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Introduction

The recent and intensified implementation of early foreign language education in
European policies shows how multilingual competence has become increasingly im-
portant in a globalised world:
Language competencies are part of the core of skills that every citizen needs for training, em-
ployment, cultural exchange and personal fulfilment ... It is a priority for Member States to en-
sure that language learning in kindergarten and primary school is effective, for it is here that
key attitudes towards other languages and cultures are formed, and the foundations for later
language learning are laid, ... in particular by teaching at least two foreign languages from a
very early age.
Early bilingual programmes are one of the most successful options to address the need
for early foreign language education. However, compared to research in primary and
secondary schools, there are very few systematic large-scale studies on very young
learners at the preschool level.

The two volumes of this publication aim to fill this gap in the current research debate.
They provide an insight into research studies which were carried out in eleven differ-
ent bilingual preschools across Europe. The studies derive from a multilateral EU
Comenius project carried out in Germany, Belgium, Sweden and England between
2008 and 2010. The ELIAS project (Early Language and Intercultural Acquisition
Studies) comprises eighteen partners including academic and educational institutions,
preschools, as well as the Magdeburg Zoological Garden in Germany. Under the lead
management of Otto von Guericke University Magdeburg, every bilingual preschool
in the project has been monitored by researchers over the last two years. The studies
cover first and second language acquisition® of the children, the language input of the
preschool teachers® who provide the input in the second language (L2) to the children,
as well as intercultural education and bilingual environmental education ("green im-
mersion") at the zoo preschool in Magdeburg.

More than 400 children and over 20 L2 preschool teachers participated in the ELIAS
studies. To our knowledge, the project represents the largest longitudinal study in
European preschools to date. The research team combined qualitative and quantitative
approaches. Field observations and data elicitation were carried out by participant ob-
servers who took part in the daily preschool routines once a week over a span of two
years between 2008 and 2010. Where possible, the team used existing data elicitation
procedures. However, due to the special focus on very young learners not all required

1 European Commission: Promoting Language Learning and Linguistic Diversity: An Action Plan
2004 — 2006 (p. 8), emphases added.
The terms 'second language' and 'foreign language' are used interchangeably throughout the book.

3 Due to the vast differences in preschool terminology throughout Europe, educators and other
pedagogical staff in the preschools is referred to as 'preschool teachers,' independent of the peda-
gogical approach used in the respective institution.
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tools were available on the market. Thus, an observation checklist for the input of the
L2 teachers, a score for the intensity of the L2 input, a comprehension test for gram-
matical phenomena, a field guide for the observation of intercultural encounters, and
an observation tool for green immersion were developed by the research group. They
represent an innovation to systematic data elicitation at preschool level.

Volume I presents the results of the different research studies in detail. It has a strong
theoretical and empirical focus and is aimed at the research community in the fields of
first and second language acquisition, intercultural communication, environmental
education and foreign language teaching. The volume begins with a study on the L2
teachers' input and its relation to the results of the test results by Martina Weitz and
her team. The data were elicited with a newly developed ELIAS observation tool, the
IQOS (Input Quality Observation Scheme). In the following four chapters, the results
of the language studies are presented, starting with Andreas Rohde's paper on L2 lexi-
cal comprehension based on the standardised and readily available BPVS II (British
Picture Vocabulary Scale II), and Steinlen et al.'s paper on the comprehension of L2
grammatical phenomena based on the ELIAS L2 grammar comprehension test. Chris-
tina Schelletter & Rachel Ramsey's chapter includes comparison data of monolingual
and bilingual speakers in England on both comprehension tests. Steinlen et al. then go
on to describe the children's first language acquisition in the German project pre-
schools, which is based on the standardised SETK test. Kersten et al. introduce a new
angle to the preschool studies, describing the intercultural encounters observed in bi-
lingual preschools between children of various cultural backgrounds, and between
children and their non-native teachers who provide the L2 input in each programme.
This paper develops categories of ICC observation, which present a new step in the
research on intercultural behaviour of very young children. The following two chapters
by Shannon Thomas and Inge Strunz & Shannon Thomas focus on research in the zoo
preschool. Thomas identifies stages of development in the L2 encounters with nature
and animals while Strunz & Thomas include the perspective of parents and teachers on
the reactions of the children at the zoo preschool. Volume I concludes with a presenta-
tion of the profiles of each project preschool. Insa Wipperman & Christine Tiefenthal
take various factors into account which constitute the unique structure of each pro-
gramme and which help understand the multifaceted nature of preschools that the re-
search studies were faced with. This final chapter may serve as a detailed reference
point for the data presented in the preceding sections.

Volume II, on the other hand, contains a description of best practices in various differ-
ent bilingual preschool programmes as well as background information on important
preschool-related topics, which was derived from teacher training units developed in
the ELIAS framework. It is of interest for practitioners, teachers and other educational
staff, parents, politicians and researchers alike. The volume starts out with Henning
Wode's introduction to bilingual preschools on the European level, which gives an ex-
ample of a successful model of bilingual immersion education from preschool to high
school in Kiel, Germany. The second chapter summarises the most important research
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results from the first volume. It gives an insight into the studies without going into too
much technical detail for the convenience of the reader. This chapter simultaneously
constitutes a part of the project's final report (www.elias.bilikita.org). In the third and
fourth chapter, a team of authors develop practical guidelines for the implementation
of bilingual preschools and the role of language interaction between the L2 teachers
and the children in the bilingual programme. The following part contains four chapters
by Andreas Rohde, Ute Massler, Shannon Thomas and Christine Tiefenthal, which
give introductory insight into the fields of second language acquisition, intercultural
communication, green immersion and the development of learning materials for bilin-
gual preschools.

The two volumes together give a comprehensive overview of research studies carried
out as part of the ELIAS project as well as practical aspects of bilingual preschool
education. They highlight the project's interdisciplinary approach to the both fresh and
exciting research field of bilingual preschools in Europe. The editors hope that the
studies presented in this two-volume work will foster theory construction in second
language acquisition to pave the way for future studies, and that the chapters will be
informative and inspirational to anyone involved in bilingual preschool education. The
work has just begun.

This immense work would not have been possible without the tremendous help from
over 60 members of the ELIAS team, and from many more colleagues and friends. We
are very grateful for all the expertise and time they devoted to the project. A very spe-
cial thanks must firstly go to the group of participant observers who contributed the
data to the studies: Aafke Buyl, Maria Biillesfeld, Jutta Daszenies, Anna Flyman
Mattsson, Lydia Gerlich, Lena Gotthardt, Sylvia Luft, Svenja Pahl, Rachel Ramsey,
Annelie Schober, Marion Salentin, Ramona Thierer, Shannon Thomas, Martina Weitz,
and Insa Wippermann. Their tasks were multifaceted, and their talents were required
on many different levels. Not only did they have to make systematic observations, col-
lect the data in the preschools and contribute to data analysis, they also functioned as
an important connecting link between the preschools with their children and staff, and
the research teams. The Zoological Garden in Magdeburg opened its gates for children
and adults alike. The team shared their expertise on nature topics and, on top of that,
left us with many unforgettable experiences of the animal world. Elke Kalbe and Dario
Klemm provided us with a sound statistical analysis and an important focus in what at
times seemed an overwhelming amount of data. Alexandra Héhnert, Jessica Levin and
Reiner Lauer spent countless hours helping with the editorial process. We have to ex-
press our gratitude and appreciation for their patience and their keen eye for details.
The European Commission provided us with a financial grant within the LLP Come-
nius Programme, which made the work possible in the first place.* We would also like
to thank our partner institutions, and especially the English Department at Magdeburg

4  These volumes reflect the views only of the authors, and the Commission cannot be held respon-
sible for any use which may be made of the information contained therein.
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University, directed by Holger Kersten, for making available substantial additional
resources without which the work could not have been completed. The administration
of the project turned out to be more challenging than expected, and we are grateful to
all administration staff at our various institutions, notably Veronika Kauert and the
team at Magdeburg University, and above all to Jane Gronner, the financial manager,
whose relentless initiative in countless hours of work and her unparalleled communi-
cative skills guaranteed a smooth and competent process at all times. Thanks also have
to go to representatives at the political level for their support, first of all to Norbert
Bischoff, Minister of Health and Social Affairs in Saxony-Anhalt, Germany, and pa-
tron of the project's final conference, Thomas Gericke from the Ministry of Health and
Social Affairs, and Dr. Uwe Birkholz from the Ministry of Education and Cultural Af-
fairs in Saxony-Anhalt. Most of all, however, we would like to thank our preschool
partners for their contributions: the staff for their competent teaching and partnership,
the parents for their confidence in the project and their time filling out our question-
naires, and last but not least all the children for their enthusiasm and their willingness
to let us share their openness and their enthusiasm in learning. Apart from gaining im-
portant academic insights into their development, it has been a pleasure accompanying
them in these steps over the last two years and sharing their excitement for the new
language and all the persons they encountered with it.

Magdeburg, Cologne, Hatfield, and Kiel, October 2010,

Kristin Kersten
Andreas Rohde
Christina Schelletter
Anja K. Steinlen



The Input Quality Observation Scheme (I1QOS):
The Nature of L2 Input and its Influence on L2 Development
in Bilingual Preschools'

Martina Weitz, Svenja Pahl, Anna Flyman Mattsson,
Aafke Buyl, Elke Kalbe

1. Introduction

The role of input and interaction in second language acquisition

Second language input has been discussed in several studies supporting different views
of the role that input may play in second language acquisition. That input is necessary
in second language acquisition is beyond doubt; the subject of the debate, however,
has been what the input should look like and how acquisition is achieved as a result.
One of the most influential theoretical positions has been the one proposed by Krashen
in his Input Hypothesis, where he claims that comprehensible input is the single cru-
cial and necessary factor in acquiring a language and that input becomes comprehen-
sible through simplification and with the help of contextual and extralinguistic clues
(Krashen 1981).

The role of comprehensible input in second language acquisition was further stressed
by Michael Long (1981), but with a greater emphasis on interactive input. Long does
not deny simplification and context being influential but claims that it is the interac-
tional modifications that occur in negotiating meaning when a communication problem
arises that makes input comprehensible rather than the non-interactive input modifica-
tions. In interactional modifications, he includes features such as clarification requests
and confirmation checks used by the listener, and comprehension checks used by the
speaker.

In addition to comprehensible input, Merrill Swain pointed to comprehensible output
as a crucial factor in negotiation of meaning that leads the learners to native-like
speech (Swain 1985). In producing the target language, the learners will discover gaps
in their interlanguage and thus become aware of a linguistic structure through feed-
back. The learner moves from primarily semantic processing in trying to understand
the input, to syntactic processing in producing sentences in the target language. Output

1  We are very grateful to Maria Biillesfeld, Lydia Gerlich, Sylvia Luft, Marion Salentin, Annelie
Schober, Anja Steinlen, Ramona Thierer, and Insa Wippermann for the data elicitation and their
valuable feedback on previous drafts of the IQOS. Furthermore, we are especially indebted to
Gisela Hakansson, Kristin Kersten, and Andreas Rohde for all the fruitful discussions and their
contributions to the text. Last but not least, we would like to thank Dario Klemm for the statistical
analyses.
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gives the learner opportunities to formulate and test hypotheses, and thereby use the
output to try out new language forms and structures (Swain 1998).

When language learners produce output, feedback becomes an important part of sec-
ond language development. Basically, two types of feedback can be identified in the
classroom: positive feedback that usually consists of praise or repetition of the
learner's utterance; and negative feedback, which is generally known as error correc-
tion. Especially negative feedback has been subject to studies that evaluate its effect on
language acquisition. The most common form of negative feedback by teachers is a
recast of the learner's utterance ("I goed there yesterday" "Oh you went there yester-
day"). This type of implicit feedback, however, has shown to be less effective in com-
municatively oriented classrooms than in form-focused ones (Lyster & Mori 2006).
The relation between recasts and acquisition, however, has not yet been solved, and a
lot more research is needed. Research on feedback in the classroom is very complex;
the amount and types of feedback differ according to variables such as instructional
setting, linguistic type (phonological, lexical, syntactical, etc.), level of instruction,
activity type, and the individual teacher.

Input directed to children and non-native speakers often differs in a systematic way
from that directed to adult native speakers. Numerous studies have been carried out on
the characteristics of child-directed speech (CDS, cf. section 2, this chapter) and for-
eigner talk (FT) showing facilitating features like slow speech rate, long pauses, exag-
gerated articulation as well as basic vocabulary and simplified grammatical structures
(Wesche 1994). Studies have also been conducted on how teachers modify their lan-
guage to second language students (teacher talk), which show similar features, with the
exception of more grammatically correct utterances. Adapted speech as described
above is mostly performed unconsciously but is yet adjusted to the receiver's language
proficiency level (Hakansson 1987). Foreigner talk and child-directed speech are
commonly used, although studies of various speech communities have revealed that
children learn to speak their language age-adequately without being addressed with
CDS. Also, many second language learners succeed without any specific input simpli-
fication. Still, it is widely accepted that second language development depends upon
input that is modified to be comprehensible for the learner, either through structural
changes or some way of contextualisation.

Observation schemes: Input and interaction in the L2 classroom

One of the ELIAS project's aims was to investigate the nature of input provided in bi-
lingual preschools and, therefore, to develop an instrument which is able to capture the
quality of the input offered by the L2 teachers. The assumption then is that the quality
of input matters in SLA,” i.e. that a qualitatively more beneficial input correlates with

2 In our understanding, the term input quality comprises both qualitative and quantitative aspects.
However, it exclusively refers to the input which is provided by one particular person, i.e., it is
concerned with one particular person's use of his or her L1 (the children's L2) when interacting
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a more successful L2 development. As quantifiable data can be compared more easily,
the ELIAS team aspired to develop a quantitative observation tool to gather quantifi-
able data in the different preschools which would describe the input and interactive
features used in the preschool settings. Prior quantitative observation methods served
as a first point of departure.

Quantitative observational research is usually

based on an observation scheme or descriptive categories that have been developed prior to the re-
search. Moreover, these observations are made in a planned way, according to an order deter-
mined by the design of the research, and with categories that cannot be changed once the research
is underway (Chaudron 2000: 7).
As the interest in second language teaching, and especially in input and interaction in
the L2 classroom, through classroom observation grew in the 1980s, several system-
atic observation schemes were developed. The main purpose of these schemes was to
capture aspects of the classroom that were assumed to contribute to language learning,
although the schemes were directed towards different types of aspects and thus varied
in their outline. One of the earlier models, which served as a starting point to a lot of
researchers, was Flanders' 'Interaction Analysis' that had been proposed two decades
earlier (1960). Flanders' view of effective teaching was that teachers' influence on
learners should be indirect rather than direct, which could be observed through a
schedule of ten categories. Interaction Analysis was further developed by Moskowitz
(1971) into what she referred to as FLint (Foreign Language interaction), giving a
more linguistic perspective to a general educational schedule and also combining two
purposes of the schedule: a research tool to identify "good" language teaching and the
more traditional teacher training tool (i.e. a means of raising the teachers' awareness
for their way of teaching). Another frequently used observation schedule, primarily
aimed at language teacher training, was proposed by Fanselow (1977). Even though
this schedule, called FOCUS (Foci for Observing Communications Used in Settings),
was developed as a teacher training tool, its number of categories for describing inter-
action may also be put to work in other interactive situations. Ullman & Geva (1983)
combined two instruments in one scheme with TALOS (Target Language Observation
Scheme) whose first part is rated in real-time in the classroom and the second after the
lesson. Such a comparison ensures a better control of interrater agreement. The most
well-known and used observation scheme is COLT (Communicative Orientation of
Language Teaching), developed by Allen et al. (1984). At the time when the COLT

with preschool children. Quite obviously, people differ in their language use: some tend to use
more words than others when communicating which may be due to manifold reasons such as tem-
perament, etc. These quantitative differences will also be captured in the instrument which aimed
at an analysis of input quality. Opportunities for input (i.e. the quantitative aspect, the intensity of
input), however, will be seen as a different independent variable (cf. section 4.5.1, this chapter)
which is not concerned with the specific language use of one particular L2 teacher, but with ex-
ternal circumstances (such as opening hours of the preschool, L2 teachers' attendance time, etc.),
which are not determined by the way a certain L2 teacher uses the L2. For a more detailed distinc-
tion of opportunities for input and input quality cf. section 4.5, this chapter.
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scheme was being developed, communicative language teaching was at its peak and
the notion of communicative competence (proposed by Hymes 1972) influenced con-
temporary teaching methods and consequently also the observation schemes. COLT
was developed with the purpose of investigating the effects of instructional variables
on learning outcomes and aimed at a systematic description of instructional practices
and procedures in different L2 classrooms. One of the main questions for the authors
was whether more or less communicatively oriented instruction had different effects
on L2 development, the underlying thought at the time being that only communicative
teaching was effective. Since the scheme is focused on what takes place in the class-
room, such as type of activity, language use, and interactive features, and on language
production rather than on any particular method of language instruction, COLT is still
very useful in classroom research more than two decades later.

Yet, as the ELIAS project is concerned with immersion preschool settings, which dif-
fer in many respects from the L2 classroom, the existing observation schemes could
not be transferred directly to the ELIAS project's needs. Hence, although already exist-
ing observation schemes served as an important basis for the development of the
ELIAS observation scheme, a new observation tool had to be designed which would
account for the peculiarities of the preschool setting.

Observational research in bilingual preschools

Though the ELIAS team strove to develop a quantitative observation scheme to collect
quantifiable data in the different preschools, the development of this instrument was
both quantitative and qualitative in nature.

One drawback of the above-described quantitative type of observation, i1.e. systematic
observation, is that observation categories need to be determined at the onset and
thereby other potentially important aspects might be missed. Hence, instead of imple-
menting one fixed observation scheme from the start, the ELIAS team developed a
final draft of the IQOS after using more than 10 different observation scheme drafts
within a 12-month-pilot phase.’ Starting off with a set of categories which were partly
taken from already existing observation schemes and partly developed systematically
from research on first language acquisition (FLA) and second language acquisition
(SLA) (cf. section 2), the ELIAS team recurred to the qualitative approach of less
structured observations in order to refine and improve the observation scheme.

According to Mackey & Gass (2005: 162f.), qualitative research usually aims at the
provision of careful and detailed descriptions and a holistic representation of the field
of interest. Moreover, it "often follows an inducive path that begins with few perceived

3 In each of the participating ELIAS preschools, up to three university members (student assistants,
research assistants or professors) would spend approximately 5 hours per week observing and par-
ticipating in the daily routines and getting to know the children and staff. Furthermore, the 0b-
servers subsequently administered the language tests (cf. Rohde, this volume; Steinlen et al., this
volume).
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notions, followed by a gradual fine-tuning and narrowing of focus" (Mackey & Gass
2005: 163).

The aim of the less structured observations was therefore to collect data (via field
notes, visual recordings, etc.) which would allow for the identification of factors which
seem especially conducive to language learning. Information thus gained by the ob-
servers was used to continuously discuss among the team members which aspects
needed to be captured in the IQOS and how to modify the scheme.

Doing field research and carrying out observations, however, always entails the risk
of, unwillingly, influencing the subjects' behaviour or the particular situation by the
observers' mere presence. An overt form of observation (i.e. in which the subjects
know that they are being observed) might lead to further behavioural modifications
(cf. Bortz & Déring 2006: 267f.) due to the subjects' conscious or unconscious attempt
to conform to the observer's expectations. The fact that subjects of interest may behave
differently (or "better," respectively) due to an observer's presence and due to the fact
that they are aware of being observed has become known as "observer's paradox" (or
"Hawthorne Effect," respectively, cf. Mackey & Gass 2005: 167). According to Mel-
low et al. (1996), however, this effect seems to decrease in research designs in which
the observer(s) spend a lot of time with the research subjects "as students and teachers
begin to feel more comfortable and natural about being observed" (Mackey & Gass
2005: 188). Accordingly, it was assumed that due to the observers' weekly presence
(and their, at times, active engagement in, e.g., play and story telling activities), both
children and early childhood teachers got used to and felt at ease in the observers'
presence.

The qualitative method of less structured observation significantly contributed to the
development of the final observation scheme, which attempts to capture and analyse
the nature of L2 input (cf. section 2.). The ELIAS project, thus, strove for a triangula-
tion of quantitative and qualitative data in order to seize as many details and factors as
possible which are likely to contribute to successful SLA in bilingual preschools.

2. The Input Quality Observation Scheme (IQOS)

As mentioned before, several existing observation schemes are available to evaluate
the communicative level of foreign language teaching, classroom behaviour, or the use
of the target language in the foreign language classroom. The categories in these
checklists needed to be modified in the IQOS as it is an observation scheme for bilin-
gual preschool settings, which obviously differ from classroom settings. Categories
needed to be formed according to the various preschool settings, and they needed to
account for daily routines and typical language behaviour when dealing with children
from one to six years of age.

As stated in the introduction, the IQOS was developed on the basis of both existing
categories and those which were refined and further developed during the ongoing
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process of observing. Each week, the ELIAS observers spent a couple of hours in the
preschools, taking part in the daily activities and communicating in the preschool's L2
English. By thus enabling the children and the teachers to get used to their presence,
the observers tried to decrease the amount of influence which their mere presence may
have had on a subject's behaviour (cf. section 1).

Just as COLT or TALOS, the IQOS is an instrument that uses a systematic approach to
observations, i.e., it clearly states what is to be observed (and thus excludes aspects
which are irrelevant for the purpose of the study), by whom and when the observations
should take place, and how the observed behaviour should be recorded (Bortz &
Doéring 2006: 270). The aim of the IQOS is to compare different L2 preschool teachers
with regard to their language use and to relate the obtained data to the children's L2
development. We therefore chose a quantitative observation tool over purely ethno-
graphic observations in order to allow for better comparability of the collected data in
the various preschools.

In order to capture the variety of preschool settings and the varying communicative
contexts that are observed, the IQOS distinguishes between situation and activity,
situation being the overall context in which a particular activity takes place (e.g. a
regular sequence or a daily routine, such as the morning circle) and activity being a
smaller unit (among others) within a given situation (e.g. story telling). This distinc-
tion is a means of classifying the observations and marking off different sequences that
are observed and, by this, establishing a common ground to start with. Limiting the
possible types of interactions that can be observed renders the collected data more
comparable as similar activities can now be compared to each other.

In spite of the various differences among the preschools (concerning their pedagogical
concept, the number of L2 teachers, group structure, etc.), similar daily routines could
be found for all 9 preschools. The following situations and activities were agreed
upon:

Situations: 1. breakfast, 2. morning circle, 3. free play, 4. guided task and 5. outdoors.

The suggested activities within these situations include: 1. free conversation, 2. games/
songs, 3. story telling, 4. organisational routines, and 5. others, for all those activities
that cannot be included in one of the other four types. Longer-lasting activities should
be re-evaluated after 10 minutes in order to reconsider their status and to decide
whether the quality of input has changed.

The IQOS incorporates both low-inference and high-inference categories (cf. Mackey
& Gass 2005: 191ff.). Low-inference categories do not require any judgement and
comprise general information, such as the above mentioned categorisation of situation
and activity or the duration and the overall focus of the activity (i.e. form, when the
activity is clearly language centred; form in a communicative context, when specific
linguistic elements are emphasised and embedded in the context of a game/song, or
meaning, e.g. genuine discussions or conversations which clearly focus on the con-
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tent). Furthermore, the categories include information on the number of children who
are participating, their average age, etc.* Low-inference categories are used in order to
obtain background information on the setting of the activity and to facilitate a general
description of the observed sequence. Some of the information might also be used in
order to compare the input addressed to younger or older children, or for analysing
whether the input quality changes when native speakers of English are part of the
group, etc. These are, however, aspects that need to be addressed in further studies.

The second part of the observation scheme comprises high-inference categories, i.e.
categories which require more judgement and interpretation on the part of the ob-
server. The observer has to decide whether a certain feature is present to a "very low,"
"low," "high" or "very high" degree. According to what is seen as best practices in the
literature and what the ELIAS team considered to be beneficial in SLA in the pre-
school context, a high use of a certain feature is believed to have a positive effect on
the children's L2 development. In order to guarantee a high interrater reliability, the
range of possible interpretations needs to be limited. This is achieved by providing
both detailed guidelines for each category and examples of rated activities (see section
3.4 on standardisation for more detailed information).

Before further discussing the individual categories, it is crucial to mention the L2
teacher's primary task. As we assume that the three components input, interaction and
output play a crucial role in second language development (see above), the L2 teacher
needs to provide comprehensible input. Furthermore, the input needs to be rendered
comprehensible by different means (interaction, contextualisation, i.e. non-verbal be-
havior, etc.) and the L2 teacher has to create opportunities for the children to actively
use the L2. In the following, these supercategories, i.e., quantity, input characteristics,
promoting comprehension, output, and children's reactions will serve as a framework
to discuss the individual high-inference categories.

High inference categories

a) Quantity

Category Guideline Description

L2 Amount How much input is offered to the children? This category is important in order
to distinguish between more introverted and more extroverted teachers, as these
characteristics influence the amount of input the children get. As there are no
clear-cut definitions as to what is considered as a very high or very low amount
of input, observers may compare different teachers with each other within the
restraints of the activity (i.e. during a football game there is probably less talking
than in a one-to-one conversation, nevertheless it is possible for teacher A to
talk more during that football game than teacher B).

Absence of L1 Does the teacher address the children in their L1 and/or translate her utterances
use / translation | into the children's L1? The category would be graded as high (or very high) if
the teacher constantly addresses the children in their L2 (as L1 use / translations
are absent and not present).

4 For a more detailed overview see Appendix.
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L2 amount

With reference to Krashen's Input Hypothesis (1982), a language learner needs to re-
ceive language input in order to learn the language. This category refers to the amount
of input provided by one particular person, i.e. it is concerned with one particular per-
son's target language use when interacting with preschool children. Quite obviously,
people differ in their language use: some tend to use more words than others when
communicating. The category thus allows for a distinction between, e.g., more intro-
verted and more extroverted teachers; furthermore, this category codes whether the
teacher uses the multiple opportunities to offer L2 input to the children or not.

Absence of translation / L1 use

"Absence of translation" of L2 data into the children's L1 deals with the consistent use
of the L2 by the L2 teacher and the question whether he or she switches languages.
One of the key features of immersion "teaching" is to enable the learners to experience
the target language as an authentic means of communication, as a language system that
is capable of transmitting everything that a speaker wants and needs to express and
which is as rich and powerful as the learner's first language.

