

pipyiv Pvesd nak

___fintahat min ndaaj wadkbi-haa
finish.past3.s.f from doing homewoiher

0 finished doing her homewor ko

c. Masculine subject, Masculine verb, Present
aF33xXF? wWYFTOWF Epfrrt _ _

ydamarisu rnakryadata  biintid®anin

3.s.mexercise.present theport ona regular basis

0 exercises on a regular basi

s O
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d. Feminine subject, Feminine verb, Present

OQr TOF nKw fFnbpfFyH pHY. b

ta-qudu sayyaflaha rjlaa nal-ramali
3.s.kderive.present  cder to theork
0 derives her car to work®o

The participants were asked to put an appropriate noun in each blank; however,
pronours were accepteas long asheyindicated the correct gender. Sm sentenceda),
for instance, itwas predicted that participagtvouldu s e a n @&bwaladloi k(e hfe
boy) sk omd i Ah matlkey weremat penalized if they insteaseda pronoun

like fhuwad ( he) .

4.2.4 PictureDescriptionTask(PDT)

The Picture Description Taskvas desi gned t o ex@ani ne
production of Arabic subjeeterb gender agreementn order to elicit sentences that
contain verbs and subjects, acti pictures were shown to participani&he action
pictures showeda person doinga 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 termsuoiderstanding the pictures themselves but

aso in terms of the vocabulaty be used.

ThePicture Description Tastonsised of four pictures containingpproximately
42 males and femals doing different actiongseeAppendix D). The participants were
shavn these pictures on a computer screen, and they were asked to kheknand

describe what each individuatas doing. The participants were expected to qwoe

t

h e
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subjects andverbs in the present tense; for exammesentence likdidal-bintu ta

t a k ch uibra dal-h a t (tHe igid is talking on the telephoney fi h i y-taa kdad a

Ydbra dal-h a t i(shd i$ talking on the telephoneliowever it was accepted if a
participantjust saidf t-taa k ¢ ul@ talkingf.s) and poinédto the charactebut in this

case the researchasked the participant to determiwéether the charactevas male or

female to make sure that he identifigtee gendercorrectly The participants were not

restricted to describpgp e o pl ed6s act i o nvwereilather ftebte talpabaut ur e s ,
any object or scen&his was important as it sewvas fillers or distractorsThis being

sad,ml y the partici pant suSeduitkesmalysispt i ons of peo

4 .3Procedures

Before he researddr traveled to Riyadh, Saudirabia to collect datg a pilot
study was conductedto uncover any potentiaproblens that might occur usingthe
proposed methodd he pilot study included 15 adult participants, soofevhom were
native Arabic speakers, and soofevhom who had Arabic astheir L2. The pilot study
results broughtmuch insightto the researcher regardirige preferablemethod for
administrating the test and alsshowedthat some changeseeaddto be maden terms

of content.

The datafor this study vas collected at King SautUniversity in Riyadh, Saudi
Arabiaovertwo weels. On the first day, the researcher met with the L2 participants and
explained the purposed procedures of the studyarfcipants were asked to complete
consent form, followed by shortbackground questionnaitbat asked fobiographical

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

completethereading proficiency tesThese procedures took approximately 2.5 hours.

On the second dayach participantreceived apackage corsisting of the
Grammaticality Judgment Taskdthe Sentence Completion Taskgith a participantD
code printed on each test. The first page of eachdastainedinstructions a how to
perform the test and provided participantgith examples. Participants were asked
perform theGrammaticality Judgment Tagkst, followed bythe first and second pat
of the Sentence Completion Tadkarticipants were asketbt to lookat the other task
until they had completd the first one andeceivedthe permissiorof the researcheto
continue There was no time limit for participatio do each test; howevegrarticipants
completed the taskapproximatelyat the same time (with no more than 15 minutes
passing between the firand last participanto finish each tagk Paticipants were

allowed to aslabout any difficult vocabularyhile performing the tests.

The Picture Description Taskvolved different procedures due the nature of
the task, which requires the researcher to test each partianpbwidually. Partcipants
were asked to comeskintacomphter laat@ars émaerdaringethed s d
following two days Seven participarstdid not show ugor this task Each participant
was asked three questions before starting the test in order to breakdhd m@ke him
more comfortable. The three quesBamere about their experienl@arning Arabic, their
favorite teacher, and their life experience in Saudi Arabia. These questions were not part
of the data analysis. After discussing these questions, eattigant was asked to look

ata computer screen and describe each pictur e
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Participants were free to askiestions while performing the te3the same procedures

were applied with the Arabic native control gronghe second week.
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Chapter 5: Results

5.1 Proficiency Test

As discussed in sectidn?2.1, the reading proficiency test given to the participants
consisted of 40 questionwith eachcorrectquestionreceining one point. The results for
each participant angrovidedin AppendixF. Table5 shows the mean score of the Arabic

learners and of the native control gréup

Table5: Performance of Arabic learners and native speakers oPtbéciency Est

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

As shown in Tabl&, the native control group performed almost perfeetiyh ameanof
98.00 % while the mean score of the Arabic learners was 77.94Af%independent
samples testrevealed that this difference in scores is significarf#$.40Q = -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 Proficiencybiyeki 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 levéfF (1,36) =
137.8L, p < .001) That is, the advanced learneks £ 88.07) performed better than the
intermediate learnersv( = 65.55 on the proficiency test, but overall th&ender and
+Gender groups performed similarly. However, advanced learners still did not pesform a
well as the native control group (om&ay ANOVA: F (1,35) = 47.25p < .001). There
was no significant interaction between L1 gender type and proficiency(fev2|36) =

.10,p = 750)

5.2 Experimental Tasks

The experimental tests were tBrammaticality Judgment Task, the Sentence
Completion Task1 and 2, and the oral Picture Description Task. A full listing of these

test results is given in Append«J.

