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SUMMARY; The Development of Children’s Language
in a Bilingual Culture.

This research asks how young children become bilingual, and
what best predicts bilingual language development.

All mothers of new babies on Anglesey in North Wales were
contacted and asked to complete a questionnaire for the family
concerning their past and present use of Welsh and English,
and their attitudes towards these languages. Use was . taken
as more important than knowledge and respondents (N= 413),
were allocated to five language background types on the basis
of language use.

Ten firstborn children with both parents resident were chosen
to represent these groups, and recordings were made of their
language development at three monthly intervals from age 16
to 36 months. Nine sessions took place at home, most during
free play between mother and child, the last between fathers

and children at three. This small sample allowed close
scrutiny of the process of language acquisition.

Families who replied to the first questionnaire were sent a.
second three years later. This asked about current parental
'lanquage use and attitudes, and about the development of their
child’s Welsh and/or English.

More than two thirds of families on Anglesey use Welsh and the
large majority of families want their children to learn Welsh
at school, English-speaking families giving mainly
instrumental reasons and Welsh-speaking families mainly
integrative reasons. Development in this large group
paralleled that of the small sample.

It is suggested that children who are becoming bilingual learn
their 1languages sequentially, and an extension to the
Threshold Model is proposed.

Men are shown to influence the language spoken at home more
than women, but the English language has the greatest effect.
Children from Welsh-speaking homes are more likely to become
bilingual.

A1th0ugh-fathersinf1déhce their children’s language, by far
the greatest predictor of future language use is the mother’s
language when the child is born.

Jean Lyon : November 1993
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Chapter One; INTRODUCTION

1. BACKGROUND

Language is one of humanity’s greatest achievements, and yet
one which virtually all children achieve remarkably quickly.

How much more remarkable then wheh children learn to use not

one but two languages?

This is not a clinical thesis, but the research grew out of

a clinical question. A boy of about 30 months old, John, was
slow to develop language, although hils general development
seemed fine. It is usual to recommend that such children
obtain as much experience of playing with and talking to a
peer group as possible. However, John’s parents were English
speaking and they lived in a mainly Welsh speaking part of
Anglesey in North Wales. Should John be sent to a Welsh
speaking: playgroup, or would it only confuse him to be
confronted with a second language before his first was
established? An initial search of the 1literature did not
prove helpful. Nothing was directly relevant to John’s
situation, and there was little to indicate how small children

cope with a bilingual environment.

John was helped by the Welsh speaking playgroup, and could use
both languages in primary school. His predicament set this
research in motion. It became an investigation of the process
whereby children born into a bilingual culture, (North Wales),
learn to use one or two languages. Furthermore, although it

might be predicted that children from Welsh speaking families
will speak Welsh and children from English speaking families
will speak English there are no certainties about who will be
bilingual. Parents who really want their children to acquire

two languages can adopt strategies to maximize the chances



that their children will become bilingual, but for ordinary
families, with 'parents speaking a mixture of Welsh and

English, there is no way of telling which children will become

bilingual before school entry. Therefore, the aims of this

research project are two-fold;

|

1ﬁ .
@ ‘
"

2.

2.

To discover how very young children become bilingual.

To discover what features in the infant’s background
predict early childhood bilingualism.

GENERAL QUESTIONS

Curiosity about the experience of learning to communicate in

a biflingual environment, and the difficulty knowing which

children would become bilingual led to a large number of

questions, such as;

what
this

-what language is a bilingual child learning?

-1s the early language acquisition sequence the same for
}allﬁchildren, bilingﬁélﬁas well as monolingual?

-how domother/child dyads differ linguistically?

-do mothers play similar communication games?

-what are the possibilities and problems in learning two
languages? | |

'fwhat beliefs_dd mothers hold about the léngﬁégexof

children?

-is it possible for a child to learn only Welsh before
three years old 6annys Mén (Anglesey, Ndrth‘Wales)?
-wﬁat do children learn td do with language beforé three?

-are these similar for bilingual children?

follows is an attempt to narrow them down and to channel

curiosity through a few clearly articulated questions.



The first broad questions were normative ones. Given the
knowledge base available concerning monolingual children, were
there notable differences in the language acquisition process
of these bilinqual children? It was expected that the stages
of development would be similarly invariate, and that

acquisition of, for instance, Brown’s (1973) first 14
morphemes would be reflected in the growing language of these

children. But would the acquisition of these stages be

slower?

This led to the second kind of broad question which was of a
more theoretical nature. How can one account for the
bilingual acquisition of language? Are the two languages
processed simultaneously, in which case one might expect a
slow but smooth progress through the sequence? Or are the
two languages processed sequentially, possibly resulting in
a more erratic pace. 1In either case, as more work is needed
to acquire two systems, do the stages each take longer to
achieve?  Or can two or more languages be acquired as one, .

and separated only much later?

The third type of question was comparative. If children grow
up in different language backgrounds, does their 1language
development differ in ways that can be ascribed to their
language background ? If differences can be so ascribed,
what are those differences? A wide net of investigation
would be needed to find all possibie differences, but perhaps

the more obvious differences could be investigated.

The last set of broad questions were descriptive.. These
concerned the ways in which individual children make use of
their emerging skills with language, whether monolingual or
bilingual. This set of questions is fraught with danger as
the richness and variety of early communicative strategies
merit study on their own. Questions here related to the

development of pragmatic understanding and of metalinguistic



awareness, and to the possibility of differing dyadic styles.

J.

RESEARCH AREAS

Over the last few decades there has been a great deal of
interest in children’s acquisition of language and
commuhication skills (Bullowa, 1979; Anisfeld} 1984; Slobin,
1985; Wanner & Gieitman, 1986) . Particular attention has
focused on the very early Jdays , the beginning of dialogue and
the development of a competent language user. By three years

of age, virtually all children learn to communicate, usually
through whatever language they have heard. There 1s good
agreement on the importance of the communicative environment
of the infant and on the speech addressed to her or him for
the acduisition of language and communicative competence.
Many setting features in the environment have been described
and analyzed. In the bulk of this work the assunmption is that
the child is being exposed to one language, and that language

can therefore be a stable factor in the investigation.

In the field of bil:i'i;nguailism, it cannot be assumed that
language is a stable factor. In a culture where more than one
language is common currency, children grow up listening to
more than just language variations. They need to accommodate
two or more language systems, even if they eventually ignore
one of them. It is not a simple matter to describe how much
exposure any one child has to each language. Monolihgual
families using the dominant language may use no more than
occasional borrowed words, whereas families who would prefer
to use only the non-dominant language may have to use the
second language for practical reasons and there will be a
range of differences between. It is therefore necessary to
find a way of describing relevant features in the language

background.



To simplify matters, it was decided to focus this research on
pre-school children, children before they are routinely
exposed to language influences in school. But this still
includes children who are exposed to a range of monolingual
and bilingual experiences both within the home and, as they
get more independent, with peers and adults outside of the
home. Some will be bilingual and some will become bilingual

and some will remain monolingual. Thus it has been necessary
to look at what 1is known about monolingual language

acquisition, at the general field of bilingualism and at what
is known about childhood bilingualism.

Language Development

As a basis for this investigation, children’s monolingual
language acquisition will be discussed first, from the
earliest attempts to communicate to the richness of language
used by three year olds. The early attempt at communication
with another person is the beginning of language, and so it
is arguable that an understanding of language development is
best approached through the early interactions between infant
and caregiver, usually but not necessarily <the mother.
Although this is generally accepted, there is still room for
dispute about the role played by the child’s social
environment in his or her acquisition of language. As in all
research, underlying theories of language acquisition, and of
the nature of language itself, direct investigation of the
phenomena and colour interpretation of the results. The
significance of ’‘motherese’ and the role of maternal-child
dialogue are examined prior to following the child’s
communication skills through the one word stage to the
production of simple and then more complex utterances. This
project explores the language of children up to the age of
three, by which time most <children are competent

communicators, able to hold their own 1in dialogue with



strangers as well as within the family.

To assist description of the emerging language of the child,
there follows a brief explanation of key linguistic terms and
of the key terms used by psychologists. The stages often used

to mark a child’s language development are also described.
Thei'next issue to be explored is the relationship between

language and thinking; is language necessary for thought, or
is thought a prerequisite for lanquage? And what is happening

when the child becomes aware of language? Is that a cognitive
process? Tﬁe argument remains unresolved. It does seen,
however, that the social context of both thought and language
plays an important part in the development of both. Lastly

the way children learn to use language pragmatically, the
constraints a society places on language use and the effects

- of paternal language on the child are all discussed.

Bilingualism

The next review section 1looks at the broad field of
bilingualism. Definitions and Measurement play an important
part in the study of bilingualism, for example, the difference
between language performance and language competence. This
is a version of the traditional distinction between what

people do and what they say they can do. Bilingual

communities are then described, with the issues of language
maintenance, language shift, assimilation and language loss
which they entail.” National policies towards bilingualism
differ and these and their effect upon cultural identities are
the topics which follow. Finally, the attitudes of linguistic
groups towards their own and other languages are explored,
endingb with a discussion of the situation in Wales and the
attitudes of parents towards the bilingual education of their

children.



Childhood Bilingualism

The last review section brings the focus of attention back to
children, starting with the case studies by linguists of their
children’s bilingual language acquisition (Ronjat, 1913 and
Leopold, 1945, 1954). To bring the discussion up to date,

there follows a critique of a recent case study (DeHouwer,

1990), which raises many of the issues that recur throughout
the literature. There is then an examination of different

kinds of bilingual language acquisition ( and acquisition is
the term preferred for preschool bilingualism), and the
bilingual child’s environment. After a discussion of code
switching, attention 1is turned next to second language

learning. This is a separate but overlapping field of study.
It usually refers to formal second language learning, but that
body of research can provide insight into informal two
language learning. It also leads on to a discussion of kinds

of bilingual education.

Theories of bilingual language acquisition are at an early
stage of development. Pertinent theories which explain
language acquisition or development per se, second language

learning, and bilingualism in general are explored for what
they might have to contribute, to such a theory. Three

theories of bilingual language acquisition are then described,
the Gradual Differentiation Theory, the Separate Development
Theory, and finally, the Threshold Theory. This last theory
became of special interest and it is suggested that it might

lend 1tself to extension.

Explanations of the process of bilingual language acquisition
have been made on the basis of the exploration of concepts
such as language switching, language mixing and bofrowing, but
there remains a lack of clarity about what these concepts
mean. There is a suggestion that language differentiation is
associated with language awareness. This is another concept

that has proved fruitful in stimulating research in order to



clarify the questions it has raised. Language awareness and
metalingual awareness have been subsumed under the general
heading of cognitive abilities, or higher mental functioning.
This 1links in with the seminal work of Vygotsky (1986 {1962})
who suggested that cognitively, bilinguals had an advantage

over monolinguals. This claim is explored.

Lastly, there is a review of studies of the language of
children in Wales. Not many studies exist, but research in
the fields of linguistics and education are mentioned, and the
single home-based study of a group of children is discussed.
Statistics from the latest national census show that the

percentage of children in Gwynedd who can speak Welsh has
increased, (as has that in all of Wales), despite a marginal

drop in the percentage of Welsh speakers overall. This sets
the scene for the exploration of the development of children’s

language in a bilingual culture.

4, THE PRESENT RESEARCH

The review of the literature identifies gaps in the research
into childhood bilingualisﬁ. This leads to the formulation
of nine questions to guide the research project, aimed at
clarifying the factors associated with the development of
bilingualism, and the mechanisms through which that
development occurs. This will necessitate the use of a large
sample of parents of potentially bilingual children (contacted
by questionnaire), and a small group of ten children to
represent the kinds of bilingual family found in the larger
community. The nine questions will be used as a framework for
discussing the results drawn from both the large and the small

groups.

The first two questions ask about the language use and the
attitudes of the parents. They will make it possible to
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describe the background against which children acquire
language/s. The next two focus mainly on the ten individual
children, and ask what languages they are learning. There
will also be an exploration of the process of language
acquisition, ;nd in particular of the mechanisms that lead to
bilingualism. Questions 5 and 6 will look at the ways in

which children use language, and become aware of language as

a tool. Differences in maternal/paternal language use will
be examined next, both wﬁen conversing with one another and
with others in the family. 1Particu1ar-éttention.will be paid
to parents 1n cross language partperships. A second

questionnaire will allow some observations on changes over
time, and the last question is an attempt to identify those

factors that predict a child’s language.

The results of the research will be organised to provide
answers to these questions. The questions will be explored
separately, the findings will be discussed in detail, and
their importance assessed. Subseduently , issues raised by the
research will be explored, and attempts will be made to draw
the evidence together and give an overall view of the research
findings. Finally, general conclusions will be reached that

could have been of practical assistance to John and his

family.



Chapter Two; REVIEW

A) LANGUAGE ACQUISITION

1. INTRODUCTION
This chapter begins by broadly describing when children learn

language, and continues with a discussion of theories of

language acquisition. People have speculated on the origins
of language since biblical times, but the discussion will

begin with the ideas of this century, starting with those of

Piaget, Vygotsky, Skinner, Chomsky and Bruner.

