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ABSTRACT

The overall objective of this investigation was to study the receptive lexicon of Dual
Language (DL), Gibraltarian, primary school children (aged 4-12).

The central task required subjects to identify which one of four pictures presented,
corresponded to a given stimulus word. Initially, 246 lexical stimuli were employed.
This lexical corpus comprised 111 lexemes in Spanish and their translational equivalents
in English (i.e. 'true’ words) and 24 'nonsense' words which were meant to act as
'decoys’ to discourage children from guessing. Seventy five of the 'true’ words
corresponded to the first 75 items in the British Picture Vocabulary Scales (BPVS). The
rest had been selected from, and corresponded to, other pictures chosen from a cross
section of the first 75 BPVS plates. Following a pilot study, this lengthy task was
reduced to leave a lexical corpus comprising 102 'true’ words in Spanish, their
translational equivalents in English, and four 'decoy’ words. The final analyses involved
100 of the 'true" words.

Both a cross-sectional and a longitudinal design were employed and the investigation,
lasting over two years, comprised four trials. Over 400 children took part but only 392
completed the first trial. 249 (nearly 64%) of the latter completed the second trial; 160 of
these i.e. 64.3%, did so approximately 6 months later and 48 (19.3%, all attending one
of the two middle schools used) completed the trial a year later. 153 subjects (39% of the
original cohort completed the third trial) and 73 (nearly 19% of the original cohort)
completed the fourth trial.

Children below 6 years of age were given the task individually and the BPVS picture
manual was used for these. Older children completed the task in groups and the pictures

were projected from transparencies onto a screen.

Several variables were studied, but the main focus of attention was on a small selection
of these. Perhaps the two most important were lexical development in each of four
linguistic variables (i.e. Spanish, English, 'Bilinguality' and Conceptual Vocabulary) and
its relationship between each variable. The relationship between each language (i.e.
Spanish and English) was of particular interest. Others included comparisons between
cross-sectional and longitudinal designs and the correlational relationship between

development in each linguistic variable (LV) and age.

A battery of second level investigations comprised two further sets of analyses. The first
aimed at comparing these DL subjects' performance with BPVS 'normalised' scores. The
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second comprised an item analysis of correct responses in Spanish and in English; this

analysis also provided information of lexical familiarity in each language. An analysis
was also conducted to establish how many items were known in both languages i.c.

'bilingual' responses; this provided information of 'equilingual' lexical familiarity.

Most analyses, were conducted according to age group which had been categorised in
intervals of 6 months. A certain number of analyses attempted to establish gender and

school differences.

The main findings were as follows. Generally speaking, lexical development with age
was in evidence 1n all linguistic variables and there was a positive correlation between the
performance in linguistic variables. Longitudinal data reflected more sensitivity in
revealing lexical development than cross-sectional data. The notion of Conceptual
Vocabulary (CV) provided a substantially enhanced measure of 'true’ indicator of lexical
proficiency than any other linguistic variable. This was particularly poignant in the
comparisons conducted with BPVS 'normalised' data. These showed that the
performance of many of the younger subjects (up to the age of at least 7) was comparable
to 'BPVS monoglots' if CV was the criterion of lexical proficiency as opposed to
Spanish (L1), or worse still, English (L2). The lexical proficiency in both L2 and L1 was
inferior to that of CV at all times. An item analysis failed to produce evidence that there
was a socio-cultural bias in any of the lexical corpus employed. It also provided a
measure of the relative familiarity in each language of the lexicon for each item, and

indicated that the pattern was varied.

Several practical pedagogical implications of the conclusions arrived at following the
interpretation of the analyses are proposed. These focused mainly on issues regarding the
assessment, identification and management of specific and second language learning
problems. Possible future areas of research are proposed and discussed.
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CHAPTER 1. BACKGROUND TO AIMS

1.1 INTRODUCTION

In recent years, research in the field of applied linguistics has tended to concentrate on the
field of semantics and pragmatics. The current investigation into lexicon may be
considered therefore, as running counter to this trend. Some linguists and speech and
language therapists have suggested that there is little point in studying vocabulary, except
perhaps during the first two years of a child's life. The implication is that it is more
productive to study how children acquire meaning (i.e. semantics). Others argue
however, that the study of semantics is an extremely complex task since semantics can
not be studied just at a lexical level. Grammatical, syntactic and prosodic variables also

play a role in determining meaning.

Some applied linguists hold the view that because the ultimate role of language is
communication, the most important field of study has to be pragmatics. A study in this
field would consider the use individuals make of language, how they respond to others'
language during communicative interactions, the nature of linguistic behaviour prompted
by different situations, etc. In order to investigate the pragmatics of language, a variety
of strategies have been employed e.g. discourse analysis, which is based on different
theoretical models such as Halliday's (1973, 1975).

As the linguistic parameters increase in complexity, so do the number of variables that
need to be considered. Studies in fields such as semantics and pragmatics are therefore,
almost invariably restricted since it becomes so difficult to account for the inherent
multiplicity of variables, their interactional effects, and how they contribute to, or
influence the subject under investigation.

In order to contain the potential resource and methodological demands, most research has
been based on small population samples and restricted to one, or at best a limited number
of linguistic variables forming part of the total linguistic behaviour putatively under
investigation. For example, in a study of pragmatics, it may only be logistically possible
to observe a subject's use of language in a single situation. Such a study may therefore,
concentrate on a child's linguistic behaviour during play, or during his interaction with a
parent. A composite picture of the pragmatic skills, in different situations, may be drawn
from the results of different studies each focusing on one particular domain. The validity
of such an exercise would have to account for tester and subject variabilities, among
other factors.




This argument in no way suggests that such studies can not, or do not contribute to the
larger generic body of knowledge, but that they merely explore only some of the
problems underlying the plausibility of any generalisations which can be made of the

subject at large.

Though acknowledging that the grammar and sound system of a second language needs
to be learned when acquiring that second language, many adult L2 learners believe that
"the most difficult aspect of learning a second language involves acquisition of a
vocabulary sufficient to meet their receptive and productive needs", (Gass and Schachter,
1989). Learning a lexical item is a complex skill. One has to learn the exact sequence of
sounds in the word - a slight change in this sequence could result in a word which has a
completely different meaning. One also has to learn all the meanings associated with the
word learnt and its grammatical and syntactic category, its co-occurrence and restrictions.
If the word is a verb, one has to learn the "number of arguments it can take, the thematic
roles of the arguments, and how these ... may be encoded syntactically”, (Gass and
Schachter, 1989).

From the developmental viewpoint, the study of lexicon is not without its difficulties and
1s essentially multivariate but not to the same extent as studies in more developmentally
advanced linguistic parameters. Studies in semantics and pragmatics during early
language development have been conducted and have contributed useful knowledge to
the field of developmental linguistics. Such studies tend to present fewer research
problems than those conducted at later stages of linguistic development. Lexical
development is however, less complex to investigate across a wider range of
developmental stages.

Whereas the early lexical development of monolingual infants is reasonably well
documented in the literature, there is little evidence that it has been addressed in children
after the age of three. It is acknowledged that there may be justification for this when it
relates to monolingual children since once these children transcend the holophrastic, or
single word stage of utterance, studies in areas such as language structure, semantics and
pragmatics may be considered more fruitful and appropriate in the field of applied
linguistics. However, studies in the lexical development of older 'bilingual’ children are
more than justified if only because many 'bilingual' children start developing a second
language (L2) lexicon after the age of three. Those children who start learning a second
language even later than this, particularly if the L2 is the language medium used in
school, are required first of all to build up an adequate lexicon in L2 so they can benefit




from formal teaching, be able to communicate with their monolingual peers, and

eventually to be able to develop reading and writing skills in L2.

Gass and Schachter (1989) say that it is not surprising that there are very few studies on
both L1 and L2 lexical acquisition. One of the reasons they give for this is that "There are
few if any explicit theories about the acquisition of the lexicon and little knowledge about
what kinds of mental mechanisms or input information are needed for lexical acquisition

to take place."

Hudson (1989) argues that an explicit model of how meanings of lexical items are
acquired is crucially dependent on a formal theory of the lexicon. He proposes that
Jackendoff's (1983) preference rule system can provide a formal theory which in turn
could serve as an acquisition model. The preference rules are the processes by which the
interaction between three conditions i.e. necessity, centrality and typicality, on lexical
meaning results in a preferred weighting of these conditions themselves. He suggests that
these three conditions can be used as determinants of cross linguistic differences, in a
psychologically insightful way. This theoretical approach can be helpful in clarifying the
nature of learners' task in trying to acquire the meanings of words in their target language
that are superficially synonymous with those in their native language. Such meanings

may differ in their necessity, centrality and typicality weightings.

It is almost certain that complex theories such as these, particularly when they are not
easy to operationalise for research purposes, has resulted in a paucity of research, or at
best a preference for predominantly descriptive research in lexical acquisition of two
languages. The need for such research is, however, imperative, as will be discussed in
the next section.

1.2 THE NEED FOR STUDIES IN 'BILINGUAL' LEXICAL
DEVELOPMENT

Clark (1995) argues that without words, children can not talk about people, places, their
experiences etc. Without words, there would be no sound structure, no word structure,
no word meanings and no syntax. “The lexicon is central to language acquisition.”
Levenston (1979) has criticised the neglect of studies in the lexical development of
'bilinguals'. He considers that such studies are needed for pedagogical purposes. This
need is well demonstrated by Asher (1966, 1969) as will be briefly discussed in Chapter
5.6.3. Justification for the inclusion of vocabulary items in L2 teaching programmes has
largely been made in the absence of research findings of 1.2 normative studies. The
selection of vocabulary items for teaching purposes was based, in the 1960s and 1970s,
on frequency counts such as Thorndike and Lorge (1944), Kucera and Francis (1967),




Garcia Hoz (1953) and more recently, the Oxford Concordance Project (Burnard,
Hockey and Marriott, 1979; Hockey and Marriott, 1980). Many of these counts were
based on how frequently different words appeared in a variety of publications. The
frequency of a word was thus, dictated by external and, invariably, subjective agents,
from sources such as authors, journalists and researchers and not necessarily related to

the language used in conversation.

Frequency counts have often been considered a reflection of the usefulness of a word.
Furthermore, the sources employed for such frequency lists were largely those designed
for L1 speakers or readership, and therefore, their usefulness for L2 learners was not
considered, nor was the fact that the lexicon appearing in print could be quite different

from the lexicon required for social communication.

Meara (1982) regrets the fact that research into 'bilingual’ lexical development has been
largely neglected by applied linguists and states that "... once they (L2 learners) have got
over the initial stages of acquiring their second language ... acquisition of vocabulary (is)
their greater single ... problem." He considers the research conducted on vocabulary to
be "... largely atheoretical and unsystematic..." and that there are "... no clear theories of
vocabulary acquisition.” Much of this relates to the teaching of L2 vocabulary rather than
its development. These observations still hold true and recent reports on L2 vocabulary,
or lexical, development, seem to be limited to children not older than age three. For
example, Vihman (1985) studied the lexical development of one two year old 'bilingual'
child. Several literature searches have yielded only a very small number of studies
conducted in the last ten years on the vocabulary development of 'bilinguals’. Gui Schi-
Chin (1982) studied the English vocabulary development of a Chinese 'bilingual'.
Chavez (1982) studied five and a half to twelve and a half year old, Spanish-English
speaking Hispanic-American children but the main objective of the study was to compare
Spanish translations of the English forms of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Dunn
and Dunn, 1965 version). More recently, Villata (1985) studied the trilingual lexicon of
over 400 Italian-French-English speaking nine to twelve year old Canadian children
whose first language was Italian. The study was based on the expressive lexicon elicited
from these subjects who were asked to write down as many words as they could think,
within 10 different semantic categories. Subjects were allowed 10 minutes for each
category. Villata's study was primarily cross linguistic. The analyses of the data included
a comparison for each word and, where given, its translational equivalent, in terms of the
number of subjects giving the word, expressed as a percentage of the total possible. In
addition, an integration index was calculated for each word. This was done for each
language and expressed as a ratio of the percentage response for that word in the
particular language to the total percentage response in all the languages.




Duncan (1989) conducted an investigation of (expressive) L2 English semantic
development in 12 Punjabi-English and 12 Bengali-English-speaking DL children
(sequential 'bilinguals') aged 3-5 years, in the West Midlands. She also studied their
(expressive) vocabulary in L2 English. The results of her study are briefly reported in
Section 2.2, in the next Chapter. Whereas Villata's study considered all his subjects’
languages, Duncan had not aimed to investigate her subjects’ DL lexicon and only

studied the children’s second language.
All these studies were conducted in different ways and had different objectives.

In the remedial field, Dual Language (DL) children with specific language learning
problems, may present at the prelinguistic or one word stage, in either or both languages.
Such children will need help with acquiring a basic, or at least, enhanced lexicon. When
faced with DL children whose home linguistic background is L.1 exclusively, but who are
faced with an L2 as the language used in school, it is important to be very selective in the
choice of lexicon that would best meet their needs. As will be discussed later (See
Section 2.1.2 and 2.3.5) the lexicon in L1 needed to be able to communicate at home is
likely not to be exactly the same as the one needed in school, or in the host community,

as exemplified by the phenomenon termed diglossia (See Section 2.1.2).

1.3 RATIONALE FOR STUDYING RECEPTIVE DEVELOPMENT

Studies of expressive language, particularly with young children, present several
strategic and methodological difficulties. A consideration in deciding to research the
receptive lexical development for this thesis was that many children show more
reluctance to speak about, than they do to point at, pictures or objects, the latter being a
common strategy in studies of comprehension of language. It is thus, more difficult to
elicit children's co-operation in studies of expressive language. Much time can therefore,
be expended in obtaining the necessary co-operation from children in such studies,
particularly if the researcher is a stranger to them. Such co-operation is a necessary
prerequisite for ensuring the validity and reliability of such a study.

Secondly, if expressive language is being elicited with the aid of pictorial material, the
nature of the verbal responses given to such stimuli may depend on how well the stimuli
depict the required verbal response. Many pictorial stimuli, no matter how clear and
unambiguous they may appear to the adult, may present a child with a variety of stimuli
to which a particular verbal response can be attributed. Furthermore, if a selection of

pictures is presented and the researcher indicates the one to which the response is needed




by pointing at it, some children may name the precise part of the picture the finger is
pointing to. For example, if the picture is of a person, and the researcher's finger is
inadvertently pointing to the person's head whilst asking "What's this?," the child's
answer could well be head or face, etc.. To elicit the response under investigation, the
researcher then has to provide further instructions. This can increase the receptive
complexity of the instruction which could in turn adversely affect the child's expressive
performance. Providing the verbal stimulus and requiring a pointing response from the

child presents less equivocality.

A third consideration was based on the fact that productive retrieval of verbal labels is
more difficult than recognition i.e. encoding is usually more difficult than decoding.
Moffitt et al (1971) found that their subjects did better in tests of receptive lexicon, such
as in the PPVT "... since it requires a pointing rather than a verbal response."

The most important consideration for the decision to study receptive lexical development,
however, was that expressive language behaviour is not as good an indicator of
knowledge of a language as receptive language behaviour. This would be most crucial
when data have to be analysed. It is more difficult to make valid and reliable analyses of
productive than of receptive skills. One example to illustrate this problem is in dealing
with children's over-extensions. Clark (1979) provides evidence to indicate that children
understood many of the words they had extended in production so that those who called
all animals doggies responded correctly when presented with a selection of pictures of
different animals, and asked to point to the picture of another animal, e.g. a cow. A
similar problem at the end of the continuum may be presented by the older children who
may insist on semantic precision (e.g. responding terrier to a picture of a dog, when the

latter was the response being investigated) or on being over discursive.

Not being able to produce a word on demand does not imply that the word does not exist
in the person's lexicon. The debate predominating in the sixties and seventies as to
whether comprehension precedes and/or exceeds production (Fraser et al, 1963; Clark,
1979) and as to the relationship between production and comprehension was not
conclusive (Clark et al, 1974; Ingram, 1989). Benedict (1979) concluded, from her
longitudinal study of eight monolingual children over a six month period, that the rate of
comprehension acquisition was the same as or greater than that for production; this study
was somewhat limited as it only recorded the first fifty words produced by the children
and all children were under two years by the time the study finished. Ingram (1989)
discusses several studies of comprehension and production in monoglots, each

investigating a variety of linguistic contexts e.g. vocabulary (Benedict, 1979), semantics




(Nelson, 1973) but there has been a paucity of studies on comprehension v. production,

in the last decade.

This issue however, does not seem to have been recently addressed for bilingual
children. Suffice it to say that the existence of a semibilingual stage in the development of
sequential ‘bilinguals’ (See Section 2.1.1, below), would justify the priority given to

studying DL subjects’ receptive skills.

A further consideration is suggested by De Vito (1970) who stresses the importance "of
assessing comprehension levels ... (as well as productive speech)." He also adds that
"tests of comprehension as opposed to expression would be less sensitive ..." to culture-

bound test items.

All these are important considerations in the research of the monoglot's single language;
they are crucial when the study involves subjects who are not only acquiring two

different languages but are also likely to be bicultural.

1.4 RELATIONSHIP TO PREVIOUS WORK BY THIS AUTHOR

During clinical work as a speech and language therapist in Gibraltar in the late sixties-
early seventies, the author was confronted with particular assessment and diagnostic
difficulties. The main reason for these problems was that there were no appropriate
language tests for the DL Gibraltarian children referred to speech therapy. The only tests
available were in English and had been standardised on English monoglots living in the
United Kingdom. It was thus, impossible to identify reliably whether some of the
children referred had a language-learning problem and if so, whether it was a first or

second language learning problem.

Accurate and reliable diagnoses were crucial since they had management implications
(Abudarham, 1980a, 1980b, 1982). For example, a child with a second language
learning problem might best be helped by a teacher of English as a second language,
whereas a child with a specific (first) language problem would probably need the
expertise of a speech therapist. The problem was most significant with children who had
mild-moderate language problems since the existence of any type of language problem
was not always readily detectable or even easy to differentially diagnose when first
suspected. Because most Gibraltarian children were not exposed to a significant degree to
their second language (i.e. English) until they started formal schooling at the age of four,
these diagnostic problems mostly aftected children between the ages of four and six.




The dilemma was compounded by the fact that, at the time, there were no appropriate
Spanish language tests for Gibraltarian children. Studies regarding language assessment
published in the Spanish literature (e.g. Garcia Hoz, 1946, 1953, 1977; Justicia Justicia,
1985a, 1985b) were based on Spanish monoglots who spoke different variations of
Spanish e.g. Castillian Spanish. These assessments were also standardised on Spanish
monoglots. The Spanish spoken in Gibraltar, as will be seen later (See Section 2.3.4) is
far removed from Castillian, so that such tests would have little diagnostic validity.

Any valid and reliable language test for use with DL Gibraltarian children would have to
take into account, not only the Spanish and English spoken in Gibraltar, but also other
factors such as how long a child had been exposed to each language, particularly
English, how frequently each language was used, etc. Other factors that would need to
be considered are discussed further in Chapters 2.1.1 and 2.1.3.

The alternative to using tests to diagnose language problems was long term observation.
This strategy however, did not solve the problem entirely, particularly with the younger
children and with those with mild-moderate problems. This was mainly due to the fact
that no linguistic norms existed for Gibraltarian children, and at the time of writing, still
do not. Therefore, observations of the children's linguistic behaviour could not be related
to normative, developmental parameters.

This author conducted an informal pilot study (Abudarham, 1970) into the 'bilingual’
vocabulary of Gibraltarian children. Despite its limited design, much was learned from
this study which then led to the formulation of certain theoretical positions, and in turn
influenced the design criteria of the present investigation (See Chapter 6 in Abudarham,
1987).

This author was born and educated in Gibraltar and speaks English and Gibraltarian
Spanish (Yanito) fluently. Through his work as a speech and language therapist in
Gibraltar, he also had opportunities to observe and address the socio-linguistic, cultural
and educational factors underlying the linguistic behaviour of Gibraltarian children. It is
considered essential that researchers into any aspect of 'bilingualism' should have an
intimate knowledge of not only the languages being researched but also the cultural and
sociolinguistic nuances inherent in the population chosen for the study. Much research
has been conducted by investigators who either do not know both languages fluently, or
are not familiar with the linguistic and socio-cultural norms of the population they study.
Such a lack of awareness can affect the validity and reliability of the study.

This study proposes the following aims.




1.5 AIMS OF STUDY
1.5.1 MAIN AIM

The main aim of this investigation is to study the Receptive Lexicon of Dual
Language (DL) Gibraltarian, Primary School children.

The following parameters will be investigated:

A. RECEPTIVE LEXICON of DL Primary School children aged 4-12 years:-
i) in Spanish
i1) in English
iii) as a ‘Bilingual’ measure i.e. 'Bilinguality'
iv) as a measure of subjects' Conceptual Vocabulary (CV)

(See Operational Definitions in Sections 3.2.1, 3.2.2, 3.2.3, 3.2.4 and 3.2.5)

B. DEVELOPMENT (See Operational Definitions in Section 3.2.6) of Receptive
Lexicon of DL children aged 4-12+ years:-

a) Cross-sectional Study - The development of the receptive lexicon as
reflected by the performance of all DL subjects completing Trial One (T1), across
each age group:-

i) in Spanish

i1) in English

ii1) as a '‘Bilingual measure - i.e. ‘Bilinguality’

iv) as a measure of subjects' Conceptual Vocabulary (CV)

b) Longitudinal Study - The development of the receptive lexicon as reflected
by DL subjects' performance across four trials over a maximum period of two

years:-

1) in Spanish
i) in English
iii) as a '‘Bilingual’ measure - i.e. ‘Bilinguality’

iv) as a measure of subjects’ Conceptual Vocabulary (CV)




C. CROSS-LINGUISTIC PHENOMENA, namely -

i) The nature and degree of Lexical Dominance of one language over the other
and of each linguistic variable over the other e.g. Conceptual Vocabulary v. L1,
L2, Bilinguality.

ii) Lexical Dominance Shift from one language to the other, across the ages

iii) Correlational Relationships between linguistic variables

(Note: Lexical Familiarity and Equilingual Familiarity - See Operational
Definitions in Sections 3.2.7 and 3.2.8 - will be dealt with under Subordinate
Aims, below).

Only data from Trial 1 will be used for these analyses.

1.5.2 SUBORDINATE AIMS

a) To compare DL subjects' Receptive Lexical Proficiency in English, Spanish, and
Conceptual Vocabulary with published British Picture Vocabulary Scales norms (in
English) for Monoglot English peers.

b) To conduct Item Analyses to determine if and how each language may favour
comprehension of one of the translational equivalents for each item, and to what extent
the name for each referent is known in both languages i.e. Lexical Familiarity and
Equilingual Familiarity.

Only data from Trial 1 will be used for these analyses.

This chapter has outlined the background and main aims of this study. A rationale for the
study of Receptive Lexicon has also been discussed

10
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THEORETICAL ISSSUES




CHAPTER 2 THEORETICAL ISSUES

2.1 WHAT'S IN A NAME? 'BILINGUALISM' - A MULTIFACETED
PHENOMENON

2.1.1 Introduction

The plethora of terms found in the literature describing second language learning only
adds to the confusion. Psychologists, linguists, socio-linguists, applied linguists,
psycho-linguists and students of second language teaching, have all contributed to this
state of affairs. Early researchers in the field of 'bilingualism’, provided inadequate
descriptions of ‘bilingualism’. Until the early sixties, very little differentiation was made
though some recognition of a small variety of different types of 'bilingualism' became
evident. It is thus, difficult to evaluate the results of studies conducted before this time.

Most of the early studies grouped their subjects under the heading 'bilingual’, regardless
of whether they had just been introduced to a second language (L2). Frequently, other
information was lacking such as, (i) how each language was acquired, (ii) whether the
subjects could speak one language but only understand the second i.e. semibilingualism,
(ii1) how long they had been speaking the L2, (iv) the use and frequency of use of each
language, (v) whether one language was used more frequently than the other or (vi)
whether each language was restricted to mutually exclusive (societal) domains e.g.

diglossia.

Clearly, each of these factors could result in different types of 'bilingualism' and
determine, and indeed explain, research results. For example, results of studies
concluding that bilinguals’ language proficiency in L2 was inferior to monoglots'
proficiency in that language could be explained if the subjects were 3-5 year old
sequential bilinguals who started learning a second language after the age of three
(McLaughlin's term, 1978). Several other examples can similarly be invoked to support

this criticism and some will emerge from the discussion.

By and large, the perspective on the dual language phenomenon, was determined by the
researcher's academic and professional background. Socio-linguists were inclined to
consider the social use of each language; linguists were more interested in the nature and
structure of the language used and the subjects' proficiency in each language;
psychologists were more likely to focus their attention on the process by which each

language was acquired. The 1970s started witnessing a convergence of many of, and
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sometimes all, these interests and this was palpably reflected in the research methodology

and the more carefully formulated operational definitions employed.

The truth of the matter is that the type of 'bilingual' subject or 'bilingualism' studied was
often not easy to define. Quite when an individual, for example, could be considered to
have first been exposed to a second language is not easy to determine. Criteria for such a
decision often depended on subjects' (or parents') subjective reports. The same problem
applied when determining use and frequency of use of each language. What constituted
exposure to a second language, was equally difficult to determine. For example, as
Jakobovits (1971) has queried, would hearing another language constantly whilst on a
two week holiday in a foreign country constitute exposure to a second language and
could this experience be used to date such exposure? Could a subject be considered to
have acquired a 'bilingual’ status on the strength of watching television programmes in a
second language, even though he never heard this language in any other context? The
effect of passive second language learning through television does not seem to be well
documented (though see Pear] et al, 1989) and yet many children in present day society
spend a large part of their lives sitting in front of a television screen. A recent study by
Rice and Woodsmall (1988) found that children did enhance their vocabulary from

television viewing.

On the issue of language proficiency, it was often not possible to define a subject's
bilinguality, or even proficiency in the L2, until after the research had been concluded.
Indications as to the dominance of one language over the other was often based on
subjects’ self rating which as Meara (1982) points out, is an unreliable method of
appraisal.

Bearing all this in mind, it is not difficult to understand and appreciate why there has
been so much criticism about research findings in the field of 'bilingualism', and why the
validity of such studies is constantly queried. Whereas the problems may not be totally
inescapable, it behoves all researchers in this field to be aware of current terminology and
its theoretical bases. Anyone involved with 'bilingual’ individuals at a pedagogical level
must be au fait with the relevant terminology since such knowledge may influence
assessment and teaching programmes. Professionals such as remedial teachers and
speech and language therapists need to be familiar with a terminological and typological
framework to enable them to differentially diagnose language problems and develop
appropriate management strategies.

The implications of such considerations do not only have educational but often political
repercussions, as well. The whole philosophy of mother tongue teaching is still
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controversial and widely disputed in the highest political and educational echelons of
British society (Ballantine, 1983; Verma, 1987; Wallace, 1987). Assessment and
diagnostic strategies which may sometimes result in decisions on school placement and
streaming are often affected by theoretical issues underlying this common phenomenon

referred to as 'bilingualism’'.
2.1.2 Brief Overview of Terminology

The most often used term to describe knowledge of two languages is undoubtedly
bilingualism and even those who criticise the use of this term still use it, albeit in its loose
form. Abudarham (1987) has argued that this term suggests a narrow perspective of the
phenomenon since it seems to be predominantly used from a psychological, or
psycholinguistic, as opposed to a sociological, or sociolinguistic, viewpoint. It is the
psychological processes involved in the acquisition of the two languages which are
implied by this term, and not the sociological use of each, or both, languages (vide
Ferguson's term diglossia discussed below).

'Bilingualism' has been defined in a variety of ways and has been based on a variety of
criteria which do not always accord to a general consensus. Bloomfield (1935) defined it
as native-control of two languages. If this criterion were to be strictly adhered to, it is
possible that the putative number of 'bilinguals' in the World would be reduced
significantly. This definition does not suggest that proficiency in each language has to be
roughly equal e.g. balanced bilingualism (or equilingualism - See Baetens Beardsmore,
1982) a term used by Lambert et al (1958). However, it does not include anything less
than native proficiency in both languages (quite how native proficiency can be reliably
determined is still a matter of inexhaustible debate). There are those who believe that very
few individuals achieve native proficiency in both languages, or even balanced
bilingualism (Diebold, 1961; Selinker, 1972).

At the end of the continuum, Macnamara (1969) used the term 'bilingual' to denote a
person who possesses one of the following language skills in a second language:-
speaking, writing, listening, and reading, even to a minimal degree. This definition is
perhaps too loose and would probably include a majority of the population.

Mueller et al (1981) stated that "it is a label which is wide ranging in its applications" and
chose not to attempt to "enumerate and evaluate the various definitions of bilingual."
They offer, however, their own definition as "the alternate use of two languages in the

same individual”, a definition probably borrowed from Weinreich (1970).
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The word alternate would seem to suggest that the 'bilingual’ either uses each language
independently and/or in different situations, or that at any one given moment, the
'bilingual’ may switch from one language to the other. There is no suggestion in this

definition that an efficient communication system can result from the fusion of parts of
each language. Selinker's work (1972) indicates that what develops is not an amorphous,
unstable communication system which has resulted from arbitrary and random
interlanguage interference and which changes rapidly, but quite the opposite.
Interlanguage is thus, “a transitional system reflecting the learner’s current knowledge of
L2” (Ellis, 1994).

Selinker (1972) refers to a stage at which a second language learner fossilises linguistic
phenomena. He claims that only five per cent of L2 learners can achieve native
proficiency in all aspects of the target language (TL). Those who do not, tend to develop
an interlanguage (IL) which seems to result from influences of the native language (NL)
and the TL. Selinker considers that a separate linguistic system develops i.e.
interlanguage, and that this is based "on the observable output which results from a

learner's attempted production of a TL norm." Furthermore,

"Fossilisable linguistic phenomena are linguistic items, rules and subsystems
which speakers of a particular NL will tend to keep in their TL relative to a
particular TL, no matter what the age of the learner or the amount of explanation
he receives in the TL". (In Richards, 1974:36).

The /L however, might seem more likely to be an inferior, less precise version of the 7L
rather than a viable communication system comprising borrowed linguistic items from
both languages. Viability of a communication system must, however, take into account
whether speakers using the same interlanguage or communication system can
communicate effectively with each other. This is in fact what does happen quite often,
though viability has often been decided on the basis of whether a 'bilingual' is able to
communicate with a monoglot in their common language. This would seem to be an

unrealistic criterion.

Some researchers insist that it is only when an individual uses both languages that he can
be considered to be 'bilingual. Mueller et al (1981) acknowledge that the word use in
their definition is vague but defend it on the grounds that it avoids "the problems arising
from specification of quality as presented by Haugen's definition of 'bilingualism"."
Haugen (1956) defined 'bilingualism' as ".... the ability to produce complete and

meaningful utterances ...." in the other language. The terms use and produce, however,
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seem to underline the individual's expressive skills and not his receptive skills. The use
of these terms might have resulted in errors of omission in the theoretical and practical
framework of the 'bilingual’ phenomenon. It is possible for someone to comprehend a
language whilst not being able to speak it. This phenomenon is well recognised and
terms such as semibilingualism (Hockett, 1968) and receptive bilingualism have been

applied to it.

It sometimes happens, though not exclusively, in a situation when individuals can
understand a language similar to their first e.g. when L1 is Spanish and L2 is Italian. To
what extent one could say that such individuals are 'bilingual' is a moot point but one has
to acknowledge the fact that such individuals could not be classified as being monoglots
in the same way as, say, English speakers who do not understand a second language at

all.

The term semibilingualism is of particular interest in the present investigation since all
the subjects studied, were at some stage in their linguistic development, semibilinguals
and not 'bilinguals'. This fact, in no small measure, determined this researcher's decision
to study the 'receptive' rather than the productive, or expressive, lexicon. It can never be
justified not to study receptive skills in the early language development of 'bilinguals'.
Since expressive skills do not manifest themselves as demonstrably as receptive skills, it
has been argued that assessing, or studying, receptive skills provides a better and truer

indicator of someone’s linguistic abilities or potential (De Vito, 1970).

This issue assumes great importance in the pedagogical and remedial field of applied
linguistics. Many of the children referred for remedial work because of a suspected (first)
language-learning problem, have a functional understanding of L2 though they do not
seem to be able to produce meaningful utterances in the second language. Furthermore,
one should note that not seeming to be able to express oneself in a second language is not
always because one can not but because one will not, often for affective reasons
(Abudarham, 1987:12 and 32).