Various case studies of children who are raised bilingually by their parents suggest
positive effects on language acquisition (and the future active use of two languages)
when languages are used consistently by one person (cf. Harding and Riley 1986,
Hoffmann 1985, Porsché 1983, Ronjat 1913, Saunders 1982, 1988, Taeschner 1983).
This seems to be especially important with regard to the minority language, i.e., the
language that is not the ambient language, as quite often input is only given by one
person. Different reasons for the positive effects of consistency in language use are
suggested in various studies on simultaneous bilingual language acquisition (for an
overview cf. Dopke 1992: 13ff.). With reference to these findings, switching between
the children's L1 and the target language can give the children the impression that the
L2 is not capable of expressing everything that the learner needs to express. Further-
more, in case of translations into the children's L1, children may stop trying to make
sense of what is said and wait for the translation instead. This can have serious effects
on their L2 development as negotiation of meaning is seen as a crucial factor in lan-
guage acquisition (cf. Long 1981, 1996). Moreover, the L2 would not be used as an
authentic means of communication, but become a "pretend-language" which seems to
be implemented for educational reasons only. This is not in line with the idea of im-
mersion and, as several ELIAS observers have experienced, seems to be quite demoti-
vating for the children.

Thus, code switching by the L2 teacher and translations into the children's L1 do not
seem favourable and should therefore be avoided. Hence, the axiom of one person —
one language, mentioned as early as 1913 in Ronjat's account on the bilingual up-
bringing of his own child ("une personne, une langue") has long been an essential
principle in immersion preschool programmes (Kersten et al. 2009, Snow 1987).
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b) Input Characteristics

Category Guideline Description

Adapted speech Does the teacher use a higher pitch, a slower rate of speech and stress
and intonation to highlight parts of speech when addressing the chil-
dren? This category is exclusively concerned with articulation; i.e.
other features of child directed speech, such as adapted vocabulary,
modified syntax or various strategies which are used to promote com-
prehension are not included here.

Varied input Does the teacher offer a wide range of vocabulary, and complex and
varying syntactic structures? The category would be graded as low (or
very low) if the teacher's vocabulary was very limited and if she fre-
quently offered the same phrases and/or structures within an activity.
Ritualised language 1. Does the teacher use formulas which are frequently used in the re-
spective preschool (e.g. "It's tidy up time")?

2. Does the teacher use the same words / the same phrases (within an
activity) very often and does the teacher repeat his or her own utter-

ances?
Verbal acknowledgment Does the teacher verbally show appreciation of the children's attempts
of children's interactional | to communicate / to interact with them? Verbal acknowledgment does
moves not only include praise or positive reactions; not allowing children to

play somewhere (or to use specific materials) can also be an appropri-
ate reaction to the child's request.

Focus on form Does the teacher explicitly reflect upon language and linguistic struc-
tures together with the children? Does the teacher attempt to raise the
children's metalinguistic awareness?

Is there a form of input which seems particularly conducive to second language devel-
opment? The five categories under the heading "input characteristics" capture different
aspects which have been put forward by various SLA researchers as having a positive
influence on L2 learning.

Adapted speech

Numerous studies have been carried out on the characteristics of CDS as an adapted
form of input which aims at fostering language development in children (cf. Gallaway
& Richards 1994, Solokov & Snow 1994). CDS (also referred to as motherese; New-
port et al. 1977) is a form of input which chooses recasts over more explicit forms of
correcting, by enunciating and intonating more clearly, speaking at a higher pitch, us-
ing a slower rate of speech and by usually revolving around everyday and more con-
crete topics in order to facilitate and ensure comprehension. Perceived as a seemingly
natural way of talking to children, CDS can be found in numerous Western societies.
However, cross-cultural studies have shown that CDS is not a universally valid form
of relating to children. By contrast, studies of various speech communities have re-
vealed that children learn to speak their L1 age adequately even without being person-
ally addressed until an age when they can actually produce multi-word utterances (cf.
Lieven 1994, Mitchell & Myles 2004: 163). However, as far as CDS in Western socie-
ties is concerned, it has been the focus of various studies which suggest that a slower
rate of speech, a rise in the fundamental frequency and a clear enunciation seem to be
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used to aid communication and foster comprehension (Broen 1972, Ferguson 1977,
Garnica 1977, Sachs 1977). Whether, in turn, comprehension leads to acquisition (in-
put vs. intake) has yet to be determined.

Furthermore, the higher the learner's language level, the less adapted speech seems to
be necessary, 1.e., the extent of speech modification naturally varies according to the
different needs of the children (Cross 1977, Wells 1985). In the IQOS, however,
adapted speech is generally assumed to be a conducive factor in L2 development (i.e.
if a given L2 teacher has used adapted speech extensively in a given activity and if this
category is consequently rated "very high," this will increase the L2 teacher's overall
IQOS score). Due to the ambiguous nature of this category, further studies are needed
in order to show to what extent adapted speech varies according to different ages and
different levels of language proficiency.

Varied Input

This category 1s concerned with the level of complexity of the input offered by the L2
teacher. As put forward in Krashen's Input Hypothesis, "[hJumans acquire language in
only one way — by understanding messages, or by receiving 'comprehensible input"
(Krashen 1985: 2). According to Krashen, receiving input which is on a slightly higher
level (grammatically, lexically, etc.) than the language learner's current level of lin-
guistic competence (i.e., i+/, with "i" representing the learner's current level of com-
petence and "+1" indicating the next step in the developmental sequence) suffices to
foster learning: In this sense, input would need to be both comprehensible, and rich
and complex enough to provide the learner with new grammatical structures and lexi-
cal items. Acquiring a language is a dynamic process in which the learner constructs
his knowledge actively. L1 and L2 data suggest that the acquisition of morpho-
syntactic structures is a hierarchically ordered process in which the learner goes
through fixed stages and thus cannot master certain forms before others (Brown 1973,
Pienemann 1998, Wode 1981). Cognitivists (e.g. Pienemann 1998, Towel & Hawkins
1994, etc.) argue that this phenomenon can be explained by a gradual acquisition of
procedural skills. Hence, the learner naturally needs to be exposed to input that is not
restricted to a certain ritualised and routined language. In order to be able to acquire
new morpho-syntactic structures, i.e. to integrate new forms into the developing inter-
language system, the input needs to be rich and must offer a great variety of syntactic
structures. In the category "varied input," we address the question whether this neces-
sity 1s reflected in the L2 teacher's language use.

Ritualised Language

Besides varied, rich and complex input, the use of ritualised language is regarded as
equally important, especially in the beginning of the learning process. Ritualised lan-
guage is understood as recurring phrases that introduce or accompany typical activities
in daily routines. Thus, phrases such as "It's pack up time," "Get your cups," "Stop
wiggling," or "Tie your shoes, please" are typical phrases used by the L2 teacher,
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which become familiar to the children within the first weeks of preschool because of
their extensive and repetitive use.

At first, phrases like these only accompany situations already familiar to the children;
thus the children do not need to understand what is said as they understand what is
meant due to contextual cues. Later then, the phrases which are very much bound to
the context and at first memorised as chunks, can be used and understood outside of
their contextual setting and can be further analysed (i.e. individual words will be iden-
tified within the phrase). Ritualised language and routines can therefore be seen as
scaffolds which help children to find their way into a new situation and the language
(cf. Burmeister 2006: 204).

A high use of ritualised language throughout the learning process, however, might not
always be favourable. Although this quite restricted use of language seems to be espe-
cially important in the beginning of the learning process, it might be less valuable
when dealing with more experienced learners. According to various researchers (e.g.
Lyster 2007, Netten 1991), language should thus constantly become more complex.
Further studies with the IQOS are therefore needed in order to show whether the use of
ritualised language changes considerably when dealing with different communicative
partners (i.e. children with different levels of language proficiency). In the present
analysis, a high use of ritualised language by a particular teacher leads to higher (i.e.
better) IQOS scores. The overall score of this particular teacher, however, would de-
crease if she consistently and exclusively used such resticted forms of input (as, con-
sequently, "varied input" would be rated as "very low"). So far, observations carried
out by the ELIAS team have shown that the L2 teachers can react to the needs of
learners with different proficiency levels by first using a typical formula and then of-
fering a more elaborate form by paraphrasing their own utterance (e.g. "Pack up time"
(formula); followed by: "Please, put away everything that you've played with and sit
down quietly").

Verbal acknowledgment of children's interactional moves

This category deals with the L2 teacher's reactions to the children's attempts to commu-
nicate. Its focus is not linguistic in nature as in the category "implicit corrective feed-
back" which focuses on language forms (e.g. words, structures, sounds, etc.) that are
used to implicitly correct (i.e. recast) the children's output. Within this category, the
question is whether the teacher uses the L2 to react to a child's interactional move in-
stead of reacting e.g. by shaking/nodding their head, or by only summoning a child in
order to discipline him or her. These reactions seem to be especially important for bond-
ing as children need to feel that they are taken seriously and that their attempts to inter-
act (e.g. by showing a drawing to the teacher, by telling a story or asking for permission
to do sth./go somewhere, etc.) are appreciated (cf. Klann-Delius & Hofmeister 1997,
Lieven 1978). Verbal acknowledgment, within our definition, does not only include
praise or positive reactions; refusing permission to do something (e.g. to play some-
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where, to use certain materials, etc.) can also be an appropriate reaction to a child's ques-
tion. Responding verbally to requests not only increases the L2 input amount in general,
but again ascertains the L.2's role as an authentic means of communication.

Focus on form

The underlying assumption is that, although the overall focus in content-based class-
rooms is meaning, form and function do not need to be kept separate at all times (cf.
Lyster 2007: 26f.). Instead, the two aspects can be combined, by focussing on gram-
matical features in content-based settings (ibid).

According to Long (1991), focus on form needs to be clearly distinguished from "fo-
cus on formS" [sic]. Focus on formS entails the rather traditional view of explicit lan-
guage teaching (e.g. the use of certain words, verb endings, etc.), in which language
forms are removed from a meaningful context. Focus on form, on the other hand,
"overtly draws student's attention to linguistic elements as they arise incidentally in
lessons whose overriding focus is on meaning or communication" (ibid.: 45f.). Inci-
dents in which the focus is shifted from meaning to a certain linguistic feature can thus
be initiated by either the students (children) or the teacher (cf. Long & Robinson 1991:
23). It 1s crucial, however, that these situations "are not scheduled in advance but occur
incidentally as a function of the interaction of learners with the subject matter or task
that constitute the learners' and their teacher's predominant focus" (Long 1997: n.p.).

As far as preschools are concerned, the ELIAS observers noticed that focus on form is
relatively rare. This is not surprising as, most of the time, conversations evolve around
basic and authentic needs in which focus on form would interrupt the natural course of
the communicative exchange. At times, however, children might initiate a focus on form
by laughing about a word that sounds peculiar to them, by explicitly asking for trans-
lations or by mispronouncing a word. Whether the teacher thematises these language
forms and uses the children's interest for (brief) metalinguistic discussions is checked
within the catgegory "focus on form." Teachers might also spontaneously focus on form
by, e.g., offering and discussing two distinct phonological forms of a word (e.g.
[to'ma:tou] in Received Pronunciation vs. [to'merrou] in General American) or two
possible sentence structures (e.g. "Have you got my honey?" vs. "Do you have my ho-
ney?").

¢) Input: Promoting Comprehension

Category Guideline Description

Contextualisation I: Different ways of contextualising language with the help of the
gestures, facial expres- teacher's own body (without any external means, such as pictures, ob-
sions jects, etc.). The point of reference (in order to decide on the rating) is

the language that is used within the specific activity, i.e. how much of
the language that is used is also contextualised?

Contextualisation II: Different ways of contextualising language with the help of external
pictures, objects, realia means, i.e. everything that the teacher uses for contextualising lan-
guage apart from his own body (e.g. pictures, objects, realia).




The Input Quality Observation Scheme 17

Explanation and Does the teacher paraphrase his or her own utterances and use further
comparison explanations and comparisons in order to guarantee comprehension on
the children's side (e.g. offering synonyms / various sentences when
explaining something)?

Ensuring children's Does the teacher use some kinds of strategies to ensure that children
comprehension understand tasks / words / utterances? The observer should not only
focus on the teacher's active attempts to guarantee comprehension;
questions or instructions that are answered or accomplished by the
children can be seen as a means to check comprehension as well (as the

children's "appropriate" behaviour shows their understanding).

The categories which are included in "promoting comprehension" focus on different
means of making content comprehensible.

Contextualisation I and 11

It is widely accepted that children will not be able to learn a language "to which they
are merely exposed in a decontextualised way, for example on television" (Snow et al.
1976, quoted in Mitchell & Myles 2004: 163). They need some sort of (contextual)
framework which makes input accessible and comprehensible. For learners, being able
to make a connection between the words/language and the intended meaning thus re-
quires various means of contextualisation on the part of the teacher. Therefore, lan-
guage can be complemented by gestures, facial expressions or body language, or
teachers can use external means, such as pictures, objects, or any kind of manipula-
tives which help to contextualise their speech.

Explanation & comparison

Furthermore, complementing non-verbal with verbal cues to facilitate comprehension
is considered an important factor in language acquisition (Lyster 2007: 5). In the be-
ginning of the learning process, the children almost exclusively rely on non-verbal
support, with the language only accompanying the situation. The amount of verbal
support, however, should gradually increase (cf. Netten 1991). By using more abstract
language, children cannot exclusively rely on what they can see but need to pay more
attention to what is being said. Netten (1991: 302) argues that "[t]eachers should be
encouraged not to rely on non-verbal depictions of meaning for the second language,
but should develop as many verbal connections as possible for the pupils." She fur-
thermore claims that "[t]hey should also be alerted to the tendency to use fewer verbal
messages with low achievers, and be aware of the probable need for the low achievers
to receive more rather than less verbal stimulation" (ibid.).

These verbal means of making content comprehensible are focused on in the category
"explanation & comparison." This category includes several strategies mentioned in
studies concerned with modified speech in NS-NNS (native speaker-non-native
speaker) communication. Such strategies include narrowing down a topic (from
broader and open questions to more concrete examples), asking a question and provid-
ing several possible answers/choices, and rephrasing words or sentences that have not
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been understood (Gass & Selinker 2008: 320ff.). These strategies are normally used in
one-to-one conversations and are summarised under the broader concept of negotiation
of meaning (NoM, Long 1981). In Long's interactionist approach, one of the key fea-
tures of NoM is not that the input is comprehensible per se, but that the NSs' modifica-
tions occur while interacting with — and in response to — less experienced learners.’
Thus, according to Long, it is at the point where meaning is negotiated that learning
occurs.

In the ELIAS study, however, we often observed interactions in which these strategies
were used by the native speaker without an overt misunderstanding on the part of the
children. Due to the fact that the L2 teacher often addresses more than one child at the
same time, there would need to be an exact definition as to when the children actually
engage in meaning negotiation. The question would then be: Can we consider only
those instances as negotiation of meaning if a child explicitly states his or her need for
clarification? As children sometimes show their lack of understanding non-verbally or
by not doing what they are asked to, it is difficult to draw a clear-cut line when decid-
ing whether negotiation has actually taken place. Here, again, the involvement of sev-
eral children makes it, at times, impossible for the observers (who rate in real-time) to
see every child's reaction to the L2 teacher. At this point, we decided to only check the
input modifications, i.e. further explanations, paraphrasing utterances, using compari-
sons, etc., as provided by the L2 teacher — instead of checking whether or not the chil-
dren actually showed their lack of understanding.

Ensuring children's comprehension

The question captured in this category is whether the teacher ascertains children's
comprehension. The focus thus is on the success or failure of the communicative ex-
change. However, the category does not only comprise the teacher's active attempts to
check the children's comprehension (e.g. by asking whether something has been un-
derstood); questions or instructions that are answered or accomplished by the children
can be seen as an indication of comprehension as well.

d) Output

Category Guideline Description

Encourages and Does the teacher encourage (NOT force!) the children to use their L2

maintains L2 output (i.e. English) and/or maintains their L2 use (in case they are already
producing output without explicit encouragement)?

Implicit corrective 1. Does the teacher recast/paraphrase the children's L2 utterances, i.e.

feedback does she either offer the correct form of the children's L2 utterance or
give a more elaborate form of the children's L2 utterance (expands the
utterances)?
2. Does the teacher translate the children's L1 utterances into the L2
(i.e. English) and/or offer a more elaborate form (expands the utter-
ances)?

5 Means by which NNSs normally show their misunderstanding are, e.g. clarification requests or
confirmation checks (see Mitchell & Myles 2004: 168)
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Absence of explicit Does the teacher explicitly correct children's utterances (e.g. "No, this
corrections / absence of is wrong. You say ... and not ...") and/or does the teacher "force" the
forcing correct imitation children to (correctly) imitate certain utterances? If the teacher fre-

quently uses such explicit corrections and/or constantly asks the chil-
dren to imitate a certain utterance, the category would be graded as
very low (as explicit corrections are present and not absent).

Encouraging and maintaining L2 output vs. forcing correct imitation

Another component that seems to facilitate language acquisition is the production of
comprehensible output (Swain 1985; see above). Whereas in earlier views on language
acquisition (e.g. in behaviourist approaches) output was primarily considered as a
means of practicing the skills and structures that were previously learned, Swain re-
gards output as a part of learning (Gass & Selinker 2008: 326). It is vital for her ar-
gument that students should not only make themselves understood but need to be
pushed [sic] to produce comprehensible output, i.e. convey a message "precisely, co-
herently, and appropriately" (ibid.: 327). Swain's initial motivation for considering
output as a crucial factor for language acquisition was the unsatisfying results in im-
mersion classes in Canada in which students showed native-like receptive skills and
communicative competence but a lack of target-like proficiency as far as the produc-
tion of speech and grammatical accuracy were concerned. She ascribed this lack of
competence to the missing opportunities for students in immersion classrooms to use
the target language.

In the preschool context, the situation is different. A basic principle of, e.g., German
preschool education is "never [to] force the children to do something" but rather to
encourage them and invite them to participate (Wode 2001: 5, cf. also Schéfer 2007:
40f.). This principle also holds true for language production; usually, preschool chil-
dren are free to choose which activity to engage in and whether to speak or not (both
in their L1 and their L2). Thus, especially initially when a second language is intro-
duced, children should be allowed a "silent phase" in which they are not forced to pro-
duce any L2 output (Ellis 2008).

Furthermore, learning a second language in an immersion context offers authentic
communicative situations in which it does not seem reasonable to focus on the produc-
tion of target-like forms but on the overall meaning of the utterance (just as in early L1
acquisition, cf. Sokolov & Snow 1994). This, however, strongly depends on the situa-
tion and on the focus of the activity: When children are asked to repeat certain formu-
lae, 1.e. phrases that are used often within a game (e.g. "How old are you?" or "What's
your favourite animal?"), the correct production of the sentences seems to be more
crucial and more favourable than in spontaneous L2 production. However, when chil-
dren produce the L2 spontaneously, the primary focus seems to be on encouraging and
maintaining L2 output and acknowledging the child's attempt to produce and construct
language. This is especially important because spontaneous L2 production can be re-
garded as unusual in a context in which most L2 teachers understand the children's L1
and where the common language among the children usually is the ambient language.
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Hence, it seems difficult to put Swain's claim concerning the seemingly required na-
ture of L2 output in preschool settings into practice. Nonetheless, with respect to the
remaining benefits of L2 output (i.e., noticing function, hypothesis testing, enhancing
corrective feedback), promoting L2 output in preschools is desirable: The ELIAS ob-
servers were able to notice that children in the different preschools tested hypotheses
about L2 words or sentence structures, and that they rehearsed new phrases or the
sound sequences of certain words. However, insisting on "comprehensible output,"”
which goes together with Swain's demand for more explicit corrective feedback, seems
less favourable in preschool settings in which feedback is rather implicit in order to
encourage the children and keep frustration to a minimum.

Implicit vs. explicit corrective feedback

Several researchers have been concerned with the question of feedback and whether a
more explicit or implicit way of correcting learners' output promotes language learn-
ing. According to the basic ideas of immersion, a more implicit form of correction
would be preferred, by modelling the correct utterance for the learners, i.e. by recast-
ing their sentences (cf. Snow 1987: 22). However, the need for more focus on form and
more explicit corrections becomes increasingly prevalent (cf. Lyster 2007: 5).

Results concerning either explicit or implicit feedback on language learner output are
quite mixed and cannot be interpreted unambiguously. Studies in CDS show that re-
casts as a reaction to children's errors naturally are much more common than explicit
corrections (Mitchell & Myles 2004: 162). Several studies on NS/NNS interactions
also show a high amount of recasts used by the NSs as a means of feedback and imply
their positive effect on acquisition (cf. Gass 2003: 239ff., Mitchell & Myles 2004:
1711f.). Acquisition should ideally take place in these situations because learners no-
tice the difference between their interlanguage form and the target-like reformulations.
These results, however, are discussed controversially, and the positive effects of re-
casts seem to depend strongly on the learner's attention to the correcting and on the
type of error (e.g. recasts seem to be more effective with pronunciation and the basic
meanings of lexical items than with morphosyntactic structures, cf. Gass 2003). An
additional problem with implicit corrective feedback, especially in immersion settings,
or generally in more content based language learning contexts, is that a recast is often
not likely to be noticed as a form-directed modification by the learner as the overall
focus of the interaction is on meaning rather than on form (Lyster 2007: 98f.).

We included "focus on form" as an IQOS-category (cf. section "Input Quality") in or-
der to take the above mentioned findings into account and at the same time adhere to
the aforesaid preference for implicit corrective feedback over explicit corrections. The
assumption thus is, instead of explicitly correcting children's L2 utterances, a mispro-
nounced word or any other non target-like form can be used for metalinguistic discus-
sions (cf. Long 1997: n.p.).
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e) Children listen

Category Guideline Description
Children listen Do the children listen and are they "attentive enough" to actually take
in the input which is offered to them?

The IQOS aims at measuring the input quality offered by the L2 teacher, i.e. the ob-
tained data exclusively refer to the input giver and not to those who receive the input.
During the ongoing observations and the development of the IQOS, however, one fac-
tor concerning the children seemed to be of importance when analysing the effect of
input quality on L2 development. While observing interactions between the L2 teacher
and the children, observers at times noticed that, although the children were highly
engaged in the activity (e.g. crafting, painting, etc.), they did not seem to pay attention
to the teacher. Hence, they were not likely to take in what the teacher said and thus
probably did not profit from the input. At this point, we decided to include the cate-
gory "children listen" in order to factor in the children's attention to the provided input.

3. Method
3.1 Research Questions

Before presenting the data which were obtained by implementing the IQOS in 9 bilin-
gual preschools in 3 European countries (Germany, Sweden, and Belgium), a brief
outline of both method and research questions will be given in the following sections.

Questions of particular interest are:
1. To what extent do the various L2 teachers differ in their language use?

2. Does input quality interact with the children's amount of progress in receptive L2
grammar knowledge over a period of = 12 months?

3. Does input quality interact with the children's amount of progress in receptive L2
lexical knowledge over a period of + 12 months?

4. How can we account for other independent variables that might interact with the
children's receptive L2 knowledge (i.e. amount of progress), such as age, opportu-
nities for input (L2 contact and input intensity), when measuring the impact of in-
put quality?

3.2 Procedure

The aim of the IQOS was to collect quantitative input data to which the children were
exposed. In order to achieve this, the ELIAS team used the IQOS during their weekly
observations. The checklist was used with every L2 teacher who participated in the
ELIAS project and provided input to the preschool children.



22 Martina Weitz et al.

Observers selected an activity® in which an interaction between the L2 teacher and the
children took place, and in which the input was rated by means of the checklist. Ob-
served interactions typically lasted less than 10 minutes, so that several sequences
could be rated during one observational sequence.

As mentioned before, the checklist includes 9 low- and 15 high-inference categories
(cf. section 2.). In every observed activity, each of the high-inference categories is
given a score on a Likert scale from 1 to 4, with 1 indicating a 'very low' presence of
the observed category, 2 indicating a 'low' presence, 3 a 'high' presence and finally 4
signalling that the category was present in the observed situation to a 'very high' ex-
tent. It was hypothesised that a very high use of a certain feature would be particularly
conducive for L2 development. In a number of categories (i.e. "encourages and main-
tains L2 output," "absence of explicit corrections / forcing correct imitation" and "im-
plicit corrective feedback"), observers are given the possibility to use a "not appli-
cable"-option (N.A.). As far as the first two categories are concerned, the N.A. option
is given for those activities in which no output on the children's side is required (nei-
ther in their L1 nor in their L2), e.g. when the teacher explains a task or gives instruc-
tions. The latter category ("implicit corrective feedback") can be judged as not appli-
cable in cases where the children do not produce any output (neither L1 nor L2 output)
and thus cannot be corrected. However, for the purpose of comparing the various pre-
school teachers with each other, the checklist was primarily used in situations which
required output both by the teachers (L2) and by the children (L1 or L2). In this way,
we tried to obtain as much data as possible for every L2 teacher who participated in
the ELIAS project.

The IQOS categories were scored in real-time, i.e. filled out during the observed activ-
ity. If this was not possible, for example because the observer participated in the activ-
ity, the checklist was completed shortly after the observation. The teachers knew about
the observations since the checklist was used openly. They did not, however, know
any details about the areas of interest in order to reduce the influence on their behav-
iour. Furthermore, both children and teachers were familiar with the observers as they
had been participating in preschool activities on a weekly basis for more than a year
before the checklist was implemented (see above). Hence, the influence on the teach-
ers' and the children's behaviour due to observations could be kept to a minimum.

33 Subjects

The checklist results were obtained between February and April 2010 in 9 of the bilin-
gual ELIAS preschools (i.e. in all preschools except for the two comparison groups in
England). The preschools were situated in Germany, Sweden and Belgium. A detailed
description of these preschools can be found in Wippermann et al., this volume. It suf-
fices to say here that the schools differed in terms of a wide variety of factors, such as

6  For the distinction between situation and activity cf. section 2.
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their pedagogical philosophy (e.g. Montessori, regular community school), group sizes
and the number of L2 teachers per group, which also affects the intensity of L2 expo-
sure per child (a factor which is further discussed in 4.5.1).

