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Introducing very young children to English as afgn language
Pawet Scheffler

This article describes how two very young Polistdcbn were introduced to
English through children’s animation series, withaning being made clear
through translation. The children were first exgbgeEnglish input at the age
of 21 months, and when they were four years arekthronths old, all their
English utterances were collected over a pericghofveeks. The children’s use
of language is compared with utterances producezhligren attending
monolingual English instruction in a formal settifighe comparison shows a
more spontaneous and creative use of English bgttitdren in this study. This
indicates that a bilingual approach in which cleldsimply experience a foreign
language at home may be more effective than mogudinteaching in a formal
setting.
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Monolingual and bilingual first language acquisitin

Children are successful language learners. If #reyoorn in monolingual families, they
normally acquire the language spoken by their garand become fully proficient users
of that language, both in comprehension and inyxctan. If they are born in bilingual
families and are exposed to two languages fronh kiiney typically either become
active bilinguals and both understand and spealdanguages or they become passive
bilinguals and they understand two languages bedilspnly one. The process is often
referred to as bilingual first language acquisitiwBFLA (De Houwer 2009: 2-3).

The mechanism behind the acquisition process idlobod is a matter of debate
in which two main positions can be distinguished.tBe one hand, there are those who
argue that children are born with an innate Uniae@&ammar (UG), which provides
them with general guidance as to what languagédedike (e.g. Chomsky 1986;

Meisel 2011). In this view, the linguistic inputathchildren are exposed to basically
serves as a trigger of the relevant principlesti@mother hand, there are linguists (e.g.
Tomasello 2005) who reject the possibility of geradly transmitted linguistic
knowledge and who claim that children construcglaage structure on the basis of
input and language use.

Regardless of how the UG issue is finally setitbdre is substantial evidence
that input and interaction have a major impact ow kanguage acquisition proceeds,
both in the case of monolingual and bilingual cteld There are correlations between
the amount of input and type of interaction ondhe hand, and language development
in the areas of vocabulary and grammar on the othéddren develop language the
most efficiently if they spend a lot of time inqbiattentional interaction with their
parents / caregivers, and if they often have thaiput rephrased (e.g. Farrar 1990; Hart
and Risley 1995, Pearson et al. 1997). If a clilskeverely deprived of personalized



input, then language development can suffer coraitle as evidenced by cases of
non-deaf children of deaf parents (Sachs, BardJahdson 1981). In bilingual families,
the amount of exposure children receive and thesty interaction that occur are often
determined by parental attitudes and beliefs alamgiluage learning. For children to
become active bilinguals, their parents need te lzapositive attitude towards the two
languages and they need to have “an impact belledut their children’s language
development (De Houwer 2009: 86-98). This meanisthey will, for example, support
the children’s speaking of both languages wherchildren start attending school and
one of the languages becomes dominant in their@mwient. If the natural process of
BFLA does take place, then bilingual children passugh the same stages of
development as monolingual children do (De Houvi$¥Y® 37-41).

Early foreign language learning at school and at hoe

As King and Mackey (2007) say, there are many gan&@ho share the same language
and have only limited foreign language (FL) skillg who would still like to raise their
children bilingually. In many countries in the wabprparents want to introduce their
children to English, and in general terms, theyaemeve this in two ways. First, they
can make use of English instruction which is offielbg language schools or which is
provided in nursery schools. Second, if they knawlish well enough, they can take
matters into their own hands and try to teach tti@idren English themselves by
speaking English to them and by providing them witier sources of input. In this
section, some of the options available in thesedweas are presented and some of the
problems with their assumptions and implementagi@discussed.

The school setting

Courses which are offered to very young childremiarnational language schools
normally try to imitate monolingual first languagequisition in at least one important
aspect: in the instruction process, children appsesed to be immersed in the new
language and the native language is not suppodael ised. Some of these courses are
based on methods designed specifically for childi@nexample, the Helen Doron
Method. Others are courses derived from methodshwtater for the needs of both
children and adults (e.g. the Berlitz Method). Heve will focus on the Helen Doron
Method, as its effectiveness is relevant to thalte®f the study reported in this article.

Helen Doron schools run programmes for childrerddgem three months up to
around eighteen years of age. According to Dor@112, her method replicates first
language acquisition by “creating an immersioneayst This immersion system is
supposed to be created by exposing children togsaakd listening of the new
language at home. Children should listen to recgsliwice a day while being engaged
in their daily routines, with their attention teethhudio material being only peripheral.
The language of the recordings, which mostly carmdisongs, will become clear as it is
repeated in various activities in the classroomnidtive language of the children is
used in the classroom.