5.2.1 Grammaticality Judgment Task (GJT)

The Grammaticality Judgmeiiisk consistedf 28 grammatical sentences and 28
ungrammatical sentences. The grammatical sentences includpdirs4of masculine
verbs and masculine nownand 14pairs of feminine verls and feminine noun The
ungrammatical sentences consisted ofpafrs of masculire verb and feminine noun
mismatched, and 1dairs offeminine verb and masculine noun mismatched. Participants
were asked to correctly identify these sentences, and also highlight the incorrect part in
each ungrammatical sentence.addre of 1was given fa a correct response, andd an

incorrect or Al do nmeansckrasahereforele sponse. A per
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Table7 shows the mean scaref the Arabic learners and the native control group

Table 7: Performance of the Arabic learners and naspeakers on thi
Grammaticality Judgment Task

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

As shown in Table/, the native control group performed almost perfectly (mean 0.98)
while the mean score of the Arabic learners was 0M8Rindependensamples -test

revealed that this difference in scores is significa(@f28140) =-17.9, p < .001).

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

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

Proficiency level -Gender +Gender Total
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Intermediate 0.76 (0.43 0.76 (0.8) 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. Resuslt®wed no significant effect of L1 gender type
(F (1, 2236) = 0.516p = 0.473), but a significant effect of proficiency level({L, 2236)
= 45.107,p < .001). As with the proficiency test, the advanced learndrs=(0.87)
performed better than the inteediate learnerd{ = 0. 76), but overall theGender 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) (eway ANOVA: F (1,2069) = 89.69p <
.001). There was no significeimteraction between L1 gender type and proficiency level

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

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

(grammatical vs. ungrammatical).

Table 9. Performance of the Arabic learners on the Grammaticality Judgment
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 oneway ANOVAs revealed the followinghere wasa significant effecof
grammaticality F (1, 2236) = 4.589p = .032) but notof tense. The Arabic learners

performed betteon grammatical sentencell (= .84) than ungrammatical onéd € .80).

Table 10 shows the mean scoreson the four item types: the grammatical
masculinemasculine (MM) and femininefeminine (FF) verb-noun pairs, andthe

ungrammatical masculifieminine(MF) and femininemasculing FM) verb-noun pairs.
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Table 10. Performance of the Arabic learners on the Grammaticality Judgmen
Task byitem type

ltem 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 oneway ANOVA revealed that there was a significant differermsesrall
betweenall four types(F (3, 2236) = 8.614p < .001) A posthoc Tukeytest showed a
significant difference between the two grammatical dpes .021), andbetweerthe two

ungrammaticabnes(p = .002.°

An additional 3way ANOVA was performed tdook for interactions between
subject factors (L1 gender type and proficiency) grainmaticality Results revealed no

significant interactions amortgese factors.

5.2.2 Sentence Completion Slkal

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 withe correcverb. The required tense (16 past, 16 present) was

indicated under each blank.

Table 11 shows the mean seorof the Arabic learnerand thenative control

group.

°As expected, there is also a significant difference between the highest scoring (FF) and lowest
scoring (FM) itemsy < .001).
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Table 1. Performance of the Arabic learners and natspeakers on the
Sentence Completion Task 1

Participant group Mean SD
Arabic learners 0.90 031
Native speakers 0.99 0.09

As shown in Tabld 1, the native control group performed almost perfectly (mean 0.99)
while the mean score of the Arabic learners was 0A90independensamples -test

revealed that this difference in scores is significa(t{00.858) =10.121,p < .001).

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

level.

Table12: Performance ofheArabic learners on the Sentence Completion Task [11

gender type and proficiency

Proficiency level -Gender +Gender Total
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Intermediate 0.88 (0.33) 0.8 (0.34) 0.88 (0.33
Advanced 0.90 (0.30 0.93 (0.25) 0.91(0.29
Total 0.89 (0.3} 0.90 (0.29 0.90 (32

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

5.984,p = .015). As with the Grammaticality Judgment Task, the advanced leakhers (



51

0.91) performed better thahe intermediate learnersi(= 0.88), but overall theGencer

and +Gender groups performed similarly. However, advanced learners still did not
perform as well as the native control grolyp £ 0.99) (oneway ANOVA: F (1,1181) =
35.387, p < .001). Furtherma, there was no significant interaction between L1 gender

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

Table 13 shows the performance of Arabic learners on the Sentence Completion
Task 1 on two test features: gender of the correct verb (in@so/s. feminine), and

tense (past vs. present).

Table 13. Performance of the Arabic learners on the Sentence Completion Te
by gender and tensieatures

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 oneway ANOVAs were run examining the effect of the two test features
above. These tests revealed the following: a significant effect of gender fdat(fre (
1278) = 32.812p < .001), but noof tense. TheéArabic learners performed better with

masculine verd(M = .94) than with feminine vedq{M = .85).

Table 14 below showsthe performance of the Arabic learner groups on the
Sentence Completion Task 1 by gender feature and subject féctogender type rad

proficiency leve).
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Table 14. Performance of the Arabic learners on the Sentence Completion Task 1
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 | 95 (0.21) 0.9 (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 3way ANOVA test was performed to look for interactions between
gender feature and subject factors. Results revealed a significant interaction between verb
genderfeatureand L1 gender typeF((1, 1272) = 4.250p = .039) That is, when the
missing verb was masculinthe -Gender and +Gender groups performed similarly, but
when themissingverb was femininethe i Gender groupN = 083) did not perform as
well as the +Gender group(= 0.88). No significant interactions were foubetween
verb genderfeatureand proficiency(F (1, 1272) = .873p = .350) between L1 gender
type and proficiency levelF (1, 1272) = 1.942p = .164) or between L1 gender type,

proficiency level, and verb gend€¢F (1, 1272) = .077p = .782)

5.2.3 Sentenc€ompletion 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 b ast

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 senterece with
correctnoun.
Table B shows the meascore of the Arabic learne@nd the native control

group.

Table B: 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 3, the native control group performed perfectly (mean 1.00) while
the mean score of the Arabic learners was 0A®B8independensamples-test revealed

that this difference in scores is significan{1(619.817) =8.682,p < .001).

