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Abstract

Bilingual First Language Acquisition:
The Nature of the Weak L anguage and the Role of the Input

FrancescaLa Morgia

This thesis investigates the development of thekwaaguage in early bilingual
language acquisition and its results are baseamgitudinal and experimental data
from 4 Italian-English bilingual children and th@iarents.

The purpose of this thesis is twofold: firstly,geesent a new method to assess weak
language development and the role of the input ilingual first language
acquisition; secondly, to determine whether there irelationship between input,
weak language development and the acquisitionwfinformation structure.

The factors included in the analysis of the wealglege are rate of acquisition,
production of target-deviant forms, vocabulary, MBabld discourse pragmatics. The
results are summarised in the Weak Language SHaderesults are further tested by
examining longitudinal and experimental data whach used to test the hypothesis
that children who develop ltalian as a weak languhgve difficulty processing
subject inversion structures, which require a hmlcessing load due to the
interface between syntax and pragmatics.

The results of the Weak Language Scale are therpaad to those of the Input
Scale, which represents the amount of qualitatie guantitative input each child
has been exposed to.

The final results show that the input plays a magde in bilingual first language
acquisition and it has an effect on weak languagesidpment. The findings also
suggest that linguistic properties at the interfaeveen syntax and pragmatics are
harder to process for children who develop Italiara weak language.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction and theoretical assumptions

1.1 Introduction

This thesis investigates the nature of the wealguage and proposes a new
method to assess language dominance in young bdinghildren who acquire
two languages simultaneously from birth. The iniaasumption underlying this
study is that balance or equal development of W& languages is infrequently
attested in simultaneous bilingual first languagejuasition (2L1 acquisition).
Children acquire a strong and a weak language, wtan show different patterns
in all linguistic domain’ The first studies that analysed the differencetsveen
the strong and the weak language were carriedrotité 1990s (Schlyter 1993,
Genesee, Nicoladis and Paradis 1995, Lanza 19927)1@nd this topic has
recently become the subject of much research inatka of bilingual language
acquisition (Meisel 2007, Mduller and Pillunat 2008antone et al. 2008,
Bonnesen 2009). As many of these studies have demaded, the strong
language develops similarly to a first language)(lrl monolinguals, while the
weak language is somewhat different. However, it ot yet been fully
discovered in what ways the weak language diffessfthe strong one and how
these differences can be reliably tested.

The main issue that needs to be addressed indgera concerns methodology:
the studies carried out so far have analysed aetyamf factors, examining
different sets of data, without producing a unifieéthod of assessment of the
weak language. Therefore, the first aim of thisstbes to identify and test some
features which can be considered markers of weagulage development (also
on the basis of findings from previous studies)] altimately to propose a new
method of analysis. Once the criterion to assessvitak language is established,

! Studies on the weak language have interesteihgllistic domains (see chapter 2). However, in this
thesis | will focus on syntax, morphology and lexic
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the second important phase of the analysis concéhnes causes of weak
development. Recent studies have highlighted thesipdity of a relationship
between input and dominance, but so far no study gpr@vided evidence in
favour of this hypothesis (Rothman 2009, Bonne<@002.

To summarise, the main aims of this study are tabdish a method to assess the
weak language and to find out whether there islaiomship between input and
weak language development. The following researsdstions will be addressed:

* What are the characteristics of weak linguisticalepment?

» Do properties at the interface between syntax arafrpatics represent a
difficulty for children developing Italian as a wekanguage?

* What is the relationship between the input and wesjuistic development?

In order to answer these questions, | employ spewotas and experimental data as
well as a questionnaire which investigates eachd’shiinguistic background. The
corpus of spontaneous longitudinal data was celtedty audio-recording four
bilingual children and their Italian parent(s) oweperiod of one year. The parents’
data is used in the analysis of the input, whike ¢hildren’s data is used in that of
the weak language. The parents also complete@tiestionnaire on the linguistic
background of the bilingual chilAppendix B and Appendix C), which was used to
gather information on the amount of exposure tilaltaat home (chapter 6).

In order to test the production of subject invems{ohapter 5), two elicitation tasks
were designed and administered to the four childzernwell as control groups

1.2 UG and the role of the input

The framework adopted to answer the research gussfiresented in the previous
section is the generative theory of Universal GramifUG), which claims that

humans are born with an innate structured linguiktiowledge (Chomsky 1975,

1981). Every human is endowed with this univeraaglage faculty from birth. UG

provides rules that apply to all languages andiitigs the acquisition of language-
specific parameters. Therefore UG is made of pplesi which are universal rules,
and parameters, which vary depending on the lareguBHte UG theory explains not
only the structure of any natural language, bub alse process of language

acquisition, which is based on the combined aatioihe innate system and evidence

2 A full discussion of the data is provided in chept3 and 5.
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coming from the external environment. Accordingthds theory, children do not
need formal instruction or correction in order ¢éarh to talk, and positive input is
sufficient to allow them to set the language-spe@hrameters. The grammar is an
abstract entity which allows children to make u$exiernal evidence in order to
acquire language. The existence of an innate iakeystem explains how, although
they are exposed to meagre evidence, children cagumira very complex languages
and construct sentences that they have never hesfade in a relatively short
amount of time (Chomsky 1981, Cecchetto and Rif®I02 Vallauri 2004). This
theory, known as thpoverty of the stimulus argumef@homsky 1981), states that
the evidence children are exposed to is insufficam its own to account for the
complexity of the language acquisition process &wdthe ability to produce
potentially infinite combinations of words. Howeyéhis argument does not fully
account for the role of the input in 2L1 acquisitid he hypothesis formulated in this
thesis is that the linguistic imbalance which isnocoonly found in bilinguals can be
explained by examining the exposure to the input @rat there is a relationship
between the quality and quantity of input and wiaalguage development.

No study to my knowledge has yet provided a dedadiralysis of the relationship
between weak development and the quality and qiyaotithe input. This issue
will be addressed in chapter 6, which focuses @naalysis of quantitative and
qualitative aspects of the input and highlights tkationship between input and

weak language development.

1.3 Further theoretical assumptions

The generative framework is also adopted for tredysrs of the syntactic structures
of Italian. The syntactic analysis presented ia thesis focuses on word order, and
in particular the position of subject (S) and véw). In Italian, subjects can appear

before the verb (preverbal) or after (postverkad)shown in the following examples:

1.1Gianni é arrivato (SV)
Gianni has arrived

1.2 E arrivato Gianni (VS)
*Has arrived Gianni

Gianni has arrived



Subject distribution is governed by syntactic amdgmatic rules (see chapter 2 —
section 2.5 and 5). The pragmatic constraint gamgrthe position the subject is the
information load of the sentence: if the subjegiresents old information, it appears
in the preverbal position (1.1); if it representswninformation it appears in

postverbal position (1.2). A further constraint cems the thematic structure of
verbs. Postverbal subjects can occur with any tgpevert?, as shown in the

following examples with unaccusative (1.3), unekgat(1.4), and transitive verbs
(1.5), however, they are more commonly found witlaacusative verbs, because of

their argument structure (see chapter 5).

1.3  E arrivato Gianni
*Has arrived Gianni
Gianni has arrived

1.4 Ha telefonato Gianni
*Has phoned Gianni
Gianni has phoned

1.5 L’ha fatto Gianni
*|t has done Gianni
Gianni did it

As | will show in chapter 5, postverbal subjecte arsed significantly less than
preverbal subjects and overall are very infrequerthe spontaneous data from the
four bilingual children. For this reason, | willstetheir production in two elicitation
tasks, in order to determine whether the scarceromace of postverbal subjects is
determined by processing difficulty caused by tbmplexity of the structure, which
can be attributed to the simultaneous activation sghtactic and pragmatic
knowledgé.

Another element of Italian syntax which is discukse this thesis (chapter 4) is the
distribution of overt and null subjects. While ionse languages the subject has to be

overt, in others, such as lItalian, it is possiblemit it.

% For a more detailed analysis of the types of “isi@n verbs” see Pinto (1997). An early formulation
of theories on subject inversion can be found ieBe (1988, 2001).

* Since this thesis is mainly concerned with thetapragmatics interface in relation to the
acquisition of the weak language, | will not foarsthe constraints related to different verb types.

4



1.6  E arrivato
*Has arrived

1.7 Gianni e arrivato
Gianni has arrived

The occurrence of null subjects, which is commontter languages such as Spanish
and Catalan, has been attributed to the fact theset are morphologically rich
languages It also has to be considered that the choice detwull and overt subject
is governed by discourse conditions (see chaptesedtion 4.9). Pro-drop is a
parameter, therefore children have to set it acogrtb the language acquired. It has
also been found that subjectless sentences are @aoiynproduced by children who
are acquiring a non-pro-drop language. An explanator this phenomenon is that
there is a default parametric value that makesial produce null subjects until they
are exposed to sufficient evidence to set the pat@nappropriately (Hyams 1986).
More recent analyses have demonstrated that tiherdifferences between early null
subjects produced by children who speak pro-draguages and those produced by
children who speak non-pro-drop langudgeBhildren who acquire Italian set the
pro-drop parameter very early (around age 2), arths been shown (Rizzi 1994,
Guasti 2000) that their subject omission occurghim same contexts as the adult
language. On the basis of this claim, it is possitiol assume that children develop
knowledge of verbal agreement and they are thexedble to produce null and overt
subjects in the appropriate contexts (Guasti 20Bdllowing this hypothesis, | will
assume that the bilingual children who participatéhis study have correctly set the
pro-drop parameter. However, as other studies kawavn (Serratrice, Sorace and
Paoli 2008), children acquiring Italian and Engl{séspectively a pro-drop and a non-
pro drop language) could fail to select the appedgroption in Italian, and they may
produce more overt subjects than monolingual hathildren. The phenomena of
subject omission and subject inversion are bothd usethis thesis to assess weak
language development. The starting assumption as (s well as other factors),
failure in the selection of null/overt subject amd the production of postverbal
subjects in the appropriate pragmatic contexts lmarseen as a sign of linguistic

weakness. This hypothesis will be discussed in rdetail in chapter 4 and 5.

®> Null subjects are found also in other languages sis Chinese and Japanese. However, this type of
null subjects underly different syntactic phenomglaeggly and Safir 1989).
® See Guasti (2004) for a more detailed review e$¢hstudies.
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1.4 Organisation of the thesis and chapter outline

The thesis is organised as follows:

Chapter 2 presents a theoretical discussion ofviek language, the acquisition of
structures at the interface between syntax andnpaigs and the role of the input,
based on a review of previous studies and on geareh questions addressed in this
thesis.

Chapter 3 constitutes an introduction on the lisgaibackground of the four
case studies of bilingual Italian-English childrdn. this chapter, | present the
methodology of data collection, providing a destvip analysis of the data and
an overview of each child’s linguistic background.

In chapter 4, | propose an analysis of the wealuage, examining the children’s
rate of acquisition, production of target-deviaotnis, MLU, lexicon and discourse
pragmatics. The results are summarised in the Waaguage Scale.

Chapter 5 deals with the production of postverhddjacts in bilingual children.
In this chapter, | examine longitudinal and expemtal data in order to test the
hypothesis that children who develop Italian aseakvlanguage have difficulty
processing subject inversion structures becausg tbguire a high processing
load related to the interface between syntax aadmpatics.

Chapter 6 explores the role of the input. In thamter, the quantity and quality
of the input are analysed by examining the spordasalata from the bilingual
children’s parents and the results of the quesamenon the child’s linguistic
background. The results are summarised in the I8pate and compared to those
from the Weak Language Scale.

In Chapter 7 | draw the final conclusions, evaluate results achieved, discuss the

contribution to knowledge, and identify areas fattier research.



CHAPTER 2

The study of the weak language

2.1 Introduction

The first issue addressed in this thesis concetres itentification of the
characteristics of the weak language and the dpmedat of a method for their
assessment. Many studies on child and adult bidihgievelopment mention the
distinction between weak and strong language, lgbime cases this judgement is
based on the perceived proficiency in the two laggs rather than on a systematic
analysis. Some recent research has examined diffaspects of child language
acquisition in order to identify some features tlbah be associated with weak
language development and it has provided a valuaigetribution to the
understanding of the processes underlying 2L1 adon (see section 2.3).
However, the main difficulty in the study of the akelanguage is the lack of
common criteria of analysis and of a standardisethodology.

In this chapter, | evaluate some of the methodsraadlts in the main studies that
have addressed the issue of language dominance @odide an overview of the
factors they have analysed. In addition, | exanpirevious studies on the acquisition
of subject inversion, in order to show how the gsial of this phenomenon could
contribute to the understanding of weak languageldpment.

Finally, 1 review previous research findings on ttede of the input in language
acquisition which support my initial hypothesisttliaere is a relationship between
weak language development and exposure to the.input

The studies reviewed in this chapter constitutebtiekground of my research and of
the initial assumptions which have brought me tonidate the following research
questions:

* What are the characteristics of weak linguisticelepment?



« Do properties at the interface between syntax arabmpatics represent a
difficulty for children developing Italian as a wekanguage?

* Is the lack of input a cause of weak linguistic eleypyment?

2.2 Bilingualism terminology

The focus of this thesis is the development of Wemak language in bilingual
children who acquire two languages from birth. Thype of simultaneous
bilingualism is considered to be equivalent to éleguisition of two first languages
and it is referred to as Bilingual First LanguagegAisition (BFLA) or 2L1
acquisitiod. In addition, a child is considered a simultanebilimgual if the two
languages are acquired before the age of 3 or ¥, yaad early successive bilingual
if they are acquired afterwards (Unsworth 2005). \dé&n observe two early
maturational phases in child language acquisitioafirst one takes place before the
age of four, and if both languages are acquiredrbehis age, they are considered to
be two L1s. The second phase takes place aftefoagewhen the grammar of the
L1 has mostly been acquired (Guasti 2004, Meis@Up0If the second language is
introduced during this second phase of maturatoourring between the age of four
and puberty, the child still has the potential thiave native-like competence in
both languages, but as he/she grows up, the atigaiprocess becomes increasingly
less spontaneous (Unsworth 2008, Meisel 2008, Ratéiw2008). The third phase
takes place after puberty. Several studies havepthe nature of the so called
critical period from different perspectives and mofthe results demonstrate that
after this stage it is difficult (if not impossile attain native-like mastery of the L2
(Birdsong 1999, Long 1990). As | will show in tlisapter, age is not the only factor
affecting bilingual first language development, arsiimultaneous bilingual
acquisition does not necessarily result in equalranent in the two languages.
Another terminological distinction will be made order to differentiate the two
languages spoken by the children. The children yaedl in this study are
simultaneous bilinguals who acquired Italian andylish from birth in Ireland, a

predominantly English-speaking country. Since Esigiis the language spoken by

" The terminology related to bilingualism that vl used in this thesis is based on Li Wei's (2000)
classification (see Appendix A), as well as on entrresearch on child bilingual acquisition (Meisel
2007, De Houwer 2009).



the majority of the population, it will be referréa as the majority language, while
Italian will be referred to as the minority langeag wish to stress that this
distinction does not constitute a prediction of dwmnce in the child’s linguistic

development. As | show in this chapter, the comstaxtwhich the minority language
is used are quite limited in comparison to thosevinch the majority language is
spoken. A further distinction will be made betwetdre weak and the strong
language, in this case referring to the childremtBvidual performance (see chapter
4 - section 4.2 for a more detailed discussioteohinology). | will therefore refer

to minority or majority language when describing ttatus of the language in the
external environment and to weak or strong wherernefg to the children’s

performance.

2.3 The weak language

In this section, | review some of the most releveadgearch findings on weak
language development, focusing on the methodolatpashave been employed.
Throughout this thesis, | will use the terstsongandweaklanguage, rather than
weaker/strongeor weaker/dominantwhich are generally used in other studies.
(see chapter 4 — section 4.2)

Assuming that the majority of bilinguals manifestntinance in one of the two
languages (Meisel 2007), it is necessary to cldndy this dominance emerges.
It is also important to stress that, as the twalsges develop, balance can shift,
and each language can be weak or dominant to angadegree at a particular
time. The strong/weak dichotomy does not have ted®n as a weighing scale, in
which the progress of one language is proportitmahe failure in the oth&r

Most of the studies conducted so far have shown thea weak language is
different in some aspects from the strong langubgéthey have not examined a
sufficient number of factors to establish a methodassess imbalance across
languages and at different stages of developmerdreMecent research has
highlighted the need for a more comprehensive amatdardised method of
analysis, based on the assessment of differenfpgrotispeakers (Cantone et al.

2008). However, to my knowledge, no study has sopi@vided a detailed

8 In fact, research has demonstrated that it isiptes$or a child to have two equally strong or
weak languages (Muller and Pillunat 2008).



description of the characteristics of weak langudgeelopment also in relation
to the analysis of its causes.

One of the first studies of the weak language wasied out by Schlyter (1993),
who analysed the linguistic development of Swedisbach bilingual children
living in Sweden. Her analysis shows that childvemo developed French as a
weak language made errors in word order, finitereasd agreement, and they
exhibited difficulty producing multi-word utterangeComparing the data from
children with French as a weak language and L2nkxar of French, Schlyter
found similarities in the types of errors and camgd that the weak language
resembles an L2. This theory has since been rewigdtie author, and confuted
by other researchers (Dopke 2000, Meisel 2007, Bsen 2009). The method
used by Schlyter to identify a weak language wasetaon the analysis of MLU
values and norm-deviant forms in the French pradactAccording to the
author, other indicators of weakness are the diffyc in using multi-word
utterances where required and the occurrence ofinmistronger language
structures into the weak language. As she obses@®we of the errors affect
word order and agreement:

If the language is only slightly weaker, the chitchy use personal
pronouns, but place them in an incorrect positieamg /or combine
them with a verb which is not marked for finiteneldg/she may use
the correct verb form to mark past or future tering, fail to mark
person/number agreement correctly. The word orday e more
incorrect than in a corresponding sample of thengjer language.
(Schlyter, 1993: 296-297)

As a result, Schlyter claims that the weak languaggy exhibit errors of
finiteness, word order and placement of negatidmciv are also common in the
production of adult L2 learners of French.

Schlyter’'s method of analysis was replicated inthao study (Bonnesen 2009),
which examined the same syntactic structures coimgpaine norm-deviant forms
produced by German-French bilingual children witerteh as a weak language
with those produced by German L2 learners of Fretedble 2.1).
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Table 2.1 Bonnesen’s analysis of the weaker languag

Norm-deviant forms in French L2 (Bonnesen 2009)

DP-subjects are hardly ever used with co-referétits

DP-subjects do not appear in right dislocated pmsit

Subject clitics are used with both finite and namté verbs

Verbs are sometimes positioned between the subiigctand the verb

There is no reduction of je before a vowel (j&xkrson subject pronoun)

Low subject omission rate at early stages

Errors in the word order of the negation marker #redverb tend to occur

His results, which contradict Schlyter’s, show thatlearners produce errors that
are not found in bilingual children with French asveak language. The criteria
used by Bonnesen to determine whether the childr@®h French as a weak
language were based on evidence showing that tbechitdren (Francoise and

Christophe) had a lower MLU in German than in Frenthey made several

errors that are not common in L1 speakers, and tiseg French less frequently
than German. Bonnesen considered another factorelyahe rate of acquisition,

which he measured by analysing the increase imtimeber of verbs produced by
the children. The results of this analysis revedlet the weak language follows
the same acquisition patterns as the L1, but itcharacterised by a slow
development and by the production of errors whighreot found in the L1.

The hypothesis of the similarity between the L2 ahé weak language is
confuted also in another study based on the amabfsEnglish-German bilingual

data (Do6pke 2000). Dopke observes that it is pésdibat speakers of a weak
language produce norm-deviant forms which are simib the cross-linguistic

influence errors made by L2 learners. However, dhans that the two types of
linguistic development are fundamentally differeahd the emergence of
structures in the weak language which may seemmdaate influence from the

strong language (for example word order errors)jukhonerely be attributed to

processing difficulties that children may have whbay have to select between

two competing structures. The examples below shioavtypes of word order
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errors made by the German-English bilingual chid{examples from Do&pke
1998: 567-571). In sentence 2.1 the vesisenshould follow the complement, in

sentence 2.2 the finite vekmmmtshould precede the negator.

2.1 *Ich mdchte essen das
| want eat that
‘| want to eat that’
(Target word order: Ich mdchte das essen)

2.2 *Hund nicht kommt rein

dog not come in

‘(the) dog doesn’'t come in’

(Target word order: Hund kommt nicht rein)
The assessment of the weak language proposed bkeDifp based on the
observation of word order errors like those showithie examples above and on
the comparison of MLU values. According to her gsa, the three bilingual
children produce shorter sentences in English timarGerman and they use
English word order in German sentences but do set @erman word order in
English ones. Short MLU and processing difficultea® therefore the two main
indicators of weak language development.
The three studies reviewed so far base their distin between weak and strong
language on the analysis of MLU values and of thedpction of target-deviant
forms. These two factors have proven to be usefuldetecting differences
between two sets of data, and they will be includedny analysis of the weak
language (see chapter 4).
Another factor that has been analysed to test damu@ is code-switching.
Different studies showed evidence supporting theoktlyesis that language
dominance influences the directionality of codetshing (Petersen 1988,
Genesee, Nicoladis and Paradis 1995, Lanza 1997, Bernardini and Schlyter
2004). According to Lanza, children with a weak daage mix functional
categories from the strong into the weak languddps theory is also supported
by evidence presented by Bernardini and Schlyt@042, who propose thky
Hypothesiswhich predicts that unbalanced bilingual childege likely to project
syntactic structures from the strong into the wéadguage, which ‘grows like
ivy on the structural tree of the Stronger Langudpe49). Their analysis of the
weak language is based on MLU and Upper Bound {teraf the longest
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grammatically structured utterance in a transasipj but it does not focus on the
characteristics of weak language development.

The hypothesis of a relationship between code-fiitx and dominance has
recently been challenged by studies which have ideav evidence of the
independence of the two phenomena. These studiee BhAown that code-
switching can be triggered by social and situatiol@&tors and it can occur
independently of language dominance (Cantone 2@antone et al. 2008). It
also has to be taken into account that not alldcbi use code-switching, and
even those who have one very underdeveloped largonaght not use it at all. It
is possible to argue that imbalance can determivee groduction of mixed
utterances, in cases where the child needs to cosape the lack of knowledge
of a word or structure. However, it would be ditficto verify in each case which
are the factors responsible for this phenomenamceSthere is not yet agreement
on whether the directionality of code-switching daa useful indicator of weak
language development, | analyse the mixed uttesapceduced by the children
and | will determine whether this factor shouldibeluded in the final analysis.
The different studies reviewed in the previous ieest show that there is not yet
a unified methodology for assessing dominance. Tten problems are the
selection of data for comparison, the lack of narmeadata, and the difficulty in
selecting the appropriate factors to analyse asttheir significance. The factors
that have been included in the analysis of the wleakuage are MLU, Upper
Bound, MMU (average percentage of multi-morphemittenances), code-
switching directionality, lexical acquisition androoluction of target-deviant
forms (Genesee, Nicoladis and Paradis 1995, Schlya@3, Cantone et al. 2008,
Bonnesen 2009). By analysing these factors we nfigdtout that one language
develops faster, has a richer lexicon or is usedeniequently and with more
fluency than the other. The studies carried outfao show some of the
differences between the strong and the weak larguagt they do not provide a
comprehensive and reliable method of assessmentdandot account for the
different degrees of weakness. In my analysis, Il f@ilow the methodological

suggestions proposed by Meisel:
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The first consists of examining the grammatical elepment of
children who use “unusual” constructions [...] in daaguage, which
might qualify as the weaker one. The second istkle the problem
from a grammar-external perspective, analyzing lémguage use of
children whose development in one language is @elayr who tend
to avoid using one of their languages, searchirrgdevelopmental
patterns or constructions that are typically nairfd in the language
of the respective monolingual or of balanced buliagchildren.
(Meisel 2007: 300

Another fundamental methodological issue in thedgtaf the weak language is
the choice of data. While in some studies the childhave been compared to
adult L2 learners or to other bilinguals, it haseeged that it is important to
create a norm on the basis of which it would bespme to assess language
development in different languages and across rdiffiegroups of speakers.

Two studies provide an important contribution toe thldevelopment of
methodologies in this area. The first one (Ariaglet2005) draws a comparison
between the two languages in bilingual children afeb between monolinguals
and bilinguals. By looking at different groups opeskers and different
languages, Arias et al. demonstrated that thesense degree of variation among
different languages in the acquisition of some tilsgic domains. Therefore, they
argue that if we find delay in a child’s linguistievelopment, we should try to
determine whether this phenomenon is common amahgr ononolingual and
bilingual children who speak the same language.tkisrreason, they argue that
the analysis of dominance in bilingual childrenuegs also a comparison with
monolingual data (also see Rolla San Franciscd €086).

The second study (Cantone et al. 2008) proposesigimal approach to the data
selection, with the aim to establish a norm for pamson. The authors suggest
that the most comprehensive methodology should ds=d) on determining the
monolingual norm for each language and then compgarbilingual to
monolingual development and establish a bilinguaimn This type of analysis
partly resolves the issue of comparing heterogesgooups and should avoid the
problem of basing bilingual analysis only on a mlamgual norm. To create a
norm, the authors analyse the French data from hmal and bilingual
children (French-German) and the German data franatingual and bilingual

children (Italian-German).
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The types of bilingual development they predicfital are:

A Both languages develop in a normal fashion

B Languagel develops in a normal fashion
- language?2 develops faster than the norm
- language?2 develops slower than the norm

C Both languages deviate from the norm
- both languages are higher than the norm
- both languages are lower than the norm
- languagel is higher, language?2 is lower thamtiren
(Cantone et al 2008: 323)

According to the authors, data supporting type A @nare less frequent. As they
suggest, their method for assessing the differebetéseen two languages could
be criticised for two reasons: the first is thatigt not possible to determine
whether the case studies analysed can be consideprdsentative of other
similar bilingual children. The second is that #és no clear distinction between
the dependent and independent variables that ahedied in the analysis (MLU,

Upper Bound, number of utterances per recordingisesand increase of noun
types). The authors finally conclude by suggestthgt describing language
development in terms of dominance and distance fittemorm does not account

for bilingual variation:

Studying the distance between languages in bililgoeerely shows
us which language might develop faster, but thissdoot imply that
it “dominates” the other language. [...] Only if weorapare the
children’s development to some “bilingual norm” wey be able to
tell whether a language which develops more slawhn the other is
also “weak”.

(Cantone et al. 2008: 337)

The methodologies used in Cantone et al. (2008)/amak et al. (2005) provide
the basis for the choice of data in this thesig (d®apter 4).

To summarise, studies on unbalanced developmentnlynaieached the

conclusion that the development of the weaker laggudiffers at least in some

respects from that of the stronger language, oLamnd of an L2. Different
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phenomena have been found to be typical of a welakguage. These have been
analysed separately and also in different combmmatsets, but no study has
provided a convincing description of the charastérs of weak language
development, both in terms of acquisition miles®me the early stages and of
prediction of attainment at a later stage. It alss to be noted that the
diversification in the methods of analysis makdliificult to determine which
results are more reliable. Table 2.2 enumeratespttenomena that have been
associated with weak language development.

Table 2.2 Characteristics of the weak language ldpweent

WEAK LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT

1. Slow rate of acquisition of syntactic structuredwnrctional categories

2. Production of target-deviant forms

3. Limited vocabulary

4. Limited/no switching into the weak language

5. Frequent switching from the weak into the stronplaage

6. MLU consistently shorter than L1 children

7. MMU consistently shorter than L1 children

8. Infrequent initiation of conversation in the weakguage

9. Avoidance of complex structures

10.Avoidance/refusal to use the weak language
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Table 2.3 Factors analysed to assess the weakdgegu

I Linguistic Domains
MLU Syntax-Lexicon-Morphology
Upper bound Syntax-Lexicon-Morphology
MMU Syntax-Lexicon-Morphology
Direction of mixing Syntax-Lexicon
Lexical variety/size Lexicon
Word types Lexicon
Verb types and tokens Lexicon

Number of utterances per recording _
Syntax-Lexicon

session
Emergence of functional
Morphology
morphemes
Percentage of correct consonanis Phonology
PLMU (Phonological MLU) Phonology

Table 2.3 presents the different factors analysestudies on the weak language
and the corresponding linguistic domains they bglan. All the factors
enumerated in the tables above have been so faideyed equally significant,
so there is not yet an indication of what phenomarea more relevant for the
study of the weak language. In my analysis, | deleldU, age, rate of
acquisition, production of target-deviant forms, cabulary, and discourse
pragmatics (the last factor has not been previoasglysed in studies on the weak
language). These factors have been chosen bedaysare typically used in the
assessment of language development and also bedausss possible to find
monolingual and bilingual data for comparison (skeapter 4). The major difficulty
is to prove the reliability of the data used forngmaring different groups of
children. As Cantone et al. (2008) have demondraie have a comprehensive
type of analysis, it is necessary to create a nmmrthe basis of other bilingual as
well as monolingual data. In chapter 4, | employhbmonolingual and bilingual
data from previous studies to provide a more commgmeive overview of the
development of Italian (Serratrice 1999, Bernardi0D4, Cipriani et al. 1993,
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Antelmi 1997, Lorusso, Caprin and Guasti 2004, &@&rand Matteini 2008,
Guasti et al. 2008). As it has been found in thevimus studies of the weak
language, there are limitations to this type oflgsia. The first limitation lies in
the availability of the data: in order to createshable norm for the development
of Italian in bilingual children, it would be nesssy to analyse a larger sample
in order to account for individual variation. Theecend limitation is the
reliability of the choice and analysis of factoised to assess weakness. A further
discussion of these issues will be provided in tdag.

2.4 Word order and subject inversion

The second question addressed in this thesis coscdre acquisition of
properties at the interface between syntax and rpaigs. The starting
hypothesis is that children who develop Italiareaseak language have difficulty
processing postverbal subjects. As | explainedhim ¢utline of the theoretical
framework in Chapter 1, the order of constituentftalian is subject to syntactic
and pragmatic constraints and it determines therpmetation of the sentence.
When the subject of the sentence represents newniation it appears after the
verb. This Verb-Subject (VS) structure is calledbjeat inversion, because it
consists in the inversion of the position of thebjsat from preverbal to
postverbal. This inversion requires an operationaosyntactic level, which is
driven by the interpretation of the sentence. Ttweee the processing of subject
inversion requires the activation of syntactic apchgmatic knowledge, an
operation that requires a high processing load, taatl may therefore constitute
difficulty for non-native speakers - even for theamn-native ones - (Belletti,
Bennati and Sorace 2007) and for some bilingudtomn (Muller 2008, Hinzelin
2003). My initial assumption, based on some of findings from the studies |
review in this section, is that children who deyelivalian as a weak language
will have difficulties processing interface structa which are governed by
syntactic and pragmatic constraints.