The effectiveness of the Helen Doron Method inRbé&sh context has been
examined by Rokita (2007). As part of her studykiRo(2007) followed the
development of five Polish children whose progiagsnglish she monitored for
periods from 14 to 24 months. The study focusetherchildren’s lexical development
but Rokita also analysed English utterances pratispentaneously by the children. All
the children attended English instruction in a iHdb®ron school and every other week



Rokita observed the children’s behaviour in cl&® also asked parents to make notes
of their children’s spontaneous use of English simelinterviewed them every two or
three months. Below, the cases of two children fRwkita (2007) will be presented, as
they correspond quite closely to the children is #tudy in terms of starting age and
the length of exposure.

The first child, Konrad, started learning Engligtiree age of two and his
linguistic development was observed for 24 monwrad attended classes at the
Helen Doron school regularly and participated elgggeard successfully in class
activities. For example, he was generally ableatoycout the teacher's commands and
to identify objects shown on flashcards. At honedid not receive any support from
his parents in terms of additional input or reviegvclass material. The only other
sources of input were English tapes, which herlstieto twice a day in the car on the
way to and back from nursery school.

Konrad produced very little English outside thessks. The few instances
reported by his father, who was an upper interntediaer of English, concern
Konrad’s use of English words to label objects hisdporoduction of fixed patterns from
the classes. For example (Rokita 2007: 105):

Konrad (2;10)Daj mi mo¢j busGive me my bus.’ (asking for a toy bus)
Konrad (3;0).Let’s sleep.

The second child, Ada, started attending the cowtsn she was two years and five
months old. She also attended the course regulartyin addition to that she practised
English and was exposed to it at home. Ada’s mdthew enough English to recreate
some of the classroom activities at home with f@ergthter, and to review vocabulary
and listen to the tapes with her. Ada also watdteldiren’s programmes and cartoons
on the BBC Prime Channel. Contrary to Konrad, sbdgpdbduce some spontaneous
English utterances at home: she sometimes init@tstroom type activities with her
mother, labelled objects in English, used mixedratices and, on a few occasions,
described her actions in English. For example (Rak007: 86-87):

Ada (3;7):I'm sleeping.(pretending to lie down and sleep)

Summarising all the children’s linguistic developmheRokita (2007: 128) concludes
that their elicited and spontaneous production nesricted to single words,
established formulas or memorised sentence patt@msh they mostly produced in
class. She did not find any evidence of acquisitibgrammatical rules or inflectional
morphemes. The children’s use of inflected verbs katricted to those they had been
exposed to in class. Further, they treated Englsshn object of study: when Rokita
(2007: 129) asked Ada (3;11) what English was/Aala replied that she needed it in
order to study.

Parents as foreign language teachers

As De Houwer (2009: 7) says, the family is the fipatry socialization unit” for
bilingual first language acquisition. There are muous publications aimed at helping
parents to raise their children bilingually, mostich, however, focus on children
raised by multi-lingual couples. A recent self-hbtok for parents which includes a



treatment of foreign language instruction for cteldlin monolingual families is King
and Mackey (2007). The authors (2007: 21) clainh ‘tih the right foundation of
knowledge, any parent can raise a child who knowserthan one language, even if
that parent is monolingual”. What is crucial istth@onolingual parents know how to
make use of the resources that can be harnessegport their children’s FL
instruction.

King and Mackey (2007: 101-103) say that “in opftilmiecumstances” exposure
to a foreign language should begin in the first therof the child’s life. Parents who
know “only bits and pieces” of the foreign language use that knowledge and sing
FL songs to their children or memorize some sinpbliases and use them in
meaningful contexts. Parents with “very basic mmeficy levels” can read simple
picture books to their children in a foreign langealt is not much of a problem that the
language the children hear is not perfect in tesfreccent: what matters is that the
exposure they receive is meaningful. Such expasum course, much easier to
provide in mixed language families, that is, ing@an which one of the parents is a
competent user of a foreign language. In such fagiparents should integrate a
foreign language into as many of their daily atia as possible.

While encouraging parents to help their childrethvioreign languages, King
and Mackey (2007: 101) also suggest that the Futitigat parents themselves provide
should be supplemented by input coming from otbarces. This could be done, for
example, by hiring a foreign language speaking bitgy or nanny, enrolling the child
in foreign language classes or using modern tedgyoHowever, King and Mackey
(2007: 135- 140) warn that this last option shdadcemployed sparingly with young
children: they point out that according to Pattar6®98) watching TV does not result
in toddlers increasing their vocabularies. Tel@ngbrogrammes could be used, King
and Mackey (2007:139) say though, as a springbioanarent-child interaction in the
foreign language and in this way contribute to laagge acquisition.