These ideas were influential and lead to an examination of
early language users and their carers. Adult-child dyads
begin to communicate before language can be said to exist in
the infant. These interactions, usually between mother and
child, teach sharing before infants have words to exchange,
and turn-taking before they have questions to ask. It is
clear that the language used with small children differs from

its adult form. This language code, called Motherese or Baby

Talk, has been observed widely, but its significance 1is
disputed. | ‘

The development of words foilows, and *inazny interpretations
have been made of the meaning of these first single words,
including the suggestion that théy can stand for a sentence.

Eventually children learn to join words together, and to take

part in conversations with many different people.

The chapter then provides a descriptidn of how 1avng1’.lage is
described. Commonly occurrlng linguistic terms are explained,
although to provide definitive descriptions would go beyond
the scope of the present work. Brown’s (1973) and Crystal’s
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(1976) Stages of language acquisition are then described.
Brown recorded the language progress of three small children,
and, 1in order to make sense of his data, he counted the
average length of the children’s comments. This concept he
called the Mean Length of Utterance, (MLU), and he used MLU
and analysis of language function to define Stages (Brown,
1975). Others have described pragmatic and semantic scales,
and the functions of early dialogue. In any examination of
the communication and language development mention of
cognition is unavoidable. Thus theories of cognitive
development ‘and the relationship between language and

cognition are discussed.

Finally, the wider context of language acquisition is
highlighted. Cultural differences are examined, there is a

brief description of pragmatics, language use in context, and
differences are examined in how parents use language with

young children. Children need to learn to use language in

context if they are to become competent language users.

2. THEORIES of LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT

Learning to Talk

Children can only make sounds when they are born, and yet by
the time they are about a year old, they can usually produce
a small number of intelligible single words, and by about two

yéars old they can put two words together to make a range of
simple utterances. tBy age three yeérs they can hold
conversations, changing the form of words to suit the context,
asking questions, referring to the past, and stringing
together a comprehensible narrative. A three year old child
is a competent language user and the years that follow see a
broadening and a refinement of that basic skill. The
complexity of this commonplace achievement 1is rarely
considered unless something goes wrong, but it 1is an
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extraordinary achievement nonetheless, and one that has caught
the imagination of psychologists, linguists and
educationalists alike, especially in the last thirty years.

Theories
Researchers from these disciplines have added a wealth of

detail to the rudimentary description above, but have done so
from their own standpoint. Linguistic accounts have been able

to elucidate the growth of phonology, morphology and syntax,
(eg, Leopold, 1949a; 1949b; Crystal, 1976; Menn, 1982;
Bowerman, 1985). Educationalists have looked back to early
childhood and developed assessment techniques to identify the
difficulties experienced by some nursery and school children
(eg, Crystal, Fletcher & Garmon, 1976). They have clarified
many of the features in the home and school environment that
encourage language (Stubbs, 1981; Wells, 1981). Finally,
psychologists have tried to understand and explain the
development of language, partly for its own sake, but partly

as a way of understanding cognition, cognitive processes and

social relationships.

Piaget (1926; 1936) explored the development of children’s
language primarily for the insights it could give on how

children learn to think. For him, language was a reflection
of thought and not a shaper of thoughts. He saw children as
- learning by = interacting with the world and using
classification (and language) to understand their experience
(Piaget, 1926). Research with deaf children had indicated
that the social transmission of spoken language was not
essential for classification, (and thus for cognition). His
investigations of children’s early verbalisations led him to
believe that, "although language is an important factor in

building logical structures, it is not the essential factor,
even for children with normal hearing." (Inhelder & Plaget,

1964 p4). Language is a series of assimilations which
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accelerates the process of cognitive development.

Piaget’s (1936) thebry of stages of development has also been
important in the field of 1language acquisition, and
particularly in relation to Brown (1973), whose work is
important to the present investigation. Piaget postulated the

exiétence of stages of intellectual development, rather than
a steady developmental progfession, with children as active
participants in their own development. They act, assimilate
their actlons and the effects of their actions within the
framework of their current world view, their current 'theory'
of how things work. When new experience can no longer be
accommodated within that theorf, they exténd and adapt the
theory to fit their increased ﬁnderstanding. They move on to

the next stage.

A number of ke§ features identify Piagetian stages. Firstly,
stages of development are universal and invariate. Secondly,
each stage is necessarily assimilated before the next is
attained, and therefore stage achievement is not automatic.
Thirdly, stages are not age governed, although they are age
related. Finally, only one stagﬁe ahead of the child’s present
stage is at all comprehensibie, and as such it is attractive
to the child, providing the spur toﬁfurther developnment.

Pilaget (1936) saw his stage theorf as having wider application
than to intellectual development alone, and other stages
theories have been developed following his seminal work.
Examples include Kohlberg’s (1969) theory of moral development
and Selman’s (1980) theory of the development of social
perspective- taking. Brown (1973) uses a stage model of
language development which has some of the features of
Piagetian stageness, (such as their age relatedness rather
than age governedness), but does not follow his ideas of

accommodation and assimilation so closely. This contrast will
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be re-examined following the description of Brown’s ’‘mean

length of utterance’ measure.

Vygotsky is usually contrasted with Piaget, the one from a
socialist the other from a capitalist country, and it 1is
widely suggested that the ideological debate can be traced
through their work (eg Elliot, 1981). Whereas Piaget saw the
child as an egocentric explorer, Vygotsky (1962) saw children

as social explorers. For him language makes thought possible.
To begin with, the child learns names, then how to name, and
finally speech turns inwards. It should be noted that both

Vygotsky and Piaget saw speech and thought as developing
separately, but as becoming intimately related as the child

progressed. Vygotsky emphasized the importance of the
environment, the socializing context, and Piaget emphasized

the natural egocentrism of the child.

With the advent of powerful behavioural techniques for
examining human 1learning, it was initially assumed that
acquiring language could also be explained by conditioning
theories. Early language was seen as a learned process, with
children improving their grasp of language through imitation,
encouraged by parental praise, and rewarded by the results
they achieved, (Skinner, 1959). Skinner maintained that even

complex language learning could be explained within the
stimulus-response paradigm. His book, ‘Verbal Behavior/,
provoked a strongly}critical review from éhomsky (1959), who
subsequently developed his own theory, of (Generative

Transformational Grammar’, to explain how language 1s
acquired, (1965; 1968). He sucjgested that children had an
innate Language Acquisitioni Device, “(LAD) ' which
pre-programmed them to acquire language. They did not learn
sentences by rote But, after exposure to language, could
create new sentences as needed. "In short, the language is

'reinvented every time it is learned” (Chomsky, 1968, pP75) .
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Chomsky’s ideas were almost entirely theoretical. He was not

interested in the details of children’s language, but in
describing the syntactic structure that underpinned all

language. He called this a ‘Generative Grammar’, and
suggested that the surface form of language is built upon deep
structures which native speakers know but never need to learn.
Thu$, you may never have read, for example, the sentence;
‘"multi-coloured apples hummed silently falling behind the toe
house” but not only can you make some sense of it, but you
can probably make up the next sentence and continue it as a
story to a child. The sentence, though unusual, has a

surface structure which conforms to rules of grammar at a deep

structure level, unlike, for instance red apples silently fall

the house.

Chomsky made no attempt to explain HOW children went about
using their LAD, or how, given the rich and inaccurate
plethora of language they were exposed to, they managed to
sort out where to begin. Bruner (1978a; 1978b) addressed the
question to some extent when he highlighted the role of
dialogue in language acquisition. He described three possible
models: an Input Model, much like Skinner’s (1959) idea of the

environment shaping the child’s language, an Output Model,
with the <child actively generating language, and a
Transactional Model wherein the child and the_ social
environment interact. The emergence of language he described
as an interactive process, recognizing the vital role played
by social factors in enabling children to make use of their
latent abilities. . Partners, and usually parents, are
essential for the normal emergence of language in a child.
They highlight salient features of{the world, encourage and
model language, and create play routines. =~ Later Bruner
called this a Language Acquisition Support System (LASS), a
language framework involving familiar, routine transactional

formats, with feedback to make communicative intentions plain,
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play ’‘events’ that could be recreated by language, and could
enable generalisation of 1linguistic and psychological
processes to take place, (Bruner, 1983). This model has been
described by other workers (such as Halliday, 1975; Bever,

1982) and it is that adopted by this present work. !

3. COMMUNICATION

Pre-verbal Communication

Long before there is language there is communication. Babies
respond to sound and touch from a few days old, start to

imitate and learn to smile within a few weeks of birth and
look at faces in preference to anything else (Fantz, 1961;
Kaye, 1977; Higgins, 1988). This 1s no one-sided
relationship, as caregivers spend a lot of their time talking
to babies, 1looking at them and touching then. It was
Trevarthen’s pioneering work in the 1970s that showed that
babies can do more than had been imagined. By videotaping
mothers and babies in parallel when at play, he was able to

show that babies from as young as three weeks old can respond
to their mothers in a reliable fashion. From six weeks old,
a baby can respond to the facial expression of the mother, who
in turn has generated her expression from that of her baby,
(Trevarthen, 1979). Later he and Murray were able to show how
important the baby was in this partnership by manipulating the
videoed feedback to the mother, (Murray & Trevarthen, 1986).

The features of this early exchange have been studied
extensively in recent years, (for example Snow, 1977a; 1977b;
Schaffer, 1977; Bullowa, 1979). Bateson (1979) lists features

_“__—_——_—_

ISlobin, has adopted a more atheoretical position, and
investigated what he termed the child’s "LMC" -the Language-
Making Capacity of the child, (1985b).
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of this interaction as alternating, overlapping
vocalisations, of regular pattern, with pauses, and involving

sustained attention and mutual gaze. One of the basic

characteristics of interactional behaviour, according to
Condon (1979), 1s synchrony in speech and body movements.
He has shown that babies and mothers mirror one another’s

head, hand & arm movements and vocalisations. It is important
for both partners to get this rhythm right from early on.

Many researchers have linked this to an innate mechanism,
namely sucking. This synchronised interpersonal exchange sets

the pattern for later interactive games (Kaye, 1977).

Newsbh (1974; 1977), also describes thiisﬁ relationship in terms
of shared context, shared history and shared game-like
rituals. Each is continually aware of the other, and, as with
all rituals, each knows what 1;.0 expect of the other. The baby
thus learns one of the basic features* of dialogue, turn-
taking, within the first few months of life. As Schaffer has
stated "mother and infant come to share a code of conduct
long before they share a linguistic code" (Schaffer, 1977,
pl5). The importance of this can best be seen on the rare
occasions when it does not occur. Autistic children do not

recognise the mother’s bid for a response, and even when they
do attend to faces, they do not imitate expressions (Christie

& Wimpory 1986). There are other external factors which can
interfere with the dev‘elopment of this smooth, rich
interaction. An impoverished environment can limit the social
intercourse available to a baby, there may be no mother figure
consistently to hand (see Clarke & Clarke, 1976).

Alternatively, the baby may have difficulty respondinghfé /
initiating interactions. Deaf children have been found to
develop language in stages similar to hearing children, but
more slowly (Mogford & Gregory, 1980) and Down’s Syndrome
children who also go through a similar but slower
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developmental process tend to have problems with articulation
(Mittler, 1974). Many children with a mental handicap have
difficulty acquiring language, and research has highlighted
a number of ways in which this can be facilitated. Of most
interest to the present discussion is evidence that adults try

too hard with these children, and so spoil the natural
dialogue (McConkey & O’Connor, 1981).

Dialogue
It is difficult to decide what constitutes the

social/behavioural interaction between mother and infant and
what constitutes the beginnings of dialogue. Is the early
rhythm of sucking, pausing, jiggling, smiling and sucking the
social context of language or the earliest dialogue? Are
later cooing games that mothers and babies play the beginning
of communication, or of socialisation? To some extent the
answer to this 1lies 1in the theoretical stance of the
researcher. However, the two aspects are not easily
separable. Therefore an endeavour will be made to look only
at those aspects of early interaction which seem to echo the
way that later dialogue works, what Brown has called, the

management of shared attention (Brown, 1973).

A seminal work in the field of discourse analysis was that of
Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson in 1974 suggesting that turn-
taking was fundamental to conversation. They identified the
occurrence of turn-taking in many social encounters, and
discussed its functions in controlling human interactions.

Although they' did not apply their findings to early
relationships, developmentalists were not slow to do so, (see
Schaffer, 1977; Bullowa, 1979). Snow (1977a) describes early

conversation as the result of the mother’s intuitive belief

that babies are capable of reciprocating. They talk to babies
and take the response they get as a speech turn, whether it

is a movement, an expression or a vocalization. Maternal
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speech changes in response to the infant’s growing ability to

respond, rather than in response to their comprehension.
Most of these changes begin to occur at about seven months.