In recent years, linguistic research is increaginfcusing on the interplay
between different domains, both from theoreticall @evelopmental perspectives
(Avrutin 1999, Burkhardt 2005, Hopp 2007, Lozand20Sorace and Serratrice
2009, Wilson 2009). These studies have demonstrabed many language

properties cannot be fully explained by examiningirggle linguistic domain, but
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they are the result of the interplay between twandms. Research on the
acquisition of subjects in different languages eg evidence showing that the
analysis of interfaces is necessary for explaitimgfunctioning of many linguistic
structures. As many studies on L1 acquisition destraie, postverbal subjects are
acquired early, and they occur mostly with unactiueaverbs. However, evidence
from 2L1 acquisition shows that some bilingual dnéin have difficulty mastering
this structure. According to Adragdo and Costa @0®he strong evidence from
the postverbal position of subjects with unaccysstidemonstrates that there is an
unmarked position for the arguments, which allotws thild to be aware that the
VS order is an available option. More evidence lbé tacquisition of subject
inversion comes from a study on the acquisitiorRomanian. Avram and Coene
(2003) found that Romanian children use postveradijects significantly less
frequently than adults. Their longitudinal datatefo children aged 1 to 2 years
shows that postverbal subjects are very limitedtha spontaneous production
(respectively 12% and 5.9%) and they conclude #aaty postverbal subjects are
not adult-like, since adults use postverbal sulsjaot more contexts and more
frequently. This finding is supported by Grinste@®04), who claims that at the
very early stages of language development (befge 2) children do not have
access to the knowledge of pragmatic distinctiotwben new and old information.
However, Adragdo and Costa (2003) present evidehosving that children are
able to distinguish between old and new informatieny early, therefore the lack
of postverbal subjects in the data should not legbated to “late mastery” of
subject inversion (see also Kapetangianni 20078200

The available Italian data on the production oftpesbal subjects in monolingual
children shows that they acquire subject inversany and they use this structure
productively (Lorusso, Caprin and Guasti 2004). lger, as it has been
demonstrated in studies on 2L1 acquisition, bilaigthildren might have difficulty
achieving this competence (Hinzelin 2003, MulleO2) This difficulty could be
due to the fact that the processing load of anrfate structure such as subject
inversion may be too high for some bilinguals. Baling Adragdo and Costa
(2003) and Lorusso, Caprin and Guasti (2004), uassthat postverbal subjects
are acquired early both by monolingual and bilidgefaldren. However, | aim to
test the hypothesis that some bilingual childremehdifficulty processing subject

inversion structures and this difficulty can be ated to weak language
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development. Further evidence supporting my theasryprovided by studies of
adult L2 acquisition of postverbal subjects (modthsed on data from speakers of
a non-null subject language who acquire a null-sctbjanguage). It has been
demonstrated that learners exhibit difficulty inogucing subject inversion
structures when these are not available in thetivealanguage (Belletti and
Leonini 2004). Belletti, Bennati and Sorace (20@Rio tested the production of
postverbal subjects by native English speakershenbiasis of four off-line tasks,
which included videos, story-telling, picture vécition and a headline taSKr heir
results demonstrate that adult L2 learners (evear-native ones) use postverbal
subjects in a non-native like fashion. The explaet that have been provided to
justify the difficulty in the mastery of subjectvarsion are the complexity of the
structure (Belletti, Bennati and Sorace 2007) amgb @&he input, as Rothman

explains:

Pragmatic conditions are imparted to language karon the basis of
discourse patterns. Logically, for a learner, chalid adult alike, to
acquire [these] pragmatic features, the discouedem that they are
exposed to must provide unambiguous evidence asagathis is

concerned. It is possible that a contributing fadtm the delay in

acquiring subject distribution in L2 Spanish andamy ‘residual

optionality’ for some highly advanced learners hasdo with the

input they receive.

(Rothman 2009: 968)

On the basis of these findings, | assume thatrtggtie production of postverbal
subjects in bilingual children could lead to int&reg results which could provide
a further insight into the understanding of weakglaage development.

Having established that subject inversion requadsgh processing load, which
makes the structure hard to acquire for L2 learmers for some bilinguals (but
not for monolinguals), | intend to test the hypdisethat this processing difficulty

is found only in bilingual children who developlltan as a weak language.

°In the headline task the participants had to rezansthe order of a sentence that constituted the
headline of a newspaper article.
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2.5 The role of the input

The last question addressed in this thesis condbmselationship between input
and weak language development. Once we have detedniow to assess a weak
language, it is important to start examining thegible causé$ of this type of
development. The main hypothesis is that the amafninput in the two
languages affects 2L1 development. To test thisothgsis, | will analyse the
guality and quantity of input the children are esed to by examining the
parents’ data and by using a questionnaire.

Research on the input has shown that children ensive to sounds from the
earliest days of life. It has also been demonddr#tat they can soon distinguish
between different languages (Oller et al. 1997,dBoand Sebastian-Gallés 1997,
2001). Especially in the early phases of life, dreh are primarily in contact with
their parents (generally their mothers) and sildingnd, depending on the
situation, to a varying extent, they are exposetht external environment. As
many studies have shown, the main source of ingutepresented by the
individuals who interact with the children (VigilHodges and Klee 2005;
Pancsofar and Vernon-Feagans 2006; Pan et al. 200%g@se are mostly
parent$!, at least at the earliest stages of life, in pattir before the child starts
attending a day-care centre or school. The impodaf parental input has been
stressed since the 1970’s, when researchers fdustdntothers use a specific
register when addressing their children. This regjscalled motheresge has
features that make it different from the speechdusenong adults and is
characterised by restricted vocabulary, short amiple sentences, slow and
repetitive speech, high pitch and exaggerated atton (Snow 1972; Gleitman,
Newport and Gleitman 1984; O’Grady, 1997). Thmtherese hypothesigs
proposed by Gleitman, Newport and Gleitman (1984ygests that this form of
speech is necessary for the child in order to aeganguage. The main evidence
against themotherese hypothesmes from studies on mother-child discourse
in several different countries, which show that radt parents use a special
register to address children, and in some counttiégiren are rarely involved in

conversation with adults until they learn to tafktdll and Lieven 2008, Jurugo

19 Different linguistic and non-linguistic factorsrcaccount for weak language development. In my
analysis, | will only consider the role of the itipu

' In the category of parents, any equivalent sortarer/guardian is implied. This applies to any
general reference to parents throughout this thesis
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2009). Even though thmotherese hypothesis now considered obsolete, studies
on child directed speech (CDS) have demonstratatl parental input has an
impact on the child’s lexical development. For arste, it has been shown that a
child’s first words are often those that the pasemse more frequently and that
the size of the child’s vocabulary is directly pooponal to the amount of
vocabulary used by the parents. Studies of theioglship between the amount of
productive vocabulary and input provided in the \@nsation between mother
and child (Hoff and Naigles 2002) reveal that pésemput is beneficial for both
lexical and syntactic development. Hoff and Naig|2802) also suggest that the
process of acquisition is the result of the combaraof cognitive factors and the
understanding of the context. The role of the io@rtors engagement in
conversation is also important for the child in@rdo understand the meaning of
words (Akhtar and Tomasello 2000, Baldwin 2000)efdfore, the non-linguistic
context, together with the lexical content and agtit structure of the input,
constitute the information that children use to wog word meaning (Hoff and
Naigles 2002). These studies mostly show that sxpoto the input may impact
on lexical acquisition. However, they do not maka&ros related to grammatical
development.

More evidence regarding the importance of the inpuprovided by studies on
specific language impairment, language delay angtidation. Windsor, Glaze
and Koga (2007) found that children who were raigedh severely deprived
environment showed less developed language skdiapared to their peers
living in the same communities. The results showjomalifferences between
children raised in orphanages and their peers daigetheir biological family in
the scores of MLU, lexical and phonological devehgmt. In another study on
the interaction between mother and child, Vigil,ddes and Klee (2007) found a
relationship between the mother’s input and thddcén’s linguistic delay. The
mothers of children with language delay were fotmdive minimal feedback to
their children, providing responses that were npprapriate in the specific
context and not related semantically to the childterance. Even though there is
no consistent evidence of a direct relationshipveen the quality of parental
input and the child’s linguistic delay, this stuslyows that children with parents
who actively engage in conversation and show resipeness produce a higher

number of utterances earlier than those whose afaihto do so. Extreme cases
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of feral children who were completely deprived fguistic input also represent
evidence of the importance of exposure to langtfagée famous case of Genie
(Curtiss 1977) shows that the rare interaction wather speakers and the
extremely limited input can result in the failurelimguistic development.

All the studies on the role of the input show thia environment in which the
child is raised is an important factor in languatgrelopment, especially when
children acquire two or more langualfeéUnsworth 2007). Research on 2L1
acquisition has demonstrated that some bilingudlddn are less exposed to
each language than monolinguals, while others amstantly exposed to an
almost equal amount of input in the two languagesaivariety of contexts

(Nicoladis 2008, Paradis 2008). However, even stsiddn multiple language
acquisition in bilingual environments have showattbalanced bilingualism is
not the norm and that the child develops one lagguaore than the other, at
least in some areas (generally the lexicon). Aerigdting study on the role of the
input and bilingual language use (De Houwer 200@pds its results on a
questionnaire which aims to find out why some dadl@fd exposed to two

languages from early on “fail” to master one of th languages. About 2000
families completed a questionnaire on language useall the families that

participated, at least one of the parents spokel)uhe majority language. The
results of the questionnaires revealed that alldoén succeed in acquiring the
majority language, while the minority language aggeto be less widely used.
This seems to be related to several factors, bunlypnto parental language input.
De Houwer suggests that the reason for the “falligehe more limited input in

the minority language, but she does not explored@pth the role of input

frequency.

21t has to be taken into account that feral childedso experience emotional trauma and non-
linguistic factors have to be considered.

¥ The analysis of the role of the input in bilingaalquisition often involves the investigation of bot
languages. This might not always be possible, sthifferent problems may arise. For example, in
countries where the majority of the populationil;gual, the two languages are likely to be spoken
both at home and in the environment. In these ciaseay be hard to determine in which language
the input is more quantitatively and qualitativedgnsistent. In order to get a full picture of the
amount of input and output the child receives i tivo languages it is necessary to be in constant
contact with the child, and to be aware of the Uistic environment inside and outside the home.
Moreover, children are exposed to the two languageslifferent contexts (especially children
growing up in predominantly monolingual environmgniwith different people, and the balance of
the input in each language can shift frequently.
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Balanced (or almost balanced) bilingualism does ory depend on parental
input, but also on other factors such as the lagguspoken by the majority and
the status each language has outside the childisehdmong the case studies
presented in this thesis (chapter 3), there areetlohildren who speak the
minority language with only one parent, while theye the majority language
with the other parent, his or her family and alsthvwother children. The fourth
child uses the minority language at home with bp#rents and the other
language only when she plays with children in tleéghbourhood. Overall, the
four children use Italian only when interacting lwihe parents and rarely when
visiting family and other Italian-speaking familieSherefore, the parents
represent for these children the main source dfaltainput. Since the use of
Italian in the family can be easily quantifiablegrhploy theQuestionnaire on the
linguistic background of the bilingual chil@Appendix B and Appendix C) in
order to explore some aspects of the children’guistic environment. Similar
bilingual studies based on questionnaires demdgsdtrthe effectiveness of this
method in providing an overview of the child’s lingtic background (Sorace et al.
2009, Paradis 2008, Nicoladis 2008, De Houwer 20@7his thesis (chapter 6), the
guestionnaire is not only used to obtain informatm the family language use, but
it is also a source of data for the quantitativealysis of the input. The
questionnair¥ is completed by the parents at the beginning artleaend of the
research period in order to keep a record of theatieristics and the changes in
the child’s linguistic environment, and to provide background to the data
collection. It includes questions regarding theglaamges used at home and in the
child’s environment, the amount of time spent usewch language, and the
family’s attitude towards Italian.

The input received from the parents and the exteane@ironment has so far been
presented as the main factor affecting 2L1 acqoisitThe following table shows
some of the factors that emerge from different aot® in the literature on
bilingualism. | will consider some of these factamsmore detail in chapter 3 and
6. As | will explain in chapter 6, some of the fat outlined below, such as
attitude, are more difficult to describe and meas#ior this reason, | will mainly

focus on measurable linguistic aspects.

* The questionnaire is in English and in Italiane(s&ppendix B and C). Parents are asked to
complete it together, where possible.
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Table 2.4 Factors analysed in the literature

Input Amount of time the child is exposed to theotw
languages (quantity of input) / Richness and vemmat

in vocabulary and syntax (quality of input)

Language use Contexts in which the child uses exmsed to each
language
Child’s attitude Child’s behaviour and attituderespect to the use of

the two languages (enjoyment — play - frustration —

refusal)

Parents’ attitude Parents’ behaviour, attitude stnategies in relation tp

the child’s use of the two languages (language ahe

encouragement — indifference — disregard — disastg

Ultimately, the aim of the analysis of the inputasdetermine whether there is a
relationship between this factor and weak langudmeslopment. This hypothesis
has been put forward in previous studies, whichinctléahat the amount of
exposure to a language is directly related to thee€ess” in acquisition (Schlyter
1993). By stating that the majority language wik Ithe stronger language,
Schlyter assumes that children are likely to perfobetter in the majority
language, presumably because that is the language dre exposed to more
often. Argyri and Sorace (2007) also point out taatong the factors that cause
unbalanced bilingualism, the amount of exposurithé&input can be considered a
determining one. The same argument is supporte@Grogjean, who argues that
‘the main reason for dominance in one languagéas the child has had greater
exposure to it and needs it more to communicaté wdople in the immediate
environment’ (1982: 189). Other researchers havatpd out that the child’s
ability in using the two languages and the develepmof the lexicon
proportionally increase with exposure to the ingDbpke 1992, De Houwer,
1995; Hoff and Naigles 2002). As these findings vehdhe input can be
considered a determining factor in the developm@ntwo L1s, especially in
contexts where one language is spoken by a limtedber of individuals in the
child’s environment. Although many studies highligthe importance of the

input, none of the ones focusing on the weak lagguanalyse the children’s
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interaction with their parents and their overalpegure to the two languages.

Moreover, there is not yet to my knowledge a sttitgt examines quantitative

and qualitative aspects of the input in relationveak language development.

Table 2.5 and 2.6 provide a summary of some restutdies of the role of the

input in L1 acquisition with a brief description tife methods employed both in

monolingual and bilingual studies.

Table 2.5 Methods employed to measure the inputliacquisition

<

D

—

<

in

Yy

b

Study Age Groups Language/s Method

Lidz, Gleitman 24 children Kannada Experiment with

and Gleitman (3;2 - 3;10) transitive/intransitive verbs

(2003)

Theakston et al. | 9 children English Measurement of input frequend

(2004) (1;10 - 2;11) (mother’s utterances) / child’s
acquisition of verbs

Pancsofar and 120 children English Analysis of language input of

Vernon-Feagans| (1 —3) mothers and fathers measured

(2006) terms of output, vocabulary,
complexity, questions, and
pragmatics during triadic free
play sessions

Huttenlocher et | 34 children English Analysis of CHILDES data to

al. (2002) (4-5) compare syntactic complexity in
mother and child’s utterances

Borovsky and Experiments using computation

Elman (2006) simulations

Valian and Casey 29 children English Spontaneous speech and

(2003) (2,6 — 3;2) experiment with speaking puppé

Westergaard 3 children Norwegian Analysis of topicalization

(2004) (1,9-3) constructions in the data

Wijnen et al. 2 children from the | Dutch Measurement of input frequenc|

(2001) CHILDES database (based on mother’s utterances)
relation to child’s production of
root infinitives

Vigil et al. 60 children English Comparison of input from

(2005) (2) parents of children with and
without language delay

Behrens (2006) 1 child German Measurement of input frequeng

(1;11 - 4;12) and quality (mother’s and

father’s utterances)

Hoff and Naigles| 63 children English Analysis of maternal and child’s

(2002) (1,6 —2;4) speech based on number of
utterances, word tokens, word
types, MLU

Strémqvist and | 2 children Swedish Measurement of input frequen|

Richthoff (1999)

(mother’s and father’s
utterances) and feedback

morphemes
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Table 2.6 Methods employed to measure the inpbtlingual acquisition

Study Age Groups Languages Method
De Houwer 4,500 children and | Dutch and other| Questionnaire on language use
(2007) their families additional
Languages
Paradis and 3 children English and Comparison of production of nulfl
Navarro (2003) | (CHILDES) Spanish and overt subjects in children
and parents
Nicoladis (1998) | 1 child Brazilian Calculation of productive
(1,0-1;6) Portuguese and | vocabulary based on recordingg
American and parents’ notes
English

This selection of studies on the role of the inputchild language acquisition

shows that a frequently employed method for assgs$ie quality and quantity
of the input is the analysis of speech sampleshm parents’ and children’s
language. This method is generally employed botmanolingual and bilingual

acquisition. However, there are few bilingual seslthat focus on the role of the
input, and they mostly deal with the comparisonnsen the two languages.

By analysing a small sample of bilingual childréraim to look closely at the

quantity and quality of the input, combining theeusf a questionnaire with the
analysis of spontaneous longitudinal data. Aftearaiming the amount of input
each child is exposed to, | compare these resunltsdse from the analysis of the
weak language, in order to determine whether thgosure to the input can
account for the differences between the children @évelop Italian as a weak or

a strong language.

2.6 Chapter summary and conclusion

In this chapter | have introduced some of the tiesoon the development of the
weak language, the processing of structures atniieeface between syntax and
pragmatics and the role of the input. It emergesnfistudies on weak language
development that there is not yet a unified methagyp to assess dominance,
since several factors and linguistic domains haenbanalysed in different ways.
Another important element to be taken into constlen is the type of data
employed to analyse language development in youngl&neous bilinguals and
to create a “norm” on the basis of which it is pbksto compare different groups

of children.

27



The linguistic domains which are more commonly gsatl to assess dominance
are lexicon, syntax and morphology. Some of theoigcthat many studies have
analysed, such as MLU, lexical development and pectdn of target-deviant
forms have been shown to account for some of tfferdnces between weak and
strong development and some of them will be inctlde my analysis (chapter
4). In addition, | wish to test two factors thatvkanot been previously included
in weak language studies, namely distribution oerbvand null subjects and
subject inversion. The choice of these two factierbased on the finding that
subject inversion and selection of null vs. overbjects may constitute difficulty
for some bilingual children.

Finally, in this chapter | examined some resultsnfrstudies on the input in
monolingual and bilingual language acquisition tooyide ground for my
hypothesis that the quality and quantity of inphe tchild is exposed to can
determine whether a child develops a strong or waaguage.

From the review of the literature, the following im&ndings have emerged:

* More research is necessary to understand the naturef the weak

language
The overview of the studies on the weak languagedmwn that weakness has
been investigated from different perspectives adubing various types of
analyses. Overall, the weak language has been fouddvelop differently from
the dominant language in bilinguals and from anrLinonolinguals.

* Subject inversion constitutes processing difficultyfor some bilinguals
Subject inversion is a structure which requires #téivation of syntactic and
pragmatic knowledge, because the speaker needs &vhre of the information
structure of the sentence and accordingly move dhiject to a postverbal
position. The findings from the studies on the asigjion of postverbal subjects
show that they are acquired as early as preverbbjests by monolingual
children. However, it emerges from studies of lglal children and L2 adult
learners that the interplay of syntax and pragmsatan represent difficulty due to
the complexity of the structure and the simultarseactivation of two domains.

* The input plays an important role in 2L1 acquisition
The quantity and quality of input and the use & ldinguages in the child’s home
and in the environment have been found to affeffeidint aspects of linguistic
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development and also the dominance of one langoage the other. Therefore,
the input should be investigated to determine wéeih has an impact on the
development of a language as weak or strong.

The results from the studies reviewed in this cbaptuggest that the three areas
investigated can be studied in combination in orterfind the relationship
between input and weak language development ad@termine whether subject

inversion can be tested to assess the weak orgsttevelopment of Italian.
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CHAPTER 3

Overview of the longitudinal data

3.1 Introduction

This chapter provides an overview of the spontasdongitudinal data collected
for this study, the methodology of data collectiér each child, | describe the
duration and frequency of the recording sessiohsg, language use in each
recording considering child’s age, percentage ahtefligible, Italian, English
and mixed utterances and MLU. Finally, | provideamples of the interaction
between the children and the Italian interlocutdh® mother or the investigator)
at different stages, focusing on different phask$anguage development. The
linguistic development of the four bilingual cagedies is compared to that of
other monolingual children from one of the CHILDESrpora (Cipriani et al.
1993) and other bilingual children from two studaddtalian-English (Serratrice
1999) and Italian-Swedish children (Bernardini 2D0Bhese studies are briefly
described in section 3.3.7, since their data wédl dmployed for comparative
purposes in the analysis of the weak language (ehal). As previous studies
have demonstrated (Cantone et al. 2008), the chufickata to use for studying
language dominance is a determining factor in dti@bility of its assessment. As
I show in this chapter, the four Italian-EnglisHimgual children constitute a
rather homogeneous sample, which is the main remquent for a study on weak
language development. While previous studies hassessed dominance by
examining data from children which they assumedeweeak in a given language
(Bonnesen 2009), in this thesis | start from theuagption that any of the

children could be developing Italian as a strongveak language.
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3.2 Development of Italian as a minority language

Language development follows specific patterns stiagies across all languages.
Children initially use one word at a time, generaib request or indicate the
existence of objects and their dynamics, to descaittions, to ask questions, and
to attribute properties to objects (Tomasello arrddBs 1999). These types of
one word utterances constitute the first phasengjuistic development, which
generally occurs when the child is about 12 mordlts (Guasti 2004, Keren-
Portnoy et al. 2008). At around 20 months childstart combining individual
words, but their utterances lack some function&égaries. Between age 2 and 3
children produce the first utterances containingictional categories, use
infinitive verbs in main clauses, omit subjects aowker-regularise tenses of
irregular verbs (Radford 1990, Caselli, Casadio ddtes 1999). These
phenomena recur across languages almost at the daweopmental stages
(Guasti 2004). The general L1 acquisition phasesaiso be applied to bilingual
acquisition. In terms of syntactic acquisition, @iv sufficient input, bilingual
children can achieve the normal L1 developmentdshones at the same time as
monolingual children. However, as studies on theakvdanguage have
demonstrated, some bilingual children develop dnib@two languages at a slow
rate and they produce more errors than monolingelaldren. The most
comprehensive method to analyse the child’s linguigievelopment is a
longitudinal study. While there are some longitwdistudies of the acquisition of
Italian as an L1 (Cipriani et al. 1993, Antelmi 7Q9only a few have analysed
the development of this language in minority cotsEx In this thesis, Italian is
considered the minority language, since it is spag a small group of people in
the child’s environment. However, the concept ohamity has no qualitative
connotation. | therefore base my analysis of th&a aa the assumption that all
the children involved in this study are native dg@a of both languages and that
they might develop Italian as a weak or strong legge. | will use the term
minority language following the definition proposbg Rothman for the concept
of heritage language:

Like all monolingual and childhood bilingual learsge heritage
speakers are exposed naturalistically to the hgritdanguage;

1 See Serratrice (1999), Serratrice, Sorace and @2864), Muller and Hulk (2001), Miiller et al.
(2002), Cantone et al. (2008), Bernardini (2004)pisch (2007), Schmitz and Mdller (2008).

31



however, this language is by definition a nonhegeimaninority
language within a majority-language environmennc8ithe heritage
language is the family language used and heard eistricted
environments, there are varying degrees of deteston
consequences for the complete acquisition and/onter@ance of the
heritage language, depending on when and how tbietab majority
language is introduced.

(Rothman, 2007: 360)

The children who participate in this study matcle tthescription provided by
Rothman, since they are acquiring Italian in an IEhgspeaking environmetft
and they are exposed to a relatively limited amooftinput in the non-

hegemonic language, especially outside their home.

3.3 Methodology

In the sections that follow, | describe the metlisdd for selecting and recruiting
participants and for collecting and transcribinge tdata. | also present an
overview of the factors used to analyse the dathlantroduce previous studies
on the acquisition of Italian which will be usedrdbhghout the thesis for
comparing the four bilingual children to other mbngual and bilingual Italian
speakers.

3.3.1 Selection of participants

The bilingual children participating in this studyere recruited on the basis of
criteria that were established for this researnlorder to be included in the study
the children had to:

1. Be exposed to English and Italian from birth.

2. Live in Ireland for most of the year.

3. Be at the early stage of linguistic development.

4. Be able to produce at least one-word utteramcéalian.

The subjects taking part in the research are fdurgual children (three females
and one male) that | have named Costanza, Francektalda and Paolo. Their
age ranges from 1;11 to 3;1 at the time of firdadaollection session.

'8 None of the children have been exposed to the laisguage.
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3.3.2 Recruitment of participants

The participants were recruited by placing a noiitean online magazine for
Italians in Ireland and by contacting the Italialay@roup, the Italian Embassy
and the Italian Cultural Institute in Dublin. Beéorstarting the recruitment
process, | received approval from the Dublin Cityiwgrsity Ethic Committee to
conduct research with children and their parenefoB accepting to get involved
in a longitudinal research on bilingualism, the gyas were asked to read and
sign aPlain Language Statemeand aninformed Consent Formwhich clearly
explained the aims and scope of the research. Esffoyt was made to protect
the parents’ and their children’s anonymity. Evaough the research involved
only one parent, the other one was made awareeofdabearch purposes and the
methodology and also signed the forms mentioned’@bdhe documents were
available in English and Italian to make sure bp#nents had full access to the

information.

3.3.3 Recordings

The data was collected by audio-recording the spwtus interaction between
the children and their parents with a high-quadtgital recorder. Each visit to
the families lasted at least two hours, during Whi@lmost one hour was
dedicated to the recording. | also kept a diarytamimng some information given
by the parents, notes on the recordings and otlkeérvant details and |
encouraged the parents to keep notes on significhahges in their children’s
linguistic development. Only Italian speakers (gaflg the parent and the
investigator, and on some occasions also a relatise in the house with the

child for the whole duration of the recording sessi

3.3.4 Activities performed

During the recording sessions, the participantdogoered activities which are
part of their daily routine. The children and thgiarents were involved in
activities such as drawing, colouring, clay modgli story-telling, object-
naming, educational games as well as ball-gamgsays, role-playing with dolls
and many more. Depending on the situation, thedobil played either with the

mother or both with the mother and the investigafdr the initial stages, they
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mostly played with the mother. Every effort was mad keep the situation as

natural and spontaneous as possible.

3.3.5 Transcripts
After each recording session, the recordings wea@scribed. All transcripts
were later checked by a native speaker and theeatianocies were then double-

checked.

3.3.6 The analysis of the data

The data collected is used to show the developroktite minority language in
the four bilingual children. In this chapter, | pemt a general overview of each
child’s background, followed by the content of thecordings, showing age,
MLU, the percentage of Italian and English utteesi@nd the percentage of
mixed utterances, dividing them according to theectionality of mixing. The
tables containing this information show the perages of Italian, English and
mixed utterances on a sample of 100 in each reegrdThe purpose of this
classification is purely descriptive and it is udefo observe the patterns of
language use at different stages. The introductection on the child’s linguistic
background is then followed by a more detailed ysialof the one and two word
stage and the comparison with other Italian dathe Tata employed for
comparison purposes comes from studies on mondingd bilingual language

acquisition, as | show in secti@3.7.

3.3.7 Other available data

Several studies have analysed the developmentabfit from a generative
perspective, both in monolingual and bilingual aasé.

The most widely used monolingual Italian data seavailable on the CHILDES
databas¥. Only two bilingual corpora have so far been madeilable: the
Italian-Dutch corpus is a picture description stuafythe production of subject
ellipsis in children from 5 to 13. The Italian-Geamcorpus contains 5 Italian and
5 German transcripts of data from a child who livesltaly. The Italian data
covers a period of about 4 months, from age 1;6.2;01.04 (Klammer 2006).

" The corpora from the Child Language Data Exchan§gstem are available on
http://childes.psy.cmu.edu/
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While the monolingual Italian database is quite eesive, there is not an
equivalent set of bilingual data. Neverthelessrdhare two longitudinal studies
which provide valuable sources of data: one is &e’s (1999) study on the
emergence of functional categories in a bilingdalidan-English child (between
the age of 1;10.08 and 3;0.17). The other set ¢& dames from Bernardini’s
(2004) research on the acquisition of the DP in twiingual Italian-Swedish
children, Lina from 1;4 to 3;7 and Lukas from 21 3;7.4 years of age. Both
Serratrice’s and Bernardini’'s works present a ltudjhal analysis of both
languages. Serratrice’s description of Carlo’s yWadutine shows that the child
receives an almost equal amount of input in the lavguages. Even though he
lives in a predominantly English-speaking enviromingin the UK), he is
exposed to a substantial amount of Italian inpatrfrhis Italian baby-sitter, who
spends more than two hours with him 5 days a wee& cegular basis. Serratrice
observes that while in the nursery Carlo is exposedEnglish mostly in a
polyadic fashion with only few sentences strictideessed to him, at home he is
exposed to dyadic exchange with his mother or Wwighbabysitter, so he is more
frequently exposed to ltalian than English in ooeshe contexts. The MLU
values show that Carlo has an almost constant dpwent in both languages,
but Italian seems to be his dominant language &®&re, Sorace and Paoli
2004). Lukas and Lina, the bilingual children sedlby Bernardini (2004), show
a different rate of acquisition in the two languag8ernardini calls the strong
language L11 and the weak one:zL1talian is the L1 for Lina and the bXor
Lukas. This distinction is based on the fact tihat ¢hildren mix more often when
talking to speakers of the bkland also that their MLU in the klis shorter
independently from the language of the interlocugor 42). Bernardini’'s and
Serratrice’s studies also refer to input and domaea therefore it is interesting to
compare their results to the ones obtained inttesis.

