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1. Introduction

In French-speaking Switzerland, students across compulsory school subsequently learn two
foreign languages (German and English), along with the school language French. Following
the recommendations of the Council of Europe, attempts have been made to foster
multilingualism, which in turn impacts how languages are taught in schools. In opposition to
the principles of Contrastive Analysis (Lado, 1957), pluralistic approaches — in which several
languages can interact in the classroom — have gained interest for the past decades and are
to prevail over isolated language learning. The Plan d’étude romand (PER), i.e. the school
curriculum for the French-speaking Cantons, promotes a pluralistic view of language learning
and teaching. The implementation of an integrated approach to language learning is already
visible in the official coursebooks for English, in which students are invited to reflect upon
similarities and differences between French, German and English. For the CIIP (2012), an
emphasis on the connections between these languages may help learners develop
metalinguistic abilities, such as reflecting upon how languages work and their relationship
between one another. So far, there have been strong claims, but little empirical evidence which
substantiates a positive impact of cross-linguistic reflection on cognitive abilities such as metal-
and cross-linguistic awareness. The question whether such advantages can be generalised
and applies to any language learners — especially young learners with relatively little out-of-
school exposure to the foreign languages they learn — has not yet been borne out by solid
evidence. The fact that the awareness of interlingual similarities can be trained and lead to
positive results amongst learners seems to find some support (cf. e.g. Allgduer-Hackl &
Jessner, 2013). On the other hand, some warn of potential risks that pluralistic approaches
may entail (cf. e.g. Berthele, Lambelet & Schedel, 2017). Pluralistic approaches may be a valid
aim of multilingual education, but require the activation of complex cognitive processes. As a
consequence, the gap between weaker and stronger learners may be further widened. Can
lower secondary school students profit from such interlingual reflection? This study primarily
aims to add further empirical evidence to the research agenda of meta- and cross-linguistic
training and its potential boosting effect on learners’ cross-linguistic awareness.

How do secondary school students perceive cross-linguistic similarities and differences? Does
their typological representation evolve over time? Can cross-language activities trigger a shift
in the learners’ perspective of typological distance? In addition, the present research project
will also look into the impact of short-term interlingual training on students’ psychotypology, i.e.
the typological distance between languages perceived by learners (Kellermann, 1983).

This paper is structured as follows: Chapter 2 presents the theoretical background, Chapter 3
describes the research methodology and Chapter 4 presents the results which are discussed

in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 concludes with a summary and directions for future research.



2. Theoretical background

This chapter provides an overview of the definitions of the concept of multilingual education,
its aims and purposes, a brief historical background of its development, and a review of its
state of implementation in schools with a focus on French-speaking Switzerland (2.1). It is
followed by a section on relevant research in the field (2.2) and a conclusion with a description

of the present study (2.3).

2.1. Multilingual education

Muiltilingualism or plurilingualism pedagogy, as it can be referred to as (Marx, 2016a: 10), is
characterised by a great terminological diversity across the literature. There does not seem to
be a consensual definition or ‘label’ for the concept (Wokusch, 2008: 30). Let us first consider
the terms ‘multilingual’ and ‘plurilingual’. Although these may be used interchangeably, they
may not be quite entirely synonymous. At this point, it is also worth pointing out that
plurilingualism is usually not to be found in English dictionaries and appears ten times less
frequently than its counterpart on the Internet (Tremblay, 2010). The Council of Europe (2001:
4) pins down multilingualism as ‘the knowledge of a number of languages or the co-existence
of different languages in a given society’. Since the early 2000s, the notion of plurilingualism
has been favoured over multilingualism, as the former emphasises the concept of plurilingual
competence (cf. Castellotti & Moore, 2002). In this respect, plurilingualism differs from
multilingualism in that it highlights the interrelatedness of language competences built up by
the learner and the relevance of accepting a variety of levels of proficiency of the languages
learned (Council of Europe, 2001: 4). For the sake of clarity, the author may use multilingual
and plurilingual synonymously as umbrella terms including the notion of plurilingual
competences as explained above.

Multilingual pedagogy can be seen as a generic, across-the-board concept for a wide range of
pedagogical approaches to multiple language learning and teaching. Within the European
context, Candelier (2008: 68) speaks of pluralistic approaches (approches plurielles) and
defines them as any approach to language learning and teaching that implements activities in
which several linguistic and cultural varieties are included. These are hence to be distinguished
from ‘singular’ approaches, in which attention is drawn to the isolated study of one single
language or particular culture. Despite a considerable disparity between the various concepts
(e.qg.: integrierte Sprachendidaktik, integrative Fremdsprachendidaktik, Wokusch & Lys, 2007;
or integrale Sprachendidaktik, Cathomas, 2003; pédagogie intégrée, Roulet, 1980; Tschoumy,
1983; pédagogie inter-langues, Herrenberger, 1999) related to pluralistic approaches across
the different language communities (cf. Candelier & Schrdder-Sura, 2016), there are some

convergences between the underlying principles of the numerous concepts from both French



(didactique du plurilinguisme) and German (Mehrsprachigkeitsdidaktik) literature in the field
(ibid., 2016: 36). Such conceptual commonalities, which fit in with the aforementioned definition
of pluralistic approaches, can be found in the Framework of Reference for Pluralistic
Approaches to Languages and Cultures (FREPA) to a large extent, elaborated by the
European Centre for Modern Languages (ECML). On the basis of the website
(http://carap.ecml.at/) and its main publication (Candelier et al., 2012), pluralistic approaches

can be grouped into the following four main categories:

- Awakening to languages, in which some of the learning activities deal with languages
generally not intentionally taught by the school (e.g. immigration languages and cultures);

- Intercomprehension between related languages, where the learner works on two or
more languages of the same typological family (Romance, Germanic, Slavic languages,
etc.);

- Intercultural approach, based on pedagogical principles which suggest relying on
phenomena from one or more cultural area(s) as a basis for understanding others from
one or more other area(s) (e.g. developing strategies to reflect about contact situations
with people from different cultural background);

- Integrated didactic approach to different languages studied, which aims at helping

students establish links between a limited number of languages taught at school.

Similarly, as in the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR;
Council of Europe, 2001), the FREPA aims at developing plurilingual and pluricultural
competences (see figure 1), reflected by the activation of a variety of resources or abilities
such as a set of items of knowledge, attitudes and skills (see figure 2) related to linguistic and
cultural diversity (Candelier et al., 2012: 8). It is meant to devise and/or further multilingual/-
cultural curricula (ibid.:9). To this end, within the German context, Neuner, Hufeisen, Kursisa,
Marx, Koithan & Erlenwein (2009) also introduced guidelines for successful multilingual

education to take place:

o Reflection on language learning, with an emphasis on interlingual/cross-linguistic
comparisons and multilingual learning strategies;

e Topical and textual embeddedness of language structures, which implies regarding
individual language structures within their larger communicative context;

o Early development of receptive skills in new foreign languages, by means of support of
knowledge of other (related) languages;

e Stimulation of the learning process to boost learning efficiency.



According to Cavalli (2008: 16), multilingual education should rationalise and add to the
coherence of multiple language learning, together with the aim of economising cognitive (and
also teaching) efforts. In addition, competences should be reinforced through transfer
strategies. As a matter of fact, some research into practices of multilingual pedagogy points
towards manifold advantages, such as cognitive and learning improvement, a possible

economy and a motivational boost in foreign language learning (cf. Marx 2016b).

Cc1 Cc2
Competence in managing Competence in the construction
linguistic and cultural communication and broadening of a plural
in a context of otherness linguistic and cultural repertoire
C1.1 C1.2 C21 Cc2.2
Competence in Competence in Competence in Competence in
resolving conflicts, negotiation profiting from one’s applying more
overcoming own inter-cultural systematic and
obstacles, clarifying / inter-language controlled learning
misunderstandings experiences approaches in a
context of otherness
C1.3 C14
Competence in Competence of
mediation adaptability

C3
Competence of decentring

C4
Competence in making sense of
unfamiliar linguistic and/or cultural features

C5
Competence of distancing

C6
Competence in critical analysis
of the (communicative and/or learning) situation
and activities one is involved in

C7
Competence in recognising
the ,other” and otherness

Figure 1. Overview of the global competences in the FREPA (Candelier et al., 2012: 20)



KNOWLEDGE
K4 Knows that languages are continuously evolving

K41 Knows that languages are linked between themselves by so-called
“kinship” relationships / knows that languages belong to families

K4.1.1 Knows about some families of languages and of some languages
which make up these families

ATTITUDES
A22 Sensitivity to linguistic or cultural differences
A2.21 Being aware of different aspects of language or culture which may vary
from language to language or from culture to culture
SKILLS
S34 Can perceive lexical proximity
S3.4.1 Can perceive direct lexical proximity

Figure 2. Examples of descriptors for the different resources (knowledge, attitudes and skills)
that can be developed in the FREPA. The training of these resources should promote and

develop global competences (Council of Europe, 2020).