Natural language acquisition

The exclusion of learners’ own languages is on®klements which is supposed to
make the FL learning process resemble monolingisillanguage acquisition. One
may wonder, however, why monolingual first languagguisition should be a model
for foreign language learning. It seems that anahtuodel for very young foreign
language learners should be bilingual first languacquisition (BFLA), in which two
languages are acquired simultaneously. As Butzkam#nCaldwell (2009: 217-227)
show, in BFLA, children use a number of interlingstaategies. For example, children
ask for equivalents out of pure curiosity, compaxpressions to separate and order the
two linguistic systems, and search for equivalemtressions to confirm understanding.
Butzkamm and Caldwell (2009: 223) conclude thgh¥tnatural strategies of young
developing bilinguals make the exclusion of the ivim the FL classroom seem
almost perversely wrong”.

In naturalistic settings, there is a positive clatien between the amount and
quality of input children receive and the amounkaoifguage they produce (e.g. Pearson
et al. 1997). Consequently, parents who want tchtétaeir children a foreign language
are also advised to maximize exposure to that EgguFor example, King and Mackey
(2007: 99) state that successful acquisition depend'rich, dynamic, engaging
interaction”, which in effect means immersing “yanild in language all day”. They
(2007: 102) also claim that this is a simple mdtteparents, even if these parents are



not proficient in the new language: all it involiesmemorising some key phrases or
silly songs” which are then used instead of thosthé mother tongue.

It seems, however, that surrounding children witbraign language at home
may be much more difficult than King and Mackey2pclaim. First, as the report
below indicates, addressing one’s own childrenforaign language may be very
awkward even for a parent with a high level of cetepce. Second, a handful of “key
phrases” will not suffice to immerse children i thew language. Research shows that
in first language acquisition children receive massput: Cameron-Faulkner, Lieven
and Tomasello (2003: 866) estimate that every tdgiren hear around 7,000
utterances, “including about 2,000 questions, atiga@0 fragments, about 1,000
copulas, and about 400 complex utterances”. Sutt@k/cannot be replicated in a
foreign language context in which parents havéeit disposal a limited repertoire of
phrases which they direct at the child from timéince.

In addition to being addressed by parents, childnay also be exposed to CDs
containing foreign language input in the form ohg® or nursery rhymes. It is doubtful,
however, whether such exposure can have much inopachildren’s development. In
Tomasello’s (2005) account, children acquire lagguahen they participate in “joint
attentional frames” with adults. These frames e&eammon ground for
communication, which enables children to undersehdts’ communicative intentions
expressed within them by linguistic utterances. &lohthis takes place when children
hear songs on a CD at home or learn nursery rhymeas English class: the utterances
they hear are disconnected from any communicatwext in which their attention is
shared with an adult speaker whose intentions dineyrying to understand.

Introducing children to English through animation series

The background

In this introductory section, it is described hdwe author introduced his own twin
children to English through children’s animatiomisg. The study that is reported later
presents the children’s spontaneous use of Engylggdrered by the input sources and
compares it with spontaneous English utteranceduysex by children attending formal
English instruction.

The author is a native speaker of Polish and arecin English at a Polish
university. Despite being a proficient user of Hsigl the author himself could not
simply provide the children with input and inteiaatin English: the idea of using a
foreign language for personal communication wite’srown children, as
recommended by for example King and Mackey (206d@med very unnatural.
Instead, the author decided that the children shaaltch British children’s animation
series: Peppa Pig, Humf, and Ben and Holly’s LiKiegdom. The selection of these
particular series was motivated by the fact thay tvere aimed at pre-school children
and mostly depicted daily lives of the main chagecthat children should easily be able
to relate to. The author hoped that the seriesavexpose the children to language and
non-violent content appropriate for children thge aand that it would provide
opportunities to interact in English with them.

The content of Peppa Pig episodes, which wasrhéamost frequently viewed
series by the children, centres around the titlgatter, who is an anthropomorphic
little pig. Peppa and her parents are usually vewlin everyday activities typical of
families with pre-school children (e.g. playing gesngoing to the playground and
visiting grandparents), which is obviously refletta the vocabulary of the series.



In terms of vocabulary variation, the languagehef $eries is comparable to that of
conversation, which means that the variation is lawype-token ratio was calculated
for a sample of 1000 words randomly selected fremepisodes (100 words from each)
that the children watched. The ratio that was oletiwas 33.9%, which is comparable
to the 30% ratio for the same sample size from iBhglonversation in Biber et al.
(1999: 53).

The children started to view the Peppa Pig sendanuary 2010, when they
were 21 months old. For about a year, the chilevatthed from two to four episodes at
a time, each episode being approximately five n@gslbng. The children watched the
series almost every day, often with the author @rdetimes with the author’s partner)
watching with them and translating into Polish savh#he key lexis and sentences in
each episode. The translations focused on theragtierformed by the characters, on
their characteristics and on the objects involvethe actions. After about a year the
children also started to view the Humf series ard Bnd Holly’s Little Kingdom. On
average, in the two and a half years leading upecstudy, the children spent about
forty five minutes a day exposed to English onvisien. Until recently, the three TV
series just mentioned were the only children’s prognes the twins watched. In
addition to that, they were often read to in Pglesid from time to time, the author also
read to them and told them bedtime stories in BhglThe books were mostly Peppa
Pig publications, and the stories were typicallgdzhon episodes from that series.

