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Abstract

Using English articles has been viewed as a challenge for second language (L2) English
learners. Two reasons were often given to explain this difficulty: 1) the complexity in
mapping forms to meanings andtB¢ influence oftheelar ner s 6 f A)rThishas angua
been linked to whethar notthe L1 has an articles system and to the extent to viinedhl

article system (ift exist) is similarto or differentfrom the L2 English article system. In
addition to these aspects, it has been found thegrpatof using English articles present a
variability in relation to L2 age of onset of acquisition (L2ZAOA) and L2 proficiency. In
respect to L2AOA, it was found that early learners oftemonstratéigher accuracy in

using L2 English artickandtheir L1 has less of amfluence on their performance. Among

L1 Arabic-L2 English groupsprior research has focused on adult learners with little attention
given to children. Moreover, attention was only given to how L1 Arabic likely irsplaet

use of L2 Engkh examining how L2 English article use might affect L1 Arabiche® not
beenaddressed. The current project examined the use of articles in both L1 Arabic and L2
English among two populations of Aradtmglish bilingual adults (N 40) and schoehage
children (7 12) (N =13) in two studies employing two different tasks: 1) a narrative
elicitation task and 2) a senten@petition task (SRT). The projects considered a number of
factors such as L1 (in children) and L2 proficiency, L2ZAOA and the length of residence in
the L2 context (the United KingdofK]). The studieslsoexamined the role of
crosslinguistic influence and whether the use of L2 English is impactedhbg | ¢ r ner s 6
Arabic and vice versa. Furthermoie,the SRT, the study examined whether adjectival
nounpremodificationaffects thedegree to whicliEnglish article areomitted In the two

studies, the performance of the two bilingual groups was compared to two gootnos:

monolingual Arabic speakers (N = 39) and English native speakers (N = 30).



The results oftheL2 English article use varied across the two studies. In the nafrative
elicitation study, the bilingual children were more taiiget than the bilingal adults. Both
bilingual groups shown instances of L1 influence mainly in their omission of the indefinite
article a/ar; however, this was more prominent in the bilingual adults. In the SRT, unlike the
first study, the two bilingual groupserelessacairate in their use dEnglisharticlesthan the
native English speakers. In both studied) e b i | i rmpatermdf errarssholvad ghat
theygenerally struggle in marking noun countability. Additionally, in both studies, the results
indicated incresad accuracy in L2 English article use, particularly in adults with higher L2

proficiency.

Thefindings of both studies showed no direct L2 effects on the usek Afabic articles by
thetwo bilingual groups. However, in sonoé the patternsof use of Arabic articles, the
bilingual adults showed an increase in accuracy with higher L2 proficiency and prolonged

residence in the UK.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

The use of English articles has been a common strugdieefsecond language (L2)
English users. Different studiésve beeronducted to explain the process of L2 English
article use. Across these studigsyeral factorsvere consideredncluding theimpact of age
of acquisition, proficiency and length of resideic®R) in an Englishkspeaking country. In
addressing this difficulty, two main hypotheses were often giljeiie semantic and the
pragmatic complexity of using English articlészfz, 2014 Ekiert, 2005) an@) the impact
of the first language (L1) on the use of L2 English artididset, 2005;Sarko, 2008
Thomas, 1989)Thefirst hypothesis was often linked to how English artittegexpress
definite/indefinite meanings eoccur with specific/nonspecific contexts, often confusing the
two meaning and resultingn errors (loninet al, 2009; Zdorenk& Paradis, 2012).
Concerninghe second reason, the impact of L1 has been explained under what is known as
transfer, or crosslinguistic influencgCLI), identified agithe influence resulting from
similarities and differences between the target language and any other language that has been

previously (and perhaps imperfectly) acquéé@dlin, 1989, p. 27).

DevelopingL2 English aticles in relation to L1 influence has been extensively studied
in adult groups. This has been done across différegroups including articles [+art]
(lonin, 2010;Sakro, 2008) and those which lack artidlest] (Ekiert, 2005; loniret al,
2004).The performance of adults was often explained in relation to L2 proficiency and how
the role proficiency often interaotvith the L1 effect during acquisitionGhaudron Parker,
1990; Liu& Gleason, 2002; Sarko, 2008 contrasto adult groupslimited research also
aimed to explainhe acquisition of.2 English articles in childre(Zodrenko& Paradis,
2008, 2012)As with adults, childrels performance was often examined in relation to their
L1 influence.In thesestudiesthe impact of L2 age of onset of acquisiti@2AOA) was
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addressetly comparing the process in early and late learners of L2 English @oain

2009).

In addressing CLI, studies of L2 English articles have focused nairityrward CLI
(i.e,, how L1affectsthe performance in D2Little attention has been given to examining the

opposite pattern or what is referred taegerse CLKi.e., theeffect of L2 to L1).

Concerning the research of L1 Arabic L2 learners of English, stediesalso focused
onadul t s06 pA-Qddip2016Batameh, 2005Sarko, 2008; Scott & Tucker, 1974).
It was found that the adults often perform better in the aspects in which Arabic and English
are similar; this wasbservedn showing accuracy in usirtein contrasto a/an, which was
often omitted due to lack of indefinite articles in L1 Aral®ianinimum number of
c hi | dr e rexasiredtie patforreasice of younger children (age4- 6; 11)
(Zodrenko& Paradis, 2008, 2012). In addition, like most L2 studies on English articles, only
L1 Arabic effects on L2 English were examined; none of these studies aimeddbgate

how L2 might affect the use of artisla L1 Arabic.

This projectaimedto explorethe process of developirige use of.2 English articles in
two groups of L1 Arabit.2 English bilinguals of adults arsthootage children (agé-12).
The stuieswereconductedn participants who acquired their L1 Arabic in Saudi Arabia and
then movedo the UK. The stuiggsexaminel the use othelL2 English article by analysing
production and characterising article use errorsaétatvaried factorsvithin two
populations: chillen and adults. First, the stadinvestigate the effect of using L1 Arabic
articles on L2 English articles. Second, the Esidlsoadoptsa bidirectional perspective,
examining the use of L1 Arabic articles dahtheiruse iseffecedby L2 acquisiton of

English articles. In addition, theustiesexaminel whether individual factors play a role in



the process. The thesis based on the methodology is divided into two studies based on the

task used: 1) a narrathaicitation study and 2) sentenceaepetition study.

The projecplays a vitakole in language acquisition and L2 English teaching.
Empirically, the studies investigate the impact betwdistinct factorsandto what extent

they influence acquiring L2 English articlesthe folloving ways:

1. Thestudies add to the existing knowledge of the adl€ELI in L2 development.
ConcerningCLI, the studyexaminel if L1 affects article use on Landalsowhether
there is any influence &f2 use of English article®n thelL1 Arabic use of dicles

2. Thestudies also examidehe impact of L2 proficiency and how likely patterns of
developing article use change wéhincrease of L2 proficiency. The studies also tap
on the role age plays in the acquisition process and whether differeaices
exhibited between children and adult&is aspecivas never investigated among L1
Arabic speakersThe studies also investigdte# the LOR in an Englishspeaking
country and exposure to lg2e relatedo how children and adults acquire L2 English
articles.

3. Regardingnoun phraséNP) structure, the studiexaminewhether an adjective
within the NP increasdbe chances of partgants' erragin their use of L2 English

articles.

The studies address essential aspects of language teaching and learning by examining
and exploring the difference between AraBkiaglish adults and children in L2 English article
developmentThe thesigxplains how acquiring L2 English forms, particulaalgicles, differ
between children and adults. In addition, by explotivepidirectional effects of the two
languages, the study provides more understanding about the dynamic of language acquisition.

The detailsof the analyses provideaboutpatterns and errors of article use and whether they



are part of the natural process of L2 development or the result of other feadfpraake

decisions regardingnaterials provided for L2 language teachiBgglish is a universal

language taught in Arabic countri@s¢luding Saudi ArabiartCh i | dr endés studi es
Arabic groups in this particular aspect of L2 Englishexteeedingly rareBy examining

ArabicEngl sh chil drends per f or maimgEaglishtedchingfot hesi s

this specificage group of L1 Arabic speakers.

Methodologically speaking, by including two different task desitins research goes
beyond previous studies and providemparative datavhich helps reveal varying patterns
thatcannot beshownusing only one method. In relation to the first study, article use in
definite and indefinite contexts is examined wittliecohesive and sersipontaneous text
which is similar tonatural everyday language u3ée second studprovidesan innovative
designto examine article use in both Arabic and English. The use of sefrpetition has
been rarely used to examine article use and often only withlimited scope of articlese.
In this study, tis type of taslcovers the most relevant aspects and broadly considers

broader scopkcking in thenarrativeelicitationtask.

The current thesis is presented across eight cha@teaipter 2 presents a review of the
theories, conceptand empirical researan the acquisition of L2 English articles by L2
English learners and the factors likely to impact their developrfeenisng moreon age and
L1 influence. The chaptetescribesiow articles are used across diffier languages
providing more elaborated explanations of the Arabic and English article sy$temns.
chapter presents a discussion of the common difficulties often faced in using English articles
by L2 English learners and the raleveral factorplay inthe processThis chapter also
discusses previous studies of L2 English users of different L1 backgrounds of both children
and adultsemphasisingtudies on L2 English articles acquisition by L1 Arabic users. In
Chapter 3, the aims, the research quesumiisthe hypotheses are presented.
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The thesis thenffersthree more chapters, each presenting a different study and
containing their methodology, outcomes and a discussitresffindings Chapter 4 presents
the pilot exploratory study of the narratieécitationresearchfollowed inChapter 5. This
study aimedo investigae the performance of ArabiEnglish bilingual children in using the

English articles compadto ArabicEnglish bilingual adults and native English speakers.

Chapter 5 presents tineain study of the narrativelicitation taskThe chapteadoptsa
similar structure to thaif Chapter 4, starting with thgoals followed byanexplanation of

the methodology, the results aadiscussion of théindings

Chapter Geports ora secondtsidy conductedo examinethe aimsof thesame
narrativeelicitationsurveyusing a different methodology, a sentenepetition tasKSRT).
This experimental design madepassible to study the whole English article system and
control better variables impossiblertmnagen the narrative. The chapter presents a
structuresimilarto Chapter 4, although this chapter includes a pilot study for the main task

design

Chaptes 7 and 8 present a general discussion of the findings and conauEhn
discussion presesthe generalbutcomesacross the two studies highlighting the similarities
and differences indicating the role of task type. Additionally, the discussion prdsents t
limitations within the current researdbn the other hand, the conclusion sumnesrithe

studiesand discusses the contribution of the current research within the filed



CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Introduction

English article acquisition is a complex process that taps/arious aspectsf second
language acquisition. In the light of previous research, this chexdearineseveral factors
impacing the procesgrimarily language CLI and age. The chapgtts with Section 2.2.
which describes how article systems function across different langaaggsovide a
detailed description of the English afichbic article systems$ection 2.3offersan overview
of L2 acquisition on Englismorphemes wherie theories and hypothesdsoutage L2
proficiency and CLhare discussedn the following section (Sections 2,4n elaborated
discussion of English articles acquisition in L2 learners/users is offsdeed Section 2.5.
presents a dcussion of how L1 Arabic speakers particularly perftotiowed by a brief
review ofArabic article acquisition as a reverse phenomenon among bilingual speakers

(Section 26).

2.2. Article SystemsAcrossL anguages

Articles are a subcategorydfet er mi ner s or fAfunction words
ref erence a nebal 8003 @m6d)oln g labhguatkatintludes an article
system, articles are said to encode either definiteness or specificity, but not both (lonin et al.,
2004).The meaning of definiteness resolves around the existence of shared knowledge
between the speaker and an addresSkher(drogianinet al, 2015;Conradet al.,2003); the
lack of this meaning is known as indefiniteness. English is a langlaggcodes
ddiiniteness in that definite nouns are marked by the definite attiglevhile the indefinite
articlea/anis a marker for indefinite singular countable nouns (Costad.,2003). In
Example2.1.a, there is no shared knowledge as the m@aghas not ben mentioned before,

and therefor@/anis used. However, ikxample2.1.b, a continuation oExample2.1.a, both
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the speaker and the hearer are already familiar with the bag and shared knowledge has been

developed. Accordinglybagit is marked with the definite artictbe

Example 2.1.

a) indefinite

Alex bought Nadine bagfor her birthday.
b) definite

Nadine wearshe bagevery time she goes out.

With respect to specificity, the meaning resolves around whether the speaker has a
particular referent in mind (lonin, 2006). Samoan is a language in which articles encodes
specificity. The articlete andseg in Example2.2, are used to mark specific and nonspecific

nouns respectively in Samoan.

Example 2.2
a) +specific
Us e owith adspeeif@c noun:

60 | e ul ugadal ilGail, tfaadtan aduo Il e teine 60 Si

PRES ART couple give birth ART = Poss 3du. child PRES ART girl PRES Sina

There was a couple who had a child, a g

b) 1 specific
Use of 0s specifitmounh a non

Sa fesili mai se tamaitai po=0 ai I=0 ma tama

PAST ask DIR ART(nsp.sg.) lady QPRES who ART=Poss 1.exc.du. father

OA | ady asked wasdH(lanmetalp2008p.553t her



2.2.1. The EnglishArticle System

The English article systeencodeslefiniteness but not specificity (Conratlal,
2003). In English, there are three artici®snandthe,in addition to thezeroarticle (Conrad
et al, 2003). English articles adefinedas free morphemes used to identify referent$Rs
Definite NPsare marked with the definite artidliee, as inExample2.3. Becausehe classis
known to both the speaker and the addredbealefinite articleahewas used. Indefinite
nouns, however, are marked eitheraégnin the case of indefinite singular countable nouns
(Example2.4) orzerowith mass/uncountable nouns and plural countable nouns (Master,
1997) Example2.5). Becausdothcakeandchairsare newly introduced in the sentenaes,
shared knowledge wakeveloped between the speaker and the addressee. They were

accordingly marked with the indefinite articl@gnandzerq respectively.

Example 2.3

He is attending a clas§he clasds about language and identity.

Example 2.4

She is baking cake.

Example 2.5

| asked him to bringzero)chairs for the party.

The use oEnglish articles ig€onsiderecomplex. This complexity isnkedto the
semantia@and the pragmatic aspects of article use (Azaz, ;20Hiért, 2005. While English
articles are markers of definiteness/indefiniten®$%in English ceoccur within specific
and nonspecific contexts (lonin et al., 2009). Thisocourrence within specific and
nonspecific context is said tonfusemany L2 English learners, where fyecificmeaning

is mistaken for definite and nonspecificixedup as indefinite (lonin et al., 2009;



Zdorenko& Paradis, 2012). An additional aspect of article use complexity is noun
countability Ekiert, 2007 Master, 1997). The use of English articles requires L2 English
learners to distinguish betwesaveal typesof common nouns: mass (uncountable) nouns,
singular countable nouns and plural countable nouns. The asan@ndzeroin genericand
indefinitecontexts is determined by the ability to differentiate between the different types of

nouns;failing to do that could lead to errors.

The complexity of English articlese has beeof interest to many researchekdany
modelshavebeen suggested to explain articles and their semantic and pragmatic meanings.
Bickerton (1981 pnalysedNPsenvironment$ased on their semantic contexts. In his model,
NPs were classified based on specificity arttiefywereassumed to be known to the
addressee (i.edefinite) or not. Therefore, according to Bickerton (1981), NPs contexts are
identified as: [definite, nonspecific], [definite, specific], [indefinite, specific] and [indefinite,
nonspecific]. Based on this analysis, Huebner (1983) deshyaaedodel on L2 English

article system identifying four types of semantic contexts for article use asgollow

1. Type 1 (T1): generic [definite, nonspecific]: encoded by edfanr, the orzera

2. Type 2 (T2): referential definites [definipecific]: marked byhe

3. Type 3 (T3): referential indefinites [indefinite, specific]: marked by edlfemor zera

4. Type 4 (T4)nonreferential indefinites [indefinite, nonspecific]: marked by eitnan

orzera

Within this categodationt he use of articles in Huebner ¢
other models (CeleMuria & LarsenFreeman, 1999Conradet al, 2003; Hawkins, 1978
are categorised as generic and-generic uses of English articles. Examples of the different
uses of articlesra presented in TabRe1 basd on Ekiert (2005p.3. Genericuse in

Examples 1, 2and3 in Table2.1larei dent i fi ed as [definite, nNons

9



model In thiscasethe nourrefersto an entire class of items rather than an item or more
within that class (Conraet al, 2003). Norgeneric uses, on the other hand, are identified in
the use of articlem the other three contextin [definite, specific], where onlheis used,

four categoriesdl under referential definites:

1) Commonly known referent by beipdnysically presenin the environment (Example
4in Table 2.1).

2) Specific refererd in which a shared knowledge is assumed between the speaker and
the addresse&xample 5 in Tabl@.1).

3) Previously mentioned referen@xample 6 in Tabl@.1).

4) Commonly known referenky all individuals Example 7 in Tabl@.1).

In the [indefinite, specific], the artida/anandzeroare supplied with NPs presenting
nonreferential indefinitesprimarily indicated by firstmentioned noundkamples 8 and 9
in Table2.1). The use of/anandzerois also presented in the [indefinite, nonspecific]
context which is reflected in napecfic indefinites and attributive indefiniteEXamples 10,

11,and12 in Table2.1).

Many researchers have i mplemented Huebner:«
(Butler, 2002; Ekiert, 2005; Ekiert, 2007; Thomas, 1989). In these studies, a fifth type of
article use was addedeferred to as idiomatic and conventional. Idiomatic and conventional
uses considarticles in conventional uses and fixed pattern phrasedahadt fit under the

other context typefkamples 13, 14,and15 in Table2.1).
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Table2.1
Contexts for usinghe English articles: the, a/an, and zero

Features Context Articles Examples
Type 1: [definite, 9 Generic a/an the, (1) (zero)fruit flourishes in
nonspecific] or zero the valley.

(2) TheGrenomiaris an
excitable person.
(3) Arabbitis a cute pet

Type 2: [definite, 1 Referential the (4) Handmethecup.
specific] definites (5) The idea otoming to the
1 Previous US wasé
mention (6) She wore a suiThe suitis
1 Specified by é
entailment (7) The first person to walk
1 Specified by onthe moorw a s €
definition
1 Unique in all
contexts

f Unigue in a
given context

Type 3:[ indefinite, 1 Referential a, zero (8) Sana came to the garden
specific] indefinites holdinga basket
1 Firstmention (9) She continued designing
nouns (zero)dressedor the
company
Type 4: [indefinite, 1 Non a, zero (10) Salma isa nurse
nonspecific] referentials (12) I might need to get
1 Attributive a new bag
indefinites (12) (zero¥oreigners
1 Nonspecific would come up with a
indefinites better solution.
Type 5 f Idioms Other a/an, the (13) All of a sudden, he
 Conventional Orzero woke up.
uses (14) In the 1950s, there
werendét many
(15) His family is now
living (zero)handto-
mouth.

The use of articles in English has also been examined in other models by different
authorsMany of them have focused primarily on using the definite artirdeHawkin

(21978), in his classification model, identified eight usethaf

1. Anaphoric usein which the referent refero a noun which has beementioned

previouslyin a text (e.g.John bought a new housEae housés in London.

11



2. Associative anaphoric usehere the referent is associated with or an element of a
previously mentioned noun withinatext(elg., have attendeTheyester
teachergave an interesting lesspn

3. Immediate situation usén which both speaker and addressee are familtarthe
referent from the situation (e,gcome to work on tim@.he maagerwas upset last
time).

4. Visible situatioruse, in which the referent refers to something visible in the
environment to both speaking participants (d2tgase, give mthe pen.

5. Larger situation use, relying on specific knowledgenhich the familiarity with the
referent is due to the referent being commonly known within a particular community

(e.g, when the residents of a particular city refetite hospitabr the universityof

that city).

6. Larger situation usevhen the referent is wodkinown by all individuals (e.gthe
Earth).

7. Unfamiliar use inNPswith explanatory modifietsvhen a modifier, inheform of a
phraseor a clause, is used with a finstentioned referent within a context (e\ye

boughtthe books we found in best sales

8. Unfamiliar use inNPswith norrexplanatory modifiersvhen a norexplanatory
modifier is used with a firstnenticned referent within a context (e.gle and |

attendedhe sameschoo).

Foll owi ng Hawki n aslGldadon (20023) namaweddeHe used.intouour
categories based on similarity of use. TabB@2r e s ent s h(b9%8) ¢chtegodkes n 6 s
were grouped under LiandGl easonds (2002) c¢l ass2thafauat i on.

categories include:

12



1) Textual usesf thewhich combinedanaphoricor associative anaphorigse in

Hawki nds (109,75 )wrotma lettelhe I¢ttenvag addressed to the

principal).

2) Cultural use when the NP refers to a commonly known referent within a community

(e.g, She workdas a lecturer irthe university.

3) Situational usewhenthe referent is a firatnentiorednoun can be sensed by

interlocutors or when the referent is known within a local community, @egse,

give methe pen.

4) Structural usewhen the referent is a firgtentioned noumith a modifier (e.g.The

boy, who sits on the right, is very smart

Table 2.2

Uses of he Definite

Article 6thed Acr os:

t
Huebner6s (1983) Classification Model s
0s

Hawki ns

t yp(LiuandGl easonbs

Equivalent types in

Huebner 6s mod:¢

Anaphoric use Textual use

Associative anaphoric use

Previously mentioned referent

Immediate situation use Situational use

Visible situation use

Larger situation use relying or

specific knowledge

physically present referents

Specific referent assumed to |

known by thehearer

Larger situation use relying or Cultural use

general knowledge

Unique referents

Unfamiliar use ilNPswith Structural use

explanatory modifiers

Unfamiliar use ilNPswith

non-explanatory modifiers

N/A (not included in the

system)
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In another model, to examine article use, lonin (203 Huebner (1983)
categorised article use basedtbeme ani ng of definiteness as fa
uni quenesso and speci fbci by.i(2B)eckis plhoaugher i nt e
meanings of definiteness and specificity exist in all languages, articdgsarticular
language encode only one of the two meanings. In English, in which articles encode
definiteness, lonin et a[2004) also identified four types of article use based on their
semantic meaning of being definite/indefinite and specific/nonspefiinetab s ( 200 4)
model, however, differs from Huebnerdés (1983
nonspecific] context. Il n Huebnerdés (1983) mo
genericuses of articles (see Talfld), whilelonin et al (2004)reflectthe meaning of
structuraluse oftheidentified by LiuandG | e a s o n @lassificaidh @r2npigeneric
uses othe In Example2.6, which is presented as nonspecific (tlee speaker does not have
a particular referent in mindfye referents specified by modification following the NP (i.e.
of his schogl According to LiuandGleason (2002), this modification also suggésts

existence of shared knowledge. Accordinghis use ofhefalls into [definite, specific] uses

of thein LiuandGl easonds (2002) <classification.
Example 2.6
[definite, nonspecific]

Ruby: ltés already 4 pm. Why isndédt your |
Angela: He just called and told me that he got in trouble! He is talking to
the principal of his school! | dondt k

home soon

Among these different classificatli on model

aspects of English article usgceptstructural useof theas indicated in Table.2 Therefore,

14



using Huebnerés model , wi-gerericusesinlmaadd consi der
Gl easonbds (2002) model , woul dsdfEnglishlpgrfor;mi ve a

in their use of English articles.
2.2.2. The ArabicArticle System

The use of articles in Arabic is based on definiteness. The Arabic article system
consists only of one articlal-, which is a prefix attached to nouns to express definiteasss
presented in Exampl27. Indefiniteness, on the other hand, is debatabfgabic. While
many grammarians state that indefiniteness in Arabic is not encodenhéirked byzero
(Fehri, 2012Sarko, 2008) (see Exam#e3), some considganweeror nunationa marker
of indefiniteness (Ryding, 2005). Nunation is identifiedtoy use of diacritics (., ) which
are pronounced aan, -un, and-in, respectivelydepending on the noun position in a
sentence (Azaz, 2014). Even thougination is attached to indefinite nouns in most cases,
some cases prove go against considering nunation as an indefiniteness marker. Researchers
who di sagree with this view argue that nunat
indefiniteness (ks 39@9rp.19). Additional evidencis that nunation also occurstiv
proper nouns thatre definite (Fassi Fehri, 1993; Ly®ii1999. The fact that nunation oceur
with definite nouns (i.eproper nouns in this case) is inconsistent with the idea that it is a
marker of indefiniteness. Moreover, in speech, when in pausation in indefinite nouns is

not pronouncedurther supporhg thatzerois the marker for indefiniteness.
Example 2.7
nYT sfrtOF nlOw oCx U3k M
Thahabat Nada ekd[article] -mustashfa

Verb Nada[name] preposition article (al) noun

15



Translation: Went Nada t@l-) hospital
Nada went tdhe hospital
Example 2.8
Wyb CrcY 00393l w
Ishtara Ahmadzerg Sayaratan.
Verb Ahamad [name] preposition article gerg noun
Translation: Bought Ahamaderg car.
Ahmad bougha car.

The Arabic article system exhibit some similarities and differences to the English
article system. On a morphosyntactic level, while English articles are free morphénses,
a bound morpheme that cannot be used without being attached to nouns. bf teeasing,
just like English, the Arabic article system is semantiepiggmatically complex. Similar to
English, Arabic articles are based on the meaning of definiteness-batwowithin specific
and nonspecific contexts (Elwerfalli, 2013; Sakro,@0&imilar to EnglishArabic articles

includeboth generic and negeneric uses (Alenizi, 2009).

Examples of the different uses of Arabic articles are presented in Z&blEhe article
al- is used to express both generic (Egample 1) and definite meaning (Crompton, 2011).
The use o&l- in [definite, specific] contexts, just likkein English assumed by Land
Gl easonds (2002) model , textual(eegExampkl3g situatiohat f our
(seeExample 4) cultural (seeExample 5) structural(seeExample 6) AljarimandAlameen
(1999. Differences, however, can be exhibited in¢b#ural uses ofal- and thecultural
uses othe Cultural uses ol- present more conditiortbanthecultural uses othe In
Arabic, al- can be used occasionally with proper nouns such as names of some countries like
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Al- Iraq (Irag), and some names of diseasesAik&aratan(i.e., cancer) these types of

nouns are not arked bythein English Forgenericuse, however, whilgenericmeaning in

English is expressed by any of the three arti@dém, theandzerg genericuse, in Arabic is

only expressed with the articé-. Moreover, on a structural level, while gengaigral noun

in English is encoded only lmerg both generic plural and singular nouns in Arabic are

encoded bwl-. Based on the above, and according to Alenizi (2009), the @deaufross all

contexts is classified under six categortegtual, situéional, cultural, structuralthe entire

class, and individual of a class.

The articlezeroin Arabic, on the other hand, is used to express meanings of indefinite

meaning in both specific (s&&xample 7) and nonspecific context (#&@mple 8). In that,

the use okzeromirrors the use of both/anandzeroin English. In contrast to English,

however,zerois used with plural and singular countable nouns and uncountable/ mass nouns.

Table2.3
Environment®f Using ArabicArticles

Category Environment

Examples

Generic 1
Usedto referto the entire

The entire class  class ofspecificgroups of

0> a¢ ROwWF
Inn al-insanalafi Khusr.
Truly the manin loss.

elements OTrmdnkindi s in | ossé
(Alenizi, 2009, p.11).
2 0O Crj IOF
al hamdu lillah
Individual of a gfﬁfgﬁ,iaﬂz{stsvﬁltlh?:]e;nents Every praisebe to Allah
class specificclass 6Praise be to All ahd
(al- gives the meaning @fvery (Alenizi, 2009,
p.11).
3 . Wy XF ¥ IOF Wyl F3SLIBE-O 34109
[definite, Used wheral- is used for IshtaraituKetaban. Al-Ketabk a n  éharab
specific] Textual iously mentioned nouns Al-a 6 al a-thanm. Al
Non- previously - | bought a bookThe bookwas about the
generic uses Second World War.
of al- Used when theoun refers 4
to something present or
Situational visible within the context, or A%%ihﬁﬁ adat
is generally understood by Give methe mirror
both the speaker and '
addressee within the contex
Used whefthe noun refers 55 11 wiqeim and Alameen (1999, p.137)
Cultural to acommonly known Zurtual kaodbah.
referent known by all I visited thek a 6 b a h
individuals ina community )
Used when the noun is 6 wAyrt oCxu¥pbChpw cgt
Structural followed by a modifier in Al-s a Oatti frtadatha Nada jameelah
the form of a relative clause The watch Nada wore is beautiful
[Indefinite,  zero 1 Referential 7
specific] indefinites WF 3 BBEH YFQMK
i Firstmention | reada story this morning
nouns
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[Indefinite,  zero 1 Nor- 8

nonspecific] referentials
T  Attributive yhpCs HA/FBHM AF T T®
indefinites Eman and Salma ateachersin a school
1 Nonspecific
indefinites

Differences between the use of Arabic articles @ndlish articles also occatthe NP
level when theNP consists of two or more words combination. The marking of the words
within theNP in Arabic differs from English depending on tR€'s type and structurén

Arabic, AlHawary (2011) identify four types dfPsin Arabic:

1. Thenounadjective phrase

2. T h éaada phrase (also known as annexation by Rydfg5)

3. The adjective O0i Daafa phrase

4. And the demonstrative phrase

Each of the four categories presents a way of using arti@édiffers from the
equivalent form in English. Tab4 showsthese typesral their equivalent form in English.
Nounadjective phraseare phrases in which the head noun is modified by one adjective or
more. In the equivalent form in English, the adjective(s) sofingt, followed by the noun; in
English, one article markbke enire phrase (e.gthe tall boya tall boy). In Arabic, however,
nountadjective phrases come in a different order where the noun comes first followed by the
adjective(s). In Arabioounadjective phrases, the adjective(s) follow the nouns they modify,
agreeing with them in gender, number, and definiteness (AlHawary, 20tbdgoiér, to
mark (in)definiteness, each word is marked independently within the phrase. Adjectives in
nounadjective phrases are treated like nouns in terms of marking (in)definiteness. In Arabic

indefinitenounadjective phrases, each of the noun andtjective(s) within thé&lPis
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characterisetdy zero(see Example 1); similarly, in definitmunadjective phrasegach of

the noun and the adjective is markedaby(see Example 2).

Table24
Forms of the MunPhrasein Arabic
NP type Condition  Example in Arabic Example Equivalent form in
/context English
The noun Indefinite  (zero fatatun (zerg Jameela 1 A beautiful girl
adjective (zerg girl (zerg beautiful
phrase
Definite wAyr t IOF WF 9 Y IOF 2 The beautiful girl
al-fatatal-Jameela
(al-) girl (al-) beautiful
The 0i D Indefinite whpCsB OTCB 3 A school principal
phrase (i.e., (zerg mudeer ferg madrasah
annexation) (zerg principal gerg school
Definite whpCr OF OT1CsB 4 The school principal
(zerg mudeer &l-) madrasah
(zerg principal @l-) school
Annexatio o Cx WF 3D 5 N a dsadbk
nin the (zerg Kitab Nada
case of (zerg book Nada
proper
nouns
(Definite)
The adjective  Indefinite XAPIOF5 OF ICIOF g H 6 A student should be
0i Daaf a well-behaved
Yajib an yakooral- tablib (zero)
hasan akhalq
Must be @l-) student Zerg well-
al-manner
Generic adgj K AOF /el jlal 7 A well-behavedperson
is a respectful person
(al-) shakhagal-) hasan @l-)
khalag shakas muhtaram
(al-) person(al-) well- (al-)
manner person respectful
And the Definite O THOF F MK 8 This student
demonstrative  (with no Hatha altalib
phrase adjective)

This (al-)student

Definite Hatha altalib al-jadeed 9 This new student
(with
Adjective) This (al-)student &l-)new
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The secondtype ™Pi n Ar abi ¢ i s t haanexatiobthedfi &© amh raa s e
phrase ionethafi e x pr esses a possessive relationship
mi ni mally of two nouns that mak,0ll).Phrasessi ngl e
such aghe school principabr the principal of the schoare equivalent forms in English.

Unlike other types of ArabislPs nouns i n Arabic o0i Daafa phra:
number, case or even definiteness. In, fiet first noun is always indefinite/unmarked

because definiteness is indicated by the second noun in the phrase. IneEXavhjch

expresses indefinite meaning, both the first and the second nouns are unmariealrkieel

by zerg. In contrastin Example 4, which expresses definite meaning, only the second is

marked byal-. Based on Ryding (2005), in the case of dedmifss, the first noun is called

definite by annexatiarTherefore, although it is syntactically unmarked, it is still identified
semantically as definitdloreover the definiteness of the second noun can be expressed by

the marking ofal- or by other meas(e.g, pronouns). By all means, in this catdee

preceding noun is also definite by annexation without being markatl by any other ways

of marking (see Example 5).

The third type is the adjectiiei Da a f d arktar ausne ayy 13 YWHHiKIMaifFa a )
type consists of an adjective followed by a
phrasesintwowayd)when t he adj ecti ve ibdefthimdhea phrase i
adjectiveis indefinitunmarkedand the noun idefinite/marked withal- (see Example 6),
and2) when the phrase is treated as defirteth (adjective and noun) occur as defingeq

Example 7.

Finally, demonstrative phrasesnsistof a demonstrative pronoun and definite noun,
both agreeing in gender and number (see Example 8). A demonstrative can consist of a
definite adjectivahat isoften placed between the demonstrative pronoun and the s@ein (
Example 9.
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2.3.L2 Acquisition of English Morphemes

In earlier studies, L2 English articles acquisition was studied as a part of a more general
process of acquiring other L2 English morphemes. These studies were initially based on the
findings of Brownos ( leftiedlocessofiachyiring L1 English c h h e
morphemes. In his study, he identified an order, 8tages) in which L1 English morphemes
are acquireeéxplaining that these morphemes vary in their difficuBgown (1973)aimed to
explore if the same isxhibited among L2 children and L2 adultéis researclconcerning
L2 order of acquiring English morphemes found that across the different studies, L2 learners
show a similar order in the proce&a(ley, Madden, & Krashen, 197Brown,1983 Dulay
et al, 1985, LarserFreeman]1975,1976; Wolf, 1986)This order havecone known as the
Anatural 6 or Auniversal o order of acquisitio
this natural order, GoldschneidandDeKeyser (200) explain that ngeason has been given

to explain this order.

To revisit the issue dhenatural order, GoldschneidandDeKeyser (200) conducted
a study using data of 12 studies on L2 order of acquiring English morphemes, over 25 years,
intendingto find what factors efermine this order and make some morphemes harder to
acquire. In the study, the authors usegiaranalysisto examnethe characteristicef
perceptual salience, semantic complexity, morphophonological regularity, syntactic category,
and frequencylay arole in the variance shown in the L2 acquisition of English artidles.
L1 influence was excluded from this analysis considering the difficulty of obtaining the data
across these studies. In theisearchGoldschneideandDeKeyser (200) ensuredhatthe
chosen studies had similar methods of scoring accuisiog morphemes. The results
showed that all the five factors combinsmlild predict the order in L2 English morphemes
acquired. Based on the findings, GoldschneshetDeKeyser (200) found that these factors
are notentirelyheterogenous and all resolve around the idesalggnce(in a general sense).
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The authors further explain that salience bapresented in many levels (phonological,
morphological, syntactic, semantic, amgmerical) making it easier for some grammatical

structures to be inducted from the input.

In a laterstudy, MurakamandA|l exopoul ou (2016) investigat
natur al o r c¢,¢apping an ¢ha rolé Lyl inkuanicescan play in thecpss of
acquiring L2 English morphemes. Murakaanid Alexopoulou (2016) used corpus data (The
Cambridge learner corput) examire seven L1 groups: Spanish, Turkish, Japanese, Ruyssian
Korean, German and French. The findings showed that the groups weitedarder of
acquisition. However, based on some ithin differences, it was concluded that L1

influence does not changiee path of development

Dekeyser (2005) proposes a framework referringeteeralkelementshat contribute to
difficulty learning particular grammatical structures. These elements are related to meaning,
form or formmeaning connections. Foraomplexity is associated with choosing the right
morphemes out feveraloptions and placing the morpheme in toerectposition in
context.On the other hananeaningcomplexityis related to the abstractness and novelty of
the meaning. Forameaning mapping is associatedh transparency of the relation between
form and meaningekiert & Han(2016) argues this framewqrbtating that while tase
aspects of complexity are relevant, they tend to be target langaage and neglect the

role L1 mightplayin ear ner s6 | anguage devel opment .

In a narrower scope, within studies on L2 English articles, due to the challenges L2
learnersexperiencen acquiring English articles, attempts have been made to explain the
process (lonin et al., 2004, L& Gleason, 2002; Master, 1994). Across these studies,
patterns of article use were explored to explaindhfgulty. Within these studiedlifferent

generalisations were madencerninghumerous factorsSome of these generalisatsociaim
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that there isn order of difficulty in which one article is acquired before the other. However,
the process haadso bea linked to other factors such as language input, age/age of onset, L2
proficiency and L1 influence. Across these studies, substantial attention was given to L1
influence and age. Different theories and hypotheses were proposed in this respect. In this

sedion, an overview of some of the factors is presented.

2.3.1. Age andAge ofAcquisition

Age effects have been discussed widely in the literature in second language acquisition
research (Birdsong, 1999, 2@02006; Lenneberg, 196Kja r i n o veaal, 200@ d
Penfield& Roberts, 1959; Singleton, 2001). The issue of age was often discussed in relation
to the difference between early learners,(itese who start acquiring L2 at an early age)
and late lemers (those who start acquiring L2 atadder age) in the L2 acquisition process
(Dowenset al, 2010; Granena, 2014; lonat al., 2009; Van Hel& Tokowicz, 2010).
Earlier studies on age effects were based on observations of immigrants in natural language
settings where it was found that chlign often showed better and more natike use of L2
in comparison to adults (Hoff, 2013; Koz, 2010). Subsequently, based on these
observations, many assumptions and generalisations wereatmaate 2 acquisition and age
subject to controversies. Amg these generalisatisiis that L2 acquisition comes as an easy
task for early learners comparedlate learners (Hoff, 2013; Moz, 2010; Singleton, 2001).
The other assumption is that there is a time framariardividual in which learning an L2
can resulin nativelike performance or what is referred tousmate attainmen{Ortega,

2014).

Forthe second assumption, the critical period hypothesis (CPH) was proposed. Based
on this hypothesis, in associatiorthvbiological development, it was assumed that there is a

critical periodin age which after, achieving a natilkee performance becomes almost
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impossible (Singleton & Ryan, 2004). The CPH was linked with brain function and the
process ofateralization, in which specificbrain functions, including language functions, are
assigned to each side of the brain (Lenneberg, 1967). The CPH was supported with evidence
from theL1 acquisitionaboutsomeexceptionatases and individuals from the deaf

community (Hof, 2013; Ortega, 2014). For example, the child Genie (Curtiss, 10H?)

was neglected and depriveticommunication untitheage of 13showsthat late exposure to
language resultis incomplete and unsuccessful language development (Hoff, 2013; Ortega,
2014). Subsequently, extensive research using neuroimaging techniques was done to support
the existence of this critical period in L2 acquisiti@hée, Tan, & Thiel, 199%Klein et al,

1994). Different proposals were given when this period ;dmusever mostassign the end

of this period at around pubertiyust, 2006,0rtega, 2014).

Despitemanyof these studies, contradicting evidence led some researchers to question
the idea behinche CPH (Ortega, 2014). One strguigce ofevidence is that late adult
learners who managéd reacha high level in using Lareindistinguishable from native
speakers. loupet al.(1994) reported the case dhiflie andLaura. Theymanaged to reach a
highlevel in using L2 Arabic in a way where they were indistinguishable from native
speakers of Arabic. Recent research reviewed the evidence behind the CPH assuinptions
concluded that the effects obsenadmbutage were somewhat confounded bther factos
such as socieducational and motivational factors (Birdsong, 20@906, 2018). Marinova
Toddet al.(2000), for instance, argue that motivation to L2 learning vary to a great extent
between childremn theone hand, and adults and preadolescemtbe other angherefore,

a better a faster L2 learning is often observed among young learners.

The mostessentiafactorinteracting with age isput/exposure (Miioz, 2010).
Interesting findings were revealedaaib the type of inpuivhen age effects were examined in
foreign language contexts (i.elassroom environments). In these contexts, late learners
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showed better performance than early leamérscontinued to do so (Fullan2005).For
previous studies) natural settingst was found thalatelearnersalso showed better
performance than childresfow & HoefnageHohle, 1977. However, following these

studies, it was found this better performance by the adults was shown only in the beginning;
after aromd a year, children would often catch up with their monolingual peers and
outperformed adults (Long, 1990). Based on these studigg2{@010) explains that age
effects often relates to the amount of L2 exposure and the quality of the input, regdrdless o
the environment. In classroom settings, L2 learners reagivienal L2 input, which lass a

few hours a week (8 hours) The teacher is the only source of L2 input in contrast to natural

settings which often allows for more accurate L2 input.

Age effects go hand in hand with LORthe L2 context in natural settingsOR is often

equated with the amount of L2 exposure in natural settings (Birdsong, Zo0&)serve
differences among age groups2lexposurenustbe sufficient. For L2 exposure to be
adequatelO years is ofterequiredfor early learners to reach natilike levels (DeKeyser,

2000). In bilingual research, however, age effects are linked to how often L1 andus2d
(Ortega, 2014)In their study on simultaneous Catat&panishchildren exposed

simultaneously to both languag&ebastiarGallés et al.(2005)found that L2 mastery of L2
depenédon language dominance and whether L2 is activated enough in the daily use of the

partidpants.

2.3.2. L2Proficiency

Research on L2 acquisition has shown that L2 learners show variability in their
performance/ mastering L2 forms acressious levelo f L2 proficiency (AkE¢k
Dincer, 2021; Chaudro& Parker, 1990; Reat al, 2018; Young, 1996).In L2 acquisition

L2 proficiency is viewed aanindicatorof L2 experience (Kinet al, 2020). According to
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Kim et al.(2020), the development of L2 forms, similar to L1 development, happens
progressively in which languagenstructions are gradually genesadl through L2
experience. L1 children often take stapbuilding and accumulating knowledge about
language formshrough repeated experience otigre (Sethuraman & Goodman, 2004;
Tomasello, 2003)Likewise, in L2 deelopment, figuring out language forms across different
L2 proficiency levels indicate that with more L2 experience, more awarergasésiabout
these forms (Liang, 2002Kim et al (2020)found that L2 learners become better at form

meaning distinctionvith increasd L2 proficiency.

2.3.3. Qosslinguistic I nfluence

CLI has been discussed widetyL2 acquisition studieandviewed as amssential
contributing factor in learning and acquiring 2. CLI has been known under different
terms (e.g.interference, transfe€LlI). Although there is no agreement on a specific
definition of CLI, a widely used definition
similarities and differences between the target language and any other langtidgs treen
previously (and per haps i mpeThdCelphehogpngnonacqui r e
has been classified pssitiveandnegative(Cook& Cook, 2003).Positive CLlis the process
in which the forms and structures of the L1 enhance or positively impact the use of L2 forms
(Brown, 2007). For example, in Ringbom (1992), Swedish L1 speakers often performed
better than L1 Finnish speakers in learning L2 English due todhavame syntactic
similarities between Swedish and Englislegative CLlon the other hand, is the process in
which the L1 forms have a negative impact, interfering with the acquisition of the L2 forms
(Brown, 2007). In L2 English articles studiéise omission of articles by-art] L1 groups
(Ekiert, 2005;Master, 1989) is an example of negative CLI in which the absence of articles in
L1 resulted in lack of use in L2 Englidn.numerous studie€LI was mostly treated as a
unidirectional phenomenon in witi L1 knowledge has been viewedaaisessentiadource of
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knowledgefor L2 learners or those learning an additional langulagempacs L2
acquisition (Gas& Selinker, 1992; Ortega, 2014). However, CLI can aksobserved in L1

performance (Jarvis & Reenko, 2008).

Recently there has beea growing interesin CLI as a bidirectional phenomenon
(Cooké& Cook, 2003; Grosjean, 1998; Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008; Pavlenko, 2000; Pavlenko &
Jarvis, 2002). According to Coald Cook2003), L2 can influence the use of the b&,in
the case in which L1 forms impact L2 forms. CLI can occur simultaneously whereby both L1
and L2 knowledgeffect the use of each other (Pavlenko & Jarvis, 2002). Despite the recent
interest in bidirectionaCLlI, thefinding that L2 can impact L1s not new. Early on
Weinreich (1953) defined interference (i€LI) as a process in which both the L1 and L2
i mpact one another as: Athose instances of
occur inthe speech of bilinguals as a result of their familiarity with more than one lariguage
(Weinreich, 1953p.1). Based on this concept, Coakd Coolk(2003) classifid CLI into
two categoriesforward CLI (or L1 to L2 influence)n whichL1 influences L2 ptterns of
acquisition, andbackward CLI (or L2 to L1 influencen which L1 is impacted
simultaneously by L2 during the acquisition/use of L2. First language attrition studies present
a straightforward case of backward CLI. Isuaveyof late Dutchi German bilinguals, the

increase of immersion in L2 can result in phonetic attrition if&tbehret al.,2017).

With respect to CLI, Cooland Cool(2003) explain that bilinguals differ from
monolinguals imowL1 and L2 systems are presented in their miBased orthe concept
of multicompetencé.e., how the knowledge of different languages might be presented in the
mind), Cookand Cook(2003)identify othermodels which describe this relation between L1
and L2 in the brain of bilinguals. The first modethe separation modgelvhich assumes that
eat L1 system and L2 system is presented separately with no interaction. In this model, it is
assumed that neither L1 nor ripactsthe opposite language. The second modeledotal
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integrationwhich, contrary to the first, assumes that both L1 and k&sys go undex
single system in the mind of bilinguals. This model states that bilisghabse which
language to use depending on the situation or cqrdiexilar to when monolinguakthoose

which style or register to use in a particular situation.

The total integration model vieis that both L1 and L2 function under one system with
no influence from either language on the other. Caouk Coolk(2003) argue that neither
accuratly descrbesthe situation. Cooland Cool(2003) explain that the relahdetween L1
and L2 is presented varying degrees somewhere between the two extreme views. This goes
under whatheyreferred to ashe linked language modet the partial integration modeh
which L1 and L2 are likely to impact each other dependintherevel of interaction
/integration. The level of integration is often constrained by other factors such as language

area, language distance and stages of L2 development &0okk, 2003).

In L2 acquisition, L1 to L2 influence was often examined ftedgntiate universal
patterns from L1 influenc&kegarding.1 children acquisition, there wespecificcommon
patterns betweetnelL1 and L2 acquisition processes. For particular language areas, it was
noticed that both L1 and L2 users follow the sarages or order of acquisition in acquiring
specificlanguage forms. For example, L2 English learners, (€agean and Japanese L1
groups in Oshita, 2000) overgeneralised-ggform in using the simple past form to
irregular verbs before they fully mastethe use of the form in the same way L1 children
produce them. The same overgeneralisation pattern was exhibited by L1 children even though
they hal no prior L1 knowledgeMarcuset al, 1992; Maratsos, 2000)hesepatterns were
exhibited by L1 children, despite the lack of previous language knowlBadgause¢he same
patternsnvereexhibited by different L2 usersggardles®f their L1, theras a specifimatural
universalorder exhibited in both L1 and L2 across the stages of acquisition.adoRook
(2003) argue that generalising an order of acquisition to L2 learners follows a separation
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model and that L2 develops separately without considering the role of L1. Murakdmi
Alexopoulou (2016¢oncluded that L2 English learners experience a similar difficulty
leading to acquiring English morphemes in a similar ofddkehas contributed to some extent
in making changes in acquiring these morphemes. In L2 English artistkssstalthough it

is assumed that acquisition of definitte presents an ease compared to acquaiag

(Master, 1987; Zodernk& Paradis, 2008), studiémveshown that L1 knowledge of the
learners has often contributed to changing that order wddarewas shown to be easier

(Diez-Bedmar& Papp, 2008Ekiert, 2005, 2007).

Crosslinguisticl nfluence and Other Factors

CLI, in either direction, is often constrained by other factéos proficiency, both L1
and L2 proficiency can play a role (Jar§isPavenko, 2008)Concerning-1 to L2 influence,
in respect td_1 proficiency (i.e, the source language), the stronger is the L1 knowledge, the
more likely it is to be reflected in L2 performan&egarding-2 proficiency, Jarvis (2000)
explains that L1 to L2 influences can be presented in varying degrees depending on the extent
of similarities and differences between L1 and In2addition, JarvisndPavlenko (2008)
contend thathis also depends on hdanguage proficiency is actually measyraddwhat
language area is being investigatddwever,language proficiency in L2 to L1 infenceis
often assumed that L1 is already fully develogechibiting L2 to L1 influencaisually
requires high levels of L2 proficiency (Major, 1992; Kecs&eBapp, 2003). In comparing
L1 to L2 influence and L2 to L1 influence among bilinguals, Kecskd$?app (2003)
explain that CLis unidirectional (i.e.from L1 to L2) until L2 learners reach a particular
threshold in L2When reaching that level, L2 to ldbecome apparenikecskesandPapp
(2003) explain that this threshold level can be obtained onlyatiihh level of L2

proficiency and sufficient L2 exposure.
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In addition to proficiency, L2 exposure also @ay essentiatole in the phenomenon.
Language exposure caften bea general ternthatincludesseveral aspectfn natural
settings, L2 exposure is often equated with LOR in therh@rorment(Mufioz, 2010).
Concerningorward CLI, JarvisandPavlenko(2008) state that L1 to L2 effects are likely to
decrease witimore extendedesidence irtheL2 context. L2 to L1 influence, on the other
hand, is more likely to increase withore extendedesidence in L2 settings. Laufer (2003)
found that L1 Russiah2 Hebrew bilinguals showed features of their L2 collocational use in

their L1 use withmore extendedesidence in the L2 context.

CLI can also varyith age and L2AOA depending on the direction of Chdl ¢he
language area under investigation. Accordinfyly instance, L1 to L2 influence can be more
prominent among older learners than in early learners in areas such as ph{felpest
al., 2003) Still, it might not be the case in lexis and morphology (Jarvis, 2000). In the reverse
L2 to L1 influence, arly starters are more likely to exhibit L2 effects than older learners
(Jarvis& Pavlenko, 2008). The relationship between age and CLI can be expgitrex
level of integration of L1 and L2 in the multicompetence across both early learners and older
lear ners. Mihaljevil Djigunovil ahgherledeoff ound
interaction between L1 and L2 than late starters in the overall language performance of both
L1 and L2 and reading, writing and listeniskjllsin both L1and L2. M hal j evi | Dj i gu
(2010) explained that early starters received more input than late stemsding them to

reach the needed threshold in L2 often required for bidirectional CLI.
Confirming the Existence ofCrosdinguistic Effects

JarvisandPavlenko (2008joundthat previousCLI research reported some
discrepancies in their findings. Based on firating, JarvisandPavlenko(2008) proposed

criteria to confirm whether particular patterns are the result of CLI or due to other factors.
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JarvisandPavlenko (2008) suggest the ndedthree types of evidencg) intragroup
homogeneity?) Intergroup heterogeneitgnd3) crosslinguisticperformance congruity. The
rationale behind the first type of evidence is that the patterns revealed in the performance are
not merely an isolated incident but a common tendency of this specific group who share the
same two languages. In rationtbe second type of evidence, the performance of the tested
group should not be identical to that of other languages groups of different source language
or recipient language. This is necessary to exclude any universal or general tendencies
common to all gers but should be specific to the group in the questioncerninghe final

type of evidence, the performance of the tested group in the target language should result
from their use of the other languadée paticipants' patternshould reflect the siilarities
anddifferences in the performance between the two languages, the source and the target

language.

2.4. L2 Acquisition of English Articles

L2 English learners/users exhibpiecificpatterns in the use of English artigles
indicaing difficulty in usingEnglish articles by English learnei&kfert, 2005; Sinha, 20)4
In the process of acquiring L2 English articles, adult learners produce many errors that might
persist even at advarttkevels. A substantialumberof studies has beaonducted to
examine L2English article use by L2 learners {(®la d i 2017; Chung, 2011 ;
2010; Lopez 2015; Mei, 2013; Park, 2013; Parrish, 19&K)eral proposals have been
suggested to explain why English learners produce errors and strugglguiring English
articles. Many proposals often associate this difficulty with the function and use of the
articles, noun countabilitgndbdr the influence of the Laf the learnersConcerningunction,
L2 users, particularly children, appear to show similarity to that of the process of L1 children.
In the following lines of this discussion, we address this difficulty among L2 learners.

Considering the similarity observed among L1 and L2 childthe first section (2.4.1.)

31



explainshow L1 children acquired the English article system. Following that, the second
section (2.4.2) presents the proposals assuming that English article L2 acquisition is
associateavith theuse and function of articles the grammar system in adults; additionally
Section 2.4.3. explashow factors suclsstructureare likely to result in errorsSection
2.4.4describegshe difficulty with noun countabilitySection 2.4.5iscussesghe role of L1
influence in the praess Fnally, Section 2.4.6. introduces studies of the process in L2

children and how thegrelikely to differ from adults.

2.4.1. Acquiring EnglishArticles in L1 Children

Many studies have explored the acquisition of English articles by L1 childkarihin
natural (Brown, 1978and experimental settings (Schafer & de Villiers, 2000; Warden, 1976;
Zehler& Brewer, 1982). In Brown (1973), English articles were treated asamplete
form and accordingly, it was hard to determine if their individuamvaseedin difficulty. In
the following research, however, considerations were made in examining the use of each
article individually anddeterminingtheir order of acquisition (Wardeh976; Zehle&
Brewer, 1982). According to Brown (1973), English articles are often acquired early by L1
Englishspeaking children around the agfe2;8 to 38. However, they often continue to
produce errors before they fully master their use by the afgeilofWarden (1976fpund that
L1 c hidrar predoctiospersisted until they were nirmmdexamined the use tiieand
a/anfor first and second mentioned noulrsWarden (1976)childrenwere able to fully
master the use dliein definite contexts at seven. However, tieeptinued to overusie by

18% intheindefinite context until nine.

Overuse othein indefinite contexts was exhibited in both natwstaidiesBrown,
1976) andexperimentaktudiesby Warden(1976 andZehler andBrewer(1982). Two

explanations werpresented concernirnis error.First, this error is attributed to

egocentricity and children failing to esti
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1976).Alternatively, the error isattributed to linguistic reasons (Zehl& Brewer, 1982;
Czico, 1986). In linguistic terms, children acquire spegifimspecific distinctiopearlier

thandefiniteness.

In determininghe order of acquisition of the three articles, ZelaledBrewer (1982)
identified three stages by which L1 children of age two to three acquire English articles.
Based on his studypotha/anandzerowere used in the first stagdowever, in this stage,
while a/anwas supplied correctly ia/ancontextszerowas overused, ainly in the context,
which led ZehleandBrewer (1982) to conclude tha¢rois associated with definiteness in
children. In the following stage, the childresedthewhile correctly usinga/an In the final

stage, children began to overukebefore hey gradually gainedompletecompetence.

In a more recent study (Schaeffer & Matthewson, 2005) examining L1 articktbyuse
children (age ) and adultsdifferent stages were identifiad which children acquire
English articles. Based on reseabgtSchaeffeandMatthewson (200511 English children
acquire the distinction between specific and nonspecific meanings earlier than shared
knowledge (iedef i ni t e/ indefinite). Failing $0 real
children to deal wh [definite, specific] and [indefinite, specific] context as one context
contrasting with the [indefinite, nonspecific] context. Accordingly, duringattgguisition
processthe use otheis applied to the [definite, specific] and overgeneralised in the
[indefinite, specific] In contrasta/anis used correctly in the [indefinite, nonspecific]
context. In the study, the children showed significantly more overube of the [indefinite,
specific] than in the [indefinite, nonspecific] context. In comgarito the adult group, the
children also produced significantly higher proportionthefin the [indefinite, specific] than
the adult participants. Accordingly, the results confirmed the prediction that children acquired

specific/nonspecific distinctioearlier than definite/indefinite distinction.
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2.4.2. L2 Acquisition of English Articles: the Difficulty Associated withFunction

Across L2 English articles studies, there is an agreement that there is a difficulty
associated with the function of L2 English adikAzaz, 2016; Ekiert, 2007; longt al,
2008; Sarko, 2008, 2009). Thssoften attributed to the semantic and pragmatic complexity
that underlies the uses of the three forms, the, a/anandzerg (Ekiert, 2005, 200;7Ekiert
& Han, 2016;lonin et al, 2004; Robertson, 20D0T o explain tlesedifficulties, errors in
English article use were often examin@doutthis complexity, one hypothesis was
proposed from a formal generativist perspective to explain overuse errors produced by L2
learrers of Englishlonin et al.(2004) associatkerror patterns by L2 English speakers with
the fluctuation between the semantic and the pragmatic contexts in which articles are used.
Another hypothesis, however, was proposed by Trenkic (2008, ,2088hgthat overuse
errors in L2 English artickare due to misanalysing articles as adjectives by learners whose

L1 lacks articles.

loninetald s ( 2 0 0 4 )waddsripedusingthesanadysis of errors, exclusively
errors of substitution, which often occur in the use of L2 English artrekegedto the
Article Choice Parameter (ACP) and the Fluctuation Hypothesis (FH). Based on ACP, in
two-article languages\yPsare distinguishe based on the setting of either specificity or
definiteness. Articles in English are markers of definiteness differentiating definite and
indefinite nounswhereasin Samoan, which encodes specificity, articles are markers for
specific and nonspecific nos geeSection 2.2.)The meanings of definiteness and
specificity are universahnd learners of@rt] L1 have access tbem even though they are
not marked by articles. Whergft] L1 learners learn [+art] L2 English, they can fail in
setting thecorrectparameter; consequentlgarners might fluctuate between the two settings

and as a resujtproduce substitution errors in whitteis used imranindefinite specific
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context ashownin Example2.9. lonin et al.(2009, p. 340jound thata/anis usedn

definite nonspecific context&Xample2.10) (loninet al.,2009, p.340).

Example 2.9

[ +definite,ithepeci fic]: target

predicted learner pattern: overuseaof

Ruby: |l tos already 4 p. m. Wbhgol?i sndt your

Angela: He just called and told me that he got in trouble! He is talkitigefarincipal

ofhisschodl | dondét know who that is. | hope n
Example 2.10
[ Tdefinite, atspecific]: target

predicted learner pattern: overudetee

Grandfather comes for a visit Grandfather: Where is my little granddaughter Beth? Is
she home? Father: No...She is not going to be back till late. She is having dinner with

agirl from clasg her name is Angie, and Beth really likes her.

Regardinghe second hypothesis, Trenkic (2009) assumes that the communicative
redundancy of articles (i,deing unnecessary to express definite meaning) leads L2 users of
English to produce errors in their use of articles. Trenkic (2009) built her argumeset on th
idea that meanings of definitenesgexpressed in all languages irrespective of whether they
include an article system. Thaportanceof (in)definiteness can be conveyed through
context even without the use of articles (Trenkic, 2009). For exam@epom where there
isonlyonemugon a tabl e, it i s egwvemegrhgwithoutusihnghe spea

thebefore the noun, considering the reference is already clear duexestencand its

35



uniquenessi.e., being the only mug on that tabl¢herefore, usingheis not required here.

Accordingly, the use of articles is unnecessary to express these meanings. In her argument,
Trenkic refers to Hawk primargfnctigndfCEQgiish artclesast e me n t
merely to mark nouns ardifferentiate them from verbs. Therefore, marking definite and

indefinite nouns can be considered a secondary function for English articles.

Trenkic (2009) further explains that artickgmrallel demonstratives (e, this, these
éet c. ) o c cuagesincludingathosdackire artgles. He elaborates that
demonstratives are considered a fornpraicedural adjectivesegarded as a subcategory of
adjectives. In consideringdrt] L1 learners of English, it is assumed tlearners do not have
expectations about how articles are used due to the lack of articles in th€is.lack of
expectationsalong with the simarities between demonstratives and artideepredicted to
cause confusiarConsequently, articletheanda/ancould be treated as adjectivibat
express meanings of fAdefinite/identifiableo

(Trenkic, 2009).

