Acquisttion et Interaction en Langue ﬁtmryére

publi€ par |’ Association ENCRAGES

Aile

3 HARRIET JISA
UMR - DYNAMIQUE DU LANGAGE
Université Lumiere - Lyoy 2 & CNRS
ISH
14 AV BERTHELOT
69363 LYON Cedex 07

04.72.72.64.26

ACTES DU 8: COLLOQUE EUROSLA PARIS

PROCEEDINGS OF 8* EUROSLA
CONFERENCE PARIS

Volume 1
La personne bilingue
The Bilingual Person

EUROSLA Bntsh Insttute in Paris
CNRS Université Paris 8

Numéro spécial - 1999
Special Issue

Some dynamics of bilingual language development

Harriet JISA
Université Lumi¢re-Lyon 2, DDL (CNRS UMR 5596)
& GDR 113 (CNRS)

Abstract

Recent empirical rescarch on bilingual children has forced researchers
to turn their attention to studics in the acquisition processes. Rather
than asking how much of cach language a child knows at a given
moment, researchers ask what kind of developmental processes are
involved in various types of bilingual language. It has been argued
that some bilingual children acquire their two languages in ways
almost identical to monolingual children of the two languages. Tt has
also been argued that some bilingual children acquire their two
languages, or at lcast onc of them, in ways which differ considerably
from monolingual acquirers. Such a contradiction in findings requires
explanation. I thercfore go on to examine language development in
bilingual children who show, at a given point in their development,
differing levels of competence in their two languages. | attempt first
to define the notion of “weak” language. Subscquently 1 present
rescarch on the developiment of the weak language, asking whether
the development of the weak language is simply slow or whether the
developmental pattern observed in the weak language is very different
from that observed in monolingual acquirers of that language. I argue
that the study of weak language development in bilingual children
contributes greatly to understanding the role of fanguage use in
language Icarning in gencral,
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I. Why study bilingual acquisition?

According 1o conservative estimates over 50% of the world’s children
grow up bilingually (Grosjean, 1982). Despite this fact, until the carly 80's
the field of child language was predominantly monolingual. Recently,
however, a consensus has emerged among researchers from various schools
of linguistics and developmental psychology that the empirical investigation
of bilingual acquisition contributes considerably to our understanding of
language acquisition in general. )

Tomason and Kaufman (1988)_point to a number of reasons for
socictics and their children to become bilingual. Colonialisation has spread
Dutch, English, French, Portugucse and Spanish all over the world to
countries where other languages were or are still spoken. Many language
groups can be unified into one country and with the goal of centralisation
and scolarisation, national languages can coexist with regional and local
fanguages. Children and communitics can become bilingual when speakers
of a given language leave their homelands and settle in countrics where
another language is spoken. And finally, children and their families can
become bilingual when one parent is transplanted into a monolingual
community. Children become bitingual in all these various contexts.
Cousequently, they are called upon to acquire and use their languages for
different purposes in the various domains of their life. The work presented
here is limited to essentially two types of bitingual children, immigrant
childien and children from mixed marriages. These two types of children,
while they are obviously far from representing all cases of bilingual children
around the globe, arc probably the most studied.

However, before turning specifically to bilingual children some
comment an why it is important (o study bilingual acquisition scems
necessary. No language can be considered as globally more difficult than
another to acquire as a first language. No particular language can be scen as
offering more overall expressive power for conveying human thought than
another. Languages do differ, however, in the way they organise grammar
for the verbalisation of human thought. In recent years cross-linguistic
studies of acquisition inspired by Slobin and his many associales (1985) have
shown how language systems can dilfer with respect to grammatical
organisation. Such differences in grammar result in variation in acquisition
between children acquiring differing gramumars.

Slohin (1991) draws a distinction which is particularly important for
the study of language acquisition. Cognitive complexity refers to the
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perception and the conceptual treatment by the child of events and states in
the world around her. Formal linguistic complexity refers to the
phonological, morphological, lexical or syntactic means grammalticalised by
the language to encode meanings.

The notion of space, currently at the centre of debate about the
relationship between conceptual pre-linguistic development and formal
language development is an interesting case in point. Some developmental
theorics (Mandler, 1996) proposce that the representation of spatial relations
is determined by the child’'s pre-linguistic, cognitive development.
Children's early experience with relations such as containment and support
should guide their acquisition of the particular grammatical forms. However,
languages differ in the way they grammaticalise such relations. For instance
in English an ohject is ON another object, regardless of the orientation of the
target object or the manncr of contact between the two objects. A cup is ON
a table and a picture is ON a wall. However, in Isangu, a Bantu language
spoken in Gabon, horizontal support is encoded with a locative marker, 8,
while vertical support is encoded with a different locative marker, mu (Idiata,
1998). Bowerman has carricd out extensive studies on the early influence of
language specific factors on the acquisition of locative relations and
concludes:

I have argued that the existence of crosslinguistic variation in the semantic
packaging of spatial notions creates a complex learning problem for the child:
even if learning begins by mapping spatial morphemes directly onto
precompiled concepts of space - which is not at all obvious - they cannot get
far in this way; instead, they must work out the meaning of the forms by
observing how they are distributed across conlexts in fluent speech.
{Bowerman, 1996: 425)

A complete account of the relation between language and non-verbal
cognition is obviously well beyond the aims of the present discussion. The
important point here is that fanguages differ in the grammaticalisation of
space and that these specificities have been shown to influence development
very carly on.