The study described in this article did not origgnas a research project. The
author started to expose his children to Engligbifgpthat it might help them take their
very first steps in English. Once it was clear tihatprocedure was having an impact on
their linguistic behaviour the author began to rddbe children’s progress. The fact
that the children’s exposure to English was nattygrcontrolled is a limitation of the
study. However, the study shows very clearly wiaat loe achieved in foreign language
learning in a real home setting.

In the description below, the general stages thramgich the children passed
from January 2010 to August 2012 are described fitss is followed by a detailed
account of the English utterances produced by liiidren in the six weeks between 1
July 2012 and 14 August 2012, which the author atds to spend with them, and in
which he attempted to record in writing all the Estgthey produced. In the report, the
children will be referred to as A (female) and Kas).

General stages

1 The silent period (January 2010 — June 2010)

For the first six months of being exposed to Efgtirrough the Peppa Pig series, the
children did not produce any English. One can 8@n, that they first went through a
silent period, which is a well-known phenomenowhild second language acquisition
(e.g. Tabors 1997). However, they watched all fhiscgles with interest and were
happy to listen and respond to the author’'s comsn@nPolish on the main characters
and their actions.

2 Imitation and word play
After six months, in June 2010, the children mdurtfirst attempts at imitating some

of the English words and phrases they heard. Theditempt that the author witnessed
was when A tried to repeat Peppa’s introductiohaffamily members. Initially, the



children repeated words immediately after hearggrt in an episode. Later, they

would often do it on their own when walking arouwrdblaying, without any visible
stimulus present. The first items they producedgieded objects and includgthsses
rainbow, car, car-wash flower, swing see-sawslide Peppa’s housdeddy and,
inevitably,dinosaurandmuddy puddlesSimilar instances of word play can still be seen
in their verbal behaviour today.

3 Labelling objects

In September 2010, the children began to use HErajtish vocabulary to spontaneously
label various objects around them. Since the wprdduced in this way were nouns,
this may be seen as confirmation of the so-caltathrbias in children’s early linguistic
production (e.g. Gentner 1982). To some extentghpthis may have been a reflection
of the available input and the translations thatewgovided. Many new lexical items
appeared in their output at that time, which enagad the author to continue providing
them with input and translating parts of it. In thenslations the author frequently used
the sandwich technique (Butzkamm and Caldwell 283935), which consists in first
giving an FL language word or expression, themtlo¢her tongue equivalent, and
finally the FL item again. The author normally merhed the technique while watching
an episode with the children, with the first FLnitdveing delivered in the story itself.

4 Interaction and commenting on events

It was also in September 2010 that for the firsitithe children spontaneously
employed an English expression while interactintipwheir parents. It happened during
a visit to a playground when both A and K exclairkigher! Higher! while being
pushed by us on a swing. Not long after that, Ehgtixpressions began to appear in
which the children commented on their own actionsrosituations in which they
participated. For example, they would excldioo scarywhile chasing each other or
Delicious!to describe the food they were eating. From threthere has been a steady
increase in the number of such expressions artteincomplexity.

The study

July and August 2012

Throughout 2011 and in the first half of 2012, #hethor continued to introduce the
children to English in the ways described aboves @ildren enjoyed watching the
series selected for them and continued to play meéth words, label objects with them
and comment on events. The words that they prodcaed from all the series that they
watched. Some of the exchanges in that period,iwiiere normally related to topics
from the English sources, were initiated by thédiautin July and August 2012, when
the children were four years and three/four moottsthe author kept a daily written
record of all the English utterances they produédidof the ones that were recorded
are provided in Appendix 1 together with contextinébrmation and translations in the
case of mixed utterances. Examples from each catéigat was distinguished are
provided below. Because the focus of the repashighe children’s spontaneous use of
English, instances of immediate repetitions of ggnm any of the input sources are
excluded from the data. The children’s pronuncrati@s mostly clear and accurate. It
was only in a few cases that the author was noptetely sure what they said, and



such utterances have also been excluded. The gotistrs which are incorrect from the
point of view of adult grammar are marked with &stes.

1 Sentential constructions

A: It's broken. (upon destroying a toy house)
K: *I jJump on the bed because it's a bouncy bédmping on his bed)

2 Nominal expressions

A: My hands, sticky hands

K: Naughty messy Mummy, naughty messy Daddy, naugh&gsy A
(lying in bed in the morning)

3 Various expressions

A: Ready or not, here | comdbplaying hide and seek)
K: To the rescuelplaying in a pretend fire engine)

4 Mixed utterances

Inserting lexical items

A: To g mojewriggly worms Tutaj leg. (playing with paper strips)

‘These are my wriggly worms. They are lying here.’