Arguing against the specificity of many of the terms that have been discussed in the
recent literature, Abudarham (1980a, 1987) proposed a more general term Dual
Language (DL). 1t appeared that in developing terminology which attempted to achieve
precision about the exact nature of 'bilingual' phenomena, the wider implications of a
dual language status were being lost and there was a danger that adherents of any one
term would focus their attention on only one aspect of the phenomenon. Abudarham
(1987) further argued that by using the term Dual Language, a clear reference to the

existence of two languages was maintained without the need to specify any of the
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sociolinguistic or psychological implications that so many other definitions often did not
seem to acknowledge. This term was linked with the word System, i.e. Dual Language
System. Before one can refer to a two-language status as a system, the existence of
linguistic and functional rules have to be demonstrated. Such rules do, in fact, exist in the
dual language phenomenon. One example is given by Dulay et al (1978) who state that
code alternating i.e. shifting from one language to another within a single sentence or
conversation, is not a random and uncontrolled process. There is a definable system and
these alternations occur "only at specific, definable syntactic junctures." These junctures
can thus, be anticipated. Switching normally occurs at relative-clause boundaries, at the
beginning of verb phrases and before adverbial clauses (Dulay et al, 1978). If it takes
place at other junctures, this may be a reflection of an L.1 learning problem.

Because it lacks specificity, the term DL is flexible enough to accommodate the way in
which DL individuals make use of L1 and L2. The term system could still indicate that
the two languages were functionally independent from each other, or that the lexicon (and
possibly) grammar of each language interchanged through a process such as lexical
borrowing or transfer (Garcia, 1983; Hamers and Blanc, 1990) of linguistic structures
and rules from one language to the other. These processes would result in a new unitary
code with its own idiosyncratic linguistic features and rules, rather like a new language
being created from the original two. Thus, the duality of language does not exclude the
functional separation of the two languages nor their fusion, to produce a viable
communication system. The term dual simply indicates, therefore, that at some stage,

two languages or codes are involved, whether inclusive or exclusive to each other.

Sharwood Smith (1991) cites evidence from research in cross-linguistic influence in
language loss and acquisition (e.g. Dechert and Raupach, 1989; Obler and Hyltensham,
1989; Seliger and Vago, 1991) which indicate that "L1 and L2 knowledge is not rigidly
separated.” Knowledge in one linguistic system can affect knowledge in the other.

The unitary nature of the emerging code has been attested to by many researchers.
Kessler (1988) describes two stages of lexical development for simultaneous bilinguals
i.e. 'bilinguals' acquiring both languages at the same time and before the age of three.
Stage one is characterised by a single system so that even if linguistic features of both
languages are used, they operate as a single linguistic system. Even though Kessler states
that a second stage develops with the onset of the child's awareness of the existence of
two languages, when differentiation between L1 and L2 linguistic features starts, as
Selinker (1972) has reported, an interlanguage usually develops which often contains
features, from both languages, which have become established, or fossilised, and remain

throughout adulthood.

16




It seems necessary to add one more word to the term Dual Language System. Not all
individuals in a potential DL environment can be considered to have a DL system. This
notion arises from a clinical reality. Often, so called 'bilingual’ children are referred to
speech therapy. Very often some of these children are not 'bilingual’ as yet. Some are too
young and have not yet started formal schooling (in English schools). Others have only
recently arrived in Britain from the Asian subcontinent, Far and Middle East, and have
had a negligible exposure to the English language (See Verma, 1987). In order to
emphasise that these individuals are not yet DL but potentially so, Abudarham (1987)
suggested that the word Background should be added to the term DL System.

This term has implications for research in this field, and for assessment and diagnosis of
language proficiency and/or potential. Most published assessment strategies involve
testing an individual's proficiency in only one language. Abudarham (1976, 1979,
1980a, 1980b, 1987) argued that whereas this was a useful exercise, it did not consider
the fact that the individual could, in certain circumstances, borrow from the other
language, particularly if a lexeme or other linguistic feature was not available, or readily
so, in the language being tested. Correct responses made, albeit in the other language,
would not be credited. Similarly, opportunities for responding in another language are

usually not given.

An important sociological perspective of 'bilingualism' was introduced by Ferguson in
1959 and subsequently employed by other researchers, most notably Fishman (1968a,
1968b). Ferguson coined the term diglossia to underline the social use that DL speakers
made of each language. He further argued that two varieties of languages are often used
in many speech communities and by DL speakers. These varieties could be in the form of
two dialects of the same language, or even two distinct languages as similar as Spanish
and Italian, or as dissimilar as English and Cantonese. Thus, two languages "can exist
side by side throughout the community with each having a definite role to play"
(Ferguson, 1959).

Ferguson referred to the “superposed language” as the H or High language, and to the
regional (native) language as the L. or Low language. He considered that one of the most
important features of diglossia was that each language had a specific function and was
used in a specific situation. Fishman (1968a, 1968b) referred to these situations as
domains. An analysis of the illustration given by Ferguson relating to situations in which
the H and L languages might be used, indicates that the H language is likely to be
employed in academically, religious and politically related situations. The L language was

used more in personal and social situations. The H language was often considered more

17




prestigious by its speakers than the L language. On occasions, some diglossics will
refuse to use the L language even though they may be very fluent in it - a type of

linguistic snobbery!

The H/L distinction does not only appear in oral communication but may also be present
in the community's literature. It is more common for children to learn the L language
and, even though they may hear the H language at home and outside, they may not learn
this language until they start formal schooling. Ferguson (1959) says that the difference
in the way each language is acquired has strong implications. An individual is most likely
to feel more comfortable with the L than with the H language. The L language is learned
in an informal way and, whereas the grammar of the L language is learned implicitly, the

grammar of the H language is learned formally and by having to study its rules.

Ferguson's concept of diglossia refers to two varieties of the same language. However,
in the sixties, other authors extended the term to the functional characteristics of two or
more unrelated languages. Fishman (1967, 1968a, 1968b) thus built on Ferguson's
paradigm and also attempted to relate psychological/psycho-linguistic perspectives e.g.
compound and co-ordinate bilingualism (terms used by Ervin and Osgood, 1954,
Lambert et al, 1958; Weinreich, 1970) with the sociological/sociolinguistic basis implied
in the term diglossia. Furthermore, Fishman (1967) states that diglossia and

'bilingualism’ can also coexist in a mutually exclusive way.

The implication of the concept diglossia for research and pedagogical work is that
clearly, DL children's total lexicon, for example, may possess certain significant
characteristics. In the first instance, many of the words acquired during the early stages
of linguistic development can be considered to be phonologically, lexically and
semantically (cognitively) easier than those acquired during later stages. Most
standardised language tests are developmentally based so that items typical of early
language are contained in the earlier part of the test. One has to consider that DL children
may not have acquired the lexicon for such items in their L2 though they may have in L1,
depending on factors such as whether the items are bound by L2 speakers' culture.
Words may also be known in the L language and not the H language (the latter usually
being a DL speaker's L2), or vice versa, because they have been acquired in specific
domains. The practical significance of this has been discussed in a previous publication
by this author (Abudarham, 1987); reference to this issue will be made in Chapter 5.6 of
this thesis.

The validity of works on language acquisition conducted by Weinreich (1953), Ervin and
Osgood (1954), Lambert et al (1958), were criticised by Macnamara (1967) on
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methodological grounds, as has the validity of the concepts of compound-co-ordinate-
subordinate bilingualism (Diller, 1972). Nevertheless, the literature continued to address
the issue though a reluctance was often evident to completely discard its usefulness or
practical implications (Shaffer, 1976; Albert and Obler, 1978). It is sometimes not
possible to state whether children acquire two languages in a compound or co-ordinate
fashion. It is probably true of sequential ‘bilinguals’ (See McLaughlin's definition
below) that both strategies operate at some time or other since they are developing both
languages sometimes in the same and other times in different language acquisition
contexts. This particularly occurs in schools where they will be acquiring language taught
in the classroom, in one instance, i.e. in a fused context resulting in a compound system,
and in another instance, they might be developing both languages separately at home and
at school, that is a co-ordinate system.

Two further terms relating to the time of acquisition of the second language are
extensively used in the recent literature. McLaughlin (1978) and Kessler (1988) state that
simultaneous bilingualism describes "acquisition of two languages before the age of

three ....". Kessler acknowledges that this is "... a somewhat arbitrary point which takes
into account that children normally by this age have much of the first (L1) language
system ....". Sequential bilingualism refers to the acquisition of an L2 after the age of
three.

Sequential 'bilingualism' usually has very significant implications. For example, in
simultaneous 'bilingualism’, a child usually learns grammatical and syntactic rules in a
similar instinctive way as a monoglot. The issue as to whether first language learning is
the same as second language learning has been hotly disputed in the last two decades, by
Kessler (1971), Ravem (1974), Ervin-Tripp (1978), Adams (1978) and McLaughlin
(1981; 1985) who have all concluded that L2 acquisition is very similar to L1. However,
others such as Fillmore (1976) have opposed this conclusion. There is in fact no
significant consensus, mainly because many of these researchers reached their
conclusions after studying DL subjects who had different language backgrounds and
who had been introduced to a second language at different ages etc. The nature and extent
of the linguistic features between the languages and their relative use (social and
frequency) would seem to be largely responsible for the diversity of conclusions.

In addition to the issues regarding what constitutes 'bilingualism' in terms of the use of
two languages, several authors (Diebold, 1961; Pohl, 1965; Kessler, 1971; Selinker,
1972; Baetens-Beardsmore, 1982; Abudarham, 1987; Hamers and Blanc, 1990) have
addressed the concept of bilinguality or how 'bilingual' one could become. In this case,

we are not referring necessarily, to the ability to use or understand two languages
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generally, but more specifically to whether a DL subject could be as proficient in one
language as in the other, regardless of the communication context. In terms of lexical
proficiency, this would be reflected by the number of referents that a DL subject would
be able to identify in both languages. This, as will be referred to later (See Sections 2.2.7
and 3.2.3), is a different concept to that of Swain's (1972) term Conceptual Vocabulary
(See Section 2.2.7 and 3.2.4).

There is not always a consensus of opinion regarding the definition of bilinguality.
Hamers and Blanc (1990) define it as "a psychological state of the individual who has
access to more than one linguistic code as a means of social communication.” Equivalent
competence in both languages has been termed ambilingualism, balanced bilingualism
(See Baetens-Beardsmore, 1982) and balanced bilinguality (Hamers and Blanc, (1990).
In the present study, this phenomenon is referred to as a subject's bilinguality (See
Section 3.2.3, below).

How such bilinguality has been measured is not always clear particularly when the
measure involves linguistic parameters more complex than lexicon, e.g. syntax. Kessler
(1971) found that her 'bilingual’ (English/Italian) subjects were 77 per cent 'bilingual’ in
their syntactic skills. In a study of the possible effects of a DL upbringing on the
vocabulary of Gibraltarian children, Abudarham (1970) found that the child performing
best was a seven year old who could name 85 per cent of the referents in both languages.

In the light of the present terminological dilemma, it is easy to find solace in the two very
insightful observations made by Jakobovits:

"The question when is a person bilingual is actually not a very interesting one
and there seems to be no particular advantage in seeking arbitrary limits for a
definition. A more relevant concern is that of specifying the extent of an
individual's knowledge about the second language" (1971:85).

Jakobovits goes on to explain what such specifications must include. These are not
exclusively related to aspects such as proficiency and degree of ‘bilingualism' but to use,
function, interference, etc.. The pitfalls resulting from a folk definition of 'bilingualism'
are poignantly illustrated by Jakobovits.

".. a foreigner who is capable of uttering a few mechanical sentences with a
good pronunciation and accurate syntax, impresses the (the native speakers) as
being ‘bilingual’; whereas someone who speaks their language with a strong
fluent accent and lacks fluency, does not, despite the fact that the latter's
knowledge is considerably greater than the former's ... " (1971:85).
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2.1.3 Typology

It is evident that the vast number of terms that have appeared in the literature (Baetens
Beardsmore, 1982; Abudarham, 1987) in the last four decades need harnessing so that
they can form the basis of a cohesive, theoretically rational and functional framework for
the study of 'bilingualism'. One way of achieving this is by developing a fypology. Tosi
(1982) reviews various approaches at establishing a typology; some are educationally

related and others sociologically inspired.

It would seem to this author that other factors can form the basis of a typology. The
developmental aspects of a second language acquisition have both educational and
sociological significance for the individual. Once exposed to a second language, the
proficiency level of the DL speaker, and how and when each language is used, also has
educational and sociological significance. It would therefore, seem that the following

parameters could form a typological framework:-

1) iming of the acquisition of the second language

i1) language development and acquisition contexts

111) the relative proficiency in each language

iv) the use and frequency of use of each language
(Abudarham, 1987)

Each of these parameters has been treated in various degrees of depth in the literature but

they often appear in different studies which in turn refer to previous work.

This author has already reviewed some of these parameters (Abudarham, 1987) and has
discussed how most of the terminology appearing in the past and current literature can be

accommodated within these four parameters.
This section has provided an overview of the terminology regarding dual language. This

author has argued that the terminology and typology are inadequate and has proposed

new ones.
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2.2 DEVELOPMENTAL STUDIES
2.2.1 Introduction

It is likely that any present day ill-conceived thinking about 'bilingualism' is still
influenced by early research in this field. De Jong (1986) reflects concerns by parents
that a ‘bilingual’ upbringing will have adverse effects on linguistic, social and cognitive

development.

It is necessary to place current research in context by reviewing these studies and by
providing a critical overview of subsequent research leading to the present body of
knowledge. In addition, it would be remiss to omit some discussion of studies on
linguistic parameters other than the one investigated in this study since lexicon is only
one aspect of ‘bilingualism’. To study lexical development for example, without making
reference to these could be seen as suggesting that lexicon is the paramount linguistic

parameter and that its acquisition is an end to itself.

The claims made in the past that a Dual Language (DL) upbringing has adverse effects on
other developmental skills, in particular the development of speech and language, have
been largely discredited over the last 20 years or so. However, negative attitudes towards
‘bilingualism’ may be found among the /ay population, and also among some
professionals.

Much has been written about the effect of learning a second language on cognitive
development, intelligence and on the rate and process of language learning. The literature
regarding this is reviewed and the reported effects on linguistic development are explored
in some detail. The effect of socio-cultural factors (such as attitudes and motivation) on
second language-learning will also be discussed.

2.2.2 Effects of 'Bilingualism' on Linguistic Development

General Considerations

Early reports on the adverse effects of 'bilingualism' on speech and language
development are now considered unreliable by most authors. Most of these studies are
criticised mainly on methodological grounds (Larsen-Freeman and Long, 1991). Many
of the earlier studies considered only one of the DL children's languages, very often only
L2, or at best each language independently. The argument has already been presented that

a viable verbal communication system can result from a mixture of two languages, and
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most of these studies did not assess the DL children's communicative competence
resulting from this mixture. The children may also have been penalised when their
language was assessed because their proficiency in L2 was compared to the monoglot's
in that language (See studies on DL Welsh/English children’s vocabulary by Saer, 1922;
Italian/English subjects by Grabo, 1931; Welsh/English children by Barke and Parry-
Williams, 1938). Thus, only the language common to both groups of subjects was

tested.

Current studies of this nature acknowledge that any conclusions made cannot result in
generalisations about the development of communicative skills of all DL subjects in the
world, and must be limited to observations related to the development of the language
common to the particular groups under discussion. Among those who have studied their
subjects’ proficiency in both languages have been Kessler (1971) whose studies involved
Italian/English speaking children in the United States of America (USA), Fishman,
Cooper and Ma (1971) with Spanish/English speaking American children, Saunders
(1982) with two German/English ‘bilinguals’ and Fantini (1985) with a Spanish/English
speaking child. Many of the detailed studies conducted on the development of speech and
language of the DL individual have been single case studies (e.g. Ronjat, 1913
[involving a French/German ‘bilingual’ subject]; Pavlovich, 1920 [involving a
Serbian/French ‘bilingual’ child]; and Leopold, 1939-50, with his own English/German
speaking child).

Single case studies are weak in external validity but allow researchers opportunities to
make in depth and detailed observations of a child’s linguistic development. The
researchers were often parents (e.g. Leopold, Saunders, Fantini) who were thus, in
regular daily contact with their subject and therefore, had an intimate knowledge of their
linguistic development and the context of this development. Most other studies have been
based on not more than a handful of subjects. Studies on larger samples are not very
common and though they may have the strength of numbers which may allow for

generalisations to be made, can often not investigate linguistic phenomena in great detail.

Very often, the DL linguistic status of subjects is not clearly described. For instance:
Were they semibilinguals? How long had they been exposed to L2? At what age did they
start learning L2 (i.e. were they simultaneous or sequential 'bilinguals')? How was their
'bilingualism’ determined or measured? Unlike simultaneous ‘bilinguals', sequential
‘bilinguals' have an L1 from which L2 can develop during its early stages. Recent
studies have indicated that phenomena such as interference (or transfer - Garcia, 1983,
who studied Spanish/English speaking subjects), ease with which a second language is

acquired, the rate at which L2 is learned, and other effects of a DL background on
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different linguistic parameters, may differ depending on whether both languages are

learned simultaneously during infancy (i.e. incipient or simultaneous ‘bilingualism’) and
before the age of three (McLaughlin, 1978, who studied Chinese/English and
English/Spanish speaking ‘bilinguals’) or whether the individuals are exposed to a
second language after this time (i.e. sequential 'bilingualism’', McLaughlin, 1978).

Another important consideration often neglected in early studies, is the relationship
between the two languages spoken by the DL subjects. The nature and extent of structural
differences between the two languages, and the relative complexity of their linguistic
parameters, can influence the development of each language. As mentioned earlier, most
recent studies conducted in the last decade and a half, concluded that L2 acquisition is
very similar to L1 acquisition (Kessler, 1971; Ravem, 1974, whose studies involved
Norwegian/English speaking ‘bilinguals’; Ervin-Tripp, 1978 [English/French
‘bilinguals’]; Adams, 1978 [Spanish/English ‘bilinguals’]; McLaughlin, 1978, 1981),
though others have claimed that the process is not exactly the same (Macnamara, 1976
[Italian/English and Latin/English ‘bilinguals’]; Fillmore, 1976 [Chinese/English
‘bilinguals’]). However, the degree of similarity may again depend on factors such as the
age at which the child is exposed to L2, how far L1 is developed, the extent of linguistic
differentiations between the languages, and the use (frequency and social) of each

language.

There is no reliable evidence that, in normal circumstances, a DL upbringing has any
adverse effects on a child's development of speech and language. During the early stages
of L2 development, DL children's L2 can not be expected to be as advanced as their
corresponding monoglot peers’, who usually have the edge on them - if only because of

the number of years they have been acquiring and using the language.

Most of the literature available deals with simultaneous 'bilinguals'. The results of L1-L2
interactions in sequential 'bilinguals' is only recently being addressed. Studies in this
area are bound to reveal processes which will have appreciable significance for

pedagogical and remediation programmes.

It is evident that many of the reported linguistic errors and disadvantages ascribed to DL
children in early studies, can also be observed in monoglots (Dulay et al, 1978)
particularly during their linguistic development in the first five years. It is important when
evaluating or studying a DL child's linguistic development to identify those errors which
one would also expect to find in the linguistic development of a monolingual child. If

these are seen as peculiar to the DL child, attempts to remediate them may prove abortive.

24




Unless DL children are subjected to any factors which are known to adversely affect the
learning of language, they should be able to develop communicative competence in both
languages. Let us now consider some specific issues related to speech and language

development.
2.2.3 Rate of Development

The speed with which and the extent to which language skills are developed depend on a
number of factors, among which is the individual's language processing capacity and
ability to learn other linguistic skills in particular. These skills may not always seem to
correlate highly with intelligence because other variables such as environmental factors

also contribute to these skills.

There are wide variations in the language-learning abilities and rate of development in
children within any one population, as the Bristol Language Project (Wells, 1985)
showed. In a follow up study, Skehan (1986) used data from Wells’ longitudinal study
of the L1 English acquisition of over sixty children in the Bristol area of England who
participated in the Bristol Language Project. Subjects who had developed their first
language more quickly then, were also faster at developing a second language during

their early teens.

Fillmore (1976) observed different rates of L2 development in her subjects. She argued
that a superior rate of development was due to the children's ability to employ the
necessary cognitive and social strategies successfully. When acquiring an L2, children
may use social strategies which will enable them to communicate with the corresponding
monoglots in social situations. They may thus, learn to use formulaic expressions i.e.
phrases without knowing exactly what they mean. These children can therefore, use a
linguistic system to communicate even though they may not always understand what they
are saying. The children are able to use situational clues to understand what is happening
and respond appropriately. Sequential 'bilinguals' with more sophisticated social and

cognitive strategies, seem to develop L2 faster.

Kessler (1988) states that "all studies of infant simultaneous bilingualism give evidence
of uneven development of the two languages.” This does not mean that development in
both languages is retarded. More recently, Goodz (1994) studied the linguistic
development of simultaneous ‘bilingual” English-French Canadian children from middle
and upper-middle class families in Canada and found no delay. In most DL cases
however, exposure to one of the languages is greater than to the other, and it is likely that

the one receiving greater exposure develops faster. There are other factors which will




influence the rate of development of L2. Some, such as intelligence and cognitive
aptitudes for language-learning, also influence the rate of development in monoglots.
Others are perhaps more specific to DL children than to monoglots. These include
motivation, attitudes, amount of exposure to L2, at what age DL children are exposed to
L2 and how advanced their L1 development is at this point. Hamers and Blanc (1990)
confirm that most researchers have not considered factors related to language
development such as "the role played by the environmental linguistic input and by the
interactional setting in which acquisition takes place." These can vary from one subject to
another and from one DL population to another. Recently, several authors have
addressed the relationship between rate of development and other social factors such as

sociability, communicative need and social context (See Wong Fillmore, 1991).

2.2.4 Language Aptitude, Proficiency and Dominance

In the earlier part of this century, there was a great deal written about the proficiency and
aptitude of DL speakers, most of it pessimistic. Jespersen (1922) stated that DL children
never learned any of their languages as proficiently as they might have learned one of
them, had they been monoglots. Macnamara (1966) concluded that "there is some firmly-
grounded evidence indicating that bilinguals have a weaker grasp of language than
monoglots."

An interesting insight is proposed by Troike (1984). She argues that if it were true that a
'bilingual' experience causes a linguistic handicap which in turn were to be responsible
for poor results on linguistic tests and academic tasks, then Hispanic Americans who are
more socio-economically deprived than both White and Black Americans (though less so
than the latter) should perform worse on language tests than both these monolingual
groups. Hispanic Americans however, perform worse than Whites but better than the

Blacks. Language proficiency alone can thus, not explain poor performance.

The present author advances another argument that until it can be confirmed that there is a
greater incidence of speech/language handicap in non-immigrant, native DL populations,

such as those found in Switzerland, Wales and Gibraltar, causality can not be laid at the
door of the bilingual experience.

It would seem that the early research into DL children's language judged their proficiency
and aptitude in each language by the highest standards. Christophersen (1973) argues
that "there is not in theory any limit to the degree of proficiency that may be achieved in a
second language, and that consequently the traditional distinction between native and
non-native in language is of doubtful validity." Others, such as Jakobovits (1971) and
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Wilkins (1972), believe that "the ability to learn languages is certainly not an aptitude

which is quite distinct from all other learning ability."

Haugen (1956) who studied ‘bilinguals’ in America with a number of different languages
and English, argued that language aptitude results from a combination of several skills.
Genetic factors alone cannot account for aptitude, as the individual is influenced by many
other experiences. Carroll (1953, 1967, 1981) outlined all the skills that would have to
be tested to demonstrate an individual's language-learning potential. These included tests
of mimicry, rote memory, ability to develop meanings inductively, and phonetic
discrimination. Weinreich (1953) mentioned another skill related to language-learning
potential which he called switching facility. This was an ability to switch from one
language to another during the course of a conversation. Haugen (1956) concluded that it
still had to be shown whether differences in language-learning potential were not a
function of the DL subject's aptitudes and opportunities for language-learning. He argued
that the fact that basic linguistic patterns are more easily acquired in children than in
adulthood, suggests that language aptitude is not correlated with intelligence or maturity
in any direct way. This might indicate that the acquisition of a second language during
adulthood, as indeed are other forms of learning at this stage of life, is more difficult.
The assumption that this is not due to language aptitude or intelligence does not
necessarily follow.

Following a certain amount of interest in the language learning aptitude of DL subjects, in
the earlier part of this century, research on its role was largely neglected, a point
acknowledged by Skehan (1986) and later on by McLaughlin (1990). They both
acknowledged that Carroll's (1981) model of language aptitude was one of the better
developed in applied linguistics. However, the model needed to be revised in the light of
developments in contemporary cognitive psychology. In a study of information-
processing used by mono-, bi- and multilinguals who were required to learn a miniature
linguistic system, Nation and McLaughlin (1986) found that multilingual subjects "were
found to learn the grammar significantly better than bilingual or monolingual groups
when the instructions called for implicit learning but not when ... explicit learning" was
required (McLaughlin, 1990). They attributed these results to better automated letter- and
pattern-recognition skills by multilingual subjects for the implicit learning tasks. Another
study by Nayak et al (1987) showed that there was no difference between multilinguals
and monolinguals in vocabulary and (grammatical) rule learning. Skehan (1986)
concluded from his study that both language-processing capacity and family influences
which help children develop the “ability to use language in a decontextualised manner”

are related to aptitude in second language learning. He also concluded that aptitude in first
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language learning is reflected in subsequent second language learning (See 2.2.7,
below).

Many of these studies have obviously been conducted on sequential 'bilinguals’, and
most of these were adults. It is more difficult to conduct similar studies which could
identify predictors of second language-learning aptitude/skills in simultaneous

'bilinguals' or young sequential 'bilinguals’.

The argument as to what constitutes language proficiency and how it can be measured
still continues (e.g. Oller, 1980; Cummins, 1980). Cummins (1979) (whose studies
involved Irish/English, English/Ukrainian and French/English ‘bilinguals’) believes that
L2 can only be mastered after a threshold of competence in L1 is reached. What this
threshold is and how it can be measured is not made clear. He described two levels of
proficiency which he calls Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skills (BICS) and
Cognitive and Academic Aspects of Language Proficiency (CALP), respectively.

The latter level of communicative and language proficiency is a prerequisite for verbal
reasoning and verbal intelligence. Cummins (1979) states that, in the case of an
immigrant who has arrived at a country after the age of six, this level of proficiency is not

achieved until the child has had up to seven years experience with the language.

The notion that language proficiency must be viewed at two levels (i.e. BICS and CALP
levels), has implications for research into the possible effects of 'bilingualism' on
language skills. Acceptance of this view would suggest that claims of past research (that
language proficiency is affected by 'bilingualism’) should be reconsidered, since some of
these have been made as a result of DL subjects’ performance on tests comprising items
of a cognitive academic nature. In addition, the subjects studied may not have had a
sufficient period of experience with L2, following their arrival in the host country, during
which to achieve the researchers' criteria for language proficiency. Any inferior
performance on such tests could, therefore, have been due to insufficient experience in
L2 rather than to any irrevocable and detrimental effects of the 'bilingualism' itself.

To date, language proficiency is being conceptualised in a variety of ways. Canale and
Swain (1980) who studied Canadian French/English ‘bilinguals’, proposed a theoretical
model of communicative competence, distinguishing between grammatical,
sociolinguistic and strategic competence. Canale (1983) added discourse to these areas
of competence. Cummins (1984) used a different framework making a distinction
between context-embedded and context-reduced situations. In their five year study into
the Development of Bilingual Proficiency (DBP) (1982-87) of Canadian French/English

28




‘bilinguals’, Harley et al (1990), reported using an integration of these two paradigms
resulting in a 3x3 matrix comprising grammatical, discourse and sociolinguistic
competence assessed in oral and written production modes and by multiple-choice
written tests. Though the study by Harley et al (1990) is probably the largest and most
ambitious investigation of its kind, their particular model of language proficiency has not
been supported (Bachman, 1990, who researched into English/French,
English/Portuguese and French/Chinese bilinguals). No doubt, future research will
provide us with other conceptual and operational models of language proficiency. In the
meantime, one must sadly conclude that until a definition of proficiency is universally

accepted, the difficulties in evaluating studies in this area will remain.

Closely related to proficiency and aptitude, are the issues of language dominance,
dominance shift, balanced ‘bilingualism’ (or as it is sometimes referred to,
ambilinguality) and the age at which these can be observed. The literature reports on a
variety of ways of defining and measuring dominance. In the present study, the focus is

on lexical dominance measured in a number of objective, quantitative ways.

Oller (1983) states that bilingual balance or dominance refers to when an individual or
society uses two or more languages with equal facility. The languages may then be said
to be balanced, a condition which rarely exists, i.e. perfect balance. As the present and
other studies have shown however, one can define a degree, or percentage, of
‘bilingualism’ and this should not be ignored as it may have practical implications, as will
be seen later. The more common condition is dominance as reflected by the language
used with greater facility. Generally, degrees of dominance can be distinguished.
Sociolinguists commonly believe that relative proficiency in two or more languages will
tend to differ as a function of domains of usage (Fishman et al, 1971; Saunders, 1982).

Dominance has always attracted a substantial amount of research which has been
conducted in a number of ways. Often, ambiguous stimuli have been presented to
‘bilingual’ subjects (Lambert, Havelka and Gardner, 1959) which they have to interpret.
One variation of this presentation has been in the form of dichotic auditory presentation of
translational equivalents, one in each ear (Magiste, 1986; Epel and Putter, 1995). If the
resultant pattern indicates that the words identified by the subject belonged predominantly
to one of the languages, this was claimed to show dominance of that language.

The dichotic listening approach at establishing language dominance has been criticised on
several grounds. Apart from the fact that the better-hearing ear could influence the results,
the different phonetic acoustic and phonological differences between each pair of words
might make one or the other easier to detect. Furthermore, an inappropriate choice of
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words could, for reasons already given, determine how diglossics respond. Cooper
(1971) argues that “a single difference score to express degree of bilingualism may be
insufficiently revealing of relative proficiency because ‘bilingual’ speakers may use each
language under socially differentiated circumstances.” Younger subjects would also find
these tasks somewhat complex. This would certainly have been the case in the present
study in which children as young as 4 years who had only just started schooling

participated .

Lambert (1955) employed reaction time to measure the linguistic dominance of three
groups of French/English ‘bilinguals’, grouped according to the subjects’ declared
dominance in each language, or to ‘bilingual’ balance. Results were positive though there
were some anomalies due to respondents’ favourable attitudinal dispositions towards the

language that came out best.

Another strategy to establish dominance was employed by Cooper (1971). He stated that
balanced bilingualism would be indicated if performance or scores were equal in each
language. He used direct and indirect measures of degree of ‘bilingualism’, the former
involving tests of listening comprehension in Spanish and English. This task was not too
dissimilar from the one used in the present study except that Cooper’s measuring

instrument was not the same as the one used in this study (i.e. BPVS picture stimuli).

Cooper (1971) also used indirect tests comprising measures of verbal fluency and self-
ratings of relative usage, in several societal domains. It must be pointed out that most of
Cooper’s 48 subjects were older than those participating in the present study (See
Chapter 5 for further comment).

Another strategy used to determine dominance is through questionnaires or interviews.
Hernandez-Chavez et al (1978) state, “frequency of use does not necessarily have a
relationship to actual language proficiency..”, nor to dominance. Hernandez-Chavez et al
(1978) recognised that self-report questionnaires can yield inaccurate responses due to
inaccuracy of recollection and socio-cultural condition in the ‘bilingual situation’. The use
of, and ability to use a number of languages may be highly valued by respondents and the
number of languages reported to be known and/or used might be exaggerated.

Romaine (1995) states that self-rating scales to indicate dominance do not give a true
indicator since the respondent’s rating can be affected by many factors not least attitudes
towards each language and the perceived status value of one of the languages. To these
variables must be added affective factors, whether respondents have a clear idea of the
particular domains, and their perception of what constitutes proficiency in each language.

For example, poor phonological skills, even in the presence of great competence in other
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linguistic skills, is sometimes enough to make ‘bilinguals’ under-rate their proficiency in

their second language.

Baetens-Beardsmore (1982) comments on inaccuracies resulting from determining
dominance of language from census reports based on respondents’ declaration of their
use of a language. He cites research of this type conducted in Wales to establish
respondents’ knowledge of Welsh. Even though they were highly competent in the
language, some respondents denied any knowledge of Welsh. Baetens-Beardsmore
(1982) attributes this to their emotional bond between Welsh nationalist politics and
knowledge of Welsh. Similarly, in Belgium, respondents have claimed knowledge of
French when in fact they could hardly manipulate the language. Baetens-Beardsmore
(1982) believes that this happened because the census was interpreted as a referendum
which would indicate the linguistic capability the respondent would like to be identified
with rather than his true knowledge of one or more languages.