Another case where one might expect an influence of non-linguistic
representations and linguistic forms is graunmatical gender. The acquisition
of grammatical gender has been studied for Tndo-European languages (Mills,
198S; Karmiloff-Smith, 1979) and non Indo-European languages, in
particutar Bantu languages (Connctly, 1984; Demuth, 1983, 1992; Idiata,
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1998 Kunene, 1979; Suzman, 1982). Bantu languages have between five to
cight different granunatical genders which are marked for singular and plural
by prefixes on the nouns, on the demonstratives, in associative constructions
and by agreement prefixes on the verbs. Many Bantu linguists have
attempted (o establish semantic categories for grammatical gender, such as
humans, plants, body parts, fruits, artefacts, animals (Herbert, 1981).
Nevertheless, exceptions are abundant in all classes except the human class.
A semantic transparency argument would argue that Bantu children first
construct the categories and then use the semantics of this categories (o
discover grammatical gender. In lack, however, no study has of yet
confirmed this. There is little evidence for carly semantic overgencralisation
of items from one class to another. Instead, from the beginning children use
surface linguistic cues provided by the prefixes or, “morpho-phonological
bootstrapping”, to discover grammatical gender (Demuth, 1992; l1diata,
1998).

These two examples, spatial relations and grammatical gender in
Bantu languages, point out that the acquisition ol a language can be
conceived of as different from the acquisition of a concept. This should not,
however, be construed to mean that non-linguistic conceptual development
has no role in language development. It simply means that children can show
language acquisition patterns which are specific to the language that they are
learning and are not exclusively dependent on a universal conceptual
development.

Stobin (1991) has argued that although we will probably never
succeed in demonstating the cffects of grammar on world-view or non-
linguistic behaviour, we may meet with more success in considering the
special kind of thinking that is ticd to language use, the type of thought that
is employed on-line in the process of speaking.

Whatever effects grammmnar may or may not have outside of the act of
speaking, the sort of mmental activity that goes on while formulating ulterances
is not trivial or obvious, and deserves our attention. (Stobin, 1991:12)

Mental activity mobilised for speaking, or “thinking for speaking” requires
that children select characteristics of objects and events that both fit some
conceptualisation of the event and are readily grammaticalised in the
language the child speaks.
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Bilingual children are required to think for speaking in two languages.
As Meisel (1990) has so cloquently put it, bilingual children have one mind
and two grammars. Bilingual subjects, then, offer a privileged window for
the observation of language acquisition. During the acquisition of their two
languages they actively engage in cross-linguistic and cross-cultural problem
solving.

In cross-linguistic studies efforts are made to control for comparable
data samples across groups. Unfortunately, completely comparable
childhood environments are impossible to obtain. Socicties shape childhood
in a myriad of different ways. Children's environments and what is
considered appropriate language behaviour for children and toward children
differs radically from one socicty to another. Ochs (1985) has shown how the
child’s linguistic environment can account for secmingly late acquisitions
such as ergativity in Samoan. If a structure is not used in the discourse
addressed (o children it is pot surprising that the child does not produce it.
Likewise, what is a late acquisition in one language is not necessarily a late
acquisition in another. Demuth (1992) has shown that passive constructions
are very precocious in Sesotho children. Because there are very strong
pragmatic constraints on using non-specific referents in ulterance initial
position, the normal way of asking a Sesotho child “Who gave you this7" is
“You were given this by whom?” The pragmatic constraint, then, leads to an
increase in frequency of passives in the input and thus precocious use in
children.

Controlling for chitdhood fanguage environments across cullures is an
impossible task. The study of bilingual children, however, offers a clear
rescarch advantage in that the same child-subject is acquiring the two
systems with differing grammatical and pragmatic constraints. Thus, the
bilingual child offers a valuable opportunity for the study of many theoretical
controversies given that such a child is her own control for cognitive and
social development,

2. Whalt is a bilingual child?

Hakuta (1986) discusses the many different answers that have been
given to the question “what is a bilingual?” One early definition from
Bloomfictd considered that a bilingual must have “native-like control of two
languages.” Hauogen, on the other hand, considers bilingualism to start when
a person speaking a given fanguage is able to produce meaninglul utterances
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in another language. Haugen's definition is much broader than Bloomficld’s,
and as pointed out by Hakuta, has the strong point of aking into account
bilingual peveLorMeENT, I it is difficult to determine exactly when the
acquisition of the two languages ends, at least one can determine when it
begins. More recent definitions of bitingualism fall between those given by
Bloomfield and Haugen. An individual can be considered bilingual when
capable, without serious difficulty, of passing (rom one language to another
in cveryday life (Grosjean, 1982).