On the other hand, Trevarthen (1979), rejected the idea that
it is the mother who fabricates the structure of dialogue.
He talks of the growth of a mutual understanding in 2-3 month
old babies. This he calls ’primary intersubjectivity’ wherein
there is innovation of meaning by the infant and by the
mother. Murfay and Trevarthen (1986) went on to show that
when they manipulated the responsiveness of the baby, (using
delayed replay), the mother’s behaviour differed consistently,
indicating the importance of the child’s active role in
dialogue. He suggests that the baby "invites her to share a
dance of expressions and excitements. The infant needs a

partner but knows the principle of the dance well enough, and
is not just a puppet to be animated by a miming mother who
'pbretends’ her baby knows better," (Trevarthen, 1979, p347).
Support for this viewpoint comes from Golinkoff (1986). She
looked at how pre-verbal children communicate with their
mothers and found that they often failed to get their messages

across. However, they showed a high degree of persistence and
creativity, in trying to do so.

Bruner (1977; 1978b) believes that children learn about
communication before they learn about language, and that this
enables them to learn about language; “mother and child
develop a variety of procedures -for operating jointly and in
support of each other." (Bruner, 1977, p274). In particular
he looked at three topics which elucidate early communication
and the transition from communication to language. Firstly,
Bruner (1977) discussed the nature of reference. This is seen

as a procedure for constructing and using a limited taxonomy,
rather than linking signs to objects. - It 1s not that a
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stimulus-Response bond is learned, but that the child learns
which of the available alternatives is the relevant focus of
attention. Initially it is the mother who indicates, who
marks various properties of the object or action (deixis) and
who names, but at the early age of four months or so, the
child too can indicate (by touching, vocalising) making it a

mutl;lal system by which joint selective attention is assured.

Bruner next looked at prediction. By establishing shared
formats and rituals, mothers and children can refer to them
without mentioning them. They can indicate to one another
that they aré sharing ‘their game’, by eye to eye contact, by
smiling and pointing. This presence or absence of shared

information is crucial in later conversations. Lastly, he
discusses "the pragmatics of language in the regulation of

joint action.” (Bruner, 1977, p274). He describes first the
‘demand mode’, (early cryving that elicits help from adults),
which is followed by the ’‘request mode’ (when 'expectancies
have been established) and then, by about six months, the
‘exchange mode’ of communication. At this time, the infant
not only asks for things but also offers them back, and not

only are objects exchanged, but also looks and vocalisations.

This is then developed into a ’reciprocal mode’ where the two
partners are co-operating in a task. Vocalisations are
slotted into these action formats, and eventually take the
place of action. In learning how to get things done together,

the child and the mother are learning how to communicate.

Focusing on vocalisations, Berko-Gleason (1977) has described
how children learn to make conversations. They are assisted
by predictable features of their mother’s speech, and by their
mother, the more competent partner, keeping the conversation
going. This she does by adopting a slower rate of speech,
using simple well formed sentences, many repetitions and
concentrating on topics in the here and now. Eye contact, and

nods as well as vocalisations from the baby provide feedback
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to Kkeep the ’conversation’ alive (Berko-Gleason, 1977).
Others have confirmed these findings, and have described these

dialogues as developing as a result of expectations and
feedback (Snow, 1977a; 1977b; Ervin-Tripp, 1977b).

Newson (1977, 1979) and the Nottingham group make a clear
dis{:inction between studying infant behaviour and studying the
emergence of cognitive and 1linquistic understanding in
children. They lay greater emphasis on the mother’s role and
view this early dialogue as;

" an atfempt by the mother to enter into a meaningful set

of exchanges with her infant, despite the fact that she
herself will often be aware that the semantic element in

any resulting communication lies more in her own

imagination than in the mental experience of her

baby." (Newson, 1977 p47).
However, they too emphasise the interactive nature of this
process, seeing both partners as able to generate activity
directed towards the other. They describe this as a chain of
communication gestures, where most 1links serve a dual
function; they answer the preceding signal and they invite the
next signal. Clearly, the two partners are operating at
differing levels of competence, but the mother’s role
decreases as the baby develops. Primarily, they see mothers

as providing an elaborate framework for keeping the dialogue
going.

Motherese

In the work described above,' the primary caretaker, usually
the mother, is universally recognised as playing an important
role. However, researchers have been divided into those who
thought her role was facilitative, that she provided the LASS
(Language Acquisition Support System) for her child, and those
who thought her role was essential, the necessary model and

teacher for the young language learner. This last is clearly
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a more behavioural position.

"Motherese" is the description given to the special way in
which most caregivers talk to babies, and the terms Motherese

and Baby Talk (BT) tend to be used interchangeably. Ferguson
(1977, 1982) has called BT a simplified register of language,

and: in BT he found processes that tended to clarify and
simplify meaning, but also processes that were more expressive
than in normal adult speech. Such speech 1is clearly
enunciated, frequently repeated and refers to concrete objects

in the immediate environment (eg Snow, 1977a; 1977b).

There is general agreement that motherese or BT 1is a valuable
concept. What is disputed is the influence that motherese has

on the child’s acquisition of language. Furrow and
colleagues, (Furrow, Nelson & Benedict, 1979), suggested that

in some ways Motherese is responsible for the acquisition of
language. They describe it as a teaching language, using
language in a context that makes it highly interpretable.
Newport, Gleitman and Gleitman (1977) also studied the
characteristics of Motherese and 1agreed that it comprised

short, highly intelligible utterances that were well formed
and frequently repeated. At first it looked as if Motherese
was simpler than adult speech, and might well act as a syntax
teaching languagqe.“ However, on closer examination, they found
that almost all of Motherese comprised action directives,
instructions for the child to do something, functions not
imitated and used by the child. They found few significant
correlations between features of Mothereéefand growth rates
in children’s language; "many properties of Motherese have no
effect on language growth at all" (Newport, Gleitman &
Gleitman, 1977, pl136). The children learn language almost
despite Motherese. According to Gleitman and colleagues, the
range of adult speech heard is too l1imited to account for the

language children actually use, (Gleitman, Newport & Gleitman,
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1984) .

As with many disputes, the extreme positions are no longer
held. Furrow and Nelson (1986), showed that although mothers
structure situations to encourage learning, and re-phrase to
facilitate understanding, "the child brings certain...

biases... to the learning process," (1986, pl76). Gleitman
and colleagues (1984), have acknowledged that the effects of

maternal characteristics vary with the language stage of
younger children. Neither innate abilities nor environmental

influences alone can account for the acquisition of language.

The First Words and Beyond

Children spend a long time at the single word stage. At one
time it was suggested that these single words stood for
complete utterances, holophrases, as the memory or the
physiology of the child was too immature to make full
expression possible, (Menyuk, 1969 for example). The
variations in stress, intonation, and gesturing which
accompanies much early word use, were cited as evidence for

this position.

Bloom (1973) was opposed to this notion, seeing single word
usage as a simple, single phenomenon. She felt that most
investigators had credited children with more knowledge about
syntax than could iegitimately bé imputed; children were
naming. However Dore, (1974; 1979), felththatrthere1ﬁas:more
to single words than merely labelling. He suggested that the
single word represents an intention and involves a relation
to a concept or participant or otﬁef* aspeét of the
conversation. He gives the example of a child pointing to an
empty space and saying "pot" to a nurse who replies "Yes, I’m
gonna bring the pot out"; (Dore, 1979, p349). Asking about
an absent coffee pot does not seem like a single simple

phenomenon. A wider understanding than simple naming is

23



needed.

This was Kamhi’s (1986) position. He published an account of
the development of single words in his daughter in which he
argues strongly for the necessity of understanding. Once his

daughter seemed to understand the meaning of a childish naming
game she had played rather passively with him, she took the

lead and pestered her parents for the names of things. Naming
insight is the important - factor in the development of

referential speech.

A model for the development of word use was suggested by
Barrett (1985; 1987). Initially words are extremely context
or event bound. He gives the example of his son, Adam, who
said "duck" only when knocking the toy duck off the side of
the bath, not even when playing with the toy ducks elsewhere
or differently. He suggests that to call this naming is to
overinterpret what is happening. The child is engaged in a
ritualised response in a particular context. Later the use

of the word becomes decontextualised. Adam began to name his

ducks when not knocking them off the side of the bath. It is
postulated that at this stage, words are mental
representations or prototypes. Next the principal features
of the prototype are identified. Adam began to use ’‘duck’ to
refer to real ducks, and pictures of ducks and duck-like
birds. Lastly the word is assigned to a semantic field, (Adam
knew that a duck went with a swan and geese) and contrastive
features are identified (Adamfstépped usiﬁgﬂthe word ‘duck’
to name swans). Adam’s understanding of the concept had

increased, and by this time, he was putting two words together
(Barrett. 1985).

Bloom (1973), used her observations of her daughter’s language
acquisition to suggest how children might progress from single
word to multi-word utterances. She suggested that there are

24



four logically possible explanations for the move from single
word speech to sentences. Firstly, it is possible that
children simply remember all the sentences they hear and
reproduce them. Few apart from Skinner would endorse that.
Next, it is possible that the child remembers contextual
features of the word, and so knows Qhere to place each word

in sentences. That would seem to require a prodigious memory,
not to say cognitive capacity in the child. Thirdly,
Chomsky’s LAD would suggest that the child knows about

underlying semantic structure and so sentences can be formed
naturally. 'Holistic sentences would fit neatly into this
explanation. Lastly, and the explanation she favours,
children can oniy put words together when they have the prior
concept, some understanding of what they say. Thus cognition

is a pre-requisite for sentences.

The growth of 1language and the growth of cognition are
intimately 'related, and their relationship warrants
consideration in its own right. However, it is important to
examine the attempts that have been made to describe language

and communication in ways that are useful and communicable.

4. DESCRIBING LANGUAGE

Linguistic Terms

The terminology of 11nguists is often precise, but quite
difflcult to follow in its pursult of nice and accurate
descriptions of parts of 1language. This section includes
simple straight-forwaird definitions fof some areas of enquiry
within 1linqguistics which facilitate discussion of the
communication proéess. | |

SYNTAX: deals with the Jé'ulés bﬁr whicl; wvo;rds combine to form
sentences (loosely referred to as 'grammar').h

PHONOLOGY; describes the sounds of a given language, and
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their function, (phonetics refers to how a word 1is

pronounced) .
MORPHOLOGY; deals with the internal structure of words, (a

morpheme is the smallest unit of meaning).
SEMANTICS; is the study of the meaning or content of words and

of the units they comprise.
'I'he: above definitions come from John Lyons standard work,

’Introduction to Theoretical Linguistics’ (1968), (with some

additions in brackets).

Surprisingly , the following are not included (except that
prosody is defined as an aspect of phonology). All of these
words, while retainihg traditional meanings, have been used
in a new way of late. Consequently, the definitions given are
somewhat hesitant.

PRAGMATICS: the study of what can be said in which situations,
the features of an event which predict the type of
communicative traﬂé&cﬁion.

PROSODY ; the study of the melody of spoken language. More

than just intonation, it includes the alteration in meaning

that can be understood from differing pronunciations and
emphasis.

DISCOURSE ANALYSIS; analysis of the set of shared assumptions
that underlie a communication and the features which indicate

the relationship between the speakers.

Over the past two decades interest has shifted from the
syntactic, phonological and mvorphological aspects of language
acquisition, to semantics, and pragmatics, and, more recently,
to discourse analysié. Some of this interest has been sparked
by the artificial intelligence field. Computers can be taught
to simulate syntactically accurate speech, (which is rule
bound), but that highlights the subtler features of language
which <they cannot copy. This alerted people to the
multi-level nature of even the simplest discourse between
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human speakers who, for instance, know what shared knowledge

can be taken for granted in any conversation.

This leads into the field of pragmatics, the use of language
in context; People know what can be said to whom and how.

They adopt roles and styles of speech appropriate to the
circumstances, (codeswitching) and much comedy is based on the

breaking of these unwritten rules. Children learn this
language use early. At as young as 24 months old they have
been recorded varying the intonation of their voices when
talking to a puppet or a doll (Andersen, 1990). Words and
speech (or silence and omissions) can be used to achieve a

whole variety of ends and to communicate a vast range of
messages, frequently apart from their surface meanings,
(Halliday, 1975).

Mean Length of Utterance ;

Roger Brown (1973) was one of the first to define clearly the
most commonly used measure of the complexity of children’s
speech, the Mean Length of Utterance (MLU). He transcribed

many hours of children’s speech and so was able not only to

refine this measure on the basis of close examination of the
speech of three children, but later to validate it using the

language development of other children;

Using the second pégé of Fa}transcrﬁiption of a child’s éb;eéh:
he counted the number of utterances in a speech sémple, aﬁd
then computed the mean number of morphemes per utterance.
A morpheme 1is a unit of meaning, similar to but not co-
terminus with é word. An utterance is a speech event, similar
to but not the same as a sentence, and usually marked by a

pause in the conversation or a change of speaker.