K: Princess Holly uderzyta o kamyk swejandi sie zepsuta.

‘Princess Holly hit her wand against a stone artwlake.’

Switching from one language to the other

A: Delicious! Smakuy mu Twoje wiosyJump! Jump! Kot skacze na twojej gtowie.
(playing with a toy cat and addressing the father)

‘Delicious! He likes your hair. Jump! Jump! The @jumping on your head.’

5 Exchanges in English or in mixed utterances

Father.George is a little piggy(after telling a bedtime story)
K: Daddy Pig is a big piggy.

K: A lot of snakes

A: Wszystkisnakes

‘All the snakes’

(playing with paper strips)

Comprehending English input

The focus of this article is the children’s spomtams output. On a number of occasions
in July and August 2012 the author also perfornméorinal comprehension checks to
find out how much English A and K actually undecstoThese were usually simple

wh- questions which the author asked in English wivdewere watching Peppa Pig



episodes and which concerned the content of spespfsodes, for example actions that
the characters performed or some of the objectghties had. The children had never
been asked these questions before, but in allabesathey were able to provide correct
answers. They mostly answered in Polish, and itkveo was almost always the first
to respond. For example:

Father:What is he looking for?
K: For latarka. ‘For a torcH

Father:Where is the engine?
K: At the back.

Father:Who works there?

K: Mr Rabbit, krélik ‘rabbit’
Father:Who else?

K: Jeszcz®addy Pig‘Also Daddy Pig’

Father:What are they wearing?
K: Costume'swimming costume’

Father:What does Richard Rabbit have?
K: Konewlg ‘Watering can’

Father.Can they make sandcastles?

K: No.

Father:Why not?

K: Bo to nie jest taka pta z piaskiem.
‘Because it is not a beach with sand.’

K: What is the book about?
A: *Red monkey.

These comprehension checks may indicate that tldreis ability to understand
English based on their input sources is quite higins ability certainly deserves a
thorough investigation and it might be expected the amount of English the children
comprehend significantly exceeds what they canymede.g. Tomasello 2005).

Discussion

The data collected in the observation period sh@t/the children can use numerous
lexical items and expressions to describe their agtions and situations in which they
participate. This means that they generally usdi§ing/ords and phrases in an event-
bound way, which is quite common in monolingual &ilohgual first language
production (e.g. Tomasello 2005; De Houwer 20089jthier, many of their utterances
seem to be memorized chunks, the structure of whiphobably not apparent to the
children. Such heavy reliance on memorized chuméwever, may not necessarily be a
bad thing. First, the importance of chunks or fix@enulas has for a long time been
recognized as an important element of native speageduction: as, for example,
Pawley and Syder (1983: 213) say, native speakers Khundreds of thousands” of
such items, and this enables them to produce flsgeech. Second, in the usage-based



view of language acquisition (e.galrowska 2004; Tomasello 2005), such items
contribute to language development. According tonasello (2005: 38), the majority
of children start their linguistic development leatning “unparsed adult expressions”
like I-wanna-do-itor Lemme-seanhich they gradually analyze in order to detemnin
which of the elements correspond to which commuiveantentions. Tomasello (2005:
38) says that this is particularly common in theecaf “later-born children who observe
siblings”. Dabrowska (2004: 182-183) discusses the developniemiroguestions in
the case of a girl named Sara. Sara’s acquisifisach questions began when the girl
was around 2.5 years old with two fixed formulabp did it/that?andwho broke
it/that?. These formulas were then partly generalized &gifrg the verbal slot, i.eho
transitive verb it/ that?and finally the abstract templatdno verb phrasevas reached.
Some of the expressions produced by the childrémisrstudy can be analysed
as (partly) generalized formulas. For example, 'm@utput, the following are possible
candidates:

1 Modifier + nominal §ticky hands, my hands, beautiful aeroplane
2 It's + past participle / adjectivggne, broken, clean
31 love + nominal @ancing, aeroplang

In K’s utterances, there are a number of fully §led clauses with first and third person
subjects, and there are also some nominal exprsssibey can perhaps be represented
by the following frames:

11+ verb phrasd (nake, I like, | jump)
2 Name + isGeorge is, Daddy Pig)s
3 Modifier + nominal §ticky hands sticky miodzik‘honey’, healthy naughty cow

The sentential constructions produced by the aldontain three types of subjects:
first person subjects, third person subjects amdrdyit subjects. The fact that Polish is
a pro-drop language did not seem to influence tildren’s production: there is only

one example in which a first person pronominal ectbjvas dropped (together with an
auxiliary verb). The contracted forit's functions as an unanalysed unit as there are no
instances of the uncontracted sequenise Another fixed formula is the progressive
construction which appears once in A’s outputeras, however, that A has some
recognition of the suffix ,g expressing actions in progress as she uses\tmother
occasions:

A: *Building aeroplane
A: *| hiding

She is not consistent, though, as she also uses-progressive form in the same
context. K also uses non-progressive forms to fiefactions in progress:

A: *I hide. (hiding behind a tree)
K: *I make hamster caggwhile playing with building blocks)

One inflectional feature that is used correctlyaamumber of occasions is the plural

suffix: it is used in the right contexts, theraisingular — plural contrasit{ck — stick}

and in mixed utterances Polish plural verb formseap with English plural nouns, as
for example in K’s questiofo to g brakes?- ‘What are brakes?’