In total, 21 teachers were observed. Every L2 teacher was rated within at least 15 ac-
tivities, with the number of observed activities per teacher ranging from 15 to 36. In
total, 372 observations were used for analysis.

34 Quality criteria for the IQOS

If we intend to relate the findings of the Input Quality Observation Scheme (IQOS) to
the children's results as achieved in the British Picture Vocabulary Scale I (BPVS II,
Dunn et al. 1997) and in the ELIAS Grammar Test (cf. Rohde, this volume; Steinlen et
al., this volume), the observation scheme needs to fulfil certain quality control criteria.
Therefore, the IQOS' degree of standardisation and the most important quality control
criteria (i.e. objectivity, reliability and validity) will be discussed in the following sec-
tions.

Standardisation

The IQOS is a standardised instrument as it specifies 1) what exactly to observe and ii)
how to record the observed data. The observed activities are generally well-known and
can be segmented into component parts (here: categories) which are of exclusive inter-
est to the observer (Bortz & Doring 2006: 270). It is crucial that an observation
scheme prevents the observer from the temptation to interpret the observed activities
by providing detailed and reliable guidelines. The specifications provided in these
guidelines are to ensure an identical understanding of each category by each individual
observer (ibid.). The IQOS not only provides comments on and examples of each
category in a written form but also includes video examples: Typical activities of in-
terest were video-taped and each category was rated according to the rating scale (1-4)
in order to give each observer a better idea of how to implement the observation
scheme.

Objectivity

Obviously, it is crucial that every observer using the IQOS needs to rate activities ac-
cording to the pre-specified instructions (as presented in the guidelines). Still, some
category guidelines leave room for interpretation as the behavior which is to be ob-
served might be more implicit, "thus lead[ing] to more judgment and inference on the
part of the observer" (Spada & Frohlich 1995: 10; cf. IQOS guidelines). Though it is
impossible to resolve this problem of subjectivity entirely, objectivity can be enhanced
by showing that observations as recorded with the IQOS are interrater-reliable: i.e., it
has to be tested whether different observers do not only have a similar understanding
of the observed categories but also rate them in a similar way (Bortz & Doring 2006:
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268, Spada & Frohlich 1995: 10). Only if high correlation coefficients and statistical
significance between the ratings of different observers can be found, the observation
scheme can be called interraterreliable and thus be evaluated an objective test instru-
ment.

As to the IQOS, significant correlations between two observers' ratings of seventeen
different activities indicate a high degree of intersubjectivity.” These highly significant
correlations between the two observers were shown for 1) each supercategory, ii) the
overall scores (including the N.A. categories) and iii) the overall scores (without N.A.
categories).

Reliability

Reliability was determined by measuring the internal consistency of the instrument
(Mackey & Gass 2005: 129f.). The internal consistency of the IQOS was tested by
using Cronbach's Alpha: The values varied from .819 (for all 15 categories) to .761
(for all 5 supercategories). Hence, reliability can be assumed for the IQOS as Cron-
bach's Alpha values were in the range of acceptability for an empirical measurement
instrument.

Validity

The approach that has been chosen to determine validity is content validity: In this ap-
proach, the question whether the observation scheme measures what it intends to
measure (i.e. input quality) and whether it actually represents the phenomena which
we want to address (i.e. input that might be beneficial for L2 development), is dis-
cussed in terms of content.

As discussed in section 2, every category that is included in the IQOS is based on first
and second language acquisition research on the role of input, interaction and output
and, more precisely, on studies which suggest a positive effect of these features on
language acquisition. During the first 12 months of participant observation, the ELIAS
members constantly discussed their experiences in the various preschools in order to
refine, reject and add categories. This modification process was completed once all
participant observers agreed upon the scope of each category.

Content validity is thus assumed for the IQOS as the items (categories) reflect the
knowledge and expertise of the ELIAS members.

4. Results and discussion

In the following sections, the results which were obtained by using the IQOS in 9 dif-
ferent preschools will be presented. After giving a brief overview of the general IQOS
results and outlining the disparities between the different preschool teachers, the scores

7  Correlation (Pearson): 0.966, p < 0.05.
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will be related to the children's receptive L2 grammar and lexical knowledge in terms
of the amount of progress.

4.1 IQOS results: Descriptive analysis

Considering the data obtained for all 21 subjects, the teachers' medians® of the overall
scores (henceforth IQOS scores) range from 30 to 51; with 60 being the highest and 15
being the lowest possible score that can be achieved. A normal distribution of the data
is not given; this result, however, is neither unexpected nor undesirable as a normal
distribution would imply that some teachers neither used any means to render their
input comprehensible nor adhered to any other features which seem to be supportive
for L2 development. This would be rather unusual as most of the L2 teachers took part
in one of the teacher trainings which were offered within the ELIAS project. As these
trainings emphasised exactly those aspects which are assumed to foster L2 develop-
ment, the ELIAS team naturally hoped for (and expected) an implementation of the
presented best practices (which would, in turn, result in higher IQOS-scores).

The teachers' input differed quite dramatically in terms of individual category scores.
Except for the category "absence of translation / absence of L1 use" (rated between "2"
and "4"), all category scores alternate between 1 and 4 (for 336 observations), thus
exhausting the full range of possible ratings.

4.2 IQOS and amount of progress in receptive L2 knowledge: All pre-
schools

In the following analyses, the IQOS scores will be related to the amount of progress
over a period of 12 months concerning the children's receptive L2 grammar and lexi-
cal knowledge. Hence, it will be discussed whether a qualitatively more beneficial in-
put actually leads to a higher amount of progress in L2 grammar and lexical knowl-
edge respectively.

In order to understand and interpret the following analyses correctly, it is vital to ex-
plain how the independent variable input quality was related to the children's second
language development. In this interrelation, we were concerned with the quality of
input which a child had access to and the receptive (lexical or grammar) knowledge of
this child. However, input quality had been measured for a particular L2 teacher, not
for a particular child.

Furthermore, in many preschools more than one L2 teacher provided input to the chil-
dren (cf. Wippermann et al., this volume). In order to take the different IQOS scores
(elicited for every teacher) into account, the scores of the various L2 teachers, who had

8  For every L2 teacher, the IQOS score medians are based on 15 to 36 observations (cf. section 3.3,
this chapter).
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provided input to a given child, were combined and weighted according to the propor-
tion of time the teachers had spent with the children.” This way, every child's IQOS
score (i.e. the score that indicates the quality of input the child had access to) consists
of the scores of all teachers who had provided input to the child in question. In a sec-
ond step, IQOS score groups were formed which were comparable in size (i.e. in the
number of children) but which differed with respect to the quality of the input which
the children had previously received. These IQOS score groups were then related to
the children's receptive L2 development.

4.2.1 IQOS and amount of progress in receptive L2 grammar knowledge

Taking into account all 147 children who completed the ELIAS Grammar Test at both
test dates (T1 and T2), 3 IQOS-score groups could be established: low 35.7-43.0 (60
children), middle 43.1-45.8 (53 children) and high 45.9-50.8 (34 children).

At first glance, Figure 1 purports the idea that there are differences in the level of
grammar knowledge (both at T1 and T2) due to differences in input quality: it seems
that the children who had received qualitatively less beneficial input perform more
poorly than those who had received more beneficial input. However, these differences
may also be due to other variables which are impossible to factor out here, such as L2
contact time, age and the nature of input which some of the children had received by
other (non-documented) L2 teachers prior to the ELIAS project's start. However, as we
hypothesised that a qualitatively more beneficial input may have an impact on the rate
of acquisition (irrespective of the children's age or contact time), it is reasonable to
relate input quality to L2 (grammar or lexical) development over time.

As is evident in Figure 1, there are significant differences between the IQOS score
groups as to the rate of acquisition:'"” children of the highest IQOS score group display
a significantly greater increase of receptive L2 grammar knowledge than children with
a middle or low IQOS score. The same holds true for children with middle IQOS
scores, who develop significantly better (in terms of L2 grammar knowledge) than
those children who had received the least beneficial input (IQOS score low). The re-
sults, therefore, suggest that a qualitatively more beneficial input results in a greater
amount of progress in receptive L2 grammar knowledge.

9  This means that if a child had access to L2 input offered by three different teachers, and if this
child could spend an approximately equal amount of time with each of the three teachers, the L2
teachers' IQOS scores would be weighted with 33% each. Both the L2 teachers' employment con-
tracts (e.g. how many hours are the teachers present in the preschool? Which shifts?) and organi-
sational aspects (e.g. which teacher is responsible for which group of children?) were considered
when calculating the (hypothetical) weight of each of the L2 teachers' IQOS scores.

10 A repeated measure analysis showed significant differences for time (Time: F (1,144) = 95,877, p
< 0.05) and for the interaction (Time*IQOS group : F (2,144) = 4,485, p < 0.05).
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Fig. 1:  Relation of total IQOS scores and grammar development (all 9 preschools)

4.2.2  1QOS and amount of progress in receptive L2 lexical knowledge

Taking into account all 199 children who completed the BPVS II at both T1 and T2, 3
IQOS-score groups could be established: low 35.7-43.0 (71 children), middle 43.1-
45.8 (69 children) and high 45.9-50.8 (59 children).

As shown in Figure 2, there are no significant differences between the IQOS score
groups as to the children's lexical development:'' with respect to lexical knowledge,
children of the highest IQOS score group do not develop significantly better than those
of the lower two groups.

Although the children who had received the qualitatively most favourable input per-
formed best (i.e. considering their level of receptive L2 lexical knowledge at T1 and
T2), this, again, may be due to many different variables (cf. 5.2.1).

11 A repeated measure analysis showed significant differences for time (time: F (1,196) = 5,887, p <
0.05) but not for the interaction (Time*IQOS group : F (2,196) = 0,626, p > 0.05).
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Fig. 2:  Relation of total IQOS scores and lexical development (all 9 preschools)

4.3 IQOS and amount of progress in receptive L2 knowledge: German
preschools

As mentioned previously, many independent variables may have an influence on chil-
dren's L2 development, such as the children's age, L2 contact or their opportunities to
access L2 input. Another variable, which has not been taken into account so far, is the
majority language, i.e. the ambient language of the children (in our study those lan-
guages are German, Swedish and French). As a greater typological distance between
the L1 and the L2 can lead to a slower rate of L2 progress (Ringbom 2007), the fol-
lowing analyses will only include children from the 7 preschools situated in Germany.
For reasons which have been explained in the previous sections, only the amount of
progress will be considered.

4.3.1 IQOS and amount of progress in receptive L2 grammar knowledge

In the following analysis, 123 children (tested with the ELIAS Grammar Test at T1
and T2) can be allocated to 2 IQOS-score groups: The low input quality group (IQOS
scores between 35.7 and 43.0) consisted of 60 children, the high input quality group
(IQOS scores between 43.1 and 50.8) of 63 children.
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The difference among the two groups as to the amount of progress in receptive L2
grammar knowledge is significant:'> children who are exposed to qualitatively more
beneficial input show a significantly greater amount of progress over a period of £12
months.

Here, too, the IQOS score groups differ significantly in their respective level of at-
tainment. These differences, however, may again be allocated to various other factors
(cf. section 4.2.1).
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Fig. 3: Relation of total IQOS scores and grammar development (German preschools)

4.3.2 1QOS and amount of progress in receptive L2 lexical knowledge

Considering the IQOS scores for all 138 German preschoolers who took the BPVS 11
at T1 and T2, 2 IQOS score groups could be formed: The low input quality group
(IQOS scores between 35.7 and 43.0) consisted of 71 children, the Aigh input quality
group (IQOS scores between 43.1-50.8) of 67 children.

The analysis of the relation of input quality and amount of progress in receptive L2
lexical knowledge for the German preschools only yielded the same results as obtained

12 A repeated measure analysis showed significant differences for time (time: F (1,121) = 63,754, p
< 0.05) and for the interaction (Time*IQOS group : F (1,121) = 6,635, p < 0.05).
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for the entire sample: No significant differences were found between the groups of
children who had received a qualitatively either less or more beneficial input.'?

Though generally implying that a qualitatively more beneficial input does not seem to
influence the rate of L2 lexical development, this rather disappointing result calls for
an in-depth analysis of the individual IQOS categories (cf. section 5).
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Fig. 4: Relation of total IQOS scores and lexical development (German preschools)

Once more, the level of L2 lexical attainment achieved by the higher input quality
group is significantly higher (both at T1 and T2) than the level achieved by the chil-
dren who had received a less beneficial input.

4.4 Input quality vs. input intensity

We hypothesise that the nature of input plays a decisive role in SLA. Nonetheless, we
neither deny nor disregard the fact that other independent variables may have an im-
pact on second language development. However, focusing on the role of input quality
in this chapter, we dealt with the question how to account for other independent vari-

13 A repeated measure analysis showed significant differences for time (time: F (1,136) = 5,287, p <
0.05) but not for the interaction (Time*IQOS group : F (1,136) = 0,056, p > 0.05).
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ables that might interact with the children's receptive L2 knowledge (i.e. level or
amount of progress) when really trying to measure the impact of input quality. Other
independent variables include, e.g., age, L2 contact time and the intensity of input,
some of which are dealt with separately in the chapters on L2 receptive grammar
knowledge (cf. Steinlen et al., this volume) and on L2 receptive lexical knowledge (cf.
Rohde, this volume).

However, it does not seem compulsory to factor out all the other independent variables
because, in terms of content, it can be argued that the different variables are independ-
ent from and have no influence on each other.'* However, as this chapter's focus is on
the role of input and its impact on second language development, it seems advisable to
consider, at least, the quantitative side of input. Therefore, instead of only considering
the nature, or, the quality of input, we wanted to take into account the children's oppor-
tunities to actually access a particular L2 teacher's input. But how can we measure in-
put intensity, 1.e. the children's opportunity to access L2 input, in preschools which
differ so strongly from each other?

Several studies have been concerned with the intensity of L2 exposure and its influ-
ence on both L1 and L2 acquisition, e.g. in terms of rate of acquisition, ultimate at-
tainment, motivation in SLA, transfer in SLA, etc. (cf., e.g., Bournot-Trites & Tel-
lowitz. 2002, de Jabrun 1997, Kecskes 1998, Pavlenko & Jarvis.2002, Peters et al.
2004).

One finding concerned with input intensity and its impact on L2 development derives
from research on French immersion in Canada. In early immersion settings, a general
distinction is made between total and partial immersion programmes: Whereas in total
immersion programmes, 100% of the subjects are taught through the medium of the
second language from the start, partial immersion programmes offer 50% of the sub-
jects in the L2 (and 50% in the ambient language; mostly the children's L1). Compara-
tive studies of children in different immersion (and non-immersion) settings have re-
vealed that a more intensive exposure to the second language (as, e.g., provided in to-
tal immersion programmes) leads to higher gains in the L2, e.g. higher levels of oral
proficiency (cf. Germain et al. 2004a, Lightbown & Spada 1994), improved listening
skills (cf. Lightbown & Spada 1994), higher writing skills (cf. Germain et al 2004b,
Lapkin et al. 1998), higher levels of reading proficiency (cf. Lapkin et al. 1998), and
increased confidence in communicating in the L2 (cf. Peters et al. 2004), etc.

In the school context, the extent of L2 intensity strongly depends on the number of
subjects taught through the second language. According to immersion terminology, all
ELIAS preschools offer a partial immersion format, as all of them employ at least one
teacher who speaks the ambient language to the children. Though all ELIAS pre-

14 There is, e.g., no direct connection between, on the one hand, the input quality provided by a cer-
tain L2 teacher and, on the other hand, the opening hours of a preschool, L2 teachers' attendance
time, i.e. their contracts, and the time the children actually attend the preschool.
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schools may be labelled partial immersion settings,”> a comparable input intensity can-
not be assumed: a variety of external and organisational factors contribute to the
amount of input which is in fact accessible for a child in a given preschool.

4.4.1  The input intensity factor

When transferring the question of input intensity to the various ELIAS preschool set-
tings, several variables can be identified which may increase or decrease the amount of
L2 input which is accessible to the children: How many L2 teachers provide input in
the L2 and for how many hours per week? Is the ratio of L2 teacher per child more or
less beneficial? And how many hours do the children spend in the preschool so that
they can benefit from the provided input?

Accordingly, a mathematical formula needed to be developed which would be able to
answer these questions for each of the participating preschools, i.e., which would take
several variables into account. The formula needs to take into account the mean num-
ber of hours during which a child can actually have access to L2 input. This is
achieved in two steps:

1. ‘q = t(L2 teachers' presence) / t(opening hours) * t(children's presence) * 1 / n(children) |

la. First, the L2 teachers' attendance time's portion of the total amount of opening
hours needs to be calculated by dividing the number of hours during which the L2
teachers are present in the preschool by the total number of opening hours [t(L2
teachers' presence) / t(opening hours)]. A thus calculated number indicates whether
1), at least, one L2 teacher is (theoretically) present during the entire range of open-
ing hours [e.g. 45h = t(L2 teachers' presence) = t(opening hours)], i) whether even
more than one L2 teacher is present during this time span [e.g. t(L2 teachers' pres-
ence) = 60h, 45 = t(opening hours), i.e., t(L2 teachers' presence) > t(opening
hours)], or iii) whether the L2 teachers cannot cover the whole range of opening
hours due to their limited working hours [e.g. t(L2 teachers' presence) = 35h,
t(opening hours) = 45h, 1.e., t(L2 teachers' presence) < t(opening hours)].

Example A: If a given preschool employs three different L2 teachers with 20hrs-
working contracts each, the total amount of L2 teacher-attendance time would be
60h [t(teachers' presence) = 60h]. If this preschool offers a wide range of opening
hours (with t = 55h), the L2 teachers' attendance time's proportion would still be
very desirable [t(L2 teachers' presence) > t(opening hours)]: In theory, 1.1 L2
teachers can be present from Monday through Wednesday, from aperture to clos-
ing of the preschool.

15 Although the term "partial immersion" usually refers to the number of school subjects taught in
the target language, here it is used to distinguish between a more or less intensive L2 exposure in
preschool settings.
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Example B: If a preschool opens for 38 hours per week and the sum of the L2
teacher-hours amounts to 45 hours (45h/38h = 1,18), the ratio of the given pre-
school is considerably more favourable than in a different preschool which opens
55 hours per week, offering the same number of L2 teacher-hours (45h/55h =
0,82). Offering a wide range of opening hours not necessarily implies that the chil-
dren who attend that preschool spend an equally large amount of time there; rather,
the preschool's offer gives the children's parents a greater flexibility. A drawback
of this enhanced flexibility is, however, that the presence of at least one teacher
needs to be ensured at all times. Given that in most preschools, teachers work vary-
ing shifts, it is likely that, just like the other preschool teachers, the L2 teacher
sometimes has to work shifts which are less frequented by children (e.g. starting at
7.30 a.m. although most children do arrive at 9 a.m.). This fact naturally decreases
the opportunity of all children to access the entire amount of L2 teacher-hours.

Obviously, this first part of the formula can only capture the proportion of L2
teachers as well as opening hours, i.e. the theoretical availability of L2 input. If, in
a worst-case scenario, three L2 teachers were working exactly the same shifts (e.g.
Monday through Friday from 7.30 a.m. to 11.30 a.m.), the accessibility of L2 input
would decrease considerably. Such a conduct on the preschool management side,
however, is highly unlikely considering that the preschool has deliberately chosen
its bilingual emphasis.

Second, to calculate the mean number of hours during which L2 input is accessible
to a child, the above-explained proportion [t(L2 teachers' presence) / t(opening
hours)] 1s multiplied with the children's attendance time.

Example C: Recurring to the second preschool in Example B, the L2 teachers' at-
tendance time's proportion amounts to .82 (45h/55h = 0,82), i.e. approximately
80% of the opening hours are covered by English speaking teaching staff. If any
five children attend this preschool for 35 hours per week each, their mean number
of possible L2 access amounts to 28.7 hours per week (45h/55h*35h = 28.7h).

Another important variable which needs to be considered is the number of children
who have access to the provided L2 input as an increasing number of children will
naturally diminish the intensity. Just as increasing student numbers in a classroom
reduce each individual student's opportunity to interact with the teacher, a large
number of children (within a group, or within a preschool with an open group
structure in which all children can, but do not necessarily have to have access to
the L2 teacher's input) has an impact on each individual child's possibility to bene-
fit from the L2 input. Therefore, the before-mentioned part of the formula, i.e. the
mean number of hours during which L2 input is accessible to a child, needs to be
divided by the number of children who have access to the L2 input. The formula
thus achieved reads:
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‘q (intensity) = t(L2 teachers' presence) / t(opening hours) *t(children's presence) / n(children) |

Example D: In the preschool mentioned above (Example C), the average number
of accessible L2 input amounts to 28.7 hours for a child who spends 35 hours in
the preschool. Given that 15 children have access to the same L2 input, each child
could, in theory, receive almost 2 hours of L2 input per week on a one-on-one ba-
sis (28,7h/15 = 1.91h). This number, obviously, is fictitious to the extent that, most
of the time, early childhood teachers address a group of children so that the num-
ber of L2 input hours per week is presumably much higher than the calculated
number. Nonetheless, as this caveat holds true for all children, the so-calculated
numbers are able to reflect the differences in intensity which exist between the dif-
ferent preschools.

Example F: A different preschool employs one L2 teacher for 35 hours per week
with opening hours ranging from 8 a.m. to 4 p.m. [t(opening hours) = 40h]. The
average child spends approximately 35 hours per week in this preschool. Each of
the 80 attending children has the opportunity to access the L2 teacher's input as an
open group structure and the warrant for individuality is at the heart of the pre-
school's pedagogical concept. Thus, the theoretical intensity would amount to less
than half an hour per week (35/40*35/80 = 0.38). However, it may still hold true
for one child that he or she receives more than thirty hours of input per week due
to his or her special preference for the L2 teacher.

Hence, to end with, it needs to be stressed that the thus calculated quotient can
only describe a theoretical intensity, i.e. the theoretical and probable amount of
time during which an individual child has access to L2 input. Individual prefer-
ences of children for a particular teacher, as mentioned in Example D, cannot be
captured in such a formula.

4.4.2  Input intensity and L2 grammar development

As significant differences between the different input quality groups with respect to
grammar development had been found (cf. section 4.2.1 and 4.3.1), we wanted to
know if the same applies for the differences in input intensity.'® Therefore, considering
all preschools, four groups were formed which were comparable in size (i.e., in the
number of children) but which differed with respect to the children's opportunities to
access L2 input (4 input intensity groups: low, lower middle, upper middle, high, cf.
Figure 5)."” Then, the different input intensity groups were related to the children's L2

16

17

Moreover, it was not possible to factor out input intensity as an additional factor influencing the
results presented before: the results of a bivariate correlation analysis (Spearman's rho) showed a
strong correlation between the children's opportunities for input (input intensity) and the input
quality they are exposed to (German preschools: 0.496, p < 0.01, all preschools: 0.506, p < 0.01).

All 147 children who completed the Grammar Test at T1 and T2 could be allocated to the follow-

ing groups: low 0.2-0.49 (40 children), lower middle: 0.5-0.8 (39 children), upper middle: 0.81-
1.2 (41 children), and high: > 1.21 (27 children).
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receptive grammar development over time. Interestingly, no significant differences
could be found between the four input intensity groups,' i.e. the children who had
more opportunities to access L2 input do not seem to develop significantly better than
those with fewer opportunities for L2 input (cf. Figure 5). The same holds true for the
German preschools only (cf. Figure 6)."

Yet, we do not deny that input intensity has an impact on second language acquisition;
in fact it could be shown for our data that the intensity of L2 input correlates with L2
development (cf. Rohde, this volume; Steinlen et al., this volume). As for the present
data, however, there are significant differences between the different input quality
groups but not between the different intensity groups with respect to the amount of
progress in receptive L2 grammar knowledge. This again strengthens the point that
input quality really matters in SLA.
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Fig. 5: Relation of input intensity and grammar development (all 9 preschools)

18 A repeated measure analysis showed significant differences for time (time: F (1,143) = 87,685, p
< 0.05) but not for the interaction (Time*IQOS group : F (3,143) = 1,760, p > 0.05).

19 All 123 children who completed the Grammar Test at T1 and T2 are assigned to two input inten-
sity goups: low < 1.0 (64 children) and high > 1.0 (59 children). A repeated measure analysis
showed significant differences for time (time: F (1,121) = 63,688, p < 0.05) but not for the inter-
action (Time*IQOS_group : F (1,121) =2,597, p > 0.05).
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Fig. 6: Relation of input intensity and grammar development (German preschools)

As shown in Figure 6, for both goups no significant correlations could be found for
grammar development and input intensity. Whereas in the case of the German pre-
schools, this result may be explained with the unfortunate division of input quality into
two groups only, the data of all preschools (subdivided into four input intensity
groups) display the same results. Therefore, we can clearly state that input which is
qualitatively more beneficial seems to increase the rate of aquisition in receptive L2
grammar knowledge.

5. General discussion

The nature of input and the potential impact of a certain type of input on language de-
velopment has been addressed in various studies and examined for many different con-
texts, such as L1 acquisition and SLA in naturalistic and instructional settings (Arthur
et al. 1980, Braidi 2002, Ellis et al. 2001, Ferguson & Debose 1977, Gaies 1983, Gass
2003, Hatch et al. 1978, Hatch 1980, Loewen 2005, Long 1981, 1983, Long & Sato
1983, Lyster 2007, Lyster & Ranta 1997, Scarcella & Higa 1981, Sokolov & Snow
1994).
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The 1QOS, being an observational tool for immersion preschool settings aimed at 1)
identifying and describing differences in the nature and quality of the L2 input offered
to children in these settings and ii) further analysing the effects that these differences
may have on the children's L2 development. In order to find out whether the IQOS
actually 1s a valid tool to identify differences in input quality, in section 4.1, the
ELIAS L2 teachers' scores were presented and compared. As previously mentioned,
quantitative data concerning the qualitative differences in input quality among L2
teachers could indeed be found.

Furthermore, the analyses show that input quality significantly correlates with the
amount of progress in receptive L2 grammar knowledge. This result could be shown
for both samples: all preschools and German preschools only.

