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Abstract

The study investigates the acquisition of English verb placement by L1

Arabic speakers of L2 English which is generally taken to constitute a UG

parameter often referred to as the verb movement parameter. It sets out to

test two competing hypotheses namely, the Failed Functional Features

Hypothesis (FFFH) (Hawkins and Chan, 1997) and the Full Transfer Full

Access Hypothesis (FTFAH) (Schwartz and Sprouse 1994; 1996). The

FFFH view holds that post-childhood L2 adult learners are unable to reset

parameters from their L1 values to the L2 settings where these differ from



The Linguistics Journal. June 2011 Volume 5 Issue 1

126

the L1 settings (due to the partial inaccessibility of UG). On the other hand,

the FTFAH claims that post-childhood L2 adult learners start out with the

parameter settings instantiated in their L1 grammars (full transfer) and that

they can subsequently reset parameters to the target L2 settings where these

differ from the L1 settings (due to the full accessibility of UG). Altogether

240 L1 Arabic speakers of L2 English who were subdivided into three

proficiency levels (lower-intermediate, upper-intermediate and advanced)

participated in the study. A grammaticality judgement task on verb

placement was designed to test the learners’ underlying knowledge of three

of the properties subsumed under the verb movement parameter in English:

negation in both finite and non-finite contexts, adverb placement and

floating subject quantifier placement in finite contexts, with thematic verbs,

be auxiliary and copula be verb forms. The findings of the study provide

evidence in support of the FFFH.

Keywords: UG parameter, English verb placement, L1 Arabic speakers of
L2 English

1. Background to the Study

This study examines the availability of Universal Grammar (UG) in second

language (L2) acquisition. UG is an innate language faculty equipped with

abstract principles of grammar and parameters (Chomsky, 2000: 122).

Earlier research studies within the generative grammar approach to L2

acquisition had concentrated on the role of UG (see e.g. Epstein, Flynn, &

Martohardjono, 1996).  However, research interest has since shifted from

verifying the availability of UG in L2 learners to that of the grammatical

properties of Interlanguage (IL) grammars (White, 2003). In fact, White

(2003, p. 15-17) states that two fundamental issues differentiate these

views, namely, the extent to which UG constrains IL representation and the

extent of the presumed involvement of first language (Ll)  grammar. With
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regard to L2 learner access to UG, it has been studied extensively from the

early 1990s.  The findings have resulted in different views being adopted

by researchers, ranging from completely no access to UG (Clahsen, 1988;

Meisel, 1991, 1997) to full access to UG (Eubank, 1994; Schwartz and

Sprouse, 1996; Vainikka and Young-Scholten, 1996), with the latter

focusing on the initial state. On the issue of the presumed involvement of

L1 grammar, UG and L1 are considered "complementary sources of

knowledge that guide IL development" (Montrul, 2000: 232). In the same

vein, White (2000) sees learners' L1 as their L2 initial state, and postulates

that the properties of UG not represented in the L1 exist to constrain IL

representations.

Researchers have relatively little idea of what makes particular Ll linguistic

forms more vulnerable in the L2 acquisition process, what triggers

restructuring at different stages of IL development, or what L2 grammars at

the state of ultimate attainment look like.  Much empirical evidence from

L2 studies confirms that UG principles constrain IL systems (e.g. Montrul,

2000; Schwartz, 1993, 2003; Thomas, 1993; White, 2000) and that such

systems resemble the target languages in most respects even if they are not

identical or perfectly complete (e.g. Birdsong, 1992; Coppieters, 1987;

Herschensohn, 2000). Consequently, due to the grammatical nature of ILs,

which are "not random concatenations of words" (Herschensohn, 2000, p.

52) but possible human languages and therefore constrained by UG, many

L2 acquisition researchers have formulated and tested their hypotheses by

linking UG and L2 acquisition.

The IL grammars in question can be characterized in terms of parameter



The Linguistics Journal. June 2011 Volume 5 Issue 1

128

settings (White, 2003, p. 118). Some researchers maintain that UG is

available to adult L2 learners, and that the L2 learners are able to reset

parameters from their L1 value to the L2 setting (e.g. Epstein et al., 1996;

Uziel, 1993; White, 1989, 1988, in White, 2003). Other researchers (e.g.

Bley-Vroman, 1989; Clahsen and Muysken, 1986, in White, 2003) argue

that UG is not available in adult L2 acquisition and that such L2 learners

are not able to reset parameters in their acquisition process.

In this study, the issue of parameter resetting is investigated from

the point of view of knowledge of verb placement in English by adult L1

Arabic speakers. The placement of verbs with respect to negation, adverbs

and subject floating quantifiers (FQs) is generally taken to constitute a UG

parameter often referred to as the (V)erb raising or the (V)erb-movement

parameter (Pollock, 1989). As an attempt to provide syntactic

characterization on the UG availability approaches in L2 acquisition, the

Failed Functional Features Hypothesis (FFFH) (Hawkins and Chan, 1997),

and the Full Transfer Full Access Hypothesis (FTFAH) (Schwartz and

Sprouse 1994; 1996) are tested. The study aims to verify the claims that (1)

the partial inaccessibility of UG is due to the inaccessibility of

parameterized features after a critical period, which are not instantiated in

adult L2 learners’ L1 and (2) the full accessibility of UG is due to the

accessibility of parameterized features, which are not instantiated in adult

L2 learners’ L1, i.e. UG in its entirety constrains L2 acquisition. This latter

view holds that L2 learners are able to reset parameters from their L1 value

to the L2 setting, after an initial state of full transfer of their L1.

Studies that investigate the L2 acquisition of the V(erb)-movement
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parameter suggest that verb-placement with respect to negation is easily

acquirable, but L2 learners’ judgements on adverb placement were the

opposite (e.g. White, 1992, in White, 2003: 130-132).  Other such studies

with L2 learners of English have been conducted by Hawkins et al., (2008),

Ayoun (2005), Chu and Schwartz (2005), Eubank et al., (1997), Trahey and

White (1993), and White (1991, 1990/91), while those involving

acquisition of verb movement in L2 French have been carried by Hawkins

(2001), Ayoun (1999) and Hawkins et al., (1993), and L2 Chinese, by Yuan

(2003).

Noticeably, in most of the studies investigating verb movement, the L1 of

the participants is a Germanic language such as English (e.g. Hawkins et

al., 1993) or a Romance language like French (e.g. Ayoun, 2005, White,

1991; Trahey and White, 1993). Few researchers have considered L1s of

Semitic origin like Arabic (Bolotin, 1996). In fact, there are very few

studies on the acquisition of L2 English by adult learners whose L1 exhibits

verb movement. No study so far has been conducted on the acquisition of

V-movement parameter in L2 English by adult Arabic learners within the

theoretical framework of generative grammar. These are the reasons which

had led us to investigate verb movement in Arabic (the learners' L1), to

compare it to English, and to examine the learners’ acquisition of the

property in L2 English.