Subjects’ perception about the appropriacy of the use of a particular language in a
particular context may determine the apparent dominance of a language. Cornejo (1975)
found that the ‘bilingual’ Mexican-American subjects he studied were English dominant
as measured by their choice of language during conversation. Even when addressed in
Spanish by the researcher, children switched to English. The reason for this could be that
the children perceived the research environment as English or that the interlocutor was not
a member of family or social circle i.e. the domain was not perceived as a social one in
which they might be expected to use their mother tongue. It could also have been that
many of the topics used to elicit language samples were probably seen on T.V. e.g.
Batman, and these programmes were transmitted in English.

However, perhaps somewhat more surprising to Cornejo (1975) was the fact that when
observed speaking to parents who spoke to them mainly in Spanish, subjects still
responded mainly in English. This could be accounted for by the children wishing to
identify with the host society and their monoglot peers and opting for speaking English, a
phenomenon which has already been noted in Chapter 2. The children thus, might have
started life speaking Spanish but chose English as the preferred communication code.

It is perhaps because of examples such as this that Dodson (1981; 1985) has proposed
that the term dominant be applied only to the majority language spoken in a group. A
mother tongue is not necessarily the preferred language. He states that no ‘bilingual’ can
at any one time have two preferred languages for any single domain. Those whose ease
of use in the second language is extremely close in most if not all domains to that of the

preferred language should be classified as balanced ‘bilinguals’.
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Dodson (1985) argues that terms such as first language, dominant language and mother
tongue are “blunt instruments” and proposes the term preferred language “to denote that
language in which a bilingual whether developing or developed, finds it easier to make
individual utterances in discrete areas of experience at any given moment.” Dodson
(1985) states that ease of use is determined by both language proficiency and by social
and psychological factors which may affect the individual’s facility in either language in
specific situations. Every ‘bilingual’ has a preferred language for every domain and this
preference may vary for the same individual depending on domain. The status of one of
the languages can change over time from preferred to second. It is at that precise moment
of time when the status switch occurs as a result of environmental changes, says Dodson,
that the individual could be referred to as equilingual but this status does not last long.
Berman (1979) said that dominance is determined by three inter-related factors, quantity
of situational exposure and variety of contexts of use, linguistic knowledge and

proficiency, cognitive processing and the nature of ‘bilingualism’ strategies.

Other studies of dominance have employed criteria such as performance in word
completion tasks and facility in reading (Lambert et al, 1959). Baetens-Beardsmore
(reported in Baetens-Beardsmore, 1982) also conducted a study with French students of
English in Belgium using the same word association tasks as Lambert et al (1959) and
found strikingly different results. Baetens-Beardsmore’s (1982) subjects who were all
French dominant scored better in English. He argues that the task took place in the
context of an English-dominated classroom setting. The subjects probably interpreted the
exercise as a test of knowledge of English and produced consistently higher scores in
English than in French. This is another example of how environment and context can
determine, or influence, ‘bilinguals’” perception of which is their dominant language

despite the fact that it might not agree with measures of proficiency.

Another study employing quantitative measures was conducted by Saunders (1982). He
used Edelman’s (1969) measure of proficiency to test his boys’ German/English
dominance. They were asked to name as many items found in a number of domains, in
one language and then the other in 45 seconds (each). Thomas’ dominance was different
in different societal domains. Performance was also affected by the time of day and both

boys made more errors in German when they had been using English all day in school.

Finally, the role of metalinguistic awareness, and how it relates to language proficiency
in DL subjects, has been the subject of recent research (See Bialystok, 1991a) and is
likely to continue receiving more systematic attention. Reference to this is made in
Section 2.2.15, below.
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2.2.5 Babbling

Leopold (1939-50) reviewed studies related to babbling and reported that there was no
proven difference between monoglots and DL children in the onset of babbling. Perhaps
this could be explained by the conclusions arrived at in the earlier part of the century by
investigators such as Ronjat (1913), Biihler (1930) who studied Swiss German/French
‘bilinguals’, Gregoire (1937), and more recently, McNeill (1970), that the sound features
of babbling are universal. What is not clear is whether the stage of babbling described in
these studies was the random babbling, characteristic of the first six or seven months of
the child's development, or the replicated babble that is typical of the later stages. During
this second stage, it is more likely that the sounds produced are related to the child's

linguistic background.
2.2.6 Articulation and Phonology

There is a close relationship between articulatory and phonological development and the
development of lexical, semantic, syntactic, grammatical and pragmatic skills. A child
who does not develop articulatory and phonological skills ‘normally’ may face problems
in the development of other linguistic skills. Carrow (1957) found that the articulation or
phonetic accuracy in her DL Spanish/English subjects' L2 was inferior to that of the
corresponding monoglots; this is not surprising since one could expect phonemic
interference from one language to the other. However, in an earlier study Ronjat (1913)
concluded that his son Louis demonstrated the pronunciation of a monolingual child (in
French and German, respectively) from the very beginning. He did not believe that the
DL upbringing retarded his child's speech. He also found that phonetic, morphological
and syntactic development progressed in parallel in both languages and loans from one
language into the other remained isolated. Pavlovich's study (1920) of his child Douchan
(Serbian and French) resulted in similar conclusions. Leopold (1939-50) agreed with
Ronjat (1913) and Pavlovich (1920) that 'bilingualism' did not harm the speech and
language or the general development of his daughter Hildegard who was exposed to
English and German.

Studies in phonological processing indicate that the monolingual and DL child's
development is similar even though the latter has to cope with two phonological systems
which may be very different to each other. In children acquiring both L1 and L2
simultaneously, there may be a period of confusion initially, especially when the
difference between corresponding phonemes is difficult to acquire. Leopold (1939-50)
reported a period of phonological confusion in his daughter Hildegard. On the other
hand, Fantini (1985) makes a distinction between not being able to produce phonemic
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distinctions and being able to perceive them. His son Mario did not consistently produce
the English /0/ so that ‘thought’ became 'sought’, and /6/, so that 'this’ became 'dis’.
Romaine (1984; 1995) comments that "This kind of asymmetry between production and
perception is quite common for [monolingual] children.” Clearly, a child's metalinguistic
skills contribute greatly to how long a period of confusion may last and the nature of
such confusion. Fantini (1985) reported that English phonology exerted practically no
influence on his son's Spanish and that at age 5:0, his phonemic inventory was normal

for both languages, deviating only in his control of English allophones.

Munro (1988) studied the phonology of six English/Welsh simultaneous ‘bilinguals’.
She found that the use of these children’s phonological simplifying processes *“was
similar to that of monolingual (English) children.” She also found a “parallel in the
variability between children from similar linguistic backgrounds” so that even though the
same processes were available, “children selected from them in different ways.” An
interesting observation in this study was that despite the fact that the children’s language
dominance patterns were different, “there was no marked difference in the nature and
timing of the processes in their two languages.” It is of course possible that these
observations would not be the same for sequential *bilinguals’ as their phonology in the
first language (by age 3) is more likely to be more established (albeit, not completely)
before the L2 phonology starts developing.

Other authors have reported periods of phonological confusion (e.g. Ruke-Dravina,
1967, in Swedish/Latvian subjects). On occasions, there may be an interference which
produces phonemes that do not appear in either language. Leopold reports on his
daughter's production of diphthongs which did not exist in the adult model of German or
English. The relationship between the two languages may influence the emerging
phonology, at least for a time. Murrell (1966) who also studied trilingual subjects,
reported that when two corresponding phonemes are differentially difficult to acquire, the
easiest phoneme will be used for both languages. A tendency to avoid words difficult to
pronounce was reported by Celce-Murcia (1975) who studied French/English
‘bilinguals’. However, the parameter ‘ease of acquisition’ is not well defined and may be
affected by other factors, such as whether the children receive a different amount of
exposure to each language so that the phonemic system of the language they hear most is

rendered easier to acquire.

Other investigators have claimed that if the two languages are in balance, the period of
confusion is relatively short (Pavlovich, 1920). Ball (1988) whose studies involved
Welsh/English ‘bilinguals’, points out that the degree of phonological interference may
be affected by the relative status of the languages being acquired by the child. He cites the
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case of a boy whose English showed interference from his Welsh but this was reversed

after several years of attendance at a school in an English-dominant area.

Other studies have reported no period of confusion (Engel, 1967 [Italian/English];
Oskaar, 1970, 1976 [German/English]), whilst Burling (1959) [Garo/English] found that
the phonemes in his son's dominant language were sometimes substituted for those of
the less dominant language. In a sense, these conclusions must be considered
inconclusive because one has to carefully evaluate the degree of difference in the
phonologies of the languages studied. It is partly for this reason, perhaps, that such a
variety of conflicting results have been reported. Before any firm conclusions can be
drawn, one has to take into account the inter-relationship between the subjects'
articulatory proficiency and the corresponding phonological realisations (in addition to
other factors such as amount of exposure to each language, and whether the acquisition is

simultaneous or sequential).

Basing their claims on a study of one Icelandic child's development of English fricative
and affricate segments, Hecht and Mulford (1982) concluded that "neither a Transfer
(interference) nor a Developmental Position alone provides an adequate explanation of L2
phonological development ...." which "... is best accounted for by a systematic
interaction ..." between the two. They concluded that transfer best predicted the order of
difficulty of English fricatives and affricates, while the developmental hypothesis best
predicts sound substitutions for difficult segments. These conclusions plus the existence
of variability in language models among different language learners, and in individual
children's production, have to be taken into account in studies of L2 phonological

acquisition.

It would seem that with regard to sequential 'bilinguals' there is likely to be more
phonological interference during the early stages of this L2 development until they master
the L2 phonology. However, much also depends on the model presented to the children
at home and school and in the society they live in. Observations during earlier research
with DL children in Gibraltar (Abudarham, 1987) indicated that children will often use
certain phonological features of .1 when speaking L2. This does not mean that all the L1
phonology is applied to L2. Certain L2 phonemes seem to be more vulnerable - for
example the aspirated voiceless English plosives /p,tk/ - and these are often replaced by
the unaspirated Spanish equivalents. This pattern, together with some L1 prosodic
features, often becomes established or fossilised in the adult's L2 system. Since a large
majority of the population share this phonological system, one can hardly consider the
phenomenon a handicap. It should be pointed out, however, that regional variations of

English found in the United Kingdom may also alter phonemic features of the standard
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language i.e. Standard English. The unaspirated, voiceless plosives, for example, appear
in the Yorkshire phonology: there is no suggestion that in this case these are considered

errors.

Whereas a relationship has been noted between age and second language productive
ability (See Fathman, 1975, who studied English/Spanish ‘bilinguals’), the order of the
stages of L2 phonological acquisition does not seem to differ in sequential 'bilinguals' of
different ages. It is thought, however, that the difficulties of acquiring an L2 phonology

increase with age.

2.2.7 Lexical Development

Bateman (1914) examined 35 children with different mother tongues and established that
the first word appeared at a mean age of ten months. This norm is similar to the one
reported in the literature about the appearance of first words for monoglots.

Authors such as Saer (1922), Grabo (1931), and Barke and Parry-Williams (1938), who
concluded that the vocabulary levels of monoglots were superior to those of DL peers
may, albeit unintentionally, have strengthened the over-generalisation that the capacity of
DL speakers to acquire vocabulary in general was inferior to the monoglots’. There is, to
date, no evidence for this: most researchers will agree that, all other learning skills being
intact, DL children are able to acquire as great a vocabulary repertoire as monoglots when
the number of words known in both languages are included in the vocabulary count
(Swain, 1972 and Abudarham, 1987, both of whom studied Spanish/English subjects,
the former in Canada and the latter in Gibraltar). Taeschner (1983a) who studied
Italian/German ‘bilinguals’, has recognised the problems in comparing the DL subject's
acquisition of the lexicon with that of the monoglot's. Romaine (1989) supports
Taeschner's argument that the capacity of the DL child to produce new words is shared
between two languages. New words are learned at the expense of acquiring equivalents.
The DL child is able to speak both languages by drawing from the total lexicon available
to it. The DL child is therefore, able to "denote the same number of concepts as the
monolingual” (Romaine, 1989). Furthermore, the fact that DL children may not have
twice the number of words in their vocabulary as monolingual children, does not

necessarily impair their ability to communicate.

Despite the fact that the argument for considering DL subjects’ lexicon in both languages
and their conceptual vocabulary has been mooted for nearly two decades, there is much
research which ignores it. There are however, some notable exceptions. Vihman (1985)
studied her DL (Estonian/English) child. She concluded that at two years of age and even
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if 84 duplicate words (i.e. words known in both languages referring to the same concept)
were not included in her final count, her subject had a vocabulary of at least 400 words,
which "would be considered more than adequate by any standard.” Thus, lexical delay
was not an issue. More recently, Rimel and Eyal (1995) compared the lexical knowledge
of 20 Hebrew-English ‘bilingual’ toddlers aged 18-30 months with an age-matched
control group of 20 monolingual (Hebrew speaking) peers. The data was collected by
parents using the 1991 MacArthur Communicative Development Inventory for Toddlers
(Hebrew-English version). They measured the ‘monoglot’ subjects’ average (expressive)
vocabulary in Hebrew, the average vocabulary of the ‘bilingual’ subjects in each
language, the average combined vocabulary in both languages, and their total conceptual
vocabulary. Rimel and Eyal (1995) found that ‘bilingual’ children “expressed themselves
in significantly fewer words in each language than did the monolingual Hebrew speaking
subjects”. However, “no significant differences were found when the total number of
words or concepts [i.e. conceptual vocabulary] were compared between the two groups.”
These results, they claim, confirm the findings of Pearson et al (1993) that the linguistic
potential of the ‘bilingual’ child resembles that of the monolingual, but that the bilingual’s
lexical knowledge is divided between their two languages. These two studies are not
quite comparable however, since Rimel and Eyal’s was on expressive vocabulary and
Pearson et al’s claim related to receptive vocabulary; this should however, not detract
from the validity of the independent findings.

There are a number of factors which sometimes makes the results of some studies into
lexical development difficult to evaluate. For example, the type of 'bilingualism' under
study is not always clearly defined; one would expect different conclusions, depending
on whether the languages are being acquired simultaneously or sequentially, and at which
age and linguistic developmental stage the DL subjects are at the time of an investigation.
One would expect that the lexicon in L2 of young sequential 'bilinguals' would be
inferior to monoglots in the same language i.e. the monoglots' L1. Duncan's work
(1989) with Punjabi/English and Bengali/English children, supported this hypothesis
(see below).

Another variable which is not always considered in studies of DL subjects' lexical
development is the status, extent and nature of any lexical transfer and borrowing
(Garcia, 1983; Odlin, 1989; Hamers and Blanc, 1990; Ellis, 1994) and whether loan
words are included in the research results. The nature and extent of lexical transfer and

borrowing may also depend on the type of DL acquisition (See 2.2.12, below).

Two further issues, mentioned earlier would seem to be relevant. First, there is the fact
that a DL child, particularly if a sequential ‘bilingual’ or a diglossic, may not have
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acquired a lexical item in one language but may have done so in the other. When studying
lexical acquisition therefore, both languages must be considered. After all, as far as DL
children are concerned, as long as they receive a positive response to the name they give
to a referent, they do not much care (nor may they be aware) whether the word belongs
to the L1 or L2 lexicon. In fact, sometimes, a DL child will use a lexical item in L1 to
refer to one concept and its equivalent in L2 to refer to a different concept. For example,
Volterra and Taeschner (1978) found that one of their subjects used the preposition there
in German (da) for things that were visible and present, and the equivalent in Italian (/a)
for things that were neither visible nor present. On occasions, lexemes in one language
will predominate and be used almost exclusively, particularly if they have been well

established semantically.

Another consideration when evaluating DL children's lexical repertoire in any one of their
languages is the amount of guessing or generation of correct words in one language
because of knowledge of similar sounding words in the other. If monolingual German
children respond correctly to the English command come here, it is not necessarily
because they understand English but because the German equivalent sounds so similar,
(komm hier). A similar guessing strategy may be employed when children may make up
a word in L2 from their knowledge of L1. Leopold (1939-50) reports that his daughter
generated her own word for candle in German. She uttered the word Kand! using a

German pronunciation though she did not know the correct German word Kerze.

In the case of simultaneous 'bilinguals’, the lexicon may develop as a unitary system and
no distinctions between languages are made. In time, the DL child starts differentiating
the lexical items of the separate languages (Volterra and Taeschner, 1975). Volterra and
Taeschner (1975) also reported that in the early stages of DL development, children may
not be able to name the same referent in both languages. Kessler (1988) describes two
stages of lexical development for simultaneous 'bilinguals’. Stage One is characterised by
a single system so that even if linguistic features of both languages are used, they operate
as a single linguistic system. Leopold made the same observations of his daughter.
During Stage Two, the children start differentiating between L1 and L2 features. This
marks the onset of an age of awareness. The literature does not always agree what this
age is. Leopold (1939-50) reported that his daughter reached this awareness at two years
two months. Saunders, (1982 p.122) found that his children Frank’s and Thomas’
awareness that few people of their acquaintance understood or spoke German had been
present from about age 2 years in both children.

Fantini (1976) reported that his son Mario, a simultaneous and co-ordinate 'bilingual’,
used distinct, separate language systems by two years eight months but it was not until
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age 3:6 that he knew the names for each language, learning the name Spanish (the home
language) before the name English. Volterra and Taeschner (1978) found that their two
subjects who were sisters, started differentiating between their two languages at age two
years eight months. Others have reported that DL children are not aware of their
'bilingualism' until they reach the age of three (Geissler, 1938 [German/English]); in the
case of sequential 'bilinguals’, this would naturally occur after the age of three since by
definition, the child has not been exposed to L2 before this. Ronjat (1913) described two
levels of awareness; the first level occurs at one year six months, but full awareness not
until three years. The reported level of DL children's awareness that they have two
languages thus, ranges between ages two years two months and three years (the role of
metalinguistic awareness is discussed briefly, in Section 2.2.15 below). All these studies
were conducted on simultaneous bilinguals and the conclusions were based mainly on

single case studies. This could account for the wide, individual variation.

Unless reports of studies of DL subjects' lexical development clearly indicate that the
factors mentioned above have been considered, it is not possible to evaluate their claims.
If consideration of the duality of the lexicon is an acceptable parameter in the
measurement of lexical development, then there is no evidence to indicate that lexical
acquisition is inferior in DL children. It would not seem surprising, however, to find that
if measured by monolingual standards, and depending on other factors already
mentioned, some DL children's lexical development in the corresponding language may
appear to be inferior.

Cross-linguistic comparisons regarding lexical development are sometimes confounded
because different corpuses of referents have been employed to assess lexical levels in
each language. Such studies at best indicate a DL subject's lexical proficiency in each
language independently and often compare DL subjects with corresponding monoglots.
Romaine (1989) argues that "it does not make sense to assess or study bilinguals as if
they were two monolinguals since it is unlikely that a bilingual will have similar
experiences in both languages."

Sometimes, even studies which employ a common referential corpus, have based their
conclusions on norms for monoglots. Such norms have been used to establish lexical
proficiency in the language common to the monoglot and DL subject (i.e. L2) and also to
compare the DL subject's L1 lexical proficiency. Whereas the present study, as will be
seen later, conducts similar comparisons, such a practice can at best only indicate trends
(See Chapter 5) and any results must be considered with caution. Fantini (1985)
conducted such a study. He tested his 4 year 9 months old son Mario on the Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test (Dunn and Dunn, 1981), when he was Spanish dominant. When
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his performance in English was compared with the established norms for English-
speaking monoglots, he ranked in the 29th percentile. The practice of comparing a
‘bilingual’ subject’s L2 skills with monoglots in that language is generally considered to
be invalid and may result in a conclusion that this percentile rank might suggest a

specific, or even, second language-learning problem.

When tested with a Spanish version of the PPVT a day later however, Mario's raw score
was double the one he had previously obtained in English. This enhanced performance
was thought to be a reflection of the child’s superior receptive lexicon in his L1 i.e.
Spanish, and the degree of the enhancement can not be accounted for by any rehearsal
effect. Mario's performance in English, in subsequent formal testing in school, compared

favourably with monoglot peers’.

Some studies of DL lexical development may also be disadvantaged by a method, often
employed, of calculating word counts in each language. This may be based on
spontaneously produced data, often contextually-bound, the context sometimes favouring
the use of one language or the other. One such study was conducted by Duncan (1989)
who concluded that the Bengali-English-speaking children's total word count was
inferior to the Punjabi-English-speaking children's during the earlier ages but slightly
superior in the 4:9 year old age group. She concludes that comparisons of these
children's total word count in L2 English with that reported in the literature for English
monoglots aged 3:2 years indicated that the former's was inferior. This result is not
surprising particularly since her subjects were sequential 'bilinguals'. They were
therefore, unlikely to have had the same intensity of exposure to L2 as the monoglots and
certainly not for as long. The Punjabi L2 subjects' total word count did not equal or
exceed the 3:2 year old English monoglot's till age 3:9; the Bengali L2 subjects did not
equal or exceed this word count till age 4:9. Again, these results are hardly surprising

given their 'bilingual’ status.

Though investigations employing the same referential corpus to study lexical
development in both languages contain certain inherent disadvantages, they reveal more
effectively subjects’ word power, or in Swain's (1972) term, their conceptual
vocabulary. Saunders' studies of his sons (1982) did to some extent pay consideration to
such a premise (see below). The notion of conceptual vocabulary (Swain, 1972; Doyle et
al, 1977 [Canadian French/English]) is an interesting one and should be considered an
important parameter in all studies of the lexical development of DL children. This notion
takes into account the number of referents known lexically in either of the two languages.
‘Bilingual’ subjects’ conceptual vocabulary is almost invariably greater than their
vocabulary in L1 or L2 (Swain, 1972; Doyle et al, 1977; Saunders, 1982; Abudarham,
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1987) but not as great as their total lexical repertoire i.e. all words known 1n both

languages.

Saunders (1982) reported that his first son Frank knew 144 out of 200 items in German
by age 5:5 and 135 out of the same 200, in English. However, Frank knew 163 out of
200 items in at least one of the languages, thus showing that his conceptual vocabulary
was greater than the one in English or German. His fotal lexical repertoire was 279
words. Saunders’ second son Thomas, knew more in both languages by the same age
i.e. 155 in German and 145 in English. His conceptual vocabulary of 169 was also
greater than the one in English or German. It is interesting to note that, despite the fact
that his total lexical repertoire was greater than his brother Frank’s by 21 words, his

conceptual vocabulary was only greater by 6 words.

There is some evidence that the ability to learn vocabulary in L1 is generalised to
vocabulary acquisition ability in L2. Skehan (1986; 1989), in a follow up study of
children who participated in the Bristol Language Project (Wells, 1985) found that those
who had performed well in L1 vocabulary tests in earlier life did so as well in vocabulary

tests in L2, subsequently.

Whereas DL children's vocabulary development may be a little slower at first, they soon
catch up with monoglots (de Villiers and de Villiers, 1979). The apparent initial delay
may not be the case when DL children's conceprual vocabulary or total lexical repertoire
are considered, as opposed to comparing their vocabulary in L2 with the vocabulary of
the corresponding monoglot in the same language. Observations of children learning an
L2 after the age of three indicate that a certain amount of lexical borrowing from L1 takes
place until the child develops the appropriate lexicon in L2. This is to be expected and
cannot be considered a disadvantage. In fact, when children have ceased to be exposed to
L1, the lexical development in L2 progresses unhindered and L2 then becomes their own
language, to the extent that L1 may be completely forgotten within a year.

Those children who continue being exposed to both languages simply continue
developing their lexicon in each language. They may develop an L1 lexicon which relates
mainly to one domain (Fishman, 1968a, 1968b) and an L2 lexicon which relates mainly
to another domain, depending on factors such as the societal use of each language. When
a word is not available in the language they want to use at any given time or situation,
they may well use its equivalent from the other language, or even generate their own
from the one they know; this indeed is thought to be the case with Gibraltarian DL
children. Naturally, there will be a certain percentage of a child's total lexicon comprising

L1 and L2 semantic equivalents, in Vihman's terminology (1985), duplicate words. The
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size of this 'bilingual' lexicon will depend very much on the language acquisition
contexts, whether the languages are kept functionally apart, and so on. Word for word,
there is no evidence that these children's total lexicon is inferior in any way to the lexicon
of a monoglot. One would expect that as the lexicon in L2 is developing, there will be
stages when the L2 lexicon will naturally be inferior to the monoglot's in that language,
but this can hardly be considered a disadvantage which on its own can have adverse

effects on the DL child's linguistic development.
2.2.8 Semantic Development

It is not acceptable to discuss the acquisition of vocabulary without also considering
semantics, particularly with regard to early language development. Studies of strategies
such as generalisations or over-extensions, (when a child uses one word for several
referents, e.g. Daddy may mean father but also all males), or holophrastic utterances
(e.g. Mummy could mean Mummy come here), may be more profitable than studies of
early lexical acquisition, since this characteristic is also typical of monoglots. There is
general agreement in the literature that the DL child's semantic development parallels the
monoglot's (Kessler, 1988).

The fact that a child has a lexical item in his expressive language does not mean that it has
been understood or that its meaning is the same as the adult's. The father of a young
Down's Syndrome girl, for example, reported to this author that, contrary to evidence
from formal testing of her receptive skills, she knew the word faster because she used to
say the word when her father pushed her in her cart during play activities in the garden.
On closer examination, however, it became evident that the child associated the word
with the concept of push, because her father would ask her if she wanted him to make
her go faster as he pushed the cart. The child would then echo the word faster though
she did not understand its true meaning (Abudarham and Brinkworth, 1984). By no
means is all of a child's lexicon susceptible to over-extensions, and the frequency of this

linguistic phenomenon decreases as the lexicon increases and as cognitive skills develop.

Another consideration in the case of DL acquisition should be that one language may
have a single lexical item for several conceptually related referents. For instance, the
word brush may require the addition of another lexeme to differentiate between the
different types of brushes. In other languages however, this differentiation may be made
by the use of different (often single) lexemes. In Spanish, for example, brocha, pincel
and cepillo (de dientes/zapato) are all words for different types of brushes
(paintbrush, artist's brush and tooth/shoe brush). The DL child would therefore, need a

more extensive lexicon to respond correctly. This has implications for studies in
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vocabulary acquisition. Kessler (1988) states that "one difficulty for bilinguals is that the

meanings of some words have different semantic ranges in the two languages being
acquired.” Romaine (1989) states that the existence of cross-linguistic influence at the

semantic level is reported in almost all the studies of 'bilingual’ children.

This author's previous work with DL Spanish/English children in Gibraltar, most of
whom can be classified as sequential 'bilinguals’, indicated that children responded to
any one of three pictures depicting a ladder, staircase and steps when asked to point to
the Spanish lexical item escaleras. This was because the Spanish word for /adder and
staircase was the same (escaleras) and therefore, had a wider semantic range than its
English equivalent. A response to any two of these pictures was therefore, correct.
Interestingly, the younger children were not always able to make the visual-conceptual
distinction between steps (escalones in Spanish) and staircase (escaleras in Spanish)
when responding to the stimulus word escaleras, so that some responded to steps and
some to Staircase as both pictures contained steps. However, the English lexical item for
each of these pictures was more referent-specific and each word was completely different
in its phonological representation: escaleras is very similar phonologically to escalones
but ladder and staircase sound completely different. This fact may have favoured a
correct response to the lexical item in English rather than to the one in Spanish. A DL
child’'s performance in a vocabulary assessment can, therefore, be affected by the
language(s) employed. Thus, when studies in DL lexical acquisition are reviewed, the
nature of the lexicons of the languages involved may be an important consideration in

determining and evaluating conclusions reached.

An interesting area of recent research involves the development of prototypical exemplars
by DL subjects. A prototypical exemplar is the best exemplar of a category e.g. a robin
may be the best example of a bird considered by an individual. Aitchison (1994) studied
how culture and native language may subconsciously influence L2 learners’ view of
prototypical exemplars and borderline items. An example of a borderline item for the
category of furniture could be a television or refrigerator. Her 11-14 year old English
monoglot subjects became more confident about borderline items with age. She found
that her Italian, Chinese and Spanish adult speakers were probably influenced by the
category membership in their native language (or culture) especially with regards to
whether a goose was a bird and a walnut a fruit - over 20% denying that the goose was a
bird and asserting it was a fow!, and over 40% claiming that a walnut was a fruit albeit of
a dried kind. This was despite the fact that the adults were fluent speakers of English.
She concluded that category membership (or semantic categories) in L1 differed in some
degree from that of English. Unfortunately, Aitchison (1994) does not provide data for
DL children’s development of prototypical exemplars.
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The pattern of vocabulary development in DL children is vulnerable to variations as for
monoglot children. In a study by Yoshida (1978), his three-and-a-half-year-old
Japanese/English speaking child acquired more nominals than other classes. In addition,
words from semantic categories closely relating to the child's environment were acquired
earlier. The child's English vocabulary was also expanded through loan words taken into
Japanese from English. The nature and range of a DL child's vocabulary varies with life

experiences.

The relationship between semantics, and grammar, and syntax has not received the
attention it deserves in studies of 'bilingualism' where L1 and L2 vary substantially in
their grammar and syntax. It is possible that DL speakers may in fact attempt to achieve
the same semantic goals by employing the less complex syntactic (and prosodic) rules of
their L1 when speaking L2. Thus, an interrogative in English (L2) may be uttered using
syntactic rules and prosodic features of interrogatives in L1; for example, ‘Are you ...?"
type of word reversals signalling the interrogative form in English, may not exist in DL
speakers' L1 and thus not used when they ask questions in English. The English
monoglot may therefore, perceive the utterance as a statement rather than a question and
interpret incorrectly the DL speakers' semantic intention. Their semantic/expressive skills

can hardly be evaluated by using criteria applied to their L2 monoglot counterparts.
2.2.9 Morphology, Grammar and Syntax

Leopold (1939-50) found no identifiable effect of the DL background on his daughter's
morphological system even after the second year when the system is supposed to reach
full maturity. The present author's studies with Gibraltarian Spanish/English speaking
DL children have revealed morphological interference/transfer, but contain no evidence
that morphological development as a concept suffers. For example, whereas a child may
say 'skipando’ (-'ando’ being the present continuous morphological inflection for
'skipping') this is due to interference/transfer from Spanish. The fact remains that the
child has marked an appropriate morphological inflection albeit from a different language.
The use of morphemes with a variety of word bases indicates that the child has
segmented the inflectional marker and has not just memorised a lexical item containing
such an inflection (Vihman, 1982). Past research does not make it clear that such a
distinction has been made and this may partly account for the variability in the claims

made about the development of inflectional morphology in DL children.

Both simultaneous and sequential 'bilinguals' may apply morphological inflections from
one language to verb or noun stems in the other (Burling, 1959; Oskaar, 1970;
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Abudarham, 1987). McLaughlin (1981) states that "morphology usually follows syntax
in some languages that are so structured that morphological and syntactic features must

be acquired simultaneously.” Factors such as the relative complexity of the
morphological system in each language and the way each language is acquired may result
in developmental variations. This was one of the reasons considered by Vihman (1982)
for her DL son's delay in acquisition of inflectional morphology. Murrell (1966) and
Fantini (1976) reported morphological delay in their subjects whereas Burling (1959) and
Imedadze (1967) [Russian/Georgian] found none. Fantini (1985) reported however, that
his son Mario's mixing at lexical and morphological levels continued till age 2:8 but this
diminished as he continued in an English-speaking nursery. Fathman (1975) found that
older sequential 'bilinguals' scored higher on her morphology and syntax subtests,
though the younger children did better than the older ones in phonology subtests. The
order in which children of different ages learned to produce the structures in the test was

the same.

Sequential 'bilinguals' may also borrow morphological inflections from L1 and apply
them to L2 until the L1 equivalents are learned. Not all studies cited in the literature
conclude that L2 morphological development mirrors the same developmental features as
for corresponding monoglots. Carrow (1971) reported that syntactically, the various
grammatical structures in her Spanish/English ‘bilinguals’ develop in a sequence
reflecting normal patterns in monolingual children. However, Hakuta (1974) found that
the morphological development in L2 of his five-year-old Japanese subject acquiring
English, did not always reflect the English monoglot's development. In a later study
(1976), he reports on other research with Japanese children indicating similar findings.

Vihman (1982) considered factors such as the language acquisition strategies that a
particular child might employ. Some children may adopt a whole-word approach to
learning and will thus, not pay too much heed to the segment within a lexical item.
Individual variations in inflectional morphological development may be determined by
this factor and by the possibility that some DL children might employ different strategies
in the acquisition of each of their languages.