Considering the interrelation of input quality and rate of receptive L2 lexical acquisi-
tion, unfortunately, no such correlations could be found. Thus, neither in the data ob-
tained for all preschools, nor for the smaller group, containing only the German pre-
schoolers, the quality of input seemed to have a decisive influence on receptive L2
lexical development. Given the result that a more beneficial input quality actually cor-
relates with a faster rate of acquisition with respect to grammar knowledge, how can
this lack of interaction between input quality and lexical development be explained?
Looking into these differences, it may be argued that new vocabulary can become ac-
cessible to learners also with a qualitatively less beneficial input. Whereas rich sen-
tence structures are indispensable for the development of morpho-syntactic knowl-
edge, receptive word learning and the development of the mental lexicon (in terms of
breadth, cf. Quian 2002) may be less dependent on rich input. Word meanings may,
thus, be accessible merely from a high frequency of certain lexical items in the input
and deduced from the use of these items within a clear context. Therefore, naming ob-
jects or activities without embedding these forms in structurally rich sentences may be
sufficient for understanding (and passively recalling) these labels. Furthermore, it is
vitally important to distinguish between receptive and productive lexical knowledge.
Whereas the productive use of lexical items often requires the speaker to connect the
words with each other and impose syntactic structures on their utterances (cf. Gass
2003: 227), the perception of words may not necessarily inlcude any morpho-syntactic
knowledge of the given lexemes (i.e. vocabulary known in depth, cf. Wesche & Pari-
bakht 1996).

As for the quantitative side of input, no significant differences could be found between
the low and the high input intensity groups as to grammar development: It seems that
input quality has a greater impact on the rate of acquisition of receptive L2 grammar
knowledge than the mere amount of L2 input per week (input intensity). One difficulty
when interpreting the results arises from the fact that, with respect to the calculations
which included the German preschools only, it had not been possible to form more
than two IQOS-groups or intensity groups respectively. By using the 1QOS, huge
(qualitative) differences between the various input givers (L2 teachers) could be
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shown: The L2 teachers' IQOS scores ranged from 30 to 51. According to the 4-level
Likert scale which is used in the IQOS (which rates the presence of categories as either
"very low," "low," "high" or "very high"), it would have made sense to divide the chil-
dren into four groups according to the quality of input they received, i.e., the input
which they were able to access. Dividing the possible range of input scores (15-60)
into four equal groups (according to the IQOS' assumptions; not according to group
size) would have resulted in the following grouping: "very low input quality" (IQOS-
score 15-26), "low input quality" (IQOS-score 26.25-37.25), "high input quality"
(IQOS-score 37.5-48.75), "very high input quality" (IQOS-score 49-60). Due to the
unequal distribution of the scores, however, no such groups could be formed. As could
be shown for the data of all preschools, however, even a division into four groups does
not reveal a correlation between input intensity and the amount of progress in recep-
tive L2 grammar knowledge.

Although the present study indicates correlations between input quality and the chil-
dren's receptive L2 grammar development, the data obtained with the IQOS needs to
be considered critically. Despite the attempt to account for other independent variables
that may interact with the children's L2 development apart from input quality (i.e. in-
put intensity, L2 contact time and age), there are still numerous factors which could
not be controlled for. These are, e.g., the individual child's motivation to learn a sec-
ond language or to interact with the L2 teacher(s) (cf. Dornyei 2001, Gardner & Mac-
Intyre 1993, Gardner 2010, Maclntyre et al. 2002, Masgoret & Gardner 2003), the
group strucure in terms of monolingual and bilingual children (native speakers of Eng-
lish may again quantitatively increase L2 input intensity), language learning aptitude
(cf. Carroll & Sapon 1959, Carroll 1991, Wesche 1981), the relationship between indi-
vidual children and the L2 teachers (emotional level, bonding), or the parents' attitude
towards bilingualism (cf. Fantini 1985), etc.

Furthermore, relating the total IQOS scores to L2 development may disregard impor-
tant differences between the scores for individual IQOS categories: A teacher who
uses e.g. ritualised language to a very high extent without offering syntactically rich
strucures, may obtain the same score as a teacher who deals with more experienced
learners and thus uses more elaborate language forms and no ritualised language (see
above). Ellis (1986) states that the use of adapted speech or ritualised language "is in-
fluenced by a whole host of variables such as the topic of conversation, the age of the
participants [...], and, in particular the proficiency of the learners" (ibid.: 133). It is
thus indispensable to account for these differences when analysing the data. In order to
investigate which aspects of input (i.e. which categories) seem to be particularly influ-
ential on L2 development, further studies are needed. Therefore, we intend to form
groups of children who are fairly similar with respect to as many independent vari-
ables as possible (L2 age of onset, i.e. contact time; age; input; intensity and home
languages) and relate these groups to the L2 language test results. Furthermore, we
would like to focus on and compare different age groups in order to show differences
with respect to particular categories (e.g. adapted speech, ritualised language).
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Finally, the IQOS may be implemented by trained teachers as a means of self-
evaluation. This, however, requires that the teachers are familiar with the basics of
SLA research and aware of the dynamic nature of language acquisition and the am-
biguous results indicated for some of the categories. This is especially important as
teachers should not take the features addressed in the 15 high inference categories as
axiomatic (for reasons discussed above). If used with caution, the IQOS may thus be a
valid tool to stimulate discussions among the preschool teachers and support and guide
them in their task as language role models.
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Appendix: IQOS — Input Quality Observation Scheme

E+L+I*A+S
Name of researcher/s: Date:
Name of preschool: L2 Teacher:
Please use the following scores for all checklist-observations:
Codes: VL (Very Low): 1 L (Low): 2 H (High): 3
VH (Very High): 4 N.A. (Not Applicable): leave blank (only applies to grey fields!)

Observation Date

Situation

Activity

General information | Duration (min)

Number of children

Average age of children

Number of native speakers
(children)

Number of participating L1
teachers

Number of L2 teachers pre-
sent

Activity: Focus on A: form,
B: form (communicative
context), C: meaning

TEACHER

Quantity L2 amount

Absence of L1 use / transla-
tion

Input characteris- Adapted speech (rate of
tics speech, intonation)

Varied input (com-
plex/diverse/"rich")

Ritualised language/phrases

Verbal acknowledgment of
children's interactional moves

Focus on form (metalinguis-
tic)

Promoting compre- | Contextualisation I: gestures,
hension facial expressions, acting, etc.

Contextualisation II: pictures,
objects, realia, etc.

Explanation & comparison

Ensuring children's compre-
hension

Reacting to chil- Encourages and maintains L2
dren's output output

Implicit corrective feedback

Absence of explicit correc-
tions / forcing correct imita-
tion

CHILDREN

Children's reaction | Children listen ' T T T T 1T T T T T 11
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Receptive L2 Lexical Knowledge in Bilingual Preschool Children'

Andreas Rohde

1. Introduction

It is not the speech sounds or the rules of grammar that require the most extensive
learning, but the lexicon (Miller 1996: 5), yet in 1984, Meara stated "interlanguage
theory has traditionally had very little to say about the lexical behaviour of non-native
speakers" (Meara 1984: 225). One of the reasons why L2 lexical acquisition or L2 vo-
cabulary learning” was not given much attention well into the 1980s may have been
that it was not clear which research questions should be asked in connection with the
L2 lexicon: Unlike L2 phonological or morpho-syntactic development, where similar
developmental sequences were able to be identified for large populations of L2 learn-
ers (Ellis 2008, Wode 1993 for reviews), lexical development evades the notion of de-
velopmental stages and appears to be highly individual (Rohde 2005, Singleton 1999).
In the past 25 years, however, not least due to new approaches such as minimalism
(Radford 2004), the lexicon has no longer been viewed as a separate issue, as an iso-
lated inventory of content and function words. Rather, it has been regarded as playing
a dynamic part in morpho-syntax. It is the choice of lexical items that drives the syn-
tax, determining what structures are and are not possible in a sentence (Cook &
Newson 2007: 8). Due to this "new dynamic image," the lexicon has gained new
ground, leading to a number of research questions in vocabulary learning (Ma 2009,
Singleton 1999).

Before the results of the ELIAS study are presented and discussed, some of the essen-
tial issues in L1 and L2 lexical acquisition have to be addressed in order to place our
study within the framework of vocabulary research. Naturalistic and classroom L2 ac-
quisition will be distinguished in the following, not because there are fundamental dif-
ferences between these two types of acquisition, but rather because the research ques-
tions often differ depending on whether children acquire their vocabulary with or
without formal teaching.

1  Acknowledgments: Data collection was carried out by Aafke Buyl, Maria Biillesfeld, Anna Fly-
man Mattsson, Lydia Gerlich, Lena Gotthardt, Sylvia Luft, Svenja Pahl, Rachel Ramsey, Annelie
Schober, Marion Salentin, Anja Steinlen, Ramona Thierer, Shannon Thomas, Martina Weitz, and
Insa Wippermann; statistical analyses were carried out by Elke Kalbe and Dario Klemm.

2 Both expressions are used synonymously in this chapter. There appears to be a tendency to refer
to "vocabulary" in lieu of "words" or "lexicon" in L2 contexts as "vocabulary" often refers to spe-
cific word lists used in classroom scenarios (Hatch & Brown 1995: 1, Lipka 2002). However, I do
not see a substantial difference between "lexicon" and "vocabulary," especially in view of the fact
that the term "L2 mental lexicon" (Singleton 1999) is well established.
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2. The study of L2 lexical acquisition

The task of the naturalistic L2 learner resembles the task which confronts the infant:
Lexical units in the speech stream have to be isolated and connections have to be made
between these units and the meanings they are intended to communicate. The differ-
ence is that the L2 learner can draw on her experience of making such connections
between lexical forms and meanings in her L1 (Singleton 1999: 48). The involved lan-
guages in the ELIAS study (i.e. French, German and Swedish) are typologically and
genealogically related to the target L2 English to varying degrees, therefore, a consid-
erable amount of cultural overlap can be assumed between them, so that a large num-
ber of concepts that has been lexicalised in the learners' L1 can be expected to be at
least similar in the L2 and to facilitate the formation of new concepts (ibid.).

2.1 Prerequisites for lexical learning: Lexical principles vs.
socio-pragmatic approaches

One of the major debates in L1 acquisition has been the question of whether or not we
have to posit constraints on lexical learning. Whereas some authors claim that there is
no specific word learning mechanism and that the child acquires her lexicon in social
interaction by using her theory of mind (the ability to put oneself into somebody else's
shoes in order to interpret his or her intentions), others assume that learners have to be
constrained as to the potential meanings of words (Golinkoff et al. 2000). Markman
(1989, 1994) postulates lexical principles which are to be viewed as basic assumptions
as to which referents words refer to. They limit the potentially infinite number of pos-
sible referents in a concrete situation: How does a young child who hears the word dog
or doggie for the very first time know that it is the dog being referred to and not the
dog's fur, shape, colour, size, or the dog plus the ground it is running on etc.? The lexi-
cal principle that the child applies in this scenario is referred to as the whole object
assumption according to which labels/words refer to objects in their entirety and not to
their parts or substances. Two other lexical principles Markman posits are the taxo-
nomic assumption (words refer to objects of like kind; when a dog has been referred to
as dog, other "objects" which have been recognised as being similar are also referred
to by the same label) and the mutual exclusivity assumption (young learners prefer one
label per object, they initially refuse synonyms) (Markman 1989, Rohde 2005).’

In contrast to the claim that innate constraints in the shape of lexical principles guide
children's L1 word learning, other authors adopt a socio-pragmatic approach, "[...]
adopting instead an experientalist and conceptualist view of language in which linguis-
tic symbols are used by human beings to invite others to experience situations in par-

3 The lexical-principle-models traditionally focused on object words only, however, the assumption
of lexical principles is in fact compatible with verbs and adjectives (Golinkoff et al. 1995, Rohde
2005: 1024f.).
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ticular ways" (Tomasello 2001: 134, 2003). According to this view, parents and teach-
ers invite children to "attend to certain aspects of a shared social situation" (ibid.). In
order to then understand or learn new words in a shared social situation, the child
makes use of her theory of mind (see above), uses cues of joint attention (e.g. eye
gaze) and does not have to revert to lexical principles (Grassmann et al. 2009). In a
disambiguation experiment, for example, a child is shown a banana and a whisk (an
object the child has never seen before and does not have a name for). The child is now
asked to "show me the fendle" (fendle being a nonce word). She could now proceed as
follows:

(a) I know that a banana is called banana.

(b) If the speaker meant to refer to the banana, she would have asked me to show her the banana.
(c) But she didn't; she used a strange word, fendle.

(d) So she must intend to refer to something other than the banana.

(e) A plausible candidate is the unknown object [the whisk]

(f) Fendle must refer to the unknown object (Bloom 2000: 68, Rohde 2005: 128f.).

Note that the child does not have to assume that labels are mutually exclusive. Rather,
she has to be able to interpret the speaker's intention. In a nutshell, according to the
socio-pragmatic view, the interpretation of intentions does the work of lexical princi-
ples. There is no space here to discuss the debate of constraints vs. socio-pragmatic
learning in more detail (cf. Golinkoff et al. 2000, Rohde 2008, Rohde & Tiefenthal
2002), suffice it to say that both approaches are in fact compatible with each other if
lexical principles are not regarded as innate constraints but, rather, as assumptions
which are acquired and based (amongst other things) on early object perception and
which are entertained until there is counterevidence (Rohde 2005: 113). Obviously, the
principles have to be overridden when parts of objects, taxonomic hierarchies, (intra-
as well as interlingual) synonyms are acquired.

However, there is evidence that, in L2 acquisition, children revert back to the lexical
principles and use them as vocabulary learning strategies, i.e. as first assumptions as to
what new labels may mean. This has been shown in comprehension as well as produc-
tion (Rohde 2005). The children tested have experienced, via their L1 acquisition, that
lexical principles have to be violated when the context requires it (e.g. when a child is
explicitly told that a flower is a plant, the taxonomic assumption is overridden) or
when she is told that a specific part of the dog is called "tail" (the whole object as-
sumption is violated) (Rohde & Tiefenthal 2002: 467). L2 production data from four
German children's naturalistic acquisition of English in the U.S. suggest that despite
the children's L1 lexical knowledge (they were aged 4 to 9) their productive L2 lexi-
cons after six months of L2 exposure appear to be strongly influenced by the three dis-
cussed principles: Almost all the object words refer to whole objects,* 87% of the ob-

4 "Whole object" (Markman 1989) is obviously a relative term and can, if at all, only be determined in
a concrete context. The decision whether or not a word refers to a whole object had to be made on
the basis of the described contexts in the diary data of the children and has to remain speculative.
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ject words are basic level items, there are no taxonomies in production (Witt 1990),
and there are no synonyms (Rohde 2005: 154). This may suggest a rather "one-
dimensional" lexical development; however, the use of basic level terms ascertains
that the developing L2 lexicon covers a maximum of concrete individual entities in
communicative situations. It has yet to be investigated whether the four children's L2
lexical acquisition is singular and has to be accounted for by their age or their specific
situation. Unfortunately, there are only a handful of studies in naturalistic L2 lexical
acquisition which all suggest steady vocabulary growth rates within the period of study
but high variability as far as the distribution of word classes and semantic fields are
concerned (Broeder et al. 1988, 1993, Rescorla & Okuda 1984, Yoshida 1978).

2.2 What is lexical/vocabulary knowledge?

Since the publication of Laufer's (1986) plea in favour of L2 vocabulary research,
there has been a growing interest in L2 classroom vocabulary acquisition (Coady &
Huckin 1997, Daniel 2001, Ma 2009, Singleton 1999), one of the key issues being:
What is L2 lexical/vocabulary knowledge? In order to answer this question, Chapelle
(1998) proposes a four-dimensional model which includes (a) vocabulary size,
(b) knowledge of word characteristics, (c) lexical organisation and (d) lexical access.
(a) refers to the question of how many words (receptive or productive) the learner
knows, (b) is about knowledge of frequency, register, collocations, grammatical in-
formation, semantic features, (c) exemplifies the lexical networks and sense relations a
word is part of, and (d) refers to the speed at which a lexical item can be accessed in
order to be recognised or used productively (see also Nation 2001).

In connection with (a), (b) and (c), one major issue has been the distinction between
the breadth and the depth of lexical knowledge (Anderson & Freebody 1981, Wesche
& Paribakht 1996, Paribakht & Wesche 1997). Breadth usually refers to the size of a
learner's L2 lexicon/vocabulary and, according to Quian (2002), to the number of
words a learner may, also partially, know. Depth, on the other hand, refers to the quali-
tative dimension of the lexicon and comprises the word characteristics (size, knowl-
edge, organisation, access, see above) as well as knowledge of a word's links within a
network. As a measure of lexical depth, Wesche & Paribakht (1996: 30) propose the
vocabulary knowledge scale (VKS):

1. I don't remember having seen this word before.

2. I have seen this word before, but I don't know what it means.

3. I have seen this word before, and I think it means (synonym or translation).

4. I know this word. It means (synonym or translation).

5.1 can use this word in a sentence:

This measure, which taps both receptive and productive vocabulary, was predomi-
nantly applied in classroom settings to measure learners' initial progress in word learn-
ing. However, it is obviously inadequate to test larger amounts of vocabulary and it is
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questionable whether it really reflects key stages in vocabulary acquisition (Read
1997).

The breadth-depth dichotomy relates to the knowledge of single words, however, it
can also be applied to the entire lexicon characterising its structure: In naturalistic L2
acquisition, a preliminary analysis of L2 learners' object word lexicons suggests that
learners first build up "flat lexicons" which heavily rely on basic level items (cat, fish,
car) rather than hierarchical structures including super- and subordinate lexemes
(Rohde 2005, see above). It remains to be seen, however, whether this is the result of
an idiosyncratic lexical learning strategy employed by the four siblings analyzed or
whether this could be a more universal modus operandi that initially enables naturalis-
tic L2 learners to quickly refer to as many concrete objects as possible.

23 The L2 mental lexicon

A topic of major interest in the more recent past has been the L2 mental lexicon. To
what extent is it similar or different from the L1 mental lexicon? Word association
studies in both L1 and L2 lexical learning have revealed three types of associative
links between words: syntagmatic (e.g. collocations: "hard" and "work"), paradigmatic
(e.g. taxonomic: "flower" and "rose") and clang (e.g. similar sounding words: "pink"
and "sink") (Meara 1983). Meara argues that the L2 mental lexicon is significantly dif-
ferent from that of L1 speakers but it may change when the learners' proficiency in-
creases. Word association tests with L2 learners reveal more idiosyncratic responses
than L1 speakers and they display a large number of clang associations. Semantic links
between L1 and L2 words (English and French in this case) are tenuous and easily
overridden by phonological similarities (Meara 1983: 3). In contrast, Schmitt (2000)
has shown that children's L1 mental lexicon is more strongly characterised by syntag-
matic and clang associations, whereas paradigmatic associations increase in adoles-
cents and adults. However, Wolter (2001) argues that there may be no inherent differ-
ence between the L1 and L2 mental lexicons. Rather, the structure of the L1 and L2
mental lexicon may be characterised by the degree of individual word knowledge,
which is measured with the VKS (see above under 2.2). In the same vein, Namei
(2004) suggests that there is no general syntagmatic-paradigmatic shift in the L1 and
L2 mental lexicon which would indicate increased knowledge for all words in the lexi-
con. Instead, the mental lexicons are organised according to the stages at which words
develop. She proposes a model in which word-knowledge is structured along a contin-
uum:’

5 More recently, Bagger Nissen & Henriksen (2006) have pointed out that the word class of the
stimulus word in an association test plays an important role in the subjects' selection of a syntag-
matic or paradigmatic response. They suggest that nouns tend to elicit paradigmatic associations
whereas adjectives rather prompt a syntagmatic response.
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Increasing language exposure

>
degree of unknown barely moderately fairly well-known
word knowledge familiar  known well-known
word associations form-based syntagmatic ~ paradigmatic

Fig. I: Word-knowledge continuum and main organisational features of words in the L1 and L2
mental lexicon (Namei 2004: 382)

24 Lexical quantity: Growth rates in L1 and L2 vocabulary acquisi-
tion

As far as quantitative issues are concerned, it is assumed for L1 acquisition that chil-
dren acquire between 20 and 80 words in a relatively long drawn-out process and that,
at between 16 and 21 months, many children experience a word spurt, meaning that
their vocabulary growth suddenly sharply increases (Kauschke & Hofmeister 2002,
Rohde 2005 for a review and a discussion of the elicitation criteria). In naturalistic L2
acquisition, in contrast, the scant available data for the four children mentioned above
suggest that L2 growth curves appear to peak early on within their six-month stay and
then decrease gradually. In other words, the lexicon keeps growing, however, the rate
at which acquisition proceeds slows down (Wode et al. 1992). In L1 acquisition the
spurt is possibly due to differences in the way linguistic information is stored and
processed in memory rather than a marked increase in conceptual development (ibid.).

Number of lexical items

L1

L2

Fig. 2:  Schematic comparison of L1 and L2 growth curves (Wode et al. 1992: 58)

Note that this schematic comparison only captures the naturalistic L2 acquisition of
English during the first six months by children aged 4 to 9 (whereas the L1 curve
roughly represents the span between 12 and 24 months). Neither do we know how the
L2 curve would theoretically continue for these children, nor whether older L2 learn-
ers would display a similar growth curve.
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Bloom (2000) reminds us that in view of the L1 lexicon a 10- or 12-year old has ac-
cumulated, a "real spurt" can probably be expected between the ages of 6 to 10 years
rather than earlier so that the first 24 months are comparatively insignificant for lexical
development. There are as yet no studies looking at naturalistic L2 lexical acquisition
over a time span of several years. The schematic comparison would suggest that the
L2 growth curve steadily decreases. If this were true, there should be major differences
in the vocabulary of L1 speakers and L2 speakers depending on how long the L2
learners have been acquiring their L2. There is an additional problem: We do not know
whether naturalistic L2 learners all show a similar growth curve. However, there is
some evidence to suggest that an L2 lexicon is unlikely to become native-like if the
onset of L2 acquisition is after age 6 (cf. Long 2007 for a review). This at least indi-
cates that there are limits to growth rates and, more important, to the ultimate lexical
attainment of L2 learners.

As noted above, the observations for naturalistic L2 lexical acquisition have to be
taken with a pinch of salt as they are based on diary and tape data that were not decid-
edly elicited for lexical research questions. Further comprehensive studies on individ-
ual L2 lexicons have to reveal whether other L2 learners also build up flat lexicons
first or whether this is simply one of several lexical learning strategies employed by
young L2 learners.

2.5 Receptive and productive vocabulary knowledge

It may be stated that, more often than not, breadth of vocabulary corresponds to recep-
tive vocabulary. Conversely, however, being able to produce a word does not neces-
sarily require deep word knowledge. "A word can be used productively in a narrow
context without knowledge of other meanings or inflected forms" (Ma 2009: 40).
Therefore, it makes sense to distinguish between receptive and productive vocabulary
alongside the breadth/depth dichotomy.

In L1 and L2 acquisition, productive vocabulary knowledge has been observed to lag
behind the learners' receptive knowledge so that the three following assumptions have
been formulated (the studies in parentheses also reporting on evidence):

(a) The receptive vocabulary is larger than the productive vocabulary (Laufer 1998,
Laufer & Paribakht 1998, Melka 1997)

(b) Reception precedes production (Melka 1997)
(c) Production is more difficult than reception (Mondria & Wiersma 2004)

Note that the discrepancy between receptive and productive vocabulary may not al-
ways be observed. Ringbom (2007: 23) states that it may be pronounced in L1 and
naturalistic L2 acquisition, however, in L2 classroom scenarios with limited input, the
learners' receptive vocabulary may be much closer to their productive lexicons.
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In the bilingual preschools studied prior to and within the ELIAS study, it was obvious
that the children in these programmes quickly developed receptive skills in the L2 with
their L2 production conspicuously lagging behind (Rohde & Tiefenthal 2000, Tiefen-
thal 1999, Westphal 1998). As the L1 English preschool teachers were able to under-
stand German, there never was the communicative need to produce the L2 — especially
not amongst the children. "Children all share the same first language so that from their
point of view, there is no vital reason at all to take the trouble of resorting to an un-
known language" (Wode 2001: 429).°

Given this situation it was decided to primarily study the children's growing receptive
lexical knowledge as they seemed to understand single words and formulas after only
few exposures. The first lexicon tests prior to the ELIAS study were designed by the
student researchers to exclusively cover nouns, verbs and adjectives that were report-
edly used in the preschools (Tiefenthal 1999, Steinlen i.pr., Westphal 1998). These
were complemented by an adaptation of Weber & Tardif's (1991) formula test (Mai-
baum 2000, Tiefenthal 1999). In order to also cover vocabulary which is no longer
exclusively preschool-specific the British Picture Vocabulary Scale II (Dunn et al.
1997, henceforth BPVS II) was chosen in order to test and compare vocabulary growth
in three German preschools on a larger scale (Weitz & Rohde 2010).

3. Method
3.1 Research questions

In the following section, the results of the vocabulary test, the BPVS II, which was
administered in ten preschools in four different European countries, will be presented.
The following questions will be addressed and discussed:

1. How does receptive vocabulary knowledge of the children in bilingual preschools
develop over a period of = 12 months?

2. What is the impact of L2 contact duration on the amount of progress made in re-
ceptive L2 vocabulary for children in bilingual preschools over a period of + 12
months?

3. What is the impact of L2 intensity (exemplified as the so-called "input intensity
factor" which consists of factors such as opening hours, ratio between L2 teacher/s
and children, attendance time per day of children and L2 teacher/s) on receptive L2

6  This situation shows why L2 acquisition in a bilingual preschool programme cannot easily be
classified as either naturalistic or classroom L2 acquisition. It has naturalistic features because the
L2 is spoken in everyday situations and activities and there neither is formal teaching nor a spe-
cific language focus involved. On the other hand, the L2 is only spoken by the native speaker pre-
school teachers and is thus not the main ambient language. In addition, it may be argued that, due
to the group structure in a preschool, situations and activities have to be arranged and organised to
some extent and may thus be formal rather than naturalistic.
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grammar knowledge by children in bilingual preschools over a period of + 12
months?

4. What is the impact of sex on the amount of progress made in receptive L2 vocabu-
lary by children in bilingual preschools over a period of £12 months?

5. What is the impact of the children's home language background in these bilingual
preschools on their levels of receptive L2 vocabulary and on the amount of pro-
gress they make over a period of £ 12 months? Do minority language children
reach similar levels of L2 vocabulary and show similar progress as majority lan-
guage children?