2. Framework for the Study

The study focused on post-childhood L2 acquisition of verb placement in

English by L1 adult Arabic-speaking learners of L2 English, namely
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whether the learners can reset the V-movement parameter to the target

value. Some researchers in L2 acquisition using the generative framework

have sought to determine whether or not adult L2 learners have access to

UG beyond a certain age (see White, 2003, for discussion). In other words,

what they are interested in is the issue of whether there is a critical period

in L2 acquisition.

Two major hypotheses with respect to the end state of post-

childhood L2 acquisition can be distinguished, namely, the FFFH (Hawkins

and Chan, 1997) and the FTFAH (Schwartz and Sprouse 1994; 1996).

These will be tested in the study. The FFFH maintains that acquisition will

fail where L1 and L2 parameter settings differ, i.e. parameter resetting in

the L2 is not possible after the critical period for instantiation of these

parametric values has ceased to operate. Therefore, the IL syntactic

representations in post–childhood L2 acquisition would diverge from the

target grammar despite apparent native-like performance. On the contrary,

the FTFAH contends that after an initial period of Ll transfer, parameters

can be reset in L2 acquisition as a result of restructuring. The L2 learners

start out with the parameter settings instantiated in their L1 grammars (full

transfer) and that they can subsequently reset parameters to the target L2

settings. Therefore, their IL representations in post-childhood acquisition

can be native-like due to convergence on the target language. Following

from this, the FFFH predicts that the L2 steady state cannot include native-

like representations where L1 and L2 parameter settings differ, whereas the

FTFAH predicts that it can. In short, the FTFAH and the FFFH differ in

their predictions for the L2 steady state.
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3. Linguistic Assumptions

Since UG aims to explain the universal traits that characterize all human

languages and since learner goals in L2 acquisition are akin to the goals of

children acquiring their L1, that is, to comprehend and produce the target

language, then the present study rightly must adopt the most current

framework of the generative paradigm, the Minimalist Program (MP)

(Chomsky, 1995).  The MP attempts to describe grammars by minimal

means without imposing theoretical rules and procedures. MP looks at the

syntax-semantics interface in a way that sees the meaning of a sentence

being derived from the distinctive features of lexica1 items and the way

these items are linked through functional categories. The fundamental idea

of MP involves an invariant Computational System (CS) and the roles of

morphological features or features of functional categories, which control

parametric differences between languages. For example, functional

categories contained within the IP are typically associated with inflectional

morphological features, and their role is to check the same features on

lexical categories. Although the inventory of functional categories is

defined by UG, not all functional categories are instantiated in every

language. In other words, languages differ as to which formal features are

present and instantiated (the functional categories they select and project).

Consequently, the task of a language learner may involve selecting and

fixing the correct values of features from the restricted available options.

Chomsky (1995) proposes that functional categories dominate lexical

categories and that each syntactic operation is basically a movement of
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features of functional categories which are either [+strong] or [-strong].

When the feature is [+strong], it triggers an overt syntactic operation, while

[-strong] features trigger covert movement. The overt movement of strong

features requires that the word to which the features are attached move

together with its features to converge at phonological interpretation. In light

of the above discussion, this study will look at the acquisition of the V-

movement parameter in English by L1 speakers of Arabic.

3.1 The V-movement Phenomenon

The V-movement parameter or V–to–I movement (Pollock, 1989, 1997)

involves the movement of the [+finite] verb from its VP–position to a

functional head linked to inflectional features. Within the Minimalist

framework (e.g. Chomsky 1995, 1999), [+finite] thematic verbs may move

to (Infl)ection before Spell-out to have their strong, and therefore visible,

morphological features checked and erased to avoid a violation of the Full

Interpretation Principle. This movement of the verb occurs in a variety of

structures including placement of negation, adverbs and floating quantifiers

among others.

Previous research on verb movement has shown that this process

does not apply in the same manner in all natural languages (Rahhali and

Souâli, 1997, p. 320). In other words, in languages where the V-features in

Infl are strong, there is overt movement of the [+finite] verb, which raises

from the VP to I for feature checking. On the other hand, languages in

which V-features are weak, overt movement does not take place. Instead,

features are checked at Logical Form (LF); this movement is not ‘visible’ in
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the syntax and is said to be covert (White, 2003, p. 11). Therefore, if L2

learners can be shown to acquire L2 feature strength where this differs from

L1 feature strength, this constitutes evidence in favour of parameter

resetting (White, 2003, p. 128). In this study, we consider whether or not

L2 learners can reset a parameter which depends on feature strength,

namely, the V-Movement (V-to-I movement) or V-Raising Parameter,

which accounts for differences in the placement of thematic verbs in a

variety of languages, including between English and Arabic.

Thus, whether or not a [+finite] verb raises overtly is determined by

strength of features in higher functional categories. Arabic has strong Infl

(Bolotin, 1995) while the English Infl feature is weak (Chomsky, 1995), i.e.

the feature strength is set to [+strong] in Arabic and to [-strong] in English.

Accordingly, in Arabic, the main V overtly moves out of its base-generated

position, while in English, it does not (Chomsky, 1995; Pollock, 1989). In

other words, Arabic exhibits verb movement for all finite thematic verbs

whereas in English verb movement is limited to auxiliary and copula

raising.

Thus, differences between the behavior of finite and non-finite verbs in

English and Arabic have been accounted for in terms of verb movement.

Under this account, the setting of the V-movement parameter can be

determined by observing the placement of the verb in relation to certain

other elements that occur left adjoined to the VP, such as the negative

element (Neg), adverbs and subject floating quantifiers (FQs) (which have

been termed left-adjoined elements). In languages that have a positive value

of the parameter [+strong], such as Arabic, the V precedes the left-adjoined
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elements because it has raised out of VP (i.e., across any left-adjoined

elements); in languages that have a negative value of the parameter [-

strong], such as English, the V follows the left-adjoined elements because it

is VP-internal as it does not raise out of the VP.

3.1.1 Verb Movement in English

English is a [-strong] language as it has weak inflectional features, and

feature checking will take place at the level of logical form (LF) (White,

2003, p. 11). Therefore, the V remains in the VP and does not move overtly.

It appears after Neg, adverbs and subject FQs. Consequently, verb

movement would produce ungrammatical structures. The result is the

negator not cannot occur after the verb and the adverb is not allowed to

interrupt a verb and its direct object. The English V does not move over

FQs either.

3.1.1.1 Negation Placement

In English, the negation element not may be used in both finite and non-

finite contexts.  Given that English is specified for the feature [-strong], the

[+finite] thematic verbs never appear to the left of the negation element as

illustrated in (1).

(1) She does not like trout.