Similar studies (Pongpairoj & Trenkic, 2007; Trenkic, 2008nkic, 2007, 2008) argue
against lonire t  @009) dypothesis. In his studies, Trenkic (2007, 2008) claims that
overuse errors are not impacted by specificityrbatltfrom the familiariyy of the referent
identified in the sentence in tf@cedchoice elicitation task loniat al.(2004) used in their
study. The articl¢hewas overuseth the[indefinite specific] context due to the presemde
an attribute or what the author refers teaglicitly stated knowledg& SK) within the
contextwhi ch | ed | earners to @ormBsiskdar otnhdirse fsd ru
Trenkic (2007, 2008) concludes that providing an attribute in the sentesdegxample
2.11(Ionin et al.,2009, p.340)n which the attribute is the mentioning of the nakngie

caused participants to overube In contrastExample2.12 (lonin et al.,2009, p.353hows
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thatdue to the lack of ESK, learners assumedbftosite (unidentifiability), and

accordingly a/anwas supplied.

Example2.11

[ Tdefinite] [+specific, +ESK]:

[ Tdefinite, +tamgptaci fi c] context:

Grandmother comes for a visit

Grandmother: Where is my little granddaughter Beth? Is she home?

FatherrNé She i s not going to be ba@kirlt i | I | at

f r o m helnansessiAngie and Beth really likes her.

Example 2.12

[ +definite], tdrgetshpeci fi c, T ESK] :

Paul: Will Bob join us for lunch?

Sheil a: No, h enteatingwigh(thg)dlb u £ t olHe oif s hi s ¢ o mg

know who that person is, but he will decide whether Bob gets his promotion or not.

Evidencefroman ear |l i er study by Butler (2002) a
2008) analysis. Butler noticed thatirners tended to overube more when the referent is
given a name within the sentence or when the speaker acknowledges that they know the
referent. Based on the information in the sentences, the participants assume that the referent
i s Ai de ndpladethebdioredhe referant as an adjective that gives that meaning (i.e.

identifiable).

The debate has continubdcausé oni n r ej ect ed Erstedpgfonic 6s pr c

et al.,2009). Although loniret al.(2009) admit thaspecificity intheir studies was caused by
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the ESKtheydisagree that the L2 English articles were misanalysed as adjectives. In this

respect, loniret al.(2009)offer threepieces ofvidence to support thposition.

1. Evidence is from natural languagatd by which specificity is operationalised as
ESK. In the English language, the use of the deterntinein indefinite specific
context by native speakeoscurs precisely in conditions where ESK is stated.

2. This evidence relates the case of LEnglish learners reporting their reasons for
supplyingthein anindefinite specific context reported Yangandl o n (2008)sIn
this study, [+ESK] and-ESK] were presented in specific indefinite contexts and
participants were asked to report their reasons for their answers in suppg/jimg
indefinite specific contexts. Pahichi ci pant
included both specificityo0o athadweoS&Kr ,i n addi
responses explaining their reasémsoverusingthewere associated wittme impact
of specificity (69%)while alimited numberof responses linked that with ESK (7%).

3. lonin et al.(2004)contencdthat articles having adjectival nature lack evide@methe
one hand, there is no support that &t languages deal with determiners as
adjectives. The idea thiteanda/anare considered adjectives by learners is not
provided by direct evidence; the only evidence is found in the case of L1 Serbian L2
English bilinguas where more article omission occurred in the case of adjectively

premodified nouns (Trenki2007).

Existing evidence seems to align more witlo n i n (20Q04) eaplanatioss. Even
though familiarity with the referent has impactedoveruse errorsih o ni n (2004), al . 0 s
this evidence does not contradict that specificity also played a roteatingthis error type.
In many studies on English article acquisition, including both L1 (Brown, 1973; Czico, 1986;
Schaeffer & Matthewson, 2005; Zehler & Brewer, 1982) and L2 acquisition of English
articles (loninet al.,2009; Zdorenko & Paradis, 2008, 2012)wvasobservedhatthewas
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mostly overused in indefinite, specific contexts. In many of these studies, spontaneous
(Brown, 1973) or sermspontaneous speech (Zdorenko & Paradis, 2008, 2012) was used
instead of the filin-the-blank task as a means of datdlection. In the use of spontaneous
and semspontaneous speedtnowledge of the referent was not necessarily stated. Ekiert
(2007 andEkiertandHan (2016) explain that the difficulty in using English articles stems
from the fact that multiple formsHe a/an zerg are used to encode multiple meanings

(definiteness/indefiniteness, specificity/nonspecificity, generic and number).

Using the correct form is oftesependendn the level of transparency between form
and meaning; forms are easier to enostien theraredirect oneform-onemeaning
connections (Ekiert, 2007In contrast td&English articleslearners often face difficulty
matching the correct form to its correct meaning due to these multiplenfi@aning
connectons Hence, it can be concluded that Trenk
additional contributing factor but does not exclude the impact of the complexity of the

semantic and pragmatic contexts.

2.4.3. Countability and Number

Number or noun countability is andgitional difficulty associate@ith the use of the
English articles across the three cordéButler, 2002; Ekiert, 20QEkiert & Han,2016
Master, 1989, Zodrenk& Paradis, 2008)t) the generic2) the indefinite specific an8) the
indefinite nonspédtic. Theuse of articles requires L2 English userdigiinguishbetween
several typesf common nous uncountable/mass nouns, singular countable and plural
countable nouns. lanindefinite context, indefinite singular common nouns require the use
of a/anwhile indefinite mass/uncountable nouns and plural nouns are markeddy
(Master, 1997). Failing to do so might resulafanoveruse irthezerocontext ora/an

omission erros as in Exampkel and 2 in Tabl2.5. Similarly, understanding numiser
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determine the marking of geneh®s At the same timehe articleghe (e.g, The rabbitis a

fast animal anda/an(e.g, A catis an animal that has a fuencode generic singular

common nouns, generic mass/uncountable nouns @higdren need a lot of attentigrand

generic plural nouns (e,d=aglescan eat snakgsare marked byera Similar patterns of

errors inExamples 1 and 2 in Tabl&.5, which can occur in indefinite contexts, can also

occur in the generic context. In addition, the usthefvith generic mass/uncountable nouns

and generic plural nouns is ungrammatical in English and could result in an ovethese of
(seeExample 3, Table.5). For instance, in Fe@huan (2001)[-art] L1 Chinese learners
produceda/anomission errors and overusathnin zerocontextsdue tofailing to identify

noun countabil it y-art] Japanesell dgroaps,it svasfdxi@athiarkingo n |

number/countability persisted longer in the use of L2 English articles than any other aspect.

Table25

Types oError Resulting fromMisunderstandingNoun Countability

Error type Example

1. a/anoveruse irzerocontext He hada bookswith him.

(correct: He hadthookswith him).

2. alanomission The boy boughapple and some juice.

(correct: The boy bouglatn apple and some juice).

3. theoveruse with plural generic nouns The elephantsare huge animals.

(correct: gerg Elephants areuge animals).

2.4.4. Noun Phrase Structure and Errors

Trenkic (2009) suggested that errors of substitution and omission can increase in certain
conditionsRegardingomission,Trenkicsuggested thdlhesalience of the referent and whether
an adjective precedes the naannthe NP can have an impact. Goldschneided DeKeyser

(2001) explain thathe salience of a form often makes it easier to acquire. However, Trenkic
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statesthat omission ofthe typically occus more when the referent is more salient. The
repetition of the referent with the discourse makes it more salient and increase the chances of

omitting thein the repeated phrases

Similarly, more articles aremittedwhen nouns are in a tapposition than in a nen
topic position considering that they are more salientthe topic position (Huebner, 1983;
Jarvis, 2002; Trenkic, 2002). In relationttee NP structure, omission can be more common
when nouns are praodifiedwith an adjectivei(e., in the form: article+ adjective+ noun) than
in NPswhere there is no modification (i, the form: article + noun) (Goad & White, 2004;
Trenkic, 2002). Trenkic (2009) explains that wah adjective premodified noun, more
processing is requiredhan with nounghat are not premodified; as a result, users are more

likely to omit articles in adjective pmaodifiednouns condition than in thettar.

2.4.5. L1to L2 Influence in theAcquisition of L2 English Articles

The difficulty of using English articles hatso beerassociated with L1 influence.
Ekiertand Han(2016) states that restricting the difficulty associated with English astiole
their semantic complexity has a weakndysfollowing this target languge-centric
approach, the role of L1 knowledge is overloakadSLA, learners already come with a
systemwith its own complexity Therefore, L2 development can rely looththe target

languageknowledgeand the previous knowledge of L1 (Selinker, 1972).

The difficulty associated with L1 is explained in Ekiert (200&@%ed orthe relation
between language atisought,that language can impact thougdrid thought likewise can
beaffectedby language. Slobin (199@)stinguishedetween two language catemsrin
explaining L1 influencel) thinking for speakingategories ané) categories of thought
Slobin (1996) explains thatinking for speakingategories corresponds with language

specific meanings whileategories of thoughefer to categoriethatreflect general
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meaningsMurakamiandAlexopoulou(2016) explain that articles go under the language
specific categories considering that the meanings articles carry are mehatags only be

experienced through language and cannot be experienced by general means through our

perceptual system. Onthet her hand, pl udepéndentgondept,a a | angu

category of thought (notwithstanding the typological variation in the way languages express

plurality and numbercrodsi ngui sti cally) o ( Mu,p3B®hnbBkiert & Al e X

(2007) explans that based on existimyidencegPinker, 1989; Slobin 1987, 1996, 2003),
languagespecific meaningaffectcognition. Therefore, these mearsrmxperienced by L1

forms become a part of our thought systemrheis face difficulty learning L2 forms when
they cannot escapmntirely fromtheir L1 system (Odlin, 2005). Jiaegal (2011) explain

that this is particularly difficult when L1 lacks an equivalent form or the concept underneath
this form is abserftom L1. Thelearner facethe challenge of leamg meaningshatmight
notbeencoded in their L1 grammar system and

meanings in the | earnerés mindo (p. 959).

no

Manyst udi es attributed L2 adultsd patterns

(Butler, 2002; Ekiert, 2005, 200Ekiert & Han 2016Leung, 2001; Robertson, 2000;

Thomas, 1989; Young, 1996). Across different studiesandaotbeg. 1 gr oups, adul

useof English articles has shown both negative and positive L1 influence. The similarities
between L1 article to L2 English article systems have led to exhibit a high accuracy in
English articles as L2 where these similarities occur (lehal, 2008). In ontrast, some

error patterns were explainég thelack of articles in L1 or differences between English L2
and L1 article systems (Master, 1987; Sarko, 2008). However, L2 performance in English
articles is often not restricted to L1 influence. In additmthe nature and the complexity of
article use (explained in sect®®.4.2and2.4.3, previous studies have also considered other

factors such as | anguage proficiency and
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discussion of L1 influence (providead Section 23.3.), L1 influence is claimed to only

impact theacquisition ratevithout changing the universal natural sequence of development.
However, as mentioned Bection 23.3, L2 English learners of differehiLs have shown
varying ordemith their L1. In the following lines, L1 influence is discussed in relation to
other factorsPrimarily, it examines thextentto whichL1 interact with the natural

development of acquiring English articles.

Regardind_1 and the sequence of L2 English articles acquisition, across the different
studies, different conclusions were gifen[-art] and [+art] L1 groups. In general, there is a
suggestiorthat the order of acquisition is uniform for both [+art] aradt] L1 groups. In all
L1 groups, it has been stated ttietuse is established earlier thatan (Chaudron & Parker,

1990; Haiyan & Lianrui, 201Q4uebner, 1983; Master 1997; Parrish, 1987omas 1989 ).

This is often followed by a phagewhichthei s overused in what is re
floodingd phenomenon before maxi mum competen
1997).However,some studiesaythat in Fart] L1 groups, acquing L2 English articles is

initiated by the use dferq followed by the emergence thfe anda/an respectively (Master,

1987). While Parrish (1987) suggests thertois acquired first, Master (1997) states that it is

not clear whether the initial spreatizerowas a sign of acquisition or ththie use ofzero

was by defaultindicating noruse and omission at the beginning. In-@xamination of

Master(1997), LuiandGleason (2002)rovide afurther explanatiomf the use othe which

propossthat patterns afheomission early on igisteadan indication that both articlethe

andzerq areinsteadacquired late.

In a study of an-prt] L1, Ekiert (2005) examined Polish English second language
(ESL) and English foreign language (EFL) leasné accur acy sequence in

the three articleacross the five tymeof semanticontext: generic, [definite, specific],
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[indefinite, specific], [indefinite, nonspecific] and idiomatic across three levels of
proficiency: highability, intermediateability and lowability learners. In the results, learners
in two groups (ESL and EFL) showed their highest accuracy in agamgandzeroin the
[indefinite, nonspecific] in all three level§he use ob/anandzeropresented a struggle for
low-ability learners However, with increaskproficiency, learners of intermediatend high
ability were able to score better ireecontexts achieving theisecondbest scores. The
results in the two indefinite contexts indicated it was relativedy éar learners to detect

indefiniteness.

As for the use ofhein definitespecific contexts, learners in both settings showed a
rapid increase in accuracy from 22.2% and 28.8% fordbility learners in both ESL and
EFL, respectively, to 60.0% and 73.3% high-ability learnersFor generi¢ conventional
and idiomatic uses, a different pattern was exhibked generic, in the ESL group,
intermediateability learners scored lower than both taand highability learners who had
achieved similar result$n generic for EFL, accuracy showed improvement in the
intermediateability learners followed byeducedaccuracywhich waseven lower than low
ability learners. For idiomatic use, for both EFL and ESL gratingslow-ability learners
achieved higher scesthan both intermediatend highability learners. The results of both
generic and idiomatic contexts indicate that higher accuracy achieved by thbilibyv
groupswasmainly by default. Overall, both ESL and EFL learners performed similaithy
EFL slightly outperforming ESLBoth EFL and ESL groups exhibited the highest accuracy
in usingzerofollowed bya/anandthe Ekiert (2005) concludes that the result generally
contradicts the general pattern mostly found in L2 English article acquiseBearch in
which masteringhe comes first. The result exhibits an order reflegthe natural pattern

foundduringL1 children acquisition (Cziko, 1986; Zehler & Brewer, 1982) in which the
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same ordewas displayedThe results were further consistentwi Thomasdé (1989)

order of acquisition in which L2 learners are said to foltbedl 1 children sequence.

Diez-BedmarandPapp (2008) examined L2 English article acquisition using the
corpora of two L1 groups:4rt] L1 Chinese and [+art] L1 Spanish group and compared them
to three corpora of native English speakers, native Chinese and native Spanish speakers to
determine thempact of L1 in the use of L2 English articles by bilingual groups. As in Ekiert
(2005), the study examined article use using
contexts: generic, [definite, specific], [indefinite, specific] and [indefinite, nonkpledi
was hypothesed thatthe Spanish L1 group might experience what was referred to as a
pragmatic problenfThomas, 1989), mainly in usirmgroand the indefinite article in the
generic context in L2 English article use. This was explained irzéaats not used in
generic context in L1 Spanish; in addition, for the indefinite article in L1 Spanish, even
though it can be generally used, it was not used by the native Spanish speakers in the corpora.
Chinese learners, on the other hamdre expectetb exhibit botha grammatical problenn
having a large number of omissgend apragmatic problenin failing toassign articles to
their correct definite/indefinite contexts. Tskeidy resultsevealed that the Chinese L1 group

had exhibitedts highestaccuracy irusingzerg followed bya/anandthe, respectively

On the other hand, Spanish learrgewed higher accuracy usinga/anfollowed by
theandzerqg respectively. Both groups had more accuracy in ualagthan in usinghe
However, for theChinese L1 group, it was unclear whether their usseadindicated
accuracy ofailurein using other articles. In using English articles across the four semantic
contexts and each of the three articteg @/anandzerg, the Spanish L1 group hadigher
accuracy rate than L1 Chineseceptfor genericzera Both groups had a similar rate of
accuracy. Moreover, the Chinese L1 exhibited more problems using articles in indefinite
nonspecific contexts and frequent errorsising generie/an Even though Spanish L1
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achieved an (85.99%) in usiagrg in comparison to the native English speakers, Spanish L1

used thezeroarticle more ofterwh i ch was expl ained to be due t
overstressing the use oéroin generic as well as differences in tieneric uséorm between

L1 Spanish and English. Overall, the results contradittestprevious researchvhich

stated thatheis often acquired befor@an.Diez-BedmarandPapp (2008) explained that

their findings confirm Thomasd (1989) hypoth
English speakersvhich is further indicated bthe overgeneralisation in indefinite contexts

(both specific and nonspecifiagyhich is also a common pattern in L1dtsh.

Theresults of DiezZBedmarandPapp (2008) and Ekiert (2005) confedOr t e ga 0 s
(2014) statemerthatthe two groups followed the same order found in L1 children. The two
groups also exhibited L1 influencadother factorsas indicated. Howevemhé results
remain questionable compared to thanyL2 studies in which a different order has been
found. Ekiert (2005) admitted the small number of participants in her study was a limitation

and that the findings require further confirmation in futurelistsl

In anotherstudy of an {art] Polish L1 speaker, Ekiert (2007) discussed the relation
between the complexity in the use of L2 English articles and the role of L1 influence on the
processegardingSlobin (1987, 1993, 2003) aerelation between thayht and language.

In the study, Ekiert (2007) discussed the previous generalisation studies claiming that
definiteness is acquired before indefiniteness (Huebner, 1983; Master 1987; Parrish, 1987).
Ekiert (2007), however, mentioned tlastead ofwhat iscommon among L1 Slavic groups,

a neamative use oé/anwas observed among leproficiency learners. In an aim to-re

examine the use of the indefinite artiakanamong L1 Polish, Ekiert (2007) collected

different sets of elicited data over 15 montlhsefcompositions, limited responses,
introspective data. The findings confirmig former study (Ekiert, 2005) in whidhe use of
a/anwas mastered firsk k i &2007pfimdings showed that Polish L1 played a role in both
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difficulty and ease of using L2 English articlegich explains therder ofaccuracy L1

Polish learners exhibit in using L2 English articles.

In addition totheacquisition sequence, L1 influem can be presented in the errors
learners produce in L2 English articl€mission errorgareoften a common pattern among |
art] groups in the initial stage of L2 acquisition. In comparing [+art] Ltad][L1 groups,
Thomas (1989) found thatdrt] L1 learners exhibited higher number of omission errors.
Similarly,i n Par r i s h 0-art] (1De&panbse spsakets propducedyarticle
omissiors early on before they started usithgganda/an Li kewi se, i n Ekiert
comparing ESL an&FL, low-ability learners showed a high number of omissjewen
though the rate of omission errors decreased with inatgaséciency, learnersontinuedo
produce this error even at late stages. Consequently, [+art] L1 oftes lsigber accuracy in
using English artickethan fart] L1 due to the knowledge they have from their L1 resgilh
fewererrors. In lonine t  @008) 8tedy, [+art] L1 Spanish speakers were better at
assigning articles in their correct semantic contexts based on definjtemédssthe[-art] L1
Russian groupwvhich showed fluctuation. Similarly, high accuracies were shown by [+art]
L1 French ad Arabic speakers (Sarko, 2008). The error patterns learners proddicet2n
English article use (whether developmental or resulting from L1 influendephmased on
L2 English proficiency. Il n many steldadi es, err
proficiency (Butler, 2002; Liu & Gleasgf002; Haiyan & Lianrui, 2010). LiandGleason

(2002)found thatwith increasd proficiency, the omissiors decreased

Similarly, the extent ofthe overusehighest among intermediakevel learnersywas
reduced among advanced learners. This changing pattern inthethse & f | e ¢thees t he 0
floodngp phenomenon referred to by eSBnster (1997)
phenomenomvasfound in other studiesn changsin proficiency levels (Haiya& Lianrui,
2010)in whichthe use otheis overgeneralised. InHaiyandL i anr ui 6s (-2010) s
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art] L1 Chinese learners, participants also exhibited extleicors with increasklanguage
proficiency. Omission errors produced by low and intermegiedéciencyparticipants

showed a decrease among advarmediciency learners. Likewise, overusiaganalso
decreased along witnchange in proficiency. L2 English articles use seems to align with
Butler (2002) explains that with increagaroficiency, awareness of article use increases. The
findingson proficiency reflect what ipresentedn Sections 2.4.2 and 2.4.®@here based on

L2 experience, morenderstandingboutthe form-meaning connection is gained (Kehal,

2020).

Based orthe findingstheeffect of L2 proficiencyon L1 influence is not always linear.
As Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008) statinb effects of proficiency ithelL2 English article and
L1 influence varies depending on how simadifferentthe L1 and L2are in elation tothe
language aredorL1/L2 similarity, morechange iraccuracy(with increase in L2
proficiency)is obseved in which the two languages are differgr@nwhere they are similar.
JarvisandPavlenko (2008) statbatin acquiringmorphemesthe relationship ok2
proficiency to L1 influence often tends to be curvilinear. In L2 English article use, while
omission often shows a constant decrease avithcrease in L2 proficiency, this is not the
case withtheoveruse errors in indiaite contexts. Overusintpeis more associated with
intermediate proficienciesheoveruse often appesdow in lower L2 proficiency levels
increasing gradually amonfeintermediate and then decreasing again with higher L2

proficiency.

2.4.6. Acquisition of English Articles in L2 Children

Interestingly, the difficulties observed in L2 adult learners learning English adide
not necessdy observed in L2 children acquiring English. Based on the relation between L2
developmenand agaliscussed in sectidh3.1 children as early learners might present
differertly when compared to late learners during L2 acquisitt@melL2 English article
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studiesaimed to explore the process in children where some differences were observed
(MoralesReyes& Gomez Soler, 2021&odrenko & Paradis, 2008This section preses@an

overviewof some of these studies.

Il n examining younger orenkoandrRaradisnZD@3) per f or man «
investigated L2 English article use by different L1 groups of childresat agé;4), of both
[+art] and fart] languages in a longitudinal study of two years employing a-gtbiyg task.
The datavereexaminedo determinehow hi | drenés performance was
influence and ifluctuation(i.e., substitution errors betwa¢he anda/andue toconfusing
specificity for definiteness) is exhibited in their use. Inithigal stagesomission errors
occurred more amongdrt]L1 groups than [+art] L1 groupbklowever,both groups started to
show similar patterns in the follongrstage. Generally, both groups exhibited higher
accuracy in usinghewithin definitecontexs thana/anin indefinite contexts. Moreover, both
groupsshowedthe overuse irspecificindefinite contexts, a common pattern among L1
children. Overall, the mailts indicatec minimaleffect of L1linfluence. However, compat
to previous research on adult learners, children were better and faster in mastering the use of
L2 English articles. Generally, childrends r

performance (i.ein theoveruse) is a progressive pattern and uhlike be impacted by L1.

In afollow-up study, ZdorenkandP ar adi s (2012) further exam
51 6;11) performance waafectedby L1 influence and if the morphosyntax and semantics
interface in English article use introduces challengesfd 2 chi |l dren. Chi |l dr e
was also compared to that of L1 children. Additionadlyijdren's performanceas compared
to patterns often observed by L2 adult learners. Four L1 groups were recngiieding the
[+art] languages: Arabic and Spsh and the-prt] language: Chinese and
Hindi/Urdu/Punjabi. The performance resulteanore omission errors produced bgrf]
than [+art] L1 groups. Furthermot@gher accuracy usingnglisharticleswasshown by
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[+art] groups (i.e.Arabic and Spankg compared to-art] L1 groups. In comparing omission
among [+art] L1 groups, both Arabic and Spanish L1 groups produced similar omission
errors. In particular, similar amounts of omission for the indefinite adiclewererevealed
for both [+art] L1 goups even though Arabic, as oppbs® Spanish, lacks indefinite articles.
The results present interesting patterns about L1 influéilbge the high accuracy of Arabic
and Spanish can be attributed to their L1, the limited amouwatiobmission by Araic L1

children suggestthat L1 influence is limited.

In addressing similarities and differences to L1children, children in Zdoremdko
Paradisodéos (2012) study showed similar error
exhibited fluctuation by which they overust in indefinite specific contexts. Children also
showedpatternssimilarto L2 adultsbecause¢hey had higher accuracy isingthein definite
contexts than in using/anin indefinite contextsA large amount od/anomission andhe
overuse errors is the reason for the lower accuracy observed in the indefinite contexts. Based
on the findingsL2 children in ZdorenkandPam di s 6s study (2012) shar

both L1 children and L2 adults.

In considering preadolescents, loeinal.(2009) examined-art] L1 Russian adults and
L1 Russian children (age 41?) in the use of L2 English articles. The stedgmines
wheter children exhibited similar patterns to adalscerningerrors andheimpact of
specificity. Explicit tasks were employed for thealysisjncluding a fill-in-the-blankform
containing 60 dialogues with filler items; participants were instruct&t tbe blanks
without mentioningarticles. The result of the study revealed that adults exhibited specificity
impact within both indefinite and definite contexts where lloanda/anwere overused.
However, inthe hi | dr e nhespecificcirspadapgpsarednly in specificindefinite
contexts wher¢éhewas overused. Adult performance was attributed to their use of explicit
strategieglikely to result fromclassroom instruction®©n the other hand, children's patterns
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were attributedo their domairspecific knowledgeC h i | dthreevardss simulates the use

of the determinethisin indefinite specific context by English native speakers

Regardind+art] L1 groups, MoraleReyesandG:- mez Sol er 6s (2016) s
investigates English &cles acquisition patterrsf Spanish children age B0, consideing the
length of exposure to the English languaieshorter version of loniet al6 £004) written
fill -in-the-blank task wasusédc over t he four semantic cont ex!
performance in the study reflected patterns found in L2 children and adults in previous
researchAs with L1-Spansh adultsJonin et al.(2008)found thatchildren intheir study
couldtransfer heir L1 skills to the use of L2 English articles exhibiting a high accuracy in
performance. Children experienced more difficulty usifanthan usinghe, a pattern was
found in both L2 children (Zdorenko & Parad2908, 202) and adults (loniret al, 2008).
This was attributed to the fact that the use of indefinite articles, uhkkeequires the ability
to understand countability and number in English. In terms of errors, overtnsgrothe
indefinite specific context was more prominent contitaaly [-art] L1 adults inonin et al.
(2009), who experienced batifanandthe overuse in definite/nonspecific and

indefinite/specific contextsespectively.

Error patterns of the participants indicated that, unlike adults, the participants did not
rely on explicit strategieslheir performance reflected what is found in natural languages in
extending specificity to indefinite contexts only. Moreover, even though children experienced
overuse ofhe, this pattern was limited by only 14%, which in comgam to children in
ZdorenkoandP ar adi sd6s (2008, alktepeZigrmandethidwas i ndi cat e
explained by the fact that children in MoraReyesandG- mez Sol er 6s (2016)
older and hadnore prolonge@xposure to English compared to children in Zdorearkad

Paradisés (2008, 2012) study.
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Based on L2 adults and L2 children studi

performance, but the impact of L1 in children is limited compared to adults (Mdd&taiges
& Gomez Soler, 2016; ZodrenKoParadis, 2012). This is indicated by the high acgucdc
using English articles by [+art] L1 groups, whereby L1 experience facilitates¢hef
articles in L2 EnglishOn the other hand, although errgen be atibuted to L1 as the case
of omission by {art] L1 groups, many of these errors can be attributed to the natural
development procesgVhile patterns of articles substitution in adults can be attributed to
explicit strategiesn whichbotha/anandthe overuse were exhibitedn children substitution

wassimilar to that of L1 childrenn which patterns othe overuse were exhibited more.

2.5. Acquisition of L2 EnglishArticles by L1 Arabic Speakers

Similar to other L1 groups, L1 Arabic learners nsépw differences in their L2
English article acquisitiofAl-Qadi 2017; Sarko, 2008While there are patterns attributed
to L1 Arabic,other patterns can be attributed to acquiring L2 English artideseover, like
other L1 groups, the performance df Arabic speakers can be impacted by factors such as
proficiency level, language teaching instructithre complexity of definiteness and

specificity, and task type resulting in various patterns.

Based on a review dfie errors L1 Arabic speakers producenriting L2 English,
ScottandTucker (1974)usingmeans of error analysis, examined the writing of 22 students
with alow-intermediatdevel of English proficiency at the American University of Beirut. It
was foundhatomitting a/anwascommon amonghe students and attributedddack of
indefinite articlesin Arabic. Similar findings werseenin laterstudies in whiclta/an
omission was among the most prominent pattdBasajneh, 2005El-Sayed, 1983Zughoul,
2002. Accordingly,a/anomission was often associated with L1 Arabic effects. Regardless

of that, in some studies, other error patterns were sometimes more dominant among L1
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Arabic speakers (AQadi, 20%, Diab, 1996). These other errors were sometimes explained

concerninghe prticipants' stages of L2 acquisition or proficiency

I n examining Saudi Arabic speaking-student
choice test, AlQadi (2017) found that error patterns can result fanmcomplete
understanding of the rules ining English articles. In the study, three error patterns were
identified: 1) omission,2) substitution (in cases in whigdanwas used fotheandthe
replaceda/an), and3) article addition i(e.,addingthe or a/anin zeroobligatory contexts).
The higlestnumberof errois wasexhibitedin article addition, followed by substitution and
omission.Overall,theaddition dominated over other patterns and was explained due to the
frequent highuse ofal- in Arabic. However, errors like/ansubstitution and/anaddition
were not attributed to L1. ADQadi (2017) attributed these error typeatack of knowledge

or applicatiorof L2 English article use rulagsuling in these patterns.

In considering the use tiie,some studies have showhat L1 Arabic speakers
experience difficulty using L2 English articlesa generic context (Alzamil, 2019;
Crompton, 2011; Farghal & AZ o u 6 b i Lyord @999 states that generic use in Arabic,
unlike English, is always marked by the definite artadle this could result in overusing
errors ofthe In Crompton (2011), English articlesereexaminedoy compamg English
written corpus data of L1 Arabic speakand native English speakef$ie studyfound that
overusinghewasvery frequentpccurringprimarily in the use ofjenericin English.A study
examining transl at e dFarGhaland/-2 o u @00# analysed i n En gl
translation errors in three different transl
included a higlirequencyof the overuse in contexts of generero.The authors explained

the findingsdue to differences in article use between Arabit Bnglish inageneric context.
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Regardingluctuation errors, as stated $ection 2.5, loninZ003) and lonin et al.
(2004) explained that thghenomenon occapnly among-art] L1 groups(e.g, Korean and
Russian) due to confusing meanings of definiteness and specifieéyners offart] L1
groups overusthein indefinite specific contexts and overwsanin thedefinite specific
context. Existing research dime acquisition of L2 Englishréicles [+art] L1 (Hawkinget al,
2006;loninet al.,2008;Snape2 0 06) furt her supports loninds
fluctuation errors. lonin (2003)onin et al.(2004),andSarko (20082009) questioned if the
same phenomenon calso occuamong [+art] L1 French and [+art] Arabic L1 groups. In
two of his studies, Sarko (2008009) examined the use of L2 English articles, consiger
semantic accuracy and countability, among Arabic L1 and French L1 groups of different
proficiency levels an@vhether the errors the two groups produced were related to fluctuation

or L1 influence.

Sarko (2008) examined the use of English articles in L1 French and Syrian Arabic adult
speakerdn light of theFH and the Full Transféfull AccessHypothesis. Condeering that L1
Arabic lacks the syntactic feature of an indefinite article, the study examined whether L1
Arabic would perform like otherrt] L1 in which fluctuation occurs betwedreanda/an
in theindefinite, specific contexts. The study also exadiwhether Arabic L1 adults would
recognise, from early gothat use of/anandzerowith singular and plural/mass nouns
respectively occurs only in indefinite contextShe study employed three different tasks: a
forcedchoice elicitation task, an oral production task and a written production task.
Participants were dividedto four groupsased on their proficiency levelk) lower
intermediate?) upperintermediate3) advancedand4) very advanced. Both L1 language
groups, regardless of their proficiency levels, showed a Ritwg@erformance in the
definite context, both specific and nonspecific and with all noun categories in the L2. The L1

groups, however, pafmed differently irntheindefinite contexts across the four proficiency
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levels. The two leagtroficiert levels (low and intermediate levels) of the L1 Arabic group
exhibited lower accuracy in indefinite specific contexts than indefinite nonspecifixtonte

The participantshowedan overuse athewith both noun categories, singular and

plural/mass noun®ased on loniret al.(2004),overuse otheis often attributed to

fluctuation, but Sarko (2008) explained that the presence of a relative clau$gngdtie

NP in the sentences of the tasks caused the participants to assume definiteness, causing the
overuse ofhe Sarko (2008) concluded that this was due to L1 influence as orilnee

hardly occurred among L1 French and the English napeakergcontrol.

Sarko (2009) also investigated the use of English articles by two [+art] L1 greups (
Syrian Arabic and French speakers) using two tasks: a written fohgecke elicitation task
and an oral story oall task. The participants weréviled into two proficiency levels:
intermediate and advanced. The study aimed at investigating three hypotheses in the two L1
groups:1) theFull TransfefFull AccessHypothesis?) theFH, and3) the missing surface
inflexion hypothesis. The use of atés was examined across the four semantic contexts (i.e.
[definite, specific], [definite, nonspecific], [indefinite, specific] and [indefinite, nonspecific]),
and across three noun categories: singular noun, plural nouns and mass nouns. The findings
of bath tasks showed thatith the definite contexts, the performance of the two L1 groups
(of intermediate and advanceaatoficiency) was consistent with tik@ll TransfefFull
AccessHypothesis in which both groups, the French and the Arabic, generally exhibited a

targetlike ability in these contexts, especially with singular count nouns.

In using mass and plural count nounghacontext, however, intermediaproficiency
participarts of both L1 groups showed omissiontiuéto some extent which was due to
variability in the input whereby, in Englisthewith plural nouns is grammatical the
definite specific context but not thegeneric. Intheindefinite contexts, for the foec
choice elicitation task, [indefinite, nonspecific] contexts exhibited raogetlike
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performance by both L1 groups for all noun categories. However, a different pattern was
shown in [indefinite, specificjontexts by whichheL1 Arabic group overusetthe especially
with singular nouns (i.ewherea/anshould be used). Althougheoveruse mighinitially
appeato result from fluctuation, Sarko (2009) explained thatoveruse impacted the
presence of a relative clause modifier in the examplesdfriiefinite, specific] due tthe

L1 effect. In Arabic, in sentencestiva relative clause modifier, where there is an overt
complemenger, al- mustbe inserted. Accordingly, Sarko associdtegloveruse with L1
influence instead of fluctuation. In the story recall task, on the other hand, in [indefinite,
nonspecific] contexts, the Arabic L1 group, in contrast to the French L1 group, exhilaited
omission error by both intermediate (22%) andatieance group (15%). Considering that
this pattern occurred only amotigeL1 Arabic group Sarko (2009) suggested that plays

an important role.

Theresultsof botbof Sar ko 6s st udi evighbotraliinfloemceandctpel ai ne d
internal developmeat patterns of L2 English learners in L2 use of English artidles high
accuracy of using articles thedefinite specific contexts could be an effect of L1 Arabic
influence due to similarities of usirigeandal- (Sarko, 2008, 2009However, this ptern
also indicates a common developmental pattern among L2 learners of Emgitsibh
mastering the use tie comes first in the process of acquiring English articles. The presence
of theoveruse among intermedid&vel participants suggests anotderelopmental pattern.
Omission ofa/anby low- and intermediatd ev el s i n SuayskggedtslLl ( 200 9)
Arabic influenceandthat omission of/anis generally common among L1 Arabic speakers

due toalack of indefinite articles in this language

Regardindluctuation, Sarko (2008, 200®)und thatthe overuse in indefinite specific
contexts in both studies was attributed in most cases to the geademrelative clause.
Although Sakro (2008, 2009) attributdte overuse in [indefinite, specific] contexts to L1
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influence, the pattern can also be explained to the use of explicit strategies by L2 learners
(lonin et al, 2009) in which the presencetbie attribute (i.e.the relative clause in this case)
lead learners to assume definiten&egyardingunderstanding number/countability, the
results of the two studies indicdt& Arabic did exhibit a struggle in differentiatisgveral
typesof nounsBoth studiegenerally showed an early accuracy in supplyfanwith

singular nouns in indefinite contexts.

The twostudiesalsoobservedan impacof proficiency whereby participants generally
improvedperformance with increadgroficiency.This is supported by the fact that omitting
a/anin indefinite context (Sakro, 2009) atitk omission errors with plural and mass nouns
(Sakro, 20082009) occurred only among lowproficiency levels. Similarlyfor the overuse
in theindefinite specifiaccontexts, in both studies, this pattern of error gradually decreased as
learners moved from intermedidteadvancedevel. In Sarko (2008), participardas the
maximum level of proficiency (i.ehigher advanced levetpuld completely avoid producing
theoveruse error and correctly suplfanin indefinite specific contexts. The overall
performance of L1 Arabic | earners rel.ative t
With theincrease in L2 English proficiency, L2 English learners gain moeeeavess about
L2 English article use, resulting in better performance as learners reach advanced levels.
However, this varié concerning_1/L2 similarities where more chang&sobserved in
contrasting aspects (i,@ndefinite contexts). Relative theoveruse, similar to other L2
groups (see sectidh4.5, the patternarenot consistenticross theariousproficiency
levels; it is more prominent itheintermediate levels than in low and advahpeoficient

learners.

The performance of L1 Arabic groupgggestthat the patterns observed resdfirom
multiple factors were bothcomplexitiesof form-meaning connections, L1 influence and L2
proficiencyplay a role. The findingmdicatethatdifferent patterns are observadross the
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stages of L2 developents, whereby more understanding of L2 English astislebserved.

The participants initially struggtein countability an aredhattendsto be generally

problematic for most L2 learners (Butler, 208Raster, 1987; Zodrenk& Paradis, 2012ps

well as L1 influence. As these patterns decrease with higher L2 proficiency levels, the role of
L2 experience whereby learners gain more awareness aboutfeaming distinctions

increagsin accuracy aneéxhibitless L1 influenceConcerningask type the fact that
learneréperformance varied across the different sdsghlightsthe potential fomore

methodgo examire L2 patterns This wouldallow obseration ofmore patterns in L2

development which might not be observed using one method.

2.6. RewerseCrosslinguistic Influence (L2 to L1 Influence) inArticle Acquisition

Based on the concept of multicompetence by GoakCook(2003), CLI is a
phenomenon in which both L1 and L2 may impact each other. Recent interest has been given
in studying this reverse patteamSLA. Reverse CLbr backward CLlIis the process, as
mentioned irSection 23.3, is the process by L1 use is simukously impacted by acquiring
L2 (Cook & Cook, 2003). Studiethat examined revee<CLI in relation to L2 English article
acquisition are also minimaAmong the studiesvestigatingarticle useandNPs in two
languagegi.e., bidirectional) in bilinguabroups, two opposing groups of bilinguals were
recruited (Azaz 2014pnin et al, 2013). InAzaz (2014), articles/ere used t@xamine both
Arabic and English imistinct groupf bilinguals. While the use of English articles as L2
was examined among L1 AraHi? English bilinguals, the use of Arabic articles was also
examined in L2 Arabic amonigl EnglishL2 Arabic bilinguals. Similarly, loniret al. (2013)
followed a similar pttern in which the use of plurdllPswas examined in both English and
Spanish as L2s within two L1 Spanidl? English and L1 EnglishL2 Spanish bilinguals

respectively.
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In considering CookndCook s (2003) definition, reverse
same group of bilinguals in whi¢he use of LZan also impadt1. In another study byzaz
and Frank (2018¢xaminingthe containecontent relations in NPs in English, Arabic and
English, L1 English speaker sod osbrevieked Spani sh
Azaz and Frank (201&)asedheir hypothesesn thestructural overlap theoryHulk &

Muller, 2000; Muller & Hulk, 2001; Yip & Matthews, 2009)hich stateghat:

Ai f | anguage A all ows more than oapse optio
with one of those optionsyosslinguistic influencenayoccur. In this case, the

language Btype option in language A favoredover the option not overlapping with

language B, which could result in the bilingual child producing utterances in laaguag

A with the language Bype option for the target structure more often than

mo n o | i nFgroodiNegadaadParadig2009, p. 411).

ForoodiNejadandP a r a (2009)desnition of thestructural overlap theorgtateghatin
bilingual childrenwhen one of the two languages (language A) has more than one structure for a
particular option/function while the other language (languageaB)only one structure for that
option/function,overlapping with only onef the structures A, CLI is likely to occur
unidirectionally (i.e.in one direction) from language B towariswherethe useof overlapping
structure in A is emphasd and used more by bilinguals of those languages. Bilinguals are likely

to use the ovéapping form in language A even more than among monolingual speakers of A.

In his study Azaz and Frank (2018&)udied reverse CLI among L1 English speakers of
L2 Arabic and L2Spanishexaminingthe containercontent relations in NFa English
comparedo Arabic and Spanish. In Englighe containecontent relationship is expressed
in two ways:1) left-headed/heafirst and?2) right-headed/heaéinal constructions, presented

either InN1PN2(e.g, acup of coffee) or N2N1 (coffee cug)nlike English, n Arabic and
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Spanmsh, only one of the two structuriessallowed (i.e, left-headed/headlrst constructions).
Arabic allows for NIN2 structures in what is known as annexationdi.ie. D glirases)
which follows theorder ofN1PN2in English,where the head word (i,¢he container) isn
the left side (seBxample2.13).On the other hand, Spanish allows fPN2, which is

identical to one of the English structuré&s@mple2.14).

Azaz and Frank (2018)ypothesisedyased on the sicturaloverlap theory, that a
reverse CLI was likely to occur among advanced L1 Engli&Spanish and L1 English?
Arabic bilinguals due to the impact of the overlapping order in Arabic and Spashisin
will resultin more use oN1PN2among bilingus compared to monolingual English
speakers. The results confirmgdaz and Frank £018)hypothesis as both groups of L1
English L2 Spanish and LEnglishL2 Arabic bilinguals produced more of the overlapping

structure (i.e.N1PN2).

Example 2.13

N1N2NP structure in Arabic

whpCr OF OT1CB

mudeer (N1) amadrasah (N2)

principal (at) school

Translation: the school principle or the principal of the school

Example 2.14

N1PN2NP structure in Spanish

Taza (N1) de (P) café (N2)

Translation: coffee cup aup of coffee
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When applying the concept of teuctural overlap theorpn English and Arabic
article systemdan most caseg€nglishis language Awhich provides more structures than
Arabic (i.e, language B)In addition, structures in the Arabic at&é system overlap with
structures in EnglisfRegardinggeneric use, in English, the three articdéasn the,andzero

are used to express genevnitiile in Arabig only al-, overlapping withthe,is used.

Similarly, forboth [indefinite, specific] andrjdefinite, nonspecific] context, while
botha/anandzeroare used to expresiseindefinite meaningn English only zerois usedn
Arabic. It is only in the [definite, specific] contexthere both languageise the article
almost identicallygiven that in both languages, one article (a definite article) is Besed
onthe structural overlap theorya unidirectional CLI is likely to occur from Arabic to
English in generic, [indefinite, specific] and [indefinite, nonspecdajtexts. Consgpiently,
among bilinguals, the use tifeis more likely to be present in generic context
thana/anandzera Similarly, the use aterois more likelyto be present in indefinite
contexts Previous studiebave found thevewuse ofthein thegeneric acrss L2 English
articles studies among L1 Arabic speak&sompton, 2011Farghal& Al-Zou 6 bi., 2004)
Likewise a/anomission (i.e.supplying zero) in indefinite contexts was produced by L1
Arabic speakers (Bataineh, 20@-Sayed, 1983Scott & Tucker, 274; Zughoul, 2002

Both patterns confirm the predictions of 8teuctural overlap theory

Relative to article use, Azaz (2016) examitieel acquisition of determiner
phrase¢DPs) in L2 Arabidn an opposingase amongLl EnglishL2Arabic, of two
proficiency levelsl) low-proficiency and?) advanceeproficiency groups. In his study, Azaz
(2016) examinedl1 English CLIin L2 Arabic articles using grammatical judgmenttask

(GJT) A forcedchoice task (FCTieviewedthreetypes ofDPs:1) DPs
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which denoteuniqueentities(e.g., the sun, the moon) which often markedh®in English;
2) DPs denoting abstract concepts (ggace, fear, love), materials (e @pffee,juice), and
areas of study (e.gchemistry, math, literature) often unmarkedenglish, and

3) genericsingular NPsvhich can be marked by eithafanor thein
English.Predictionsstated that L1 influence is likely to occur fband2. Howeverjn 3, a
fluctuation betweeml- andzerg or consistently transferringither of tkem, is expectedihe
resultindicated thainstanced.1 CLI effect weredetected in the three cases by the lewer
proficiency groupThese instances were more prominent in the mismatzdsasn the NPs
in English.This effect, however, wasgnificantly less among the advandesel group
indicating that they were better at overcomiihgL1 influence.Overall,the participants
werebetter with NP patterns related to unique entities thase denoting abstract concepts,
materials and areas study As for genericsingularNPs,the lower-proficiency group
showed more fluctuation betwetre use ofal- andzerothan theadvance groupvhich were

moretargetlike.

Based on article studies among AraBieglish and EnglistArabic bilinguals many
considerations can be taken when examibingectionalCLI among L1Arabiel.2 English
bilinguals. Firstonastructural level, baseah the structural overlap theomwhen
consideringheuse of articlesn each semantic context,is unlikely for reverse CLI to
occurfrom English to Arabién thegeneric and both indefinite contex#ss for each of these
semantic contexts, English presents more structures than Arabic. In theonyore

likely for learnerdo have perforrad similarlyin both languagefor a specific context

Upon further considerationg)e case of structural overlafannot beapplied entirelyin
the case obidirectional CLI. When examining NPs in both languages, meanings denoted
in NPsin each of the two languages present some variability between the two languages.
This canbe indicated irhow abstract nouns are exgzsed in each languade.addition,more
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variability is also demonstratedhen referring tdhe cultural useof the definite article in

each languagéseeSection 2.2.2.). Arabic presestases in whiclsome proper nouns are

marked byal-, cases which are not markedthein English Moreover,for Azaz (2016), the
factthatL1 English to L2 Arabic also occurred suggests that the semantic differences present
further complexitieswhich cannot only be due to overlap in structlerthermore,
regardinganguage dominance between language A and B, the case can be different when B
is L1 and notA. An assumption can be made that, at least in adults, L1 is likely to dominate

in bilinguals and accordinglynore impact is expected.

2.7. Conclusiors

In L2 English acquisition, L2 English learners are often found to show similar order in
acquiring different morphemes in L2 Englisthich is explainedy the variability in the
difficulty in which these forms ambtainedBailey et al.,1974;Hedges & Okin, 1985;
LarsenFreeman]1975,1976; Wolf, 1986)Severafactors such as perceptual salience,
semantic complexity, morphophonological regularity, syntactic category, and frequency have
been proposednwhy certain forms are more difficubr easier to equire than other
(Goldschneide& DeKeyser, 200). Additionally, it has been found that some change is
observed across the different L1 groups leading to conclude that Ispéegceffects on

the process of L2 acquisition (Muraka&iAlexopoulou, 201k

Based on the relation between language and thoughtften assunthat L1
impactsthe meaning and concept in the miBeécausdhese underlying meanings of L1 can
remain activated, they exert an influence when acquiring an additional lan@dige (
2005. Based on the concept of multicompetence, Gouk Cool(2003)foundthat L1 and
L2 in the minds of bilinguals are presented differently from that of monolingual speakers of

these languages. In the mind of bilinguals, L1 andi¢l&/eran integration in which Lis
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likely to impact L2 likewise, L2 caraffectL1 (Cook& Cook, 2003). This integration can
vary dependingn severafactors that include language area, language distance and the stage

of L2 development.

Among the different L2 morphemes, L2 English articles acquisition present a challenge
to L2 English learners vdte several factors can contribtiehe processThe difficulty of
using English articles igrimarily attributed to forrrmeaning connections where several
forms the a/anandzerg are used to mark different meanings (definiteness/indefiniteness,
specficity and number) (Ekiert, 20Q Ekiert & Han2016. However, this complexity can
vary across meanings (i.e., across the semantic contexts) and in relation ticefpbased
on obligatory contexts). Accordingly, it has been generally found that expressing definite
meaning in L2 English article use comes easier for L2 English learners considering that only
one form (i.e.the) is used in the [definite, specific] contd&thaudron & Parker, 1990;
Haiyan & Lianrui, 2010Huebner, 1983; Master 1997; Parrish, 1987; Thomas 1989).
Indefinite and generic contexts, howeameoften observed to be more challenginigew
more complexity is added (in additibmthe semantic aspexjtwith the need to markumber
when makingadistinction between different types of nouns (mass/uncountable, singular
countable and plural countable) is required to choosedtrectform (Ekiert, 2007 Ekiert &
Han 2016 Master, 198Y. In addition to omplexity n form and function, L2 English articles
usehave alsshown to beaffected byL1 influence (Ekiert, 2005, 200 Ekiert & Han 2016

Master, 1987, 1997; Sarko, 2008, 2008omas, 198P

Across the different studies, it has been foundl#aners show different order in their
acquisition of the three form#hg a/an, andzerg and across the different semantic contexts
(Diez-Bedmar& Papp, 2008, Ekiert, 2005, 2007; Master, 1987; Sarko, 2008, 2009). This
order is often determined by whethd of the learners has an article system or not and to
what extent that article system ififexiss) is similar to L2 English article meanings (Sarko,
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2008, 2009). Additionally, amongdrt] L1, this can also be related to how meanings of
definitenessad specificity are expressed in the L1 (Ekiert, 2007). Higher accuracy in using
L2 English articles are often found among [+art] L1 groups where familiarity with article use
from their L1 (Sakro, 2008, 200Fhomas, 198Pin contrast tofart] L1 who ofterstruggle

more (DiezBedmar& Papp, 2008Thomas, 1989). Omission errors were found to be more
common among-art] L1 groups than in [+art] L1 groups (Di&edmar& Papp, 2008

Parrish, 1987Thomas, 1980 Moreover, fart] L1 groups have shawnore strugge in

mapping meaning of definiteness and specifjcigultingin overusingthein [indefinite,

specific] context and/anoveruse in [definite, nonspecific] contexts (lonin et al., 2004).

In addition to meaningomplexity and L1 influencd;renkic (2009) proposed
additional conditions wherde salience of the referent can lead to omission errors. Among
these conditions is where thi is preceded with an adjective. Trenkic (2009) states that L2
learners tend to show more omissamtheiruse of L2 English articles with nosipre-

modified by adjectives than with cases in which tfeeno adjectives.

In addition to these aspects, the use of L2 English artectesmfounded by L2
experiencewhere botH_.2AOA and L2 proficiency can have ampact. With increasl 2
proficiency, L2 learners generally show more accuraasinglL2 English articles whe
errorsoften decrease. With respect to L2AOA, children as early learneeshawn to be
better and often progress faster than adults atelateers (Zodernk& Paradis, 2008, 2012).
However, this depends on the level of L2 exposure; the longer the L2 exposure, the more

accurateare the learner@oralesReyes& Gémez Soler, 2016).

ForL1 Arabic groups, their L2 acquisition of English art&les been influencethy
similar factors. L1 Arabic adults learners show more accuracy in aspects where there is more

similarity to L1 Arabic article use and less complexity in form and meaniolgsisrvedThis
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wasevident primarilyin the high accuracgf L1 Arabic learnersisingthein the definite
contextsnsteadof usinga/anand expressing generic and indefinite meanings (Sarko, 2008,

2009). Due tdahelack of indefinite articles in Arabic, L1 Arabic learners were often observed

to omita/anin theindefinite contexts (Bataineh, 2005-&ayed, 1983; Zughoul, 2002).

Similarly, considering how marking generic meaning difeross L1 Arabic and L2

English, L1 Arabic learners tend to overubein generic contextsdrompton 2011Farghal
&Al-Zoudbi 2004) . Li ke ot her vayh pdrferrmanaee r s , L1
concerning-2 proficiency.Forage groups, the use of L2 English was hardly examimed

Arabic children compared to adults (Zoderrdkd aradis, 2008, 2012).

This studyexploresthe process of L2 English acquisition among Arakieglish
bilingual adults and schoalge children (712) in two studies using differetdgsting methods
1) narrativeelicitation and?) sentenceepetition. The studies present a case of L1 Arabic
speakes who moved and were living in the UK at the time ofgterey In the two studies,
the patterns of L2 English article usereexaminedaboutthe individual factors of age and
L2AOA, L1/L2 proficiencies antilOR in the UK. Moreover, in the senteroepettion study,
an additional factorelatedto NP structure and whether more article omission errors occur
when nouns are pmaodified by an adjective or netasexamined. Based on the concept of
multicompetence, the studiadopta bidirectionaberspectivavhere L1 Arabiaiseis also
examined. In this respect, this project investigates whether L2 use of English articles
influences L1 use of Arabic articles. L1 Arabic article use is also examioederning
background variables of age andAQA, L1/L2 profidencies and.OR in the UK. For
comparison, the studies include two control groups: English native spéakis$sand

monolingual Arabic speake(MAS).
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CHAPTER THREE: THE CURRENT STUDIES
3.1. Introduction

Considering the gaps in tlterature this study aimgo: 1) examir the acquisition of
L2 English article acquisition by ArabEnglish bilinguals adudtand children an@)

determire the factors that could influence the acquisition process:

1. Thell effect, age o&cquisition, L2 proficiency and exposure likely to impact the
process

2. Theimpact of L1 in L2 English article acquisition by Arafiimglish bilinguals

3. Comparing the process of English article acquisitioearly L2 learners and late L2

learners.

Forthestudy, two ArabicEnglish bilingual groups were examiniectheir L2 and L1
article use Arabic-English bilingual adults and ArabEnglish bilingual children (aged 7
12). Thearticle acquisition process was explored in relatiothémrder of acquisitiomnd
error patterns and howdse patterns reflect both complexity of forared CLI. Also, the
studyevaluatechow individual and extralinguistic factors such ag\OA, LOR in an
Englishspeaking countrandproficiency affect the acquisition of L2 Englisiticles and
how L1 Arabic article use modulat¢he acquisition proces§ hestudy aimedo answer the

following research questions:

1. What patterns of English article use do bilingual Arabnglish-speaking
intermediateto-advancd adults and children exhibit during the acquisition of the

English language?

2. How do individual factors of age, LZ2A, L1 (in children) and L2 proficiencies,

LOR in an Englishspeaking country (i.ethe UK),andlinguistic aspect®f L1 article
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system andNP structure impact the acquisition patterns ofH®ylish articles in

adults and children?

3. Does L2 affect L1 use of Arabic articles in Araliiaglish bilingual adults and

children?

4. How do age, L2®A, L1 (in children) and L2 proficiencieendLOR in an Endjsh-

speaking country (i.ethe UK) impactusingL1 Arabic articles in adults and children?

To answetthese questions, the patterns of L2 English and L1 Arabic article use by
Arabic-English adults and ArabiEnglish children with different LROA, L2 English
proficiency, andengthof time living in an Engliskspeaking country were studied. Data was
collected via two tasks: 1) narratedicitation and 2) sentengepetition. Each task is

presented in a separate study.

In the first study, th@arrativeelicitation taskwas employedo test and extract
communicative and approximate naturalistic data. Narmtve categorised asmi
structured experiments which certain stimulivereusedto control the type of eliciié data.
In this study, participants were presented with pictures of four main stories from the

Edmonton Narrative Norms Instrumemiviw.rehabresearch.ualberta.ca/@noontaining

pictures without written text that could be narrated freely by observing what is presented in

each image

Narrativeswereused across different language acquisition stuahesonsidered
usefulfor examning language patterns in ksesive, communicete forms of textgiving
theman advantage over types of data (Tarone, 1985; T&dParrish,1983). The
communicative demands of n arcreatetledandessriptmsh er e p a

in their narratives resulted in better use of articles (TakoRarrish,1988).
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Despite their usefulness, narrasyed shown certain limitations examining English
article use. First, limited contexts can be elicited using the narratives, mainlysanticle
generic and [indefinite, context] (Tarone & Parrish,&%drenko & Paradis, 2008). In
addition,the use of the visual in the narrative weatiaisedfor the way it established shared
knowledge in which indefinite nouns were mistakenly treated as definitanHout et al,
2010). Regardless of the limitations, narratik@main useful in eliciting communicative data
to achieveauthentic pattas in English articles. When combined with other methods, these

limitations can be reduced.

In the second studyhesentenceepetitiontask SRT) wasemployed SRT has been
used as a clinical mar k er \inhera2802)elsclinicalhi | dr e n
research, SRT halkemonstratedreat sensitivity in identifying language impairments among
monolingual children (ComiRamsderet al, 2001 Marinis & ArmonLotem, 2015). The
techniquewas then extended to include child languageuisition (Ambridgé Pine, 2006;
Eadieet al.,2002; HirataEdds, 2Q1), second language research and neuropsychological
studies (Bleywroman & Chaudron, 1994; Erlam, 2006; Schwartz & Daly, 1976). In L2
research, SRT has been usedxamirel e a r int&rlanguage systems, their memory
system andarious aspectsf their grammatical knowledge (Bleyroman & Chaudron,

1994; Hamayaet al, 1977; Munnictet al, 1994).

In conductingSRTSs, the participants are askeddpeat an oratimulus(in theform of
phrases oasentence), which is pirecorded or read aloud by an examiner, as correctly as
possible (Hamayaet al, 1977 Vinther, 2002. SRT isa mean®f measuring the implicit
knowledge of language learners (Erlam, 2006). According to (20i35), linguistic

competence is based on implicit rather than explicit language knowledge.
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Despite its extensive use, many researchers have questioned the usefiBiress of
assessing language skills (Fraseal, 1963 McDadeet al, 1989. One of thenost common
criticisms s that repetition is merely roimitation of the sounds rather than language
knowledge (McDadet al, 1982).However,Erlam (2006)argues that the design of the task
plays a dominant role in determiniifighe task actually meases#l e ar ner sdé ski | | s.

second studymeasuresvere taken to ensure the usefulness of the task.

In this study, we designechéSRT in which participants repeat sentences containing all
the possible articles iall possible contexts of use. Correct use and error patterns were

studied.

3.2. Hypotheses andPredictions

Based on previous findingswe formulated the following hypotheses and predictions.

1. Hypothesis 1concerningthe first question:

a. Order of accuracybased on the relation between language and thought,
meanings of definiteness encoded by articles go uhdeing for speaking
categories as languageecific concepts (Slobin, 1996). Under the concept of
multicompetence (Coo& Cook, 2003) and the fact & L1 knowledge can
influencethe minds of bilinguals, it predicted that both complexity and L1
influencewould be reflected in the patterns of L2 English article use in the
Arabic- English bilinguals. Considering aspects of similarity and difference
between L1 Arabic and L2 English, Arabi&nglish bilinguals are expected to
show higher accuracy wsingtheand expressing definite meanings than using
a/anandzeroand expressing generic and indefinite meanings.

b. Errors: based orthe structural overlap hypgbesis(Hulk & Miiller, 2000; Mdller

& Hulk, 2001; Yip & Matthews, 2009) and the lack of indefinite articles in
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Arabic,a/anomission (i.e.zerooveruse ira/an) is likely to occur within

indefinite contexts. Similarly, because of the dominance of thaitkeéirticleal-

in Arabic, overuse ahecould also be present, particularlyagenericcontext.
2. Hypothesis 2concerningthe second research question:

a. Age and L2AOArelative to L2A0A, children were expected to be more similar to
adults than younger L1 Arabic childré€bodernko& Paradis2008, 2012).
Children were expected to have higher accuracy in ukeand in [definite,
specific] contexts than other contextéiey might also exhibit developmental
errors in overusinghe present among both L1 Russian (loatral.,2009) and
Spanish groups (MoraldReyes& Gémez Soler, 2016). However, duehe lack
of indefinite articles in Arabic, it was not clear to what ex&ahomission was
likely to occur.However, it was assumeklat the occurrence afanomission
among children would be less prominent than it is in adults.

b. L2/L1 proficiency: Accordingto Kim et al.(2020), with increas®L2 proficiency
(an indicator to L2 experience), the ability for learners to make-foaaning
distinctions. Based on that and the existing evidence in L2 acquisition of L2
English articlesEkiert, 2005;Sarko, 2008, @09), ArabieEnglish bilinguals are
likely to show more accuracy in L2 English articleish fewererrors.Reduced
errors will result from L1 and L2 differenceand accordinglyless negative L1
influence will occur with higher L2 proficiencyor L1 proficiency,as explained
in JarvisandPavlenko (2008), the more is L1 developed, the more prominent is
L1 influence.

c. LOR: considering that LORas withL2 proficiency,is a part ofthe L2

experience, with increade.OR, more accuracy iasingL2 English articles is
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likely to occur with higher proficiency leveldccordingly, based on Jarvis and
Pavlenko (2008)ess L1 influence isxpectedo occur with longer the LOR
d. Noun phrasestructure: Based on Trenkic (2009nore processing is required in

(Article+ adjectivet noun) forms than in (article noun) forms. Therefore, article

omission ignorelikely to occur with (Article+ adjectivet noun) forms than

(article +noun) forms.