3.2 Procedure — The British Picture Vocabulary Scale 11

The BPVS II is a standardised test instrument to determine the receptive vocabulary of
3-to 15-year old L1 speakers of English as well as the vocabulary of children learning
English in Great Britain as an additional language (EAL).” It is based on the US-
American Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT, Dunn, Dunn & Williams 1997)
and accounts for various British cultural particularities. The BPVS was preferred to the
PPVT because the English speaking preschool teachers in the German and the other
European programmes are mostly British or British-oriented.

The BPVS II is composed of 480 entries from the PPVT II, 182 entries from the BPVS
I (Dunn et al. 1982) and 10 further selected items. 250 out of the total of 672 pictures
are allocated to different semantic and/or grammatical groupings (actions, adjectives,
animals and parts, books, body parts of humans, buildings and all other structures,
emotions and social expression, food, geographic scenery including space, household
items etc., cf. Dunn et al. 1997: 25, Weitz & Rohde 2010). The entries were examined
in order to cover a wide range of language levels as well as word classes. "The stimu-
lus words were primarily selected as being 'operational': that is, functional in the con-
text of everyday life [...]" (Dunn et al. 1997: 25). All items were tested with the help
of more than 1,000 subjects from more than 100 British schools and preschools. On
the basis of the test run, 14 sets with 12 cards each were created. Every card contains 4
pictured items, one of which is asked for when the BPVS II is administered. Thus,
maximally, 168 words are tested. When administering the BPVS II, instructions are
introduced as "Show me ...," "Can you find ..." or "Point to ...." Note that, although
the above mentioned whole object assumption is not explicitly tested here, it is taken
for granted and tested implicitly. Moreover, many of the test items (especially in the
early sets) are basic level terms. Some of the test items (e.g. hand, baby, bus, tractor,
dancing, nest, penguin, panda) are cognates of the respective German words so that, in
these cases, L1 German children may have profited from the phonological similarity
between the German and English words in order to select the target item. Many of

7  EAL does not necessarily mean the children's L2 but can be any further language added to the L1.
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these items, however, could also have been recognised by the L1 French (bar hand,
nest and penguin) and Swedish (only nest is different) children without really knowing
them in English.

Nouns are not preceded by an article (@, an, the) as it would give a clue as to which
word class is required (Dunn et al. 1997: 8f.). For the standardisation of the materials,
2,600 subjects (an equal share of boys and girls) from more than 150 schools and pre-
schools were involved (Dunn et al. 1997: 28, Weitz & Rohde 2010).

The individual sets are allocated to age levels: The first set has been conceived for
two-and-a-half to three-year old children, the second one for four- to five-year-olds
etc. When administering the BPVS 11 for L1 speakers, the first set is selected accord-
ing to the age of the tested children. If there is more than one error in the basal set,
however, the previous set is tested next and functions as the basal set. For L2 speakers,
the first set is always the basal set irrespective of the children's age as there is no obvi-
ous correlation of L2 vocabulary and age in L2 acquisition. Testing is discontinued if 8
or more errors are made; this set then is the ceiling set. In other words, children have
to score at least 5 correct answers in the sets in order to be tested on higher sets. All
correct answers form the raw score, which is later transferred to a standardised score
for a particular age level with the help of a conversion table (Dunn et al. 1997: 40-47).
The standardised score for L1 children then reveals the grade of deviation from an av-
erage score which is attained by L1 English children of the same age (Weitz & Rohde
2010). Thus, it can be established whether a score correlates with a certain age group
or whether it is ahead of it or lagging behind

As mentioned above, the BPVS II has also been standardised for learners aged 3 to 8
with English as an additional language in Great Britain. For these learners the test was
standardised with the help of 410 subjects from 77 schools. Results showed that the
EAL learners' scores were significantly lower than for the L1 group. There is also evi-
dence that the difference between L1 learners and the EAL group increases with age
(recall our reflections on growth rates above). "There is a difference of ten months for
the Pre-school sample, about one and a half years for the Year 1 group [age 5 to 6
years], and nearly two years for the Year 3 group [7 to 8 years]" (Dunn et al.: 37).
Dunn et al. (1997) find this increase surprising. They had expected the largest differ-
ences with the youngest children without schooling experience and smallest for the
oldest age group. However, in view of the data from naturalistic L2 acquisition re-
ported above, child L2 learners show an early peaking L2 curve before growth rates
gradually decrease. This may be accounted for by the communicative needs of the
learners which they are able to satisfy after a relatively short time so that unless they
are making a conscious effort, their lexical growth rates may strongly hinge on indi-
vidual interests. As mentioned above, after the age of 6, an L2 learner is unlikely to
develop a native-like lexicon (Long 2007). Unfortunately, Dunn et al. (1997) have no
data on how long the EAL learners had attended British schools and when they had
actually started to learn English. Furthermore, what was not controlled for was the im-
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portant question of whether English as an "additional" language was the L2, L3 or
even L4. Therefore, every comparison between European L2 learners of English ac-
quiring English in their home country and the EAL learners in the BPVS II has to be
treated with caution.

Despite these shortcomings, we decided to use the BPVS II in the ELIAS study as it
had proven to produce coherent results in the study of three German preschools. Most
of the German children's test results fell within the EAL scores and could thus be set in
relation to the vocabulary of children acquiring English in an English speaking envi-
ronment (Weitz & Rohde 2010).

Each child is tested individually by two experimenters in a quiet, familiar preschool
room. Testing usually does not exceed 10 minutes. One examiner asks the child to
point to the appropriate picture when giving the respective prompt (e.g. "Show me
baby"). In this prompt, it is important to not change any word endings or embed the
items into a sentence, since this may provide extra clues for the children to guess
which one the target picture is. In order to warrant the child's understanding of the
task, two training sets are run with the child before starting with the first test item.
While the first experimenter interacts with the child, the second observes the situation
outside the child's focus and records the child's answer on the performance record
sheet. If a child is either unwilling to point to a picture or does not know the appropri-
ate selection (although guessing is explicitly allowed), the item is counted as wrong
and testing is continued with the next set card. Testing starts with the initial set, the
basal set, for every child, and is discontinued after the ceiling set in which 8 or more
incorrect answers have been provided.

33 Subjects

In 2009 and 2010, a total of 200 children, 96 girls and 104 boys (48% girls and 52%
boys) from seven bilingual preschools in Germany, one in Sweden and one in Belgium
were tested on the BPVS II twice at an interval of 5 to 15 months. The children's age
range was between 34 and 88 months at T1 (test/time 1) (mean: 56.4 months, SD =
13.1 months) and they had been exposed to English between 1 and 50 months at the
time of T1 (mean: 14.2 months, SD = 9.7 months). At the time of T2, the children
were between 42 and 98 months old (mean: 67.3 months, SD = 13.3 months) and their
contact time to English was between 10 and 61 months (mean: 25.1 months, SD = 9.3
months). These children will be referred to as "L2 children," although in fact, for some
of the children with a migration background, English may be the L3 or even the L4.

20 children from the German, Belgian and Swedish preschools whose L1 is English
have been eliminated from the calculations. The data of 20 L1 English speaking chil-
dren from a preschool in England are included in the discussions of the development
of scores over time (4.1), contact (4.2) and sex (4.4) but are not looked at separately.
This data will be analyzed in detail in Schelletter & Ramsey (this volume).
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4. Results

In this section, the results of the BPVS II study will be presented. They reveal whether
and to what extent the scores differed from test 1 to test 2 (5 to 15 months elapsed be-
tween test 1 and test 2). The focus will be on the nine bilingual preschools from Bel-
gium, Germany and Sweden.

4.1 Development over time

In Figure 3 the results for the bilingual preschools are collapsed and shown in relation
to the L1 data of 20 children from a monolingual English preschool. The L2 children
received lower scores at T1 (mean 79,39, SD = 15.18) than at T2 (mean 81,72, SD =
14,0). This difference is significant, as statistical analyses revealed.®
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Fig.3: BPVS II scores for all bilingual preschools combined and for the monolingual English pre-
school (preschool 10) as obtained at T1 and T2

8 A test of within subject contrasts for the bilingual preschoolers revealed significant differences for
time (Time: F (6,094) = 547,560, p < 0.014).
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The 20 L1 children from the English preschool also obtained higher results at T2 than
T1 (T1: mean 103,8, SD = 13,25; T2: mean 112, SD = 11,95).9

"The EAL standardised score indicates the degree to which an individual's score devi-
ates from the average for EAL children of the same age" (Whetton 1997: 2). The scale
1s based on the normal distribution of scores which is expected for the EAL population
in the UK. It is calculated on the basis that the average standardised score is 100 with a
standard deviation of 15 (ibid.).

4.2 L2 contact

Despite the different programme setups, it was assumed that the length of exposure to
the L2 influences the receptive vocabulary scores for the preschool children. Contact
was identified as the time the children had been in the programme at the two times of
testing. Note that this does not say anything about the actual intensity of the
input — this being a variable that will be looked at separately below. The 200 L2 chil-
dren were subdivided into three groups, depending on how much L2 contact they had
had at the time of T1 and T2 respectively. Group 1 had 1-12 months of L2 contact (n =
92), group 2 had 13-24 months (n = 82) and group 3 had 25-72 months of L2 contact
at the time of test 1 (n = 26). In addition, the results for the twenty monolingual Eng-
lish children were added. Figure 4 gives the results. According to statistical analyses,
all three bilingual groups improved significantly from time 1 to time 2, independent of
how low their L2 contact at test 1 had been.'® However, a comparison of the three con-
tact groups revealed that group 1 (1-12 months) differed significantly from group 3
(25-72 months) but not from group 2 (13-24 months). The L1 children's growth rate
differed highly significantly from all the L2 groups (p < 0.00).

9  Note that the monolingual children's scores are the L1 and not the EAL scores given for the bilin-
gual children. For this reason the bilingual children cannot be compared to the monolingual ones.

10 A test of within-subjects contrasts showed significant differences for time (Time: F (10,36) =
919,552, p < 0.01) but not for the interaction (Time*L2 contact T1: F (2, 23) =197,861, p > 0.5).
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Fig.4: BPVS II scores for three bilingual groups with different L2 contact time, as obtained at T1
and T2. The data of the monolingual English children ("native speakers") were added.

4.3 L2 input intensity

The measure of L2 contact as the total time a child has spent in a particular programme
is obviously problematic as it does not communicate anything about the amount of L2
input that the child has really been exposed to. For this reason the attempt has been
made to calculate the intensity of the input by especially taking the opening hours of
the preschools, the number of hours both children and L2 teachers are present and the
L2 preschool teacher-child ratio into consideration in order to arrive at a more realistic
estimate of how much L2 input every individual child has actually had (for details see
Weitz et al. in this volume). The resulting "input intensity factor" also has its short-
comings as it obviously calculates the potential rather than the real input, but it is ar-
guably the closest we can currently get in the attempt to determine the children's L2
input. The 200 L2 children were subdivided into four groups, depending on the chil-
dren's opportunities to access the L2. Group 1 (low, 0,2-0,49 , n = 50), group 2 (lower
middle, 0,5-0,8, n = 53), group 3 (upper middle, 0,81-1,2, n = 57) and group 4 (high,
> 1,21, n =40).
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Figure 5 presents four different input intensity groups (for details of these groups see
Weitz et al., this volume).
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Fig. 5:  BPVS II scores for four different input intensity groups as obtained at T1 and T2

For T1 the results for the high intensity group are significantly different from all three
other groups at T1 (p < 0.00). However, the low and the two middle groups are not
different from each other at T1. For T2 there is a significant difference between the
low and the upper middle group (p < 0.031) and between the high group and all other
groups (p < 0.00). Note that for the calculation of the input intensity factor the variable
of L2 contact (as the total time a child has spent in a programme) had to be excluded.

4.4 Sex

Steinlen et al. (this volume) have pointed out that there are divergent findings in the
literature with respect to the effect of the children's sex on their performance in com-
prehension tasks. Similar to the outcomes of the ELIAS Grammar Test, the boys seem
to score lower than the girls at both T1 and T2 for their receptive vocabulary, taken L1
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and L2 groups together, as presented in Figure 6. This difference, however, fails to
reach the significance level for the L1 children."

For the L2 children, the difference in the BPVS II scores between the boys and the
girls is in fact significant at T1 but not at T2."* In contrast, the difference between the
L1 boys and girls is not significant at either test time." It has to be stressed here that
girls and boys were in fact comparable to each other with respect to age and amount of
L2 contact (see Steinlen et al., this volume).
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Fig. 6:  BPVS Il scores for both L1 and L2 children with regard to sex, as obtained at T1 and T2

4.5 Home language background

In the ELIAS project, children with a migration background are those whose parents
were not born in the countries under scrutiny (i.e. Belgium, Germany, Sweden). Two

11 Tests of within-subjects contrasts showed a highly significant difference for time (F (9,896) =
894,866, p < 0.002) but not for the interaction between time and sex: time*sex, (F (0,618) =
55,893, p > 0.05).

12 T1 (F (4,140)=939,143, p < 0.043), T2 (F (2,188) = 428,121, p > 0.05).
13 An ANOVA reveals no significant differences: T1 (F (0,160) > p 0.05), T2 (F (2,113) > p 0.05).
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groups are distinguished here: 1. Children with a migration background whose home
language is the ambient language (e.g. French in Belgium, German in Germany, Swe-
dish in Sweden), 2. Children with a migration background whose home language is not
the ambient language but the family's original L1 or an altogether different language
from the family's L1 and the ambient language.

Out of the 200 children who completed the BPVS II twice, 63 had a migration back-
ground (31.5 %). Of these 63 children, 13.5 % had the ambient language as their home
language (N = 27). For the remaining 18 % the home language is not the ambient lan-

guage (N = 36).
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Both children with and without migration background obtain significantly better re-
sults at T2 in comparison to T1."* However, although the L2 children without a migra-

14 Tests of within-subjects contrasts reveal a significant difference for time: Time (F (4,814),

p < 0.029.
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tion background seem to receive higher scores than those with a migration back-
ground, this difference is not significant."

Figure 8 differentiates the scores of the two migration groups. In this constellation
there is no significant improvement from T1 to T2 for the two migration groups.'® In
addition, there is no significant difference between the migration groups.'’
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Fig. 8:  BPVS II scores across all preschools, as obtained at T1 and T2, focus on migration back-
ground, distinguishing two migration groups

Despite the fact that the graphs appear to be different for the three groups compared in
Figure 8, it does not make a significant difference in the development of their L2 re-
ceptive vocabulary whether children have a migration background or whether they
speak the ambient language at home.

15 Tests of within-subjects contrasts reveal no significant difference for the interaction between time
and migration background: Time*migration background: (F (0,065), p > 0.05.

16 Tests of within-subjects contrasts do not reveal a significant difference for time: Time (F (2,873),
p>0.05.

17 Tests of within-subjects contrasts show no significant difference for time: Time (F (0,285),
p>0.5.
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5. Discussion

This study examined the development of L2 receptive vocabulary in children with dif-
ferent L1s (i.e. German, French and Swedish) who were exposed to the L2 English in a
preschool context. The results suggest that children learn an L2 as early as preschool
and steadily improve their receptive vocabulary. The study revealed significant differ-
ences for the children's L2 vocabulary at two test times.

The L2 contact and the L2 intensity results share one characteristic: Both measures
reveal that contact and intensity only make a difference in receptive vocabulary
knowledge after an extended period of time. Within the first year of L2 contact, chil-
dren appear to build up a considerable receptive lexicon but then only gradually add to
their vocabulary so that a significant improvement can only be stated for the highest
contact group (25-72 months) in the programme. It is obvious that the contact time in
terms of the total time a child has spent in a programme is not particularly revelatory
as the actual exposure to the L2 may be rather scant, if e.g. English is only heard once
or twice a week. The proposed "L2 input intensity factor" (see Weitz et al., this vol-
ume) avoids the shortcomings of the "L2 contact measure" by determining the poten-
tial time of exposure for the children of the different European preschools. A third
measure complementing L2 contact and L2 intensity is the L2 input quality (see 1bid.).

Two further results concern the sex of the children and a possible migration back-
ground. In line with the results of the other studies in this volume, girls and boys do
not perform significantly differently in their acquisition of a receptive lexicon. It is
true that the girls may have had an advantage at test time 1 but, more important, at test
time 2 the boys' and the girls' results did not significantly differ. The comparison be-
tween children with and without a migration background did not produce any signifi-
cant differences either. This is a vey encouraging result as it is often informally re-
ported that children with a migration background are disadvantaged in a preschool set-
ting in which yet another "new" language is introduced. It is perhaps even more sur-
prising that even the children who do not speak the ambient language at home do not
lag behind in L2 acquisition. It is these children who are reportedly likelier to be dis-
advantaged in learning contexts as neither their L1 (a minority language) nor their L2
(the ambient majority language) may be age adequate (Apeltauer 2004).

This study of the development of children's L2 receptive vocabulary knowledge within
the ELIAS project is necessarily limited in scope. Due to the fact that the majority of
the preschool children's L2 production is still erratic even after staying one year in a
programme, it was not possible to test the children's productive lexical abilities. That is
also why the contribution of this study to the general issues in lexical/vocabulary ac-
quisition (see 2.) has to be rather modest:



64 Andreas Rohde

1. Lexical principles

The whole object assumption is not explicitly tested with the BPVS II, however, both
L1 and L2 children tacitly assume that the tested labels refer to the entire objects in the
pictures rather than to parts or shapes of those objects.'® The taxonomic assumption is
not tested either but the BPVS II contains a large number of basic level terms (cat,
tractor, gate, cow, tortoise, penguin) reflecting that children in both L1 and L2 acqui-
sition first predominantly acquire and extend new labels on the basic level (Rohde
2005: 153, Witt 1990).

2. Vocabulary breadth vs. vocabulary depth

When compared to the vocabulary knowledge scale (VKS, see above under 2.2), step 3
in the VKS ("I have seen this word before ...") corresponds most closely to the task of
selecting one out of four pictures upon hearing a particular word in the BPVS. Thus,
the BPVS can only test the breadth of learners' vocabulary as only core meanings have
to be identified when mapping an L2 label to a picture and no deeper semantic knowl-
edge of a word is tested.

3. The L2 mental lexicon

As mentioned above in 2.3, initially, L2 word associations are more strongly based on
formal (phonological and/or morphological) similarities between L1 and L2 words
than on semantic relations that hold between words (e.g. hyperonymy, synonymy, an-
tonymy). While it is true that the BPVS II is not intended to elicit information on
learners' mental lexicons, the children's responses may yet allow the conclusion that,
left to their own devices, the children use phonological similarity plus the semantic
information in the picture in order to identify object words. Upon hearing English
words such as cow or dancing and seeing, amongst other possible choices, pictures of
the animal and the activity, e.g. German L2 learners of English tend to notice the simi-
larity between German Kuh and English cow (the initial plosive is similar and both
words have a CV structure) or the phonological and morphological similarity between
German tanzen and English dancing. These formal similarities prompt them to first
establish (receptive) lexical entries for the two L2 words cow and dancing, following
in fact a principle/an assumption akin to the faxonomic assumption which could be
referred to as the "phonological similarity assumption" in order to establish a mental
lexicon: Similar sounding words in two languages refer to the same object/activity.

4. Growth rates

Despite the conspicuous qualitative differences between the programmes tested in the
ELIAS study, it has been shown that there is in fact a progress in the children's devel-

18 This does not seem to be true of a label such as "hand." Body parts, however, appear to play a
special role in lexical acquisition and have "the status" of whole objects (Bloom 2000: 106, Rohde
2005: 1511f)).
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opment of receptive vocabulary over time. This result is in line with the scant evidence
from naturalistic L2 acquisition which indicates that at the onset of L2 acquisition
there is a veritable vocabulary surge whereas growth rates take a dip as early as six
months into the acquisition process. An early peak of growth rates and a henceforth
slow acquisition of vocabulary may be due to an early satisfaction of children's com-
municative needs in the L2 and may go along with a possible fossilisation process. A
comparison between these four children and the preschool children of the ELIAS study
has to be treated with great caution (not least because we are comparing receptive with
productive data), however, there seems to be a tendency for L2 lexical acquisition to
be less straight forward than L1 lexical acquisition. More detailed studies in the pre-
schools are clearly required to bear out such a speculation. The problem, however, is
that all the studies within the ELIAS project have shown that it is very difficult to con-
trol for a number of variables related to both the individual children and the respective
preschool programmes.
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Receptive L2 Grammar Knowledge Development
in Bilingual Preschools'

Anja K. Steinlen, Gisela Hikansson, Alex Housen, Christina Schelletter

1. Introduction

The present chapter focuses on bilingual preschools in Germany, Sweden and Belgium
which offer partial immersion programmes in English. The staff members are pre-
school teachers from the respective countries, but usually one preschool teacher is a
native speaker of English or has near-native-like competences. The children from these
bilingual preschools investigated in this study are all non-native speakers of English.
The bilingual preschool teachers abide by the "one person-one language" principle
(e.g. Ronjat 1913). The foreign language is used according to immersion principles,
i.e., English is not taught as a subject but, rather, used as a medium for classroom
communication and for teaching. In the initial stages of immersion education, when
the children have no or only a very limited knowledge of their L2, the preschool teach-
ers contextualise their use of English as much as possible as the children must rely on
non-linguistic contextual cues to comprehend the L2 input directed at them. As the
children's ambient language outside the preschool is not English (but German, Swe-
dish or French), their L2 acquisition situation is not comparable to being exposed to
English in a country where it is spoken as the dominant language or the first language
(L1) for most of the population (see e.g. Rohde 2005).

Learning a foreign language entails developing many types of knowledge and master-
ing many different skills, e.g. phonetic, phonological, lexical, morphological, syntac-
tic, discourse-pragmatic as well as sociolinguistic skills. The present chapter focuses
on children's development of grammatical skills, more specifically morpho-syntactic
skills. Although the learner's primary concern in the earliest stages of L2 acquisition
may be on the acquisition of the lexicon (Hatch 1983; Singleton 1999), mastering the
grammatical principles of the L2 is also crucial for efficient communication in the lan-
guage (Klein & Perdue 1992).

Furthermore, the present chapter investigates children's development of receptive
(rather than productive) grammatical knowledge of the L2, for both practical and theo-
retical reasons. It is generally assumed that during the very first stages of L2 acquisi-
tion under investigation here, learners' productive skills lag behind their receptive

1 The authors are indebted to Maria Biillesfeld, Aafke Buyl, Anna Flyman Mattsson, Lena Gott-
hardt, Svenja Pahl, Rachel Ramsey, Annelie Schober, Ramona Thierer, Martina Weitz and Insa
Wippermann (in alphabetical order) for the data collection and Elke Kalbe and Dario Klemm for
the statistical analyses. Furthermore, we gratefully acknowledge Thorsten Piske, Andreas Rohde
and Henning Wode for their many valuable comments on earlier drafts of this manuscript.



70 Anja K. Steinlen et al.

skills. In particular, child L2 learners have been shown to go first through a 'silent
stage' during which they are not yet able to produce many utterances in their L2 al-
though they may well already have acquired some 'tacit' knowledge of the language
(Ellis 2008). This is also the case for the children in the bilingual preschools in the
ELIAS project. These children typically produce very few English words and sen-
tences (see e.g. Wode 2001, Rohde 2005). It was therefore deemed not feasible to ana-
lyse production L2 data, because these are still scarce. Instead, the focus of the present
study is on preschoolers' grammatical comprehension abilities with respect to their L2
English. The ELIAS Grammar Test, which has been used in this study, is a picture
pointing task. This testing format has been successfully used with children between
three and seven years of age, often in the form of standardised measurement instru-
ments, to assess grammatical comprehension (see Gerken & Shady 1996 for a review).
The focus of this study is on the performance in the ELIAS Grammar Test by bilingual
preschool children's as a function of L2 contact duration, L2 input intensity, sex and
their home language background.

1.1 L2 contact duration and the level and rate of L2 development

It makes common sense to assume that the more and the longer the contact with the
L2, the more foreign language learning will be fostered and the higher the levels of L2
proficiency attained. For the bilingual preschool context, this has been shown in sev-
eral small-scale studies, which dealt with L2 pronunciation (e.g. Wode 2009), L2 lexi-
con (e.g. lexical strategies, Rohde 2005, or fast mapping, Rohde & Tiefenthal 2002)
and L2 grammar comprehension (e.g. Steinlen 2008, Steinlen & Rogotzki 2009). At
the same time, however, several studies on immersion education have also suggested
that L2 proficiency does not necessarily increase with longer classroom contact with
the L2. In fact, several aspects of L2 proficiency appear to develop asymptotically,
with development gradually trailing off as it approaches a plateau or ceiling level, in
spite of continued contact with the L2. In particular, grammatical abilities have been
shown to prematurely 'fossilise' in immersion contexts at a below-native speaker level
(Hammerly 1991, Swain 1985, Johnson & Swain 1997, Johnstone 2002). There are
also more practical reasons to investigate if and how much L2 proficiency develops
with increased L2 contact duration in these bilingual preschools. As mentioned earlier,
L2 learning is typically a gradual and relatively slow process and parents, policy mak-
ers and teachers sometimes have unrealistic expectations as to the amount of progress
that immersion pupils can make in the course of a school year. However, there is still a
dearth of empirical information as to exactly how much progress is made within a
given time period and what level of linguistic abilities may be expected at certain
points in time in the course of immersion education. Therefore the English L2 abilities
of the preschool children in the ELIAS project were measured twice at an interval of
approximately 12 months in order to show in detail as to how these children proceed to
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master certain grammatical phenomena” and what level of grammatical comprehension
abilities may be expected at a certain point in time during the preschool period.

1.2 L2 intensity and the level and rate of L2 development

The level and rate of L2 development does not only depend on L2 contact duration
(i.e. the length of L2) exposure, but also on the L2 input intensity: For example, in
Curtain's (2000) study, three elementary school foreign language programmes in the
USA were examined which differed with respect to time overall within the pro-
gramme, the intensity (i.e. the number of classes per week, five-hour and three-hour
classed were compared) and the time actually used in teaching and learning in class.
For the factor "intensity," Curtain (2000) found that students in more intense pro-
grammes fared better than students in less intense programmes. Likewise, from her
overview on early immersion models in Canada, Wesche (2001) concluded that an
intensive dose of 'immersion' in a language is generally more effective for learning it
than the same dose spread over a longer time (see also Genesee 1983, Lapkin et al.
1982).