According to Pollock’s ‘NegP-hypothesis’ (1989), the negation elements

head their own projection. In English, the negation element not occupies

the specifier of NegP whose head is realized as an abstract head [Neg] or by

the negative affix “-n’t” (see e.g. Yuan, 2003: 353). In view of the fact that
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[+finite] thematic verbs are [-strong] in English, the auxiliary do is inserted

under T(ense) and moves to Agr(eement) via Neg, picking up “-n’t” or the

abstract [Neg] on its way (Yuan, 2003, p. 353).

In contrast to [+finite, -strong] thematic verbs in English, [+finite] copular

verb be and [+finite] auxiliary verb be do undergo movement. They move

to T, Neg and Agr and appear to the left of the negation as in (2) and (3).

(2) She is/was not happy.
(3) She is/was not going home.

3.1.1.2 Adverb Placement

In English, adverb placement is claimed to be relatively free since adverbs

can occur in a number of different positions in the sentence, in spite of the

fact that there are semantic and syntactic restrictions on which adverbs can

appear in which positions (Shu, 2006: 2). However, English adverbs are

banned from the position between the verb and its subcategorized element;

instead, they occur between the subject and the verb in the order of

SAdvVO as indicated in (4).

(4) John always eats apples.

Again, this has been attributed to the weakness of the verbal features in Infl

in English (White, 2003, p. 128). The [-strong] V-feature in Infl prevents

the raising of the [+finite] thematic verb from its base position to the head

of Infl. As a result of non-raising of the thematic verb, it remains in situ

inside the VP and the adverb (Adv) is allowed to precede the verb in a

SAdvV order (Ouhalla, 2002, p. 94-95).
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Unlike thematic verbs, copular and auxiliary verbs such as be forms are

raised overtly to I and are allowed to precede a VP Adverb (Ouhalla, 2002,

p. 95). The examples (5) and (6) below show such an order.

(5) She is/was always late. (SCopAdv)
(6) She is/was always playing outside. (SAuxAdv)

3.1.1.3 Subject Floating Quantifiers (FQs)

Given that English [+finite] thematic verbs are morphologically

impoverished and do not raise to Infl (Chomsky, 1995), the subject floating

quantifier all ends up preceding instead of following the verb as indicated

in the following examples which are taken from Ayoun, (2005, p. 145).

(7)      a. All my friends love the beach.
b. My friends all love the beach.
c. *My friends love all the beach.
d. *My friends love the beach all.

(Ayoun, 2005, p. 145)

Here, the subject quantifier is allowed to ‘float’, thus the term ‘floating

quantifier’ but since the verb does not raise, the subject quantifier can never

appear after the verb in English. Sentences such as (7a) and (7b) exemplify

this point.  The thematic verb love has the features of [+finite, -strong].

Accordingly, the subject quantifier all appears before the verb. On the other

hand, examples such as (7c) and (7d) are not accepted in English.

However, the auxiliary and copula be are allowed to move in English.

Hence, we find the order as exemplified in (8) and (9) respectively (i.e.

subject quantifier after auxiliary and copula be) to be acceptable in English.
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(8) We were all thinking about our holidays.
(9) My grandfathers were both farmers.

3.1.2 Verb Movement in Arabic

Arabic has strong inflectional features which allow for verb raising

(Bolotin, 1995). In other words, Arabic has [+strong] Infl whereby the verb

moves out of its base-generated position to T and Agr for feature checking,

following Chomsky (1995) who states that rich morphological features

trigger overt verb movement to Infl for feature checking. This is assumed

as a result of evidence from verb placement in relation to Neg, adverbs and

FQs.

3.1.2.1 Negation Placement

Negation in Arabic has received a reasonable amount of theoretical

attention within Minimalism. Benmamoun (2000, p. 94) and Aoun et al.,

(2010, p. 110-20) provide the most recent and the most comprehensive

analysis to account for sentential negation in Arabic within the framework

of the Minimalist Program, and for this reason we briefly present their

account here. They propose that the negation markers in Arabic include laa,

lam, lan, laysa, and maa (glossed as ‘not’). According to them, these

negation markers can be divided into two groups: the first group comprises

laa (10a) and its three variants - two variants being lam (10b) and lan (10c)

that inflect for T but not Agr, and the third variant, laysa (10d) that inflects

for Agr but not T; the second group contains maa (10e). (Examples 10a-10e

are adapted from Benmamoun, 2000, and Aoun et al., 2010.)
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(10) a

b

laa
neg. IMP(erf)

ya-stayqiZ
3m-get up

?al-walad-u
the-boy-nom

mubakkir-an
early-acc

‘The boy doesn’t get up early.’

Lam
neg.P(erf)

ya-stayqiZ
3m-get up

?al-walad-u
the-boy-nom

mubakkir-an
early-acc

c

‘The boy did not get up early.’

lan
neg. fut

ya-stayqiZ
3m-get up

?al-walad-u
the-boy-nom

mubakkir-an
early-acc

‘The boy will not get up early.’

d Lays-at
Neg-3sf

?al-bint-u
the-girl-nom

ta-l3abu
3f-play

e

‘The girl doesn’t play.’

Maa
neg

qara?-a
read-3sm.P(erf)

3alyy-un
Ali-nom

?al-kitaab-a
the-book-acc

‘Ali did not read the book.’

The negation markers that do not inflect for agreement (laa, lam, lan) must

be adjacent to the verb (10a-c) as shown by the fact that the subject cannot

intervene between them, while the one that inflects for agreement does not

have to be adjacent to the verb (10d) (Benmamoun, 2000: 8).

Further, negation markers including maa (11a), laa and the variants lan and

lam (11b) are used in copular sentences. On the other hand, laa and its

variant laysa (12a) and maa (12b) are used in the context of non-verbal

predicates (i.e. verbless sentences) as show below:

(11) a

b

maa
neg

kun-tu
be-1s.p(erf)

Taalibat-an
student-acc

‘I was not a student.’

Lam
neg. P(erf)

ya-kun
3m-be

Taaliban
student

‘He wasn't a student.’
(from Benmamoun, 2000, p. 98)
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(12) a lays-at
neg-3sf

mu3allimat-an
teacher-Acc

‘She (is) not a teacher.’

b maa
neg

xaalidun
Khalid

fii  l-bayt-i
in  the-house-gen

‘Khalid (is) not in the house’
(from Aoun et al., 2010, p.111)

Benmamoun’s (2000, p. 94) general argument is that all the negation

markers except for maa are generated under the head of NegP, which is

located between TP and VP. The subject and the verb are generated under

the Spec and head of VP, respectively.

To account for the merger between the verb and the negative marker,

Benmamoun (2000) assumes that Neg is specified for the [+D] feature that

attracts the verb as a potential checker. He argues that the Agr on the verb

can check the [+D] feature. Two factors, he maintains, motivate the

movement of the verb. First, the [+V] feature of T attracts the verb to raise

and check the [+V] feature. The second factor is the [+D] feature that Neg

is specified for (Benmamoun, 2000: 69). His idea is that both the verb and

the subject are possible checkers for the [+D] feature of both T and Neg.