Multilingual education is not a brand-new approach to language learning and teaching per se.
Similar ideological traces (i.e. the idea of relying on other related languages to learn a new
one) date back to the 20™, 19" or even to the 17" century (cf. Brohy, 2008: 10f.). From the
above pluralistic approaches, two of them, at least with regards to their principles, have been
a matter of interest for decades now, namely the intercultural approach (cf. Porcher, 1978;
Conseil de I'Europe, 1983; Cortier, 2007; Varro, 2007) and the integrated didactic approach
(cf. Roulet, 1980 ; Bourguignon & Dabéne, 1982 ; Bourguignon & Candelier, 1988; Castellotti,
2001 ; Hufeisen & Neuner 2003). Awakening to languages (cf. De Pietro, 1995; Perregaux,
1995 ; Candelier, 2003b, 2006) and intercomprehension (cf. Blanche-Benveniste & Valli, 1997;
Meissner, Meissner, Klein & Stegmann, 2004 ; Doyé, 2005) — although it was discussed in the
UK earlier in the 80s (cf. Hawkins, 1984 ; Donmall, 1985) — form a relatively more recent trend,
apparently also amongst language teachers (Candelier, 2008: 68). Following on the Council
of Europe’s endeavour to train plurilingual citizens with the elaboration of the CEFR and the
notion of plurilingual and pluricultural competence (ibid.: 133), multilingual school settings are
nowadays more and more common across Europe. As a result, there is an opening and need

for coordinated language curricula (Marx, 2016: 10). Concretely, this suggests a



‘decompartmentalization’ of the school subjects. However, it still clashes with more traditional
foreign language (FL) teaching, which has left behind a more contrastive approach to language
learning (cf. Lado, 1957) and continues ‘blaming’ L1 sources for errors (Marx, 2016a: 10).
Moreover, the time-on-task hypothesis (e.g. Carroll, 1963) and the quite firmly established
belief that FL learning matches L1 acquisition remain widespread. Its implementation in
broader educational settings is still limited (Marx, 2016a: 11). This is manifest, for example, in
the Swiss school curricula, in which plurilingual dimensions only seem to play a secondary role
(De Pietro, Gerber, Leonforte & Lichtenauer, 2015: 59). Isolated FL learning and teaching may
prevail, despite many efforts to implement and highlight a potential learning profit of a

multilingual approach.

2.1.1. Multilingual education in French-speaking Switzerland

In the meantime, pluralistic approaches to language learning have ‘ploughed their way’ through
the Swiss curricula, i.e. the Piano di studio della scuola dell’'obbligo ticinese (DECS-DS, 2015)
in the Italian-speaking areas, the Lehrplan 21 (D-EDK, 2015) for the 21 German-speaking
Cantons, and the PER (Plan d’étude romand; CIIP, 2012) for the French-speaking regions.
With regards to the implementation of pluralistic approaches in Swiss French-speaking
schools, the PER advocates a decompartmentalization of the school subjects and takes a
pluralistic view of language learning and teaching. With one ‘language domain’ (domaine
Langues) comprising the school language French and the foreign languages German and
English, the curriculum tends towards objectives relatively similar to those of the FREPA, for
instance, the ability to reflect upon languages, namely through language awakening
approaches. More generally, the PER speaks of interlingual approaches and defines them as

follows:

Approaches related to any learning methodology which enables to establish
links between the different languages taught (i.e. French, German, English and
ancient languages) or languages spoken by the learners or in their environment
(e.g. students’ home languages, regional dialects, etc.) and, in so doing, to put
into practice an integrated didactic approach to language learning. Language
comparing, intercomprehension and discovery activities should facilitate
students’ learning abilities, provide them with linguistic knowledge, and promote

positive attitudes towards these languages’ (translated from CIIP, 2010: 62).



Classroom procedures and pedagogical indications for interlingual approaches across
compulsory school appear to be outlined at a general level (De Pietro et al., 2015). Reflection
on and openness to languages should start from the students’ first languages and French from
the first school year' on, and should be developed further as the L2s are introduced (German
in year 5, English in year 7), at which point the main aim is to ‘enrich students’ comprehension
and practice of languages by connecting different languages to one another’ (cf. objective L37
in ClIP, 2012). With regards to school practices based on an interlingual approach, it does not
seem clear as to how a coordination between foreign languages takes form in the classroom,
especially at lower secondary school, where subjects are still taught mostly in separate units.
As Manno & Klee (2009) point out, the implementation of an integrated didactics of languages
may largely depend on the coursebooks used in schools and their opportunities for interlingual
activities. Their analysis of the coursebooks used in eastern German-speaking Switzerland for
L2-English and L3-French suggests that very few activities allow for interlingual transfers, both
in terms of common lexis and learning strategies presented in both coursebooks. Promising
and valuable aspects for interlingual interventions seem to be reserved for later use at the end
of the 8" year at primary school. Barras, Peyer & Liithi (2019) also analysed the coursebooks
widely used in German-speaking Switzerland and identified six prototypical activities (in order
of frequency): 1) comparisons between languages, 2) intercultural comparisons, 3) reflection
on language(s) and culture(s), 4) use of and reflection on strategies, 5) language recognition,
6) intercomprehension.

In the French-speaking areas, the current materials for English MORE! for the 7" and 8" school
years, and English in Mind, for the 9", 10" and 11" school years, offer activities, in which L1
French, L2 German and L3 English can be compared to one another and relationships
between these languages can be studied. Such interlingual activities become more common
from the 9™ school year (i.e. lower secondary school) and these language links, as they are
called, are manifest in each unit of the Language Builder (Parminter, 2015), one of the
coursebooks in which language-based content is focussed on. Looking back at the FREPA’s
types of pluralistic approaches, there reasonably seems to be a clear connection between the
language links from English in Mind and an integrated didactic approach as conceptualised in
the FREPA. As can be seen in Figures 3, 4 and 5, the language links draw on various aspects
of language studied in an English unit (e.g. asking for permission, saying the months,
compound nouns for places in town) and assign students to reproduce similar language

structures in French and German. Depending on the teaching unit, the language focus might

' In French-speaking Cantons, school years across compulsory school start from 1 to 11, including the
first two pre-school years (i.e. kindergarten). In German-speaking Cantons, these first two years are
not included, which gives an alternate numbering system starting from 1 to 9. The author uses the
French-speaking numbering system across this paper when referring to Swiss school years.



be on different linguistic areas, such as lexis, morphology, syntax and pronunciation.
Comparisons between and reflection on the three languages seem to remain implicit, i.e.

students are not provided any explicit strategies, at least not unless the teacher does so.

¢2)Language links * Asking for permission

Put the words in order to ask for permission.

In English 'go| Can| party| Saturday| we | the| on| to]|

En frangais | nous | _] ‘samedi | iJ 'Pouvons | E] ‘aller | féte |

Auf Deutsch | |gehen | am || Kénnen | | auf | | wir | | Party | | die | | Samstag |

Figure 3. Example of language comparison activity (focusing here on syntax or word order)
from the Language builder 9% (Parminter, 2015: 28).

¢2)Language links * Saying months

11| Say the months in the three languages.

In English En francais Auf Deutsch
@' Septémber septembre Sept:amber
@' April avril April
@) October octobre Oktober
(‘J}\) December décembre | Dezember

Figure 4. Example of language comparison activity (focusing here on word stress) from the
Language builder 9° (Parminter, 2015: 35).



¢2)Language links * Places in town

These are compound nouns:

shoe shop magasin | | de chaussures Schuh | [ Geschaft

shoe shop magasin de chaussures Schuhgeschift

Match the words to make more compound nouns.
Write them in the table.

bus Sekundar clothes school Bus magasin
secondaire Bahnhof Schule station Kleider routiére
secondary de vétements gare Geschaft shop école
In English En frangais Auf Deutsch

Figure 5. Example of language comparison activity (focusing here on morphology or word

formation) from the Language builder 9° (Parminter, 2015: 55).

Further insights into interlingual practices in the classroom provided by Schedel und Bonvin
(2017), who interviewed English teachers about language comparisons, point out potential
limits of the implementation of an integrated didactic approach at Swiss French-speaking lower
secondary schools. While these teachers showed rather positive attitudes towards cross-
linguistic comparisons in general and seemed to practise them relatively often, some teachers,
however, also claimed that, due to insufficient skills in German or the students’ first languages,
they were not able to fall back upon them for language comparisons. On the other hand, some
teachers saw their learners’ German skills as too poor to allow transfer from German to English
to occur. Moreover, a few teachers assumed that they intentionally did not refer back to other
languages during their English lessons in order to exclusively focus on English. In addition,
some teachers reported that weaker and younger learners may be cognitively overtaxed by

interlingual comparisons.



2.2. Investigating multilingual education

As already touched upon in the previous sections, pluralistic approaches generate high
expectations such as an economy of the learning process and quick progress for learners (cf.
e.g. Egli Cuenat, Grossenbacher, Gubler & Lovey, 2018; Egli Cuenat, Manno & Le Pape
Racine, 2010; Manno, 2005; Manno & Egli Cuenat, 2018 ). However, it should be pointed out
that there is still little empirical evidence of the expected benefits that pluralistic approaches
may provide in instruction-based foreign language learning (cf. e.g. Berthele, et al., 2017;
Elmiger, 2008; Schedel & Bonvin, 2017). This section will review relevant research on
multilingualism in order to address current issues on the implementation of pluralistic
approaches in classroom contexts with a focus on integrated didactic approaches to language

learning.

2.2.1. Third language acquisition

Owing to a greater number of language systems acquired, multilinguals presumably benefit
from a wider range of linguistic knowledge, which turns out to be helpful for transfer (from L1-
L2 into L3) when learning additional, typologically close languages (cf. e.g. Cenoz, Hufeisen &
Jessner, 2001; 2003; Ringbom, 2007). In fact, transfer phenomena have been found in a
variety of linguistic areas, such as grammar, phonology, spelling, discourse, pragmatics and
sociolinguistic competence (cf. e.g. Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008). Some researchers, however,
point out lexis as the domain with supposedly the greatest potential for positive transfer to
occur, especially between closely related languages (cf. e.g. Bravo, Hiebert & Pearson, 2007;
Dressler, Carlo, Snow, August, & White, 2011; Lubliner & Hiebert, 2011).