In the ELIAS project, a closer look at the data also revealed that L2 contact duration
(in months) may not account for all differences in L2 language test data: For example,
although two children did not differ in terms of their L2 contact duration (and their L1
background and age), they obtained different test results. This difference may be at-
tributed to the fact that these two children did not spend the same amount of
hours/days in preschool: One child attended the preschool for only four hours a day,
but the other child for six hours. Thus, the second child was exposed to the L2 English
two more hours per day than the first child, amounting to approximately ten more
hours a week, 40 hours a month, or 1440 hours in three years. This increase in L2 in-
put intensity (in terms of the children's presence in preschool) may affect the children's
L2 development. Furthermore, the number of L2 teachers in a preschool as well as
their daily presence (in hours) may have had an effect on the children's L2 develop-
ment: As Wippermann et al. (this volume) show, in one of the ELIAS preschools,
there are three L2 teachers for 55 children. In another preschool, only one L2 teacher
was employed, who took care of ninety children. It may be assumed that the children's
L2 in the preschool with only one L2 teacher may develop slower than the children's
L2 in a preschool with three L2 teachers. In such a preschool, the children will, for
example, listen to conversations between two different native speakers and they will
be exposed to inter-speaker variability in terms of intonation, vocabulary use, pronun-
ciation and grammatical structures. Finally, preschools may also differ in terms of the
L2 teachers' attendance time per week: In one preschool, the L2 teacher worked twelve
hours a week, in another preschool, it was thirty hours. This, of course, may affect the

2 The term "phenomenon" is taken from Pienemann (1998: 18).
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intensity of the L2 input which the children receive during their daily activities in pre-
school.

As mentioned above, for the L2 school context, "intensity" is usually indexed as the
numbers of classes per week (e.g. Curtain 2000, Wesche 2001). However, for the bi-
lingual preschool context, many more different variables need to be taken into consid-
eration because the settings of preschools generally differ from schools. Therefore, a
so-called "Input Intensity Score" was calculated which included factors such as L2
teachers' and children's attendance time in preschool per week, opening hours of the
preschool, number of children in the institution (see Weitz et al., this volume, for fur-
ther explanation of the ELIAS Input Intensity Score). This is the first time that the ef-
fect of L2 input intensity on preschoolers' L2 abilities will be assessed. As for the
school context, it is expected that an increase in L2 intensity may positively affect
children's L2 grammatical comprehension skills during their preschool period.

1.3 Sex

"Girls outperform boys" — this seems to be the general finding in many studies on L1
acquisition, be it before, in, or after preschool (see e.g. Huttenlocher et al. 1991,
Schlichting & Spelberg 2003, Bornstein et al. 2004, Radeborg et al. 2006). For exam-
ple, for L1 acquisition, Hyde & Linn's (1988) meta-analysis of 165 studies on verbal
abilities of children between age 4 and 18 revealed a (small) advantage for girls. These
findings are sometimes transferred to L2 acquisition, to the extent that some may won-
der whether an early L2 learning experience like in preschool is equally suited for girls
and for boys. The empirical picture for L2 acquisition is not clear, however. In
Burstall's (1975) longitudinal study of some 6000 children who started L2 learning at
age eight in English primary schools, female learners generally performed better than
male learners. A possible explanation for the superiority of girls, according to Burstall
(1975), 1s that they have more positive attitudes to learning an L2 than males. Other
studies, however, have produced results suggesting that males are the better learners or
that there is no difference. Boyle (1987) reported that the male students in his study
performed better on two listening tasks. Bacon (1992) found no differences between
the sexes in two authentic listening tasks. For L2 pronunciation, Piske et al. (2001)
reported divergent findings concerning the influence of gender on the degree of L2
foreign accent and concluded that the results obtained for gender do not lead to any
strong conclusions. Several studies on L2 acquisition the bilingual preschool context
found that girls and boys performed equally well (e.g. Natorp 1975, Rohde & Tiefen-
thal 2002, Steinlen 2008, Steinlen & Rogotzki 2009, but see Schmid-Schonbein 1978).
Similarly, the German English Student Assessment International (Deutsch Englisch
Schiilerleistungen International [DESI]; Klieme 2006) showed that when English is
taught as a subject in school, girls performed better than boys for written production in
English but not for oral speech production in English where boys actually outper-
formed girls. Clearly, the gender issue in L2 learning and L2 education has not been
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resolved yet and therefore the present study aims to examine whether boys and girls
differ in terms of their comprehension of English L2 grammar in a bilingual preschool
context.

1.4 Home language background

To what extent is the effectiveness of early immersion education affected by the home
language background of the child? Are immersion programmes at preschool equally
suited for majority language pupils (i.e. children whose L1 is the official or dominant
language of the wider out-of-preschool community) as for minority language pupils
(i.e. children from family backgrounds where a different language is spoken than the
official or dominant language of the wider community)? This is a controversial issue,
particularly among policy-makers. There is a general consensus, at least among re-
searchers, that for majority language children, immersion education leads to additive
bilingualism, with high levels of L2 proficiency and native-like levels of monolingual
L1 proficiency. There is still debate, however, about whether immersion education is
equally beneficial and suited for minority language children, particularly minority lan-
guage children from a so-called (im)migrant background. Migrant children in many
Western countries have been shown to have difficulties acquiring the host nation's of-
ficial language (which for them constitutes their de facto second language or L2).* For
instance, Knapp (2006) distinguishes three groups of migrant children, namely migrant
children with a good command of the L2, those with a poor command of the L2 and
those with "concealed L2 problems" which become apparent later in school. Further-
more, research has found that some migrant children occupy unfavourable positions in
the educational system of the host country and often achieve significantly lower over-
all scores than their majority language peers (cf. Biedinger 2010). What has been ex-
amined in less detail, however, is how these migrant children fare with respect to the
learning of yet an additional foreign language at school such as English (referred to as
these children's L3).

For the mainstream school context in Germany, for example, the results of DESI
showed that minority language secondary school pupils who acquired German as a
second language have fewer difficulties learning English and even attained higher lev-
els of English-as-subject achievement than majority language pupils who grew up in
monolingual German families (Klieme 2006). For younger children (in this case Turk-
ish children learning English in German primary schools), only Elsner (2007) exam-
ined how minority language children fared with respect to their comprehension skills
in English as foreign language classes in primary school. She reported that their Eng-
lish listening comprehension skills were considerably lower than those of their mono-

3 In preschool, the language of the host country and the new introduced foreign language English
may, of course, not be the children's L2 and L3, but their L4 or L5, depending on the languages
being used at home.
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lingual peers. She concluded that 'multilingualism' does not necessarily lead to better
results in English. She attributes this result to the fact that these Turkish children had
deficits in their L2 German which in turn negatively affected their comprehension
skills in English. In Canada, there are also convergent findings from immersion educa-
tion. From her literature review, Hurd (1993) concluded that minority language chil-
dren may benefit from early immersion programmes only as long as there is strong
support for L1 development, because otherwise, such a programme could result in a
subtractive bilingualism situation for minority language students (see also Dagenais &
Day 1998, Swain and Lapkin 2005, Taylor 2006 for similar results). In general, the
authors conclude that more research with a greater number of pupils is needed to ex-
amine in more detail the challenges and successes encountered by multilingual stu-
dents. The sample of children participating in the ELIAS project includes 39 preschool
children who speak at least one different language at home than the majority language.
In addition to acquiring the ambient majority language of the wider community (i.e.
their L2), these children are faced with the task of acquiring English (i.e. their L3) at
the preschool. The project thus offers a unique possibility to further examine in some
detail the important issue of the impact of the child's home language background on
the development of the foreign immersion language in a bilingual preschool setting.

1.5 Receptive L2 grammar development

The development of receptive grammar knowledge has rarely been the focus of studies
in SLA. By receptive grammar knowledge we mean the ability to process L2 utter-
ances morpho-syntactically rather than the ability to semantically comprehend L2 ut-
terances. In other words, receptive grammar knowledge here refers to the bottom-up
processing of linguistic constructions in which attention to form and a detailed struc-
tural analysis are crucial (rather than merely top-down processing relying on prior
knowledge and contextual cues; cf. Boland 1997; Gass & Selinker 2008).

It is generally assumed that receptive language development precedes productive ac-
quisition, and that language comprehension constitutes the primary source for produc-
tive language knowledge (Steinberg 1995). Furthermore, SLA researchers have some-
what conveniently assumed that receptive and productive development in a second
language are 'mirror images' which involve the same developmental stages and cogni-
tive mechanisms (e.g. Pienemann 1998, 2007). However, recent studies of the relation-
ship between receptive and productive knowledge in a first language yield a more
complicated picture and suggest that the first two general assumptions may, in fact, not
be entirely correct (Keenan & MacWhinney 1987; Smolensky 1996). Nor is there em-
pirical evidence for the assumption that receptive grammar development in a L2 is
characterised by the same developmental stages as have been found for productive L2
grammar development (see Ellis 2008 and Goldschneider & DeKeyser 2001 for re-
views), or even that a relatively fixed developmental pattern can be found at all and, if
so, whether this pattern is also universal across factors such as the learner's age or L1
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background (Berthele et al., i. pr.; Tasseva-Kurktchieva 2008). This is an area which
several reviewers have declared as still unexplored territory in SLA research, and one
which represents a major challenge that future SLA research needs to respond to in
order to construct a comprehensive theory of SLA (Ellis 2008; Doughty & Long 2005;
Ortega 2009). Thus, one of the more theoretical objectives of the current study is to
respond to this challenge by investigating the dynamics of receptive grammar devel-
opment by young child L2 learners of English.

So far, only few studies have dealt with grammatical development in L2 comprehen-
sion: For example, Howell and et al. (2003) examined the grammatical development of
EAL children in London and reported, not surprisingly, that EAL children performed
lower than their monolingual peers. Furthermore, they noted that not all grammatical
phenomena were comprehended equally well (see also Fraser et al. 1963, Lovell &
Dixon 1967, Nurss & Day 1971, Bishop 1983 for similar observations for L1 compre-
hension). Unfortunately, there was little indication in the studies as to why this was the
case. In small-scale studies on German children acquiring English in a preschool con-
text, it was also reported that grammatical phenomena were not identified with the
same degree of confidence (e.g. Burmeister & Steinlen 2008, Steinlen & Rogotzki
2009, Steinlen 2008, Steinlen i. pr.). Here, the authors argued that the use of some
grammatical phenomena may be underrepresented in the input that the children re-
ceive. This large-scale study will explore in more detail whether the children attending
bilingual preschools will comprehend grammatical phenomena equally well.

2. Method
2.1 Research Questions

In the following section, the results of this grammar test, which was conducted in ten
preschools in four different European countries, will be presented. The following ques-
tions will be addressed:

1. What is the level of receptive L2 grammar knowledge of children in bilingual pre-
schools at two points in time (T1 and T2) compared to the monolingual English
preschool group?

2. What is the effect of L2 contact duration made in receptive L2 grammar knowl-
edge by children in bilingual preschools from T1 to T2?

3. What is the impact of L2 intensity (exemplified as the ELIAS Input Intensity Score
which consists of factors such as opening hours, ratio between L2 teacher/s and
children, attendance time per day of children and L2 teacher/s) on receptive L2
grammar knowledge by children in bilingual preschools from T1 to T2?

4. What is the impact of the child's home language background in these bilingual pre-
schools on their levels of receptive L2 grammar knowledge and on the amount of
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progress they make from T1 to T2? Do minority language children reach similar
levels of L2 grammar knowledge and make similar amounts of progress as major-
ity language children?

5. What is the impact of sex on the amount of progress made in receptive L2 gram-
mar knowledge by children in bilingual preschools from T1 to T2, compared to the
monolingual English preschool group?

6. Are all grammatical L2 phenomena investigated mastered at the same level of pro-
ficiency and developed at the same rate from T1 to T2?

2.2 Procedure

This grammar task is a completely revised version of the Reception of Syntax Test (e.g.
Au-Yeung et al. 2000, Howell et al. 2003) and of the Kiel Picture Pointing Test
(Steinlen & Wettlaufer 2005). The aim of this test is to assess the preschoolers' devel-
opment of their comprehension of English grammatical phenomena.

The children in all preschools were tested individually in a quiet room they were fa-
miliar with (see Crain & Thornton 1998 on the importance of a child-friendly envi-
ronment during an experiment). First, the child looked at three pictures. The child then
listened to a sentence that corresponded to one of the pictures. Responses were made
by pointing to the picture which the child thought to be appropriate to the sentence.
Before testing, the children were given two training items consisting of three pictures
of different objects and an appropriate single word utterance to ensure they knew how
to make the responses. The three pictures in each set differed in the following way.
Two of these pictures contrasted only in the target grammatical dimension (e.g. ab-
sence/presence of the plural inflectional marker -s: cat/cats). The third picture was a
distractor, i.e. it was semantically related to the other two pictures and lexically in
most cases (in order to avoid that the children could exclude the picture when they
have understood a certain lexical item in the prompt, see Rohde 2000, 2005). The dis-
tractor was used in order to ensure that the child understood the grammatical phe-
nomenon required. If there are only two choices given without an additional unrelated
choice (as in earlier studies e.g. Au-Yeung et al. 2000, Howell et al. 2003, Steinlen &
Wettlaufer 2005), the possibility is excluded that both choices are rejected (Dunham &
Dunham 1985).

The children were tested on nine grammatical phenomena (see Table 1 below). Most
of the phenomena have been used in the Reception of Syntax Test (e.g. Au-Yeung et al.
2000, Howell et al. 2003) and in the Kie! Picture Pointing Test (Steinlen & Wettlaufer
2005). It is therefore possible to relate the results of the present study to previous find-
ings. In total, there were 54 test items (9 grammatical phenomena x 3 picture pairs x 2
test presentations per picture set). The session did not take longer than fifteen minutes.
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Abbreviation Phenomenon Example sentence
AGRc Subject-verb agreement: the deer is white
copula verbs singular / plural the deer are white
AGRv Subject-verb agreement: the sheep eats
full verbs singular / plural the sheep eat
GEN Possessive case: the girl is kissing the boy
absent / present the girl is kissing the boy's dog
NEG Sentences: the boy is running
affirmative / negative the boy is not running
PLU Inflectional morpheme: cat
+/- plural —s cats
POSS Possessive pronoun singular: his cat
masculine / feminine her cat
PROog Personal pronoun singular (object) the girl is kissing him
masculine / feminine the girl is kissing her
PROsg Personal pronoun singular (subject) he is singing
masculine / feminine she is singing
SVO Word order the boy is touching the girl
the girl is touching the boy

Tab. 1: Nine grammatical phenomena were tested in the grammar comprehension task. The phe-
nomena are listed alphabetically. Column 1 shows the abbreviations, column 2 explains each
phenomenon, and column 3 provides example sentences ("prompts").

It has to be noted, though, that the grammar test does not exclusively test morpho-
syntactic comprehension because the children need to know the words in the phrases
and sentences as well in order to demonstrate their grammatical abilities (hence the use
of distractors, see above). However, efforts were made to ensure that the children were
able to choose the target picture if they understood the target grammatical phenome-
non but not the lexical items (as both the picture with the opposing grammatical struc-
ture and the distractor showed the contrasting grammatical phenomena).

The children may have interpreted the phrases and sentences not only in terms of their
morpho-syntactic properties but also in terms of their semantic roles in the sentence. In
the example sentence The girl is touching the boy (tested phenomenon: SVO word or-
der), the children may have assigned the first noun phrase (NP) as the agent (usually
positioned first in the sentence) and the second NP as the patient (usually positioned
second in the sentence). In this case, the position of the NPs in the sentence (e.g. de
Villiers & de Villiers 1973, Chapman 1978) as well as their usual function as semantic
roles may have been the clues that the children took in order to interpret the sentence.
A disadvantage of this grammar test is, unfortunately, that it cannot clearly show
whether the children used a semantic or a morpho-syntactic strategy to interpret such a
sentence.

Cronbach alpha values varied from .79 (test time 1) to .81 (test time 2), indicating that
the test used in this study can be considered as reliable. Since the ELIAS test has not
been standardised (yet), norms for interpreting the scores are not available which is
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why a benchmark group consisting of monolingual English children from England has
been used.

2.3 Subjects

In 2009 and 2010, a total of 148 children (51% girls and 49% boys) from seven bilin-
gual preschools in Germany, one in Sweden and one in Belgium took the ELIAS
grammar comprehension test twice at an interval of 5 to 12 months. The children's age
range was between 3 and 6 years (mean: 54.4 months, SD = 9.4 months) and they had
been exposed to English between 1-42 months at the time of Test 1 (mean: 14.2
months, SD = 8.9 months). At the time of Test 2, the children were between 4-7 years
old (mean: 63.8 months, SD = 10.2 months) and their contact time to English was be-
tween 10-51 months (mean: 24.2 months, SD = 8.6 months). It was often the case that
the older the children were, the more L2 contact they had; the younger they were, the
less L2 contact they had.” The children will be referred to as "L2 children," although in
fact, for some of the children with a migration background, English may be the L3 or
even the L4.

In addition, twenty children from a monolingual English background in a preschool in
Hertfordshire, England (HS) also took the ELIAS Receptive Grammar Test twice.
These monolingual English children served as a benchmark against which the per-
formance of the bilingual preschool children could be compared. The benchmark chil-
dren were of approximately the same age as the bilingual preschoolers. At the time of
test 1, the monolingual English children were between 3-5 years old (mean: 52.9
months, SD = 9.3 months) and between 4-6 years old at the time of test 2 (mean: 59.4
months, SD = 9.6 months). This data will be analyzed in detail in Schelletter & Ram-
sey (this volume).

3. Results

In this section, the results will be presented to show how the scores differed from test 1
to test 2 (i.e. five to twelve months elapsed between test 1 and test 2). The focus will
be on the nine preschools from Belgium, Germany and Sweden which offered a bilin-
gual programme. Altogether, the data of 148 subjects were used, i.e. the data of 109
monolingual children (whose L1 is French German, or Swedish), and, for section 3.3
only, the data of 39 migrant children, who also attended a bilingual preschool. The
data of 20 monolingual children from England serve as a benchmark. As this grammar
test is a forced choice between three pictures, 33% represents chance level.

4 The results of a bivariate correlation analysis (Spearman's tho) showed a strong correlation be-
tween the children's age and their exposure to English (0.387, p < 0.05).
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3.1 Development over time

As shown in Figure 1, the children received lower scores in Test 1 (50.2%, SD = 14.2)
than in Test 2 (57.1%, SD = 16.2). This difference is significant, as statistical analyses
showed.” That is, the more exposure to their L2 EN the children received, the better
their comprehension of selected grammatical phenomena was. Interestingly, this de-
velopment already starts at an average exposure to EN at 15.1 months because these
children score above the chance level of 33.3%. The results clearly show a develop-
ment in the L2 of the children who attend a bilingual preschool, although English is
not the children's ambient language outside preschool. Similar results were obtained
for the monolingual English control group. They obtained higher scores in test 2 than
in test 1.°
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Fig. 1:  Scores of the ELIAS Grammar Test for all bilingual preschools combined and for the mono-
lingual English children, as obtained at test 1 and test 2. The data of the twenty monolingual
English children ("native speakers") were added.

5 A repeated measure analysis for the bilingual preschoolers revealed significant differences for
time (Time: F (1, 108) = 48.599, p < 0.05).

6 A repeated measure analysis for the monolingual preschoolers revealed significant differences for
time (Time: F (1, 19) =9.339, p < 0.05).
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As illustrated in Figure 1, the monolingual English preschool group scored consider-
ably higher than the bilingual preschool groups did and these differences were signifi-
cant for both test points.’ It is not surprising that the bilingual preschool group re-
ceived lower scores in the ELIAS Grammar Test as their ambient language is not Eng-
lish.

3.2 L2 contact

How did the children's L2 contact affect the results of the grammar test? The 109 bi-
lingual preschool children were subdivided into three groups, dependent on how much
L2 contact they had at the time of test 1. Group 1 had 1-12 months of L2 contact (n =
69), group 2 had 13-24 months (n = 55) and group 3 had 25-62 months of L2 contact
at the time of test 1 (n = 24). In addition, the results for the twenty monolingual Eng-
lish children were added. Figure 2 illustrates the results:
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Fig. 2:  Scores of the ELIAS Grammar Test for three bilingual groups with different L2 contact time,
as obtained at test 1 and test 2. The data of the twenty monolingual English children ("native
speakers") were added.

7 ANOVAs showed significant differences between the monolingual and the bilingual preschool
group for Test 1 (F (1, 128) = 69.852, p < 0.05) and for Test 2 (F (1, 128) = 65.635, p < 0.05).
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As statistical analyses showed, all three groups improved significantly from test 1 to
test 2, independent of how low their L2 contact at test 1 was.® Pair-wise comparison
for test time 1 and 2 also revealed that the results of the three groups differed signifi-
cantly, i.e. the group with little L2 contact received lower scores than children with
more L2 contact.’

Taking a developmental perspective, this figure shows that after their first year of L2
contact, children receive a grammar score of 45% (i.e. already above chance level),
which increases up to approximately 71% at the end of their preschool period. Given
the chance level of 33%, it becomes apparent that the children's L2 grammar develop-
ment benefits and improves from the bilingual preschool programme at any given
time.

How does the level of L2 grammar comprehension at the end of children's preschool
time compare with the level of monolingual English children? In other words: Are
these bilingual children almost as good as their monolingual peers? In the following,
the results of group 3 (i.e. children whose L2 exposure exceeds three years at the time
of test 2) are compared to the results which monolingual children attained at test 1 and
test 2. Statistical analyses showed that the results of the monolingual children at test 1
(78%) still differed significantly from the results of group 3 at test 2 (71%). In addi-
tion, significant differences were found between the results of both groups when com-
paring the results at test 2 (71% vs. 87%).'° Thus, the level of L2 receptive grammar
resembles (but does not equal) the level of receptive grammar of monolingual English
children at the age of 4;05 years, at least with respect to the tested categories.

33 L2 input intensity

L2 input intensity plays an important role in L2 development because not only the time
of exposure but also the intensity of L2 exposure may positively affect the results of
the ELIAS Grammar Test. As mentioned earlier, the ELIAS Input Intensity Score in-
cluded factors such as L2 teachers' and children's attendance time in preschool per
week, the opening hours of the preschool, and the number of children in the institution.
In the following, the 109 bilingual preschool children were subdivided into four
groups, dependent on the size of the ELIAS Input Intensity Score at the time of test 1.
A high ELIAS Input Intensity Score would, for example, be found in a setting where

8 A repeated measure analysis showed significant differences for time (Time: F (1,106) = 35.219,
p < 0.05) but not for the interaction (Time*L2 contact T1: F (2, 106) = 0.467, p > 0.05).

9  Pair-wise comparisons (ANOVA) showed significant differences between the three groups at the
time of test 1 (F (3, 124) =44.375, p < 0.05) and test 2 (F (3, 124) = 38.973, p < 0.05), post-hoc
tests revealed significant differences between all groups (p < 0.05 for all).

10 An ANOVA, comparing the values of L2 children at test 2 with the values of monolingual Eng-
lish children at test 1 did not show significant differences (F (1, 42) = 3.877, p < 0.05). Similarly,

no significant difference was found between L2 children at test 2 and monolingual children at test
2 (F (1,42)=22.663, p <0.05).
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the preschool had long opening hours and employed more than one L2 teacher who
worked full-time. The 109 L2 children were subdivided into four groups, depending on
the ELIAS Input Intensity Score as calculated in Weitz et al., this volume: 36 children
were in the low L2 intensity group, 20 children in the L2 middle intensity 1 group, 32
in the middle intensity 2 group and finally 21 children in the L2 high intensity group.

ELIAS Grammar Test (n=109) Development over time
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Fig. 3:  Scores of the ELIAS Grammar Test for four bilingual groups with different L2 intensity, as
obtained at test 1 and test 2

As statistical analyses showed, all four groups improved significantly from test 1 to
test 2, independent of how low their L2 intensity was at test 1.'' Pair-wise comparison
for test time 1 and 2 also revealed that the results of the four groups differed signifi-
cantly, i.e. the group with low L2 intensity received lower scores than children with
high L2 intensity (except for the two L2 middle intensity groups).'> This result indi-
cates that L2 intensity (as indexed by L2 teachers' and children's attendance time in

11 A repeated measure analysis showed significant differences for time (Time: F (1,105) = 55.743,
p > 0.05) and for the interaction (Time*L2 intensity T1: F (3, 105) = 3.275, p > 0.05).

12 Pair-wise comparisons (ANOVA) showed significant differences between the four groups at the
time of test 1 (F (3, 164) = 13.646, p < 0.05) and test 2 (F (3, 164) = 24.641, p < 0.05), post-hoc
tests revealed significant differences between all groups (p < 0.05), except for the two L2 middle
intensity groups (p > 0.05).
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preschool per week, the opening hours of the preschool, and the number of children in
the institution) may be an important predictor with respect to the grammatical per-
formance of children in bilingual preschools.

34 Sex

In the literature, there are divergent findings with respect to the effect of the children's
sex on their performance in comprehension tasks (e.g. Fraser et al. 1963, Lovell &
Dixon 1967, Natorp 1975, Schmid-Schonbein 1978), so it is far from clear whether in
foreign language tests, boys perform better than girls or vice versa. In the following,
the results of the ELIAS Grammar Test will be used to explore this matter in more de-
tail.

ELIAS Grammar Test (n=109) Development over time
Sex
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Fig. 4: Scores of the ELIAS Grammar Test for girls and boys across all bilingual preschools, as
obtained at test 1 and test 2

Although Figure 4 may yield the impression that boys scored lower than girls at test 1
and test 2, the data of the 109 tested children (58 boys and 51 girls) showed that the
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two groups showed no statistical differences in the scores at test 1 and test 2."> Fur-
thermore, statistical analysis found the same rate of progress in their development of
L2 grammatical phenomena over time.'* The same analysis was applied to the data of
the monolingual control group. Again, no differences between the sexes were noted."
These results indicate that sex as a variable does not significantly influence the results
of the ELIAS Grammar Test, neither for L2 nor for L1 receptive grammatical devel-
opment.

3.5 Migrant background

As mentioned earlier, in the ELIAS project, children with a migration background re-
fer to children whose parents were not born in the countries under investigation (i.e. in
Belgium, Germany, Sweden). Often but not always, the children's home language is
not the official language of the host country.