The next section provides an overview of the spoeas longitudinal data. The
children’s linguistic development is analysed oa tasis of traditional methods,
such as the calculation of MLU values, as well aoaerview of the emergence
of language with specific reference to some sigaift characteristics of each
child’s linguistic production.
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3.4 Analysis of the spontaneous data: Francesca

3.4.1 Data collection

Francesca was 2;4.20 at the time of first recordifge was recorded for 13
months at monthly intervals. Information on theglimstic background was
obtained by her parents, who filled out tkuestionnaire on the Linguistic
Background of the Bilingual Child Francesca was always audio-recorded in her
home in the presence of her mother and the invastig The recordings always
took place in the afternoon, which is the timeloé tlay the child spends with the
mother, speaking only Italian. Francesca genersilgnds the afternoon mostly
playing alone or with her mother. The recordingstéd about 30-40 minutes at
the beginning and then they were almost 1 hour lotg@n Francesca started
producing more complex utterances. During eachi@esseveral activities were
performed (see section 3.5.3). Table 3.1 showscttilel’'s patterns of language
use. Francesca produces mostly Italian utterand¢esnvaddressed in Italian, and
her use of English decreases after age 2;6. Atfisrstage, English is mostly used
to compensate for the lack of vocabulary. Table shaws the age of the child,
the total percentage of utterances (Tot), unirgidle sentences (U), Italian
sentences (Italian), English sentences (Engligh)iah-English mixed sentences
(It-En), English-ltalian mixed sentences (En‘itand the MLU value calculated
in words. The aim of this classification is to shdwve child’s pattern of language

use across time and the trend of the mean lengtitt@fance.

18 English-Italian and ltalian-English refer to thieedtionality of code-switching.
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Table 3.1 Francesca’s data

Age U Italian English It-En En-It MLU
% % % % %
2;4.20 4.7 67.7 22 5.5 0 1.39
2;5.10 3.2 61.2 22.5 4.8 8 1.26
2;6.19 8.7 71.4 10.9 2.1 6.5 2.06
2;7.28 0 98.5 0 1.5 0 2.21
2;9.07 2.9 93.3 1.4 1.4 0.7 2.11
2;10.17 6.3 90 0.9 1.8 0.9 2.21
3;0.17 2.8 85.8 7.8 3.5 0 2.45
3;1.17 4.4 92.4 2.2 0.8 0 2.80
3;2.27 0.3 97.9 1 0.6 0 3.13
3;5.0 1.9 98 0 0 0 2.84
Figure 3.1 Overview of Francesca’s data
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Figure 3.2 Francesca’s Ml
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Figure 3.1 shows that Francesca initially produmostly Italian utterances, b
also many English and mixed utterances. As she gktser to age 3, he
production of Italian utterances increases. Her Méhbws an almost conste

increase.

3.4.2 Francesca’s linguistic developme

Up to the age of 2;6 ancesca produces mostly owerd utterances, which a
generally the repetition of her mother’s last w¢8dl, 3.2). She also produce:
number of English and mixed utterances (3.3, 3#). mother responds to the
types of utterances by reformulatirhem in Italian. When she does so, Franct
repeats the reformulated sentence (3.5, 3.6,

3.1  *MOT**:andiamo su
shall we go upstaire®
*FRA: su
upstairs

3.2  *MOT: questo libro non lo puoi leggere iE per grand
you can’t read thi book. It's for grown-ups

' The abbreviation used is based on the CHILDES systeabbreviation. *MOT= Mther; *INV=
investigator, *Three letters of child’s name (*FR&OS, etc.)

% Note on the translation: all examples in Italianédaeen translated into English. However, note
the grammatical structure are only given wherevagie
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*FRA: grandi
grown-ups

3.3 *MOT: questa e l'oca!
this is the duck
*FRA: duck! Bl2:4.20

3.4  *FRA: open questo.
open this F 2;5.10

3.5 *MOT: si, eccola
yes, here she is
*FRA: eccola
here she is
*FRA: go downstairs
*MOT: andiamo giu
let’'s go downstairs
*FRA: diamo zu! (andiamo giu)
let’'s go downstairs

3.6  *MOT: quello non si pud6 prendere, vedi cheta@ato?
this can’t be taken, do you see that it is atta¢hed
*FRA: these are trousers
*MOT: eh, i pantaloncini corti.
yeah, shorts
*FRA: paccini (pantaloncini) F 2;4.20

3.7 *FRA: opef’ questo
open this
*MOT: come si dice?..a..
what do you say? ..o..
*FRA: can you opemuesto?
can you open this?
*MOT: come si dice?
what do you say?
*MOT: apri!
open!
*FRA: apri, mamma! F 2;5.10
open, mum!

2L When reporting samples of children’s speech, Il wie the first letter of their name as an
abbreviation.

The age of the children is written at the end efldst example referring to the age.

2 The parts of utterances in English are underliogughlight the point where the switch occurs.
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Francesca’s English utteranéésre longer and more complex than the Italian
ones and they all contain verbs, which are notpyetiuced in Italian (3.8, 3.9,

3.10). Initially, Francesca produces mostly Enghisinbs.

3.8 *FRA:I'm going to sit down
3.9 *FRA:I'm watching telly F£20

3.10 *INV: ora che facciamo?
what are we going to do now?
*FRA: make this! F 2;6.19
After age 2;6 Francesca starts to consistently ycedtwo-word utterances,

consisting mainly of noun phrases (3.11).

3.11 *FRA: sporchi tutti.

all dirty F 2;6.19
There are no inflected verbs in the child’s protuttup to the age of 2;7. Before
the emergence of inflection, the only verbs aredpoed in the imperative form:
fai (do), guarda (look), apri (open), lascia (leave, siediti (sit down. The first
inflected verbs used productively by Francesca thee third person form of
essere(to be andavere (to havg. She also starts using the verblere (wanf)
more and more frequently after age 2;9. Howeveg, @nstantly uses the second
person formvuoi instead of the firsvoglio and sometimes also instead of the
third (3.12-3.17). This error is very frequent imakcesca’s data, and it is
documented up until the last recording, mostly witle verbvolere (wanf).
Francesca’s mother often corrects her use of taib,\out the child continues to
use the second persdnl hypothesise that this use of the second peosen the
first is strictly related to the input. Mothers eft use the verlwant and,
especially when addressing their child, they akelli to use phrases such ‘@d®
you want x'very frequently. While in English there is no diéace in inflection
betweenl want andyou want in Italian volere does not only require inflection,
but it is also an irregular verb. Francesca’'s motiequently uses/uoi when

addressing her child and no instancesaijlio are found in the mother’s speech.

23 A systematic study of the children’s English was eonducted, therefore these observations are
based on the English utterances that emerge ilaten recordings.
4 Francesca also usesoi appropriately for second person marking.
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Therefore, the misuse of first person verb is pbiypa fossilised error that could

be attributed to frequency of input.

3.12 *FRA: mamma, vuoi I'acqua ancora!

mum, (you) want water again! (I want water again!)

*FRA: vuoi acqua ancora!
(you) want water again!

*MOT: che vuoi?
what do you want?

*FRA: acqua
water F 2;9.07

3.13 *FRA: vuoi colorare
you want to colour (I want to colour) F 2;10.17

3.14 *INV: mi sa che mamma non vuole
| think mum doesn’t want (you to watch TV)
*FRA: si, vuoli
yes, you want (she wants)
*INV: guarda, e’ arrivata
look, she has arrived
*FRA: lo vuoi!
you want it (I want it)
*FRA: vuoi televisione!
you want TV! (I want TV)
*INV: ma quando c’¢ il sole non si guarda la tekwohe!
but when it; sunny you don’'t watch TV! F 3;0.17

3.15 *INV: e va a mangiare i pesci nel mare, guarda
and it goes to eat fish in the sea, look!

*FRA: perché vuoi mangi i pesci?
why do you want to eat fish? (why does it want...) F 3;1.17

3.16 *FRA: io vuoi togliermi scarpe.
you (1) wantto take off my shoes. F 3;2.27
3.17 *FRA: vuoi yoghurt!

you want yoghurt! (I want yoghurt) F 3;5.0

From age 2;9 we can observe an increase in theolisenger sentences and

inflected verbs.

3.18 *FRA:che c’é dentro questa?
what is inside this?
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3.19 *FRA:do’ (dove) sta casa lupo?
where is the wolf’'s house?

3.20 *FRA: che fai, ti metti giacca?

what are you doing, are you putting on (your) jaéke F 2;9.7
There is little evidence of deviant word order imafcesca’s data. The few
examples that can be found are in the use of thaige.

3.21 *FRA: questo is Francesca.
this is Francesca’s. F 2;7.28

3.22 *FRA: Marta macchina questa.
this is Marta’s car F 297

3.23. *FRA: questo bambino’s letto
this (is the) child’s bed F 2;10.17

However, this deviant word order is found togetiwéh the correct word order.

3.24 *FRA: do sta passeggino Marta?
where is Marta’s pram? F 2;,9.7

After turning 3, Francesca produces longer senteacel a more varied lexicon.
She makes only few gender and number marking errous she still has
difficulties with verbs and articles (3.25-3.30).

3.25 *FRA: eh, nonlo so

oh, 1 don’t know

*FRA: mamma casa
mum house

*FRA: me con mamma fare spesa
me with mum go shopping

*FRA: mamma ha portato a creche
mum has brought to créche

Example 3.25 shows the use of sentences withobisvaramma casg the use of
an accusative pronoun instead of nominative instead ofio) and the use of an
infinitive where an inflected verb should be us@&tle last sentence is missing a

pre-verbal pronounnjamma_miha portatg and also the article preceding the

word créche
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3.26 *FRA: leggi questo
read this
*INV: questa e la storia degli amici?
Is this the friends’ story?
*FRA: tu leggi storia amici
you read friend story F 3;0.17

Example 3.26 shows two missing forms, an artitdestoria) and a preposition
(degli amic). As | will show in the following chapter, the ossion of articles is
a typical developmental phenomenon at the veryyeathge child language
acquisition. Example 3.27 shows the use of an itiNie in place of an inflected
verb, which is another typical developmental pheaonan (Rizzi 1994).

3.27 *FRA: dov’e’ il porcellino?
where is the piglet?
*FRA: non si trovare il porcellino l'altro
can’t be found the piglet the other
*FRA: non si trovare!
(it) can’t be found!

3.28  *FRA: lei paura cagnolino, paura cagnolin

she fear doggy, fear doggy

*INV: nell’acqua, vedi, si vedono solo i piedi péklui, splash!, é finito
nell’acqual
in the water, you see, you can only see the femtus® he, splash!
has ended up in the water!

*FRA: dov’e piedi?
where is feet?

*INV: eccoli
here they are

*FRA: vai dentro I'acqua piedi
you go into the water feet F 3;1.17

Example 3.28 shows the omission of the véeb gaura instead ofei ha paurg
and of the prepositionp@aura cagnolinoinstead ofpaura del cagnolinpin the
first sentence. The second sentedog’e piedi?is a case of agreement error and
again of article omission. The last sentence canrzerstood by looking at the
context. Francesca is describing some pictures fiomook, one showing a man
that jumps in the water, the other one showingdwt emerging because his body
Is upside down. Francesca sag® ‘into the water feétwhile pretending to push
the man’s feet under the level of the water. 3@ meaning of the sentence

could be interpreted a$hé goes in the water with his feetrr “put the feet into
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the watef or “the feet go into the water The sentence is not of easy

interpretation mainly because of the lack of agreein

3.29 *FRA: i salta
I jump

Sentence 3.29 shows a recurrent error in Franceacse of the first person
pronounio. She often useis(pronounced like the i of the IPA system) instedd

i0. This might be caused by the influence of the kEmgfirst person pronoun.
This sentence also shows a subject-verb agreenreot smilar to the ones
shown in previous examples.

Sentence 3.30 shows a subject-verb agreement @oromai instead ofio vadg

and also a number agreement error (singular congpquaposition and plural
noun).

Sentence 3.31 shows the use of the imperativeadstd indicative form. The
target form should b mi mettg however this seems another error caused by the
influence of the input. There is frequent recureeré imperative forms in the
mother’s input. Therefore, we can assume that FEsce is usingmetti+mi
instead of mi+metto because she hears the combination verb+pronoure mor
frequently. This is consistent with the observattbat the first verbs Francesca
produced are imperatives, probably because theythraemost frequent in the

input.

3.30 *FRA: io vai alla scimmiette
| go to the monkeys

3.31 *FRA: no, io mettimi scarpe
no, | put-me shoes F 3;2.27

To conclude, the data collected over 12 months st Francesca’s Italian has
been constantly developing. This is demonstratedhby MLU and by the

increasing complexity of her utterances. Howevdr,3®% she still produces
sentences that can be considered basic, mostlystimgsof determiner, noun and

verb, or verb and complement.
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3.4.3 Comparison with other Italian data

Cipriani et al. (1993) divide the linguistic devphoent in four different phases:
the pre-syntactic phase (approximately occurrinigvben 19 and 26 months), the
primitive syntax phase (20-29 months), the nucfg@aase phase (24-33 months),
and the phase of generalization of complex rulés3@ months). If we use the
classification proposed by Cipriani et al., we odrserve that Francesca falls into
the first phase until age 2;7 (31 months) at a estegwhich the monolingual
children are stepping to the third or fourth staget only is the Italian children’s
MLU? on average longer, but they start constructing mlem sentences earlier
than their bilingual peers. Their utterances reammplexity (phase three) faster,
and if we compare the last set of data collectemnfiFrancesca with any other
monolingual child, we will see that her utteranca® much less complex,
resembling probably the nuclear phase. Overallnéeaca’s development seems
slower compared to monolinguals. This could be tuéhe lack of input, or to
the reduced exposure to the minority language, wisctypical of bilinguals. A
further comparison with other bilingual childrenositd help to cast light on this
issue. Since the full corpora of bilingual childrare not publicly available, the
comparison is based on the analysis provided byatitbors. The MLU can be
considered a valid measure to compare children sacdifferent groups. In
comparison to Francesca, Carlo has overall higheUMalues and constructs
more complex structures at an earlier stage. Ulimagirl with Italian as a strong
language, has an MLU pattern very similar to Fraceés, while Lukas, the child
with Swedish as a strong language, has lower MLUlues than Francesca’s.
Overall, it seems that, keeping age as a constantcémparison, bilingual
children have lower MLU values. Compared to biliagwehildren, Francesca’s

Italian is weaker than Carlo’s, but stronger thia@ tweakest” child Lukas.

3.5 Analysis of the spontaneous data: Costanza

3.5.1 Data collection

Costanza was 1;11.16 at the time of first recordBige was recorded every 5 or
6 weeks for 12 months. Information on the linguidiackground was obtained by

her parents, who filled out the “Questionnaire be tinguistic Background of

% In all the studies on the development of Italiaentioned for comparison purposes, the MLU is
calculated in words and not in morphemes.
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the Bilingual Child”. Costanza was always audioered in her home in the
presence of her mother and the investigator. Therdings take place on the day
of the week in which the mother works only a hadlydOn those days Costanza
IS exposed to Italian for at least 4 hours. Theordings last between 20 and 40
minutes. During the sessions the child is involwedlifferent activities, mainly

involving games with toys and dolls. Table 3.2 sko@ostanza’s language use.
Since the earliest stages, she shows separatithredfvo systems and she hardly
ever uses English when addressed in Italian. Heabolary is varied from the

earliest stages of linguistic development, anddlee only very few instances of

code-switching. There is also no evidence of deweaord order.

Table 3.2 Costanza’s data

Age Unintel. Italian English It-En En-It MLU
% % % % %
1;11.16 0 98 0 2 0 1.78
2;0.10 100 0 0 0 1.61
2;2.17 98.6 0 1.3 0 2.87
2;4.9 4.1 95.2 0 0 0.6 2.98
2;6.7 2.1 92.63 4.2 1 0 2.58
2;7.16 0 100 0 0 0 2.86
2;9.14 0 98.6 0 1.3 0 4.24

46




Figure 3.3 Overview of Costanza’s di
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Costanza’s MLU follows mostly an ascendant trend eeaches a high value a

relatively early stage compared to the other tlwldidren of this study

3.5.2 Costanza’s linguistidevelopment

The data collected during the first two recordiegsions capture the early st¢
of word production. Costanza is the youngest clmidolved in this researcl
Since the first meeting, she has shown to have dulllerstanding of evel
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sentence addressed to her, and she has alwayshdespavith no hesitation to
everything she was asked (3.32). Unlike the otléidren, she seems to be very
similar to a monolingual Italian child in terms @fpontaneity in language
production and the variety of lexicon used. Sengéeng.32-3.34 show samples of

the interactions that took place during the reaogdiessions.

3.32  *INV: pronto, chi €? (pretending to answer fif@ne)

hello, who's this?

*COS: papi.
daddy

*INV: dov’é papi?
where’s daddy?

*COS: a lavoro.
at work C1;11.16

3.33 *INV: si mette un po’ d’acqua
you put a bit of water
*COS: 'acqua dentro
the water inside
*INV: me la cucini una salsiccetta?
will you cook me a little sausage?
*COS: si
yes
*MOT: che gli fai?
what are you making her?
*COS: una pappa
some food
*MOT: vuole una salsiccia Franci
Franci wants a sausage
*INV: una salsiccia con un po’ di patate, peré, ensolo la salsiccia
a sausage with some potatoes, though, not justdheage
*COS: no!
no!
*COS: non le patate, solo una salsiccia!
not potatoes, just a sausage!
*INV: una sola?
only one?
*COS: si
yes
*COS: no, no, casca la salsiccia!
no, no, the sausage is falling!

3.34 *COS: che fai, Francesca?
what are you doing, Francesca?
*INV: ti sto cucinando un po’ di pasta, la vuoi?
I am cooking you a bit of pasta, do you want it?
*COS: no, brucia
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no, it's too hot
*INV: brucia?
it's too hot?
*COS: si, pero scotta
yes, but it burns
*INV: adesso la metto qua cosi si raffredda
now | put it here so it cools down
*COS: non scotta piu?
it doesn’t burn anymore?
*INV: no, I'’ho messa fuori, vedi, non scotta
no, | have put it outside, you see, it doesn’t burn
*COS: non scotta
it doesn’t burn C 249

Costanza’s early sentences show instances of erdod verb omission, but
correct gender and number marking. Unlike FrancesechPaolo, since the early
stages she spontaneously starts a new topic inecsation, and she does not
frequently repeat her mother’s utterance. Afterdge of two, we can observe an
increase in Costanza’s production of new vocabulasywell as the emergence of
tense and of more complex structures. At this st@gstanza masters gender and
number marking, and the use of articles (3.35-3.36)

3.35 *COS: e bianco questo.
this is white
*MOT: e questo?
and this?
*COS: é blu.
it's blue.
*COS: eccolo il cane, eccola la nonna.
here is the dog, here is the granny
*INV: e tu di che colore ce li hai | calzini?
and what colour are your socks?
*COS: bianchi
white
*INV: ah, e ci sono i fiori rosal
ah, and there are pink flowers!
*COS: rossi.
red

3.36 *INV: lo vado a mettere in cucina?
will I put it in the kitchen?
*COS: si
yes
*INV: dove esattamente?
where exactly?
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*COS: qui, in questa cucina.
here, in this kitchen C 2;2.17

Costanza is the child with the highest average MMdreover, her MLU is not
only higher than bilingual children of the same &geancesca and Matelda), but
also higher than Paolo’s, who is more than 12 n®otder than her.

Finally, we can observe that subordinate clausesrgenat around age 2;6 (3.37)

and are used productively by age 2;9.

3.37 *INV: ti vuoi mettere due scarpe diverse?

do you want to wear two different shoes?

*COS: questa!
this!

*COS: mamma, di’ a Francesca devo mette questa
mum, tell Francesca (that) | have to put on this

*MOT: no, mettiti la scarpa che scivoli
no, put on the shoe or you'll slip C 2:6.7

In the last session, which took place when Costaves2;9, we can observe the
increase of the MLU and the use of an growing nuntbeomplex sentences.

3.38 *COS: Franci, vieni perche ci nascondiamo!
Franci, come here because we hide!

3.39 *INV: lasciamo la bambolina qua?
we leave the dolly here?
*COS: no, perché se lei piange non possiamo uscire.
no, because if she cries we can’t go out. 12,

Finally, it is worth noting that Costanza often ake Italian when playing
aloné®. This shows that her use of Italian is not onlstrieted to the interaction

with her mother, but it is her natural linguistigcaice in other contexts.

3.5.3 Comparison with other Italian data

Costanza’s Italian develops similarly to the Italiehildren from Cipriani et al.’s
study. Both the MLU and the syntactic complexityhar utterances resemble a
monolingual Italian speaker’s. As | show in chapfierCostanza receives the

highest amount of qualitative input. Her mothersitences are longer and more

% This fact is confirmed by the parents and it salocumented in the last recording session, during
which Costanza goes to play by herself in her aanttalks to her toys in Italian.
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complex from the early stages, and she does notphsases typical of child-
directed-speech or baby-talk as much as the othegnps. It has often been
argued that bilinguals can develop a more limited¢dabulary in each of their
languages, but that their lexicon is equal to momplals if we combine the
lexical items from the two languages. However, tthiges not apply to syntactic
development. Costanza is an example of how theastiot development of a
bilingual can equal a monolingual’s, even in cotden which the child is
exposed to a relatively limited amount of input.

The comparison with the bilingual children in otls¢undies shows that Costanza’s
Italian is more developed than Lina’s and Lukasdstanza’s MLU is on average
slightly higher than Carlo’s, but the data showattbverall the two children
follow a similar MLU pattern. The comparison witlther 2L1 data suggests that
Costanza’s linguistic development resembles theslkbgyment of a balanced or

dominant bilingual.

3.6 Analysis of the spontaneous data: Paolo

3.6.1 Data collection

Paolo was 3;1.27 at the time of first recording. Was recorded every 4 to 6
weeks for 11 months. Paolo was always audio-reabriaie his home in the
presence of his Italian mother and the Italian stigatof’. The recordings take
place always on the mother’s day off, during whilel child is exposed to Italian
for at least 5 hours. Each session lasts at ledwstut, during which the child is
involved in different activities (see section 3)5.3able 3.3 shows Paolo’s
pattern of language use.

" Except on one occasion when the Italian grandmashésiting.
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Table 3.3 Paolo’s da

Age U It En It-En En-It MLU
% % % % %

3;1.27 0 87.7 3.4 2.7 6.1 2.11
3;3.23 1 89 3.1 2 4.7 1.81
3;4.25 0 80.3 4.5 6 9 1.77
3;7.10 0 92 0 4 4 1.66
3;10.19 0 100 0 0 0 3.02
3;11.17 3.5 96 0 0 0.t 2.65
4;0.29 0.5 99.4 0 0 0 2.87
4;1.28 0 100 0 0 0 2.21

Figure 3.5 Overview of Paolo’s de
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Figure 3.6 Paolo’s MLI
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Paolo uses mostly Italian, bup to age 3;10 he mixes in both languages, mc
from English to Italian. However, the last four oedings show an increase in t
use of Italian utterances. His MLU has a fluctugtirend, especially if compar
to Francesca and Costanza. Moreovel MLU is on average shorter than that

children his age.

3.6.2 Paolo’s linguistic developme

Paolo is the oldest of the four children who papited in this study. His Italia
is initially much less developed than his Englistnd also less developein
comparison to his bilingual peers. His Italian protion at age 3;2 still shov
some of the characteristics of the early stageaofjllage acquisition. Initiall
most of his sentences are very short, and he pesdutcomplete words ar

utterances (3.40).

3.40 *INV: dove sta il lupo
where is the woli
*PAO: la.
there
*INV: oh, & vero, non l'avevo vist
oh, that’s right, | didn’t see |

*PAO: si, tivc?®,
yes, bai

2 tivo stands forcattivo.
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*INV: é cattivo.
it's bad
*PAO: tivo.
bad P 3;3.23

Paolo produces mixed utterances, but there doesseim to be a constant
directionality. There are also cases of multipleitsling within the same
sentence (34). The switches occur mostly in the Wile initially the mixed
utterances are quite frequent, they gradually desseat around age 4, when

Paolo seems to master the Italian language wittermonfidence.

3.41 *PAO:guarda, he can't get 6ut
look, he can’t get out.
*INV: non riesce a uscire.
(he) can’t get out
*PAO: no, can’tuscire la.
no, can't get out there.

3.42 *PAO: guarda!
look!
*INV: ah, una chitarra!
oh, a guitar!
*PAO: si, | have oneu.
yes, | have one upstairs

3.43  *MOT: dopo cena se sei buono.
after dinner if you are good.
*PAO: I'm buono
I'm good

3.44 *PAO:.can’tvedo un 'occo (un occhio)
| can’t see an eye P 3;3.23

3.45 *MOT: e loro cosa fanno?
and what do they do?
*PAQO: gonevia
gone away (they go away)

3.46 *PAO:ma what's he gonh mano?
but what's he got in his hand? P 3;4.25

Just before turning 4, Paolo starts producing ncoraplex sentences. During this

phase, he produces mostly interrogatives.

% The words underlined represent the switch to Bhgli
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3.47 *INV: ti piace questo libro?
do you like this book?
*PAO: si
yes
*PAO: perche ** & un cigno?
why  **is a swan?
*PAO: but lui, lui...ll brutto anatroccolo € lui.
but he, he...The ugly duckling is him.
*INV: si, lui diventa un cigno.
yes, he becomes a swan
*PAO: e loro?
and they/them?
*INV: e loro anche
and they (do) too
*PAO: perche lui diventa grande?
why does he get big/old?
*INV: perche cresce
because he grows up
*PAO: perche il cacciatore lui spara e prendon® lu
why does the hunter shoot him and they take him?
*INV: perche il cacciatore spara agli uccelli peangiarli. [...]
because the hunter shoots birds to eat them [...]
*PAO: perche lui non ride?
why does he not smile?

At age 4 Paolo still omits determiners (definitéicddes more systematically than
indefinite ones) and makes gender and number er®ome of his utterances
show an influence from English. In example 3.48plBaesponds to his mother
by using a typical English contrastive expressian, you are! which bears

emphasis on the pronouyou Italian doesn’t have a similar construction,

therefore this seems to be a case of cross-lingurdtuence you are = tu séi

3.48 *MOT: stai facendo un po’ di confusione, sai?
you are getting a little confused, you know?
*PAQ: no, tu sdi
no, you are P 3;11.17

Unlike the other children, Paolo produces non-tavgerd order that deviates not
only from the English, but also from the Italianrmo (3.51, 3.52). However,
these cases are rare, and most of his deviant water utterances seem to be
modelled on the English word order (3.49, 3.50).

55



3.49 *PAO:lupo mano!
wolf hand (the wolf's hand)
TARGET: la mano del lupo P 3;3.23

3.50 *PAO:aranciona barca piccolo.
orange boat small
TARGET: barca arancione piccola/ piccola barca eaare P 3;11.17

3.51 *PAO: e I'acqua andato
(he) is the water gonghe is gone into the water)
TARGET: e andato in acqua/nell’acqua B39

3.52 *PAO: cosa questo e?
what this is?
TARGET: cosa & questo? P 4;0.29

Overall, the development of Paolo’s Italian seem$e slightly slower than the
other bilingual children’s. There also seems toabdelay in the production of
structures that are generally acquired early ihaita Paolo’s sentences are often
incomplete and his frequent mixing often makes hiterances hard to
understand. He also seems to have difficultiesommrehension, and often asks
his interlocutor to repeat. However, his data shothat his language is
developing, even if at a slower pace.

The step to the production of multi-word utteranb@ppens just before the age
of 4. After this stage, Paolo produces more utteeanand seems to be more

confident in using Italian.

3.6.3 Comparison with other Italian data

Paolo’s MLU values are lower than Carlo’s. Evenuglo the investigation of
Carlo’s development ends when the child is 3, we @aserve that his MLU is on
average 2.5 from the age of 2;5. The same valuedoand in Paolo’s data only
after the age of 3;10. Paolo’s low and variable Midues resemble Lukas’, the
child with Italian as a weak language. His MLU Isalower than Lukas’ at some
stages. What Paolo and Lukas have in common islyntdst lack of uniformity
and consistency in the development. The data mkledethe input suggests that
Paolo is likely to develop Italian as the weak laage, and this is confirmed by
this brief overview of the child’s linguistic devdment, which will be further
explored in the next chapter.
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3.7 The analysis of the spontaneous data: Matelda

3.7.1 Data collection

Matelda was 2;6.23 at the time of first recordifdne was audio-recorded for 9
months. The recording sessions are not as regsl#reaother children’s because
her family took two long breaks in Italy. Mateldaalways audio-recorded in her
home in the presence of her mother. During the imggt the only people in the

house are mostly the Italian mother and the Italewestigator, and sometimes an
Italian nanny. The meetings last at least 1 houl they take place generally in
one room while performing different types of adii@s. Matelda is the only child

with two Italian parents. She doesn’t attend preest, and the environment she
Is raised in is predominantly Italian. As | haventiened in the previous chapter,
Matelda is the child who is exposed to the greaadesbunt of Italian input (over

80%). Table 3.4 and figure 3.6 show the child’d¢rs of language use.

Table 3.4 Matelda’s data

Age U It En It-En En-it MLU
% % % % %
2;6.23 0 61.9 19 19 0 1.92
2;8.11 3.9 63.1 23.6 9.2 0 2.10
2;9.7 1.6 88.4 6.6 3.3 0.8 2.77
2;10.12 0 92.3 15 6.1 0 2.86
3;1.15 99 1 0 2.25
3;2.20 100 0 0 0 2.48
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Figure 3.7 Overview of Matelda’s d:
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Matelda’s MLU grows from age 2;6 to 2;10, but itcdeases after age
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3.7.2 Early linguistic development: one and two wiontterances

At the time of her first recording, Matelda wasrstey to produce her first 2
word utterances. She frequently produced Englishmixed utterances. The
mixed utterances generally start in Italian. Howewenlike the other children,
she doesn’t seem to use switching as a strategyomgpensate for the lack of
lexical knowledge. For most of the words she usesEnglish, she shows

knowledge of the Italian equivalent.