These more realistic definitions force us to discard the early notions
of “truc” or “ideal” bilingualisn. It has been argued that the notion of “ideal
bilingual”, may well be an artefact of a theoretical perspective which takes
“monolingual™ as its point of reference. The notion “true” or “ideal”
balanced bilingual implics that the bilingual has to fullill exactly the same
needs in both fanguages. If an individual could potentially use one of the
languages in any and all circumstances of daily life, with any and all
potential conversational partners, one might well wonder why the individual
bothers becoming bilingual. Often when a bilingual can use one fanguage in
all contexts, with all speakers of a given community, one language will die
(Tomason & Kaufinan, 1988). Without contexts in which the two languages
differ in distribution, i.e., contexts in which only language A can be used and
contexis in which only language B can be used, an individual has littie need
1o acquire both languages.

Individuals construct their language competence based upon what
they do with that language. Competence in more than one language is,
indeed, very rarely completely and equally distributed across all domains of
life. Grosjean (1982) underlines the importance of considering a bilingual
not as the sum of two monolinguals but as an individual with a
communicative competence that is equal but different in two languages.
Changes in the fanguage enviromment and extensions of languages to new
uses will necessarily change the bilingual's competencies.

1.1. One language - one person

One of the most studied, though probably not the most typical, early
bilingual situation is the “one language - one person” situation. Swain (1972)
referred to children who are exposed to both languages from birth as
acquiring “bilingualisim as a first langoage.” In carly rescarch, children who
were exposed o a second language sometime after their third birthday were
considered consecutive bitinguals and those who acquired both languages
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before 3 years of age, simultancous bilinguals (Mcl.aughlin, 1984, 1985).
More recent rescarch in early bilingualisin has restricted the concept of
simultancous bilingualism to children who have been exposed o two
languages from birth (De Houwer, 1990; Padilla and Lindholm, 1984;
Meisel, 1989). Meisel (1989) uses “bilingual first language acquisition”
(BFLA) to refer very precisely to children who have had exposure to both
languages for at least half an hour everyday from birth. This more restrictive
notion of precocious simultancous bilingualism lakes into account the fact
that all learning, no matter how rudimentary, can affect subsequent leaming,

While the age at which the child is exposed to two languages is an
important factor, it is certainly not the only one to consider. Exposure to a
language is one thing, spontancous production is yet another. Many factors,
such as language of the community or attitudes of the parents and the
community toward the two languages and towards bilingualisim in general
arc important, Thus, the larger sociocultural context of acquisition for the
two languages should not be ignored. Whereas some parents speak both
languages to the child, others maintain a strict “one person-one language”
principle within the home environment. Other parents opt 1o use only one
language in the home. Rather than differentiating the two languages
according to speakers, these parents separate the two languages according to
situation.

Many studics of one parent-one language situations have shown that
from the beginning, grammatical development in bilingual children (where
there is relative balanced production in the two languages) proceeds
simultaneously and independently, with no interference between the two
systems (De Houwer, 1990; Klinge, 1990; Mcisel, 1989; Miiller 1990, 1995).
Miiller’s (1990, 1995) very detailed and careful work on the acquisition of
grammatical gender in two Gennan-French bilinguals, Caroline and lvar,
shows that the grammatical category of gender emerges and develops
separately in both languages. In addition, her comparison of Caroline and
Ivar's development to that of monolingual Geriman- and French-speaking
children reveals no significant differences. There is ample evidence, then,
that some bilingoal children do attain essentially monolingual compelence in
both languages in the same way that a monolingual child acquires one of the
two languages.

However, for many bilingual children growing up in one language -
one parcnt situations, one Lnguage wins out over the other. Most typically,
the majority language of the comumunity in which the child lives becomes the
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strong or dominant language, while the minority language, spoken by the
isofated parent, becomes the weaker language (Arnberg, 19815 Jisa, 1989,
1995; Lanza, 1992, 1995a,1995b; Schlyter, 1993, 1995).

Schiyter was onc of the first to ask about the development of the weak
language. While no studies have claimed that the development of the strong
language differs from that of monolingual children of that language, there is
growing evidence that the weak language develops in a very different way
from the strong language (Jisa, 1989, 1995; Parodi, 1990; Schiyter, 1993,
1994, 1995; Schiyter and lakansson, 1994). One may ask, then, is the
development of the weak language simply-delayed (Parodi, 1990; Bennan,
1979), or is it deviant in comparison to the acquisition of that language by
monolingual children (Jisa, 1995; Schiyter, 1993, 1994, 1995)?