Smith, (1933, 1935, 1957) and Carrow (1957) reported that DL children made a greater
number of grammatical errors than monoglots. Again, only L.2 was considered in these
studies: there is no account given of grammatical accuracy in the children's L1. Smith's
(1957) study of children of Chinese origin in Hawaii indicated that as they became less
'bilingual’ (i.e. almost monoglot English speakers), a smaller number of grammatical
errors (in L2) were made. Smith did not seem to explain this in terms of L1-L2

interference. As aresult of some of these studies, one could be forgiven for concluding
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that this was a deviant effect on the child's development of grammar due to exposure to
two languages as opposed to an acceptable normal effect of language transfer.
Commenting on Smith's earlier findings in the 1930s, McLaughlin (1978) hypothesises
that:

"One confounding factor that limits the generalisability of this research is that
pidgin English was quite common in the Chinese community in Hawaii at that
time and perhaps the main reason why the children performed so poorly is that
they used this variant of English as their standard" (78:173).

And yet the claims made by Smith about the effect of 'bilingualism' on language
development, have since been responsible for many assumptions appearing in the

literature and for forming the hypothetical bases of other studies.

The literature is, generally speaking, in agreement about syntactic development in DL
children. Kessler (1971) studied the syntactic development of 12 Italian-American
children. She concluded that syntactic structures common to the two languages were
acquired in approximately the same order and at the same rate as monolingual children.
This indicated that DL children could equal their monoglot peers in the development of
syntax. In addition, the appearance of specific structures was dependent on the extent of
the linguistic complexity (describable in terms of case grammar relations) and not on the
language used. Kessler (1971) found that the most linguistically complex structures were
the ones acquired last. Imedadze (1960) had concluded the same following her study of a
DL Russian and Georgian speaking child. But this is also true of monolingual children.
Kessler (1971) concluded that first and second language-learning for these children were
not qualitatively different processes. Imedadze (1960) found that syntactic structures
followed the same developmental order in both of the DL child's languages as they did
for monolinguals. Taeschner (1983a) found parallel syntactic development for her girls,
in German and Italian, from the earliest stages. One exception was in explicitly connected
sentences and the participle and infinitive. These appeared relatively late and not at the
same time in both languages. This pattern however, is not exclusive to DL children and is
often reflected in German and Italian monoglots. This phenomenon can therefore, not be
attributed to 'bilingualism'. Kessler (1988) agrees that the DL child uses the same
developmental processes as the monoglot, starting with the holophrases and moving on

to rule-governed utterances.
Other studies have reported the same observations. Like monoglots, DL children acquire

simple forms before complex ones (Dato, 1971) [American English and Spanish

speaking subjects living in Spain]. There is a relationship, however, between the
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development of syntactic structures in both languages and their semantic relationship. If
this relationship is more complex in one language than in the other, the corresponding
syntactic structures are acquired later. Carrow (1971) also concluded that language
develops according to a systematic pattern of growth regardless of the language. On
occasions, the more complex syntactic structure of one of the languages has been
acquired first but this has occurred when that language had been acquired earlier than the
other. Leopold found that his daughter's syntactic development in one language was

influenced by syntactic rules in the other. This was clearly a case of transfer.

The syntactic development of sequential 'bilinguals' may manifest different
characteristics to that of the simultaneous 'bilinguals’. Very much depends on the age and
linguistic (I.1) stage at which children were exposed to L2. Ravem (1968) studied his
six-and-a-half-year-old Norwegian-speaking son's syntactic development in English (L2)
and subsequently, in 1974, the syntactic development of his three years and nine months
old daughter. He concluded that his son learned the modal do in the same way as an
English monoglot. Also, the children did not usually invert the word order in Wh-
interrogatives, just as is observed in the language development of monoglots. The
children did not use Norwegian question patterns. In another study of Wh-questions,
Ravem (1974) observed that his children made certain syntactic errors in English (e.g.
not inverting the auxiliary verb and the subject): these errors reflected English rather than
Norwegian developmental patterns. Furthermore, the errors made in English were similar
to those found among English monoglots. Generally speaking, the children went through
the same stages as L1 learners, with a few exceptions attributed to L1 interference.

Dato (1970) reported similar results to Ravem (1968). He studied American English-
speaking children (aged between four and six-and-a-half) in Spain, who were acquiring
Spanish. Even though a literal translation from English would suggest inversions in
interrogatives, the children did not do so when speaking Spanish. However, Dulay et al
(1974a) studied sequential Spanish/English 'bilinguals' aged between five and eight and
concluded that the sequence of acquisition of L2 syntactic structures was different to the

way that corresponding monoglots developed them.

Sequential 'bilinguals' have already acquired some experience of the world and a certain
amount of language in L1, so they do not have to cope with as many conceptual aspects
when they start acquiring L2. Simultaneous 'bilinguals' have not had this experience and
do not have a previous language base to draw on when they are developing an L2. The
early stages of syntactic development, as in phonological development, in the
simultaneous 'bilingual', may be marked by a unitary syntactic system which may be

drawn from the two languages. Volterra and Taeschner (1978) reported that the two

47




simultaneous 'bilinguals' they studied (Italian-German) developed such a syntactic
system. Furthermore, it appeared to be different from the syntactic system of either
language. Eventually, the children are able to make and use appropriate distinctions in the

syntactic systems of each language.

2.2.10 Pragmatics

Ellis (1994) reports that though pragmatic development of DL subjects has been studied
since the seventies, it was done so as to explain how learners acquired grammatical
competence. Hatch (1983) for example, examined the ways in which learners develop
topics as a way of exploring why certain grammatical features are acquired before others.
Only recently however, states Ellis (1994) has the acquisition of pragmatic competence in
its own right been studied, most of this work being on specific illocutionary acts.

Ellis (1994) reviews some of the literature related to interlanguage pragmatics, that 1s,
“the performance and acquisition of speech acts” (as opposed to interactional acts) by 1.2
learners. Most of the published literature is based on cross-sectional studies and Ellis
(1994) highlights the need for longitudinal studies which would provide evidence of
developmental sequences. This has resulted in knowledge about how L2 learners use an
L2 but very little is known about how rules of speaking are acquired. The data have been
mainly spoken, as opposed to written, collected in natural settings and also elicited by
means of discourse completion tasks. Results of such studies seem to suggest that

pragmatic skills in L2 very much depend on proficiency in L2.

Referring to studies on interlanguage requests by Walters (1979), Carrell and Konneker
(1981) and Olshtain and Blum-Kulka (1985), Ellis (1994) arrives at a tentative conclusion
that “with sufficient exposures to the L2, learners are able to perceive the socio-linguistic
distinctions encoded by native speakers in requests but they may become oversensitive to

them.”

Ervin-Tripp et al (1987) report that the results of their study suggest that their low-level
learners of L2 French relied more on situational than linguistic clues as a means of
comprehending requests because they may have problems selecting appropriate request
strategies for different situations. Such learners will sometimes respond according to
requesting politeness norms in L1. High - intermediate level learners may also use longer

requests than native speakers.

Ellis (1992) conducted a two year longitudinal study in a classroom setting of two L2
English subjects (the 10 year old’s L1 was Portuguese and the 11 year old’s was

Punjabi). He concluded that there was *“clear evidence of developmental progression” but
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elaborated requests were not made and there were limitations in their ability to use
requests in a number of ways. For example, the majority of requests were direct and there
were few examples of non-conventional requests. Ellis (1994) suggests two possibilities
for this. First, that the learner was still developing the necessary linguistic and pragmatic
knowledge and secondly, that a classroom setting may not have been conducive to the full

acquisition of request forms and strategies.

Whereas requests in different situations are made differently across cultures (Ellis, 1994),
Olshtain (1989) who conducted a cross-cultural study involving speakers of Canadian
French, German, Australian English and Hebrew concluded that apologies were realised
in very similar ways by his subjects. Ellis (1994) concludes that both socio-cultural
norms of L1 and linguistic proficiency in L2 influence how apologies are made in L2.

Refusals by L2 speakers have not been studied as much as requests and apologies and
none of the studies have been longitudinal. There would seem to be pragmatic transfer
from L1 as Beebe et al’s (1990) study has suggested. Their Japanese learners responded
to the interlocutor’s status rather than to their familiarity. An appropriate level of L2

proficiency was also needed for such pragmatic transfer to occur.

Pragmatic skills are complex ones and comprise several attributes in addition to the ability
to make requests, apologies, and refusals already discussed above, and at a basic level,
skills such as turn taking, eye contact are all pragmatic skills. Most studies of pragmatic
skills have concentrated on one, or at best, a small number of pragmatic skills. It is
therefore, impossible to arrive at conclusions about pragmatics in the wider sense of the
word. In addition, many of the studies have been of adult L2 learners and often limited to
a particular cultural background. As has been discussed earlier, socio-cultural factors can
affect pragmatic skills in L2. It is thus, impossible to make generalisations about the
pragmatic skills of L2 adult learners. Because of the dearth of studies in children, the
same applies for the pragmatic skills of young L2 learners. Finally, most studies have
been cross-sectional and little can therefore, be said about the developmental acquisition
of pragmatic skills in L2 learners.

2.2.11 Fluency Disorders

Smith (1931) reported cases of stuttering in infants exposed to two languages before one
was completely learned. However, there is no evidence of causal relationship. In
evaluating this finding, one has to consider that normal non-fluency is common during
infancy even in monoglots (Van Riper, 1971). It is, therefore, possible that stuttering
was misdiagnosed by Smith. Reports that there is a high incidence of stuttering among
Asian children in England have not conclusively proved that exposure to a second
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language is the cause of this. Psychogenic, organic and socio-cultural factors could be
the prime cause of a DL child's dysfluency in the same way as they can affect monoglots.

Lemert (1970) published a comprehensive summary of studies related to the existence of
stuttering in several cultures. He concluded that stuttering does not occur in every culture
and that it was “reasonably certain that its incidence varies from culture to culture”. He
argues that a number of variables peculiar to a society or culture may be responsible for
different incidences. Among these are pressures on the child from strict rearing practices,
competitiveness, intolerance of inadequate performance (Bloodstein, 1987), socio-
economic pressures (Morgenstern, 1956) particularly those to which ethnic minorities are
most susceptible, and cultural stigmatisation of certain kinds of speech problems such as
stuttering. The fact that existence of ‘bilingualism’ is not necessarily implicated in these
studies does not mean that these factors, especially the socio-economic one, can not also

affect minorities living in a non-native country and who may also be ‘bilinguals’.

Wright (1992; 1994) highlights the relationship between ‘bilingualism’ and stuttering,
relevant to some Asian children in the United Kingdom. She quotes Travis et al (1937)
who found more stutterers among ‘bilinguals’ than in monolingual children in the East
Chicago white immigrant population. Travis et al (1937) did however, acknowledge that
the difference may have been due to the economic insecurity and emotional instability
found in many homes at a time of financial depression. Paradis and Lebrun (1984)
disputed the validity of the claims made by Travis et al (1937) that there was a higher
incidence (2-8%) of stuttering among ‘bilinguals’ than for monolinguals (1.8%). Paradis
and Lebrun (1984) found that when grouped according to race and linguistic origin,
Travis’ black English-speaking monolinguals and children who could not speak English
well, are much more likely to stutter more than the rest. They therefore, concluded that
any correlation between stuttering and ‘bilingualism’ must be unreliable. Hoffman (1991)
comments that a ‘bilingual’ child may develop a stutter when his/her social and
educational experience is “‘so devastating as to disturb his/her psychological well-being.”
Again, this type of experience can underlie stuttering in monoglots.

Mattes and Omark (1984) claimed that bilingual children are more prone to stuttering.
Paradis and Lebrun (1984) provide counter evidence for such claims. They scrutinised
the data reported by two French doctor and orthophonist, Pichon and Borel-Maisonny,
respectively (Pichon, 1936) who claimed that 14% of the children in their study who
stuttered used more than one language . It is however, not clear how ‘bilingual’ these
children were or what type of ‘bilinguals’ they were. Lebrun and Paradis (1984)
concluded that some of the stuttering symptoms described by Pichon and Borel-
Maisonny are also found in monolingual stutterers.
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The view that stuttering is common in bilinguals because of syntactic overload was
proposed by Karniol (1992) [Hebrew -English]. The child mentioned in her study in fact

did not stutter for a long time so the claim is lacking in credibility.

Lacey (1987) reported that her caseload of stutterers consistently comprised over 50%
Bengali children when children from this group made up only 35% of the general school
population. There could of course be several reasons for this. One could be that those
referring children to speech therapy might be more sensitive to young Asian children’s
speech problems than to white monolingual children’s because of their belief that
‘bilingualism’ causes speech problems and that children from minority groups are more
likely to be educationally disadvantaged. They may thus, more readily refer to speech and
language therapy young minority group children with speech problems than white

monoglot peers.

The figure for adolescent Bengalis participating in a stuttering therapy course was
reduced to 30-40% and was more comparable to the Bengali school population. Lacey
(1987) attributed the different figures for the young and adolescent Bengali children to
the fact that the latter were more integrated with their English monoglot peers and parental
support and counselling was not as vital as with the younger children.

Wright (1992; 1994) concluded from her survey that more therapists found that “they
were treating a lower percentage of Asian clients than warranted by the percentage of
Asians in their local population”. She acknowledges that because of factors such as
possible inaccurate National Population Census, low referral rates from the Asian
community, poor take-up or failure to remain in therapy, “we are unable to conclude
from these [her] findings that there is a lower incidence of stuttering in the Asian
community.” Wright (1992; 1994) however, does not provide data as to how many of
the subjects referred to in her study were ‘bilinguals’. The relationship, or lack of
relationship, between ‘bilingualism’ and stuttering in her study can therefore, not be
ascertained.

Waheed (1995) found that speakers of English as a Second Language experience more
difficulty transferring fluency targets to conversation than native English speakers. She
claims that “similar difficulties were also found among bilingual and bicultural
stutterers.” However, she does not claim that there is a higher incidence of stuttering in

‘bilingual’ subjects because of their ‘bilingualism’.

Rustin et al (1995) acknowledge that they have not found any evidence in their work with
‘bilingual’ stutterers that it is the ‘bilingualism’ rather than socio-cultural and other
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factors which causes the stuttering. Saunders (1982) supports the view that there is no
causal relationship between ‘bilingualism’ and stuttering. He criticises those who advise
parents "to expose their children to only one language, or at least delay the exposure to
two languages"” when their children demonstrate "unclear speech or stuttering.” He adds:
"... there is ... no evidence that bilingualism per se causes stuttering or dysfluent
speech.” It must be said, however, that Miller and Abudarham (1984), who are both
'‘bilingual' speech therapists researching into the field of 'bilingualism’', have
successfully advocated the delay of exposure to a second language until the problems of
the first are resolved - they present a case study in Chapter 10 of Miller's book which
provides evidence for the success of this advice. Perhaps a more convincing argument
against 'bilingualism' causing stuttering is that there is no evidence found in the available
literature that the incidence of this disorder is higher among 'mon-ethnic' DL children
(e.g. white DL Welsh children, Gibraltarian children) than among their monoglot peers.
'Bilingualism' is therefore, not considered to be a precipitating factor - though one

suspects it could contribute to the fluency problem.
2.2.12 Interference/Transfer and Code Switching

The types of interference between the two languages have been well documented by
Weinreich (1970). Interference can occur at any linguistic level - phonological,
morphological or syntactic. It is not always the case that L2 interferes with L1;
sometimes L1 interferes with L2. Interference, is manifested by the use of linguistic
elements of one language substituting, modifying, or being added to elements of the
other (See earlier example 'skipando'). Since Weinreich's major work, others have
reported on the nature, extent and implications of interference. By and large, interference
is considered to be a normal phenomenon during the development of two languages,
whether simultaneous or sequential. The degree and nature of interference depends on
factors such as the similarity of the languages learned. Whether one language is
dominant, the age at which the DL child is exposed to L2, whether the languages are kept
differentiated with regards to their social use and whether the one-person-one-language
system operates. There is less interference when this latter system is employed, when the
frequency of use is similar for each language and when knowledge of each language is
balanced. It is thought that simultaneous bilinguals acquiring both languages in a fused
context are more vulnerable to interference. Interference is sometimes perceived as
confusions, but samples of codal or linguistically related interference would seem to be a
normal characteristic. It is this belief that has prompted recent workers to refer to this
phenomenon as transfer (Garcia, 1983; Hamers and Blanc, 1990) which has a more
positive connotation (Garcia, 1983).
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Ellis (1994) states that transfer describes the incorporation of features of the L1 into the
knowledge systems of the L2. Transfer is indicated by L2 errors which mirror L1
structures. Results of error analysis studies (e.g. Dulay et al, 1974b) have cast doubts on
the validity of earlier claims that interference or negative transfer would occur when the
target language differed from the L1 and that if patterns of the L1 and L2 were similar, a
positive transfer would take place - L1 could thus, help or hinder the acquisition of L2.
Contrastive analysis was thought to be able to predict when interference would occur.
However, transfer often did not take place when there were differences between the
target and native languages. Also many of the errors that learners made appeared to
reflect intra-lingual processes. They were thus, the result of processes based on the
learner’s existing knowledge of the L2, rather than interference. However, more recently

the importance of transfer has once again been acknowledged (e.g. See Odlin, 1989).

Romaine (1989) argues that what have sometimes been attributed as errors due to
interference are really developmental errors; monoglots would also make similar errors
in the course of their linguistic development. She states that "there is a great deal of
research to support the idea that first language interference is not the prime cause of

learner errors."

Code switching is the term given to the alternate use of each language within the same
utterances or conversation. It can only start once the DL child becomes aware that there
are two language systems and can make the appropriate differentiation. Kessler (1988)
says that code switching then becomes routine in simultaneous 'bilinguals'. The nature
and degree of the switching will depend on several factors. Leopold (1939-50) found that
his daughter was able to use the appropriate language with German and English
speakers, respectively, by the age of two years and two months. This awareness can
develop at an early age. Fantini (1985) noted that his son Mario's code switching started
only a few days after the introduction of English words into his active vocabulary. Code
switching was well established and executed by age 2:8, and by age 3:0 Mario was able
to switch between English and Spanish depending on the language spoken by the

individual he was addressing.

As mentioned earlier, Dulay et al (1978) have stated that switching normally occurs at
relative-clause boundaries, at the beginning of verb phrases and before adverbial clauses.
They have also claimed that when this happens at other junctures, an L1 learning problem
may be indicated. This would suggest that there is a rule-bound system determining
switching behaviour. Romaine (1995) however, claims that “recently some linguists have
expressed doubts about being able to account for switching as rule-governed behaviour.”

However, certain rules might be identifiable as reflected by Poplack (1980) who
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described three types of Code Switching one being tag-switching involving the insertion
of a tag e.g. you know in one language when the utterance is in the other language. Inter-
sentential switches take place at clause boundaries or between speaker turns. Intra-

sentential switching occurs within a clause.

The dominance of one language over the other may affect the degree and ease with which
switching takes place. It is thought that the more balanced the languages, the more
switching will occur. Recent research with English/Danish ‘bilinguals’ (Petersen, 1988)
has reported a correlation between language proficiency and type of switching e.g.
switching at word level, or constituent level. Fluent 'bilinguals' tend to switch at
constituent level and those who do not have equal proficiency in both languages,

switching predominantly at word level.

The ability to switch could conceivably have advantages and disadvantages; from the
former point of view, it allows DL speakers to express themselves in an alternate code
when the lexicon or linguistic structures are not readily available to them in the other
code. On the other hand, this facility might reduce the opportunities and motivation for
learning the relevant lexicon and linguistic structures in that language. It is perhaps partly
for this reason that DL speakers may sometimes be found wanting when assessed in L2,
though they may have the lexicon and linguistic structures in L1. This hypothesis is
central to the present study and is responsible for the advocacy that both the DL speaker's
language has to be assessed/studied (See Chapter 5.6).

2.2.13 Age of Learning

In 1953, Penfield, a neuro-physiologist, claimed that as people grow older, the language-
learning centres in the brain harden, making the learning of language a much more
difficult task. This would suggest that learning a language during the earlier part of
childhood would be easier. A child, states Penfield, can substitute the right hemisphere
of the brain for the left which normally controls speech but older persons cannot do this.
"Once functional localisation of acquired skills has been established, the earlier plasticity
tends to disappear"” (Penfield, 1953).

Ever since Wernicke and Broca, there have been many studies which have tried to
establish localisation of linguistic function in the brain, not only in monoglots but also in
‘bilinguals’. According to Albert and Obler (1978) ‘bilingual’ brains are more bilateral
and less fixed with respect to cerebral dominance than those of monoglots. Bialystok
(1994) states that such claims have strong implications for theories of acquisition.

Another neuro-linguistic approach attempts to evidence constraints on the acquisition of
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language as the brain develops. Lenneberg (1967) thus, argued that it is more difficult to
learn a language after puberty because of changes in the brain occurring at that time.
Bialystok (1994) argues that any maturational constraints would affect both first and
second language acquisition. She concludes that “while biological influences may
continue to shape language acquisition throughout life, there is no reason to assume that
the influence remains constant or that the shape of the emerging language remains
identical.” It is difficult to establish, she argues, which areas of language proficiency may
be most influenced by any biological constraints and when such an influence is most

prominent.

McLaughlin (1978) briefly reviews the Critical Period Hypothesis which resulted from
Penfield’s and Roberts’ (1959) and Lenneberg's work (1967) on the biological factors
affecting first and second language-learning. He argues that the evidence of subsequent
studies indicates that the critical period for language development would seem to occur
between the ages of two and four or five. Lenneberg (1967) argued that before this time,
the child is too immature physically, and after puberty the brain becomes too inflexible to
learn language; this would apply to learning both L1 and L2. McLaughlin (1978)
acknowledged that at the time of writing, not enough was known about cerebral
dominance, and when laterality and its relationship to language-learning was established,

to support or reject the hypothesis.

The critical period hypothesis would seem to have been discredited by subsequent
research. One study (Ramsey and Wright, 1974) found that the younger the child when
introduced to English (L2), the better the performance on various tests of English. Other
recommendations about the optimal age for L2 learning range from simultaneous
acquisition from birth (whilst keeping the two languages distinct by associating each with
different persons in the child's environment), to introducing L2 only after L1 has been
well established. However, some studies (Grider, Otomo, and Toyota, 1961
{Japanese/English]; Politzer and Weiss, 1969 [Spanish/English]; Braine, 1971; Biihler,
1972 [Swiss German/French]; Snow and Heofnagel-Hohle, 1975 [English/Dutch];
Ervin-Tripp, 1978) seem to indicate that older children and adolescents acquire a second
language better in a natural environment. In fact, the literature is very ambiguous about
the optimal age for learning L2. There are many variables which will determine the
degree of success with which an individual will acquire L2. Some reports claim that
second language-learning is easier during the developmental stage when children are
exposed to language-learning and language-stimulating environments in a more intensive
manner, than in later life. Furthermore, as mentioned earlier, the older child may possess

higher cognitive skills which will facilitate L2 learning and in addition has an L1 to work




from. Reference has already been made to the relationship Fathman (1975) found

between age and syntactic development.

Results of some studies suggest that different linguistic skills may be favoured by the age
at which a DL subject is exposed to a second language, some skills being favoured
during childhood and others during adult L2 acquisition. For example, children are
thought to be better at pronunciation, in particular. Others (e.g. Harley, 1986) will argue
that conclusions can only be reliably arrived at when such research is controlled and
considers identical variables such as teaching strategy and context. This viewpoint is
more likely to refer to subjects who receive formal instruction in a second language. It is
difficult to see how such variables can be practically controlled for simultaneous
'bilinguals' particularly, who are more likely to learn a second language spontaneously,
or in a naturalistic setting. Hamers and Blanc (1990) attest this view. They state that "it is
important to distinguish between studies of L2 learning in a formal classroom situation

and those of informal L2 acquisition in natural settings."

Despite a considerable body of work on the subject of optimal age for learning a second
language, Cook (1991) concludes that "research evidence in favour of the superiority of
young children has proved surprisingly hard to define.” Cook cites the conclusion
arrived at by Singleton (1989) in the latter's authoritative review of the age factor.
Singleton refers to the one interpretation that, in naturalistic situations, those whose
exposure to L2 begins in childhood, generally surpass those whose exposure begins in
adulthood. Singleton (1989) concluded that this interpretation does not seem to be
contradicted by the available data. Cook (1991) states that "age in itself is not so
important as the different interactions that learners of different ages have with the
situation and with other people."

Psycho-social factors may also encourage a child to be more receptive to learning a
language. Ervin and Osgood (1954) suggested that some younger children may have a
dependence on models resulting from their identification with the people who satisfy their
needs. Other children, adolescents and adults may not find this need and may therefore,
not be as motivated to learn a second language. It may not be possible to arrive at a
conclusion, particularly since research has shown that the ease with which certain
linguistic skills may be acquired is age-related: for example, older people may find it
more difficult to acquire correct pronunciation in L2.

Fathman (1975) argued that the data from her study did "not prove that there is
necessarily a critical period for second language-learning but they do suggest that the
ability to learn aspects of a second language may be age related." She considered that

other factors such as environment and maturity may influence L2 learning. She
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concluded that " .... the second language acquisition process changes with age in terms

of order of learning.” The pre-teen years seem to favour L2 learning in preference to the

post-pubertal period. However, so many factors affect language-learning, and in
particular second language-learning, that it would be invidious to postulate an optimal age
for second language-learning. Cook (1986; 1991) similarly concludes that much research
is still open to interpretation as they involve different methodologies and different types

of learners e.g. immigrant v. native subjects.

Cook’s view does not seem to have altered much in recent years. Pursuing the age of
learning issue is not credited with much value. McLaughlin (1987) reports that "more
recent theory has largely ignored the Critical Period Hypothesis perhaps because of
considerable evidence against it ..." Klein (1986) however, would seem at first not to
give up on the possible implication of this hypothesis. He suggests that if the hypothesis
holds true, it would have implications for the method of instruction before and after the
age of puberty. This assertion, as McLaughlin (1987) points out, relates more to
language acquisition (i.e. as a result of facilitation) than to language development (i.e. the
natural and spontaneous learning of language). Klein (1986) acknowledges however,
that there is serious doubt as to the truth of the hypothesis, pointing out that the biological
evidence as shown by the work of authors such as Paradis and Lebrun (1983) with

French/English ‘bilinguals’, is by no means conclusive.

Hamers and Blanc (1990) concurred that there is little empirical evidence for support of
the hypothesis and that most of what there is stems from clinical data. They assert that if
such a critical period exists, it is not absolute and there are indications that “linguistic
competence can be acquired and improved after puberty.” It would seem however, that
there is a sensitive period for learning a second language (Eckstrand, 1981) which is not
biologically determined. Rather, the advantage lies in introducing a second language early
enough to allow the child more time to learn it and at an age when L1 learning has not
reached a great extent and thus, the child is not overburdened with a great load of
linguistic baggage. Following on from this discussion, Hamers and Blanc (1990)
suggest that it is the "cognitive and linguistic advantages linked to early bilinguality that

should enable us to draw conclusions about the optimal age for introducing L2."

Scovel (1988) had also argued that socio-cultural and cognitive explanations need to be
considered as well as neurological, genetic and environmental ones when debating if
there is a critical period. He found no evidence for there being a critical period for the
acquisition of syntax, lexicon and semantics. However, he argued that after puberty, an
L2 adult learner will never master the phonological system of the target language to the

level of a native speaker. Scovel was clearly referring to the acquisition of expressive
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phonology and does not address the possibility that even adult L2 learners might be
capable of acquiring phonological competence at a receptive level. Long (1990) has
presented evidence to suggest that the acquisition of a native-like accent is not possible by
learners who begin learning after the age of six. He also argues that it is very difficult for
learners who begin learning a second language at puberty to acquire native-like
grammatical competence. Scovel (1988) had presented somewhat different evidence to
argue that the critical period for a native-like pronunciation is around the age of twelve.
He claims that the evidence in favour of a critical period for grammar is equivocal. Ellis
(1994) claims that there is general agreement that older learners enjoy an initial advantage
in the rate of acquisition. This might well be so since the “business of learning language”

is not new to them and they have a more advanced metalinguistic awareness.

Newport (1990) reported that the age of initial exposure to the second language is the
single most important factor in determining eventual proficiency. He showed that age
related effects applied to complex structural aspects of morphology and not the simpler
ones such as basic word order. More recently, Bialystok (1994) concluded that the
evidence supporting the notion of a critical period in L1 learning has been ambiguous.
She adds that the evidence for a neurological argument indicating a critical period in L2
learning is controversial. Romaine (1995) concludes that “what is critical about second
language acquisition is age as much as the circumstances in which it takes place” and the

social context provided for the ‘bilingual’ child.

In order to pursue further the issue of an optimal age of learning a second language, one
would certainly have to study second language development of simultaneous 'bilinguals'
so as to establish how effective second language learning might be if introduced before
the child's third birthday. Hamers and Blanc (1990) attest to the fact that relatively few
children get the opportunity to develop simultaneous bilinguality and so data regarding
the nature and effectiveness of learning during early infancy is scarce. Comparisons with
sequential 'bilinguals’ are therefore, not always possible.

2.2.14 Non-linguistic Considerations

Several non-linguistic factors which may affect the success with which a second
language (L2) is learned (and, conversely, the possible effects that learning L2 may have
on other parameters) have been considered in the literature. Sociological and cultural
variables may influence the attitudes and motivation of an individual towards the learning
and/or use of L1 and/or L2. An individual's innate abilities for language-learning and its
effects on L2 learning has been discussed in the literature at great length. In fact, the
major focus of attention of early researchers is on the relationship between intelligence,
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cognitive skills and L2 learning. Other considerations have included neurological factors

and personality traits.

2.2.15 Intelligence and Cognition

Some early studies on intelligence and cognition, and 'bilingualism' (Saer, 1922; Smith,
1923) concluded that 'bilingual' children did not do as well in certain tasks as their
monoglot peers. The intelligence of DL subjects was estimated by a variety of means,
ranging from standard IQ tests (sometimes translated into the children's L.1), to their
ability to perform other tasks, such as those requiring accuracy of thought (Smith,
1923), and by the use of non-verbal tests (Jones, 1938, [Welsh/English]).

Smith (1923) concluded that monoglots between the ages of eight and 11 years, made
more progress than 'bilinguals' in their "powers of expression, choice of vocabulary and
accuracy of thought." Arsenian (1937) conducted very extensive studies of 'bilingual’
children in New York (among them English/Moroccan speaking) and concluded that "the
acquisition of two language systems ... does not seem ... to have a detrimental influence
on mental ability and development.” Jones (1938) concluded that "bilingualism did not
seem to be a hindrance to thinking" carried out in verbal terms. In a later study and in
collaboration with Stewart (1951) however, he found that monoglots did better in verbal
and non-verbal tests than Welsh/English 'bilinguals’. Following certain adjustments of
the tests to a common non-verbal basis, and even though the differences were
substantially reduced, they confirmed their initial conclusions. These were similar to
those arrived at by Barke (1933) and Barke and Parry-Williams (1938), who found that
monoglots performed similarly in non-verbal tests but 'bilinguals' were inferior on verbal

tests "especially when the verbal tests were administered in the child's mother tongue."

These conclusions, and the results of subsequent studies (Jones, 1955, 1959, 1960;
Lewis, 1959), indicate that the performance of 'bilingual’ children in non-verbal tests of
intelligence improves with L2 (English) proficiency. This would seem to suggest that the
linguistic factor had a greater influence on the 'bilingual's’ performance in these so-called
tests of intelligence than did the innate cognitive skills as measured through verbal tasks.
Darcy (1953) surveyed the literature and concluded that "bilinguals suffer from a
language handicap when measured by verbal tests of intelligence." In a later survey of the
literature since 1920, relating to the effects of 'bilingualism' on cognitive development,
Balkan (1970) reported that many of the tests used to assess cognitive development were
verbal. Any linguistic inadequacy in DL subjects, particularly in L2 could, therefore,
have been responsible for presenting a picture of inferior cognitive skills.
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Among the criticisms levelled at the methodology of some of these studies, particularly

those reporting negative effects of 'bilingualism’, were the use of faulty statistical
techniques, biased sampling and the omission of other considerations such as
environmental and sociological variables (e.g. social class, frequency of schooling and
social motivation) (Haugen, 1956). Jones (1959), having considered the residential
locality of his subjects and occupational status of their parents concluded that, all other
factors being equal, 'bilingualism' need not be considered a disadvantage. The
difficulties in intellectual development did not arise from 'bilingualism’', so much as
"from the effects of the failure of schools and other social institutions to meet the
bilinguals' needs." Whereas Jones's studies quoted so far all took place in Wales, there
was evidence that conclusions of studies in the USA and Canada (e.g. Anisfeld, 1964;
Peal and Lambert, 1962) coincided with those of Jones's in 1959. Thus, it was the
system which was responsible for the particular results; the alleged handicaps were not
permanent and could be dealt with by the system. Similarly, Balkan (1970) concluded
that life problems rather than linguistic and psychological factors were responsible for

inferior results in the tests used.