3.53 *MAT: e poi_this
and then this
*INV: che cosa?
what?
*MAT: & mine
it's mine M 2;6.23

3.54 *MAT: perche’ vuole morearotine
because he wants more carrots M 2;9.7

3.55 *INV: George anche é un orso?
George also is a bear?
*INV: anche lui lo facciamo giallo
we also make him yellow
*MAT: o forse white o forse bianco
or maybe white, or maybe white
*INV: I'altro conservalo per giocare con papa
keep the other to play with dad
*MAT: e dopo fai il book
and then do the book
*INV: devo farti il libro?
| have to do the book?
*MAT: yes
*INV: di pongo?
of clay
*MAT: yes

Matelda acquires inflection, gender and numberegent by 2;9, and soon after
this stage we can observe a reduction in the rateeterminers omission. From
age 3 she starts producing increasingly complexesees. Even though her
Italian is the dominant language in her environmeie seems to switch very
often to English. Some of her utterances also skowgs-linguistic influence.

Sentence 3.56 is an example of the influence ofliEmgn the selection of the

auxiliary in Italian. Matelda is looking at a pictuof a bear who is annoyed
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because a wasp is flying around him. The picturewshthe bear moving his
hands in the air to get rid of the wasp. The gestarinterpreted by Matelda as

the hand movement that people do when they arbdto

3.57 *INV: e perché fa cosi?
and why does he do this?
*MAT: perché e _hot
because (it) is hot
*INV: perche ha caldo
because he is hot

Matelda’s use of English decreases after a loqgttriltaly, after which she stops
producing English sentences. At the stage of the# tacording, Matelda is
producing complex sentences that are the closesdtdt-like sentences, often

sounding like an imitation of adult’s language.

3.58 *MAT: cosa facciamo di bello ancora?
what else are we going to do?

3.59 *INV: e col bianco che ci facciamo?
and what are we doing with the white?
*MAT: le corna
the horns
*INV: le zanne dell’'elefante
the elephant’s horns
*MAT: io le faccio
I'll do them
*MAT: poi si attaccano
then they are attached
*MAT: fai questo
do this

3.60 *MAT: questo non lo sai fare, vero?
you can’t do this, can you? M 3;2.20

3.7.3 Comparison with other Italian data

Matelda’s MLU and linguistic development resemlilede of the Italian children

from the CHILDES corpus and to Lina. Her MLU is ha than Lukas’ and on

average similar to Carlo’s (initially her MLU isightly lower than Carlo’s, after

age 2;9 it becomes slightly higher). On the basithis comparison, she might be

developing Italian as a strong language.
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3.8 Chapter summary and conclusion

In this chapter | provided a general overview ok thirst phases of the
development of Italian in four bilingual childreon the basis of spontaneous
longitudinal data. The data collected for this stusl compared to monolingual
and bilingual data from other studies, based ongets of children who acquired
Italian as a minority language in Sweden and inlulike(section3.3.7). For each
child, I have provided a brief introduction on thackground and a summary of
the linguistic use of each recording. The introdugtsection was followed by a
more detailed analysis of the one and two word estagith representative
examples of some developmental phases. Finallgetiuhe results on the MLU
and some observations on the linguistic developnoéntalian from Cipriani et
al. (1993) Serratrice (1999) and Bernardini (208#)dies to make an initial
prediction on the children’s development of Ital@sia weak or strong language.
The results show that there is quite a wide varratimong the children, and in
some cases their development seems slower, if cadga their monolingual or
bilingual peers. Since this study does not folltv thildren after the age of 4, it
iIs not possible to determine whether the structtines were not acquired up to
that stage will never be acquired, or whether thec@ss of acquisition is only
temporarily slower. | would like to argue for thecend position (also see Meisel
2007 and Bonnesen 2009), assuming that a bilingbédl has the potential to
acquire both languages given enough exposure tmfhe. The lack of use of the
language may cause a slow rate of acquisition, hvitian finally result in the
child’s refusal to speak the language, or in hisgteice of English (or another
majority language) for a more effective communicati As the analysis of the
data demonstrates, all the children involved i 8$tudy use Italian when talking
to their mothers, but some are faster at acquitieglanguage and can use it more
productively. Some of the observations concernirggtipular aspects of the
children’s development constitute the basis fordhalysis of the weak language,

which will be discussed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 4

Strong and weak development of Italian

4.1 Introduction

As | have shown in chapter 2, research has sohiawvis that the weak language is
different in some aspects from the strong langudnge,there is not yet a full
account on how to assess weakness at the earlgsstddinguistic development.
The analyses of the weak language proposed saafar taken into account factors
such as code-mixing, rate of acquisition of syritadtructures or functional
categories, production of norm-deviant (or targewidnt) forms, vocabulary,
lexical and verb types, avoidance of complex strret, MLU and Phonological
MLU. The methodology | employ is based on the cambbn of the
investigation of some factors that have been prshoanalysed and some that are
new to the study of the weak language. First, llarpthe methodology and the
reasoning behind the choice of factors investigateeh | turn to the analysis of rate
of acquisition, production of target-deviant fornexicon, code-switching, MLU
and discourse pragmatics. Finally, | show how #muits can be used to determine
whether the children develop Italian as a weakimng language by using the Weak
Language Scale. Two important methodological clsae made in this analysis of
the weak language: the use of spontaneous longaludiata, which allows us to
account for the development of Italian at differstaiges, and the use of monolingual
and bilingual Italian data for comparison. This lgsis of the weak language differs
from previous ones in the factors analysed, tha da¢d for comparison and also the
creation of the Weak Language Scale. Since it & fitst time that the weak
language is analysed using this method, it is ebtppssible to verify the universal
validity of the results. However, the methodologyptoyed can constitute the basis
for further research.
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4.2Weak vs. Weaker

The use of the terminology in studies on languag@idance is strictly dependent
on the method of analysis. The terms that have lbsed so far in relation to the
“different” or “less-developed” language aweaker or non-dominant The two
terms have been used interchangeably, but in myiapithe termnon-dominant
indicates the relationship between the two langsia@®e is dominant over the
other), while the termweaker suggests the idea of “reduced ability” or “low
proficiency” in comparison to the other more deypeld language.

As | have shown in chapter 2, researchers haveysethlthe weak language by
drawing a comparison with the strong one, withdhm to determine whether there
are differences in the development in the two laggs in a bilingual child. My
analysis is based on a different approach: sineeim of this thesis is to determine
whether ltalian develops as a strong or weak lagguandependently of the
development of English, | use only Italian datanfrdilingual and monolingual
children. Therefore, the purpose of this reseaschot to determine whether in the
four bilingual children Italian isweaker or stronger than English, but if its
development differs from that of other bilinguabdlamonolingual Italian speakers. In
order to stress the difference between the trawiti@pproach that compares two
languages in a single individual (such as Frencth &erman in the bilingual
children studied by Bonnesen, 2009) and my own autlogy, | use the termseak
andstrong

As Cantone et al. (2008) suggest, it is essertiabe as much data as possible to set
a monolingual and a bilingual norm (see chaptese2tion 2.4). There are several
studies that present large amounts of data fromofirgqual Italian children, but not
much data is available from bilingual children acapg Italian in minority contexts.
In the analysis that follows | compare — when aldé and appropriate — the results
of the four bilingual children to those of monoluad and bilingual children from
previous studies. The analysis presented in thapteln can be considered a starting
point for a possible future large-scale study ef development of Italian in minority
contexts and for the creation of a “bilingual norfaf’ Italian in different contexts of
acquisition.

To summarise, the main difference between thisystudl the previous ones lies in
the type of data and in the selection of critemapkyed to determine weakness.

Previous studies have compared two different laggsiawhile | compare data from
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different groups of children focusing only on ltadi Another difference lies in the
use of the terminology. Since the termsaker stronger dominant and non-
dominantimply a relationship between two languages, | amg to use the terms
weak and strong when referring to the development of Italian. Tise ofweak
instead ofweaker is aimed at stressing the difference in the medlogical

approach.

4.3 Methodology

As | have shown in chapter 2, several factors Hmen proposed in the assessment
of the weaker language, affecting the types ofyammpresented. In many studies on
bilingual development there is some reference tmidance or to the child’s
proficiency in each language, but there is not getinified definition ofweak
languagethat could be applied cross-linguistically. Insthchapter, |1 propose a
method of analysis that applies to Italian, but ttem be adapted to other languages.
In order to have a broader overview of the develepnof Italian, | employ both the
data collected for this thesis and data from previstudies.

The first important methodological choice concetims selection of factors to be
taken into account to determine whether a langusgeak or strong. On the basis
of previous studies (see chapter 2), | selectedesofrthe factors that | considered
relevant and adapted the analysis to the Italiaguage. In addition, | introduced the
analysis of discourse pragmatics, which has noh @eviously tested in weak
language studies. The factors selected eate of acquisition code-mixing
vocabulary use of target-deviant formand discourse pragmaticsThese factors
have been chosen because they cover different afdemguistic competence, they
can show a comprehensive and longitudinal view loé ftchild’s linguistic
development and they have been widely studiedaditbrature on monolingual and

bilingual language acquisition.

The second important methodological choice conctresselection of comparative
data. In this chapter, I mostly use the resultsnfrthe analyses carried out by
Serratrice (1999), Bernardini (2004) and Ciprianak(1993), in order to present a
wider perspective on the development of Itaffais | have shown in chapter 3, the

Italian data from these three longitudinal studess be used for comparison

%0 Results from other studies are also used (se®sett.1).
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purposes, since it covers an age range simildrabdf the children analysed in this
thesis and also because both Serratrice’s and Bimiia bilingual studies give an
indication of the children’s linguistic dominanceé chapter 3).

In the sections that follow, | present the analydisach factor (section 4.4-4.9) and
then | combine the results introducing the WeakdLeage Scale (section 4.10-4.11).

4.4 Rate of acquisition

The majority of studies on the weak language hawmend that this language
develops slower than the strong language (Schii®®3, Meisel 2007). If we
assume that the strong language is like an L1, are aconclude than the weak
language may develop slower than an L1, and ithexdfore possible to use
monolingual data to compare the results. To furthemify the results from this
comparison, it is also possible to analyse othkendpial data.

Several studies have shown that all children folkmilar patterns of development
and reach specific milestones approximately astme age (Guasti 2004). Research
on linguistic dominance has shown that even thdhghweak language follows the
same developmental milestones as the L1, it caeldevat a slower rate. This
phenomenon has been observed mostly by comparirg Wllues or the acquisition
of specific syntactic properties (Bonnesen 2008).otder to analyse the rate of
acquisition, we should take into account at least tactor on the basis of which
children are comparable, such as age, MLU, devetopah phases (Guasti et al.
2003) or parameter setting, depending on the Viariab consider the most relevant
for the specific purpose. If a child’s productiail$ outside the average time-frame,
we may conclude that there is a slow rate of adpris at least in the domain we are
analysing.

From the analysis of the longitudinal data (seeptdra?), it emerges that overall
there is some degree of variation in rate of acgmmsamong the four children. For
example, Paolo is the child who starts produciatidh utterances the latest and with
an irregular developmental trend in comparisorheodther children.

In order to determine the rate of development, Il amalyse the acquisition of
articles for two main reasons. Firstly, articlevéndeen widely studied both in the
monolingual and bilingual acquisition of ItaliandfBari et al. 2001, Guasti et al.
2003, Bernardini 2004, Kupisch and Bernardini 20Ridpisch 2007, Ferrari and

Matteini 2008). Secondly, they are very frequenthi@ input and in Italian they are
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often obligatory, and this provides us with manypanunities to study their

acquisition. Articles are also the most recurreninis in the Italian language (as well
as other languages) and they are often obligatmpther reason for choosing to
analyse the acquisition of articles is that themission is a typical developmental
phenomenon in Italian as well as other languagesag® et al. 2003). The

availability of data for comparison, the frequengy the language, and the
universality of the phenomenon of omission makilag suitable for examining the

rate of acquisition.

4.4.1 The acquisition of articles in Italian

In Italian, definite and indefinite articles carepede nouns (il tempibie time, the
weathej, adjectives (il bel temptie nice weathgrand verbs (il passare del tempo-
the passing of timeand they agree in gender and number with the wWaatfollows.
The choice of article depends on the phonetic carapbof the word that follows, as

| show in tables 4.1 and 4.2.

Table 4.1 Definite articles in ltalian

Singular/Plural Examples
ilfi il librofi libri
Masculine| lo/gli (words starting witts+consonant, z, ps, gn, x, y) | lo studente/gli studenti
I'/gli (words starting with a vowel) 'uomo/gli uomini
o la/le la classe/le classi
Feminine ) ) ) )
I'/le (words starting with a vowel) l'idea/le idee

Table 4.2 Indefinite articles in Italian

Singular/Plural Examples
un/dei un libro/dei libri
) uno/degli (words starting witb+-consonant, z, ps, gn, X, yuno studente/degli
Masculine )
) studenti
un/degli (words starting with a vowel) un uomo/degli uomini
o una/delle una classe/delle classi
Feminine ) ) ) )
un’/delle (words starting with a vowel) un’idea/delle idee
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According to Cipriani et al. (1993), the acquisitiof determinerd (including
articles) can be divided into 4 stages. The fitatys is characterised by a prevalence
of omitted forms, the second by a decrease in domisates and increase in errors
the third by a significant decrease in omissioresaand the fourth by a high
percentage of correct use of articles, and a fearewith plural articles. Their data
show that articles emerge between age 1;8 and A¢R amission decreases
considerably between age 1;8 and 2;7. Other data monolingual Italian children
show that determiners can emerge at the age obdt&hey are used productively in
obligatory contexts only after age 2;2 (Antelmi I998). Antelmi’s analysis shows
that errors such as gender and number marking eageinfrequent in determiners,
and they completely disappear after age 2;5. Howéle percentage of omission is
higher than the production of correct forms untié tage of 2;1. This proportion
shifts after age 2;3, when an increasing numbedeibrminers is produced in
obligatory contexts.

In a study on the use of determiners across lareggjdguasti et al. (2003) analyse
article omission not on the basis of age or MLUt bl “periods of linguistic
development” (p. 4), that correspond to three sagfelexical acquisition (1-100
words, 101-200 words, and more than 200 words)irfesearch shows that Italian
children start producing their first determiners amje 2, and the percentage of
omission drops from 52% at the first stage to 17#%ha second stadfe Guasti
(2007) also observes that children produce fewrdeters in correspondence to an
MLU value between 1 and 1.5, and the rate increade=n they reach an MLU
between the values of 1.5 and 2.5.

The studies of bilingual children show quite a $ampattern. Carlo starts producing
definite articles at age 1;10 (MLU 1.165) and hegpessively produces more
articles at 2;0.1 (MLU 1.178), with a consideralierease between age 2;5.26
(MLU 2.631) and 3;0.17 (MLU 3.306) (Serratrice 199®is data show high
omission rates until the age of 2;2.17 (MLU 2.0Gfjer which they progressively
decrease. Bernardini (2004) shows that Lina’s awonssof determiners starts
decreasing at age 2;8.21, and Lukas’ at age 2¢Eltéble 4.3).

%1 See also chapter 2 section 2.3.

%2 What they consider as error is the wrong agreementeen determiner and noum(lucertola—
masculine article and feminine noun) or the usenof determiners, generally an indefinite followed
by a definite articleyna I'aquila).

% Guasti et al.’s research is based on the data Raffaello, Martina and Diana from the CHILDES
corpus.
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Table 4.3 shows the age of production of first deteers and the age of decrease of
omission for each child. On the basis of Cipriarale(1993), | consider ‘decrease of
omission’ the stage in which at least 75% of deteens appear in obligatory
contexts.

The table shows that there is not a significarfedéince among the children in terms
of age of first production. However, the age of rdase of omission oscillates
between 1;8 and 2;11.

Table 4.3 Articles: age of first production and ageecrease of omissith

Study Child Age of production| Age of decrease of
of first determiners omission of
determiners
Antelmi Camilla—IT 1;10 2,0
(1997)
Cipriani et al. Rosa - IT 2,0 2;8
(1993) Martina - IT 1;8 1;11
Diana - IT 1,8 1;8
Viola - IT 2,0 2;5
Guglielmo - IT 2;2 2;4
Raffaello — IT 2,0 24
Ferrari and Sabrina - IT 1;11 (or earlier) 2;3
Matteini (2008)
Bernardini Lukas — IT-SW 2,2 2;11
(2004) Lina — IT-SW 2;2 2;8
Serratrice Carlo — IT-EN 1;10 2;2
(1999)

4.4.2 The acquisition of articles in the 4 bilinguahildren
I will proceed by looking at the production of defe and indefinite articles in the
data from the 4 bilingual children. Following Gtiast al. (2003), in this analysis |

include only articles in sentences containing dvé&his method greatly reduces the

3 In the studies reported in table 4.1, definite Bmffinite articles are included in the analysis.
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number of utterances considered, especially atedmy stage, but it is a more

effective way to determine whether there is anaamission of determinets

The following tables show the number of articleeduced in obligatory contexts,

the number of obligatory contexts, and the perggntd omitted articles.

Table 4.4 Articles - Matelda

Number of articles

Percentage of omitte

o

Age MLU produced in obligatory articles
contexts

2;6.23 1.92 0/0 0%
2;8.11 2.1 22 0%
2;9.07 2.77 11/19 42.1%
2:10.12 2.86 9/10 10%
3;1.15 2.25 22 0%
3;2.20 2.48 5/5 0%

Table 4.5 Articles — Paolo

j®N

Number of articles Percentage of omitte
Age MLU produced in obligatory 9
articles
contexts

3:1.27 2.11 1/1 100%
3:3.23 181 5/9 44.44%
3:4.25 177 0/5 100%
3:7.10 1.66 0/3 100%
3:10.19 3.02 12/15 20%
3:11.17 2.65 11/17 35.29%
4:0.29 2.87 10/17 41.17%
4:1.28 2.21 11/15 26.66%

% The study carried out by Guasti et al. (2003) @imeestablishing the factors influencing the
omission of determiners comparing data from Ital@atalan and Dutch.
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Table 4.6 Articles — Costanza

Number of articles Percentage of omitte
Age MLU produced in obligatory 9
articles
contexts

1:1.16 1.78 0/0 0%
1:12.10 1.61 0/0 0%
2:2.17 2.87 7/7 0%
2:4.09 2.98 18/19 5.26%
2:6.07 2.58 10/10 0%
2:7.16 2.86 13/13 0%
2:9.14 4.24 32/32 0%

Table 4.7 Articles - Francesca

Number of articles Percentage of omitte
Age MLU produced in obligatory 9
articles
contexts
2:4.20 1.39 0/0 0%
2:5.10 1.26 0/0 0%
2:6.19 2.06 2/5 60%
2:7.28 2.21 3/4 2506
2:9.07 2.11 6/19 68.42%
2:10.17 2.21 3/14 78.57%
3.0.17 2.45 3/9 66.66%
3:1.17 2.80 24/33 27.27%
3:2.27 3.13 22/31 29.03%
3:5.0 2.84 13/17 23.52%
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These results show that there is variation amoegctiildren both if we compare

them on the basis of MLU and on the basis of agés Variation is also shown in the
analysis of the age of first production and thatleérease of omissidh(Table 4.8).

If we compare the results in table 4.8 with thobéable 4.3, we can see that there
are more differences between monolinguals and cduiils than among

monolinguals.

Table 4.8 Determiners: age of first production agd of decrease of omission

. Age of production of first Agg of decrease .Of
Child determinars omission of determiners
(75%)
Francesca 2:7.28 3:5.0
Paolo 3:3 (or earliéf) 4:1.28 (74%)
Matelda 2:9.07 2:10.12
Costanza 2:2.17 2:2.17

The average time between first production and desereof omission for
monolinguals is about 3 months. The data from Gustaand Matelda show similar
values to monolinguals, while Paolo and Francescpiee determiners over 10
months.

Figure 4.3 shows the difference among the childi@eysing on the age of decrease
of omission. The results contained in the curleatket are those of the monolingual

children and the ones below are those of the hiahghildren (see legend).

% paolo does not reach 75%, but his closest resid#% at the age of 4;1.

37 paolo already produces determiners in the fikinging.
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Figure 4.1 Ages of decrease of omission of artiatess different groups

Monolingual Children

1;8-1;9-1;10-1;11-2;0-2;1-2;2-2;3-2;4-2;5-2;6-2;; ;9-2;TO-Z;11-3;0-3;1-3;2-3;3-3;4-3;5-3;6-3;'8—33;9-3;10-3;11-4;0-4;1

C M E P

Legend: C: Costanza, M: Matelda, F: Francesca, RoPlaa:Lukas, Li: Lina, Ca: Carlo

This figure clearly shows the difference between stage at which each child stops
omitting articles. If we observe the bilingual datge can find significant differences
in the stage of omission. This finding confirmstttiee rate of acquisition is a factor
that can help us differentiate the children’s degelent and it can be considered
significant in the study of the weak language. Aeotimportant finding is that three
of the bilingual children (Carlo, Costanza and linperform similarly to
monolingual children. It is also interesting to edhat according to Bernardini and
Serratrice, Lina and Carlo develop Italian as argfdanguage.

For the purpose of the final analysis, the acquisibf articles will be regarded as
the percentage of presence of articles in obligatmmtexts. As | will show in
section 4.10, this method is used in order to agtctar the rate of acquisition at the
different stages under examination. The fact tloair foilingual children perform
differently from monolinguals might be a first sigif their weak development.
However, it is necessary to examine other factorbave a more comprehensive
view of the children’s development.

Slow rate of acquisition has been analysed heréherbasis of the acquisition of
determiners, but it could be extended to othergmates and to parameters that are

set early and uniformly.
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4.5 Production of target-deviant forms

Previous studies of the weak language have aseddia¢ high production of target-
deviant forms (or errors) to weak language develmn(Schlyter 1993, Ddpke
2000, Bonnesen 2009). Research on monolingual siiqui has shown that children
make few errors when they acquire the*L. Most of these are considered to be
developmental errors, which are common to all cbiddacquiring that specific
language. An example of developmental error indtais the omission of articles,
which | have discussed in the previous section. tAtget-deviant forms can be
considered useful to determine whether a child ldgegeltalian as a weak or strong
language, because, as the previous analysis shem@s may continue to be
produced even after a stage in which they are éggdo disappear. In this analysis |
consider target-deviant forms affecting word-ordggnder and number agreement
and verb inflection, without making a judgementt@asvhich of those constitute a
developmental error. The prediction is that the kvizeaguage will exhibit target-
deviant forms at all stages of development, andesofthese forms might persist in
the child’s production. The repeated presence @fdhsilisation of the errors can be
attributed to the properties of the input or to khek of use of the language: while
developmental errors in monolingual children arplaeed by the correct form
through exposure to positive input (see sectioi, bikngual children who acquire a
language in a minority context might not have asdesa sufficient amount of input
required to acquire the correct form as fast afidiefitly as monolinguals.

The data reported in Table 4.9 show the numberjet-deviant forms in each
recording. Mixed and unintelligible utterances aog considered (see Appendix E
for more details). Since the number of recordirsgdifferent for each child, I include

the average number of target-deviant forms permrdacg.

¥ See O'Grady (1997) and Guasti (2004) for a disonssn developmental errors.
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Table 4.9 Number of target-deviant forms

. word gender number verb Average per|
Child total .
order | agreemen{ agreemen{ morphology recording
Francesca 5 13 3 35 56 5.6
Costanza, 1 1 0 6 8 1.14
Paolo 9 12 0 18 39 4.87
Matelda 0 1 2 6 9 1.28

As shown in Appendix E, the number of errors insesaalong with the MLU only
in Francesca’s and Paolo’s data. Even though th&beu of target-deviant forms is
low compared to the number of correctly formulatégterances, the results shed
further light on the differences among the childr&éhe number of target-deviant
forms is also inversely proportional to the ovenaflut the children receive, as | will
show in chapter 6. This correspondence might sugtes$ the children who are
exposed to a more limited input might not recelve hecessary positive evidence to
develop a strong language. It has been demonsttatgdchildren acquire the
grammatical rules of their language not by beingeied, but by being exposed to
a sufficient amount of input showing the correce ud language. In bilingual
contexts, it is possible that the children who dt receive sufficient input in the
minority language produce target-deviant forms owerlonger period than
monolinguals, and these forms might get tempordoisilised, as shown in the
examples presented in chapter 3 (sec3idn?).

The analysis of errors, as the one on the rategdiaition, proves to be significant
in determining differences among the bilingual dreh and it will therefore be
included in the final analysis of the weak langua8erratrice’s and Bernardini’s
studies do not provide data on the production oftla types of errors that |

examined, therefore they cannot be used for comgahie results.

4.6 Vocabulary

Another factor that has been widely analysed talystihe weak language is the
acquisition of the lexicon. The lexicon is a domdhmat undergoes constant
expansion. Children generally produce their fir6t words at about 18 months;

between 18 and 24 months their vocabulary rapittygases and they acquire up to
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9 words a day, while they start to associate wavitls their meaning increasingly
fast (Guasti 2007: 125).

The first reason for analysing the lexicon in ttisdy is to determine the differences
among the children in the growth of the vocabuldiye second and more important
reason for the purpose of this thesis is that,evtiie grammar is an inborn structure
in the mind, the vocabulary has to be acquired fithva external environment,
therefore the input plays a major role in lexicadjasition.

Several studies have analysed the acquisition efléxicon in Italian children
(Caselli, Pasqualetti and Stefanini 2007, D’Odoratoal. 2001). D’Odorico et al
(2001) show that the early acquisition of the lexican be subject to quite a degree
of variation: at 19 months about 40% of childrendarce about 50 words, and only
30% of children produce more than 100 words. Thisp dund that the most
significant factor in the rate of lexical developmés the mother’s education, further
showing that the input has a major role in lexidavelopment. Most children
produce at least 200 words at age 2, but othemgednly 50 words at this age.
Bilingual children living in a predominantly monofual environment may have a
more limited lexicon in the minority language. Mover, children who are mostly
exposed to the minority language at home and willy one of their parents, are
likely to develop lexical areas specific to theeeds and to the activities they
perform with the adult.

In this section, | show the children’s vocabulaizesin each recording, considering
the number of word roots produced for each lexgakgory - nouns, adjectives,
verbs - (see Appendix F for the complete list aidal items). It has to be taken into
consideration that this type of analysis does rmadtect the actual full lexical
knowledge of the child, since it is based on a ksample of the child’s lexical

production, which reflects only part of the child#sowledgé®.

% An addition to the longitudinal data could be temployment of a lexical test. “Il primo
vocabolario del bambino” is the lItalian version tffie “MacArthur-Bates Communicative
Development Inventories — CDI” (Caselli and Casai®5, Caselli, Pasqualetti and Stefanini 2007).
This questionnaire has been administered to mae #0 monolingual children from the earliest
developmental stage up to 36 months. Caselli, Réstjuand Stefanini (2007) argue that the
questionnaire, filled out by the parents, is aatdk source of information, since parents have been
shown to reflect quite accurately their child’s fpemance. However, it is possible that the abitify
reporting the bilingual child’s performance canrbduced in the bilingual parent. Moreover, to show
the actual development, it would be necessary &p leediary and fill out the test at least once gver
month. Given these premises, | am aware of thetdiioins of the analysis based only on the data
from the recordings. The analysis of the lexicabduction of each child takes into account the
number of nouns, adjectives and verbs.
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Figures 4.2-4.5 show the number of different wobts in each recording
(immediate repetitions and incomplete words ardueber).

Figure 4.2 Vocabulary: Matelda.
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Figure 4.3 Vocabulary: Paolo
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Figure 4.4 Vocabulary: Francesca
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Figure 4.5 Vocabulary: Costanza
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This first analysis takes into account the amodiméxicon in each recording in order
to show the developmental pattern of the lexicdme $econd analysis (Figure 4.6)
shows for each child the total amount of lexicalis. In this analysis, each word
root is calculated only once.
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Figure 4.6 Total vocabulary
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It has to be considered that the total vocabulay tbeen calculated on the basis of
the recordings available, and that not all childwere recorded with an equal
frequency. | have therefore divided the number atélt different words for the
number of recordings, to show the average vocapudae on the basis of the
number of recordings (Table 4.10).

Table 4.10 Average vocabulary size in each recgrdin

Francesca Matelda Paolo Costanza
18.9 24.16 17.87 24

These results again show variation among the @nldand resemble the results
obtained in the analyses of the rate of acquis#iot the production of target-deviant
forms.

In order to compare these results to other monoéih@nd bilingual studies, it is
necessary that they also employ spontaneous ddtee Wilingual studies of Italian
do not provide large-scale results on the lexi@letbpment based on spontaneous
data (to my knowledge), there is normative datanmmolingual Italian children
based on standardised tests (Caselli and Casadb, XBaselli, Pasqualetti and
Stefanini 2007). Due to the nature of these tastis, not possible to compare the

results to those obtained by analysing spontanedais. However, the two
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methodologies (collection of spontaneous data aritdl test) can be combined to

further assess the child’s lexical production.

4.7 Mean Length of Utterance

The analysis of the Mean Length of Utterance (MU#s been used since the
1970s (Brown 1973) in developmental linguisticsei@sh. The calculation of the
MLU is used to determine the average number of wad morphemes that a
child uses in each utterance produced. As the 'shildguistic ability develops,
the vocabulary grows, the syntactic structures usecbme more complex and
children produce increasingly long sentences. Tioeee the calculation of the
MLU, together with other factors, can be employedptovide further evidence
on the rate of a child’s linguistic development.

The average MLU is calculated in the same way a&cilasguages. However,
some languages are more morphologically complexh tbthers, and their
complexity results in longer average MLU valuespesally if the MLU is
calculated in morphemes. For this reason, when eomg two languages,
researchers often calculate the MLU in number ofdsaather than morphemes,
and this is the methodology adopted here.

Figure 4.7 and 4.8 show the MLU values and aveMg® of all children. The
values are calculated summing the total number @fd® in each sentence and
dividing the result by the number of utterancese Thason for calculating the
MLU in words is the possibility to compare the débathe other studies that so
far | have used for comparison. Bernardini and &eoge analyse the MLU in
words rather than in morphemes in order to showdifference between Italian

and the other language (English and Swedish).
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Figure 4.7 Children’s MLI
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As Figure 4.7 shows, while Costanza’s, Francesaaisl Matelda’s MLLU
increases almost constantly, Paolo’s MLU seemsetrahse from age 3;1 to <
and reach the highest peak after age 3;10, afteshwhdecrease:

Figure 4.8 shows the data from the r bilingual children along with that ¢
Lina, Lukas and Carlo (the children from Serratscand Bernardini’s studie:

Figure 4.8 Comparison of average MLU of bilingublldrer
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The figure shows that Lukas, the child who develtipban as a weak language,
has the lowest average MLU. We can observe th#itrae stages (age 3;3, 3;4
and 3;7) Paolo’s average MLU is even lower than dsikand in two earlier
stages it is lower than Francesca’s and Matelddiss first observation can lead
us to assume that if the MLU is a valuable meadarassess weak language
development, Paolo and Lukas are developing Itadm@a weak language. On the
other hand, the analysis presented so far has shbatmnCostanza, Carlo and
Matelda develop Italian similiarly to monolinguahitdren. In the figure above,
we can observe that Costanza reaches the highlest @BMLU from the earliest
stages, while Carlo, Lina, Matelda and Francestaeae similar results through
the various stages.