3. What is a weak language?

Schlyter (1994: 69) has enumerated some aspects of production that
indicate a weak language. The child may show a strong preference for using
one language in situations where both languages could be used. A second
indication is a gencral reticence {0 use one of the languages in ullerances
consisting of more than “yes™ or “no"”. A smalier vocabulary and a shorter
ML in one language as compared 1o the other are also indications of a
weak fanguage. The weak language often shows an absence of modals,
subordinate clauses and past refercoce, Finally, grammatical categories {rom
the strong fanguage are borrowed into the weak language.

Schiyter (1993) gives a detailed investigation of French-Swedish
bilingual children (2- 1o 4-years-old) in which for some of the children
French is the dominant fanguage and for others Swedish is the dominant
language. She is particularly interested in establishing whether or not l)‘m
weak language develops like a second language. Very few errors in
agreement and gender are observed in the acquisition of Swedish and French
as first languages. Almost error-free acquisition ol gender in L1 Swedish
constrasts to error-intense adult Swedish 1.2 acquisition (Andersson and
Stromgvist, 1990). In French L1 (in monolinguals and balanced bilinguals)
subect-verb agreement and gender agreement are acquired early with few
errors (Meisel, 1990, Miiller, 1990; 1995). In French 1.2 (Harley, 1984)
subject-verb agreement and gender agreement are the most difficult, and Iﬂ.Sl
acguircd, morpholtogical items. Special word order phenomena in
subordinate clauses are reported as being acquired practically error-free in
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Swedish L., but not 1.2 (Clahsen, 1988; Meisel, 1991 Plunkett and
Stromqyvist, 1990).

Based on her own study, Schiyter (1993) concludes thai the strong
language exhibits all characteristics of normal 11 development, as regards
the central grammatical phenomena such as finiteness, word order, and
placement of negation. The weaker language, however, exhibits greal
variation in these respects, from errors (o complete non-existence of the
grammatical phenomena in question. The child may avoid marking
agreement in combinations of subject and verb altogether, resulting in a high
frequency of isolated prepositional phrases and noun phrases. Or the child

- may replace the missing itcms by borrowing from the strong language

The acquisition route for the weak language, then, is not just delayed
but appears radically different from the acquisition of that language by
monolingual children. My own work on a bilingual child with a very large
productive difference between her strong language, French, and her weak
language, English (Jisa, 1989, 1995) comes to the same conclusion. This
child, Odessa, was raised in I'rance in a one-parent - one language situation
from birth, her father's language being French, her mother's English. Her
French was very dominant until the age of 3:6 when she spent two months in
California in an English-speaking environment. Odessa's English is very
weak according to the criteria suggested by Schlyter (1994). Before her two-
month stay Odessa’s English MLLU was 1.3, The longest five utterances in
her English production showed an MLU of 3.2, At the end of her stay,
Odessa’s English MLU jumped to 3.6, with the MLU of her five longest
utterances at 9.2, Before her stay in California, 5 - 8% of Odessa’s English
utterances consisted of more than “yes™ or “no”. At the end of the (two
months, this percentage increased to 87%. In situations where both IEnglish
and French could be used, she shows a clear preference for French (79 - 9%
of her utterances) before her stay and a clear dispreference for French (8 -
10%) at the end of the two months. Odessa’s English productive vocabulary
in spontancous discourse is restricted to a few fixed phrases ("my turn,
lemme see, silly girl”) and words for clothing (“shoe, sock, dress”), colours
(“pink, yellow, blue™) and geometrical shapes (“square, triangle”). All of her
English vocabulary showed equivalents in her French vocabulary,

Her development in English was very rapid over the two months, but
was distinct from monolingual children in a varicty of ways. One particularly
persistent and pervasive cerror concerns the present progressive which in
English requires an auxiliary fonn of be [ollowed by the verbying . 'The verb
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inflection -ing is not stable in Odessa’s production even at the end of the two
months, However, the auxiliary, marked for agreement with the subject (Ist,
2nd, 3rd person singular) was accurate and productive almost from the
beginning. The distribution of errors in a sample of 81 attempted uses of the
present progressive, taken from even-numbered pages in the transcripts of
recordings made during the slay is revealing. Half of the attempts (41/81)
show an auxiliary without -ing (“I'm eat, he's taste it, you're hurt him™). One
case out of 81 shows an abscnce of the auxiliary and the presence of -ing on
the verb ("} eating™). Even at the end of her stay the correct use of the
auxiliary and -ing is only around 70%. .

Odessa’s error pattern is quite different from that observed for
monolingual children. The verbal inflection -ing is always mentioned as
among the first grammatical morphemes produced by monolingual English-
speaking children (Brown 1973, Fletcher 1985, Richards 1990). The typical
error for monolingual children in very early stages of acquisition is omission
of the auxiliary. This bilingual child’s development is then very atypical.
Despite the fact that -ing is frequent, in a salient position, invariable, used
with many verb types, this bilingual child was not paying atiention to it.