In the [+past] tense (13), T is specified for verbal and nominal features

([+V, +D]) (Aoun et al., 2010, p. 34). The verb is attracted by T to check its

verbal features. It raises to Neg, merges with the negation marker, and

checks the [+D] feature of Neg. Then, the complex head moves to T to have

its [+V] feature checked. Since the verb is already in T, it checks T’s [+D]

feature (Benmamoun, 2000, p. 100).

(13) Lam
neg.P(erf)

ya-?kul
3m-eat

?al-walad-u
the-boy-nom

?a-ttuffaHat-a
the-apple-acc
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‘The boy did not eat the apple.’

In the [-past] tense (14), the verb is not attracted by T, since it lacks the

[+V] feature (Aoun et al., 2010: 34). However, the merger with Neg can be

justified by the fact that Neg is specified for the [+D] feature, which attracts

the verb as a possible checker. Since the [+D] feature of T is not checked by

the verb, the subject moves to the Spec of TP through the Spec of NegP to

check the nominal feature [+D] of T.

(14) a ?a-ttullab-u
the-students

laa
neg.IMP(erf)

ya-drus-uu-n
3m-study-p-ind

‘The students do not study.’

The fourth negation marker maa is different from the rest of the negators in

that it does not indicate tense. Moutaouakil (1993, p. 81) claims that this

negation marker occurs mostly in the context of [+past] tense but it can also

occur in the [-past] tense context. Benmamoun (2000, p. 108) argues that

maa is generated in the Spec of NegP. The assumption here is that in the

context of the [+past] tense the verb moves to Neg to check its [+D] feature

and merges with its Spec on its way to T to check the [+V] feature of T as

shown in (15a) and its representation in (15b).

(15) a

b

maa
neg

jaa?-a
came-3sm.P(erf)

?al-walad-u
the-boy-nom

‘The boy did not come.’
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(adapted from Benmamoun, 2000, p.105)

In the same vein, the negation markers in the copular sentences (laa, lam,

lan and maa) occupy the head of NegP. This head is specified for the [+D]

feature that needs to be checked. The negative markers must merge with a

verbal head. The copula moves to the Spec of NegP, checks its [+D]

feature, and the complex head [Neg+copula] raises to T to have its [+V]

feature checked (Benmamoun, 2000).

3.1.2.2 Adverb Placement

Pollock (1989) has argued that adverbs modify the VP. As they are not

complements and do not build up new projection, they are adjuncts to VP.

In this position the adverbs can act as indicators for movement out of the

VP.

In sentences involving adverbs in Arabic, verb movement takes place

overtly. Thematic verbs, for instance, may precede VP adverbs which are

left adjoined to VP (Pollock 1989). This is illustrated by the following pairs

of sentences.
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(16) a ?akal-a
eat-3sm.P(erf)

?al-walad-u
the-boy-nom

kathiir-an
abundantly-acc

t-tufaaH-a
the-apples-acc

‘The boy ate apples abundantly.’

b ta-TbuX-u
3f.IMP(erf)-cook

fatimat-u
Fatima-nom

daa?im-an
always-acc

s-samak-a
the-fish

‘Fatima always cooks fish.’
(Rahhali and Souâli, 1997,

p. 321)

However, both frequency and manner adverbs can also appear between the

surface subject and the main verb as shown in (17a), which is reminiscent

of the English example, reproduced in (17b).

(17) a ?innahum
they

daa?iman
always

yu-shahiduuna
3pm- watch

al-film
the- movie

fi-?a-ssinama
in-the-cinema

‘They often watch movies in the cinema.’

b They often watch movies in the cinema.

The syntax of adverbs in Arabic is so rich and intricate that it deserves a

deeper and more thorough study, which is beyond the scope of the present

study. However, in this work, we centre our attention on the stand that

adverbs may appear between a verb and its complement, in contrast to

English.

3.1.2.3 Floating Quantifiers (FQs)

With regard to the floating quantifier (FQ) kull ‘all’ in Arabic, Benmamoun,

(1998) argues that it occurs in two patterns: (i) a FQ—NP pattern, and (ii)

an NP—FQ pattern. In the former pattern, the quantifier displays properties

of nominal heads of genitive constructions (18a) and (18b). And the latter
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pattern carries a clitic that agrees with the NP to its left (19a) and (19b).

(18) a

b

kull-u
all-nom

?a-TTullaab-i
the-students-gen

jaa?-uu
came-3pm

‘All the students came.’

Ra?ayt-u
saw-1sm

kull-a
all-acc

?a-TTullaab-i
the-students-gen

‘I saw all the students.’

(19) a

b

?a-TTullaab-u
the-students-nom

Kull-u-hum
all-nom-them

jaa?-uu
came-3pm

‘All the students came.’

Ra?ayt-u
saw-1sm

?a-TTullaab-a
the-students-acc

Kull-a-hum
all-acc-them

‘I saw all the students.’              (Examples from Benmamoun, 1998)

In both cases (18 and 19) we are dealing with the same constituent headed

by the quantifier kull ‘all’; the NP—FQ pattern is derived from the FQ—

NP pattern by movement of the NP to the specifier of QP (Shlonsky, 1991;

Benmamoun, 1998).

In sentences involving FQs with [+past] verb, the T head which is specified

for both [+V] and [+D] can check [+V] of the verb and the [+D] of the

noun. As a result, the verb raises out of VP to Agr and on to T across these

elements. Thus, FQs can appear between the verb and its subcategorized

complement in a VSFQC(omplement) order as shown in (20a) or

VFQSC(omplement) order as shown in (20b).

(20) a ðahab-a
went-3sm

?al-awlaad-u
the-boys-nom

Kull-u-hum
all-them-nom

?ilaa    ?al-baHr-i
to      the-sea-gen
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b ðahab-a
went-3sm

Kull-u
All-nom

?al-awlaad-i
the-boys-nom

?ilaa    ?al-baHr-i
to      the-sea-gen

‘All the children went to the sea.’

On the other hand, when the verb is [-past] and the T head is specified for

[+D], the subject has to move to Spec, TP to check the feature [+D] on the

head T and thus the FQ is adjoined to TP which explains the fact that they

can appear higher in the representation as shown in (21a)

FQSVC(omplement) or (21b) SFQVC(omplement).

(21) a Kull-u
all-nom

?al-awlaad-i
the-children-gen

ya-ðahab-uun
3m-go-p-ind

?ilaa   ?al-baHr to
the-sea

b ?al-awlaad-u
the-children-nom

Kull-u-hum
all-them-nom

ya-ðahab-uun
3m-go-p-ind

?ilaa    ?al-baHr
to    the-sea

‘All the children go to the sea.’

3.2 Non-Finite Context

In English, [-finite] thematic verbs do not raise, as is the case for [+finite]

thematic verbs. Therefore, they cannot appear immediately before the

negation marker not. Example (22) shows that the [-finite] thematic verb

sleep does not raise; consequently can never occur to the left of the

negation marker not; hence the ungrammaticality of (22 b).