Table B shows the redts 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 B Performance of Arabic learners on the Sentence Completion Task 2
gender type angroficiency

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 (0.2 0.94 (0.23 0.93 (0.26

A two-way ANOVA showed no significargffect of L1 gender type~((1, 1276)

= 1.627,p = 0.202), but a significant effect of proficiency levél (1, 1276) = 25.214, p
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< .001). The advanced learnersM( = 0.96) performed better than the intermediate
learners M = 089), but overall the Genderand +Gender groups performed similarly.
The alvanced learners did not perform as well as the native control gkbup 1.00)
(oneway ANOVA: F (1,1182) = 13.398) < .001) There was no significant interaction

between L1 gender type and proficiency lewe(X, 1276) = 0.077p = .782).

Table I¥ shows the performance of Arabic learners on the Sentence Completion
Task2 on two test features: gender (masculine vs. feminine), and tense (past vs. present).
Again, the results are identical to the resultshaf Sentence Completion Task 1 (see

Table 13abovg.

Table 7. Performance of the Arabic learnesa the Sentence Completion Task z
by gender and tenseatures

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 oneway ANOVAs revealed a significant effect of gender featuke(X,
1278) = 4.694p = .030), but not of tense. The Arabic learners performed better on

masculinenouns(M = 0.94) than on feminineouns(M = .91).

Table 18 below showshe performance of the Arabic learner groups on the
Sentence Completion Task 2 by gender feature and subject fdctogender type and

proficiency).
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Table B. Performance othe 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 (0.23 0.96 (0.2} | 0.96 (0.19  0.92(0.27) | 0.94(0.23

Feminine | 0.90(0.29 0.93(0.2¢ | 0.97 (0.13 0.85(0.36 |0.91(0.28

Total 0.92 (0.2] 0.94(0.23 | 0.96(0.19  0.89(0.32 |0.93 (0.26

An additional 3way ANOVA test was performed to look for interactions between
gender feature and subject factoResults revealed a significant interaction between
gender feature and proficiency level({L, 1272) = 5.909 = .015) which was not found
in the Sentence Completion Task 1. That is, the advanced learners perforraltgl equ
well on masculineNl = 0.96) and feminineM = 0.97) nous, while the intermediate
learners performed better on masculie= 0.92) than on feminineM = 0.85)nouns
No significant interactions were fourétween gender feature and L1 gender typél(
1272) = .064p = .800) between L1 gender type and proficiency level({, 1272) =
.077,p = .781) or between L1 gender type, proficiency level, and gender feduiy (

1272) =919 p = .338.

5.2.4 Picture Description Task (PDT)

The Picture Bscription Task elicited a total of 1935 subjeetb pairs from the
Arabic learner and native speaker groups. The number of responsesddiftere
participant to participantanging from a minimum of 34 to a maximum of 43. Responses
were transcribed anevaluatedbasedon gender agreementeuracy, with each correct

pairreceiving a score of one point and incorrect responses receiving zero.
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Table ® shows the mean score of theahic learnersand thenative control

group

Table B. Performance of thArabic 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 perfecth € 1.00), while the mean score of the
Arabic learners was 0.9An independensamples-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 anfitipncy

level.

Table20: Performance othe Arabic learnes on thePicture Description Tashky 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 (0.23 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 leveAs with all previous tasks,esults showed no

significant effect of L1gender type R (1, 1286) = 1.117p = .291), but a significant
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effect of proficiency levelK (1, 1286) = 8.450p = .004).That is advanced learnerd/(
= 0.94) performed better than the intermediate learndrs: (0.88), but overall thé
Gender and +Gered groups performed similarlyAgain, the advanced learners did not
perform as well as the native control groiyp£ 1.00) (oneway ANOVA: F (1,1336) =
43.663,p < .001). Furthermore, there was no significant interaction between L1 gender
type and profiency level F (1, 1286) =001,p =.979).

Table 2 shows the performance of Arabic learners on the Picture Description

Task on the one test feature analyzgehder (masculine vs. feminine).

Table 2. Performance of the Arabic learnesa the Picture Description Tasly
gender feature

Test feature Mean SD

Gender Feature
Masculine 0.%5 021

Feminine 0.87 034

A oneway ANOVA showed a significant effect of gender featuFe(1(, 1288) =
30.215 p < .001). That is, the Arabic lezers performed significantly better with
masculine 1 = 0.%) than with femininel = 0.87) pairs.An additional 3way ANOVA
test revealed no interactions between gender and subject factors (L1 gender type and

proficiency).
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5.2.5 Comprehensiovs. Produdion

Table 2summarizes he Arabic | earnersdé performance
tasks: Grammaticality Judgment, Sentence Completion 1, Sentence Completion 2, and
Picture Description. The Grammaticality Judgmegaskis a comprehension task, while

the otter three are production tasks.

Table 2. Performance offte Arabic learnerson the experimental tasks

Experimental task Task Type Mean SD
Grammaticality Judgmen 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 Tabl€2, the mean of the Grammaticality Judgm&ask is lower
than that of the other three tasksoneway ANOVA revealed a significant difference in
performance between all the tasks(3, 6086) = 40.786p < .001. A posthoc Tukey
HSD revealed a significant difference between the Grammaticality Judghaeskt
(comprehension) and each production task &t.001,and no differencesbetween 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, subjsetb 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 haviegethwo groupsvasto determine
how the native language could positively or negatively affect grammatical gender
acquisition in the L2. Moreover, comparin@ender and +Gender groups could provide
some evidence about whether or tia principles and paranatess of UG areinvolved in
the process of SLA. The results of this study will be discusséidhinof the research
guestiongresented in section 3.3 abodevided into four sections: subject performance,

FTFA versus FFFH, experimental tasks, and learmed L 1.

