CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.0 Introduction

First language acquisition is found to be a remaké&uman prodigy for two
main reasons. The first is the speed with whictakes place where it is crystal clear
that by the time a child celebrates his/her foustithday, he/she is an extremely
sophisticated language-user. The communicativeesysihich children are able to
operate at this early age is found to be unattéenebany other creature, machine or
computer (Yule, 2006, p. 149). The second reasothas this speed of acquisition
occurs for all children without overt instructiandependently of the great differences

in a range of social, cultural and even intelligefactors.

The acquisition of first language is a multipletemmvoven stages process. One
crucial dimension in this process of acquisitionthe development of the syntactic
component of the language where children are obdestiowing rapid and systematic
progress in ordering words into different typessehtences in accordance with the
grammatical rules in the particular language spoksgnadults in that linguistic
community. Around the age of two children are redi¢o start the production of their
first complex sentences (Hoff, 2009, p. 241). Qleitds ability to produce adult like
negative sentences and questions is relativelteantdestone on their way towards full

syntactic development and maturity.

The child’s language faculty needs to be practisat$ linguistic community by
its new young acquirers to ignite and develop ooyemprecisely, to “grow” next to
Chomsky’s notification that “language developmesdlly ought to be callehnguage
growth, because the language organ grows like any otbey brgan” (Chomsky N. ,

1983, p. 407).



Playground games, in addition to their contributiom providing fun and
guaranteeing conservation of cultural identitie® ane of the readymade stages for
language performance constructed by language coitisgim all cultures worldwide
throughout ages for the children to utilize. Thiady tries to identify the syntactic
forms used in the language of the playground gampegormed by Sudanese
preschoolers and school age children in an effodietermine the extent of suitability of
games identified to the acquisition of the synt&first language (Arabic in this case)

by children.

1.1Background of the Study

Two millstones spin throughout the study causingrgvattle it makes. The first is
syntax, which is one of the major components in lalbuistic investigations,
descriptions and analysis. The other is the regsddedule of syntactic development
which is almost the same in all normal childreneThllowing is a discussion of the

bones and sinews of the research project, syntdaamguage development.

1.1.1 Syntax

It is obviously noticed that mature speakers ofdigular language are able to
produce an infinite number of novel sentences. Tdapacity of producing and
understanding sentences never heard before givemrhlanguage one of its most
distinguishing characteristics referred to by lirsgisl as the productivity or generativity
of language. It is the knowledge of the systemaofjuage rather than the knowledge of
a list of sentences that enables the speakerslafiguage to generate such infinite
number of sentences (Hoff, 2009, p. 222). Syntakranrphology are the two faces of
the coin referred to by the linguistic term ‘gramima its delimited sense (Huddleston,
1984). It enables the speakers of languages, upguisition, to practise and display

this feature of producing and generating infinitenier of sentences.



The present study focuses on the first mentionedpoment of grammar, the
syntax. There seems to be a general unanimity coimgethe definition of the study of
syntax. Radford (2009), for instance, takes syrasxbeing the study of the way in
which phrases and sentences are constructed owtomfs. He notes that syntax
provides answers to queries about sentences stuctis well as the nature of the
grammatical operations by which its component was combined together to form

the overall sentence structure. Noam Chomsky (188&fiied syntax as being:

“The study of the principles and processes by wisiehtences are constructed
in particular languages. Syntactic investigationaofjiven language has its goal
the construction of a grammar that can be viewe@ aevice of some sort for
producing the sentences of the language under aizalf{Chomsky N. , 1957,

p. 13)

Radford, Atkinson, Britain, Clahsen, and Spenc@0@) studied syntax as being
the processes whereby words are combined to forasphk which in turn are combined
to form sentences (p. 245). Radford (2004) presene of the most comprehensive

definitions to syntax which reads:

Syntax is the study of the way in which phrasessamtiences are structured out
of words, and so addresses questions like ‘Whé#tdasstructure of a sentence
like “What's the president doing?” and what is thature of the grammatical
operations by which its component words are combitegether to form the

overall sentence structure¥Radford, 2004, p. 1)
Matthews (1981) sums the characterizations of gynta

“The term ‘syntax’ is from the Ancient Greelyi8axis, a verbal noun which
literally means “arrangement” or “setting out toger”. Traditionally, it refers

to the branch of grammar dealing with the ways malv words, with or without
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appropriate inflections, are arranged to show coctrans of meaning within the

sentence.” (Mattews, 1981, p. 1)

Syntax and grammar in general, is described throughous approaches
originate from various schools of thought in lingfics. These approaches could be

summed as:

i.  The Traditional approach developed from the Greek,

ii.  The Structural approach advocated by Ferdinand alesssire in his bool
Course in General Linguistic€l916) and Leonard Bloomfield in his textbook
Languageg(1933),

iii. The Generative approach developed by Noam Chomskyis series of
publications such as:Syntactic Structure$1957), Aspects of the Theory of
Syntax(1965),Lectures on Government and Bindifi§81) andlhe Minimalist
Program(1995),

iv. ~ The Functional approach by Michael Halliday expdainin his bookAn
Introduction to Functional Grammg1985).

1.1.2 Stages of First language Syntactic Developnen

There are two approaches for measuring the grarcahatievelopment in
children. The first approach depends on the diffegrammatical forms or Syntactic
Types the child is able to produce. Literature esnimg child’'s first language

acquisition, according to this approach preserd@gdhowing successive stages:

i.  The Pre linguistic Stage: 0-12 months.
ii.  The Single Word Stage: 12- 18 months.
iii.  Early Multi word Stage: 18-24 months.
iv.  Late Multi word Stage: 24-30 months.



The first stage presented in the list above byfH8009) shares a more
comprehensive model of the stages of syntacticldpieent according to this approach.

She advocates stages shown in table 1.1 below:

Table 1.1: Stages of Syntactic Development

Name of Stage| Age Characteristics and Examples

Single Word 12-18 | Production of a variety of recognisable single sioitutterances.
mos.

Two word 18-20 | Combinations of two words likandrew book
mos.

Three word 2-3yrs | Multiple-word utterances with fienction words and bound

morphemes such d»m go garden
Structured 3-4yrs | Proceed from simple imperative and activeclafratives tg
Sentence guestions negatives and multi-clause sentences.

Source: Hoff (2009)

The second approach measures syntactic developroehy the syntactic types
but by the number of morphemes a child is abledaygce in his/her utterances and this
is known as the Mean Length of Utterance “MLU”". &ro (1973) classifies the
syntactic development in children using this apphomto five stages shown in table

1.2 below:

Table 1.2: The Five Stages in Syntactic Development

Stages & Age MLU Features

I. 12-26 mos. 1.0-2.0 Single —word utterances.

i. 27-30 mos. 2.0-25 Emerging of grammatical morpeeme
iii. 31-34 mos. 2.5-3.0 Noun Phrase elaboration andiayxdevelopment
iv.  35-40 mos. 3.0-3.75| Embedding sentence elements.

v. 42-52+ 3.75-4.50 Conjoining sentences

Source: Adapted from Brown (1973)

1.2 The Purpose of the Study

Playground games are viewed here from the persgedi first language
acquisition as a real life source for child languatgvelopment. The present study
explores syntactic unit found in playground gamesrformed by Sudanese

preschoolers and school age children in an eftodetermine the significance of these



games namely in the development of syntax in chidoetween four to nine years of

age.

1.3 Statement of the Problem

Although engagement in play activities can helpease the child’s language
skills since the three essential conditions requii@ learning languages (exposure,
motivation and use) are highly guaranteed, thesaegaare neglected by children
nowadays. Children play on the whole has bemglected, or at least sidelined, in the

study of language and language learniiGook 4004, p.4)

Playing has also been argued to have great impartaot only in child first
language acquisition but also in adult languagectdag” (Cook & Newson, 2004).
However, the influence of preschool play on languagquisition evokes two issues.
The first is the difference between peers and adults as partoefacilitators of the

development{Ervin-Tripp & Susan Moore, 1973).

1.4 Objectives of the Study

The Minimalist Program which is the latest develemt of the generative
linguistics named after Chomsky’s (1993, 1995a)kKspas it has always been the
tradition, is employed in this study to (1) detére the grammaticality of sentences
used in the playground games under study; (2) dindwhat sentence categories are
frequently used in these games; and (3) evaluatsultability and benefit of the games
under investigation for the grammatical growth dfist age group of children

(preschoolers).



1.5 The Research Questions

The whole endeavour of studying the syntactic fordisplayed in those
playground games identified is in tandem with tleeelopmental stages in children is

an effort to provide answers to the central questiof the research. These are:

i.  What grammatical unit/s do children use in the gtaynd games identified?

ii.  How can these units be categorized?

li.  What is the significance of these particular formschildren’s grammatical

development?

iv.  What justifies the acquisition of the syntacticnfisridentified at this age and not

before it?

1.6 The Limitation of the Study

The study approaches the games identified frormgasiic point of view using
a specific syntactic framework subject to detaitksicussions in chapter two of the
study. The chronological tracing of the processéssymtactic developments, the
pedagogical significance, gender variations ingrenfng such games are all out of the
limit of this study. Other types of play such asnputer games, parental play and
individual play are also out of the scope of thigdg. The study is limited to the
confines of the grammatical analysis of those fopadormed in the games identified

to provide answers to its questions stated in hd¥e.