Pargued, on a similar line as Schilyter (19495), that this is error pattem
results from transfer of her dominant language, spoken French, to English,
her weak language. French-speaking children pay attention to preverbal
position (o encode grammatical agreement and temporal contrasts. Consider
verbs of the first conjugation pattern (verbs ending in -er), which were very
dominant in tenns of tokens in Odessa’s Prench production before her two-
month visit to an English speaking cnvironment. In the present tense,
agreement is marked by subject clitic pronous placed before the verb (e
mange ‘I eal’, fu manges ‘you (sg) cat’, ol mange ‘he cats’, on mange ‘we
catl” or nous mangeons ‘we eal’, vous mangez ‘you (ph) cat, ils mangent "they
eal’). All of the verbs in this paradigm, except for one form of the first
person plural (nows mangeons) which is rarer in spoken French than the
other first person plural form (on mange) and the second person plural
(mangez), are pronounced the same. In marking the passé composé, the
auxiliary (avoir ‘have’ or érre ‘be’) along with the subject clitic indicate
agreement (j'ai mangé ‘1 ate’, tu as mangé "you (singular) ate’, il a mangé
‘he ate’, on a mangé ‘we ate', nous avons mangé ‘we ate’, vous avez mangé
‘you (plural) ate’, ils ont mangé ‘they ate’). The main verb is in the past
participle form, verba/e/. In the future tense, the semi-auxiliary aller (Yto
go') is inflected for person and present tense and along with the subject clitic
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indicates agreement (je vais manger ‘1 will eat’, 14 vas manger ‘you
{singular) will cat’, i va manger ‘he will eat’, on va manger ‘we will cat’,
nous allons manger ‘we will eat’, vous allez manger ‘you (plural) will eat’,
ils vont manger ‘they will cat’). The main verb is in the infinitive form,
verb+/e/.

One may argue, then, that for Prench children the preverbal position
is particularly salient for marking agreement and tense. What was salient for
Odessa in her strong langoage, spoken French, was the preverbal position
and what was salicnt for this child in her weak language, English, was also
the preverbal position. The arguments for -ing being salient for a
monolingual English-speaking child (verh final position, frequency, few
resirictions on verbs tolerating -ing), do not scem to be relevant for this
bilingual child. In grappling with production in her weak language, she
transfered the preceptual preference of preverbal position from her strong
language.

While for some children the two languages develop independently
and simultaneously, feading to almost balanced bilingualism, other children
show cvidence of a weakness in one language and transfer (rom one
language to another. The status of weak and strong languages changes over
the course of a bilingual chitd’s life. In the following section some recent
work on Turkish-French consccutive bilinguals (Akinci, 1999; Akinci &
Tisa, 1998) will be presented. These children are essentially monolingual in
Turkish (in production) untit the ape of three when they go to French nursery
school.

4. Turkish-French bilinguals

Children, whether they be bitingual or monolingual, go beyond
sentence level syntax and morphology on their way to becoming competent
speakers, The ability to weave sentences together across discourse through
the use of explicit connecting devices is an important part of leaming o
create a coherent text (Jisa, 1987: 607). Adjacent clauses can be combined in
a varicty of ways to cncode a number of semantic relationships, such as
temporal succession, or siimultancity, cause and effect or concession. The
acquisition of the ability to combine propositions to create coherent
monologues is a development which extends well beyond carly childhood.

Akinci & Jisa (1998) compare syntactic devices for interclausal
connectivity, or ‘syntactic packaging” (Berman & Slobin, 1994) in three
groups of Turkish-speaking children: 2 groups of monolingual children, one
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high SES (socio-economic status), one low SES, and a group of Turkish-
French bilinguals, Their particular interest is in characterising the
development of Turkish in the Turkish-French bilingual children.

Narrative texts were collected from 5-, 7- and 9-year-old bilingual
and monolingual children. A children's picture boak, Frog, where are you?
(Mayer, 1969) was used (o collect the data, The frog story book consists of
twenty-four pages of pictures with no text. The story relates the adventures
of a boy and his dog in their search for a runaway frog. During the search,
the boy and the dog meet up with a varicty of diffcrent characters. Their
encounters with these other characters yield a serics of episodes which make
up the story,

The bilingual children's Frog stories were collected in Turkish and
subsequently, two weeks to one month later, in French. A Turkish bilingual
researcher (Akinci) showed the children the book. Then, a second Turkish
speaker (known 1o the child) was asked to listen to the child's story. The
children habitually speak Turkish to both adulis. The majority of recordings
were made in a Turkish cultural centre. Some Turkish stories were collected

in the children's homes.

Table 1: Age (years;months), number, mean age, range of Turkish-French
bilingual subjects, of the monolingual Turkish subjects (Low SES) (Aarssen,
1996), of the monolingual Turkish subjects (High SES) (Kiintay 1990)!
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The three groups of Turkish-speaking subjects are shown in Table 1. All of
the bilingual subjects except one were bom in France in Turkish-speaking
familics. The remaining subject was born in Turkey and came to France
before the age of one year. ‘The parents of these children were all born in
Turkey. None of the mothers was working at the time of recording, but 4%
had worked before in France as housckeepers. All of the fathers are workers
in the construction industry. One fourth of the mothers and 10% of the
fathers are illiterate. Sixty percent of the parents received a primary school
education in Turkey. Eleven percent of the mothers and 25% of the fathers
have some secondary education.