(22) a
b

Not to sleep enough makes you tired.
*To sleep not enough makes you tired.

On the other hand, in [-finite] contexts with the copula be, the verb is free

to move to Agr. It may optionally appear either immediately before (23 a)

or after (23 b) the negation maker not.



The Linguistics Journal. June 2011 Volume 5 Issue 1

145

(23) a
b

To be not afraid helps you overcome hard times.
Not to be afraid helps you overcome hard times.

In Arabic, the notion of non-finiteness can be expressed either through

nominalization as in (24a) or by tensed clauses as in (24b) and (24c).

Nominalization can never occur with the previously mentioned negation

markers (section 3.1.2.1); hence the ungrammaticality of (24d). The only

way a negation marker can be used with nominalization is by using the

negation word such as 3adam ‘neg’ (24e). Furthermore, the question of

non-finite verb movement does not arise in Arabic, contrary to English:

(24) a mo3amalata
treatment

?al-walidayni
the-parents

bighayri
without

iHtiraam
respect

amrun
thing

moXjil-un
shameful

‘To treat one's parents with no respect is a shame.’

b ?al-laði
who

laa-yu-3amilu
Neg-3sm.IMP(erf)treat

waliday-hi
parents-his

b-iHtiraam-in
with-respect

3aaq
shame

c 3aqun
shame

man-laa-yu-3amilu
who- Neg-3sm.IMP(erf)treat

waliday-hi
parents-his

b-iHtiraam
with-respect

‘It's a shame not to treat one's parents respectfully.’

d *Laa-mu3amalata
neg-treatment

?al-walidayni
the-parents

bighayr-i
without

iHtiraam
respect

amrun
something

muXjil-un
shameful
‘Not to treat one's parents respectfully is a shame’

e 3adamu
neg

mu3aamalti
treatment

?al-walidayni
the-parents

amrun
thing

muXjilun
shameful

‘Not to treat one's parents respectfully is a shame.’
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3.3 Summary
Arabic exhibits verb movement for all finite thematic verbs whereas in

English verb movement is limited. In English, the auxiliary and the copula

be can move to Agr via T while thematic finite verbs cannot due to the

weak nature of agreement; hence, they appear to the right of negation,

adverbs and subject FQs. In Arabic, thematic verbs in finite contexts move

from Agr to T across negation, adverbs and FQs, in contrast to English.

Finite verbs may appear before or after adverbs and FQs. Since verb

movement is systematic according to current linguistic theory, this suggests

that the positions that manner and frequency adverbs and subject FQs may

appear is more varied in Arabic than in English.

In English, similar to finite thematic verbs, non-finite thematic

verbs do not raise. Therefore, they cannot appear immediately before the

negation marker not. Conversely, non-finite auxiliaries and the copula may

raise past negation and are free to move to Agr. Thus, they may optionally

appear either immediately before or after negation. Finally, as opposed to

English, there are no non-finite forms in Arabic.

4. The Study

This study investigates the acquisition of English verb movement by L1

Arabic speakers of L2 English which is generally taken to constitute a UG

parameter often referred to as the V-raising or the V-movement parameter.

The paper will look at data gathered from a grammaticality judgement task

(GJT) with the aim of testing learners’ underlying knowledge of English V-

movement parameter. The V-movement parameter is selected in this study

due to the fact that this property does not apply in the same fashion in all
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natural languages. Languages such as English have been shown to involve

only covert verb movement. With regard to verb movement in Arabic, there

is clear evidence that it takes place overtly. This study aims to examine the

consistency of the FFFH and the FTFAH in explaining the acquisition of

English verb placement with respect to Neg, adverbs and subject FQs by

adult Arabic speakers.  To do this, the study sets out to examine the extent

to which the Arabic ESL (English as a second language) learners can reset

the verb  movement parameter with respect to (a) negation in finite

contexts, (b) negation in non-finite contexts, (c) adverbs (frequency and

manner) in finite contexts, and (d) subject floating quantifiers in finite

contexts.  Specifically, we will determine whether acquisition of functional

categories not available in L1 is possible in L2 acquisition at the advanced

level.

4.1 Participants

In total 240 L1 adult Arabic speakers who were learners of L2 English

participated in this study. They were subdivided into three proficiency

levels based on their performance in the Oxford Placement Test (OPT)

(Allan, 1992), a standardized proficiency test. The formation of the three

groups (advanced, upper-intermediate and lower-intermediate) is based on

a score of 80% and above for the advanced group, between 61% and 75%

for the upper-intermediate group and between 41% and 55% for the lower-

intermediate group. The participants were undergraduate university

students in Yemen. They had studied English for three years before they

began secondary school and they continued to learn English at secondary
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school. In addition, first year undergraduate students had to learn English as

a requirement course at the university level.  This means that the learners

had had at least seven to eight years of tutored exposure to the English

language.  The average number of years spent learning English was 10.18

years. However, most learners had had very little contact with English

outside the classroom.  In total, 66 participants were classified as advanced,

84 as upper intermediate and 90 as lower intermediate on the basis of their

results in the standardized proficiency test, the OPT.

In this study we focussed on the description of Modern Standard

Arabic (MSA) as opposed to the colloquial dialects. Basically, not all

speakers of Arabic have equal command of their colloquial dialects.  Unlike

the colloquial dialects, MSA is used in many aspects of the learners’ lives.

MSA is taught in school, and it is used in the mass media as well as for all

formal and religious purposes. Thus, it has become a symbol of unity of the

Arab world (Aoun et al., 2010: 2; Watson, 2002: 8-9). The situation is the

same in Yemen. For this reason we focused on MSA, and we refer to it as

Arabic.

4.2 Methodology

A grammaticality judgement task consisting of English sentences

displaying grammatical and ungrammatical placement of the verb with

respect to negation, adverbs and subject FQs was administered to all the

participants. It was designed to test the learners’ underlying knowledge of

the English V-movement parameter. The task consisted of 104 test items

involving an equal number of grammatical and ungrammatical items. Each
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set (grammatical or ungrammatical) contained five item types:

52 grammatical items

 Type 1 (Tl): 12 Negation in Finite Contexts (GNFC), that is

correctly placed negation items with finite clauses involving the

features of [±finite], [±past], [±AGR] and [±ablaut] (e.g. They do

not watch movies in the cinema.)

 Type 2 (T2):8 Negation in Non-Finite Contexts (GNIFC), that is

correctly placed negation items with non-finite/infinitive clauses.

(e.g. Not to win a competition is disappointing.)

 Type 3 (T3): 12 correctly placed adverb items with finite clauses

(GAdvFC) involving the features of [±finite], [±past], [±AGR] and

[±ablaut] (e.g. They are constantly talking on the phone.)