1.7 The Significance of the Study

This study gains its importance foremost from tigaiicance of the acquisition
of syntax. No individual is considered a model skemppresenting a certain language

unless he/she is able to convey meanings throwgtptinciples and processes of which



sentences are constructed” (Radford, 2009) in ¢teatain language. Moreover, this
study claims to fill a gap of studying the signdicce of games in the literature of first
language development. The topic under discussitaygmund games, has been the
subject of research under the umbrellas of varidisgiplines such as pedagogy,
psycholinguistics and second language acquisit®rwdl be seen in the following
chapter of this study. Those include researchesaas such as gender and sociological
studies, language disorders, language pedagogyiaodurse studies but little, if any,
research is done using such an authentic sourdatafto determine significance for any

of the levels in first language acquisition, partily the syntactic.

1.8 Overview of the Research Report

Five chaptersre presented this study. The objectives of théystme discussed
in the first introductory chapter. Related literatuo the topic the study is reviewed in
chapter two along with a discussion of the placthefcurrent study within this body of
literature reviewed. Chapter three deals with tegearch method and design used,
namely: data collection strategies, the framewofkaoalysis and data analysis
procedures. Discussion on the findings of the siadiie concern of the fourth chapter.
The research report concludes by presenting a suynafats findings along with a

general conclusion in its fifth and final chapter.



CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

2.0 Introduction

Children’s syntactic development as a crucial disn@min the overall language
development has always been utilized in the liteeatof different disciplines and
opposing schools of thought in linguistics as avaacing evidence in the claims they
propose. The present study, as been mentioned intibductory chapter, explores this

syntactic development in the context of playgrogaches.

The literature related to this study falls intoetirmain areas: the approaches to
the study of syntax, studies concerning syntaasetbpment and studies investigating
the way or ways in which children play affects fw®cess of their native language

development.

2.1 Approaches in the Study of Syntax

Two main approaches are reflected in the literatealing with the study of
syntax. These are, according to their chronologicaeturrence, the prescriptive

approach and the descriptive approach. The follgwsra review of each.

2.1.1 The Prescriptive Approach

This approach, as its name implies, prescribes peaple ought to speak a
language (Baskaran, 2005). Prescriptive grammadeined in the Dictionary of
Linguistics and Phonetics (2008) as beiltige grammar that lays down rules of
correctness to how language should be used. Itgoaizes certain language uses as

acceptable or unacceptable according to a standaroh of the language.”



Famous examples of prescriptive rules include:

i.  Don’t split infinitives!
a. Do not say: | wanted to carefully explain to herywthe decision was
made.
b. Say: | wanted to explain to her carefully why tleeidion was made.
ii.  Don’t use double negation!
a. Do not say: | didn't see nobody.
b. Say: | didn't see anybody.

Don’'t end a sentence with a preposition!
a. Do not say: A preposition is not a good word to arskntence with.
b. Say: A preposition is not a good word with whicletal a sentence.
iv.  Don’'t use who in place ofthom
a. Do not say: Who did you talk to?
b. Say: Whom did you talk to?

Examples of prescriptive grammar texts include:

i.  Angela Burt'sThe A-Z Correct English (2002)
ii.  Milon Nandy'sCorrect English (2002)
iii. A.JThomson’A Practical English Grammar (1986)

2.1.2 The Descriptive Approach

Unlike the previous approach of dos and don’tscdesve grammar has as its
goal to describevhat the native speakers of a language do (velbathen they speak
their language. Descriptive linguistics aims ataidéng the facts of linguistic usage as
they are, and not how they ought to be, with refeeeto some imagined ideal state
(Crystal, 2008). Grammar, according to this appnoas an actual linguistic tool for

description regardless of the form of the inputdet.al, 2004).
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The descriptive approach to grammar aims at desgr the structure of
language from its smallest units involving the dgdgon of the form and functions of
these building blocks of language (Baskaran, 2@0%0). The aim of this approach in
linguistics is seen as a way to find adequate oaileg) to describe a language. The
descriptivist tradition in linguistics argued thengplexity of the language system and
suggested the study of one subsystem of it at@ flihe major subsystems discussed in

each and every comprehensive descriptive analy$amguage include:

i.  Phonology: refers to the sounds of speech andititenactions.
ii.  Morphology: refers to the smallest meaningful umitsl the way they combine
to make words.
li.  Syntax: refers to the patterns in which words combio build phrases and
clauses.
V. Lexicon: refers to the inventory of meaningfultsrin the language.

Examples of descriptive grammar texts include:

All'in all, “descriptive grammar aims to present the grammat timalerlies the
actual usage of speakers in that language, whiksgniptive grammar aims to tell its
readers what grammatical rules they SHOULD follahe difference is one of gdal

(Huddleston, 1984, p. 47).

Linguists, then shoulder the task of explainingglaages as spoken and used by
native speakers. Descriptive language explanaseesn to one of these groups: those
who discard of the interaction between linguisbonis and linguistic functions are the
formalists. Functionalists, at the other end of #pectrum, are those who favour a
description of language which considers languagerggion as a see-saw with forms
and their functions each at an end with languag@geas a pivot balancing both. The

former holds a syntactocentric perspective whicppsuts the anatomy of syntax,
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applying a range of formal devices to describe explain human language. The later is
said to favour a communicative and cognitive perpe to language description
dismissing the anatomy of syntax in the descriptod explanation of the linguistic
phenomenon (Van Valin, Robert D., 2004, p. 224).

Haspelmath (2001) narrower classification presdmts kinds of linguistic
explanation. The first is a theory neutral des@ipof language; the functionalists. The

other is the generative theory based approach.

2.1.3 Generative Grammar

The Generative Grammar school in linguistics with “Universal Grammar”
claim being proposed and advocated by Noam Chonvbkyis perhaps the best known
and the most influential linguist of the secondfhafl the Twentieth Century is a
“crucial driving force” in linguistics (Coolet al, 2004, p. 1).The aims of linguistics,
according to the Generative approach, are summernh tipree main questions as in

Chomsky (1991a). These are:

i.  What constituetes knowledge of language?

ii.  How is this knowledge acquired?

iii.  How is such knowledge put to use?

However, the question divhat are the physical mechanisms that serve asrihterial
basis for this system of knowledge and for theafigbis knowledge?tan be traced in
the generative literature, as in Chomsky (1988)p.
2.1.4 Language Acquisition in Generative Linguistis

The bases of the Theory of Universal Grammar (U@ the ideas about
language and its acquisition. Language is an ingre mental knowledge in the
generative point of view (Chomsky 1981). Chomskg leaen arguedThe study of

language falls naturally within human bioldg§Chomsky, 1976, p. 123) and proposed
12



a language compartment or module in the human tmaih/ labeled as the Language
Acquisition Device (LAD) (Chomsky N. , 1957). Larage according to this view was
what children “knew” not what they say or how theghave. The central idea about
language has always been the belief thatrfan have a specialized “organ” dedicated
to the use and interpretation of language, callthe Faculty of Language” (FL)”
(Chomsky, 2000, p. 168) ot.anguage Acquisition Progrdin{Radford, 2009, p. 16).
The claim that language is genetically passed dbwm forebears to children and
grandchildren and that it is determined by the Fgaf Language is referred to as the
“Innateness Hypothesis”. The argument here is ‘thiaice UG provides the basis for
learning, it cannot itself be learned. It therefareust be present in the brain prior to
language acquisitioil.(Haegeman, 1994, p. 6). Chomsky has even claithat ‘the
ability to acquire and use language is a speciexc#ig human capacity{Chomsky,
1972, p. 102). This point of view is stated by Clsé&gnin the following interview part:
“All through an organism’s existence, from birth death, it passes through a
series of genetically programmed changes. Plaialyglage growth is one of
these predetermined changes. Language depends aigmnetic endowment
that's on a par with ones that specify the struetof our visual or circulatory
systems, or determines that we have arms insteathgs” (Chomsky, 1983)
This point of view is also clearly declared in:
“Whatever evidence we do have seems to me to supeasew that the ability
to acquire and use language is a species-speaificadm capacity, that there are
very deep and restrictivgprinciples that determine the nature of human
language and are rooted in the specific charactdr tbe human mind”

(Chomsky N. , 1972, p. 102)
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Generative linguistics believes that language attijom is a shared ability
among all human being regardless of the level tdlligence an individual enjoys or

deprived of. This belief is stated in:

“Even at low levels of intelligence, at patholoditevels, we find a command of
language that is totally unattainable by an apettihaay, in other respects,
surpass a human imbecile in problem-solving agtivaind other adaptive

behaviour”(Chomsky N. , 1972, p. 10)

An absolutely central feature to language acqoisiin the eyes of generative
grammar is that it being a tacit and involuntarhea than explicit (Radford, 2004, p. 2)
human activity in the sense thathildren acquire...languages quite successfullyneve
though no special care is taken to teach them amdp®cial attention is given to their

progress”(Chomsky N. , 1965, pp. 200-1)

The influence of the nature of the primary lingicidata (PLD) or the child’'s
linguistic experience (Radford, 2009, p. 16) onglaage acquisition in general and
grammatical competence in particular is not demetthe generative tradition; it works
hand in hand with the genetic endowment and othieciples not specific to the FL.
However; it is noticeable that children’s attainmdar exceeds the information
provided by the PLD. This is what is known by th¥dto’s Problem” or the problem of
the “poverty of the stimulus” (POS) which argué$he linguistic input (stimulus)
given to a child is not rich enough to account vanat she (tacitly) knows{Boeckx,
2006, p. 24). The generative tradition argueschatiren are biologically equipped by a
set of principles of grammar construction (Boec306, p. 2). Nevertheless; proofs are
presented in the literature on both first and sddanguage acquisition supporting the
idea of a “critical period” in this acquisition. i suggested thatle acquisition of

syntax is determined by an innate ‘language actjaisiprogram’ which is in effect

14



switched off (or gradually atrophies) around thesehof puberty (Radford, 2009, p.