This has served well as a simple way of making data from

different children comparable and comprehensible. Brown
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(1973), realised, as had others before him, that to match
children chronologically led to problems, whereas matching for
MLU was comparing the same level of constructional complexity.
He then separated the continuum of MLUs into stages of
development, which were not stages in a Piagetian sense, but

forced onto stages by the data. He commented;
nT decided to divide the total shared developmental

stretch at five points as nearly as possible equidistant
from one another in terms both of MLU and upper bound
(UB) and draw 713 consecutive complete utterances from

each child at each point for detailed linguistic
analysis. The odd number, 713, was the accidental

consequence of the size of the transcriptions from which

the first samples were drawn." (Brown, 1973, p>56).
Thus, in Stage I the MLU is 1.75 words with an upper bound of
5 words, and stage V is 4.00 words with an UB of 13 words.

Brown (1973), found that when describing the process of
language acquisition there was great commonality across
children and a remarkably invariant order of acquisition. He
was ‘able to list the first fourteen morphemes acquired,
starting with the present progressive, (eg. going) through
past irrequlars (gone) and third person regulars (he eats) to
contractible auxiliaries (won’t). These processes go on
beyond Stage V, but the order of development is primarily
determined by the relative  semantic and grammatical
complexity of constructions. Despite the universality of
early words, in terms of their sounds and soundability, Brown
had some reservations about using his scheme with foreign
languages. However, he did conclude that the developmental
order of 14 nmorphemes is amazingly constant, that

developmental rate varies widely, and that chronological age

is a poor indicator, compared with MLU. This measure, MLU and
the stages that are defined by it has been used widely ever
since publication of his work in 1973.

28



MLU was used on maternal speech in the Motherese debate. Snow
(1977b) used MLU to show that in early conversations with
babies of three to 18 months, the speech of mothers remained
simple throughout that period. Furrow and colleagues (Furrow,
Nelson & Benedict, 1979; Furrow & Nelsop 1986) demonstrated

that maternal MLU is correlated positively with the child’s
language growth, although Gleitman, Newport and Gleitman

(1984) suggested that this relationship only holds for the

beginning of children’s language development.

Stages

As mentioned earlier, Brown’s (1973) stages differ from

traditional Piagetian stages, but are derived from them. He
describes his stages as independent of the age of the child,
and the features of each stage form a common, relatively
invariate, developmental progression. However, whereas
Piaget’s stages required an act of adaptation or re-evaluation
before the next stage could be achieved, Brown’s stages are
markers in a continuing process. In describing his own
stages, Brown says they are ” not known to be true stages in
Piaget’s sense; that 1is they may not be qualitative changes
of organisation forced on the investigator by the data
themselves.” (Brown, 1973, p58). Rather they are intervals
dividing MLU distribution. Furthermore, although he names his
stages according to major new developments or elaborations of
processes that occur in each stage, "the whole development of
any one of the major constructional processes is not contained
within a given stage interval." (Brown, 1973, p59). Brown’s

stages are convenient descriptions of sections of a

continuous, complex process.

Later Crystal and his colleagues (Crystal, 1976; Crystal,
Fletcher & Garman, 1976), looked at children’s language
acquisition, and described the stages of that development

independently. The stages he describes are similar to those
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of Brown, but not defined by MLU. 1Instead, moving further
away from Piaget, he suggests an approximate age level for
each stage. Thus, by about 18 months when children are using
single words they are at Stage I, between 24 and 30 months
when they are using three element utterances, they are at

Stage III, and by four years old when they are using clauses,
pronouns and different tenses, they are at Stage VI.

Crystal (1976) is critical of Piaget’s stage theory, arguing
that " So far... there have been few experimental studies of
the way in which linquistic features can be shown to relate
to these stages and as yet, the detailed relevance of Pliaget’s
principles remalins uncertain.” (1976, Pp37). Instead of
postulated internal processes, his stages are based on

observed evidence of grammatical forms in the <child’s

language.

Table R.1; Simplified Description of Stages of Language
Development

Naming/Mostly one word 1.75
utterances

Using 2 words together
Three element utterances 2.75

APPROX.
AGE

by 18m

18m - 24m

Simple sentences/ four by 36m
elements

Joining phrases with ‘and’, about 42m
‘but’. Embedding.

More complex utterances. not about 48m
Pronouns. Auxiliary verbs. useful onwards

For both Brown (1973) and Crystal (1976), stage development
is a continuous process, whereas for Piaget stages are
discrete. Piaget (1936) suggested that children develop

internal cognitive structures which enable them to move from
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stage to stage. Brown (1973) describes apparently coherent
sections of language development and leaves open the
possibility of corresponding cognitive substrata. Crystal
(1976) confines himself to description of observable behaviour
alone. Putting aside speculation about underlying cognitive

structures, the stage models outlined by Brown and Crystal
provide a framework within which observable phenomena can be

organised.

Following Brown (1973) and Crystal (1976), Table R.1l presents
a simplified description of the stages of language
development. Both stage models are described in more detail
in the Chapter Three (Methodology) of this work.

Other Scales

In 1972 the Bristol Language Development Research Project was
started (Wells, 1985). This sought to "chart the sequence of
development and to investigate possible causes of differences
between children in the rate at which development proceeds."
(Wells, 1985, p vii). The researchers collected samples of
naturalistic speech at three monthly intervals from a
representative sample of 128 children from 15 to 60 months
old. This massive corpus of data was analyzed and used as the

basis for BLADES the Bristol Language Development Scales
(Gutfreund, Harrison & Wells, 1989), which include pragmatic,

semantic and syntactic scales. It is recommended that they
are used with children whose MLU has reached about 4 (probably
Stage III in Crystal’s scale), and they have a strong
therapeutic bias. Although these scales were designed to be
understood by non linguistics, they require more understanding
of linguistics than has been acknowledged. They have the
great advantage that they look at mother-child conversations,

and not 9just child speech, and thus are able to assess

pragmatic and semantic language.
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Halliday and Leslie (1986) developed a list of communicative
behaviours, following a longitudinal study of a group of
children from 9-24 months old. Initially, they were
interested in Bruner’s study of the development of ‘reference’
and of ‘request’ in two boys, (Bruner, 1983). They were
critical of his use of pre-determined categories and designed

their study to catch a wider range of behaviours. Mother-
child dyads were videoed in a studio during fortnightly half

hour play sessions. Using pilot work to guide them, they
devised a 42 item list of behaviours by which to code the
interactions. They divided these communicative behaviours

into three types, verbal, vocal non-verbal, and non-vocal
non-verbal. Although a complex system, it does allow the

authors to examine the data in detail and to make cogent

comments on the roles of imitation, modelling and reciprocity

in the development of children’s language.

Fuhctional Descriptions

The importance of the context in which language 1s acquired
has been acknowledged in attempts to describe, not just the
language of the child (or of the caregiver), but early

dialogue and the functions it serves. conti-Ramsden and
Friel-Patti (1986) 1looked at the complexity of the

communication of children aged 12-24 months old. They adapted
the Blank and Franklin (1980) cognitively based dialogue
coding system (which had been designed for 2-3yr olds) by
recording the use of actions as well as language. They
videotaped ten mother-child dyads in a studio, and transcribed
15 minutes of the session. They were able to describe levels
at which communication was initiated ( by either partner), its
function and the functions of each response. It 1is
interesting to note that children and mothers initiated new

topics with equal frequency.
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As mentioned earlier, Bruner (1977) described the function of
early communication as the regulation of joint action. From
the early ’‘demand mode’ the child moves to first the ’‘request’
and then the ’exchange mode’ and finally to the ’reciprocal
mode’, typified by dialogue. At that stage, verballsation has
begun to take over from gesture and vocalisation, and

con?ersation is beginning.

Halliday (1979) also looked at the functions of pre-lingquistic
and early dialogue. He focused on the pragmatics of the
interactions', suggesting that initially the child’s intention
was instrumental, (to get something). Next the child’s

intentions became regulatory, (to get mother to get something)
and then interactional, (to be with mother). Lastly,

children begin to use interactions to express themselves in
a personal way, (Halliday, 1979). Children know what they are
trying to accomplish before they can use language to do so.

It would seem therefore, that understanding precedes
language.

S. COGNITION

Language and Thoﬁght

It is commonly assumed that éhildren learn about the world
before they learn to use lahéuage. naA child starts to learn
his mother-culture even before he starts to learn his
mother-tongue.” (Bullowa, 1979, p9).‘ what is not agreed is
the extent to which this 1learning is the beginning of
communication ahd hence of language, and to what extent this
learning is the beginning of cognition and hence of thinking.
The relationship between language and thinking has long been
in dispute. Do cognitive and communicative abilities develop
independently and if not, is the one a necessary precursor of
the other? Can children think without language, and can they
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use language without some cognitive structuring of reality?

Thought first?

Piaget (1926) describes the growth of language as the
extension of sensori-motor schemata onto speech patterns.
Early sentences express a construction of reality which has
been gained from active interaction with the world. The child
thus represents those bits of the world that are most
available such as actions, schemata involving actors,
locations etc. Not everyone agrees. Sugerman-Bell (1978)
believes that sensori-motor abilities are not sufficient for
the onset of verbal communication. From her study of infants
in home and institutional settings, she found no differences
between the groups in their ability to perform simple motor
tasks at the pre-verbal stage. Despite this early
communication patterns were found in home but not
institutional settings. She also found that institutionalised

children had more difficulties with language acquisition.

/

A strong claim for the pre-eminence of thinking is that word

order is the natural refiection of the order of thought.
Bruner (1975), for example, suggests that " the structures of
action and attention provide benchmarks for interpreting the
order rules in initial grammar; that is, a concept of
agent-action-object -recipient at the pre-linguistic level
aids the child in grasping the linguistic meaning of

appropriately ordered utterances.”" (Bruner, 1975, pl7).

In contrast, Slobin (1982), studied language acquisition cross
culturally and found that there are a whole range of differing
acquisition tasks posed by differing languages. He comments
that It is dindisputable that children are aided in
acquisition by the fact that the system was evolved by minds

like their own, in adaptation to the human situation.”
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(Slobin, 1982, p129), but goes on to refute claims that
semantic categories are given in cognition, and that word
order is a natural reflection of thought. Not only do word
orders alter cross linguistically, but many languages do not
use word order as the primary device for marking semantic
relationships. Cognitive develoﬁment may lead a child to see
the need for linguistic expression, but acquiring language
entails a different mechanism.

Harris (1992), examined in detail the evidence for cognitive

prerequisites to language. Looking first for analogies and
correlations between sensory-motor intelligence and language
development, he found none. Even Slobin’s (1982) suggestion

that cognitive development had a pacesetting function was not
clearly supported. He turned next to aspects of language
comprehension which have been 1linked with cognitive
development and found that on the whole, comprehension
preceded expression. There is some evidence from Donaldson
(1978) that expression can precede comprehension. Harris’s
point was that the one is not the necessary precursor of the
other. Finally, he 1looked at language acquisition in
bilinguals, (Harris, 1992). Following the suggestion that
cognitive development dictates the order of acquisition of
language, one would expect the order to be different for
second language acquisition. By and large this is not so, and
language acquisition proceeds along the same sequence for both
languages. = He concluded that there was little evidence for

cognitive prerequisites.

Language First?

\_lygotsky (1962) in contrast, thought that cognitive abilities
begin as social exchanges (such as language) which are
internalized. "Thought development is determined by language
ie by the linguistic tools of thought and by the sociocultural
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experience of the child.” (Vygotsky, 1962, p94). For him the
starting point from which to understand development is social
activity such as the ’sign system’ (speech) which is used as
a psychological tool to master higher mental processes.
However, Hood, Fiess and Aron (1982) argue that he did not
contrast learning and learning language, but saw both of these
activities as part of the process of becoming a social,
historical being.

The Sapir-Whorf hypothesis suggests that language constrains
thought. The structures that exist within any particular
language direct the thought processes of its speakers. Most

quoted is the example of the Eskimo who have dozens of words

for snow, the most significant feature of their environment,
(see Slobin, 1974 for details of this concept, expounded in

detail in the 1950s). This 1is the strongest version of
linguistic determinism, and few would subscribe to it now.
However there are some who suggest that language influences

how we come to think.

Social Context?

Macnamara, (1982) proposed that children acquire language just
because they already have lots of other skills, both social
(such as the capacity for making sense of situations involving
human interaction) and cognitive (such as a grasp of meaning,
primitive hypothesis testing and inference). He recognised

that long before language emerges, children are making sense
of the world and making sense in the world. As Halliday had
sald " By the time a child produces language he has already
been meaning for a long time."” (Halliday, 1975, pl140). This
making meaning takes place within a social context, and it is
these cognitive and social skills which pave the way to

learning language.
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Without giving precedence, Rice and Kemper (1984), conclude
that it is probable that linquistic distinctions not only help
children to communicate, but also help to shape children’s
developing social cognition. This leaves social, cognitive
and linguistic progress knotted together interdependently, a

position supported by Bever (1982). He talks of language
being discovered by the child. He suggests that there is an

innate faculty of language and an innate faculty of learning.
The child’s environment then has a major influence on the

independently emerging faculty of communication.

Perhaps it is not possible to extricate the parts played by

language, cognition and social context in the development of
the child. Social relationships facilitate the growth of
thought and speech, thinking clarifies social and linguistic
meaning, language explores thought and society. Like a three

legged stool, all parts are essential.