The low SES monolingual Turkish subjects have been studied
extensively in Aarssen (1996). Aarssen’s sample of monolingual inforinants
is comparable in SES background to that of immigrant children in Europe.
Al of his subjects come from two ncighbourhood schools in Tarsus, in the
district of Igel. The monolingual high SES subjects are speakers of standard
Turkish from urban middic-class backgrounds in Istanbul and have been
studied by Aksu-Kog¢ (1994) and Kiintay (1990).

Table 2. Total numbcer of clauses in Frog stories, mean number of clauses per
subject, range of clauses for three Turkish-speaking populations

Age group 5 years 7 years 9 years

Dilingual Turkish-French

N 20 20 20

mean age 5.7 7.5 9.5

range 5.0-6,2 6:8-8:.0 R:.8-9:11
onolingual Low SES (Aarssen 1996)

N 20 20 20

mean age 5.6 6.9 811

range 5.1-5: 1 6.7-7.8 8.7.9;.7

Monolingual High SES (Ktntay 1990)

N 20 15 5

5.6 7.3 9.3

mean age

Age group S-year-olds 7-year-olds 9-year-olds
Mono. Mono. Mono. Mono. Mono. Mano.
Population  Iligh  Low  BI.  Iigh fow BL  High lLow BL
SES SES SES SES SES SES
Total L9913} 1276 796
clauses RED 1276 799 1343 1078 701 1189 1044
Mean

munber of 60 675 6 s
clauses per L v Sa 67.5 54 50.5 60 52
subject

Range 23133 27-149 33-175 29-11¢ < «
clauses A1k - 3347529119 41139 24-87 19-13S 38-89 36.74

range 4:7-511 7.0-711 9.0-9,10
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Information concerning the length of the texts produced is given in Table 2.
Length of texts differs only for the 7-ycar-olds. Low SES Turkish
monolinguals produce significantly longer texts than either the high SES
monolinguals or the bilinguals (IF (2,52) = 321, p< .O4).

In the attempt to draw the developmental profile of clause linkage in
the acquisition of Turkish by these children, two different types of
interclausal connectivity, co-subordination and subordination (IErguvanli-
Taylan 1988, Foley & Van Valin 1984, Waiters 1993), and the semantic
relations which these structures encode were examined. Each clause was
coded for one of four types of connectivity: juxtaposition, co-ordination, co-
subordination and subordination, following the criteria given in Foley & Van
Valin (1984), and applicd to Turkish by Watters (1993). Juxtaposed clauses
show no explicit linking device between the two clauses, Co-ordinated
clauses are conjoined using a co-ordinate conjunction or another connector.
Co-subordinated clauses are semantically dependent, but not syntactically
embedded. Tn English and French, co-subordinate clauses include finite
clauses introduced by a subordinating conjunction. In Turkish these
dependent clauses take a non-finite verb form (V+ince ‘as soon as’,
Vilery-ken ‘while, when', V+ip ‘aflterwards’, V+erek ‘while V-ing', etc.).
The verb in the main clause takes a finite form. Subordinated clauses in
Turkish fonn a very tightly linked unit (Aksu-Kog 1994: 373). In English
and French, this type of subordination includes clauses combined using non-
finite forns such as participles, infinitives and gerunds. The dependent and
cmbedded clause shows a deverbalised noun, or infinitive, which in some
uses lakes a case marker. Among the wide varicty of forms included in this
category arc the infinitive V-mlk+(igin) ‘in order o', the nominaliser V-
mE+(case) ‘in order o', mEdEn+oncelsonra ‘before/after V-ing’, etc. What
is important about the two categorics of co-subordination and subordination
is that they are late acquisitions for monolingual Turkish children (Aksu-Kog
1994, Berman & Slobin 1994: 543).

‘The mean proportion of clauses combined using co-subordination and
subordination were calculated for each age group for the three groups of
children. These results are shown in Table 3. Diagrams la, Ihand ¢ present

these data schematically.
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Table 3. Mean proportions of co-subordination and subordination nexus
relationships encoded by the three groups of Turkish-speaking children:
5-ycar-olds, 7-year-olds and 9-year-olds

Co-subordination Subordination

5-year-olds

MONO High SIS 7 1.5

MONO Low SES 35 2.5

BILINGUAL ! 0,5
7-year-olds

MONO High SES 10 7

MONGO Low SES 3 3

BILINGUAL 2 0.5
9-year-olds

MONO High SES i.5 12

MONO Low SES 6 4,5

BILINGUAL 2 0.5

Disgrem is. Clause Combining HNexus across thres groups
of Turkish-speaking chilidren: S5.ysar-olds

so

40

ic

10

Co-subordinstion Subordinstion

o RS
Juxisposition Coardinslion

!ﬂiﬂycu-oldv Bt O 5-year-olds MO High SES @ 5-year-olds MO Low SES)