18).

Vivian James Cook & Martin Newson (2004) describe Faculty of Language in

these points:

i. Where the knowledge of language stored in the iddal mind.
ii.  Common to all human beings.
iii. Independent to other faculties such as mathematics.
iv. Has unique property of its own not shared with pfhaeulties.
v. Unique to the human species, at least in the nasense.
vi. Can be thought of as a ‘mental organ that ‘grows’.

Figure 2.1: First Language Acquisition Process an&ative Grammar

Experience Faculty of Language
of (L) — (FL) —

Source: Radford (2009)

The task of linguistics is narrowed in three lsvaf adequacy in the Generative

tradition. Chomsky (1964) classified the three Iswa&d adequacy for linguistic analysis

in:
i.  Observational adequacy: able to generate all atydgpammatical sentences.
ii.  Descriptive adequacy: has the capacity to desefeey human I-language.
ii. Explanatory adequacy: is able to explain why gramsrhave their properties.

A crucial Chomskyan claim is the distinction betwemmpetence which is the
“fluent native speakers’ tacit knowledge of theandguage” and performance which

refers to “what people actually say or understapavbat someone else says in a given

15



occasion” (Radford, 2004, p. 2). This distinctioasndrawn in Chomsky’s early works

asin

“Competence is ‘the speaker-hearer's knowledgesofaniguage’, while performance

is ‘the actual use of language in concrete situagsidChomsky N. , 1965, p. 4)

This has led to the distinction between the extem@@d language (E-language) and the
internalized language (I- language) (Chomsky 19®Bxformance, very often, is an
imperfect reflection of competence (Radfetdal. 2009). The conclusion reached is that
the grammar of language is a ‘theory of the I-laaggi under investigation’ next to

Chomsky (1986).

Radford (2009) reiterated Chomsky’s wofdghen we study the grammatical
competence of a native speaker of a language Iiigligh we're studying a cognitive
system internalised within the brain/mind of natsmeakers of English which is the
product of a ‘cognitive organ’ which is ‘shared angphuman beings and in crucial

respects unique to therfRadford, 2009, p. 12).

UG tries to find out the defining characteristidsttle grammars of languages
that can be acquired by human beings. It is a femp the grammars of a particular I-
language to the grammars of all possible humandtages (Radford, 2004). Chomsky

defines UG in:

“The theory of human I-languages ...that identiftee I-languages that are humanly

accessible under normal conditidi€homsky N. , 1986 a, p. 23)
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2.1.5 The Description of Syntax in Generative Lingigtics

The description of syntax in the generative tradithas witnessed a number of
changing ideas each labelled by the name of p&tidaooks. Chomsky'sSyntactic
Structuregave birth to the generative notion in linguistiesl957. The main concern
was the explicit, formal description by means ofgse structure rules (Chomsky N. ,

1957, p. 26) shown below:

i. Sentence— NP + VP

i. NP—T+N

iii. VP—»Verb + NP

iv. ~T—»the

v. N_, man, ball,etc

vi. V—» hit, took, etc

The school is then popular by the “Transformatio@aEnerative Grammar”

abbreviated “TGG” where the meaningless sentenCalcurless green ideas sleep
furiously’ was a declaration of the independency of syniaxmade a distinction
between the rewrite rules used to produce basiesess known as “kernel sentences”
and the “transformations” applied to them to pradwother types of sentences such as

negatives or passive sentences.

The introduction of the distinction between competeand performance along
with the “Deep” and “Surface” structures of sentsnevas in Chomsky’'s 1965 book
Aspects of the Theory of Syntdience the development is labelled as the Aspects
Model and later the Standard Theory. The 1970ssdae modification of the Standard
Theory into the Extended Standard Theory (EST) wé#thefinement of rules employed
then. EST can be traced Remarks on NominalizatiofChomsky, 1970) followed by

Deep StructureSurface Structure, and Semantic Interpretat{@nomsky, 1971), the
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seminal pape€onditions on Transformation€homsky, 1973) and other publications.

Figure 2.3 below shows the syntactic componentSerEST:

Figure 2.2: Extended Standard Theory

BASE COMPONENT
Phrase Structure Rules
Lexical Insertion Rule

'

D-Structure

'

Transformations

'

S-Structur

Stylistic Rules Interpretive Rules

y ]

Phonetic Form Logical Form

The following is the Government and Binding Modalnred after Chomsky’s
Lectures on Government and Bindipgblished in 1981. This is followed bystme
concepts and consequences of the theory of Govatnamel Binding” publishedin
1982, Knowledge of Languageublished in 1986 anBarriers published in 1986. The
GB contributed the “D-structure” and the “S-struetuwhich fine-tuned and substitute
the deep and surface structures presented in doeging model. Moreover; the model
claimed principles which express fundamental priggeiof FL and parameters enabling
languages to vary in grammar introducing into sctree Principles and Parameters

(P&P) Theory.

“Grammatical structures are hierarchical” is onetled principles presented in
this model of syntactic research. Despite the tha&t a phrase such a8lfmad taught a
lesson” is composed by a certain number of words ordemseatly, a hierarchical
structure is contained. The elemeataindlessonmerge to form the unita lesson”

18



which in turncombines withtaughtto form “taught a lesson”and so on and so forth.
Another principle in syntactic theory is the priplel which state structural dependency
of syntactic operations. This is termed the Stmecidependence Principle which states
that hierarchical structures is the bases of syiotaiperations. Inversion operation
applicable to subject NP and auxiliary in EnglisssAo questions, for an instance, is
accomplished not by swapping the two first wordslipumoving the whole subject NP

which can be more than one word as in the follovargmple:

(1) a. The teacher will teach a lesson.

b. *Teacher the will teach a lesson?

It is the whole NPthe teacher” and the auxiliarywill” that are inverted to form the
question:Will the teacher teach a lessofather than only the first two words, as can

be concluded from:

(2) a. Ahmad will teach a lesson.

b. Will Ahmad teach a lesson?

These are universal principles adhered to by aljuages. However, there is
enough room for language to vary. Not all langusiggre same phenomena. Arabic, for

example, can have a subject pronoun dropped as in:

dahaba ila alssougq.
Go.Past.3ms to the market.Acc.

(Went to the market)

English makes an overt presence of the subjectsaysl *(he) went to the market.

Components of the GB theory are presented in véhhdwn as the standard Y-model

of grammar (Boeckx, 2008, p. 44) shown below:
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Figure2.3: The Government and Binding Model of Grzan

Lexicon

|

D-Structurt

)

S-Structurt

Phonetic Forr Logical Forn

As observed in the figure above the GB consistewflevels of representations:

i.  D-Structure (DS).
il.  S-Structure (SS).
lii.  Phonetic Form (PF).
iv.  Logical Form (LF)
Various modules and theories compose the archreecofithe GB Approach. The X-
Bar theory is one of those modules. It replaces‘th@éundant” rewrite rules (Ouhalla,

1999) by the following schema:

i.  Specifier Rule: XP—» (YP) X
ii. AdjunctRule: X —5 YP X
" XYP
iii. Complement Rule: X—> X (YP)

The following figure illustrates those relationstie X-Bar syntax showing that
representations at each syntactic level are pege@iom the lexicon observing the

subcategorisation properties of lexical items (Qlahd999).
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Figure 2.4: Relations and Configurations in X-Bgntax.

’
V — » X,\_\

v ——»  Speci. - X il

i— X Y#— i

Source: Coolet al (2004)

Head: The central lexical category (V, N, etc) amuwvhich other elements in

the phrase revolve and which can minimally stamdie whole phrase.

Complement: A phrase selected by the head.

Intermediate Projection: The result of head/ commgliet merger.

Specifier: Various elements such as determinerssgssors, etc. not selected by

the head.

Maximal Projection: the largest expression headeX besulted by merging the

specifier and the X

Other developments include functional categoriethérepresentation of phrase

structure include the universal linguistic prineipl of Tense Phrase (TP) and the

Complementiser Phrase (CP). These are shown below:

TP —» Spec. T
T —» T VP

VP — V NP

CP—» Spec 'C
cC — C TP
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Figure 2.5: IP and CP Analysis

TP CP
Spec T Spec C
VP C TP

AN

\Y, NP

Source: Radford et al (2004)

Theta Theory is another module which tries to @elxical relations in
syntactic representations (Haiden, 2005). It isceomed with the selectional properties
(Ouhalla, 1999) of lexical items. The two centisdues to the theta theory are: (1) the
study of the grammatical relation of the NP to tte&b which encodes the thematic
relation of the verbs, and (2) the syntactic ppieiof the Theta Criterion. Theta Theory
expresses the role that an argument plays witreotdp its predicate by means of theta
roles, shortened-roles (Pellegrini, 2005). The following is a list these roles as

shown in Haegeman (1994) and Ouhalla (1999):

i. Agent/ Actor: the one who intentionally initiate the action eegsed by the
predicate. For examplé&bubakr wrote a reportAbubakris the agent who
acted on his own volition to have a report written.

ii.  Patient. the person or thing which undergoes the actigoressed by the
verb. For exampleAziz broke the windoawThe argumenwindow is the
patient.

iii. Theme The person or thing moved by the action expikbsethe predicate
such aghe ballin She rolled the ball to her child

iv.  Experiencer. the entity that experiences some psychologicdéstxpressed

by the verb. It is the argument that feels or pgasethe event signified by
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the verb. In the sentend@sneem loves cartogrnke argumentTasneems
the experiencer of the veltive

v. Benefactive/ Beneficiary the entity that benefits from the action exprésse
by the verb. In the sentendéary buys John a chaithe argumendohnis
the benefactive.

vi.  Goal: the entity towards which the activity expressgdhe verb is directed.
In the sentenc€homsky sent the book to Rodnihe argumenRodneyis
the goal.

vii.  Source the entity from which something is moved as alltesf the activity
expressed by the verb. In the immediately precedemence, the argument
Chomskys the source since titmokwas delivered from him.

viii.  Locative: the place in which the action or state expredsedhe verb is
situated. In the sentencatimah is studying linguistics at University
Malaya; the argumentyniversity Malayas the locative.

iX. Instrument: the entity used for the accomplishment of theoacéxpressed
by the verb. In the sentend®hn opened the package with a cuyttiére
argumens cutteris the instrument.