The operational definitions of intellectual ability contributed substantially to the testing of
this ability. The tasks given were largely not valid as a measure of intellectual ability.
Haugen (1956) stated that "the intelligence test is too gross a measure to throw much
light on the psychological processes of bilingualism.” He argued that many conclusions
found in the literature about the effect of 'bilingualism' on intelligence have been
somewhat contradictory, due to the differences in terminology and the purposes of
various investigations. Support for this claim is found in recent literature (Ben Zeev,
1988) whose studies have included Hebrew/English and Spanish/English ‘bilinguals’,
the former in Israel and the latter in the USA.

In the 1960s, the methodology of such studies began to improve, and many reported
evidence of definite advantages of being 'bilingual'. Peal and Lambert (1962) conducted
a rigorous study, taking into account many of the variables used previously and yet
others omitted in previous studies. They found that Canadian (French/English)
‘bilingual' children performed better in tests of verbal performance, non-verbal
performance and intelligence than carefully matched monoglot peers. However, the
results seemed to be true only of infantile and not childhood ‘bilinguals'. They concluded
that 'bilinguals’ were more adept at concept formation and abstract thinking by virtue of
the fact that they were trained in two languages. Anisfeld (1964) who also studied
Canadian French/English *bilinguals’, confirmed these results. Menyuk (1971) stated
that 'bilingualism' can create advantages in cognitive performance.
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There has been some criticism of Peal and Lambert's study, and more recent researchers
have conducted their investigations more carefully than their predecessors. Confirmation
of the cognitive advantages of 'bilingualism' has come from studies conducted in many
parts of the world. Among the better known are those by Ianco-Worrall (1972) who
studied Afrikaans/English ‘bilinguals’ in South Africa, Cummins and Gulutsan (1974)
who studied Ukrainian/English ‘bilinguals’ in Canada, Lambert (1977) who studied
French/English ‘bilinguals’ in Canada, and Ben Zeev (1977) in Israel and New York.
Oller (1983) concludes that here is no evidence whatever that learning more than one

language is a hindrance to cognitive development over any reasonable period of time.

More recently however, Lemmon and Coggin (1989) studied the relationship between
‘bilingualism' and intellectual function as measured by their subjects' performance in
tests of concept formation, abstract and divergent thinking, and mental reorganisation and
flexibility of thinking. They concluded that monolingual University students scored
higher than 'bilingual’ (Spanish/English) peers on most of the tests of cognitive skill.
They suggest that these results may not be consistent with contrary findings from other
research because their study was not based on children but adults. "As the person
matures ... this early advantage may be lost." When 'bilinguals' were divided into high
and low groups on the basis of their skill in Spanish, the high 'bilingual' group
outperformed the low 'bilingual' group on the measures of cognitive skills, despite the
fact that the low 'bilinguals’ were somewhat superior to the high 'bilinguals’ on all of the
English tests.

Appel (1989) studied four groups of children from seventh and eighth grade in primary
schools. The groups comprised Dutch monolingual children, and 'bilingual' Turkish,
Moroccan and Surinamese children who had been living in the Netherlands between 8
years and 8 years 7 months. He concluded that 'bilingualism' did not affect cognitive-
linguistic development negatively.

There would seem to be a high, positive correlation between the ability to learn a first
language and subsequently a second. Skehan’s work (1989) work has already been
referred to. Hakuta and Diaz (1985) found from their longitudinal study of
Japanese/English ‘bilinguals’ that the degree of 'bilingualism’' and non-verbal ability
were positively related. The longitudinal design of their study allowed for comparisons
between trials and they were able to conclude that the degree of 'bilingualism’ did affect
non-verbal cognitive ability when the variables were controlled.

Despite the considerable methodological improvements in recent research into the
relationship between 'bilingualism' and intelligence, and despite "substantial
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documentation .... researchers have not yet developed and tested the validity of an
explanatory model" of the positive effects of 'bilingualism' on intelligence (Diaz and
Klingler, 1991, [Spanish/English]).

An interesting cognitive-linguistic variable i.e. metalinguistic awareness, has in the last
decade been receiving increasing attention in the field of 'bilingual’ studies. Bialystok
(1987) studied DL subjects' conceptual understanding of a linguistic attribute. 'Bilingual’
children in her study showed more advanced understanding of some aspects of the
concept of 'word' than monolinguals. She concluded that this indicated a specific
metalinguistic advantage over monoglot subjects. 'Bilingual’ children have an enhanced
awareness, states Bialystok (1991b) "of the analyses and control components of
[language] processing.” Inevitably, 'bilingual’ children process language differently to
monoglot peers (Bialystok, 1991b). Kessler and Quinn (1987) reported that 'bilingual’
children performed better at problem solving tasks than their monolingual counterparts.
They interpreted these results as evidence of greater metalinguistic competence and better
developed creative processes. Thomas (1988) studied 'bilingual' college students
learning a third language and compared their progress with monolingual peers studying a
second language. He concluded that developing students' metalinguistic awareness may
increase the potential advantage of knowing two languages when learning a third.

It would seem strange to claim that intelligence can be affected by language-learning
when the argument is usually the reverse. Weinreich (1953) quotes Weisgerber (1933)
who stated that 'bilingualism' can affect the intelligence of a whole ethnic group for
generations. This conclusion lacks credibility since it would be very difficult to define
and just as difficult to assess independently. The number of variables that are known to
affect these two skills and their measurement confound any attempts to establish a cause-
and-effect relationship between 'bilingualism' and intelligence. Ben Zeev (1988) arrives
at the same conclusion. Despite this caveat, Johnson (1991) concludes that "...

bilingualism may foster cognitive growth."

2.2.16 Affective Factors

Sometimes attitudes and motivation correlate highly. Individuals' attitudes to the host
community, or to one of the two languages, may indeed have an influence on their
motivation to learn a second language, how successfully they master the second language
and how and when they use each of the languages. Cummins, Lopes and King (1987)
found that attitudes of their Portuguese/English subjects living in Canada, toward the
native culture play an important role in predicting bilingual proficiency.
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Cheng (1995) states that children do not all learn language at the same speed for several

reasons, including affective ones. Krashen (1981, 1982) has referred to his concept of

affective filter of language acquisition. This refers to a language learner’s subconscious
(or conscious) attitude towards the second language, including motivation, self
confidence, and anxiety. The lower the anxiety and the higher the motivation, the faster

language learning proceeds.

If ‘bilinguals’ wish to identify with the host community, they are more likely to be
successful and "in particular they are better at acquiring a good accent” (Christophersen,
1973). Attitudes often develop from socio-cultural and religious norms and beliefs, and
these may dictate individuals' motivation for learning and using the L2. Social pressures
for conformity may affect individuals either way, and second generation immigrants
particularly may rebel against speaking L1. New immigrants may reject L2 in an attempt
to maintain their links with the mother country, its culture and sometimes religion, and
will only learn L2 when absolutely necessary. Wong Fillmore (1991) states that in
learning a new language, the individual has to "suppress both social and communicative
needs to a degree ...". Negative attitudes to the host culture and its values, and a strong
desire to maintain their cultural or religious identity may result in a negative response to
L2. Negative attitudes towards the affective environment in the classroom set by the
teacher can inhibit learning of L2 (Fillmore, 1979). Romaine (1989) states that "the
receptiveness of the child and family towards bilingualism is a factor affecting the
outcome of any attempt to raise a child bilingually." Furthermore, the attitudes of the
extended family, the school and society at large, are also important.

Even when a second language has been learned, the individual, though not entirely
forgetting it, may decide consciously or unconsciously not to use it. Sometimes, one of
the languages acquires a snob value (social or educational) and the other a substandard
status (Haugen, 1956). Acculturation may favour L1 being dropped or used less and the
importance of L2 is enhanced, though new and first generation immigrants may respond

in an entirely different way.

Wong Fillmore (1991) discusses a model of language learning in a social context. She
argues that three types of processes interact with each other in language learning, these
being the social, linguistic and cognitive. At the first level, DL individuals need social
contacts with people who speak the target language, in order to acquire the incentive to

learn the language.
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Personality traits may be a criterion in the motivation with which DL subjects learn L2

and the degree of proficiency they develop in it. These traits can interact with age
differences. Some may not hinder language learning in young children. They may
however, become major problems for older individuals (Wong Fillmore, 1991). Lambert
(1963) and Gardner (1966) [French/English in Canada] found that strong-minded
individuals who do not feel any dependence on the host community and who perhaps
even hold prejudices, often do not seem to achieve a second language as successfully. It
is possible, therefore, that such under achievement is not due to limited intellectual ability
but to the influence of such personality traits. Acquiring a second language could mean
acquiring a second personality and sometimes a second culture (Sharp, 1973). This may
imply certain modifications to individuals' socio-cultural and religious values which they
may find threatening. Identity conflict is alleged to characterise Eskimo 'bilinguals’
(Sindell and Weintrob, 1972). Brophy and Aberle (1966) describe value conflicts which
inhibit the satisfactory development of 'bilinguals' and their early withdrawal from
school. Delinquency, the propensity to drop out of school and fragmented personality
development are all laid at the door of 'bilingualism'.

Heyde (1983) showed that there was a correlation between proficiency and self-esteem in
adult learners. The question is begged whether many monoglots do not also suffer from
lack of self-esteem. They of course do and it is thus difficult to accept the validity of
Heyde's claim. The same argument can apply to other factors such as lack of self-
confidence which might be invoked as being more prevalent in DL speakers. Bley-
Vroman (1989) [Chinese/English] states that affective factors may have a different effect
on children than on adults. He argues that it is not clear how to specify which are the
crucial affective factors which may affect children, and how to identify these factors with
those seen to influence adult language learning. At present, Affect Hypotheses amount "to
saying that children have a certain je ne sais quoi, absent in adults, which is crucial to
language acquisition, je ne sais comment" (Bley-Vroman, 1989). It would seem that
research has not yet been conducted which, having identified affective differences
influencing language learning in a group of DL children suffering from these affective
factors, can reliably demonstrate that the language learning acquisition of these children is
significantly different from that of DL children not suffering from such factors.

It is not uncommon for children with one English-speaking parent to refuse to speak
Spanish, as observed on a recent visit to Gibraltar, but this does not mean that they are
not able to speak Spanish, and they certainly understand it very well. A distinction has to
be made therefore, between the possible influences of affective factors on language

acquisition, language proficiency and language use, a crucial difference which perhaps
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has not been operationally made or defined in much of the past research regarding the

influence of affect.

Lewis (1981) quoted Luria, who claimed that language helps the regulation of behaviour.
Sudden introduction of a second language can result in psychological disturbances
(including speech problems). It is not the possession of two languages in itself which can
cause these disturbances but a possible conflict resulting from “unregulated transfer from
one language to another”. The way the two languages are acquired could influence the
development of such conflicts. Other influential factors are the parents' and teachers'

attitudes to the second language.

To what extent the changing political situation in Gibraltar (See Chapter 2.3) had an
effect on the motivation of some of its citizens, to use more English at home, and how
this may have affected their children's L2 development, is not possible to ascertain at the
present moment. The only way this could be investigated is by the replication of the
present study in another decade or so. By this time, the re-establishment of normal
relations with a democratic Spain might alter these citizens' attitudes to the use of the
Spanish language. Discussions about the value and possibility of introducing 'bilingual’
education to Gibraltarian schools (Ballantine, 1983) have borne little fruit.

A phenomenon referred to as anomie is characterised by a confusion of identity. Child
(1943) described the conflicts of the children of an Italian immigrant who lived in New
York. Conflicts between home, and host language and culture resulted in frustration
which could not be resolved without acceptance of one and rejection of the other. It is
usually the adolescent and adult 'bilinguals' who are more vulnerable to anomie.
However, this stage of anomie is not necessarily permanent. Bactens-Beardsmore (1982)
reports on a pilot study of adults brought up as 'bilinguals' from early childhood
onwards. After a period of about two years of experiencing anomie, they resolved the
confusion and "were happy to be bilingual and bicultural." Among other factors
determining the experience of anomie was DL individuals' socio-economic status and
their strength of resentment at being members of a minority group (Lambert, Just and
Segalowitz, 1970) [Canadian French/English]. The more homogeneous the two cultures,
the less chance of anomie occurring. Individuals' motivation for actively learning L2
because they need to do so is also significant, though Lambert (1967) found that even
highly motivated postgraduate students could suffer anomie. He also found that anomie
started developing as students became more proficient in L2, and not necessarily in the
early stages of learning L2.
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The account given above may seem to warn the reader that 'bilingualism’ could affect DL

individuals emotionally. This would be a mistaken conclusion. Any emotional
maladjustment is more likely to be environmentally determined and their difficulties
almost entirely extra-linguistic (Christophersen, 1973). Where a bilingual community
exists with its own culture, such as in Gibraltar, it is unlikely that any affective problems
will result because of exposure to two languages. Research has indicated (Lambert and
Aellen, 1972) that adolescent (Canadian French/English) children of parents who
represented a bicultural background appeared to have no problem in identifying with their
parents nor with stability or self-esteem whereas children of L1 monoglot backgrounds
were more likely to. The bicultural group also showed no bias towards either of their
culture groups whereas the other group clearly favoured their own ethnic group over

others.

There is no evidence in the most recent literature to alter conclusions such as those
arrived at by Haugen three decades ago (1956) that: "Any problems of personality
adjustment ... are due primarily to [the 'bilingual's'] bicultural position and only
secondarily to the recognised need for personality adaptation when switching from one
language to the other." As with the results of recent research on the effect of a DL input
on other non-linguistic developmental skills, such as cognition, one cannot make
conclusive statements on the effects of such an input on a DL individual's affective
development. There are far too many extra-linguistic variables involved, which are
impossible to exclude from any objective study. If and when someone is able to prove
that there is a higher incidence of mental retardation and affective disorders in 'bilingual’,
culturally homogeneous communities than in monoglots exposed to two cultures, claims
that a DL background has a negative effect on the individual can be seriously entertained.
In the present state of knowledge, the best one can say is that 'bilingualism' is unlikely to

present lasting problems to the individual.

This section has presented a review of issues related to 'bilingualism’, citing literature
spanning over half a century. There is still much debate about certain aspects of the
subject but a greater consensus is being achieved particularly about the invalidity of past

claims that a bilingual experience will have adverse effects on other developmental skills.
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2.3 GIBRALTAR - HISTORICAL, CULTURAL, LINGUISTIC AND
EDUCATIONAL PERSPECTIVES

2.3.1 Introduction

No study in 'bilingualism' can be made in the absence of due consideration of the
representative community's history and culture, since linguistic behaviour is significantly
influenced by these. Another powerful force in determining the language of a community
is its educational policies. This section will briefly describe these issues and relate them

to the Gibraltarian linguistic system.
2.3.2 Historical Perspective

Gibraltar is a peninsula, occupying two and a half square miles, in the southern tip of the
Iberian subcontinent and has been a British colony since 1704 when Admiral Rooke who
was commanding an Anglo-Dutch fleet in the Mediterranean, decided, seemingly
gratuitously, to capture it by force, in the name of Queen Anne of England. Before this
time, Gibraltar belonged to the Spanish monarchs and was inhabited by a small Spanish
community. Travel by land between Gibraltar and the Spanish mainland is possible
across a low, narrow and sandy isthmus connecting them both. Most of the Spanish
inhabitants fled across to the mainland and settled in San Roque, a few miles from the

present border.

The Treaty of Utrecht in 1713 ratified British rule over Gibraltar which has continued
ever since. Initially, the colony served as a strategic military garrison. It was not long
after this event that traders and merchants from neighbouring countries were attracted to
the colony, among who were Jews from Morocco, Genoese, Italians and Portuguese.
They brought with them much needed victuals, building materials and other goods
needed by the then predominantly military population. The local authorities welcomed
these people and even though the Spaniards had stipulated in the Treaty of Utrecht that
Jews and Arabs were not to be allowed to settle or even temporarily reside in the colony,
the authorities turned a blind eye and allowed selective residence for some of these

immigrants.
To date, there is a British military presence in Gibraltar which has, over the years, been

very much reduced from its previous size. Most of the military personnel however, did

not take up long residence and left when their tour of duty was over.
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2.3.3 Gibraltarian Culture

Till 1969, when Spain imposed frontier and communication restrictions, most of the local
population had identified with the neighbouring Andalucian culture and character for
nearly two centuries, and only politically and educationally with Britain. All political and
educational institutions used English as the official language and still do. Whereas the
official religion is Anglican, most of the population are Catholics, though there are small
Jewish, Anglican and Asian communities. After 1969, when the Spanish frontier gate
was closed, a huge labour force was imported from Morocco to replace the Spanish one,
and these workers were allowed to reside for short periods of time in Gibraltar. Their
influence on the local culture of Gibraltar was probably negligible. More influential in
several spheres however, has been the presence of the British armed services. Though
they did not integrate in the local community, they were an important part of the economy
and employed many locals. They also had (pre-1969) employed thousands of Spaniards
who would enter Gibraltar daily, most of them returning back to the mainland at the end
of the working day.

At one point, there were up to 15,000 Spaniards working in the local building trades and
Naval Dockyards. There were also many women working as domestic staff and child
minders, both living in and part time. There was therefore, a substantial Spanish
presence, albeit largely on a daily basis. The traffic was two way, though, and most
locals would look towards Spain for their entertainment and holidays. Contact between
the two peoples was therefore, very close and frequent.

All this stopped with the closure of the frontier and not formally renewed till restrictions
were eased, in the first instance, 13 years later in 1982, and then three years after that, in
1985, when the frontier was completely opened again. During this time, most
Gibraltarians became fiercely British; a referendum received only 50 odd votes against,

from the population of about 30,000, who voted massively to remain under British rule.

The significance of this to the present study is that many of the children who participated
in it were born before contact had been restored with Spain. Many of the professional
families particularly, encouraged their children to speak more English at home though not
necessarily to the entire exclusion of Spanish which in any case the children were likely
to speak with their friends. Many Gibraltarians thus, started identifying more with certain
aspects of English culture and political thought.

The children participating in this study could be said to be culturally homogeneous i.e.
They shared the same linguistic environment, educational system, western values and
shared similar experiences.
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2.3.4 Languages

The official language of Gibraltar is English and even though the variety of Spanish
generally spoken by the locals may be considered by some not to be an official language,
it is the vernacular. Most of the local population speak English with different levels of
fluency. The news media uses mainly English though there is one bilingual newspaper
and one published in Spanish. Most radio programmes are in English though some are in
Spanish and local television is almost invariably in English. However, the population
was able to receive Spanish television for a long time before Gibraltar obtained its first

television station.

As a community therefore, Gibraltar can best be described as diglossic and to some

extent 'bilingual’, a phenomenon described by Fishman (1967) - See Chapter 2.1.2 .

As mentioned before, a variety of immigrants from neighbouring countries settled in
Gibraltar. They became the Gibraltarian community and were mainly responsible for
giving the colony its character and special variation of the Andalucian Spanish language,
popularly referred to by Spaniards as Yanito. It is thought that many of the first Genoese
and Italians who settled in Gibraltar were called Giani and, together with the added

Spanish diminutive morpheme, the term Yanito was coined.

The differences between Andalucian Spanish and Yanito are really not great and speakers
of both languages have no difficulty in understanding each other. The differences that
exist are mainly at a lexical level and are largely the result of the multi-ethnic and multi-
linguistic background of the early settlers. Examples of these lexical differences are due
to well documented 'bilingual’ phenomena such as lexical borrowing and transfer or
interference, both at a semantic and phonological level. For example, the Spanish
equivalent to the English word liguorice bar is regaliz - the Yanito is pronounced likirva,
a clear case of lexical borrowing and phonological transfer. The word nurse or sister is
commonly used by locals in preference to the Spanish equivalent enfermera, though both

these words are in use.

Other words exemplify the phenomenon of faux amis, that is when two words are
phonologically homogeneous but semantically different. A word such as pompa in
Yanito means pump and probably came from the Italian name for the same, but in
Spanish pompa means pomp. There is also evidence of words which comprise the verb
stem in one language and a morphological ending in the other. For example, sheque-
ando, meaning checking, uses the English verb stem check and the Spanish progressive

morphological ending -ando; similarly, to step on something is pisar in Spanish, though
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a school child was once heard to be telling his teacher that another child had been piss-
ing me'. The borrowing or transfer process can therefore, occur in both directions.
Sometimes the borrowing appears as a result of guessing what the equivalent of a word
in one language might be in the other. One example of this is the word piperia which in
Yanito means water pipe. This could be because the word in Spanish is tuberia, the last

syllable of which has been added to the English word i.e. pipe.

Whereas grammatical and syntactic transfer does exist in adult speech, it would seem to
be more prevalent in the emerging language of children. In both groups of speakers,
there is evidence of such transfer in everyday speech. Code switching within the same

sentence or conversation is also a very common phenomenon.

All these characteristics form part of a very viable communication system. It is arguable
whether the term Yanito can be ascribed to the Spanish code only as the use of English
and Spanish together is so basic a characteristic of the Gibraltarian's communication
system.

The phonology of Yanito tends to be greatly influenced by the phonology of Andalucian-
Spanish, a phenomenon which is to be expected because of Gibraltar's physical
proximity to the Andalucian region of the Iberian peninsula.

2.3.5 Language Use

Despite the practice of code switching, there are occasions when the verbal behaviour is
diglossic and communication may take place in one language exclusively depending on
the societal domain. Using Ferguson's terms, Yanito Spanish is the L or Low language
and is predominantly the local vernacular of the street though its use is contextually
determined - if politics or education is the subject of the conversation, English might be
used exclusively, or at least mainly. English is the H or High language more commonly
used in the political and educational domains.

Playground language, particularly for the younger children, is more likely to be Yanito
Spanish. The majority of the local population is likely to speak Yanito Spanish at home,

though in many homes, not necessarily to the total exclusion of English.

Some teachers have reported that with the closure of the border between Spain and
Gibraltar in the late 1960s, there seems to have been an increasing use of English
language at home, possibly as a political reaction against Spain. Furthermore, with a loss
of the previous daily physical, social and commercial contact with Spain and Spanish
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people, more English seems to be spoken in the streets. It is difficult to predict whether

this alleged trend will be reversed since the re-opening of the border.
2.3.6 Education

As implied earlier, the education system and practice has a great influence on language.
Many children do not acquire English until they start formal schooling at the age of four.
Before this, unless the family speaks English at home, or the child attends nursery or
play school, it is very likely that exposure to English is negligible for most children.
Local television programmes do not start till the early evening so that any language
learned through this medium is likely to be from Spanish television. Early lexical

development is therefore, more likely to be in Spanish, predominantly.

Whereas there are a few non-Government supported schools, most of the schools are
Government run and the vast majority of local children will attend these. At the time
when this study was being conducted, there were two Nursery Units attached to two
First Schools. The former catered for children from 3 to 4.

There are also seven FIRST schools, four MIDDLE and one PRIMARY schools in
Gibraltar (Subjects used in this study attended three of the First schools and two of the
Middle schools, half of the schools in each category thus being represented). First
schools catered for children aged 4-7, and the Middle schools for children aged 8-11+.
All these schools are co-educational. There is also a school for children with learning
difficulties.

In 1986, the average class size in First schools was 20.4 and for the Middle schools, it
was 24.8. The average pupil/teacher ratio in First schools was 15.5 and in Middle
schools 19.4.

All Gibraltarian-born teachers, and the vast majority of the non-Gibraltarian teachers, had
received their professional teachers training in the United Kingdom. The teaching

methods and curriculum were not dissimilar to schools in the UK.
Secondary Education takes place in two single-sex schools which cater for children

between 12-plus to fifteen-plus. The syllabus for these secondary schools was GCE
(now GCSE) oriented (Department of Education - Government of Gibraltar, 1988).
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2.3.7 Language Policy in Schools

Whereas the official language in schools is English, some teachers will make allowances
and speak Spanish, particularly in the nursery units and the reception classes in the first
and primary schools. Despite many attempts and recommendations that a 'bilingual'
language policy be introduced in the teaching (Ballantine, 1983; Flores and Ballantine,
1983), the language medium for teaching is English. Though Spanish is most children's
first language (L.1), it is surprisingly, not taught formally until the penultimate year of
Middle school, and then, paradoxically, as a second language. This situation remains
unchanged to date.

This whole Chapter has provided a brief overview of the terminology and has provided a
rationale for a more general one i.e. Dual Language. It has also reviewed the literature
regarding the relationship between 'bilingualism' and linguistic and non-linguistic
variables. The Chapter concludes by providing a brief account about the historical, socio-
cultural, political, religious, linguistic, and educational background of the subjects
participating in this study.
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CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY

3.1 RATIONALE FOR METHODOLOGY

3.1.1 Selection of Lexical Corpus

There are several issues that need to be addressed in any study of a population’s lexicon.
In the first instance, criteria for the selection of a lexical corpus to be employed have to be
considered. There are a number of ways that such a corpus can be arrived at. Firstly, one
can randomly select a lexicon from a dictionary so that for example, every 'n'th word
would be chosen until the required number is reached. This approach was quickly
dismissed for several reasons, the major one being that one could easily end up with a
great number of lexical items which were unlikely to be known by the younger subjects
participating in the study. Another reason for rejecting such a strategy was that it was
unlikely to yield a representative sample of functional lexical items which would reflect
common or reasonable usage. Similarly, it was unlikely that a representative sample of
grammatical and semantic categories reflected in early normal lexical development, would

be obtained.

A second strategy often used in similar studies (e.g. Nelson-Burgess and Meyerson,
1975) involves observing and recording the active day-to-day lexicon used by the
community to be studied. This would have involved detailed observations of the lexicon
used by groups of subjects representing all the ages relevant to this study i.e. 4-12 years,
a daunting task indeed which would have diverted a lot of the time and energy available
from achieving the aims of the present investigation. Again, there is no guarantee that
such an approach would yield an adequate or appropriate representation of the potential
lexicon employed by the subjects. Indeed, particularly when studying a bilingual's
lexicon, such a strategy would be very restricting since it would only yield a corpus of
words most frequently used by the subjects and therefore, exclude words rarely used in
day to day social interaction.

The issue of how to determine what a learner's language can be is addressed by Cook
(1982). The decision as to whether or not generalisations can be made about the subject's
language system as a whole is not an easy one to determine if natural samples of
subjects' language is collected and used as the language corpus for a study. Such
methodology therefore, whilst perhaps giving an indication of the subject's day to day
functional language, does not yield information about the language used in other
contexts. Some researchers such as Kellerman (1976) have proposed that further
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information elicited from subjects about the language used in less common contexts can
be added to natural samples; he called this investigative strategy lateralisation.

Another issue to be considered is that in certain domains, (Fishman, 1968a, 1968b;
Fishman, Cooper and Ma, 1971) many lexical items would be exclusively used in one
language and not the other. Regardless of these disadvantages, if this strategy had been
adopted, it was likely to require considerable time and resources and when completed,
would still necessitate a final selection in order to produce a corpus of lexical items
suitable for the study. A further practical problem regarding the pictorial representation of

such items is discussed below.

In past research, frequency counts have been used from which lexical stimuli have been
selected. Reference has already been made to some of these (e.g. Thorndike and Lorge,
1944; Kucera and Francis, 1967; Garcia Hoz, 1953; Burnard, Hockey and Marriot, 1979
and Hockey and Marriot, 1980) in Section 1.2. These frequency counts, as has been
stated earlier, have required exhaustive study of literature such as newspaper and journals
and, as already stated (See Section 1.2) there are disadvantages in employing this
strategy for the selection of a lexical corpus, particularly for the purposes of a study such
as this. In addition to the objections already made in this respect, to employ such a
strategy to arrive at a lexical corpus in two languages presents a higher degree of
complexity especially since the frequency of a particular word in one language is likely to
be different in a second language, particularly in a diglossic community.

Cornejo (1975) in his study of 24 ‘bilingual’ (Spanish-English) 5 year old children in
Texas, found that only 220 of the 972 items recorded in English appeared in Thorndike’s
list (1921). He argues that this is because “Thorndike’s frequency list does not represent
the spoken vocabulary of children today since their language patterns have been highly
influenced by mass media.” A similar comparison of the children’s Spanish lexicon with
Keniston’s Spanish Idiom List (1938) indicated that out of 696 items recorded, only 76
appeared in Keniston’s list. Cornejo (1975) suggests that this is because this list was
“tabulated from the words used in literature (drama, fiction, prose etc.)” and were thus
obsolete and rare.

Published frequency counts would therefore, not yield the type of lexical corpus which is
required for this study. In addition to this, frequency counts are specific to the
community in which they are conducted so one would have had to conduct such a study
in Gibraltar and this would require great resources (it took Garcia Hoz, [ op. cit.] 7 years
to complete his study) which would have been difficult to justify, particularly in view of
the comments made above about the usefulness of such a project.
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The disadvantages of using lexical stimuli generated from studies conducted in Spain
(Garcia Hoz, 1946, 1953, 1977; Justicia Justicia, 1985a, 1985b) have already been

referred to in Section 1.4.

This investigation involves a study of the receptive lexicon of Dual Language (DL)
children aged 4 - 12, in Gibraltar. One way of studying comprehension may involve the
researcher in providing the stimulus word and asking the subject to explain its meaning.
This is an unduly time-consuming approach which in any case is inappropriate for the
younger subjects who are likely to find accurate descriptions of words they may know
very difficult, or who may employ over-extensions. The correctness of such descriptions
is also likely to be difficult to evaluate. For example, if a young subject says yummy
yummy when asked to describe a hot dog, would this mean that he understands exactly
what a hot dog is, or merely the fact that it is some form of food. The problem is
complicated when studying the lexicon of ‘bilingual’ children. A DL subject may be able
to give an unequivocal description of an L1 word but an imprecise one of its L2
equivalent. Furthermore, this strategy imposes undue demands on the subjects'
expressive skills which, particularly if they are poor, could affect the subjects’
performance in receptive tasks not because their receptive skills are necessarily inferior
but because they did not have the expressive skills required to demonstrate the true extent
of their comprehension. This problem is bound to be affected particularly by the
semibilingual status of the young DL subjects.

Similar objections are pertinent to presentations such as those used by Garcia Hoz,
(1977) which comprised tasks requiring subjects to read stimulus words which had been
derived from an earlier word frequency study based on Spanish monoglots (Garcia Hoz
1953) or sentences and then make appropriate written responses, for example, from a
multiple choice. This strategy would have been inappropriate in this study for several
reasons. In the first instance, it would exclude children who, because of their age, could
not be expected to have acquired the reading skills, (even in one language) required to
participate in a task employing this type of presentation. This would thus, exclude
children under the age of 6. It is pertinent to mention in this regard that the vocabulary
test designed by Garcia Hoz (1977) was suitable only for children aged between 10 and
15 years. This fact alone would thus preclude the use of such a test, or a similar strategy,
for subjects in the present study who were aged between 4 and 10. The exclusion of
these subjects would have seriously prevented the stated aims being achieved.

75




Justicia Justicia (1985a) criticises the use of frequency lists for the selection of lexical
items since these [frequency lists] “do not claim to evaluate global vocabulary in
children... they are calculations based on type-token relations” i.e. the frequency of a
word calculated from the total uttered or analysed. A study also conducted in Spain on
Spanish monoglots by him (1985a, 1985b) concentrated on the subjects’ expressive
lexicon. The lexical stimuli were generated from previous studies of frequency counts
based on Spanish monoglots and also from an alphabetically rational selection. One of
the aims of the study was “to analyse spontaneous verbal production of the children via
written samples in order to establish their general vocabulary.” Other than the fact that
the data from Justicia Justicia’s study was generated from Spanish monoglot subjects,
the fact that his study was on productive i.e. expressive lexicon, involved a different
independent variable to the present study which is receptive lexicon. Furthermore, his
subjects were aged between 6 and 10 years old and the ones in the present study were 4-
12 years old.

The present study required the presentation of stimuli and responses in both languages.
Methodologies and formats such as those used by Garcia Hoz (1977) and Justicia
Justicia (1985a) would exclude children who could not read well in both languages.
Reading and writing skills in English are taught relatively early on in Gibraltar, but such
skills in Spanish are not formally taught until, at the earliest, towards the end of primary
schooling. Most subjects participating in the present study therefore, would not be able to
cope with instructions in Spanish, nor with reading multiple choice items in this

language.

By far the most effective and economical way of determining whether a subject
understands a word or not is by presenting pictorial representations of the word. One
option is to require a subject to simply state, in the form of an affirmative or negative
response, verbal or otherwise, whether a stimulus word described one picture presented.
This is not a reliable method because of the high probability that the correct response can
be guessed. Yet another method offering a subject several possible words and requiring
the subject to choose one which refers to one picture presented, may impose an
unnecessary load on the subject's auditory or visual memory which may adversely affect

performance, particularly with the younger subjects.