22 Harriet Jisa

Diagram 1b. Clsuee Comblining MNexue across three groups
of Turkish-spesking children: 7-yesr-olde

50
a5
40
35
30
25
20
15 - .
io
: & ___ﬁgL
0 .
Juxtsposition Coordination Co-subordinstion Subordinghion
B7 year olds B 87.yesr-olds MO High SES B F.yssr-olds MO Low SES
Diagram fa. Ciauss Combining Nexue scross three groups
of Turkish-speaking children: @-year-oide
45
40
35
e
28
20
15
e
E]
o

Juxisposition Coordination Co-subordingtion Subordmalion

® ¢ yaar-olds Bl B 9-year-olds MO High SES B 9-yess-olds MO Low SES

We will restrict our attention here to co-subordination and subordination. A
series of ANOVA tests reveal significant differences between the three
groups. The results are summarised in Table 4 for co-subordination and in
Table 5 for subordination. As can be seen on that table the differences
between the three groups are highly significant. Diagrams 2 and 3 show this
same information graphically. Diagram 2 shows the proportion of co-
subordination forms used in the three Turkish-speaking populations at three
ages. The bilingual children show a much lower proportion of co-
subordination in comparison to both the low and high SES groups. The
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difference between the bilingual subjects and the high SES group is
significant at all ages. The differcnce between the bilinguals and the
monolingual low SES group is significant at 5 and 7 years of age. Notice
also that a significant difference is obtained for the monolingual high and
low SES groups at 7 and 9 years of age. ‘The bilingual children show some
development in the use of co-subordination between S and 7 years of age.
‘Then their development appears 1o stop. A very similar pattern emerges for
subordination, shown on Diagram 3. For subordination significant
differences are obtained between the bilinguals and both groups of
monolinguals. Significant differences are also observed at all ages between
the two monolingual groups. On this particular measure, there appears to be
no development in our bilingual subjects from the age of 510 9.

Table 4. Co-subordination in Frog stories for the three
Turkish-speaking populations

MonotivGuat, Low SIS MonNovLinGuat thoh SES

BrunGuar Turkisi-FRENCH
S-year-olds Fiagy=739.p<.009  F( 3g)= 1864, p< 0.0001

7-year-olds NS Fy,33)=1248 p< 0001
9-year-olds F(I,]R)‘—‘("—w‘ p<.01 !7(]~33)=32 61, p < 0.0001
MonNotiNnGual Low SES

S-year-olds NS
7-year-olds 1, 33y=9.61,p <0.003

9-year-olds F(1,33)=600 p <00l

Table 5. Subordination in Frog stories for the three
Turkish-speaking populations

MoNoLINGUAL Low SES MonotinGuaL Hicn SES
Biuncuar Turkisi-FRENCH
5-year-olds Fragy=T74Lp<.009  F 4g)=37.6,p < 0.0001
7-year-olds Fiagy=9.06.p<.004 T 33)=31.2,p < 0.001
9.year-olds F1.38)=194Lp <0l Fp33y= 6109, p<0.0001

MonouNGuaL Low SES
I (1.38) = 13.07, p <.0.0009

Fer azy=791p <0008
(1, 33) = 1802, p < 0.0002

S-year-olds

7-year-olds

9-year-olds




24 Harriet Jisa

Oisgram 2. Proportion of co-subordination by age In
three Turkish-spesking populations

12
ta
[
LI |
4 B
7 -
o - [ .
§-ysar-olde 7-year-oids @-yesi-olds
18 Monolingual High SES 8 Monolingus! Low SES B Bliingual  Turkish-French |
Disgram 3. Proportion of subordination by age (n three
Turkish-speaking popuistions
t2
f0
8 .
6
0. .
. L L
Q- . .

S-ysar-olds F-yoear-cids 9-yesr-olde

18 Monolingual High SES 8 Monolingual Low SES 8 Bilingusl Turkish_French

It is not the case that the bilingual and monolingual children were encoding
different content. Systematic comparison of one episode of the story reveals
that the same types of semantic relations were encoded between clauses by
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the monolingual and bilingual children. However, where the Turkish
monolingual children use fonns of co-subordination and subordination, the
bilingual children were using juxtaposition and coordination. Akinci & Jisa
(1998) observed differences along the same lines between the monolingual
low and high SIS groups.

Akinci (1999) carried out a similar analysis, comparing the bilingual
Turkish-French children to a group of middle-class French monolinguals.
While there were very significant differences between the two groups at five
years, no significant differcnces were found between the monolinguals and
the bilinguals at ages seven and ten. For these two age groups, the children’s
performance was comparable for both co-subordination (finite
subordination) and subordination (non-finite subordination).