6. SOCIETY

Cultural Constraints

The socialisation procéés that turns out the all American boy,

or the inscrutable Chinese, begins at birth. It would be

inappropriate to do more than look briefly at this, but the

pragmatics of a language, as well as its structure define how

the 1gnguage can be used. There is an excellent example in

Givon (1985). He describes how, unlike the Western child,

most American Indian children are not expected to talk to

adults, but to listen.

| " Only the oldest and the wisest .....were traditionally

expected to indulge in long deliberations. Even there
the goal of deliberation is profoundly different from
what we are accustomed to in Western cultures.....The |

goal of deliberation is not to convince...Rather it is
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to create a spiritual consensus.” (Givon, 1985 pl1025).
Moreover, even in neighbouring European countries, babiles are
born into differing cultures. Snow, de Blaw and van Roosmalen
(1979) have reported on the role of ideologies in child
rearing. Difference included the amount of playing and
talking mothers expected to enjoy with their children.

For children themselves, they must learn the meaning ascribed
to actions and feelings by their culture. Initially mothers
mark these actions for their children, teaching them the
socially defined requirements of a situation, (Shotter, 1979).
Children are taught to wave bye-bye and play peek-a-boo before
they are a year old, and before they go to school they know

that completing a jigsaw is a socially significant event
usually followed by praise. Similarly, they learn the meaning
of speech events and the socially acceptable (and

unacceptable) contexts for those events.

Halliday (1975) describes children as surrounded by text
(spoken and written), in context (usually familiar
situations), which uses a particular register of the available
linguistic system, (perhaps using a baby voice in English)
within the local social structure. To expand on Halliday’s
own example, a mother reading a fairy story to a child at
bedtime, adopts the story-teller’s style and is perpetuating
a British child-rearing tradition. At all levels this has
meaning, and children learn how to mean in more ways than just

speaking.

Pragmatics

children learn how and when to use what sort of language; to
use lanquage pragmatically. For linguists this usually means
the development of communicative intent. Dore (1974) has

described the ’primitive speech acts’ of children at the
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single word stage as evidence of communicative intention. The
child knows how to use language purposively, to greet, call,
protest or label. Developmental pragmatics also includes the
child’s skill as a conversational partner. Shatz and O’Reilly
(1990), have shown that two year o0lds can repair
miscbmmunications, and Foster (1986) argues that children of
this age can manage the topic of conversation. Other
functions of communicative competence include the integration

of o0ld and new information, queries, negations and reference,
(Ochs & Schiefflin, 1979).

As children develop beyond the one word stage, their pragmatic
knowledge increases, (Dewart & Summers, 1988). This
knowledge includes knowing how to use polite forms, to take
turns in conversations, to use a pretend voice and to find
ways of winning an argument. ' They also know what sort of
language to use with whom. At as young as two years old,
children are sensitive to the relative power of the speaker
and to social distance, (Ervin-Tripp, 1982). She used an
American sample so there may be cultural differences, but the
children were more 1likely to use imperatives with their
mothers than with their fathers, to use directives with their
siblings and to speak politely to strangers. Learning

language and learning to use language in context appear to be
inseparable. SR ~ .

Fathers

It is usually mothers who guide the social and language
learning of their children, and as such they have received
much attention. Until the mid 70s, parent-child relationship
almost always referred to the mother, but since then there has
been much more interest in and acknowledgement of the role
played by fathers in the family (for example, Beail & McGuire,
1982). They most often play a supportive, second carer role,
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and so some of the differences in their relationships with
their children may relate to lack of familiarity, both with
the children and with the child-care routines.

Almost all studies have shown differences between the language

used by fathers and that used by mothers. Fathers’ speech has
been shown to be less repetitive (Giattino & Hogan, 1975) and
more directive (Engle, 1980,) and they interrupted more often
(Greif, 1980) and failed to acknowledge children’s comments
more frequently (Tomasello, Conti-Ramsden & Ewert, 1990) than
did mothers. There are also similarities. Both parents adapt
their speech to accommodate small children, (Rondel, 1980) but
fathers are less able to adjust their accommodation as the
child develops (Engle, 1980). McLaughlin, White, McDevitt and
Raskin (1983) suggest that these adjustments are more similar
than different, but that mothers are more skilled at ’‘fine
tuning ’ their language to that of the child.

Fathers’ language 1is characterised by declaratives,
imperatives and interrogatives, and full of new information
and challenge. In contrast, mothers’ language is reflective,
responsive and integrative and was often imitated by the
child. It has been suggested that the two parental styles are
complimentary (Rondel, 1980; McLaughlin, White, McDevitt &
Raskin 1983; Tomasello, Conti-Ramsden & Ewert, 1990) the last
authors arguing that fathers provide a 1linguistic bridge
between the familiarity of the home language to the language

of strangers.

On the larger stage, it has been shown that generally features
of the language of men and women differ. Women show more
expressivity and sensitivity than men, (Henley & LaFrance,
1984) and are perceived as having more socially acceptable
language characteristics (Fishman, 1983). These language

characteristics include clear enunciation, a very wide range
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in rate and pitch, use of hands and face to express ideas,

concern for the listener and non dominating speech, all of
which would facilitate communication with children. There is

also evidence that females have a greater aptitude for second

language learning (Carroll & Sapon, 1959).

The debate is complicated by issues of power and dominance.
Traditionally men have worked outside of the home and their
more assertive speech style has been not only appropriate in
a competitive environment, but has been valued. The speech
style of women has been valued less, and some feminists have

equated this with inappropriate male domination, (see

Kramarae, 198l1). As the roles of men and women become more
flexible within the family it will be interesting to see 1if

changes in family role are echoed by changes in speech style.

7.  CONCLUSION

A great deal has been discovered about the abilities of small
children, especially about their ability to communicate and
to respond to communication. Before they are three years old,
children are using language and not just words, and are
sensitive to pragmatic cues in the language environment. It
1s arguable whether these achievements are possible without
the rich interactive environment provided by a primary
caregiver, usually the mother. The mother-child relationship

is the context for learning about reciprocity, as language

partner as well as playmate.

As with many human skills, it is not easy to decide the
significance of observed behaviour. Debate remains about the
relationship between language and cognition, and about what
counts as language. Different workers have emphasized the

actual words of the child, the child’s communicative intent
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or the child-mother dialogue. Measures have been devised with
the aim of describing these and other features of child
language, of which MLU has proved the most useful.

The chapter ends with an excursion into the wider community
of the child. Each cultural community has its own mores. As

they grow up, children learn what expectations it has of them
and 1in particular, how they are expected to behave
linguistically. It is possible that their father will act as
a bridge between the familiar home setting and the outside
world. The influence of fathers has only recently been
acknowledged, but they have a language style that is both
different from that of women, and possibly more stimulating
for the developing language user.

It is not clear at this point how much of the research into
early child 1language has been extended to the study of
bilingual children, or better still, to the study of the range

of children acquiring language in a bilingual environment.
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B) BILINGUALISM

1. INTRODUCTION

General Comments

Firstly some of the major issues in the field of bilingual
research will be outlined, prior to focusing on two languages
in contact in the United Kingdom, Welsh and English. By so
doing, questions that arise in this smaller arena can be seen
within the context of world wide attempts to understand the
nature of bilingualism and its implications both for persons

and for States.

Although the focus of this research is on individuals,
government policies cannot be ignored as they affect not only
what individuals can do, but also the climate in which they
can do things. In particular, some States have one official
language, some have two, and some have not addressed the
issue, though one language is usually assumed to be the most

important. Some States have tried to accommodate the needs

of minority groups and their languages through legislation,
while others ignore their existence. It is in the field of
education where this has been of greatest significance, with
some countries trying to facilitate the assimilation of

immigrants and others encouraging the continuation of a
multilingual culture.

Differences also abound when considering individual
bilinguals. Children from cross language marriages are likely
to acquire language bilingually, the children of migrants from
rural areas are likely to pick up the dominant language
through broadcast media and local children, and the children
of immigrants may face education in a foreign language they

have never heard. These may be extreme examples, but they
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highlight the differences in child bilinguals. Furthermore,
the bilingualism of individuals, both adults and children

changes over time.

The following sections look at bilingual communities and at

some of the factors involved in language maintenance and
language loss. Before trying to explain bilingualism, an
attempt will be made to describe what it is and how it can be

measured.

Definitions
'Bilingual’ is one of those words which most people use, but

which eludes unambiguous definition. It is connected with the

speaking of two languages or expression in two languages and
it can be used to describe societies or individuals. Looking
first at the individual, this description gives no indication
of the balance between the languages either in terms of
knowledge of them or in terms of their respective usage.
There are two issues here; are bilinguals defined by the
amount of their two-language use and/or knowledge, and which
(use or knowledge) is a better indicator of their

bilingualism? In the field of language acquisition, Saussure
(1916) first described langue (the knowledge of language) and

parole (the use of language) as interacting but separate
aspects of lénguage development. Knowing is not the same as
doing. In bilingualism, *early* researchers focused on the
knowledge of two languages and how it could be measured.
There are, as Mackey (1962) said, a number of skills necessary
for competence in a language. By measuring levels of abillity
in each area and comparing the results for both languages it
should be possible to identify ’balanced bilinguals’. These

were people who, as Bloomfield said, had "native-like control

of two languages" (1933, p56).
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When Grosjean (1982) asked groups of students what they
understood by being ‘bilingual’, most of them thought a
bilingual was equally fluent in two languages. A group of
'bilingual’ students gave similar answers. Fluency is here
contrasted with use, showing that popularly bilingualism is
defined by the degree of proficiency in languages rather than
by the degree of language usage. Grosjean (1982) has focused
on language usage. He 1is critical of measures of fluency
which purport to give a ’balance’ score. His main argument
is that laboratory testing ignores completely the range of
situations in which language is used. He quotes Malherbe
" It is doubtful whether bilingualism per se can be

measured apart from the situation in which it is to

function in the social context in which a particular

individual operates linguistically." (p50)
The performance of any one individual will vary not only from
language to language, but also according to who they are
talking or listening to, what they are reading and writing and
where they are at the time (Fishman, 1965). Immigrants who
have acquired a high degree of competence in their adopted
spoken language, may use only their native language at home
but use it for all language tasks. Their bilingualism 1is
different from that of children brought up in homes where two
languages are used regqularly, as in cross language families.
And the bilingualism of both the children and the immigrants
may change over time according to their social environments.
Thus both a person’s knowledge of a second language and their
use of that language must be described in order to define

their bilingualism accurately.

This leads to the second issue, that is how much knowledge
or how wide a use of the second ' language is needed before
someone can be called a bilingual? Baetens-~Beardsmore (1982)
suggests that bilingualism can only be seen as a continuum

along which people know and use two languages to varying
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degrees. It is not so easy to see how degrees of bilingual
use and bilingual knowledge can be described, and issues of
measurement will be discussed in the next section. Some
conventions have been adopted to describe individual
bilinguals. Children acquiring the beginnings of two
languages before tﬁe age of three are sometimes called primary
bilinguals, whereas those who learn a second language later
are secondary bilinguals. Dodson (1983) calls them developing
bilinguals. The term acquisition is usually reserved for
languages not learned formally, and this natural acquisition
of a second language 1s contrasted with second 1language
learning (2LL). As an older language user, however much the
second language (L2) is used, the language a child acquires
first (L1) remains the mother tongue, but L2 may become the
preferred language (but see Skutnabb-Kangas, {1981} for a full
discussion of the meanings of ’‘mother-tongue’). Finally the
terms receptive and productive bilingualism are almost self
explanatory; many people understand some of the second
language they hear, before they begin to use it productively.

These conventions span the knowledge and use dimensions, but
do not go far enough. Measurement of some sort is necessary
to sharpen the definition of bilingualisnm.

Measurement

In order to compare people and situations, and to engage in
research, measurement is essential. Unfortunately, the
relationship between definition and measurement is complex.
Choices have to be made about which factors should be measured
and how they can be measured, and other factors are thereby
ignored. People could be categorised as bilingual or not on
the basis of any knowledge (or use) of a second language, or
they could be described as individuals with complex patterns
of language skills which they use idiosyncratically. The one
is too simplistic to be of value, and the other too
complicated to be manageable. At best, classifications should
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be treated with caution, and the reasoning underlying choice
of measurements made explicit. Accurate description may be
as important as validated testing in an area as multifaceted

as bilingualisnm.

Some measurement is needed to approach the earlier question;
how much of a second language do you need to have or to use
to count as a bilingual? Mackey (1962), suggested that the
main abilities involved in language competence were listening,
speaking, reading and writing, and that these abilities could
be subdivided to give 20 testable language skills. By
measuring levels of competence in each area for both languages
it was possible to identify ‘balanced bilinguals’, people
having equal native-like ability in two languages. These were
seen to be the ideal type of subject to extend our knowledge
of a range of mechanisms involved in language acquisition and
language functioning. Unfortunately, they have also been seen
as the ideal representatives of bilinguals, and that notion

is flawed on two counts. Firstly, it ignores the majority of
bilinguals who have a motley collection of skills in
languages. Grosjean (1982), for instance, showed that in a

group of thirty college educated bilinguals, only eight felt
that their language skills in both languages were equal, and
the figure could have been much lower in a less well educated
group. Secondly, it ignores how and how much these balanced
bilinguals actually use their languages.