On the basis of studies on third language acquisition (TLA) in school settings, some findings
suggest that learners of a second or third foreign language show substantial learning
advantages over learners of only one foreign language (cf. e.g. Dentler, Hufeisen &
Lindemann, 2000; Hufeisen, 2003a). Such advantages may translate into an economy of the
learning process. In the German-speaking Swiss context, first insights gained from pioneering
studies (Hani Hoti & Werlen, 2009; Heinzmann, Mdiller, Oliveira, Hani Hoti & Wicki, 2009)
revealed that young learners of a second foreign language (here French after English)
outperformed those with only French as a foreign language in French reading and listening
comprehension at the end of their 7" school year. As a result, it was argued that learners with
an additional foreign language were able to draw on their previous experience in learning
German and English, and transfer it to the learning of French. The follow-up study (ibid., 2009)
came to encouraging results for learners with previous English in French spoken interaction at
the end of year 8 as well. However, the ‘more experienced’ students’ reading and listening

skills did not outreach those of the students with only French. The authors put down the
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absence of difference in listening to a ‘lack of difficulty in the French test’s tasks. The similar
scores in French reading comprehension in both groups was accounted for by the fact that
previous strategic and language knowledge ‘wears off’ as time draws on, especially if little use
of that knowledge is made in instructed French learning.

On account of these two studies, it was assumed that the attainment of equal proficiency levels
in both foreign languages at the end of obligatory school — as it is expected by the Swiss
educational authorities (EDK, 2011) — could only be possible if learning a new foreign language
was consciously and specifically built upon previous language learning experiences. Some
empirical studies seem to bear out the idea that sensitising learners to similarities between
languages has a positive impact on students’ performances in the acquisition of further foreign
languages (cf. e.g. Ender, 2007; Marx, 2008). Thus the learning and teaching of all (foreign)
languages should relate to and support one another (cf. Neuner, 2003; Manno, 2009). Creating
connections between languages, through the awareness raising of interlingual words or
cognates and common learning strategies in interlingual activities (cf. Manno & Klee, 2009),
may contribute to an economy and a better coordination of multiple language learning. In this
vein, interlingual activities are believed to generate reflections about languages on a meta-

level and help learners develop a higher sense of language awareness.

2.2.2. The role of language awareness

Rooted in a vast variety of different theoretical and linguistic backgrounds, the concept of
language awareness is subject to an important and confusing terminological variation (cf.
Pinto, Titone & Trusso, 1999: 35). It originated in the English scientific community in the 1970s
with the first attempts to promote language awareness amongst school learners (Hawkins,
1984, 1999). Competing terms such as language awareness, linguistic awareness,
metalinguistic awareness, and knowledge about language are common across the literature.
According to James (1999), language awareness (and its related versions) is basically made
up of a mix of general knowledge about language, a mastery of metalanguage, and intuitions
converting to insight and then beyond to metacognition. The Association for Language

Awareness (ALA, 2012) refers to it as follows:

explicit knowledge about language, and conscious perception and sensitivity in
language learning, language teaching and language use. It covers a wide
spectrum of fields. For example, language awareness issues include exploring
the benefits that can be derived from developing a good knowledge about
language, a conscious understanding of how languages work, of how people

learn them and use them.
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More importantly in the context of multilingual learners, Jessner (2006: 42) refers specifically
to metalinguistic awareness as a key factor in multilingual proficiency and defines it as ‘the
ability to focus attention on language as an object in itself or to think abstractly about language
and, consequently, to play with or manipulate language’. On the basis of the Dynamic Model
of Multilingualism (DMM; Herdina & Jessner, 2002), it is assumed that language acquisition
processes are backed up and improved by strong synergetic effects due to the extensive
multilingual knowledge and the enhanced degree of metalinguistic awareness which
experienced multilingual learners garner as language learners and users (Jessner 2008).
Metalinguistic awareness plays an important part in the DMM in that it may considerably affect
multilingual proficiency and thus distinguishes multilingual from mono- or bilingual individuals
(Jessner, 2006: 42.). In addition, cross-linguistic awareness, often viewed as a ‘sub-type’ or
component of metalinguistic awareness, also belongs to the multiple language learners’
assets. It is described as ‘a mental ability which develops through focusing attention on and
reflecting upon language(s) in use and through establishing similarities and differences among
the languages in one's multilingual mind’ (Angelovska & Hahn, 2014: 187) and, in so doing,
allows learners to draw on and utilise all available prior language resources (cf. Angelovska,
2017). In Jessner (2006: 116), it is referred to as ‘the third language learners’ awareness of
the links between their language systems expressed tacitly and explicitly during language
production and use’. Since cross-linguistic influence, i.e. ‘the influence resulting from
similarities and differences between the target language and any other language that has been
previously (and perhaps imperfectly) acquired’ (Odlin, 1989: 27), can interfere with (one of) the
target language(s) or, on the contrary, lead to correct, target-like productions, the interactions
between the learner’s languages may depend on cross-linguistic awareness (cf. Angelovska,
2018: 137). Consequently, higher levels of cross-linguistic awareness should result in more
beneficial cross-linguistic influence. There is, however, some evidence that multilingual
learners do not automatically fall back upon their multiple language knowledge and hence
interlingual connections need be trained (cf. e.g. Miller-Lancé 2003; Fischer 2009). Thus,
some advocates of multilingualism argue for an instruction-based development of cross-
linguistic and metalinguistic awareness amongst learners and view it as a valuable aim of
multilingual education (cf. Allgauer-Hackl & Jessner, 2013; Hofer, 2014).

Many researchers set out to explore the relationship between multilingualism and
metalinguistic awareness. Some of them (cf. e.g. Cenoz & Valencia, 1994; Fehling, 2005;
Jessner, 2006; see also MacKenzie, 2012: 92-3) suggest that learners of several languages
are more likely to show enhanced levels of metalinguistic and cross-linguistic awareness than
monolingual or bilingual speakers. Many advantages have been attributed to multilingual
learners, such as a better understanding of how language(s) work(s), a meaningful use of

contrastive comparisons between languages and an extensive application of strategies based
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on their previous language knowledge and learning experiences to support and make up for
lexical deficiencies or fill in knowledge gaps (cf. e.g. Cenoz, 2001; Clyne, 1997; Jessner, 1999;
Hammarberg, 2001; O Laoire & Singleton 2009; Williams & Hammarberg, 1998). Thus higher
levels of metalinguistic awareness is deemed to be inextricably associated with increased
knowledge of the learner’s language(s) and an acceleration of the language learning process
(cf. Jessner, 1999; 2006).

So far, there have been only very few studies that investigated potential effects of an
intervention such as metalinguistic training on learners’ language awareness and skills. Still, it
is assumed that more efficient language learning in educational contexts is enhanced by
means of an intensified emphasis on previous language knowledge (cf. e.g. Hufeisen, 2005,
2011), on metalinguistic and cross-linguistic awareness (cf. e.g. James, 1996, 1999; Jessner,
2006), and on multilingual language learning strategies (cf. e.g. Kemp, 2001, 2007; Mif3ler,
1999). The few results of classroom-based studies on the effects of multiple language learning
and ‘seemingly’ pluralistic approaches — especially those of an integrated nature as explained
further above, i.e. approaches with a focus on commonalities and differences across
languages — appear to be in agreement with the generally purported advantageous
metalinguistic abilities. More recently, a study carried out in South Tyrol (Hofer, 2015; Hofer &
Jessner, 2019) with young primary school students may be referred to as a claim to promote
multilingualism in schools. Students (n=84) from two different schools with similar instruction
settings were split into two groups, i.e. one experimental and one control group. The students
in the experimental group were taught L1 Italian, L2 German and L3 English, and received
bilingual instruction for non-language subjects (i.e. 50% of the core curriculum in Italian and
50% in German). The other students (control group) were only taught in L1 Italian, though also
benefited from L2 German and L3 English classes. Both schools provided language-sensitive
instruction, particularly one school which offered lessons dedicated to reflection on language
(riflessione lingua). In so doing, students would explore and analyse the structures and
functions of their L1 and L2, looking into cross-linguistic similarities and differences at various
linguistic levels, such as grammar, morphology and lexis. After several months of teaching, all
students were administered a series of tests, i.e. a German and an English proficiency test,
and a metalinguistic abilities test (MAT-2) based on Pinto et al. (1999) and Pinto, Candilera &
lliceto (2003). The MAT-2 test is directed at students aged 9-14 and evaluates linguistic and
metalinguistic knowledge and skills in the learners’ L1 (i.e. Italian). The test version used in
this study was made up of 39 items asking questions on acceptability, ambiguity, grammatical
function, and phonemic segmentation. 28 items elicit linguistic knowledge (i.e. the ‘know-what’
about specific language aspects) and 11 items target metalinguistic knowledge, where learners
are asked to justify their answers, which requires non-negligible levels of linguistic and
cognitive skills (Hufeisen, 2003b: 104).
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(1) 11 gattino afferrava il cordino. (1) The kitten pulled on the cord.

LQ: Si puo dire? ) "
Il cordino afferrava il gattino. LQ: Can we say that?

LQ: Si puo dire? The cord pulled on the kitten.
MLAQ: Perché hai dato queste LQ: Can we say that?
risposte?