The analysis of the monolingual data from Cipriatial. (1993) shows that
between 2;0 and 2;3 children have an average Mligirm between 2.1 to 2.6
(with the exception of Diana, who reaches 4.1)weein 2;4 and 2;7 the average
MLU ranges between 1.9 and 3 and between 2;8 ahdaBges between 2.9 and
4.1%,

From the comparison of the monolingual and bilingdata, it emerges that
Lukas and Paolo have a lower average MLU than mogoéls and also
bilinguals, while Costanza and Matelda achieve tksults comparable to
monolinguals. Francesca’'s MLU is initially low, buitconstantly increases and
finally reaches a value that is comparable to tidter monolingual and bilingual
peers. Like the previous factors examined, the MklA valuable measure to
compare children at different stages of developmknthe analysis of the weak
language presented in this chapter, the MLU willulsed to establish four phases
of development on the basis of which the childran be grouped and each factor

can be analysed longitudinally.

4.8 Code-switching

Some researchers have regarded code-switchingaatednoixing as a phenomenon
connected to language dominance. The main arguimeahat the directionality of
mixing can predict dominance, since children areraniikely to mix from the
dominant to the non-dominant language more oftemeSee et al. (1995) found that

children with an unbalanced development seem to mmoxe when using the non-

“° The results from monolingual children are notiiield in the figure to avoid confusion.
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dominant language. Other studies, however, haveepted evidence showing that
mixing is not necessarily related to dominance arit$ directionality. (Cantone
2007, Cantone et al. 2008, Miuller 2008). In my wsial | consider both the
directionality of mixing and the percentage of nuixatterances over the total

utterances produced.

Table 4.11 Code-switching

F F C C P P M M
It-En En-It It-En En-It It-En En-It It-En En-It
% % % % % % % %
55 0 2 0 2.7 6.1 19 0
4.8 8 0 0 2 4.7 9.2 0
2.1 6.5 1.3 0 6 9 3.3 0.8
15 0 0 0.6 4 4 6.1 0
14 0.7 1 0 0 0 0 0
1.8 0.9 0 0 0 0.5 0 0
3.5 0 0.6 0 0 0 - -
0.8 0 - - 0 0 - -
0.6 0 - - - - - -

0 0 - - - - - -
Average| average| average| average| average| average| average| average
2.2% 1.6% 0.7% 0.08% 1.8% 3% 6.2% 0.1%

The results on the directionality of mixing do m&ftow sufficient evidence to
consider this factor relevant in the analysis o theak language. The highest
percentage of mixing can be found in the data fMatelda, who switches in the
mayjority of cases from Italian to English. On thessls of these results, | analysed
the parents’ data to see if there was a relatignshtween mixing and input and |
found that Matelda’s mother sometimes produces thixéerances by ending an
Italian sentence in English. This means that Matgddobably uses mixing more
often than the other children because she repBcater mother’s linguistic
behaviour. | decided not to include code-mixingthe analysis of the weak
language firstly because | believe that it is a oamicative strategy that cannot
be directly associated to weakness. Moreover, awdeching is only used by
bilinguals, therefore in this case the comparisatih wnmonolinguals would not be

possible.
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4.9 Discourse pragmatics

Discourse pragmatics has not yet been analysetudies on the weak language.
While the previous factors examined in this chapteflect the children’s
development of the lexicon and syntax, the analgsithe acquisition of subjects
tests the child’s discourse-pragmatics competence.

Since the appearance of the principles and paraméteory, the syntax of
subjects has been widely investigated both froimeartetical and a developmental
perspective. Many studies aimed at explaining yrgagctic principles governing
null-subject languages (Hyams 1986, Jaeggli andr 3889, Rizzi 1982, 1994,
Holmberg and Roberts 2009). As | have shown in t#ra@, more recently,
several studies have analysed the distributionubfexts from a developmental
perspective (Serratrice 2005, Belletti, Bennati éwrace 2007, Sorace et al.
2009).

Italian is a null subject language with a canoni8®IO word order (see chapter 1,
section 1.3). In general, null subjects are usecre/ithe verbal morphology
disambiguates the reference (4.1).

4.1 Ho passato I'esame.
(I) passed the exam.

The use of an overt subject in a sentence such.lswvduld either result in
redundancy (4.2) or have a contrastive funéfiga.3). Generally, overt preverbal

subjects are used in contexts where they are mar&edpic.

4.2  *lo ho passato I'esame.
| have passed the exam.

4.3 lo ho passato I'esame, Gianni no.
| passed the exam, Gianni didn't.

In terms of sentence felicity, when the subjecnisl, first and second person
referents are hardly ever ambiguous, while thirdspe referents can be
ambiguous if the referent is not easily identif@bThis is for example the case of

subordinate clauses containing a verb that couldeberring to more than one

“1 These sentences have to be read with a neutakstr
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antecedent. The ambiguity is resolved by usingan@un or by providing more
information on the referent. It is also possiblediesambiguate the reference by

using gender (4.7) or number marking (Serratric@530

4.4  Giann{ mi ha detto ch@ro, non ha passato 'esame.
Gianni told me that (he) didn’t pass the exam.

4.5 *Gianni mi ha detto che lgyinon ha passato I'esame.
Gianni told me that he didn’t pass the exam.

4.6 Giannj mi ha detto che Iyinon ha passato I'esame e Maria si.
Gianni told me that he didn’t pass the exam and iaid.

4.7 Paolg e Maria hanno fatto I'esame. Giaprha detto che Igi non I'ha
passato.
Paolo and Maria did the exam. Gianni said thathasn't passed it.

Sentence 4.5 is ambiguous, since the pronoun ishdaht if Gianni is the referent
of both verbs. The sentence would be felicitouslui referred to another
antecedent or if the subject represented focug.(#lese examples show that the
presence of overt subjects is not optional, buésponds to specific syntactic and
discourse constraints. As Serratrice (2005) explaidentifiability and
accessibilityare two central concepts in discourse pragmalibhese two notions
refer to the knowledge shared by the speakers ded ability to recover
information in the hearer’'s memory. In Italian,stirand second person pronouns
are more likely to be null because the referentlentified by the contexts and
they are used to express new information or fodistd person subjects can be
expressed not only by pronouns, but also by prapauns, other NPs, and
demonstratives and they can be ambiguous if theynalomeet the criteria of
identifiably and accessibility required in the discse.

It has been demonstrated that the selection of grutivert subjects requires the
activation of syntactic and pragmatic knowledged ailingual children who are
acquiring a pro-drop and a non-pro-drop languagg exhibit difficulties at this

interface level:
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If the syntax—pragmatics coordination task is dedian for
monolingual children, it can be twice as dauntingthe case of
bilingual children who have to map a larger arrdylamguage-
specific morphosyntactic constructions onto a sl set of
language-universal pragmatic principles.

(Serratrice, Sorace and Paoli 2004: 184)

As this and other studies show, this difficulty megsult in cross-linguistic
influence at the interface between syntax and dismpragmatics (Hulk and
Muller, 2000; Mdller and Hulk, 2001). The compamnsbetween Carlo and the
monolingual children in Serratrice, Sorace and Paaltudy shows that Carlo
omits subjects less than his monolingual peers andgrding to the authors, he
produces overt subjects where null subjects areired,

On the basis of the findings from the studies nwmréd above, | include
discourse-pragmatics efficiency as a factor to desaered in the analysis of the
weak language, assuming that the children who dgvéfalian as a strong
language make a higher number of pragmaticallyemtrchoices in the use of
subjects.

In the analysis that follows, | show the total nenbf inflected verbs produced in

each recording and the number of correct and iecopragmatic choice of subjects.

Table 4.12 Use of subjects- Matelda

Age Total inflected Correct Incorrect
verbs pragmatic use pragmatic use
2;6.23 2 1 1
2;8.11 10 9 1
2;9.07 44 44 0
2;10.12 21 19 2
3;1.15 11 11 0
3;2.20 15 15 0
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Table 4.13 Use of subjects - Paolo

Age Total inflected Correct Incorrect
verbs pragmatic use pragmatic use
3;1.27 10 10 0
3;3.23 0 0 0
3;4.25 4 4 0
3;7.10 33 27 6
3;10.19 16 15 1
3;11.17 27 23 4
4;0.29 21 17 4
4;1.28 12 10 2
Table 4.14 Use of subjects - Costanza
Age Total inflected Correct Incorrect
verbs pragmatic use pragmatic use
1;1.16 1 1 0
1;12.10 0 0 0
2;2.17 19 19 0
2;4.09 33 33 0
2;6.07 23 23 0
2;7.16 13 13 0
2,9.14 68 68 0
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Table 4.15 Use of subjects — Francesca

Age Total inflected Correct Incorrect
verbs pragmatic use pragmatic use

2;4.20 3 3 0
2;5.10 0 0 0
2;6.19 9 9 0
2;7.28 10 10 0
2;9.07 8 8 0
2;10.17 15 13 2
3.0.17 26 23 3
3;1.17 58 53 5
3;2.27 66 53 13
3;5.0 17 14 3

Overall, considering all the data, the percentagkegorrect pragmatic use of
subjects are as follows: Costanza 100%, Mateld@%§6 Francesca 87.3% and
Paolo 86.92%.

These results will be used in the final analysis tbé weak language in

combination with those obtained in the previoudises.

4.10 Combined measurement of the results

The factors analysed so far are rate of acquisitiddibU, vocabulary, production
of target-deviant forms, code-switching and disseupragmatics. Each factor
has been analysed on the basis of new or previammjyloyed methods, and has
allowed me to point out differences among the foilingual children and, where
the data was available, also between these and gtloeips of children. The
purpose of analysing these factors is to combine tbsults and determine
whether the bilingual children develop Italian aswvaak or strong language.
Code-switching is excluded since the results doseam to be significant in this
analysis.

The table below (4.16) provides an overview ofdaga analysed in this chapter. The
first observation reported sage | have divided the data into four stages based on
the average MLU in wofd (Stage 1 = MLU 2-2.2; Stage 2 = MLU 2.3-2.5; St&ge

42 A similar type of classification can be found ier@trice, Sorace and Paoli (2004).
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= MLU 2.6-2.8; Stage 4 = MLU 2.9 to 3.1) precededtbe initial of the child’s
name. The observations were not available for lden (see M4, C1 and P2).
Where the MLU value was related to more than orieokelata, an average was
calculated.

The other observations presented in table 4.16herechild’s age in months, the
percentage of articles omitted in obligatory cotgexhe amount of vocabulary
(calculating the total number of tokens, includendjectives, verbs and nouns), the
percentage of target-deviant forms on the total memof utterances and the
percentage of pragmatically correct subject retdisa. The basic assumption
underlying this study is that the combination cé factors analysed would give an
indication of weak or strong development. For tl@ason, the results are assigned
numerical values that can be added up.

Table 4.16 Overview of results

Stage Age oranwit;(;li?)n vocabulary SZEZ; Subjects
F1 32 57.99% 26.5 3.28% 100%
F2 36 66.66% 44.5 4.22% 88%
F3 39 50.79% 56 5.7% 88%
F4 38 29.03% 108 2.89% 88%
M1 37 0 37 0.72% 90%
M2 38 0 34 0 100%
M3 34 26.05% 36 1.92% 96%
M4 - - - - -

C1l - - - - -

C2 30 0 24.5 4.91% 100%
C3 29 0 40 0.96% 100%
C4 28 5.26% 70 0 100%
P1 43 63.33% 31.5 11% 90%
P2 - - - - -

P3 48 38.23% 50.5 3.59% 86%
P4 46 20% 41 6.33% 84%
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These results are quite diverse because they hndlatad on the basis of different
values and with different methods. Therefore, ileorto combine them to provide a
final result, 1 will give each factor a value frointo 10. The values are established
on the basis of all the data available (from thisl @also from previous studies).
Moreover, these values are not used to create m*hbut only to have a uniform
measure to compare the children and to give ancatidn of what could be
considered weak and strong development. Ultimatelypuld be important to set a
norm for each of these factors; however it is ne@mgsto gather more monolingual
and bilingual data to standardise this type of ysial More details on the values

assigned to each factor can be found in Appendix G.

43 believe that more data is necessary in ordestablish a norm.
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Table 4.17 Results based on scale

Stage Age ozrinrit:sliin vocabulary ;‘:ﬂ:;—t Subjects
F1 8 5 2 7 10
F2 6 4 4 6 8
F3 S 5 5 5 8
F4 6 8 10 8 8
M1 6 10 3 10 8

M2 6 10 3 10 10
M3 7 8 3 9 10
M4 - - - - -
C1l - - - - -
Cc2 8 10 2 6 10
C3 9 10 4 10 10
C4 9 10 7 10 10
P1 4 4 3 0 8
P2 - - - - -
P3 2 7 5 7 8
P4 2 8 4 4 7

If we add up the values obtained at each stagebian the following result:

Table 4.18 Sum of values

F1

F2

F3

F4

M1

M2

M3 | M4

C1

C2

C3

C4 | P1

P2

P3| P4

32

28

28

40

37

39

37| -

36

43

4 19
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Figure 4.9 Overview of results

Five factors are examined but four observationsosmlg available for Francesca,
while the other children have only three observetioln order to have an equal
measurement, | take into account the differenceaumber of observations and |
finally show the results on a scale of 100.

The method can be explained as follows: each obBery for example F1, is
connected to a result (F1-32), which is the sunthefresults from 5 factors. Each
one of these factors can reach a value from 1 toht@efore the maximum result for
each observation is 50 (5 x 10). Since | have éwithe children’s data into 4 stages,
it follows that the maximum total result for a ¢hivho has 4 observations is 200,
while for a child who has 3 observations it is 1Sthce | aim to have an equal result
for all the children based on a final scale of 1I0@ill add up the results obtained in
each observation as in the following example:

F1+F2+F3+F4 =128

Since this set of data has 4 observations, themmanitotal result is 200. In order to
have the results on a scale of 100, | divide thsulteobtained by the sum of

observations by 2, as in the following example.

F1+F2+F3+F4 _ 128 | _ 64
50+50+50+50 =~ 200 ~ 100

The other three children only present three obsiens, therefore the measurement

follows the same criteria but considering thatrieximum total can be 150.
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M1+M2+M3 _ 113 . 15 = 75.3
50+50+50 150 100

4.11 The weak language scale

The purpose of adding up the factors was to ol#dimomogeneous result that could
allow us to compare the children. The final resalts used to determine whether
Italian is a weak or strong language. The maintitron of this analysis is that the
values and therefore the scale are based on adinatnount of data, and not on
normative standards. However, this could be thdistapoint for further research
and for the collection of larger data samples

The method | employed for the assessment of thé Veeguage takes into account
values that have not been considered in combinatioprevious studies on the
weaker language. It accounts for 5 factors thaaasdysed on the basis of different
phases of development. The preliminary assumpsidinat a combination of a slow
acquisition rate, a limited vocabulary, a high nembf word order and morphology
errors and also a pragmatically incorrect selectibnull vs. overt subjects can be
regarded as an indication of weak language devetafitnAnother limitation of the
assignment of values is the significance of eactofaWe may find that one or more
of the factors analysed might be more significduaint others in the analysis of the
weak language. Again, the limited amount of datdua this study does not allow a
reliable statistical testing of the significanceeafch factor.
The main purpose of this study is to set critesia@étermine whether it is possible —
and to what extent — a bilingual child is develagpialian as a weak or strong
language. Even given the limitations described abdhis analysis constitutes an
important contribution to the study of the weak atibng development of Italian,
and it can be seen as a starting point for futesearch in this area.

* Recently, a new collaborative project has beemdaed to fill this gap in the data on the
acquisition of Italian in different contexts. Dd$aof this project, calledla ricerca fondamentale sul
linguaggio al servizio della lingua italiana: docemtazione, acquisizione monolingue, bilingue e L2,
e ideazione di prodotti multimediali. - progetto RB (2008) can be found on
http://www.ciscl.unisi.it/ricerca.htm.

% |t has to be taken into account that there arerdifit degrees of weakness. By using the Weak
Language Scale, it should be possible to deterthimédegree of weakness” of a language.
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In order to determine whether a language is stayngeak, | establish the following
criteria’®:

- A result between 70 and 100 corresponds to strawgldpment, and it is
subdivided into three levelSY I, S Il and S 1)

- A result over 40 and below 70 corresponds to weakelbpment, and it is
subdivided into three level$\ 1, W Il and W 1)

- Aresult below 40 corresponds to a considerablykveesvelopment

Figure 4.10 The Weak Language Scale

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 0 9 100

WEAK wir wit wil Sl Sttt Sl

Figure 4.11 Results on the basis of the Weak Lagg&xale

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 0 9100
[ |
[
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48.6 64 75.3 83.3

According to this scale, Costanza and Matelda agvihlian as a strong language,
while Paolo and Francesca as a weak language. Tésgés are consistent with the
hypotheses formulated in chapter 3. As the varmnalyses presented throughout
this chapter have shown, Costanza develops moitadinto a monolingual Italian

child than the other children, and this result egesralso in the final assessment.

| calculated that a monolingual child would scoreeault over 70, therefore | assumed that 70
could be used as a threshold of strong languagelaf@went. This criterion is quite arbitrary and
more data is needed to support the validity of théasurement.

47 S stands for Strong, W stands for Weak.
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Both Paolo and Francesca develop Italian as a Veeakiage, but Francesca reaches
a higher score, which shows that her Italian is igsak than Paolo’s. The advantage
of having a Weak Language Scale lies in the faat this possible not only to
compare data from different children, but also &edmine to what extent the
language is weak or strong. The subdivision of waadk strong into 3 levels (S I, S
I, S land W I, W II, W Ill) is used to furthehighlight the fact that weakness is
not a static phenomenon and also to account fodifierent degrees of weak or
strong linguistic development.

The Weak Language Scale has been used to estabtestia and numerical values
to assess a bilingual child’s production and it baen built on the basis of Italian
data. However, the same method can be appliechtr inguages. Due to the lack
of data, it is not possible to further confirm thadidity this scale. However, a further
validation of the reliability of this method can berified by applying it to data from

other bilingual children.

4.12 Chapter summary and conclusion

In this chapter | have introduced the methodologseds to analyse the
development of Italian in order to determine whetiteis a weak or strong
language. | have also clarified the crucial diffeve between this and previous
studies on weak language development. The maiweréifice is the type of data
analysed: while previous studies aim to determinfgeter one language is
weaker than the other within an individual, in tthesis | only take into account
Italian data. Another important aim of this chapiser to select criteria to
determine whether Italian is a strong or weak laggu The factors analysed are
rate of acquisition, vocabulary, number of targetvidnt forms, MLU and
discourse pragmatics. | analysed these factorsaegha and then in combination
in order to obtain a single result that can be usedompare the four children.
The final results show that Costanza and Mateldeeld@ Italian as a strong
language, while Paolo and Francesca as a weak Tdrese results, which are
presented through the Weak Language Scale, alsw alk to observe to what
extent the children develop Italian as a stronweak language.

One of the main questions initially addressed is thesis concerns the nature of the

weak language. As it has been explained in ch@ptthrere is not yet agreement on
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what a weak language is and how weakness shouddsssed. My first aim was to
determine whether the factors used to analyse #akwanguage were significant.
On the basis of the analysis of bilingual and mmgpial Italian data, | found that all
the factors | examined showed significant diffeesa the results obtained by the
different children. However, | decided to exclude tanalysis of code-switching
because it didn’t show significant results.
It emerges from my analysis that Italian developsaveak language if the child’s
language exhibits the following characteristics:

- Slow rate of acquisition

- Short MLU

- Presence of a high number of word order errors

- Presence of a high number of agreement errors

- Presence of a high number of verb inflection errors

- Limited lexicon

- Difficulty making pragmatically correct choices tihe use of overt and null

subjects.

These characteristics can affect the linguisticettlgument at different stages and to a
varying degree, but if they are consistently fouinely can suggest that the child’s
Italian is weak.
An important result emerging from this analysighat bilingual children perform
differently from each other and some perform in arennative-like fashion than
others. There are however limitations to this tgbenalysis related to the lack of
large samples of monolingual and bilingual dataictvlwould allow a more reliable
testing of each factor. More data needs to be tsadalyse each factor, to compare
the children, and to validate the numerical valussd in the weak language scale.
The availability of larger sets of data would atslow us to standardise such a test.
However, the methodology employed can constituteiratial step towards a
comprehensive assessment of the weak languageh waicbe used for Italian and
also adapted to other languages.
In the next chapter, | will look at the childrenise of subject inversion, a structure
at the interface between syntax and pragmatich, twé aim to determine whether its
analysis can be complementary to the study of tha&kvanguage.
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CHAPTER 5

The weak language and the syntax-pragmatics intertae

5.1 Introduction

In chapter 4, | presented an analysis of the weaakuage based on five factors,
namely MLU, lexicon, rate of acquisition, productiof target-deviant forms and
discourse pragmatics. Since research has shown itetface properties can

represent a difficulty for bilinguals (Muller 200Bglletti and Leonini 2004), | aim

to further test weakness by examining in more tidtee use of subjects and
specifically the production of subject inversiors Aexplained in chapters 1 and 2,
in Italian it is possible to find SV or VS word @d on the basis of syntactic,
pragmatic and lexical constraints. When the subjegireverbal it represents the
topic (old information), when it is in postverbabgition it represents focus (new
information). The distinction between topic and decdepends on the shared

knowledge among the speakers, as shown in thewsllpexample®:

5.1 Che e successo?
What happened?
E crollato un palazzo. (VS)
Un palazzo e crollato. (SV)
A building collapsed

5.2 Sai dove sono le chiavi?
Do you know where the keys are?
Le ha prese Gianni (VS)
Gianni le ha prese (SV)
Gianni took them

In both examples there is a question followed byaaswer in which the subject
constitutes new information. Therefore, althoughthboVS and SV are

grammatically possible, the two sentences reqhieepiacement of the subject in a

“8 Example 5.1 is from Belletti, Bennati and Sora2@0(7, p. 665)
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postverbal position in order to put an emphasighenfact that the information is
new to the hearer.

As | stated in chapter 2, there are two main reagonchoosing to analyse subject
inversion. Firstly, the word order Verb-Subject (ViS frequently used in Italian
but not in Englis®® (this does not constitute an argument for crosgtlistic
influence but rather for the fact that children @aw rely on their syntactic and
pragmatic ability in Italian). Moreover, researchshshown that the VS order is a
“fragile” structure because it involves the simakaus activation of syntactic and
pragmatic knowledge and therefore requires a heaogessing load (Belletti and
Leonini 2004: 26). In addition, there is eviden@mibnstrating that non-native and
near-native speakers of Italian can use null anertosubjects appropriately, but
they have difficulty in mastering subject inversi@Belletti, Bennati and Sorace
2007, Belletti and Leonini 2004, Bettoni, Di Biaged Nuzzo 2009). On the basis
of these findings, it seems appropriate to tesjestbnversion as a further factor to
assess weakness. The prediction is that childreo ddvelop Italian as a weak
language have difficulty mastering structures inuad the simultaneous activation
of two different domains. This prediction will bested by examining spontaneous
and experimental data on the production of subj@e¢rsion. If the results show
non-native-like performance, two explanations cancbnsidered: firstly, it could
be argued that in cases of exposure to limitedtinghildren might not come across
many utterances containing VS order (VS is gengtaBs frequent than SV order).
It is also possible that the input is impoverishieélcause of cross-linguistic
influence or attrition in the adult’s productiono Tule out this hypothesis and to
observe the presence of postverbal subjects inngmeat, | will also examine the
adult data. The second possible cause for a nawenbite performance could be
the nature of the subject inversion: the complegityhe interface between syntax
and pragmatics can lead some children to make waoddr errors or to avoid the
structure. The testing of these hypotheses willvigl® a contribution to the
understanding of the relationship between weaknesstface processing and the
role of the input.

In the analysis presented in this chapter, | usé bangitudinal and experimental
data. The main reason for combining two analysethésavailability of samples.

“9 Stylistic inversion can be found in English, hisinot typical of child language.
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The longitudinal data provides very few examplegpos$tverbal subjects, therefore
I will also test the children’s production of sutfenversion though two elicitation
tasks. Both tasks aim to trigger the productiorpos$tverbal subjects, however the
second one is more complex, since it also requhvesproduction of direct object
pronouns’.

Finally, it has to be considered that in terms adravorder, English provides
consistent evidence of the preverbal position o Hubject and it presents a
structure which is less complex than Italian. Thkisuld give ground to the
hypothesis that children may make word order ertmgsause they rely on the
knowledge of a simpler and more frequent word or@®YV) which is available
both in Italian and English (Muller and Hulk 2003erratrice, Sorace and Paoli
2004). However, my hypothesis is that weaknesserathan cross-linguistic
influence should be regarded as the cause of fifieudiy of processing interface

structures..

5.2 Methodology

In this chapter | present two sets of data. Thst faonsists in the spontaneous
longitudinal data from the four bilingual ItaliamBglish children (see chapter 3).
The second consists in experimental data colletteich the same children and
from other control groups. The purpose of analydimg spontaneous data is to

*® The presence of direct object pronouns in the erpnt design is not accidental. Direct (5.3)
and indirect (5.4) object pronouns are another gdanof the interface between syntax and
pragmatics and this will be expected to presenindlar challenge to subject inversion. From a
syntactic point of view, object pronouns in Italiancupy a preverbal position, and they agree in
number and gender with the object they refer tontFa pragmatic point of view, they are used to
refer to an antecedent, and they ‘appear in orulendrk the dislocated noun phrase as presupposed
either in the discourse or by the hearer’ (Mull@0&: 73). As Muller argues, when the presupposed
or known object is present, the use of an objednpun is obligatory, as shown in the two
examples below.

5.3 Compro il giornale do leggo in autobus.
buylsg the paper(m) aridm) readlsg on busbuy the paper and | read it on the bus.
5.4 Chiamo Maria e le dico che sono in ritardo.

ringlsg Mary(f) antb her(f) saylsg that belsg latering Mary and | tell her that | am late.

According to Miller and Hulk’'s (2001) predictionilibgual children who acquire a language that
requires object pronouns and one that allows njécts will omit the object in contexts where it
is required. Miller (2008) suggests that bilingualight not produce object pronouns before age
4. Even though English does not allow object drdg IGerman, it is possible to assume,
following the claim made by Hulk and Miller (200t)at if English presents a structure that is
less complex than Italian, the children will use tess complex structure in both languages. This
observation is related to the ability of the chéddrto compute complex structures which require a
high processing load (Miller 2008).

L |t could be assumed that weakness might also ceress-linguistic influence. However, the
discussion of this hypothesis goes beyond the sobp® research.
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observe the distribution of subjects in Italian.eTdnalysis of subject distribution
replicates the method employed by Lorusso, Capnioh @uasti (2004) and Cabré
Sans and Gavarré (2007), and it provides additiomslults on the use of
postverbal subjects. The experimental data is tsddrther assess the children’s
ability to produce postverbal subjects in a comgaltask. The bilingual children
were tested on the basis of a repetition task andligitation task. More details
on the tasks and the results are provided in secto5 t05.5.3 The results of the
second task are compared to those of monolinguélbdlimgual control groups.
Finally, the results are considered in the light tbe analysis of the weak

language.

5.3 Subject distribution

Many recent studies have analysed the acquisiti@ulbjects in Italian and other
null subject languages from a generative perspectdne of the first studies was
carried out by Hyams (1986), who showed that alldcén initially produce a
high rate of null subjects, and later set (or ketye) language-specific parameter
value. Since then, many studies have focused onesulbmission across
language¥, and in recent years there has been an incredstegest in the
discourse and pragmatic constraints determiningltsibution of null and overt
subjects both in child L1 and adult L2 acquisitidn. an analysis of subject
distribution in child Italian, Serratrice (2005)uiled that from the earliest stages
(as early as MLU 2.0) children make the correctgpratic choice and rarely
produce referentially ambiguous sentences.

Studies on bilingual language acquisition can offdurther insight into the issue
of subject distribution. The children involved ihet research for this thesis are
English-Italian bilinguals. Since English is notnall-subject language, it is
possible to assume that cross-linguistic influemogght be found in the
spontaneous data. Therefore, it is possible to tingsise that children might
have difficulty in the selection of null or overtulgects and produce
ungrammatical sentences in terms of informativend3asradis and Navarro
(2003) provide evidence for this claim, by showitigat English-Spanish
bilingual children produce more overt subjects tin@anolinguals, often in cases

*2 For a review of studies on the acquisition of sulbjects, see Guasti (2007).
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where they are not required. Serratrice et al. 2@@mpared the data from Carlo
to other monolingual Italian data and found thatktstages he produces more
overt subjects than monolingual children. This fmgd can be considered
evidence of cross-linguistic influence (see alsa&ece 2002). However, cross-
linguistic influence is not always found in bilingls acquiring a null and a non-
null subject language: in a study of 2 German-Sgtarilingual children (aged
respectively 1;7-3;3 and 2;01-3;05), Hinzelin (2p&3und no instances of cross-
linguistic influence. A more frequent production @fert subjects has also been
attributed to the input. Paradis and Navarro (20823lysed the parents’ data,
calculating the percentage of overt and null sulsjeand found a correlation
between the overuse of overt subjects in the obiidr data and in the adults’
input. As the authors observe, it is not possilWeunderstand from the data
whether the non-target use of subjects, which seemise an effect of cross-
linguistic influence, depends on performance faxt@lated to the child, on the
input variety or on the interplay of the two.

In what follows, | present the analysis of the o$esubjects among the bilingual
children. In this analysis, mostly based on Loryg3aprin and Guasti (2004), all
subject forms are considered, including pronoursnahstratives, proper names,
full and bare NPs and quantifiers (see also Sécea®005). The type of verb is
also considered, following the distinction among@n8itive, unaccusative and
unergative verbs. Only declarative sentences witlected verbs are included in
the analysis. These criteria match those estaldiblyd_orusso, Caprin and Guasti
(2004¥3, making the two studies comparable.