3. Hypothesis 3concerningthe third research question:Based orthe structural
overlap theoryHulk & Miiller, 2000; Muller & Hulk, 2001; Yip & Matthews, 2009),
it is more likelythatunidirectional CLI from L1 Arabic to L2 Englishill occur.
Thereforenegative L2 to L1 influencis lesslikely in ArabicEn gl i sh bi l i ngua
performance.

4. Hypothesis 4concerningthe fourth research question:

a. Age and L2AoA:it would be more likely to exhibit L2 to L1 influence among
children than in adults considering that their exposure to L2 English and their
L2 ageat theonset otthe acquisitionhasstarted considerably eamt thanthe
adults who have lived most of their life in Saudi Arabia and only extensively
exposed to L2 English in a native speakers environment as adults.

b. L2/L1 proficiency: According to Coolkand Cool2003), the integration
between L1 and L2 systems dependshenstages on which L2 is developed
in the bilinguals; the more is developed.2, the more likely it is to exhibit
L2 to L1 effects. According to Kecskes and Papp (2003hddinsto show
the impacon L1 use when L2 learners reach a particular thrdshdl2 to
which both L2 proficiency and L2 exposure contribute. Accordingly, with
increasd L2 proficiency the participants are more likely to exhibit L2 to L1

effects.Considering that L1 is the source languagehis case, based on
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Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008), the more developed the L1, the more likdly it is
show effects in L2 use.

LOR: As mentioned in Hypothesis 4c, based on Cook and Cook (2003)
Kecskes and Papp (2003)jth increase of.2 exposure (equateby LOR),

the participants are more likely to exhibit L2 to L1 effects.
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CHAPTER FOUR: THE NARRATIVE -ELICITATION PILOT STUDY
4.1. Introduction

This project began with an exploratory pilot stdyhichinvestigatedhe patterns of
L27 English articleuseamong Arabit English bilingual childremnd the effect of the
individual variables oage, L2ZAA and length of residence in the UK (LORU#&) the
process of L2 English article acquisitidrhe studyadditionallyexamined whether the
c hi | gerfermahee exhibited angfluence of their L1 or, by contrast, was more like that
of L1 English nativespeaking childrerf-or theseaims, we testedtree groups of
participants: 15 ArabicEnglish bilingual children (BC), 15 Aralii&€nglish bilingual adults
(BA) and15 adultEnglishnative speaker€(NS) for the control group. ThBA group and
the control group were added for comparison purposes. T \was mainly exploratorio
discern howArabici English bilingual childremn L2 natural settings/ould generally
perform and what aspects of L2 English article use are likely to be exhibited using narrative
elicitation Threepictorial stories were useaf the purposeof this study.

ResearchQuestions

1.Concerning chil drEeghsbaticlascqui si ti on of L2
a. To what extent do bilingual Arabic LEnglish L2 children understand English article
usage?

b. To what extent do bilingual Arabic LEnglish L2 children produce omission and
commission errors?

2. Howdo the individual variables @fge, LAOA and amount and length of exposure to L1

and L2 infuenec hi | drends English article usage?

1 This pilot study has beepreviouslysubmitted as a first dissertation (Hamadah, 2018)raquirementf the Applied
Linguistics (TaughfTrack and Thesis) PhD programme.
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4.1.1 Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1 Addressing RQ1la

Given that encoding definiteness is | ess
(Ekiert, 2007 Ekiert & Han 201% and considering the similarity between Arabic and English
article systems, it was predicted that children would be more accurate in encoding
definiteness than in encoding indefiniteness in their use of L2 English articles.
Hypothesis 2 Addressing RQ1b

Based on the patterns observed in childtenif et al., 2009 Morales Reyes&
Gomez Soler2016 Zdorenko& Parads, 2008 2012), children in this study were expected
to exhibit L1 influence in their L2 use of English articles. It was expectedhtinatvould
omit a/an They were likely to follow the same developmental stages as L1 children.
Accordingly, they were expected to shtive overuse in indefinite contexts as an
intermediate stage.
Hypothesis 3 Addressing RQ3

a. Age and L2AOA:Respectingrevious studieslpnin et al.,2009
Morales Reyes& Gémez Soler2016 Zodernko & Paradis, 2008, 2012nd
the difference observed between children and aditiliis expected that the
earlier the L2AOA, the higher the accuragyabic English bilingual children
were expected tdemonstratenore accuracy and less L1 influence in their L2
English article use than ArabiEnglish bilingual adults.

b. L1/L2 exposureln Zdorenkoand Par adi sb6s (20W0Qh8) | ongi
time, children received more L2 input and accordingly their accuracy
increasedThereforeyegardingL2, with longea exposure to L2 in the UK and
themore frequent its uséhe more accurate are the childrertheir uselL2

English articles in generdtqually, in respect td_1, although it was expected
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that childrenwere likely to show lesk1 influencein their performancehan
ina d u usk thi® wagelevant tahe amount of.1 exposure the children
received(Zdorenko& Paradis2008) Based orZdorenko and Paradis (2008)
and respecting Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008), it was expectdditivdtuence
would be more apparent with longane spent intheL1 Arabic contextand
the nore frequent its use.

c. L1/L2 proficiency:Based on previous findingegardingL.2 proficiency €.g.
Butler, 2002Kim et al.,202Q Sarko, 2008, 2009it was expected that, with
greater L2 proficiency, the more accurate the children would be in using L2
English articles and the less theibfluence would be. Conversely, regarding
L1 proficiency, based on Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008), the higher the L1
proficiency, the likelier it would be for the L1 influence to occur.

4.2. Methodology

4.2.1.Participants

Three groups of participants were recruitedthis study. The main groyBC)
included 15 ArabitEnglish bilingual children. The secogdoup(BA) comprisedl5
Arabic English bilingual adultsand the lastvas the control groufENS), with 15 English
nativespeakers.

The BC group consisted of seven male and eight female childmstwere
considered sequential bilingualéoff (2013) definedsequential bilingualsas children who
start acquiring their L2 after developing their IMost of these childrewere sequential
bilinguals whohad previously acquired Arabic in their home countries and then acquired
English asanL2 afterthe age of threayhile the others were viewed as simultaneous
bilinguals Thirteen of these childremerefrom Saudi Arabiawhile twowerefrom Oman

Both are countries where Arabic is the native language.
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Before the experiment, the parents of the children were gigelestionnaire
investigating thdinguistic andsocialbackground of the childreg\ndersonret al, 2017 see
Appendix 1).The questionnaire had three parts. The first part generally asked for the
educational, linguistic and professional backgrounds opther t i ci pant 6s parent
collected general information that includgender, age, place of biramdLORUK and the
length of residence in tharth country (LORBC). The second part of the questionnaire was
the language background investigating ltBeage of onset (L2AOAand the duration spent
learning the L1 and L2. This part of the questionnaire required the participant (or the parents
in thecase of children participants) to rank the proficiency of each of L1 and L2 in the four
language skillsgpeaking, understanding, reading and wrijtingm 1 to 10, 1 indicating the
lowest proficiency and 10 indicating the highest. The last part investigatnmunity
language behaviour and the engagement of using each language within different contexts,
engaging in different activities and talking with different people across different life stages. It
also examined how often the subjects code switchedeleativl and L2 in different
situations.

Respectindghe aims of the study, certain aspects were seléategresenits
independent variables (see Table 4.1). As presented in Table 4.1, the ages of the children
varied from 633to 1092 (M = 9), while theL2AOA ranged from birth to seven years of age
(M =3.75. LORUK, however, varied from nine months to eight yelts(3.25), while
LORBC ranged from one year to eight yedvs{5.17).Ba s e d o0 rnrespoasedbell s 6
speaking proficiencgf children anged fron¥ to 10 M = 8.2). The L2 speaking proficiency

ranged fron6to 10 (M = 8.3).
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Table 4.1
Linguistic and Social Information of the Bilingual Children

Age L2A0A _ LORUK __ LORBC _ ProfLl _ ProfL2
Range 6.3310.92 6 0.678 18 4-10 6-10
Mean 9 39 35 53 8.2 83
Standard 1.56 167 155 1.01 2.30 1.44

deviation (SD)
Note.L2AOA: second language age of acquisitib@RUK: length of residence in the UK, LORBC: lengi
of residence in birth country, ProfL1: proficiency of L1, ProfpPoficiency of L2

The second groupas the BA groupwhich was added for comparison purposes.
Fifteen female participants were recruited in this grduprteenwere Saudiandtwo were
from Oman. The participants were students spdrateeducationabackgroundsind degrees
at the University of Readinghenthis study was conducted. This group incldidé PhD
students, one MA student, and thteking presessionaEnglish coursesThis group of
participantsverelate learners of English who thatarted acquiring English in their birth
countries atheages of 111 12 and were first exposed to English in a natural environment
upon their arrival to the UK for studying.

The last groupvas theENS group which consisted of 15 native English speakers. All
theindividualsin this group hd a university degrem variousdomains Most participants
(14) ofthis groupwere from the UK and onewas from the US.
4.2.2.Ethics

Beforeconducting the experiment, the participants (or the parents in the case of the
children) were given a consent form and an information sheet to sign (Appendix 2). In the
information sheet, explanations of the task and how it was performed were menfiosed
participants were informed about how ttenfidentiality of the data asmaintainel in that
the data wuld berecorded and kept in a passwqmebtected laptop and/or in a locked
drawer, which only the researchers of this project could view.

There werewo versions of the information sheet for each of the adult participants and

the children. Besides information about t
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addedwita questi onnai rsaidirgbistiabbackgrobdethatcalpardntdvéass
asked to fill out about the child.

Signing the consent form confirmed that t
take part in the experiment and that she/he understood all the requirements of participation
(or the chil désl gaendsipatsioon) n tihetlkdédicons
explained participation was voluntary and subjects had the right to withdraw at any point
she/he chose (or when the child chose, in the case of the children).
4.2.3.Materials

A narrativeelicitationtask and an audio recorder were used in the study. The
narrativeelicitation task was adopted from the Edmonton Narrative Norms Instrument

(www.rehabresearch.ualberta.ca/gnihe taskook theform of two sets of stories (A and

B) and a training story (T). The training story preseiivo characters (a boy and a
shopkeeper) in a supermarket. Set A of the stories inthiee stories: A1, A2 and A3
telling stories sharing the same characi®rsale giraffe and a female elephaand relating
their adventures. Set B also inclddbree illustragd storiesB1, B2 and B3 The stories in
this setdepicted taleabout a rabbit and his friend (a dog). For this study, two stories from
theB set were dected (B1, B2pesideghe training storyAppendix 3).The storiecamein
theform of A4 images. The training story was only usgfamiliarise the participantsith
the task and was not included in the analysis. Each of the main stories (B1, B&leprese
distinctsets of events. In each stpvariousobjects and charactengereintroduced. The
second storyB2, wasslightly longer and included mommplexeventshan B1.

The audio recorder used is an applicabaora mobile device. e data were

transcribed and analysedingthe CLAN and CHILDES tools (MacWhinney, 2000).
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4.2.4.Rationale

Narrativeelicitation is useful in providing dataat aresemispontaneous and
simulate natural speech. The use of narratives hekpdract the use of articles in cohesive
(Tarone,1985) and communicative forms of texts (Tar&nParrish, 198). It was found
that in the intention of participants to providelgar description of their narrative, they
performedbetter using English articles (Taro&eParrish, 198).

Regardless, the use of narratives has presented limgatitimregard to article use. This was
mainly found in the tendency for participants to prodieeeerarticles in the generic aribde
nonspecific contextdDue to using visuals to elicit data, most nouns produced are specific
(Tarone& Parrish, 198; Zodrenko& Paradis, 2008). Furthermore, using pictures can lead
individualsto falsely assume shared knowledge and treat indefinite nouns as d¥famte (
Houtet al.,2010).

To reduce these limitations, the study followed the instructions probig&ddrenko
and Paradis (2008, 2012) to prevsubjectdrom falsely assuming shared knowledge with
the examiner. By following Zodrenko and Paradis (2008, 2012), the pictures aztyHac
participants andthe examiner could not see the pictures. In addipartjcipants were told
that the examinegtnew nothingabout the story (or to assume that in the case of adults) and
they must describe everything theayns
4.2.5.Procedure

The task was performed individually by each participant in the three groups. The
session startedith the examiner stating the instructiomshich were repeated for each story.
During the session, the images of the stories were pressaatly subjectscould see them,
not the examineiThe instructions stated that the participant &hdescribe the story in
English. Thesubjectwas told to describe everything he/sherandwasnotified the

examiner ould not see them. All three stories were introduced in the same session for each
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participant. The sessions ranged from sit@aninutes and the narration of the participants
wasaudicrecorded using an application a mobile device. Following the sessidre t
narrations of the two stories by each participant were transcribedthsi@g AN and
CHILDES tools.

4.3. Analysis

To answethe research questions of the study, it was essential to first determine the
types of contexts in whih the articles were usedith discourse analysig.he analysisfirst
identified thecontexts of article use, correct and incorrect uses of articles and error types.
Analysis ofthenarrative data wereased on ZdorenkandParadis (2008, 2012). However,
while the analysisef ZdorerkoandPar adi s6s (2008, 2012) studi e:
nouns referring to characters and objects in the story, in this study, all commonweoens
used to describe the stories analySdétk analyss ofnouns wadbased on artickusedin the
semantic ont ext s i dent i f ifoardvayhdypology(explained inSeédion( 1 9 8 3)
2.2.1., Chapter 2): generic, [definite, specific], [indefinite, spdaiintl [indefinite,
nonspecific]. Arothertype of semantic context was considerednventional and idiomatic
uses of articlesvhich many researchers identifgthefifth type (e.g.Ekiert, 2005).

The identification osemantic contexts was based on the following: i) if the children
coulddetect whethr a shared knowledge exadtbetween the speaker and the listener (i.e. the
participant and the examiner in this case), ii) if the child@rdmake a specific and
nonspecific distinction and iii) if the childresouldunderstand noun countability.

To identify semantic aspects, the following criteria were used. Bpstificity was
determined when the nouns indicated that the speaker had a particular referent in mind, which
was the case with most of the noueensidering that nouns used in the pgptiein t s 6
narratiors were presented directly in the images in front of the participant. Definite and

indefinite nounshowever were identified based on whether shared knowledgeeéxist
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between the listener and the speaker. Accordingly, indefinite nounoftemnedetermined by
newly introduced items or characteggcept nouns used to refer to common knowledge in
communities (e.g. the park, the hospital). Definite nobagjever were determined by
previously mentioned nouns in the narration or nouns mertionassociabn with
previously mentioned nounBased on this criteriomouns likely to be indefinite in stes

B1 and B2the stories were classified and presented in TaRld-urther details on

identifying indefinite nouns are provided in Appendix

Table 4.2

Possiblelndefinite Nouns in the Narration

The story Newly introduced
items/characters

The training story (a) boy
(a) shop/supermarket
(a) box
(a) shopkeeper/man

Story B1 (a) rabbit
(a) dog
(a) bucket
(zero/a) sand/sand area

Story B2 (a) rabbit
(a) dog
(a) picnic
(a) mat/picnic blanket
(a) carrot
(zero) sandwiches
(zero) cheese
(zero) pickles
(a) cake
(a) doctor

After determiningtheir semantic context, further analysis was baseabtigatory contexts
(i.e. for eactarticleas a form). @rrect and incorrect uses @ichEnglish article the, a/an
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andzerg were identifiedacross the four semantic contelesidegshe conventional
idiomatic uses of English articleBhe dligatory contexts of English articleusen s ubj ect s ¢
narrativesare identified under the obligatory conteaf a/anandzera Identifying obligatory
contexts was essential to deterenthe accuracy of using each artiahelividually to
determire the order of acquing English articlesin addtion, errors of article userrorswere
identified and categorised across all semantic cantext
4.4.Data Coding
Coding the data included all patterns of correct and incorrect uses of articles exhibited by
the participantsTable4.3. presents the patterns exhibited in the data across the four semantic
contexts identified by Huebner (1988)d theconventional and idiomatic uselentified by
Ekiert (2005).
1) Forgenericuse, the data &every limited and occurred once in the entiréada
which was exhibited ithecorrect use oterq as inExample 1
2) In the [definite, specific] context in which ontlge articlethewasused, the data
exhibitedthe correct use ofheas inExample 2 in which the NRvasa second
mentionechoun and inExample 3, in which the NP represedthe cultural useof
the As for errorstheomission ofthe (asin Example 4) occurred in the data.
3) In the [indefinite, specific] contexterethecorrect uses ad/anwith singular
countable nouns (as Example 5) anaerowith mass and plural countable nouns (as
in Example 6). The errarin this context, however, includéke overuse othein the
a/ancontext Example 7)a/anomission Example 8) andheoveruse of/anin the
zerocontext Example 9).
4) In the [indefinite, nonspecific] contexthe correct uses aferowith mass and plural
countable nouns (as Example 10) were exhibited. Erronverselyincluded only

a/anomission (as ifexample 11).
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5) Regarding conventional and idiomatises, the data includéioe correct use ofhe

(as inExample ). Errors, howeverincludeda/anomission (as ifexample B).

Table 4.3
Anal ysis of Parti ci parnsstheFivéGontexisf Engl |
Semantic Context Category of use Uses Examples
Type 1 Correctuses Correctusof  (1): *KAT: And the doctor examines him and takes, checks his
(-SR, +HK) zero tongue and do whatevdoctors do
GenericUse
Type 2 Correctuses Correct use of (2): *JOR: They both mada sandcastl¢ogether.
(+SR, +HK), referential the *JOR: The rabbit pours a bucket full of sandtbe sandcastle
definites
(3): *ALX: It was a normal dayand two rabbits decided to go to
the sandpit.
Errors Omission of  (4): *ARW: Then, they have their picnic spread out. The rabbit
the seems to have lots of food, sandwictatsps and cookiesand the
puppy is shockelly the amount of foodand he seesto
consume everything at the same time.
Type 3 (+SR,-HK), Correctuses Correct use of (5): *JOR:Thereis a doganda rabbit.They are friends; | bet they
referential indefinites alan are friends.
Correct use of (6): *CLA: Rabbit had a massive picnic in his basket full of
zero carrotsandsandwichesndcakesand everything.
Errors Overuse of (7): *FAH: So, the story starts whehe rabbit.i t 6 s a ¢
the rabbit meetit looks like a mouse to me, and she is a gind they
(substituting  are like playing in playground or something
a/anfor first-
mentioned
nouns)
a/anomission (8): *GHD: This picture showarabbitand a dog with a basket
uh...with each one.
a/anoveruse  (9): *JAM: | can see a rabbit and a dog, and the dplkis,
(substituting  building a castle witla_ sand.
zerobefore a
mass noun)
Type 4 (SR,-HK) and Correctuses Correct use of (10): *ALX: Bored with sand pits, the rabbits decided to go in &
non-referential zero picnic in a wood.
indefinites
Errors a/anomission  (11):*ARW: An d t h e.maggdilyef@usd this female docto
wearing these pearls and having her...all her medical instrume
with her..and she got heand she is wearing these glasses that
she seems likeery great doctor.
Type 5 (idiomatic and Correctuses Correct use of (12): *SAR: When he finished, the girl ate her foidu t s h «
conventional use) the bring the sameas him.
Errors a/anomission (13): *SHM: Uhhh.The female rabhjbecause there were two

rabbits, one male and the other female, the female rabbit was
sad and started crying because it took them a long time to Quil
andall_of suddeneverything fell.

84



Datacodingincluded some exceptional casgst as he use of other types of determiners
(e.g.somea lot, lots). In addition, the data exhibited cases of omission with nouns referring

to the characters in the stowhich were not considered errors. This occurred mainly with
theENS, and the BC was considered in cases in which the nouns referring to the characters
(i.e. the animals) were used more like proper npasisn exampke4.1 and4.2 below. Using
common nous referring to animals as proper nouns (i.e. names) sedmsdmmon in
narrating childrends stories in wasuaml s i n
the context, it was not considered an error for the participants ENSend BC groups.

However, for the BA group, since it was unlikely that they were exposed to aspect in

narration and it often occurred inconsistently in the BA data, it wasidered an error in this

case.

Example 4.1
*JAN: She was very, very proud of her sandca&hbit decided that he would try to help
either build another sandcastle or make her sandcastle better.
Example 4.2
*CHR: Rabbit ate too much and is feeling@my ill.
4.5. StatisticalAnalysis

First, it was important to confirm whether the daerenormally distributed and if
theywerehomogenous to determine which test to applthe data. SPSS software was used
to performthe statistical tests for the dafBhe rormality ofthedistribution and homogeneity
of thevariance were checkddr accuracy measures for all three groups. Moredker,
normality ofthedistribution and homogeneity tdfevariance were examined for ertype
proportions by the BC and BA groups. For this purpose, a Shapillo normality test and

lLeveneds tests wer ¢henprenalify of distribuiontarad hamogemeity mfe
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variance for the data of the three groups: BC, BA an@&Ri® Descriptve statistics of the
meanandstandard variation were also obtainedlbtaeina gener al overview of
performance.

Table 4.4

Shapird Wi | k a n dTedt Regultaifar Bnglish Article Use in the English Narrati
Pilot Study

Shapira Wilk Levene
statistic df Sig. Sig
Semantic  [definite, specific] 334 45 < .001 p=0.038
contexts indefinite, specific] 856 45 p<.001 p=0.0
Obligatory  [indefinite, .342 45 p <.001 p=0.037
contexts  pponspecific]
thecontext .854 45 p<.001 p<.001
a/ancontext .664 45 p<.001 p<.001
“Errors  theoveruse ira/an .661 45 p<.001 p<.001
context
theoveruse irzero .365 45 p<.001 p=0.330
context
a/anomission .749 45 p<.001 p=0.376
the omission .555 45 p<.001 p=0.794
a/anoveruse irzero .378 45 p<.001 p <.001
context

Betweengroup andwithin-group analyses were conductétie data vasnot normally
distributed(see Table 4.4).df all accuracy measures and eitygye proportions, a
Kruskal Wallis H test with pairwiseposthoctests, vasconducted to examirgroup
disparitiesin these aspects.
Toconductwithigr oup analyses for tkwerdBC, Spearm

conducted to examine the relationship betweem#okgroundsariables ége,L2A0A,
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LORUK, L1 proficiencyand L2proficiency) to the accuracy scores and eftype
proportions.

4.6. Results

4.6.1. Use of English Articleper Semantic and Obligatory Context

Tables 4.5 and 4.6 present the number of articles produced across semantic and
obligatory contexts, respectively. Based on the results, all three JENSsSBA and BC)
mostly produced articles within the [definite, specific] context, followed by the [indefinite,
specific] context, the idiomatic and the conventional uses of articles, the [indefinite,
nonspecific] and the generic contexts, respectivelyjwc€ming the obligatory contexts, the
groups mostly producetiearticle, followed by producing@/anandzerg respectively.

Since the articles produced for the idiomatic and the conventional uses of articles and
the [indefinite, nonspecific] and the generic contexts were quite limited by the BC group, the
groups6 performance was anal yghefdefimte| v f or
specific] and [indefinite, specific] contexfBable 4.5 presentie results of the descriptive
statistics of the mean and the standard variation for the number of items producedoin each

the twosemantiacontextsand obligatory contest

Table 4.5
Proportions of Articles Producegaer Semantic Context
Idiomatic and
[definite, [indefinite,  [indefinite, Total number
Generic conventional
specific] specific] nonspecific] of articles
uses
produced
ENS 0% (334) 69.15%  (140) 28.99% (4)0.82% (5) 1.03% 483
BA 0% (281) 63.15%  (153) 34.38% (4) 0.90% (7) 1.57% 445
BC 0% (250) 71.23%  (99) 28.02% (0) 0% (2) 0.57% 351
Means 0% (865) 67.63%  (392)30.65%  (8) 0.63% (14) (1.09% 1,279

Note.ENS: English native speakers, BA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children
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Table 4.6.
Proportions of Articles Produced in Obligatory Contexts

Thecontext A context Zerocontext
ENS (334) 63% (126) 26% (63) 11%
BA (287) 60% (126) 29% (52) 11%
BC (250) 68% (86) 25% (24) 7%
Mean (871) 64% (338) 27% (139) 10%

Note.ENS: English native speakers, BA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children

4.6.2. Accuracyof Using L2 English Articles: Analysis of theLanguageGroups

Descriptivestatistics of the mean and standard deviation of the accuracy measures by
the three groups are provided in Table 4.7. For overall accuracy in using English articles, the
highest accuracy was obtained by theSgMoup M = 99.21), followed by the BC groupM
= 88.53 and then the BA groupM = 81.93, respectively. The results of the betwagoup
Kruskali1Wallis tests r emakadydiftbrertitfform éachtothes t hr e e
( %2) =24.24,p<0.001) Posthoc pairwise comparisons showtbat the BA group varied
from the ENS group 0 < 0.001), and the BC group diverged from the &E§roup o < 0.001).

In addition, the BC appeared to have slightly higher accuracy in the overall use of L2 English
articles than BA, but there were no signifitdifferences between the two grougs=(
0.258.

Concerning the accuracy of using L2 English articles in semantic contexts, the groups
presented a similar pattern in the [definite
resultsrevealed sigfficant distinctionsbetween the three groufs(2) = 7.178,p =0.028)

The followup tests showed that the accuracy of th&ENhe [definite, specific context]
was significantly higher than the BA groyp< 0.042); similarly, theENS wasmarkedly

higher tharthe BC group in this aspe¢p = 0.012. Moreover, the BC showed a slightly
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higher accuracy than the BA in this pattern, but there were no significant divergences
between the two grougp = 0.625.
In the [indefinite, specific] context, the highest accuracy was obtained by the EN
group, followed by the BC and then the BA grougspectively. The results of the between
group Kruskali1Wallis test simporeamyedavdrgerdint hat t he
terms of this aspe¢t%2) = 22.302 p < 0.001) Posthoc pairwise comparisons showed that
the groups werpatrtially different in which the ENwas significantly higher than each BA in
(p<0.001) and the BC andb(< 0.001) in this context. The BC appeared to have a slightly
higher accuracy than the BA in the [indefinite, specific] context, but there wergmificsint
disparities between the two groups«0.397.
Within the obligatory context, the usetbk exhibited the highest accuracy by the
ENSgr oup, foll owed by the BC and BA groups, r
results showed significant é&rences between the three gro(€2) = 7.178,P = 0.028)
The followup tests showed that the accuracy of th&ENhe [definite, specific] context
was notably higher than the BA € 0.0429. Similarly, the ENS wasmarkedlyhigher tharthe
BC groupin this aspecfp = 0.019. Additionally, the BC showed a slightly higher accuracy
than the BA in usinghe but there were no significant disparities between the two g(pups
=0.625.
Regarding the use afan the findings showed that thghest accuracy was
achieved by the ESIgroup, followed by the BC and the BA groups, respectively. The
KruskaliWallis test results reveal d2signi fi
20.97,p < 0.00)). The followup tests showed that thecarracy of the ES in the [definite,
specific] context was markedly higher than in the BA 0.00]). Likewise,the ENSwas

significantly higher tha in the BC grougor the use o&/an(p < 0.00]). The BC revealed a
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slightly higher accuracy than the BAusinga/an, but there were no significant distinctions
between the two grougp = 0.379.

Respecting the use nérqg the highest accuracy was achieved by th& gidup,
foll owed by the BC and BA groups. The Kruska
disparities between the three gro@%$2) = 12.949,p = .002). The follow-up tests revealed
that the accuracy of the ENn thezerocontext wasnarkedlyhigher than that of the BA(<
0.00)). Additionally, the ENs was slightly higher in theerocontext than the BC, and the BC
was slightly higher in theerocontext than the BA. However, no crucial varianeese
found between the ESland the BQroups(p = 0.72 or between the BA and the BC groups
(p=0.72.

In summary, lte findingssuggesthat neither the BC nor the Bdemonstratedarget
like performance in their use of LlEnhglish articles. In all aspects of L2 English article use,
apart from the use of articles in therocontext, the two groups (the BC and the BA) were
markedly less accurate than the&dtoup. In thezerocontext,the BC group, unlike the BA
group, demastrated a similar level of accuracy in the&d@foup. In comparing the age
groups, the BC were generally more accurate than the BA, but no significant distinctions
were observed between the BA and BC groups. For all the groups, the findings suggest that
more accuracy appears in expressing definiteness and thethsé¢hain in expressing

indefiniteness and using the indefinite articésnandzera

90



Table 4.7

Kr us k al T WaPbstHos PaiRvisaQohparison Results in the Accuracy of Using English Articles in the Pilot English Narrative Study fc3, t8B& EN

and BC groups

ENS BA BC Kruskai Wallis H Post hoc pairwise comparison
results
Accuracy scordsnumber of M SD M SD M SD BA-ENS BC-ENS BA-BC
correctuses
General accuracy 99.21 2.23 81.93 13.19 88.53 760 (%=24.24p<0.001,df p<0.001 p<0.001 p=0.258
(479.18 (364,59 (310.74) "2
Accuracy per [definite, 100.00 .00 93.73 17.86 96.13 6.01 (%=7.178p =0.028,df p=0.042 p=0.012 p=0.625
semantic specific] (334) (263.38 (24033 =2)
context scores
[indefinite, 97.33 - o4 58.53 26.40 67.47 26.98 (% =22.302,p< 0.001, p<0.001 p<0.001 p=0.397
specific] (136.26) (89.55) (66.80) df =2)
scores
Accuracy per Accuracy of 100.00 .00 93.93 17.09 96.13 6.01 (%=7.178,p=0.028, df _ p=0.012 p =0.625
article usingthe (334) (26958 (24033 =2) 0.042
Accuracy of 97.27 7.90 55 07 28.82 64.40 29.42 (?=20.973p<0.001, df 0<0.001 p<0.001 p=0.379
usinga/an (12256) (69.39) (55.38 =2)
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Accuracy of 93.33 25.82 e 5a 41.85 68.87 44.92 (=12.949p=.002, df p<0.001 p =0.72 p =0.72

usingzero (58.79 (16.52 =2)

(27.32)

Note.ENS: English nativespeakersBA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children
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4.6.3. Errors in the L2 EnglishUse ofArticles

Table 4.8 presents descriptive statistics of the mean arsthth@ard deviation of the

errortype proportions in the use of English articles by the BA andj®0ps The BA

groups©®6

e r r o e/anomissioneb2.786),dallowed byasanoveruse irthezero

context(18.13%), theomission (2.67%), the overuse irthe a/ancontext(10.87%) andthe

overuse irthezerocontext(5.80%), respectively. For the BC group, the highest number of

errors includedhe overuse irthea/ancontext(47.33%), followed bytheomission 15.13%),

a/anomission 14.000) andthe overuse irthe zerocontext(3.53%).

BetweengroupMann Whitney Utest results showed that the BA and BC groups

varied significantly in two types of errortsie overuse ire/ananda/anomission. The BC

group producethein thea/ancontext significantly more often than the BA grofp<

0.010. Conversely, the BA grquproducediotally morea/anomission errors than the BC

group did P =0.00).

Table 4.8

Ma n n 1 Wh i-Ttest Regultsln Error Production Using English Articles in the Pilot English Narrative Task
the BA and BC Groups

Error type BA Manni Whitney U
M SD M SD BA-BC

theoveruse in (0.53 16.16 (1.2)47.33 40.29 U =51.500, z =2.643,p=0.010

a/ancontext 10.87

theoveruse in (0.2 5.80 13.85 (0.13 3.53 9.64 U =105.500, z =0.447,p=0.775

zerocontext

a/anomission (2.852.73 29.83 (0.53 14.00 19.71 U = 34.000, z =3.353,p = 0.001

the omission (1.3y12.67 22,69 (0.7315.13 22.21 U =104.000, z =0.408,p = 0.744

a/anoveruse in (0.6)18.13 29.25 (0) 0O .00 U =67.500,z =2.672,p=0.61

zerocontext

Note.BA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children
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4.6.4. TheRole ofBackground Variables inCh i | d Aecurakysin Using L2 English
Articles
Table4.9presendt he results of Sp,evhichmerepériormedor r el a
to examine the relationship between the accuracy measures oEugjigharticles by the
BC group andage, L2A0A, LORUK, L1 proficiency and L2 proficiency. The findings
showed thattheres no r el ati onship between chil drenos:s
and the variables @fge, L2A0A, LORUK and.1 proficiency. Concerning L2 proficiency,
however, the results revealed a significant positive correlation between L2 proficiency and
the accuracy of usingerqg which suggests that, with higher L2 proficiency, children perform

better in using the English artictera

Table 4.9

Spearmands Correlation Test Results for the B

Measures and the Background Variables of Age, L2ZAOA, LORUK, L1 Proficiency and L2 Proficiency
Accuracy scores Age L2A0A LORUK L1 L2

proficiency proficiency

General accuracy r 0.362 -0.339 0.283 -0.454 0.229

scores p-value 0.185 0.217 0.306 0.089 0.412

Accuracy per [definite, r -0.044 0.317 -0.256 -0.029

0.455

semantic context specificl = o5 088 0.876 0.250 0.358 0.919
scores
[indefinite, r 0.247 -0.380 0.348 -0.004 0.431
specific] p -value 0.375 0.163 0.204 0.989 0.109
scores

Accuracy per Accuracy of r 0.455 -0.044 0.317 -0.256 -0.029

article usingthe p -value 0.08 0.876 0.250 0.358 0.919
Accuracy of r -0.350 -0.388 0.424 -0.053 0.369
usinga/an  p-value  0.200 0.153 0.115 0.850 0.175
Accuracy of r 0.011 0.305 -0.033 -0.086 0.625
usingzero  p-value  0.970 0.269 0.906 0.760 0.013

Note.L2AOA = second language age of acquisitit®RUK = length ofresidency irthe UK
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4.6.5. The Relationship betweenBackground Variables andCh i | d Ereors ;4.2

English Article Use

Table4.10presergt h e

to examine the relationship between é¢nor proportions the BC producedusingEnglish

resul ts

of

S p ,evhich merenpériormedo r r e | a

articlesandthe independent variable$ age, L2AOA, LORUK, L1 proficiency and L2

proficiency. The results found none of the variables portrayed any interaction in producing

any of the errors. Interestingly, a marginal positive correlation was exhibited between the

L2AOA and the omission a@f/an, which indicates that the higher the L2AOA, the likelier it

is for the children to produa@@anomission errors.

Table 4.10

Spear manos
andBackground Variables (age, L2ZAOA, LORUK, L1 proficiency and L2 proficiency).

Correl ati

on

Resul ts

for

Rel

Error type Age L2A0A LORUK L1 L2
proficiency proficiency
theoverusein * -0.419 0.307 -0.095 -0.344 -0.266
a/ancontext p-value 0.120 0.266 0.737 0.210 0.337
theoveruse in T’ 0.259 0.025 -0.191  0.205 -0.364
zerocontext p-value 0.352 0.929 0.496 0.464 0.183
a/anomission ' 0.192 0.481 0.009 -0.005 -0.254
p-value 0.103 0.070 0.976 0.985 0.360
theomission ' -0.437 0.064 -0.316  0.248 0.02
p-value 0.103 0.821 0.251 0.374 0.930

Note.L2AOA = secondlanguagege ofacquisition LRUK = length of residency in the UK

4.7.Discussion

This sectiorexplainsthe results of the pilot narrative stuiylight of the research

qguestionsT hi s

English bilingual children understand the use of English articles. This has been considered

study
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speaking children and other L2 Enghspeaking children. The externadriables ofage,
L2A0A, LORUK and frequency of using bottl/L2 were considered in discussing the
findings.

4.7.1.ResearchQuestion1: For the Acquisition of English Articles

a. To what extent do bil i nguantdersand&iygiisitk L1717 Eng

article usage?

Understanding English article use requires understanding two aspects: i) the semantic and
pragmatic meaning of definiteness and specificity and ii) noun countability in Erfigh.
referenced the findings, the childremostly produced articles in two contexts: T2 [definite,
specific] (71.23%6) and T3 [indefinite, specific] @026). Due toalack of data in generic T1
and the limited data in T4 [indefinite, nonspecific] and T5 (i.e. conventional and idiomatic
uses), examininthegeneric meaning and specificitgsides theonventional and idiomatic
use of English articles agnot possible vih the existing data.

Based on the existing data, the children showed better use of articles in the [definite, specific]
(96%)andthe use of the definite artethe (96%) than in the [indefinite, specific] (67%)

context and the use afan(64%) andzero (86%), respectively Accordingly, the order of

accuracy starts witthefollowed byzeroanda/an, respectively. These patterns of accuracy
suggest that the children were more tatiet in expressing definiteness and the use of the
definite artide the than in expressing indefiniteness. This lower accuracy in the [indefinite,
specific] context seems to be mainly impacted uaiflag, which the findings suggest to be

more problematic tharera Based on the findings, Hypothesis 1 was confirmed.

b. Towhat extent do bilingual Arabic L1TEngl:

commission errors?

Concerning errors, the presented errors indicate that noun countability does not present a

challenge for children. The children mostly produced errors overtisenig thea/ancontext
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(46%), which contributed to the lower accuracy in usiign Further omittinga/analso
resulted in lowering the accuracy of usaf@n(12%). The groups exhibited a limited
overuse othein thezerocontext and no overuse afan in thezerocontext. The lack of/an
overuse irthezerocontextsuggests that children mark plural and mass nouns correctly.
Omitting a/an, however, could contribute to L1 influence due to the lack of indefinite articles
in Arabic. The childrends error patterns
T h e c¢ h pdrfarmaace suggests similaritigh both L1 and L2 children in
acquiring English articlesThe BC group exhibitethe overusdan thea/ancontextas the
most commonly occurring error. In the literatuleg overusan thea/ancontexthas been
viewedas a developmental pattern in the acquisition of L2 English articles within both L1
(Brown, 1973; Warden, 1976; Zehler & Brewer, 1982haeffer & Matthewson, 20pand
L2 children(lonin et al.,2009; MoralesReyes & Gomez Soler, 201Bhdorenko& Paradis
2008; 2012)Referring to L1 childrenthis was explained in that L1 children often recognise
specificity earlier than definitenesSdhaeffer & Matthewson, 20p3Based on thaheis
associated with specific meaning in children and accordingly thi#tgesith substituting
a/anwith thein specific indefinite contextsiore than in nospecific indefinite contexts
Respecting the literatursimilar patterroccurred in both.2 young(Zdorenko&
Paradis, 2008, 2012nd schooehge childrer{lonin et al.,2009; MoralesReyes & Gomez
Soler, 2016)In loninet al.(2009) ¢ hi | d r e /andn defirnite contesgsavaso f
limited. In loninet al.(2009),theoveruse errors imdefinite specific contexts were
prominent among children, unlike adults, who also had a tendency to also a/anise
definite nonspecific contexts. Considering tblatdren in this study only produceile
overuse inipdefinite specifid contextswithout overusng a/anin [definite, norspecifid

contextsthe results accordingly aligns with both findings of L1 and L2 children.
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Regardinghe order of acquisitiohoweverc hi | dr ends perf or mance
consistent with L2 chil dr enthesaccpracyi$lighemance i n
thana/anconfirming earlier mastery dhe (lonin et al, 2009 Zdorenko& Paradis, 2008,

2012 as oppose to L1 children wremore recenstudies showed thatl childrenmaster
a/anearlier(Schaeffer & Matthewson, 20R5
4.7.2.Research Question 2: How Do Agd,2A0A and Length of Exposure to L1 and L2
|l nfluence Childrends English Article Usage?
a. L1 influence

Given the difference between the &8nd BC groupin all accuracy measuwseexcept
theaccuracy oterq the results indicate that children were generally lessrate than
English native speakerdowever, the BC group performed well in expressing definiteness
andtheusedhe That and L1 Arabic speakerso6 famild.@
indication of L1 Arabic influence. In this, the results aligith Master (1987), who proposed
that [+ art] L1 is often better tharaft] L1 due to their familiarity with article use in their L1.
Furthermore, the findings in this study are consistent with [+art] L1 Spanish speakers
(Morales Reyes& Gémez Soler, 2018onin et al., 2008and French speakers (Sakro,
2008); their targelike performance was attributed to L1 influence. Given that the Arabic use
of the definite articlal- is like that in English, it can be concluded that L1 Arabic children
transferred thir familiarity with usingal- in their use othein L2 English.

Concerning the lower accuracy in the [indefinite, specific] context and the asnaind
zerqg converselythe findings are imgreementvith studies of L1Arabic adults where lower
acaracies were similarly found in expressing indefinitengsglioul, 2002; Bataineh, 2005;
Ell Sayed, 1983)Across these studies, the lower accuracy in indefinite contexts resulted
from omittinga/anand the lack of Arabic indefinite articles. These findings, being consistent

with general findings of otherdrt] L1 (e.g. Russian Lih lonin et al.,2008, were attributed
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to L1 Arabic influence. The findings also align with Sarko (2008, 2009), in wdtiar L1
Arabic adults showed better performance in expressing definiteness. Interestingly, similar
findings of lower accuracy in indefinite contexts were found among L1 Spanish-sgeol
children Morales Reyes& Gomez Soler2016) Unlike the case of 1L Arabic, Spanish
includes both definite and indefinite articles. The lower accuracy of using the indefinite
context inMorales Reyes and Gomez Sol@016)was attributed problematic aspects in
respect to using number, as indefinite contexts in Englisly ladditional challenges in the
need to differentiate between types of nouns regarding countability.

In addressing the errors of children in this study, the BC group mostly produced errors of
overusinghein a/ancontexts (46%). Additionallythewas aso overused imerocontexsto
some extent (4%), whilelano mi ssi on was generally | ess pres
(12%). Tapping on the dominancetbéoveruse errors in indefinite contexts oaéan
omission, the results support previous findings in wiheoveruse is viewed as a
developmental pattern in the process of acquiring English articles among both L1 and L2
English users (Huebner, 1983; Master, 1997). Accordingly, unlike L1 adults, chitdee | owe r
accuracy in indefinite contexts is unlikely to result from L1 influence.
b. Age

Reflecting on the difference between bilingual adults and children, the two groups were
generally similar in all accuracy measures. Interestingly, however,thgtwo ups 6 err or s
varied. The two groups were different respecting two types of eafarsomission andhe
overuse in tha/ancontext. The BA was notably higher in omittiaganthan the BC group;
theoveruse in th@/ancontext was higher in the BC grauss mentioned in the previous
section, concerning L1 influence, whadéanomission is viewed as a common indicator of L1
Arabic influence due to a lack of indefinite articles in Arabic (Zughoul, 2002; Bataineh,

2005, El T Sthgowrse in in@aBit8 qontexts is a general developmental pattern.
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Accordingly, although the general performance of the two groups is approximately the same,
the findings suggest that lidfluence in adults, unlike in children, is more prominent.
C. Influence of L2 age of aset of acquisition, length of residence in UK and L2
proficiency

In examining the impact of L2A0A, LOR in the UK and L2 proficiency, only one
pattern of significance was found in which the L2 proficiency positively correlated with the
use ofzera Given that these factors generally and unexpectedly did not present any statistical
relationship with the results of the BC group, it can be assumed that these factors had no
i mpact on childrends performance,thesidBilagh acco
b, c). However, concerning the small number of participants, this could be due to insufficient
data. Regarding L2 proficiency and the accuracyeof on one hand, the findings are
consistent with previous findings in which, with an incraade2 proficiency in adults, the
awareness of the use of L2 English articles is increased (Butler, 2002). However, considering
that L2 proficiency was only found in one pattern of accuracy and the subjectivity of how L2
proficiency was measured in childrehis pattern could simply be random.

4.7.3. Limitations

Considering the few participants in the study and the small number of stories used to
elicit narratives, the data in this study were somewhat insufficient. The limited amount of
data affected theonducting of statistical tests, mainly correlation tests. It was decided that

more participants and tools should be used for the main study.
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CHAPTER FIVE: BIDIRECTIONAL CROSSLINGUISTIC INFLUENCE IN THE
ACQUISITION OF ENGLISH ARTICLES BY ARABIC -ENGLISH BILINGUAL
ADULTS AND CHILDREN USING A NARRATIVE -ELICITATION TASK

5.1. Introduction

This study aimedd investigaé L2 English article use by Arakii&nglish bilingual
adults and schodage children{1 12) . The study examined the a
groups regarding several factors, including L1 influence, age and L2AO0A, L1/L2
proficiencies and LORUK. Additionally, the study examined the use of L1 Arabic articles
and whetherthe L2useof Eglh ar ti cl es i nfluenced particip
Similarly, for the Arabic articles, accuracy and errors were examined in terms of the L2AOA,
L1/L2 proficiencies and LORUK. The study included two control graugiee ENS and the
MAS group$ to compae the performance of the experimental groups in each L2 English
and L1 Arabic, respectively. The study aims to answer these research questions:
1. What patterns of English article use do bilingual Arakiceglish
speaking adults and childrenth intermediate to advanced L2
proficiency exhibitduring the acquisition of thie2 English language?
2. How dothe individual factors odge, L2AOA, L1 (in children) and L2
proficiencies LOR in an Englishspeaking contry (i.e. the UK)and
linguistic factors of the L1 article systampact the acquisition patterns
of L2i English articlesn adults and childreh
3. Does L2 affect L1 use of Arabic art
adults and children?
4. How do age, L2®A, L1 (in children), L2proficienciesandLOR in an
Englishspeaking country (i.e. the UKnpact theuse of L1 Arabic

articles in adults and childrén
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5.2. Methodology
5.2.1. Rarticipants

The study recruited f bilingual gdulis (Bp)sl3 40 Ar abi
Arabici English bil i nig248)]3%duliArabidmoaatingfaBC; age 7
speakergMAS) controls and 3@dultEnglish nativespeaker¢ENS) controls.Before the
experiment, demographic information about the participaatsobtained. This was done via
a sociolinguistic background questionngi@dersonat al, 2017 see Appendid), aTest
for Reception of GrammdTROG)which measures grammatical knowledge in L2 English
and anrArabic sentence comprehension té86CT) (Shaalan, 2010p measure the
comprehension of L1 Ar abiTbeqgestmmairawas i n t he ¢
adaped to fit the aims of the currenusty and was given to the two bilingual groups to
determine their level of engagement in using each langiagequestionnaire was given to
both bilingualgroups and ttMAS groupto determine their level of knowledge and usage of
English. Althoughthe MAS group ismeant to benly speakers and users of Arabic, English
is taught in school and used in certain domains and contexts in Saudi Ardescription of
the questionnaire is provided in Section 4.2 in Chapter Four.

Regarding the TROG test, to determine the
proficiency, the bilingual groups performadevisedv er si on of Bi shopés (1
TROG2. Speech therapists initially used the TROG to identify speech impairments among
monolingual children. Later, the test was used among bilingual children to examine their
level of understandingf grammar(e.g.Crutchley ¢ al, 1997. Eventually, an improved
version (TROG2) was designed to be useat onlyfor children but also bilingual atts. For
comparison purposes, the testsralsgerformed bythe ENSgroupin this study.

Many children started acquirinig2 English very youngand considering the possibility

that their proficiency in L1 Arabic might not be sufficient, it was import@aobtain
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information aboutheir proficiency levelin Arabic. CorrespondinglyThe ASCT was
administered to the BC groupue to the lack of standardised tests examining the
comprehension of colloquial Gulf ArabiShaalan (2010Jesignedhis testbased on Al
Akeelb €1998) test to assetize sentence comprehension of Gulf Arabmeaking children
(age 6 9). The test exames syntactic, morphological and morpjntactic structures
(Appendix 5).Therefore, it is the only reliable sounsgth whichwe must measure hi | dr en 6 s
proficiency in colloquial Gulf Arabic. Itombines two sectionsonsisting of 22 and 18
items respetively, forming a total of 40 items. The test instructs the children to chmose
of four pictures that display the target structure. One of these pictures forms the correct
answeywhile the rest of the pictures are distracting itéhagare drawn to beemantically
related to the target item. For example,ltem 14 éThe girl is not painting the distracting
items illustrate a girl performindisparateactions which include painting and other activities
(e.g. writing, playing).
a. The bilingual adultgroup

Table5.1summariseshe information fom thequestionnaire for thBA group. The BA
group(age 2542, M = 31.7) are considered late learners of Englishey acquired Arabic as
a first language in their home countries and started leaEmgish in school between the
ages of 612and12, the age of 612 (M = 11.03, with little exposure to English from the
environment until their arrivah the UK. Most participants had started learning English in
publicintermediate school at 113 years oldHowever eightparticipants had started a bit
earlier betweersix and10 years of agdn Saudi ArabiaEnglish is taught in schodbur
hours a weekwith a geater focus on learning grammar rules and reading than on speaking
and writing skills. As English is only used within some educational and professional
environmentsppportunities to practisgpoken Englistarevery limited.Whenthis studywas

conductedthe subjectsvere postgraduate students in the UK andidpent 0.509.1 M =
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3.32) years in the UK. TRO®@ results varied between 88d109 (M = 84.825)suggesting

varying levelgbetween intermediate to advanoéproficiency in L2English

Table 5.1
Demographic Information of the Bilingual Adult Group
BA TROG2

- Age L2A0A LORUK LORBC standard
participants

score

Range 251 42 61 13 059.1 1840 551 109
Mean 31.72 10.9 3.2 28.(8 84.83
SD 5.32 1.997 2.25 5.04 17.32

Note.L2AOA = secondlanguagege ofacquisition LORUK = length of residency in the UK,
LORBC = length of residency in birth country, TROG = test for the reception of grammar.

b. Monolingual Arabic speakers

The Arabic control groupicluded 39 adult female participantgg€29-49, M = 39.09.
For official and cultural reasons, it was difficult to obtain data from male participants.
Therefore, the data for this group included only female participants. The data for this group
were colected in Qatif, Saudi Arabia. The participants in this group worked as administrators
in the education office of Qatif. These individuals were classified as monolingual based on
their answers to the questionnamevhichtheir level ofengagemenn using Englishand
Arabicwas determinedEnglishwas eitheiof aminimumuseor not used at allnitially, the
guestionnaire was given to 41 subjects. However, two were excluded, as one was an English

language graduate. The other had previously studiedidthe f or her master 0s

c. English native speakers
TheENSgroup included 30 adult participants (29 from England and one from America).

Being an adult native speaker of English was the only requirement for the selection of
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participants in this group. All were from the UK, except one, who was American. The
participants were either university students or had a university degree at the time of the
experiment They performed the TROG test to compare their findiegardingthe bilingual
groups.The group included 19 females and 11 males; most participants in thfs\geoe
students and academic staff at the University of Reading. The TR&Gres of this group
rangedfrom 85 to 109 M = 98.97 seeTable 5.2) which suggests generally advanced levels

of proficiency.

Table 5.2

TROG2 Sandard ScoresfaheEn gl i sh Nati ve Speakerso
ENS participants TROG2 standard scores

Range 8511009

Mean 98.97

SD 6.53

Note TROG = test for the reception of grammar

d The bilingual childrendés group

Table5.3 provides demographic information about the BC group, which included

Arabici Engl i sh bi.84i12.4p(Ma=110.09.M hisl gobupeamed ia tpesr d

L2AOA between zero and eigh¥l(= 4.15. This group of bilingualacquired Arabic as a

first language in their home countriesfore arriving in the UK. Eight of these children had

started learning English early at home or in kinderggrtenge 071 4) , whi l e si X
entering school (age 671 8). LORUK&M=f2@3). t hi s ¢
ASCTresul ts reveal ed 8 =8788)rwhichlgen¢rallyeiredicateI& . 517 95
high level of proficiency in L1 colloquial Gulf Arabic. The TR&scorehowever ranged

between 5690 M = 69.8),which indicates varying levels of proficiency in L2 English

between intermediate to advance
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Table 5.3

Demographic I nformation of the Bilingual
. : TROG
Children e L2ADA  LORUK LORBC  Arabic . sandard
participants comprehension score

7.84112.45 018 054 41 10 77.595 551 90
Range
Mean 10.04 4.15 2.23 7.45 87.88 69.77
Standard 1.351 2.48 1.47 2.04 5.76 10.3
deviation

Note.L2AOA = secondlanguagege ofacquisition LRUK = length of residency in UK,ORBC = kength of residency
in birth country,TROG = test for the reception of grammar

5.2.2. Ethics

Like thepilot study Gection 4.2.2), an information sheet and a consent form were
given to each participaifor to the parents in the case of the children). The information sheet
included a description of the tasks that the participants were required to penfoinmns &udy
and theSRT study (Chapter 6). The information sheet included four versions targeting
participants of the groups: the BA, the BC, thed the MAS (appendix 6).

In the information sheet of the BA group, the participants were told thatwied
perform several tasks in two sessions a week apart: one session in which English was used
and another in which Arabic was used. For the English session, they were asked to fill out a
guestionnaire and perforensimple English proficiency taflesides storytelling task and
an SRTin English. For the Arabic session, they were asked to perform an Arabic version of a
storytelling task andreSRT. In the information sheet for the children, similarly, the children
were asked to perform the same tasks in two sessions (Arabic and English), apart from the
Arabic SRT. Additionally, in the Arabic session, the children were asked to perform an
Arabic prdiciency task.

The control groupwere asked to perform the tasks on their information sheets in one
session only, a session in English for theSEoup and a session in Arabic for the BIA
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group. For the EN group, they were asked for the English versiohthestory-telling task
andthe SRTbesides the proficiency task. For the Bl§roup, the Arabic versions of the
story-telling task andhe SRTwere requested. In addition, they were asked to answer the
guestionnaire (in Arabic).

For all fourversions of the information sheet, an explanation of how the data would
be maintained is provided ire&ion 4.2.2 Concerning the consent form, the subjects (or
parents, in the case of children) were informed that, by signing these forms, they agree to
paticipate in the study. They were also informed of their right to withdraw from the study at
any point.
5.2.3.Materials

Article-use data in English and Arabic wedlected viaa narrativeelicitation task.

The narrativeelicitation task was adopted frothe Edmonton Narrative Norms Instrument

(www.rehabresearch.ualberta.ca/gnihe task comes ithheform of two sets of stories (A

and B) and a training story Tappendix 3). Theame sets of stories described in the pilot
study (Section 4.3) were used in this stuelyr this study, two stories from each set were
selected (A2, A3, B2 and BBesideghe training storyThese stories welaitially in

pictorial form and were presented in A4 sidewever, following COVID19 situation they
were presented online in a PDF document in a shared séi®depicted in Table 5.4, the
training story (T)presetedsix picturesshowingtwo characters (a boy and a shopkeeper) in a
supermarket. The resf thefour stories arexperimentalEach of the secorstories(A2)

and the fourttstory (B2) consiss of eight pictures, while the thirstory (A3) and the fifth
story (B3) havel3 pictures. Both the secorstiory (A2)and the third storgA3) involve the
same main characters (an elephant and a girdifie) fourthstory (B2) and the fifthstory

(B3) includethe same main character (a rabbit and a dog). Each fafuthstories involves

diversesets of events in which new characters and objects are introtuedtthe types of
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articles and semantic context$he fourthstoryand the fifth story are slightlipnger and
contain more characters and evahen the second and thistbries, which allows more noun

production in the data. The task of the participants was to narrate the story depicted in the

pictures.
Table 5.4
Main Characters of the Pictorial Stories in the Elicited Narrative Task
Thestories The characters
The training story T A boy and a shopkeeper
Stories in Set A Al An elephant and a giraffe
A2
A3
Stories in Set B Bl A rabbit and a dog
B2
B3

5.2.4.Procedure

Each person individually performed this task infiné groups Bilingual groups
performed the task twice, once in English and the other in Arabic, one week aparttiBefore
task, the examinegaveeach participaninstructionsusing the language intended for that
sessbn. The instructions @rerepeateddr each story. The instructions sthtbat the
participants would begin describing the story in the language of that session. The pictures
werevisible only to the participarstduring the entirexperimento ensure that no shared
knowledgewas developedor newly introduced itemsParticipants verenotified of this often
and told to describe everything theans Following COVID-19, the data collection was set

online and was continued only with the adult participants considering that it was too
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challenging for children to focus in the online situation. In the online setting, the images were
presented in a sharedreen by using Zoom software which the participants viewed through
their own computers/laptopg.he same instructiorsf the faceto-face situatiorwere used in
the online situation except that the particigamtre told to pretend that the examineras n
able to view the images and narrate the stories accordingly.

In both situation, &ch participantvasintroduced to the five stories in one session
(using the target language of that sessiahjch lastedbetween sixand15 minutes. When
the participats didnot provice enough details, theyeavetold to describe more and be more
specificusing questions such &an you tell me more about what is happening@r each
subject the narrations @reaudiorecorded using an audio recorder application orohile
phone device. Thereafter, the narration of the four main stories for each particygant w

transcribedand codedisingthe CLAN and CHILDES tool§MacWhinney, 200Q)

5.3. DataAnalysis

The same method of analysing the narrative pilot stizdg (Section 4.3) was
followed in analysing the main dataoth Arabic and English narrative datéhe analysi®f
the narrative concerned mainly article use in athmon nouns used tefer to the characters
anddescribehe events ofhe storyFor the Arabic and English, theata wereanalysed for
the correct and incorrect uses of artici@sK, theandzeroin English, as well aal- andzero
in Arabic) across the four semantic contexgeneric, [definite, specific], [indefinite, specific]
and[indefinite, nonspecific]in addition, unlike the pilot study, for the English data in the
current study, the use of countability and numbers with common nouns was also analysed.
English article usageas considered correctly used by the participantself tould:1) detect
whether there is shared knowledge with the speaker, 2) make a specific/nonspecific

distinction and 3understand noun countability/numbEor the Arabic data, only the first
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two aspects ereconsideredThe third was not because Aralairticles do not mark number
noun countability. Indefiniteness in Arabic for both singaladplural and uncountable
nouns is always marked lagroarticles.

In this study,the instructios of the main studyvere changetb ensure that indefinite
contexts were treated as indefinite, which included alternating the order of tiesdtat had
the same main charactensd notifying the participant to deal with each story as a separate
story, ignoring any similarity with the other stories presenidus was based on the results
of the pilot study (Section 4.6), in which the participants mistook indefinite nouns for
definite. Howeverthe same process of analysfghe pilot studywas usedvhen te
participantsappeared tagnore these instructions and deaith subsequent stories
continuatiors. In the narrative data for both versigeentexts were identifiednd coded
before conducting any quantitative analysis based on semantic contexts. The @sling w
based on anafyng contextsvith discourse analysisiscerningspecific and nonspecific
contexts ad determiningwhether shared knowledge exidbetween the speaker and the
listener.

In determining incorrect uses, errors in the English narrative data included the
omission ofarticles (see Exampk1), substitution (see Exampte2) and pluralisation errors
(see Exampl®.3) in English data. Pluralisation errors were determinaah the context and
exhibited either by omitting the finas from the noun or when ass is added to a singular

noun.

Example5.1
Omission ofa/an
BAG: Ok, there iswimming poolandelephantand, | think giraffe. They may..they want to

swim.
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Example5.2

Substitutingthe for a/anin the first-mentioned noun

BA19: And the otherelephant | think, elephant guy, try to help her
Example 5.3

-splural is added to a singular noun

BA33: And the donkey hasmall toyslike the helicopter and he wargtto makethemfly.

Since Arabic articles do not encode countability, it wascoasidered here. However, since
Arabic exhibits distinctions from English in the NP structure, which includes two or more
word combinationsgee Sectio2.2.2.), some considerations were taken in the analysis based
on the type of Arabic NP appearing in theta: i) noun adjective phrases andii) Da a f a
phrase (i.e. annexation).