MLQ: Why do you think so?

Figure 6. Example of acceptability item with linguistic (LQ) and metalinguistic questions (MLQ)
from the MAT-2-test (taken from and English translation based on Hofer, 2014: 218).

As a result, the students in the test group performed significantly better than the participants
in the control group on all three tests, including in the LQs and the MLQs of the MAT-2.
Furthermore, the tests’ results showed significant positive correlations between the test scores
(German, English tests and MAT-2), which suggests that pupils with a high score in one test
and language also achieved high scores in the other tests and languages. Based on these
findings, one may argue that early multilingual education is likely to contribute to students’
(meta-) linguistic and cognitive abilities and should be recommended to public schools.
Furthermore, a seminal study involving older students (17-18 years old) in an Austrian school
(Allgauer-Hackl, 2017) also seems to substantiate the positive claims about the effects of
multilingual training on the learners’ metalinguistic awareness. Over their school career,
students had learnt several Indo-European languages (e.g. English, French, lItalian and
Spanish) in addition to their L1 German. Some students participated in a multilingual training
seminar which consisted in the study of positive transfer and interferences between languages,
the acquisition of language learning strategies, the practice of oral skills and multilingual tasks
in which receptive skills in other languages are developed, e.g. through the EuroCom approach
(Klein, 2007). The results suggest that, compared to the other participants, the seminar
students scored better in metalinguistic and cross-linguistic awareness tasks. Further
advantages were identified, such as higher ‘multi-directional’ cross-language proficiency
(positive transfer), increased awareness of language learning strategies and higher motivation
to language learning.

Interestingly, however, it should be noted that, despite inspiring results arguing in favour of
multilingual training in classroom settings, the two aforementioned studies involved learners
relatively more prone to successfully execute language comparisons (e.g. bilingual individuals
or/and older learners, participation in facultative courses, etc.). In the author’'s eyes, from a
methodological perspective, it is not unlikely that the test groups’ benefits may be due to other
factors such as the learners’ language aptitude, overall cognitive abilities and higher socio-
economic background. Thus, concluding that multilingual training inextricably equals increased

metalinguistic awareness seems a little hasty.
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2.2.3. Potential ‘side effects’ of pluralistic approaches

At the same time, a body of empirical research highlights potential shortcomings and/or limits
in relation to the implementation of pluralistic approaches. First of all, pluralistic approaches —
especially intercomprehension approaches by which receptive competences in typologically
close but unlearnt languages are to be developed — require the activation of pre-existent
mental resources in order to infer meaning from words or texts in an unknown language(s)
(Berthele et al., 2017: 148). This cognitive process of abductive nature (see Figure 7) called
interlingual inferencing (cf. Berthele, 2011) precisely consists in transfer of available

knowledge and structures from one language to another.

Deduction Induction Abduction

--------------------

.................

—— e

Figure 7. Three types of inferencing (based on Eco, 1984: 42). Bold lines correspond to given

knowledge, dotted lines correspond to inferenced knowledge.

Successful interlingual inferencing seems to depend on various factors, some of which might
be out of young learners’ range of competence. In a project involving German-speaking
children, teenagers and adults (cf. Berthele & Vanhove, 2014; Vanhove, 2014; Vanhove &
Berthele, 2015), the ability to infer the meaning of Swedish words proved positively associated
with good English competences, crystallised intelligence and biological age. As a matter of
facts, young individuals — but also bilinguals from an immigration and lower social background,
and often with smaller productive vocabulary (cf. e.g. Hoff, Core, Place, Rumiche, Sefor &
Parra, 2012) — are far more likely to be helpless in the face of inferencing tasks. Another study
focussing on the comprehension of whole texts in unknown languages in lower secondary
school settings (Lambelet & Mauron, 2017) yielded similar results, i.e. students in higher

school tracks were better at understanding texts in unlearnt languages. According to Berthele
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et al. (2017), a risk of a Matthew effect as in reading literacy (cf. Stanovich, 2000) may be
worth considering, i.e. the possibility that, instead of promoting and settling students’ varying
competences, a certain pedagogical approach based on interlingual inferences leads to
greater discrepancies between the ‘high achievers’ (i.e. the ‘good learners’) and the ‘low
achievers’ (i.e. the ‘poor’ learners). In this view, good learners profit more from the pedagogy,
whereas vulnerable learners get even poorer. One may argue that such a phenomenon may
only apply to careless intercomprehension approaches involving unknown languages and to a
minority of learners. However, as in many European countries, Swiss schools also show both
linguistically and socially heterogenous classes. Furthermore, inferencing tasks in other types
of pluralistic approaches, like an integrated didactic approach, does not rule out the activation
of complex abductive processes. For instance, guessing the meaning of German and English
cognates or equivalents and identifying their similarities may not be necessarily striking (e.g.
lieblos vs. loveless; machtvoll vs. powerful), since, for instance, a word may be unknown in

one of the two languages (see Figure 8 for an example).

Deduction Induction Abduction

English and German

share some common

Germanic words and
morphemes with similar
meanings (e.g. suffixes
like /less/ vs. /los/) .

;__/ o...____ﬂ:.______. ’Muuu@u;uuy'

¢ I N EEEEEENEEEEEENENEEEN)y

*

Interlingual
correspondence of
Germanic origin:
/less/=/los/

English love means Liebe
in German

IIIII’

eNENENEEEE N,
AR R RRERN R
sEEEEEEENEN,

e EEEEEESR EEEEEEEy

Endlish /loveless/ and - : »  Ispeculate that/less/and =
Germgan /lieblos/ fall under N Nloveless/-flieblos/ is an . B flos/ are the same sufix, .
’ = example of that N a since English and German =
this rule o . . are related languages -
L} v L}
"“"'“""""'ﬁ/\?"'ulu.r-r’ erssnsssfflasennnsas’
e EEEEENR IIIIII..‘
: : English and G {/
= : nglish and German
. ?vz\::jnsg }IZE\)/;Z?:/ ;?]%t . Somgﬁmes share similar /Iovgless.;/ z?md /lieblos/ look
. llieblos/ r,nust be cognates . words and word parts, e.g. quite similar. So do /los/
. or mean the same B father-Vater; (friend-)ship- and /less/
" . (Freund-)schaft
4

“J-I-I-IIIJ-.-.-I—I-I-I-IIIJ”

Figure 8. Possible deduction, induction and abduction processes exemplified with English-

German comparisons at the morphological level (adapted from Berthele, 2011:195).

Inferencing processes in interlingual comparisons may certainly be abductive as well and
training in interlingual comparisons should, from a pedagogical point of view, promote more
accurate inferential guessing by introducing tasks in a deductive or inductive manner. As can

be seen in Figure 8 from the made-up example, correct inferences in this case may depend
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on one’s lexical and (meta-) linguistic knowledge, i.e. one should know the cognates love and
Liebe, the notion of pre- and suffixes, and their meanings in at least one of the target
languages. Consequently, such reasoning may not be self-evident for young learners.

Again, further empirical research is needed to provide more robust findings in favour of an
interlingual approach in line with its target group in school settings. Moreover, pluralistic
approaches with their high expectations and promising results do not escape research biases,
such as lack of (theoretical) fit, e.g. findings from a theoretical frame are reused to argue for
their application to instructional setting, and/or a lack of methodological robustness, e.g. no

randomised selection of subjects (see Berthele, 2019 for concrete examples).

2.2.4. Further factors involved in multilingualism: psychotypology

In the research field of multilingualism and L3 learning, a great deal of attention is paid to cross-
linguistic influence or transfer phenomena (cf. Jessner, 2006). As a consequence, one
essential concern of the L3 learning research agenda has been to look into potential factors
affecting transfer and stimulating interactions between all the languages in the learner’s mind
(cf. e.g. De Angelis & Dewaele, 2011). According to ibid., 2011; Hammarberg, 2009; Williams
& Hammarberg, 1998, crucial factors accounting for cross-linguistic influence include
typological/psychotypological relatedness, cultural similarity, proficiency level, recency of use
(i.e. the longer an L2 has not been used by the speaker, the less this L2 influences the L3; cf.
Hammarberg, 2001) and the foreign language effect (i.e. the fact that L3 learners tend to
activate their L2 rather than L1; cf. Hufeisen ,1991). An important factor, psychotypology,
describes the learner’s own perceived distance between Lx and Ly (cf. Kellerman, 1983), as
opposed to typology? which refers to an objective categorisation of languages by structural
commonalities. Kellerman suggested that learners’ perception of similarities between
languages guides them in acquiring and using particular languages. Amongst the vast array of
factors impacting cross-linguistic transferability, psychotypology is deemed decisive in
determining the nature of transfer mechanisms (see also De Angelis, 2007: 22-33; Jarvis &
Pavlenko, 2008: 76—-182; Ringbom & Jarvis, 2009). For example, it may exert constraint on L3
learning if transferable L1 and/or L2 structures are then considered ‘incompatible’ with L3 by
the learner (cf. e.g. O Laoire & Singleton, 2009). Learners may or may not be conscious of
objective similarities between languages, and they may or may not know about language

relatedness.