X. Recipient a subtype of the thematic relation “Goal” whicbcuors if the
verbs used are, e.qg., English verbs: give, awardat, and receive. In the
sentencd&rkodney received a letter from Chomskye argumenRodneyis the
recipient.

Theta Criterion is a syntactic principle whiclyuéates the relationship between
the selectional properties of the lexical item &hd syntactic representation. This
criterion states thdieach argument bears one and only ofteole, and eaclv-role is

assigned to one and only one argumei@homsky, 1981, p. 36)
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The year 1993 marks the onset of the recent unaeygtevelopment within the
Principles and Parameters model; the Minimalist gRlam (MP) presented in
“Minimalist Program for Linguistic Theory'{Chomsky, 1993) andThe Minimalist
Program” (Chomsky, 1995). As its name implies, this is noes theory but a kind of
program taking a step towards simplification whibhs always been the central
objective of generative grammar. Chomsky is tryfagoresent a theory which offers
“abstract general principles from the complex rglstems devised for particular
languages, leaving rules that are simple, congthairtheir operation by these UG

principles” (Chomsky, 1995).

The MP assumes that the structures and derivatioRsnciples and Parameters
Theory are essentially correct (Culicover, P.W &k#ndoff, R. , 2005, p. 88). It is not
a complete U-turn (Cook et al, 2004) but anothersiea of the PPT (Marantz,
1995:352) that simply eliminates all theoreticalvides for sounds (PF) paired to
meaning (LF) through a computational system (C8&g FPF is phonetic representations
showing the sounds of speech in sequence and thardéFSemantic representations

showing the grammatical aspects of meanings ofcsp@gooket al, 2004).

The computational system, according to the MP, dépen the lexicon which
is a mental dictionary in the individual's speakeind containing “lexical entries” for
words known by that speaker. The combination oflelecon and the CS is the heart of
Minimalism introduced in this latest development @homskian grammar. These
minimal operations have altered the previous mofl€bB into the Minimalist model.

Consider the figure below:
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Figure 2.6: The MP Model of Grammar

Lexicon

A 4
Numeration
Select, Merge, Copy,
Move

A 4

Spell Out

Move (Covert)
Logical Form Phonetic Form

Generative grammar links sentence structure andotbperties of the lexical

items used, making everything that a person neelsdw about a language part of the
lexicon. The lexicon along with the UG principlekioh are embodied in all languages,

form the components of the computational systenchwibridges the gap between the

invisible existence of language in humans minds afmregs) and its physical

realizations in forms of sounds and symbols of ingit(sounds).Generative Grammar

believes that éach language can be regarded as a particular reteghip between

sounds

and meaning&Chomsky, 1972, p. 17).

Figure 2.7: The Computational System

Interfaces that allow the linguistic systems to access other systems

Physical

World

o J

Sound | PF The Computational System LF Meaning

Mental

World

Adapted from: Coolet al (2004).
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The MP first suggests that computation incorporatethe following operations as

shown in Adger (2003):

i.  Numeration: is an unordered set of all the lexical elemehg&t will eventually
appear in the phrase.

ii. Select is the formation of numeration via required letigtems from the
lexicon.

lii.  Spelling out is mapping the hierarchical structure onto admstructure that
contains only the features needed for further plugical processing of the
phrase.

iv.  Merge: is to build up larger structures out of smaller gneith the smallest
elements being lexical items.

V. Move: is the operation that copies a syntactic objectctvlis in return merged
with other objects in the structure.

The ultimate conclusion of the Generative Grammaits recent MP is that a
derivation which successfully reaches LF withoutlating any of the principles is said
to convergeat LF. If a derivation does not converge, it isidaicrash A derivation that
crashes iswot a well-formed linguistic structure, i.e. it imigrammaticalThe central
goal of the Generative tradition of uncovering thest general, indispensable rules is
manifested in the latest development of the MP.t&it structure is looked at from
bottom to up built via a single operation, MERGEecRrsive combination of lexical
items is the only considered operation in the mecef building up the complete
syntactic structure. A crucial point we need to mddere is that instead of having
different operations throughout the process of agtit structuring, the MP considers
these operations as different hierarchical apptioatof merge. The result of this is the
minimalist Y-model (Boeckx, 2008, p. 45) containwbat is schematized in the figure

below:
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Figure 2.8: The Minimalist Y-model

Numeration

Spell-Out

Logical Form Phonetic Form
What is presented so far summarises the major phasthe development the
generative school of linguistics since its inceptiup to the present most radical
reformulation witnessed in this development, th@iMalist Program (MP). Different
stages are coined next to particular books orlastipresented by Noam Chomsky. The
table below shows this development along with ithestof the key books or articles.

Table 2.1: Phases in the Development of UG

Date | Model Key Book/ Article

1957 | Transformational Generative Grammar Syntactic 8tinec

1965 | Standard Theory Aspects of the Theory of Syntax

1979 | Extended Standard Theory Remarks on Nominalisation

1981 | Government and Binding Lectures on Government andiBg

1993 | The Minimalist Program A Minimalist Program for Ignistic
Theory

Source: Cook et al (2004)

2.2 Relevant Issues in the Syntax of Arabic

Although this research report is refrained fromadet! comments on the historical
development of the Arabic language, it is found fuls€since the data under
investigation is in an Arabic vernacular) to acquahe reader with some relevant
issues presented in the literature on both theenusituation of Arabic language as well
as on the description of its syntax under the ufitzbref the syntactic approach

discussed in the previous course of our discussion.

Ryding (2005) introduced the discussion on desaglihe current situation of the
Arabic language by presenting an overview of thabda language history. This general

historical overview divides the development of Acail the following successive eras:
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Proto-Arabic or Old Arabic (OA): Paucity of writteavidence for this era,
expanding from about the seventh century BC urgpraximately the third
century AD, makes it difficult to determine the wat of the language used then.
Apart from the brief rock inscriptions and graffiliund in northwest and central
Arabia (Owen, 2006, p. 6), no evidence can be ptedeto tell detailed
descriptions of Old Arabic.

Early Arabic (EA): The period from the third thrduthe fifth century AD is the
period of transitional early Arabic. It is the eoh interaction between other
cultures of the time, the Christian and Jewish.

Classical Arabic (CA): Poetry and highly refinedbpa oral recitation is what
characterizes the period starting from the sixthtuey AD (Holes, 2004, p. 11).
This period is privileged by the revelation of therses of AL-QURAN in the
seventh century to the Prophet Mohammad which Axabic.

According to Ryding (2005), the period from the eridhe eighteenth century

onwards which dates the era of modern literary fooh Arabic is referred to as the

Modern Standard Arabic (MSA). The author points thatt MSA and CA are largely

similar in terms of linguistic structures but thefer chiefly in style and vocabulary.

The differences between Modern Standard Arabic (M&aAd the Arabic vernaculars

spoken in the area expanding from the Arabic Gol the Atlantic Ocean in North

West Africa including regions such as the Levahg #Arabian Gulf, the western

Arabian Peninsula, Western North Africa, Egypt, #melSudan are stated in:

“Vernacular speech is much more flexible and muwgalihan the written
language; it easily coins words, adapts and adoftiseign expressions,
incorporates the latest cultural concepts and tignahd propagates slang, thus
producing and reflecting a rich, creative, and ctamdly changing range of

innovation. Vernacular or colloquial languages haelved their own forms of
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linguistic artistry and tradition in terms of pogul songs, folk songs, punning

and jokes, folktales and spontaneous performantceé gRyding, 2005, p. 5)

Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) is said to be:

“the written norm for all Arab countries as well ake major medium of
communication for public speaking and broadcastibgerves not only as the
vehicle for current forms of literature, but als@ a resource language for
communication between literate Arabs from geogreally distant parts of the

Arab world” (Ryding, 2005, p. 7)

The current linguistic situation in the Arab worddnnot be given a linguistic
term other than “diglossic”. Speakers in thesedistic environments aréluent in at
least one vernacular form of Arabic (their mothendgue), and they understand a wide

range of others(Ryding, 2005, p. 5)

The syntactic principles of “agreement” and “goveemt” are the two major
principles affecting the structure of Arabic phimsad clauses. Agreement isHere
words in a phrase or clause show feature compdibilhat is, they match or conform
to each other, one reflecting the other’s featir€overnment, on the other hand, is a
“syntactic principle wherein certain words causeeoghto inflect in particular ways

(Ryding, 2005, pp. 57-58). Arabic simple sentennes

A) Equational: are those containing no verb for tbason that the Arabic verb ‘to be’
(kaan-a)is not normally used in the present temsdicative; it is understood without
being mentioned. Both the subject and the predicaé® equational sentence are in the
nominative case. The following shows the structofeArabic verbless sentences as

shown in Ryding (2005):
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Vi.