 Type 4 (T4): 12 correctly placed floating quantifier items with

finite clauses (GFQFC) involving the features of [±finite], [±past],

[±AGR] and [±ablaut]. (e.g. The boys all sat on the beach; My

grandfathers were both farmers.)

 Type 5 (T5): 8 correctly inflected distractors (GDIS) (e.g. Mr. Ali

met his wife at a party.)

52 ungrammatical items

 Type 1 (Tl): 12 Negation in Finite Contexts (UNFC), that is

wrongly placed negation items with finite clauses involving the

features of [±finite], [±past], [±AGR] and [±ablaut] (e.g. *The

students not are coming to the party.)

 Type 2 (T2):8 Negation in Non-Finite Contexts (UNIFC), that is

wrongly placed negation items with non-finite/infinitive clauses.
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(e.g.*To sleep not enough makes you tired.)

 Type 3 (T3): 12 wrongly placed adverb items with finite clauses

(UAdvFC) involving the features of  [±finite], [±past], [±AGR] and

[±ablaut]. (e.g. *He pushed slowly the car in the park.)

 Type 4 (T4): 12 wrongly placed floating quantifier items with finite

clauses (UFQFC) involving the features of [±finite], [±past],

[±AGR] and [±ablaut]. (e.g. * The artists come all to the show.)

 Type 5 (T5): 8 wrongly inflected distractors (UDIS) (e.g. *Reads

Ahmed the daily newspaper.)

All item types included thematic verbs as well as the auxiliary be and the

copula be. Transitive, intransitive, regular and irregular verbs were included

in the thematic verb items so that participants’ judgements were not due to

the influence of verb types. With regard to non-finite items (T2), two

patterns were used: to-V-not (e.g. to be not healthy can be dangerous) and

not-to-V (e.g. not to be a liar helps you get people’s trust). Adverbial

constructions (T3) included both manner (e.g. quickly, slowly) and

frequency (e.g. often, rarely) adverbs. The following adverb positions were

tested with transitive verbs: SVAdvO and SAdvVO. T5 items in both the

grammatical and ungrammatical sets served as distracters.  Thus in total 44

grammatical and 44 ungrammatical items (T1-T4) are pertinent and of

concern here.

The participants were given 60 minutes to answer all the items.

They were requested to judge whether an item was grammatical or

ungrammatical. The test items were coded for V-movement parameter and

the data collected were reported in terms of mean percentages. Then, one
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way ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) tests were run on all grammatical and

ungrammatical item types (T1 to T4).

5. Results and Interpretation

Table 1 below summarises the data obtained from the participants’

performance on grammatical items. Figure 1 is a graph representing the

same information in a visually more striking manner.

Table 1: Accuracy on Grammatical Items in the GJT
Item type Proficiency Group (%)

Advanced
N=66

Upper-Intermediate
N=84

Lower-Intermediate
N=90

T1 (GNFC) 80.83% 69.72% 54.86% 68.47%
T2
(GNIFC)

68.13% 56.67% 45.63% 56.81%

T3
(GAdvFC)

77.64% 64.86% 49.44% 63.98%

T4
(GFQFC)

64.44% 60.56% 51.67% 58.89%

Average 72.76% 62.95% 50.40% 62.04%
GNFC= grammatical negation in finite contexts; GNIFC= grammatical

negation in non-finite contexts; GAdvFC= grammatically placed adverb in

finite contexts; GFQFC= grammatically placed floating quantifier in finite

contexts
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Figure 1: Comparison of Results of All Sets of Grammatical Items in
the GJT for the Three Groups

As shown in Table 1 and Figure 1, the advanced participants were very

accurate on the (T1) GNFC items (80.83%). In contrast, the performance of

the upper-intermediate group and the lower-intermediate group was much

lower (69.72% and 54.86% respectively). On the basis of a one-way

ANOVA, the three groups were significantly different in terms of accuracy

(F(2,237)= 20.781, p= .0001). Post-hoc Scheffe tests also indicated

significant differences among all possible pairs of proficiency levels. The

advanced group scored above 80% for this set of items indicating that they

have attained native-like level (see e.g. Wong, 2002).

Where the (T2) GNIFC items were concerned, accuracy was quite

low, even for the advanced level, the scores being below 80% for all

groups. A one-way ANOVA showed a highly significant difference between

all proficiency levels (F(2,237) = 10.057, p= .0001). In addition, post-hoc

Scheffe tests displayed significant differences (p<.05) between the accuracy

of the lower-intermediate group on the one hand and that of the advanced

group and the upper-intermediate group on the other; however, no

significant difference (p>.05) was found between the advanced group and

the upper-intermediate group. The low accuracy scores can be explained

by the poor performance on items displaying the copula as in (29) and (30):

(29) Not to be clever is sometimes an advantage.
(30) To be not afraid helps you overcome hard times.

Although Pollock (1989) argued that both sentences are assumed to be

possible, the participants clearly preferred the not-to-be option as in (29)
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than the to-be-not option as in (30). In addition, the participants performed

much better on items containing thematic verbs. Results showed that they

preferred the not-to-V items. Generally, the results imply that the learners

do not accept the to-V-not order either with the copula or thematic verbs,

and that they prefer the not-to-V order in both cases.

Adverbs in (T3) GAdvFC items proved to be problematic for the

lower-intermediate group who registered a much lower accuracy level

(49.44 %) than the other two groups (77.64% advanced, 64.86% upper-

intermediate). The advanced group was more accurate than the rest of the

learners and we can see that the higher the proficiency level of the learners,

the better their performance. A one-way ANOVA revealed a highly

significant difference between the groups (F(2,237)= 26.952, p= 0.0001).

Post-hoc Scheffe tests also found significant differences (p<0.05) for all

possible pairs of proficiency levels. Generally, the trend was the higher the

proficiency level, the better the performance of the participants. However,

the advanced group at ultimate attainment level had not acquired target

verb placement with respect to the placement of adverbs in finite contexts

to a native like level (see e.g. Wong, 2002, for assuming 80% as the cut off

point for native like level of acquisition).

Accuracy for all learners was below 80% on items in the (T4)

GFQFC set. It is even lower than on some of the other sentence types, such

as negation in finite contexts and adverbs: 64.44% for the advanced group

and 60.56% for the upper-intermediate group although both scored higher

than the lower-intermediate learners (51.67%). A one-way ANOVA found

significant differences between the three groups of participants (F(2,237) =
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3.799, p= .024). Post-hoc Scheffe tests on the GFQFC items revealed

significant differences (p<0.05) between the accuracy of the lower-

intermediate group on the one hand and that of the advanced group and the

upper-intermediate group on the other, suggesting that target verb

placement with respect to placement of subject FQs in finite clauses has not

been acquired to a native like level although accuracy did increase with

proficiency.

Table 2 below displays the data obtained from the participants’

performance on ungrammatical items. Figure 2 presents a comparison of

the data of all sets of ungrammatical items for the three proficiency groups

in a more visually striking manner.