2 According to Falk & Bardel (2010), a distinction has to be made between language typology, i.e.
differences and similarities of specific linguistic structures between genetically unrelated languages,
and language relatedness, i.e. a general classification of languages based on their origin or the
language family they are affiliated with.
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In turn, psychotypology seems to be subject to a variety of factors. For instance, learners’
perception of typological distance seems to depend on their target language proficiency (cf.
e.g. Kellerman, 1986) and may hence change as language proficiency develops. The number
of languages in one’s repertoire also plays a significant role (cf. Otwinowska-Kasztelanic,
2011; Tsang, 2015). These findings suggest that multilinguals seem more likely to elaborate
on similarities and differences between languages from their repertoire, namely by their ability
to identify more cognates. Also, psychotypology turns out to be asymmetrical in that similarity
between two languages may be perceived more frequently by native speakers of one of these
two languages (cf. e.g. Gooskens & Heeringa, 2014; Kaivapalu & Martin, 2014). For example,
in ibid. (2014), Finnish speakers perceived commonalities between Finnish and Estonian more
often than the Estonian speakers, while both groups of speakers did not know the other
language.

Finally, as the results of a study conducted by Cenoz (2001) suggest, learners with higher
metalinguistic awareness are more able to fall back on transferable acquired languages to
learn a new language. Therefore, the development of metacognitive skills such as
metalinguistic awareness may also profit the learners’ psychotypological assessment. Also, to
the author’s knowledge, little — if nothing — has been carried out so far to explore the effects of

multilingual training on learners’ psychotypology.
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2.3. Conclusion, aim and scope of the present study

The notion of a multilingual education based on pluralistic approaches to language learning —
which argues for a more coherent teaching and learning of languages and strives for an
economy of the acquisition process and enhanced metacognitive abilities — is well-intentioned
and promising in societies where multilingualism holds an important status. Multilingual
speakers are often argued to profit from manifold advantages in terms of (meta-) cognitive and
language learning abilities (cf. 2.2.1), such as increased language awareness (cf. 2.2.2), as
well as more accurate psychotypological judgement (cf. 2.2.4). Based on converging evidence,
claims on multilingualism leading to cognitive advantages and, as a result, to general benefits
in TLA (cf. e.g. De Angelis, 2007) have been hypothesised. In multilingual school settings,
many calls have been made to encourage the training of metalinguistic skills similarly to
pluralistic approaches. An integrated didactic approach to languages is already a reality in
many European countries, like Switzerland. This being said, empirical evidence of beneficial
effects of multilingual training such as language comparisons in instruction settings including
a strong heterogeneity of learners remains scarce. Also, the possibility of putting weaker,
socio-economically less favoured learners at risk through multilingual pedagogy involving
abductive processes is real. Further research is thus required and would be valuable for
language educational policy recommendations. As Berthele et al. (2017: 152f.) argue, guided
multilingual training of cross- and meta-linguistic awareness as purported in the theoretical
Dynamic Model of Multilingualism (cf. e.g. Allgduer-Hackl & Jessner, 2013; Hofer, 2015) might
still be a valid aim of multilingual education, provided it takes social conditions in schools into
consideration and is likely to trigger a ‘multilingual awareness’ in school learners’ minds.

In order to provide further empirical insights into the implementation of an integrated didactic
approach, the present quasi-experimental study will explore the impact of the training of
language comparison on the ability of young lower secondary school learners of several
languages to identify cross-linguistic similarities and differences. Based on the language links
of the English coursebooks English in Mind used in the French-speaking Cantons, additional
interlingual activities will be administered to these students. Such activities require learners to
draw on and activate the language resources at their disposal, i.e. in L1-French, L2-German
and L3-English. In other words, the author of this paper attempts to tap into students’ cross-
linguistic awareness. The present research project is restricted to the study of cross-linguistic
awareness. The rationale behind this is that, as it has been explained further above (see 2.2.2),
metalinguistic awareness refers to a broader concept, i.e. the ability to think abstractly about
language, whereas cross-linguistic awareness relates to the ability to identify commonalities
and differences between several languages (cf. Jessner, 2006). Given the present study and

its relatively short and limited intervention (cf. Chapter 3), it would not make much sense to
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investigate its impact on such a general metalinguistic skill. To address a research question of
this kind, further longitudinal and cross-sectional studies would be required (cf. Berthele, 2019:
4, e.g. on literacy development). Rather, the author assumes that, despite the brevity of the
intervention, potential effects may be more likely found in subordinate components of linguistic
awareness that are directly linked to the multilingual training in question (i.e. the development
of cross-linguistic awareness through language comparisons). Importantly, also, as Jessner
(2006) defines cross-linguistic awareness as a tacit and explicit awareness of language links,
the present study is limited to the exploration of the tacit, i.e. implied students’ cross-linguistic
awareness. In order to tap into an explicit kind of awareness, a measure by means of
metalinguistic questions (see e.g. in the MAT-2-test) may be necessary. To facilitate data
analyses?, the study will focus on the tacit nature of cross-linguistic awareness. On the account
of the few recent research outcomes in the field, it is still assumed that targeted training in
awareness raising of interlingual differences and commonalities will result in enhanced (tacit)
cross-linguistic awareness of specific similarities and differences studied via the intervention.
The second concern of this study is to measure the students’ psychotypological distances
between the languages they are learning and the effects training in language comparisons
may have on them. Chinese Mandarin will be added to their repertoire to gain insights into the
learners’ psychotypological perspective on unlearnt and typologically unrelated (or far less
related) languages. Based on the literature (see 2.2.3), it is expected that, as the learners
make progress in learning German and English, the perceived proximity between these two
languages may increase. Since the activities will focus specifically on the learners’ languages
(i.e. French, German and English), but specifically on the two Germanic ones (German and
English) to highlight other transfer sources than French and English lexical similarities, one
may expect the proximity between these two languages to be further increased by the
interlingual training, but also distances between other language pairs to be altered from the
students’ perspective. Consequently, depending on the students’ psychotypological state prior
to the intervention, the cross-linguistic training may or may not trigger a new, more informed
assessment of the interlingual proximity. Thus, the learners may or may not associate the

intervention with a need for changing the distance they perceive between the target languages.

3 When mentioning cross-linguistic awareness in the following chapters, the author will then refer
exclusively to a tacit form of awareness. To the author’s knowledge, no instrument allowing a
quantitative measure of the concept exists as yet (see 3.4.5). Although metalinguistic questions (e.g.
as in the MAT-2-test) could be used instead, these require to be assessed and ranked (cf. Pinto et al.,
1999; Hofer, 2014: 223f.). For the sake of more reliable results, the author judges it preferable to
concentrate on linguistic questions and hence will use items of linguistic nature, which can only yield
‘correct’ or ‘erroneous’ answers.
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3. Method

As discussed in the theoretical part of this paper, more evidence from classroom-based
research is needed to ensure the potential of pluralistic approaches based on language
comparisons in schools. This chapter provides information on the research questions and
hypotheses of the present study (3.1), the research design (3.2), the participants (3.3) and the

procedure, tests and tasks designed to answer the research questions (3.4).

3.1. Research questions and hypotheses

The present study will compare two groups of L1 French, L2 German, and L3 English learners,
i.e. an intervention group who was given extra training in language comparisons and a control
group without such an intervention. First, this study will address the question whether there is
a difference between the two groups in terms of cross-linguistic awareness. Second, it will
explore the short-term development of the students’ psychotypological distances between four
languages (Chinese, English, French and German) and investigate the effect of interlingual

training on them, hence the following research questions:

Does the additional interlingual training affect the learners’ cross-linguistic awareness? How
does the learners’ psychotypological distances between the learners’ L2 and L3 and other
languages (i.e. French-English, French-Chinese, French-German, German-Chinese, English-
Chinese, English-German) develop over time and does additional interlingual training influence

their psychotypology?

On the basis of the research questions, the author postulates the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1: The additional interlingual training has a positive impact on the learners’ cross-
linguistic awareness. The learners of the intervention group outperform those of the control
group in the interlingual tasks.

Hypothesis 2: There is a general downward trend in the learners’ psychotypological distance
between English and German as learners make progress in learning, but the additional

interlingual training decreases this psychotypological distance even more so.

Also, further possible impacts of time and the interlingual training on the distances between

the other language pairs will be explored.
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3.2. Research design

To answer the research questions, a quantitative research design was chosen in order to
provide statistically representative and generalisable results. As differences in the students’
scores could stem from many influential factors such as e.g. their (meta-) cognitive abilities,
language proficiency and socio-economic background, an ideally large number of participants
from several classes should be tested to minimise the effect of these factors. In so doing, any
potential differences between the control and test (i.e. intervention) group can be more likely

assigned to the intervention and not to external variables (cf. Hua & David, 2010: 92).

3.3. Participants

Students from several public schools in the French-speaking area of the Canton of Fribourg
participated in the study. They were all between 11 and 14 years old (median age: 13) and in
their 1% year of lower secondary school (i.e. year 9) and had learnt L2 German since year 5
and L3 English since year 7. As these students are divided into three school tracks with
different levels of academic achievement — exigence de base: lower school track, générale:
middle school track, and prégymnasiale: higher school track — it was initially decided that only
those in the middle track would take part in the experiment to avoid further influences on scores
due to tracking. After submitting a permission request to the Canton’s education authorities for
the present research purpose in autumn 2019, five schools were selected, making up a
predictive sample of about 300 participants in total. Since many university students also solicit
schools for experimental projects, the selection of the schools was made by the Canton’s
authorities. The five selected schools turned out to be primarily set in urban areas (four out of
five schools). However, it should be noted that a considerable number of students studying in
urban schools actually live in nearby rural areas. Depending on the schools, between two and
four 9-year, middle-track classes were made available, adding up to a total of 15 classes. All
participants had experienced the same curricular path. The few students who had recently
taken up residence in Switzerland and showed relatively low proficiency in the target
languages were reported prior to data collection and thus not included in the research project.
Given the COVID-19 outbreak, lower secondary schools were closed down from 16" March to
2" June 2020. Consequently, not every class were able to carry out all necessary tasks and
tests, which considerably reduced the final number of participants.