Vii.

viii.

XI.

Xii.

Noun/adjectiveal-Tariig-u Tawiil-un
The road [is] long.
Noun phrase/adjectivai-d3bal-u aLiyatu
The mountaiasg] high.
Pronoun/adjective or adjective phrakg/a dhakiyyt-un.
She [is] intelligent.
Pronoun/ nounnaHn-u tulab-un
We [are] Students.
Demonstrative pronoun/ nounaadaa daftar-ii.
Ths my notebook.
Demonstrative pronoun/ adjective or adjective pfirhgadaa jadiid-un.
This [is] new.
Noun/noun or noun phrasién-ii Tabiib-un.
My saos| [a doctor.
Noun/prepositional phrasal-salaam-u alay-kum.
Peace]lpon you.
Reversal of subject and predicdtenaa baytu-naa.
Here [is] our house.
Expression of possessiand-ii mushkilat-un.

dve (‘at-me is’) a problem.

Existential predications: “there is/there arelinaaka awaamil-u kKairat-un

There [are] many factors.
Equational sentence with clause as predicate:
al-masiiHiyyat-u wa-I-Islaam-u asl-u-humaa waaHid-

Christianity and Islam [are from] one source
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B) Verbal (containing a verb) which displays thédwing relations as summarised by

the author:

The subject is incorporated in the verb as paitisahflection:

najah-at.

She succeeded.

The subject may also be mentioned explicitly, inchhcase it usually follows
the verb and in the nominative case. The verb agregender with its subject:
najah-at-i I-hukuumat-u.

The government succeeded.

A transitive verb, in addition to having a subjeadso takes a direct object in the
accusative case. This object follows the verb anydnaentioned subject:
Hazam-at Hagiibat-a-haa.

She packed her suitcase.

The basic word order is thus is thus VSO: Verb—&etbjObject:

ya-hmil-u l-walad-u hagibat-an.

The boy is carrying a bag.

Word order may vary to SVO (Subject—Verb—Object)emen VOS (Verb—
Object—Subject) under certain conditions:

Ali garaa al-kitab. Satagaa astu-na al-lis

Ali read the book. Stole our ttee thief (the thief ste our car)

Aoun, Benmamoun and Choueiri (2010) focus on tlaengnatical structures of

MSA which they defined as théahguage for writing and for formal speaking and is

only acquired at school’However; examples from different vernaculars ased as

data in this book to indicate the variations thaiste These vernaculars afeshat

people acquire at home, and thus, they are thev@dinguages of the people in the

Arab world” (Aounet al.,2010, p.7)
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One of the issues discussed in this book is th@hubogy of the tense in Arabic
language. Tense shows two aspects in Arabic, ttieqtiee and the imperfective forms.

These are represented in the following table asshan page 21 of the book:

Table 2.2: The Morphology of Tense in Standard Arab

A. PERFECTIVE

Person| Number | Gender| Affix Verb + Affix

1 Singular | F/IM -tu katab-tu

2 S M -ta katab-ta

2 S F -ti katab-ti

3 S M -a Katab-a

3 S F -at Katab-at

2 Dual M/F -tumaa Katab-tumma

3 D M -aa Katab-aa

3 D F -ataa Katab-ataa

1 Plural M/F -na Katab-na

2 P M -tum Katab-tum

2 P F -tunna Katab-tunna

3 P M -uu Katab-uu

3 P F -na Katab-na

B. IMPERFECTIVE

Person| Number| Gender Affix Verb + Affix

1 Singular | F/IM 7a- Za-drus(u)

2 S M ta- ta-drus(u)

2 S F ta--- ta-drus-iin(a)
iin(a)

3 S M ya- ya-drus(u)

3 S F ta- ta-drus(u)

2 Dual M/F ta- ta-drus-aan(i)
aan(i)

3 D M ya— ya-drus-aan(i)
aan(i)

3 D F ta—aa | ta-drus-na(i)

1 Plural M/F na- na-drus(u)

2 P M ta— ta-drus-uun(a)
uun(a)

2 P F ta—na ta-drus-na

3 P M ya— ya-drus-uun(a)
uun(a)

3 P F ya—na | ya-drus-na

Source: Aouret al (2010)

The authors discussed the issue of sentential inegatArabic which is of great
importance to this report. The particles, lan, laa, laysandmaaare responsible for
the realization of negation in Arabic. The follogins an exemplification of each

particle:
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i. alawaladu lam dgssuu
The boys.NOM Neg.past 3.study.mp

“The boys did not study.”

ii. alawaladu lan dgssuu
The boys.NOM Neg.fut 3.study.mp

“The boys will not study.”

iii. alawaladu laa adgus-un
the boys.NOM Neg. 3.study.imd.

“The boys do not study.”

iv. laa tadrus
Neg. 2.study.imp.

“do not study.”

v. laysa fii albayti
Neg.3ms in the house.Gen

“he is not in the house.”

vi. maa ata ahad
Neg. came.3ms one

“no one came.”

A very important point mentioned here is that teissealized on the sentential negative

particle rather than on the verb. Consider theesgmtation below:

Figure 2.9: Negation in Arabic

& 1

PN
T NegP

N
Spec Neg.
Neg. VP/PP/A
|

Lan/lan,et
The discussion on the clause structure in Arabttugles the CP layer where
two Complementisers are found distinct. The fisst’anna” which heads finite clause
and the other irf 7an” introduces non-finite others (Aouretal 2010, p. 13). The

following exemplifies each respectively:
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. ?aftaqgidu ?anna  |-walad-a y&abu
believe.1s Comp the-child-Acc-play
‘| believe that the child is playing.’

ii. rafada ?an ya-drusa
refused.2mp Comp 2-study
‘They refused to study.’

2.3 Studies in Syntactic Development

Grammatical development starts to bloom by the agd8 months where
children begin to form two-word phrases (McLaughlif98, p. 301). Children begin to

combine more words around the age of two (Gua8€i22p. 117).

Real basic types of grammatically appropriate serge as well as combinations
of these into advanced grammatical constructionshild speech is attributed to the
acquisition of grammatical morphemes as statetleriandmark study by Roger Brown
and his colleagues at Harvard University (1973)isTieferential longitudinal study
collected data from its three participants who warpre-school age. The main criticism
that can be made here is that it is hard to makergézations from studying data
obtained from only three participants or rather tvecause the study indicated that one

of the three participants had to leave after oraa yea five year long study.

The data was collected during spontaneous convamsaat children’s homes.
The study suggests the stages of grammatical dawelot according to the Mean
Length of Utterance (MLU) discussed in the intrauyg chapter of this study. Brown’s
study (1973) focused on the order of mastery ofgitsanmatical morphemes acquired
in stage two which are considered responsible F& $ophisticated grammatical
development. Morphemes to be traced and orderededeeted in the study using a

certain criteria as Brown states this in the stoglgaying that the morphemesére not
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chosen either arbitrarily or with knowledge thaethwould yield the lawful results we
shall find but simply because they were the onlgsoto which our criterion of
acquisition was applicable{Brown, 1973, p. 250). A morpheme is included iias an
identifiable obligatory context, exhibit high fregncy of occurrence and has developed
gradually in the child’s language. The study inelsidl4 grammatical morphemes
known as Brown’s 14 grammatical morphemes. Browth emileagues state that they
“are interested in the acquisition of knowledge,hbgtammatical and semantic. At
what point does the child know how to use a gieem fand when to use?it (Brown,

1973, p. 254)

Brown ranked and presented the order of mastethedourteen grammatical
morphemes by children acquiring English. Thesdiaeetuned in McLaughlin’s (1998)

shown in the table below:

Table 2.3: Order of Acquisition of English GramncatiMorphemes.

Rank Morpheme Example
1 Present Progressive inflection | He eating
2 Prepositionn Juice in cup.
3 Prepositioron Sleep on bed.
4 Regular plural inflection My toys.
5 Past Irregular | ate cookie.
6 Possessive inflection Mommy'’s shoe.
7 Uncontractible copula Here it is! They were nice!
8 Articles A boy took the ball.
9 Regular past tense He walked fast.
10 Regular third person singular She bakes cakes.
11 Irregular third person singular He has some.d8iss, too.
12 Uncontractible auxiliary Is she reading? Youewverading.
13 Contractible copula Tommy’s tall! They are all?
14 Contractible auxiliary She’s reading. They a&ding.

Source: McLaughlin (1998)

2.4 Studies in Language Development and Play

Researches on children’s play and games studiecbttiteibution of these games
in these young individuals’ social, cognitive anoimenunicative skills development.

There seems to be a general agreement on the motnpositive role games play in the
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general development of the language abilities &l $n children. Different researches
and studies have approached such contributions fildferent point of views and

perspectives.

Pellegrini, Kato, Blatchford and Baines (2002) dssed the role of games as an
important developmental task for preschoolers girtBhort term longitudinal study.
The authors first noted that games were neglectstudies throughout the years before
their study and described such abandonment as b&imgrising indicating the
suggestion by the influential theory of Piaget @Pbn games as being an important
implication for children’s social and cognitive dadepment. A point of great
importance is the differentiation made between payg games according to rules
governing each. Games are performed principallyleviplay is performed under
flexible rules. A sample of ethnically and divef&@ boys and 41 girls from first grade
participated in the study. The group consists diviiduals speaking English and others
speaking Spanish as first languages. The studybeathought of as a group effort
project where, in addition to the authors, fourtgmsduates interviewed the children
under the capacity of research associates. Metisets were explained in details in the
study. Those were direct behavioural observatipeer nominations, self reports and
teachers and researcher associates rating of ehil@escribing the frequency, variety
and complexity of both genders games as well amgxag the extent to which games
can be utilized in predicting children’s social quatence. The concept of “cultural
competence” for participants is defined in the gtad being the ability of children to
form and maintain peer networks and adhering tagneorms within organized peer
group as well as adjustment to the demands ofdheds. A crucial point made here is
that competence is defined differently in differages. The comparison conducted
showed that boys tend to play more games, variabteof games than girls do

especially chase and ball games. Girls play morbatggames than boys. The study
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found that facility with games forecast boys' sbc@npetence and both boys' and girls'’

adjustment to first grade in school.