Arising from all these considerations, it was decided that the best medium for eliciting the
required responses was by showing subjects a number of pictures simultaneously whilst
the researcher said the stimulus word; the subjects would be required to point at the
picture they thought depicted the stimulus word. Such a strategy is commonly employed
in currently used language tests such as the British Picture Vocabulary Scales (Dunn et
al, 1982), Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Dunn and Dunn, 1981), Sentence
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Comprehension Test (Wheldall et al, 1987),Derbyshire Language Scheme (Knowles and
Masildover, 1982).

The next issue to be addressed was the design or selection of the pictorial
representations. The options ranged from the use of coloured or black and white pictures,
the use of photographs of referents, to simple black and white line drawings. A previous
study by this author (Abudarham, 1983) which aimed to develop and design an infants
speech and language screening test for use by members of the medical and paramedical
professions, indicated that photographs taken of the referents were not necessarily the
best medium. The study also showed that colour presented no advantage. Young children
particularly, seemed to co-operate and perform just as well when shown black and white
line drawings. Other published studies (e.g. Klinger and Schad, 1974) supported this
finding. Klinger and Schad found that black and white outlines were more easily visually
processed by children, that photographs were more difficult to process because of
blurred boundaries, and that more than four colours were potentially distracting. Dunn
(1959) and Dunn et al (1982) also considered this issue when developing the PPVT and
the BPVS, respectively.

The remaining question regarding the type of presentation was whether a fresh set of
drawings would have to be designed. This would have necessitated a major study in
itself requiring preliminary studies designed to test the validity and reliability of such
drawings, in terms of their representative accuracy. It was felt that this would incur
excessive resources in time and finances which were considered unjustified especially
since there already was a selection of published black and white line drawings which
could be suitable for the purposes of this study. For reasons discussed below a selection
of pictures used in the British Picture Vocabulary Scales (BPVS) were chosen for the
present investigation (See Appendix 1.1a for a sample of a BPVS picture plate).

Appendix 1.1b lists the BPVS stimulus items. Appendix 1.2 comprises a list of referents
used for this study.

The procedure and criteria used for the final selection of pictorial stimuli, and the

‘bilingual” lexicon attributed to them (i.e. including translational equivalents), are
discussed below in Section 3.1.3.
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3.1.2a) Rationale for Using British Picture Vocabulary Scales (BPVS)

Pictures

The BPVS is a test of auditory comprehension of vocabulary. It must be stressed at this
point that the BPVS was not chosen because it is a standardised test since the
substantive aim of this study was not to test the children’s receptive lexicon for the
purpose of comparison with normative data, though, as will be seen later (See Section
4.3) and for reasons given, this did comprise a second level objective of the present study
(See Section 3.1.2b, point 2, below). The BPVS instrument was thus, used primarily as
stimulus material for the research task and not for psychometric purposes. Larsen-
Freeman et al (1991) have distinguished between a test and a task. They argue that the
difference has to do with the purpose for which it is devised. Tests are devised to
measure what the learners know and do not know of the target language (TL). A
subject’s performance is measured against that of TL speakers. In this sense this test is
normative. A task on the other hand, is devised to reveal what a subject knows (and not

what is not known) at any one time without comparison with peers or normative data.

The BPVS picture stimuli (See Appendix 1a) were in the form of line drawings which, as
Klinger and Schad (1974) found, were more easily visually processed by children.

As discussed earlier, there were a number of criteria influencing the choice of pictorial
medium for this study. Their relevance to the choice of the BPVS will now be briefly
discussed.

1. If an investigation is going to include a study of lexical acquisition, the lexical corpus
used should be representative of the lexicon of children across developmental stages. The
items included in the BPVS were chosen as a result of normative research on British
children. The BPVS was based on a previous test of auditory comprehension of
vocabulary called the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Dunn and Dunn, 1981) whose
authors collaborated in the development of the BPVS.

One of the criteria employed by the BPVS authors for the final selection of the stimuli
was an analysis of item facility performed separately for each age group. This item
facility was determined by the proportion of subjects passing an item, the proportion
needing to increase uniformly with age.

2. The validity of the BPVS has not been confirmed through empirical evidence. There

are to date no published reports in this regard.
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The authors state the BPVS follows a tradition of measuring hearing vocabulary for
which there is substantial evidence of validity. Furthermore, the BPVS has been derived
from the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) - Revised version (Dunn and Dunn,

1981) and as such may be seen as measuring the same attribute as the PPVT but in a
British context (Reference to its content validity is made in 3.1.2b, below).

It should also be emphasised at this point that the formal education in Gibraltar is
conducted mainly in English in First schools, and totally in English in Middle schools.
The educational materials used in Gibraltarian schools are obtained from the United
Kingdom (UK) and the syllabuses are comparable to those used in schools in the UK.
These facts, therefore, serve to minimise the level of cultural bias that could be found in
the BPVS material.

In support of the content validity of the BPVS, Dunn et al (1982) claim that the
compatibility and relevance to British children of the content of the pictures and stimulus
words were checked. Furthermore, the stimulus words were selected “to cover 18
categories to ensure a breadth of vocabulary” giving a “fairly comprehensive coverage of
the ideas and situations likely to be encountered by most children.”

With regards to construct validity, since the BPVS, is seen only as a measure of hearing
vocabulary, it would not be necessary to establish construct validity. Furthermore, an
indirect though albeit not conclusive evidence of construct validity was indicated by the
gradual increase in mean Rasch ability scores with successive ages (See Table 11, of the
BPVS manual). As will be seen later (See Chapter 4) such increases were similarly noted
in the data resulting from this study suggesting that support for the construct validity of
the measure used in this study may be invoked.

3. The BPVS was designed for children from ages two and a half to eighteen years and
should therefore, comfortably cover the conceptual lexicon of children in the present
study. One major consideration however, related to the possibility of items being culture
bound. However, there is no known data regarding this for Gibraltarian children. The
author was born and brought up in Gibraltar, and therefore shared the same language
background as the subjects participating in this investigation.

As described in 3.1.3 below, an initial selection of pictures and corresponding lexical
stimuli was shown to teachers and following their comments, a number of pictures were
excluded as they were considered unsuitable (See Appendix 1.2). The remaining pictures
were piloted (See Section 3.3.2, below) and for reasons given below (See 3.3.2, point
5), 19 were discarded from the final selection used in the main part of the investigation.

79



A close study of the final selection of pictures and relevant lexical corpus used suggested
that the possibility of culture bias was negligible. This prediction was subsequently

confirmed by an Item Analysis (See Chapter 5.5.2.2).

4. The BPVS requires only one stimulus word to be provided to elicit a subject's
response. This response is in the form of pointing at the correct picture and requires no
expressive language from the subject. This type of response is very appropriate for the 4-
6 year old group particularly, and was the one required from such children in this study
(See Section 3.3.2 on Pilot Study, for response required from older children).

5. The BPVS provides a choice of four pictures per plate (See Appendix 1.1a) but only
one stimulus word is given per plate, and only one of the four pictures in a plate
corresponds to this stimulus word. The task, therefore, reduces the auditory memory
loading to a negligible level. The choice out of four also reduces the chances of subjects
guessing correct responses to any extent which would substantially influence their
performance on the whole task as reflected by the number of correct responses. In fact,
for the purpose of the present study, a fifth option was built in i.e. don’t know response,
thus reducing the probability of correct guesses further.

Reference to analyses conducted by the BPVS authors to establish the performance of
each of the three distracters on each picture plate is made later (See 3.1.2b, number 10,
below).

6. The line drawings in the BPVS had been tried and tested and the use of such drawings
had been validated by its precursor, the PPVT. Indeed, the use of line drawings is an
accepted form of pictorial representation in a major proportion of language tests and

educational materials, some of which have already been mentioned.

3.1.2b) Other Considerations for the Use of the BPVS

1. As opposed to other published test material designed to include assessment of
vocabulary e.g. Renfrew’s Word Finding Vocabulary Test (Renfrew, 1977) and the
Reynell Developmental Language Scales (Reynell and Huntley, 1985) the lexical items
appearing in the BPVS were chosen because they relate to eighteen semantic
categories/domains (e.g. domestic fixtures, household utensils, school equipment, etc.).

Reference was made above to the content validity of the BPVS which the authors claim is
“derived from its content”. This comprises a stimulus lexicon which can be regarded “as
a sample from the complete English vocabulary....” covering no less than eighteen

semantic categories likely to be encountered by most children.

80



By using the BPVS materials, one could thus, ensure that the lexicon being tapped was

widely representative of several semantic and societal domains (e.g. home and school)
common with Gibraltarian children. This is a particularly important consideration when
studying 'bilingualism' since the age of acquisition of certain words in any of the two
languages may be determined by a particular domain (i.e. diglossia). For similar reasons,

a lexical item may be acquired in one language only and not the other.

2. By using the BPVS, a second order hypothesis implicit in this study could be tested.
As discussed in Chapter 2.2, Swain (1972) and Abudarham (1987) have argued that if a
bilingual subject's Conceptual Vocabulary (Swain, 1972) or vocabulary repertoire
(Abudarham, 1987) is considered, it would be found to compare favourably with a
monoglot's. Such a hypothesis could be tested to some extent if the performance of the
subjects used in this study (as related to the BPVS items employed) was measured by
applying a modified form of the BPVS scoring system.

3. Comparisons between the number of correct responses in L1 (Spanish) and L2
(English) can be made using BPVS norms which would provide a greater measure of
objectivity than if comparisons were made between a subject's performance in L1 and L2
in the whole task, i.e. BPVS plus other non stimulus BPVS items.

4. Other second order comparisons such as between age ranges, males and females,
different schools etc., would similarly be enriched if made with reference to BPVS
norms.

5. It was not possible to conduct the longitudinal part of the study without the
collaboration of research assistants in Gibraltar. The BPVS does not require any
particular examiner qualification nor formal course of training for its administrators.
Since research assistants were not required to use the BPVS as a standardised
assessment, they therefore, did not need any extensive training in its use for this study
(See Section 3.4). The choice of the BPVS therefore, provided clear logistic and
methodological advantages in relation to this investigation.

6. The BPVS "adopts an administration procedure which matches the difficulty of the
items to the ability of the child" (Dunn et al, 1982). This made it suitable for use with
children who may have had some slight learning difficulties and who may have been
inadvertently included in the study. In addition, one of the stated purposes of the BPVS
was to screen "foreign language speaking students who are to attend English-speaking

schools;" this was particularly relevant to the younger children in this study.
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7. Since much of the data was going to be collected during group sessions, the BPVS
presented a crucial advantage over other similar material, because it did not require
subjects, particularly non-readers or those with reading or written-language problems, to
read the stimulus words or write their answers. Interestingly, this became an important
consideration resulting from the pilot study when the younger children had been required
to write down the number corresponding to the picture they wished to indicate in their
response. This method had been tried because teachers reported that these children were
able to recognise and write numbers from 1-10. However, it soon became clear that the
younger children did not have the skills necessary to provide reliable numerical

responses.

8. The BPVS manual claims that "extensive verbal interaction between the examiner and
the subject is not required” thus making it "less threatening than many other ... tests.”
This was a very important consideration since many of the younger children had just
started formal schooling and might already be finding their new environment and
experiences somewhat intimidating. It was also an important consideration because, the
children did not know this researcher and for the sake of expediency it was necessary to
quickly establish a positive relationship.

9. In order to deal with groups, it was decided to project transparencies of the pictures on
to a screen; Dunn et al (1982) used the same method of presentation to the older subjects,
when developing the BPVS. The BPVS illustrations are "clean, bold, line drawings ..."

and were "... free of fine detail and figure ground problems..." so that "... most

moderately visually impaired persons are not seriously penalised ..." by its presentation.

10. Other advantages for the use of the BPVS for this study include the lexico-conceptual
gradation difficulty of the items in terms of item facility, (determined by calculating the
proportion of subjects passing an item). This was an important criterion which would
ensure that the task reflected a progressive continuum of difficulty thus providing greater
task sensitivity. An item discrimination was obtained by the BPVS authors by the
expression of a point-biserial correlation between item score and total score. Further, a
distractor analysis was also conducted by establishing the proportion of subjects
selecting each picture on a plate and the point-biserial correlation between these and the
total scores.

Among other criteria employed by the BPVS authors for the final choice of items for the

standardisation stage and which were considered important in the present study, were as
follows:
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(1) The three distractors for each item should perform well at all age groups tested, they

should attract some subjects, but be negatively correlated with total scores.

(ii) The selected items should cover the whole range of difficulties at an even density.

Despite the fact that these criteria were applied to English monoglots in England, and that
the relevant analyses were conducted primarily for standardisation purposes, it was
considered by this author that these characteristics were important requirements for the
present study since Gibraltarian children, though in many ways culturally different to
English children, did share important variables such as an English educational system,
Western values and experiences, and similar environments and socio-economic range. As
will be seen later (See 3.1.3, below) other strategies were used to determine the

suitability of the final choice of items for the present study.
3.1.3 ‘Bilingual’ Lexical Representation of Stimuli

There have been reports in the literature which warn against the potential problems
presented by attempts to translate from one language to another (Chavez, 1982; Dunn,
1988). Care therefore, had to be taken that as far as possible, translational equivalents
were appropriate to the Gibraltarian population.

In determining which and how many BPVS pictures should be selected, the author was
guided by the recommended ceiling item for the eldest children in the sample i.e. 11-12
year olds. This was the 75th picture. Saunders (1982) used the same criterion for his
study. The English lexical stimuli provided by the BPVS for these 75 items were then
considered carefully, in order to arrive at an initial decision as to their appropriateness for
Gibraltarian children. Most of these stimuli were thought to be within the lexico-
conceptual range of Gibraltarian children. One of the criteria for this was whether the
object or concept depicted by each picture was thought to be within the children’s
environment or range of experience. For example, Gibraltarian children were likely to be
familiar with a stadium since there is one in Gibraltar which school children use for their
sports. There were of course many items which are recognised universally, such as parts
of the body. A similar exercise was conducted for the 25 non-test items selected from
other BPVS pictorial stimuli for the purpose of this study.

The lexicon provided by the authors of the BPVS for the first 75 test items were kept for
the purposes of this study. The lexical stimuli for the other 25 items were also
determined. Once this was done, a list of the Yanito Spanish lexical stimuli for all these

items was drawn up.
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Headteachers from each participating school and other teachers who had volunteered to
be research assistants were asked for their views regarding the suitability of the referents,
the lexical stimuli attributed to them in English and their translational equivalents in
Yanito Spanish. There was a small number of stimuli which were thought to be
unsuitable. Among the reasons given were that, in the teachers’ view, the line drawing
did not accurately represent the lexical stimulus. For example, a drawing of what was
meant to be a gate, would have probably been perceived as a fence (in this particular case,
there was actually another drawing of a more familiar looking gate, in the BPVS picture
book). Another example was a drawing of a piggy bank which was not thought would be

familiar to most Gibraltarian children.

A few lexical items were suspected to be minimally used, or known in either of the two
languages, by the DL Gibraltarian population. An example of this was the word for crypt.
This type of stimulus was therefore, not used. There were also a very small number of
examples of non-conventional translations. The translation proposed by this author for
snake was initially vicha but teachers advised that children were more likely to use and
recognise the word serpiente in Spanish, and interestingly enough, not serpent (a

homophonic English translational equivalent) but snake.

Similarly, there were other items the names of which Gibraltarian children were likely to
know in only one of the languages, regardless of which language was being used in the
conversation (i.e. loan words). The Cuyas Spanish-English dictionary (1960) was
consulted for the translational equivalents for these items. One example of this was the
referent entertainer, for which the English word would be used rather than the Spanish
equivalent, or which would be translated by the use of a monolingual or even ‘bilingual’
phrase. The accepted translation according to the Cuyas is festejador. Another example is
the word diving which in Yanito Spanish would be translated as tirarse (to throw
oneself). Since this is strictly speaking not a single word, the more accurate Spanish
translation zambullar (which Gibraltarian children are familiar with but in not exactly the
same context since it is used to describe the immersion of one’s head under water, but not

as a result of diving) was chosen.

It was felt that the inclusion of these items was acceptable since parameters such as
conceptual vocabulary and bilinguality, two of the main phenomena under consideration,
can only be studied in relation to [non-linguistic] referents i.e. in this case, the pictorial
representations. If only items whose translational equivalents were likely to be as familiar

in one language as in the other were included, the task was unlikely to have the necessary
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sensitivity in revealing the varying proficiency in each of these linguistic variables, within

and across the ages.
Appendix 5.2a-c lists the lexical stimuli used in each language.
3.1.4 Sampling Method and Selection of Subjects

The sampling method used was a random type called cluster sampling. Kidder (1981)
states that this is one of the strategies in the category of probability sampling. Probability
sampling is “the only approach that makes possible representative sampling plans”. The
advantage of this type of sampling method is that investigators can “estimate the extent to
which the findings based on their samples are likely to differ from what they would have
found by studying the population.”

Subjects were selected from three of the 7 First schools and two of the 4 Middle schools.
The schools from which the samples were selected, were themselves chosen because
they were the biggest schools and most important of all, because their catchment area was
geographically spread across the City. In addition, it was also thought that this wide
catchment area best reflected an appropriate socio-economic cross section of the
Gibraltarian population (See Appendix 2.1 for copies of letters from Education Adviser
and from the Government Statistician in Gibraltar confirming this assumption). This
factor was known to significantly influence the predominant home language. No known
bias was employed in the selection of the DL subjects within the schools.

As discussed in Section 2.3.6 earlier, Gibraltarian children experience their first formal
exposure with their L2 (English) when they start formal schooling from the age of four.
Most of these children speak Spanish, which is their L1, at home and outside, and most
of them have a rudimentary knowledge of English, mainly concentrated at a receptive
level. It was, therefore, essential in any developmental study, to include these children in
the present study. A previous informal and unpublished study by this author, indicated
that Gibraltarian children's expressive vocabulary level in English started approximating
their vocabulary level in Spanish from the age of seven and rarely earlier. Similar
observations have been made regarding other linguistic parameters, in the published
literature (e.g. Carrow, 1972a).

Any study of bilingualism must address issues such as language dominance since this
may explain the functional use and frequency of use of each language, and this may also
have pedagogical implications. Language dominance and any development change in
dominance e.g. L2 dominance replacing L1 dominance, can not be studied unless the DL

subjects have been given an opportunity to develop L2 sufficiently. As stated in the
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discussion on Language Aptitude and Proficiency (See Section 2.2.4, earlier), Cummins
(1979) estimated that it would take an immigrant arriving in a country at the age of 6,
seven years experience with 1.2 to achieve communicative (language) proficiency (CALP)
in L2. Not that the subjects to be studied were immigrants, but most of those just starting
school, would, from an L2 point of view, be exposed to English for the first time, just as
immigrants. This estimate therefore, was a useful yardstick in deciding the age range
which should be covered in this investigation. These issues considered, it was decided
that subjects up to and including age 12 (from age 4) would be included in the study.
This represented the age range of children attending primary school.

Tables 3.1-3.5 in Section 3.4.1, below, provide details of sample sizes for each age
group. Appendices 2.2 and 2.3 also give details of subjects’ gender, declared home

language and school attended.
3.1.5 Experimental Design

There have been two major design options in studying linguistic phenomena (in
particular, development) either cross-sectional or longitudinal studies. The former, of
course, 1s logistically easier as the researcher only needs "one shot at the sample” and no
follow-ups are required. However, there has been justified criticism of this design in
developmental studies. Weil (1978) argued that cross-sectional data may not provide
accurate data about lexical development in children. Referring to methodological issues,
Cook (1982) argues that "... to show how learning takes place, we need to see
development in time ... One way of achieving this is to describe the longitudinal
language development of a group of learners or a single learner ... Another is to relate

different points of time in different learners...", i.e. cross-sectional study.

However, longitudinal group studies may present problems for internal and external
validity since it is more difficult to keep irrelevant variables constant from one data
collection session to subsequent ones. Not only do environmental variables change
dramatically, but also researcher variables. There is an additional problem of deciding
whether to employ the same task and materials throughout the course of the investigation.
To change the material requires further coirelational studies to ensure that variables such

as task difficulty remain constant after the changes have been introduced.

An additional problem is that in a study employing a sizeable sample, it is difficult to
ensure that the time lapse from one data collection session and the next is the same for all
groups in the sample, purely on resource and logistic considerations. Longitudinal

studies on large samples are best conducted with the support of an appropriate number of

86




research assistants. But this in itself can have an effect on the study's validity and

reliability.

A major consideration in longitudinal studies is the threat of subject mortality. Many
longitudinal studies, mainly through absences, usually suffer a substantial decrease of

sample size as the investigation progresses.

Cross-sectional developmental studies, however, have their own disadvantages, the main
one being that a particular subject's or group's progress can not be studied. In such
studies, progress can only be inferred from the performance of other groups. Again, this

presents threats to the internal and external validity of the study.

Ideally, therefore, both designs should be employed in developmental investigations. By
the use of appropriate statistical analysis, it may then be possible to validate whether the
inferences about progress made in the cross-sectional study are reflected by the actual

progress observed in the longitudinal study.
Both these strategies were thus used in the present investigation.
3.1.6 Order of Presentation of Stimuli

The presentation format employed in the pilot study required the inclusion of Decoy
items, which comprised nonsense words (See Section 3.3.1, in this Chapter, entitled
Pilot Study) at certain strategic points (See Appendix 1.2) during the presentation. It was
decided that the BPVS order of presentation of picture plates should be maintained for the
group sessions since it was the natural order to be used with the younger children who
were to be seen individually. In order to adhere to the BPVS prescribed order, the first
75 plates were presented in strict sequence regardless of whether any plates had to be
paired with a decoy stimulus. During this part of the task therefore, the plates coinciding
with the decoys were not represented again until the whole sequence of the first 75 plates
had been completed. This meant that the nue lexical stimuli corresponding to these plates

were not presented until a later stage.

Because responses to lexical stimuli in both languages were required for each picture, the
same pool of 75 plates had to be presented twice. In order to reduce the amount of
guessing and logical deduction resulting from consecutive lexical presentation in each
language corresponding to any one picture, it was decided to run through each plate,

presenting the appropriate lexical stimulus in only one or the other of the two languages.
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The lexical stimulus in the other language would then be provided when the same plates

were re-presented at a later stage in the task.

The sequence of the language employed for each lexical stimulus was random (the decoy
[nonsense] words were pronounced using the phonology associated with English and
Spanish, at random). This was done to balance out the chances of children being able to
guess the correct response for a lexical stimulus given in one language because they
might be able to recall the correct response given to a lexical stimulus presented earlier on
in the other language. So for example, a child might know a word in English but not the
equivalent in Spanish. If however, the word were presented in, say, English first, when
the plate of pictures is presented again in order to test if he knows the Spanish equivalent,
he might be able to guess and point at the correct picture through deduction based on the
earlier response. Had the Spanish word been presented first, he might not have been able

to respond correctly without having received an earlier clue.

After the first 75 plates were presented, they were re-presented but not in the same order
as they had been during the first time round (See Appendices 1.1b and 1.2). Again, this

was done to reduce any influence of rehearsal or practice effect.

This same procedure was employed when the main study was conducted with the
reduction of 38 items, 22 of which were decoy (nonsense) words. No alterations to this
procedure were deemed necessary or methodologically justified because even with the

omission of these items, the design maintained the same integrity.
3.2 OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS AND METHODOLOGY

3.2.1 LEXICON

The lexical corpus used in this study related to pictures found in the first 75 picture plates
in the BPVS. A total of 100 pictures were eventually used (See report of Pilot Study,
Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2) requiring responses to 100 lexical stimuli in Spanish and the
equivalents in English, making a total of 200 lexical items. Of these, 150 (i.e. 75 pairs in
L1/L2) related to the first 75 items used by the BPVS and 25 other lexical items relating
to other pictures found in the first 75 BPVS plates; these were chosen at random but in
progressive order.
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Lexical performance in the whole task comprising the 100 referents was calculated in the

following:

(i) Spanish only

(i) English only

(iii) Spanish or English i.e. Conceptual Vocabulary (Swain, 1972) - See
Section 3.2.4, below.

(iv) Bilinguality i.e. the number of referents for which the correct lexical

equivalent is known, by the same individual, in both English and Spanish i.e.

translational equivalents- See Section 3.2.3, below.

Lexical performance in Spanish, English and Conceptual Vocabulary in response to the

BPVS 75 test items was also measured.
3.2.2 DUAL LANGUAGE CHILDREN

Subjects included in this study were mostly children born in Gibraltar, at least one of
whose parents was Gibraltarian. Only children who were known to experience a Dual
Language (See Chapter 2) home/school environment, involving Spanish and English,
were included in the main analyses. These children were considered to be sequential
'bilinguals', according to the terminology used by McLaughlin (1978, 1981) and others.
However, it is not possible to state this categorically because it is impossible to determine
how much English these children had heard passively or even actively through a medium
such as Gibraltarian television programmes which were all in English. As mentioned
earlier, generally speaking though, Spanish television is watched mainly during hours
when these younger children are likely to be awake; Gibraltarian television programmes
do not start until early evening so that those children who were likely to watch it were the

older ones who had already been exposed to English in school.

In addition to the main variables under study (as defined above), a number of other
variables were investigated (See also Chapter 1.2 under Subordinate Aims). These are

defined below.
3.2.3 'BILINGUAL' LEXICON/VOCABULARY ('BILINGUALITY")

This was measured by the number of referents for which correct answers were given by
the same individual (or individuals in a group) in BOTH languages i.e.
translational equivalents. Bilinguality must be differentiated from the concept of
Equilingual Familiarity (See 3.2.8, below).
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3.2.4 CONCEPTUAL VOCABULARY (CV)

This was measured by the number of correct responses to the referents given in EITHER

language.
3.2.5 TOTAL LEXICAL REPERTOIRE (TLR)

This was equivalent to a fotal word count regardless whether two lexemes had the

same meaning and thus referred to the same item.
3.2.6 LEXICAL DEVELOPMENT

The development of 'bilingual' subjects' lexicon was measured between neighbouring
age codes in the first trial and comprised the difference between the mean number of

correct responses for samples in the respective age codes.

A further measure of lexical development was calculated on a longitudinal basis, by
comparing each group's performance in Trial 1 (as indicated by the mean number of
correct responses) with the same subjects’ performance in each of the subsequent trials;

this was therefore, a repeated measures design.

Another measure of lexical development was expressed in the form of Percentage Mean
Gain (PMG). This was calculated as the percentage difference, or gain, between the
mean number of correct responses in Trial 1 and each subsequent trial. Since
longitudinal data was used for this, comparisons were made between the same subjects

(repeated measures) who participated in more than one trial.

The intervals between each trial were initially planned to be approximately 6 months but
this turned out not to be possible (See Results, Chapter 4).

The Second Level analyses included two further linguistic concepts. They related to how
familiar the lexicon was within each sample according to age code. Familiarity may
indicate a socio-linguistic measure related to the frequency of use (and difficulty) Noble
(1953). In this study familiarity was defined and established as follows.

3.2.7 LEXICAL FAMILIARITY

This was a measure of how familiar the lexicon for referents was. It was established by

calculating how many correct responses were given by all the children, within defined
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age codes, to each referent. Thus, the number of correct responses each referent received

from the whole group was calculated for each language. This number was then converted
into a percentage out of the total possible responses and this was used as the index of

lexical familiarity.
3.2.8 EQUILINGUAL FAMILIARITY

This concept has to be differentiated from the concept of Bilinguality (See 3.2.3, above).
The difference is that Bilinguality was calculated by counting the number of referents
each individual knew in both languages (the means of this measure were calculated for
groups) and equilingual familiarity was established by calculating the number of
subjects, within prescribed age codes, giving correct responses in both languages to each
referent. It was thus, more a measure of the familiarity for each referent in both
languages than how bilingual subjects were i.e. bilinguality. This number was converted
into a percentage out of the sample size in the particular age code and was used as the

index of equilingual familiarity.
3.3 THE STUDY

3.3.1 Pilot Study

A pilot study was conducted by this author to allow for streamlining of the initial design.
Four samples of 10 children each participated in this pilot study. The age range of the
two younger samples were 5-6 years, 6-7 years. Including this children in the pilot study
was necessary particularly because one had to establish at which age children could
reliably cope with providing answers on the answer sheet (See next page and Appendix
3). There other two groups were aged between 7-8 years and 11-12 years, respectively.
These samples were necessary mainly in order to be able to decide which was the best
method of presentation and identify any flaws in the design, and establish how feasible it
was to collect data from presentation to whole groups. If they could not, they would have
to be seen individually. The other two samples comprised older children An original list
of 246 lexical items was used on small samples of children aged between 4 and 12 years
of age. The 246 lexical items comprised the following:

1) 110 English words and their Spanish equivalents, thus totalling 220 true words.

i) 150 of these words (75 in English and their equivalents in Spanish)
corresponded to the first 75 test pictures in the BPVS test and the other 70 words
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(35 in English and their equivalents in Spanish) corresponded to other non-test

pictures chosen at random from the first seventy five BPVS plates.

iil) 26 Decoy words comprising nonsense words - these were included in an

attempt to determine the possible existence of a guessing factor.

The initial objective was to present the task to groups of children in their class
environment. There were two options for the presentation of the task. A videotape had
been prepared before the first visit to Gibraltar. Close ups of each BPVS picture plate of
pictures were recorded allowing a 20 seconds exposure of each. To allow subjects to take
in all the four pictures in the plate, the stimulus word was not uttered until each plate had

been exposed for at least five seconds.

The second presentation option was in the form of overhead projector transparencies,
each transparency comprising one picture plate. These transparencies were to be
projected on a standard size white screen and the researcher would allow approximately
five seconds between the initial exposure of each plate and the utterance of the stimulus

word.

Subjects were given an answer sheet (See Appendix 3) which comprised as many rows
of five boxes as there were stimulus words. Each box had a number printed in it (1-5)
and the first four coincided with the number printed under each of the four pictures on
each plate. The last box contained the number 5 which subjects were instructed to use if
they did not know the correct response (See Appendices 3 and 4). To prevent
disappointment and any undue anxiety for subjects who were likely to provide few
correct responses, the instruction was given (See Appendix 4) that a picture
corresponding to the stimulus word might not appear in the plate presented and if so, the
subjects were advised to tick box number 5. Indeed, the only time that a picture
corresponding to a stimulus word did not appear on the plate was when the stimulus

word was a Decoy, i.e. a nonsense word.

It was anticipated that the 4-5 year olds would have to be seen individually as they had

Just started school and it would be difficult to monitor the conduct of the task.
Before the task was started, the subjects were told what they were expected to do and

questions invited. This was followed by a brief training session when they were asked to
identify half a dozen example items provided in the BPVS.
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The answer sheet included a section for personal details about the subject. This included
the subject's code, allotted by the class teacher so that the identity of the subject was
unknown to the experimenter, the school attended, date of birth and date of test, trial
number and age. There was also a section for the subject's declared home language and
the frequency of its use at home (See Appendix 3). Many of the younger subjects were
not able to determine which language was most frequently used at home, and the class

teacher completed this section on their behalf.

3.3.2 Results of the Pilot Study
The following were the results of the pilot study:

1. The video presentation employed with a the older groups was not as flexible as the
transparency presentation. On occasions, environmental sounds were loud enough to
drown the playback of a stimulus word and the tape had to be stopped so that the
stimulus word could be provided again by the researcher. This resulted in an undue
waste of time and confusion for the subjects. Furthermore, not all schools had a
videotape recorder and they had to book it from the Department of Education. This
involved unnecessary extra work for several people, which threatened to stretch their
goodwill.

2. The projection of transparencies was more flexible and allowed for a larger visual

presentation thus enabling a clearer and better view of the pictures.
It was therefore, decided to use transparencies for the main investigation.

3. Despite assurances by a class teacher to the contrary, 5-6 year old children were not
found to be able to use the answer sheets. Though they recognised numbers, many found
it difficult to indicate reliably the numbered box which corresponded to the picture they
thought depicted the stimulus word.

The decision was thus, made to see these children individually. In these cases, projected

transparencies were considered unnecessary and the BPVS picture book was used.

4. The study had to take place during school time. Each group session took an average of
one and a half hours and up to two hours. Most groups had to be seen two - three times;
younger ones required up to four sessions for the completion of the task as they were not
able to concentrate for long periods of time.
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5. In response to discussions with teachers, some of whom recommended a shorter task,

the word list was reduced by a maximum of 38 items, thus leaving 208. So as not to lose
any valuable frue data, the majority of the reduction comprised Decoy items. Thus, 22
Decoy items were removed from the initial list, leaving 4. These were left so that subjects
were made aware that there were stimulus words which they did not know. It was thus,
hoped that their need for guessing would be minimised. The first of these four Decoy
words was presented early on to make the point (7th item), and the second, about a fifth
of the way into the task (37th item) so that it would reinforce and also act as a reminder
of this concept; the third and fourth were the 90th and 113th items, respectively.