While sampling subjects from instruction settings and taking all necessary measures to ensure
significant results is crucial for the aims of the present study, further unexpected circumstances
came along and, as a result, exerted constraints on the methodological choices and
proceedings. Not only was the number of participants affected by an international pandemic,

but further shortcomings had also emerged before the onset of the COVID-19 outbreak. In
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order to attribute any observed effects to the actual intervention in a sample involving ‘clusters’

(i.e. school classes in the present study), one recommendation is to randomly assign half of

the classes to the control group, and the other half to the test group (cf. e.g. Vanhove, 2015:

137ff.). To the author’s regret, no randomisation could be applied to the present intervention

study. Several teachers refused to take part in the intervention and teach the additional

interlingual activities for various reasons, i.e. time constraints or, as some reported, because

the activities (e.g. their topics and/or contents) would not fit in with the L1/L2/L3 program.

Consequently, eight classes were selected on a volunteer basis to form the intervention group.

The final sample was made up of 142 participants (77 girls and 65 boys) divided into four

schools and eight out of the 15 originally available classes. 89 students belong to the

intervention group and 53 to the control group (cf. Table 1).

Class 9A 9B 9C 9D 9E 9F 9G 9H
School A A B B C A B D
Urban area Fribourg Fribourg Fribourg Fribourg Fribourg | Fribourg | Fribourg Bulle
Group INT INT INT INT INT CONT CONT CONT
Number of 16 21 18 14 20 17 20 16
learners

Table 1. Main characteristics of the classes (INT=intervention; CONT=control)

3.4.Procedure, tests and tasks

The present study was conducted in a series of three main steps outlined in Table 2.

Time 1: before intervention

(November-December 2019)

Intervention (January-
early March 2020)

Time 2: after intervention

(February-early March 2020)

- Background questionnaire
- 1" measure of psychotypology
- C-tests (L1-L1-L3 language

competence)

- Teaching of 8

interlingual activities

- Test on cross-linguistic
awareness

- 2"%measure of

psychotypology

Table 2. Course of the study
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3.4.1. Background questionnaire

Prior to the intervention, i.e. in mid-November 2019, the students were required to fill out a
brief questionnaire on personal information (age, gender, school, class) and language
background. They indicated their first language(s) and, at this point, were already asked to
answer questions on language interrelatedness. They indicated: 1) which language (English
or German) they think is easier to learn for native speakers of French, and 2) which languages
they believe are the closest to each other by selecting one language pair (i.e. French-English;
French-German; German-English). This was meant to provide further details on their
psychotypology. The first measure of the learners’ psychotypology happened at the same time.
The background questionnaire can be found in Appendix Il (see 3.4.2 below for further

information about the instrument).

3.4.2. Visual Language Distance Measure (ViLDiM)

The students’ psychotypological distances between different languages were measured using
a fairly new instrument called Visual Language Distance Measure (ViLDiIM) devised by
researchers from Munster University and Adam Mickiewicz University in Poznan (Wrembel,
Lewandowska, Krzysik & Golin, 2018). It was developed to capture learners’ perceived
relatedness between languages in one’s repertoire in a timesaving and comprehensive
fashion. Participants receive transparent circles each representing one language, which they
arrange on a dotted sheet of paper depending on how related these languages are in their
view. While this instrument has not yet been empirically validated, the authors claim that a
much more informative and nuanced insight into the learner’s perception of language distance
can be gained in relation to usual questionnaire items. Based on De Bot (2012), they also
argue that usual measures of psychotypology (e.g. think-aloud protocols and questionnaires
mostly consisting of separate, pair-wise language distances) do not tally with ‘the increasingly
established understanding of the multilingual mind as a complex interconnected’ (Wrembel et
al., 2018: 13). As a consequence, similarly as in the DMM conceived by Herdina & Jessner
(2002), the learner’s languages — or language systems — and thus the typological location in
their mind should not be seen in isolation but holistically, in connection to one another, creating
a complex ‘geometric’ pattern. The ViLDiM tool may be one way of tapping into and visually

representing learners’ perceived typology (see Figure 9).
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Figure 9. Example of use of the ViLDiM-tool (by Golin, Lewandowska, Krzysik, Wrembel &

Kopeckova, n.d.)

In the present study, the learners’ psychotypological measure took place twice to allow a
comparison of measures and capture possible effects of the intervention and time: once in time
1, right after the students had filled out the background questionnaire, and in time 2, right after
taking the test on cross-linguistic awareness. The materials (i.e. circles* and dotted sheets)
were created, printed out and delivered to the class teachers beforehand. They were given all
necessary information for the students to carry out the task accordingly and individually. Once
the students had placed the four language circles (i.e. English, French, German and Chinese)
on the dotted A4 sheet, they were then asked to mark the centres of the circles with a cross
and to signal which languages the crosses refer to. After data collection, the different distances
between the languages were measured manually, as accurately as possible, with a ruler in

millimetres. An example of dotted sheet can be found in Appendix IlI.

3.4.3. Language competence tests

Since higher language proficiency is often associated with higher levels of metalinguistic and
cross-linguistic awareness (see 2.2.1; 2.2.2), the participants’ overall language competence in
L1, L2 and L3 was assessed to serve as a covariate for the data analysis. For this purpose, C-
tests in all three languages were devised and administered to the students by their L1, L2 and
L3 teachers in midst-December, before the beginning of the intervention. 20 minutes were
allotted for each C-test. There is a general consensus that C-tests are easy-to-administer and
reliable tools to measure global language competence (cf. e.g. Eckes & Grotjahn, 2006;
Reichert, Keller & Martin, 2010; Harsch & Hartig, 2016). The C-tests were conceived following

4 The circles in the present study were made of thick, white, not transparent paper to save further
material costs. The students were however told that they could ‘stack up’ the circles if they wanted to,
i.e. the circles could be placed overlapping with one another.
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most of Grotjahn (2002)’s canonical C-test construction principles®. For the three tests (one in
each language), four excerpts from the coursebooks used in year 8 were selected, i.e. in
French: L’le aux mots 8° (Bentolila et al., 2012), in German: Junior 8 (Endt, Koenig, Pfeifhofer,
Ritz-Udry & Pistorius, 2017), and in English: More! 8° (Puchta et al., 2014). Starting from the
second word of the second sentence, half of every other word was erased and left blank for
the students to complete. The first and final sentences in each text were left unchanged or
sentences were added if not available in the original texts. Every other word’s erasure was
carried out by an online pedagogical tool by the Deutsche Welle (2020) for C-tests and checked
for potential errors or necessary modifications (e.g. shortening sentences, replacing words).
Each text contained 25 gaps and scoring was based on correctly completed gaps (i.e. correct
or deemed acceptable in the context). Correctly completed words yield 1 point each, which
adds up to a total of 300 points for the three C-tests. The C-tests and their answers can be
found in Appendix Ill.

Another ‘quick-and-dirty’ measurement of the learners’ language proficiency had been
considered, e.g. by means of segmentation tasks (cf. e.g. Alderson, Haapakangas, Huhta,
Nieminen & Ullakonoja, 2015), in which short texts without spaces between words must be
‘rearranged’ (i.e. split into words appropriately). However, the scoring of the segmentation
tasks turned out to be extremely time-consuming and many students did not or could not carry
out the task in time, as some teachers reported. Thus, the segmentations tasks and their

scores were not included eventually in the present study.

3.4.4. Intervention

The students in the intervention group were given additional interlingual training focusing on
language comparisons. A series of short activities were created to this end. In order for
teachers and learners to be familiarised with the activities, these extra tasks were devised on
the basis of the existent language links activities from the English coursebooks in use. The set
of coursebooks English in Mind 9° take an inductive approach to language focus and teaching
grammar (cf. Parminter, Reilly, Hart, Puchta & Stranks, 2015: 7). New or revised language
structures are introduced via examples from which students work out the rules (see Figure 10).

Students are guided by questions to help them infer the rules.

5 The four German texts show some redundancies, as most texts in the coursebook somehow relate to
the theme of school. Further details: in English and French, words with apostrophes (e.g. they're;
I'eau) were seen as separate words. In compound nouns split by a hyphen (e.g. Musik-Kurs), the
second half of the second word should be erased. However, in one of the German texts, the second
word was completely removed by mistake in two occurrences. It should be noted that the C-tests were
not pretested and not checked for reliability, level of difficulty and discrimination power.
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P

::) Focus on language (P

% Routines /  Present simple: affirmative and negative
1 When do we add an 's’ to the verb?

2 When do we use don't?

3 When do we use doesn’t?

la] Find the verbs in the examples
and answer the questions.
| love animals.
Jacob lives in Orlando. Grammar reference page 74
| don't hang out with my friends.

He doesn't go to the zoo by bus. | don’t get up early.

Figure 10. Example of focus on language (present simple tense) in English in Mind 9°
(Parminter et al., 2015: 8)

The extra interlingual activities were based on a similar approach. In general, the activities
start with an introduction of a cross-linguistic phenomenon, then invite students to identify
further similarities and differences on their own, and end up with a conclusion (e.g. the
formulation of a rule; see Figure 11). Sometimes, only observations from the students are

elicited.