Quite apart from the focus on balanced bilinguals, tests of
language abilities for bilinguals are not above criticism.
Mostly they have been developed within an educational setting
where it has been necessary to identify the needs of a
population using a minority language. In order to do this,
there has been a search for ’‘language proficiency’ that is,
proficiency in the dominant language. In these circumstances,

the aim has been to improve the child’s use of the dominant
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language, not to explore the whole range of his language
abilities. This is further complicated by the fact that in
some places equivalent tests in both languages are not
available. Tests used include word association tests,
vocabulary tests, word detection tests, tests of syntactical
comprehension, tests of pronunciation, and other tests of
surface linguistic components of language. This highlights
a growing concern that language testing in a formal situation,
by testing one aspect of the person’s language use, does not
do justice to his range or depth of linguistic abilities.
Cummins reports on studies in the USA which have tried to
assess "functional language proficiency in a naturalistic
context" (Cummins, 1984, p207) where the emphasis is shifting
away from assessing semantic and syntactic skills towards

assessing pragmatic language use.

Turning to the functions of langquages, is it possible to
measure the extent of someone’s language use? Apart from
observational approaches, the main attempt to measure language
use has been with Language Background questionnaires (for
example Baker & Hinde, 1984; Lyon, 1991). Subjects have been
asked to indicate which language they use with whom or in
which situation, and to what extent a particular language is
the only one they use in certain circumstances. Even
straightforward questions such as these are not without
hazard. The range of situation probed, the frequency of that
experience for the subject, and the methods of scoring can all
distort the final picture, especially if answers are summed
to give a global score. These difficulties and more are

discussed in detail in Baker (1985).

Measurement of both of these aspects of language has inherent
problems. Baker’s suggested solution 1is the use of a
statistical technique known as cluster analysis (Baker, 1985).

Whereas factor analysis identifies data from individuals which

48



are grouped together to produce underlying factors, cluster
analysis identifies data from individuals which allow the
jndividuals to be sorted into groups. A hierarchy is created
indicating degrees of similarity between groups, which can
suggest appropriate categories. Thus, rather than perhaps
discovering factors labelled "Wide Usage" or "Grammatical

Sensitivity" which are associated with successful bilingualism
(whatever that may be), groups of bilinguals might be
described as "Orally Competent Bilinguals" or "Monolingual at

home and Bilingual elsewhere'.

As stated previously, many of these attempts to measure and

describe bilingualism are within an educational framework and
they aim to facilitate the learning process. Measurement 1is
therefore necessary not only to allow comparison of children’s
functioning, but also to gauge their progress. Measurement
is more important than description in this case. 1In other
research the reverse may be true, but whatever aspect of
bilingualism or whatever kind of bilingual is under scrutiny
the field of study needs to be described in detail and
measured if possible. That description will need to include

an account of the social environmental features, the context

of the bilingual speaker.

2. BILINGUAL COMMUNITIES

Introduction

Britain is one of the few countries in the world where it 1is
common to spend a lifetime using .one language only.
Throughout the world people need to accommodate other
languages either by acqulrlng language bilingually or by

learning the surrounding languages with varying degrees of

proficiency. There is no common pattern. Languages in

contact often means languages in conflict (Nelde, 1987). Even
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in places like Quebec where attempts are being made to ensure
that two or more languages have equality of esteem, the
situation is complex and fraught with tensions as recent
history shows. In some areas the dominant language has such
wide currency that the native minority language is hardly
used, as in the Highlands of Scotland. In many parts of
Europe the heartlands of small language communities are
shrinking as people favour the language of the national media,
(eg. Frisian and Dutch, Finnish and Norwegian, Welsh and
English). Many native communities have also lost or are
losing their language. In 1970 only 34% of native Americans
reported Eskimo or Indian languages as their mother tongue
(Grossjean, 1982), only about 19% of the population of Wales
can speak Welsh, (OPCS, 1983) and the Egyptian language is not
spoken at all.

The most commonly studied situation is that of immigrant
populations. Some immigrants to countries such as the United
Sates of America lose their mother tongue fairly quickly,
whereas others have retained a strong linguistic identity for
centuries. The tendency is for the first generation of
immigrants to be monolingual, the second generation bilingual
and the third generation monolingual in the language of their
adopted ' country (Grosjean, 1982; Mackey, 1988). Great
interest has been shown in the factors that influence this
process. Why do some groups maintain their first language
while others gradually move to using the dominant language?

This leads to a consideration of Language Maintenance and
Language Shift.

Language Maintenance and Language Shift

Isolated communities with a strong religious tradition and a
strong feeling of ethnic identity tend to retain their native
language. Jewish ghettos of the past and the Welsh speaking
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communities in Patagonia are obvious examples. If the
communities are immigrant, a supply of new immigrants from
their country of origin also contributes to language
maintenance. Such groups can protect themselves from the
dominant language environment to a large extent. In contrast,
small groups of 'immigrants wanting to identify with the
adopted country are 1likely to shift from first language
speaking to use of the dominant language. Marriage across
languages also leads to the adoption of the dominant language,
and children tend to accelerate the process. Harres (1989)
found that women were the major factor in language maintenance
in German speaking Australian immigrants, because they tended
to remain at home, isolated from Australian institutions. The
men needed to use English at work so they contributed to
language shift. However, the arrival of children and their
subsequent entry into English speaking schools was a major
factor preceding first language loss. Language maintenance
is inifially achieved through bilingualism, but bilingualism
can facilitate a shift to dominant monolingual language use,

that is, bilingualism can serve as no more than a stage on the

road to majority language monolingualism.

Assimilation

Many of the people who emigrate to a new country, or who move
from one distinct community to another are searching for a new
life'style , Or are persecuted in their native land. In either
case, most will want to establish themselves 1in a new
community, and find the means to thrive, economically,
culturally and socially. Frequently they find themselves in
a less powerful position as one of a minority group. They
need to adapt in order to survive, and learning the lingua
franca is often the first step. There are obvious benefits

attached to fluency in local languages. Local employment

prospects can be increased and access may be gained to a wider
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range of friends and cultural and leisure activities. Many
show a great willingness to adopt the culture as well as the
language of the majority. Schumann’s acculturation model for
second language acquisition predicts that "learners will
acquire the target language to the degree they acculturate to
the target language group.” (Schumann, 1986, p379). In order

to learn a second language thoroughly, it is necessary to
adopt at least some of the cultural values of its speakers.
Complete assimilation into the dominant culture is the
obvious, (though difficult) route to the full benefits of that
culture. As Ross has remarked, "A requisite for assimilation

is the adoption of the language of the dominant group." (Ross,
1979, p6). This is a necessary but not sufficient condition.

The assimilation route is taken by migrant groups within a
country as well. Nelde (1989) described in detail a group of
800 people who had moved from a rural, Dutch speaking part of
" Belgium to urban Brussels where French was the dominant
language. They all spoke French by choice and their reasons
were primarily for perceived higher status and social
advancement. 74% had sent their children to French speaking

schools. Nelde asked his group why they had chosen to speak
French. The major reasons given were a lack of courage and
self confidence, belief in superiority of dominant standard
language, and more pdssibilities of social advancement with
the dominant language. They also suggested that they, as the
minority, not only needed to adjust to the prevailing
circumstances, ‘but also had a better gift for languages,
(Nelde, 1989). Schumann (1956) suggests that second language
learning and acculturation are faciiitated by social,
affective and pérsonality factors, amongst others. Those who
want to adapt to the new life, who like the language and the
customs, and who have made social contacts are likely to be
assimilated into the culture.
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Loss

As Mackey (1988) has outlined, complete loss of a language
occurs most quickly following the death of the people who
speak it, their dispersal and fragmentation, the interdiction
of a dominant group, or a combination of all three. For
*individuals and families, the loss of their mother tongue can
be slower. - The children of immigrant monoglots become
bilingual, and, adopting the values of their new community,
see less and less need to: speak their first language.
Language is often the medium of adolescent rebellion, with
older children choosing to address their parents in their

second language, thus demonstrating their superiority and

distancing themselves at the same time. Though they may
continue to use their mother tongue with grandparents, it is

unlikely that they will see the point of teaching it to their
own children.

Reversing Language Shift

Many have assumed that the process of language loss described
above is inevitable, once the population of speakers declines.
However, Fishman (1991), has suggested that regeneration of

a language is possible and desirable. Dealing first with his
reasons for supporting minority languages, he argues that as
improved communication networks turn the world into a global
village, the need for individual cultural and linguistic
identity becomes greater rather than less. Language and
culture are entwined. They developed together, the language
symbolizes the culture, and parts of the culture do not
translate into other languages without loss of meaning. Thus,
languages and cultures are to be appreciated as adding to the
quality of life, especially on the small stage. He supports
cultural pluralism and advocates additive bilingualisn.
(Other views of the relationship between language and culture

are presented later in this chapter).
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Fishman (1991) outlines a Graded Intergenerational Disruption
Scale, which comprises eight stages of language decline, and,
more importantly, the remediation appropriate to each stage.
Thus, if a lanquage is used by only a handful of ageing
speakers (scale 8), it is vital to record as much as possible
for future reconstruction, whereas if it is still widely
spoken but not written (scale 5), the need is to support
literacy programmes to increase its status, (Fishman, 1991).
The crucial stage is scale 6, that of intergenerational
transmission. The language is passed to the children and used
as the common currency of daily living by both adults and
children. Fishman (1991) sees it as the essential stage for
the reversal of language shift. Stages to scale 5 depend on
the support of the immediate community. Later stages require
wider support in their bid to share the rights and

responsibilities of the dominant language.

‘'Ross (1979), discussed the revival of a language as a route
for ethnic mobilization; "a once acculturated intelligentsia
takes up its ancestral language and makes it the mobilizing
of its literature and politics." (Ross, 1979, pl0). He gives
as an example the Irish in the nineteenth century calling for
a revival of Irish Gaelic in preference to imperial English.
A second route which he mentions is through the use of the
native language as a symbol of the culture under threat,
leading to demands for safeguards such as deographical
restructuring along 1linguistic 1lines as, for example, 1in
Belgium. Ross sees language as a support which ethnic groups
can use to protect their culture, either symbolically or
practically against the dominant linguistic culture. In
this, he differs from Fishman (1991), who sees the
strengthening of minority languages, not as challenging the

dominant language, but as fostering cultural self

determination.

54



Returning to the second part of Fishman’s scale, for languages
that have literacy (scale 4), the struggle moves from the
community to the political arena (1991). Efforts are needed
to ensure lanquage choice in formal compulsory education,
local employment, local government services, the mass media

and, finally, national government and higher education. At
this level, it may become an official language.

Fishman’s scale has been criticised as too simplistic
(Williams, 1992: Baker, 1993). It assumes that there is
general goodwill towards the regeneration of languages, and

that dominant language institutions welcome power sharing.
Little account is taken of the feelings and attitudes towards

the language by speakers and by non-speakers; a large degree
of commitment is needed by those facing indifference or even
hostility to their way of life. Finally, on a factual level
the scales are not discrete or necessarily ordered. As Baker
(1993) noted, minority language literacy, education provision,
business usage and use in general can differ from community
to community even within one country. However, it 1is an
optimistic and practical approach, offering proactive
suggestions about language shift rather than bemoaning its
existence. Perhaps Fishman’s most important message is that

without the work needed to ensure intergenerational language
transmission, minority languages will be lost.

In Wales , progress has been made in re-establishing the Welsh
language. Welsh is used in public ' schooling, local
employment, and local government services, but to a widely
varying extent. As mentioned earlier, there is a Welsh medium
television channel, and some university degree courses are
taught through the medium of Welsh. It has not been granted
official language status. Despite the gains that have been
made, this withholding of official recognition by national
government has caused a great deal of disappointment and
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frustration.

National Policies

Governments do have a role in bilingualism, but it is far from

straightforward. Not only do policies vary by country, but
they also vary within a country and over time. Ridge (1981),
for example, describes the situation in the United States.

At the beginning of this century, federal governments fought
efforts by the American Indians to preserve their languages
and cultures, and Hispanics were not encouraged to retain a
distinct identity. On the other hand, a laissez-faire
attitude was adopted- by government to small linguistic/
cultural communities of European origin. Following the civil
rights movement of the 60s and 70s, minority groups are asking
for policies that will allow continuation of their linguistic

and cultural lives, and that ‘includes education policies.