In order to examine whether the variable migration background affected the results of
the ELIAS Grammar Test, the data 148 children were used who completed the gram-
mar test twice. Of these, 109 had a non-migrant and 39 had a migration background
(i.e. 26%).

As Figure 5 clearly shows, the children with migration background received signifi-
cantly different scores in test 2 as compared to test 1. That is, not only children without
migration background, but also children with migration background achieved im-
provements with respect to their L2 grammatical receptive abilities. In addition, the
grammatical development of children with migration background progressed at the
same rate in comparison with their monolingual peer group.'® It seems that children
with migration background learn L2 receptive grammar at the same rate as children
without migration background. Apparently, migration background is not a good indi-
cator for predicting how well children will acquire certain grammatical phenomena in
their L2 English.

13 An ANOVA for bilingual boys and girls showed no significant differences in test 1 (F (1, 128) =
2.208,p>0.05) orintest 2 (F (1, 128) =2.442, p > 0.05).

14 A repeated measure analysis for bilingual boys and girls did not reveal any differences for sex
(Time*Sex: F (1, 107) = 0.798, p > 0.05), only for time (Time: F (1, 109) = 44.110, p < 0.05).

15 An ANOVA for monolingual boys and girls showed no significant differences in test 1 (F (1, 19)
=0.406, p > 0.05) or in test 2 (F (1, 19) = 0.220, p > 0.05). A repeated measure analysis for mono-
lingual boys and girls did not reveal any differences for sex (Time*Sex: F (1, 18) = 0.418,
p > 0.05), only for time (Time: F (1, 18) =9.470, p < 0.05).

16 A repeated measure analysis for +/- migration background did not reveal any differences
(Time*MigrantBackground: F (1, 145) = 2.989, p > 0.05), only for time (Time: F (1, 145) =
79.683, p < 0.05).
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ELIAS Grammar Test (n=148) Development over time
Migrant Background

no migration background

@ = =migration background
f.f 51,24 ¢ g

£2,00

§0,00-

58,00

5,00

54,00

Estimated Marginal Means

52,00

50,00

time

Fig. 5: Scores of the ELIAS Grammar Test across all preschools, as obtained at test 1 and test 2,
focus on migration background

Children with a migration background can further be subdivided into children whose
home language is the preschool's ambient language (e.g. French in Belgium, German
in Germany, Swedish in Sweden, n = 17) and children with a migration background
whose home language is not the ambient language but the family's original L1 or an
altogether different language from the family's L1 and the ambient language, e.g. Rus-
sian, Turkish or Arabic (n = 22). Figure 6 differentiates the scores of the two migration
groups. In this constellation there is no significant improvement from T1 to T2 when
the three groups are taken together, furthermore there is no significant difference be-
tween the three groups.'” This result indicates that the home language of migrant chil-
dren does not affect the development of L2 receptive grammar in a preschool context.

17 A repeated measure analysis for +/- home language did not reveal any differences (Time* Home-
Language: F (2, 145) =1.773, p > 0.05), only for time (Time: F (1,145) = 60.716, p < 0.05).
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ELIAS Grammar Test (h=148) Development over time
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Fig. 6:  Scores of the ELIAS Grammar Test across all preschools, as obtained at test 1 and test 2,
focus on the home language of the children with migration background

3.6 Grammatical phenomena

Previous studies suggested that different grammatical phenomena were not compre-
hended equally well, be in L1 or in L2 acquisition (e.g. Fraser et al. 1963, Lovell &
Dixon 1967; Nurss & Day 1971, Steinlen 2008, Steinlen & Rogotzki 2009). For ex-
ample, the phenomenon his/her was identified less well than +/- plural -s (see Au-
Yeung et al. 2000, Howell et al. 2003). Similar results were found in the present study
when the data of the 109 non-migrant children are taken into consideration: Here it
was also noted that the grammatical phenomena under investigation were not identi-
fied with the same degree of confidence.
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First, as Figure 7 shows, not all grammatical phenomena were identified equally well."®
For example, in test 1 and test 2, the bilingual children obtained the highest identifica-
tion scores for NEG and SVO and the lowest scores for AGRv and AGRc. Looking at
the grammatical morphemes, the morphemes for plural -s and for genitive -s were much
better identified than the third person singular -s. It is also evident that, in general, all
third person singular pronouns, be they common or possessive pronouns, in subject or
object position, were not identified well by the bilingual preschoolers.

ELIAS Grammar Test (n=109) Development over time
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Fig. 7:  Percentage of correct identification for nine grammatical phenomena, as obtained in Test 1,
collapsed for the nine preschools. The phenomena are ordered as follows: 1 = SVO, 2 =PLU
(-s), 3 =PROo, 4 =POSS, 5 = NEG, 6 = AGRv (-s), 7= AGRc, 8 = GEN ('s), 9 = PROs. A
score of six ("estimated marginal means") corresponds to a 100% correct identification rate.

18 ANOVAs for differences between grammatical phenomena as identified by bilingual preschoolers
showed significant differences in test 1 (F (8, 1323) = 7.842, p < 0.05) and in test 2 (F (8, 1323) =
27.737, p < 0.05). Post-hoc tests for test 1 showed significant differences between NEG and SVO,
PROo, POSS, AGRv, AGRc, GEN and PROs and between PLU and PROo and AGRv and be-
tween PROo and GEN (p < 0.05 for all) but not between the other phenomena (p > 0.05 for all).
For test 2, post-hoc tests showed significant differences between NEG and SVO, PLU, PROo,
POSS; between PROo and SVO, PLU, GEN, PROs; between AGRv and SVO, PLU, POSS,
PROs and NEG; between AGRc and SVO, PLU, NEG; between GEN and POSS, NEG, AGRv
and AGRc (p < 0.05 for all) but not between the other phenomena (p > 0.05 for all).
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However, as Figure 7 also shows, the analyses revealed significant differences be-
tween the two test scores over time. That is, all grammatical phenomena were identi-
fied better at Test 2 than at Test 1 and these differences were significant, except for the
grammatical phenomenon AGRv which did not improve over time."

ELIAS Grammar Test (n=20) Development over time

categor
. gory
—1
—=2
=3
—4
—=5
=B
a5 7
= a
[T ]
=
™=
£
2
o 4 o
=
=
&£ o
[ o
E
]
[T,] Las
w .
o
-]
| I
1 2
time

Fig. 8: Percentage of correct identification for nine grammatical phenomena, as obtained for both
test times for the monolingual preschools. The phenomena are ordered as follows: 1 = SVO,
2 =PLU (-s), 3 = PROo, 4 = POSS, 5 = NEG, 6 = AGRv (-s), 7= AGRc, 8 = GEN ('s),
9 = PROs. A score of six ("estimated marginal means") corresponds to a 100% correct iden-
tification rate.

Similar results were found for the monolingual English children. They also performed
significantly better on NEG and SVO than on AGRv and AGRc.*’ The results in Fig-

19 A multivariate analysis for grammatical phenomena identified by bilingual preschoolers revealed
significant differences for time (Time: F (1, 108) = 97.703, p < 0.05), for phenomena (Category:
F (8, 111) = 28.090, p < 0.05) and for the interaction (Time*Category: F (8, 111) = 97.703,
p < 0.05). Post-hoc tests comparing test 1 and test 2 showed significant differences for grammati-
cal phenomena (p < 0.05 for all), but not for AGRv (p > 0.05).

20 ANOVA:s for differences between grammatical phenomena as identified by monolingual English
preschoolers showed significant differences in test 1 (F (8, 171) = 17.798, p < 0.05) and in test 2
(F (8, 171) = 23.029, p < 0.05). Post-hoc tests for test 1 showed significant differences between
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ure 8 showed that the English monolingual children were close to ceiling on NEG,
GEN and PROsg, yet their scores on AGRv and AGRc were significantly below those
of the all the other categories. Furthermore, the monolingual English children also in-
dicated that the mastery of grammatical phenomena is still under development during
the preschool period, because the children identified all grammatical phenomena better
in test 2 than in test 1, with the exception of AGRv.>

In sum, the results for L1 and L2 learners of English are similar in terms of the degree
of difficulty of the grammatical phenomena and in terms of development over time.
Needless to say, the monolingual English children attained higher scores at any time
for all grammatical phenomena.

4. Discussion

The purpose of this study was to examine the development of grammatical compre-
hension abilities in children with different L1s (i.e. French, German and Swedish) who
were exposed to the L2 English in a preschool context. The results clearly demonstrate
that it is feasible to learn a second language as early as preschool, using immersion
methods.

First, increased L2 contact duration (as measured in months) positively affected the
results of the ELIAS Grammar Test. The children with longer contact duration to Eng-
lish performed significantly better than children who were less exposed to English.
Thus, the children's ability to identify grammatical phenomena in a picture pointing
task improved as a function of contact duration to the L2. In fact, when the children
were subdivided into three groups (with respect to their L2 exposure to English), the
children who had English in their preschool for more than three years performed al-
most as well as the monolingual English children (at least with respect to the gram-
matical phenomena tested). This result clearly demonstrates the feasibility of a bilin-
gual programme in preschools which offer English as an L2 in an immersion context
(cf. Wode 2001, Rohde & Tiefenthal 2002, Rohde 2005, Burmeister & Steinlen 2008,
Steinlen 2008, Steinlen & Rogotzki 2009, Steinlen i. pr.).

Second, as L2 contact duration did not account for some variability in the data (espe-
cially in those cases where children were matched for L2 contact duration, L1 back-
ground and age but showed differences in the test scores), the ELIAS Input Intensity

AGRv and SVO, PLU, PROo, POSS, NEG, GEN, PROs; between AGRc and SVO, PLU, PROo,
POSS, NEG, GEN and PROs (p < 0.05 for all) but not between the other phenomena (p > 0.05 for
all). For test 2, the post-hoc tests showed the same in/significant differences as in test 1.

21 A multivariate analysis for grammatical phenomena identified by monolingual English preschool-
ers revealed significant differences for time (Time: F (1, 19) = 5.032, p < 0.05), for category
(Category: F (8, 12) = 6.223, p < 0.05) and for the interaction (Time*Category: F (8, 12) = 5.497,
p < 0.05). Post-hoc tests comparing test 1 and test 2 showed significant differences for grammati-
cal phenomena (p < 0.05 for all), except for AGRv (p > 0.05).
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Score was designed, because in the literature so far, "intensity" was usually indexed as
the number of school classes per week. As the preschool context differs from the
school setting, more factors had to be taken into consideration, such as L2 teachers'
and children's attendance time in preschool per week, opening hours of the preschool,
and the number of children in the institution (see Weitz et al., this volume). The results
clearly showed strong effects of L2 input intensity on the results of the ELIAS Gram-
mar Test. In agreement with findings from the school immersion context (e.g. Curtain
2000, Wesche 2001, Spada & Lightbown 1989), L2 input intensity is apparently also
an important factor for L2 learning in a preschool context, which, in addition to L2
contact duration, may account for differences in the children's performance in the
ELIAS Grammar Test.

Third, this study yielded clear results with respect to the question whether the chil-
dren's performance in comprehension tasks is affected by their sex. No significant dif-
ferences were found between girls and boys in both tests, neither for the bilingual pre-
school groups nor for the monolingual control group. Unfortunately, many studies on
L1 and EAL grammatical comprehension for preschoolers did not report on whether
boys and girls performed differently (e.g. Fraser et al. 1963, Lovell & Dixon 1967,
Au-Yeung et al. 2000, Howell et al. 2003). For L1 acquisition, it is often claimed that
girls perform significantly better than boys (e.g. Huttenlocher et al. 1991, Schlichting
& Spelberg 2003, Bornstein et al. 2004, Radeborg et al. 2006), which is usually ac-
counted for in terms of behavioural factors, e.g. girls' identification with female care-
takers as well as their greater adaptability. For L2 acquisition in a preschool context,
Schmid-Schonbein (1978) likewise reported that girls performed better than boys, es-
pecially with respect to English listening comprehension, and suggested that either the
teaching material was more motivating for girls or that the female teacher focused
more on the girls than on the boys in her preschool class. However, other studies on
foreign language learning in a preschool context did not confirm such a claim, e.g.
studies on lexical acquisition (comprehension and production, e.g. Natorp 1975, Rohde
& Tiefenthal 2002) or small-scale studies on L2 grammatical comprehension (Steinlen
2008, Steinlen & Rogotzki 2009, Steinlen i. pr.). We therefore suggest that under op-
timal conditions, the variable sex does not play a role in foreign language acquisition
settings taking place in preschools.

Fourth, this study yielded interesting results with respect to migrant children's per-
formance in the ELIAS Grammar Test: 26% of the children in the bilingual preschools
of the ELIAS project had a migration background (i.e. whose parent/s live/s temporar-
ily or permanently in a country where he or she was not born, as assessed by the par-
ents' questionnaire).”> This study is the first to examine the impact of home language
background with respect to the development made in receptive L2 grammar knowl-
edge by children in bilingual preschools over a period of +£12 months. The results
showed that L2 receptive grammar of children with a migration background developed

22 Cf. ELIAS website (www.elias.bilikita.org)
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the same way as L2 receptive grammar of their non-migrant peers did, i.e. their scores
of the ELIAS Grammar Test differed as a function of L2 contact. For both tests, we
did not find significant differences between children with or without migration back-
ground. This result is surprising, given that migrant children (especially minority lan-
guage children) in German primary schools seemed to be less successful in foreign
language learning than their non-migrant peers (see e.g. Elsner 2007). However, later
in their school career, this disadvantage seems to disappear (see e.g. Klieme 2006, but
see Stanat 2003). This finding was also confirmed for migrant children in Canadian
immersion school settings: The longer these children lived in Canada, the smaller the
gap in foreign language performance of monolingual vs. migrant children became, un-
til it disappeared (e.g. McMullen 2004). But how can we then account for the positive
performance of migrant preschoolers in the ELIAS Grammar Test? First, the foreign
language in an immersion setting is not taught in a formal context (like the English
subject in school) but it is used as a medium of communication. This approach seems
to be very beneficial for migrant children who simply acquire the foreign language
from the way it is being used (e.g. Taylor 1992). Second, at least with respect to Ger-
many, the migrant children in the ELIAS project seemed to have a high command of
their L2 German, as the results of a German language proficiency test showed (SETK
3-5, Sprachentwicklungstest fiir drei- bis fiinfjdhrige Kinder, Grimm 2001, see
Steinlen et al., this volume). As German and English are typologically closely related
languages, it may be assumed that the migrant children's comprehension of English
benefits from the acquisition of German (see also Bild and Swain 1989, Hurd 1993). It
is likely that similar tendencies may be found for migrant children in Sweden but less
so for migrant children in Belgium (as French and English are typologically less
close). This needs to be explored in more detail in a further study, which should then
also include information on the children's home language/s in order to provide a more
complete picture of their language contexts and the development of all their languages.
So far, it is unfortunately less than clear as to how the children's home language ex-
periences may have affected the results of the ELIAS Grammar Test. Despite these
shortcomings, this is the first study which examined the foreign language performance
of migrant children in bilingual preschool programmes and which clearly demon-
strated that migrant children may benefit from such an approach. One has to keep in
mind, though, that these children may benefit from an early immersion programme as
long as there is a strong support for L1 development, because otherwise, such a pro-
gramme could result in a subtractive bilingualism situation for such preschoolers, as
Canadian studies on immersion schools amply demonstrated (see e.g. Hurd (1993),
Dagenais & Day (1998), Swain & Lapkin (2005), Taylor (2006)).

Fifth, in the ELIAS Grammar Test, children performed better on certain grammatical
phenomena than on others. For example, in both tests, the grammatical phenomena
SVO and NEG were better identified than AGR or PRO. Similar results were obtained
in a study on L2 grammatical comprehension of Turkish and Cantonese EAL children
in London (Howell et al. 2003) and in tests administered to monolingual English chil-
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dren (Fraser et al. 1963, Lowell & Dixon 1967, Nurss & Day 1973, Au-Yeung et al.
2000, Howell et al. 2003). Apparently, some grammatical phenomena are easier to
master than others, independent of the language acquisition setting. Unfortunately,
these comprehension studies did not account for why these grammatical phenomena
were not identified with the same degree of confidence. One possible explanation may
be found in the input that the children received. For example, the L2 learners in the
present study performed poorly on the gender distinction of third person singular pro-
nouns, be they in common or possessive case, be they in subject or object position.
Grammatically speaking, the use of nouns instead of pronouns is a strategy for rein-
forcing people's names (Laura's cat instead of her cat). In the literature, such substitu-
tions are reported for 1% or 2™ person singular pronouns (e.g. Snow & Ferguson 1977,
Snow 1986) but have not been mentioned with regard to 3™ singular pronouns. There-
fore, a preliminary analysis of recorded interactions between the native English speak-
ers and the children was conducted in a German preschool. It showed that the use of
PRO and POSS with respect to 3™ person singular was underrepresented in the input,
i.e., the native English speakers rather referred to a person's name instead of using a
pronoun. This is one of the contextualisation strategies (see e.g. Baker 2000, Burmeis-
ter 2006, Steinlen 2008, Steinlen i. pr.) to ensure that children actually understand who
the English speaker is referring to when talking about a third, often absent, person.
Similar impressions were reported from other preschools of the ELIAS project. Based
on these observations, it is not surprising that the preschoolers did not correctly distin-
guish between masculine and feminine personal and possessive pronouns.

How can we further account for the different identification rates of the grammatical
phenomena? For example, the children were fairly confident with respect to the correct
identification of NEG and SVO. NEG is a marker with a high perceptual salience be-
cause it usually receives some more stress than the ambient words in the sentence. Fur-
thermore, NEG is frequent in the L2 input that the children receive, as reported from
all preschools of the ELIAS project. In other studies on grammatical comprehension in
L1 and L2 acquisition, a good command and early acquisition of negation particles
was also reported (for L1 comprehension see e.g. Fraser et al. 1963, Nurss & Day
1973, Howell et al. 2003, for L2 comprehension see Steinlen 2008, Steinlen &
Rogotzki 2009). With respect to SVO, the high identification rates may be explained
by transfer from the children's L1 French, German and Swedish to the L2 English be-
cause this canonical word order is the same across the languages. Furthermore (as al-
ready mentioned earlier), the children may have interpreted the SVO sentences not
only in terms of their morpho-syntactic properties, but also in terms of their semantic
roles in the sentence. In the example sentence The girl is touching the boy, the children
may have assigned the first noun phrase (NP) as the agent (usually positioned first in
the sentence) and the second NP as the patient (usually positioned second in the sen-
tence). In this case, the position of the NPs in the sentence (e.g. de Villiers & de
Villiers 1973, Chapman 1978) as well as their usual function as semantic roles may
have been the cues that the children took in order to interpret the sentence. All in all,
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the children may have relied on three strategies to correctly interpret the sentences in
the ELIAS Grammar Test, namely L1-L2 transfer, the position of the words in the sen-
tence or their function in the sentence. Whatever strategy the children used, it cannot
be inferred from the results. In a further study, we would want to examine what kind of
strategies children depend on when faced with the identification of SVO sentences in
their L2.

Finally, production models could be used to account for the different identification
rates of the nine grammatical phenomena in the ELIAS Grammar Test. For example,
L1 production studies showed that grammatical morphemes were acquired in a certain
invariant order (e.g. Brown 1973, de Villiers & de Villiers, 1973). Similar results were
obtained for L2 acquisition in naturalistic and tutored contexts (e.g., Dulay and Burt
1974, Larsen-Freeman 1975, see also Goldschneider & DeKeyser 2001 for a meta-
analysis of twelve L2 studies). Although the ELIAS Grammar Test is a comprehension
test, which does not account for the acquisition and emergence of grammatical mor-
phemes, in terms of development, at least, the grammatical morphemes PLU -s and
GEN 's in the ELIAS Grammar Test were indeed better identified than AGRv.

A more theoretical framework may also be used to account for the variability within
the data. Processability Theory (henceforth PT, e.g. Pienemann 1998) is a cognitive
account of developmental patterns in L2 grammar acquisition and predicts the course
of development of L2 linguistic forms in production and comprehension across lan-
guages. According to PT, learners restructure their L2 knowledge systems in an order
which they are capable of at their stage of development. That is to say, a learner cannot
produce a particular language structure unless she has acquired the processing proce-
dure (or computational routine) required to produce the linguistic structure. Acquiring
a L2 thus 'includes the acquisition of the procedural skills needed for the processing of
the language' (Pienemann, 2005). In contrast to other models, PT seems to be the most
comprehensive framework on L2 acquisition because it accounts for developmental
patterns in the acquisition of morphology and syntax, in both the L1 and the L2, for
deviation from the developmental patterns, for differences with regard to rate of acqui-
sition and ultimate attainment, and for L1 transfer, claiming that L1 transfer only oc-
curs when the transferred grammatical item can be processed by means of the process-
ing procedures already acquired by the L2 learner (cf. Ellis, 2008).

For the acquisition of grammatical phenomena (mentioned are only those which were
used in the ELIAS Grammar Test), PT predicts that SVO, GEN 's and PLU -s emerge
early (stage 2), followed by PROo (stage 3) and finally by AGRv (stage 5). Although
the predictions of these stages of development derive from L2 production studies,
similar results have been obtained in the ELIAS Grammar Test: SVO, GEN 's and
PLU -s were identified considerably better than PROo or AGRv. Indeed, the identifi-
cation of AGRv did not improve as a function of increased L2 contact which may be
taken as a further indication that AGRv is difficult to process, just as PT suggests. It
seems that the data of comprehension studies match well with the predictions of PT.
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However, this is only a preliminary interpretation as to how the ELIAS comprehension
data fit into PT (see Buyl 2010). Further research is needed to explore as to how com-
prehension data in general fit into PT, keeping in mind that there is not necessarily
"(...) an isomorphism between production and comprehension grammars" (Larsen-
Freeman 2002: 283).

What was not reported on in this chapter but what was evident in the statistical analy-
ses, especially with respect to the standard deviations (see I1I.1), was the large degree
of individual variation in the data of the ELIAS Grammar Test. Such a finding has
been reported in many studies. For example, Paradis (2005) showed that English lan-
guage learners were acquiring English at variable rates, which was evident from the
sizable standard deviations and ranges in the accuracy scores in a grammatical mor-
phology test. In addition, researchers looking at other aspects of early L2 development
in preschool and first grade also reported substantial individual differences between
children, even between those who began and continued to learn English in the same
class (Tabors & Snow 1994; Wong Fillmore 1979). How can individual differences be
explained? Among the many factors to be considered, personality traits may serve as
one explanation (see Wong Fillmore 1979), e.g. whether a child is shy or more extro-
vert or whether a child seeks out the company of the English preschool teacher or not.
It is therefore imperative to consider the child's biography, its character and its rela-
tionship to native and non-native speakers in the preschool context in order to ade-
quately account for these individual variations (see also Burmeister & Steinlen 2008).
In the ELIAS project, this is being accounted for by using observation sheets which
capture the kind of interaction between the individual child and the English preschool
teacher as well as the personal characteristics of each individual child. Within the
ELIAS project, the effect of L2 input quantity and quality has been examined in great
detail by using the IQOS (Input Quality Observation Scheme), a systematic observa-
tion checklist, and relating the findings to the children's L2 development (cf. Weitz et
al., this volume).

Unfortunately, this study did not examine how the children's L1 (i.e. French, German
and Swedish) affected the results of the ELIAS Grammar Test. A typological compari-
son is interesting in so far, as one could expect that children whose L1 and L2 are
closely related (e.g. German-English and Swedish-English) have less difficulties with
acquiring L2 structures in contrast to children whose L1 and L2 are not so closely re-
lated (e.g. French-English). From Canadian research of immersion school settings, it is
evident that non-anglophone children whose L1 is a Romance language acquire French
faster than children whose L1 is a non-Romance language (e.g. Bild and Swain, 1989).
In order to receive a complete picture as to which variables affect the correct identifi-
cation of pictures in the ELIAS Grammar Test, it is imperative to compare the results
according to the monolingual children's L1 and to examine how important the typo-
logical relationship between L1 and L2 actually is.
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Finally, the data of the ELIAS Grammar Test need to be examined with respect to the
parents' questionnaires because these present more information on the children's home
background. For example, the parents were asked to give information on their reading
habits, their attitude towards the L2 English which is offered in the bilingual pre-
schools or about their self-estimated level of wealth. Reading activities at home are
important predictors for later academic success in school, as amply reported (e.g. Rey-
nolds 1987). Furthermore, "(t)he level of development of children's mother tongue is a
strong predictor of their second language development" (Cummins w/o year, see also
Caccavale 2007). Furthermore, it has also been reported that a low socio-economic
status of parents may have a negative effect on early foreign language learning
(Edelenbos et al. 2006). Future studies within the ELIAS project will therefore exam-
ine whether such a background variable may also affect the results of the ELIAS
Grammar Test. Finally, the parents' attitude to certain topics has also an effect on their
children's behaviour. For example, there is an intimate relationship between parental
expectations and the actual academic achievements of their children (e.g. Eccles et al.
1983, McGrath & Repetti 1995, 2000). From the preschool context, it is likewise
known that children unconsciously follow their parents' attitudes and that a positive
parental attitude positively affects the language learning progress (see e.g. Mushi
2000, Lopez 2005).

In sum, the ELIAS Grammar Test is a useful tool which, for the first time, assessed the
comprehension of English grammar by bilingual preschoolers in an immersion setting
in three European countries. Undeniably, the children showed great success in foreign
language learning in such a context, as compared to their monolingual peers in Eng-
land. Moreover, it could be shown that such an immersion setting is also advantageous
for migrant children whose L1 may not correspond to the official language of the host
country. Finally, the study showed similarities between L1 and L2 acquisition, espe-
cially with respect to the comprehension of different grammatical phenomena, whose
ease or difficulty of comprehension may depend on processing strategies that the
learner has available at a certain point in time. It seems that the learning language
abilities activated in preschool are the same as those activated in non-tutored second
and in first language acquisition (see also Wode 2001).

The results of this study clearly showed that bilingual preschools with an immersion
setting foster early foreign language learning. It is indispensable that more preschools
offer such a bilingual programme and that primary and secondary schools follow lead
in order to enable more European children to master their foreign languages at a func-
tionally adequate level at the end of their school career (cf. Wode 2001).
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Lexical and Grammatical Comprehension
in Monolingual and Bilingual Children

Christina Schelletter, Rachel Ramsey

1. Introduction

This chapter outlines the results of lexical and grammatical comprehension tests in
preschool and school-age monolingual and bilingual children living in the UK. The
tests used are the same as those in the project ELIAS (Early Language and Intercul-
tural Acquisition), namely the British Picture Vocabulary Scale II (BPVS II, Dunn et
al. 1997) and a grammar task that was developed from the Kiel Picture Pointing Test
(Steinlen & Wettlaufer 2005) as part of the ELIAS project.