6.1 Subject Performance

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

guestions are as follows:

RQ 1. Can the Arabic learner groups acquire Aralerb-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 thé&ender groups acquire Arabiuerb-

subjectgenderagreement as accurately as the +Gender groups?
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Yes, thei Gender group was able to acquire subyexb 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 | evel had a significant
Advanced learners from bothiGender and +Gender groups outperformed the

intermediate learners in all experimentsks.

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 reachedliieeget
performance. However, upon closer examination, it was found that some individual
learners did perform as well as native speakers. Teéblebw shows the number and
percentage of the individual Arabic learners who performed within the same scoring

rangeas native speakers.

Table B. Percentage of participantgho scoredvithin the same range as native
speakers on each task

Task Native speakers Native speakers | Arabic learners
_ score range (n =15) (n = 40)
Sentence Completion 1  96.87 %-100 % (rlozolf/j (n4; 026)
Sentence Completion 2 100 % (2020102) (21; 01/08)
Picture Descriptioh 100 % (20:0102) g;z%/)o

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

** The btal number of Arabic learners performing the Picture Description task was 33 (22
Gender and 11 +Gender).
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As shown in Table 2 the number of Arabic learners whoored similarly to the
native speaker control group ranged from 7.85 % depending on the task. Bdth
Gender and +Gender groups were represented on all the tasks. It can be argued that
attaining nativdike performance in Arabic is still possible forethArabic 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 dyéstpng advanced
learners. ®veral studies that investigated Arabic SLA have reported that Arabic verbal
gender agreement is one of the linguistic structuresatiegicquired at early stages (e.g.
Nielsen, 1997; Alhawary, 1999, 2003; Mansouri, 2000,52060r 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 participan(® out of9) acquired subjeeverb agreement
before nouradjective agreement. This might explain the high performance of the
intermediate individuals in the present study, as it is possible that they had acquired

subjectverb gender agreement sometime before the admaitics of the tasks.
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6.2 FTFA vs. FFFH

Research Question 4 explores how the answers to questi®aselconsistent or

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

The results of this study showed the followidythe Arabic learners did not reach native
speaker s6 | ev2)thei Gdndepgeoup perfiormedrsimitarly to the +Gender
group at each proficiency leyvebnd 3) advanced learners performed bettban
intermediate learners. The second result supporBilla Access account of second
language acquisition, since thi&ender group was able to reset their L1 parameter
according to the L2 gender values. As for L1 transfer, the results suggest thiethis e
may befound at the initial and earlier stages of acquisition, but disappears as the learners
reach the intermediate and advanced levels in tlesielopnentand progress toward the
target languagelable 21 compares the results of the present stwik the predications

of the FTFA and FFFH.

Table 2. Predictions of FTFA and FFFMiith results of this study

Case FTFA FFFH Results of this study

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

2. -Gendervs, | AdV-G=Adv+G Adv +G > Adv-G Adv -G = Adv. +G

+Gender

Interm +G >? Interm -G | Interm +G > IntermG | Interm +G =Interm -G

3. Advanced vs.

Intermediate | AAdv > Interm NA Adv > Interm




63

The Arabic learners in this study did not perform as wethagative speakers, which is
inconsistent with botlthe FTFA and FFFHhypothesesHowever both the FTFA and
FFFH are concerned with L2 |l earners6 end st
advanced participants in this study are still in the procedsashing 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 performedvall 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 acquiréhe L2 grammatical gender system despite not having a similar
structure in their L1 (e.g. White et al, 20@blotin, 1996aBond et al., 2011; Alhawary,

2005, 2009).

The FTFA predicts that at the advanced proficiency level dd@ender and
+Gender groups wddi perform similarly. The results of this study support this
prediction. At the intermediate levédte FTFA predicts that the +Gender groapght
outperform the intermediaigGender group due to L1 transfer. In this study there was no
difference in the owall performance of thei Gender and +Gender groups, thus
supporting the FTFA prediction. These findings alignwih i t e et al 6s (2004
Spanish grammatical gender acquisition by L2 learners from different L1 backgrounds
and proficiency levels. Tlyfound that there was no effect of leiven at low proficiency
levels.Bolotin (1996a) andAlhawary (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 wealk 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 bettefi Gemder learners in

filling in feminine nouns correctlySee Tabld 4).

Overall, on the production tasks the participants performed better on masculine
rather than feminine items. This can be seen in TaBlor the Sentence Completion
Taskl, in Table17 for the Sentence Completion Task 2, amd able 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, veffschmight explain why
learners found using or identifying the masculine form easier than using the feminine
form. Even though on the Sentence Completion Thske +Gender group performed
better thei Gender group on feminine verbs, both groups perfortetier on the
masculine forms. Alhawary (2009) also found that participants were using masculine as
the default, as they had higher correct answers on mascatimerthan on feminine
items on his production tasks. Other studies have also reported thedrh2rs 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 masculmeer feminine forms, in the
Grammaticality Judgment Task the Arabic learners performed better on feminine
feminine (i.e., feminine verb and feminine noupdirs ratherthan on masculine
masculine (masculine verb and masculine nopays That is, they acceplemore

femininefeminine itemsthan masculingnasculine itemsas being grammatical. This

coul d be dbuieast oefaf edcyte,sowhi ch 1is that partici
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option when they are not sure what the correct answer is (Saledw@in2006). This is
supported by the Arabic | earnersd responses
accepted more ungrammatical feminrmasculine items (that is, femimnverb and

masculine noun) thamasculinefeminine ones (See Tabl€)1

Finally, the FTFA predicts that both advanced +Genderidbender 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
|l earnerso L1 wildl determine the acquisitio

+Gender group will outperform thi€&sender group at all stages of development.