2. Read the sentences below. Highlight the adjectives and underline the nouns. What do you
see? Complete the rules and mark your answer with a cross (x).

English Deutsch
That's a great idea! C'est une idée géniale ! Das ist eine tolle Idee!
I love your black coat. J’adore ton manteau noir. Ich liebe deinen schwarzen Mantel.
I'd like to have blond hair. J’aimerais avoir des cheveux blonds. Ich hdtte gern blonde Haare.

En anglais, |'adjectif se place avant O / aprés O le nom.
En frangais, I'adjectif se place (en général) avant O / aprés O le nom.

En allemand, l'adjectif se place avant O / aprés O le nom.

Figure 11. Example of an interlingual activity used in the intervention (from activity 7)

The activities cover a scope as large as possible of cross-linguistic phenomena. In doing so,
one should, however, bear in mind the students’ levels of language competence and the
contents and topics they had or would come across in year 9. They should aim at activating
prior language resources, without excluding the possibility to introduce new knowledge. Also,
these activities had to remain brief to be implemented in the teachers’ lessons without affecting
their actual teaching temporally. As cross-linguistic similarities seem particularly more striking
at the lexical level (see 2.2.1), and French and English do share a significant number of transfer
opportunities, students may already be aware of their lexical relatedness, at least to some

extent. Consequently, one of the aims of this intervention was not only to highlight interlingual
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similarities and differences in different language areas other than lexis, but also to emphasise
supposedly less obvious sources of transfer. The extra interlingual activities were hence
designed to address mostly commonalities between L2 German and L3 English.

Before the onset of the intervention, a total of 16 activities had been planned to be taught over
a period of about eight weeks (two activities a week). The first eight activities would tackle
different cross-linguistic comparisons and the next eight activities would consolidate aspects
studied previously. All the activities were initially supposed to be taught by the English
teachers, but for practical reasons, it was decided that they could also be taught by any
language teachers, including L1 and L2 teachers. Since many teachers refused to participate
in the intervention, a compromise had to be made. Finally, only the first eight interlingual
activities were created and implemented at a rate of one activity a week, from activity 1 to
activity 8. The teachers were given all the materials (worksheets and answers). Table 3
outlines these activities, their topics and pedagogical aims. The cross-linguistic phenomena
studied by the students included aspects related to lexis (activities 1, 3), phonology (activities
2, 4, 5), morphology (activities 6, 8), morphosyntax (activity 7). Activity 1 — which summarises
the historical development of the English language and introduces words of German and of
French origin — was taken and adapted from an activity presented in a teaching unit of the 10"
year’s coursebook (Puchta, Stranks & Parminter, 2016: 11) Some phonological aspects on
sound equivalences in Germanic languages (activities 4 and 5) were partially based on Grzega
(2005) following the EuroCom approach. One exercise on English and German cognates in
activity 3 was taken from KursiSa & Neuner (2006: 24). The activities and their answers can

be found in Appendix I.
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Activities linguistic area Pedagogical (interlingual) aims
1. Brief history of English; words of | Introduction to history of English: distinguish between English
French and German origin. words of French and those of German origin

2. Word stress Revise English and German weekdays. Place the word stress
correctly. Be aware that English and German have (variable)
word stress as opposed to French

3. Common words in familiar topics, | Be aware of common words (i.e. cognates) in L1, L2 and L3. Be

e.g. family and body aware that English words are, in some topics, more related to
German than French.

4. Sound (consonant) equivalences | Identify some consonant equivalences in L2 and L3. Be aware
that English and German consonants can change according to
some constant rules.

5. Sound (vowel) equivalences Identify some vowel equivalences in L2 and L3. Be aware that
English and German vowels can change according to some
constant rules (though far less than with consonants).

6. Suffixes to form adjectives Identify common suffixes and sort them into Germanic and
French categories. Create adjectives in L1, L2, L3 with nouns.

7. Word order (adjectives and Be aware that German and English predicative adjectives never

nouns) change (unlike in French). Be aware that German and English
attributive adjectives come before nouns unlike in French
(usually).

8. Compound nouns Form compound nouns in L1, L2, L3. Be aware that German and

English compound nouns work similarly.

Table 3. Tasks administered to the students during the intervention

3.4.5. Measure of cross-linguistic awareness

Cross-linguistic awareness was measured using a test consisting of a series of tasks related
to cross-linguistic phenomena between languages of the students’ repertoire. Again, the test
was created on the basis of and is limited to cross-linguistic similarities and differences studied
within the scope of the intervention. Cross-linguistic awareness depends on the learners’
language repertoire and, to the author’s knowledge, no instrument per se has been ever been
created and implemented to measure it quantitatively. As a matter of fact, it was usually
analysed rather than measured, using introspective (cf. e.g. Jessner, 2006; Cenoz, 2001) or
retrospective methods (cf. e.g. Angelovska, 2018).

In order to tap into learners’ cross-linguistic awareness in a ‘quick-and-dirty’ fashion, the test
was conceived to be easy to administer and to assess. Thus, the author opted for a test format
that does not require students to write, but to select answers individually on the basis of their
cross-linguistic knowledge. The tasks were hence designed to elicit students’ tacit ability to
activate and use their accumulated L1, L2 and L3 resources (which had been practised during
the interlingual training) in order to correctly identify interlingual commonalities and differences.

Rather than a valid and reliable measuring tool, this test should therefore be seen as a series
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of tasks which presumably yield a certain measure of cross-linguistic awareness. The test was
made up of seven tasks corresponding to specific cross-linguistic phenomena. Each task was
composed of series of items from which the learners were required to choose one correct
option. The test consists of 43 items in total, resulting in a maximal score of 43 points These
tasks differ from the activities the students in the test group were exposed to, but refer to the
cross-linguistic phenomena studied during the interlingual training. Only word stressing (cf.
Activity 2) was not included, since English and German word stresses do not necessarily follow

the same rules and were thus deemed less relevant. Figure 12 shows an example of task.

Exemple : man - wash - driver - advertisement - hat

a) good - year - bed - chair - day

b) sing — aunt — milk - brother - make

c) red - white - go - see - supper

d) money - green - twenty - eight - friend
e) what - love - old - return - drink

f) sun - winter - ice - cold - flower

Figure 12. Task 1 from the cross-linguistic awareness test

For the sake of clarity of instructions, examples were made available in the first four tasks. No
examples were given in the next tasks since this may have hardly been possible to do without
deliberately providing answers (e.g. in task 5, only a limited number of Germanic suffixes had
been studied previously). The test administration took place in late February or early March
(time 2), depending on the classes. 30 minutes® were allotted to the students. Table 4 provides
an overview of the tasks and items from the test. The test and its answers are reported in

Appendix IV.

8 The teacher of the first class who took the test reported an approximate required time of 20 minutes
for the fastest and 30 minutes for the slowest students.
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Tasks Prerequisite language resources Items/Points

1. ldentify English words of English-French vs. English-German 6
French origin cognates

2. |dentify English words of English-French vs. English-German 6
Germanic origin cognates

3. Identify English and English and German consonant 6
German cognates equivalences

4. I|dentify English and English and German vowel 6
German cognates equivalences

5. ldentify English and English, German and French suffixes 7
German equivalents

6. ldentify correct word order English, German and French adjective 6
according to the language phrases (word order)
(English, German, French)

7. ldentify English and English, German and French compound | 6
German equivalents on the | nouns
basis of French words

Total 43

Table 4. Tasks in the cross-linguistic test

As shown in Table 4, lexis and, more specifically cognates, make up important components of

the tasks. To ensure the activation of interlingual links, a strategic selection of words was

carried out. Tasks 1 and 2 include English words supposedly known by the learners in L1

and/or L2 to ensure that their answer choice can be referred to their recognition of a German

or French cognate. This principle is also applied in tasks 6 and 7 since the focus is on word

order and not cognates. In task 7, at least one of the nouns in the compound nouns had to be

known by the learners to select the correct word order. In contrast, it was deemed important

that tasks 3, 4 and 5 do not contain (or at least to a much lesser extent) known words since

students should use their knowledge of sound equivalences to make their selection.
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4. Results

This chapter presents the results obtained from data collection. At first, Section 4.1 briefly
outlines relevant characteristics of the participants’ language biography. Sections 4.2 and 4.3
present the students’ scores on the cross-linguistic awareness and language competence
tests, the perceived distances between the languages and the results related to the research

questions and hypotheses.

4.1. Students’ language biography

As shown in Table 5, most participants have another language — usually together with French
— as first languages. Such languages are typically Portuguese, Albanian, Italian, Lingala and
Turkish. Only a few reported having English or German as L1 with French. No participants
were excluded on the basis of their first languages. The data suggest relatively high rates of
immigration background amongst the students and confirm that the majority are school

learners of English and German, i.e. with limited out-of-school exposure to these languages.

Number of participants

L1 only French 59
L1 also English 3
L1 also German

Other L1 74
Total 142

Table 5. Participants’ L1s

4.2.Scores on cross-linguistic awareness and language competence tests

The collected data were analysed by means of linear mixed models fitted in the R software (R
Core Team, 2020) with the Ime4 package (Bates, Maechler, Bolker & Walker, 2015). p-values
were computed using Satterthwaite’s degrees of freedom method as implemented in the
ImerTest package (Kuznetsova, Brockhoff & Christensen, 2017). Since the participants are
clustered in classes and hence tend to perform more similarly within their group, such models
allow for clustering to be considered when looking into the effect of an intervention on the
participants’ test scores. As a result, the multilevel model was fitted with class as a random
effect. The students’ scores on the C-tests were added up and used as a covariate, as it follows
from previous studies that learners with higher levels of meta- and cross-linguistic awareness
show higher language competences. The significance level was fixed at 0.05. All computations

are available in Appendix V.
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Table 6 presents summary data for the students’ scores on the cross-linguistic awareness test
and the C-tests (language competence). The following descriptive statistics of the global
scores on the cross-linguistic awareness test (cf. Figure 13) show that the collected data in
both groups correspond to an approximate normal distribution. The two outliers in the
intervention group were not removed, since no legitimate reason seems to account for these
extreme values. For both tests, the scores of the intervention group slightly outreach those of

the control group.