Homel and his colleagues examined the language policies of
Canada, and the United States (and China and the USSR) with
particular reference to the education of bilingual children,
(Homel, Palij & Aaronson, 1987). Canada is officially a

bilingual country and in some provinces (e.g. in Quebec),

bilingualism is often the norm. The aim of Canadian education
policy is to provide " educational opportunities for minority
(indigenous) students, as well as the establishment of
programs - of bilingual education and second language
instruction for both French and English speakers." (Homel et
al., 1987, pl3). The policy in Quebecoise Canada has been
successful in halting the decline of French, and is often used
as a model by others. 1In the United States, the aim of
education for bilingual children is assimilation, and the

policy has been far from successful. Many of their linguistic
minorities have not become assimilated and have not been able

to benefit from educational opportunities.
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Protection of : a language doesn’t - always help; Belgian
minorities are protected but Nelde’s migrants chose to shift
from Dutch to the more prestigious French (1989). As
Grosjean states, " s/bilingual’ countries do not promote
individual bilingualism and do not contain many bilinguals;
their linguistic role is to guarantee the use of the languages
spoken within their border and to help ease when possible
tensions between the different linquistic groups.” (Grosjean
1982, pl18). In fact, supporting bilingualism can lead to the
loss of one of the languages in question. Grosjean translated
a telling comment by Chaput, a Quebecois;

"The more bilingual our children become, the more they
use English; the more they use English the less they find
French useful; the less they find French useful the more
they use English. The paradox of French-Canadian life
is the following; the more we become bilingual the less
it is necessary to be bilingual " (quoted in Grosjean
1984, pl17-18).

By contrast, where language communities have not been
encouraged to becone bilingual, the minority 1language has
survived. In such a situation there is a diglossia, a place
where two language areas exist, the language that people use
at home and the language they use in the outside world.
Jewish communities throughout history are good examples of
this. Within the home territory, families share a mother
tongue’ and may establish institutions such as churches, which
use that language. In their contact with officials and in the
world of work, some members of the community will need to be
bilingual, but as both languages have a necessary place, the
minority language is protected (Fishman, 1980).

It seems that protecting a language means protecting a
culture, and benevolent government policy may do the opposite
by encouraging rather than restricting movement across

linguistic boundaries. One of the reasons given by Grosjean
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(1982) for failure to retain a language was the perceived lack
of opposition from central government. If nobody minds you
using your mother tongue, you have no one to quarrel with and
nothing to defend. As Fishman said "much bilingual education
annowingly leads to transitional rather than stable

accommodations 1in the areas of language and culture.”
(Fishman, 1980, p3).

3. SOCIETAL CONSIDERATIONS

Culture

Language 1is closely associated with cultural identity and
sometimes with national identity, but culture is a word that
is difficult to define. It is usilally taken to mean a
distinctive way of life, with social rules of behaviour, moral
values and conventions, and identifiable art forms. These may
be embodied in social institutions, religious practices or in
festivals and ceremonies. The term ’ethnic’ 1s a close

associate in the bilingual literature, usually referring to

racial or national groups who have separate cultures.

However, it is not clear whether a common language 1s
necessary to bind together a group of people who share a way
of life, or if culture and language are separable. Many
researchers have seen language as essential for maintailning
ethnic or cultural identity. ”Language is not merely a medium
of communication.... but the unifying factor of a particular
culture and often a prerequisite for its survival.” (Giles &
Saint-Jacques, 1979, p7). Elsewhere Taylor and Giles have
argued that ethnicity is created through language, rather than
language developing from ethnicity (1979). This follows the
seminal linguistic writing of Sapir and Whorf who proposed
that language defined the way in which a community was able

to perceive the world and its experience of it (Slobin, 1974).
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Others have felt that it is quite possible for a culture to
lose its traditional language and yet not lose its sense of
identity. "Ethnic consciousness is not necessarily dependent
on maintenance of a unique traditional language , although
linguistic change in an ethnic group may be to some extent an
indication of acculturation and assimilation."” (Anderson,
1979, p72). Native minority cultural groups often feel under
threat from the dominant culture as well as from the dominant
language. Their mother tongue then becomes the symbol of
their separate identity, even if it is no longer used by all

members of the group (Ross, 1979). That 1s very much the
situation in Wales today.

The challénge for immigrant groups is not to defend their

culture, but to re-establish it in their new surroundings.

In such circumstances it 1s perhaps less surprising that they
are prepared to accept the dominant culture, especially as it
is usually necessary to learn the dominant language for
instrumental purposes. They will not necessarily be accepted
by members of that culture. If the wider opportunities which

first made immigration attractive remain attractive, reasons

for adopting the dominant lifestyle and language will result
in parents trying to ensure that their children at least gain

access to these benefits. Thus both first language and first
culture get pushed to one side.

But can such people, or their children, belong to two

cultures? Grosjean (1982) quotes a number of bilinguals in
Canada who feel they do belong to two cultures and who give
intriguing accounts of the way in which they see themselves
behaving differently according to the 1language/culture in
which they are functioning at the time. It must be said that
these are all bilingual in languages of more or less equal
esteem. He also quotes from native Hispanics who report that

they do not belong to either culture and feel that they are
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accepted by neither. Baetens-Beardsmore (1982) calls this a
state of ‘anomie’. Adolescents in particular experience
conflicts of 1loyalty and frustration as they ¢try ¢to
accommodate the expectations of two cultures. It is possible
that the language policy of the United States, while aiming
at the assimilation of its immigrants into an American culture
has, in some cases, led to their alienation from both

cultures.

Attitudes towards Languages
Immigrants and migrants are not always accepted by members of

the dominant culture, who see them as competing for resources.
They are most easily identified by their 1language which
symbolises a whole way of life, both for themselves and for
their hearers. While people whose native tongue is a minority
language usually look favourably on the dominant language and
attempt to learn it, a complementary attitude rarely exists.
Speakers of a dominant language may not only 1look
disparagingly at the speakers of a minority language, but may
feel there is nothing to be gained by learning the minority

language thenselves.

Gardner and Lambert (1972) have suggested that there are
basically two reasons which motivate peoiple to learn a second
language, integrative and instrumental reasons. Inst;rumenﬁal
reasons‘inclﬁde the pursuit of status, employment,‘and other

benefits exclusive to a linguistic group. Integrative reasons
include 'r;he wish to become closely associated with members of
the second language speaking community and to join in their
cultural activities. Both reasons apply more to the minority
than to the dominant lanquage group. This model has received
support from many workers (for reviews, see Gardner, 1985;
1991; and Baker, 1992).
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bilingual family require all of its members to be bilingual?

Bilingual Families
Apart from sociological studies of bilingual populations,
there has been little research into kinds of bilingual family.

Even within one community, bilingual families differ according
to who speaks which language/s within the home, how frequently
they do so, and which, if any, of these languages is spoken

in the community.

In reporting strategies adopted by parents to promote
bilingual development in their children, Romaine (1989) and
De Houwer (1990) have both described a few of the possible
types of bilingual family. They have included differing kinds
of language use within the family, which may or may not accord
with lanquage use in the locality. The most well documented
type is that where one parent uses only the minority language
with the child while the other speaks to the child only in the
language dominant in the community (eg. Ronjat, 1913; Leopold,

1954: Taeschner, 1983). However, these are each reports of

one or two children in particular families. Arguably,
families who control the language input to children so closely
are atypical. Romaine (1989) does add the suggestion that the
type where children hear a mixture of two languages 1is a more
common kind of bilingual family than is often acknowledged.
Although single cases have often highlighted issues in
bilingual development relevant to all children (such as code
switching, mixing and metalingual awareness), few studies have
looked at bilingual development in commonplace family

situations.

Families, or at least marriages, where each partner has a

different first language are becoming more commonplace.

Barbara (1989) presented evidence that 1in France cross
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language marriages are increasing. More French women marry
foreigners than do French men, the ratio being approximately
3:2. However, although he outlines many of the issues facing
such partnerships, much of his book is anecdotal and adds
little to the description of kinds of bilingual family, or of

their language use. Giles, Bourhis and Taylor (1977) found
that in cross language marriages the language with the higher

status tends to become the language of the family. In her
research with six couples in Australia, Harres (1989) found
that the women were more likely to keep their German alive
than were the men, and Clyne (1982) reports that in 1976 only

4% of German-English couples in Australia were successfully

passing on their German to their children.

From a 10% sample of the Welsh Census data for 1981, Williams
(1987a) has been able to show that if both parents speak
Welsh, 91% of their children speak Welsh, whereas if only one
parent 1spkeaks Welsh this drops to 36% for Welsh | speaking
fathers and 42% for Welsh speaking mothers. He does not make
it clear, but these figures represent people who were asked
if they could speak Welsh, not if they did speak Welsh. It
is possible that many of the "parents who speak Welsh" can do

so, but rarely choose to do so. This gives no useful
information about the language spoken in the home, or of the

range of bilingual families that exist.

Lewis (1975) reported a study of 200 families in three
bilingual communities in South Wales. He classified
individuals as Monolingual Welsh (MW), Monolingual English
(ME), Bilingual Welsh (BW) or Bilingual English (BE). This
produces 16 types of family (only seven of which were reported
in his sample). He reports that about twice as many families
were predominantly English as were predominantly Welsh, and
comments that English monolingualism is the most probable
outcome of mixed language families. Unfortunately he gives
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no details of how the data were collected, of how the
linguistic competence of the parents or children was assessed,

or why only 7 of 16 categories are represented.

Languaget’Background Questionnaires have approached phe
question of functional bilinqualism, and a number have been
created for the Welsh/English population (eg Sharp et al.,
1977; Baker & Hinde, 1984; Lyon, 1991). They have each
attempted to classify speakers according to how much
Welsh/English they use. Méstly queétions have referred to the
home situation, but quéstions about language use 1in, for
instance, the schoolu environment, have also been included.
Baker  and Hinde (1984) critically evaluated such
questionnaires, pointing out that a major drawback is that
equal weight is usually given to all answers, irrespective of
the frequency with which a situation occurs, or the relevance
and importance of a particular language usage. These are
classifications of individuals and not of families. The
current research (reported in Lyon, 1991) also uses a language
background questionnaire, but wuses classifications of
individual parents to arrive at a classification of families

(or more accurately, of couples).

4, SUMMARY

Occasionally, as in Switzerland, languages may have similar
status, but mostly, when languages are in contact, one is seen

as the more prestigious. In that situation, the less
prestigious language will be regarded as less worthy, less
rich and generally 1less valuable by speakers of both
languages. This can lead to language shift and assimilation,
and possibly even to loss of a language. Fishman (1991) has

optimistically suggested that languages can be regenerated,
and liberal national policies can facilitate multiculturalism.
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In Wales two cultures and two languages co-exist. Both
English and Welsh are valued languages, but not uniformly

valued; and central government has so far resisted requests
to grant equal status to the Welsh language legislatively.

In this review of the 1literature relating to bilingual
communities a range of pertinent issues has been examined as

a necessary background to the exploration of child

bilingualism. Few studies have emerged that addressed the
question of language use by families in a bilingual
environment or the consequent classification of types of

family.

In looking at who speaks which language or languages (and who
wants to speak which language or languages), attitudes to the
language play a major part. They can influence how much
effort people ﬁut into learﬁing a second language, and how
much encouragement they give to their children in a bilingual
school. The integrative-instrfumental* model described by
Gardner and Lambert (1972) has received support across a range

of situations.

The present study used a questionnaire to assess the 1anguagé

use of parents and included questions about parental attitudes
to Welsh and English (Lyon & Ellis, 1991). Although the
language of children is the primary focus, it was seen as
important to describe the background against which the

children’s language was acquired.
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C) CHILDHOOD BILINGUALISM

1.. INTRODUCTION

The bilingual acquisition of language, both simultaneous and
sequential, and childhood second language learning are all
included’ in childhood bilingualism . In simultaneous
bilingual language acquisition children have been exposed to
two languages from birth. Those who are exposed to one
language initially, and come into contact with a second
language during infancy, are said to acquire their languages
sequentially. Evidence from Grosjean (1982) indicates that
language use and other psychosocial factors have more
influence on 1later bilingual development than whether
acquisition was simultaneous or sequential. Many researchers
have adopted MacLaughlin’s suggestion (1978) that in either
case if infants use two languages by age three, they are said
to have acquired language bilingually. This can be a useful
shorthand. @ However, even within this group there are

differences, and it is not always easy to keep the distinction
between these children and young second language learners.

Many have turned to children who have acquired 1language
bilingually hoping that the process by which they learn to
communicate can throw light onto the fascinating complexity

of "normal!" language acquisition.

Early S8tudies of Childhood Bilingualism

Parents in cross language marriages were the first to study
their own children, more or less systematically, and to report
the progress of their child’s bilingual language acquisition.
Oone of the earliest systematic records comes from Ronjat who
described the progress of his son, Louis (Ronjat, 1913).
Wanting his child to be bilingual, he sought the advice of
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Grammont, a linguist, shortly after his son was born, and
thereafter decided to adopt a one person one language approach
with him. Ronjat’s wife used only her native German and he
used French with the boy. His was a large household, with a
range of servants and relatives speaking either German or
French. The commonly used language alternated at various
times in Louis’ early life according to the household, but by

age 38 months he was able to ask ABOUT language as well as use

and understand simple French and German (Ronjat, 1913, section

51, p90 onwards).