6.3 Experimental Tsks

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 lsaher p er f or mance or
comprehension taskGfammaticality Judgment) anthe production tasksSentence

Completion 1, Sentence Completion 2, &idture Description). Tabl@2 (repeated here

as Table 3) compares the means of the Arabic learners on the comprehension and

production taks.
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Table 5. TheAr abi c | earnersd performance o
Experimental task Task Type Mean SD
Grammaticality Judgmen Comprehension 0.82 0.385
Sentenc&€ompletion 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 tasksThis, 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 seddanguageHowever, 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 tBentence Completion Taskbey were asked to fill in the

blank with a verb (Task 1) or a noun (Task 2), so trdy had to focus on the blank and

the preceding or following word. In the Picture Description Tpskticipants were asked

to describe pictures in which different people were doing different acgorgarticipants

only had to think of a suitable verBrevious studies have reported differences between
Grammaticality Judgment Tasks and producti or
lower in the Grammaticality Judgment Tasks (e.g. Kellermar5;198eras, 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
t ask, and whether this kranmdticabdompetencel (e.gr ef | ect
Birdsong, 1989, 1992; Sorace, 199@guckey and Gass (2005) highlight a very important
poi nt regarding grammati cal i thyatj udgnmnepretak £ a
judgment are tapping a system that the individual has @rdrover, [while] this is not
the case with nonnative speakers, who are being asked about the second language while
inferences are being made about another sys
other hand, this task can provide insightbi whetherthe participants know that certain
forms are wungrammati cal i n Arabic | anguage
sentences which are ruled out by principles of UG are also disallowed in the
i nterl anguage gr ammaéae Arabi¢ Mamierk ehis stdlyphadmorep . 18) .
correct answers when the sentence was grammatical than when it was ungrammatical
(See Table9), which suggests that some ungrammatical sentences were part of their

interlanguage.

Within the production tasks, it was found that thees no significant difference
bet ween | earnersé6 performance in the writte
and 2) and the oral production task (Picture Description). As shown in Table 25, the
highest performing score by the Arabic learners wabkenSentence 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 ajad noun; hence¢hey were allowed to

use the same noun multiple times., $ar instance, if a participant used the noun
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AAhmedod i n every question that required

correct in all cases.

6. 4 Learnerso6 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 thei Gender languages belatdjto the Malayo-Polynesian family, and most
of the +Gendelanguages belomgl to the Indo- Iranian/IndeAryan family (See Table

26).

Table & TheArabic learners by L1 language family

Group L1 language family Num. of speakers
Malayo-Polynesian 17
-Gender _ _ _
(n = 26) Sino- Tibetan/ Chinese
Turkic
+Gender Indo- Iranian/ IndeAryan 12

(n=14) Romance 2

a
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6.5 Directions for further research

Despite the fact that the acquisition of grammatical gender has \bielety
investigated in many languages, only a few studies have been devoted to investigating
thisissue 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 acquisitio
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 masdy
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 dime grammaticality judgment task, ERP expwnts and
visual world paradigmin 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 diffenethods 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 timedtasks such as o#ine grammaticality judgment taskare usedo examine the
l earnersoé6 i mpl i c ilirnegrammaticdlite jddgyreents tasksie Lsed tom f f

examine their explicit knowledge.
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Another direction for future researchtesexamire the acquisition of grammatical
gender in a variety of structurgsender agreement in Arabic can be investigatedany
different structures including nouand adjective, demonstrative pronourand relative
pronouns.Subject and verb gender agreement, which is the focus of the current study,
could alsobe examinedwith subjectsin different Cases(nominative accusative)and
persongfirst, second, and thirdfFuture research might also explore gender acquisition in
local and longdistance dependency structures, and the memory costs associated with

long-distance degndencies.

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 dmewlucted 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 tirtlend states of acquisition. This
makes it hard to provide confident claims for or against current SLA theories. Future
research is hence recommended to replicate studies conducted in different languages that
have controlled for such issues. For examplhite et al &2004) research included
beginner, intermediateand advancedearners The advanced group waso highly
proficient that there were no significant differeadetween their performance and the
performance of the native speaker control grotigs gave the authors die study the
confidence to support the full access hypothesis. Similar studies avithnge of

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

Appendix A: Grammaticality Judgment Task

Grammatical: Masculine verb i Masculine subject, Past tense
- Uiyt 2 B. CKGORb 4
1- 6 A b d un.slgraduatedn.s.fromtheuni ver si ty. o
@ FALj B0l F -
2-0 Mo h a nnmsdaoughtm.sa new pen. 0
W R TOaRC
36 The msattendeemswi t h humbl eness.
. U S IHUFITKY -
4-6 The rmsadgaverast he chil d a gift.(
M@TCT"TUE_M-N(' -
56 The mselamsi nt o the hunter tra
VBIFMR GO -
6-6 Amswentmsout for a picnic. o
R FBPOR -

7-6 T h e mtsktoleanfst he moneyd

Grammatical: Feminineverb i Feminine subject, Past tense

S PO RDCH b/

1-6 The ptsilionizedpbsatlhe out standing

- Gy AWAFH j T -
2-6 Fat fismpasstedswi t h excell ence. o
WY HE pBRuABIca -

360 The tfeepanedis.t he | esson cl ear
2 FEBes N Ry I8 /B -,
4-6 The fspreieatadst he si ck man fr ol

78



. WD LG/ LLOKH 131 YE -
50 The fgreciketf.swonder f ul poem. 0
Sl ey pEWHP-U T -
6-60 The ¢tsysarvivedtsf rom t he acci dent
1 MALE B TWORHGT -

7-6 The dswodfsihnh t he singing com

Grammatical: Masculine verbi Masculine subject, Presentense
1 24 y¥ e KabaRy ko
-0 Themsgoesmst o the doctor ever)

SEO TN AT I ¥ -

A

2-6 The ponhscateghesast he cri minal . 6
Vit {OpHIT HEK DI By

360 The msaresmswhen feeling hungr
O DORIE GTHE T -

L 1

4-6 The emgdesigesmst he buil dings e
AP D YEDI T -
56 The msmavesmswi t h a great spee.
. \FT FBODR IBRT -
6-0 The c arspakeshnelreauti ful door s.
BB ZOpUF -
7-6 The majumpsmtshi gh. 6