In a noun adjective phrase, the adjective(s) agree with the ngemdter, number and
definitenesgAlHawary, 2011, 0wen, 2013 Accordingly, in the case of definite adjective
nown phrases, the adjective is treated like the nounakrsl attached to each noun and
adjective. In6 i D a a f «in which tlee i@un phrase includes two or mens
conversely, indefiniteness/definiteness is determined by the last noun (i.e. theomaim
the phrase. In definité i D a a f s only the lassneun in the phrase is markedlhy
while all preceding nouns are markedZgya However, for indefinit® i Da af sallphr as e
nouns, including the last noun, are markeaéso Thus, the gors will be: In definite noun
adjective phrases, not addial to adjectives was treated as an omission error. Conversely,
in definite6 i D a a f s addital- g0dhe noun preceding the main noun was considered

an overuse acdl-.
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Table 5.5 identifies newly mentioned nouns that are likely to be indefinite for each

story. Further details on how new nouns were identified are providipipendix 4.

Table 5.5

Expected Indefinite Nouns LikelyAppear in Narrative Data
The story Newly introduced items/characters
Story A2 (a) giraffe

(an) elephant
(a) swimming pool/pool
(a) sign
(a) lifeguard/guard
(b) plaster/bandage
Story A3 (a) giraffe
(an) elephant
(a) swimming pool/pool
(a/an) toy airplane/airplane
(a) lifeguard/guard
(a) second lifeguard/lady elephant
(a) net/fishing net
B2 (a) rabbit
(a)dog
(a) picnic
(a) mat/picnic blanket
(@) carrot
(zero)sandwiches
(zero)cheese
(zero) pickles
(a) cake
(a) doctor
B3 (a) rabbit
(a) dog
(a) carriage/car
(a) balloon
(a) man/balloon seller
(zero) balloons
(a) balloon
(zero) money
(a) rabbit/person
(a) balloon
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5.4. Data Coding

5.4.1. English Narrative Coding

The data includedariouspatterns oEnglisharticle use and errorBor each of these
patterns, a particular code was used in CLAAbIe5.6.presents correct and incorrect uses
within each semantic contettiat existed in the datdhe use ofjeneric was very limited in
the data and exhibited only two patterns, whiediuded correct uses tifeandzerg as
presented in items (1) and (2), respectively. For the [definite, specific] contexts,tiadisre
used, the data included correct usethetn item (3) and two error patterrtheomission in
(4) anda/anoveruseas in (5). For the [indefinite, specific] context, whafanandzerowere
used, eight patterns were exhibited in the data. For this context, the data included correct uses
of a/anandzeroas in (6) and (7), respectively. In addition, the data included erravarof
omission (8)a/anoveruse (9)theoveruse substituting/an (10), the overuse substituting
zero(11) and pluralisation errors, as in (12) and (13), respectively. Similar patterns were also
presented in the [indefinite, nonspecific] context. For this context, the data included correct
uses of/anandzerg asin (14) and (15), respectively. The data also included errcakaaf
omission (16)a/anoveruse (17) and pluralisation errors, as in (18). However, for the

[indefinite, nonspecific] contexheoveruse, substituting/anor zerodid not occur in the

dag.
Table 5.6
Patterns of English Article Use and Errors in English Narratives
Context Patterns Example Code
Generic Correct use ofhe 1 B22:The one balloon is fiveis for one. Is five pounds. T1D
Correct use ofero 2 BAL1: So, another lifeguard who was a woman and T10
womenare superheroes seemingly.
[definite, Correct use ofhe 3 BC5: There is an elephant and a giraffe. T2D
specific] BC5: The elephantvanted to jump in, and thehe
giraffe was standing still (secongentioned nouns).
Theomission 4 BA20: Now the doctor tries to see which is the problen E20
has in number two.
BAZ20: | think nowdoctortried, | think, to treat the
number two, and it is going to dmmspitalor something
like that.
Anoveruse 5 BA20: | see an elephant with donkey, | think, yeah. E2A
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*BA20: | think a donkeytries to do something wrong,
andan elephanis shocked or something like this.

[indefinite, Correct use of/an 6 BA4: The lifeguard pua bandagen her knee. T3A
specific] Correct use ofero 7 BAL1: Ok, there were two rabbits walking alone down tt T30
forest who has...who hdzhsketga firstmentioned
noun).
Alanomission 8 BAG6: Ok, there iswimming poolandelephantnd, | E30
think, giraffe. They may...they want to swim.
Alanoveruse (in 9 A rabbit father came and maybe give him a money tot E3A
thezerocontext) a balloon.
Theoveruse inthe 10 BA19: Andthe other elephant think, elephant guy, try E3D-A
a/ancontext to help her (a firsmentioned noun).
Theoveruse inthe 11 BC2: Once upon a time, there was a...two bunnies goi E3D-0
zerocontext on a walk.

*BC2: And one bunny was really, really greedy, and he
ate allthe food(a firstmentioned noun).
Pluralisation errors 12 BA18:Elephantsvi t h gi raf fe with CE30

(adding-s) cow?éwith cow with cow.
Pluralisation errors 13 BA2: So, there is two rabbits with their baskéisich CE30
(omitting -s) baskebr s o met Ipicnic hasketi t h
[indefinite, Correct use of/an 14 BA1: Uh, she might looked. ...She might have looked T4A
nonspecific] impressed by the plane, so she grabbed that plgne to
itds. .. latdyel i eve it was
Correct use ofero 15 BA28: They are wal king. . T40

walking in the garden, | think. | think they are mats.
The female is a dog, and the male is a rabbit, sorry.

Alanomission 16 BA15: I dondt know why h E40
|l ooks | igik.ke sheds a

Alanoveruse (in 17 BA23: I think it 6s amwatdror f E4A

thezerocontext) something, maybe.

Pluralisation errors 18 BA28: Oh, there is another rabbit came with a coat. Ye CE40

I think heds the father
rabbit goes to his father, maybe for asking for
moneys...money, sorry.

5.4.2. Arabic Narrative Coding

In the Arabic narrative datdjsparateatterns of Arabic article use and errors were
revealedn the four semantic contexts. Tallg presentanexample okach pattern. Like
the English narrative, the use of generics in Arabic narratives was liiltedlata exhibited
one pattern in the use of generics for Arabic articles represented in the correctalisas of
in (1). For the [definite, specific] context, the data exhibited a pattern of correct wes of
with both nouns and adjectives, as imm#e(2) and (6), respectively. Errors in this context,
however, were only exhibited with nouns and includedveruse as in (4) aral- omission
(5). In the [indefinite, specific] context, whezerois used, the data presented correct uses of

zerowith both nouns and adjectives, as in (7) and (9) and the eradr @feruse as in (8)
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and (10).In the [indefinite, specific] context, the data presented correct ugesawith both

nouns and adjectives, as in (11) ang) (1

Table 5.7
Patterns ofArabic Article Use and Errors in Arabic Narratives
Context Type of Pattern Item Example Code
word
Generic Nouns Correctuse 1 MA21: HK Cyb eyy TIAL
of al- 531t Cc/FHOQFB 6 n it
ol r lOF
Translation: Of course, he told
fifyou see, that¢e
instructed them that person
should not play near the pool.
[definite, Nouns Correctuse 2 MA7: WTFpCm 3y T T2AL
specific] of al- oAl eFTFp
Translation: Cartoon characters,
an elephant and a giraffe going t
the pool
MA7: ¢ T B3y?3 238Y
Wb OF
Translation: The elephant
suggested that he swims, he
jumps into the pool
Correctuse 3 MAS: _4 c paHhKM | F k1 T20
of zero wX H OF 3 OF
Translation: They coul
it and t bwmergonl |
angry.
Overuse of 4 BA12: FNnl 21 YT E E2AL
al- Wu3r e KmDrYrr viOF/h S
ey 3bOb
Translation: and then the
elephant guard showed Hee
instruction sign and that she
shoul dndt | ump
Omission of 5 MA28: wy TF N hofF hid B
al- By YIOF CNlFfbh bvw
Translation: The horse brought
first aid tools to help the
elephant.

BA23: eB W?NAKOF
Ay YIOF XTCHMY pA[
Translation: She tried to get the
toy out of the poolglephant to
give it back tc
friend
Adjectives Correctuse 6 BAS:WCKFFr A cxf TA2AL

of al- Translation: Another elephant
arrived to help
*BAS: b 8 DB 13py YF
nF A
Translation: he then examined
the fir sfootéthéeaepl
who fell
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[indefinite, Nouns Correctuse 7 MA13: _olIT B pBEyTéMI o T30
specific] of zero Ve Py 1B IGRT eyiTj B F HOXF[T
pOtOF aCK UWpr¥F!
Translation: There wasan
elephant, and possibla giraffe,
in a pool, and they were very
excited to swim and there was a
sing,..noasingofino r un
Overuse of 8 MA21: FHXf WT&p DI E3AL
al- 6nBFCL ntlow @igthr
mentioned nouns)

Translation: The elephantand
the giraffe were excited and they
wanted to jump into the pool in
front of them
Adjectives Correctuse 9 BAS: WCKFd XF#@ 3y T TA30

of zero Translation: A secondelephant

arrived to help
Overuse of 10 MA22: . . e BKF oEFF EA3AL
al- PFTrjF MW #WhC

(first-mentioned noun)
Translation: The second
elephant(a second elephant)
came . | dondt kr
father or someone else.. to help
him with the donkey
[indefinite, Nouns Correctuse 11 MA10: pY .wk JFa FE T40
nonspecific] of zero ,c31t XTOrFHKF ¢
MN¥3 FuHYjcp
Translation: This looks likea
picnic.. there is a girl and a boy
coming to herThey met on the
way. They welcomed each other.
Adjectives Correctuse 12 MA7: b pyBlLMpCHIyT®] Sfws TA40
of zero o}l lOF xg W bOBH s
Translation: The coach shouted
at her and asaic
secondtimei n t he po:

5.5. Quantitative Analysis

Once correct uses and errors were selected and coded, calculations were done to
determine the number of items per semantic context and per obligatory context as well as the
number of errors within these contexts for each participant in each group usimgtGala.
The data were then transferred to Excel for further analysis.

Several analyses were performed using Excel:
1) Average mean percentages of the correct use of articles in each semantic and obligatory

context were obtained concerning the overall benof items in each context.
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2) Thereafter, the average mean of the English and Arabic article accuracy scores were
included per semantic context for each of the English and Arabic data. As the number of
articles was very limited for the generic contéixtyas excluded from the analysis.

3) Accuracy scores were obtained for each article used in the English and Arabic data based
on the obligatory contexts for these articles. Accordingly, for English narrative data, accuracy
scores were calculated for thse ofthe the use oé/anand the use afera For the Arabic

data, however, accuracy scores were determined for the akeanfl the use afera

4) An overall accuracy score was also obtained for the overall use of the Arabic article
system and the English article system. To attain this, a calculation of the sum of all
items/articles in all semantic contexts was done, followed by a calculatitircofract uses

in all semantic contexts. The average mean percentages of the correct use of articles to the
overall number of articles in all contexts was computed to obtain accuracy scores in the form
of percentages.

ENNT T T TR CTEEAL TR HH - *100

5) With regard to errors, as presentedables5.6 and5.7, they were categaed for
each of the Arabic and thenglish narrative data. For the Arabic narrative data, error
categories were classified under two categoakmission andl- overuse. For the English
narrative dataconverselythe errors were classified under seven categdhiesveruse in
thea/an context,the overuse irthe zerocontext,the omission,a/anomission.a/anoveruse in
thethe context,a/anoveruse irthezerocontext and pluralisation errors. For each error
categorythe number of errors was calculated and compared to the owaradlen of errors
for thosedata to obtain error proportionstime form of percentages.
5.5.1. Statistical Analysis

SPSS software was used to coridbe statistical analysegirst, the normality of

distribution and homogeneity of variance for the daéaewhecked to determine the type of
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tests (parametric or nonparametticlse for analysing the daftBhe rormality ofthe
distribution andhe homogeneity ofthevariance wee examined for: igccuracy scores, for
eachof the overall scores and accuracy scores per semantic conteéraauticleform (i.e.
obligatory context)andii) error-type proportions. For all three aspects, a Shajitk
nor mal ity t eestsweserahdutitelv eneds t

Descriptive statistics of the mean and standard deviation were then performed to obtain a
clearer idea of the performance of the groups.

Given that the data for each Arabic and English narrataremot normally distributed
for any aspectésee Shapinowilk test results inables5.8and5.9), nonparametric tests were
used. Two types of nonparametric tests were conducted for a begwoegnand a within
group analyss: On the one hané&nglish resposes within the groups ER/\BA and BC were
comparedFor this a betweergroupK r u s k a | H t&gawlitH paisviseposthoctests,
was performed to examine if there arspdirities inthe accuracy scores and the amount of
each type of error in using Endlisirticles. To compare the levels of accuriache semantic
contexs and in the obligatory contexigithin-s ubj ect s Fgandoltbwrapn 6 s t e st
Wilcoxon signedrank tests were conducted. In ArglB&, BC and MAS were compared
concerningheir resposes.Similarly, a Kruskal Wallis H test with pairwis@osthoctests
was also performed to examine the differeincthe accuracy scores and errorg\mnabic
article useTo compare levels of accuraiythe semantic contextthe within-subjects
Fr i e & tast andollow-up Wilcoxon signedranktests wereonductedTo compare the
levels of accuracin the obligatorycontexs, theWilcoxon signeeranks testvas performed.

Finally, to examine whetheéheindependent variables LORUK2AOA, thelL?2

proficiency score and L1 proficiency affect accuracy measures and the number of errors,
within-groupSpearman correlations were performed for each of the Arabic and the English

narrative data.
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Table 5.8
Shapird Wi | k a n dTedt Resudtfor &riglishArticle Use in the English
Narrative

Aspect of the Pattern Shapira Wilk Leveneo:s
data
Statistic  df pvalue p value
Overall accuracy 778 71 p <.001 p <.001
Accuracy per [definite, 435 71 p <.001 P =.009
semanticcontext specific]
[indefinite, 852 71 p <.001 p <.001
specific]
[indefinite, 597 71 p <.001 p <.001
nonspecific]
Accuracy per thecontext 435 71 p <.001 p =.009
obligatory a/ancontext 839 71 p<.001 p <.001
context zerocontext 687 71 p<.001 p <.001
Errors Overuse in 754 71 p <.001 p <.001
a/ancontext
Overuse in 335 71 p<.001 p <.001
zerocontext
a/anomission 919 71 p <.001 p=.014
theomission 805 71 p<.001 p <.001
a/anoveruse 515 71 p<.001 p =.102
in thethe
context
a/anoveruse 455 71 p <.001 p<.001
in thezero
context
pluralisation 409 71 p <.001 p <.001
errors
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Table 5.9
Shapird Wilk Te st  a n d Tekt KeselthoreAdabic Article Use in
an Arabic Narrative

ShapiraWilk Leve

tests
Statistic df p value p value
Overall .615 76 p<.001 p<.001
accuracy
Accuracy  [definite, .202 76 p<.001 p<.001
per semantic specific]
context [indefinite, .705 76 p<.001 p=.024
specific]
[indefinite, 194 76 p<.001 p=.150
nonspecific]
Accuracy  al- context .166 76 p<.001 p<.001
per zero context .709 76 p<.001 p=.024
obligatory
context
Errors al- omission .485 76 p<.001 p<.001
al- overuse .485 76 p<.001 p<.001
5.6. Results

5.6.1. EnglishNarrative

5.6.1.1 TotalArticle Production per Semantic andObligatory Context in the English
Narrative

Table 5.10 presents the mean averagestamttiard deviatiofor the number of items
produced in each semantic and obligatory context. Based on the results for each of the three
groups (BA, ENs and BC), articles/items were mostly produced in the [defisgecific]
context, followed by the [indefinite, specific] and then the [indefinite, nonspecific] context,
respectively. For obligatory contexts, for each of the three groups, the highest number of
articles was produced in thige context, followed by the/an and then theerocontexts

respectively. Article productions in the [definite, specific] context for each of the three

120



groups dominated the two indefinite contexts. Similarly, for each of the three groups, the use

of thewas higher than for both indefinite articleggnandzerg.

Table 5.10

Mean Average of English Article Production Per Semantic@blilgatory
Context in the ENGroup, the BA Group and the BC Group

ENS BA BC
Number of M SD. M SD. M SD.
items
Semantic [definite, (78.43) 38.68 (63.20) 21.76 (62.31) 20.81
contexts  specific] 71.89% 70.43% 74.11%
[indefinite, (27.13) 12.04 (22.05) 5.611 (19.31) 4.87
specific] 24.87% 24.57% 22.97%
[indefinite, (3.53) 3.14 (4.48) 4.03 (2.46) 1.66
nonspecific] 3.23% 4.99% 2.92%
Obligatory thecontext (78.43) 38.68 (63.22) 21.78 (62.31) 20.81
context 71.89% 70.40% 74.11%
a/an (25.8) 8.185 (22.00) 6.94 (18.77) 5.61
context 23.64% 24.50% 22.32%
zerocontext (4.9) 712 (458) 3.17 (3.000 1.87
22% 5.10% 3.57%

Note.ENS: English native speakers, BA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children

5.6.1.2. Order ofAccuracy in Using EnglishArticles in Semantic andObligatory

Contexts

For each group, the order of accuracy was determined across semantic and obligatory

contexts. To confirm whether this order veasnparablewithin-s u b j ect s

Fr

and followrup Wilcoxon signedanks tests were conducted to examine if there were

edmanod

significant disparities between accuracy measures within these contexts for each of the three

groups. The results of these tests are in tables 5.11 and 5.12.

For accuracy in using articles in semantic contexts, th® ggblup, which is the

control group thiawill serve as a comparison, exhibited the highest accuracy in the

[indefinite, nonspecific] contextM = 99.11), followed by the [definite, specific] contexil(

= 08.73) and then the [indefinite, specific] contelt € 93.62, respectively. As presentéad

Table25Fr i edmanods

in thelevels of accuracpcross semantic context$¢2) = 26.88 p < 0.00). Follow-up

Wilcoxon signedrankstestresults showed a significant divergestween theaccuracy of
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the[definite, specific] and the [indefinite, specifig € -3.80, p <0.001, r =-0.49, between
the [definite, specific] context and the [indefinite, nonspeciick €2.56, p=0.011,r =-
0.33 and between the [definite, specific] and the [indefinite, nonspecific] cortext-8.35
p <0.001r =-0.43. The findings confirm that there was a disparity inS6Ns us e of
articles across these contexts.

Table 5.11

Fr i e d ma n-8ubjectdind Wilcoxon Signéthnk Test Results for Accuracy Measures Across
Semantic Contexts for the Biroup, the BA Group and the BC Group

Group Fri edman 6 ¢ Wilcoxon signeerank test results
results [definite, specific] [definite, specific} [indefinite, specific}
[indefinite, specific] [indefinite, nonspecific] [indefinite, nonspecific]
ENS G%(2) =26.88 Z=-3.8 Z=-2.56 Z =13.35
p<0.001 p < 0.001 p=0.011 p < 0.001
BA G%(2) =19.63 Z=-5.26 Z=-2.39 Z =-1.18
p<0.001 p < 0.001 p=0.019 p=0.24
BC G(2) =12.20 Z=-2.98 Z=-0.17 Z =-1.16
p = 0.002 p=0.003 p=0.866 p=0.248

Note.ENS: English nativespeakersBA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children

The BA group, however, presented the highest accuracy in the [definite, specific]
context M =94.43, followed by thdindefinite, nonspecific] contextM = 72.99 and then
the [indefinite, specific] contexM = 66.92, respectivelyFr i ed mands t est
that for the BA, there vwremarked variationg accuracyevels across semantic contexts
( %2) =19.63 p < 0.00). Follow-up Wilcoxontest results revealesignificantdifference
in accuracy between the [definite, specific] and the [indefinite, specditext £ =-5.26, p
< 0.001, r=-0.%9) and between the [definite, specifarjdthe [indefinite norspecific]

context £ =-2.39, p=0.019, r=-0.27). Notably, the distinction between accuracy measures

across contexts was small. Generally, the findings indicate that the BA is more accurate in

encoding definite meaning than in encoding indefinite meaning; the accuijaogefinite,
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specific] and the fidefinite,norspecific] contexts are similar due to a lack of statistical
significance.
Like the BA, the BC group had the highest accuracy in the [definite, specific] context
(M =98.99, followed by the [indefinite, nonspecific] conteM & 87.50 and hen the
[indefinite, specific] context§4.886).Fr i edmands t est,forthe8@ théres r eve
was a significant differencethel evel s of accuracy a¥2)®ss the
12.20,p = 0.0®). This wagparticularlyevidentfor accuracy between the [definite, specific]
and the [indefinite, specificig(=-2.98 p = 0.0®, r =-0.58. The significance of these
findings is small. The findings, however, generally suggest that the BC group is more
accurate in encoding definiteganing than in encoding indefiniteness.
Based on obligatory contexts, the ENhe control groupgpresented the highest
accuracy in usingero(M = 98.89, followed bythe (M = 98.73 anda/an(M = 93.20,
respectivelyF r i e d ma n 6 qpreseatsedtin Tabée R@p\Vedlesh significant distinction
between the accuracy measuréthe ENS group across obligatory contexts¢2) = 22.98,
p < .001). Follow-up Wilcoxon testresults showed thalhe accuracywasmarkedlyhigher
thana/an(Z = - 3.82 p<.001, r =-0.49. The accuracy aterowasmarkedlyhigher than
a/an(Z =-3.35 p< .001, r =-0.43. The findings suggest that the 5§ more accurate in

usingzerothan in usingheanda/an
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Table 5.12
Fr i ed ma n-Bubjectdnd Wilcoxon Signéhnk Test Results for Accuracy Measures across Obligatory Conte
for the ENS Group, the BA Group and the BC Group

Group Friedmandés t e Wicoxonsignedrank testresults
the- a/an the- zero alan- zero
ENS G%(2) =22.98, Z=-3.82 Z=11.76 Z=-3.35
p<.001 p<.001 P=0.78 p<.001
BA G%(2) =22.36 Z =-3.85 Z=0i37
Z=-5.18
p<0.001 p<.001 p=0.712
p<.001
BC G(2) =7.74 Z=-2.82, Z=10.94 Z=71.07
p=0.021 p=.005 p=0.345 p =0.286

Note.ENS: English nativespeakersBA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children

For the BA group, the highest accuracy was exhihiteeh usingthe (M = 94.44
followed byzero(M = 66.99 anda/an(M = 66.57), respectivelyFr i ed manédés test r
revealed thethere was significant variation between the accuracy measoié&se BA
group across obligatory context$§2) = 22.36 p < 0.00). Follow-up Wilcoxontestresults
revealed thathe accuracyis markedy higherthana/an(Z =-5.18, p < .001, r =-0.58), and
theaccuracy is significantly higher thaero(Z = -3.85, p < .001, r =-0.43. The significance
of these findings is small. The findings suggest that the BA is more accurate ahasinam
at usinga/anandzera
Likewise, for the BC groups, the highest accura@saso exhibited in usinghe (M
= 98.99) followed byzero(M =92.20) andd/an(M = 84.89, respectivelyFr i edmanodés t e s

resultsdemonstrated notable distinctiobetweertheaccuracy measures of the BC group
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across obl i ¢g@t=a74p=d621)tFellowup Wicaxon test results
illustratedthattheaccuracy is significantly higher tharan(Z =-2.82 p = .005 r=-0.55.
Based on the results, the BC is more accurate at tistigana/an

The findings suggest that both the BA and BC showdifferent order of accuracy than
the ENS control. The findings suggest that the BA is more accurate at encoding a definite
meaning and the use of the definite aettblethan at encoding indefinite meaning and the
use of both indefinite article¥anandzera Like the BA, the results indicate that the children
in the BC group are more accurate at encoding definite meaning than indefinite meaning and
the better use dhethana/an However, there is no statistical variation in the use of tech
anda/anand in usingzera

5.6.1.3.Accuracy in L2 English Article Use in theNarrative Task: Analysis of

LanguageGroups
Descriptive statistics were obtained tbe overall accuracy score, accuracy scores per

semantic context and accuracy scores for &ngflish article. The resulta/hich include the
means and standard deviation for each of the accuracy samgsesented in Tabfel3 To
examine group disparities, betwegmr oup Kr us k al 1T Wddclpdirsiset est s wi
comparisons were conductedtimtese aspecteyerall accuracy score, accuracy scores per
semantic context and accuracy sconean obligatory context).

For overall accuracy in using English articles, the highest accuracy was obtained by the
ENS group M = 97.22), followed by theBC group M = 95.84 and then the BA groupM =
86.33, respectively. The results of the betwegen oup Kruskal 1 Wallis test
groups were significantly different in this aspec§2) = 34.75 p < 0.001) Posthoc
pairwise comparisons siwed that the BA group demonstrated notably less accukhey (

86.33 than the EI$ controls (M=97.2,p < 0.00L, r =0.69 and the BC and BA groupp (
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=0.003 r = 10.40. However, no significant distinctions were found between the BC and
ENS groups p=.164,r =0.21).
Table 5.13

Kruskal 1 Wal FHosPaitviseaGomiparis@andResults in the Accuracy of Using English Articles in the E
Narrative Task for the ES| BA and BC Groups

ENS BA BC Kruskal Posthoc pairwise comparison
H results
Accuracy scorefMean M SD M SD M SD BA-ENS BC-ENS BA-BC
number of correct uses
General accuracy score 97.52 2.01 86.33 11.05 95.84 2.90 (62(2) p< 0.001 p=.164 p=.003
(106.37) 7 (78.08) (80.62) p < 0.001)
Accuracy [definite, 98.73 1.44 94.43 9.79 98.99 1.01 (62(2) p<0.001 p=.752 p =.005
per speciﬁc] (77.3) (59.55) (61.62) p< 0001)
semantic
context
[indefinite,  93.62 6.96 66.92 24.11 8488 1474 (62(2) p<0.001 p=.068 p=.023
speciﬁc] (25.53) (15.18) (16.69) p< 0001)
[indefinite,  99.11 472 7299 3460 8750 31.08 G 2)=26.002, p<0.001 p=.330 p=.052
nonspecific]  (3-5) (3.28) (2.31) p < 0.001)
Accuracy Accuracy of 98.73 1.44 9444 9.79 98.99 1.01 (62(2) p<0.001 p=.752 p=.005
per using the (773 (59.58) (61.62) p < 0.001)
article
Accuracy of 93.20 793 66.57 26.07 84.89 17.97 (c2(2) p<0.001 p=.178 p=.015
using alan (24.23) (15.38) (16.38) p< 0001)
Accuracy of 98.89 407 6696 3463 9220 1450 (62( 2) p<0.001 p=.302 p=.009
using zero (4.83) (CR) (2.62) p < 0.001)

Note.ENS: English nativespeakersBA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children
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a. In semantic contexts

Across the semantic context, in the [definit
revealed significant variations between the three groups. The fajidaests showed the

accuracy of the EN(M =98.73 in the [definite, specific] context was notably higher than

the BAM=94.43 p<0.00L,r =0.40) Likewise,the BCgr ou p 6 s Ma=98.99wasc y (
markedlyhigher tharthe BA group(M = 94.43 in this aspecfp =.005,r =-0.39). No

significant distinction between the B®1 & 98.99 andthe ENS (M = 98.73 were depicted

in this pattern(p =.752,r =-0.04).

The threggroups also significantlyaried in the accuracy of article use in the [indefinite,

specific] contex{ 6 2 £ 30)B, p <0.001) Posthoc pairwise comparisons depicted that the
accuracy of the ENgroup M =93.62 in the [indefinite, specific] context was markedly

higherthan the BA groupNl =66.92 (p<0.00L,r=066) and that the BC gr
(M =84.88 was noticeably higher than the BM £ 66.92 p=.023 r =-0.31). The

accuracy for the BOJ = 84.88 and ENs (M = 93.62 groups, however, was not

significantly different in this contexp(= 0.068 r = 0.28).

Similarly, important disparitiesvere also exhibited between the three groups in the
accuracy of using articles in the [indefinite, nonspec(fi 2 € 6.00,p <0.001)in which
posthoc pairwise comparisons illustrated theSsiNr o u p 6 s Ma=9@.1l)iindhisy (
context was markedly more elevated than the BA grdup 72.99 p <0.001,r = 0.47).

However, no significant difference was observed in this context betived3C M = 87.50
and ENs (M =99.11 groups p=.330 r =0.15) or between the BA(=72.99 and BC M

=87.50 groups p =.052 r =-0.27).
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b. In obligatory contexts

Regardingheaccuracy of each articlmar k ed di st i naccuracpmesasuresn g r O
were also exhibited. The results shovaegiignificant difference between the three group
terms ofthe accuracy of usinthe( ¢ 2 € 21 )47,p<0.001). Partial differencsavere
revealed byposthoc pairwise comparisons in which the&g r o wagrdracyM =98.73
was higher thatheaccuracy of the BAM = 94.44 p <0.001,r = 0.40). However, no
significant dstinctionswere found irrespect tadheaccuracy between the B® = 98.99
and the EM (M =98.73 groups p=.752,r =-0.05) ortheBC group(M = 98.99 andthe
BA group(M =94.44 p =.005,r =-0.39).

Notable variationbetween the groups were also fowadardinga/anaccuracy. In this
aspect, as welposthoc pairwise comparisons showed that theSEM = 93.20 was
significantly higher than the BAM = 66.57 p<0.001,r =0.61) and the BQM = 84.89
was also significantly higher than the B = 66.57 p =.015,r =-0.34).As for the BC(M
=84.89 and ENs groups M =93.20, no importantdivergencesverediscernedp = .178,r
=0.21).

Concerning theaccuracy oferg significantdivergencesvere also shown between the
three group$ 6 2 € 25)31, p<0.001).Based on the pos$toc pairwise comparisonghe
ENS (M = 98.89 wasimportanty higher than the BAM =66.96 p <0.00 r =0.59, and the
BC (M =92.20 was alsanarkedly more elevateatian the BAM =66.96 p=.009 r = -
0.36). No departure was found between theEM = 98.89 and the BC groupsV(=92.2Q
p=.302r=0.16).

In summary, the accuracy measures of the BA in all aspects showed notably lower
accuracy than the Ebgroup. In contrast, the findings revealed that BC accuracy measures in
all aspects were not markedly different from those of th&. HleBC group was

significantly higher in all accuracy aspects than the BA group. The findings suggest that the
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children in the BC group were more targje than the BA group in their use of L2 English

articles.

5.6.1.4.Role of Background Variables in the Accuracy ofUsing L2 EnglishArticles
a. Role of background variables in the accuracy of using L2 English articles:
Bilingual adultsdé resul ts
Spearman correlation tests were condutiedketermine whether the variables
LORUK, L2AOA and L2proficiencyreflected in the TRO& scores influenced article use
by the BA group. Table 54lpresents the results of these tests. The results demonstrated a
significantly negative correlation between LORUK and the accuracy of English article use in
the [indefinite, specific] context & -.343,p = .030) suggesting a decrease in accuracy in this
context with a longer residence in the UK.
Regarding L2AOA, he results showedraarkedlynegative effect oE2AOA onthe
overall accuracy of English articlese(r = -.408 p =.009). For accuracy per semantic
context, tkere wasa notablynegative correlation betwe@2AOA andtheaccuracy of using
English articles irthe[indefinite, specific] contextr(= -.450, p =.004) and amarkedly
negative correlation betwe@2AOA andtheaccuracy of English artickese in the
[indefinite, nonspecific] context & -.328 p = .045).1n obligatory contextghere was a
noticeablynegative correlation betwe®&2AOA andtheaccuracy ob/anuse(r =-.479,p =
.002).The findings indicate that the older the participants whengteey acquiring L2
English, the less accurate they are in using English articles. This is particularly reflected in

the use ob/anand articles in indefinite contexts decreasing with delays in L2ZAOA.
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Table 5.4
Spear manos C &esults forathe iBitingual Adu Group on the Relationship betw
Accuracy Measures and Background Variables of LORUK, L2A0A and L2 Proficiency

Accuracyscores LORUK L2A0A L2 proficiency
(TROG2 score
General accuracy r -.305 -.408 .692
scores p-value .056 .009 <0.001
Accuracy per [definite, specific] r -.137 .391
-.165
semantic context scores ovalue 308 399 013
[indefinite, r -.343 -.450 .686
specific] scores p-value .030 .004 <0.001
[indefinite, r -.328 .438
-.208
nonspecific] scores p-value .210 .045 .006
Accuracy per Accuracy of using r -.165 -.137 .391
article the p-value .308 .399 .013
Accuracy of using r -.309 -.479 .644
a/an p-value .052 .002 <0.001
Accuracy of using r -.089 -.256 .503
zero p-value .588 .116 .001

Note.L2AOA = second language age of acquisitii®RUK = length of residency in the URROG = test for the
reception of grammar

L2 proficiencyhad a prominent impact on altcura&y categories. The results showed a
important sitive correlation betwedr? proficiencyscores and theverall accuracy of
English articleuse(r =.692,p < 0.001).Within semanticontextsL2 proficiencyscores
showed a significant correlation widtcuracyscores irall semantic contexts: [definite,
specific] f =.391,p =0.013), [indefinite, specific]r(= 0.686,p < 0.001)and[indefinite,
nonspecific] ( =.438,p <0.001). The results also revealed a significant positive correlation
betweerL2 proficiencyandthe accuracy of usinpe (r =.391, p = 0.013), a significant

positive correlation betwedt? proficiencyand the accuracy of usirrgan(r = 0.644,p <
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0.001) and a significant positive correlation betwe2rmroficiencyand the accuracy aero
(r =0.503,p =0.001). The results indicatkat the accuracy of using English articlesin
all aspectsimproves withanincreasean L2 proficiency.

In summary, L2 proficiency seems to play the most significant rdleelBAgr ou p 6 s
performance. With higher L2 proficiency, the BAs are more accurate at using L2 English
articles in all aspects. Concerning L2AOA, the higher the L2AOA &b® dccurate the BAs
are in using L2 English articles overall in indefinite contexts and in the wardbased on
obligatory contexts. Regarding LORUK, the longer the LORtbiI€,less accurate the BA

groupis in using L2 English articles in the [indefi@j specific] context.

b. Role of background variables on the accuracy of using L2 English articles:

Bilingual childrends results

Spearman correlation tests were performed to examine the relationship between the
accuracy measures for the BC groups and the independent variables: LORUK, L2A0A, L2
proficiency (reflected in the TRO@ scores) and L1 Arabic proficienéseflected bythe
ASCT score$. The correlation test results are presented in Talite

Regarding L2AOA, the results revealed a significantly positive correlation between
L2AOA and accuracy in the [definite, specific] context(.559,p = .047). The results also
illustrated a significant positive correlatibetween L2AOA and the accuracy of usthg(r
=.559,p =.047). Based on the resgllthe increase L2AOA resulted in aincreasen the

accuracy scores ofsing thethearticleandin the [definite, specific] context.
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Table 5.15
Spearmands Correl ati

on

Test

ts for

Measures and Background Variables of LORUK, L2AOA and L1/L2 Proficiency

t he

B

Accuracy scores LORUK L2A0A TROG2score L1 Proficiency
(ASCT)
General accuracy r -.312 -.155 .011 -.141
scores p-value .299 .612 971 .645
Accuracy per [definite, specific] r .559 -.375 -.560
.182
semantic context scores
p-value .552 .047 .207 .046
[indefinite, r -.379 -.344 132 -.035
specific] scores p-value .202 .250 .667 .910
[indefinite, r -.052 -.073 -.352
- -.405
nonspecific] scores” pyalue 192 872 821 262
Accuracy per Accuracy of using r .182 .559 -.375 -.560
article the p-value .552 .047 .207 .046
Accuracy of using r -.272 -.480 .234 -.006
alan p-value .368 .097 441 .986
Accuracy of using r -.140 .344 -.306 -.180
zero p-value .664 274 .333 .575

Note.L2AOA = secondlanguagege ofacquisition LORUK = length of residency in the URROG = test for the reception of

grammar ASCT= Arabic sentence comprehension test

Regarding L1 proficiency, the results reveademharkedlynegative correlation between

L1 proficiency and the accuracy in the [definite, specific] context-(560 p = .046) and a
significanty negative correlation between L1 proficiency and the accuracy of theifig= -
.560,p =.046). The findings suggest thatith augmented.1 proficiency,the accuracy in
using and encoding definite meaning decreases.

In general, neither LORUK norL2@rf i ci ency

S eems

t

0]

n f

performance. Regarding L2AOA, the higher the L2ZAOA, the more precise children are in

their use othein the [definite, specific] context. Conversely, with ameliorated L1

proficiency, the more accurate the BC in the usthein the [definite, specific] context.
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5.6.1.5.Analysis ofthe Typesof Errors in L 2 English Article Use in theEnglish Narrativ e

Errors in the use of English articles were categorised under seven catdégengsruse in
thea/ancontext,the overusan thezerocontext,the omission,a/anomission,a/anoveruse irthethe
context,a/anoveruse irthezerocontext and pluralisation erros.calculation of the number of each
error type by each group was obtained and compared to the overall number of errors produced by the
group to determine the percentage of each error categalpgequentlygdescriptive stistics of the
mean and the standard deviatioaraobtained for all error categories in all groups.

Based on the results of the descriptive statistics (Ta}, patterns and proportisiof the
error types were compared across the three groups

AKru s k a | Tbétwderdgroup analysis was conducted to examine the difference in error
patterrs between the three groups: BA, BC andEBased on the results, the growpsied markedly
in producinga/ano mi s si on eM.6lgor=96.000)cPRshd pairwise comparisons revealed
that the BAgroup @6.41% wassignificantlyhigher than the ESgroup £6.23%) in omittinga/an
(p=.002,r =-0.36). However, no significant variances in omittadgnwere exhibited between the
BC (32.92%)and the EI$ (26.23%; p = .420,r =-0.12) or between the BA16.41% and the BC
(32.92%)groups p = .144,r = 0.20).

The groups also importantly differ@d producinga/anoveruse in theerocontext( ¢ 2 € 2 )
14.67,p <0.00)). Posthoc pairwise comparisons reveatedignificant distinctiomn producinga/an
overuse irthezerocontextbetween th&A (10.90%) and ENs groups (0.7R%; p< 0.001 r =-0.43),
as well as between the BAQ.90%) and the BC4.1®%) groups p =.019,r = 0.32). However, there
was no significant varianda producinga/anoveruse irthe zerocontextbetween the BCA(17®0)

and EN5 (0.77P%6) groups 0 = .697, r =-0.06).
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Table 5.16.

Kruskal T Wal lHosPairviseGoaparfsondResults in Erf@roduction in Using English Articles in the English
Narrative Task for the ES] BA and BC Groups

Error type ENS BA BC Kr us kal 1 "' Posthoc results
M SD M SD M SD BA-ENS BC-ENS BA-BC

theoveruse in 34.14 39.53 1213 14.11 31.39 3404 (62 ( 2) 2b - -

thea/an (1.07) (1.23) (1.38) p=.291)

context

theoverusein 0.96 4.90 187 450 694 1660 (G2 ( 2) ab - -

thezero (0.03) (0.23) (0.31) p=.269)

context

a/anomission 26.23 37.18 46.41 2380 3292 3174 (62 ( 2) : p=.002 p=.420 p=.144
(0.53) (5.4) (1.00) p = 0.009)

theomission 32.77 37.53 19.89 20.76 1125 1677 (62 ( 2) ab - - -
(0.97) (2.35) (0.38) p=.231)

a/anoveruse 5.128 14.73 6.44 1446 1333 2895 (62 ( 2) ® - - -

in thethe (0.17) (1.3) (0.31) p=.317)

context

a/anoveruse 0.77  3.92 1090 1991 417 1443 (62 ( 2) © p<0.001 p=.697 p=.019

in thezero (0.03) (0.85) (0.08) p<0.001)

context

Pluralisation .00 .00 236 484 .00 .00 (e62(2) © p=.003 p=1.000 p=.024

errors 0) (0.38) 0) p=0.005)

Note.ENS: English nativeSpeakersBA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children

Similarly, the three groups demonstrated a significant disparity in the production of

pluralisation error¢ ¢ 2 £ )B9E, p = 0.009. Posthocpairwise comparisons revealad

significant divergencen producingpluralisation errorbetween th8A (2.36%) and ENS groups

(0%;p =.003 r =-0.35), as well as between the BA38%) and BC (0%) groupg(=.024,r =

134



0.31). However, there was no significant variaiiothe produdion of pluralisation errorbetween
the BC (0%) and the EBigroups (0%p=1,r =0).

In summary, the three groups were notably distinct in producing three types of@aors:
omissiona/anoveruse in theerocontext and impluralisationerrors. Fo/anomission, both the BA
and the BC produced a similar portion of this error. However, ford@atihoveruse in theero
context and impluralisationerrors, the BA was noticeably higher than in both the BC and ti& EN
groups. For the rest of the error patte the groups exhibited no marked disparities in producing the
other four types of errorgheoveruse in tha/ancontext( ¢ 2 € 2472, p=.291), theoveruse in
thezerocontext( ¢ 2 € 26R7P p=.269, theomission( ¢ 2 £ 2929®, p=.231) anda/an
overuse in théhecontext( ¢ 2 £ 2205 P=.317)
5.6.1.6. Role of Background Variablesin Error Production in Using L2 EnglishArticles

a. Role of backgroundvariables on error production in using L2 English articles:

Bilingual adultsdo results

Table5.17 preserdresulsf or Spear masfégs d drer a@rdetyoempmopopiohs
and independent variables: LORUK, L2AOA dri@iproficiency(i.e. TROG2 score). The results
showed a significaht negative correlation betwed2 proficiencyandtheoveruse irthezero
context(r =-.334,p =.035), which suggests that widnincreasean L2 proficiency,the BAproduce
fewertheoveruse errors ithe zerocontext.

Table 5.17

Spearmanés Correlation Test Results for E
between Errors and Background Variables (LORUK, L2ZAOAO, L2 Proficiency)

Error type LORUK L2A0A L2 proficiency
(TROG-2 score

theoveruse irthe r -.082 154 -111
a/ancontext p-value .616 .343 497
theoveruse irthe r .219 .048 -.334
zerocontext p-value 175 770 .035
a/anomission r .068 241 -.015

p-value .677 134 927
theomission r .104 -.056 -.106

p-value 522 .730 513
a/anoveruse irthe r -.134 -.053 -.072
the context p-value 410 747 .659
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alanoveruse irthe r -.067 -.058 -.194

zerocontext p-value .682 722 231
Pluralisation errors r .289 291 -.110
p-value .071 .069 .500

Note.L2AOA = second language age of acquisiti@®RUK = length of residency in the URROG = test for the
reception of grammar

b. Role of background variables on error production in using L2 English articles:
Bilingual childrends results

Table5.18 presersthe resubfortheSpear manés coKCgebepobtgpa f or
proportionsand the independent variables: LORUK, L2AOA &2dproficiency(i.e. the TROG2
score).The results revealed thatjttvregard to L2AOA, there was a significamtsitive correlation
between L2AOA and/anomission errorsr(= .638 p = .026),which indicates that, with a delay in

L2AOA, children are likely to produc&/anomission errors.

Table 518
Spear mands Corr el at ProductiohéysBilingRaeAsiultd an the Relationsliipr betwee
Errors and Background Variables (LORUK, L2AOAO, L2 Proficiency)

Error type LORUK L2A0A TROG2 score ASCTscore
Theoveruse irnthe r .396 .262 -.199 -.195
a/ancontext p-value .202 411 .534 .545
theoveruse inthe r -.038 -.276 .376 .340
zerocontext p-value .906 .385 .228 .280
a/anomission r -.229 .638 -.213 .027
p-value A74 .026 .506 .933
the omission r -.047 -.364 514 .016
p-value .884 .245 .087 .961
a/anoveruse irthe r -.317 -.558 277 .405
the context p-value .315 .059 .383 192
a/anoveruse irthe r 487 -.272 .088 -.486
zerocontext p-value .108 .393 .786 110
Pluralisation errors r N/A N/A N/A N/A
p-value N/A N/A N/A N/A

Note.L2AOA = secondlanguagege ofacquisition LORUK = length of residency in the UK,
TROG = test for the reception of grammASCT= Arabic sentence comprehension test

5.6.2. Arabic Narrative Results

5.6.2.1. TotalProduction of Arabic Articles per Semantic andObligatory Context
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Table 519 presents the results for the descriptive statistics of the mean and the standard

variation for the number of items/articles in each semantic and obligatory context produced by the

BA, BC and MAS groups. Based on the results, each of the three groups produced the highest number

of articles in the [definite, specific] context, followed by the [indefinite, specific] context and the

[indefinite, nonspecific] context. In obligatory contexts., howegach of the three groups produced

a higher number of articles/items in thle context than in theerocontext.

Table 519

Mean Average of Arabic Article Production Per Semantic and Obligatory Context
theMASGroup, the BA Group and the BC Group

MAS BA BC
Number of M SD. M SD. M SD.
items
Semantic
contexts  [definite, 67.40% 24.35 55.26% 39.49 69.72% 19.48
specific] (72.36) (94.00) (62.69)
[indefinite, 27.32% 9.74 19.46% 11.39 27.15% 8.89
specific] (29.33) (33.10) (24.77)
[indefinite, 5.28% 3.25 3.19% 2.87 413% 2.09
nonspecific] (5.67) (5.43) (3.77)
Obligatory Al- context 64.63% 22.87 67.40% 36.96 67.48% 19.02
context (69.44) (89.35) (61.77)
Zero context  35.37% 11.00 32.59% 14.38 32.52% 9.18
(38.00) (43.20) (29.77)

Note.MAS: Monolingual Arabic speakers, BA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children

5.6.2.2.0rder of Accuracy in Arabic Article Use inSemantic andObligatory Contexts

Accuracy measures were obtained by calculating the percentages of i@spectses

to the overall responses for each obligatory and semantic comtéixis section, to determine

if the ease/difficulty of using L1 Arabic articles varied across the contexts for each group, the

order of accuracy was determined across semardiolaligatory contexts. To confirm

whether this ordewascomparablewithin-s u b j ect s

Fri ed mapiblcoxon e st s

signedranks tests were conducted to examine if there were any significant differences

between accuracy measures within the semaotitexts. Wilcoxon signenks tests were

conducted to examine whether there were any significant disparities between accuracy
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measures in the obligatory contextsabfandzera The results of these tests are presented in
tables 5.2 and 5.2.

Regardingsemantic contexts, the Mgexhibited their highest accuracy in using
articles in the [definite, specific] contefil = 99.74), followed by thdindefinite,
nonspecific] contextM = 99.12 and the [indefinite, specific] contei@l = 88.19.

Fr i e d ma nsulgectswestltdepictedan important \ariancein thelevels of accuracy
across the semantic contekt&2) =52.00,p < 0.001). Followup Wilcoxon test results
displayeda crucialdivergencebetween the accuracy the [definite, pecific] and the
[indefinite, specific] context4 =-5.01,p <0.001,r =-0.57) and a significant difference
between the accuracy measures in[ihaefinite, nonspecific] context and thadefinite,
specific] context (Z -4.34,p < .001,r =-0.49). Based on the results, the Bl§roup was
more accurate at using Arabic articles in the [definite, specifisiextthan in thdindefinite,
specific]context. $nilarly, the MAS groupshowed better performance in thedefinite,

nonspecificlcontext than in the [indefinitespecific] context.

Table 5.0
Fr i ed ma n-8Subjectind Wiltoron Sign€&thnk Test Results for Accuracy Measures in Using Aral
Articles across Semantic Contexts for Mi&SGroup, the BA Group and the BC Group

Group Fri edmanos Wilcoxon signeerank test results
[definite, specific] [definite, specific} [indefinite, specific]
[indefinite, specific] [indefinite, nonspecific]  [indefinite, nonspecific]
MAS G(2) =52.00 Z =-5.01 Z=0.42 Z=14.34
p <0.001 p <0.001 p=0.674 p <0.001
BA G(2) =45.02 Z=-482 Z=-1.60 Z=714.33
p <0.001 p <.001 p=0.110 p<.001
BC G¥(2) =15.32 Z=-2.13 Z=-1.60 Z2=71294
p <0.001 p=.033 p=0.109 p=.003
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Note.MAS: Monolingual ArabicspeakersBA: bilingual adults, BCbilingual children

Like the MAS, the BA groups had the highest accuracy score in the [definite, specific]
context(M = 99.57), followed by thdindefinite, nonspecific] conteXiM = 99.58 and the
[indefinite, specific] contexM = 94.9), respectivelyLikewisef or t he BA, Fried]
within-subjects resultportrayeda significant difference ithelevels of accuracy between the
semantic contexts %2) = 45.02,p < 0.001).Follow-up Wilcoxon test results showeda
important distinctiorbetween the accuracy the [definite, specific] and thfindefinite,
specific] context (£ -4.82,p < .001,r =-0.54) and a significant difference between the
accuracy measures in tfindefinite, nonspecific] context and thadefinite, specific]
context (Z=-4.33,p < .001,r =-0.48). The findings suggestore accuracy ih1l Arabic
articleuseby the BA in thddefinite, specific] context and the [indefinite, nonspecific]
context than in the [indefinite, specific] context.

Unlike the two groups, the highest accuracy for the BC group was achieved in the
[indefinite, nonspecific] conteXM = 100),followed by the [definite, specific] contef¥l =
96.49) and the [indefinite, specific] contefi!l = 87.60). Fr i ed maubjécss resuitst h i n
of the BC revealed notably disparityn thelevels of accuracy across the semantic contexts
( %2) =15.32,p<0.001).Follow-up Wilcoxontest results showed a significant difference
between the accuracy in [definite, specific] and[thdefinite, specific] context (Z-2.13,p
=.033,r =-0.42) and anotable variation betweetcuracy measures in tfiedefinite,
nonspecific] context and tendefinite, specific] context (Z-2.94,p =.003,r =-0.58).

Based on the results, the BiEpicted théetter use of L1 Arabic articles in the [indefinite,
nonspecific] context and ¢éhdefinite, specific] context than in the [indefinite, specific]

context.
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As for the accuracygf pre-obligatory contexts, based on Wilcoxon test results, for the
MAS, theaccuracyof al- use(M = 99.80) wasimportantlyhigher than ireero(90.84% Z = -
5.01,p<.001,r =-0.57). For the BAtheaccuracyof al- use M = 99.75 was also
significantly higher thazero(95.71% Z = -4.90,p < .001,r =-0.55). Similarly, the BC as
significantly bettemat usingal- (M = 96.87) thanzero(89.18%; Z =-2.34,p=.019,r =-
0.46). The findings indicatihe better use oél- and expressing definiteness compared to the
use ofzera

Table 5.2
Within-Subjects Wilcoxon SigndRiank Test Results on the Accuracy of
Arabic Articl es 6 HEadhlGioupdMSpBAWNdBO)N

Group Wilcoxon signeerank test results
MAS Z=-5.01,p<.001
BA Z=-4.90,p<.001
BC Z=-2.34,p=.019

Note.MAS: Monolingual ArabicspeakersBA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children

In summary, althree groups (M&, BA and BC) were markedly more accurate in using

L1 Arabic articles in the [definite, specific] context and the [indefinite, nonspecific] context
than in the [indefinite, specific] context. The three were also similar; they were all more
accurate at usingl- than in usingzera
5.6.2.3.Accuracy in L1 Arabic Article Use in theNarrative-Elicitation Task: Analysis of

LanguageGroups

Descriptive statistics of the mean and the standard variation were obtained for the
accuracy measures of tlieee groups: BA, BC and M# Betweenrgroup Kruskal Wallis
tess with posthoctests were conducted to examine group differences in accuracy measures;

the result is presented in Talle2.
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In comparing the overall accuracy, the highest accuracy wasradhiyy the M/
group M = 97.05), followed by the BA groupM = 98.45) and the BC group/(= 94.80).
The results showed that the three growpse importantly differenin the overall accuracy of
Arabic arti &2.784 p=s062). Pastdo€ ghiywise comparisons revealed that,
for this patt@®r—=©98.45)achueacyBvAs ngtablg highe than the SIA
group(M = 97.05;p = .008,r =-0.30); similarly, the overall accuracy of the BA grqiyp=
98.45)was significantly higher than the BC gro(l = 9480, p =.002, r = 0.43. However,
the overall accuracy of Arabic article use between th¢NB€ 94.80 and MAS groups(M
=97.06) was not significantly differenip(= 0.20Q r = 0.18). Theeffect siza for the
difference between M8and BA were small.

Table 5.2
Kruskal T Wal FHosPaikvisaGomipamsandRésults in the Accuracy of Arabic Article Use in the Arabic
Narrative Task for thAS BA and BC Groups

MAS BA BC Kr uskal ' Posthoc pairwise comparison
H results
Accuracy scorgdlean number of M SD M SD M SD BA-MAS BC-MAS BA-BC
correct uses
General 97.06 2.67 98.45 1.49 6.74 (62(2) p=0.008 p=0.200 p=.002
(104.10) (130.65) 94.80 p =.002)
accuracy scores
(87.46)
Accuracy per semantic [definite, 99.74 .73 99.57 1in 96.8 10.70 (62(2)
(93.62) p=.655)
context specific] (72.15) (61.23)
[indefinite,  88.15 94.9 6.64 8760 15.3 (62(2) p=0008 p=.391 p=.006
13.57
specific] (26.26) (31.6) (22.15) p =.005)
[indefinite,  99.12 99.58 2.64 100.00 .00 (62(2)
3.77
nonspecific] (5.62) (5.4) (3.77) p=.629)
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Accuracy per article  Accuracy of 9980

70 99.75 549 96.87 104 (62(2)p
(89.15)
usingal- (69.31) (60.62) =.539)
Accuracy of 90.84 10.55 4.64 89.18 1053 (62(2) p=.144 p=.001
95.71 p=.011
usingzero (34.79) (26.85) p=.002)
(41.5)

Note.MA'S: Monolingual ArabicspeakersBA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children

Regardingheaccuracy per semantic context, the results showed a significant

difference between the three groups in the accuragyatfic article usén the [indefinite,

speci fic]

the BAgroup M = 94.9) wereimportantlyhigherin their accuracy in the [indefinite,

specific] contexthanthe MAS group(88.1%%; p = .008,r =-0.30); similarly, in the accuracy

£ 10.678, x .005)(Pesthcpairwise comparisons revealed that

of the [indefinite, specific] contexthe BA group(M = 94.9) werenotablyhigher tharthe

BC group(87.60%:;p =.006 r = 0.37).However for this aspectheaccuracy measures

between th&C (M = 87.60) and MAS groups (M = 88.15 werenot significantly differentg

=.391,r =0.12).Based on the findings, there is no difference between the BC aigl MA

groups in the use of L1 Arabic articles in the [indefinite, specific] context.

Regarding theccuracy of each article, the results showed significapidiies

between the three grps in the accuracy of usimgro( 6 2 € 22)794, p =.002). Poshoc

pairwise comparisons revealed that the BA grMp= 95.71 wasnotably highein their

accuracy of usingerothanthe MAS group(M = 90.84; p =.011,r =-0.28) Similarly, the

BA group(M = 95.71 had markedly higher accuracy in usigyothan the BC groupM =

89.18; p=.001,r = 0.45). Howeverthezeroaccuracy ofArabic article usdetween the BC

(M = 89.18) and the MAS group(M = 90.84) was notmarkedlydifferent (o =.144,r = 0.20)

the effect size of the significance between the BA andSMAd between the M3and the

BC groups was small.
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In summary, the groups (M& BA and BC) varied in their overall accuracy of L1 Arabic
article use in the [indefinite, specific] context. In the two respects, BAmjaartantlymore
accurate than both the Mg*controls and BC group. Aside from these two aspects, the three

groups wersimilarly accurate in their use of L1 Arabic articles.

5.6.2.4.Role ofBackground Variablesin the Accuracy of L1 Arabic Article Use
a. Role of background variables on accuracy in using L1 Arabikicles: Bilingual
adultsdé results

Table5.23pr esents the resul t s ,whichvwemr epaformeditod s
examine the relationship between the accuracy measufgalit article usdy the BA
group and the independent variables: LORURAOA andL2 proficiency(indicated by
TROG:2 scores).

Fortheaccuracy per semantic context, there wasaskedlynegative correlation between
L2AOA and the accuracy in the [definite, specific] conigxt -.405,p = .010). The results
alsorevealed significanly negative correlation between L2AOA and the accuracy of using
al- (r =-.400,p = .011).Accordingly, he findings suggest thatith an earlier L2ZAOA, a
better performance is likely to occur in expressing definiteness and using the definite article
al-.

Table 5.3
Spear manods Correlation Test Results for Bott
Measures in Using L1 Arabic Articles and the Background Variables of LORUK, L2AOA and L2 Profic

Accuracy scores LORUK L2A0A L2 proficiency
(TROG2 score

General  accuracy r .055 -.140 424

scores p-value 735 .388 .006

Accuracy per [definite, specific] r -.405 142

] -.188

semantic context scores

p-value .246 .010 .382

[indefinite, specific] r .105 -.014 .388

scores p-value .520 .932 .013
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[indefinite, r -.260 .070

nonspecific] scores  p-value ?629711 .105 669

Accuracy per article Accuracy of usin@l- r -.138 -.400 .080
p-value .395 .011 .624

Accuracy of wusing r .072 -.025 415

zero p-value .659 .878 .008

Note.L2AOA = second language age of acquisifib@RUK = length of residency in the UK, TROG = test for the reception of gramn

The resultsalso portrayea significanly positive correlation betwedt? proficiency
scoresand the overall accuracy ofrabic article usér = .424,p = .006).In addition,there
was anoticeablypositive correlatiobetween_2 proficiencyscores and the accuracy of
Arabic article usén the [indefinite, specific] context £ 0.388 p =.013).In obligatory
contexts the results also showed a significant positive correlation betiwZproficiency
scores and the accuracy of usaggo(r = .415,p =.008). The findings suggest that, with
higher proficiency in L2 English, the BA group are likelyperform better in their use of L1
Arabic articles. With an increase in L2 proficiency, they most likely exhibit a better use of
zeroin the [indefinite, specific] context.

In summary, the findings with respect to L2ZAOA suggest that the earlier the BA when
acquiring L2 English, the less accurate they are in wiig the [definite, specific] context.
Concerning L2 proficiency, the higher the L2 proficiency, the more accurate the BA at using
L1 Arabic articles overall, in the [indefinite, nonspecific] context and in uséng
b. Role of background variables on accurg in L1 Arabic article use: Bilingual

childrendés results

Table5.2presents the results of Spearmanés cor

examine the impact of the independent variables LORUK, L2AOA and L2 proficiency
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(indicated by TRO& scorespand L1 proficiency (suggested bys&T scores) on the
accuracy measures of Arabic article bgahe BC group.

The results revealed a significgnpositive correlation betwedtORUK and the overall
accuracy score of Arabic article use= .583,p =.036). Regardingheaccuracy per semantic
context, the results also showed a signifisapositive correlation between LORUK and
accuracy in the [definite, specifia] € .706,p = .007). This is also reflected in the obligatory
context, in which théindings demonstrateal significanly positive correlation between
LORUK and the accuracy of usiradr (r =.634,p =.020). The findings suggest that with
longer residences in the UK, thetter the children are in using L1 Arabic articles.
Specifically, with longer residence, the BC group would likely show better performance in

expressing definiteness and the use of the definite aaticle

Table 5.24
Spear mands CResuls foa Both BilingudleChildren on the Relationship between Accl
Measures in Using L1 Arabic Articles and the Background Variables of LORUK, L2AOA and

Proficiency
Accuracy scores LORUK L2A0A TROG2score  Arabic grammar
test
Generalaccuracy r .583 .051 .183 .055
scores p-value .036 .869 .549 .857
Accuracy per [definite, specific] r .269 -.128 -.366
) .706
semantic context scores
p-value .007 .373 .678 .219
[indefinite, r .218 -.166 .170 -.064
specific] scores p-value 474 .588 .579 .836
[indefinite, r
nonspecific] scores p.yalue
Accuracy per Accuracy of using r .634 .409 -.093 -.176
article al- p-value .020 .165 .763 .564
r .460 -.028 .098 -.120
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Accuracy of using p-value 114 .927 .751 .696

Zero

Note.L2AOA = secondlanguagege ofacquisition LORUK = length of residency in the URROG = test for the
reception of grammar

5.6.2.5. Analysis ofthe Typesof Errors in L1 Arabic Article Use in the ArabicNarrative

Errors in the use dirabic articles fall under two categoried: overuse andl- omission.
The rumber of each error type was calculated and compared to the overall number of errors to obtain
percentages. Thedescriptive statistics of the mean and the standard deviad®ohtained for the
error categories in all groups.