The ELIAS project aimed to capture the development of monolingual German children
learning English at preschool in an immersion setting. Including a group of monolin-
gual children in the two receptive tasks served the purpose that the results of the pre-
school children can be compared with monolingual comparison groups, which is par-
ticularly important for the Grammar task, where no information on monolingual per-
formance is available. In addition, a group of children with a dominant German back-
ground living in the UK will also be considered in comparison to the monolingual
English subjects. These children have been exposed to English for longer but also at-
tend a preschool where both German and English are spoken by native speakers, hence
the setting is similar to that of the immersion preschools in Germany.

The tasks used as part of the ELIAS project are receptive language tasks, hence they
evaluate children's receptive lexical and grammatical skills. This is because the Ger-
man children's language level is not yet advanced enough to include tests of their pro-
ductive skills. For this reason, the receptive lexical and grammatical development in
monolingual and bilingual children is outlined below. The aim of the chapter is to pro-
vide a background against which the German children acquiring English as a second
language can be compared.

1.1 Lexical development in monolingual and bilingual children

The monolingual children have acquired English from birth and learnt the language in
a natural setting. Receptive monolingual lexical development starts in the pre-
linguistic period and continues throughout preschool development. While the vocabu-
lary spurt characterises productive development (Benedict 1979, Goldfield & Reznick
1990), Benedict also found evidence of a spurt in receptive development which oc-
curred earlier than the productive spurt. Generally, receptive acquisition is in advance
of productive skills (Steinberg 1995). Word learning in particular is guided by differ-



102 Christina Schelletter & Rachel Ramsey

ent constraints (Markman et al. 2003) which facilitate acquisition. One of the con-
straints on word learning is the whole object constraint which specifies that a label that
is heard applies to the object as a whole, rather than parts of it. Another constraint is
mutual exclusivity. This specifies that an object only has one label and that children
will reject labels for the same object. The third constraint is the taxonomic constraint
which specifies that words are seen to refer to a group of objects that share common
features. It is in this way that children can build up the meaning of words and develop
word concepts (Markman et al. 2003).

Children who grow up with two languages simultaneously go through the same stages
as monolingual children, except that they will need to build up a word store for two
languages separately. Volterra & Taeschner (1978) assumed that bilingual children did
initially not distinguish the two language systems and learnt them as one system (one
system hypothesis). This was partly based on the observation that young bilingual
children often use words from both languages in the same sentence. However, as bi-
lingual children need to learn two different labels for the same objects, there is a con-
flict with the word learning constraints. There has been some discussion as to whether
bilingual children accept cross-language synonyms (Pearson, Fernandez & Oller,
1995, Quay, 1995) or "doublets" as they violate Clark's principle of contrast (Clark
1987) which states that children do not accept synonyms at an early stage of acquisi-
tion.

The fact is that bilingual children do use translation equivalents for the same object
from quite early on (Au & Glusman 1990, Képpe 1997, Schelletter 2002) and a num-
ber of studies of bilingual language development have argued in favour of the bilin-
gual child separating the languages from the start (de Houwer 1990, 1995, Meisel
1989, Paradis & Genesee 1996, Sinka & Schelletter 1998). Paradis & Genesee have
argued that language mixing at the lexical level is the result of the child "borrowing"
words from the other language. In addition, Schelletter (2002) found that bilingual
children's word learning is facilitated by words that are similar in their form across
languages (cognates).

Studies concerned with bilingual children's vocabulary skills have found that while
bilingual toddlers are comparable to their peers in terms of their lexical development
(Pearson et al. 1993), bilingual children perform below the level of monolingual chil-
dren on standardised vocabulary tests of one of the languages (Hoff & Elledge 2005,
Pearson & Fernandez 1994,). The extent of bilingual children's word knowledge de-
pends on the length and amount of exposure of each of the languages, a variable that is
taken into account in the normed receptive vocabulary test for bilingual populations
suggested by Gathercole et al. (2008).

The receptive vocabulary measure that is used here, the BPVS II, does have norms for
monolingual English children as well as for children with English as an additional lan-
guage (EAL), however, given that the bilingual children investigated here have had
regular exposure to English as well as German, they are expected to score well above
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the EAL norms. On the other hand, given that they have had more prolonged exposure
to German than English, their lexical skills in English are expected to be below the
monolingual English children. The monolingual children, on the other hand, are ex-
pected to score within the range expected for their age group. Furthermore, both groups
are expected to show an improvement in their lexical skills when tested a second time.

1.2 Grammatical Development in monolingual and bilingual children

Monolingual children acquire the morpho-syntactic skills of their languages between 2
and 4 (Brown 1973). Simultaneously bilingual children follow a similar acquisition
pattern for both languages (de Houwer 1995). However, with regard to grammar, the
ability to produce sentences and inflections and the ability to make use of them in sen-
tence interpretation does not necessarily seem to go together.

With regard to receptive grammatical skills, MacWhinney (2005) has described sen-
tence processing in terms of 'cues', language forms that are evaluated in order to work
out the structure and meaning of the sentence. Different cues in the sentences can be in
competition with each other (The Competition Model, Mac Whinney & Bates 1989).
Children initially attend to the strongest cue and acquire the adult pattern gradually.
MacWhinney & Bates also make a distinction between 'local' and 'global' cues. Local
cues are forms such as plural marking which can be evaluated locally. Agreement, on
the other hand, is a global cue which requires processing of the noun as well as the
verb in order to process the sentence correctly. Agreement is therefore a later acquired
cue for sentence interpretation.

Different languages differ in the strength of the different cues. For example, in Eng-
lish, word order is a strong cue for sentence interpretation. In German, on the other
hand, case marking is used to assign the thematic role to the nouns in the sentence.
This has implications for sentence processing when considering speakers of both lan-
guages as well as bilingual subjects.

With regard to bilingual grammatical development, a lot of recent studies have focused
on 'interface phenomena'. The idea is that at the interface between grammar and an-
other language module, bilinguals encounter a conflict when the two languages in-
volved have similar structures that are deployed in somewhat different ways. Accord-
ing to Sorace (2005) interface phenomena occur in both comprehension and produc-
tion. For this reason, differences in sentence processing can be expected between
monolingual German, monolingual English and German-English bilingual children.
On the other hand, as agreement is a more complex cue, all children would be ex-
pected to score lower on agreement than other grammatical categories that can be
processed as local cues.

To summarise, this chapter compares the receptive lexical and grammatical skills of
monolingual and bilingual German-English preschool children aged 3-5. It is hypothe-
sised that the bilingual children will score lower than the monolinguals in receptive
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vocabulary, particularly as they had more exposure in their other language compared
to English. We also expect the two groups to differ in the way they make use of differ-
ent grammatical information to interpret sentences as the bilingual children have proc-
essed sentences in German as well as English and the two languages differ in terms of
the strength of different sentence processing cues. We expect both groups to improve
in their lexical and grammatical skills when tested the second time round.

2. Methodology
2.1 Subjects

Between March 2009 and May 2010, 60 children between the ages of 3 and 5 years
were tested. Thirty children attended institutions in Hertfordshire (UK) that function
monolingually in English. The remaining children attended a bilingual German-
English nursery that is part of the German school in London. In the monolingual group
there were 10 children at each of the age level 3, 4 and 5. There were 5 girls and 5
boys at each age level. The children were recruited from two preschools and an infant
school. All of them were English monolinguals, however, some parents were native
speakers of other languages. At the first set of tests the average age for the group is 53
months.

In the bilingual group, there were seven 3-year-olds (3 girls and 4 boys), twelve 4-
year-olds (8 girls and 4 boys) and eleven 5-year-olds (3 girls and 8 boys). All children
attended nursery groups where a native English and German speaker were present. The
background of the children differs between those where German is the language spo-
ken by the mother or both parents (German dominant) and others where English is the
home language English dominant. Overall, there were 22 children who were German
dominant and 8 children who were English dominant. The overall average age of the
bilingual group is 56 months. The focus of the analysis in this chapter is between
monolingual English and German dominant bilingual children, for this reason the Eng-
lish dominant bilingual children are not considered.

A second set of tests was delivered after the first set; the monolingual children were re-
tested after about 7 months, and a subset of five German dominant bilingual children (4
girls and 1 boy) were re-tested after up to 12 months. At this second set of tests the mean
age of the monolingual group was 59 months and 66 months in the bilingual group.

2.2 Procedure

22.1 BPVSII

The procedure is the same as described in Rohde (this volume). The children were
tested individually in a quiet area of the classroom, or in a separate familiar room, by
one experimenter. The two receptive tests were the British Picture Vocabulary Scale 11
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(BPVS II) and a grammar task that was developed as part of the ELIAS project. For
the BPVS 11, the examiner asked the child to point to the appropriate picture when
given the respective prompt (e.g. "Show me baby"). In this prompt, it is important not
to change any word endings or embed the items in a sentence, since this may provide
extra information that the child is not supposed to obtain. To ensure the child under-
stands the task, two training sets are shown to the child before starting with the first
test item. If a child is either unwilling to answer a question or does not know the an-
swer (although guessing is explicitly allowed), the item is counted as wrong and test-
ing is continued with the next set card. Testing starts with the initial set, the basal set,
for every child, and is discontinued after the set in which 8 or more incorrect answers
have been given, the ceiling set.

The BPVS II offers comparative values that allow for a comparison to L1 speakers and
EAL speakers. The following data explains how the scores were obtained. Succeeding
these explanations, the results are presented.

2.2.2 Grammar Task

The procedure is the same as described in Steinlen et al. (this volume). The children
were tested individually on two subsequent occasions in a quiet area of the classroom,
or in a separate familiar room, by one experimenter. First, the child looked at three
pictures which were presented to them. The child then listened to a sentence that cor-
responded to one of the pictures. Responses were made by touching the picture which
the child thought to be appropriate for the sentence. Before testing, the children were
given two training items consisting of three pictures of different objects and an appro-
priate single word utterance to ensure they knew how to make the responses. The three
pictures in each set differed in the following way: two of these pictures contrasted only
in the target grammatical dimension (e.g. absence/presence of the plural inflectional
marker -s: cat/cats). The third picture was a distractor. The children were tested on
nine grammatical phenomena (see Table 1 below). In total, there were 54 test items (9
grammatical phenomena x 3 picture pairs x 2 presentations per picture set). The ses-
sion did not take longer than ten minutes.

As can be seen in Table 1, nine grammatical phenomena were tested in the grammar
comprehension task. The phenomena are listed alphabetically. Column 1 shows the
abbreviations; column 2 explains each phenomena and column 3 provides example
sentences (prompts).
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Abbreviation Phenomenon Example sentence
AGRc Subject-verb agreement: copula verbs; The deer is white
singular/plural The deer are white
AGRv Subject-verb agreement: full verbs; singu- | The sheep eats
lar/plural The sheep eat
GEN Possessive case: absent/present The girl is kissing the boy
The girl is kissing the boy's dog
NEG Sentences: affirmative/negative The boy is running
The boy is not running
PLU Inflectional morpheme: Cat
+/- plural -s Cats
POSS Possessive pronoun singular: His cat
Masculine/feminine Her cat
PROog Personal pronoun singular (object): mas- | The girl is kissing him
culine/feminine The girl is kissing her
PROsg Personal pronoun singular (subject): mas- | He is singing
culine/feminine She is singing
SVO Word order The boy is touching the girl
The girl is touching the boy
Tab. 1:  Structures tested in the grammar task
3. Results

31 BPVS, test time 1

The results of the first test for both groups is given below in Table 2. The table gives
the raw scores as well as the monolingual English age equivalents in relation to the

mean age at each age level.

Age Group Monolinguals Bilinguals (German dominant)
Raw Score AELI1 (Age) Raw Score AEL1 (Age)

3 58 (433) 33.6 42 (45.8)

4 47.1 55.1 (51.0) 39.5 47.9 (55.8)

5 61 71.7 (64.4) 48.9 57.3 (63.4)

Total 52.5 61.6 (52.9) 41.1 49.5 (56)

Tab. 2: BPVS I, test time 1: Mean raw score and L1 Age Equivalents (AEL1) for monolinguals and
bilinguals

Table 2 shows that for the first test, the monolingual children scored above their L1 age
equivalent by about 8.7 months on average. This difference is higher in the 3-year-olds
(14.7 months) and lower in the 4-year-olds (4.1 months), resulting in a higher mean raw
score in the 3-year-olds compared to the 4-year-olds. For the bilingual children, there
was a steady developmental increase in mean raw score by age. The bilinguals with a
German dominant background show a score slightly below the LL1 age equivalent. A 3 x
2 Anova with age groups and language background as factors shows that both age and
language background are significant: For age groups, F(2,51) = 7.4, p < 0.05. For lan-
guage background, F(1,51) =15, p <0.05. The results are summarised in Figure 1 below.
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Fig. 1: BPVSII, test time 1: Raw scores by age group for both groups of children

There was no significant difference between the performance of the girls and boys in
either sample.

As can be seen from Figure 2, the monolingual boys' average raw score (53.93) was
slightly above the girls' average (51.13). For the bilingual group, the difference was
more pronounced (45.09 for the boys and 37.18 for the girls). Within each age group,
the differences were somewhat variable; the monolingual 3-year-old girls on average
scored 52.6, 6.2 points higher than the 3-year-old boys' average of 46.4. In the four
and 5-year-old monolinguals, the boys' average score was higher than the girls'; the 4-
year-old boys had an average raw score of 51.2, which is higher than the girls' average
score of 43. The 5-year-old monolingual boys had an average raw score of 64.2,
slightly higher than the girls' average of 52.3. For the bilingual children, the difference
between boys and girls is mainly due to the higher scores of the bilingual 5-year-old
boys (53.0) as opposed to the 5-year-old girls (38.5). The differences between boys
and girls were not significant.

Overall, there was a significant correlation between lexical comprehension and age
across the group as a whole (r = .289, p < 0.05). This relationship also holds for both
monolingual and bilingual groups separately. Individual children were found to skew the
averages to some extent, such as a particular 3-year-old monolingual who had a raw
score of 71. On the other hand, a bilingual 3-year-old boy had a raw score of just 14.
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Fig.2: BPVSII, test time 1: Raw scores by gender for both groups of children

The scores can also be compared with normative scores achieved by EAL speakers.
The results are given in Table 3.

Age Group Monolinguals Bilinguals (German dominant)
Raw Score AEL1 (Age) Raw Score AEL1 (Age)
3 49.5 744  (43.3) 33.6 572  (45.8)
4 47.1 72.5 (51.0) 39.5 61.8 (55.8)
5 61 87.8  (64.4) 48.9 73.9 (634
Total 52.5 78.2  (53) 41.1 69.5 (56)

Tab. 3: BPVSII, test time 1: Mean raw score and EAL equivalents for monolinguals and bilinguals

All of the monolingual children had scores which are expected of much older EAL
children. The monolingual group as a whole was 25 months ahead of the EAL norms.
Within the 3-year-olds, the average difference was 31.1 months, in the 4-year-olds it
was 21.5 months, and in the 5-year-olds it was 23.4 months.

The bilingual children also had EAL equivalents which are above their chronological
age. Overall, they are 13.5 months ahead of the EAL norms. Across the age groups the
difference is 11.4 months for the 3-year-olds, 6 months for the 4-year-olds and 10.5
months for the 5-year-olds.

The results of this round of testing indicate that there can be a significant deviation
from the L1 normative scores offered by the BPVS II in even a sample size as large as
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this. On the whole, most of the children in the monolingual group and some children in
the bilingual group performed at a level expected of older monolingual children. As
such, the monolingual children, whose results will be used for comparison with L2
speakers, have generally set a very high benchmark.

3.2 BPVS 11, test times 1 and 2

This section considers the results of the monolingual group and 6 members of the bilin-
gual group from two presentations of the tests, with each presentation being separated
by an average period of 7 months in the monolingual group and up to 12 months in the
bilingual group. In the bilingual group there were five 4-year-old girls and one 5-year-
old boy. While the results of the second round of testing will be compared with those of
the first, comparisons for the bilingual group's results will be made — and should be un-
derstood — with caution, owing to the differences in group size and gender ratios.
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Fig. 3:  BPVS II raw scores for test 1 and test 2 for monolinguals and bilinguals

In the monolingual group, the average raw score for the first test time was 52.53. As
would be expected, after a lapse of on average 7 months, the average score had in-
creased to 63.57. At the same time, the L1 age equivalent rose from 61.6 months to
74.4 months, which is more than the age increase of the children.
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The bilingual children were re-tested after 10-12 months. Their average raw score rose
from 41.6 to 62.8 and their L1 age equivalent increased from 50 months to 74.4
months, again, this increase is larger than the age increase of the children.

Children's performances in both tests were compared using a repeated measures
Anova. This showed that F(1, 34) = 36.6, p < 0.05. Hence the increase in lexical
knowledge is significant. Looking at the different monolingual age groups separately,
the data indicate that the pattern of growth is relatively similar in each group; on aver-
age the 3-year-olds improved by 10 points after the 7 month lapse, the 4-year-olds by
11 points, and the 5-year-olds by 13 points. Given that the BPVS II set cards test in-
creasingly complex and, crucially, abstract vocabulary as the test progresses, the
slightly more improved scores in the eldest children indicate that the children's abstract
receptive vocabulary improves in this 7 month gap. This growth of abstract vocabulary
thus facilitates progression to a higher raw score.

The results for the monolingual children allow some interesting conclusions. As would
be expected, the children's scores improve significantly after a delay of 7 months, indi-
cating that this period sees a considerable growth in vocabulary in all three age groups.
During this period, it is proposed that the older children's abstract vocabulary devel-
ops, allowing them to progress to stages of the test which test increasingly abstract
concepts. In both rounds of the test, most of the children achieved a score higher than
1s expected for their age group. In the second round, it became clear that their achieve-
ments had become significantly more advanced. A similar pattern was observed in the
differences between the children's age and their EAL-equivalent age.

3.3 Grammar Task I

These results relate to the first two presentations of the test given to the entire group. The
results for the monolingual and bilingual children are given in Table 4 by structure below:

Abbreviation Monolinguals Bilinguals
(German dominant)
3 4 5 Total 3 4 5 Total

AGRc 61.7 | 56.7 70.0 62.8 63.3 61.7 60.4 61.8
AGRv 433 |50.0 58.3 50.5 50.0 56.7 54.2 53.6
GEN 93.3 | 85.0 96.7 91.7 73.3 90.0 93.8 85.7
NEG 93.3 190.0 100.0 94.4 93.3 91.7 100 95

PLU 733 | 833 96.7 84.4 60.0 91.7 85.4 79.0
POSS 73.3 | 80.0 100.0 84.4 70.0 83.3 77.1 76.8
PROog 76.7 | 78.3 88.3 81.1 56.7 80.0 85.4 74.0
PROsg 88.3 | 91.7 98.3 92.8 63.3 85.0 79.2 75.8
SVO 76.7 | 783 85.0 80 76.7 78.3 85.4 67.0
Total 75.6 | 77.0 88.1 80.3 67.4 79.8 82.0 77.7

Tab. 4: Percent of correct responses in Grammar Task I for both monolinguals and bilinguals
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The table shows that both groups score similarly overall in terms of their percentage
of correct responses. However, it is clear the children did not identify the grammati-
cal phenomena equally well. Each phenomenon was tested six times in total in the
first round, but no phenomenon was correctly identified on every occasion by every
child. The best scores for the monolingual group were those obtained for PROsg
(identified on average 5. times out of 6) and NEG (5.7 times); the worst was obtained
for AGRv (2.9 times). The nouns which the verbs must agree with in this phenome-
non were chosen to be irregular in their plural form so that the children had to attend
to the ending of the verb being tested to provide the correct response. The bilingual
children scored higher on agreement compared to the monolingual children and simi-
larly on negation, yet they did not reach the scores that the monolinguals obtained on
pronouns.

There are developmental differences in both monolinguals and bilinguals such that
children achieve a higher score as they get older. The monolinguals achieved higher
scores than the bilingual group, except for the 4-year-olds, where the bilinguals had
higher scores than the monolinguals. The groups differed according to the categories
tested. Comprehension of pronouns was weaker in the bilingual group, such that the 3-
year-old monolingual children scored 22.5% above the bilingual 3-year-olds. On the
other hand, the bilingual children scored higher on subject-verb agreement. A 3 x 2
Anova with age group and language background as factors shows that only age group
is a significant single factor: F(2,51) = 5.7, p < 0.05. The results are summarised in
Figure 4 below:
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Fig. 4: Percentage of correct responses by age groups and language background in the Grammar
Task I

The figure shows that the monolinguals and bilinguals follow different developmental
patterns. The bilinguals start at a lower level (67.4) but show a sharp increase from 3
to 4, whereas the monolinguals stay at a similar level and then show an increase from
4 to 5. Overall, the results show that the receptive grammar task is a tool that is able to
capture development in monolingual children in this age group.

Gender again was not a significant factor. The percentage of correct responses was
quite similar for all age levels. For the 3-year-olds, girls had a slightly higher percent-
age of correct responses; however, in the other age groups the boys were more correct.
The results are summarised in Figure 5 below.
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Fig. 5: Percentage of correct responses by age groups and gender in the Grammar Task I

As would be expected, across the whole group (n = 52) there was a significant positive
correlation between the children's age and grammar score (» = 0.458, p < 0.05). A sta-
tistical analysis of the results also supports the conclusion that there is a significant
correlation between scores for the grammar test and the BPVS 11, that is, the results
indicate that the more words a child understands, the better his or her performance will
be in the grammar test. Across the whole group, the correlation between the scores for
the grammar test and BPVS was = 0.548, p = 0.05.

In conclusion, the scores of this first round of tests indicate that, as one would expect,
there 1s a positive and significant correlation between the age of the child and the suc-
cess with which he or she identifies grammatical phenomenon. There is a clear rela-
tionship between lexical and grammatical development in the age range tested; that is,
during this period, a child's vocabulary has developed to an extent comparable with his
or her grammatical knowledge. Certain phenomena seem to be identified with more
success than others; in the age range tested, the weakest phenomenon wa that which
tested subject-verb agreement using full verbs, and subject-verb agreement using cop-
ula verbs was only slightly better.
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34 Grammar Task, test times 1 and 2

This section considers the results of twenty members of the monolingual group and
five members of the bilingual group, based on a repeated administration of both parts
after an average period of 7 months for the monolinguals and up to 12 months for the
bilinguals. The monolingual group consisted of eight 3-year-olds (3 boys, 5 girls),
seven 4-year-olds (3 boys, 4 girls) and five 5-year-olds (2 boys, 3 girls). The bilingual
group consisted of four 4-year-olds (all girls) and one 5-year-old boy). While the re-
sults of the second round of testing will be compared with those of the first, these
comparisons will be made — and should be understood — with caution, owing to the
differences in group size and gender ratios. The results are summarised in Figure 6
below.
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Fig. 6: Grammar Task raw scores for test 1 and test 2 for monolinguals and bilinguals

Figure 6 shows that both groups have improved their overall performance. For the
monolingual children, the average difference was 6.46%, for the bilingual children it
was 11.85%. The bilingual children improved by a higher rate, yet their second test
took place later compared with the monolingual children.

The above results show that between these tests, the children's ability to correctly iden-
tify a selection of grammatical phenomena generally increased. However, it should be
observed that while most of the group's scores increased in the second grammar test,
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the scores of five of the children decreased. Nevertheless, the increase between both
grammar tasks was significant. A repeated measures Anova showed that
F(1,34)=11.906, p < 0.05.

Looking across the different categories, the success rate of each increased in the sec-
ond round. NEG was the phenomenon most often correctly identified, with every child
correctly identifying the phenomenon each time it was tested. GEN, which had previ-
ously scored 5.5 out of 6, was correctly identified on average 5.9 times out of 6 in the
second round. While it remained the least successfully identified phenomenon, the
children's understanding of AGRv did seem to improve somewhat, and the average
score increased to 3.5 out of 6.

4. Discussion

The chapter has investigated the receptive lexical and grammatical skills of monolin-
gual English and bilingual German-English preschool children aged 3-5. It was found
that the monolingual children scored slightly above their age norms and that the bilin-
gual children's scored were significantly lower than those of the monolinguals. On the
other hand, the bilinguals were well above the EAL norms of the BPVS II. This find-
ing is in line with previous studies (Pearson & Fernandez 1994, Hoff & Elledge 2005)
that have found a similar difference between monolingual and bilingual children. At
the same time, it was found that the English lexical skills of both groups are improving
over time, therefore it is conceivable that the bilingual children will catch up with the
monolinguals eventually, depending on their further amount of exposure. It will be
interesting to examine the lexical productive skills of both groups to see whether the
difference in lexical skills is even more evident, as would be expected.

Regarding grammatical skills, there was no overall significant difference between
monolingual and bilingual children in the grammar task, though the monolinguals
achieved a higher score than the bilinguals. There were differences in the individual
categories tested though, such that the bilinguals scored lower on comprehension of
pronouns in particular. Both groups were quite low on agreement (the bilinguals
scored slightly above the monolinguals in this category) which confirms MacWhin-
ney's (2005) assertion that global cues such as agreement are acquired later than other
cues. Both groups show a significant increase in their receptive grammar skills be-
tween the first and the second test. This shows that the grammar task is a useful tool
which captures the development of grammar skills in this age group for both, mono-
lingual and bilingual children. Further work needs to relate these findings to children's
productive grammar skills in order to determine further the relationship between com-
prehension and production.
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5. Conclusion

Monolingual English children were included in the receptive tasks carried out as part
of the ELIAS project in order to obtain a measure of comparison for the German pre-
school L2 learners of English. The fact that differences were found in the results be-
tween different age groups as well as the monolinguals and a group of preschool Ger-
man-English bilingual children living in England confirms that the tests are able to
capture developmental trends as well as differences between monolinguals, bilinguals
and second language learners. Further analyses, particularly with regard to the differ-
ent categories of the grammar task, would need to show more specifically in what re-
spects the non-native speakers show slower development and in what areas prior
knowledge of another language facilitates acquisition.
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