Table 5.1 shows the distribution of null and ov&ubjects. Lorusso et al.’s study
shows that monolingual children produce mostly madbjects (67% to 79%).
Matelda and Costanza produce respectively 75% &% 6ull subjects, while
Paolo and Francesca show a different pattern fraanaiinguals. In particular,
Francesca uses a high number of overt subjectsmmparison to other bilinguals
and monolinguals. The data is presented in pergestas in Lorusso et al.’s

study.

*3 From this point, this study will be referred tolasusso et al’s.
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Table 5.1 Null vs. Overt Subjects

Null Subjects Overt Subjects
Francesca 32% 68%
Matelda 75% 25%
Paolo 51% 49%
Costanza 66% 34%
Children’s Average 56% 44%

Another important factor is the analysis of theetygf verbs in the sentence (see
Table 5.2), because the distribution of preverlmal postverbal subjects is related
to the argument structure of the verb (Pinto 198¥nolingual children produce
mostly overt subjects with unaccusatives (32% t8o¥land almost in equal

measure with unergatives (25%) and transitives (22Z%ild and adult bilinguals
show similar results.

Table 5.2 Overt subject distribution across vedsses

Unaccusatives Unergatives Transitives
Francesca 52% 4.6 % 43.4%
Matelda 34.7% 4.3% 60.8%
Paolo 51.51% 1.49% 47%
Costanza 41% 14% 45%

An interesting result is provided in table 5.3, athishows the distribution of
overt subjects. The monolingual children analysgd drusso et al. produce about
62% preverbal and 38% postverbal subjects. Agdiis, tesult closely matches
Costanza’s and Matelda’'s. Paolo and Francesca igéxhibdifferent trend,

producing a very limited number of postverbal sotge A further analysis is

provided in table 5.4, which shows the distributiehpreverbal and postverbal
subjects across verb classes.
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Table 5.3 Overt preverbal vs. overt postverbal

Overt Preverbal Overt Postverbal
Francesca 93.8% 6.2%
Matelda 61.5% 38.4%
Paolo 92.4% 7.5%
Costanza 53% 47%

Table 5.4 Overt subject position across verb ckgsercentages
Unaccusatives Unergatives Transitives

FrancescaPreverbal Postverbal Preverbal Postverbal Preverbal Postverbal
98.5% 0.5% 83.3% 16.6% 89.2% 10.8%

Matelda | Preverbal Postverbal Preverbal Postverbal Preverbal Postverbal

50% 50% 0% 100% 64.28% | 35.72%
Paolo | Preverbal Postverbal Preverbal Postverbal Preverbal Postverbal
91% 9% 100% 0% 93.54% | 6.46%
| Preverbal Postverbal Preverbal Postverbal Preverbal Postverbal
CoStanzd s 606 | 33.4% | 57% 43% 39% 61%

Lorusso et al.’s data show that the highest peacgnof verbs occurring in postverbal
position and unaccusatives, both in the child dredadult data. The bilingual data
shows a different pattern. Only Matelda shows awnakaise of unaccusatives in
preverbal and postverbal position. However, asitimaber of examples in her data is
very limited, | would not consider this evidencdfsient to make any generalisation.
The highest percentage of postverbal subjects saeitin transitive and unaccusative
verbs, unlike in the monolingual data. It emergesfthis analysis that monolingual
children exhibit a uniform distributional pattermhile bilinguals show more

variation. However, overall Matelda and Costanzansé¢o show more similar

subject distribution to monolinguals. Another irgsting result is the limited use
of postverbal subjects with unaccusative verbs.tR@ reason, in the section that
follows | will present the data by using the numlodértokens rather than the

percentages.
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5.4 Postverbal subjects

In this section, | provide an overview of the distition of postverbal subjects in

the spontaneous bilingual data. A low number oftyardal subjects emerge from

the longitudinal data. Matelda and Francesca predupostverbal subjects, Paolo

6 and Costanza 24. Table 5.5 shows the distribuifopostverbal subjects on the

basis of the verb type. Francesca, Matelda anda@ratuse postverbal subjects

mostly with transitive verbs, while Paolo mostlyeaghem with unaccusatives.

Table 5.5 Postverbal subjects classified by vepesy

unaccusative unergative transitive
Francesca 1 1 6
Matelda 2 1 5
Paolo 3 1 2
Costanza 7 3 14

As | show in Table 5.6, the majority of postvertalbjects are nouns and

Costanza is the only child who uses all types dfjetts. Sentences 5.3 and 5.4

are examples of postverbal structures from the tspm@mous data.

5.3

My friend comes.

5.4

*COS: Piange il papa.

The dad cries.

*MAT: Viene il mio amichetto.

Table 5.6 Types of postverbal subjects

pronoun noun proper noun | demonstrative
Francesca 0 6 1 1
Matelda 2 5 1 0
Paolo 0 6 0 0
Costanza 1 11 7 5

In terms of function of inversion, most of the peombal subjects that emerge

represent presentational focus (egcaduta la banana the banana has fallgn
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There are no instances of locative inversion. Qostaand Matelda are the only
children who produce structures with presentatipmaintrastive and narrative
functiorr”.

The evidence presented in this section shows tbatvprbal subjects are used
mostly with transitive verbs and the subject is gyafly a noun phrase. The
bilingual children differ from the monolingual onewinly in the use of verbs. It
also emerges that most inversion structures hapeesentational function. The
main finding emerging from the analysis of thergwal longitudinal data is that
the occurrence of postverbal subjects is quitetéohi Costanza is the only child
who produces postverbal subjects almost in evergrigng, with different types
of verbs and subjects, resembling the behavioumoholingual children and
adults.

Since the number of postverbal subjects is quiteitéid, the question rises
whether this can be attributed to performance A&tins, cross-linguistic
influence or just to the fact that during the refing sessions the discourse-new
information was simply not required. Cross-lingiasnhfluence could justify the
absence of subject inversion structures, if we mgsthat this influence manifests
itself in the avoidance of the structure. Howetbere is a lack of clear examples
of cross-linguistic influence in the data. The oelyample that | could relate to
this phenomenon is the following sentence, wherecaeld expect to find the

subject “mamma” in the postverbal position:

5.5  *INV: Chi te I’ha comprato questo?
Who bought you this?
*FRA: Mamma I’ha comprato.
Mum bought it.

The adult data also shows that the parents whoigeoa higher qualitative input
(see chapter 6) produce more postverbal subjecsieMer, even in the adult data
the samples are scarce. This could be interpreteé @ause for the lack of
postverbal subjects in the child data. However,data from Costanza challenges

* Presentational focus has the role to put an enphas the constituent that represents new
information (e.ge arrivatoil treno — the train has arrived Contrastive focus has the same function,
but it also stresses the opposition of two eleméntsha vinto I'ltalia, non la Francia — It was Italy
who won, not Frande Narrative inversion is used generally when cquptsomebody else’s words
(e.g.“Ti mangerd”, disse il lupo — “I will eat you”, sa the wolJ.
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this hypothesis, since the girl produces a high Imemof postverbal subjects, and
her mother does not. Therefore, | would like to uergthat the scarcity of
postverbal subjects in the children’s data shouwt be attributed to the lack of
production by the adults, but rather to the oveiadk of input. This hypothesis is
supported by the results presented in chapter &haghow a correlation between
the input and the quantity of postverbal subjectsipced by the children.

Since the evidence found in the spontaneous dataoisscarce to carry out a
reliable analysis of the children’s production afspverbal subjects, | test their

performance in two elicitation tasks.

5.5 The elicitation tasks

As the spontaneous data presented so far showsveploal subjects are less
frequent than null or overt preverbal subjects trey are overall very infrequent.
In order to achieve a better understanding of thedgpction of postverbal

subjects, two elicitation tasks were designed. Tiist aims at testing the

production of postverbal subjects with unaccusatreebs and the second with
transitive verbs. The latter also requires the afséirect object pronouns and it is
therefore a task that involves a higher proceskiag, as | will show in the next

section.

5.5.1 Pimpa

In this task the investigator reads a short storyhe child. The story is made of
10 short sentences corresponding to a picture, peesented on a separate page.
The format is similar to a book with 10 pages. Than character of the story is
Pimpa, a character all children are familiar WithiTwo of the pages in the book
contain movable objects and characters that thielrelm can play with. One is a
penguin that can be moved on the page, the otharpair of clouds that can be
moved in the sky and show the sun behind themhénfirst part of the task the
investigator reads the story to the child, and shdwm/her how to move the
objects. First, the objects are moved and thens#rgence is pronounced. The
children enjoyed doing this type of activity anahtéracting” with the book. The
task should elicit two sentences which containesentational inversion structure

%5 | chose Pimpa because | knew that all the childraa already read stories involving Pimpa and
they were familiar with the characters in thoseist
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with unaccusative verbs. The first Suarda! E uscito il sole!(Look, the sun has
come out), and the other isGuarda! E arrivata Nina la pinguina!(Look, Nina
the penguin has come! Figures 5.1-5.3 show the picture the childrere ar
presented with and the way it changes after thieldm move the objects.

Figure 5.1 Elicitation task phase 1: the cloudsezdhe sun.
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Figure 5.3 Elicitation task phase 3: the child sxessun.

The target answer i uscito il solel. However, other possible answers can be
considered valid. What has to be constant is thergemce of new information,
which is conveyed by a postverbal subject. Nonehef children produced an
ungrammatical sentence (table 5.7). However, Mateldd Costanza use verbs

that are more appropriate to communicate the chahgtate.

Table 5.7 Results

Child Response Verb Type Subj. position
e uscito il sole! .
Costanza unaccusative postverbal
the sun has come out!
o |
Matelda arriva il sole: unaccusative postverbal
the sun comes!
Francesca c'e il sole! copula/unacc ostverbal
there is the sun! P ) P
Paolo il sole! i i
the sun!
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In the second elicited sentence, none of the adildgiroduced the target answer,
and the only responses they produced included #raen“Nina” or “Nina la
pinguina”. | think this result is related to thetme of the task: while in the first
example (the one with the sun and the clouds) thikelren are involved in the
action that produces the change of state, in thergkone the children already see
the penguin on the page and even though they ltan®ve it onto the scene, they
find it harder to relate to the whole scenario.

This task was used to test the ability of the aleitdin producing a sentence with
new information and also to test the potentialha$ type of task. Even though the
children seemed to enjoy the story, the task waslaag and it was difficult to
keep their attention focused on more than thre®wor pictures. It emerges from
the results that the two children who, accordinghe weak language scale, are
developing Italian more closely to an L1 are abte use the appropriate
information structure with unaccusative verbs. Ehessults will be discussed in

more depth in section 5.6.

5.5.2 Animali in cucin&®

The second elicitation task is more complex andegts the production of
postverbal subjects in more complex sentences. thble was perfomed by the
four children twice, first during the last recordisession and also after about 8-9
months. | proposed the test to the same childréer af long period in order to
determine whether their performance improved wiitiet’.

The task requires the children to answer four qaestwhile they watch a short
cartoon. The aim is to trigger responses with padtal subjects by asking
guestions starting withche fine ha fatta..’, which can be translated awHat
happened to.”. This type of question requires a responsehia form of a full
answer. A sentence such as “who had the apple'dgogt be answered using the
subject “the spider”, while a question such as “whaappened to the
apple/where’s the apple gone?” requires the usa lohger response which also
contains a verb. While the first elicitation taskwolved the use of unaccusative

verbs, the second one requires the use of traasrevbs.

%% Animali in cucina (animals in the kitchen) is tiitte given to the cartoon.
>’ The children did not seem to remember the cartbersecond time. They also showed no signs of
training effect.
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5.5.2.1 Participants and procedure
This experiment aims at testing the children whorewvenvolved in the
longitudinal study (see chapter 3). In additiorg tbllowing four control groups
were tested:

* GROUP A: 6 monolingual Italian children - aged 33 5

(two participants for each age group)

* GROUP B: 7 monolingual Italian children - age rarzge-2;10

¢ GROUP C: 10 monolingual Italian adults - age rah§e50

«  GROUP D: 10 ltalian-English bilingual aduilts age range 24-35
The participants are presented with a cartoon shmwa computer screen through
PowerPoint slideshow. The transition from a sliddthe next is not automatic, in
order to give the children enough time to answiendtis not considered a factor
in the children’s response). The next slide is pnésd after the child answers the
question. The investigator reads the story, asksdhestions and controls the
slide transition. The experiment is audio-recordad the answers are transcribed.
The cartoon is made of 13 slides, each one comigian animation, in order to
make the story more attractive and to focus thddhiattention. Each slide
corresponds to a sentence, which is read to tHd.chnere are four questions that
are directly addressed to the child. The experimasted a maximum of 50-60
seconds with children and 30-40 with adults.
The cartoon is designed as follows: the inital gcehows a table with a drink, an
apple, a bowl of cereal and some carrots. Each, taneanimal comes in from an
open window and eats or drinks one of the itemghentable. After the animal has
disappeared, the mother appears in the scene as®bs @oquestion addressed to
the child (using his/her name, and asking what kapd to the item (‘Francesca,
che fine ha fatto la mela?’Ftancesca, what happened to the applePhe child
is then shown an animation related to the answehas to be noted that the
animation shows the animal appearing in the roomh @&ting or drinking. The
figures below show some stills of the animatioratetl to one of the questions

(the full details on the experiments can be foundppendix H).

*8 The adults tested have been living in Irelandafdeast 3 years.
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Figure 5.4 Initial scene

Figure 5.5 The spider comes in and eats the apple.
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Figure 5.6 The mother comes and says ‘Che finaattia fa mela?”’

Figure 5.7 The fourth slide shows the spider edtimegapple.

&

-
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The target answers should contain a postverbalestildjke in the following

sentence:

5.6  A: Che fine ha fatto la mela?
What happened to the apple?
B: L’ha mangiata il ragno.
It has eaten  the spider
The spider ate it.

As we see in this example, the structure of thgelasentence includes a direct
object pronoun that refers to the referent exprssehe question, followed by
the past tense of the vetb eat Both the pronoun and the participle form of the
verb agree with the gender and number of the objdu verb is followed by the
subject, which is in a postverbal position, repnesg new information.

In designing the task, the complexity of the seagewas taken into account. Each
qguestion requires an answer similar to 5.6 B, Imet dbjects it refers to are of
different gender and number. Even though the goestrequire the same type of
answer (Pron+Verb+Subject), they are quite compbl®cause the pronoun and
the verb have to agree in gender and number with ahtecedent referent.
Therefore, from a processing point of view, theseswers require a high
processing load, since they require the use of sivactures at the interface
between syntax and discourse-pragmatics (referemesm antecedent and subject
inversion).

Table 5.8 shows for each object the gender, nun#mer the corresponding

pronoun and verb agreement.

Table 5.8 Morphological construction of the senenm the task

Noun Gender Number Direct object Verb
pronoun

1. mela F S I'la mangiad

(apple)

2. cereali M P li mangiatk

(ceral)

3. carote F P le mangia

(carrots)

4. succo di M S I'llo bevub

frutta (juice)
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It is also possible to use the verbmngiare and bere in their reflexive form
mangiarsi and bersi (e.g. se I'é mangiata il ragno/I’ha mangiata igma). This
would not change the dynamic of the sentence. Tlaén difference between
mangiare and mangiarsi is the auxiliary selectiwhile mangiare requires the

auxiliary avere(to havg, the reflexive mangiarsi requiressergto be.

5.5.3 Results

The principal aim of the test is to determine wileetlthe children produce
postverbal subjects to convey new informatforiThe 10 bilingual and the 10
monolingual adult controls produced the targetdtrre (Pronoun-Verb-Subject).
The older monolingual children (GROUP A) also proed the same answers as
the adults. The younger monolingual children (GROBP produced shorter
answers, as shown below (table 5.9-5.10). Tabl@ SHows the verb agreement
(e.g. mangiata/ha mangiata referring to mela). €iaragreement is marked with

an Xx.

Table 5.9 Word order — monolingual children GROUP B

Questi Child 1| Child 2| Child 3| Child4 | Child5| Child 6| Child 7
uestior
age 2;1( age 2;0| age 2;4| age 2;1| age 2;0| age 2;4| age 2,0
Pron-V- Pron -V- Pron -V-
1. S Pron -V S S
S S S
Pron -V- Pron -V-
2. - - S S S
S S
3. Pron -\ @) - - - S-V-0O S
Pron -V-
4, o V-0 - - Pron -V S Pron -V

*From a developmental perspective, there are urav@reperties that govern the acquisition of

direct object pronouns and other clitics. In alhdaages object pronouns do not appear in the
wrong position, and they tend to be omitted in gatory contexts until about age 3 (Tsakali and

Wexler 2003). Morevoer, according to Tsakali and&e(2003) children are aware that clitics have

to agree with the participle. Cipriani et al. (19%how that direct object pronouns are the first

pronouns to appear between 20 and 26 months, éytaite produced in more than 75% of obligatory
contexts between 26 and 34 months.
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Table 5.10 Agreement — monolingual children GROUP B

_ child 1 | child 2 | child 3 | child 4 | child5 | child 6| child 7
Questior
age 2;1( age 2;0| age 2;4| age 2;1| age 2;0| age 2;4| age 2,0
1 X - X - X X
2 X - - - X -
3. X - - - - -
4 X - - - X -
Tables 5.11 and 5.12 show the bilingual childree'sults.
Table 5.11 Word order — bilingual children
Question Matelda Francesca Costanza Paolo
age 3;2 age 3;6 age 2;9 age 4;1
1. Y - Pron-v-S -
2. Pron-V - Pron-V-S S
3. Vv Vv Pron-V-S Vv
4. Pron-V S S-V-0 S
Table 5.12 Verb Agreement — bilingual children
Question Matelda Francesca Costanza Paolo
age 3;2 age 3;6 age 2;9 age 4;1
1. X - X -
2. - } - -
3. X - X -
4, X . X .

The results of the task show that monolinguals aske to produce the target
answer as early as age 2;0. However, of the 7 mdnldested, 4 did not produce

the target answer in any of their responses. Mareall of the target answers not

only show correct word order, but also correct agrent.

Of the bilingual children, only Costanza produdes target word order, also with
the correct agreement in three responses. FraneescRaolo only produce either

verbs or subjects, while Matelda produces two dbgonouns and also three

correct verbs, but no subjects.

114




The test was performed a second time after 8-9 hsorithe reason for replicating

the experiment was to see whether the advancemehnguistic development

would produce more target-like results.

Table 5.13 Results 2: Word order

Question Matelda Francesca Costanza Paolo
age 3;10 age 4;1 age 3;7 age 4;10
1. V-S S-V CI-V-S S-Cl-V
2. V-S S-v Cl-V-S S-Cl-V
3. V-S S-V Cl-V-S S-V
4. S S-V CI-V-S S-V
Table 5.14 Results 2: Verb Agreement
: Matelda Francesca Costanza Paolo
Question age 3;10 age 4;1 age 3;7 age 4;10
1 - - X -
2 - - X -
3. - - X -
4 X - X -

The results from the experiment run the second tneeclearer firstly because all
children give a response. Costanza’s performangeowes and she produces four
target sentences. Matelda produces postverbgaapbut she omits pronouns and
maybe this causes the lack of verb agreement. PamloFrancesca only produce
preverbal subjects. These results show that MatmidaCostanza, the children who
develop lItalian as the strong language, are awlatlkeeopragmatic constraints in the
production of new information structure. The fdwattPaolo and Francesca have not
yet mastered this structure respectively at age dritl 4;1 is significant and | believe
that this result can confirm that subject inversgbtructures are hard to process for

children who develop Italian as a weak language.

5.6 Chapter summary and conclusion
In this chapter | have presented the results froenanalysis of the longitudinal

and experimental data from the four bilingual cheld and the control groups. The
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initial analysis of the longitudinal data shows ttihere are few examples of
postverbal subjects. Costanza is the child who yeed the highest number of
postverbal subjects also combined with differergety of verbs. Her data also
matches the monolingual Italian data in the distidn of preverbal and
postverbal subjects. Overall, her subject producti@sembles that of the
monolingual Italian children from GROUP A, who praxéd target-like answers.
Another result concerns the verbs used in the Bigarstructures. Consistent with
Lorusso et al.’s (2004) results, the four bilingwddildren produce postverbal
subjects mostly with unaccusative verbs. The ombegtion is found in Matelda’s
data, which shows an opposite trend (34.7% unatimesaand 60.8% transitives).
Overall, this analysis shows that the children wdevelop Italian as a weak
language spontaneously produce very few postvesbdljects. However, the
examples from the longitudinal data are too few foymulate a reliable
hypothesis. | have suggested that the small numbgsamples in the data could be
due to the lack of postverbal subjects in the inthe lack of overall input, cross-
linguistic influence or the complexity of the stture. On the basis of the analysis
of the spontaneous data, | have excluded the ldgkostverbal subjects in the
input and the cross-linguistic influence as possibauses. Due to the lack of
sufficient samples in the data, | ran two experitaen elicit postverbal subjects
with transitive and unaccusative verbs.

The first experiment tested the production of pedbtal subjects with
unaccusative verbs. The second experiment teseedhitdren’s ability to produce
sentences containing not only subject inversioncstires, but also reference to an
antecedent. Both these structures require theativ of syntactic and pragmatic
knowledge. The results of the two experiments comfthe initial prediction.
Costanza, the child who develops Italian as a gtramguage, produces the
highest number of postverbal subjects and perfdratter than the other children
in both tasks. The children who develop Italianaasieak language have more
difficulty in producing postverbal subjects in bd#sks.

In order to further test the validity of this expeent in connection to the
assumption on the weak language, the tasks wersepted to control groups,
including monolingual children and bilingual and metingual adults. Adults and
older monolingual children (GROUP A) produced trerget answers, while

younger monolingual children did not always produdo#d sentences. Another
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interesting result is that children can producedr8er as early as 2 years of age.
The second task was administered to the bilingbédlieen again after 8-9 months,
in order to observe possible changes. The resdltthie second test further
confirm the existence of a relationship betweendhidren’s linguistic weakness
and their ability to process structures at the rfate between syntax and
pragmatics. These results further demonstrate that children who develop
Italian as a weak language have difficulty prodgcboth direct object pronouns
and subject inversion. The reason could be the t®xip of the structures or the
interplay between the domain of syntax, which gogethe word order and
pragmatics, which governs the interpretation of $eatence and the introduction
of information that is new to the hearer. The as@l\yof spontaneous and elicited
data demonstrates that structures at the syntayymafics interface can be
analysed to test language dominance and couldriigefutested.

In this chapter, | have tested the hypothesis enréhationship between language
dominance and the ability to process sentencesagong structures governed by
syntactic and pragmatic constraints. | have preskrdvidence from previous
studies showing that subject inversion is a symtastructure which is subject to
pragmatic constraints, since it is used to express information focu®. The
evidence that adult L2 learners of Italian havdidilty producing VS structures
(Belletti and Leonini 2004) suggests that theseicttmes are hard to process
because they require the activation of syntactat mm@mgmatic knowledge. On the
basis of this evidence, which has been confirmeater studies (Belletti et al.
2007, Bettoni et al. 2009), | have chosen to amalye production of inversion
structures. From this first analysis it emerges pustverbal subjects are less used
than preverbal subjects, and they are used lesthéybilingual children who
develop Italian as a weak language than by those ddwelop it as a strong
language. The longitudinal data was integrated vakperimental data. The
results of the experiments show that the childrdmo wlevelop Italian as a weak
language have difficulty mastering the use of isi@n structures. This evidence
confirms the assumption that children who develtglidn as a weak language
have difficulty mastering structures at the intedabetween syntax and
pragmatics. The findings from the analysis presgmtethis chapter shed light on

% Also see Erteschik-Shir (2007) for an exhaustiveoant of the properties of information structures
across several languages and Lopez (2009) fordhetactic analysis.
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the issue of language dominance in relation to ggeing resources in bilingual

children.
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CHAPTER 6

The role of the input in bilingual first language aquisition

6.1 Introduction

The analysis of the weak language presented intehdphas shown that Matelda
and Costanza develop Italian as a strong languaigile Paolo and Francesca as a
weak language. These results were further confirhgdthe analysis of the
production of subject inversion. Having establish@dmethod to assess weak
language development, in this chapter | turn tolaripy the causes of weakness,
and examining the role of the input. The main higpsis | wish to test is that both
the quality and quantity of the input affect theaisition of the minority language.

| assume that studying the input from a quantigapeint of view is not sufficient to
gain a full understanding of the relationship betwénput and dominance, because
it only gives us an overview of the time the chslgends being exposed to Italian.
Therefore, it is necessary to explore the contérthe parents’ speech during the
interaction with their children, in order to detene whether they actively engage in
conversation and whether they provide a qualitgtivieh input in terms of lexicon,
syntax and morphology.

While in my analysis the input is considered thestrgignificant linguistic factor
that could justify a weak language developmentag to be taken into account that
there may be other factors of a psychological awibsnature which also affect 2L1
acquisition. However, in this thesis | only examthe role of the input, since it is
more easily measurable. Moreover, it has been eldiby other researchers that the
lack of input may cause linguistic imbalance innglals (Schlyter 1993, Granfeldt
and Schlyter 1994, Argyri and Sorace 2007).

So far, different methods have been employed tdyaadhe relationship between
parents’ input and children’s linguistic developrmésee chapter 2). These are
mostly based on questionnaires and on the analysfge spontaneous interaction
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between children and parents. The analysis thaovisl uses both methods to
examine qualitative and quantitative aspects of ihgut. The quantitative
analysis, based on tlg@uestionnaire on the linguistic background of thiengual
child (Appendix B and C), aims to determine the amounitaifan time spent by
the child with Italian speakers on a weekly andrigebasis, taking into account
the child’s daily routine and also the time spemtlitaly every year. While the
results of the questionnaire provide an overviewtlsd time spent with Italian
speakers, they do not explain the type of inteoactaking place during this time.
This gap is filled by the qualitative analysis, wiiis based on the parents’
spontaneous data , and takes into account thréer$amamelyoutput(amount of
words produced by the parent when interacting Withchild),vocabulary(amount
of word roots) andyntactic complexityMLU in morphemes). These three factors
have also been tested in Pancsofar and Vernon-re4g8a06) study, which aimed
at determining the differences between mothers’ fatiters’ input and their effect
on the child’s language development. However, mglyais differs in the type of
data analysed and in the use of different samplaion6.5.1)

While previous studies have analysed the inputebtirig either spontaneous data or
data from questionnaires, in my analysis | provadeomprehensive examination of
the input by combining the two methodologies. Tasuits of the quantitative and
gualitative analysis are finally summarised in bheut Scale, which shows the total
amount of qualitative and quantitative input theldren are exposed to. By
comparing the Weak Language Scale to the InputeSitalvill be possible to
determine whether there is a relationship betwegputi and weak language
development.

6.2 Italian in Ireland: external environment and home language use

According to the last census (CSO 2006), thereabaut 4 million people living
in Ireland, of which 419,733 are non-Irish. The tefficial languages are Irih
and English. Irish is acquired as a first languagl/ by part of the population,
mainly residing in the Gaeltacht areas, but itgeken as an L2 by a large part of
the population. Ireland has seen a rapid economuwily since the 1990s, which
resulted in considerable growth of the immigranpylation. Today Ireland is a

®1 Since January 2007 Irish is also an official laanggi of the European Union
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multilingual country. The largest groups of non-Hkslg speaking immigrants are
Polish (63.276), followed by Lithuanians, Latvianad Germans. The Italian
community is among the 10 largest European comnasiliving in Ireland
(Rangone and Sgaggio 2007). With very few excepgtidhe study of the Irish
language is compulsory in primary and secondarycation throughout the
country. There are also schools where subjectsaarght through Irish, but there
are only a few bilingual schools that teach throlmyiguages other than English
and Irish, and there is only one secondary scho@ublin where some subjects
are taught through Italian. The Italian childrewatved in this research live in
towns where Irish is not spoken and they are npbs&d to any language other
than English and Italian. They attend English-sjpeglkpre-schools or day-care
centres. Their families try to promote the usetafidn at home, since English is
the dominant language in the children’s environmdrte four children come
from middle class families in which the father wsrkull-time and the mother
part-time (to different extents), devoting the reftthe time to the care of their
children. The parents try to promote bilingualiamthe family and they generally
stick to theone-parent-one-languaggrategy. In most cases, the Italian parent is
bilingual and the Irish parent is monolingual. Noak the English-speaking
parents are fluent in Italian, and only one of th@metimes uses Italian with the
partner. Overall, the children use English in aavidariety of contexts and with
a higher number of speakers. The quality and qtyawefi input for each case

study will be analysed in the following sections.

6.3 Methodology

Bearing in mind the characteristics of the extem@ironment, | will now look
more closely at the input focusing on each casdystln sections 6.4 t6.4.4 |
present the quantitative analysis, based on theltsesobtained from the
Questionnaire on the linguistic background of thiengual child, (see Appendix
B and C). The questionnaire is compiled by the pi@reof the four bilingual
children (see Chapter 3), who are asked to obsémea family’s linguistic
behaviour during a normal week. On the basis of dhestionnaire, | aim to
estimate the average quantity of exposure to halia
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6.4 Exposure to the two languages: quantitative armgsis

The results presented in the following sections laased only on the answers
given in the questionnaire. To keep the anonymitythee children and their

families, all names have been changed and no irdbom on their identity is

provided.