To summarise, there are indications that the status of strong and weak
fanguage changes for these Turkish-French bilinguals with their
development, While these children show Turkish as a dominant language in
early childhood, their Turkish then stagnates, compared to monolingual
children. While French is weak for them at five years of age, their
performance on the measures examined is equivalent to French monolinguals
at seven and ten years of age.

Producing fictional stories is a particularly school-related type of
language task and is close to what Cummins (1984, 1991) refers to as
context-reduced (or academic) language use. In French primary school, the
bilingual children arce reguired to read, to listen to and to create fictional
narrative texis in French. ‘They have no equivalent situation in Turkish. This
underscores the importance of considering the kind of situations in which a
bilingual child uses the two languages. It also underlines the need for very
serious precaution in drawing generalisations about bilingual children. For
these Turkish-French bilingual children, Turkish is weak in comparison to
monolinguals for the mcasures examined in this one particylar lask. And at
seven and ten years of age, their French does not show any significant
differences when compared to French monolinguals on the measures
cxamined in this particular {ask. Obviously, further study of other uses of
both Turkish and French is necessary belore any overall generalisation
conceming the weaknesses and the strengths of these children’s languages
can be drawn,
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Conclusion

Much more is known about bilingual development than was known
twenty years ago. One very important finding is that there are many types of
bilingual children. Important differences have been attributed to
simultancous and successive bilinguals (Bialystok & Cummins, 1991).
Among successive bilinguals, the Tevel of balance between the two
languages has been shown (o affect performance on verbal tests of cognitive
ability (Hakuta & Diaz, 1985; Diaz & Klilnglcr, 1991). These studies provide
strong insights into problems facing educational communities,

The role played by the linguistic environment is undeniable. Balance
between the two languages of the bilingual child is altered with changes in
exposure patierns. These changes involve, in addition to specific aspects (.)f
morphology and syntax, aspects of usage of morphology and syniax .m
various verbal activities, such as picture-story telling. Assessment in
educational settings tests both types ol linguistic knowledge, mastery of
morpho-syntactic milestones and usage in particular types of verbal
activities. For educators, it is essential to grasp the strong and weak aspects
of a child's linguistic performance. However, it is equally essential (o
understand why some aspects are sirong and others are weak.

Much more remains to be learned about how bilingual children’s
competence in two languages changes as a result of adaptations t‘n _ne'w
acquisition contexts. Emeneau (1980/1962) predicts a rather pessimistic
future for the possibility of explaining tanguage change in a bilingual

context,

Students of the historical aspects of bilingualism have usually discussed the
historical situations that they studicd in terms of an analysis of factors which
had general application. 1t was almost as il they hoped to be be able, once all
factors were identified, to produce a calculus which, allowing for all factors
and the various weightings to be given them, would on the one hand explain
the past and on the other predict the future. It is a vain hope. Historical
evenls, being unique, do not yet admit of such a calculus, and in all
probability never will. (Emencau 1980 (1962): 431)

The study of bilingual children with careful identification of factors relevant
to acquisition makes such a calculus feasible. It can reveal how children
adapt their language(s) to new language environments and new language
situations. More importantly, it makes possible further insights into the

SOME DYNAMICS OF BILINGUAL LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT 27

relationship between speakers’ demonstrated language capacities and their
exposure 1o language in contexts,

Note

b I wish to thank Jeroen Aarssen, Aylin Kintay and Ayhan Aksu-Kog for
allowing me to use these duta.
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Résumeé
I.es résultats de recherches récentes sur les enfants bilingues ont
incité les chercheurs & privilégicer 'élude du processus de

I"acquisition. Plutot que de caleuler le niveau de connaissance de
chaque langue A un moment donné, 'atiention se porte dorénavant sur
les processus développementaux qui sous-cntendent les différents
types d’acquisition bilinguc. Deux hypothtses ont ¢1€ émises a propos
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de celle acquisition: la premitre, que certains enfants bilingues
acquidrent leurs deux langucs de fagon guasi-identique 3 I'acquisition
monolingue; la deuxidme, que certains cafants bilingues acquitremt
leurs langues, ou du moins 1'une d'entre clics, de fagon radicalement
différente de I'acquisition monolingue. Une telle contradiction mérite
explication. Je passe donc en revue les travaux analysant le
développement langagier d’enfants qui, 2 un moment donné de leur
acquisition, montrent un déséquilibre dans la maitrise de chaque
langue. }'essaie d'abord de définir la notion de “langue faible" pour
ensuite demander si le dévcloppement de la langue faible est
simplement lente, ou si 1'itinéraire constaté pour la langue faible cst
différent de celui abservé pour I'acquisition monolingue de cette
méme langue. Je défends en conclusion le point de vue que 'analysc
du- développement de la langue faible donne des renseignements
précieux quant au role joué en général par I'utilisation elfective de la
langue dans son développement.,