Table 2: Accuracy on Ungrammatical Items in the GJT
Item type Proficiency Group Total

mean %Advanced

N=66

Upper-Intermediate
N=84

Lower-Intermediate
N=90

T1 (UNFC) 70.69% 61.67% 47.50% 59.95%
T2
(UNIFC)

60.00% 47.29% 30.21% 45.83%

T3
(UAdvFC)

64.36% 51.81% 37.22% 51.11%

T4
(UFQFC)

61.67% 46.81% 39.72% 49.40%

Average 64.18% 51.90% 38.66% 51.58%

UNFC= ungrammatical negation in finite contexts; UNIFC=

ungrammatical negation in non-finite contexts; UAdvFC= ungrammatically

placed adverb in finite contexts; UFQFC= ungrammatically placed floating

quantifier in finite contexts
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Figure 2: Comparison of Results of All Sets of Ungrammatical Items in

the GJT for the Three Groups

As shown in Table 2 and Figure 2, the accuracy scores on the T1 (UNFC)

ungrammatical items were rather low for the advanced, the upper-

intermediate and the lower-intermediate groups (70.69%, 61.67% and

47.50% respectively). Compared to the grammatical items (GNFC), the

learners seemed to show a higher level of inaccurate intuition towards the

ungrammatical items (see Table 1 for GNFC items). A one-way ANOVA

found a significant difference between groups on the T1 (UNFC) items

(F(2,237)= 9.408, p= .0001). Post-hoc Scheffe tests also found significant

differences (p<.05) between the accuracy scores of the lower-intermediate

group on the one hand and that of the advanced and the upper-intermediate

groups on the other. The lower accuracy levels in rejecting the

ungrammatical items compared to their ability in accepting the grammatical

items indicates that the learners had not yet acquired these items to a native

like level. For a learner to have achieved native like competence in a

particular L2 property, they would have to have accurate intuition of both

grammatical and ungrammatical items in a task. The fact that the learners
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had more difficulty detecting the ungrammatical items suggests that they

had a different underlying representation from native speakers for this

property.

As with T1 items, the three groups were not as accurate at

rejecting the T2 (UNIFC) ungrammatical items (60.00%, 47.29% and

30.21% respectively) as they were at accepting the T2 grammatical items. A

one-way ANOVA registered a significant difference between the groups on

T2 (UNIFC) items (F(2,237)= 20.461, p= .0001). Post-hoc Scheffe tests

indicated that the lower-intermediate group was significantly less accurate

than the advanced and the upper-intermediate groups in accepting the

(GNIFC) items and in rejecting the ungrammatical (UNIFC) ones. Taken

together, the results for the T2 (UNIFC) items indicated that the learners

had stabilized at levels below 80%.  Again, the poor performance on non-

finite negatives was mainly due to the low accuracy levels on sentences

containing the copula, such as (29). These sentences proved to be most

problematic for all participants, including the advanced group. The

participants were more likely to accept sentences like (30), i.e. where not

precedes to be. In general, they preferred not-to-be over to-be-not. An

analysis of participants’ accuracy levels on thematic verbs and the copula

revealed that performance on thematic verbs in the (GNIFC) items was

much better than performance on items with the latter.

With regard to adverbs, the three groups were, in general, more accurate at

accepting the grammatical items (GAdvFC) (77.64%, 64.86% and 49.44%

respectively) (see Table 1) than at rejecting ungrammatical ones (UAdvFC)

(64.36%, 51.81% and 37.22% respectively) (see Table 2). Nonetheless, the



The Linguistics Journal. June 2011 Volume 5 Issue 1

157

lower-intermediate group was less accurate on both sets of items than the

advanced and the upper-intermediate learners. A one-way ANOVA showed

significant difference between groups on the ungrammatical items

(F(2,237)= 16.833, p= 0.0001). Post hoc Scheffe tests revealed significant

differences (p<.05) between all possible pairs of proficiency levels.

The general performance of all groups on ungrammatical items with

adverbs (UAdvFC) as shown in Table 2 and Figure 2 was quite low. This is

mainly due to the low accuracy on rejecting ungrammatical items, and to

the low accuracy on grammatical adverb placement with copula and

auxiliary verbs. Items with copula and auxiliary verbs tended to be the most

problematic for all participants as they persistently judged SVAdv to be

acceptable in English due to the long lasting effect of their L1 (Arabic)

word order. However, the L1 Arabic speakers did improve with proficiency

for both sets of items (grammatical and ungrammatical).

With regard to the T4 items, the learners, in general, displayed

better performance at accepting the grammatical sentences (GFQFC) (see

Table 1) than at rejecting ungrammatical ones (UFQFC) (61.67%, 46.81%

and 39.72% respectively). This means that sentences such as (31) and (32)

were judged as grammatical.

(31) *The children received all a prize.

(32) *The students of physics all were intelligent.

The total accuracy level for the learners in each group did not reach 80%
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for this set of items (see Table 1 and Table 2). Even the advanced learners

seemed to have stabilized at about 64.44% (grammatical items) and 61.67%

(ungrammatical items) suggesting that they have not acquired these items

to a native like level. A one-way ANOVA showed a significant difference

among proficiency levels in this item type (F(2,237)= 9.891, p= 0.0001).

Post hoc Scheffe tests revealed significant differences (p<.05) between the

accuracy of the advanced group on the one hand and that of the lower-

intermediate group and the upper-intermediate group respectively on the

other. However, no significant difference (p>.05) was found between the

lower-intermediate group and the upper-intermediate group.

Except for the lower-intermediate group, learners were slightly

more accurate on sentences with the copula and be auxiliary verbs (in

contrast to the other sentence types). This result indicates that they often

accepted sentences such as (33) and (34) more than they do sentences such

as (35) and (36).

(33) They are all dissatisfied with the service.

(34) They are both talking to the teacher.

(35) The participants all speak English in the meeting.

(36) They both passed away together in 1976.

The results indicate that the learners were beginning to realize that SVFQ is
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possible with the copula and auxiliary be while SFQV is not.

Overall, the three groups of learners performed relatively well in the

grammatical set of items (72.76%, 62.95% and 50.40% respectively)

compared to the ungrammatical set of items (64.18%, 51.90% and 38.66%

respectively) (see Table1/Figure 1 and Table2/Figure 2). A one way

ANOVA conducted on the learners’ performance showed significant

differences on grammatical (F(2,237)= 52.026, p= .0001) and

ungrammatical items (F(2,237) = 33.542, p= .0001) items. Post-hoc Scheffe

tests revealed significant differences (p<.05) across the three proficiency

levels of learners. Taken together, the results indicate that target verb

placement with respect to Neg (in finite and non-finite contexts), adverbs

(in finite contexts) and subject FQs (in finite contexts) has not been

acquired by the learners to a native like level. Even at ultimate attainment,

the overall performance of the advanced group on both grammatical and

ungrammatical items (72.76% and 64.18% respectively) indicates that these

learners do not have the same intuition that native speakers have.