Based on the results of the descriptive statistics (T2, patterns and proportisiof
error types were compared across the three grdinesoveruse ofal- was the most common error for
each of tle three groupawvith percentages @P6.53%) for the MAS group,(87.24%) for the BA
groupand(88.83%) for the BC groupT he Kr us k al T -@faub test results eevealar emn
significant disparities between the groups in producing eith@mission ¢ 2 (=22)20G°, p =.333)
oral- overuse ¢ 2 (=22)200*°, p = .333).

Table 5.5
Kruskal 1T Wal l-HosPaiHvisaCGoapafsonsResults in Error Production in Using Arabic Articles in tt

Arabic Narrative Task for th®1AS BA and BC Groups

Error type MAS BA BC Kruskal Posthoc results
M SD M SD M SD BA-MAS BC-MAS BA-BC

al- 3.47 10.80751 12.76 24.77 1117 2738 (62( 2) ¥ - - -

omission  (0.13) (0.2) (1.15) p=.333)

al- 96.53 10.80751 87.24 2477 8883 2738 (G2(2) 3 - - -

overuse (3.21) 2.7) (2.92) p=.333)

Note.MAS: Monolingual ArabicspeakersBA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children
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5.6.2.6. Role ofBackground Variables onError Production in Using L1 Arabic articles
a. Role of background variables on errgroduction in using L1 Arabic articles:
Bilingual adultsdé results
Table526pr esent s t he S presaltsf noarn & sh ec oBrA-tyggér aotuipodbns e |
proportions and the independent variables: LORUK, L2AOA and L2 proficidieyresults
showed a signifianly positive correlation between L2AOA aatt omission = .460, p =
.008) and a significalyt negative correlation between L2AOA aald overuse(=-.460 p =
.008). The findings indicate thatith adelay in L2ZAOA, moreal- omission errors are likely

to occur; however, withdelay in L2ZAOA, lessl- overusas likely to be produced.

Table 526
Spearmands Correlation Test Results for Error
the Relationship between Errors and Background Variables (LORUK, L2AOAO, L2 Proficiency)

Error type LORUK L2A0A L2 proficiency
(TROG-2 Scorg
al- omission r 219 460 .032
p-value .228 .008 .861
al- overuse r -.219 -.460 -.032
p-value .228 .008 .861

Note.L2AOA = secondlanguagege ofacquisition LORUK = length of residency in the URROG = test for the
reception of grammar

b. Role of background variables on error production in using L1 Arabic articles:
Bilingual childrends results
Table527pr esents the results for Speaftypmnds co

proportions and the independent variables: LORUK, L2A0A, L2 proficiency (TROG

score) and L1 proficiency @Ctaskscore). The findings regarding LORUK revealed that

there was significant negative correlation between LORUK ahkdmission ( =-.634,p =

.020)and a significant positive correlation between LORUK ahaveruse (= .634,p =

.020). The findings suggest thaiith longer residence in the UK, BCs are likatyproduce

moreal- omission errors; however, they are less likely to ovealise
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Table 527

Spearmanés Correlation Test Results for E
Children on the Relationship Between Errors and Background Variables (LORUK, L2AOAOQ,
L1/L2 Proficiency)

Error type LORUK L2A0A L2 L1 proficiency
proficiency ~ ASCT Score
TROG2
score
al- omission r -.634 -.409 .093 176
p-value .020 165 763 564
al- overuse r .634 409 -.093 -.176
p-value .020 .165 .763 .564

Note.L2AOA = secondlanguagege ofacquisition LORUK = length of residency in the URROG = test for the

reception of grammaASCT= Arabic sentence comprehension test

5.7. Discussion

The study aimed at examining L2 English articlegduselL1 Arabic L2 English

bilingual aduls and children (ag@r 12). The study considered several factitet might
possiblyaffectthe patterns exhibited by the two groups. These indhelmdividual factors
of age L2AOA, L1/L2 proficiency and_OR in anEnglish.speaking country (i.e. the UKas
well as thenfluence of the L1 article system. Furthermore, the study investigated whether L1
Arabic article uses likely to be impacted by the acquisition of L2 English articles in the two
groups (BA and BC). For this purpose, the narrative task was conducteditvicglish and
in Arabic. The study explored whether any aspects of CLI, negatpesdive,were likely to
occur in both L1 Arabic and L2 English use of articlesachievethis aim, overall accuracy
scores and accuracy per semantic context and per obligatory context scores were calculated.
Moreover, errors in using articles and countability were erglocategorised and calculated.
The performanceof the two groups in English and Arabiemealso compared tthe ENS

andthe MAScontrols. Betweeigroup statistical analyses were conductedet@rnine
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whethertherewere anyvariationsbetween the grow In addition, to examine the impact of
individual factors on the performance of the bilingual groups, several correlation tests were
conducted. This section presents a discussion of the findings batextesearch questions

in sections 5.7.1, 5.7.2,53 and 5.7.4respectively This is followed by a discussion of the
general implications of these finding3e€tion 5.7.5).

5.7.1.What Patterns of EnglishArticle Use doBilingual Arabic 1 English-Speaking

Adults and Children Exhibit during the Acquisition of the EnglishLanguage?RQ1)

To examine how the BA and the BC groups perfedmith regard to L2 English
article use, accuracy scores were measured based on: i) semantic contextidigatiory
contexts. The examinatiaf article usandicateshow the participant understands the
semantic meanings of definiteness and specificity reflected in the use of articles in these
contexts. In obligatory contexts, this suggests how each athel@(anandzerg is used as
a form To measure thowrall use of the L2 English article systengenerakccuracy score
was also calculatedloreover the errors the participants produceere considereth their
L2 use of English articles. Across the contexts, errors were calculatedtagorised under
seven categoriethe overuse irthea/ancontext,theoveruse irthezerocontext,the
omissiona/anomissiona/anoveruse irthethecontext,a/anoveruse irthe zerocontext and
pluralisationerrors. Betweefgroup analyses wexnducted to explore any differersce
between the two bilingual groups and theSéntrols. Predictions about the performance of
the groups were made iialationto the order of accuracy (Hypothesis 1a) and errors
(Hypothesis ab).

With respect taheorderof accuracy, the findings showed that the @&upwere
more accurate at usirigein the [definite, specific] context than using bathnandzeroin
the indefinite contextdHowever, there waso difference in accuracy between the two

indefinite artices @/anandzerg or in the accuracy between the [indefinite, specific] and
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[indefinite, nonspecific] context3.he BC group were more accurataisingthethan in
usinga/anand in using L2 English articles in the [definite, specific] context tharein th
[indefinite, specific] context. Despite the small effect size of these results, the findings of the
BA groupfully confirm the predictions in Hypothesis (1d)pweverthe BCg r o dimdidigs
only partially confirm these predictions.

Betweengroup analysis showed that the BC growgsgenerally moreike the ENS
group in their L2 English article use in all aspects. The findings suggest that the BC group
showed more accuracy in performance in all aspects compared to the BAHpagve,
thesedivergencesiada small effect size. The Bgroupweregenerally less accurate in the
use of L2 English articles in all aspects of accuracy than ttg&gedp which could suggest
more struggle in the use of L2 English articles by adult bililgua

The findings of both the BA and Bffoupsare consistent with most of the studies in
which L2 learnerslemonstratenore accuracy in expressing definiteness and ubidpan
usinga/an(Chaudron& Parker,1990; Haiyan & Lianrui, 2010; Huebner, 1983aster
1987, Parrish, 1987; Sarko, 2008, 2089mong ot hers). This support s
explanatiorof relationshipformi meaning complexity. In the current study, considering the
limited use of gener&in the narrativalata (Tarone & Parrish, 1988pdrenko & Paradis,
2008, 2012)theonly encodeslefinite meaning. Accordinglyhein the current data is less
complex thara/anandzeroin indefinite contextsvhere encodingumber is additionally
required.

Besidessomplexity, the fact that the Bere also more accurate in usthgthan in
zeroaligns with findingsegardingL 1 influence in whichthe[+art] L1 shovs more accuracy
in thethan inzero(Huebner, 1983; Parrish, 1987; Sarko, 2008, 2009) as opmtes[-art]

L1 in which more accuy is exhibited in usingerothan inthe (Diezi Bedmar& Papp,

2008; Huebner, 1983; Parrish, 1987). This oafexccuracy caindicate the_1 influence in
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the adult use of L2 English articles. To confirm whether this L1 influence reallg,axiste
discwssion ortheL1 influence is provided isection 5.7.2.

The results of the errors give suggestionsame of the problematic aspects each
group exhibisin the use of L2 English articles. Errors by the @&up mostlyincludeda/an
omission (46.4%) followed bythe omission (19.8%), the overuse irthea/ancontext
(12.13%), addinga/anin thezerocontext(10.90%), overusing/anin thethe context
(6.4%%), pluralisationerrors (2.36%) andast addingthein zerocontexts (1.87%). For the
BC group,converselythe most common error wagnomission (32.9%), followed bythe
overuse irthea/ancontext (31.3%) anda/anoveruse irthethecontext (13.3%0), the
omission (11.25%Yheoveruse in theerocontext(6.94%) anda/anoveruse in theero
context (4.17%)Neitherthe ENS nor the BC groups produced apiuralisationerrors.
Betweengroup analysishowed that the three groups weriedent in respect to three errors:
a/anomission pluralisationerrors anda/anoveruse m thezerocontext.lndeed the BA
groupproduced more errors than the Bfupin pluralisationerrorsanda/anoveruse in the
zerocontext errocategories. Nonetheleghere was no difference between the two bilingual
groupsconcerninga/anomission.

Based on the findings of erroedanomission dominates over other types of errors in
both groups, BA and BC, which confirms Hypothesis 1b. @hjsect also indicasthelL1
influence in whichdue to the lack of indefinite articles in Arabic, Arabic is likely to exhibit
this error in L2 English articleFhesefindings align with previous research on adult L1
Arabic speakers (e.g. Zughoul, 20@&taineh, 2005; ElSayed, 1983) in which omitting
a/anwas also explainegegarding thé.1 Arabic influenceFurthermorethe findings confirm
Hypothesis 1b as welBoth groups exhibitethe overuse errors, particularly morethea/an
context. In overusg thein thea/ancontext, the BC group produced this erroan

approximately similar amount sanomission. Interestingly, the Bgroupshoweda geatr
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tendency to oniithethan to producéheoveruse errors. However, in both omittitng and
overusng the, the two groups wergmilar tothe ENS controls which could suggest that
these patterns were not problemafioncerning the overuse thfe, considering that
exhibiting this error was oftemissociated with the intermediate stage of acquiring L2 English
articles the-floodingphenomenonHaiyan & Lianrui, 2010; Huebner, 1983; Liu & Gleason,
2002; Master1997), it couldbethat boththe BA and the BQyroupsare overcoming this
stage Regardimg pluralisationerrors anda/anoveruse in theerocontext errors produced by
the BA group, this suggests adults struggle to understand noun countability.
5.7.2. How dathe Individual Factors of age, L2AoA, L1(in children) and L2
Proficiencies LOR in an English-Speaking Country (i.e. the UK) and L inguistic Factors
of the L1 Article SystemImpact the Acquisition Patterns of L2 English Articles in
Adults and Children? (RQ2)
Age and L2age of onset of acquisition

The impact of age was mainly considered by examiningthevBA andthe BC
groupsperform in their use of English articles and whettisparitieswould likely occur
between them in using L2 English articles. As presented in the previous section (RQ1), both
bilingual groupsBC and BA, demonstratddgher accuracy of L2 English artialse in the
definite context anthethan in using indefinite articles in indefinite contexts. Betwgep
analyss, howeverprovedBC groups were more targkdte in their performangeexcept for
producinga/anomission which was prominent in childre@€hildren were more accurate
than the adults in the BA group in aspects of accuracy. The two groups exhibited a difference
(with a medium effect)The BAgroupproduced morgluralisationanda/anoveruse errors
however, they producealsimilar amount ob/anomission.

Furthermore, correlation tests revealed interesting findings with regard to L2AOA.

Correlation tests showed th&br the BAg r o unpréasen L2AOA, less accuracwas
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observed in the overall use of L2 English articles in both indefinite contexts and in the use of
a/anobligatory contextsThefindingsregardingBC showed that the younger the child when
acquiring English, the less likely that/Bleewasto producea/anomissiors.

The findings suggest that the age of the onset of acquisition seems to influence the
development of L2 English articles in L2 learners. Early learners are likelier to develop better
accuracy in the use of English aréislthan late learners, whiphrtially confirms Hypothesis
2a. The findings regarding the productioraédn omission by both groups further confirm
Hypothesis 2aConsidering thad/anomission is often a patterti bl influence among L1
Arabic speakersZughoul, 2002; Bataineh, 2005;1Hayed, 1983), it can be concluded that
both adults and childremge7i 12) seem to exhibit instances of L1 influenlsewever,
based on correlation results, L1 influence seems to decrease with eadief acgpuisition.
Respecting pluralisation errors aathnoveruse ireerg betweengroupresultsindicate that
early L2 acquirers develop a better understanding of noun countability compared to adults.

Respectingrevious findings, L1 Arabic adults in the study performigdilar tomost
L1 Arabic adults in previous research (Zughoul, 2002; Bataineh, 200Sai#td, 1983). In
comparingthe children in this study to younger L1 Arabic children in Zodrenko and Paradis
(2012),thechildren in this study showed more L1 influence patterns than children in
Zodrenko and Paradis (2012). This case has been folidrales Reyes and Gomez Soler
(2016) in which L1 Spanish children revealed more patterns of L1 influence cethfmar
their younger counterpain Zodrenko and Paradis (2012). The findings of the study
corroboratepreviousresearchregardingage and L2 acquisition in whithe earliertheage of
acquisition, the bettehe individualis in mastering L2 forms anddse L1 negative influence

is exhibited (loniret al.,2009; MoraleeReyes& Gomez Soler, 2016).
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L2 and L1 proficiencies

Correlation test results of the BA showed thwéth greater2 proficiency in the BA
group,subjectsare likely to perform more accuratelyusingL2 English article overall and
in all aspectsegardinguse in semantic and obligatory conteRegardingerrors,
additionally, the findings revealed that the Bfoupare less likely to produdbéeoveruse in
zerowith betterL2 proficiency.Furthermore, regardinigl proficiency, interestingly, the
findings of correlation tests performeegardingghe BCgrouwp oéresultsdepicted thatwith
heightened.1 proficiency, children were likely to be less accuratasimgthein the
[definite, specific] contextThe findings indicate L2 proficiency plays an important role in
the L2 acquisition oE2 English articleby the BA groupTherefore, we partially confirmed
the predictions in Hypothesis 2b.

The findings regarding?2 proficiencyin the BA resultareconsistent with previous
research in L2 English article acquisitjevhereanincrease of accuracy and change of
patterns in L2 English article useefound (e.g. Chaudrof Parker, 1990; Lik Gleason,
2002). Theelationshipbetween overusintipein the a/ancontext andh d u profisiebicy
reflects explanationsespecting what is callethe floodingd(Huebner, 1983; Liu & Gleason,
2002; Master1997) wherdheis overgeneraded across the process of acquiring L2 English
articles and decreasas L2 learners progref®m intermediate to advance levelsL2
proficiency.

In general, the findings align withKietald s (1 2020) ewithlbedleat i on t
proficiency, L2 English learners exhibit more awarerdédsrmi meaning distinctions. fie
fact that this is more specific to indefiniten@sss explained byarvis and Pavlenk@008),

in which L1 negative influence decreases with more proficientdyah?2.

154



Concerning L1 profi ciedaccugagyintudingheitle gr oup o s
[definite, specific] context contradicts Hypothesis 1b. The uskeeoh the [definite, specific]
context presents an overlapping aspect to the use of articles in L1 Arabic. Contrary to Jarvis
and Pavlienko (2008), the docextendicawslessiLlc hi | dr e
influence with more L1 proficiency. Although this pattern is unusual, it can be explained by
the small sample of the BC group.
L1 to L2 influence
L1 to L2 influence can be explainég theorder of accuracy and errorsusing L2
English articles by the BA and the Bffoups Both adults and children appear qualitatively
similar in their performancéut they dverge in theitevel of accuracy and the degtee
which they exhibit L1 influence in their L2 use of English@es. In this sectiorthelL1 to
L2 influence is explainetegardingl ar vi s and & aitelawith hreetges(©f2 0 0
evidence: iyntragroup homogeneity, iintergroup heterogeneity and iii) LR1 performance
congruity.
Concerninghe first evilencerespectingselinker (1983), Jarvis and Pavlenko (800
explained that exhibiting a different performance in the target language compared to native
speakers of the language (i.e. English in this case) indicétagroup homogeneitylrhe
findingsof this work displayedhe BA groupperformed differently from the ESlcontrol,
they were less accurate in their use of L2 English articles and mainly producea/amore
omission errors than the Btontrols. The B@roup however unlike the adults, \easmore
similar tothe ENS controls. The only difference is that the BC group, just like thegBAip
produced mor@/anomission errathan the EN controls. The findings sugdetha the BA
group, based on J ag)rationalesaensdo medaheintagrdup 6 s (200
homogeneity equi r ement s. However, the Bdkegroupbs

Consequentlyit does not generally satisfy this aspect.
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Concerningheorder of accuracy, both groups showed higher accuracy in th&ng
than ina/an In the BA, the accuracyasgalso higher tharzera In the semantic contexts, the
BA demonstratedhore accuracy in the [definite, specific] context than in both the [indefinite,
specific] and the [indefiniteyorspecific] contexts. For the childrecgnversely the accuracy
in the [definite, specifictontextwas higher tha in the [indefinite, specific] context only.

While this difference between the patterns of the BA and thgm@pscould be due to the
small number of participants in the Boup the patterns of both groups indiedt1
influence. This is further supported by errors in whagdnomission is viewed as an
indicator of L1 influence.

The order of accuracy and errors revedledt he gr oups & pdthef or manc
differences and similarities between Arabic and English. Considering that L1 Arabic has a
definite article and lacks indefinite articles (i.e. indefiniteness is markedroyexplains
why the two groups showed bettese intheand the [definite, specifictompared to using
a/anandzeroin indefinite contexts. In the [definite, specific] context, due to the familiarity
of using the definite articlal- in Arabic, the use athein English appears to be easier. In
indefinite contexts, the lack of indefinite articles in Arabic is reflected in how the participants
omitteda/anin the use of English articles. Furthermore, considering ithasing noun
countability, distinction is not a requirement Arabic article usethis reflects how the adults
particularly struggle in this aspeproducingpluralisationanda/anoveruse errors ithe
zerocontext. Reflecting how the BA and BCr o p@rfermance matches their L1 use of
Arabic articles, the findings for each grotipereforeconfirmL 2 T petformance congruity
(i.e. evidence iii).

Thel1l influence can be confirmed by examining how bilinguals perform compared
to other L1 groups to exclude the possibility that the existing patterns are unaretapply

to all L2 users (Jarvi& Pavlenko, 208). Even though the higher accuracy in deéni
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contexts opposkto indefinite contexts could be attributedtbe L1 influence, the fact that

this pattern also occurs amongrf] LLgroups f or dapanese U1l é,Chaudron and

Parker (1990andChinese L1 in Robertson (2000) micgshdbuldon this possibility.

Regardingacquiring English articles, however, one main distinctioncernecow [-art] L1

performs, unlike[ + art] L1. The[-art] L1 often exhibis more article omission errors in

which zerois overgeneraed €.9.Diez-Bedmar& Papp 2008 Robertson2000.

Considering that Arabic only lacks indefinite articles, it was predicted (in Hypothesis 1b) that

omitting a/anis likely to predominateywhich wasconfirmed by both results of the BA and

the BC groups. In this pattern, L1 Arabic contraslie¢tart] L1 groups for examplehe

French L1 in Sarko (2008, 2009) atiné Spanish L1 in DiezBedmar and Papp (2008).

Contrary to omittinga/an, both bilingual goups showed less tendertoyomit the, exhibiting

no difference to the n @thatcoatradicting eméseprt]$+ per f or

groups. These alignmeraadthe difference the two bilingual groups show with both [+art]

and Fart] L1 groups sggest patterns specific to L1 Arabic speakers in the acquisition of L2

English articles. Based on this comparison, the patterns of L2 English articles of the two

groups (the BA and the BC) seem to fulfil the requirementsfergroup heterogeneity
Thegeneral patterns of both groups, BA and BC, confirm that their L2 English article

use has been impacted tyeinfluenceof L1 Arabic However, the two groups vadin the

extent of this influence. The BA group shoawore prominent L1 impact in both@agacy

and error patterns. The Bffoup however generally performed more natiike. ThelL1

influencewasmainly restricted to omitting/an This finding contradicts Jarvis and

Pavlenkob6s ( 2 Odveald Cldtenalsteshosymad differéneetbetween early and

older learners in the acquisition of morphology and lexis. However, children exhibit less L1

influence than adults in L2 English articles
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Soler, 2016; Zodreno & Paradks , 2012) . It seems that Jarvi s
generalisation does not apply to L2 English articles.
Length of residence in the UK
Correlation test results of the BA grospowed thatwith longer residence in the UK,
the less accurate the adur®in thar use of L2 English articles in the [indefinite, specific]
context. The findings, accordingly, reject Hypothesis,bjch predicted that longer
exposure would likely resulbimore accuracy in using L2 English articles by adults and
children.

Generally LOR is viewed as one of the main predictors® development (Jarvi&
Pavlenko, 2008). The findings generally contradict previous reseanshich it was found
that in sufficient LOR, many L2 learners were found to show taligetL2 use (DeKeyser,
2000; Guion et al., 2000). While this seems unusteatuld be explained by the fact that
LOR, as a factqris quite broad; many other factare subsumed kihis one variable.

MacKay and Flege (2004) fourndat predicting how LOR impastperformance isonnected
to the amount of engagement in both L1 and L2. In living in an ERgjishaking
environment, individuals vary in their level of L2 language engagemérite the
participants in the BA group used English academically as students, there warendiff
additional domains in which participants could engagstherEnglishor Arabicuse.

5.7.3. Doed 2 Affect L1 Use of ArabicArticles in ArabicT English Bilingual Adults and
Children? (RQ3)

In the use of L1 Arabic articles, accuracy scores were measured based on i) semantic
context and iipbligatorycontext. The examination of article use based on semantic contexts
reflects how lie participants undemsid the semantic meanings of definiteness and specificity
in L1 Arabic articles. In obligatory contexts, the resplwide suggestions on how each

article @l- andzerg is used asform across all the meanings it expresses. Efirousing L1
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Arabic articles were also calculated and categorised under two categbragsission and

al- overuseTo measure the use of the L1 Arabic article system overall, an overall accuracy
score was calculate@he ader of accuracy levels wergsistically measured across both
semantic and obligatory contexésd the performance of the groups was compared.

The results showed that the three groups performed simiaiiybiting the same
order of accuracy within both semantic and obligatory contexts. Each of the three groups
showeda similar accuracy level in the [definite, specific] and the [indefinite, nonspecific]
contexts.Theaccuracy in both contexts (i.e. theefmhite, specific] and the [indefinite,
nonspecific]) was higher than in the [indefinite, specific] contexthémbligatory context,
all three groups showed more accuracy in ugingompared t@era Notably,thevariations
between levels of accuraegross both semantic and obligatory contexts were small.

Betweengroup analysis revealed the three groups were generally different in the
overall accuracy, the accuracy within the [indefinite, specific] context and the nseoof
theobligatory contek In all these aspects, the BA group was generally more accurate than
both the MAS group (withasmall effect size) anthe BC group (witha medium effect size).
However, the MA and BChadsimilaraccuracylevels.

The difference between the MBAcontrolsand each of the BC and the Bfoups
(considering the small effect size) is likely to suggdatk of L2 to L1 influence. Based on
Jarvis and Pavlenko (20Q&ifferences between bilinguals and monolinguals in the target
language (i.e. L1 here) indicateat the performance of bilinguadarpassewhat is typical in
the source language and suggesbsslinguistic influence Based on the level of similarities
across the three groups, the performance of both the BA and the BC téfidgfscal
performance of monolingual Arabic speakers.

Despite this similarity in performance with monolinguals, interestingly, the two

bilingual groups showed different accuracy levels in the abosationed aspecttherefore,
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it isworth further examimg other aspects. @sidering that L1 Arabic is the target language,
L11 L2 performance congruity is examineghardinghow each group performed in their use

of L2 English articles. In L1 Arabic and L2 English, both groups (BA and BC) showed more
accuracy in thédefinite, specific] context and using the definite artidesandthethan in

other semantic contexts and the use of indefinite artiClesespondingly, theperformance

in using L1 Arabic articles mirrors their use in L2 English articles. Accorgitgised on

Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008), the performance of the BA and tlggd@{sconfirms aspects
ofL17T L2 p e rcongruitpaa evidemce suggesting L2 to L1 influence.

Unfortunately due to limitatios of time and resources, it was not possiblentdude
comparative groups of different source languages (i.e. different L2s in this case) whose
performance can be compared to the experimental groups in this study (i.e. the BA and BC
group$. Furthermoreconsideringew studies investigatthel.2 to L1influence in this area
and on L1 Arabic groups, it was not possible to exanmiteggroup heterogeneity

Based on the findings, tis, crosslinguistic congruitwasthe only aspect indicating
L2 to L1 influence in the use of L1 Arabic articles in the BAl &C grous. Considering
that the existing evidence is not sufficient to fully excltltel2 effects, Hypothesis 3 is
partially confirmed. Theariationbetween adults and children suggests, iha to L1
influence is confirmed, it varies across the two age groups.

5.7.4. How doAge, L2A0A, L1 (in Children), L2 Proficienciesand LOR in an English-
Speaking Country (i.e. the UK) Impact the Use of L1 ArabicArticles in Adults and
Children? (RQ4)

Age and L2 age of acquisition

The results showed that the BRoupwere generally more accurate in their use of L1 Arabic
articlesthan the BCThey were more accuratethe use okeroin the [indefinite, specific]

context.
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Interestingly the correlationtests resultsf the BA showed thatvith anincrease in
L2AOA, less accuracy is likely to appear in the usaleoin the [definite, specific] context.

With regard to errors, the findings showed that whlteomission by the BA showed an
increase with an increase in L2ZAO#; overuse decreased with an increase in L2ZAOA.

The difference between the two groups suggastariation between adult and child
Arabici English Dbil i ngual ®efindingdindieatethatéate b2f L 1 A
English learners are likely to exhibit betggneraluse of L1 Arabic articles argkrothan
early acquirersThere are tw explanations for these findindairst, it is likely thatheL1
Arabic article system is generally more developed in aditsae older than in children of
this age. Second, beandosilivelysinflueqredroyhel 2 awguisitor of h a s
English articles.

Thecorrelation results of the BA group in the decrease in accuracy in the [definite,
specific] context indicate a negative L2 to éffectwith higher L2ZAoA. However, the BA
group, althouglit included few early learners of English, pregedvery little variability in
L2A0A. Therefore, the findings ithe relationshifpetween age armgreateraccuracy might
merelybe randomAccordingly, he findings reject Hypothesikain which L2 effects were
expected to be more apparent in the children
L2 English proficiency and L1 Arabic proficiency

Correlation tests performeday the BA groupillustrated thatwith greatei_2
proficiency,the BA group demonstratesore accuracyn thar overall use of L1 Arabic
articles and in usingeroin the [indefinite, specific] contextindzeroin obligatory contexts.

With respect to LIand L2proficiency, correlation tests performed on the B€ o ugsuits
did not exhibit anyelationshipbetween L1 proficiencyor L2 proficiencyand the use of L1
Arabic articles by the BC group. Considering that the ugzefin theindefinite context is

presented in the use of articles in both Arabic and English, the findfrie BA group
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partially confirm Hypothesidb, which predicted thatvith anincreasean L2 proficiency, it is
more likely to exhibithe L2effects on the L1.

In explaining the findingef the BA groupit has been stated that the increase of
accuracy in L2 results in more awareness about the use of certain patterns in L2 and,
accordingly, often leads to better accuracy (Butler, 2002). It seems that L2 proficiency in
bilinguals not only impacts their Lizse, but also any congruent patterns in the L1. Regarding
the expression of indefiniteness, it seems that understanding the difference in how
indefiniteness is expressed in English compared to Arabic makes participants more concerned
about the use of theverlapping patterns (i.eerg within these contexts. This results in the
better use of these mirroring patterns in Arabic.

Length of residence in the UK

The result revealed thaggardingc h i | dOR with Bbnger time in the Ukhere
is agreateroverall accuracy of using L1 Arabic articles, the accuracy in the [definite,
specific] context and the accuracyabf. Accordingly, Hypothesidcis partially confirmed.
Likely, thelongerdurationof residence in th&JK has likely resulted in more exposuoeand
use of L2 English. Sinae L2 use of English has developed while children were still using
L1 Arabic,this likely resulted intheenhancemerdf similar patterns in the use of artisle
across the two languag. This explains havin L1 Arabic thedefinite articleal- and the
accuracy in the [definite, specific] context, where the pattern mirrors that of L2 English,
correlated witHongerresidence along with the expostweand use of L2 English. The
increagd accuracy in these two aspects logically resultederotirall increase othe
accuracy of L1 Arabic articleShe findings are consistewith Kecskes & Pap2000, who
found thatongerL 2 exposure (through L2 i200Gstudybct i on

resuledin a positive L2 to L1 influence.
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5.7.5. General mplications
Use of L2 English articles

The findings of the narrative suggest that the procef®edf2 acquisition of L2
English articles presemsome complexity in which both the complexity of L2 English
articles and the former knowledge of L1 Arabic articles play a role in the pra¢ess.
findings showed that the process can exhibit disparitiesdiegethe L2AOA in which early
learners perform differently from older learndrsaddition, the accuraayf L2 English
articlesdemonstrates amssociation with the extetd whichthelL2 is developegdwhichis
mainly illustrated irtherole of L2 profidency.

The findings illustrated the easébilingual groups in usinthecompared t@/anand
zerq portrayingarelationshipto bah the level of complexity of English article use across the
semantic contexts as well as how L1 Arabic articles are &sgghrdingcomplexity, the use
of thein the [definite, specific] context is generally found to be easier for L2 English learners
than the uses @f/anandzerqg with the present less foirmeaning complexity compatéo
a/anandzero(Ekiert, 2007 Ekiert & Han,2016).Concerning thé&.1 influence, based on the
relationshipbetween thought and language in L2 acquisition, L2 English articles were
classified undethinking for speakingategoriesArticles are languagspecific categories
likely to affect the conceptual systemline a r mirds (M@rakam& Alexopoulou, 2016).

The meaning of definiteness marked by a definite article is already implemented in tee mind
of L1 Arabic speakers (illustrated in the usebfin definite contexts). Therefore,

f or mi menappingregarding expressions définiteness by the forithe seemdo bean
easier taskas it is already part of routinely activated conneaiarthe ming of L1 Arabic

speakers. The indefinite articlemnversely present crosslinguistaivergencebetweern.l
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Arabic and L2 EnglishL1 Arabic lacks an equivalent form &édanin English and L1 Arabic
articles,unlike English articleswhich do not mark number. Therefore, the use of L2 English
articles in indefinite contexts presemoref o r mi menappingrcgmplexity than the
[definite, specific] contextMoreover findingsregardinga/anomissionsupportthe
structural overlap theoryin whichzerg the overlapping form itheindefinite context in the
two languages, was overgeaksed. Thereforea/anomissioncan be associated with L1
Arabic influence.

This interaction between L2 complexity and L1 influence in the performance of the
bilinguals in this study demonstratide integration betweehelL1 system anthelL2
system bilingual® mi Thalfisdingshence are explained b ookand Cook(2003)
regardingmulticompetencen which both L1 use and L2 use cafluenceother.Respecting
the literature, Cooland Cook(2003) explain that this interaction can vary dependmthe
stages of L2 development. This is observed irre¢leionship respectingow theuse of L2
English articledaccuracy and L1 influenéeaspects change witdmincrease in L2
proficiency in this study.
Use of L1 Arabic articles

Thefindings of the Arabic narrative bring further evidence to Caa#t Cook s
(2003) concept of multicompetence and the integration between L1 and L2 in the minds of
bilinguals. Moreover, based on tretationshipbetween thought and languaagwell ashow
L1 article useffectsthe use of L2 English articles illustratectime forwardL1 to L2
influence, it can be assumed that L2 English article usehalsis swayover the mind of
bilinguals Consequentlythe use of L1 Arabic articles might likewise exhil? effects.
Although the findings do not provide full evidencetloé L2 effects orthelL1 based on Jarvis
and Pavlenkods (2008) <criteria, the findings

Arabic use of article These instances of L2 to lidfluenceareexhibited in the diparity
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between adults and children and hiveaccuracy changaegarding théndividual factors of
L2 proficiency and L2 exposure.

L2 to L1 effects according to Cooland Cook(2003) are presented itheintegration
continuum in whichthe CLI varies dependingrothe stages of L2 development ahé
| angua g ewelsas the L4 122 crasslinguistic similarities and differences in the use of
L1 Arabic and L2 English article€oncerning.2 stages, the current data illustrate trat
increasan accuracywasobserved withanincreasen both L2 proficiency and LOR in the
UK. This patern is consistent with Kecskes and Papp (2008 state thatfor L2 effects to
be apparent, L2 learners need to reach a particular threshold in L2 which is only achieved
with sufficient L2 proficiency level and enough L2 exposure.

The fact that the L#bo L1 effects did not surface in the distinctions between the
bilingual and monolingual groups reflects Ke
effects are often harder to detect, especially on a structural TéneefindingsregardingL.2
proficiercy and exposure suggest that L2 to L1 effects appeared in underlying meanings
which is presented in the semantic and pragnfiatiction,in which L1 Arabic articleg
accuracy increases due to L2 acquisition. This conclusion sgfpporn g b o méckaim( 2 00 7))
thatby acquiring an L2, | earners gain more met
(2010) statd this amelioratethetalinguistic awareness contribsite making L2 learners
more aware fotheir L1 useasobserved in the current findings.

Regardhg the aspectabove the findings of the curréstudy illuminatedthe impact
of theL2AOA effects ontheL2 to L1 effects. Contrary to Jarvis and PavlerfR608), the
findings suggest that L2 to L1 influence is more prominent in adults (i.e. late learners) than
children (i.e. early learners). One explanation is thad aftects are often confounded by the
input (Mufoz 2010) Adults in the BA have been pased to both explicit and implicit L2

input in both classrooms and natural language settings. Children, however, were only
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exposed to an L2 in natursgttings. According tMuiioz( 2 0 1 0, peedpbcit , O [ T]
instruction provided by the classroom favoexglicit language learning, at which older

learners are superior because of their greater cognitive maturityk el y, adul t sd e X
exposure to an L2 affects how it is integrated into their multicompetence system, where along

with natural exposure hassulted in more activation of the L2 underlying concepts in the

mi nds of the adult bilinguals than in childr

effects on the L1 in adults as opposed to children.
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CHAPTER SIX:EXAMI NNG ARTI CLE USE I N ARABI Ci ENGL I .
ADULTS AND CHILDREN USING A SENTENCE -REPETITION TASK
6.1. Introduction
This chapter introduces the second stwdyich examinethe use of LEnglish and
Arabic articles among Arahi&nglishspeakersadults(BA) and childrenBC) ((age7i 12),
using & SRT. The study investigates whether the independent variables of L1 influence,
L2AOA, L1/L2 proficiencies and LORUK influence the use of L2 English articles by the
group. Additionally, it examies whether the adjectival preodification of the nouns is
likely to result in more omission errors in the L2 use of English articles. Moreover, the study
investigates whether bilingual adultsé use o
Englisharticles. Similarly, the use of L1 Arabic is examined regarding many variables:
L2AO0A, L2 proficiency and LORUK. Hence, the study includes two versions SR:
Englisit and Arabic. Furthermore, the performance of the groups in each version, thé Englis
and the Arabic, is compared to two control groupsnolingual Arabic speakers (MAShd
English native speakers (EN$gspectively. This study addresses the following research
guestions:
1. What patterns of English article use do bilingual Arakieglish
speaking adults and childrefiintermediate to advanced L2 proficiency
exhibit during th& acquisition of the English language?
2. How doindividual factors ofage, L2AOA, L1 (in children) and L2
proficiencies LOR in an Engliskspeaking country (i.e. the Ukand the
linguistic factors of the L1 article system and the NP structopact the

acquisition patterns of LZEnglish articlesn adults and childreh

2The English version of the taslesigned herhas been simultaneously used in another projantMA dissertation) with an
L1 Mandarin grougHuang 2020. The aim was to include this study in a shared future publicati@htherefore the
findings of are not reported here.
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3. Does L2 affect L1 wuse of Arabic art:i
adults?
4. How do age, L2®A, L2 proficiency,andLOR in an Engliskspeaking
country (i.e. the UK)mpact theuse of L1 Arabic articles in adufs

6.2. Methodology
6.2.1. Participants

Thestudy was conducted using the same groups of participants in Chapter 5: the BA,
BC, MAS and EN5 groups. A description and demographic information about the four
groups are provided in Section 5.2.1. Considering that data collection for both the current
study and the study in Chapter 5 occurred simultaneously, the same ethics forms for the
narrativestudy were obtained here. Explanations about ethics are provided in Section 5.2.2.
6.2.2. TheRationale for Designing theTask

By usinganSRT to examine article use, more control can be gained to determine the
patterns and contexts in which articles ased. As the use of narratives is lacking in
providing all four semantic contexts, usiagSRT, all target contexts can be provided. In
addition, both the structure and number of items can be determined in designing the task. In
comparing KTswith narrdives, the amount of data in the narrative can vary greatly among
subjects. In this regard, irR3’s, this variability can be restricted, as all participants will be
presented with the same number of sentences to repeat.

SRTshave been known for theirrsgtivity in assessing language abilities (Marinis &
Ar moni Lot em, 2015) . However, the useful ness
on the premise the provided repetition is merely a rote imitation of sounds rather than a real
indicator of languge abilities (McDade et al., 198Based on this criticism, Erlam (2006)
suggested certain considerations to ensure the constructiveness of the task, some which are

addressed here:
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1. Sentence length and complexity

The length of thesentence or the stimulusimportantaspect to consider when
designing an SRT. In this task, the length of the sentegnrtde controlled by counting the
number of syllables (Vinther, 2002). The stimulus should be neither too long nor too short.
Sentencethat are too long can be too hard for the participant to imitate/remember (Hamayan
etal, 1977). However, the sentences should be
shortterm memory capacity. Sometimes, the stimulus is repeateelctly because it is short
enough to be retained by the immediate memory, resulting in repetition with no
comprehension, or what i s Kkheenwd70Musnichgpar r ot i n
al., 1994. When the stimulus is long enough, this ofsdlows the short memory to go into a
deeper function of processing the stimulus before the repetitiathér, 2002. According to
Eisensteiret al.(1982), the repetition provided and errpreducedhereforereflectsthe
participantds competence. Based on this crit
and Jiang6s ( 2 &énéric usesaibee followdd where the target sentences
have an average length of 13 syllables.
2. Delayed imitation

The clance of rote imitation or parroting increases when the repetition is immediately
presented after hearing the stimulus (McDade et al., 1982). Delayed imitation has been
achieved using different activities between hearing the stimulus and providing thigorepet
These activities varied between inserting pictures, posing questions or both between the two
steps. In this study, this can be achieved through the insertion of thedisend pause

between the stimulus and the repetition.
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6.2.3. Design of thé&entenceRepetition Task

Two versions of th&RTwere createdone version in Standard Arataod another
version in Englishln each version, the task examined two features: first, the use/function of
articles in the four semantic contexts: [definite, nonspecific] (i.e. generic), [definite, specific],
[indefinite, specific] and [indefinite, nonspecific]. Based on the literature,of the main
hypotheses about why learners face difficulties in ukinglish articless associated with the
function of the articles and the extent to which that function is similar or different to the
system of their L1 (Ekiert, 2007; Alenizi, 201Blwerfalli, 2013).The second feature
assessed the presence of an adjective preceding the noun impacts the use and error patterns
exhibited by the learners. It is assumed that omission errors occur more when the noun is
preceded by an adjective (aréct adjective + noun) than in the case with no adjective nouns
(article + noun; Goad & White, 2004; Trenkic, 2002).

Following Chrabaszcz and Jiang (2014), for each target item in the task, two
sentences were presented to the participant: a context seataha target sentendédne
context sentence was written and used mainly to introduce the context for the target sentence;
repetition was only required for the target sentefbe.examplé.1from Chrabaszcz and
Jiang (2014, p. 364) illustrates how itemghis study will be presented. Repetition is only
required for the target sentence.
Example 6.1
On the cultural use dhe
Context sentenceThe U.S. Congress consists of the Senate and the House of Representatives.

Target sentenceCongress meets in the Capitol in Washington, D.C.

6.2.3.1. EnglishVersion of the EnglishSentenceRepetition Task
The English version of the senterrepetitin task elicits the use of the artickan
theandzero(Table 6.1).The task examined the use of English articles within the four main
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English semantic contexts: generic, [definite, specific], [indefinite, specific] and [indefinite,
nonspecific] Within each context, eight items, with one context sentence and one target
sentence for each item, were presented, except fgetiericcontext in which 12 items were
used. Eight items per context would ensure reliable statistical analysis. In the genewt cont
conversely, 12 items were included to ensure an equal number of items for each of the three
English articles across the four contexts; therefore, the task has 12 items eliciting the use of
the 12 items eliciting the use afanand 12 items elicitinghe use okeroacross the
semantic contexts. For each case across all contexts, half of the target nouns were bare nouns,
while the other half were pmaodified by an adjectivésee Tablé.1).

As mentioned before, each item contained a context and a target sentence, as in
Example 1 (Table 6.1). The targetntences wemesigned according to certain critefast,
the I ength of these sent enforeachtargessentemce aver age
(Chr abaszcz )&Addtionally, thé contgntaelatedito simple events in which
children could understand these sentenéelowing is the distribution of articles according
to each context:
In the generic context:

- Fou sentences present the use of gerthdc

- Four sentences represent the use of geafaitand

- Four sentences to represent the use of gepenc
Therefore, in Table 6.1, Item 1 tested the useeodin the generic context with an adjective
(Adj + zero+ noun). The context sentence is introductory and mainly added for consistency
in the generic, as some of the items within the task (i.e. in the [definite, specific] context)
require a sentence before the target sentence to convey the inteal@dg. The target
sentence is the sentence added to be repeated by the participant to elicit the use of the target

article. The last column shows the number of syllables in each target sentence.
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The context [definite, specific] represents the-genericuses otextual structura)
situationalandculturaluses(explained in Section 2.2.1or each notgeneric type othe,
two target sentences are presented, one with the presence of an adjective and one without. In
each of the [indefinite, specific] affithdefinite, nonspecific], which represent the use of the
indefinite articlezeroanda/an, four sentences presented the us&/an The other four
represented the use zdra The test included 18 filler items (Table 6.2) to prevent the
participants fom becoming aware of the test aspects. In addition, five training items were

used to introduce participants to the task (Table 6.3).

Table 6.1
Sentences the English SentendRepetition Task

1 Adj + zero+ NP Tom watches a lot of He sayscary filmsare 12

scary films. fun and interesting.

2 Adj + zero+ NP Seafood is really For instancefried 13
common in Wales. prawnsare really popular

there.

3 zero+ NP It is often a good idea | think flowersare 14
to have flowers at colourful and bring joy to
home. the place.

4 zero+ NP It is easier to ride a | think childrenare often 12
bike when you are good at riding bikes.
young.

5 Adj + a/an+ NP There are certain | think_a small water 14

things you should not bottleis very important.
forget when you go
out in summer.

6 Adj + a/an+ NP Some types of flowers For exampe,ared rose 14
have a special can give the meaning of
meaning. love.

7 a/an+ NP Layla thinks Ahamd | think a dogis a very 14
should get a pet, friendly animal.
maybe a dog!

8 a/an+ NP Tom was not sure | think a bookis always a 13

what to buy for a gift. good choice for gift.
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9 Adj +the+ NP There many types of For instancethe black 14

animals in East Asia. tigerlives in the jungles
of India.

10  Adj+the+ NP Male lions are really Itisthe female liorthat 13
lazy! often hunts for food.

11  the+ NP Jackhates living in He thinksthe cityis a 13
rural areas. better place to live in.

12  the+ NP There are some For examplethe beacan 13

animals that cannot b
taken as pets.

be very dangerous.

13 Cultural use There arenany It would be a good idea 15
interesting places in  to visitthe big toweif
London. you go there.

14 Cultural use It would be nice to go We can look athe moon 14
camping. and have a barbecue.

15 Situational use While eating dinner, 6 Can vy o uhepa 11
the wifesaid to the smallspoonp | ease
husband:

16 Situational use The team were Then, the coach asked 14
playing football for them to pick ughe balls
two hours. before leaving.

17  Textual use The mother gave her The girl useghe bicycle 13
daughter dicycle for to go to school every day
her birthday.

18  Textual use Last week, a new | sawthe new student 14
student moved to our going to Starbucks the
neighbourhood. other day.

19 Structural use  There are a lot of toys | like the blond doll next 12
in the box. to the caron the right.

20 Structural use  There are two childrer These children are 12
at the party. playing next tahe tall

manin black.
[indefinite,
specific]:a/an,
zero

21  Adj+a/an+ NP Alex loves raising Yesterday, he brouglat 13
animals. black catto the

apartment.

22 Adj + a/an+ NP Amin came home Then, he gave his wil@ 14
with a smile on his beautiful ringfor her
face. birthday.

23 a/an+ NP The teacher cante He gavea lessorabout 12
class today. life in Australia.

24 a/an+ NP Mona is sitting in the She is reading book 12

library.

about castles and
dragons.

173



25  Adj+ zero+ NP The family sat down The waiter servedbast 14
at the restaurant for  potatoego the family.

dinner.

26  Adj+zero+ NP Nada is wearing a The long skirt hagold 11
long skirt. buttonsaround the waist.

27 zero+ NP Kate and her friends In the picnic, they ate 13
went for apicnic. biscuitsand sat on the

grass.

28 zero+ NP The teacher gave an In the class, the children 13
art class for the drewpicturesof their
children. parents.

[indefinite,
nonspecific]:
al/an, zero

29  Adj+zerot NP Studying can be hard You need to takdifficult 13
examsduring the year.

30 Adj+zero+ NP Itisniceto gotothe We can buyeautiful 12

park. balloonsand eat ice
cream.

31 zero+ NP In my family, we all My sister loves baking 13
like to do different cakes for us on the
things. weekends.

32 zero+ NP My father works in a This company builds 12
company. housedor many families.

33  Adj+a/an+ NP There are many ways One way is to giva 12
to do good things. homeless masome food.

34  alan+ NP There are many ways You can writea letterto 14
to tell someone you your mum and say you
love them. love her.

35 a/an+ NP Kate found a new job. Now, she isa teachemn 13

our school, and she love
it.

36 Adj+al/an+ NP My friend has a She wants to ban 14
dream. important doctowhen
she grows up.

Table 6.2
Filler Sentences for the English Senteftepetition Task
Contextsentences Target sentences Number
of
syllables
1 Where were you? | have been studying in my room for tf 13
last three houts
2 | have not seen Ali for a while He has been staying with his aunt anc 14
her son since last week.
3 Where had Sam spehis He had stayed in New York for the 12
summer vacation? entire summer.
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4 Mona does not have a job. She has been looking for a job since t 13
graduation.
5 How long have you been | have been waiting for a couple of 12
waiting? hours now.
6 How much practice does a You need to practice for a minimum o 14
person need to get the driving 30 hours.
licence?
7 | have not seen Charlie fora She has been really busy since her 14
while. Ssisterds wedding.
8 Adam is an old teacher. He has been workinig this school for a 12
long time.
9 It is finally summer vacation! | can play videogames and watch film: 12
all day long!
10 My friend talks a lot! She has been literally talking for the le 14
four hours!
11 | met Naidiain the gym last Since then, we have been meeting ev 13
year. now and then.
12 Building a house can take a It can sometimes take over two years 13
long time. finish.
13 Alice looks tired. She has been cleaning the garden sin 13
this afternoon.
14 Sam and Mike are working in They have been painting the walls for 12
the house. the last two days.
15 Beth and Bob are a beautiful They have been married since they wi 12
couple. college students.
16 Ayman is finally finishing his He has been studying medicine for the 12
studies. last seven years.
17 John is really busy. He has been working in the office sinc 12
he came.
18 How long is the first training? The first training usually takes around 14
year and three months.
Table 6.3
Training Sentences for the English SenteRepetitionTask
Contextsentences Target sentences Number
of
syllables
1 Eman is very good at singing. Last week, she sarasongfor her 12
brotherdés birthda
2  Ahmad bought a new phone He has been usirthe new phoneto talk 13
last month. to his family.
3 Kate is going through a hard It would be nice if you give hex hugto 14
time. cheer her up.
4 Layla has an exam tomorrow. She has been working really hard for tt 13

last two weeks.

175



5 How long have you been in | have been living iiverpool since my 14
Liverpool? childhood.

6.2.3.2. Arabic Version of theSentenceRepetition Task

The Arabic version of the tagikamined the use of the Arabic articlak:andzero
(Table 6.4)This version was presented in Standard Arabic. The reason for choosidgr8tan
Arabic and not spoken colloquial Arabic is that there are different versions of colloquial
Arabic in Saudi Arabia. Choosing one variety of colloquial Saudi Arabic is problematic as
not all children/participants might necessarily understand thatyaseSaudis in the UK
come from different parts of the country. Accordingly, it was decided that Standard Arabic
would be used instead. During the pilot study, children in regular UK schools were examined
in which it appeared that their knowledge of St Arabic was insufficienAccordingly,
the task was used only with the bilingual adults participikte the English version, the use
of the Arabic articles was examined within the four semantic contexts: generic, [definite,
specific],[indefinite, specific] and [indefinite, nonspecifig)ithin each context, eight items
were presented with one context sentence and one target sentence for each item. For each
article use across all the contexts, half of the target nouns were bare noilenghevother
half were followed by an adjective.

All the target sentencegere chosen withnaver age of 13118 syl | ab
target sentence. In the generic use in Arabic, unlike in English, the noun is always preceded
by al-. Moreover, the use of the generic with plural nouns is always markald bylike
English, in which marking generic plural nouns witkeis considered ungrammatical
(Abumlhah, 2016)Accordingly, to balance the data, half of the items in this context
presented the use of plural nouns, while for the other half, singular nouns were used. The
context [definite, specific] represented the 1g@meric uses dl-: textual structura)
situationalandcultural For each type of negeneric use odl-, two targetsentences were
presented: one with an adjective and one without. In the [indefinite, specific] and [indefinite,
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nonspecific] contexts, which represent the use of the indefinite aréicdeto strike a balance

and mirror the use of articles in Englishuf sentences included singular nouns, and the

other four had plural nouns. The test also comprised 16 filler items (Table 6.5) to prevent the

he

participants from becoming aware of t
participants with the t&s five training items were added (Table 6.6).
Table 6.4
Sentences in the Arabic SenteiiRapetition Task
Context sentence  Target sentence Number
of
syllables
Generic
1 Bare plural NP dfF x FHYy | I _fFibHpiey EDBEswW Ay 14
_ F BMIOF 3 Elephantsare one of the
Some animals have most intelligent animals.
special intelligence.
2 Bare plural NP Sy/lhb df> eBIOWF ey Topd 13
bMHA Dolphins live for a long
Some animals live ¢ duration of time.
long life.

3 Adj + plural NP cT 9fFxFt+ WObIIOHYBF HEF (14

WhpF 3 ebF WyYpuk
Some animals live Polar bearslive at the

in cold areas. North Pole.

4 Adj + plural NP 3bYb dfF> aH_KF pnsAKKOFMm P 17

aHj AOF dfF xFHY ] IOF
Some animals are Black tigers feed on the
meat eaters. flesh of other animals.
5 Bare NP oMNab 4 UNImM [ ThjkKIGFY 16

drF 33OF nAnbFHYKOF WFHX
Some animals are The horseeats grass and

plant eaters. some types of fruit.
6 Bare NP Bycpiey B B wATHA CIBUG T 15
Some animalssleef aHy OF bbl3
a lot. The lionlikes to sleep for
long hours during the day.
Adj + NP i b 49fF xF D¢l IOR IOWy pp i 17
cl r IOF WCy N> dfr TF |
Some animals like The zebracan walk long
to walk. distances.
Adj + NP MN¥K F3/ F bla®OsYIOBTIOT 13
pHYT IOF wy HOF r | IOF
The turkey lives in North
America.
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The US is a home
for some (types of)

birds.
Definite,
specific: at
9 Bare NP ntow CT C1FcTATHPIEhL OF o K 16
cYFrlOF Wu WOy RhL
A new student The new studentbecame
arrivedinourclass everyoneods f
last week. time.
10 Adj+NP B pd TNHOBF BCFOCT @HIOFH o 14
wAYj IOF 3 wy 3}k M
Layla bought a new The new dresscontains
dress for the party. gold ribbons.
11 Adj + NP bHc wWACF eJ3yTWyFNmkps " 16
T FN33Ib "pfFl WOF pOllc’
While the family sat 6 T atlkeesmall basketto
down for dinner, the the kitchen, and bring the
mother told her tead.
daughter:
12 BareNP cT EpCh HIO WY XFT?D pi15
UKOF L , Fn "Ujr b
: N3 B 6Can vy o uhegenv
While she was beside you,
studying in the
library with her
brother, Mona said:
13 Adj + NP 23 Fp UWwcCr p MYOH R IOFc 3mftT 14
WK p dr IOF PHIIOF 4 xf 1t
There are many | like the small pony
animals inside the  besides the fence.
farm.
14  Bare NP brFr tOF POH WH Y By P Crr kK E 18
Ayman likes to & wocY gl
spend money. The bagshe bought last
week are really expensive.
15  AdjNP WpfFTC n$ VT CHHMPEF § R 17
FHUF MnbH3Fwm™m
Salim is always During the blessed Eid
committed to Salim visits his parents anc
visiting family. his siblings.
16 Bare NP WCK _ Fp'Y wUCHKaFTAA b 17
dF 3T Fm eytragjrAlO
Muslims have many For instances, Muslims
commitments. must paythe sadagah
(charity money) for the
poor.
Indefinite,

specific: zero
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17 Bare NP WKF b ntOt el cBFp CkKF 115
Fr3ylIlOF pmOUYIOF WFyec
Rami went to the  In the cinema, Rami
cinema. watcheda film about the
life of apes.
18  Adj+ NP OHIOF ntk_FOLll> nwy»y ¥HWcOsg 17
EBUF D E2bir IOF VN2Mm
Mona went There, Mona bougld
shopping yesterday. green bagand some
clothes.

19 Bare NP WATIOF 0 wARMEPens r 1 w 13
Eman opened the Eman tooka small bearout
basket. of the basket.

20  Adj+NP N EbE N BWERER®Y 43b , 15
Anasisacreatve e AHIKF 4c
writer. Last year, he wrota poem

about loving home.

21 Bare Plural NP 6 BOr OF 3 whc 99 11y HéEFBH 16
Ahlam is still in the FDG6FOE
studio. She is colouringards for

the art class tomorrow.

22  Bare Plural NP HKM b3d3r1 NNIm ERCHIGRH 15
Y3 T wr NAuyF
Raed came back
home carrying a Raed toolkcansout of the
bag. bag.

23 Adj + Plural NP Wl TwHOC Y _ WX H AGT Wy y Swc 17
My fatherhunga XGCFCc F ntOHC
painting in the Inside the painting, there al
living room. colourful houses surrounde

by gardens.

24 Adj+ Plural NP Wy I bir IOF wdyr tCHpdl 3L 18
cYFrtOF UuH wr NTALF WNN3m
Muhannadravelled There, he boughieautiful
to Mexico last hatsand some types of
week. food.

Indefinite,
nonspecific:
zero

25  Bare NP PFTY WTPH F nT ClOwE i0famke 17

w4yl HOF wYy am
Mona cannot pay  She isa studentat a
the rent. universityand does not
have a job.
26  Adj+ NP 5T IOF Ep CT EXBPYAhWERE 3/t 18

Ahamd is studying .BfeHT
medicine. He is working hard to
becomea doctor one day.
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27 Adj + NP 9fr r OfF blr HOF wyox bypOphp 16
Sana does not FNYbF K
respond to calls. You can send hex written
text to her phone.
28 Bare NP otFx AFl Wy )0 WOERELOp 15
Salimisasuccessft 3F Xy F
person. Salim isan employeen a
big company which sells
furniture.

29 Adj + Plural NP W@OF cTFpba/TCcY WOy Rl ufHFraybs™> 16

Ahamad is a writer WCT Ot A1O

for anewspaper. Ahamad writeshort
articles for the newspaper.

30 Adj + Plural NP plaHEha YOyt e F wrHy3Im 6 %pc H 18

Itisnicetobean eT O3 x IO

artist. You can painbeautiful
paintings and sell them to
others.

31 BarePluralNP 23br 23 3r /1 Y4rhbBP3ch> p 18

Khulood dreams WCT CK
about working ina  Khulood wants to make
bakery. sweetof different flavours.

32 BarePluralNP  WCKf e U OCFEHAMGKOH 3 D 17

eT O3 pF aFK 2b WOy4dy
Noura likes helping Noura distributegifts to
others. poor families every year.

Table 6.5

Filler Sentences for the Arabic SenteriRepetition Task
Context sentences Target sentences

1 _ WhFpCKOF YCjrapfr YKOF UNHYTEBRPR €WT
When does school start? School starts next week.

2 _F3k Ul K 6%b FKed KGHE pORg@cTUT K GO
How long have you lived here 1 lived in Riyadh city for 20 years.

3 F S0k Yes B E pGyip T apfpUYYlOF ey 3 XwkF
Emanis studying well for her She has a science exam next Monday
exam.

4 Kt uDfRIEEG aGeY FblITOBY ¢T umudOrK eB
Ahamd speaks English very  Ahamd has spent 10 years of his life i
well. the US.

5 6HOAK 4FMpY <c: apfF4YOF Onl KOF 6 HO
Amani bought painting tools. Amani is participating in a painting

contest next month.

6 WydKM wylFCyB cYFriOF WrpRARPE wdl

Ayman has gotten a gold He got it in a basketball game last yee
medal.
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7 WATHA WO3T m: HKOJAFHEyTMEo OeoRFY ybh
Amal and Salim have been The two are celebrating their tenth
married for a long time. anniversary tomorrow.

8 WIAF 9bI#OF 9dYC? EBFPKF CHIF c¢cT (¢
When did you start writing? | started writing when | was in the fifth

grade.

9  wHAEDFp c TU L HrageHT6b onlY wfr>s wcH4AIOF
How long did it take you to Painting this painting has taken five
paint the painting? month.

10 N3F3 ONih FaHyF bFHA b33r IOF
Maha is feeling tired. Maha has been cleaning for the entire

day.

11 FbpepipYes T 71 D RO IS kMAYC K
| have to sleep early. | have to go work tomorrow.

12 P23 B pHRB c EYFSH/PVGHIGD B THHRBCEFRAK
Sami is a professional Sami worked as a photographer for a
photographer. newspaper for four years.

13 FSHFheGH eyBHT WCB WwDBp Cr IOF
Saeed has a cold. Saeed has been absent from school f

two days.

14 VHEp&CcH mKedK WCB ETpCagIOF
My uncle is a great teacher. My uncle has worked in teaching for 2

years.

15 U Trhpp RXCpa'l SHHEDT AR TAF BopTGORXC
Zahra is taking driving lesson¢ Zahra has a driving test next month.

16 CTCl 249r 32 Fpxp eydBfrb eyKH3yby bd
Rana is feeling bored. Rana has not gone out of the house ft

two complete weeks.

Table 6.6

Training Sentences for the Arabic SenteRepetition Task
Context sentences Target sentences

1 Qj NI aAfFr Tw ¢ whAURA TEShar e cilx es
Eman went to the shop From there, Eman bought a notebook and some

food.

2 6t OF WOy?3yb 9 wypuRHIR dpky EDRGHETH
Elephants are huge animals. Elephants areonsidered the largest animals on

earth.

3 BOr i@ LCcYlcY Wr FFIOF 29bYM aHyF bFHA
Ahmad brought a cat to the  The cat likes to play the entire day and eat fish.
house.

4 _ WEFtwF _ FLULU aGOTEKHPNMAHOTC TeWHFw il Bl
Wheredoyouwanttospend | 6 m t hinking about spe
thevacation? and one week in London.