10



Finally, it seems that A also recognizedl be as an indicator of future time, and
K don’t as a negative marker:

Father:A will be first.
A: And K will be secondA potemwill be czytanie.
‘... . And then there will be reading.’

K: I don't like my stabilizers(comment about his bicycle)

Father:l don't like dirty teeth.
K: | like dirty teeth.(expressing unwillingness to brush his teeth)

The lexical items attested in the children’s spemaninbe grouped into categories which
are commonly found in the speech of children acggilanguage in naturalistic settings
(e.g. Tomasello 2005). They include general norsifedroplang, specific nominals
(Daddy Pig, action wordsjgmp) and modifiersgticky). One category that is
underrepresented is social words likank youpleaseor bye Such words are present
in the series that the children viewed but didfeature prominently in the translations
that they received. In social situations which reggithe use of such expressions, the
children always resorted to Polish.

Both children in the study produced mixed utteemnc.e. “utterances with
surface realization that clearly includes lexi¢aiis or bound morphemes (or both)
from two languages” (De Houwer 2005: 42). Theseratices in general confirm
research findings in the area of bilingual languagguisition: as De Houwer (2005,
2009) reports, the items that are most commonlgrted by children are nouns and
noun phrases. The following is a typical exampberfrA’s output:

A: Wejd: w muddy puddle(putting on her boots)
‘I am going to walk into a muddy puddle.’

However, in A’'s spontaneous output there are almsshany mixed utterances as
unilingual ones. This is significantly higher thahat is normally found in bilingual
children’s speech, in which mixed utterances dousoflly exceed 35 per cent (De
Houwer 2009: 44). A’s output also contains mixe@matnces in which a phrase in one
language (usually Polish) is followed by a phrasthe other language with the same or
a very similar meaning. A possible motivation fack repetitions may be emphasis, for
example:

A: Spaj nieborakuGo to sleep(playing with the father)
‘Sleep, you poor thing.’

The amount of English produced by the childrerhia study may seem very
little compared to what children normally produtege 4;3 - 4;4. Also, most of the
children’s English utterances were comments ogiBpeituations rather that
interactions with the parents or with each othére English data that was recorded is,
of course, a tiny fraction of what A and K saidRalish during the observation period.
However, one must not forget that English is netlinguage they use for everyday
communication and that the amount and type of exosere different from those that
children receive in naturalistic settings. A padhtreference could perhaps be linguistic
behaviour of children the same age attending sdher ¢ype of English instruction in a
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foreign language setting, as for example reporedhie Polish context by Rokita
(2007) and discussed in an earlier section.

The output of the children who are the focus of #tudy shares a number of
characteristics with that produced by the subjet®okita’s (2007) investigation.
These include using English to label objects, usixed formulas, and producing mixed
utterances. However, there are also two signifidéfgrences: first, A’'s and K’s
spontaneous output was much more abundant, anddsesmme of the utterances may
be partly analyzed formulas.

One reason for these differences seems to be taatdAX found it easy to relate
the English they heard in Peppa Pig episodes todta experience. This is hardly
surprising as Peppa’s world reflects very closkgrieality of a small child: the child’s
parents, the bedroom, the house, the garden, émelgarents, the playground and so on.
Consequently, it seems that children need noabghtnew lexical items and sentence
patterns through songs, nursery rhymes and ganiesh v& normally the case in
classroom-based instruction. Instead, they maypesed to meaningful input
describing situations of immediate relevance tonth@ith meaning being made clear
through translation. Such meaningful input may glise parents opportunities to
address their children in English: the interactionEnglish that the author initiated
with his children were directly related to the ations familiar from the series. Yet,
participating in interaction is not a necessaryditbon for acquiring FL expressions:
many of the ones used by the children never apgear@ny of the exchanges between
us. Therefore, the claim by King and Mackey (20@} television does not contribute
to young children’s linguistic development may be strong. It seems that it may
contribute provided that children observe situaionwhich they can make attempts at
understanding other peoples’ communicative intestid\s Tomasello (2005: 66)
reports, there is some evidence that this can majppeal life, that is, that “some
children at an early age, and all children at latggs learn new pieces of language from
observing third parties talking to one another tsigle the prototypical joint attentional
frame between adult and language-learning childj. (&khtar, Jipson and Callanan
2001). The present study shows that the same @ocag be induced by certain types
of TV programmes. In more general terms, it denratess for very young children
what has been shown for adults and older childramely that watching FL television
programmes with some form of translation providesbits in the acquisition of L2
vocabulary (e.g. d’Ydewalle and Van de Poel 1999).