6. Discussion and Conclusion

As Arabic exhibits overt verb movement in the syntax, the L1 Arabic

learners seemed to be confused with the English V-movement parameter

(which is set to the negative value) items in T1 as indicated by their

judgements in both the ungrammatical and the ungrammatical items.

Accuracy of the L2 learners collectively was quite low (68.47% for the

grammatical items (GNFC) and 59.95% for the ungrammatical items

(UNFC)). Although at ultimate attainment level, the advanced learners
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seemed to have accepted the English configuration (80.83%), their

judgement of the corresponding ungrammatical items showed otherwise

(70.69%). In other words, the L2 learners failed to reject (VNeg) items such

as *The train arrives not in the morning consistently. A paired two-sample

t-test showed that their accuracy scores in the ungrammatical items to be

significantly different (p<.05) from that of the grammatical counterparts.

Their inability to reject the ungrammatical items to a native like level

indicates that they are still indeterminate in their judgment and intuition for

this structure. This suggests that the L2 learners, even at ultimate

attainment level, did not recognize the impossibility of verb movement with

finite negation, indicating failure to reset the parameter of [+strong] to its

target value in English. These results show that the L1 Arabic speakers at

ultimate attainment have not achieved native like competence in English

finite clauses with negation (T1).

As for the T2 items, results showed poor performance on non-finite

negation. In this set, the L1 Arabic speakers seemed to prefer the not-to-V

over the to-V-not though both patterns are grammatical. On the other hand,

analysis of the three groups’ accuracy levels indicates that their

performance on grammatical items was slightly better than their

performance on parallel ungrammatical items. At ultimate attainment (the

advanced group), a paired two-sample t-test showed that the grammatical

and ungrammatical scores are significantly different (t(65) = -2.310, p=

.024), indicating that the learners’ ILes were indeterminate and non native

like.

In the same vein, for the T3 items, although at ultimate attainment, the L1
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Arabic speakers have accepted the English configuration at a level of

77.64%, their judgements of the corresponding ungrammatical items was

much lower, i.e. 64.36%.  When a paired two-sample t-test was done with

the grammatical and ungrammatical scores of the advanced group, the

result showed a significant difference of (t(65) = 2.995, p= .004).  Their

inability to reject the ungrammatical items adequately indicates that they

were still indeterminate in their judgements and intuition for this structure,

similar to items in T2.

The low accuracy scores on T4 items reveal that the L1 Arabic speakers

have difficulty with these items, both the grammatical and the

ungrammatical. This can be attributed to the fact that the placement of the

FQs is more varied in Arabic than in English. In particular, the learners

failed to accept SFQV items (e.g. the participants all speak English in the

meeting) and generally failed to reject the SVFQ order (e.g.*the children

received all a prize), a result which suggests that their L1 has influenced

them in the acquisition of this set of items. At ultimate attainment, the

grammatical and ungrammatical scores are not only low, but a paired two-

sample t-test indicated that the two sets of scores are not significantly

different at (t(65) = .543, p= .589).  This result shows that this set of items

is difficult for the learners and their ILes are non-native like.

To verify the possibility of parameter resetting in post critical

period L2 acquisition, the results should indicate that L1 Arabic speakers

are able accept English structures with no verb movement and they should

have learned the L2 after a critical period (see e.g. Smith and Tsimpli,

1995). This implies that L1 Arabic speakers of L2 English should place
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thematic verbs after negation (NegV), adverbs (SAdvV), and FQs (SFQV).

At the same time, they should reject VNeg, SVAdv and SVFQ orders.

The findings suggest that adult L1 Arabic learners of English

assume that English allows verb movement past Neg, adverbs and FQs.

Therefore, at ultimate attainment level, advanced L1 Arabic speakers’ IL

grammars in post critical period L2 acquisition demonstrated

representations inconsistent with those of native speakers’ for T1 items. As

a result, they accepted NegV and did not reject VNeg to native like level.

The L1 Arabic speakers were unable to accept SAdvV, or to reject SVAdv

to a native like level, showing that they were still indeterminate in their

judgments and intuition for the T3 items. With regard to the T2 items, the

L1 Arabic speakers did not perform well (below 80%) indicating that this

set of items also posed difficulty for them.  With respect to the T4 items,

the L1 Arabic speakers failed to either accept the grammatical structures

(SFQV) or to reject the ungrammatical structures (SVFQ) to a native like

level.

Although the adult learners were able to acquire the T1 (GNFC)

items well, they were not able to do so for the T2, T3 and T4 items.

Therefore, we cannot say for certain that they have reset the Arabic V-

movement parameter from [+strong] to [-strong].  What the results indicate

is that the learners seemed to have restructured and converged on to the

English setting for the T1 items.  The results for the other sets of items

show that they did not have the underlying mental representations of native

speakers for these items.

The fact that the adult L1 Arabic learners have failed to acquire
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English constructions to a native-like level in all item types and the fact that

their IL representations have deviated from that of native-like

representations provide evidence that resetting the V-movement parameter

from [+strong] to [-strong] is eventually impossible in post critical L2

acquisition. In other words, the functional features responsible for verb

movement in the Arabic learners’ IL grammars have not been set to the

weak value, i.e. the correct value for the target L2. These findings seem to

reject the assumption implied by the FTFAH that parameter resetting is

attainable in post critical L2 acquisition. On the contrary, the findings

support the FFFH proposed by Hawkins and Chan (1997).  Accordingly, the

findings have shown that adult L1 Arabic speakers of L2 English were

unable to acquire features that differed from those found in the L1. In spite

of being restricted to the L1 parameter value, the IL grammars of the

learners were able to generate representations that fall within the general

constraints of UG.

In sum, the findings indicate that the adult L1 Arabic speakers of L2

English are unable to acquire the feature strength that differs from that

found in the L1. In other words, the functional features which determine

parametric differences between the Arabic/English pairing with regard to

the V-movement parameter and all subsumed syntactic properties become

inaccessible to modification beyond the critical period and, depending on

the nature of the Arabic language, this has resulted in divergence from

native speaker representations since the parameter setting of English differs

from that of Arabic, thus supporting the assumptions of the FFFH.



The Linguistics Journal. June 2011 Volume 5 Issue 1

164

7. Recommendations for Further Research

It is suggested that more studies could be conducted in relation to the Failed

Functional Features Hypothesis (FFFH). This could be carried out by

investigating the acquisition of other grammatical elements or by targeting

other samples from different Arab speaking countries to find out if the

findings of this study could be substantiated. Another direction for further

research is a longitudinal study of child L2 English. It might also be

interesting to conduct an experimental task to specifically target the V-

movement parameter with other subsumed syntactic properties such as

inverted questions. Such studies could yield more evidence to support the

FFFH which will then strengthen its status as a model to describe and

explain the phenomena evident in L2 learners
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