Grammatical: Feminineverb i Feminine subject, Presenttense

ITIRYL Y b

A

1-6 Hefrsdikesfsr eadi ng poetry. 6

BRI TaMRGA sngaL Y -

2- 6 L afis.prafersfts.wat chi ng movies at F
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Eri i K puFpoMs) -,
3-0The fsahtifhhar oun t he sun. 6

. WP DR | BE U WD -,

4-6 T h efs.climitsf.s.t he trees skill full

UF@HEEE, {5 YIHY -

5-6 My ds.eatsfe.t he di nner early ev

6-60 Thefsglearsisup the room regul ar

SHTIHD T G /I IEFONT b -
7-6 The mopgrepaeess.t he food for the

Ungrammatical: Masculine verbi Feminine subject, Past tense

DI YRDR 2 Tp
1-6 The pdsmdmgtere train. 6
IR YAYPLBED b -,
2-60 T h ef.sgrokerh.st he cl assbés window.
G i e IO ORY -

36 The fg.toegkmsof on ti me. 6
4 B FFD LB AR -,
4-0 The cfb.escapesmsf or f ear of the
K puFnH1GHY B
50The Db fasdekim.stac dt he f |l oor . O
H 3 EhU) K cDx
6-6 Ai Bshfaagotm.st he gr ammar book. 0
SRRl TUDI HEE X -

7-6The Viswoamsa stylish dress. 0

3 1

T x

8C



Ungrammatical: Feminine verbi Masculine subject, Past tense

BROChFHFEDL 4
1-6 T h e mb.huotedf.s.a deer . 6

AJRIEO T Hk -
2-60 Themsteemads.down heavily. o6

. ey 9fF hr OF -
30The fmsresguedrs.t he i njured. 6
G gl 7 Kl EH -,
4-6The mbsetysear new record. 0
BOF HC B3 eB Bl ke -
5- 6 T manservani.s.finishedf.s.fromc | eani ng t he
eyhria MmusF -
6- 0 T mesquem.s.filled f.s.with worshipers 6
U U & HHBI YR -

7-0 T hviéterm.s.composed.s.an i nteresting n

Ungrammatical: Masculine verbi Feminine subject, Present tense
ey HoPI Ry HEHIT 4
1-6 T he fjs.dedidesm.sbet ween adversari
VHPCEENKT W 16 oVOT -
2- 6 K h afds.ivigitam.s.her grandmother every week.
.eyBKHr Ol O _ Wit KO -,
3-0 The u s offersnssirewgrds for the talented.
3 b RTpCHR Y T -,
4-6 The &soweloomésm.st he new student ¢
EYRIHT YR AT -
50 The kfsmoihSduimrabia exportsi.st he petr o
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UGHA CIFF THQgrj DT -
6-6 The pofleemst or | ong di stance.
MR 2 MCRW, | OrivsgT -

7-6 The psatakesm.s.the medication every

Ungrammatical: Feminine verbi Masculine subject, Present tense
~ T T4 TH0O Yor 4 b 4
1-6 Kh ansieoysf.s.pl aying in the wate
Y KoitpCHIAB b -
2-6 The muenmurageés.t he pl ayers. 6
MRdTHY B ri9rRb -

A

30The acmsereviewsastthe documents. 0
bR B0 O GHrRLD -
4-6 The Mussdststmt he whol e month o
ApYHDF] IeBt b -
56The dmospHisfygt he cart . 6
nY QKo K Qi IRb
6-6 T he mmanmomtersf.s.t he patientsé st e
PRIURT WiNIDDD -
7-0The br macaddsntews| etter . o

Grammatical Fillers

U K30 B ey GBI 4

1-6Beware of smoking, it is ha
- Wy AFHAGH rie -

26 The | awyers | ost the case. 0
AR T 3uRaHTE -,

36The green color makes me f e
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. e AHIOF e}~
4-6 They are defending their ho
.6_ AN_ WOF 6_ 3-

50Wi t woiuti ng, most knowl edge

WAFBYMA IE -

6-0The youth is the hope of th
GgBpbFANbL_ BBFITY -

7-6Dear children, do not negl e
. TWpHIbuE. YaRer HUDHE -

86Reading enjoys yourself and
. O. 3_ 371 IOF -
9-0The trees are beautiful 0.
JH B PChiEE T ./
106 Honest is the best policy. ¢

Abll| /G SHEYYh WY FOE 4/

A

11-6 Sport Dbleeerfti tasnd hreuscl es. 6

B IR BYC TpHhHieHTT A

1226 The falcons | ive in high mc
A5 IR LFURLY
136The | ife is full of good tF

OVt THEEE FRC K_Ui R IR o,

146The fgppomd y is the foundatio
K pUFOHKODTAHCENE 4

1556 The farmers cultivate | and.
I ofhj KRS 4

166 The horse seems hungry. o

AU ryllgreller 4

176 Spend your day in what wil/l



E DRI s GoflmYRptihe -

186 Do not | eave your places wur
VPQRORe DT _yheYGb

196 My friend will go to Egypt
_Voi EnRYC Te IRgHIRLAP Y - -

2006 Do kynoouw t hat | i brary which

E BYam Wib_fIBHib - /
21-6 The sky was clear yesterday

AHRSPBEE TP BOK -,
2226 These men are sincere. 0

FRORLEONE W -
230The cold is not severe. o
PHRALLGXC HUFT -

246 My f at her owns three pal ace
FHBAQEM AR HEYCh B Wy -
250 The friends agreed to trave

LCRuyr 3hc Tey ki O -

2666 You contribute in your cour
. FRbNIBCTCh LR -
2-r-0Economi ze i n water consumpt

O Y@ eK gyl EppPHR -

28601 will study something abol

Ungrammatical Fillers

4 NoTUEDLUAYes

1-6 Your par dmotrs ygpeaut. 6t i r ed
F 20MIOF -

226We respect stranger so.
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WG = Tp MIRDEKQUR/DRY I YT -,

30The gardener irrigate the f
- AF3KDpF D,

4-6You are skill ful engineerso

. WY T r GaFc

3 1

56 Ahmed will not participate
5 yRtees Oy B YBROARE 33b -
6-0The white cow produces | arg
. 6. TO. b -

7-60Your brother has good manne
ShYRRw 0w _ Mt -

80The students maintain the <c
Wy KPIHBIG, 938 PRI YT -

9-6Farmers sell their corps. 6
UoouipYes pprt Uy2nHkd 4/

106 0Our neighborés house consi s
.AF3dAyrt pofFd/
11-6We | i stened to two beautifut
. B PEBXP 9 4,
12261 will buy a black dress. 0
LW TTARE 1,
136 The man came by car 0.