Tse, S. K, Chan.C, KwongS.M and Li, Hui (2006) pded evidence for sex
differences in syntactic development from Cantorggmeaking preschoolers in Hong
Kong during spontaneous play activities. The stimlynd significant differences in
syntactic development such as longer sentence amgarind sentence production by

girls as well as some sentence type and strucam@syntactic complexity.

Gosso Yumi, Moaris and Otta Emma (2007) studied eompared pretended
play of the different cultural groups in Brazil. '8e 35 boys and 41 girls between the
age of five and seven representing the five ethmgicaups in Brazil participated in this
cross-cultural investigation. The authors obsemheit participants in natural setting to
determine both content and structure of pretengl p&aformed. The study found that
pretended play is practiced in all cultural grobps differ in both content and structure
but more in content. The study also stated thatdwm from high and mixed

socioeconomic status are engaged in more pretguldgdhan others.

Swarup and Gasser (2009) suggest that the ablgarents in language
acquisition is to initialize the linguistic systeof the childin such a way that
subsequent interaction with peers resultsapid convergence to the correct language.
They emphasis was in the active role of playgrogames in the process of cultural
transmission of language. Yule (2006) explainedrtbgon of “cultural transmission”

as the process whereby language is passed on frergemeration to the next.

He argued thatwhile you may inherit brown eyes and dark hair frgour
parents, you do not inherit their language. Youwalanguage in a culture with other

speakers and not from parental gen@&ile, 2006, p. 11)
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The effectiveness and practicability of games onldam with language
impairment also have a considerable contributiordégelopmental literature. Carter
(2001) supported previous developmental studieshwiBuggest that languagkills
may be increased by engaging in play interacti@isldren with autism, who exhibit
significant language delaysd extremely disruptive behaviors, when confromith
tasksituations or other interactions in which they wbththemot partake are unlikely
to engage in interactive t@nd game play. The study conducted an investigatruh
observation on three children (two girls and ong)boetween five and seven with
autism by graduate or undergraduate students afhpfygy to assess the effects of
choiceduring language intervention on disruptive behavi@sults indicated that when
choice is permitted durintanguage intervention within a play context, digng
behaviorsare considerably reduced, and levels of appropsatéal play and pragmatic

skills increase, thereby reducing interventiorgstirection.

Pedagogically, games practised during recess tmsehools were searched to
determine their effect on students’ attention. étglhi, Huberty and Jones (1995)
conducted three experiments to determine the efféatecess timing on students’
behavior and attention inside the classroom. Cénldr inattention rates were higher
before recessing than after. Children were alstalpdnteractive on the playground

after long deprivations.

Pellegrini and Bohn (2005) suggest the positiveopse of recess time in school
curriculum and hold a confronting position to thragtices of minimizing recess time in

schools across North America and the United Kingdom

The authors supported their emphasis of the impogtaof recess time by

experimental and longitudinal data obtained fromaAsschools where children are
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given frequent breaks during the school day. Thatads framed by the cognitive

immaturity hypothesis as in Bjorklund & Green (1992

School age children and preschoolers are not dklifus in participating in
games but are also found inventive game makersndrenand Coombs (2006)
demonstrated the ability of an eight year old chddcreate and construct educational
games for the topic of dengue feeentrol. The study revealed the ability of the dhd
develop functional game related to the topic of shedy. Moreover; the study found

that the game developed was consistetitaahild's cognitive level.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.0 Introduction

Arrangements used to provide answers to the rdseprestions posed in the
introductory chapter in this study are describedehelhis includes, firstly, the
description of the type of data collected as wallthe method and strategy of its
collection. Secondly, a description of the grouppeaifrticipants who performed the
playground games under study. Thirdly, the procedar data analysis is described.
And finally, the framework of analysis that will lnsed to determine the grammaticality
of sentences used in the specimen of data collexsedell as their communicative

classifications.

3.1Type of Data

Traditional playground games orally and kinestlaiycperformed by Sudanese
children are identified. A share of three gameseiach gender (three games performed
by boys and three games performed by girls) congthee sample of the target games.
Games were audio recorded in participants’ firsigleage (Arabic), transcribed, and
translated into English language for gloss purposes
3.2 Data Collection Strategy

Both the type of data and the research problerhigresearch report determine
the application of a qualitative method in the s of data collection. Data was
collected in the period from August to October 2@18rabic schools in Kuala Lumpur
where Sudanese children attend and at home whereedearcher's own children
perform such games. The researcher didn’t finddaffigulty in obtaining permission to

access schools sites since he is known to schatagements. Children were observed
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during recess time while performing target gameregsested, and during casual play
at home.

3.3 The Instrument

The “key” instrument of data collection in this @yl as it is the case in all
qualitative researches, is the researcher himgalésvell, 2009, p. 175). Data is
collected through the researcher’s observationpasficipants performing the games
under investigation in a natural play time while terbal component of the games is

audio recorded using an audio tape recorder.

3.4 Participants

The data under study is a well known cultural pcactperformed by
preschoolers and school age children in northemia®uNo doubt, the best site for
collecting such a data is in its initial culturantext or setting. Nevertheless; and for
pragmatic constraints, the researcher compensatefidt by employing a focus group
consisting of ten Sudanese children studying imesdnternational schools in Kuala
Lumpur along with the researcher own two childreohisimmed (aged 7) and Tasneem

(aged 5) to participate in the process of dataectithn for this study.

3.5 Considerations of Ethical Issues

Encountering ethical issues during data collectiod data analysis procedures
seems to be inevitable (Creswell, 2007). This mebeeeport is committed to research
ethical issues observation and the researcher beansind that the population of
participants in this study are all children. Papants here are only deployed after an
informed consent form is being signed by parentgywardians and obtained. The
researcher also made it clear for the participantstheir parents or guardians that they
are participating in an academic study. The purpdséhe study was also explained.

Participants and guardians are promised physidatysaluring the process of data
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collection’. Furthermore; game practising is obsdrby the researcher during recess
time only and no child loses a class for the pugpokdata collection. They are also
made aware that children can voluntary withdravarat time during the process. The
researcher promises availability of findings aftbe data analysis if any of the

guardians is interested.

3.6 Procedure of Games

The six games identified which consist of three gauqpmerformed by boys and

another share of three games performed by girldeseribed beloe:

I.  Name of game:Meen Natak)(Who jumped over yd?)

Participants: A group of about ten boys or more.

Procedure: A chaser boy is to lie down on his stand another monitor boy should
cover his face to ensure inability of sight. Otheys jump over the chaser followed by

the monitor’s question:

Meen(Who) Natak (jumped over yox?

The chaser guesses and says a name of a boygrote

If wrong, the monitor says:

Kadabn kadib(It is not. You are wrong!)

And another boy jumps. He will be asked by the sgoestion from the game monitor

who says:

Shid warkal(saddle and chase!)

Then, the chase starts. The chaser should catclofobeys to take the role of the

chaser. Other chased boys try to reach a certéatygaoint. If all succeed to reach the
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safety point, the chaser is to repeat his roleifitite chaser succeeds in catching one,

the caught one is the new chaser.

ii.  Name of gameShileil (an imaginary name of a bpy

Participants: A leader and a group of boys (fivéeto)

Procedure: This game is played in rural areasghitnvhen the moon is full.

The leader shouts ouhileil weinuWhere is Shileil?)

The group choruses the answe¢hatafu Adodb(Kidnapped by Adodo!)

The leader again askShileil wein rahAWhere did Shileil go?)

The group choruses the answ&kalu atumsah(Eaten by the crocodile)

The leader throws the bone far and the group roirfisd it. The leader tries to mislead

the group by searching in wrong positions.

When a member of the group finds the bone, he faststo return the bone the place
where the bone was thrown (called home) beforergttee become the leader. If this
finder is caught by another boy, the bone is giteethe later and he is appointed the

“new leader” of the game. The game starts ovemagai

lii.  Name of gameKam fil Khat?(How many are therg?

Participants: A group of about ten boys.

Procedure: The group is divided into a leader agtbap to guess.

The leader stands about twenty to twenty five nsetrgay from the group.

He chooses a number and shouts’biat lablab, kam fil khat?” (Hey group over there,

how many are there?)
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Members guess and shout out their guess. If thesggenot correct the leader responds
in “kadabn kadib!”(It is not. You are mistaken). Members in the greue allowed to
ask the leader for approximation of his number,deample “more or less? Between
which and which numbers?” When one of the membegusss is correct, the leader
shouts shid warkab!” (Saddle and ride) The boy catches one from thepgneembers.
The later has to carry the winner on back to tlaeée platform as soon as the guess is
confirmed correct. Other members, of course, trgdoape. The game starts over again

with the new leader.

iv. Name of gameSalwa ya Salwa“Salwa” is a girl's name. “Ya” is for
calling.

Participants: More than ten girls are needed.