6.4.1 Quantity of input: Paolo

Paolo was 3;1 at the time of the first recording. ks an Italian mother, an Irish
father and no siblings. His parents follow thee-parent-one-languagstrategy
and they speak only English to each other. Theyvimitially concerned because
Paolo was not producing full sentences in Italiad &e was constantly replying
in English when addressed in Italian. His Italiamsywin their opinion, very
limited. Paolo has always lived in Ireland, whem lias attended a playschool
since he was 12 months old for 4 days a week fota of 36 hours a week. He
spends about 15-20 hours a week with his motherl@t5 with his father. He is
exposed to an average of 2-3 hours of Italian @d 3 of English everyday. He
speaks mostly English and sometimes he uses it wpeaking to his mother. He
uses lItalian daily with his mother and sometimestlos phone to the family in
Italy. He also spends at least one month in Italgre year. The father is not
fluent in Italian. Both parents want Paolo to beefit in Italian and they try to
promote the use of the language in the home byimgadtories, watching
cartoons and talking. The following figures showraphic representation of the
guantitative analysis of the input, based on theempids responses to the

guestionnaire.
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Figure 6.1 Average number of days spent in Italg keland each year - Paolo
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Figure 6.2 Average percentage of weekly exposueatih language in Ireland -
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Figure 6.3 Average percentage of exposure to eawjulage in one year - Paolo
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6.4.2 Quantity of input: Francesca

Francesca was 2;4 at the time of the first recgydBhe has an Italian mother, an
Irish father and no siblings. Her parents followe thne-parent-one-language
strategy. They speak mainly English to each othet, sometimes they try to
speak Italian. Francesca has always lived in lieklarhere she has been attending
a créche since she was 9 months old for 5 daysek W a total of 25 hours a
week. She spends about 25 hours a week with hemnenaind 20 with her father.
She uses English in the créche, with her fatherrasdamily and Italian with her
mother and her family. She has also spent at l@astmonth in Italy every year
since her birth. Her father can speak Italian, Hruis not fluent. Both parents try

to promote the use of Italian and want the childntaster the language.
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Figure 6.4 Average number of days spent in Italy dreland each year -

Francesca
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Figure 6.5 Average percentage of weekly exposureatth language in Ireland -
Francesca
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Figure 6.6 Average percentage of exposure to emujulage in one year —

Francesca
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6.4.3 Quantity of input: Costanza

Costanza was 1;11 at the time of the first recgd®he has an Italian mother, an
Irish father and no siblings. Her parents followe thne-parent-one-language
strategy and they speak only English to each ofiestanza has always lived in
Ireland, where she attended a day-care centre sineevas 6 months old for 2
days a week for a total of 16 hours a week. Whenp#rents work, she is taken
care of by other family members who only speak EBhglShe spends about 25
hours a week with her mother and 8 with her fatii@e child is exposed to about
4 hours of Italian and 8 of English every day. 8Bes English in the créche, with
her father and his family and Italian with her matland her family. She spends 1
or 2 months in Italy during the summer months. Tin@her promotes the use of
Italian by speaking only Italian to Costanza andusyng Italian games, stories
and movies. Her mother has made every effort tovige as much input as
possible in the daily routine and has also triedspend time with the Italian
family whenever possible.
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Figure 6.7 Average number of days spent in Italg keland each year -

Costanza
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Figure 6.8 Average percentage of weekly exposureatth language in Ireland -
Costanza
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Figure 6.9 Average percentage of exposure to eadgulage in one year -
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6.4.4 Quantity of input: Matelda

Matelda was 2;6 at the time of the first recordiBgth her parents are Italian and
they moved to Ireland as adults. She has a youmge¢her who is a toddler and is
not yet able to talk. When addressing the chil@, fdther only speaks Italian, the
mother also uses mixed utterances. The parentsyslwpeak Italian to each

other. Matelda always lived in Ireland, and she wid attend any day-care. She
was minded for a few hours every day by an Itakanpair. Her mother brings

her to community playgroups to expose her to EhglMatelda spends about 80
hours a week with her mother and 40 with her fatlsdre is exposed to 10 hours
of Italian and 4 of English every day. She useBataat home and English with

the children in the neighbourhood. Matelda alssp@ average of three months

in Italy every year since her birth.
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Figure 6.10 Average number of days spent in Itahg dreland each year -
Matelda
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Figure 6.11 Average weekly exposure to each languaglreland - Matelda
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Figure 6.12 Average percentage of exposure to déacbuage in one year -
Matelda
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Figure 6.13 and 6.14 provide a general overviewth# data across the four
children. The results of the quantitative analyshew that the children involved
in this study are exposed to Italian less than 43%he time, and only Matelda is
exposed to Italian more than to English.

Figure 6.13 Average exposure to English and Itatiaran average week
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Figure 6.14 Average exposure to English and Itailiaa year
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6.5 Exposure to the two languages — Quality of ingu

As | have shown in table 2.5 (chapter 2), differergthods have been used to
analyse the quantity and quality of the input. Whihe quantitative analysis
measures the amount of hours or days of exposutesttanguage, the qualitative
analysis explores the actual content of the infiie factors that are generally
taken into account in qualitative studies are tlemamlength of utterance (MLU),
the syntactic complexity, the lexical variety antsca other extra-linguistic
aspects. The quality of the input is generally goadl on the basis of samples of
conversation between the children and their parehtiactor that is often taken
into account in studies on child directed speecBYL is the socio-economic
status of the parents (Pancsofar and Vernon-Feag@d8; Huttenlocher et al.
2002; Windsor et al. 2007). However, this aspedt @ excluded in the present
study since it does not constitute a significactd&?

In order to analyse the quality of input it is nesary to consider what elements
make some parents’ speech “richer” than others. falotors that will be taken
into consideration to measure the quality of theuinare output, vocabulary and

complexity of utterances. Previous research sugg#st the combination of

%2 All the children involved in the present reseaczome from middle class families; all parents have a
university degree. In each family, the father hdslatime job and the mother has a part-time job,
mostly working 4 days per week.
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these qualitative factors contributes to the degwelent of early language skills
(Bornstein, Haynes and Painter, 1998; Hart andelgjslL995, Hoff-Ginsberg,
1991). Output is the number of utterances produced by the paraviten
addressing the child, and it is calculated by counthe total number of verbal
utterances. Another important factor to be taketo imccount is the amount of
vocabularyproduced by the parents, which is calculated bhyntag word roots,
and the complexity of their utterances, representgd the average MLU
calculated counting the number of total morphen@mtext of useefers to the
situation in which the language is spoken. Accogdito this analysis, a
qualitatively rich input is provided by parents whmduce morphologically and
syntactically complex sentences, use a varied wideap and engage in
conversation as much as possible while with thé&lchi

In the analysis that follows, the names of the perare not displayed. Since the
following chapters will focus on the children’s datl consider the use of the
child’s name more appropriate in order to makedata more easily comparable
at a later stage. | will therefore use the laldeither offollowed by the name of
the child.

6.5.1 The samples

In the analysis that follows, | examine three fastmamely output, vocabulary
and syntactic complexity. To analyse each fact&ing into account possible
changes through time, | select three samples, mra the beginning, one from
the middle and one from the end of the recordingoge It has to be also taken
into account that the analysis of output, vocabubard syntactic complexity are
not based on the same sample, because each anadygpiges a different
sampling methodology. The output therefore is dakad on the basis of 10
minutes of continuous interaction between the parand the child; the
vocabulary and the MLU are calculated on the basK00 utterances.

6.5.2 Output

The output is analysed in order to determine howchmiinguistic input is

provided during the interaction between the paramd the child. This is an
important qualitative factor, since it can show wiee parents engage in

conversation and whether they spend much time $pgadé the child.
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The output is calculated by adding up the numbeuttdrances produced by the
parent over a period of 10 minutes during 3 freaypsessions, displayed in
chronological order (Table 6.1 and Figure 6.18)e T¢hoice of samples was
based on the following criteria: it was not at theginning of the recording, when
the parents are more aware of the presence ofadeg it did not involve the
reading of a story, and it was an interaction astgmeous as possible. | chose to
analyse only 10 minutes from the total recordingause | found that it was

possible to collect samples of this length fromsadige’.

Table 6.1 Output

Mother of Number of Number of Number of Average
words words words
uttered in 10 uttered in 10 uttered in 10
min. min. min.
Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3
Francesca 364 370 280 338
Paolo 400 450 379 409.6
Matelda 490 430 346 439.6
Costanza 786 725 653 721.3
Figure 6.15 Output
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The results show that when engaging in conversairoplay with their children,

the parents produce between about 300 and 700 viorelsch 10 minute sample.

8 pancsofar and Vernon-Feagans (2006) analysesittisrfon the basis of 20 minute samples.
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Costanza consistently receives almost twice as nmyait as the other children.
It is interesting to note that there seems to béngarse proportion between the
number of words produced by the parents and thédrem’'s age. As the

children’s MLU increases, there are more utterarmesiuced by the child and
fewer by the parent. The results of the output shiifferences among parents

and they constitute a first significant step in lexpg the quality of the input.

6.5.3 Vocabulary

The second factor considered in this analysis ésaimount of vocabulary in the
input®®. According to some researchers, lexical learniogues mostly when there
IS mutual engagement in conversation (Hoff and Mzig2002) and input
frequency has an impact on the child’s acquisitbdrihe lexicon (Smith 1999).
Also the production of a high number of word typeghe input has been found
to positively influence the child’s lexical compmeatsion and production
(Bornstein, Haines and Painter 1998). Hoff and MNmig(2002) argue that
children’s vocabulary development is influenced ksheer frequency of
presentation, number of different words, and ridshand variety of linguistic
environments in which the words are placed’ (p.)423

| calculate lexical variety on the basis of the ft@mof different word roots in the
conversation between the parent and the child reetidifferent samples. The
analysis of the lexical variety is based on 10CGnathces from three samples
selected on the basis of the criteria enumeratedthm previous section.
Unintelligible words and fillers are omitted. Thesults are based on the number

of different word roots in each sample (Table 6.2).

® This factor is also included in Pancsofar and Yarfeagans’ (2006) analysis. However, they do
not take into account samples from different stages
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Table 6.2 Vocabulary

Mother of Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3 Average
Francesca 190 226 182 199.3
Paolo 286 202 228 238.6
Matelda 184 154 226 188

Costanza 272 280 260 270.6

6.5.4 Syntactic Complexity

The method that is commonly employed for assesdimg complexity of
utterances is the calculation of the mean lengthttdrance (MLU) in words and
morphemes (Brown 1973). While the analysis of thigddeen’s MLU presented in
chapter 3 was based on the number of words (inrotdemake the results
comparable to other studies), the parents’ MLUakalated on the basis of the
number of total morphemes. This type of analysiflects the syntactic
complexity, since it accounts for the number ofatanorphemes. Adverbs and
uninflected forms are counted as a single unit, iafldcted forms are counted as
two morphemes, since they contain a morpheme tbatveys morphological
marking of singular/plural and masculine/feminifidhe MLU analysis shown in

table 6.3 is based on 100 utterances taken froiffer@nt samples.

Table 6.3 Parents’ MLU

Mother of Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3 Average
Francesca 4.52 6.4 7.64 6.18
Paolo 7 7 7.5 7.16
Matelda 8.52 5.6 7.4 7.17
Costanza 8.92 8.92 8.94 8.92
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The results on vocabulary and MLU show that theyeaicertain degree of
variation among the parents. Overall, Costanzahes ¢hild who receives on
average the highest quality of input. In the foliog/ section, | will present the
results on the basis of a scale created for comg@dhe children.

6.6 Context of use and attitude

The factors analysed so far are numerically quiaiié. However, there are
many other factors that constitute part of the tnpwhich are not easily

measurable. One of these factors is the contextsef Bilingualism research has
shown that children develop pragmatic competene¢ ¢émables them to choose
the language to use in a specific context from ¢hdiest stages (Ritchie and
Bhatia 2004: 339). The analysis of the context d@dionprovide an insight into the

use of language by the child. The children takiag n this study are brought up
speaking English and Italian, but since they atised in an English speaking
country, they are likely to be exposed to Englishai wider variety of contexts

and situations. Overall, on a daily basis the gkidare mostly exposed to adult
language, mainly at home or in one-to-one situaioather than in social

contexts. From the questionnaire, it emerges that dhildren are exposed to
Italian mainly at home with the parents and ocaaally with Italian people, who

are mostly adults (extended family, friends, childders or visitors). They are

also exposed to Italian to a variable extent dutiver trips to Italy.

Table 6.4 Answers to the question: “How do you potenthe use of Italian in

your family?”
Mother Speak Read Watch | Trips to Meet Sing
of Italian Books TV Italy other songs

Italians

Francesca v v v v
Paolo v v v
Matelda v v v
Costanza v v v v v

Table 6.4 represents the answers given by the fsmaréhe questionnaire did not

present a multiple choice, and these are the amsssmntaneously provided by
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the parents. These responses can be interpretaa iaslication of the motivation
the parents have to promote the use of Italianldtdm realise from very early on
that there is one language spoken by the majofitthe people in the country
where they are raised, and there is a minority Uagg that is relegated to limited
contexts of use and to a limited number of speakertheir environment. It is
difficult to determine whether a child enjoys spie@kone language more than
the other or whether motivation can be reliably sugad. Even though there is
no evidence showing the role of motivational fastor 2L1 acquisition, there is a
possibility that the child will not develop intetesr attachment towards one of
the two languages. This behaviour could be develapdependently from any
external factors, or it could be a reflection ot tfamily’s attitude. While L2
studies can employ questionnaires or tests to aaagynotional factors, studies
on young bilingual children have to rely on the gm@s’ judgement or on
observation of the child’s behaviour. On the bagisthese judgements, the
children analysed in this thesis seem to have dg@esl a positive attitude
towards Italian, they associate it with family, idalys, play and fun and they
often talk about their experiences in Italy andrttiene spent with their families.
The older the children get, the easier it is foenthto explicitly communicate
their feelings towards the language. However, parethemselves can
communicate their own feelings towards the languagd culture by making
choices in their daily language use and by selgdiimuistic strategies. All the
parents taking part in this research have adoptedomne-parent-one-language
strategy and hardly ever mix the two languages wtadking to their child.
Moreover, the results of the questionnaire showed both the Italian and the
Irish parent have a positive attitude towards theamty language and they use
different strategies to promote its use in the fgmAs shown in Table 6.5, the
two strategies that are used by all parents araekspg and reading books. Many
other social and emotional factors could be takea account. Some of these are
the attachment to the Italian family, the relatioips with other speakers of
Italian, the contact with other children, and mangre. These factors of a more
social and psychological nature are not easily tifiable, and are not included
in the analysis that follows.
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6.7 Assigning values

By adding the values assigned to quantitative andli@gtive factors, it is
possible to obtain a result that indicates theltataount of qualitative and
guantitative input received. This result will latee used to determine whether
there is a relationship between input and domin&nd®y combining all the
factors analysed so far, | aim to find out whetteerlow amount of input
(quantitative and qualitative) results in weak lirgjic development.

In order to be able to add up the factors, | usedame criterion applied in the
analysis of the weak language. The values are msgighdependently for each
factor by examining the data and determining mimmand maximum values,
which would correspond to a scale from 1 to 10 &ppendix D). For example,
the quantity of input is calculated by averaging thsults of the amount of input
received over a week in Ireland and the overallrlyegesult, which would also
take into account the time spent in Italy. A chilould be exposed to 90 hours of
language (this result emerges from the questioehaof which 20 is Italian and
70 is English in a normal week in Ireland. The sarhiéd could be visiting Italy
every year for one month, and during that monthekRposed to 80 hours of
Italian and 10 of English a week. Therefore, guantity of inputfactor takes into
consideration the amount of Italian input considgrboth the exposure on an
average week and the time spent in Italy. On thgisbaf the data from the
questionnaire, | established that the maximum valssigned to the quantity of
input would be 100. Obviously, a result betweera@id 100 would mean that the
child is mostly exposed to one language only. Whilis does not apply to the
children under examination in this thesis, it ipassible result that might emerge
in other studies.

The prediction is that if the factors taken intc@ant are relevant to determine
balance, the lower the score, the more likely thiédds to develop Italian as the
weak language. Not many studies have so far predemtomprehensive analysis
involving quantitative and qualitative factors, tbfre there is not yet a valid

method of assessment of the input that could bepeoed to that used in the

% A limitation of this method lies in the possibyliof determining whether some factors are
more significant than others, due to the small amad data.
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present study. Moreover, as in the analysis ofwieak language, more data is

needed to confirm the validity of the methodology.

Table 6.5 Results of the sum of valtfes

Factors Costanza Paolo Matelda | Francesca
Quantity of Input 3.5 15 7.5 3
Output 7 5 4 3
Vocabulary 5.5 5 4 4
Average MLU 5.5 4 4 3
TOTAL 21.5 15.5 19.5 13

Since there are four factors accounted for, theimmim final result is 4 and the
maximum is 40. | assume that children who get aresdmetween 18 and 22
receive sufficient input to develop Italian as eosg language (fig. 6.19). This
assumption is based on the assessment of the lilingata examined in this
thesis, but more data is necessary to further owonfihe validity of this
hypothesis.

On the basis of the factors taken into account wedvalues assigned to them,
Costanza and Matelda receive a higher total quamwfitinput than Paolo and
Francesca. It has to be noted that these reswdtbased only on 1 year in the
child’s life and that the amount of input in theavManguages can change. This
model therefore reflects the performance in a $etetime-frame and it is not
expected to make predictions on the children’sdiatic development beyond the
period analysed. However, | believe that any futeteange in the child’s

developmental trend will continue to be stronglffuenced by the input.

6.8 Input and weak language development
The initial hypothesis formulated in this thesistigat the development of the
minority language is affected by the input. In artle test this hypothesis, | have

presented two assessment methods, one that cakule sum of the quality and

% The name of the children is used instead of thems. In this case it should be read as “the
mother of”.

139



quantity of the parents’ input, and one that assesise children’s weak or strong

development of Italian. The following figures shtve results of the two analyses.

Figure 6.16 Input Scale
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Figure 6.17 Weak Language Scale
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If we look at the two figures above, we can sed tha initial prediction is partly
validated. The results of the assessment of thatispggest that Costanza and
Matelda are exposed to a high amount of input &eg tlevelop Italian as a strong
language.

Since | am dealing with a relatively small popudati it is possible to analyse each
individual case, in order to determine whether éhex a correlation between a
guality/quality and weak language development. Tamalysis is based on the
correlation of pairs of factors from the data oa thput and those on the output. If
we compare Francesca and Costanza, who receivisdilar gquantity of input, we
can see that the qualitative values of Costanzgsitiare higher. The data also
shows that there is a correlation between the gyaoftinput received and the rate
of acquisition of determiners. Moreover, Costaaad Francesca are exposed to the

same (or similar) quantity of input and developliffierent rates. On the other hand,
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the cases of Paolo and Matelda show that the dyaoftithe input is a significant
factor. Matelda is exposed to a considerably highentity of input compared to
Paolo. Even though Paolo receives a qualitativedly mput, his development is
weak, he produces a high number of target-deviamhdg and his MLU is low
compared to other age-matched children.

It emerges from the analysis of the input and tfathe weak language that both
gualitative and quantitative aspects are relevanttie acquisition of the minority
language, but it is not possible to determine tlséatistical significance of each
factor due to the small amount of data. Howeves, résults from the four bilingual
children and their parents show that both quargityg quality should be analysed,
and their interplay provides a rich input for theld.

The comparison between the Input Scale and the Waaguage Scale shows that
Costanza and Matelda, who received the most censistput, develop Italian as a
strong language and their level on the scalesnmst proportional. However, the
same does not apply to Paolo and Francesca’s Batdo( receives more input, but
his development is weaker than Francesca’s). @iffehypotheses can account for
this result. The first may be that a quantity gfunhthat goes below the 20% of the
total exposure to language may be too low to develstrong language (Paolo’s
exposure to Italian is lower than 20% — see figare3). It is also possible to
hypothesise that even if the quality of the inguhigh, the very low amount of time
of exposure to a language may result in its devety as a weak language. To test
this hypothesis, it would be necessary to analgda ftom a child who receives the
same amount of input. The second hypothesis isnioaie or different factors may
have to be taken into account to find a relatiomdlgtween the input and the weak
language. In this thesis | have only considereditipgit as a factor affecting the
development of the weak language. In additiors iassible that other linguistic and
non-linguistic factors may have to be taken intocamt. This and other limitations
of this analysis will be discussed in the final ot

Even though the results of the two models presetdemhalyse the input and the
weak language do not perfectly match, it is impdrt@ point out that the overall
result achieved confirms the initial prediction, ndmnstrating that there is a
relationship between the total input and the dgualent of the minority language as

weak or strong.
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6.9 Chapter summary and conclusion

Starting from the assumption that parental inpalypla major role in the child’s
acquisition of the minority language, in this chapt have explored both the
quantitative and qualitative nature of the inpwtsing the analysis on naturalistic
data and on the results of a questionnaire. Thestpmnaire provided
information that was used to determine the quamtitinput each child received.
It also included questions relating to the attitedi¢he parents and their efforts to
promote the Italian language in the family. Howeubese factors of social and
environmental nature were not included in the asialysince they are not easily
quantifiable.

Adapting the methodology used by Pancsofar and &effeagans (2006), |
analysed the role of the input on the basis ofdéhgealitative factors, namely
output, vocabulary and complexity of parents’ wteres.

The sum of qualitative and quantitative factors waed to build the Input Scale
(figure 6.19). This scale treats each factor asabysignificant, and the results
are based on the sum of the values given to eachbla on the basis of a scale.
This model was created on the basis of Italian dathit may be applied to other
languages, as long as the values of the factoentako account (such as MLU
values) are modelled on the language under exammatThe scale was
constructed in order to present data on the inwhich can be compared to the
data on the children’s linguistic development présd in chapter 4. The scale
shows the total quantity and quality of input eablid receives. The results show
that Francesca and Paolo receive an amount of ilopegr than Costanza’s and
Matelda’s.

This finding confirms the initial hypothesis thdtet input has an effect on the
child’s linguistic development, and that insuffioteinput might result in
development a weak language. The method appliethadyse the input is useful
for comparing the parent’s with the child’s datadahis reliable especially in
contexts where one parent is the main source aftinpince there is still not a
full account of the causes of weak language devedy, this analysis could

serve as a starting point for further research.
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CHAPTER 7

Discussion and conclusions

7.1 Introduction

In this final chapter, | present the findings ot tthesis and an overview of the
methodological and theoretical implications of thissearch, followed by an
evaluation of the contribution to existing knowledand recommendations for future

research.

7.2 Review of chapters

In this section | provide an outline of each of tiapters presented in this thesis.
Chapter 1: Introduction and theoretical assumptions

In this chapter | set out the aims of the thesisifigoducing the main research
questions, the data, the methodology and the ttiearbackground.

Chapter 2: The study of the weak language

In this chapter, | evaluated the methods and tkalte of previous studies on the
weak language. | examined some of the most reldiradings that have emerged in
the literature on the weak language, consideriegriethodologies employed and the
factors analysed. | also presented research fisdihgt show that some bilingual
children and adults might exhibit difficulty prosgsg structures at the interface
between syntax and pragmatics. | hypothesisedhieathildren who develop Italian
as a weak language might have difficulty produgmogtverbal subjects. Finally |
evaluated the results of studies on the role ofinpet in L1 and 2L1 acquisition,
suggesting that there might be a relationship betvibe input and the development
of a weak or strong language.

Chapter 3: Overview of the longitudinal data

In this chapter, | introduced the linguistic baakgnd of each bilingual child
participating in the longitudinal study. After eqoling the methodology of data

collection, | examined each case-study, focusingtloa characteristics of the
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linguistic environment and the amount of exposwerédlian, providing examples
of interaction between the children and the Ital@erlocutors at different stages
of development.

Chapter 4: Strong and weak development of Italian

In this chapter, | presented the methodology usedetermine whether Italian is a
weak or strong language. The factors included ie #malysis were rate of
acquisition, code-mixing, MLU, vocabulary, use afget-deviant forms and subject
distribution. These factors were chosen becausg twwer different areas of
linguistic competence and they can provide a cohgmsive and longitudinal view
of the child’s linguistic development. Another inramt methodological choice was
the selection of comparative data. In this chagteised the data and results from
analyses on monolingual and bilingual children, arder to present a wider
perspective on the development of Italian in déf@rgroups of speakers. The results
showed that there is variation among the four giad children, and that the factors
analysed can be further tested for the assessrhiamguage dominance.

Chapter 5: The weak language and the syntax-pragmats interface

In this chapter, | confirmed the initial hypothedisat bilingual children who
develop Italian as a weak language have difficaigstering the use of postverbal
subjects. The initial analysis of the longitudirtdta showed that there are few
examples of postverbal subjects, and that the @mldvho develop Italian as a
weaker language spontaneously produce fewer thasetivho develop Italian as a
strong language. Due to the lack of sufficient se®pn the data, | ran two
experiments to elicit postverbal subjects with siime and unaccusative verbs.
The results of the two experiments confirm theiabiprediction. Costanza, the
child who develops lItalian as a strong languagsq aroduced the highest number
of postverbal subjects and performed better thanother children in both tasks.
The children who developed Italian as a weak lagguhad more difficulty in
producing postverbal subjects in both tasks. Thesalts confirm the hypothesis
that children who develop Italian as a weak languhgve difficulty mastering
structures at the interface between syntax andnpa#igs.

Chapter 6: The role of the input in bilingual first language acquisition

In this chapter | explored both the quantitativel gialitative nature of the input,
basing the analysis on naturalistic data and onréselts of a questionnaire.

Adapting the methodology used by Pancsofar and &efreagans (2006), |
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analysed the role of the input on the basis ofdhgealitative factors, namely
output, vocabulary and complexity of parents’ wteres. In addition, | analysed
the results from a questionnaire on the child'sguiistic background, which
provided data on the quantity of input. The reswoltghis analysis showed that
the children who are exposed to the largest amofiguiantitative and qualitative

input develop Italian as a strong language.

7.3 Concluding remarks

This thesis provides a new insight into the bilialgianguage faculty. Following the
generative framework, | assumed that there is @eusal basis underlying the human
language making capacity. In addition, the extesmalironment provides the child
with evidence to set the language-specific pararaeied to acquire the properties of
the language. One of the three main research guestiddressed in this thesis
concerns the role of this evidence in bilinguatflanguage acquisition. On the basis
of previous research findings, | assumed that & cwho is not exposed to a
sufficient amount of qualitative and quantitatimgut will develop one language as a
weak language. As | have shown in chapter 6, dmnldvho are raised in bilingual
families in a predominantly monolingual country &kely to be exposed to the two
languages to a different extent both in quantieatimd qualitative terms. The results
from the analysis of the input in the four caseal&s presented in this thesis show
significant differences in the exposure to theidtalinput. Even though there is not
yet any indication in the literature as to how mumpbut bilingual children need to
develop the two languages equally (or almost egyatlemerges from the analysis
presented in chapter 6 that both quality and qtiaofiinput are necessary. Due to
the limited amount of data, it was not possiblestablish the minimum amount of
quantitative and qualitative input a child requitesdevelop Italian as a strong
language. However, this method can constitute dirggapoint for larger-scale
studies on the relationship between input and laggulevelopment in bilinguals.
Another important question addressed in this thesigerns the relationship of the
input and the weak language. Having analysed éiffeaspects of the children’s
linguistic development, | compared the results fribr@ Input Scale to those of the
Weak Language Scale. This comparison showed tkattihdren who received the
largest amount of qualitative and quantitative inpevelop Italian as a strong

language. The role of the Weak Language Scaletiemip to compare the children’s
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results, but also to show that there are diffetenéls of linguistic weakness and
strength. As | suggested before in this thesis inportant to note that the results
presented reflect the children’s performance thihoug) one year of linguistic
development and it is not possible to predict wletkalian will continue to be a
strong or weak language. However, on the basiseofdsults obtained by comparing
the two scales, it is possible to hypothesise ithite children who are developing
Italian as a weak language continue to be expasadimited amount of input, their
Italian will continue to be weak. This assumpti@slgreat implications for the study
of bilingual development and it poses new questtbaswill need to be addressed in
the future. If the input is limited and a languageonstantly weak during childhood,
can the child be considered a native speaker dflémguage? What implications
does weakness have at different stages of lingudstvelopment? Is the lack of input
the main reason for a weak development or do olinguistic (and also non
linguistic) factors come into play after the dommhdanguage has become more
established? Answering these questions is very itapofor the understanding of
bilingual development not only in children, but al$n adults. In a broader
perspective, these questions concern the issuengtibge maintenance through the
lifespan. If we assume that it is possible to goutih different phases of linguistic
weakness, what factors may affect the maintenahtteeaninority language through
the years? Some studies have tested the proficieh@dult heritage language
speakers and have found phenomena such as attiitimcmmplete acquisition and
language loss (Polinski 1997, Montrul 2004, Rothra@67). Montrul (2004) uses
the term “incomplete learners” to refer to adultsonhave failed to “completely”
acquire the minority language. In L2 studies itgenerally difficult to determine
whether the adult has developed the minority laggues a weak language since the
earliest stages, or if there has been a progregssgethrough the years, due to the
contact with the majority language or to the ladkuse of the minority one. The
analysis of the adult backgrounds can only be asseshy administering
questionnaires, and not by examining the paremgputi As Polinski (2008)
observes, adult heritage speakers can represefartioeal missing link” between L1
speakers, L2 learners and balanced bilingualslltivis that children who develop a
heritage language (like the children analysed istthesis) represent another missing
link between L1 and child L2 learners. Franceseml® Costanza and Matelda will

go to English-speaking schools and, if the lingaibehaviour in their family is not
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entirely modified, they are likely to be exposeditaian on a daily basis. As the
children grow up, more questions will emerge: amesé children going to be
identifiable as heritage speakers? What differemgisve find between the children
who developed Italian as a weak language and tiwbeedeveloped it as a strong
language? What differences will we find between alimgual speakers and
bilingual heritage speakers? These questionsngdtd to be answered, and they can

constitute the basis for further research.

7.3.1 Contribution to existing knowledge
Overall, this thesis presents three major findingkjch can be summarised as

follows:

« ltalian can be considered a weak language if tlid eixhibits the following
characteristics throughout the development: slow od acquisition, short MLU,
presence of a high number of word order, agreerardtverb inflection errors,
limited lexicon, difficulty in making pragmaticallgorrect subject selection (null
vs. overt).

* Subject selection (overt — null) and subject positfpreverbal — postverbal)
are properties that can be tested to determinehehd#te child develops Italian as a
weak or strong language.

« There is a relationship between quality and quantit input and weak
language development.

The main contributions provided by this study apresented by the methods used
to test the weak language and the quality and duaot input, which make it
possible also to compare the results of the twiemiht analyses on the basis of two
scales. The employment of these methodologies sallosy to determine whether
Italian is a weak or strong language, and whetheret is a relationship between
input and weakness.