5 wTO9jB wWyYfpTp wisfptlOF eB fFntObb M3B

Mona is a professional athlete Mona works as a trainer seshe graduated from
university.
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6.2.3.3.PresentingTask Items

The two tasks were presented on PowerPoint slides accompanied by pictures
reflecting the meaning of the sentence. For each item, in the slide of the context sentence, the
context sentence was written and presented with a picture (see Figure 6.1) far some t( 51 7
seconds) before the target sentence. Folloiigr abaszcz and Jheangds (2
target sentence was presented immediately on a following slide in the formretprded
audio and attached to PowerPoint slides with a picture refleceéngéaning of the sentence
as well (see Figure 6.Between the stimulus (i.e. listening to the target sentence) and the
repetition, a timer of five seconds was inserted for delaying the response, which allowed
individuals to focus on the meaning and avgadrot repetition (see Figure 6.3). When the
timerended, Be e pi ng sound was heard accompanied by

the participant then repeated the target sentence (See Figure 6.4)

Figure 6.1

A Sample Slide PresentedContext Sentence

Some types of flowers have a special meaning.




Figure 6.2

Presenting the Target Sentence in Audio Form

Figure 6.3

TheTimer Provides Pause Betweethe Stimulus and the Retition
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Figure 6.4

TheTimeat Which theParticipant Should Provide Retitgon after Hearing thePeep

GO!

For each othe two tasks, the trainingems were presented in a separate PowerPoint
document for the main items and filler items. For each version of the task, the remaining
items (i.e. the main items and filler items) were included in one PowerPoint document where
the order of the items waandomised. For each version of the task, four randomised versions
were used.

For each version of the task, the task was presented in five parts/stages. After each
part, the participants were presented with a picture with the ptwageatulationand a
clapping sound for encouragement. For encouragement as well, a star also appeared at the
end of each part, and subjects collected five stars when they were done. All the responses of
the participants were audio recorded to be scored later.

6.2.4. Procedure
The two versions of the task were performed in two sessions, one week apart between

each session. Instructions were given in the target language of the task. Initially, the task was
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presented on a laptopder, screersizel4) on which individuad performed the task with the
examiner face to face. For the children, the tasks were conducted in the presence of the
mother. Following the COVIEL9 protocols and social distancing requirements, the data were
continued online for the adults in which thaterials were presented on a shared screen.
Subjects viewed the task on their computer/laptop using Zoom software. As it was difficult
for children to stay focused online, the data collection for the BC group stopped before that.

Before starting the expenental session of the task, the participants were presented
with five training examples to familiarise them with the task. The participants were asked
first to read the context sentence (or listen to the examiner reading it), which is written
underneathhte presented picture (segure 6.). Subsequently, they would listen to the
target sentence in the following slide, followed by beep and the wordo, after which they
provided their repetition. If the participants were successful with the training, they were told
to follow the same scenario with the main task; otherwise, they were given clarification
during the training until they fully understood hitwvas done. During this process, for each
participant, the experiment was recorded using a mobile device. Each target sentence was
heard once, unless the sound had the distraction of background noise or was not heard due to
connection issues in the orgiisituation. Each session of the tasks lasted between 20 to 30
minutes offline. However, in the online situation, due to connection issues, the duration was
sometimes longer, up to 40 minutes.
6.2.5. Piloting the Task

It was important to ensure that the task sascessful in examining the implicit

knowledge of the participants and was of an appropriate level for the subjects, particularly
regarding vocabularylhe words in the task needed to be comprehended especially by the
children.It was alsamportant to esure that the administration of the tagks not too

challenging for participants. To control all these factors, the task was piloted to test the
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constructiveness of the task and ensure that it wasdesigned. Piloting was first done on
two groups of pdicipants. For the English task, nine were included: five adults and four
children. Among the children, three were bilingual, and one was a monolingual English
speakers. Among the adult participants, four were bilinguals. Two were students in the UK,
andtwo were visiting the UK. The fifth participant, a visitor as well, was mainly monolingual
in Arabic but had some knowledge of English. For the Arabic version, eight participants tried
the task: four bilingual adults and four bilingual children.
a. Results @ the English sentenceepetition pilot

The delayed response and the length of the sentencedseificient in preventing
participants from providing rote repetition (i.e. parroting), an outcome often criticised in
SRTs. Accordingly, this allowed the participants to keep the meaning and reproduce the
sentence, reflecting their own level of grammawn§equently, the produced sentences
seemed to reflect their own implicit knowledgeeu r t her evi dence of part.
implicit knowledge is thaton many occasionsubjectgprovided another correct use of
articles, although they replaced the tamy#itle. For example, some participaaften used
the articlea instead othein ageneric context in which both articles can express generic
meaning(e.g)A bear can be ver Yhea amegeaerr ocuasnd b en suvt eerayd
Another example cabbe exhibited in indefinite contexts in which an indefinite singular noun
phrase might replace the plural noun phrase, yet the participant in that case alsg added
which madeheuse of the articleorrectin that case.
b. Results of the Arabisentencerepetitionpilot

TheBA groupperformed with high accuracy and rarely made errors. Among all the
adult data, each of the erroad; overuse andl- omission, occurred once. In addition, once, a
participant missed the noun phrase, usingaverbiast of t he noun (i . e. o]

companyé6é instead of OHe is an employee in a
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The Arabic task was difficult for the bilingual children. Only one of four could finish
the task; all the other three could not finish the training part, eveghtbey spoke
colloquial Arabic well. The one who finished the task started school back in her home
country, in which studies take place in Arabic. She had been in the UK only eight months.
Moreover, even though she finished the task, she missed the Im@se pnany times and
admitted that it was harder than the English task. Accordingly, although the other children
spoke Arabic very well, they only used spoken colloquial Arabic and the task was in Standard

Arabic.

c. Adjustments
After piloting, minor changewere made to the English version of the taslese

adjustments included five items (Appendix 7) varying between changing some words to
changing the target sentence or both the con
instanced bwasvormrdapl adcead were more familiar tc
examplebd). There were cases in which the par
due to the type of verb preceding the noun phig@eexample, when the noun phrase is in
anobjecphosi tion, but the verb can stand alone w
the picnic, theyatebiscuitsand sat on the grassé, the verb w
having an object is necessary.

Regarding the Arabic version, although no adjustments were made, the use of the task
was restricted only to thBA group and th&1A S group. The task was in Standard Arabic,
which was difficult for theBC groupin this study. Nonetheless, it is often tauighschool in
Saudi Arabia. Considering the children attended school in the UK, an education in Standard
Arabic was not available for most children. Therefore, the Arabic version of the experiment

was conducted only with bilingual adults.
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6.3. Analysis of theEnglish SentenceRepetition Task
6.3.4. Scoring the EnglishSentenceRepetition Task

The responses of the participants were recorded using a mobile device and then
transcribed and scored. The scoring of the
target item was based on the criteria of whether there was any replacement of the targe
article or any change in the countability of the noun within the target noun phrase. The
scoring also revolved around the pragmatic value of the target noun phrase and if it had been
changed due to alterations surrounding the target noun phrase irgttesémtence. For
example, if certain changes in repeating a sentence switched the meaning from generic to
definite specific, it was scored @sWithin the noun phrase, omitting adjectives or adding
them was not considered an error. In addition, repdgitia noun with another noun of the
same type in terms of countability did not influence the score. Based on the alsoeee of
0 was given only in the following cases; otherwise, it was scored as coreeets(in 1):

1. When the target article is on&tl (i.e. substituted gerg see Examplé.2) or
replaced with another article (Examgled) even if the replacing article carries
the semantic and pragmatic function of the replaced article.

Example 6.2

Original sentence: Then, the coach asked them to pitikeuipallsbefore
leaving.

Repetition:fiThen the coach asked them to pickbatis before leaving (the
omission)

Example 6.3

Original sentence: | thin& dogis a very friendly animal.

Repetition:fil think the dogis a very friendly animab.(substitution)
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2. When the countability of a noun within a target noun phrase is changed, that is
when a plural noun is changed to singular (Exarfpleand vice versa
(Example6.5).

Example 6.4

Original sentenceThe long skirt hagold buttonsaround the waist.
Repetition:fiThe long skirt haa gold buttoraround the waisb.(plural
changed to singular).

Example 6.5

Original sentence: For examptle black tigetives in the jungles of India.

Repetition:fiFor example,the black tigerdive in the jungle of India

(singular noun is changed to plural)

3. When the type of the noun and the target noun phrase are changed (i.e. when a
countable noun is made uncountable and vice versa; see Ex@aB)ple
Example 6.6
Original sentence: In the picnic, they Hadcuitsand sat on the grass.
Repetition:filn the pcnic, they havéood and sitson the grass.(an
uncountable noun substituting for a countable noun)

4. When another determiner or a pronoun is used instead of the target article (e.g.
some her etc.),even when the semantic and the pragmatic value remained
(see Examplé.7).
Example 67
Original sentence: In the picnic, they Hadcuitsand sat on the grass.
Repetition:filn the picnic, they hadome biscuiteind sat on the grasgsome
instead ofzerg

5. When the entire noun phrase is omitted from the sentence (see Exa8nhple
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Example 6.8
Original sentence: In the class, the children dp&turesof their parents.
Repetition:filn the class, children drew their pareats.

6. When the noun is omitted even &hthe adjective within the target noun
phrase is kept, as in Exam@e.
Example 6.9

Original sentence: One way is to g@diomeless masome food.

Repetition:fiOne way is to giva homelessome food (the noun is omitted)

7. When the repetition failedravas not provided.

8. When the target noun phrase remains the same, but other changes within the
sentence outside the target noun phrase change the intended meaning, as in
Example6.10
Example 6.10
Original sentence: It ithe female liorthat often hunts for food.

Repetition:fiThis isthe female liorthat likes to hunt for food.(The meaning

is changed from generic to definite specific.)

9. When the repetition is provided too early before the alarm
6.3.5. Categorisation of EnglishSentenceRepeition Accuracy Scores
Correct responsesgere calculatefbr each participantand each was given an overall

score out of 36, excluding all errors. The scoring was then categorised to determine accuracy
based on the following:
1) Accuracy per semantic context: Overall accuracy of using articles in each semantic context
(generic, [definite, specific], [indefinite, specific], [indefinite, nonspecific]);
2) Accuracy per obligatory context: Overall accuracy of each individualeabi&sed on the

obligatory context (i.e. across all semantic contexts in which the article is used);
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3) Accuracy of using articles within each semantic context: Accuracy of each individual
article or category within a specific semantic context. For exanigi the English article
system in the generic context, accuracy is calculategefoericthe, generica/anandgeneric
zera

To determine the accuracy of article use for each semantic context, the overall score
was divided across the four semantictcanx t s t o deter mi ne particip:
articles within each of these contextsthie English SRTthe generic was scored @itl2,
while the [definite, specific] context, the [indefinite, specific] context and the [indefinite,
specific] cont&t were scored out of eight. To determine the general accuracy score for each
individual article based on its obligatory context, the sum of all scores was calculated for
each article across the four contexts. Accordingly, the accuracy scores for dagla/ain
andzerowere calculated out of 12. Finally, for the accuracy of articles within a specific
semantic context, the scores were divided for each individual article use/category within the
context. In the generic, eachtbf, a/anandzerowere scoed out of four; in the [definite,
specific] context, eacbultural usetextual usestructural usendsituational usef thewas
scored out of two.nthe[indefinite, specific] contexta/anandzerowere scored out of four.
Similarly, in the [indefinie, nonspecific] contexta/anandzerowere scored out of four.
4) Errors in the use of articles and numbers were calculated and categorised under nine
categoriesa/anomission theomission theoveruse in th@/ancontext,the overuse in the
zerocontext,a/anoveruse in théhe context,a/anoveruse in theerocontext,pluralisation
errors,pluralisation and article erremcombinedandother The errors were further
categorised based on grammaticality into grammatical anchonmgatical errors.
Furthermore, to determine the impact of the syntactic structure of nouns (bemggified

by an adjective versus when they lack an adjective), errors were calculated for each case.
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6.3.6. Statistical Analysis

SPSS software was used to conduct the statistical analysis of the data. First, it was

important to check the normality of the distribution and homogeneity of variance for the data.

A Shapiroi Wilk

nor mal

ity

t est

a mal distributiom n e 6 s

and homogeneitfor the ENS controls theBA groupand theBC group.The results (Table

6.7) indicated that the data were not normally distributed, and nonparametric tests were used.

Second, descriptive statistics of the mean and staéardtion were employed for the

scores (converted to percentages) to obtain a comparable index of the performance of the

groups.

Table 6.7

Shapirotlm Wil k
in the English SentendRepetition Task

Test

of Nor mal it

y and H

Shapirol Wi

Leveneod

Df p value p value
Overall accuracy 83 p < 0.001 p < 0.001
Accuracy pet Generic 83 p < 0.001 p < 0.001
semantic  [definite, specific] 83 p < 0.001 p < 0.001
context [indefinite, specific] 83 p < 0.001 p < 0.001
[indefinite, 83 p<0.001 p<0.001
nonspecific]
Accuracy Thescore 83 p < 0.001 p < 0.001
obligatory a/anscore 83 p < 0.001 p <0.001
context Zeroscore 83 p < 0.001 p < 0.001
Accuracy of Genericzero 83 p < 0.001 p < 0.001
articles in the Generica/an 83 p < 0.001 p < 0.001
generic contex Genericthe 83 p < 0.001 p < 0.001
Accuracy of [indefinite, specific] 83 p<0.001 p<0.001
articles in a/an
[indefinite, [indefinite, specific] 83 p<0.001 p<0.001
specific] zero
Accuracy of [indefinite, 83 p<0.001 p<0.001
articles in  nonspecificla/an
[indefinite, [indefinite, 83 p<0.001 p<0.001
nonspecific]  nonspecificlzero
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Non-generic use

Culturalthe 83 p < 0.001 p < 0.001
of the Situationalthe 83 p < 0.001 p < 0.001
o o Textualthe 83 p < 0.001 p < 0.001
(i.e. in[definite,
. Structuralthe 83 p<0.001 p=0.013
specific]
context)

Based on the results of the normality test, two types of nonparametric tests were
conducted for betweegroup and withirgroup analyses. A betwegnr oup Kr uskal T Wa
H test, with pairwisgosthoctests, was performed to examine if there were variations
between the accuracy scores of NS group, theBA group and th&C group. To compare
the levels of accuracy within the semantic context and across the obligatory contexts, within
subjects Fr i e-dpialaoxorssigaed ihnk testd were eonddcte

Within-group Spearman correlation tests were also performed to examine the influence
of the independent variables of LORUK, L2AOA, the TRQGcore and thASCT score on
accuracy measures for both bilingual groups together and then for eachBéf tneup and
the BC group.

Descriptive statistics were obtained for the errors produced by the BA and the BC
groups. To compare between errors in @rgi¢le + nour) case and thea(ticle + adjective+
nour) case, Wilcoxon signed rank tests were condu@edelation tests were also conducted
to comparemissionerrorsin relation tothe syntactic structure of the nouns ¢predified and
non-pre-modified).

6.4. Analysis of the Arabic SentenceRepetition Task
6.4.1. Scoring of the Arabic SentenceRepetition Task

The Arabic article system is different from the English article system because it is not
influenced by noun countability. Indefinite nouns, in both specific and nonspecific contexts,
are markd byzerq and all generic and definite nouns are markedlbgiespite their type or

countability. Accordingly, the scoring of the task concerned only the article of the target NP
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and whether the changes surrounding the NP impacted or changed the sanaantic
pragmatic meaning of the target NP. It was not considered an error (i.e. not scored as 0) when
an adjective was added or omitted within the NP or when the countability of the noun was
changed if the target NP still gave the intended pragmatic anch8emmeeaning. Just like the
English SRT the scoring of the tabic SRTf ol | owed a 011 scoring sch
of 0 was given in the following conditions:

1. When the article is changed, resulting in an omission (Exaéple or the overuse

of al- (Example6.12).

Example6.11

Original sentence:e y T f_syjLl & Fl@H i K bns

TransliterationMat hal an al a Al AImu S aliarigageen. | adat ada
Translation: For example, Muslims have to diak ) charity moneyto the needy.

Repetition: "e y 1 fupllj GFHE=DHT M R bne' (al- omission
Transliteration: Ma t h gZera Badagdilmuhtajden. mu s | i me e

Translation: For example, Muslims have to dizerg charity moneyto the needy.

Example 6.12
Original sentence: af K 3B FUTIWCHKE HOF 2 OWF m R A40H U b

Transliteration: (zeaogHadaya iNloa \&Badderahdiwiz e e 6

(@)
Q

abdam.

Translation: Nora distributggerg present$o poor families every year.

Repetition:"a F K 3B WO ¥ Y A G SR+ ddisex/1 A ¥ 19 hH
Transliteration: (ala)dadaysh i N carwdbagHeratAduliaz e e 6 a
abdam.

Translation: Nora distributgal-/the) present$o poor families every year.
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2. If the changes within the noun phrase impact the pragmatic meaning of the sentence
(Example6.13.
Example 6.13
Original sentence:C1 Ot A0 WOy ALY dbfF Y4B WIAFIbld CrcY a

Transliteration: Yagoom Ahamad biKitalqaerg maqgalat qaseeraijareedah.

Translaton: Ahamad writegzerg short articlegor the newspaper.

Repetition: "WCT Ot A0 WOy RIghangkd}frdm nongegific tal gpedfic c ¥ a H Y

Transliteration: Yagoom Ahamad biKitaliaerd maqgala gaseerditjareedah.

Translation: Ahamad iriting (a/an) short articlefor the newspaper.

3. If other determiners are used, replacing the target afégbample 6.14).

Example 6.14

Original sentence:d F X F Hy j FOF_ R/QIHY @Fm jrpdib n3st@iF

Transliteration: Tataghadath numoorals wdaédéa | uhoohaywaaab adh al

Translation(al- ) Black tigersfeed on the meat of other animals.

Repetition: "4 F % F H y j_KBFp HalHHDRO opjiSbissHaid- ) 1 /1 D

Transliteration: Tataghaddha 6 a-chimoa & s w d al@lahoom alhaywanat.

Translation(some ofal- ) Black tigersfeed on the meat of other animals.

4. If the noun phrase is omittéddxample 6.15).
Example 6.15
Original sentence:e y t fupLlj CriFA@E firteh K bns
Transliterati omu:s | ManteheaAll a r8 @hihabgageen. 1

Translation: For example, Muslims have to giak)(charity moneyto the needy.

Repetition: " eyt rANKA B MY A~ Kaey Ari R bng' (the nounis omitted)
Transliteration: Mathalanal&l T mus | i meen i a6 antubtdleen. aw mu s a

Translation: For example, Muslims have to give or help the needy.
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5. If the repetition failed or was not provided.
6. If the repetition was provided too early before the alarm.
6.4.2. Categorisation ofArabic SentenceRepetition Accuracy Scores

Correct responses were calculated for each participant, who was given an overall
score out of 32. The scoring was then categoriseéétiermine accuracy based on: 1) the use
of articles for each semantic context, that is generic, [definite, specific], [indefinite, specific]
and [indefinite, nonspecific]; 2) the accuracy of each individual article based on the
obligatory context (i.e. aoss all semantic contexts in which the article was used) and 3) for
the article accuracy score within a specific semantic context, a score was given to each of the
al- nonrgeneric uses within the [definite, specific] context.

Based on this categorisation, the overall score was divided across the four semantic
contexts to determine the participantsé accu
contexts. The overall sce was distributed equally across the four contexts. The accuracy of
article use for each of the semantic contexts (the generic, the [definite, specific] context, the
[indefinite, specific] context and the [indefinite, specific] context) was scored eigiuf To
determine the accuracy score for each individual article based on the obligatory context, a
sum of all the scores for each article across the four contexts was calculated. Accordingly, the
accuracy scores fal- andzerq respectively, were calilated out of 16. For each typeadf
nortgeneric uses within the [definite, specific] context, a score of two was given.

Like the English SRT errors in the use of Arabic articles were calculated and
categorised intal- omission,al- overuse andther. Errorswere also categorised based on
grammaticality from grammatical to ungrammatical. Errors were calculated for each case.
6.4.3. Statistical Analysis

Foll owing the same procedures used iIin the

and L eveim®P§S) wdreeperforméd for tB&A and theMAS groups. The data were
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not normally distributed (see Table 6.8). Nonparametric tests were used. In addition,
descriptive statistics were gathered for the accuracy scores converted into percentages.

The nonparametric tests included a betwgeup and a withikgroup analysis. Fahe
betweergr oup analysis, a Manni Whitney U test wa
MA S groups concerning their different accuracy scores. To compare the levels of accuracy
between the semantic context, witinu b j ect s Fr i e d mapiWilcoxon e st s anc
signed rank tests were conducted. Across the obligatory contexts, to examine if there was a
difference in the level of accuracy betwesnandzerg Wilcoxon signed rank tests were

performed.

Table 6.8

ShapiroitT Wil k Test ceheityNdb \fanaack bftthe Acaum
Scores in the Arabic SenterBepetition Task

Shapiroi Wi Levenei

df p value p value

Overall score 79 p < 0.001 p=.695
Accuracy pel Generic 79 p < 0.001 p=.972
semantic contex  [definite, specific] 79 p<0.001 p=.395
[indefinite, specific] 79 p < 0.001 p=.536
[indefinite, 79 p < 0.001 p=.304

nonspecific]
Accuracy pel al 79 p < 0.001 p=.933
obligatory zero 79 p < 0.001 p=.298

context

Nongeneric use: Textualal- 79 p < 0.001 p=.046
of al- Situationalal- 79 - -
Structuralal- 79 p < 0.001 p=.041
Culturalal- 79 p < 0.001 p =.332

For the withingroup analysis, a Spearman correlation test was conducted to examine
the influence of the independent variables of LORURAOA and the TRO& score on the

accuracy scores of the BA group.
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6.5. English SentenceRepetition Results

6.5.1. Order of Accuracy in Using EnglishArticles in Semantic andObligatory
Contexts

For each group, the order of accuracy was determined across semantic contexts and
obligatory contexts. To confirmvhetherthis order wagsomparablewithin-subjects
Fr i ed maandfalowtup Witcoxonsigned rank testwere conducted to examine if
therewere any significant differensdbetween accuracy measures within these contexts for
each of the three groupBhe esults of these tesare presented tables 6.9 and 6.10.

Table 6.9

Fr i ed ma n-8ubjeci/and Wilcaxon Sign&ank Test Results for Accuracy Measures in L2
English Article Use across Semantic Contexts for thg BX and BC Groups

Group Friedman Wilcoxon signeerank test results
results C1-C2 C1-C3 C1-Cc4 C2-C3 C2-C4 C3-C4
ENS G%(2) =13.69, Z=-0.72 Z=-2.83 Z=-173 Z=-2.65 Z=-2.12 Z=-1.00
p=0.003 p=0.474 p = 0.005 p=083 p=0.008 p=0.034 p=0.317
BA G3(2) =36.10, Z=-3.16 Z=-3.25 Z=-1.841 Z=-4.66 Z=-164 Z=-3.92
p < 0.001 p = 0.002 p=0.001 p=0.066 p<0.001 p=0.102 p <0.001
BC A(2) =2.31, Z=-1.06 Z2=-0.20 Z=-0.09 Z=-1.50 Z=-0.980 Z2=-0.60
p =0.51 p =0.290 p =0.844 p=0929 p=0135 p =0.327 p =0.546

Note.C1: generic context, C2: [definite, specific] contéX8; [indefinite, specific] context, C4: [indefinite, nonspecific] cont&S: English
nativespeakersBA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children

For accuracy in using articles in semantic contexts, the gblup exhibited the
highest accuracy in the [indefinite, specific] contétt< 100), followed by the [indefinite,
nonspecific] context\l = 99.58) the genericcontext M = 97.78)and then the [definite,
specific] contexttd= 97 . 08) . Friedmanots t eStherewasail t s
significantdisparityin levels of accuracy across the semaatiotexts ¢(2) = 13.69,p =
0.003. Follow-up Wilcoxon signed rank test results showed that the accuracy level in the
[indefinite, nonspecific] context was significantly higher than in the generic cd@text

2.83,p =0.005,r =-0.36). The level of accuracy in the [indefinite, specific] context was
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significantly higher than in the [definite, specific] contextx(-2.65,p = 0.008,r =-0.34),
and the level of accuracy in the [indefinite, nonspecific] context was notably ligmein

the [definite, specific] contexZ(=-2.12,p =0.034,r =-0.27).

The BA group, however, showed the highest accuracy of English article use in the
[definite, specific] M = 86.25) context followed by the [indefinitepnspecific] context\] =
80.94), the generic contexil(= 75.83) and the [indefinite, specific] conteM € 65.94),
respectivel y. Friedmands test results reveal
difference in levels of accuracy across the sé¢marc ¢ 0%2) =38.109 < §.091).
Follow-up Wilcoxon signed rank test results showed that the accuracy level for the BA in the
[definite, specific] context was significantly higher than in the generic corfext3.16,p =
0.002,r =-0.35). Theaccuracy level in the generic contexds importantly highethan in the
[indefinite, specific] context4 =-3.25,p =0.001,r =-0.36). The accuracy level in the
[definite, specific] context was markedly higher than in the [indefinite, specific] xiofzte
-4.66,p < 0.001,r =-0.52), and the accuracy level in the [indefinite, nonspecific] context was
significantly higher than in the [indefinite, specific] context(-3.92,p < 0.00,r =-0.43).

Like the BA group, the BC group demonstrated the highest accuracy of Entjiikh a
use in the [definite, specific] contex¥l(= 86.54), followed by the [indefinite, nonspecific]
context M =81.73), the generic contex¥l(= 81.41) and the [indefinite, specific] conteM (
=77.88), respectivel y. [ veales thatdontbesBC, tthers werer e s u |
no significant disparities between the accuracy scores across the semantic contexts.
Accordingly, the findings indicate that the BC performed similarly across the four contexts.

Based on obligatory contexts (Table §,10e ENS presented the highest accuracy in
usingzero(M =99.72), followed bya/an(M =99.17) andhe (M = 96.67), respectively.

Friedmanodés test r &g ueveblaed agignificard difiereneedbetiveen tiiea b | e
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accuracy measures oftheEyr oup acr oss o K2 FH08B1,p=0006L ont e xt :
Follow-up Wilcoxon test results demonstrated @/ainaccuracy was markedly higher than
the(Z =-2.18,p = 0.029,r =-0.28), andzeroaccuracy was notably higher thidre (Z = -

2.65,p = 0.008, r=-0.34).

Table 6.10
Fr i e dma n-8ubjecWiand Wilcoxon Sigr&ank Test Results for Accuracy Measures in L2 Englis
Article Use across Obligatorg€ontexts for the ES] BA and BC Groups

Group Fri edmands t Wilcoxon signedrank test results
the-a/an the-zero alan-zero
ENS 6’(2) =10.31, Z =-2.18 Z =-2.65 Z =-1.00
p = 0.006 p=0.029 p =0.008 p =0.317
BA ¢2(2) =32.66, Z =-4.36 Z =-4.80
Z =-1.33
p <0.001 p=0185 P< 0.001 p <0.001
BC G%(2) =8.45, Z =-017 Z =-1.58 Z =-2.68
p =0.015 p =0.864 p =0.115 p = 0.007

Note.ENS: English nativespeakersBA: bilingual adults, BCbilingual children

For the BA group, the highest accuracy was exhibited in @garg(M = 85.63)
followed bythe(M =82.71) andcero(M=6 2 . 92) , respectively. Fri e
revealed that there was a significant disparity betweeadbigracy measures of the BA
group across o B2) F382#%66,0<0901)cFollowup Witcaxon test results
showed that the accuracytbkis importantly hgher tharzero(Z =-4.36,p <0.001y =-
0.49) anda/anaccuracy is significantly higher thaero(Z =-4.80,p <0.001,r =-0.54).
The findings suggest a difference in the ustheindzeroand betweea/anandzeroby the

BA group.
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For the BC group, similarly, the highest accuracy asdsbited in using/an(M =
86.54) followed bythe (M = 84.62) andceroM=7 3. 72), respectively. Fr
results revealed a significant difference between the accuracy measures of the BC group
across obl i g@t=84A5p =0OB)t Fellowup Wicaxon test results
depicted thaé/anaccuracy is significantly higher thaero(Z =-2.68,p =0.007,r =-
0.53) Thereforethe findings suggest a distinction in accuracy betveéanandzeroby the
BC group.

In summary, théindings suggest that the EB\tontrol group was more accurate in the
use of L2 English articles in indefinite contexts than in the [definite, specific] and generic
contexts and more accurate at using both indefinite artilasgndzerg than in usinghe
The findings of the BA group, however, showed that the group was most accurate at L2
English articles in the [definite, specific] context. Moreover, the BA showed similar accuracy
in both the generic and the [indefinite, nonspecific] contexts. I@etcontexts, the BA
group was markedlgnoreaccurate at using L2 English articles than in the [indefinite,
specific] context. In obligatory contexts, the findings suggest that the BA group were more
accurate at using bottianandthe (and slightly moreaccurate in using/an) than in using
zera Regarding the BC group, the findings showed no significant difference in accuracy
concerning semantic contexts. In obligatory contexts, however, the results suggest that the
BC group were more accurate at usafgn than at usingera
6.5.2. Accuracy of Using L2 EnglishArticles in English SentenceRepetition: Analysis

of the LanguageGroups

Table 6.11 presents the mean and the standard deviation of accuracy measures along
with the betweesy r oup KruskaliWallis U results for th

accuracy score per semantic context.
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The analysis revealed a significant differebe¢éween the groups in the overall

accuracy of Eng]l=i145286px10.00l)cRoshoc paregise Coen@alisdn
tests revealed that the BNroup(M = 98.52)were significantly more accurate than the BA
group(M = 77.08) in the overall ug of English articlegp < 0.001,r =0.77). Likewise the
ENS group weré@mportantly moreaccurate than the BC groud & 81.84)in thar overall
accuracy of LZEnglish artcle use jp < 0.001,r = 0.69). However, for the overall accuracy
between the two experimental groupkhough the BC grougchieved ayreater accuracfM

= 81.84)thanthe BA group(M = 77.08) the two groups did not vary in a statistically

significant fashiong = 0.869,r =-0.02).

Table 6.11
Kruskal 1T Wal |-HosPaikviseaGoohparsansResults in the Accuracy of Using English Articl
the Semantic Context of the English Sentdtegetition Task for the EINBA and BC Groups

ENS BA BC Kruskal’l Posthoc pairwise comparison
H results
Accuracy scordMean M SD M SD M SD BA-ENS BC-ENS  BA-BC
score
General 98.52 1.89 77.08 1689 8184 740 (62(2) p<0.001 p<0.001 p=0.869
accuracy (35.46) (27.75) (29.46) p<0.001)
scores
Accuracy  Generic 97.78 375 75.83 1968 8141 1234 (62(2) p<0.001 p<0.001 p=0.717.
per scores (11.73) 9.2) (9.77) p<0.001)
semantic
context
[definite, 97.08 538 86.25 1670 86.54 949 62(2) : p<0.001 p<0.001 p=0.329
specific] (7.77) (6.9) (6.92)
scores p<0.001
[indefinite, 100 0 65.94 1981 77.88 2114 c2(2) : p<0.001 p<0.001 p=0.159
specific] (8) (5.28) (6.23) p<0.001
scores
[indefinite, 99.58  2.282 80.94 2418 81.73 1313 62(2) © p<0.001 p<0.001 p=0.137
nonspecific] (7.97) (6.48) (6.54) p<0.001

scores

Note.ENS: English nativespeakersBA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children
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a. Accuracy in L2 Englisharticle use:semanticcontexts

Regarding relationshigccuracy levels for using English articlaseach semantic
context, in the generic context, the results showadraficant differencdetween the groups
in the accuracy of arti cd428.88ps®00%).Poshobe gener i
pairwise comparison tests revealed that, for #reegc context, the EBlgroup M = 97.78)
were notably more accurate than the BA grddp=(75.83) ¢ < 0.001,r = 0.63). Likewise,
the ENs group M = 97.78) were significantly more accurate than the BC scttes§1.41;

p < 0.001r =0.53). Nonetheless, although the BC groMp=81.41) were slightly more
accurate in their use of articles in the generic than the BA ghMup/5.83), the difference
between the two groups was not significgm&(©.717,r =-0.05.

The results also revealedignificant dstinctionbetweerthe groups in their accuracy
score of English article usel5.747pk0.@1) def i ni t
Posthoc pairwise comparison tests showed that, for accuracy scores in the [definite, specific]
context, the EIS group M = 97.08)were significantly more accurate than the BA graup (
=86.25;p < 0.001r =0.40), and the EIS$ group were significantly more accurate than the
BC group M =86.54;p < 0.001,r = 0.51). However, the difference between the BC group
(M =86.54) and the BA groupM = 86.25) was not significanpE 0.329,r = 0.13.

In the [indefinite, specific] context, the results also yielded a significant difference
between the groups in the accuracy of English article use in the [indefinite, $peritext
( 6 2 £47648,p<0.001). Poshoc pairwise comparison tests revealed that, for accuracy
in the [indefinite, specific] context, the BYM = 100) groupwas importantlymore accurate

than the BA group (M= 65.94;p < 0.001,r =0.82); the EN5 group were also markedly more
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accurate than the BC groupd € 77.88;p < 0.001,r =0.55. Nonetheless, the difference in
scores between the BA and BC groups was not signifipan0(159,r =-0.19.
Finally, the results showed that the groups wertally different in the accuracy
score for English article use #£2830lp<e [i ndef
0.001). Basedonthepdstoc pai rwi se compaiilSgreaupf=99681t sd6 r e:
showed significantly higher accuracyaththe BA groupNl = 80.94;p < 0.001,r = 0.52); the
ENS group were also significantly more accurate than the BC gidup81.73;p < 0.001r
=0.70. However, the difference in scores between the BA80.94) and the BQV =
81.73) groups was not significamt£ 0.137,r = 0.20.
In general, the ENgroup were more accurate in the overall use of L2 English articles
than each of the BA and the BC groups and in accuracy in each of the four semantic contexts:
the generic, thedefinite, specific], the [indefinite, specific] and the [indefinite, nonspecific]
contexts. However, the findings showed no significant differences between the two bilingual
groups (the BA and BC) in any of these aspects. Accordingly, the findings intthattbe
BA and the BC groups performed similarly in the use of L2 English articles in this study.
b. Accuracy of L2 English articleusein an obligatory context
With regards to the accuracy of L2 English article use ibligatory contexts of
the a/anandzerq descriptivestatistics of the means and standard deviation besides the
betweergr oup KruskaliTWallis U resultsheare prese
accuracy othe articleuse the groups exhibited a significant difference in the accuracy
scores of using the articteei n o bl i gat or y23465p €« @001).Poskoe 2 ( 2)
pairwise comparison tests revealed that th& gidup M = 96.67) weremportantlymore
accurate in usinthethan the BA groupMl = 82.71;p < 0.001,r = 0.54). Similarly, the ES

group were also significantly more accurate usirethan the BC groupM = 84.62;p <
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0.001, r=0.52). Nonetheless, fohe scores between the BA and the BC groups, the
difference was not significanp & 0.855,r = 0.025).
The results also displayed a significant difference between thegitnges in the
accuracy of article/anuse i n an obl i cg84.90lpy< 0.60d)nRoshect (62 ( 2
pairwise comparison tests revealed that, for uaiag, the ENSgr oup 6 M=99dDr e (
was significantly more abe85r63a<d.001h=a0b9)t he BA
andt he BC gr Map6db4s;P <s0D@lr ©0.76). Conversely, in usingan,
although the BC groupgM = 86.54) showed more accuracy than the BA grédp 85.63),
the difference between the two groups was not signifigentd(183,r = 0.18).
In addition, the results showed that there was a notable difference between the groups
in the correct use of the articteroi n o bl i gat or y47052,p<¢ 00R1). Post( ¢ 2 ( 2)
hoc pairwise comparison tests demonstrated that tigegedNp (M = 99.72)were
importantlymore accurate in usirgerothan the BA groupNl = 62.92;p < 0.001,r =0.80).
The ENS group M =99.72) were also notably more accurate than the BC groupq8472;
p < 0.001r =0.66). However, there was no significant iistion between the BAV =
62.92) and the BQV = 73.72) groups in usingero(p = 0.567,r =-0.08).
Based on the results across obligatory contexts, tidedup performed better than
both bilingual groups in the use of the three English artithesg/anandzerg. However, as
there was no significant disparity between t
correct use of articles in any of the galiory contexts, the findings suggest that the two

bilingual groups use the three articles at a similar level.
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Table 6.12
Kruskal T Wal lFHosPaiHviseaQohpamsonsResults in the Accuracy of Using English Articles in Obliga
Contexts in the English SenterRepetition Task for the E]NBA and BC Groups

ENS BA BC Kruskal’l Posthoc pairwise comparison
H results
Accuracy scorddMean M SD M SD M SD BA-ENS BC-ENS BA-BC
score
Accuracy  the 96.67 5179 82.71 15694 84.62 1120 62( 2) p<0.001 p<0.001 =0.855
(11.6)

per accuracy (9.93) (10.15) p<0.001
obligatory

alan 99.17 2543 85.63 1678 86.54 6.40 62(2) p<0.001 p<0.001 p=0.183
context (119)

accuracy (10.28) (10.38) p<0.001

Zer0 99.72 152 6292 277318 73.72 1763 62( 2) p<0.001 p<0.001 p=0.567

(7.55)
accuracy  (11.97) (8.85) p<0.001

Note.ENS: English nativespeakersBA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children

c. Accuracy of L2 Englisharticle usewithin a specific semantic context

Theaccuracy scores were also meastoedhe use of articles within each semantic
context, and descriptive statistics and betwgerup analyses were conducted. Table 6.13
presents the result of these tests.

A similar pattern was shown for the three generic articles. Respecting the accuracy of
usinggenericzerqg the groups exhibited significantly different accuracy scpres2 € 2 )
22.555,p0< 0.001). Poshoc pairwise comparison tests revealed that th® gibup (M =
100) markedly demonstrated more accuraayenericzerothan the BA groupNl = 73.13;p
< 0.001yr =0.59. The ENsgroup M =100) were more accurate than the BC gravp=(
84.62;p=0.002,r =0.47. However, the BC groupM = 84.62) and the BA groupM =
73.13) were not noticeably differemt € 0.837,r =-0.03. Regarding the accuracy of using
generica/ann t he groups al so exhi bi=R0685p&a0.801).gni fi ca

Posthoc pairwise comparison tests revealed thageimerica/an the ENsS group M = 97.5)
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were significantly more accurate than the §yup M = 78.75 p < 0.001,r =0.47) and
significantly more accurate than the BC groups<¥B.85;p < 0.001,r = 0.57). Meanwhile,
the BC groupi¢l = 78.85) and the BA groupM = 78.75) were noimportantly dfferent (p =
0.348,r =0.13. As for the accuracy of usirggenericthe, the results also showed a significant
difference between the groups in the accuracy scorgsnafrictheuse( 6 2 € 27 )350,p <
0.001). Poshoc pairwise comparison tests revealed thageimericthe,the ENS group M =
95.83) were alsoatably more accurate the BA groud € 75.62;p < 0.001,r = 0.50).

Likewise, the EMN group (M = 95.83) were markedly more accurate than the BC grigup (
80.77) in usingyenericthe (p = 0.042,r = 0.31). Nonetheless, the BC grould & 80.77) and
the BA group M = 75.62) were noimportantly dfferent (o= 0.307,r =-0.14).

In examining the accuracy of ngeneric uses dhein the [definite, specific]
context,the results revealed a significant difference between the groupsandhecy score
of usingsituationaltthe( 6 2 € Z6)105,p < 0.001). Poshoc pairwise comparison tests
revealed that, isituationalthe,the ENS group (M = 100) were markedly more accurate than
the BA group M1 =81.25;p <.001,r =0.42. The ENs group M = 100) were significantly
more accurate than the BC groly £ 76.92;p = 0.001,r = 0.48. Nonetheless, the BC
group M =76.92) and the BA groupM = 81.25) were not significantly differenp & 0.535,

r =0.09. For the other negeneric categories tfie, there were no significant divergences
between the groups in the accuracygre of usingulturalthe( ¢ 2 £ 2365,p=0.068), in
the accuracy score of usitextualthe( ¢ 2 € 2463,p=0.177) or in the accuracy score of
usingstructuralthe( 6 2 € 2440,p = 0.295).

Regarding the accuracy of usiaanin the [indefinite, specific] context, the groups
exhibiteda si gni f i c an t=121815pf=6.0028)nPoshoc paeige 2omparison
tests revealed th#te ENS group M = 100) wereamportantlymore accurate in usirg/an

than the BA groupN] = 88.75;p < 0.001,r =0.41); the ENs group M = 100) were also
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notably more accurate than the BC groMp=90.38) in this aspecpE 0.026,r = 0.34).
However, the BC groupM = 90.38) and the BA groupM = 88.75) did not significantly
diverge in thei/anuse p = 0.758,r =-0.04). Similarly, forthe accuracy of usingeroin

the [indefinite,

speci fic]

cont ex t=45.90n0 e

p < 0.001). Poshoc pairwise comparison tests revealed that th8 giNup (M = 100) were

significantly more accurate in usizgrothan the BA groupM = 43.125;p < 0.001,r =0.8])

and markedly more accurate than the BC grddip 65.38;p = 0.002,r = 0.48. However,

the BC groupi = 65.38) and the BA groupM = 43.125) weraenotimportantly different(p

= 0.066,r = -0.25).

Table 6.13

grou

Kruskal T Wal |-HosPaiHvisaCGoohpafsonsResults in the Accuracy of Using English Articles within
Semantic Context in the English SenteRepetition Task for the E]NBA and BGGroups

ENS BA BC Kruskali Posthoc pairwise comparison
H results
Accuracy scorddMean M SD M SD M SD BA-ENS BC-ENS BA-BC
score
Accuracy of  Generic 9583 948 7562 2228 80.77 2532 62(2) = p<0.001 p=0.042 p=0.307
articles in a the (3.83 (3.03 (3.23) p<0.001
generic
context
Generic 975 763 7875 2628 7885 1387 62(2) : p<0.001 p<0.001 p=0.348
alan (3.9) (3.15) (3.15) p<0.001
Generic 100 0 7313 3121 8462 1266 62( 2) : p<0.001 p=0.002 p=0.837
zero 4) (2.93) (3.38) p<0.001
Accuracy of  Zero 100 0 43125 33.0052 6538 3614 62(2) : p<0.001 p=0.002 p=0.066
articles in 4) (1.73) (2.61) p<0.001
[indefinite,
specific]
alan 100 0 88.75 1786 9038 1626 62( 2) : p<0.001 p=0.026 p=0.758
4) (3.55) (3.61) p=0.002
Accuracy of  Zero 99.17 456 725 32.42 7308 2594 62(2) = p<0.001 p<0.001 p=0.430
articles in (3.97) (2.9) (2.92) p<0.001
[indefinite,
nonspecific]
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alan 100 0 8938 2110 9038 1266 G2(2) p= p=0004 p=0.006  p=0504
4) (3.58) (3.61) =0.003
Non Cultural 98.33 9.13 87.5 24.68 8846 2193 62(2)
generic uses the (2.97) (1.75) (1.77) p=0.068
of the
(i.e. in
[definite, P— - _ _
speciic] Situational 100 0 8125 2451 7692 2594 62(2) : p<0.001 p=0001  p=0535
context) the ) (1.63) (1.54) p<0.001
Textual 9167 1895 7875 3180 8846 2193 62(2)
the (1.83) (1.58) 1.77) p=0.177
Structural  98.33  9.13 97.5 11.04 9231 1878 62(2)
the (1.97) (1.95) (1.85) p=0.295

Note.ENS: English nativespeakersBA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children
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Like the [indefinite specific] context article, regarding the accuracy of uafagin
the [indefinite, nonspecific] context, t
=11.435,p =0.003). Poshoc pairwise comparison tests revealed that th8 gihdup M =
100) were significantly more accurate in usaignthan the BA groupM = 89.38;p =
0.004,r =0.395. However, there was no significant difference between the (EN= 100)
andBC (p=0.006,r =0.42 groups or between the BC grolg £ 90.38 and the BA group
(M =89.38;p=0.504,r =0.09. Likewise, for the accuracy of usizgroin the [indefinite,
nonspecific] context, the results showed
24.208,p < 0.001). Poshoc pairwise comparison tests proved that th& Bidup M =
99.17) were notably more accurate in usiegothan theBA group M =72.5;p< 0.001r =
0.52) and significantly more accurate than the BC gravip=(73.08;p < 0.001,r = 0.60).
However, the BC groupgM = 73.08) and the BA groupM = 72.5) were not significantly
different o =0.430,r = 0.11).

In summary, the ENgroup demonstrated better performance in using the three
articles the, a/anandzerg within the generic context and in using bathnandzerowithin
the [indefinite, speific] context than both bilingual groups. The &iroup also performed
better in using situation#hein the [definite, specific] context and in usingroin the
[indefinite, nonspecific] context than both bilingual groups. For the uaéaain the
[indefinite, nonspecific] context, the B\yroup performed better than the BA group, while
the BC group showed a similar performance to th&Bhoup in this apect. In all these
aspects, both the BA and the BC groups showed similar levels in the use of L2 English

articles.
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6.5.3. English SentenceRepetition: Role of Background Variables Regarding Accuracyin
Using L2 English Articles
a. Rol e of background variables in accurate
results
Table6.14preserdt he result for SoptkeBAgnaosdpsoé corr el a
accuracy measures and LORUK, L2AOA and L2 proficiefi¢ye results revealed a
significant negative correlation between L2AOA and the overall accuracy of English article
use ( =-0.434,P = 0.005), suggesting that, with higher L2ZAOA, the BA group were les
accurate in using L2 English articles. This was particularly exhibited in the generic and the
[indefinite, nonspecific] contexts. The result also yielded a significantly negative correlation
between L2AOA and accuracy in the generic context-0.476,p = 0.002) and a
significantly negative correlation between the L2ZAOA and accuracy in the [indefinite,
nonspecific] contextr(= -0.443,p = 0.004). Accordingly, this suggests the accuracy of using
L2 English articles in the generic and the [indefinite, nonspecific] context would likely be

less with a higher L2ZAOA.

Table 6.14

Spearmands Correlation Test |aBoeshipbetwsen AcouracyBliedsures

the English SentendRepetition Task and Background Variables of LORUK, L2AOA and L2 Proficiency
Independent variables

Accuracy scores Time living in Age of L2 TROG2 score
the UK acquisition
General accuracy r -0.135 -0.434 0.836
scores p-value 0.406 0.005 < 0.001
Accuracy per Generic scores r -0.156 -0.476 0.782
semantic context p-value 0.336 0.002 <0.001
[definite, specific] r -0.001 -0.160 0.529
scores p-value 0.997 0.325 < 0.001
[indefinite, r -0.138 -0.294 0.745
specific] scores p-value 0.396 0.065 < 0.001
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[indefinite, r -0.172 -0.443 0.706

nonspecific] scores p-value 0.288 0.004 < 0.001
Accuracy per Accuracy of using r 0.007 -0.171 0.549
obligatory context the p-value 0.966 0.292 <0.001
Accuracy of using r -0.134 -0.454 0.755
a/an p-value 0.411 0.003 <0.001
Accuracy of using r -0.126 -0.432 0.772
zero
p-value 0.440 0.005 <0.001
Accuracy of Genericthe r -0.16 -0.073 0.402
articles in generic p-value 0.922 0.654 0.010
context Generica/an r -0.098 -0.431 0.629
p-value 0.546 0.006 <0.001
Genericzero r -0.138 -0.469 0.709
p-value 0.394 0.002 <0.001
Accuracy of Zero r -0.081 -0.227 0.633
articles in p-value 0.619 0.159 <0.001
[indefinite, a/an r -0.166 -0.218 0.528
specific] p-value 0.307 0.176 <0.001
Accuracy of Zero r -0.161 -0.448 0.677
articles in p-value 0.321 0.004 <0.001
[indefinite, al/an r -0.191 -0.279 0.630
nonspecific] p-value 0.238 0.082 <0.001
Non-generic uses Culturalthe r -0.086 0.041 0.464
of the p-value 0.597 0.801 0.003
(i.e. in [definite, Situationalthe r -0.101 0.346
0.193
specific] context) p-value 0.234 0.536 0.029
Textualthe r -0.231 0.402
0.002
p-value 0.991 0.151 0.010
Structuralthe r -0.128 0.095
0.139
p-value 0.392 0.432 0.560

Note.L2A0A = age of acquisitiomf the second language, LORUKlength of residencin the UK, TROG=
test for the reception of grammar
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In obligatory contexts, similarly, the results exhibited a significantly negative
correlation between L2AOA and the accuracyfnuse ¢ =-0.454,p=0.003) and a
noticeably negative correlation betwde?AOA and theaccuracy okerouse ¢ =-0.432,p =
0.005). Therefore, with a higher L2ZAOA among the BA group, less accuracy is likely to be
shown in the use of indefinite articledgnandzerg.

Within the semantic contexts, in the generic context, the results exhibited a
significantly negative correlain between L2AOA and the accuracy of using geredao (r
=-0.431,p = 0.006) and a significamtegativecorrelation between L2AOA and the accuracy
of genericzerouse ( =-0.469,p = 0.002). In the [indefinite, nonspecific] context, the results
yielded a significantly negative correlation between L2AOA and the accurazgrofise (
=-0.448p=0. 004) . Hence, the results revealed t h:
accuracy in usingenerica/an genericzeroandzeroin the [indefinite, nonspecific] context
decreased.

Regarding L2 proficiency, the results illustrated a significantly positive correlation
between L2 proficiency and the overall accuracy of English articlerus8.836,p < 0.001),
suggesting that theverall accuracy of English article use improves with higher L2 proficiency
in the BA group. Across semantic contexts, the findings also portrayed a significantly positive
correlation between L2 proficiency and accuracy within all semantic contexts: géneric
0.782,p < 0.001), [definite, specificr(= 0.529,p < 0.001), [indefinite, specificlr(= 0.745,p
< 0.001) and [indefinite, nonspecifia] € -0.706,p < 0.001), indicating that the accuracy of
L2 English article use in all semantic contexts @lsgmented higher L2 proficiency.

The results also yielded a significant positive correlation between L2 proficiency and
the accuracy of usinthe (r = 0.549,p < 0.001), the accuracy of usigan (r = 0.755,p <
0.001) and the accuracy péro(r = 0.772,p < 0.001). Similarly, the accuracy of using the

English articleshe a/anandzeroimproves with higher L2 proficiency.
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Within the semantic context, in the generic context, the results displayed a aignific
positive correlation between L2 proficiency and the accuracy of using géme(ic= 0.402,

p =0.010), a significant positive correlation between L2 proficiency and accurate geaaric
use ( =0.629,p < 0.001) and a significant positive corrédatbetween L2 proficiency and the
accuracy of using generizero (r = 0.709,p < 0.001). This indicates that, with higher L2
proficiency, the BA group are likely to display better use of the three arttblesa(an and
zerg in expressing generic meaning. In the [indefinite, specific] context, there was a significant
correlation letween L2 proficiency and the accurate useerb(r = 0.633,p < 0.001) and a
significant positive correlation between L2 proficiency and the accurate asndgf = 0.528,

p <0.001). Similarly, in the [indefinite, nonspecific] context, the resiitsved a significant
correlation between L2 proficiency and the accurate ugerof(r = 0.677,p < 0.001) and a
significant positive correlation between L2 proficiency and the accurate asndgf = 0.630,

p < 0.001). Based on these findings, withhHeg L2 proficiency, the BA group are more
accurate in using the indefinite articlegagnandzerg in indefinite contexts.

Similarly, for the norgeneric uses ahe, there was a significant positive correlation
betweerlL 2 proficiencyand the accuracy msing culturathe (r = 0.464,p = 0.003), a marked
correlation betweeh?2 proficiencyand the accuracy in using situatiotta (r = 0.346,p =
0.029) and a significant correlation betwaeéhproficiencyand the accuracy in using textual
the (r =0.402,p = 0.010). Thus, the results generally indicate an improvement in using all
types of norgenericthe, except the use of structuthk, with heightened L2 proficiency.

Based on the results, L2 proficereye e med t o pl ay a domi nant
of L2 English articles. With higher L2 proficiency, the BA group displayed more accuracy in
the use of L2 English articles overall and in all aspects. L2AOA seemed to exclusively affect
the overall usef L2 English articles, the use of L2 English articles in the generic and the

[indefinite, specific] context and the usezgroanda/anin the obligatory context, in which
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the BA group showed less accuracy with L2 English articles with higher L2ZAOA eBi#sp
LORUK, the results revealed no important aspects, so it can be assumed that LORUK shows
no i mpact on the BA groupobés performance.

b. Role of background variables on accuracy in L2 English article use: Bilingual

childrenés resul ts

Table6.15preserét he Sp e ar ma resulisforahe BOger | oadq@d@aay
measures and LORUK, L2AOA ahd andL2 proficiency Based on the findgs, there was
a significant negative correlation between L2AOA and the accuraafaofise ( =-0.738,p
= 0.004) within the [indefinite, specific] context, suggesting a decrease in the accuracy of
usinga/ani n t his contextds higher L2AOA. Based ol
marked correlation between L2 proficiency and the accuracy of agndgr = 0.635,p =
0.020) within the [indefinite, specific] context. The higher the L2 proficiency, the more

accurate the BC group was in the use/ahin the [indefinite, specific] context.

Table 6.15
Spear mands Cor r el Bilibhguab @hildier e the Retationshipg betwder Accuracy Meas

in the English Sentendeepetition Task and Background Variables of LORUK, L2AOA and L1/L2 Profic
Independent variables

Accuracy scores LOUK L2A0A L2 L1 proficiency

proficiency  (ASCT)

(TROG2
Score)

General accuracy r 0.052 -0.003 0.097 0.382
scores p-value 0.866 0.993 0.753 0.197
Accuracy per Generic scores r -0.300 0.175 0.006 0.294
semantic context p-value 0.320 0.568 0.985 0.330
[definite, specific] r 0.017 -0.161 0.187 0.156
scores p-value 0.956 0.600 0.541 0.610
[indefinite, specific] r 0.053 -0.009 0.056 0.145
scores p-value 0.862 0.977 0.856 0.636
r 0.368 0.097 -0.112 0.057
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[indefinite, p-value 0.216 0.753 0.714 0.853

nonspecific] scores

Accuracy per Accuracy of using r -0.275 0.039 0.135 0.309
obligatory context  the p-value 0.363 0.899 0.660 0.305
Accuracy of using r -0.012 -0.337 0.550 0.216
alan p-value 0.968 0.260 0.051 0.478
Accuracy of using r 0.213 0.062 0.085 0.001
zero p-value 0.486 0.841 0.781 0.996
Accuracy of articles Genericthe r -0.359 0.242 -0.055 0.324
in generic context p-value 0.228 0.426 0.859 0.280
Generica/an r -0.402 0.226 0.000 0.331
p-value 0.173 0.457 1.000 0.269
Genericzero r 0.343 -0.239 0.256 -0.171
p-value 0.251 0.431 0.399 0.577
Accuracy of articles Zero r 0.058 0.276 -0.237 0.023
in [indefinite, p-value 0.851 0.360 0.436 0.940
specific] alan r 0.124 -0.738 0.635 0.082
p-value 0.687 0.004 0.020 0.790
Accuracy of articles Zero r 0.106 -0.198 0.067 0.178
in [indefinite,
p-value 0.731 0.517 0.828 0.560
nonspecific]
a/an r 0.236 0.239 -0.021 -0.085
p-value 0.438 0.431 0.945 0.782
Non-generic uses of Culturalthe r 0.000 0.226 -0.394 -0.099
the p-value 1.000 0.458 0.183 0.749
(i.e. in [definite, Sijtuationalthe r -0.314 -0.085 0.167 0.312

specific] context)

p-value 0.296 0.783 0.587 0.299
Textualthe r 0.149 -0.552 0.394 0.148
p-value 0.628 0.050 0.183 0.630
Structuralthe r -0.029 0.410 0.029 0.058
p-value 0.925 0.164 0.926 0.852

Note.L2AOA = age of acquisition of the second language, LORUK = length of residency in thHER@QG = test for the
reception of grammar.

In summary, the results show that L2ZAOA and L2 proficiency seems to have affected
t he BC g¢r afamwihin the neefindef specific] context. The higher the L2ZAOA,

the less accurate the BC is in usaignwithin the [indefinite, specific] context. In contrast,
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with higher L2 proficiency, the BC is more accurate in usif@gwithin the [indefinite,
specific] context. Concerning the other factors, neither LORUK nor the L1 proficiency of the
BC group seems to affect their use of L2 English articles.
6.5.4. Type ofErrors in the Use of EnglishArticles in the English SentenceRepetition
Task

Table 6.5 presents descriptive statistics of the mean and the standard deviation of the
errortype proportionsinthB A a nd B QseoffEnglisp ati@gledhe BA groud s
errors mostly included overusing/anin the zerocontext(24.68%) followed by
pluralisationerrors (14.70%)pluralisation and article errors combin@dt.70%),0ther
(14.35%) theomission (10.91%Yhe overusan the zerocontext (9.76%)a/anoverusen
thethecontext (5.74%)theoveruse irthea/ancontext (5.17%)and a/anomission (3.21%).
The BC group producethe most errors in the categoriesaiher(30.14%) followed by
pluralisationerrors (21.66%)he overuse irthea/ancontext(16.95%) pluralisation and
articleerrors combined(15.70%),the overuse irthe zerocontext(5.97%) a/anin thethe
context 6.97%,)anda/anoveruse irthezerocontext (2.35%)Further details about the
distribution of these errors in each semantic context by the bilingual groups are provided in
Appendix8.

Table 6.16
Descriptive Statistics of Errors in Using L2 English Articles in the
Sentencdrepetition Task by the BA and the BC Groups

Error type BA BC
M SD M SD
a/anomission 3.21% .51 0 .00
theomission 10.91%  1.13 1.26% .28
thefor a/an 5.17% .96 16.95% .86
thefor zero 9.76% 1.03 597% 51
a/anfor the 5.74% 1.01 597% .77
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a/anfor zero 24.68% 2.33 2.35% .38

Pluralisation 14.70% 1.30 21.66% .87
errors
Pluralisation and 14.70% 1.30 15.70% 1.15

article errors combine

Other 14.35%  1.77 30.14% 1.75

Note.BA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children

The errors of the groups were combined under two categories based on grammaticality:
grammatical errors and ungrammatical errors. Tablé irdsents descriptive statistics of the
mean and standard deviation of the errors in both categories by the BA ayjydlgS Based

on the resultsboth the BA and BC grougmoduced moref theungrammaticaérrors.

Table 6.17

DescriptiveStatistics of Grammatical and Ungrammatical Errors in the L
of L2 English Atrticles in the English SenterRepetition Task by the BA
and the BC Groups

Error type BA BC
M SD M SD

Grammatical errors  2.65 2.15 285 191

Ungrammatical errors 5.60 4.50 3.77 1.96

Note.BA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children

Regardinghoun phrase structures, errors in taeicle + adjective + noygrcase andarticle +

nour) case were calculated for each of the two groups. TalBgéetents descriptive

statistics of the mean and standard deviation of the errors in both categories by the BA and
BC groups. The BC groups produced more errors iafiele + nour) case whilefor the

BA, more errors were produced in tfagticle +adjective + nouncase Based on the

Wilcoxon signed ranks test results, the BA group showed significant difference in the amount

of errors inthe (article +adjective + noupand the &rticle+ nour) case. Likewise for the BC
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groups, no significant difference was noted betwaerptoportions of errors in the two
cases.
Table 6.18

Descriptive statistics of errors in the (article + adjective + noun) case and the (article + nour
case

Group (article + adjective +  (article + noun) case Wilcoxon signeerank test
noun) case errors results
M SD M SD

BA 4.45 3.52 3.73 2.996 Z =-155p=0.120

BC 3.23 1.83 3.31 2.02 Z=-0.135p=0.892

Note.BA: bilingual adults, BC: bilingual children

6.5.4.1.0missionErrors in the (article + adjective+ noun) and (article + noun)Cases
Spearman correlation tests were performeekmmine whether the noun phrase
structure when prenodified by an adjective (article + adjective + noun) or not (article +
noun) has a relationship to error production, particularly if the case of the adjectivally pre
modified nouns can result in more alti omission errors. The test was performed regarding
errors by both bilingual groups in the caseuanomission andhe omission errors regarding

grammaticality. The results are presented in Taldl®. 6.