Procedure: Girls sit in a circle while another girhs around this circle. The girls in the
circle chorus: Salwa ya Salwa malik bitabki? Ayza ial¥alwa,Salwa! Why are you

crying? What do you want?)

She shoutsdyza sadeekti{l want my friend!). Another question comes frame group
“sadeektik meen?Who is your friend?). The girl answersadeekti ........ My friend
is + name from the group). The game continues with friend outside. She has to
choose a friend other than the one who has chosenAl the above conversation is

produced with a melody.

v. Name of game:Al um wa alsagr’ The mother and the eayle

Participants: Six or seven girls to play the raémother, children and a guest.

Procedure: The guest knocks at the door saykagv, kaw, kaw (knock, knock,
knock). The mother shoutsmeen filbab?”(Who is at the door?). The guest answers
“ana alirabi” (It is the nomad). The mother aslksyZ aih” (What do you want?) and he

answers ayz ganami’(l want my goats) then the mother derfiggnamak mafi” (Your
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goats are not here) but the nomad insiBts (They are here) and she deniesafi”
(No, they are not). The claim and denial is to d&ygeated for several times. The nomad
then shouts the names of his gdasroog!” (Blacky) and a sound imitating goat is
uttered from one of the gils behind the mother. iAgad again the nomad name and a
goat answer his call. At this point the nomad sa&jises hes ganami(The sound is my
goats’) and the mother tells hitkadab ya arabi” (You are lying nomad) repeatedly.
The nomad then saysfia sagran bakhtifa{l am an eagle and will snatch) the mother
says “ana uman bahjiza” (I am a mother to prot&dtjs conversation is produced with

a melody.

vi.  Name of the gaméUlbat alwan” (Box of Colours)

Participants: seven girls.

Procedure: a girl is leading five others each gigerolour name. Another girl asks the
leader ‘ayh indik?” (What do you have?) And the earlier one answelfsat alwan” (a
box of colours) followed by another questiGasmaahum eih?” (What are their
names?) The leader answémsa arfa” (I don’'t know). Then the other girl shouts
names of colours. Afaam” (yes) response is expected each time a colowrisatly

guessed. Melody accompanies the conversation.

3.7 Framework of Analysis

The present study proposes a formal syntax framewaamely Chomsky’s
1993 MP discussed in the previous chapter, forathaysis of the type of sentences
used in playground and team games Sudanese prémshaond school age children are
engaged in. The first step taken is to determimecibnvergence of sentences used in
these games. This way, a correct structure doesfytsuggest a correct single sentence
but also a dynamic format, in the sense that itesgnts a way of generating a very

large number of sentences with similar structurkisTis followed by categorizing
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sentences according to their communicative funstioro: positives, negatives or
interrogative forms to determine frequently useataece type. Findings are reported in

descriptive, narrative forms in this naturalisticdy.
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CHAPTER FOUR

FINDINGS AND DATA ANALYSIS

4.0 Introduction

Six playground games were identified and audio neexh. The following
chapter is a description of the procedure follovegdchildren performing each game.
Nonetheless; this research report is not complaeséiit such descriptions; it leaps
beyond that to focus on the grammaticality of thexbal sentences in an effort to
provide answers to the research questions stat@gieavious course.

4.1. Syntactic Analysis of the Language of Games

The description of games provided above revealsrpr fact that all games
are built around questions on the first place fe#d by a series of predictable negative

responses to these questions.

Question formation in Standard Arabic and its vasidialects is simply a matter
of placing an interrogative word at the beginniiga@entence without any inversion in
the word order (Ryding, 2005, p. 401). The questimords in Arabic can be classified
into two categories; nominal question words andedoial question words (Aouet al,
2010, p. 129). Consider the tables below for bd#n@&ard Arabic and Sudanese dialect

guestion words:

Table 4.1: Question words in Standard and Sudahes®sc

STANDARD ARABIC
NOMINAL ADVERBIAL
men Who syna Where
maadaa What mata When
2yya Which kayfa How
kam how many/much limaadaa Why
SUDANESE ARABIC
NOMINAL ADVERBIAL
meen Who wein Where
finu/ eih What mitein When
yatu Which keif How
kam how many/ much leih/ mal why

Adapted from: Wahba (1984)
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The following illustrates the verbal language usethe game identified in this

study along with the analysis of the syntacticdtite of each:

1. ameen nata
who.NOM. jump.Past.3ms.
Who jumped you?
b. Ahmad.
PN
c.kdabn kadib
Lying liar

d.Meen nat-a ------------

who.NOM. jump.Past.3ms
(who jumped you? )
e. Majid.
NOM
f. lid a
saddle.imp.2ms and.con

(Saddle and ride!)

k?

Yms.Acc

you.2ms.Acc

arkab

ride. imp.2ms

This game is a conversation based on the quedtimnrsin (1.a) and (1.d). The

verb “nata” is in the past by virtue of tHea” morpheme (see table 2.B)merges with

the pronourt-k” to form the TP'nata-k”. The question wortimeen” is placed at the

beginning of the phrase without altering the wordeo in the VP forming the question

“Meen nata-k?

meen nat
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2. a. Shilel wein u?
NP. NOM. where.NOM. hesS3m
Shilel, where is he?
b. Khataf u al dodo!
took. 3ms him.3ms. Acc  thd.De NP. NOM
The Dodo took him

c. Shilel wein rah?
NP. NOM. where.NOM. went. 3ms

e. Akal u al tumsah!
ate.3ms him.3ms.Acc [Ered. crocodile.NOM

The crocodile ate him.

This game is another conversation game orientethéyguestions (2. a) and
(2.c). The later is formed by the question womdein” and the past verbrah”

preceded by the PiBhilel” as a topic.

CP
K C
/\
(0] TP
Spec ™~ T
‘ /\
T PV
wein | rah \|/’
|
1
Shilel rahi

Two positive sentences with the same structure@$\are also practised in this game;

these are sentences (2. b) and (2. e). They cepbesented in:
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TP

Spec T
T VP
akali Spec \';
| VAR
-u \% NP
VAN
[0) akal D N
a|1l tumsah
3. a.Ho lablab, kam fi al xat?
Ho.Voc. 3ms.Acc how many.NOM .pr@p the.Def line.Gen

Hey Lablab, How many on the line?
b. sabaa.
Seven.
c. kadabn kadib!”
No,no.
d. akbar min?
more than?
e. awaya
yes
f. darn?
ten?
g. Jid w atita
saddle.2ms and.con;j ride.2ms

The base for this boys’ game is question (3.a) Wwiscuttered at the very beginning of
the game. In this question the partiti merges with the noutxat” to form the NP
“al xat”, then the prepositioffi” merges with this NP to for the P® al xat” . The
question word Kam” is then inserted at the beginning of this PP tonfthe question
‘kam fi al xat” which reflects the equational sentences in Arab&sgnted in chapter

two of this report (see 2.2). The following TP danproposed for this question:
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T
Spec P
(+ Plresent) \ PP
@NDP
kam (0] f‘i |al |xat
4.a.Salwa ya Salwa malik bi tabki? Ayza ayh
Salwa oh Salwa.Nom why.2fs arp.Ascry.Prog.2fs want.2fs what.Acc

Oh Salwa, why are you crying? What do yomt®a

b. Ayz a sadeeg-ti

want me.lfs.Nom friend.1fs.Gen.

| want my friend.
c. Sadeeg-tik meen?

friend.2fs.Gen Who.Nom.

Who is your friend?
d. sdeeg-ti Waffa

friend.1fs.Gen Wafaa.Acc
My friend is waffa

The same conversational atmosphere is maintainddisngame practiced by
girls. Questions (4.a) and (4.c) form the theméhefwhole game. This conversation is
special for two features practiced in (4.a). Thstfis the use dfya” , a calling particle
in Arabic which precedes the noun called eitherbielp as in ya ALLAH” (omitting
the preceding VP “help me”) or for ordinary calliofl people to come, listen or pay

attention to what is to be said by the speakehas/s in question (4.a). The complete

phrase is:
ismai ya Salwa
listen.2fs. call Salwa.2fs.Nom
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Listen Salwa

The calling phrase in Sudanese Arabic is an equaltieentence (see 2.2 above). Verb
such as ismai’ is omitted and simply understood by both speakeid addresses. Thus

the calling phrase is no more the VP with the stm&cshown below:

VP
N
\Y \
N
part. NP
| |
[0) ya Salwa

The other is the use of the aspectual partithl® added to verbs indicating the
progressive aspect in Sudanese vernacular of Arbbtbis question the question word
“mal” merges with thesuffix personal pronoufRyding, 2005, p. 301k” to form the
NP “mali-k” and the particlébi” merges with the verttabki” to form the VP bi
tabki”; then the two phrases merge to form TRali-k bi tabki”. The whole question

can be represented in the following CP:

CP
Spec. C
/ /\
Salwa ya Salwa C TP
e P
mal spec T
/\
Pro T VP
. N
- ik Pahl|. | Pro
|
bitabk -

Question (4.c) is also special in moving the questword“meen” to the end of
the question. In contrast to what is been discusdethe beginning of this section
concerning the simple rule of question formatiorAmabic, the question wordfeen”
iIs moved to the end of the question in this example not in its natural initial position.
| believe this is done for the purpose of emphasis.

5. a. meen fi al bBa
Who.Nom at the doamca
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Who is at the door?
b. ana al irabi
[.1m/fs.Nom the nomad.Nom
| am the nomad.
C. ayz eih?
want.2ms what.Nom?
what do you want?
d. ayz ganami
want.2ms goats.Gen.1ms
| want my goats.
e. ganamk ma fi
goats.Gen.2ms  Neg.Present present
Your goats are not present.
f. A
present.Loca

Here.

g. ma fi
Neg present.Loca.