The bilingual approach used with the children seentgve two very clear
advantages over monolingual instruction adoptestandard courses for pre-school
children. First, it is a simple and natural waysafisfying the children’s curiosity about
the meaning of the language they are exposedstaaturalness is evident in questions
of the what-does-it-mean type, which were frequeasked by both A and K. Second,
the range of lexis and ideas that children cambveduced to in this way is much
greater than in monolingual instruction: there Israt to what can be explained
through pictures and miming. So, in this study,c¢h#dren were able to learn, for
example, whabrakesare, and in general, to express meanings thadl cmilhave
simply been picked up from the context. They wése able to respond correctly to a
range ofwh- questions they had never been exposed to béfbese are a number of
recent publications which question the monolinguaiciple and review the evidence
for applying a bilingual approach to FL instructi@g. Butzkamm and Caldwell 2009;
Cook 2010). The data in this study may be seemedsnnary evidence that a bilingual
approach is also effective for very young learners.
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Conclusion

This article describes the process of introducmg Yery young children to English as a
foreign language through watching children’s anioraprogrammes, and to a much
lesser extent, through interaction, reading arloh¢{gstories. It seems that the process
was a success and it can be recommended to paseBtgylish teachers working with
pre-school children. There are many parents alt theeworld who know English well
and who could use it in the way described hered&entheir children experience
English (or any other language) for the first tifhbe parents need not be as proficient
in English as the author: much less English wiffisa to follow the language of Peppa
Pig episodes and to be able to explain it to céndiThe language of the series is for the
most part relatively simple and the narrator’s camta further clarify what is
happening and how the characters feel.

The Peppa Pig series is, of course, also suitableldssroom use: it could be
watched by children with the support of their tesxrsh For this to happen, though, a
public performance license would have to be obthimeteachers or by their schools.
However, on the basis of the report in this artitlseems that exposure should start
early, perhaps around the age of two, so that PBmpe the first animated series the
child is exposed to.

In this article, various options of introducing ymuchildren to English have
been presented. Selecting the right option is gomant decision for parents because it
involves an investment of time and resources. Adsahe example of Vladimir
Nabokov’s autobiography shows (quoted in Brumf{®1929), early language learning
experience may be something a child remembers ltmrgatime:

| learned to read English before | could read Rarsdily first English friends
were four simple souls in my grammar — Ben, Dam &ad Ned. There used to
be a great deal of fuss about their identitiesahereabouts — ‘Who is Ben?’
‘He is Dan’, ‘Sam is in bed’, and so on. (...) Wardd¢cbig-limbed, silent
nitwits, proud of their possession of certain tqdBen has an axe’), they now
drift with a slow-motioned slouch across the rerabbackdrop of memory;

It seems that for the children in this study ttiegt four English friends will be a
cheeky little piggy, her sweet little brother ahéit Mum and Dad. They all make the
new language experience real: A and K believePeaipa lives in England and want to
go and visit her. They realize that Peppa sped&sguage called English, which they
need to know if they want to communicate with M¢hen asked the same question
about English as Ada from Rokita’s (2007) studwt ils, what is the English language
for, K (4;6) answered that it is “for speaking BsQl. For K, then, English is not a
school subject but a tool we use to communicatbk atiters.
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Appendix
A’s (4;3-4;4) English utterances

1 Sentential constructions
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It's gone. (upon wiping a table)

It's broken. (upon destroying a toy house)

It's broken now.(upon destroying a toy tower)

It's clean now.(upon cleaning a toy car)

It's night. (upon closing the door in the bedroom at bed time)
It's raining. (followed by covering the load on a toy lorry)
*It's sunny day. (in a conversation about the weather)

*Building aeroplane(while building a toy aeroplane)

*| love aeroplane

I love dancing(while dancing)

*| hide (hiding behind a tree)

Daddy Pig is fun(after watching the episode Daddy Pig’s Birthday)

2 Nominal expressions

My hands, sticky hands

My aeroplane

Beautiful aeroplane

Smelly socks{waving her brother’s socks)

Traffic jam (playing with toy cars)

Seasidgto describe a structure made out of building kédc

3 Various expressions

To the rescuelplaying with a toy helicopter)
Ready or not, here | comdblaying hide and seek)
All wet (after making a toy car wet)

Bye, bye everyonglaying with toy cars)

Stuck in the mud(about her toy wheelbarrow)
Stop! Traffic jam! (playing with toy cars)

Higher! higher! (on a swing)

A’s mixed utterances
1 Nominal insertions

To s mojewriggly worms Tutaj leqg. (playing with paper strips)
‘These are my wriggly worms. They are lying here.’