LFy BENIH TN GAHEIBIR A |

146Theacher waited for student
. W TFfFj. KO 4

156They are working in the pre
GOy YAQI 3hc 3Bl HEBRRTY /°

16661 | i ke the newspapers that



GobFpbc TaMCNgt bAYERIK 4

17276 You should work hard in yol
CYRIEBRTY| bprc wt IED/RT 4
1806 The whether becomes hot in
EMENOK JTHIRE TeRcHIE 4
196 The paintings, whiehpanei VvE
LAHKG DR Y SPLL - -
20061 met nice pilotséo.
LR YNk C 393 KY - /
21-6 Thi s story amazed me. 6
013l TOK JBFat - |
22201 f Omar studies, he wil!/ p e
VT BP Mt HIFD -
23 0The guésappywér e
OFFRK I K ey -
2461 saw thirteen sparrows. 0
CHHNEOEp MERT IEBHM -
256 The man, who was | ionized ¢t

LYBFaF: bk DY fj rHR D -

2660 Thi s professonailk.@oing to
O e Oy HEHpRLI Y ghll -

2-0 The fl oods destroyed a | ot
W, .. NCFp -~

2860 These two fl owers are wonde



87

Appendix B: Sentence Completion Task IMissing verb)

Masculinei Past tense

1- The man to the mall last night.

2- The student the Arabic
language exam.

3- The team the trophy.

4- The teacher the lesson.

5- The boy a letter to his
mother.

6- The player behind the ball.

7- The Imam
Alfatihah.

the chapter of

8- Mohammad
safely.

in his country

Femininei Past tense

1- Fatimah a nice dress.

2- The qirl her sick friend.

3- The woman delicious food.
4- The cat on the wall.

5- The plane at 4 o6b6c

. FORhK

. WCPpF YOF oHT IOR/

. Wy 30NIKOF wynNAKF pF

. WHOHT ¥ IOF EYbI3,

. EpCIOF 6 Ak K

. nBY nGOGH KOROF--RB(

. WOBIOF CH> %Ki

. Wj bfF YIOF Wp wh

.FTOFH uCHa? -0k

by Tt FXF Il T/

W TOr OF Fngsdr C

. FMTMIKO FBF A,
. pFCTt IOF

®PHT eB

wWN3FOOF wkK f-I



6- The principal the
outstanding students.

7- The apple on the ground.

8- The mother
the phone.

her daughter via

Masculinei Present tense

1- Khalid to sleep early.

2- The businessman
needy people.

helping the

3- The airport hundreds of
passengersvery day

4- The policeman car traffic.

5- The worker his work
perfectly.

6- The rain heavily.

7- The sick man from
stomachache.

8- Omar reading stories.

Femininei Present tense

1- The schoal a variety of
activities for students.

2- Aishah her grandmother
every Wednesday.
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. 9dF UHY3r IOF 9F }-KF

. KpyuF nd9K wc¥f-

CHFEDK PR

. FObl3dB aH3HKOF-/e

.eytfrgjr lOF WCK-f I

. aAHT Ob

v v v wa o

. YFpfrylOF wblc

-.QN
. AF. Y., . bu?3 ndr

. WpF3M? OT-EK

. WCANr lOF ¢ T 61OY- ¢

. JbRYIOF W FOLU- C
Mblr OB A WD ). -/
.. F®Pp¥nbCt nlOxy



The magazine
news.

the society

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.

.afF K 3B bl KOF

89

. NrstriOF pfr3yax

FOUAK FnI3FH =2

. KFTOIF w3 T1CsB- ¢

. FNTCIHFM wWIMmAr

qF-9I

. wleiT 3 wy 30MI0OF ¢
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Appendix C: Sentence Completion Task 2Missing noun)

Masculine (Past tense)

1- _ grieved the death of his friend . MYTCH YHB nAK/
2- __ was absent due to illness. . KOrloF 4313 Mjf_
3- _ cameontime. . pCjUILUWAROF ¢ T O-klc
4- _ recited a beautiful poem. . WNCFp WCy RLE-. N
5 _ sang with a nice voice. It AHh 300 -
6- ___ found his wallet. . Mpw3¥jm C_ t-M
7- _ devoured a small deer. .FOynNMkb BF20 ED.
8 listened to hi .y Y 0CF hx n4Oc

Feminine (Past tense)

1- tidied her room before going E0PHIYAFBO0U Yp -/
out. = o T
2- finished doing her homework. Py PyesU ok -
3 filled with guests. ey | WOHusF -
4- was happy to be in first place -DMIFORX R pt@Rj HOCTT -~

5- flew high. . FYKF K d9pF-A



6-

7-

8-

painted a wonderful artwork.

broke the class window.

ran very quickly.

Masculine (Present tense)

1-

listens to the radio every
morning.

exercises on a regular basis

prescribesnedicine to the sick
people.

raises hirds on his farm.

works in his fatt

drinks many cups of coffee
every morning.

watches the sunset every day

accommodatesp to forty
people.

Feminine (Present tense)

1-

takes care of her children.

. aHT

. aHT
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WgtueHd fe
. O9hYIWOF WM, TF x

1Y QU SO RC TG 2 B

. UF3Hb O9b WwWKFMwF-/n

.afF33XF? wYFTOM
. nYOr A0 . FmMCIOF,

JEKP3B ¢ TpHY HC -2r --

.M, y. 3Y Otsgs -c

9b WH. n. Y. IOF

9b Eri IOF UMD

Fhbl eyPuf=er

I3 1

PARIERADIb.