Another original contribution of this thesis liea the exploration of interface
properties of the language combining experimemtdllangitudinal data. The results
of the analysis of postverbal subjects show thal tare underused by bilingual
children who develop Italian as the weak languddps result can be more widely
interpreted as a difficulty to process structureguiring the activation of syntactic

and pragmatic knowledge. This constitutes an ingmbrtontribution to the growing

147



research on the acquisition of properties at iatex$. Both the experimental and the
longitudinal results show that bilingual childrerhavdevelop Italian as a weak
language present difficulties in the production pafstverbal subjects and direct
object pronouns. This represents further evidentehe difficulty for “weak
bilinguals” to process properties at the interfaeeveen syntax and pragmatics.
Overall, this study contributes to knowledge infatiént fields of the study of the
bilingual language faculty, namely the weak langyabe role of the input and the
acquisition of interface properties. The hypothesed the results presented in this

thesis constitute a starting point for more in-tiegisearch in these areas.

7.3.2 Limitations of this study and directions féuture research

The areas explored in this thesis are quite diyeaisd definitely require further
careful and thorough analysis. Several issues ttebd addressed. Firstly, this study
provides an analysis of the weak language based oew methodology, which
should be further tested on larger populations. édweer, the validity of the scales
and values proposed to test the input and the Veemuage needs to be confirmed
by employing larger amounts of data from monoligual bilingual children.

There are important issues emerging from this shibsit are still unresolved and that
should be addressed in future research. The firhe issue of attainment in 2L1
acquisition. In order to assess bilingual childrieins necessary to have more studies
showing the differences between weak and stronguiage and showing how the
two can be assessed. The analysis of the weak dgegoould be expanded by
including more factors and, by examining large anmtewf data, it would be possible
to determine which factors are more significantagsessing weakness. The same
criterion applies to the analysis of the input.Uratresearch should look more into
the different characteristics of the input and gmgsveigh the significance of each
gualitative and quantitative aspect. Finally, metedies are needed to understand
the relationship between child and adult heritamggliage, focusing on language
maintenance, the role of the input and other facwhich affect the ultimate

attainment.

7.4 Conclusion
In this chapter | have summarised the main findioigsy thesis and discussed the

potential for future work. | have explained how sthihesis constitutes a
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methodological and theoretical contribution to kiedge in different areas of
linguistics research and | have discussed somédefrmain limitations that have

emerged and some of the areas that need to berfueearched.
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Li Wei's classification of bilinguals

Achieved bilingual
Additive bilingual

Ambilingual
Ascendant bilingual

Ascribed bilingual

Asymmetrical bilingual

Balanced bilingual

Compound bilingual

Consecutive bilingual

Co-ordinate bilingual
Covert bilingual
Diagonal bilingual

Dominant bilingual

Dormant bilingual

Early bilingual

Equilingual
Functional bilingual

Horizontal bilingual
Incipient bilingual
Late bilingual
Maximal bilingual
Minimal bilingual

Natural bilingual

(Li Wei 2000: 6-7)

same agate bilingual

someone whose two languages combine in a
complementary and enriching fashion.

same apalanced bilingual

someone whose ability to function in a second
language is developing due to increased use.

same agarly bilingual

seereceptive bilingual

someone whose mastery of two languages is roughly
equivalent.

someone whose two languages are learnt at the same
time, often in the same context.

same asuccessive bilingual

someone whose two languages are learnt in
distinctively separate contexts.

someone who conceals his or her knowledge of a
given language due to an attitudinal disposition.
someone who is bilingual in a non-standard laggua
or a dialect and an unrelated standard language.
someone with greater proficiency in one of hiher
languages and uses it significantly more than the
other language(s).

someone who has emigrated to a foreign country for
a considerable period of time and has little
opportunity to keep the first language actively in
use.

someone who has acquired two languages early in
childhood.

same adalanced bilingual

someone who can operate in two languages with or
without full fluency for the task in hand.

someone who is bilingual in two distinct languages
which have a similar or equal status.

someone at the early stages of bilingualism where
one language is not fully developed.

someone who has become a bilingual later than
childhood.

someone with near native control of two or more
languages.

someone with only a few words and phrases in a
second language.

someone who has not undergone any specific
training and who is often not in a position to
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Passive bilingual
Primary bilingual
Productive bilingual

Receptive bilingual

Recessive bilingual

Secondary bilingual

Semibilingual
Semilingual

Simultaneous bilingual

Subordinate bilingual

Subtractive bilingual

Successive bilingual

Symmetrical bilingual
Vertical bilingual

translate or interpret with facility between two
languages.

same aseceptive bilingual

same asatural bilingual

someone who not only understands but also speaks
and possibly writes in two or more languages.
someone who understands a second language, in
either its spoken or written form, or both, but doe
not necessarily speak or write it.

someone who begins to feel some difficulty in eith
understanding or expressing him or herself with
ease, due to lack of use.

someone whose second language has been added to a
first language via instruction.

same aseceptive bilingual

someone with insufficient knowledge of either
language.

someone whose two languages are present from the
onset of speech.

someone who exhibits interference in his or her
language usage by reducing the patterns of the
second language to those of the first.

someone whose second language is acquired at the
expense of the aptitudes already acquired in tis¢ fi
language.

someone whose second language is added at some
stage after the first has begun to develop.

same adalanced bilingual

someone who is bilingual in a standard language and
a distinct but related language or dialect.
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Questionario Sul Contesto Linguistico Del Bambinbrigue
DATI PERSONALI
L NOME
2. Data di NASCItA  ..evvviieeiiiii e errmme e
3. Luogo di residenza attuale ...

4. Precedenti luoghi di residenza

a) LUOQO ..oevieiiiiiiiceieeeeee Dal.............. al oo,
D) LUOQO ..eoevieiei Dal.............. al oo,
C) LUOQO oo, Dal.............. al oo,

ALL’ASILO/CRECHE

5. I bambino frequenta un asilo o creche? .................

6. Se si, da quando? .........ccoeciiiiiieee,

7. Quanti giorni alla settimana? ....................

8. Quante ore alla settimana? .....................

9. Ci sono stati cambiamenti di scuole-orari-giaral corso degli anni? Se si,
specificare.

IN FAMIGLIA

10. Lingua madre della madre ...............commmeeeeennnnns

11. Lingua madre del padre .............ooev e e vneeennnn

12. Ore passate solo con la madre ogni settimana.......................

13. Ore passate solo con il padre ogni settimana........................
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14. Ore passate con entrambi ...............ommmmmmeeeeeenneenreeinee e
(se ci sono stati cambiamenti significativi duraglieanni, spiegare)

14b. Numero di ore di sonno al giorNo .......ccceeeieeiiiiiiiiieiiieciieeiis
(se ci sono stati cambiamenti significativi duraglieanni, spiegare)

15. Che lingua parlano i genitori tra di loro? S& ¢'una, spiegare in che
contesti e con quale frequenza vengono usate ergbvingue.

18. Quale lingua parla prevalentemente il
bambino?.........cooii

19. Per quante ore in media al giorno il bambinesposto allitaliano?
(includere il tempo passato guardando la televisiam italiano o ascoltando
persone che parlano italiano) ..................

20. Per quante ore in media al giorno il bambiresgosto all'inglese? (e/o ad
altre lingue?) ...

21. In quali dei seguenti casi la madre si rivoljefiglio nella propria lingua
madre? (e possibile scegliere piu di una risposta)

sempre

guando sono soli

in casa

nel paese in cui la lingua e parlata

in presenza di persone che parlano la lingua

raramente

mai

ooooood
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1 altro (specificare)

22. In quali dei seguenti casi il padre si rivolgkefiglio nella propria lingua
madre? (& possibile scegliere piu di una risposta)

sempre

guando sono soli

in casa

nel paese in cui la lingua e parlata

in presenza di persone che parlano la lingua

raramente

mai

altro (specificare)

oooooOood

23. Con quale frequenza il padre parla la lingutadeadre?

sempre
spesso
qualche volta
raramente
mai

aooood

24. In quali contesti?

25. Con quale frequenza la madre parla la lingugaere?

sempre
spesso
qualche volta
raramente
mai

aooood

26. In quali contesti?

27. Con la madre, il bambino parla:
0 sempre la lingua della madre
[0 quasi sempre la lingua della madre
1 a volte una lingua, a volte 'altra
[0 quasi mai la lingua della madre
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[0 mai la lingua della madre

28. Con il padre, il bambino parla:

sempre la lingua del padre
guasi sempre la lingua del padre
a volte una lingua, a volte 'altra
guasi mai la lingua del padre
mai la lingua del padre

aooood

29. Oltre ai genitori, con chi altro il bambino [zaitaliano?

32. Se le visite sono frequenti, in media, ognignhbambino quanto tempo
PasSsa in Italia? ......cooviiiiii e

DOMANDE PER IL GENITORE ITALIANO

33. Il tuo bambino...

non capisce l'italiano

non so se capisce l'italiano

a volte capisce, a volte no

capisce tutto, ma non parla

mi capisce quando parlo italiano, ma risponde sempinglese
mi capisce quando parlo italiano e a volte rispoimdiéaliano

mi capisce quando parlo italiano e mi risponde sempitaliano

ooooood

34. Vuoi che il tuo bambino impari ad usare l'igadD?

si, per me é importantissimo che mio figlio impé&taliano
si, per me e importante che mio figlio impari lligano
spero che lo impari perche potrebbe essere utile
voglio che lo impari, ma l'inglese & una lingua pitile
'importante & che impari I'inglese, poi si vedra

non importa se non impara I'italiano

oooood

35. Il tuo coniuge vuole che il bambino impari ahte I'italiano?
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si, per lui/lei € importantissimo che nostro figliopari I'italiano
si, per lui/lei e importante che nostro figlio inpkitaliano
spera che lo impari perche potrebbe essere utile

vuole che lo impari, ma I'inglese e una lingua ptie
'importante & che impari I'inglese, poi si vedra

non importa se non impara l'italiano

oooood

36. In quali modi in famiglia si cerca di promuogdiuso della lingua italiana?

Annotazioni

Questa sezione e dedicata ad annotazioni o comrobetii genitori ritengono
rilevanti per capire meglio il contesto linguistiao cui vive il bambino, dettagli
che possono risultare utili per lo studio del sualuppo linguistico o
informazioni che non sono emerse dal questionario.
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Questionnaire on the Linguistic Background of thiengual Child
PERSONAL INFORMATION
L NAIME e ———— e
2. Date of birth
3. Place of current reSidence ............oiceemcciiiiiinii e

4. Previous places of residence

a)Place .......ccooeviiviiiiii Mra................ (o R
b) Place ........ccoovvviviiiiiienn, Fro.......ccoe. (o R
c)Place .....ccooevviiiiiii, Fro.......ccoe. (0

DAYCARE/CRECHE

5. Does your child attend a daycare centre/creche?.................

6. If so, since when? ..........ccoiiiiiieennn.

7. How many days aweek? ..........cccoeevvneenn.

8. How many hours a week? ......................

9. Have there been changes in school-times-dayegltire years? If so, specify.

IN THE FAMILY
10. Mother’'s language ...........ccoovvevneeicemmeennnnns
11. Father's language .........cccocovvvevnvmmmmenneenns

12. Hours spent only with the mother each week.........................

160



13. Hours spent only with the father each week.........................

14. Hours spent with both ...
(if there have been significant changes, specify)

14b. Number of hours of sleep a day ........coveeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiis
(if there have been significant changes, specify)

15. What language do the parents speak to each?olthi¢ is more than one,
explain in which contexts and how frequently th® tanguages are used.

19. How many hours a day on average is the chiftbged to Italian? (include
the time spent watching Italian TV or listeningpeople speaking Italian)

20. How many hours a day on average is the chifbeed to English? (and/or
other languages?)

21. In which of the following cases does the mothddress the child in her
native language? (you can choose more than oneeajisw
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always

when they are alone

at home

in the country where the language is spoken

in the presence of people who speak the language
rarely

never

other (specify)

oooooOood

22. In which of the following cases does the fataédress the child in his native
language? (you can choose more than one answer)

always

when they are alone

at home

in the country where the language is spoken

in the presence of people who speak the language

rarely

never

other (specify)

oooOoOoooaa

23. How often does the father use the mother’'suagg?
always

often

sometimes

rarely

never

oooonO

24. In which contexts?

25. How often does the mother use the father’'suagg?
always

often

sometimes

rarely

never

oooonO

26. In which contexts?



27. With the mother, the child speaks:

[0 always the mother’s language

[1 almost always the mother’s language

[0 sometimes one language, sometimes the other
I hardly ever the mother’s language

[0 never the mother’s language

28. With the father, the child speaks:

1 always the father’s language

[0 almost always the father’s language

[0 sometimes one language, sometimes the other
[0 hardly ever the father’s language

1 never the father’'s language

29. Excluding the parents, who else does the dpkhk Italian to?

31. How much time did the child spend in Italy srarth?

LSt WAL it ——————— e
2N YA ..ot ettt —————— et et e et m———_
1G] 0 IR V=T | PP PRN
Y T PP

32. If the trips are frequent, on average, how nmiunle does the child spend in
Italy each year?

QUESTIONS FOR THE ITALIAN PARENT

33. Your child...

does not understand Italian

| don’t know if he/she understands Italian

Sometimes he/she understands, sometimes he/shaatoes
He/she understands everything, but does not talk

He/she understands me when | speak Italian, bwvenssin English
He/she understands me when | speak Italian, an@tsm@s answers
in Italian

He/she understands me when | speak Italian, andyalanswers in
Italian

O OOOooOooOod
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34. Do you want your child to learn to use Italian?

[0 Yes, for me it is very important that my child ledtalian
O Yes, for me it is important that my child learnliia

[ 1 hope hel/she learns because it could be useful

I I want him/her to learn Italian, but English is raarseful
[0 It is important that he/she learns English, therllgee
O It is not important that he/she learns Italian

35. Does your partner want your child to use It#hia

[0 Yes, for him/her it is very important that my chlgarn Italian
[ Yes, for him/her it is important that my child ledtalian

[0 He/She hopes that the child learns because it doeilgseful

[0 He/She wants him/her to learn Italian, but Englssimore useful
[0 It is important that he/she learns English, therllgee

O It is not important that he/she learns Italian

36. In what ways is your family trying to promoteetuse of Italian?

Annotations
This section is dedicated to annotations or commémat the parents consider
relevant to have a better understanding of thedthilinguistic contexts, of
details that can be useful for the study of langudgvelopment or to provide
information that has not emerged through the qaestire.
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Values used to measure the input

Table D.1Quantity of input

Values Quantity
1 10-14
15 15-19
2 20-24
2.5 25-29
3 30-34
3.5 35-39
4 40-44
4.5 45-49
5 50-54
55 55-59
6 60-64
6.5 65-69
7 70-74
7.5 75-79
8 80-84
8.5 85-89
9 90-94
9.5 95-99
10 100
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Table D.2 Output

Values Output
1 100-149
15 150-199
2 200-249
2.5 250-299
3 300-349
3.5 350-399
4 400-449
4.5 450-499
5 500-549
55 550-599
6 600-649
6.5 650-699
7 700-749
7.5 750-799
8 800-849
8.5 850-899
9 900-949
9.5 950-999
10 1000
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Table D.3 Vocabulary

Values Vocabulary
1 25-49
15 50-74

2 75-99
2.5 100-124
3 125-149
3.5 150-174
4 175-199
4.5 200-224
5 225-249
55 250-274
6 275-299
6.5 300-325
7 325-349
7.5 350-374
8 375-399
8.5 400-425
9 425-449
9.5 450-474
10 475-479
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Table D.4 MLU

Values MLU

1 4.0-4.4
1.5 45-49

2 5.0-5.4
2.5 5.5-5.9

3 6.0-6.4
3.5 6.5-6.9

4 7.0-7.4
4.5 7.5-7.9

5 8.0-8.4
5.5 8.5-8.9

6 9.0-9.4
6.5 9.5-9.9

7 10.0-10.4
7.5 10.5-10.9
8 11.0-11.4
8.5 11.5-11.9
9 12.0-12.4
9.5 12.5-12.9
10 13.0-13.4
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Number of Target Deviant Forms

Table E.1 Target deviant forms - Matelda

Age Word Order Gender Number Verb
Agreement Agreement morphology
2;6.23 0 0 0 0
2;8.11 0 0 1 1
2;9.07 0 0 1 4
2;10.12 0 0 0 1
3;1.15 0 1 0 0
3;2.20 0 0 0 0
Table E.2Target deviant forms - Paolo
Age Word Order Gender Number Verb
Agreement Agreement morphology
3;1.27 0 0 0 1
3;3.23 2 2 0 0
3;4.25 0 1 0 0
3;7.10 1 0 0 0
3;10.19 2 1 0 6
3;11.17 1 2 0 1
4;0.29 1 1 0 8
4;1.28 2 5 0 3
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Table E.3 Target deviant forms - Francesca

Age Word Order Gender Number Verb
Agreement Agreement morphology
2;4.20 0 0 0 0
2;5.10 0 1 0 3
2;6.19 0 3 0 2
2;7.28 1 1 1 0
2;9.07 0 1 0 1
2;10.17 1 3 0 1
3.0.17 1 1 1 3
3;1.17 0 0 0 10
3;2.27 2 2 0 6
3;5.0 0 1 1 9
Table E.4 Target deviant forms - Costanza
Age Word Order Gender Number Verb
Agreement Agreement morphology

1;1.16 0 0 0 0
1;12.10 0 1 0 2
2;2.17 0 0 0 2
2;4.09 0 0 0 0
2;6.07 1 0 0 2
2;7.16 0 0 0 0
2;9.14 0 0 0 0
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Lexical production in Italian, classified by agedamord category

Table F.1 Lexical production - Matelda

Age Nouns Adjectives Verbs

2;6.23 cane va
papi
passeggiata
puzzle

2;8.11 aereo marrone andiamo
bambina nuova colori
capriole viola e
carota fatto
copertina finito
dentini funziona
faccia portato
fogliolina senti
patate
prosciutto
scarpe
spinaci
zio

2;9.7 aereo corti caduto, cade
amico grande devi
animali neri dice
biscotti nuovo faccio vedere
borsa piano fai, facciamo, ho
braccia piccolina fatto
cammello ricciolini finito
casa rosa guarda
ciabatta rosso ho messo, messa
collo solo ho preso, prende
erba tante mangia
fine verde pennella
fiocco sembra
gambe sono
ghiaccio sta diventando
giraffa tolgo
libretto va, sono andate
mela viene
miele
negozio
neve
nonna
occhiali
orsetto
palloncini

personaggio
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pompetta
pongo
serpente
signore
stella
storie, storia
tigre
torta
2;10.12 amichetto bianco apri
bagno blu dice
bocca nero dormire
capelli piccino faccio, fai, fare, ha
dentini sola fatta
lavoretto guarda
letto puoi
mosca scende
nasetto togli
ponte usare
scuola vado
settembre vedo
viene
vuole, vuoi, voglio
3;1.15 ape alto aspetta
bambina blu bagnamo
barca meglio fare, facciamo, stg
becco piccolo facendo
fiore finito
gola guarda
miele hai visto
musica lasciamo
pulcino mettiamo
pizzica
puoi
sai
Si e appiccicato
Si é attaccato
Si muove
voglio
3;2.20 coda, codina altro bagnato, bagno,
corna bello bagnata
elefante, elefanti | bianco e caduto
gamba blu facciamo
gonna guarda
mucca ho fatto
piscina mangiata, mangia
trottola mangio
mi serve
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nuotare
prendiamo
proviamo

si attaccano
SO
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Table F.2 Lexical production - Paolo

Age Nouns Adjectives Verbs

3;1.27 bambino cattivo fa
colore caldo vieni
libro giallo

3;3.23 cammello bello € morto
cane brutto fatto
casa buono guarda
fuoco cattivo morto
gambe forte scappa
leone nuovo sono
lupo piccolo
mano rosso
onde tutto
scavatore
mare
balena
bocca
acqua
occhio
cuore

3;4.25 neve lontano guarda
latte piccolo mangiare
buio fa
luna
lupo
casa
amici
maialino
gamba
nonna

3;7.10 cavalla rotto
mani scotta
sole chiudo
notte e
sera
soldi
burrone

3;10.19 acqua brutto camminare
anatre, anatroccoll buono da
cacciatore cattivo diventa
casa grande e
coniglio grossa e andato
farfalla finito
gallina ha
mucche mangiare
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pappagallo prendi, prendono
pugno ride
tigre sai
uovo scritto
sembra
spara
viene
voglio
3;11.17 asilo altro, altra aiuta
braccio brutto butta
calzino giallo colorare
cane grandi, grande e, sono
capelli nero fare, fa
colore piccolo hanno
drago rossi, rosso leggi
elefante, elefanti | verde, verdi posso
faccia S0, sai
fronte spegne
gambe vai
lavoro voglio
occhi, occhio
occhiali
pompiere
rumore
tappi
4;0.29 braccio bello aiuta, aiuti
cacciatore cattivo corri, corre
cane grande esce
coda italiano fai, fa, farlo
coniglio lontano guarda
denti lungo legge, leggi
dottore tutta mangia, mangiarlo
frutta messa
leone passi
mano piangi
matite rotto
pancia saltare
pane serve
rocce o)
tigre sono, e, € stato
uomo sparato
volpe uccide, uccido
vado
vieni
voglio, vuole
4;1.28 albero brutto dormi
carote nostra e
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casa

colori
computer
forbice

leone

lotta

occhio, occhi
serpente

tanti

fare, fa, fai, fanno,
faccio

guarda

mettere

prendi

si rompe, si € rottq
sta
voglio
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Table F.3 Lexical production - Francesca

Age Nouns Adjectives Verbs
2:4.20 anatre vuoi
bagno
cavallo
2:5.10 bambina bianco
giraffe rosa
palla verde
2;6.19 coccodrillo altro apri
forchetta sporchi buttare
fuoco tutti fai
lavoro finito
luce lascia
occhi siediti
porcellino vuoi
2;7.28 acqua giallo si accende
albero mio scappato
calze nero, nera vuoi
coccodrillo
colore
foglie
gatto
macchina
mela
pera
pesce
rana, rane
sole
2;9.07 acqua bagnata apre, apri
asino mia dorme
autobus e
bocca fa, fai
buio guarda
casa leggi
foca metti
giacca sta
luce va
lupo VUOI
macchina
motorino
nonna
palla
passeggino
pesce
porta
torta
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2;10.17 acqua mio andare
aereo piccola, piccolo | colorare
bambina, bambini, rosso e
bambino tua fai
banana hai letto
casa leggi
conchiglia mangio
cucina messa
formaggio qui
frutta va
macchine vuoi
motorino
pane
pesce
pizza
pollo

3;0.17 acqua altro andare
cagnolino €, sono
festa fare
formaggio ha portato
gattino leggi
luna messi
mucca SO
pecora tieni
porcellino vedi
sole
spesa
uovo

3;1.17 acqua altro, altra apre, aprilo, apro
amici chiuso attacca
baci grande e
cagnolino, cane |inglese fai, fare, fatto, fai
casa mio finita
castello piccolo guarda
festa tuo ha
libro tutto leggi, legge
mare mangi
nonno metti
occhi mi piace
orecchie prendi
orsetto, orso regala
pesce sta
piedi trovare
porcellino va
sole vuoi
storia
telefono
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testa

torta
vestito

3;2.27 albicocca altro andiamo
amica arancione cadere
autobus attenta colorare, colora
bambini blu devi
bicchiere facile dormire
bocche giallo €, sono
braccio grande fai, faccio, fa, fatto
caffe mia, mie finito
calzini nero funziona
cane piccolo giocare, giochiamo
capelli rosa gira
cappello rosso guarda
colori tua guidi, guida, guido
figlia uguale hai, ho
fiori viola lavorare
foglie leggi
gatto mangiare
lavoro metti, mette
letto mi piace, mi
limone piacciono, ti piace, t
luce piacciono
mandarino prende, prendi
mare rilassati
mucca salta
occhi scotta
ombrello se I'e messi
palloncini siediti
parco-giochi spegne, spegni
pesca sta, stare
pezzo tieni
pile toccare
porcellini togliermi
scale torno
scarpe usi
scimmiette va, vado, vai
sole vieni
tavolo VUOI
telecomando
uccello
Z0oo

3;5.0 borsa altri andata, andiamo
burro bello, bella apri, apro
cereali freddo baci
chiavi grande e
cosa mia, mio faccio, facciamo, fa
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fiore
giardino
macchina
madre

mani
motorino
palla

parti
passeggiata
porta
posto
principessa
schifo
sedia
spesa
uccellino

sporco

giocano, giocare,
giochiamo
guarda

guidi

ho fatto

lascia, lasciamo
mangiamo
piove

prendi

provi

scaviamo

si arrabbia
sono

va, vai

vedere

vuoi, voglio
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Table F.4 Lexical production - Costanza

Age Nouns Adjectives Verbs

1;1.16 leone calda apri
giraffa hai messo
lavoro accende, accendi
moto
piedi
jeans
calzine
bambolina
cappello

1;12.10 aereo bella e
bimba femmina tieni
canzoncina
nonna
uccellino

2;2.17 acqua bianco, bianchi | aspetta
albero gialla balla
asinello piccolo, piccola | dammi, dai
capriole rossi e
cervi triste fa, fare, fai
febbre ha, ha avuto, ho
gallo ho trovato
lupo leggi
maiale messa
scarpe nascosto
scheletro piange
sete scrivo
signora voglio
zio, zia

2;4.09 acqua altro aprire
bambolina bagnata asciugare
becchino bella attenta
bimba buona bada
cacca duro brucia
cavallo piccolo cambiare
copertina suo casca
cuore comprare
fame correre
fazzoletto devo, devi, deve
fermaglio dorme
forma e
formaggio fa, fai, fare
frutta guarda
fuoco hai finito, ho finito
gallinella ho
macchina lascia
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maglietta

mangia, mangiare

nanna metti, si mette
ovetto premere
pappa prendere
pasta scotta
patate vado
pietra vieni
pipi vuoi, voglio
salsiccia
scalino
scarpe
soldino
vasino

2;6.07 banana azzurre ballo
biscotto comode devo, deve
blocchetto giallo e
casa preferita facciamo, sto
colore rosa facendo
fragola rotto mangia
gatto tuo mettere
gioco saltiamo
giungla sta
lupi tieni
piede va
scarpe vedere
telefonino viene
triciclo voglio
yogurt

2;7.16 acqua piccolo apre
antenne rosso dai
becco sua dice
bocca e
capriole fa
castello giocare
coniglio grugnisce
farfalla, farfallona guarda
gatto leggere, leggi
ippopotamo mangia
legno nitrisce
lupo scritto
manina staccata
mare starnazza
mucca taglia
porta vedere
regalo vuoi, voglio
storia
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2;9.14

bacino
bamboline,
bambolina
bimba, bimbo
cacca
caldo (N)
casa
cioccolata
coccinella
cuoricino
farfalla
fiore
fratellino
freddo (N)
giardino
ginocchio
giornalino
mandorle
mattonella
negozio
palla

piedi

pipi

porta
sandalini
scarpe
sorellina
tenda
uccellino
volta

altri
buono
grande
inglese
italiano
mio
piccola
rosa
solo
sua
tutti
ultima
viola

andare, andiamo
aspetti

cade, cadi
camminare,
cammina
compriamo
cucino

dorme

e’

faccio, facciamo
fare

giochiamo, gioco
ho trovato
lavorare

leggo

mantengo

metti, metto

mi alzo

mi chiamo

mi siedo, siediti
mi sto nascondendo
nascondiamo,
nasconditi

parla, parlano
piange
possiamo, possono
puzza

sai

si apre

si sveglia

sono

sto mangiando
trova

usciamo

uscire

vado

vedere, vedi, vedo
vieni

vogliamo
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Values for the assessment of the weak language

Table G.1 Scale

Age Scale érrﬂdoem Scale | Vocab | Scale g:\r/gg/z Scale | Subjects| Scale
252;;6 10 0-9 10 100 10| 0-0.9 10| 96-10Q0
252329 9 |10-19| 9 | 90-99 9 1-1.9 9 91-95 9
3?%2 8 |20-29| 8 | 8089 8 | 224 8 86-90 8
3f’é5 7 13039 7 | 70-79 7| 3-3.4 7 81-86 7
3328 6 | 40-49| 6 | 60-69 6 | 4-4.4 6 76-80 6
43?;11 5 |50-59] 5 | 50-59 5 | 5-5. 5 71-75 5
4‘31’3 4| 4 | 6069 4 | 40-49 4 | 66 4 66-70 4
425_5;17 3 |70-79] 3 | 3039 3| 7-74 3 61-65 3
435-35;0 2 |80-89| 2 | 2029 2| 8-8¢ 2 56-60 2
52_15;3 1 9099 1 | 10-19 1| 9-9.9 1 51-56 1
52?5;6 o | 100 0| 09| o0 10| o 6450 0
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Animali in casa
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Animali in casa

Text

Sul tavolo ci sono una mela, dei cereali, delletae un succo di frutta.
On the table there are an apple, some cereal, scan®ts and an orange juice.

Arriva un ragno e mangia la mela.
A spider arrives and eats the apple.

La mamma arriva e dice: Oh!(Child’s name) Che fiwaefatto la mela?
The mum arrives and says: Oh! What happened t@appe?/Where’s the apple
gone?

TARGET ANSWERS
L’ha mangiata il ragno.
L’ha mangiata un ragno.

Arriva una gallina e mangia i cerali.
A hen arrives and eats the cereal.

La mamma arriva e dice: Oh! (Child’s name) Che twa@no fatto i cereali?
The mum arrives and says: Oh! What happened taeha?

TARGET ANSWERS
Li ha mangiati la gallina.
Li ha mangiati una gallina.

Arriva un coniglio e mangia le carote.
A rabbit arrives and eats the carrots.

La mamma arriva e dice: Oh! (Child’s name) Che twa@no fatto le carote?
The mum arrives and says: What happened to theotsitr

TARGET ANSWERS
Le ha mangiate la gallina.
Le ha mangiate una gallina.

Arriva una rana e beve il succo di frutta.
A frog arrives and drinks the orange juice

La mamma arriva e dice: Oh! (Child’s name) Che fiaefatto il succo di frutta?
The mum arrives and says: Oh! What happened tothege juice?

TARGET ANSWERS

Lo ha bevuto la rana/L’ha bevuto la rana.
Lo ha bevuto una rana/L’ha bevuto una rana.
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H.1 Stills from the animation
Figure 2.1
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Figure 2.3

Figure 2.4
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Figure 2.5

Figure 2.6
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Figure 2.7

Figure 2.8
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Figure 2.9

Figure 2.10
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Figure 2.11

Figure 2.12
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Figure 2.13
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