Not here.

h. kadab ya arabi
lair.2ms indi nomblom

You are lying nomad.

I. ana sagrn ba akhtif a
[.1ms eagle . Indef. will. Aspsnatch it.1ms
| am snatching eagle.

J. ana uman ba ahjiza

[.1ms mother.Indef. will.Aspdefend it.1ms
| am a defending mother.

This game contains questions (5.a) and (5.c) whiehsimilar in structure to
guestions (3.a) and (4.c), respectively. The latrfirms the idea of emphasis which
was proposed in our discussion in game four abdielso displays sentences
containing the aspectual particlda” indicating future and this similar to our

discussion concerning the continuous partibl&é in a previous course in this section. |
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should also withdraw the attention of the readetht particle"ya” and its use as a
vocative marker in Arabic sentences presented .im) @iscussed in (4.a) above. This
marker is used for calling or asking for help. Hoe®e this game is syntactically
particular for the reason that it contains the €p.which illustrates the structure of

present negation in Arabic which is shown below:

TP

N

Spec " T
/\

Ti+presentf NegP

-\

Spec Neg.

Neg. P

ganamk ma fi

6. a. eih ind-ik?
what.Nom have.2fs
What [do] you have?

b. ulbat alwan
box.Nom colours.Nom

A box of colours.

c. asmah-um ayh?
Name.3np.Gen what.Nom

What are their names?

d.ana ma arf-a
[.Nom Neg. know.1fs

I[ don’t](me not) know.

This game revolves around questions (6.a) and.(@leg¢y share the same
structure of questions presented in the previousega In addition to these, the game

contains the negative sentence (6.d) which, aloity wsentence (5.e), reveals the

54



variation of the structure of present negationudl&@ese Arabic where it is possible for
the negative particldma) to precedea verb phrase, a preposition, an adjective or

adjective phrase.

TP

N

Spec T
/\

Ti+presentf NegP

-\

Spec Neg.
/\
I\|leg. \|/P
ana ma arfa

4.2 Answering the Research Questions

The analysis above provides the ground from whilcis research report
addresses the research questions stated in itschpter. The following section

provides answers to the research questions stated

4.2.1 The first Research Question

The first question this research report asks is:

What grammatical unit/s do children use in the glaynd games identified?

The games identified show that children make usthefultimate unit syntax
can accommodate and deal with; the sentence. Gareasot built around other lower
units in the hierarchy of syntax, i.e. phrases awatds. Moreover; instances of
reduction of certain elements in sentences suchhassubject, verb and verb “to

be”/“keeri are detected to be practised by children in dgaegformance of the games.
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4.2.2 The Second Research Question

This research question reads:

How can these units be categorized?

The grammaticality of the most prevailing commutiiga sentence types is
determined by using the framework of analysis dtated discussed in chapter two.
Sentences converge and no sentence crashes inngedloh LF intended by its PF.
Although all communicative types of sentences weegected in all games, “WH”
questions and negative sentences are found toebleattkbone in each and every game

without which no game can be performed.

4.2.3 The Third Research Question

The study presents and tries to answer a thirdtiqgues

What is the significance of these particular formrs children’s grammatical

development?

It is clear that no conversation is expected te tplace in the absence of the
guestions and negative sentences. The term “caati@ns is defined in the Cambridge
Advanced Learners Dictionary as bein§ @lk between two or more people in which
thoughts, feelings and ideas are expressed, questme asked and information is

exchanged” http://dictionary.cambridge.org/defin@his is what children are able to

practise in the games under investigation. The tige@aof questions and negatives
enables performers to take turns in conversatignpléying the roles assigned in the
particular game and consequently in other realddemunicative contexts. Moreover;

performers of such games display the ability ofdpi@ng, using and in some occasions

modifying these forms to fit a particular situationa particular game.
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4.2.4 The Fourth Research Question

A final question put forward by this research répethe question which reads:

i.  What justifies the acquisition of the syntactiafsridentified at this age and not

before it?

Literature on language development suggests thiédreh are able to produce
questions and negatives quite late because theyracypxiliary verbs late in their life.
While this is true for English, it is not a logibalsufficient reason to explain the
situation in children acquiring Arabic (or may bther languages). It was noted in
chapter two of this study that question formatierabic is only a matter of placing an
appropriate question word at the beginning of dese® and that a negative is formed
by the appropriate use of a negative particle. @l®no room for auxiliary verbs here.
This supports the claim of language growth defertme@homsky. It is by this age that
the genes of language growth, supported by therrealtedata and the universal
principles governing this growth, bloom at this agpabling children to acquire and use
the question words and negative particles needembnstruct questions and negative

sentences, respectively.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

5.0 Introduction

A summary of the procedures and findings of thelysia presented in this final
chapter along with a conclusion which conceptualibese findings. Moreover, points
out of the limitations of this study are recommeahét further research practice for the

linguistic interest they evoke.

5.1 Summary

Playground games performed by Sudanese childematiced to encompass
both kinetic and verbal activities. This study ajgmhes the second component of these
games qualitatively in an effort to achieve the saioh the study. It presents a general
review of syntax and the stages of its growth inldcen as reflected in the
developmental literature. This review also preséntings of previous studies on play
and language development as well as a presentatie@ome issues in the syntax of
Arabic relevant to the topic of the study. A cehprart in this review is the discussion
on the generative school of grammar which prestr@sconcept of innateness as an
explanation of the process of first language adgson one hand and ideas about the
description of syntax on the other hand. The stteljews the different historical
phases the theory has undergone concerning ideas @@ description of syntax since

the late fifties up to the early nineties of thepous century.

The Minimalist Program (MP) of this school of gnawar developed in 1993 is
adopted as a framework of analysis in this studye $tudy introduced the syntactic
operation of merger which regularise syntactic gsialpresented in this framework of

analysis.

58



Three points constitute the objectives of the wtddhese are:

i. Determine the grammaticality of sentences usetienptayground games under

study.

ii.  Find out what sentence categories frequently usddeise games.

ii. Evaluate the suitability and benefit of the gameslan investigation for the

grammatical growth of this age group of children

The research questions the study answers are:

i.  What grammatical unit/s do children use in the gtaynd games identified?

ii.  How can these units be categorized?

li.  What is the significance of these particular formschildren’s grammatical

development?

iv.  Why are children able to produce these forms atdfge and not before it?

After the audio recording of games, sentences ich egame are analyzed to

determine grammaticality of each. This shows tlileviong findings:

i.  Complete, full sentences are used in the games.

ii. All types of sentences (positives, negatives an@stions) are used.
Nevertheless; “WH” questions and negatives are daionbe the governing

and the most essential types of sentences in eachwery game.

The study finds the use of questions and negatdrdeaces is particularly
significant since children are found to start udimgm at preschool age which is the age

of the games performers. Moreover; the study suppbe innateness explanation of
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first language acquisition and argues that childrenable to negate and ask questions

at this age the same way they are able to jumf,dad run.

5.2 Conclusion

This study is carried out in both home and schawitexts where participants
practise these games as a central component ofcdial group play activity. These
games are looked at in this study as a readymaelgnsen of language practised and
performed by children rather than a sample of lagguproduced by children. The study
evaluates the language in these games from twa@spke first is the grammaticality
of sentences used and the second is the suitabilithese games for the syntactic

development of the age group of performers.

The first dimension in the evaluation of these gans accomplished by the use
of the Minimalist Program of the generative grammaara framework of analysis.
Games are found to contain grammatically accepateaces that succeed in reaching
logical forms and violate no linguistic universaltheir phonetic forms (consider figure

2.7 and the discussion that precedes).

On the other end of the spectrum, the suitabditthe games is determined by
looking at the type of sentences used and theictmatith the expected syntactic
development presented in the review of the liteeatf child language development.
Question word questions seeking information abbjgais, actions, agents and location
as well as negative sentences are not only foubhe the prevailing sentence types used
in the games but also the type of sentences that itee theme of each game. A revisit
to tables 1.1 and 1.2 will remind the reader thi type of sentences is only acquired
and start to develop at the age of four and thiggyssts suitability of the games under
study for the group age of performers which is cosaa of preschoolers and school

going age children.
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The study concludes, in light of the findingsetiches, that games under study
play a positive and supporting role in the develeptmof syntax in children. They
appropriately fit the agreed upon syntactic capagftthe population of the intended
performers. These games can be thought of as atithiigetoken of grammar practice or
a good experience of language, next to RadfordqR@6r preschool and school going

age children.
5.3 Recommendations for Further Research

This study acts as a testimony for the significantdhe playground games
performed by Sudanese children as a real life weacthat support the natural
development of syntax as a major component in thegss of acquiring Arabic as first
language. These games can be a good source ofae$eagenerative studies to proof
or deny the universal principles claim advocatedhsytheory of UG. The analysis of
data in this research report encountered sentewtbsut overt presence of tense
markers the thing which may suggest that therénee& TP nor a VP projections and
consequently implies that the TP and the VP areunotersal linguistic principles as

stated in the generative tradition.

More researches can be carried out in otheu@dtand communities where
similar games are practised by children acquiritigeio languages to determine and
generalize the contribution of these games in #theeldpment of syntax as well as the
development in other linguistic domains such asdéneelopment of morphology for an

instance.

The linguistic library can also be enriched byrgiaig out researches utilizing
the same playground games as a source of datadas asuch as language therapy,

pedagogical linguistics, spoken discourse anabstsgenre analysis.
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