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.

- W 3.

- Wr

92

H 9b WCTCt €¢

. U4F JIOF T 910 Ep COF

. 0. n_ | FO_Fim_ kRCmpOt g _
.U 3. B aHT 3, b -En
. 9r 1OF nw Ff nhp

TC, UKWOF pfr Nl y+

. ab3F eB Pfb
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Appendix D: Picture Description Task
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Appendix E: Background Questionnaire(This was translated from Arabic)

Questionnaire

Dat e 20/13 /

Please answer the following questions:

1- What is your date of birth?

2- What is youmrmother tongue?

3- What other languages do you speak?

,,,,,

1Tééééé. (Profi ciBegnoey Ihteerwedidte Advanced

Very advanced)

/////

1Tééééé. (Profi ciBegnoey Ihteemmedidte Advanced
Very advanced)

1Tééééé. (Profi ciBegney |hteemwedidte Advanced

Very advanced)

N
]

What is your current school level?

5- How many months/years did you study Arabic?

(@)}
T

Have you been in any Arabgpeaking country?

\]
1

What was your age when you first started learning Arabic?

o
1

How long have you bean Saudi Arabia?

O
I

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 Percentage Native Raw Score Percentage
Learners (40) Speakers (40)
AL17 39 97.5 NS5 40 1000
AL38 39 97.5 NS8 40 1000
AL7 38 95.0 NS11 40 1000
AL18 37 92.5 NS12 40 1000
AL19 37 92.5 NS13 40 1000
AL30 37 925 NS14 40 1000
AL6 36 90.0 NS15 40 1000
AL22 36 90.0 NS1 39 97.5
AL24 36 90.0 NS3 39 97.5
AL2 35 87.5 NS6 39 97.5
AL8 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 33 825
AL32 33 82.5
AL13 32 80.0
AL25 31 77.5
AL10 30 75.0
AL29 30 75.0
AL11 29 72.5
AL36 29 72.5
AL37 29 72.5
AL5 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 312 77.A
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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 52 929 NS11 55 98.2
AL8 52 929 NS14 55 98.2
AL17 52 929 NS15 55 98.2
AL6 51 911 NS7 54 96.4
AL18 51 911 NS12 54 96.4
AL19 51 911 NS13 54 96.4
AL30 51 911 NS2 54 96.4
AL39 51 911 Mean 551 98.33
ALS5 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 45 804

AL9 43 76.8

AL11 43 76.8

AL15 43 76.8

AL29 43 76.8

AL20 40 71.4

AL21 37 66.1

AL22 36 643

AL13 34 60.7

AL4 32 57.1

AL12 31 554

AL1 17 304

AL14 16 286

Mean 457 820
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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

AL5 31 969 NS11 32 100

AL7 31 969 NS12 32 100

AL9 31 969 NS13 32 100
AL12 31 969 NS14 32 100
AL18 31 969 NS1 31 969
AL30 31 969 NS15 31 969
AL32 31 969 NS4 30 938
AL37 31 969 Mean 31.7 99.0

AL3 30 938

AL6 30 938

AL8 30 938

AL16 30 938

AL17 30 938

AL25 30 938

AL28 30 938

AL31 30 938

AL38 30 938

AL39 30 938

AL40 30 938

AL24 29 90.6

AL21 28 87.5

AL22 28 87.5

AL35 28 87.5

AL14 26 813

AL11 25 78.1

AL23 25 78.1

AL26 25 78.1

AL2 24 75.0

AL4 22 688

AL15 19 594

AL13 17 53.1

AL1 16 50.0

Mean 287 90.0
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Sentence Completion Task 2

Sentence Completion Task 2

Arabic

Raw Score

Native

Raw Score

Learners (32) percentage Speakers (32) percentage
AL8 32 100 NS1 32 100
AL17 32 100 NS2 32 100
AL19 32 100 NS3 32 100
AL20 32 100 NS4 32 100
AL24 32 100 NS5 32 100
AL28 32 100 NS6 32 100
AL2 31 969 NS7 32 100
AL3 31 969 NS9 32 100
AL7 31 969 NS10 32 100
AL9 31 969 NS11 32 100
AL10 31 969 NS13 32 100
AL13 31 969 NS14 32 100
AL14 31 969 NS15 32 100
AL16 31 969 NS8 31 969
AL21 31 969 NS12 31 969
AL25 31 969 Mean 319 996
AL29 31 969
AL30 31 969
AL31 31 969
AL38 31 969
AL18 30 938
AL22 30 938
AL23 30 938
AL26 30 938
AL33 30 938
AL34 30 938
AL36 30 938
AL37 30 938
AL39 30 938
AL40 30 938
AL4 29 90.6
AL6 29 90.6
AL12 29 90.6
AL32 29 90.6
AL5 28 87.5
AL11 27 844
AL1 25 78.1
AL35 23 719
AL27 22 688
AL15 21 65.6
Mean 29.7 93.0
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Picture Description Task

Picture Description Task

Native

Raw

Arabic Learners Raw Score | Percentage S Percentage
peakers Score
AL3 34 100 NS1 43 100
AL6 38 100 NS2 43 100
AL8 39 100 NS3 43 100
AL12 40 100 NS4 43 100
AL16 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 NS11 43 100
AL14 38 95.0 NS12 43 100
AL2 37 949 NS13 43 100
AL18 37 949 NS14 43 100
AL20 35 946 NS15 43 100
AL19 33 943 Mean 43 100
AL13 32 94.1
AL24 38 927
AL27 37 92.5
AL35 36 92.3
AL7 34 91.9
AL28 38 905
AL34 37 90.2
AL5 34 895
AL11 32 889
AL31 36 87.8
AL17 34 872
AL10 34 85.0
AL39 32 84.2
AL33 29 744
AL23 27 73.0
AL26 30 71.4
AL15 22 57.9
Mean 35.7 91.0
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