Sixteen of the 38 items removed were true words but none of them formed part of the
BPVS stimulus lexicon. These items were chosen by randomly not re-presenting eight
plates corresponding to eight non-BPVS stimulus items in English and their equivalents
in Spanish.

The effect of this strategy was that the length of the task was reduced by between 15
minutes and half an hour.
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3.4 MAIN STUDY

Having received the approval of the Director of Education in Gibraltar to conduct a long

term study, the main investigation was started.

An education officer was invited to act as liaison between teachers and this author in the
latter's absence. Olmedo (1981) states that the examiner(s), and by extension,
researchers of ‘bilingualism’, should have same ethnic background and know both
languages. The first trial was entirely conducted by the author who is a native speaker of
Gibraltarian English and Yanito Spanish, during a four week study visit to Gibraltar. It
was considered essential to include children starting formal school because most of these
were likely to come from a predominantly Spanish-speaking home background and
entering school would be their first formal exposure to a second language i.e. English.
The first trial therefore, took place during the first term of the academic year i.e. in the

Autumn term.

Prior to conducting this trial, a meeting was held with the Liaison Officer and
headteachers of five schools, three First and two Middle. These schools were chosen
because they covered major catchment areas (See Section 3.1.3, earlier, entitled
Sampling Method and Selection of Subjects) which together was likely to reflect a good
representation of the population viz. socio-economic status (See Appendix 2.1) and

language usage in terms of frequency of societal use of each language.

The objectives and methodology of the study were discussed as were the required local
resources. The headteachers agreed to appoint a research assistant from their staff. This
assistant would be trained by the author to conduct and/or co-ordinate trials in their
school, in the author's absence, and would be responsible for sending all the completed

answer sheets to the Liaison Officer for forwarding to the author in the U.K.

It was agreed that the assistants would co-ordinate a trial within approximately six
months after the previous one and that the author would conduct the first, third, and if
thought necessary, fifth trial, during his autumn term visits to Gibraltar. The assistants

would thus conduct trials two and four.

Once the assistants were named, the author had individual discussions with them during
which the objectives and methodology were explained. A subsequent meeting for a
plenary discussion was held with all assistants so that issues could be discussed and
perceptions shared. Written instructions (See Appendix 4) were also provided for the
assistants.
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In addition to these, discussions were also held with those class teachers who had

expressed willingness to collect the data over a period of a fortnight with minimum
disturbance to their general class activities. Class teachers were trained in the collection of
data and assured that the task was very similar to other assessment activities conducted

from time to time during the course of the year.

The training for the assistants and class teachers also involved them observing the
researcher conducting data collection sessions with post-session discussions. In addition,
this researcher/author observed the class teacher conducting a session and this was
followed by discussion as appropriate. Research assistants were left a stock of answer

sheets, copies of instructions and sets of transparencies.

Children aged 4-6 were seen individually. Older children were seen in groups. Whereas
initially only 10 DL children in each age code in each school were required for the study,
on the advice of teachers the whole class was given the task. This eased the work load on
teachers because they did not have to organise other activities for the rest of the class. In
some cases, groups included English monoglot children. These were later identified and
their performance not included in the DL children's data analyses.

3.4.1. Sample Size
Table 3.1 below shows the total sample size participating in each of the four Trials.

TRIAL 1 2 3 4

SAMPLE SIZE 392 249 153 73
TABLE 3.1 NUMBER OF DL CHILDREN PARTICIPATING IN EACH TRIAL

TRIAL ONE (T1)

The first trial conducted in the first year involved children aged 4-12. Table 3.1a below

shows the number completing the task in the first trial for each set of age range of 6
months and 12 months intervals.

A total of eight subjects short of 400 participated in and completed Trial 1. Nineteen
others did not complete T1 and were thus not used for the Subjects’ Performance
Analyses. The data for these however, were used in the ltem Analyses. Twenty other
subjects declared they only spoke English at home and their performance was not
analysed with the DL subjects.
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AGE CODES

No. of DI, Ss 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 Tot.

for each 1/2 6 10 6 13 24 29 16 12 9 21 24 20 22 20 31 17 4

for each 12 16 19 53 28 30 44 42 48 4

mths. age range

TABLE 3.2a NUMBER OF DL CHILDREN WHO PARTICIPATED IN
TRIAL 1 ON THE FIRST VISIT, AND THEIR AGE DISTRIBUTION (All
these trials were conducted by this author)

Subsequent data collection sessions over the next two years included children who had
not taken part in the study before. These children were therefore, added to the sample

above.

The data for these children formed the basis for a post hoc replicated study which
compared the performance of the first cohort of subjects participating in Trial 1 and the

second cohort which took part in and completed Trial 1 at a later date.

The number of children in the second cohort is shown in Table 3.1b, below, and the final

Trial 1 sample size is shown in Table 3.1c, below.

AGE CODES

No. of DL sg 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 Tot.

for each 1/2 14 3 5 - 510 10 19 14 13 6 6 1 1 - 1 -

year age range

for each 12 17 5 15 29 27 12 2 1 -

mths. age range

TABLE 3.2b NUMBER OF DL CHILDREN WHO PARTICIPATED IN
TRIAL 1 AFTER THE FIRST VISIT, AND THEIR AGE DISTRIBUTION
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#AGE CODES

No. of DL 8s 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 310 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 Tot.

for each 1/2 20 13 11 13 29 39 26 31 23 34 30 26 23 21 31 18 4

Year age range

mths. age range

TABLE 3.2¢ NUMBER OF DL CHILDREN WHO PARTICIPATED IN
TRIAL 1 OVER THE WHOLE PERIOD, AND THEIR AGE
DISTRIBUTION

#KEY TO AGE DES (in rs_and month

01

4-4:5; 02 = 4:6-4:11; 03 =5-5:5; 04 = 5:6-5:11; 05 = 6-6:5;
06

6:6-6:11; 07 = 7-7:5; 08 = 7:6-7:11; 09 = 8-8:5; 10 = 8:6-8:11;
11 = 9-9:5; 12 = 9:6-9:11; 13 = 10-10:5; 14 = 10:6-10:11; 15 = 11-
11:5; 16 = 11:6-11:11; 17 = 12-12:5.

All the children aged 4-8 (Codes 01-08), and one aged eight and a half (Code 09)
attended First schools. The rest attended Middle schools.

The sample of 182 children completing T1 and attending First schools, represented
13.46% of the Government First schools population for the year in which TRIAL 1 was
conducted.

The sample of 210 children completing T1 and attending Middle schools, represented
15.9% of the Government Middle schools population for that year. (Statistics from
Gibraltar Government, Department of Education, Biennial Report - 1984-1986 ). The
percentage DL sample however, in relation to the actual First and Middle school
population, is higher since the official statistics quoted above include an appreciable
number of English monoglot school children.

When considering the whole of the local Government Primary Schools population for
that year, the sample size represents 14.7%.
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The sample for T1 comprised 185 males (47.2% of total sample) and 207 females
(52.8% of total sample).

Further details about the subjects' gender and reported home language, for each age

group, appears in Appendices 2.2 and 2.3.
TRIAL TWQO (T2)

A total of 249 DL children, representing 63.5% of those completing T1, participated in
the second trial. 64.3% of these did so within 5-8 months of the first trial and 19.3% a
year after the first trial. The rest completed the second trial between 15 and 19 months
after the first. Only those who had completed the T1 were used for the Subjects’
Performance Analyses. Also excluded from these analyses were those who had
declared, in either or both of the trials, that they spoke only English at home.

Table 3.2 below illustrates how the sample size was distributed across the ages. It should
be borne in mind however, that because not all schools conducted the second trials
exactly 6 months after the first, some subjects no longer belonged to the age code
immediately above the one they had been in for the first trial. The same is true for
subjects who had been absent when all their peers had participated in T2 but had joined
them when the latter were completing subsequent trials. For these subjects therefore, it
was only the second participation in the task (See Chapter 4 where the strategy for

analysing these subjects' performance is discussed).

AGE CODES

No. of DL ss 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 Tot.

for each 1/2 516 7 12 13 28 23 14 12 10 18 22 13 23 17 11 S

year age range

for each 12 5 23 25 51 26 28 35 40 16

mths. age range

TABLE 3.3 NUMBER OF DL SUBJECTS WHO PARTICIPATED IN Tl1
AND T2, AND THEIR AGE DISTRIBUTION

As in most longitudinal studies, there was the inevitable mortality rate of sample size,

between trials. The main reason for this was that, without warning to the researcher, one

99




school felt unable to participate in Trial 2 after an interval of 6-8 months, as planned.
They did however, participate in this trial 12 months later. This, and other unforeseen
circumstances, led to the attrition of sample size in later trials. Because trials had been
planned to take place at certain intervals, a knock on effect took place and these subjects’

performance could not be included for analyses in subsequent trials.
TRIAL THREE (T3)

A total of 153 DL subjects participated in the first three trials. This represents 39% of the

original sample size. Table 3.3 shows the sample size and age distribution.

AGE CODES
No. of DL Ss 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 Tot.
for each 1/2 6 8 210 18 22 22 911 7 5 14 6 9 4
year age range
——————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————— 153
for each 12 14 12 40 31 18 19 15 4

mths. age range

TABLE 3.4 NUMBER OF DL SUBJECTS WHO PARTICIPATED IN T1,
T2 AND T3, AND THEIR AGE DISTRIBUTION

TRIAL FOUR

73 DL children participated in the first four trials. This represented 18.6% of the original
sample. Table 3.4 below, shows the sample size and age distribution.

AGE CODES
No. of DL Ss 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Total

for each 1/2 - 2 9 310 811 1 - 6 5 410 4

year age range

for each 12 2 12 18 12 6 9 14
mths. age range

TABLE 3.5 NUMBER OF DL SUBJECTS WHO PARTICIPATED IN TI1,
T2, T3 AND T4, AND THEIR AGE DISTRIBUTION
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This chapter has discussed the way the lexical corpus was selected for this investigation

and the reasons for this. The pictorial stimuli material comprised pictures taken from the
British Picture Vocabulary Scales. The main reasons for this was that these black and
white, line drawings had been tried and tested and some research had shown that children
find these drawings easiest to process. In addition, a subordinate aim of the project was
to compare the DL subjects' performance with monoglot peers. The BPVS manual

contained norms based on monoglots' performance.

This chapter has also discussed the sampling method and the research design used. It
also provides details of the order of presentation of the stimuli and gives operational
definitions for the main variables.

The results of a Pilot Study have been discussed and how they influenced the design of

the Main Study. Finally, details of the sample sizes for each of the four Trials and
according to each age code, were given.
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RESULTS AND ANALYSES OF RESULTS




CHAPTER 4 RESULTS AND ANALYSES OF RESULTS

4.1 INTRODUCTION

The greater part of the chapter will report the results of these analyses and highlight the
main features of these results. A rationale for the selection of the variables studied and for
the statistical analyses conducted on the data will also be discussed. The interpretation

and discussion of the results will be presented in Chapter 5.

A data base was created based on each subject's response to each of the 200 lexical
stimuli (See Appendix 1.2) 100 in English and the translational equivalents in Spanish.
Subjects indicated their responses on an Answer Sheet (See Appendix 3). A customised
computer frequency programme in Fortran (KID2.STN) enabled the computation of the
performance of each subject in each linguistic variable (LV) i.e. English, Spanish,
Bilinguality, Conceptual Vocabulary (CV). The raw data comprised the fofal number of
correct responses given to ¢/l stimuli by each subject. This programme also included the
details incorporated in the Answer Sheet regarding each subject's age code, gender,

school, reported home language(s), Trial number and date when the trial took place.

As mentioned earlier, the lexical corpus included the lexical stimuli for the first 75 test
items in the BPVS. Modifications to the computer programme mentioned above, enabled
the calculation of the number of correct responses given by each subject to these items
(See Appendix 1.1b).

A second customised computer programme in Fortran (KID1.STN) enabled an item
analysis for correct responses in each language i.e. English and Spanish (See
Appendices 5.1a-d). The results of this analysis were subjected to chi square tests. The
significance of the differences in the relative percentage of correct responses given to the
English and Spanish lexical stimuli related to the 100 referents, was thus determined
according to each age code. A similar programme identified the number and percentage of
correct responses given to each referent in borh languages (i.e. ‘Bilingual’ responses)
This was calculated for each age code (See Appendices 5.2a-c). Only Trial I data were

used for these analyses.
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4.2 RATIONALE FOR ANALYSES

This study was mainly concerned with the receptive lexicon of DL Primary School
children in Gibraltar. The principal lexical measure comprised subjects’ performance in
response to lexical stimuli in Spanish and in English. In addition, subjects' 'bilingual’
lexicon i.e. Bilinguality, and their Conceptual Vocabulary, were calculated and analysed

for reasons already stated.

Prior to pooling all subjects into a whole group, differentiated according to age code
only, a series of analyses was conducted to determine the extent and significance of
gender and school differences in lexical proficiency (See Sections 4.2.2 and 4.4.2,
below). This was done to determine the extent of any homogeneity related to possible
gender and socio-economic variables. Following these, it was decided to conduct all

other analyses on samples disregarding school background.

The main analyses were conducted at two levels. The first related to the principal aims of
this study. The means of the number of correct responses for each linguistic variable
(LV) i.e. English, Spanish, Bilinguality and Conceptual Vocabulary (CV) in each age
code were computed for this purpose. This data base reflected subjects’ basic lexical
proficiency in each linguistic variable. In addition to this, appropriate statistical tests were

used to establish the statistical significance of the following:-

a) Lexical Development in each linguistic variable (LV) i.e. Spanish, English,
Bilinguality and Conceptual Vocabulary (CV).

b) Lexical Dominance i.e. Spanish~English~Spanish (L1~L2~L1).

c¢) Correlations between pairs of LVs, e.g. L1 v. L2, L1 v. CV, etc.

d) Total Lexical Proficiency in each LV.

Where appropriate (See Section 4.4.3 b), below) gender differences for several of these

variables were statistically analysed.

Only Trial 1 data (cross-sectional study) were used for statistical analyses of b), ¢) and
d) above, and for those related to gender and school differences. Analyses of lexical

development was based on data from both the cross-sectional and longitudinal study.

A second level of analyses related to two other variables. Firstly, comparisons were
conducted between the DL subjects' Trial 1 performance in English, Spanish and CV,
and the norms for English monoglots published in the British Picture Vocabulary Scales

manual.
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Secondly, an item analysis was conducted using Trial 1 data in order to identify the
significance of any differences in the frequencies of correct responses in English and
Spanish, for each referent. This analysis was conducted for each age code. The results
were indicative of the lexical familiarity for each referent in each language. The
percentage of correct responses given to the lexical stimuli for each referent in both
languages, i.e. correct 'bilingual' responses, was also calculated. The results of this

analysis provided an index of equilingual familiarity.

These analyses are described in greater detail below (See Sections 4.2.3 - 4.4.3, below).

4.2.1 Rationale for Selection of Statistical Tests

In arriving at the decision about the most appropriate statistical tests for the analyses of
the data, the main consideration was the level of measurement. The data was generated by
subjects completing a task which aimed to elicit their receptive lexicon. As already
discussed in Chapters 3.1.1, 3.1.2a) and 3.1.2b), the picture stimuli used were selected
from the British Picture Vocabulary Scales (BPVS). The underlying assumption for
subjects’ ability to point at correct pictures was that they possessed the necessary
understanding of the relevant lexical stimuli presented to them, i.e. a receptive lexicon. In
other words, their performance in such a task would reflect/reveal at least a sample of

their receptive lexicon.

75 of the 100 stimuli used in this study corresponded to the first 75 BPVS fest stimuli,
but the other 25 were BPVS non-test stimuli selected from the pictures containing the
former 75, and were chosen at random. It is stressed that the task was primarily not a test
(See Chapter 3 1.2a) despite the fact that pictorial material from a test i.e. the BPVS, was
used. Subjects were awarded one mark for every correct response given to each of the

100 lexical stimuli corresponding to each picture shown.

Parametric tests can only be used if certain assumptions can be made about the data. One
of these assumptions is that the level of measurement has to be either ratio or interval
(Siegel, 1956, p.19). A perusal of the BPVS tables of derived scores shows that
performance as reflected by the Raw Scores was not linear. For example, Table 5 in the
BPVS Manual (p. 55) states that a Raw Score of 140 indicates an Age Equivalent of 19
years 6 months, and yet half this Raw Score provides an Age Equivalent of 7 years 7
months which is a third of the former. Thus, double a Raw Score did not result in double
Standard Score (SS) or Age Equivalent. In addition to this, an inspection of the Standard
Scores in Table 2 (pp. 39 and 41) shows that a 9 years 3 months old child achieving a
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Raw Score of 140 would obtain a Standard Score of 160, but a peer achieving half this
Raw Score would obtain a Standard Score of 85 which is .53 (i.e. just over a half) of the

former. This would suggest that the level of measurement does not allow the assumption
that there are equal intervals between each point in the scale. This is a tenable argument
concerning scores generated when the BPVS is employed as a standardised test. The
argument is more compelling when, as in the case of this study, the BPVS is not used as
a standardised instrument, or presented in a language other than English. The level of
measurement represented by the number of correct responses obtained in this type of task
is considered therefore, to be at best ordinal and would preclude the use of parametric
tests. Support for the conclusion arrived at regarding the level measurement can be found
in McNamara (1966, p.68) who says that raw scores can “scarcely be assumed to lie on

an equal interval scale.”

Furthermore, in using a non-test format, presentation and scoring system, one can not
make the assumption “... that giving the correct answer to any one item is exactly
equivalent (in amount of ability shown - in this case, lexical ability) to giving the correct
answer to any other items,” (Siegel, 1956, p.28). This, states Siegel, must constitute one
of the assumptions.

The present author acknowledges that there is a considerable amount of controversy

regarding issues related to the choice of statistical tests.

The literature on statistical analysis frequently debates opposing views regarding the

criteria for the use of parametric and non-parametric tests. Boneau (1972) acknowledges

such debates. He states that “... the use of the ‘t’ test in many typical psychological
situations where there are measurement considerations ....” has been challenged. Some
will argue, for example, that “.... intelligence is actually measured by an ordinal scale,

that equal differences between scores, on say a test, represent different magnitudes at
different places of the underlying continuum. This is seen as somehow invalidating the
use of the ‘t’ test with such scores ....”

Hays (1963) states that

“.... In intelligence testing, a score called mental age is sometimes the end product of
giving a person a test. It is reasonable [to argue?] that the more intelligence a person
really has the greater this mental age should be, other things being equal. As
numbers, mental ages can be subjected to any arithmetic operation we choose, but the
rub comes in translating the resultant numbers back into statements about amounts of

intelligence.”



He goes on to argue that a five year old might have a mental age of 4 years and another a
mental age of 8 years. As numbers, it is quite true that 4 goes into 8 exactly 2 times, but
“can we assert that the second child is twice as intelligent as the first? Not without
considerably more justification than we have at present.” He states that there is no solid
theoretical or empirical reason for thinking that intelligence score must relate to real
amounts of intelligence in the way specified by the definitions of ratio, or even interval
scaling. “On the other hand, we do feel justified in thinking of intelligence tests as giving
ordinal scales at least. The point is that one cannot simply assume that a certain level of
scaling is or is not reached without some theoretical or empirical basis, showing how the

quantities we hope to measure actually are reflected in the numbers we get.”

In using non-parametric tests, the present author chose a conservative approach and has
suggested at least an ordinal level of measurement as one can not say with certainty that it
was interval or ratio. Given this argument, one did not wish to “..... overlook the
question of level of measurement and tend to read quite unjustified meanings into their
[my] results ....” (Hays, 1963).

There is a view that the use of non-parametric rather than parametric tests, results in the
data being downgraded, the main contention relating perhaps to the relative power
efficiency of such tests. As will be seen later (See section 4.4) the main statistical tests
used in this study were the Kruskal-Wallis One Way Analysis of Variance
(KW) (for more than two independent samples), Mann-Whitney U test (for two
independent samples) and the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks (T) test
(for two related samples) (See Siegel, 1956). When compared to the power efficiency of
an equivalent parametric One Way Analysis of Variance, the KW enjoys a power
efficiency of 95.5%. The power efficiency of the Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney when
compared to ‘" tests (a parametric equivalent) was 95.5% and almost 95% for small
samples (See Siegel, 1956). This would suggest that the rigour of the non-parametric
statistical analyses conducted in the present study was only marginally below that
resulting from the use of parametric tests. Miller (1984) observes that the Mann-Whitney
U test’s power to “detect significance is not much less than of the ¢-test itself.” Similarly,
the power of the Wilcoxon test, although it makes no assumptions about population
distributions, is “nevertheless almost as powerful as the ¢-test in situations where both
tests could be used.”

4.2.2 First Level Analyses

The subjects participating in this study constituted 13.3% (i.e. 14.7% of children in
Government Schools) of the fotal Gibraltarian Primary School population (i.e.

Government and Non-Government schools) for that year. The true percentage was
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probably higher if English monoglot children are omitted from the official statistics

(Gibraltar Department of Education, 1988). This omission would be justified since the
analyses for the sample under investigation excluded these children. First and Middle
Schools were also well represented in the sample (12.1% of total First Schools
population and 14.5% of the total Middle Schools population; 13.4% and 15.9%
respectively, of children in Government Schools). It was not possible to estimate a
similar percentage for each of the 6-months age codes used in this study as such details
were not readily available but Table 4A below, shows the number of pupils in First and
Middle schools at the time of the first trial, and according to school year group.

YEAR FIRST __SCHOOLS MIDDLE SCHOOLS

GROUP GOVERNMENT QTHERS TOTAL GOV'T OTHERS TOTAL

1 321 27 348 328 39 367
2 336 36 372 349 29 378
3 329 34 363 300 28 328
4 366 49 415 341 31 372

1352 146 1498 1318 127 1445

TABLE 4A SIZE OF FIRST AND MIDDLE SCHOOLS POPULATION AT
THE TIME OF THE FIRST TRIAL OF THIS STUDY, ACCORDING TO
SCHOOL YEAR GROUP

The percentage of each of these groups comprising the peer population is shown in Table
4B below.

#YEAR ALL SCHOOLS GOV'T SCHOOLS
GROUP FIRST MIDDLE FIRST MIDDLE
1 t 9.5 15.5 10.3 17 .4
2 6.5 14.8 7.1 16.1
3 18.7 13.4 20.7 14.7
4 13.7 13.2 15.6 14.4

TABLE 4B PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE FROM ACTUAL FIRST AND
MIDDLE SCHOOLS POPULATION, IN EACH SCHOOL YEAR GROUP

N.B. #Each of these year groups represents fwo 6 months age codes in this study e.g.
Year Group 1 above corresponded to Age Codes 01 and 02 in the present study.

t The real percentages for DL subjects in the sample in relation to those in the school
population are higher because the latter include English non-DL (i.e. monoglot) children.

Figure 1 overleaf, illustrates graphically the sample size for each school year group (i.e.

12 months age range) expressed as a percentage of the Government school population.
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A cluster (random) sampling method (Kidder, 1981) having been used, the schools
selected belonged to discrete catchment areas in the city which, as stated earlier, was

likely to reflect populations with a cross section of socio-economic status (See Appendix
2.1). It was thought that this in turn might influence the language most frequently used at
home. In addition, no known bias was employed in the sampling of DL children within
the schools (See Chapter 3.1.4).

The size of the samples, especially in relation to the parent school population, and the
sampling strategy employed, suggested that there was a high probability that the samples
were representative of the school population. However, the extent of significant gender
and school differences regarding lexical proficiency was explored. Statistical analyses
confirmed that there were negligible gender differences. Though there was a somewhat
higher incidence of school differences, there was not a consistent statistically significant
pattern which would indicate a universal effect of school background. Furthermore,
analyses of gender/school interactional effects, indicated that these were also negligible.
It was therefore, decided to pool all the subjects regardless of gender and school
background, for the main statistical analyses. Some other analyses would, however,
address gender differences.

4.2.3 Gender and School Differences

Research by Hyde and Linn (1988) has shown that any gender differences in verbal
ability were negligible. However, in view of the fact that the present study was dealing
with DL subjects, it was important not to make any generalisations from studies based on
monoglots, such as those reviewed by Hyde and Linn. Furthermore, it was predicted that
because the different schools drew children from catchment areas which could differ in
socio-economic backgrounds, it was necessary to determine if this could influence lexical

proficiency in any of the linguistic variables.
4.2.4 Whole Group Analyses

a) Lexical Development

The degree and rate of lexical development in each of the DL subjects' languages will
depend on several factors such as the age at which they are first exposed to the second
language (L2), how frequently each language is used and in what contexts, the
motivation for learning L2, etc. (See Chapter 2). One can therefore, not make
generalisations from other studies about the development of each language in the DL
population used in the present study.
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The results of analyses of the lexical development in each language, and of exploring the
relationship between this development (e.g. the relative rates and degree of development
in each language and at each age code) could have implications for pedagogical and
remedial work. In this particular study, two other linguistic variables were also studied in
addition to L1 and L2, and these were Conceptual Vocabulary and Bilinguality. How
each of these develops in their own right and in relation to L1 and L2 could have both

psycho-linguistic and socio-linguistic implications.
b) Validity and Reliability

The issue of the validity of the BPVS has already been discussed (See 3.1.2b). The
validity of the research task regarding Gibraltarian DL children however, can only be
addressed after the study has been concluded and the data is available for analysis.
Unlike with the BPVS which measures only English receptive lexicon, the research task

also required responses to Spanish lexical items.

Spolsky (1994) discusses the validity of measurement of understanding and suggests that
it can not be measured because so many variables can affect understanding of language.
However, his conclusion relates to the understanding beyond the single word level. The
present study focuses on receptive lexicon and the task employed involves single lexical
units. The measurement of such a very basic linguistic parameter is considered to be less
vulnerable to other variables than the measurement of more complex linguistic parameters

such as language structure.

Nevertheless, the interpretation of results is dependent on an understanding of the
validity of the task employed. Though the lexical corpus for this research was derived
from the British Picture Vocabulary Scales (BPVS) which is a standardised test, it did
not restrict itself to just the test items, and 25% of the items used were non-test BPVS
items, appearing in the first 75 BPVS plates. It is therefore, not claimed that the task
comprising this study constituted a test in the formal sense of the term.

Validity can be measured at different levels and with a variety of degrees of rigour. Face
validity, for example, is very much a subjective measure. It refers to the extent to which,
and confidence with which, the task appears to an observer, or a subject, to be a
representative sample of the ability it is supposed to be measuring (Spolsky, 1994).
Dunn et al (1982) argue that the BPVS “follows a tradition of measuring hearing
vocabulary which has substantial evidence of validity.” Validity studies of the Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) (Dunn and Dunn, 1981) from which the BPVS was
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derived, provide considerable evidence for the criterion related validity of the PPVT (See

Robertson and Eisenberg, 1981).

Content and face validity are often considered to be the same (Spolsky, 1994). However,
a more precise definition of the content validity of a measuring instrument relates to
whether it provides a representative sample of a specific skill or behaviour. Oller (1983)
states that the only difference between face validity and content validity is that “the former
is generally based on uninformed judgements whereas the latter is based on thoughtful

reflection and preliminary theory building ... otherwise they are quite similar.”

As was mentioned earlier, the lexical stimuli chosen for this study cover 18 different
semantic categories. These were thought to comprise a reasonably comprehensive
coverage of the lexical concepts and situations/societal domains likely to be encountered
and experienced by Gibraltarian children. As discussed in Sections 3.1.2a(3) and 3.1.3,
(in Chapter 3) earlier, this researcher involved Gibraltarian primary school teachers in
arriving at a lexical corpus which was thought to have a high degree of face and content
validity for Gibraltarian children.

Construct validity involves “finding evidence that the various abilities (or constructs) that
are assumed ... to exist can be shown empirically” (Spolsky, 1994). Dunn et al (1982)
claim that BPVS stimulus items increased in lexico-conceptual difficulty as the task
progresses. Dunn et al (1982) also stated that if performance improves with successive
ages, this can be considered as “an indirect but [perhaps] not conclusive evidence of
construct validity.” This researcher predicted that the performance of ‘bilingual’

Gibraltarian children participating in this study would improve with successive ages.

One other type of validity is external validity. This refers to the extent to which one can
“generalise the results of the research to other populations and settings of interest in the
hypothesis™ (Kidder and Judd, 1986). One way of measuring external validity is by
giving the same task to different samples from the same or similar research population
(and in a similar setting). If there are no significant differences between the performance
of these samples, a high degree of external validity would be indicated. As mentioned in
Chapter 3.4.1 earlier, a second cohort of 108 children participated in Trial 1 six-eight
months after the first cohort of 284 (See Tables 3.1a and 3.1b). In order to establish the
replicability of the study, albeit post hoc, the first cohort’s performance in each linguistic

variable was compared with the performance of peers in the second cohort.

Though subjects had not been alerted to the fact that they would be participating in a

second trial approximately six months later, the possibility of a practice/rehearsal effect

111



had to be considered. In order to establish the possible existence of such an effect, which

could threaten the reliability and validity of the results of repeated trials involving the
same task, the performance in Trial 1 of the subjects from Age Code 02-17, was
compared with the performance in Trial 2 of subjects in equivalent age codes. Significant
differences could indicate that a rehearsal effect might have been operating and/or that
there was a lack of homogeneity between the two groups. Thus, a superior performance
in Trial 2 by peers who had already completed Trial 1 six months earlier, could suggest a
rehearsal effect. It had been predicted that the task was so long that it was very unlikely
that any rehearsal effect would be negligible. Task reliability would be indicated by an
absence of significant differences between the performance of subjects of the same age

participating in Trials 1 and 2.

To ensure reliability in measuring performance, this researcher was responsible for
calculating the number of correct responses made by each and every subject in all the
trials. Inter-tester reliability was ensured by prior training of all research assistants and

by providing for them the same procedural text and materials for the task (See Appendix
4).

c¢) Cross-sectional v. Longitudinal Design

As mentioned before (See Section 3.1.5) much criticism has been published (e.g. Weil,
1978; Cook, 1982; Meara, 1989) of studies employing only a cross-sectional research
paradigm. The results of analyses aimed at testing the validity of this criticism could
provide indications for future research. If the results favoured cross-sectional designs,
the research resources needed would be substantially less than if longitudinal designs

were found to be more appropriate.
d) Lexical Dominance

The literature has reported (e.g. Fishman, Cooper and Ma, 1971; Fantini, 1985) that in
some DL communities, the dominance of the first language may change after a certain age
and thus shift to the second language. This hypothesis was tested in this study with
regards to /exical dominance. The factors affecting dominance may be similar to those
influencing language development (e.g. amount of exposure to a language, affective

factors, etc - See Chapter 2.2), as are the benefits of such an exploration.
The extent of language dominance and how this changes over time has not received much

attention in the recent published literature. This could be due to the fact that, as

McLaughlin (1985) reports, measures such as word association tests and reaction time
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on picture-naming tasks developed by psycholinguists, are not readily practicable or
available to the pedagogue. The importance of considering linguistic dominance in
‘bilingual’ subjects has been highlighted by Burt and Dulay (1978). They have argued
that assessing language dominance is important for initial diagnosis, evaluation of needs,

and for planning bilingual educational programmes.