Table 619

Omission Errors in the (article + adjective + noun) and (article + noun) Case
Alan Theomission Grammatical  Ungrammatical
omission errors errors

(article + adjective r .332 .488 .707 .900

+ noun) case errors p-value .015 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

(article + noun) r 316 .320 776 794

case error p-value .021 .019 < 0.001 < 0.001

Based on the results presented in Table 6.20, it appears that in both cases, the noun phrase
structure exhibits the same patterns. Errors in the cqsetiofe + adjective + nourshowed

a significant positive correlation with bo#tlanomission = .332 p =.015 andthe
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omission errorsr(= .488 p < 0.00), suggesting that with the increaseafanomission and
theomission errors, the errors in tteticle + adjective + noyrcase also increase. Similarly,
for error categories based on grammaticality, the errors ifathiele + adjective+ nourgase
showed a significant positive correlation with both grammatrcal. {07, p < 0.00) and
ungrammatical errors € .900,p < 0.00)), indicating that errors in these categories increase
with the increase in errors the (adjective + article+ noucpse.

Likewise, for the(article + nounxase, the results revealed a significant positive
correlation between errors ihd(article + nounase anda/anomission ( = .316, p =.021)
andtheomission errors (£ .320, p =.019), which indicates that with the increaseafian
omission andhe omission errors, the errors in tfaticle + nounkase also increase.

Similarly, for error categories based on grammaticality, the error ifattiele + nounase
showed a significant positive correlation with both grammatrcal. {76, p < 0.00) and
ungrammatical errors & .794, p < 0.00) suggesing that errors in these categories also
increase with the increase in errors of (leicle + nounase.

Based on the results, omission errors do not increase with the adjectival pre
modification of the noun. The relationship between producing errors and the noun phrase
structure does not present any difference betwleeKarticle + adjective + nounase ad the
(article + nounxase. Producing omission errors and errors in general is similar in both cases.
6.6. Arabic SentenceRepetition Results

6.6.1. Order of Accuracy in Arabic Article Use inSemantic andObligatory Contexts

For each group, the order of accuracy was determined across semantic contexts and
obligatory contextsTo confirm whether this order wasmparablewithin-subjects
Fri edmanos tupWicaxonaigndd rdnlotésts weve conducted to examine if
there were any significant difference between accuracy measures within these contexts for

each of the three groups. Results of these tests are presented in té@xAes ®.2.
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For accuracy in using articles in semantic contexts, th&taup exhibited the
highest accuracy in the generldd € 99.68) context, followed by both the [definite, specific]
and the [indefinite, specific] conteXti(= 98.72) and then the [indefinite, nonspecific]
contextM=86. 86), respectively. Ftrfor helMAS, théres t e s t
was a significant difference in theée@l=evels o

91.79,p <0.001). Followup Wilcoxon signedanks test results showed that the accuracy

level in the generic context was notably higher than in the [indefinite, nonspecific] c(mtext

=-5.88,p <0.001r =-0.67). The level of accuracy in the [definite, Spefcontext was
significantly higher than in the [indefinite, nonspecific] context25.48,p < 0.001r = -
0.62), and the level of accuracy in the [indefinite, specific] contextimasrtantlyhigher

than in the [indefinite, nonspecific] context € -5.48,p < 0.001,r =-0.62).

Table 6.2
Fr i ed ma n-SubjecisndWildoxon SignedRank TesResultdor Accuracy Measures
Using L1 Arabic Articles eross Semantic Contexts the MASand the BA Groups

Group Fri edmanod: Wilcoxon signedrank test results
results CilC2 C1-C3 C1C4 C2-C3 C2-C4 C3C4
MAS G(2) =91.79, Z =-134 Z7Z =-1.34 Z =-588 Z =0.00 Z =-548 Z =-5.48
p <0.001 p=0180 p=0.180 p<0.001 p=100 p<0.001 p <0.001
BA G%(2) =82.91, Z =-100 Z =-163 Z =-551 Z =-082 Z =-533 Z =-5.18
p < 0.001 p=0.317 p=0.102 p<0.001 p=0414 p<0.001 p<0.001

Note.C1: generic context, C2: [definite, specific] context, C3: [indefinite, specidiniext, C4: [indefinite, nonspecific] conteMAS:
monolingual ArabicspeakersBA: bilingual adults

The BA group showed similar patterns to the $1Ahe BA exhibited the highest accuracy in

the genericNl = 99.69 context, followed by thédefinite, specific] contextN\l = 99.06), the

[indefinite, specific] contextN] = 98.44) and then the [indefinite, nonspecific] contelt €

87.19 , respectivel y. Friedmands test resul ts
significant disparitesi t he | evel s of accurac¥$2 b&t9lyeen t
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p < 0.001). Followup Wilcoxon signedanks test results showed that the accuracy level in the
generic context was significantly higher than in the [indefinite, nonspecific] context {Z
5.51,p < 0.001,r = -0.62); the level of accuracy in the [definitgpecific] context was
significantly higher than in the [indefinite, nonspecific] context££5.33,p < 0.001,r = -
0.60). Moreover, the accuracy in the [indefinite, specific] context was markedly higher than in
the [indefinite, nonspecific] context (Z -5.18,p < 0.001,r =-0.58).

Regardingaccuracy in obligatory contextisased on Wilcoxon test results, for the
MA S group, the accuracy ai- use(M = 99.20) was markedly higher thanzaro(M =
92.79;Z=-5.60,p < .001, r=-0.63). Likewise, for the BA group, the accuracyalinuse(M

=99.22) was also higher thanzero(M =92.97; Z=-5.08,p < .001, r=-0.57).

Table 6.2

Wilcoxon SignedRank WithirSubjects Test Results Comparing Variatic
in the Accuracy of LArabic Articles in Obligatory Contexts for the I8A
and BA Groups

Group Wilcoxon signeerank test results
MAS Z=-5.60,p<.001
BA Z =-5.08,p<.001

NoteMAS: monolingual ArabicSpeakersBA: bilingual adults

Overall, the findingsndicate that both the M3group and the BA group showed a similar
order of accuracy. Both groups (the And the BA) depicted the least accuracy in the
[indefinite, nonspecific] context, exhibiting a significantly lower accuracy in this context than
theother three contexts (the generic, the [definite, specific] and [indefinite, nonspecific]). In
obligatory contexts, both groups were more accurate at akitigan in usingzera

6.6.2. Accuracy of using L1 Arabic articles: Analysis of language groups

Descriptive statistics of the mean and the standard deviation, with a summary of the

betweergr oup Manni Whitney U t est 2 Difesencestbastweenar e
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BA and MAS groups were observed for the overall accuracy scores in Arabic article use
accuracy scores per semantic context and accuracy scores per obligatory context.
The results indicate that the performance of the BA group didifier from the MAS
group. For the overall accuracy of Arabic article use, the results exhibited no significant

difference between the M&controls and the BA group (U #96.000, z 6.187,p =0.852,

r =0.021). Additionally, the results showed no gifjcant difference between the two groups

in the accuracy scores of using articles in the generic context7/@0.800, z =0.018,p

0.986, r =0.002), in the [definite, specific] context (U861.500, z $.428,p = 0.668,r

0.05) in the [indefinite, specific] context (U #2.500, z =0.312,p =0.755,r =-0.04), or
in the [indefinite, nonspecific] context (U &13.000, z =0.462,p = 0.644,r = 0.05).In
addition, here was no significant difference in the accuracy betvilee BA group and the
MAS control group in usingl- (U = 782.500, z =0.043,p = 0.966,r = 0.005) and no
significant difference between the two groups in the accuracy of memguU =821.500, z =
0.510,p =0.610,r =0.06).

Within the [definite, specific] context, in examining the difference in the uses ef@woeric
the the statistical results showed no significant difference between the BA asdgktip in the

accuracy of usingulturalal- (U = 801.000, z=0.488,p = 0.625,r = 0.05), situationalal- (U =
780.000, z=0.000,p =1.000, r=0), textualal- (U =799.500, z=0.987,p =0.323,r =0.11) and
structuralal- (U =800.000, z=1.013,p = 0.311,r = 0.11). The results indicate that the BA and the

MA S groups similarly use L1 Arabic articles.
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Table 6.22
Kruskal Wallis H and PostHoc Pairwise Comparison Results in the Accuracy of Using L1 Arabic Articles i
Arabic Sentenc®epetition Task for the M3and the BA Groups

Accuracy scorgddMean score MAS BA
M SD M SD Manni Whi tney
General 95.99 2.14 96.09 2.32 U =796.00,z =0.18p =0.852
accuracy (30.72) (30.75)
scores
Accuracy per Generic scores 99.68 2.00 99.69 1.98 U =780.00,z =0.01$=0.986
semantic context (7.97) (7.98)
[definite, 98.72 3.84 99.06 3.33 U =801.50,z =0.42%=0.668
specific] (7.90) (7.93)
scores
[indefinite, 98.72 3.84 98.44 4.19 U =762.50,z =0.312,p =0.755
specific] (7.90) (7.88)
scores
[indefinite, 86.86 4.92 87.19 7.20 U =813.00,z =0.463 =0.644
nonspecific] (6.95) (6.98)
scores
Accuracy per Accuracy of 99.20 2.12 99.22 2.09 U =782.50,z =0.04% =0.966
obligatory usingal- (15.87) (15.88)
context
Accuracy of 92.79 3.05 92.97 4.29 U =821.50,z =0.51¢ =0.610
usingzero (14.85) (14.88)
Non-generic uses Culturalal- 96.15 13.50 97.5 11.03 U =801.00,z =0.488 =0.625
of the (1.92) (1.95)

(i.e. in [definite,
specific] context)

Situationalal- 100 0 100 0 U =780.00,z =0.00@ =1.000
) )

Textualal- 100 0 100 0 U =799.50,z =0.98 =0.323
) )

Structuralal-  98.72 8.01 100 0 U =800.00,z =1.01% =0.311
(1.97) )

NoteMAS: monolingual ArabicSpeakersBA: bilingual adults
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6.6.3. Arabic SentenceRepetition Task: Role of Background Variables onAccuracy
in Using L1 Arabic Articles

Correlation coefficient tests were conducted to examine the relationship beheeen
BA g r accyrarys scores and the independent variall@RUK, L2A0A and L2
proficiency (Table 6.2). Respectind-2 proficiency, the results yielded a significant positive
correlation between L2 proficiency and the overall accuracy of Arabic article a$e332,p
= 0.36), indicating an increase in the overall accuracy in the use of L1 Arabic articles by the
BA group with a higher L2 proficiency. Across the semantic context, the results also showed
a significant positive correlation between L2 proficiency twe@ccuracy score in the [definite,
specific] contextr(=0.331,p = 0.037)andin the [indefinite, spafic] context ¢ = 0.326,p =
0.040).The findings suggest an increase of accuracy by thgrBéyp in theiuse of L1 Arabic
articles in these two contexts (the [definite, specific] and the [indefinite, specific] contexts)
with higherlevel L2 proficiency Across obligatory contexts, a significant positive correlation
appears between L2 proficiency and the accuracy of asifig=0.329,p = 0.038), suggesting
a better use dl- with higher L2 proficiency in the BA group.

With regard to the other two factors (LORUK and L2A0A), the results showed no
significant relationship between these two factors and any of the accuracy measures of using
L1 Arabic. Consequently, it can be camtéd that neither LORUK nor L2AOA had any effect

ontheBA g r o wsedfd 1 Arabic articles.
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Table 6.3
Spearmanédés Correlation Test Results for
Background Variables of LORUK, L2A0A andPRficiency

Accuracy scores LORUK L2A0A L2 proficiency

(TROG-2 score)

General accuracy r -0.233 -0.126 0.332
scores p-value 0.149 0.440 0.036
Accuracy per Generic scores r -0.062 0.201 -0.028
semantic context p-value 0.702 0.214 0.864
[definite, specific] r -0.159 0.331
0.049
scores p-value 0.762 0.328 0.037
[indefinite, r -0.56 -0.214 0.326
specific] scores p-value 0.733 0.185 0.040
[indefinite, r -0.001 0.067
-0.220
nonspecific] scores p-value 0.173 0.996 0.682
Accuracy per Accuracy of using r -0.007 -0.074 0.329
obligatory context al- p-value 0.968 0.651 0.038
Accuracy of using r -0.202 -0.116 0.203
zero p-value 0.212 0.478 0.208
Non-generic uses Culturalal- r -0.128 0.280
0.174
of the p-value 0.283 0.432 0.080
(i.e. in [definite, Situationalal- r - - -
specific] context) p-value - R -
Textualal- r 0.160 0.089 -0.167
p-value 0.325 0.584 0.302
Structuralal- r - - -
p-value - - _

Note.L2AOA = age of acquisition of the second language, LORUK = length of residency in thHERQG = test for the reception of
grammar
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6.7. Discussion

This study aimed to explore L2 English article acquisition by two populations of L1
Arabic and L2English bilingual adults and childreni(Z2). In examining the performance of
each group, several individual and linguistic factors were considered. The study investigated
whether L1 Arabic groups experience any difficulty in the use of L2 English arictes
whether their performance is influenced by L1 Arabic. In those individual factors of L2ZAOA,
L1/L2 proficiencies]. OR and exposure were considered. Furthermore, within the English
data, the study assessed whether the participants were likely to slhewmission with
(article + adjective + noun) structures as opposed to (article + noun) structures. Regarding the
Arabic data, the task was performed only among the adult groups. Like the case with English,
the study examined whether L1 Arabic exhibitegl BB influence due to acquiring L2
English articles and if that was likely to be impacted by the individual factors of L2ZAOA, L2
proficiency, LOR and exposure as well.
6.7.1.What Patterns of EnglishArticle Use doBilingual Arabic 1 English-Speaking
Adults and Children Exhibit during the ir Acquisition of the EnglishLanguage?RQ1)

In this study, the use of L2 English articles by each of the two bilingual groups and
the ENS control group was examined in relationship to: i) semantic contegts)a
obligatory contexts. Additionally, an overall score was measured to investigate the overall
use of the L2 English article system. Accuracy across both semantic contexts and obligatory
contexts was compared to determine the order of accuracy. Begjnagmanalysis was
performed to examine any divergences between the groups. Errors were calculated across the
contexts and categorised inedanomission the omission theoveruse in tha/ancontext,
theoveruse in theerocontext,a/anoveruse in théhe context,a/anoveruse in theero

context,pluralisationerrors,pluralisation and article erros combinedandother.
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Concerning the order of accuracy, the findings showed that the BA group were more
accurate in using L2 English arted in the [definite, specific] context followed by the generic
and the [indefinite, specific] contexts, respectively Mor eover , the BA groucg
English articles in the [indefinite, nonspecific] contbata similar accuracy to both the
generic catext and the [definite, specifidiowever,the use of L2 English articles in the
[indefinite, nonspecifictontextshowed more accuracy than the [indefinite, specific] context.
In the obligatory context, the results showed tfatthe BA, the use of bottneanda/an
was easier tharera The children in th&C showed similar levels in their use of articles
across the semantic context. Based on the obligatory context, hothevessults indicate
that the BC group performed better at ussfgnthanzera Based on these findings, both
groups were different from the B\yroup; the EMN group exhibited more accuracy when
using English articles in indefinite contexts ajeheric ontextsthan in the [definite,
specific] context. Likewise, the EBgroup showed a different order of accuracy in the
obligatory context in which the Eblgroup was more accurate in the use/aihandzero
than inthe Notably, the significance of these findings was small, which could be explained
due to the small data, particularly for the BC group. However, the findings of the BA group
regarding the semantic contexts partially confirm Hypothesis la.

When examiningtte variations between the three groups, the two bilingual groups
were similar in general and in all aspects of L2 English article use. However, both bilingual
groups were less accurate than theSkgkbup in general and in all aspects of L2 English
articleuse, which suggests the difficulty that each group experienced in their use of L2
English articl es. Such challenges can be exp

With respect to errorshe BA mostly produced errors in overusalgnin zero
contexs, followed bypluralisationerrors, errorsvith thearticle and pluralisation combingd

the othercategorytheomission ofthe the overuseof thein thezerocontext a/anoveruse in
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the theoveruse irthea/ancontextand finally, theomission ofa/an For theBC group,
converselypluralisationerrors were most common after the others error catetmigwed
by errors oftheoveruse in th@/ancontext article and pluralisation combinetthe overuse in
thezerocontext,a/anoveruse irthethe contextanda/anoveruse in theerocontext The
findings of this study contradicted the predictions in Hypothesis Jdaa®mission was not
really prominent among the adults and was never actually produced by the children.

The erors produced by each of the two bilingual groups illuminate the aspects of
difficulty each group has in their use of L2 English articles. In the BA group, the first three
most dominant erronfs a/anin zerocontexs, pluralisationerrorsanderrors ofthearticle and
pluralisation combined often indicate problems in understanding noun countability and the
use of number of English. These errors are consistent with the accuracy results, in which the
BA group demonstrated lower accuracy in fineefinite, specific] and the generic in which
number (i.e. noun countability) is marked.

The findings in the BA group align with previous findings in which the use of L2
English articles in the [indefinite, specific] was viewed as more challenginghitban
[definite, specific] context (Ekeirt, 2007; Ekiert & Han, 2016) due to the multiple
formi meani ng mappi ngadanantizeroaee udedte encoderbatic t ur e s
indefiniteness and number. The f acugglet hat t
with noun countability supports previous findings in which noun countability is considered
the most challenging aspect to acquiring English arti@ei€r, 2002;Lardiere 2004). The
lower accuracy in the generic also aligns with the literatureevie Arabic L1 produces
errors when encoding generic meaning in L2 English (FarghatZ élu 6 b i , 2004,
2019; Crompton, 2011). Thgenericcontext brings even more complexity, considering that
marking generic meaning and number requires a distinction between threed@amszsgro

andthe). An interesting aspect in the adult findings, however, is the accuracy in the
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[indefinite, nonspecificcontexts in which, unlike the case with the [indefinite, specific]
context, showed relatively higher accuracy. This pattern could be explained by the small
sampling of the group in the study. Besides the semantic complexity, given that marking
numbers byarticles is absent from L1 Arabic, the performance of the BA group seems to
reflect instances of L1 Arabic influence; further discussion about thefluénce is provided
in Section 6.10.2.

Concerning the BC group, due to the small sampling, it waposstible to explore all
the aspects of their performance. Regarding errors, the dominafiuraifsation errors
cannot be necessarily attributed to an incomplete understanding of noun countability, as it is
not combined witla/anoveruse irthe zeroconext. Pluralisation errors can be explained by
several reasons. According@wldschneider and DeKeys@001), this can be challenging
due to what is called thmumber of phonological alternatioms which the-s form can be
presented with three soun@s z, bz]. In addition, thes plural can present aspects of
formi meaning mappi ng c esimpsecktxandode othenmeartingsarh t h e
English (e.g. the possesshgand the thireperson singulass), which often could make
acquiring these forms challengin@gldschneide& DeKeysey2001).
6.7.2.How do Individual Factors ofAge, L2AOA, L1 (in Children) and L2 Proficiencies LOR
in an English-Speaking Country (i.e. the UK) and Linguistic Factors ofthe L1 article System
and the Noun Phrase Structure Impact the Acquisition Patterns of L21 English Articles in
Adults and Children? (RQ2)

Age and L2 age of onset of acquisition

Regardingage, the studgheckedvhether adults and childreni (I2) exhibit any
disparitiesn thar use of L2 English articles. The results showed that both groups were
similar in all aspects in this studyoth groups were less accurate than native speakers
Correlation results showed th&br the BA group, the earlieghe L2ZAOA, the higher the

overall accuracy in using L2 English articles and the higher the accuracy iralesirand
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zeroin obligatory ontexts, the higher the accuracy of bgémerica/anandgenericzeroand
the accuracy aterowithin the [indefinite, nonspecific] context. For the BC group, the
analysis showed thahe earlierthe L2AOA, the higher the accuracy of usiaanwithin the
[indefinite, specific] context.

While the twogroupsexhibits were generally similar, the oelation results
illustratedthat early learneraeregenerally more accurate than laterfeasin the above
aspects. Accordingly, the findings regarding L2AOA partially confirm Hypothesis 2a.

Interestingly, the findings regarding age are presentespiacas that are generally
more complex for L2 learners and L1 Arabic speakers in particular. Respecting the literature,
genericand indefinite contexts present more femmapping complexity than the [definite,
specific] context and are likelier to suggedtArabic influence. Therefore, the findings seem
to support previous studies in which early learners are likely to be more accurate in using
English articles and to exhibit less L1 influence than late learner®D{ezgBedmar & Papp,
2009.

L2 and L1proficiencies

The correlation results of the BA group displayed that, with an increase in L2
proficiency, the BA group was more accurate in their use of L2 English articles overall and in
all semaitic and obligatory contextslowever for the childrenthe correlation results
showed thatvith higher L2 proficiency, they were more accurate in their use of L2 English
articles in the [indefinite, specific] context, particularly the usa/ahin the[indefinite,
specific] contextTapping intoL1 Arabic proficiency L1 Arabicwas examined in children
The results of the correlation showed no relationship between L1 Arabic proficiency and
childrends use Bdsedbrzthébkdmgsrespecting B2rptoficiericye s .

Hypothesis B is partially confirmed.
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The findings reflect Butlerds (2002) st at
use of L2 English articles with highkR proficiency levels. Correspondingly, the findings
are consistent with the literature in which L2 learners of L1 Arabic groups (e.g. Sarko, 2008,
2009) and other L1 groups (e@haudron% Parker 199Q Liu & Gleason2002 showed
more accuracy in their use of L2 English articles. The findings supportkambet 6 s ( 2020)
explanations that, with greater proficiency, the ability of L2 learners to differentiate form
mapping distinctions also increases.
Length of residence in the UK

Based on the results thife correlation tests, neithére results othe BAnor the BC
groupshowed anyelationship to LORUKHence, the findings reject the prediction in
Hypothesis 2c, in which more accuracy is expected with longer residence. As explained in
Section 5.7.2 regarding LOR, the impact of LOR is constrained by the amount of engagement
in both the L1 and L2. Therefqre2 exposure can be further examined by considering the
extent to which each BA and the BC are engaged in using both L1 and L2 in the L2 context.
L1 to L2 influence

TheL1l influence on L2 English article use can be identified through the performance
of each of the bilingual group®gardingheir L11 L2 similaritiesanddifferences as well as
how they generally perform compared to native speakers and other L1 groups. For these
purposes, Jar vi g frammawbrk Was adopted. kndhés sectipr® éxdmine
the performance of each of the bilingual grotgrgardingthree types of evidence: i)
intragroup homogeneity, ii) intergroup heterogeneity and iii)LL2performance congruity.

Concerninghe first evidence, each of the bilingual gropesformel differently
compared to the ESlcontrol group. Both groups were less accurate in their use of L2
English articles than the BB\tontrols.Respectingselinker (1983), Jarvis and Pavlenko

(2008) state thaif bilinguals exhibit a different performance fromative speakers of the
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source language (i.e. English in this caséjich indicates thatragroup homogeneityf the
group.Each of the BA and BC grog@mppeas to satisfy this evidence.

In comparing the performance of the two groups to their L1 use of Arabic articles, the
findings of the BAgroup revealednore congruityconcerning-1 Arabic article use in their
performance than the BC growgspeciallyin using articles across semantiaitaxts. In the
semantic context, more acctearticle usevas exhibited in [definite, specific] context
wherethe use of articlesvasmore similar across Arabic and English. This congruity is
further shown in the lower accuracy the BA gralgmonstrateth the generic and
[indefinite, specific] context in which marking these meanwveysedacross the two
languages. Interestinglfor the BA groupthe use of L2 English articles in the [indefinite,
nonspecific] context was similar in accuracy to theirafde2 English articlsin the
[definite, specific] contexteven though in this context (i.e. the [indefinite, nonspecific]) the
use of articles across two languages generally difféee explanatiofor this is that the
data wereconsiderably smalRespectingerrors,the overuse of/anin zerocontexts and
pluralisationerrors,however were the most commonly produgedggesting problems in
understanding number/noun countabilife hsufficient understanding of noun countability
also presentlL21 L1 performance congruity where L1 Arabic articles, unlike English articles,
do not mark number.

Regarding he BC gr o u p theordgr ef adcuracygmbkatcedBAgroup
does not seem to present congruity between L2 English article use and lid aktiale use.
The small sampling has led to no statistiGaliationsacross the contexts apart from showing
more accuracy in usingfancompared to usingerg which does not reflect any congruity.

Furthermore, errors do not seem to indicate relevambpt L1 Arabic articles are used. The

BC groupdés findings are insufficient to prov
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Bilingual group® di v e r g bemetcompardd to®thenlsl graueflects some
level ofintergroup heterogeneitfhe BAg r o u p 6 saccgraceimtheddefinite, specific]
context than in the [indefinite, specific] contéxti common pattern in L2 learners regardless
of whethertheL1 has articles (e.dRobertson200Q White, 2003 Lardierg 2004 Diez-

Bedmar& Papp 2008).The kessaccuracy irthe genericcontext however, can be specific to

L1 Arabic groups due to the difference in mapping between form and meaning across English
and Arabic. The error patterns within thenericcontext in this study agree with previous
literature (e.g. Crompton, 2011; FragBaAl-Zou dbi , 2004) in which L1
(considering thain L1 Arabic, only al- is used to margenericmeaning also overuséthein
zerocontexts. Howevethetheoveruse irthe zerocontext error also occurs withihe

Spanish L1 group ithegenerc contextin Diez-Bedmar and Papp (200&ven though.1

Spanish usethree types of articles (i.definitg indefiniteandzerg. DiezBedmar and Papp
(2008), however, explain that this pattern (ibeoveruse irthe zerocontext)is unusual

considerilg theL1 Spanish system and that it could result from classroom language

instruction emphasing the owerall use ofgenericthein L2 English. Based on DieBedmar

and P ap pedmanafiodwWelc@ihot completely exclutlee proposition that thine

overuse irthezerocontext is due to L1 Arabic influenceonsidering that this error also

occurred among L1 Arabic speakers in previous studies (FarghalZl&AuU 6 bi , 2004 ;
Alzamil, 2019; Crompton, 2011).

Respectingther errors, overusinganin zerocontexts angbluralisationerrors,
converselywere the most commonly produ¢edggesting problems in understanding
number/noun countabilityrheinsufficient understanding of noun countability present
L21 L1 performance congruify-1 Arabic articles, unke English articles, do not mark
number Although marking numbers presents a challenge for L2 English learners due to

formi meaning mapping complexity, the difficu
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particularly among groups whose L1 lacks articlesef@mple Japanese (Butler, 2002) and
Chinesel(ardiere 2004 in Diez-Bedmar& Papp 2008) In Diez-Bedmar and Pap{2008,
for instance, Chinese L1 showed more struggle in marking numbers compared to the L1
Spanish group whose language has articles that encode numbers. Based on this comparison,
due to the lack of marking numbers in Arabic, the findings of the BA group teeeomfirm
intergroup heterogeneity

In conclusion, the findings of the BA groups indicate that the adults in this group
exhibit instances of L1 Arabic influence in their use of L2 English articles and that the
difficulty in using the L2 English articlds not just due to the complexity of the use of
articles present. Based on this conclusion and the former explanation presented in Section
6.10.] the findings of the BAyroups upport Eki entd 6 EKk( 22Xy and Han
claims that the process oRlEnglish articles is impacted by both the complexity within the
target languagena thelL 1 influence.Concerning the BC group, due to the small sampling, it
was not possible to fully examine the CLI in their performance.
Noun phrase structure

Based on th literature, it is assumed that omission errors are likelier to occur with
noun phrases that are predified by an adjective than with no adjectives. This is assumed
to be due to prenodified NPs requiring more processing than when they lack modification
In examining errors, errors were counted for both structures: i) article + adjective + noun and
i) article + noun.

Based on the correlation results, teationshipbetween producing errors and the NP
structure does not present anggdiritybetween théarticle +adjective+ nour) case and the
(article + noup case.The production obmission errors and errors in general is similar in

both casesl'he results contradict the prediction in Hypothesis 2d. That is, the findings
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contradict previos studies, where more omission was found inanicle +adjective +
nour) case(Goad & White, 2004; Trenkic, 20D2

According to Trenkic (2009), more processing is required in the case-nfquidied
nouns. While this is confirmed by previous studibi can be explained because the
performance of L2 learners often presents a variability where other external factors can also
impact the L2 acquisition process. One explanation is linked to L2 proficiency, where errors
often decrease with higher profiniges. In the current data, the bilinguals had mostly
intermediate to advanced levels of L2 proficiency. It would be interesting to examine these
aspects with greater variability regarding L2 proficiency.
6.7.3.Does L2 Affect L1 Use of ArabicArticles in ArabicT English Bilingual Adults?

(RQ3)

In examining the L2 to L1 effect, the performance of the BA groups were compared
to the MAS groups. The findings showed similar performance by both groups in the use of
L1 Arabic articles anth all semantic and obligatory contexts. Both groups, the BA and the
MAS, showed the same order of accuracy in using L1 Arabic articles across both semantic
and obligatory contexts. For each group, the least accuracy was exhibited in the [indefinite,
nongecific] context, while for the other three contexts (i.e. the generic, the [definite,
specific] and the [indefinite, specific] context), the levels of L1 Arabic article use were
similar. For each of the two groups, the accuracy in uslwgas higher thazera In
addition, betweeigroup analyses showed no variations between th& d#al BA groups in
any aspect of L1 Arabic article use.

ReflectingL 2 1 ctrdsslinguistic congruity, in comparing the BA use of L2 English
articles to their use of Arabic articldbgy showed differentorderof accuracy across the
four semantic contexts in their use of L2 English articles compared to L1 Arabic articles.

However, in obligatory contexts, in both languages, the BA showed more accuracy in using
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the definite articlesl- andthethan in using the indefinite articieroin both Arabic and
English.

Based on the existing evidence, the only indication of L2 tanfldence is presented
intheL 21 L1 c r o sosdruitypgriormanteiindhe level of accuracy within obligatory
contexts where the use of the definite articles showed more accuracy. The study presents a
limitation in the lack of comparative groups @her source languages (i.e. other L2 groups,
in this case). Furthermore, considering the limited studies on the L2 to L1 influence in this
area, it was not possible to make these comparisons (i.e. with other L2 groups) based on the
existing literature. Thefore, aspects of intergroup heterogeneity cannot be confirmed.

Based on the above, the existing evidence is not sufficient to confirm L2 to L1
influence in the BA g Hyatpedssispardatlyfcanfirmeal.n ce; t he
Further research iseeded with the inclusion of other comparative groups to investigate the
phenomenon.
6.7.4.How do Age, L2A0A, L2 Proficiency, as well asthe LOR in an English-Speaking
Country (i.e. the UK) Impact the Use of L1 ArabicArticles in Adults? (RQ4)

L2 age of onset of acquisition

Considering that Arabic was examined only with adult participants, to determine the
impact of L2ZAOA, this was explored mainly in relationship correlation test results. The
findings showed no relationship between the BA ddeldArabic articles and L2AOA. The
findings, therefore, reject the predictions in Hypothesis 4a.

This lack of relationship between L2\ and the use of the L1 Arabic articles is not
surprising. There is little variability in L2ZBA among the BA group, asost are late learners
of L2 English. Moreover, because theaBic SRT for the reasons mentioned in Section 6.5,
was performed on adults, it was not possible to witness the performance in children as early

learners.
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L2 proficiency

The findings showed that with an increase in L2 proficiency, the BA group exhibited
more accuracy in using L1 Arabic in the [definite, specific], [indefinite, specific] and
obligatory contexts adl-. The findings in this aspect partially confirm Hypottse4b.
The findings are consistent with previous studeeg.Major, 1992; Kecske& Papp, 2008
which determined that proficiency in the source language (i.e. L2) affects I(é.gddajor,
1992; Kecske& Papp, 2008 Therefore, the findings suggest la2-to-L1 influence. This
was often found among L2 learners with higher levels of L2 proficiekeggkes& Papp,
2003. Jarvis (2000), however, explains the extent of how the L2 to L1 influence (i.e.
increasing, decreasing or stable) is linked to otheables.

Based on théhinking for speakingoncept and the fact that language properties can
affect the minds of bilinguals, the findings in this study suggest a positite- L2 influence
due to the acquisition of L2 English articles. Based on B(R2[&02), the awareness of L2
English article use increases with greater L2 proficiency. Because of the relationship between
form and meaning mapping across L1 Arabic and L2 English, it is likely that, with gaining
awareness of how forms are mapped to megnim L2 English articles, the participants
became more aware of the crosslinguistic similarities and disparities with the L1 Arabic
article system. Consequently, they became al
the L1 Arabic article system, whiavas reflected in their use.
Length of residence in the UK

With reference to the results, the length of time in which the BA group remained
showed no relationship to how the BA performed regarding the use of L1 Arabic articles,
which rejectHypothesis 4. Moreover, given that the impact of LOR is often confounded by

the level of engagement in L1 and (MacKay& Flege 2004) it can be assumed that the
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subjects in the BA group were not necessarily engaging enough in L2 to the extent of
exhibiting influence in the L1.

6.7.5. Generall mplications

L2 use of English articles

The English SRTf i ndi ngs bring further evidence tc
(Chapter 5), in which the use of L2 English articles presents an integration between L2
complexity and the knowledge of the L1 system. This is particularly evident in the adults in
the BA goup. The findings of the BC group in this study lack significant aspects due to the
small number of participants. The explanations provided here were, rather, made in
association with the adultsdé performance.

Regarding L2 compl e griadcuyracy irtthe §defiBitd, specifiojlu p 6 s h
context as opposed to the generic and the [indefinite, specific] context can be attributed to the
fact that the [definite, specific] context p
form (i.e.the) is used to mark one meaning (i.e. definiteness), as opposed to generic and
[indefinite, specific] where multiple meanings (generic meaning and numbergeleeic
context and indefinite meaning and number in the [indefinite, specific] context) aaeeslirf
by multiple forms {he, a/anandzeroin the generic and/anandzeroin the [definite,
specific] context). Besides L2 complexity, the use of L2 English articles by the BA groups
exhibits L1 influence, where the L2 use of English articles is congwigémL1 article use.

Based on this observed integration, the study, like the case with the narrative (see
Section 5.7.6), further supports Cook and Co
multicompetence, in which L1 and L2 systems are iategrin the minds of bilinguals. The
findings also provide additional evidence regarding the relatiot&typeen language and
thought n which formally activated language properties in the L1 facilitate the acquisition of

similar L2 patterns@dlin, 2005.
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The findings further confirm the role of the individual factors of L2ZAOA and L2
proficiency in L2 development and the level of interaction between the L1 and L2.
Respecting L2AOA, the evidence further supports previous findings, where early learners are
often better and faster at L2 acquisition and overcoming negative L1 influence (Zoderenko &
Paradis, 2008, 2012yhe findings regarding proficiency are consistent with the role of the
L2 experience, where more accuracy is observed with increased Lagirofiim et al,

2020. This is particularly observed for aspects that are more challenging for L2 learners,
either due to complexity or to L1 effects 1in
mapping are observed between L1 and L2.

L1 Arabic article use and L2 effects

Due D the high level of similarity between the BA and the $A performance, the
Arabic SRTdata present no direct indications oft2L1 influence. The only indication of
the L2 effects on the L1 is presented in the relationship between L2 proficiendyeand t
heightened accuracy by the BA in using articles in the [definite, specific] context, the
[indefinite, specific] context and the obligatory contexabf

The findings illustrate how L-2o-L1 influence is presented differently compared to
L1 to L2 influence. The fact that L2 effects were not presented directly in the performance of
the BA group aligns witliKecskes and Papp2003)statement that an L2 effects on an L1
are often harder to detect, considering that they are rarely presented in the domnsof
Moreover, the findings are consistent with the fact that L2 to L1 influence can rarely be
present on a structural levéldcskes& Papp 2003)

The findings also suggest that the appearance of do-L2 influence is linked to the
differenceint he | ev el of formimeaning complexity be
the L1 Arabic article. In the use of L1 Arabic articles, the meaning of each semantic context

is encoded by one article only, eitladr or zera Therefore, the use of articles in each context
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presents a ore 0 r mimeamiag connection. In using L2 English, the meaning within the
indefinite and generic presenta multgpleo r mT mul t i pl e meani ng conne:
of complexity in L1 and L2 Aabic, the findings support tletructural overlapheoryin
which the CLI on the structural level is often unidirectional from the least complex language
to the more complex language (i.e. from L1 Arabic to L2 English), where the overlapping
form use is emphasised, but not in the opposite direction (i.e. L2 English to L1 Arabic),
which is the case in therabic SRTfindings.
Given that the accuracy of L1 Arabic articles increases with higher L2 proficiency,
the findings are c¢on £008)txlanationsintetatiosipm k and Co
mul ticompetence, and the L1TL2 integration <c
development. The findings suppé&cskesandPap® 2008 explanation that L2 learners
need to reach a particular L2 thresholdxhikit an L2 effect on L1 performance, where L2
proficiency plays an important role.
As mentioned irBection6.10.4, there is an increase of awareness about the use of L1
Arabic articles with L2 proficiency; this suggests Li21 L1 influence wagsrather exhibited
in the underlying semantic and pragmaticmeaning i ch s up p 0s(2003) Ri ngbomboé
statement that there isoremetalinguistic awareness resulting from L2 acquisition.
Mi h alDjeivg uong0L0jstlidy discoveredhat anincrease in metalinguistic awareness

resulted in | earnersd .heightened awareness o0

241



CHAPTER SEVEN: GENERAL DISCUSSION

Thefindings of the two studies were discussed and presensastiions.8and6.10,
respectively. The current discussiaddresses the difference across the findings of the two
studies as well as the limitations of the overall results.
7.1. Implications of the Studies

The central aim of this project was to examine the use of L2 English articles and L1
Arabicart i cl es within two groups of Arabicim Engl
seven to 12). The project mainly explored the effect of L1 Arabic on the acquisition of L2
English articles and how L1 Arabic article use is impacted by L2 English indbegs. To
achieve this aim, two studies were conducted using two experimental tasks: a Rarrative
elicitation task andraSRT. Considering that this project follows a bidirectional perspective,
the studies were conducted in both Arabic and English anddedlwo control group£€NS
andMAS. In addressing the aims of this thesis, certain hypotheses were formulated. The
findings of the two studies showed similarities in the way they responded to these
hypotheses, but some differences were also observed imdicates the role of task type in
L2 acquisition patterns. Il n this section, we
research questions.
7.1.1. What Patterns of EnglishArticle Use doBilingual Arabic T English-Speaking

Adults and Children Exhibit during the Acquisition of the EnglishLanguage?

(RQ1)

This section addresses the difficulties as well as the ease with which L1 Arabic
speakers face the L2 English language. This is presented based on both the accuracy measure
and the types of errsracross the two studies. In general, both findings showed that
expressing definiteness in the use of L2 English articles was the easiest for both experimental

groups than expressing indefiniteness. INSRT, where generic meaning is also examined,
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expressing definiteness in the L2 English article use was shown to be easier than both the
indefinite and generic meaning. Accordingly, both studies confirmed Hypothesis la.
Concerning errors, both studies demonstrated that noun countability (i.e. number) was
a general struggle that generally surfaced irBiAegrous performance, but not in the BC
group. In the narrative studg/anomission occurred as a common pattern among both the
BA and the BC grougp which partially confirmed Hypothesis 1b. Overusihgalso
occurred among both groups, but it wadas prominent ag/anomission.In the Ehglish
SRT, a/anomission hardly occurred in either group. However, overusiagwhen
considering both contexts méroanda/an) was generally commoitherefore, Hypothesis 1b
in the EhglishSRTwas partially confirmed.
The findings indicated that both the comp
in the use of L2 English articles and the difference across L1 and L2 article systems play a
role in thedifficulty that L1 Arabic speakers experience in using L2 English articles.
Notably, the two studies showed a dispar.i
performance in the English narrative was more accurate and presented a minimal difference
from the ENS group. In the sentenaepetition, conversely, aside from being less accurate in
the Ehglishtask, the data were insufficient to examine all aspects of L2 English article use.
This could be explained by the small sample of the group.

7.1.2. How doIndividual Factors of Age, L2A0A, L1 (in Children) and L2 Proficiencies LOR
in an English-Speaking Country (i.e. the UK) and Linguistic Factors of the L1 article
System and theNoun Phrase Structure Impact the AcquisitonPat t er ns of L27T Eng
Articles inAdults and Children? (RQ2)
With respect to the different factors, L1 influence appeared to play an important role

in the L2 English article use by the experimental groups, in the BA group in particular. In the

English narrative data, bo#xperinental groups exhibited L1 effects to varying extents in
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their use of L2 English articles. However, in theglish SRT due to data limitations, it was
not possible to confirm the case in children.

The findings regarding L1 influence present evidence on how bilingual performance
reflects the integration of both L2 knowledge and former L1 knowledge. The findings of both
studies, therefore, support Cook and Cookods
multicompetence that L1 and L2 systems are presented differently in the minds of bilinguals
than monolinguals. Based on the partial integration modetheniihkedlanguage model, in
the process of L2 development, L1 and L2 systems show some level oftiatevarere L1
knowl edge i mpacts L2 use and vicel®wegrsa. The
explanation respecting the relationship between language and thought, where the former
knowledge of the L1 has power over the concepts inside the minlkhgtials, which leads
this former L1 knowledge to surface in the use of the L2.

Regardingother factorsthe findings confirm the role of L2 proficiency that
Hypothesis 2b exerted in making bilinguals more aware of the use of L2 forms and accurately
mapthem to their intended meaning. Regarding LOR, both studies reject Hypothesis 2c,
explaining how the LOROG6Gs i mpact connects to
context.

Concerning L1 influence, both factors showed an interaction with theflutnce.
With higher L2 proficiency and more awareness of L2 English article use, the L1 influence
decreasesRegarding L2AOA, the findings confirm previous studies (lonin et al., 2009;
Mor al esi Reyes & G- mez Sol er, 2016earlyZodr enko
learners were likely to display more accuracy and exhibit less L1 influence in L2 English
article use than late learners.

Regarding the noun phraseéb6és struBRTure, th

where the findings suggested no differemt producing omission errors between (écle
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+ adjectivet noun)case and th@rticle +noun)case. Accordingly, the findings reject the
prediction in Hypothesis 2d.
7.1.3. DoesL2 Affect L1 Use of ArabicArticles in ArabicT English Bilingual Adults and

Children? (RQ3)

The findings of both studies partially confirmed Hypoth&sishe experimental
groupso6 performance s ho3gerdowp s gre rsfiarimanrdd y
L2 influence was not clearly observed on a structural lenehd Arabic narrative,
indications of L2 to L1 influence appeared in the difference in performance between the BA
and the BC groups, where the BA group showed better performance in some aspects. This
was attributed to two reasons. The first was that thgBup, being older and more
experienced in L1, developed a better use of L1 Arabic. Furthermore, the BA group, unlike
the BC group, attended schoolSaudi Arabiavhere Standard Arabic is taught formally, as
opposed to the BC group, who attended schotiie UK with no formal learning of Arabic.

The experience of learning Arabic formally was likely to increase the awareness of using L1
Arabic articles in the BAs. The other possibility is that the BA group exhibited possible L2
to-L1 effects. This seconplossibility can be supported by the fact that, despite the small
effect size, the BA groups were statistically better than th&kiupin some aspest This
aspect is consistent withe c s k e s a n d stidg wherd 2 eff¢ct? 8 6b8ejved in
showing better use of L12-to-L1 effects are further supported by how the aacu level in

the L1 use of Arabic articles showed a relationship with other individual factors of L2
proficiency and LOR (see Section 4.7.4).

In the Arabic SRTtask, the L2o-L1 influence was observed even less. Thed-21
influence in the BA groups was indicated onl

L1 Arabic and L2 English article use. Additionally, the increase in accuracy in the L1 Arabic
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article use withan increase in L2 proficiency gives further indication of the L2 effects in the
BA grougs use of L1 Arabic articles (see Section 4.7.4).
7.1.4. How do Age, L2AOA, L1 (in Children), L2 Proficienciesand LOR in an English-

Speaking Country (i.e. the UK) Impact the Use of L1 ArabicArticles in Adults

and Children? (RQ4)

The two studies showed a variationhow the background variableEL2AOA, LOR
and proficiencies are shown in the use of L1 Arabic arti@lescerning L2AOA, the efects
of age were observed only in the narrative study, in which contrary to predictions in
Hypothesis 4a, adults were more accurate and appeared to show rtotell&ffects in
their use of L1 Arabic articles than in childreredarding L1 and L2 profiency, L2
proficiency, in both studies, appeared to affect some aspects of L1 Arabic article use by the
BA group, which showed more accuracy with higher L2 proficiency, partially confirming
Hypot hesis 4b. Concerning L OmRirmthe hypothessr r at i v e
regarding children, with the increased accuracy observed with higher LOR, partially
confirming Hypothesis 4c. However, the second study does not show any relationship
between the adult use of L1 Arabic articles and LOR, which rdigisthesis 4c.
7.2. Limitations

This section presents the limitations of this study; in addition, it suggests potential
hypotheses for future research. The limitations of the current studies were mostly
methodologicalWhile some of these limitations relatedseamplingtask desigrand aalysis
other limitations were linked to issues regarding the COWituation, which influenced
the data collection process.

Regarding the experimental group, the number of participants was quite small for the
children. Due to the situation with COVAL® and the inability to continue meeting

participants in a fact-face mode, the tools of data collection were moved and traedfe
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online. This context was too challenging for théldren Notably, this was not the case for
the MAS controls, as the data collection took place before CG1AD

The small number of children in the BC group and the inconsistency in number across
thegroups have prevented the possibility of using parametric tests in the data. Moreover, the
findings of the children cannot be considered a fully accurate representation of how bilingual
children of this age group would like to behave. To prevent thetamstn the future, it is
recommended to get a sufficient, equal number of participants within the three groups.

The current study was also deficient in providing comparative groups within the
suggested framework to examine crosslinguist
(2008) frameworkl deal | 'y, f or t he Rahebebnbettertoindudgr oup, i
control groups of children in a similar age group for both languages, Arabic and English.
However, due to the pandemic, it was not possible to recruit more children for the current
study.Moreover,althoughplans wereriginally made to collect datafrom other groups of
bilingualswith a different source language.g. Dutch learners of Englidioy both children
and adults this was not possible due to the pandeiddence from another group of L2
learners of Engliskwvould have made it posdébto investigatevhether forward or backward
CLI was indeed a plausible explanation for the results in the L1 Arabic:gfde@arners with
Dutch as their LHlo notexperiencghe same problems with English artickeslearners with
Arabic as their L1this would be evidence famtergroup heterogeneityvhich according to
Jarvis and Pavlenk@008 is one of the key pieces of evidence needéaadviestigate
forward/backwardCLI. Comparing two groups of bilinguals would have been preferable
because therés an increasing awareness in the field twahparingbilinguals to
monolingualds problematicbothlanguages are always active in thiengual mind(e.g.

Birdsong, 2005b2006 Singleton, 200}, which means language processindifferent in

these two groupgn addition, the amount of exposure to each language is reduced in
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bilinguals by comparison with monolingualhere arghereforemportant qualitave and
guantitative differences between monolinguals and L2 leafb2ngserswith respect to a
range of linguistic variables (Birdsong , 200B9r this reasonmany researchersow
acknowledge thdtl attainments should not be the standegdinst which.2 learners antl2
usersareevaluated Cook, 2008. However, Cook (2008) states that such comparisons can
be useful in discovering similarities and differences between the two galtipsughthis

was the aim of this research pgpewould have beepreferable to compare the bilingual
groups in this paper to other bilinguals of different source and target langHagesver,
includingother bilingual groups wouldaverequiral assistance fim researchers who are
speakers of those languagéhis was not possible due to limitations of time and resources
which was complicated with the COWVAIDO situation delaying the data collection process.

To obtain more holistic evidence of the effects ofdnlL2 and L2 on L1, based on
Jarvis and Pavlienkobés (2008) framework, the
necessary. Although these comparisons in the current research were done using external
references, it would bring more consistency to hagsedtroups within the study. This
would apply to both the case of the adults a
performance is compared to other equivalent groups of different source languages. In the case
of theL1-to-L2 effect it would be advised to include at least two comparative groups of
different first languages to compare to L1 Arabic participants. As the research is relevant to
whether the first language includes an article system, it would help to include one with a
group of L1 which has an article system and another in which the L1 lacks articles.

Regarding the effect of the L2 on the L1, in which L2 English is the source language, it
would be useful to include a group in which L2 is a language that lacks articlas@thér in

which the article system is different or more complex than the L2 English article system.
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In respect to methodology, some decisions affected the design®R®h&he Arabic
SRTwas designed in Standard Arabic, which was too challengingdarhidren in the
study. Considering that Standard Arabic was learnt mainly in school and children mostly
arrived in the UK before or only a little after they started school, they could not develop
enough competence in using Standard Arabic. Moreovemaiiteto contact a bilingual
school in London, where Standard Arabic is taught to children, were often delayed by the
principal of the school due to certain protocols. Consequently, it was decided to collect data
outside with children who studied in gendtdd schools. By that time, it was too late te re
design the task in colloquial Arabic. Since Standard Arabic was too challenging for them, the
Arabic version of th&RTwas cancelled for the BC group. Therefore, the Ar&itd was
used only with adult padipants.

The SRT additionally present some major issues in relation to how items are
processed which could question if the errors made were the result of processing effort rather
than an actual presentati on o§Englikheandpfebict i ci p a
articles. These issues are related to two aspects: 1) sentence structural complexity and 2) the
position of the target noun structure within the sentence. In respect to the structural
complexity, it has been reported that an incréaséructural complexity can lead to more
processing effort which accordingly results in more errors than in cases with less complex
structure (Trenkic, 2009). According, sentences should be of an approximately equal level of
complexity where it would bpreferable to use a simple sentence structure for all items. This
issue was mainly present in the English SRT and to a limited extent within the Arabic SRT.
The English SRT included structures of varying levels of complexity in the target sentences
acrosghe items of the task. Although it was not always possible to use a simple structure
(e.g. using a modifying clause for the case ofstingcturaluse oftheandal-), ideally all the

target sentences should be of the same structure to prevent erriirsgrésuim complexity.
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In respect to the second issue, it has been reported that omission errors were more likely to
occur when the noun is in a topic position than in atopic position (Huebner, 1983; Jarvis,
2002; Trenkic, 2002). This was present athibthe English and the Arabic version of the
SRT where target noun phrases occurred in different positions across each version of the task.
This was not always preventable as certain items can only occur in complement position in
active voice sentences.ge nonreferential nouns and attributive indefinites in the [indefinite,
nonspecific] context). As these issues are not always preventable, a suggestion is to include
both sentence syntactic complexity and noun phrase position as additional
control/indepadent factors when analysing similar data in the future.. This can be done by
further consideration to balancing items across the task including equal number of simple
structure versus complex sentences. Similarly, for the noun phrase position, theatdchs w
be preferably balanced to include an equal number of target noun phrases occurring in a
subject position as oppose to noun phrases occurring in a complement position

In addition to the syntactic structure, more considerations are recommendedsin term
of selection of the lexical items with the SRT. In the current study, the selection of
vocabulary was made based on topics assumed to be familiar to children which includes
names of animals and words likely to occur in the daily life of the child. Rjletas done as
a following step to confirm that children comprehend the presented words and changes were
made where required when necessary. For future research, it is recommended to ensure that
the lexical items presented are appropriate for the chilafrtére selected age group by
checking AoA,imageabilityand frequency of the words in the SRT. For the current study,
the AoA of the content wordge. common nouns, verbs and adjectiveghe English SRT
was checked usinguperman, Stadthagen aBdysbaert's database (2032hich confirmed
that children were likely to be familiar with the words in the SB3e Appendix 9)

Databases such as the MRC Psycholinguistic datgdbasenley, 197) and the CELEX

250



databaséBaayen et al., 199%)puld be also be used for these purpgbtginis & Armon

Lotem, 2015).

Some limitations related to the scope in which the articles were examinedSR1he
The task was designed to cover all the semantitexts of English and Arabic article use.
Even though the tasks were successful in measuring accuracy levels and comparing the use of
articles across contexts, they did not provide sufficient data to examine errors. The variability
in error patterns aoss the four semantic contexts resulted in a small number of errors within
each error category; therefore, this restricted the conducting of statistical analyses regarding
errors. Therefore, attempts should be made to increase the amount of data to tiseamine
required aspects. One way to do that is to include more items within each semantic context
and to include more participants. Another way could be to narrow the scope in examining
how articles are used. As has been found in the literature, certagsstade focused on one
or two aspects of English article use. For example, the task can be dedicated to examining
generic use (e.@rompton 2011)only or focusing only on the meaning of (in)definiteness
(e.g. Zodrenko & Paradis, 2008). Furthermore, rdigg an examination of Arabic use, it

would be useful to conduct research using everyday colloquial Arabic.

To improve the use of narratives as a tool, certain considerations can be taken. To
prevent dealing with subsequent stories@sinuation to former ones, it would be better to
have stories that are fundamentally different concerning context, content and characters. To
generally prevent assumed shared knowledge generated from the use of pictures, other
storytelling methods, suds retelling a story or asking the participants to directly tell a story,

can be useful.

251



Overall, methodologically, includindifferent methods of testing will likely bring
moreinsight about article use. The use of articles across Arabic and Englishtprese
variations depending on the investigated aspects. Future studies might include different
aspects of comparison, such as examining written data versus spoken data. Similarly, this
might include examining how the orthography or side of writing couldilplggday a role in

or hinder the process of acquisition. Various options and methodologies can be considered.

7.3. Suggested Statistical Analysis

Traditional statistical methods of analysis, such as ANOVA anepaoametric equivalents,

have been criticizedecause they cannot deal with clustering of subjects within another

cluster (e.g. participants that are nested within groups), nor handle missing values as
efficiently as mixed models. In the field of language acquisition and psycholinguistics, mixed
effeds models are also increasingly being used, particularly for complex multivariate

designs. Such mixed effects models make it possible to analyse between group differences as

well as variation within participants (and across items within a test) withilgesanalysis.

We therefore offer an alternative analysis for the data of the SRT presented in chapter six. An
explanation along with an example of how this analysis is presented in this section. The
analysis was performed using the statistical packag® development Core Team, 2022).

Initially, we discuss how the data was set up and presented in an excel sheet followed by how

the data was imported in R to perform the analysis.

To set up a mixed effects model with crossed random effects for subjdateran, we, first,
transformed the data in excel from the Awi de

row is created for each unique observation (i.e. tnilh multiple rows per subject) and
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columns indicating grouping factoré& mixed effects logistic regressiorwas used to
analyse the sentence repetition task data, beth@skependent variable was categorical
(correct= 1, incorrect= 0).In the analysis a number imfdependent variableswere also

considered:

1 Semantic contextfor the items as a categorical variable: (generic, [definite,

specific], [indefinite, specific], [indefinite, nonspecific]).

1 Form (i.e. obligatory context) for the items as a categorical variable: (zero,

a/an, the).

1 Noun pre-modification for the items 8 a categorical variable: (preceded by

an adjective, no adjective).

Individual differences among the participants in the BA group were also considered by

including theindependent variables

1 L2 proficiency as a continuous variable.
9 L2AOA as a continuousgariable.

 LOR in the UK as a continuous variable.
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Once the data was set up, the excel sheet was then imported in R software for the analysis.
The data was then presented to an expert for consultation of the appropriate analysis for the
presented data. @eidering that the ENS group were at ceiling on this task (with almost all
participants obtaining correct answers for all items), it was decided that a separate model was
to be used to analyse the BA data only. The analysis was then performed in R ithehich
following packages were first installed and used. The Ime4 package was used for the mixed

effects model.

library(emmeans)
library(Ime4)
library(ImerTest)
library(report)
library(sjPlot)
library(tidyverse)
library(randomForest)
library(caret)
library(e1071)

First, we specified that the analysis was to be performed only on the BA group, and the

variable type was set as required with the

]
data %>% filter(grp == "BA") %>%
group_by(subjegt%>%
mutate(subject = as.factor(subject),
item = as.factor(item),
acc = as.factor(acc)) %>%

ungroup()-> data

NN

254



Next, a mixed effects logistic regression analysis was performed with gimer, with accuracy
(Aacco) a stvaridble. LApeoficencyd(e2prof Z) and L2 AoA (L2aoa) were
transformedto Z cor es with fAscal eodo, because both var
scales (LoR: 08.1) and (AoA: 612). Interactions between the semantic context (semco)

and the form othe article (form), as well as between these two independent variables and
L2prof_Z, L2prof_Z were built into the model. Subjects and items were included as random

effects.

data %>% glmer(formula = acc ~ semco * form + scale(I2prof) + scale(l2aoa) * form
+ (1 | subject) + (1 | item), family = "binomial”, control = glmerControl(optimizer =

"bobyqga™)) -> model

The results show that the model was rank deficient, which means that one or more variables
were not lirrarly independent, and that four columns were dropped. In the new model, one
interaction term was dropped (with dropl), namely the interaction between semco and
L2prof _z, and because of the strong negative correlation between L2AoA and L2 proficiency

(r =-.41), only L2 proficiency was used in the model (not L2A0A).

The new model showed there was a main effect of semantic context and of form, and an
interaction between semantic context and form, as well as an interaction between L2
proficiency and form. Walso compared the new model against a null model (an intercept
only mode). The null model has an AIC of 1552.2, and the model that was chosen by R had
an AIC of 1205.3. This means that the model final model is better (because the AIC is lower).

This indicates that this models fits the data better than the null nieaeheans was used to
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carry out a post hoc analysis, in which the interaction of L2 proficiency with different levels

of form and the different levels of semantic contexts was explored.

Genealized linear mixed model fit by maximum likelihood (Laplace
Approximation) [gimerMod]

Family: binomial ( logit)

Formula: acc ~ semco * form + form * L2prof_z + (1 | subject) + (1 | item)
Data: data

Control: glmerControl(optimizer = "bobyga")

AIC  BIC logLik deviance df.resid
1205.3 1273.8-589.6 1179.3 1427

Scaled residuals:
Min  1Q Median 3Q Max
-7.7203 0.0872 0.2507 0.4502 5.1504

Random effects:

Groups Name Variance Std.Dev.
subject (Intercept) 0.3766 0.6137
item (Intercept) 0.3954 0.6288

Number of obs: 1440, groups: subject, 40; item, 36

Fixed effects:

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)
(Intercept) 72791 0.62755 4.427 9.506 ***
semcogeneric -0.92145 0.471981.952 0.050901 .
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semcoindefinie nonspecific 0.16384 0.74385 0.220 0.825668

semcoindefinite specific 0.14614 0.74452 0.838384

formthe -0.48090 0.545610.881 0.378099

formzero -3.32770 0.583835.700 1.20€08 ***

L2prof_z 1.29197 0.19749 6.54216.67e

semcogeneridormzero 2.97804 0.79106 3.765 0.000167 ***
semcoindefinite nonspecific:formzero 1.74615 0.80447 2.171 0.029963 *
formthe:L2prof_z -0.55526 0.210132.642 0.008230 **

formzero:L2prof z -0.03865 0.209860.184 0.853882

{AIAYATP O2RSAY n YrfrfrFQ nonnm WYrrQ nonm WYrQ
The effects of L2 proficiency on accuracy and of L2A0A on accuracy are clearly shown in

Figures 7.1 and 7.2

Figure 7.1. The effects of L2 proficiency on accuracy
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Figure 7.2 The effects of L2 age of acquisition on accuracy
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Overall, the results of the analyses in R were similar to the original analyses. The new
analyses, however, add new dimensions in that interactions between different variables could
also be explored. The use of mixed models has also allowed to shorséepdhe which

different analyses can be run under one single model; something which is often difficult to

apply with the use of traditional statistics.
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CHAPTER EIGHT: CONCLUSION

8.1. Introduction

This chapter gesents theonclusion of this thesis. The chapter starts by summarising the
research goalshe sampling the methods of testing artiefindings. Additionally, the
chapter presents how the current research contsibutbe existing research b2

acquisition andCLl.