M¢j stick! (upon finding a stick)

‘My stick!’

Zobaczcie! Mam dwstickd

‘Look! | have two sticks!

Padasnow | like snow. (playing with paper strips)
‘It is snowing.’

Wejdz w muddy puddle(putting on her boots)
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‘I am going to walk into a muddy puddle.’

Widziatambutterfly. (during a walk)
‘I have seen a butterfly.’

Jutro pojdziemy znowu rraundabout
‘Tomorrow we will ride on the roundabout again.’

Mam dla Ciebieaeroplane Prosz aeroplane
‘I have an aeroplane for you. Here is your aeropfan

Jestd real dinosaur, the best evefaddressing the father)
‘You are a real dinosaur... .’

Jesté snow Twoja koszulka jest jadnow (adressing the father)
‘You are snow, your T-shirt is like snow.’

2 Adjectival / adverbial insertions

| love theczerwonycar.
‘ love the red car.’

Idzie potworscarypotwér. (addressing the father)
‘Here comes a monster, a scary monster.’

Bossy, bossy, bossy

Ty jesté bossy tata jestbossy
‘You are bossy, Daddy is bossy.’
Tata jestBig Bad Barry

‘Daddy is Big Bad Barry.’

(lying in bed in the morning)

Zbythigh (walking down a hill)
“Too high’

Sticky auto.Sticky car (upon making a toy car sticky)
3 Switching from one language to the other

| got stuck To auto utkao. (playing with a toy car)
‘... This car is stuck.’

Delicious! Smakuwy mu Twoje wtosydump! Jump! Kot skacze na twojej gtowie.

(playing with a toy cat and addressing the father)
‘Delicious! He likes your hair. Jump! Jump! The ajumping on your head.’

Wypitam.Finished!
‘I have drunk everything. Finished!’

Do piaskownicyln the sandpit(at a playground)
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‘To the sandpit’

Jesté pajgk. Spider! (playing with the father)
‘You are a spider. Spider!’

Spaj nieborakuGo to sleep(playing with the father)
‘Sleep, you poor thing.’

K’'s (4;3-4;4) English utterances

1 Sentential constructions

It's broken. (about a structure made out of building blocks)
*| make hamster cage(while playing with building blocks)
*| jump on the bed because it's a bouncy bépimping on his bed)
| don't like my stabilizers(comment about his bicycle)
*Abracadabra make you into frogiaddressing the father)

2 Nominal expressions

Naughty messy Mummy

Naughty messy Daddy

Naughty messy A(lying in bed in the morning)

Snaky, snaky!(playing with a tailor’s tape)

Queen Thistleg(sitting at a table)

Healthy naughty cow(in bed in the morning)

3 Various expressions

Ready, steady, gdbefore jumping off the couch)
To the rescuelplaying in a pretend fire engine)

K’s mixed utterances

the biggest evepotwor (pointing at me)
‘the biggest ever monster’

Princess Holly uderzyta o kamyk sweyandi sie zepsuta.
‘Princess Holly hit her wand against a stone artwlake.’

Che nasee-sawat the playground)
‘I want to play on the see-saw.’

Sticky handssticky miodzik.
‘..., sticky honey.’

Exchanges in English or in mixed utterances

Father:George is a little piggy(after telling a bedtime story)
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K: Daddy Pig is a big piggy.

Father:l don't like dirty teeth.
K: | like dirty teeth.(expressing unwillingness to brush his teeth)

Father:Sticky hands
A: Sticky table

Father:What are you building?
A: Garaz

‘A garage’

A: A Ty cobuilding?

‘And what are you building?’

A: *I hiding (hiding behind the sofa)
K: *I’'m found you!

K: A lot of snakes

A: Wszystkisnakes

‘All the snakes’

(playing with paper strips)

A: Gdzie jesFrank the Farmer?
‘Where isFrank the Farme?’
K: Frank the farmer is here.

A: Snaky, Snaky, snake@laying with strips of cheese)
Father:How many snakes?
A: Dwa. ‘Two’

K: I like jJumping in muddy puddles.
A: Me too!

A: I'm first.

Father:Tak, jesté pierwsza.
‘Yes, you are first.’

A: And K is second.

(while brushing their teeth)

Father:A will be first.
A: And K will be secondA potenwill be czytanie.
‘... . And then there will be reading.’

A: Over your head
K: *Over Tatusiek’s head, over A hedgdlaying with a ball in the garden)

A: You must be quietTata jest chory'Daddy is ill.’

Father:A co to znaczy’And what does it mean?’
A: Trzeba by cichutko."One should be quiet.’
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