The results of studies in this area will very much depend on the particular socio-linguistic
characteristics of the DL community being investigated. Some of these characteristics
have already been discussed in Chapter 2.1.3 under the heading of Typology. In
addition, not only can dominance be measured in a number of ways as already mentioned
(Chapter 2.2.4), but several operational definitions of dominance can form the basis of
such studies. In this study, a number of quantitative measures of lexical dominance have
been explored (See Section 4.4.3 (a) (iv)). Generalisations should therefore, not have

been made from other studies though similarities may have significance.
e) Correlations Between Linguistic Variables

There is always a possibility that a DL subject's lexical development could take place in
one LV, for example, and significantly less pro rata development might occur in another
LV. Significant positive correlations between pairs of linguistic variables (e.g. LI v. CV,
L2 v. Bilinguality) could indicate that development in L1 and/or L2 might result in
development in CV and/or Bilinguality. One implication of a lack of significant positive
correlation might be that, whereas lexical development can take place, it does not
necessarily enrich the Conceptual Vocabulary and/or the subjects’ ability to learn the
lexicon for referents in both languages i.e. Bilinguality. If lexical development takes
place predominantly in one language, or to the exclusion of the other, there could still be
a positive correlation between that developing language and Conceptual Vocabulary but
perhaps not in Bilinguality. Similarly, a lack of significant positive correlation between
L1 and L2 might suggest that, whereas the lexicon may increase in one language, a
slowing down or attrition may be taking place in the other. This could result in a
dominance shift, and an increase in the lexical dominance ratio between the two
languages. So long as the newly acquired lexicon comprises vocabulary for mainly new
referents rather than translational equivalents for the existing lexicon, the Conceptual
Vocabulary will increase. However, if the new lexicon comprised mainly translational
equivalents, this could be indicated by positive correlation between the developing

language and Bilinguality.
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f) Conceptual Vocabulary (CV)

This term has already been defined in Sections 2.2.7 and 3.2.4. Measures of CV in fact
give a better indicator of a subject's true lexical repertoire (or referential repertoire)
because it considers DL subjects’ knowledge of the lexeme for a referent in any of the
two languages. This in turn may provide more reliable differential diagnoses in terms of
communication problems (Abudarham, 1987 - See also Chapter 5.6) than measures of
lexical proficiency in only one language, or even in both languages independently. 1t is
not inconceivable for the CV to remain fairly static, or for it to develop more slowly in
comparison to the rate at which any one of the two languages develops. As suggested
above, this could indicate that the newly acquired lexicon consisted mainly of
translational equivalents and not of new referents. However, if the CV develops at a
similar rate to, or faster rate than any one of the other two languages, this could indicate
that the lexical as well as the referential repertoire were expanding and thus, the

vocabulary for new referents was being acquired.
g) Lexical Proficiency

The lexical proficiency was measured for each language (i.e. L1 and L2) independently,
and at each age code, as was the Conceptual Vocabulary and Bilinguality. Furthermore,
whereas the Conceptual Vocabulary is indicative of how many referents are known
lexically in any of the two languages, and Bilinguality is indicative of how many
referents are known in both languages, these do not necessarily reflect a DL subject's
total lexicon i.e. the rotal number of words known, (i.e. word power, as opposed to
naming power as measured by the CV). This 'Total Lexical Repertoire’, could be a
better indicator of ‘language-learning potential’ (Abudarham, 1987). This issue will be
discussed further in Chapter 5.

A closer look at the relationship between each subject's English and Spanish lexicon was
also taken to establish how these linguistic parameters changed with age. If the gap
between the lexical repertoire in each language altered significantly with age, this might,
as suggested earlier, indicate lexical attrition (Seliger and Vago, 1991) i.e. loss of

vocabulary, or cessation of development, in one of the languages.
h) Bilinguality

This term has already been discussed and defined for the purposes of this study (See
Section 2.1.2, above and Chapter 3.2.3, earlier). The degree of Bilinguality could
provide a measure of how competent a subject might be in both languages. In certain
contexts, a DL subject's need and ability to borrow and/or code-switch, may be
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determined by his Bilinguality so that the greater the Bilinguality the less dependence on

any one of the two languages.

Of interest as well, is how Bilinguality develops with age, whether it plateaus after a time
and what its relationship is to development in the other linguistic variables. The results of
analyses could indicate the type of lexicon which DL subjects acquire at each age,
whether it is mainly in L1 and L2 translational equivalents, or words for new referents,

and how this pattern might change with age.
4.3 SECOND LEVEL ANALYSES

The data in Trial 1 lent themselves to two other types of analyses. Whereas the first was
not directly relevant to the main aims of this study, they were central to this author's
previous work relating to the assessment of the language-learning potential of DL
subjects, Dual Language receptive lexicon and the criteria for developing language tests
for DL subjects (Abudarham 1976, 1979, 1980a, 1980b, 1987). Since no standardised
data existed for the DL subjects in this study, it was not possible to establish how these
subjects’ performance compared with that of monoglot peers. As explained in 4.3.1
below, such comparisons were made, albeit with some qualifications. It was thought that

the results of these analyses could have psychometric and clinical implications.

The second type of analyses would provide a socio-linguistic dimension. This comprised
an item analysis. The familiarity in each language of the lexicon under study, would be
reflected by the relative percentages of correct responses for each referent, in each
language. This measure could also indicate (i) whether translational equivalents were
being acquired simultaneously or sequentially, (ii) in which language was the word for
each referent acquired first, (iii) subjects’ use and frequency of use of each language, (iv)
whether the measure was a function of subjects’ diglossic status, and (v) whether the
lexicon was likely to be acquired bilingually for some referents, or in only one language.

These issues are discussed in more detail, later on.

The outcome of these analyses as well could have pedagogical and diagnostic

implications.

4.3.1 DL Subjects' Performance v. Monoglots' (BPVS) 'Standard
Scores'

The early literature (See Chapter 2.2) claimed that DL children's language was inferior to

that of their monoglot peers'. Some speech therapists and educationalists in the field
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advocate using tests standardised on English monoglots for DL subjects when no

'bilingual’ test is available. However, others advocate that DL subjects are tested in both
languages and that subjects are credited for correct responses in either of the two
languages i.e. CV, (Abudarham, 1987). The design of this study demanded that the first
75 items of a test of receptive lexicon (the British Picture Vocabulary Scales)
standardised on English monoglots, were included in the 100 referents forming the basis

of the experimental lexical corpus.

The subjects in this study were thus, required to respond to 100 items in each of the two
languages (i.e. to a total of 200 lexical stimuli). These items were drawn from the first 75
BPVS picture plates. A monoglot being tested by the BPVS would have been required to
respond until a ceiling item was reached. The authors of the BPVS (Dunn et al, 1982)
define this as the /ast item of eight consecutive responses within which six errors have
been made. The monoglot would of course, need also to respond to lexical stimuli in
only one language. The tasks were thus, not comparable in terms of complexity, size, or
time needed for completion. In addition, the order in which the stimuli would have been
presented if a BPVS was being conducted on a monoglot subject could not be adhered to.
This was because responses had to be made to each item in two languages, and the
lexical stimuli for each item were not presented consecutively in order to prevent
guessing. (Note: There is only one version of the BPVS and the instrument does not
have two alternative sets of lexical test items (cf. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test)
enabling the use of one for one language and the second for the other language (See

Saunders’ work, 1982 which employed Forms A and B for each language tested).

All these factors violated the requirements of the prescribed administrative procedures for
the BPVS. It could therefore, be argued that using the scoring criteria and system of the
BPVS was not a valid exercise. However, it was still thought a useful exercise which
might suggest certain trends (Genesee, 1989). All these issues will be discussed further
in 4.6 below.

The main objectives of this exercise were to establish:-
a) how the DL subjects' lexical proficiency in English compared with that of English
monoglots. This was done by converting the DL subjects’ raw scores (i.e. the number of

correct responses to the first 75 BPVS test items) into '‘BPVS’-type standard scores. A

standard score of 85 or more would be considered indicative of a within normal limits
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lexical proficiency in English, comparable with English monoglots on which the BPVS

was standardised! .

b) whether similar comparisons in Spanish (i.e. their L1) would make any difference and

yield more favourable results.

¢) whether BPVS ‘normal limit’ would have been more readily achieved if subjects'

Conceptual Vocabulary was considered.

Only data from Trial 1 (cross-sectional design) was employed in these analyses. The
BPVS derived measures used were Age Equivalents and Standard Scores. The analyses
were conducted for all children pooled together regardless of gender or school, within

each age code ( 6 months range).
4.3.2 Item Analyses

The subjects participating in this study enjoyed a diglossic as well as a 'bilingual’ status;
this phenomenon has been reported by several authors, among them Fishman (1967).
Clinical observations by this author during his work in Gibraltar as a speech and
language therapist, suggested that Gibraltarian children kept the two languages

functionally apart on some occasions (i.e. diglossia) and mixed them in others.

In addition, as sequential 'bilinguals' (and diglossics), they developed some of their
lexicon in one language and not the other. Younger children may therefore, develop a
lexicon for some referents in Spanish only, and for some others only in English.
Lexemes for particular referents may also be acquired in both languages but sequentially.
With time, age and opportunity, the 'bilingual’ repertoire develops.

Undoubtedly, socio-cultural, affective, socio-linguistic and educational factors will
determine the nature and rate of the DL subjects' lexical development in one or the other
language. These factors may also influence their 'bilingual' lexical development. An
awareness of the pattern of lexical development could have pedagogical, diagnostic and
remedial implications (See Abudarham, 1987). This issue is discussed in greater detail in

Chapter 5, entitled Discussion and Practical Implications.

1 1t is acknowledged that this criterion is not entircly valid. However, it does reflect the not uncommon
practice of using tests standardised on English monoglots to assess ‘bilingual’s’ proficiency in English. It
was anticipated that the results of these comparisons would confirm the extent of the inappropriateness of
this practice.
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4.4 ANALYSES
4.4.1 Introduction

Samples were grouped according to age codes?. There were two major levels of
analyses. The most important of the two was the first which was designed to
predominantly explore subjects' lexical proficiency and development in each of the four
linguistic variables. It also explored other variables such as lexical dominance and
performance relationships (i.e. correlations) of the lexical proficiency between linguistic
variables. All these analyses were conducted using the whole corpus of 100 referents.
Because the lexical stimuli for each referent were presented in two languages i.e. Spanish
and English, there were thus 200 lexical items in the whole task (i.e. 100 translational
equivalents). Whilst gender differences and school backgrounds were also explored in
many of these analyses, the main focus of the analyses was on Whole Group data i.e.

disregarding gender and school background.

The data base comprised subjects’ performance as reflected by the number of correct
responses made in each language to the lexical stimuli presented. Each subject's
performance in the whole task was therefore, calculated for each Trial. The means and
standard deviations were calculated for each linguistic variable, in each set of analyses,
according to age code (6 months age range). As stated earlier, for a number of analyses,
the results for neighbouring age codes were concatenated (thus forming samples with a
12 months age range) and analysed (See Sections 4.5.2b, 4.5.3a(ii), 4.5.5b (ii), 4.5.6c¢,
below). Except for analyses of lexical development based on data from Trial 1 and all the
other trials (longitudinal study), only Trial 1 data were used for all the analyses discussed
above.

The second level of analyses aimed to explore two main areas. The first comprised
comparisons between the performance in English, Spanish and Conceptual Vocabulary
of DL subjects participating in this study with the British Picture Vocabulary Scales
norms based on English monoglot subjects. Only correct responses to lexical stimuli

corresponding to the first 75 BPVS test items were used in these analyses.

The second set of analyses comprised an item analysis of each of the 100 referents,

conducted to establish the (relative) familiarity of each word, in each language. The data

2 N.B. Most of the analyses were conducted on samples with age codes comprising 6 months age range
e.g. subjects in Age Code 01 were between 4 years and 4 years 5 months old. When analyses involve age
codes with a different age range, it will be clearly stated. So for example, on occasions, the age range of
samples was widened to 12 months. This was achieved by the concatenation of neighbouring age codes
e.g. 01+02, 02+03, 03+04, elc.
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base for this item analysis comprised the number of correct responses received for each

referent in each language i.e. L1 and L2, within each age code, in Trial [. These
provided an index of lexical familiarity for each referent, in each language. The number
of correct responses each referent received in botrh languages was an indication of the

degree of equilingual familiarity.
4.4.2 Analyses to Establish Gender, School and Interactional Differences

The statistical analyses to determine gender and school differences were conducted at
several levels. GENDER and SCHOOL differences in the lexical proficiency in
EACH LINGUISTIC VARIABLE, at EACH AGE CODE, were explored as
indicated below.

(a) GENDER differences for all subjects disregarding school background (i.e.
subjects from ALL the SCHOOLS were pooled together).

(b) GENDER differences within EACH SCHOOL.

(c) SCHOOL differences (subjects of BOTH GENDERS pooled together).

(d) SCHOOL differences for EACH GENDER.

() INTERACTIONAL EFFECTS of Gender and School were also statistically

analysed - these were explored in only the following age codes:-

01(Age 4-4:5 years), 03 (Age 5-5:5 years), 05 (Age 6-6:5 years)
and 06 (Age 6:6-7 years)

(See (iv) below for further explanation of this choice).

All these analyses were conducted using only cross-sectional data (from Trial 1), for

samples with a 6 months age range.

Though the results of these statistical analyses supported the prediction that there would
not be substantial gender differences, the possibility that the sensitivity of these analyses
could also be affected by the very narrow (6 months) age range had to be considered. In
order to establish whether samples with a wider than 6-months age range might yield a

different pattern, another set of analyses was conducted on data as follows:-

(f) From two concatenated (neighbouring) age codes e.g. 01+02, 02+03 etc.,
disregarding school background; this resulted in /arger samples comprising an

enlarged age range of /2 months.

Other than for establishing interactional effects (See e) above) a variety of statistical tests

were conducted as follows:-
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(i) To establish the significance of any GENDER difference in each linguistic

variable and according to each age code, disregarding school background (See a)
above) the Mann-Whitney U test was used (See Table 4.2, below).

(ii) To determine GENDER differences within EACH SCHOOL, in each
linguistic variable and according to age code (See b) above) the Mann-Whitney
U test was used (See Table 4.4(1), below).

The results could not be statistically analysed for all these samples. Five sub-groups were

too small for statistical analyses of gender difference within each school as follows:-

AGE CODES SCHOOLS
01 (4-4:5) "B"
02 (4:6-4:11) e
03 (5-5:5) “B" & "C"
04 (5:6-5:11) "c

(111) To determine the significance of any SCHOOL differences in each linguistic
variable, according to each age code but regardless of gender (See c) above) the
Kruskal-Wallis One Way Analysis of Variance was used whenever the
samples had been drawn from 3 schools, and the Mann-Whitney U test when
only 2 schools had been involved (See Table 4.7(i), below).

(iv) To determine the significance of SCHOOL differences for EACH GENDER
(See (d), above), the Kruskal-Wallis One Way Analysis of Variance was
used (See Table 4.8(i), below). When subjects from only two schools participated,
the Mann Whitney U test was used to statistically analyse the data.

v) Interactional effects of gender and school were statistically analysed. The
level of measurement was at best ordinal therefore, no parametric two way
analysis of variance could be conducted. There is, to this author's knowledge, no
suitable non-parametric two way analysis of variance to calculate
interactional effects between 2 x 2 variables. However, the Wilson's
Distribution-free Analysis of Variance (Wilson, 1956) is appropriate for 2 x
K variables. This test was appropriate only when data was available for the three
First Schools and for both genders. Because subjects from all three first schools
were not represented in all age codes, this test could not therefore, be used for Age
Codes 02, 04, and 07 upwards because only two schools were represented in these
age codes. These analyses were thus, only possible for subjects in the following
age codes:-

01 (4-4:5 yrs.), 03 (5-5:5 yrs.), 05 (6-6:5 yrs), 06 (6:6-6:11 yrs).
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The results of these analyses are reported in Section 4.5.2(3), entitled Interactional

Effects below, and indicate the significance of gender, school and interactional etfects.

To establish the existence of gender and school differences in samples where only two
schools participated, two options were available. One was to subject the data to Mann-
Whitney U tests (Siegel, 1956) to establish the significance of differences between
genders, and schools, separately. One drawback of this option was that the same
subjects were being used for both these analyses, within each age group and this could
result in Type 1 or 2 errors. The second option was not to conduct such analyses, thus
avoiding such errors. This second option was rejected however, on the grounds that the
results of such analyses might at least give some indication of possible gender and/or
school differences. The results of these analyses would of course have to be considered
with great caution and no unqualified conclusions could be made. They would at best

give an indication of a possible trend.
4.4.3 First Level Analyses Conducted

Statistical analyses yielded negligible Gender differences in lexical proficiency (See
'Results' in Section 4.5.2.(1), below) and no consistent pattern for such differences was
indicated. Despite a small number of significant School differences in a few sub-samples,
the sample under study was considered to be representative of the Primary School
population. The reason for this assumption was based on the fact that (i) a cluster
probability (random) sampling method was employed, (ii) no known bias was used in
the final selection of children (See Chapter 3.1.4), (iii) the sample was thought to
represent a fair socio-economic cross section of the population (See Section 3.1.4 and
Appendix 2.1), and (iv) the large sample size comprised between 13.4 and 15.9 per cent
of the Primary School population (See Sections 3.1.4 and 4.2.2). Most of the
subsequent major analyses therefore, disregarded gender and school, and samples were

created according to age groups, as indicated below.

a) Whole Group Analyses

The significance of the results of these analyses conducted was determined by the use of
appropriate statistical tests on data for whole samples (i.e. Whole Group disregarding

gender or school background), and according to the age codes, as indicated below.

Several independent variables were explored as follows.
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(i) Lexical Proficiency

The significance of differences between the lexical proficiency in each linguistic variable
was statistically analysed by subjecting the data to a Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs
Signed-Ranks T test.

The proficiency in each linguistic variable was reflected, a priori, by the number of
correct responses. However, lexical proficiency can also be measured by calculating
subjects’ Total Lexical Repertoire (TLR). This was determined by the total number of
correct responses given in L1 and L2, including correct responses given to the same
referent in both languages i.e. translational equivalents. Such responses would be
credited as 2 words and not just one.

In order to determine what proportion of the TLR comprised the lexicon in each language
(i.e. Spanish and English), the mean percentage lexicon in each language was calculated.

A closer look at the relationship between each subject's English and Spanish lexical
repertoire was taken to establish how these linguistic parameters changed with age.

The relationship between the performance in each language i.e. L1 and L2, and
Bilinguality was also calculated.

(ii) Lexical Development (Cross-sectional and Longitudinal Analyses)

Lexical development in each linguistic variable was calculated using cross-sectional data
from Trial 1 and longitudinal data resulting from Trial 1 and subsequent trials (i.e. T1v.
T2, T1 v. T3, T1 v. T4).

At a cross-sectional level, Trial 1 data was used to determine development between
neighbouring age codes (6 months age range) e.g. 01-->02, 02-->03, 03-->04, etc.. In
addition, to test whether an enhanced sensitivity would be indicated by comparing the
performance of samples with a greater age difference, the performance of subjects
between alternate age codes e.g. 01 v. 03, 02 v. 04, etc., was statistically analysed. The
age difference between the subjects in these age codes was thus, increased to /2 months.

Lexical development based on cross-sectional data, was analysed using the Mann-
Whitney U test (Siegel, 1956).
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At a longitudinal level, lexical development was determined by comparing the
performance of subjects in Trial 1 with their performance (i.e. of the same subjects) in
subsequent trials (i.e. repeated measures design). Specifically, subjects’ lexical
development was calculated by comparing their performances in (i) Trials 1 and 2 when
there was an interval of an average of 6 months between trials, (ii) Trials 1 and 2 when
there was an interval of an average of /2 months between trials (See Section 4.5.3 c(iii),
below for the rationale for this analysis), (iit) Trials 1 and 3 when there was an interval of
an average of /2 months between trials, and (iv) Trials 1 and 4 after intervals of between
17 and 22 months.

Comparisons made using longitudinal data were statistically analysed using the
Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks T test (Siegel, 1956).

Statistical analyses were also conducted to establish whether the pattern of lexical
development resulting from whole group data (i.e. disregarding gender and school
background) was different when each gender was considered separately (See Sections
4.4.3b, above and 4.5.3b, below).

In order to establish a quantitative measure of lexical development related to a base line
performance, the Percentage Mean Gain (PMG) between Trial 1 and each of the
three subsequent trials, was calculated for each linguistic variable (LV). These gains were
not statistically analysed because the significance of any lexical development had already
been established in the earlier analyses and the objective now was to obtain a quantitative

measure reflecting the extent of lexical development.

(iii) Cross-sectional v. Longitudinal Data

The hypothesis that the results of longitudinal studies are more sensitive than those of

cross-sectional studies was explored.

The results of statistical analyses conducted to determine the significance of lexical
development (See Section 4.4.3a(ii), above) were used to determine whether significance
was achieved more frequently in one of the two designs. The greater sensitivity of a

design would be reflected by a higher incidence of significant variables.
(iv) Lexical Dominance

Lexical dominance was measured in several major ways. The first aimed to establish in

which language there was significant lexical dominance, whether this dominance shifted
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from one language to the other, and if so, at what age. The means for the lexical

proficiency in L1 and L2 were inspected to determine the dominant language.

The significance of the lexical dominance (i.e. in L1 or L2) for each linguistic variable
was statistically tested using the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks T test
(Siegel, 1956). This test was also used to establish whether the dominant language
would change if genders were analysed separately. The dominance pattern resulting
from pooling data from two neighbouring age codes, for each gender, was also

statistically analysed using the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks T test.

Three other strategies were employed to study lexical dominance. In one, the dominance
ratio between the two languages (i.e. Spanish and English) was calculated for each
subject. The L1~L2 mean dominance ratio was also calculated for each sample according
to age code (6 months age range). This measure gave an indication of the relative
dominance (or dominance configuration) of one language over the other.

The percentage of the lexicon in each of L1 and L2, in relation to subjects' Total Lexical
Repertoire (TLR) (i.e. the fotal number of words known) was calculated. These
percentages would give an indication of the relative extent of lexical dominance. They
would also help to identify to what extent and in which way lexical dominance might
change over time, and also the age at which the lexical dominance shifted from one

language to the other.

The measures of mean lexical dominance described above relate to group performance
and therefore, do not precisely reflect the subject variability within each age code i.e.
how many subjects within an age code were dominant in one language or the other. A
dominance pattern can thus, be reflected in the incidence of lexical dominance for each
language, within each age code. The number of subjects lexically dominant in each
language, within each age code, was thus calculated. It was predicted that, in a
homogeneous sample, the incidence pattern of dominance would reflect the dominance

pattern resulting from the other analyses.
(v) Correlation Between Linguistic Variables

The hypothesis that there would be significant correlations between each pair of linguistic
variables (e.g. English v. Spanish, English v. Bilinguality, Spanish v. Conceptual
Vocabulary, etc.) at each age code, was tested using the Spearman's Rank Order
Correlation (Siegel, 1956). The results would establish whether the development in

each linguistic variable proceeded in the same direction and at similar rates.
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(vi) Conceptual Vocabulary

It was predicted that the CV would be significantly greater than the lexicon in any of the
other linguistic variables (i.e. Spanish, English and Bilinguality). This prediction was
tested by comparing the number of correct responses between CV and each of the other
linguistic variables. The means for the lexical proficiency in each linguistic variable were
inspected to establish whether CV was superior to the lexical proficiency in the other
linguistic variables. The Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks T test was used

to determine the statistical significance of the results.

The extent of this superiority was also determined by calculating the ratios between
performance in CV and the other linguistic variables. In addition, the significance of the
development in Conceptual Vocabulary was statistically analysed as mentioned in (ii)

above.
(vii) Bilinguality

Bilinguality was measured in a number of ways. In the first instance, it related to the
number of referents known in both languages by each individual. This was thus,
calculated for each subject. Group means were calculated for each age code.

A further measure of Bilinguality was obtained as a mean percentage of the TLR. A high
percentage would indicate that the TLR comprised a greater number of translational
equivalents. As stated before, this could in turn be a reflection that much of the lexicon
acquired with age did not relate to names for new referents but rather to translational
equivalents of lexemes already acquired in one of the languages, or acquired
simultaneously in both languages.

The relationship between Bilinguality and the other linguistic variables was calculated.
The development of Bilinguality with age was also determined (See (ii), above).
(viii) Reliability and Validity

The reliability and external validity of the task were tested as described in Section 4.2.4b
above, the Mann-Whitney U test being used for the statistical analyses.

125




b) Gender Sub-analyses

Though as has already been stated above (See introduction to Section 4.4.3) statistical
analyses had indicated negligible gender differences in lexical proficiency, these tests
were based on Trial 1 data only and could not therefore, provide any indication of gender
differences in other variables such as lexical development or lexical gain. Furthermore,
no analyses had been conducted to explore gender differences in other variables such as

dominance.

Statistical analyses were therefore, conducted to explore the existence of any significant
gender differences in each linguistic variable, disregarding school difference, but

according to the age groups indicated below.

The data were subjected to statistical analyses to establish the significance of four

variables as follows:

(i) Gender dominance in each age group for each linguistic variable.

(i1) Gender differences in lexical development in each linguistic variable. The
difference in performance between neighbouring age codes (e.g. 01 v. 02; 03 v. 04; 04

v. 05 etc.) were compared and statistically analysed.
The Mann-Whitney U test was used for (i) and (ii) above.

(i) Lexical dominance (i.e. English v. Spanish) within each gender, and in each age
code. The Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks T test was used.

(iv) Correlation Coefficients between every pair of linguistic variables, for each
gender, in each age code. The Spearman's Rank Order Correlation test was used

for these analyses.

c) Age Range Differences

In addition to the gender analyses described in b) above, three other sets were conducted.
The aim of these analyses was to determine whether samples with a larger age range (i.e.
of 12 months) would reveal a greater sensitivity to:

(1) Gender differences in lexical development in each linguistic variable.
(ii) Differences in lexical dominance (English ~ Spanish) within each gender.
(iii) Gender differences in the correlations between linguistic variables.
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The Mann-Whitney U test was used to test hypothesis (i); the Wilcoxon
Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks T test was used to test hypothesis (ii).

The Spearman's Rank Order Correlation test was used to test

hypothesis (iii).

The wider age range was achieved by concatenating the results of neighbouring age codes
(e.g. 01402, 02403, 03+04, etc.). The greater sensitivity would be indicated by the

greater incidence of significant differences/correlations.

4.4.4 Second Level Analyses

a) Comparisons with Monoglot-Standardised Normative Measures

As already described in Section 4.3.1, above, the subjects’ lexical proficiency in English,
Spanish and Conceptual Vocabulary was compared with that of English monoglots as
measured by BPVS ‘norms’. It was not appropriate to subject the comparisons to
statistical analyses. The main reason for this was that the required data, such as the size of
the samples used in the standardisation of the BPVS, were not available.

The percentage of subjects (in each age code) whose BPVS Standard Score was within
BPVS ‘normal’ limits in English, Spanish and Conceptual Vocabulary, was calculated.

b) Lexical Item Analyses

A Computer programme was developed to calculate the number of correct responses
given for each of the 100 referents (used in the other analyses) to lexical stimuli, in each
language. The results provided information about the pattern of lexical acquisition in
each of the two languages, within and across age groups. In addition, the number of
correct responses was converted into percentages from the total responses possible. This
provided a measure of lexical familiarity in each language for each referent and at
each age code. At different ages, the degree of lexical familiarity for any one referent
might be greater in one language than the other. The significance of these differences was

tested for each referent, by means of a Chi Square test.

An additional analysis was conducted to establish the number of correct responses for
each referent in both languages, and at different ages. This figure was converted to a
percentage out of the total responses possible. This provided an index of equilingual

Samiliarity at each age code.
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4.5 RESULTS AND THEIR ANALYSES

4.5.1 Introduction

The following is an account of the results of all the statistical analyses. These results are

interpreted and discussed later on in Chapter 5 and conclusions arrived at.

In the major part of the study i.e. First Level Analyses, the following variables were
studied:

Gender Differences (in Lexical Proficiency) (Section 4.5.2.1)
School Differences (in Lexical Proficiency) (Section 4.5.2.2)
Interactional (Gender/School) Effects (on Lexical Proficiency)
(Section 4.5.2.3)

Lexical Development (including Cross-sectional and Longitudinal
comparisons) (Section 4.5.3)

Cross-sectional v. Longitudinal Design (Section 4.5.4)

Lexical Dominance (Section 4.5.5)

Correlation Between Linguistic Variables (Section 4.5.6)

Conceptual Vocabulary (Section 4.5.7)

Lexical Proficiency (including comparisons of L1 and L2 i.e.
Spanish and English, lexical proficiency with Total Lexical
Repertoire [TLR]) (Section 4.5.8)

Bilinguality (Section 4.5.9)

Reliability and Validity (Section 4.5.10)

Second Level Analyses were conducted as follows:

Comparisons of Trial 1 Data with British Picture Vocabulary Scales
(BPVS) 'Normalised' Data (Section 4.6)

Item Analyses (Section 4.7)

- Lexical Familiarity (Section 4.7.1) i.e. the percentage correct responses
given for each of 100 referents in each language i.e. Spanish (L1) and English
L2.

- Equilingual Familiarity (Section 4.7.2) i.e. the percentage correct
responses given in both Spanish and English, for each of 100 referents.
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The first results reported are the ones regarding the Gender and School differences in
lexical proficiency in each linguistic variable, i.e. English, Spanish, Bilinguality and
Conceptual Vocabulary, and according to age code as specified.

4.5.2 Gender and School Differences (in Lexical Proficiency)

Gender differences in lexical proficiency were analysed statistically at two levels. At the
first, the results for all schools (pooled together), according to age code (6 and 12
months age range), and for each linguistic variable, were analysed. At the second level,
gender differences within each school were statistically analysed.

1. Gender Differences in Lexical Proficiency
a) Age Code Range of 6 months

i) Gender differences in lexical proficiency regardless of school
The results of Trial 1 for all schools were concatenated. Table 4.1, below provides
details of means and standard deviations for each linguistic variable, according to gender,

for all schools pooled together.

Table 4.2 below, gives details of gender differences in lexical proficiency, dominant
gender, Mann-Whitney U test values and significance levels.

Summary
Significant Gender differences in lexical proficiency were indicated only as follows:-

Age Code 02 (Age 4:6-4:11 years) in Spanish and Conceptual Vocabulary, 07 (Age 7-
7:5 years) in A/l Linguistic Variables (LVs)

In both these, Males were dominant. In Age Code 02 (Age 4:6-4:11 years), the sample
size for each gender only differed by one and in Age Code 07 (Age 7-7:5 years), the
sample size was the same for each gender. Sample size could therefore, not account for
these differences.
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TABLE 4.1 MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR LEXICAL
PROFICIENCY ACCORDING TO LINGUISTIC VARIABLE, GENDER
AND AGE CODE (FOR ALL SCHOOLS)

AGE

CODES SEX

01
(4-
4:5)

02
(4:6-
4:11)

03
(5-
5:5)

04
(5:6-
5:11)

05

6:5)

06
(6:6-
6:11)

07
(7-
7:5)

08
(7:6-
7:11)

M

N

11

12

17

21

18

13

13

16

15

LINGUISTIC VARIABLES
ENG SPAN BIL cv
37.00 43.89 22.00 58.8
8.97 6.57 8.77 7.23
43.09 44.00 25.73 61.36
10.20 10.65 9.16 7.87
42.17 54.83 29.83 67.17
8.59 7.76 8.71 7.69
38.00 38.43 21.71 54.71
11.54 9.07 10.14 10.31
43.67 48.17 29.00 62.83
10.06 7.22 7.70 8.75
40.60 55.80 30.00 66.40
3.01 5.53 2.19 3.88
29.38 38.75 18.50 49.63
11.21 11.36 9.79 13.32
41.80 47.40 25.60 63.60
9.87 7.81 9.56 7.23
51.00 54.58 36.58 69.00
13.67 9.99 10.989 9.69
43.47 46.94 29.71 60.71
15.92 10.21 11.35 13.57
57.24 55.38 41.52 71.09
17.53 10.38 13.64 11.58
54.72 55.94 39.44 71.22
13.12 6.95 9.95 8.94
62.69 62.46 47 .15 78.00
13.02 10.22 9.77 10.69
50.00 53.46 34.85 68.62
11.95 8.50 9.00 9.48
56.50 60.06 43.88 72.69
9.30 7.39 9.71 7.10
53.33 59.33 41.00 71.67
10.69 9.96 10.76 9.63
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Table 4.1 (Continued)

AGE
CODES SEX N
09 M 11 X
(8- sd
8:5)
F 12 X
sd
10 M 14 X
(8:6- sd
8:11)
F 20 X
sd
11 M 17 X
(9- sd
9:5)
F 13 X
sd
12 M 11 X
(9:6- sd
9:11)
F 15 X
ad
13 M 9 X
(10- sd
10:5)
F 14 X
sd
14 M 10 X
(10:6- sd
10:11)
F 11 X
sd
15 M 10 X
(11- sd
11:5)
F 21 X
sd
16 M 10 X
(11:6- sd
11:11)
F 8 X
sd

KEY M = MALE; F = FEMALE;
Deviation; ENG = ENGLISH;

CONCEPTUAL VOCABULARY

LINGUISTIC VARIABLES
ENG SPAN BIL CcVv
72.91 68.73 56.09 85.55
11.11 9.40 12.85 6.16
71.83 64.33 53.08 83.17
12.28 7.49 11.78 7.24
66.86 66.43 52.93 80.36
11.95 9.67 12.17 8.86
64 .80 62.55 49 .00 78.35
17.59 12.61 15.17 14.20
72.94 67 .65 57.24 83.35
8.89 8.53 8.79 7.27
70.92 67.39 56.62 81.69
11.64 10.15 11.29 10.25
75.73 70.00 59.64 86.09
9.34 10.40 11.06 7.18
79.33 73.67 64.93 88.07
11.05 9.10 13.47 6.55
83.33 80.00 72.00 91.33
6.25 8.26 10.77 3.62
78.43 72.71 64.43 86.71
9.19 10.16 12.51 5.73
82.40 77.60 68.00 92.00
8.26 5.92 10.55 4.07
85.82 81.64 75.27 92.18
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