Later, Leopold published four books of data about his
daughter’s bilingual language acquisition, this time English
and German. He and his wife also adopted a one person one
language strategy with their child, and by age four Hildergard

too could communicate in both 1languages (Leopold, 1949a;
1949b; 1954 {originally published 1939}). with both
children, their mother’s language was stronger, at least
initially. since then many scholars have recorded and
reported the bilingual language development of their own
children (eg Saunders, 1983; Taeschner, 1983; Fantini, 1985).

There are problems with all of these studies; they deal with
special children. They are the children of linguists, or at
least lanquage-aware parents, and the parental relationships
cannot be assumed to be unimportant in the development of a
child’s language. Although language samples are gathered in
a natural context, parents have often adopted a special
strategy to facilitate bilingual development, and there is

rarely any measurement of child or parent language use.

To contrast with these studies, and to illustrate some of the
problems, a critique of a recent case study follows. This
study, by DeHouwer (1990), takes a child un-related to the

researcher as its subject, and raises many issues which recur
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in studies of child bilingualism. These are dealt with in
more detail later in the chapter, but their presentation in
DeHouwer’s work illustrates how they interact in a natural

context.

A Recent Case Btudy

One of the most well organised studies published recently is
that by DeHouwer (1990), of Kate, the daughter of upper middle
class parents. Kate’s mother used only American English with
her and her father used only standard Dutch. No attempt was
made by the parents to conceal their own bilingualism from
Kate, but visitors were asked to stick to one language when
talking to her. DeHower used only Dutch with Kate, but used
English with Kate’s mother in Kate’s presence. The family had
spent time in Australia and holidays in the USA but lived in
Belgium. Thus, although avoiding the possible parental bias
found in other studies, DeHouwer chose a special child, a
child with relatively wealthy, language aware parents, who had
adopted a deliberate strateqgy to foster their child’s
bilingualism, and who had exposed her to at least two

different language environments.

In her 1initial review of the field, DeHouwer rejects
McLaughlin’s (1978) suggestion that all children exposed to
two languages before age three can be treated as acquiring
their bilingualism simultaneously. Instead, she suggests that
the term ’simultaneous bilinqual language acquisition’ be
reserved for those children who are exposed to two languages
from the first week of life (as was Kate). She concludes her
review with a statement of the aims of her research, namely
to look for answers to "the two main questions in the greater
field of bilingualism itself, i.e the questions of the
distinctiveness of the bilingual child’s two languages and of

the similarities or differences between bilingual and
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monolingual children’s speech productions." (DeHouwer, 1990,
p5). These are the questions of a linquist; a psychologist
would be just as interested in the factors influencing
bilingual developnment, the mechanisms whereby it develops, and
the child’s experience of bilingualism.

DeHouwer, (1990) recorded Kate’s developing language/s from
age 2;7 to 3;4, for one hour at intervals of approximately two
weeks, using a good quality tape recorder (but no field
notes). Recording sessions took place in Kate’s home, and
usually comprised her conversation with DeHouwer and whoever
else was in the room; Kate’s mother was often in the adjoining

room, but most sessions included some English and some Dutch
interactions. During that time DeHouwer actively joined Kate
in pretend play of all sorts, rough and tumble play, drawing,
naming colours and deneral conversation. DeHouwer
deliberately chose a naturalistic setting as best representing
the child’s language, but the lack of control of participants
in the sessions confounds the situation. The relationship
between speakers colours their discourse. Had the intention
been, as it seems, to record roughly equal proportions of
Kate’s Dutch and English speech, restricting participants to
DeHouwer (Dutch) and Kate’s mother (English) would have been

appropriate, and would have restricted the variables affecting
the situation.

Subsequently recordings were transcribed using only one column
and inserting additional information in brackets at the end
of the relevant utterance. ‘Ambiguous sequences were
transcribed phonetically, and if that was not possible,
question marks were used. All interactions were transcribed,
including false starts, nonsense words etc, but excluding
coﬁversations between adults (they were indicated in
brackets). The transcriptions were then coded using " a

language choice code, a morpheme count, utterance
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characterization codes, morphological codes per individual
word and syntactic codes."” (DeHouwer, 1990, p8l). As the
writer is not a linguist, she is not competent to review

critically the last two codes. The first three codes will be
discussed.

The language choice code comprised English (E), Dutch (D),
Mixed (M) and Non language Specific (NS) utterances (babbling
and nonsense sounds). E and D utterances could include one
'wrong’ phonological feature, and utterances were coded M,
"if there was a lexical item consisting of one English and one
Dutch morpheme, if there was a Dutch lexical item next to an
English one, or if it contained a ’blend’, l1e a free morpheme
which without doubt combines phonological elements from both
languages (only two of these occur in the entire corpus)."
(DeHouwer, 1990, p86). Words (or lexical items) were not so

coded, and there is no indication of how proper names or words

shared by English and Dutch were counted within the utterance.

MLU, (mean length of utterance) was then calculated for Kate’s
speech. As with earlier researchers (eg Hickey, 1991),
DeHouwer did not follow Brown’s (1973) criteria for MLU
strictly, arguing that they entailed too much data
interpretation, especially if the language was not English.
She 1s one of the few researchers, (Schlyter, 1987, is
another) who reports separate MLUs for each- of the child’s
languages. They vary from 3.33 to 5.58 in English, and from
2,16 to 5.33 in Dutch. Brown (1973) has suggested that beyond
about 4.0 MLU becomes a less useful indication of a child’s
development, but even allowing for that, the variation in
Kate’s MLUs is erratic giving no indication of progression
even before MLUs of 4.0. The ‘utterance characterization
code’ appears to refer to whether the child’s utterance is an
initiation, or a response to the speech or actions of an
adult.
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Mixing occurred in about 5% of Kate’s utterances, and was
constant across lanquages and sessions. Almost all mixed

utterances (89.4%) comprised one word insertions and almost
half of these (46.4%) were nouns. DeHouwer suggests that this
could reflect the limitations of her 1language production
generally. It could also be ’borrowing’, a term that will be
discussed in detail later in this chapter. She thinks not,
saying that "a word may be tagged in memory as belonging to
both languages without the child realizing in any way that it
in fact belongs to only one.” (DeHouwer, 1990, pl106). That
implies two word-language stores. She found that Kate knew
(had used?) the lexical equivalent in up to half of the cases,

so she discounts the idea of words borrowed to fill a lexical

gap. Instead she suggests mixing could be accounted for by
the increased availability of a word recently used, the
differing perceptual saliency of words, the greater frequency
of some word use, the fact that some words are learned
earlier, or a simple slip of the tongue. DeHouwer adopts an
information processing model for Dbilingual language
acquisition, using the idea of an internal ‘monitor’ which
notes discrepancies in language choice etc. (Lindsay & Norman,
1977). The child’s under-developed monitor simply makes the

wrong choice.

DeHouwer (1990) reports a number of linguistic phenomena such
as the occurrence of noun phrases and verb phrases 1in both of
Kate’s languages which will not be evaluated here. She also
reports signs of metalinguistic behaviour which she defines
as ‘"spontaneous (or self-initiated) repairs, elicited (or
other-initiated) repairs, sound-play, hesitations, self
repetitions, and explicit metalinguistic statements.”
(DeHouwer, 1990, p310). These become evident around and
following Kate’s third birthday. She takes this as evidence
for the similarity between monolingual and bilingual language

acquisition; self corrections are indications of language
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monitoring and equate with reports in monolingual studies.

In conclusion, DeHouwer (1990) claims that * the morpho-
syntactic development of a pre-school child regularly exposed
to two languages from birth which are presented in a separate
manner proceeds 1in a separate fashion for both languages."”
(DeHouwer, 1990, p339). She does not mention 1lexical
development, although she comments earlier that the bilingual
child has "a bilingual lexicon, and two closed linguistic
rule systems" (DeHouwer, 1990, pll4). Thus, she supports the
Separate Development theory. The mixing that was found is
seen as peripheral. Greater mixing could indicate
transference which represents evidence of an initial common
language that has to separate gradually, that 1is the
alternative, Gradual Differentiation theory.

This study avoids some of the pitfalls of earlier studies; it
takes an un-related child as its subject, it measures the
language use of the child and her partner, (DeHouwer), it
looks in detail at issues such as language mixing and language
switching, and it uses a familiar, normal setting. But it is
still the study of a single, special child, and although more
details are available about the language environment, the
language of Kate’s parents is not analyzed. ‘I'heré is no
indication how words shared by Dutch or English are dealt

with, and there is no comparison with other children in

similar or different settings.

DeHouwer takes pains to define bilingual first language
children as those exposed to two languages from within a week
of birth. There is evidence that babies recognise sound
systems neonatally, if not prenatally (Genesee, 1989).
However, external presentation is not the same as internal
assimilation. A baby CAN distinguish sound patterns, but
infrequent input lacking saliency may not be noticed. Can
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babies be called bilingual because two languages are spoken
in their presence? .When, in fact, can children begin to be
called bilingual?  As soon as they use a word in the second
language? When parents think they understand both languages?
Given such problems of definition, McLaughlin’s (1978) ad hoc
boundary at age ‘three has great heuristic value. But it still

needs to be questioned.

2. TWO LANGUAGES

Acquiring Language Bilingually

Moving into the more commonplace world, the most widespread
route to bilingual 1language acquisition is also the most
natural; there is one language for the home and one language
for the wider world. This is the common situation with
immigrant families, but as a result of circumstances rather
than by design. The immigrant mother tongue is the first
language used, ahd so the child’s bilingualism may be

acquired, or may be learned as a second language after school
entry.

Romaine (1989), reviewed types of bilingual acquisition
reported in the literature, and the above situation would
probably fit the type she calls "non-dominant home language
without community support", that is, a minority language is
spoken at home but not in the community. She also describes
"double non-dominant home language without community support",
where parents not only don’t speak the dominant language, but
have different first languages which ﬁhey each use with the
child. In what she calls "non-dominant home language", the
parehts, one of whom ‘speaks "the language dominant in the
community, both use the non-dominant language at home (eg
Fantini, 1985), and in the "non-native bafents" type, the

parents share the dominant language, but one chooses to use
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a non-native language with the child, (eg Saunders, 1982).

Of the remaining types described by Romaine (1989), the "“one
person- one language" type has been mentioned already; both

parents are bilingual, one parent -uses the dominant language
and one a non-dominant language with the child (eg Ronjat,
1913; Leopold, 1949a; Taeschner, 1983). The last type, "mixed
languages", occurs when parents who are bilingual and who may
live in a bilingual community, have no rigid language rules,
but mix languages and code switch. Romaine comments that the
"mixed languages" type is probably more common than it might
seem from the literature. The "one person-one language" type

is probably' less common than it would seem from the
literature.  As she comments ”the majority of detailed

longitudinal studies (of bilingual acquisition) deal with
elitist or additive bilingualism." (Romaine, 1989, pl69).

Where parents have consciously attempted to ensure their child
acquired language bilingually, the one person one language
method has been the most popular. In this way, each parent
in a cross -language family can. communicate most comfortably
with his or her child. Other specific strategies have been
tried in attempts to facilitate bilingual language acquisition
and second language learning. Where parents are bilingual,
they may try using only one language at home (often the
minority language) initially, and then introducing the second
language after a year or two, usually as a preparation for
formal schooling (a version of Romaine’s {1989} "non-dominant
home language" type). Some parents have tried identifying
language use by time, (weekdays for one language and weekends
for the second) or by topic/activity (L1 used for playing etc,
but only L2 for mealtimes or church), or place (L2 when

visiting grandparents for example).

Schmidt-Mackey (1971) has critically described a number of

cases where differing approaches were used, adding telling
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comments * from her own experience. There were three
languages in use when she was a child, first German and
Hungarian and later Serbian. Although she learned all three
successfully, she comments that <the emotional elements
involved cannot be easily quantified. Her parents used only
German with her and did not realise that she had learned

Hungarian until she was four vears old. Hungarian was the

language that they used with one another. It always seemed
more appealing than German, and she felt excluded by their use

of it when she was expected to use German.

Reports of the one person one language formula, (for example
Swain & Wesche, 1975; Volterra & Taeschner, 1978), have come
exclusively from well educated, well motivated, cross language
parents throwing doubt on its wider applicability. DeHouwer
(1990), following an extensive review of studies of bilingual
first language acquisition, concludes that, although the ’‘one
person/one language principle’ is most often recommended,
there is no evidence that it is better or worse than any other
style of language presentation. 1In all of these strategies
there is a risk that the dominant language in the cultural

environment will gradually predominate in the child’s
language.

A detailed account of what is known about HOW children acquire
language bilingually is to be found later. There seems to a
genefal consensus that it is possible for young children to
acquire language bilingually with relative ease (although this
cannot be assumed as Itoh and Hatch {1978} have ‘indicated).
At first they may mix or borrow words from both languages, but
later they keep them separate. They may notice that they are
using two different languages and soon learn which language
to use with whom, becoming distressed if someone addresses
them in ’‘the wrong language’. They also manage the switch

from one language to the other and quickly learn to ask for
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a translation if they are stuck for a word they know in the
other language. Their bilingualism at a later age is not so
well documented. Many lose their bilingualism as they grow
up. A child who had a German nanny and was bilingual in
English and German at age five, on<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>