8.2. Summary of theStudies

The study aimetb investigagédL2 English acquisition by ArabiEnglish bilingual adults

and children (age:i12) by conductingwo studies using twtestingmethods: a narrative
elicitation task andraSRT. The two studés addressed how the use of L2 English articles is
impacted by different factorsuchas he i nf | ue n clel, agefandtLPAOA,Lle ar ner s
proficiency (in children) and L2 proficien@ndLORUK. Additionally, in the SRT, the study
examined the role dhe noun phrase structure and whether more article omission errors
occur when the noun is preceded by an adjective (Trenkic, Zb@33tudies further

examined the use of L1 Arabic articles using the same tasks. The studies examined whether
the use of L1 Aabic is likely to be impacted by the use of L2 English artiateslikewise

whether the background variables exhibit any influence on the performance of the bilinguals
Thus theaccuracy and errors in the use of articles in both languagieexamined. The
performance of the bilingual groups was compared to two control gronpsonsistingf

English native speakers (for the English findings) amel consisting afonolingualArabic

speakers (for the Arabic findings).

In the use of L2 English articles, the results oftthe studies suggest that encoding
definiteness and the usetbé definite articlethe in L2 English is easier than encoding both

indefinitearticlesand gaeric meanings and usimganandzera The findings confirm the
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role of formmeaning complexityn that they show variatioreccuracy across the different

semantic contexts awdhenusing the different forms. Furthermore, the results indittet

role of L1 in impacting L2 acquisitiorthe bilingual groups showed more accuracthi

aspects in whichL1 Arabic and L2 Englishare similar (encodinghe definite meaning)in

contrast, the bilingual groups showeds accuracwhere differencebetween théwo

languagesire observefi.e. encodingheindefinitearticlesandthe generic meaning)lhus,
thefindingsprovidefurther evidencefCook and Cookés (2003) propoc
multicompetence in which the use of irtReractswith theL1. Additionally, the study aligns

with aproposal given in relation to language and thoughts and the predictions that articles as

languagespecific forms have an influencea p e rthougms(Slobin1996.

The findingsvariedin relation to the backgund variables (L2ZAOAandL2 proficiency)

overall, thisreflecs the role ofthe L2 experience. The findings confirmed how early learners
often show more accuracy and exhibit less L1 influencelthtglearners. The patterns the
participants exhibitedr®wed howgenerally higher L2 proficiencyesults in betteaccuracy

and less L1 influence

With respect to the use of L1 Arabic articles, the findistgswedndicationsof L2 to L1
effects by the BA group. This was reflected mainly in the interatitween accuracy in
using L1 Arabic articles anithe background variableseflectingthe L2 experience (L2
proficiency, LOR) whergreateraccuracy is observed with more L2 experience.
Interestingly, the findings suggest that, unlike former predictitied,2 to L1 effect is
exhibited more iradultlearners than in learnettsat are childrenConsequentlythe findings
give indicationof the role of other factoysuchas the similarity betweenl and L2and the

role that language instruction might pliayinfluencing the use of L1.
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8.3. Contribution of the Current Research

The current study makes a significant contribution to the exiBtergture on L2 acquisitian
Specifically, the findinggdentifiednew patterns and interesting aspelstgare new to tis

area of research.

Thecurrentstudy is the first to examine patterns of CLI within AraBieglish bilinguals

following a specific framework and criteriguch agarvisandPav | enk o 0 swdk2 008 ) f
In general, studies a@LlI, and inparticular,article use, hae notconsideed theguidelines or

rules which hagesulted in discrepancies across the findmeg®rted in the literaturdhe

application of this framework was enlightening both imte of investigatinghe patterns of

article use within the targeted groups and thesaayvhich the advantagesd

disadvantagesf the suggested framewonkere addressedrurthermore, using the current

framework helps link the existing patterns wiitie findingsreported in previous studies

facilitating a broader understanding to the process of acqunoficiency in the use of

English articles and the role tife influence ot 1, in particular the role of L1 Arabic.

The bidirectionality of the studiedsoprovidesnew findings in relation to the study of CLI.

In previousstudies of CLI, and mainly CLI in article use, reverse Gadrarelybeen
examinedPrior studies attempted to find reverse patterns by considéifiegentgroups of
bilinguals (Azaz2014;lonin et al., 2013). The current project adds to the existing research
on theacquisition of English articless it isthe first to address reverse Chlwhich Arabic

is theL1 within the same population of bilinguals (L1 Arathiz English bilinguals).

Overall,the current studprovidesfurther insights about L2 acquisition. First, tine studies
exemplify how languages are dynamihenacquiring an 2, theL1 will not remain the
same. Thigeinforcs Cook and Cook 6 dhoyaryiages areeprepehtedn at i or

differently in bilingual® miinrcahgarisorto monolinguals. The findings further support
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former hypotheses in relation to L2 univerdal’elopment versus languagjeecific
development whertihe complexity of formmeaning mapping in L2 aloneirssufficient to
determine the sequentewhich L2 morphemes are acquired (Cook & Cook, 2003; Ekiert &
Han, 2016; Murakami & Alexopoulou, 2016).dvkover, the u r r e n tfindiegs codfigmd s
the hypotheses posited in previous studieshe effects athe extralinguistic variables of

age and proficiency on the L2 acquisition process.

Amongstudiesnvestigating language acquisition astdldren,the current study is the first
to addres€LI in the use ofrdicles among this age group of Aralitoiglish children. As
mentioned in the literature, L1 Arabic childéemse of article®ias only beemvestigatedy

a limited number of studies and withielatively younger populations (Zodernko & Paradis,
2008 2012). In these studies, only forward CLI was examimeduding some aspects thfe

use ofEnglish articls in which neither specificity nor generic use were addressed.

Methodologically, the second study (the sentemggeetition studyronducted in the current
researchs the first to examine article use wholistically us8i§Ts Theinvestigation of L2
English article use of senteneepetition is very rare (Chrabaszcz & Jiang, 2014). Among the
studieghat have examined thiarticleuse waften targeted within specific contexts. For
example, Chrabaszcz and Jiang (20d@ly considered nongerne uses othe articlethein
English among L1 Spanish learners of L2 English. In respect to 88gn Arabic, the

currentstudy is the first to design this task with the purpose of examining Arabic article use.

Consequentlythis study provides solidfoundationfor future research. ttreates
opportunitiego furtherstudy largegroupsof learners and investigaiteprovements in a
wider range oftasks.Moreover the performance of the groups ahdidentification of their
language behaviour relative article use can heljpnprovemany of applied linguistics and

L2 English language teachingy understanding the role of the L1 of the learners and how
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different age groups perform in their use of L2 English articles helps make the appropriate

decisions in respéto the materials and content within language classrooms.

263



References

Abumlhah, M. A. (2016)The role of input in the acquisition of English articles by L1 Najdi
Arabic speakergDoctoral dissertation, University of Leeds).
https://www.proquest.com/docview/1896109536

Al-Akeel, A. (1998).The acquisition of Arabic language comprehension by Saudi children
Unpublished Ph.D. thesis, University of Newcastle upon Tyne, UK.
http://theses.ncl.ac.uk/jspui/handle/10443/169

Alenizi, A. M. (2013).The acquisition of negeneric uses of the English definite article the
by Arabic speakers of Engligboctoral dissertation) Retrieved from
ProQuest Dissertations Publishing Database (UMI Number: 1541913). Southern
lllinois University, Carbadale.https://www.proquest.com/docview/1419422638

Alhawary, M. T. (2011)Modern standard Arabic grammar: A learner's guidehn Wiley &
Sons.

Aljarim, A., & Alameen, M. (19999 Annahw al wadi h f i |[Gaanaed al | o
rules in Arabic] Dar Almaarif.

Al-Qadi, M. M. (2017) English article system errors among Saudi Arab EFL learners: A case
of the preparatory year English program learners of King Saud Univéraitguage
& Translation 5(1), 6977.

Alzamil, A. (2019). Sentenckevel vs. NRlevel Genericity: Are Arabic Learners of English
Sensitive to Genericity TypeRdvances in Language and Literary StudiéX?2), 95
101.http://dx.doi.org/10.7575/aiac.alls.v.10n.2p.95

Ambridge, B., & Pine, J. M(2006). Testing the agreement/tense omission model using an
elicited imitation paradigmlournal of child language33(4), 879898.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000906007628

264



Anderson, J. A., Mak, L., Keyvani Chahi, A. K., & Bialystok, E. (2017). The |lageaad
social background questionnaire: Assessing degree of bilingualism in a diverse
population.Behavior Research Methads)(1),1-14.
https://dx.doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.3972486.v1.

Akback, EDincer,&. (2021). Accuracy order in Izammatical morphemes: Corpus
evidence from different proficiency levels of Turkish learners of EngBtidies in
Second Language Learning and Teachitif4), 607627.
https://doaj.org/article/7092fcf347e140ae8532ch24b4e16147

Azaz, M. (2014)Acquisiticn of formmeaning mapping in L2 Arabic and English noun
phrases: A bidirectional framewo(Boctoral dissertation) Retrieved from
ProQuest Dissertations Publishing Database (UMI Number: 3634229). Chicago: the
University Of Arizonahttps://www.proquestam/docview/1613244637

Azaz, M. (2016). Crosslinguistic effects in L2 acquisition: The case of Arabic determiner
phraseAl-UA r a b4b, §-34ehttps://www.jstor.org/stable/26451373

Azaz, M., & Frank, J. (2018Bidirectionalcrosslinguistic influence in late bilingualism:
Evidence from the containeontent relationLinguistic Approaches to
Bilingualism 8(4), 411445.https://doi.org/10.1075/lab.15012.aza

Baayen, R.H., Piepenbrock, R. and Gulikers, L. (1995) The CELEXdleda&tabase (CD
ROM). Paper presented at the Linguistic Data Consortium, University of
Pennsylvania, PA.

Bailey, N., Madden, C., & Krashen,S.D.(19M)s t here a fdAnatur al sequ
second language learning? Language Lear@ag?35 243.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.146%770.1974.tb00505.x

Bartol ovil, B. (1993) . Young Children's Cogn

LanguageChildren and foregn languages27-44.

265



Bataineh, R. F. (2005). Jordanian undergraduate EFL students' errors in the use of the
indefinite. The Asian EFL Journal Quarterly June 200%l1), 5676.

Bley-Vroman, R., & Chaudron, C. (1994). Elicited imitation as a measure ohdEnguage
competencedn E. Tarone, SM. Gass, and\. D. Cohen(Eds.),Research
Methodology in Secordanguage Acquisition(pp. 245 261). Routledge.

Bickerton, D. (1981)Roots of languageAnn Arbor. MI: Karoma Publishers.

Brown, J. D(1983). An exploration of morphenggoup interactions. In K. M. Bailey, M. H.
Long, and S. Peck (EdsSgcond language acquisition studfpp. 25 40). Rowley,
MA: Newbury House.

Brown, R. (1973)A first language: The early stagegsambridge, MA: HarvartUniversity
Press.

Brown, H. D. (2007)Principles of language learning and teachihgndon: Pearson
Longman

Butler, Y. (2002). Second |l anguage | earnerséo
analysis of the metalinguistic knowledge used by Japastedents in acquiring the
English article systenStudies in Second Language Acquisiti24) 451-480.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263102003042

Birdsong, D. (Ed.). (1999F5econd language acquisition and the critical period hypothesis
Routledge.

Birdsong D. (2005). Interpreting age effects in second language acquisitiart. Kroll, A.
M. B. de GroofEds),Handbook of bilingualism: Psycholinguistic approachi39,
127.0xford University Press.

Birdsong, D. (2005) Nativelikeness andn-nativelikeness in L2A research. International

Review of Applied Linguistics, 43, 3128.

266



Birdsong, D. (2006). Age and second language acquisition and processing: A selective
overview.Language learnings6, 9-49. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467
9922.208.00353.X

Birdsong, D. (2018). Plasticity, variability and age in second language acquisition and
bilingualism.Frontiers in psychology, 81.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00081

Bishop, D. V. M. (1983). Comprehension of English syntaptofoundly deaf
children.Journal of Child Psychology and Psychigte#(3), 415434.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469610.1983.tb00118.x

Bishop, D. V. (2003)Test for reception of grammar: TRGZ manual Pearson.

ChaudronC., & Parker, K. (1990). Discourse markedness and structural markedness: The
acquisition of English noun phras&udies in Second Language Acquisitib?) 43
64. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263100008731

Chee, M. W. L., Tan, E. W. L., & Thiel, T. (29). Mandarin and English single word
processing studied with functional magnetic resonance imagpognal of
Neurosciencel9, 30503056.https://doi.org/10.1523/INEUROSCI D3
03050.1999

Chondrogianni, V., Vasil, Nluction &hd odinen i s, T.
comprehension of definiteness in English and Dutch by monolingual and sequential
bilingual childrenSecond Language Researati(3), 309 341.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0267658314564461

Chrabaszcz, A., & Jiang, N. (2014). The role ofnh&ve language in the use of the English
nongeneric definite article by L2 learners: A crigguistic comparisonSecond

Language ResearcBQO(3), 351379.https://doi.org/10.1177/0267658313493432

267



Chung, T. (2011). Variability in the L2 acquisition afi@dish articlesEnglish
Teaching 66(2), 169187.https://doi.orgl0.15858/engtea.66.2.201106.169

Cont i Ramsden, G., Botting, N., & Faragher,
language impairment (SLIJournal of child psychology and psyatny, 42(6), 74%
748.https://doi.org/10.1111/1468610.00770

Conrad, S., Biber, D., & Leech, G. (2008judent grammar of spoken and written English
London: Pearson Longman

Cook, V., & Cook, V. J. (Eds.). (200Fffects of the second languagetba first(Vol. 3).
Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.

Cook, V. (2008) Multicompetence: black hole or wormhole for second language acquisition
research™ Z. Han (ed.), Understanding second language pro(massla 26).
Clevedon, UK:Multilingual Matters.

Cook, V.J. (1991Yhe poverty of stimulus argument and mglbimpetenceSecond
Language Research 103 117.https://doi.org/10.1177/026765839100700203

Crompton, P. (2011 Article errors in the English writing of advanced L1 Araleiarners:
The role of transferAsian EFL Journal50(1), 435.

Crutchley, A., Botting, N. , & Contii Ramsden,
impairment in children attending language uritgernational Journal of Language
& Communication Disorder82(2), 26%276.
https://doi.org/10.3109/13682829709020409

Curtiss, S. (1977 he Case of Geni e, ANavWXaole Acaderbay 6 Wi |
PressdeVilliers, J. and P. deVilliers.(1973) A cressctional study of the acquisitio
of grammatical morphemes in child speetdurnal of Psycholinguistic Researgh,

267-278.

268



Cziko, G. A. (1986)Testing the language bioprogram hypothesis: A review of children's
acquisition of articled_anguage 62, 878898. https://doi.org/415175

Dajdeviren, G. (2010). Use of English articl
setting.NovitasROYAL (Research on Youth and Langua¢@), 242250.
https://doi.orgl0.53761/1.18.4.7.

DeKeyser, R. M. (2000). The robustness difical period effects in second language
acquisition.Studies in second language acquisitid®4), 499533.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263100004022

DeKeyser, R. M. (2005). What makes |l earning
of issuesLanguage learningb5(S1), £25. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0023
8333.2005.00294.x

Diab, N. (1996). The transfer of Arabic in the English writings of Lebanese stutdibats
ESPecialist18(1), 71-83. http://ken.pucsp.br/esp/article/view/9792/7297

DiezBedmar, M. B., & Papp, S. (2008). The use of the English article system by Chinese
and Spanish learners. Linking up contrastive and learner corpus reseafjgp. 147
175). Brill. https://doi.org/10.1163/9789401206204_007

Dowens, M. G., Vergara, M., Barber, H. A., & Carreiras, M. (2010). Morphosyntactic
processing in late secot@nguage learnerdournal of Cognitive
Neuroscience22(8), 18701887.https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.20@1304

Dulay,H.C.,& Burt,M.K.(1973).Should we teach children synteafiguage Learning23,

245 258.https://doi.org/10.1111/j.146%770.1973.tb00659.x

Eadie, P. A.Fey, M. E., Douglas, J. M., & Parsons, C(2002). Profiles of grammatical
morphology and sentence imitation in children with specific language impairment and
Down syndromeJournal of speech, language, and hearing resead8i2002 45(4).

https://doi.org/10.1044/1092388(2002/058)

269



Eisenstein, M., Bailey, N., & Madden, C. (198R}ake two: Contrasting tasks and
contrasting structure3ESOL quarterly16(3), 381:393.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3586637

Ekiert, M. (2005). Acquisition of the English article system by speakers of RolsBL and
EFL settingsWorking Papers in TESOL & Applied Linguistid¢l), 1-23.
https://doi.org/10.7916/salt.v4i1.1601

Ekiert, M. (2007). The acquisition of grammatical marking of indefiniteness with the
indefinite articleain L2 English.Working Papes in TESOL & Applied Linguisti¢s
7(1), 1-43. https://doi.org/10.7916/D879447M

Ekiert, M., Han, Z., & Alonso, R. (2016). Htaught difficulty: The case of L2 acquisition of
English articles by Slavic speake@osslinguistic influence in second language
acquisition, Clevedon, Multilingual Matter§4#172.
https://doi.org/10.21832/9781783094837

Ellis, R. (2005). Measuring implicit and explicit knowledge of a second language: A
psychometric studyStudies in second language acquisitipi(2), 141-172.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263105050096

El-Sayed, A. M. M. (1983). An investigation into the syntactic errors of Saudi freshmen's
English compositions. (Doctoral dissertation) Retrieved from
ProQuest Dissertations Publishing Database (UMI Nun@895222). Indiana:
University of Pennsylvanidttps://www.proquest.com/docview/303089117-?pq
origsite=gscholar&fromopenview=true

El Werfalli, 1. (2013).The acquisition of the English article system by Libyan learners of
English: A comparison betweendietive teaching and textual enhanced input
strategiegDoctoral dissertation) Retrieved from

ProQuest Dissertations Publishing Database (UMI Number: 10075153). Newcastle:

270



University of Northumbriahttps://www.proquest.com/docview/1779546617?pq
origsitegscholar&fromopenview=true

Erlam, R. (2006). Elicited imitation as a measure of L2 implicit knowledge: An empirical
validation studyApplied linguistics27(3), 464491.
https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/aml001

Farghal, M., &aZoudbi |, | . (2 @bnde)articleTnttransl@or@olbtrastive
rhetoric: Issues, Insights, and Pedagp§$-67.

Fassi Fehri, A. (1993)ssues in the structure of Arabic clauses and wdbagdrecht:

The Netherlands, Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Fearnley S. (1997) MRC Psycholinguistic Database search program. Behavior Research
Methods, Instruments, & Computers 29 (2), 2245.

Fehri, A. F. (2012)Key features and parameters in Arabic grammf\ol. 182). Amsterdam:
John Benjamins.

FenChuan Lu, C. (2001)The acquisition of English articles by Chinese learndgnssersity
of Hawai'l Second Langauge Studies Paper 20H{ip://hdl.handle.net/10125/40645

Flege, J. E., Schirru, C., & MacKay, |. R. (200Bteraction between the native and second
language honetic subsystemSpeech communicatiph0(4), 467491.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0165393(02)00128)

ForoodiNejad, F., & Paradis, J. (2009). Crosslinguistic transfer in the acquisition of
compound words in PersiaBnglish bilingualsBilingualism: Langiage and
Cognition 12(4), 412427 .https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728909990241

Fraser, C., Bellugi, U., & Brown, R. (1963). Control of grammar in imitation,
comprehension, and productia@lournal of verbal learning and verbal behavi@(2),

121-135. https://doi.org/10.1016/S002371(63)80076

271



FullanaRivera, N. (2005). Ageelated effects on the acquisition of a foreign language
phonology in a formal settingttp://hdl.handle.net/2445/35008

Gass, S. M., & Selinker, L. (Eds.). (199Ranguage transfer in language learning: Revised
edition(Vol. 5). bhn Benjamins Publishing.

Goad, H., & White, L. (2004). Ultimate attainment of L2 inflection: Effects of L1 prosodic
structure EUROSLA yearbogki(1), 119145.

Gol dschneider, J. M., & DeKeyser, R. M. (200
morphemeaqui si tiono in English: A meta analy
determinantsLanguage learnings1(1), 1-50. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467
9922.00147

Granena, G. (2014). Language aptitude and-teng achievement in early childhood L2
learnersApplied Linguistics35(4), 483503. https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amu013

Grosjean, F. (1998). Transfer and language mBiliegualism: Language and
Cognition 1(3), 175176.https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728998000285

Guion, S. G,, Flege, J. E., Liu, S. H., & Ydtomshian, GH. (2000). Age of learning
effects on the duration of sentences produced in a second langpatied
Psycholinguistics21(2), 205228. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716400002034
Hai yan, L., & Lianrui, Y. (201ldsjtionbyAn i nve
Chinese learners of EnglisBhinese Journal of Applied Linguistics (Foreign
Language Teaching & Research Pre&3(3), 1531.

Hamadah, Z. (2018Acquisition of English Articles By Arabgpeaking Children
[Unpublished dissertation], University of Reading, UK.

Hamayan, E., Saegert, J., & Larudee, P. (1977). Elicited imitation in second language
learnersLanguage and Speeck((1), 8697.

https://doi.org/10.1177/002383097702000109

272



Hawkins, J. (1978)Definiteness and indefinitenessan Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Hawkins, J. A. (2004 Efficiency and complexity in gramma@UP Oxford.

Hawkins, R., AlEid, S., Almahboob, I., Athanasopoulos, P., Chaengchenkit, R., Hu, J.,
Rezai, M. J., Jaensch, C., Jeon,JNang, A., Leung, ¥X. I., Matsunaga, K., Ortega,
M., Sarko, G., Snape, N. & Velas@arate, K. (2006). Accounting for English article
interpretation by L2 speakelSUROSLA yearboglé(1), 7-25.
https://doi.org/10.1075/eurosla.6.04haw

Hedges, L. V., &lkin, I. (1985. Statistical methods for metmalysis Orlando, FL.:
Academic Press.

Hirata Edds, T. (2011). |l nfluence of second
development of past tense in their first language, Endlemguage_earning 61(3),
700-733.https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469922.2011.00655.Koff, E. (2013).

Language developmewadsworth: Cengage Learning.

Huang, Y. (2020)Acquisition of English articles by Mandarin L1 learners of English.
[Unpublished dissertation{Jniversity of Reading, UK.

Huebner, T. (1983 longitudinal analysis of the acquisition of Engligthn Arbor, Ml:
Karoma Press.

Hulk, A., & Muller, N. (2000). Bilingual first language acquisition at the interface between
syntax and pragmaticBilingualism: language and cognitioi3(3), 227%244.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728900000353

lonin, T. (2003) Article semantics in second language acquisifidbactoral dissertation,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology}p://dspace.mit.edu/handle/1721.1/7963

lonin, T. (2006). This is definitely specific: Specificity and definiteness in article systems.
Natural Language Semantics,,145234.https://doi.orgl0.1007/s11050055255

9

273



lonin, T., & Montrul, S(2010). The role of L1 transfer in the interpretation of articles with
definite plurals in L2 Englislh.anguage Learningo((4), 877925.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469922.2010.00577.x

lonin, T., Montrul, S., & Crivos, M. (2013). A bidirectional study the acquisition of plural
noun phrase interpretation in English and Spaigiplied Psycholinguistic84(3),
483518.https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716411000841

lonin, T., Ko, H., & Wexler, K. (2004). Article semantics in L2 acquisition: The role of
specificity. Language Acquisitiarii2(1), 3-69.
https://doi.org/10.1207/s153278171a1201 2

lonin, T., Zubizarreta, M. L., & Maldonado, S. B. (2008). Sources of linguistic knowledge in
the second language acquisition of English artitlegyua, 1184), 554576.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2006.11.012

lonin, T., Zubizarreta, M. L., & Philippov, V. (2009). Acquisition of article semantics by
child and adult LZEnglish learnersBilingualism: Language and cognitiph2(3),
337-361.https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728909990149

loup, G., Boustagui, E., El Tigi, M., & Moselle, M. (1994). Reexamining the critical period
hypothesis: A case study of successful adult SLA in a naturalistic
environmentStudies in second language acquisitib&(1), 7398.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263100012596

Jarvis, S. (2000). Methodological rigor in the study of transfer: Identifying L1 influence in
them interlanguage lexicohanguage learningc((2), 245309.
https://doi.org/10.1111/0028333.00118

Jarvs, S. (2002). Topic continuity in L2 English article uStudies in second language

acquisition 24(3), 38%#418.https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263102003029

274



Jarvis, S., & Odlin, T. (2000). Morphological type, spatial reference, and language
transfer.Studies in second language acquisitid®(4), 535556.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263100004034

Jarvis, S., & Pavlenko, A. (2008}rosslinguistic influence in language and cognition
Routledge.

Jiang, N., Novokshanova, E., Masuda, K., & Wang, X. (2011). Madggical congruency
and the acquisition of L2 morphemésnguage Learnings1(3), 946967.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469922.2010.00627.x

Kecskes, 1., & Papp, T. (2000oreign language and mother tonghéahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Keidel, J., Zevin, J., Kluender, K., & Seidenberg, M. (2008)deling the role of native
language knowledge in perceiving nonnative speech contrasts. In M. Sale, D.
Recasens, & J. Romero (Eds.), Proceedings of the 15th International Congress of
Phonetic Siences (pp. 2222224). Barcelona, Spain: Causal Productions.

Kecskes, I., & Papp, T. (2003). How to demonstrate the conceptual effect of L2 on L1?
Methods and techniquesffects of the Second Language on the Fs247-265.
https://doi.orgl0.21832/98185359634®&15

Kim, H., Rah, Y., & Hwang, H. (2020Y.esting Usagdased Approaches to Assessing EFL
Learners' Development of English Argument Structure Constructomgish
Teaching 75(1), 5578. https://doi.orgl0.15858/engtea.75.s1.202006.55

Klein, D., Zatorre, R. J., Milner, B., Meyer, E., & Evans, A. C. (1994). Left putaminal
activation when speaking a second language: Evidence fromN&EiToReport, 5
2295 2297 .https://doi.org/10.1097/00001786941100600022

Kuperman, V., Stadthagegaonzalez, H. & Brysbaert, M. Agef-acquisition ratings for
30,000 English word8Behav Red4,978 990 (2012).

https://doi.org/10.3758/s134Z8.2-02104

275



Lardiere, D. (2004). Knowledge of definiteness despite variable article omission in second
language acquigon. In Proceedings of the 28th annual Boston University conference
on language developmefp. 328339). Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Press.

LarsenFreeman, D. E. (1975). The acquisition of grammatical morphemes by adult ESL
studentsTESOL Quarterly, 9409 419. https://doi.org/3585625

LarsenFreeman, D. E. (1976). An explanation for the morpheme acquisition order of second
language learnerkanguage Learning26, 125 134.https://doi.org/10.1111/].1467
1770.1976.tb00264.x

Laufer, B. (2003). The Influence of L2 orLl. collocational knowledge and on LI lexicah
Effects of the Second Language on the Finst. Cook (Ed.). Multilingual Matters.
pp. 1931

Lee, R. R. (1972). A taxonomy of second language behaWiBSOL Quarterly209220.
https://doi.org/3585845

Lenneberg, E. H. (1967). The biological foundations of langudgspital Practice, £1.2),

59-67. https://doi.orgl0.1080/21548331.1967.11707799

Leung, Y. K. I. (2001). The initial state of L3A: Full transfer and failed featureBhénpast,
present and future of second language research: Selected proceedings of the 2000
Second Language Research For{yfol. 75, pp. 5575).

Liang, J. (2002). Sentence comprehension by Chinese learners of EnglisiceXented or
constructiorbased. Unpublished MA thesis, Guangdong University of Foreign
Studies, Guangdong, China.

Liu, D., & Gleason, J. L. (2002). Acquisition of thgicletheby nonnative speakers of
English: An analysis of four negeneric usesStudies in Second Language

Acquisition 24(1), 1-26. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263102001018

276



Long, M. H. (1990) Maturational constraints on language developi@trties in Second
Language Acquisition, 1251 86. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263100009165

Lopez, E. S. (2015)he role of explicit instruction on article acquisition in L2
English(Doctoral dissertation) Retrieved from
ProQuest Dissertations Publishing &lzase (UMI Number: 10177286). York:
University of York.https://etheses.whiterose.ac.uk/9738/

Lust, B. C. (2006)Child language: Acquisition and growtl@ambridge University Press.

Lyons, C. (1999)DefinitenessCambridge, England: Cambridge Universitg$s.

MacKay, I. R., & Flege, J. E. (2004ffects of the age of second language learning on the
duration of first and second language sentences: The role of suppréggited
Psycholinguistics25(3), 373396 https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716404001171

MacWhinney, B. (2000)The CHILDES project. Tools for analyzing talk; Vol. I
Transcription format and programs. Vol. Il: The databagahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Major, R. C. (1992). Losing English as a first langudde2 Modern Language
Journal 76(2), 190-208. https://doi.org/329772

Maratsos, M. (2000). More overregularizations after all: new data and discussion on Marcus,
Pinker, Ullman, Hollander, Rosen & Xdiournal of Child Language27(1), 183212.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000999004067

Marcus,G. F., Pinker, S., Ullman, M., Hollander, M., Rosen, T. J., Xu, F., & Clahsen, H.
(1992). Overregularization in language acquisitidonographs of the society for
research in child developmerntl78.https://doi.org/1166115

Marinis, T., & ArmonrLotem, S,(2015). Sentence repetitioAssessing multilingual
children: Disentangling bilingualism from language impairmég124.

Mari nova Todd, S. H. , Mar shal |, D. B., & Sno

age and L2 learnin@.ESOL quarterly34(1), 9-34. https://doi.org/10.2307/3588095

277



Master, P. (1997). The English articles: Acquisition, function, and peda§ggiem25(2),
215-232. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0345H1X(97)000160

Master, P. A. (1987 crosslinguistic interlanguage analysis di¢ acquisition of the
English article systenfDoctoral dissertation) Retrieved from
ProQuest Dissertations Publishing Database (UMI Number: 8719363Angeles:
UCLA. https://www.proquest.com/docview/303546161-?pq
origsite=gscholar&fromopenview=true

McDade, H. L., Simpson, M. A., & Lamb, D. E. (1982). The use of elicited imitation as a
measure of expressive grammar: A question of validayrnal of Speech and
Hearing disorders47(1), 1924. https://doi.org/10.1044/jshd.4701.19

Mehrani, M. B., & Zalihi, R. (2017).A comparative study of shifting ability, inhibitory
control and working memory in monolingual and bilingual childRsychological
Studies62(4), 422427.v https://doi.orgl0.1007/s1264817-04328

Mei, Y. A. N. G. (2013)An empirical study of the conceptual transfer effect as reflected in
the 12 acquisition of English articleShinese Journal of Applied Linguistj&5(3),
338353. https://doi.org/10.1515/cjé 0130023

Mi hal j evi |l Mj0). Startmgage and L1 and L2 (interactioternational
Journal of Bilingualism14(3), 303314.https://doi.org/10.1177/1367006910367847

MoralesReyes, A., & GOmez Soler, |. (2016). Transfer and semantic universals in the L2
acquisition of the Ength article system by child L2 learneksinguage Acquisitign
23(1), 5774.https://doi.org/10.1080/10489223.2015.1067318

Mdller, N., & Hulk, A. (2001). Crosslinguistic influence in bilingual language acquisition:
Italian and French as recipient languadgbngualism: Language and

cognition 4(1), 1-21. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728901000116

278



Murakami, A., & Alexopoulou, T. (2016). L1 influence on the acquisition order of English
grammatical morphemes: A learner corpus st&dydies in Second Language
Acquisition 38(3), 365401.https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263115000352

Munnich, E., Flynn, S., & Martohardjono, G. (1994). Elicited imitation and grammaticality
judgment tasks What they measure and how they relate to eacHtieFaroneet
al (eds)Research Methodology in Seceananguage AcquisitiarRoutledge.

Mufioz, C. (2010). On how age affects foreign language learAthgances in research on
language acquisition and teaching9-49.

Odlin, T. (2005). 15 Croskinguistic Influenceln J.Catherineet al, (Eds.)r'he Handbook of
Second Language Acquisitid20, 436.Blackwell.

Odlin, T. (1989)Language transfefVol. 27). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Ortega, L. (2014). Age. In B. Comrie & G. Corbett (Eddnderstanding escond language
acquisition(pp. 1230). New York: Routledge.

Oshita, H. (2000). What is happened may not be what appears to be happening: a corpus
study of O6passi vebobuS8eonclLaguwmgeiReseagth4))n L2 Eng
293-324.https://doi.org/10.177/026765830001600401

Owens, J., Dodsworth, R., & Kohn, M. (2013). Subject expression and discourse
embeddedness in Emirati Arabi@nguage Variation and Change5(3), 255285.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954394513000173

Park, S. (2013). Testing the interface hypothesis: acquisition of English articles by Korean L2
learners. IrProceedings of the 12th Generative Approaches to Second Language
Acquisition Conferenc@p. 155161). Cacadilla Proceedings Project.

Parrish, B. (1987). A new look at methodologies in the study of article acquisition for
learners of ESLLanguage learning37(3), 36:384.https://doi.org/10.1111/}.1467

1770.1987.tb00576.x

279



Pavlenko, A. (2000). L2 influenaen L1 in late bilingualismissues in Applied
Linguistics 11(2). https://doi.org/10.5070/L4112005033

Pavlenko, A., & Jarvis, S. (2002). Bidirectional transfgplied linguistics23(2), 196214.
https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/23.2.190

Penfield, W. (198). The interpretive cortex: The stream of consciousness in the human brain
can be electrically reactivateficience1293365), 17191725.
https://doi.orgl0.1126/science.129.3365.1719

Pinker, S. (1989)earnability and cognition: thacquisition of argument structure
Learning, Development, and Conceptual Change series.

Pongpairoj, N. & Trenkic, D. 2007. Are L2 English article choicestg@ulated? Paper
presented at the Georgetown University Round Table, GURT 2007.

Ren, Y., Xu Rattanasone, N., Demuth, K., Andronos, F., & Wyver, S. (2018). Relationships
between proficiency with grammatical morphemes and emotion regulation: a study of
Mandariri English preschoolerg&arly Child Development and Care888), 1055
1062.https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2016.1245189

Ringbom, H. (1992). On L1 transfer in L2 comprehension and L2 produttoguage
learning 42(1), 85112.https://doi.org/10.1111/j.146%770.1992.tb00701.x

Ringbom, H. (2007). Actual, perceived and assumesstinguistic similarities in foreign
language learningAFinLAN vuosikirja

Robertson, D. (2000). Variability in the use of the English article system by Chinese learners
of English.Second Language Research(2)6135172.
https://doi.org/10.1191/026765800672262975

Ryding, K. (2005)A reference grammar of modern standard Araliambridge, UK:

Cambridge University Press.

280



Sarko, G. (2008). Morphophonological or syntactic transfer in the acquisition of English
articles by L1speakers of Syrian ArabiProceedings of the 9th Generative
Approaches To Second Language Acquisition Conference (GASLA(RP0Z)6
217).

Sarko, G. (2009). L2 English article production by Arabic and French speakers. In M. P. G.
Mayo and R. Hawkins (@s.),Second language acquisition of articles: Empirical
findings and theoretical implicatior{pp. 3766). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Schafer, R., & de Villiers, J. G. (2000). Imagining articles: What a and the can tell us about
the emergence of DP. Proceedings of the 24th annual Boston University
conference on language developmén609-620.

Schaeffer, J., & Matthewson, L. (2005). Grammar and pragmatics in the acquisition of article
systemsNatural Language & Linguistic Theorg23(1), 53101.
httpsi/doi.org/10.1007/s1104004-5540 1

Schneider, P., Dubé, R. V., & Hayward, D. (2005he Edmonton Narrative Norms
Instrument. Retrieved from University of Alberta Faculty of Rehabilitation Medicine
website: www.rehabresearch.ualberta.ca/enni

Schwartz, A. H., & Daly, D. A. (1976)Some explicit guidelines for constructing and scoring
elicited imitation taskd_anguage, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schddls 33
41. https://doi.org/10.1044/0161461.0701.33

Scott, M., & Tucker, G. (1974). Error analysis and English language strategies of Arabic

studentsLanguage Learning, 44), 6/-76. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467
1770.1974.tb00236.x

SebastiarGallés, N., Echeverria, S., & Bosch, L. (2005). The influefdritial exposure on
lexical representation: Comparing early and simultaneous bilinglealsal of

Memory and Languag®&2(2), 240255. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmI.2004.11.001

281



Selinker, L. (1972). Interlanguage.

Selinker, L. (1983). Language transfeanguage transfer in language learnirig, 33-53.

Set hur aman, N., & Goodman, J. C. (2004). Chi
In Eve V. Clark (Ed.), Online Proceedings of the 32nd Session of the Child Language
Research Forum (pp. €8¥). Stanford, CA: Stanford University, CSLI.

Shaalan, S. (2010hvestigating grammatical complexity in Gulf Arabic speaking children
with specific language impairment (Si(Doctoral dissertation, UCL (University
College London))https://discovery.ucl.aak/id/eprint/20472

Singleton, D. (2001). Age and second language acquisiiamual review of applied
linguistics 21, 77-89. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0267190501000058

Singleton, D. M., & Ryan, L. (2004).anguage acquisition: The age fac{®ol. 9).

Multilingual Matters.

Sinha, T. S. (2014). Acquisition of the ngeneric uses of English definite article by the
adult ESL Learnerd.anguage in Indial4(2).

Slobin, D. I. (1987). Thinking for speaking. Amnual Meeting of the Berkeley Linguistics
Socety(Vol. 13, pp. 435445).

Slobin, D. I. (1993). Is spatial language a special c&eftavioral and Brain
Sciencesl6(2), 249251. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X00029873

Slobin,D.I . (1996) . From fithought andJlJanguageo t
Gumperz &S.C.Levinson Eds). Rethinking Linguistic Relativitipp.70-96).

Cambridge University Presisttps://philarchive.org/archive/SLOFTA

Slobin, D. I. (2003). Language and thought online: Cognitive consequences of linguistic
relativity. Language in mind: Advances in the study of language and thdligt92

Smith, B. (2001). Arabic speaketsarner English: A Teacher's Guide to Interference and

Other ProblemsCambridge: Cambridge University Press.

282



Snape, N. (2006)'he acquisition of the English determiner phrase by Japanese and Spanish

learners of Englist{Doctoral dissertation, University of Essex)

Snow, C. E., & Hoefnagdtohle, M. (1977)Age differences in the pronunciation of foreign

soundsLanguage and speech((4), 357365.

https://doi.org/10.1177/002383097702000407

Stoehr A., Benders, T., Van Hell, J. G., & Fikkert, P. (2017). Second language attainment

and first language attrition: The case of VOT in immersed D@ehman late
bilinguals.Second Language ReseardB(4), 483518.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0267658317704261

Tarone, E. E. (1985). Variability in interlanguage use: A study of-styilting in
morphology and syntax.anguage Learning85(3), 373403.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.146%770.1985.tb01083.x

Tarone, E., & Parrish, Bnterlgndu8g8: 8he caselod s k
articles.Language learning38(1), 21344. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467
1770.1988.tb00400.x

Thomas, M. (1989). The acquisition of English articles by-fastl secondanguage
learnersApplied Psycholinguisti¢4.0, 335355.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716400008663

Tomasello, M. (2003)Constructing a language: A usafpased theory of language
acquisition Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Trenkic, D. (2009). Accounting for patterns of article omissions and substgutiGecond

rel at

language productiorsecond language acquisition of articles: Empirical findings and

theoretical implications49, 115143.

Trenkic, D. (2002). Foriitmeaning connections in the acquisition of English

articles.EUROSLA yearbogR(1), 115133.https://doi.org/10.1075/eurosla.2.09tre

283



Trenkic, D. (2008). The representation of English articles in second language grammars:

Determiners or adjectivesBilingualism: Language and cognitiph1(1), 1-18.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728907003185

Trenkic,D. (2007). Variability in second language article production: Beyond the
representational deficit vs. processing constraints debatend Language

Research23(3), 289327.https://doi.org/10.1177/0267658307077643

Van Hell, J. G., & Tokowicz, N. (2010Eventrelated brain potentials and second language

learning: Syntactic processing in late L2 learners at different L2 proficiency
levels.Second Language Resear2h(1), 4374.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0267658309337637

Van Hout, A., Harrigan, K., & de Mikrs, J. (2010). Asymmetries in the acquisition of
definite and indefinite NP4.ingua 120(8), 19731990.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2010.02.006

Vinther, T. (2002). Elicited imitation: A brief overviewternational journal of applied
linguistics 12(1), 5473. https://doi.org/10.1111/1478192.00024

War den, D. A. (1976). The influence of
and reference®ritish Journal of Psychology7(1), 10:112.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2048295.1976.tb01%1.x

Weinreich, U. (1953). The Russification of Soviet minority languageshs. Communisn2,
46.

White, L. (2003). Fossilization in steady state L2 grammars: Persistent problems with
inflectional morphologyBilingualism: language and cognitiof(2), 129-141.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728903001081

Wolf, F.M.(1986)Metaanalysis: Quantitative methods for research synth&saserly Hills,

CA: Sage.

284

cont e



Yang, M., & lonin, T. (2009). Specificity and speaker knowledge in the second language
acquisition of English articled4s., Guangdong University of Foreign Studies &
University of lllinois at UrbanaChampaign

Yip, V., & Matthews, S. J. (2009). Cro$iaguistic influence in bilingual and multilingual
contexts. Innternational Symposium dBilingualism, ISB7.

Young, R. (1996). ForAunction relations in articles in English interlanguage. In R. Bayley
& D. R. Preston (Eds.fFecond language acquisition and linguistic variatfpp.
135175). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Zdorenko, T., & Paradjs). (2008). The acquisition of articles in child second language
English: Fluctuation, transfer or botB2cond Language Resear2h(2), 227%250.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0267658307086302

Zdorenko, T., & Paradis, J. (2012). Articles in child L2 Englistteé®tL1 and L2 acquisition
meet at the interfac&irst Language32(1-2), 3862.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0142723710396797

Zehler, A. M., & Brewer, W. F. (1982). Sequence and principles in article system use: An
examination of a, the, and null acquisiti@hild Developmen63(5), 12681274.
https://doi.org/1129016

Zughoul, M. R. (2002). Interlanguage syntax of Aradpeaking learners of English: The

noun phrasehttps://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED479649

285



Appendices

Appendix 1: The linguistic and Social Background Questionnaire (Anderson et al.,
2017)

1. Sex: male female
2. Date of birth:

3. Please indicate the highest education and occupation for each parent:

Mother Father

1. No high school 1. No high school
diploma diploma

2. High schodliploma 2. High school diploma

3. Some posecondary 3. Some posecondary
education possecondary degreg¢ education possecondary degreg
or or

4. diploma 4. diploma

5. Graduate or 5. Graduate or
professional degree professional degree
Occupation: Occupation:
First language First language
Second language Second language
Other languages Other languages

4. Was the child born in the Uk? Yes No
If not where was he/she born?
When did he/she move to the UK? (month / year)

5. Have he/she live in a place where English is not the dominant communicating
language?Yes No

From To
If yes, 1.
where 2.
and for 3.
how
long?

Month/ Month/
year year
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| Language Background |

6. List all the language and dialects the child can speak and understand including
English, in order of fluency.

Language Where did he/she | At what age did | Were there any
learn it? the child learn period in the
it? (If learned chil dbés |
from birth write he/she did not use
age 00O0) |thislanguage?
Indicate duration
in months/years

Rel ative to a highly proficient speakerds
proficiency level on a scale of @0 for the following activities conducted in
English and Arabic. (Putat ck & i n the box of the chose

7.1. English

Speaking
Understanding
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Reading
Writing
(0= no proficiency, 10 high proficiency)

7.2. Of the time your child spendcengaged in the following activities, how much of
that time is carried out in English. (Put
None Little Some Most All

Speaking
Listening
Reading
Writing

8. 1. Ar abi cinthebB&xwtthe ahoden andweria
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Speaking
Understanding
Reading
Writing
(0= no proficiency, 10 high proficiency)

8.2.0f the time your child spend engaged in théollowing activities, how much of

that time is carried outin Arabic. ( Put a tick a in the box o
None Little Some Most All

Speaking

Listening

Reading

Writing

| Community Language Behaviour |

9. Pleasendicate which language(s) your child most frequently used in the
following |ife stages, both inside and ou
chosen answer)

All Mostly Half Mostly Only
English | English | English | Arabic Arabic
and half
Arabic
9.1 Infancy
9.2 Preschool
age
9.3 Primary
school
age
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10. Please indicate which language(s) your child generally use when speaking to

the other following people.

All Mostly Half Mostly Only
English | English | English | Arabic Arabic
and half
Arabic
10.1 Parents
10.2 Siblings
10.3 Grandparents
10.4 Other
relatives
10.5 Neighbours
10.6 Friends

11. Please indicate which language(s) your chilgenerally use in the following
situations:

All
English

Mostly
English

Half
English
and half
Arabic

Mostly
Arabic

Only
Arabic

111

Home

11.2

School

11.3

Other activities
(e.g. hanging out
with friends,
movies)

11.4

Religious activities

11.5

Extracurricular
activities (e.qg.
hobbies, sports
volunteering,
gaming)

11.6

Shopping/
restaurants/ other
commercial
services

11.7

Health care
services/

Government/publig
offices/banks
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12. Pleasendicate which language(s) your child generally use for the following
activities.

All Mostly Half Mostly Only
English | English | English | Arabic Arabic
and half
Arabic

12.1 Reading
12.2 Texting
12.3 Emailing
12.4 Social
media
(e.q.
facebook,
Twitter
etc.)

12.5 Writing
shopping
list,
notes, etc
12.6 Watching
TV,
listening
to radio
12.7 Watching
movies
12.8 Browsing
the
internet
12.9 Praying

13. Some people switchetween the languages they know within a single

conversation (i.e. while using one language, they may use sentences or words

from the other | anguage)pswi Thihs nig® . kPbwmsa
how often you child engages in languagewitching.( Put a ti ck & i n th
chosen answer)

Never | Rarely | Sometimes| Frequently | Always

13.1 With parents
and family
13.2 With friends
13.3 On Social
media (e.g.
facebook,
Twitter etc.)
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The Arabic version of thequestionnaire

cCKFBebtwF ombBhBIKF nAK

c ATpPOFMIOF B bbb nAKuyud cYT M

: N a kb
pmMxXF XHKF aoR pmMxXFXKF aoR
PMXFX H pPMXFX H
c/ilBpt 0] c/ilBpt 0]
FTAK d9fF BFmp FTAK d9fF BFip
______________ -  : Wp b
b _wmepPlxbHhB IOF wNAKF ck WTT wErCT AT XKW
( wp o O KN |k O F
M allx WIF
H 9%XF b a
0 . u

Wyt MOSOF wTY$dAs OF \

cWUBAKOF 2T1c agB WTbhbpbIOF 2 Fn¥pch

cT Wphb poTc W _Fnb wl
FnTT L F
. wn A HOH aT NYwm
W3F bbb  ( Wp bmIOF
( Wx HH
b33 M
whp C
Nr gt
e D> Y 3
Py
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b®3 H
whp C
Nr 3t
g D> Y 3
e
b®3 o
whp C
Nr 3t
g D> Y 3
e
b®3 +
whp C
Nr 3t
g D> Y 3
T
bd3 p
whp C
Nr 3t
gy D> Y 3
Gy

Wi IENE BELHBRUA e Tm N nikdegp MHRUIMT B anderll, FuFoMys nE fstl@T
 (WIFtTwWF M3pB cT ot WpF

wtT Ct @M xwk

M N ¢ |y [T |c |p |n |Oo |H |M |n

2pc
any

W F

WIF
(ombbhmng 8k ywe b LY

c(wWIFtTwF M3pe c¢cT ol Wprpl mw NMYMD al)TuHCT AT XL

B 9L mIOF | pfecY oK A

SpchiO

NFBbT

W FpH

WIF bb

c(wWIFtTwF M3pe c T dohb WpF |
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ny

W F

W F

C( WIAF T wFk

n2ps

cT

o Hb

(ombbHhmnng 9 KyioB

We

W

bUY
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Appendix 2: Ethics of the Narrative Pilot Study

University of
'ii- H Department of English Language and Applied
Readl ng Linguistics

ED Building

The University of Reading
Whiteknights, PO Box 218
Reading RG6 6AA

Phone 01183788141
+44 (0)118 378 6472 +44 (0)118 975 6506

Email appling@reading.ac.uk
p.a.thompson@reading.ac.uk

Researcher:
Zahra Hamadah
Email: zzm.m.hamadah@pgr.reading.ac.uk

Supervisor:

Dr. Fraibet Aveledo
Email: f.aveledo@reading.ac.uk

INFORMATION SHEET (Children)

The purpose of this study is to examine inter-language development of morphology and grammar in
oral speech production of Arabic- English bilingual children in comparison to Arabic- English bilingual
adults and native English speakers. For this purpose, a narrative- elicitation task will be used in addition

to a short questionnaire to be answered by the child’s parent.

Prior to performing the task, the child’s parent will be given a short questionnaire to answer in relation

to how often Arabic and English are used in the home environment.

The child will be asked to perform one task consisting of three parts. For each part, he/she will be
presented with pictures and will be asked to narrate a story based on what is presented in these

pictures. These narrations will be audio-recorded.

The collected data will be securely kept on a password-protected computer or in a locked drawer.
Only the researcher and the supervisors will have an access to the data. The data will be used for
academic purposes only. The participant’s privacy and confidentiality will be carefully observed and

the child has the right to withdraw from the study at any time he/she wishes to.

This project has been subject to ethical review by the School Ethics and Research Committee, and has
been allowed to proceed under the exceptions procedure as outlined in paragraph 6 of the

University’s Notes for Guidance on research ethics.

If you have any queries or wish to clarify anything about the study, please feel free to contact my

supervisor at the address above or by email at f.aveledo @reading.ac.uk
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School of therature_and Languages ) S 666 Umvemtyof
Department of English Language and Applied Linguistics
<> Reading

ETHICS COMMITTEE

Consent Form (children)

Project title: Inter-language Development of English morphemes

| understand the purpose of this research and understand what is required of my child.

| have read and understood the Information Sheet relating to this project, which has been
explained to me by Zahra Hamadabh. | agree to the arrangements described in the Information

Sheet so far as they relate to my child’s participation.

| understand that my child’s participation is entirely voluntary and that | have the right to let

my child withdraw from the project at any time.

| have received a copy of this Consent Form and of the accompanying Information Sheet.

Name:
Signed:

Date:

297



School of Literature and Languages o] University of
Department of English Language and Applied Linguistics -?E- Reading

ETHICS COMMITTEE

Consent Form (adult participants)

Project title: Inter-language Development of English morphemes

| understand the purpose of this research and understand what is required of me.

| have read and understood the Information Sheet relating to this project, which has been
explained to me by Zahra Hamadah. | agree to the arrangements described in the Information

Sheet so far as they relate to my participation.

| understand that my participation is entirely voluntary and that | have the right to withdraw from

the project at any time.

| have received a copy of this Consent Form and of the accompanying Information Sheet.

Name:
Signed:

Date:
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University of

Reading Department of English Language and Applied

Linguistics
ED Building
The University of Reading
Researcher: Whiteknights, PO Box 218
Zahra Hamadah Reading RG6 6AA
Email: z.m.m.hamadah@pgr.reading.ac.uk
Phone 01183788141
Supervisor:
Dr. Fraibet Aveledo +44 (0)118 378 6472 +44 (0)118 975 6506
Email: f.aveledo@reading.ac.uk Email appling@reading.ac.uk
p.a.thompson@reading.ac.uk
INFORMATION SHEET

The purpose of this study is to examine inter-language development of morphology and grammar in
oral speech production of Arabic- English bilingual children in comparison to Arabic- English bilingual

adults and native English speakers. For this purpose, a narrative- elicitation task will be used.

You will be asked to perform one task consisting of three parts. For each part you will be presented
with pictures and will be asked to narrate a story based on what is presented in these pictures. Your

narration will be audio-recorded.

The collected data will be securely kept on a password-protected computer or in a locked drawer.
Only the researcher and the supervisors will have an access to the data. Your privacy and
confidentiality will be carefully observed and you have the right to withdraw from the study at any

time you wish to.

This project has been subject to ethical review by the School Ethics and Research Committee, and has
been allowed to proceed under the exceptions procedure as outlined in paragraph 6 of the

University’s Notes for Guidance on research ethics.

If you have any queries or wish to clarify anything about the study, please feel free to contact my

supervisor at the address above or by email at f.aveledo@reading.ac.uk

Signed
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Appendix 3: The Narrative-Elicitation Task
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Appendix 4: Indefinite and Definite Nouns the Stories Used in the Narrativ&licitation
Task

A2 (used in the main narrative study)

The story consists of 8 pictures illustrating a situation of a giraffe and an elephant, as they

were in the swimming pool. Ipage.lin the story, the charactelephaniandgiraffe are first

introduced in awimming poolvhere there is aignwith the wad no runningin the context.

In the first picture both of the characters along withntb@unningsign present new items

which are supposed to be introduced with the indefinite adielein English andzero

article in Arabi c .swiHoingeoale r ,b oftohr dtehfei np htrea saen df
treatment are acceptedtae swimming poatan be treated as a phrase indicated common
knowledge. In page-8, the story progress with the same characters without any newly

mentioned items. In this case, ttefidite articles thein English andal- in Arabic) should

be used as the characters are repeated. As the story progressest(paged®n character, a

lifequard appears applyinglsaandage r epr esenting another new it
knee. In thixase, the worbbandages indefinite and an indefinite articla/anin English

andzeroin Arabic) should be use. The wadiiifeguardd is also indefinite and an indefinite

article should be used unless it is introduced in associatiorthveithool(the ifeguard

appear$, then a definite articlalfe or al) is used. In page-8, the story continues with no

newly introduced items. Accordingly, as all the items in these pages are previously

introduced items, the definite articles should be used.
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A3 (used in the main narrative study)

The story includes the same characters in A2gitadfe and theelephantn the same

context (i.e. the swimming pool). In page.1, the story starts witgita#e playing with an
airplane, which is a newly introdted item, in front of the other character, ghephant

around theswimming poolThe two characters and the toy here all express indefiniteness
with singular nouns and accordingly, indefinite articsiiin English andzeroin Arabic)

are used with # nouns. In page-2-4-5, the events are carried on with no introduction of
new items or characters. In these events (p&e#d-8), since all the items have been
previously introduced, and the definite articles are used. Moving to page. 6, a new gharacter
the Ifeguardfrom the previous story appears. The story then processes in ga§ewith

no new items. Similar to A2, the lifeguard, in page.6, presents a new character and an
indefinite article is used accordingly unless it is presented in assocwththe pool In

page. 10, another charactetady elephanturrying aneton a long stick, then appears in the
story. Thdady elephanand thenetare both new singular items which requires the use the
indefinite articles. For all the rest of the events (pagel213), the story carries on no new

items presented, and therefore, definite articles should be used with the nouns.

B1 (used in the pilonharrative study)

The story consists of five pictures introducing a story betweablast and adogbeside a

sand areaThe nouns and the events in the story are presented as follow:

1 Picture 1: aabbit arriving to asand areavhere &emale dodghas sat ext to asand
castle both characters are curryisgovels

1 Picture 2: the two starts to play together in whichr#ixbit seems to take sonsand
from abucketof sand with theshovel.

1 Picture 3: theabbit pours the whole amount eéindin the bucket over theastle
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1 Picture4:theabbitb s acti on appar eastelavinglbetitdoftheo dest r
rabbit and thedogin shock

1 Picture 5: thelogstarts to cry over hisastlewhile therabbit is standing next to her.

Indefinite noungnclude the wordsabbit, dogandcastle shovelqpicture 1) and the

word bucket(picture 2) which are all marked layanexcept forshovelsvhich is marked

by zera For the word/phrasgand/ sand areicture 1), both definite and indefinite
marking arepossible depending on how they are introduced in the story. All other nouns

following that are treated as definite nouns and marked by the definite dréicle

B2 (used in both the pilot and the main narrative study)

The story tells a story about tekeme character in B1 with different events. The nouns and

the events are presented as follow:

1 Picture 1: a small malabbit and a small femaldogmeet in a park for picnic
curryingbaskets.

1 Picture 2: theabbit and thedogsit and start eating.

1 Picture 3: theabbitis full and thedogis eating aandwichand holding d&ox of
juice.

1 Picture 4: theabbitis dizzy and thelogis looking.

1 Picture 5: thelogruns to aabbit doctorwhich appears in thetreet.

1 Picture 6: thelogpullsthed oct oveds s | ee

1 Picture 7: theloctorexamines the sickabbit

1 Picture 8: the sickabbit is well and walking away with théoctorand thedogis

standing behind

In picture 1, all the new itentabbit, dog basketsandpicnic are newly introduced nouns

and should be marked by indefinite articles. Similarly, in picture 2, the food items
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presented are newly introduced nouns, the woad ¢t, sandwichescheesegpickles

cake should all be introduced with the use of the ind&diarticles:a/anfor singular

noun andzerq for the plural and uncountable nouns. In picture 5, the doctor also
presents another singular indefinite noun which requires the use of the indefinite article
a/an For all other items, the definite articlslsould be used with the nouns as they are all
second mentioned nourfor Arabic, all the indefinite nouns are markedzbyodespite

their countabilitywhile al- is used to mark definite nouns.

B3 (used in the main narrative study)

This story includes the same characters as B&blait and adog in apark. In page.1, the

story starts when thdogd me e trabbitd haep pie a r arriaged gwhaibc e Has a
fballood attached to i tdogaBadt iirafbbijdcte amar a bteerc
Acarriageo and the fAballoond are newly men!
indefinite nouns which require the use of singular indefinite articles. As the story

continues, page-3-4-5, the events carry on with the same characters gadtsbAs all

the nouns these pages, are repeated and the use of the definite articles is required. Moving
to page. 6, a new character, a Amale rabbit
Amal e rabbit fAand t he #baHdtheouseostite indefindke b ot h
articles, singular in the case of the seller and plural for the balloons, is required. In page.7,
the small rabbit appears to be approachi ni
(page.7). The man then appearsto askfore pri ce of the ball oon (
as written in the balloon, is 5 dollars (page.8). In the same page, the rabbit grabs his

pockets out to show he has no money. In pagealthough there is no particular new

items ar e, t haen dwofirndosn eflyboa lalroeonboot h i ndef i nit
case and should be marked with indefinite articles accordingly. Moving to page.10, a new
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character, a Afemale rabbito, appears. Th
requires the usef the singular indefinite articles. The story then progresses, in page.11,
with the same items which requires the use of definite articles. Then in page.12, the

female rabbit appears to approach the man (rabbit) who has the balloons and hands him

somenemo ; the word fimoneyod can be mar ked
whet her it was |l inked with the word fAimoney:
the female rabbit gives a fAball oonanst o eac|

here are definite apart from the word fAball

indefinite articles.
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Appendix 5: The Syntactic, Morphological and Morph-syntactic Structures Examined

in the Arabic SentenceComprehension Test

Grammar ltem Number Total
Category in the test
Negative 14, 23 2
Modification | 12,13, 24 3
Prepositional | 2, 3,29,39 4
Phrase

Indirect 8,21,31 3
Object

Verb Phrase | 1,5,18,26 4
present

past 6,4, 2
future 16,40,34 3
Relative 10,22, 25,28 4
Clause

Subordinate | 7,17,30,35,36,37 6
Clause

interrogative | 11,38 2
Passive 20,33 2
Indirect 32 1
Request

Coordinated | 9,27 2
sentence

Imperative 15 1
Topicalisation | 19 1
Total number 40

of items
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Appendix 6: Ethics of the Main Studies

School of therature.and Languages . _ Gog) Univi er5|ty of
Department of English Language and Applied ngulstlcs
< Reading
ETHICS COMMITTEE

Consent Form (children)

Project title: Inter-language Development of English morphemes

I understand the purpose of this research and understand what is required of my child.

I have read and understood the Information Sheet relating to this project, which has been
explained to me by Zahra Hamadah. I agree to the arrangements described in the Information

Sheet so far as they relate to my child’s participation.

I understand that my child’s participation is entirely voluntary and that I have the right to let

my child withdraw from the project at any time.

I have received a copy of this Consent Form and of the accompanying Information Sheet.

Name:

Signed:

Date:
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