—h

CLA (INT) 10 18 23 31 21 20.29 4.24
CLA (CONT)) 10 15 22 28 19 18.47 4.72
C-test (INT) 53 108 159 237 142 13756 | 38.19
C-test (CONT) | 37 106 159 214 129 129.98 | 43.85

Table 6. Summary data for the scores on the cross-linguistic test (CLA) and on the C-test per

group (INT=intervention; CONT=control)

The results indicate that the interlingual training affected the global test score, increasing it by
1.51 points + 0.72 (standard errors), which can be considered very small. This effect is just
significant (£(139)= 2.10, p = 0.04). The residuals were also examined and showed no major
disturbing patterns (cf. Appendix V). Alternatively, the mean covariate (c-test scores) value per
class was computed and the mean outcome (cross-linguistic awareness test) was analysed in
a linear model using the mean covariate as a control variable. The results yielded a similar

effect size for the intervention, which is however no longer significant (cf. Appendix V).

30-

20-

Scores on cross-linguistic test

CONT INT
Group (control vs. test group)

Figure 13. Global scores on the cross-linguistic test
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Figure 14 shows the results for the cross-linguistic awareness test in each class. Most classes
in the intervention group performed slightly better than those in the control group. According
to the multilevel model, the class effects seem to be very low, as the model estimates the

between-cluster variance to be 0.

CONT INT

Scores on cross-linguistic awareness test

Classes

Figure 14. By-class scores on the cross-linguistic test

As expected, the students’ scores on the cross-linguistic awareness test appear to correlate
with their competence in the three languages. Figure 15 shows the general trend for each
group plotted with (here non-mixed) linear models. The C-test’s global score forms a significant

predictor of the cross-linguistic awareness test scores (cf. Appendix V).

Class
9A
98

N
32

[
L

CLA _total
N

9G
9H

o Group
= CONT
10- » 0 == INT
50 100 150 200
c_test_total

Figure 15. Relationship between language competence (c_test total) and cross-linguistic

awareness (CLA_total)
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Figure 16 shows the by-task differences in the students’ scores between the two groups. The
achieved scores remain particularly low in tasks 2, 3 and 4 across both groups A larger number
of learners achieved higher scores in the test group than in the control group, except in task 6

(i.e. similar distribution in both groups) and hardly in task 4 (with one more outlier each above
and below the median).
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Figure 16. By-group scores on each of the 7 tasks’ of the cross-linguistic awareness test

" Tasks’ topics:1 English words of French origin. 2: English words of Germanic origin. 3: English and German
consonant equivalences. 4: English and German vowel equivalences. 5: English and German suffix equivalents.
6: English, French and German adjective word order. 7: English and German compound nouns.
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4.3. Psychotypological distances

The secondary research question aimed at investigating the impact of time and of the
interlingual training on the students’ psychotypological distances between various languages,
with particular attention to their perception of English and German typological relationship.
According to the data collected from the background questionnaire prior to the intervention,
most students (104) viewed English as easier to learn for native French speakers, whereas
only 38 of them reported German as an easier language. In addition, when asked to choose
one language pair to decide which languages are typologically closer, 83 students opted for
English and German, 44 for French and English, and only 15 for French and German. Figure
17 illustrates the by-group mean distances between the four languages perceived by the
learners before and after the intervention. The distances refer to the normalised measures (as
percentages) and were rounded up. They form a three-dimensional figure (tetrahedron) that
provides a realistic representation of the learners’ psychotypology with regards to the
respective four languages. The solids were obtained using the GeoGebra 5.0 software
(GeoGebra, 2020).
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Figure 17. By-group and by-time three-dimensional representation of the students’

psychotypology for the four languages (distances = normalised means as percentages)
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Table 7 provides summary data for the psychotypological distances between English and
German. The students’ psychotypological distances were examined similarly as in the previous
analyses, i.e. using linear mixed models, with class as a random effect but no covariate. First,
the distances were normalised, i.e. the original distances measured in millimetres were divided
by the sum of all distances between the six languages, which yields a percentage. As a result,
a lower percentage indicates a shorter psychotypological distance. In order to capture a
possible shift over time, interacting with the effect of the intervention, the differences between
each learner’s perceived distance prior to and after the intervention were calculated and the
group (i.e. intervention) factor was sum-coded so that the intercept reflects the grand average
shift over time, aggregated over the two groups. In so doing, the estimated group parameter
represents the difference in shift between the control and test groups. All computations can be

found in Appendix V.

Table 7. Summary data for the psychotypological distance between English and German per

group and time (as percentages)

As shown in Figure 18, the learners consider English and German to be quite similar
languages, including before the interlingual training. The values seem to be approximately
normally distributed, but less so at time 1. According to the model, the class effects remain
close to zero. The model’s residuals are displayed in Appendix V. English and German are
viewed as barely closer by the intervention group, also at time 1, compared to their
counterparts. In fact, the perceived distance has increased (very slightly) from time 1 to time
2, even though the intervention negatively affects the shift from time 1 to time 2 (cf. Figure 20).
The model computations did not yield a significant interacting effect of the intervention and
time (£(140)=-0.53, p = 0.59).
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Figure 18. By-group psychotypological distance (as a percentage, e.g. 0.25 = 25% of all

distances) between English and German before (T1) and after (T2) the interlingual training

The class effects also seem low since the multilevel model’s estimate for the random class

effect lies around 0. Figure 19 presents the by-class and by-group perceived distance between

English and German before and after the intervention.
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Figure 19. By-class psychotypological distance (as a percentage) between English and

German before (T1) and after (T2) the interlingual training
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As for the psychotypological distances between the other language pairs, no major by-time
and by-group differences could be observed, as shown in Figure 20. Multilevel analyses did
not yield any significant interactions between time and group for all the language pairs (cf.
Appendix V).
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The following illustration (Figure 21) depicts the by-time differences in perceived distance and
the effect of the intervention (by-group differences) within the shift from time 1 to time 2. The
intercepts represent the grand average shift from time 1 to time 2 and the estimates (n.Group)

the difference in shift between the intervention and control groups.

Parameter estimates for the six outcomes
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Figure 21. Parameter estimates for the six outcomes
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5. Discussion

Based on the results presented in Chapter 4, the following sections will address the research
questions and hypotheses in the light of the results (5.1), discuss and interpret these critically

against the backdrop of the theoretical findings introduced previously in this paper (5.2).

5.1. Hypotheses and research questions

The analyses in Section 4.2 suggest that the intervention, i.e. the training in interlingual
comparisons, had a limited, though significant impact on lower secondary school learners’
cross-linguistic awareness, reflected by their scores in seven tasks eliciting their ability to
identify cross-linguistic similarities. The students in the intervention group outperformed their
counterparts by about one point and a half out of 43 in total. This small significant effect was,
however, not confirmed in an alternative cluster-analysis. Consequently, the first hypothesis
can only be accepted with a few reservations, particularly as the classes were not randomly
assigned to the groups, and given the very small resulting effect size. Also, the students’ global
language competence in the three languages seems to be a stronger predictor of their scores
on the cross-linguistic tasks.

Hypothesis 2 purported that time combined with interlingual training would decrease the
learners’ psychotypological distance between English and German. The results indicated that
neither time nor the intervention significantly affected their psychotypology. The students in
both groups showed similar perceived distances before and after the interlingual training. No
major by-group differences could be observed. In this vein, Hypothesis 2 is rejected.
Furthermore, no such significant interactions between time and groups were identified for the

psychotypological distances between the other language pairs.

5.2. Interpretations

The students in the intervention group outstripped those in the control group by about 1.5 point
(between 0.79 and 2.23 points) on the cross-linguistic test, which does not point to a
considerable difference in scores. This suggests that a participant in the intervention can
globally identify between (hardly) one and two additional correct items, compared to one of
their counterparts. Yet, the relatively small difference between groups in the total test score
remains interesting, particularly as learners may also have selected correct items at random,
given the multiple-choice format of the test. However, it must be pointed out that the
intervention group is nearly twice as large as the control group. Ideally, a greater number of

participants would have been sampled to add more certainty to the statistical analyses.
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A small difference between groups in scores is also manifest when looking at the distribution
of the scores in each task, individually. In most tasks, a larger number of trained learners
achieved higher scores (except in tasks 4 and 6, where the distribution of the scores is almost
identical in both groups). Nevertheless, there are generally no clear-cut between-group
differences.

The students performed differently in the seven tasks, with some tasks yielding higher scores
than others. Tasks 2, 3 and 4 appeared to be the most challenging of all and showed floor
effects. While recognising Latin- or French-related English words worked out rather well in task
1, the learners encountered more difficulties finding English words of Germanic origin in task
2. This may reflect a limited lexical range in L2 and/or L3, even though the given words should
have been familiar to the learners and could have been selected by process of elimination if
one can spot and rule out the French equivalents. Moreover, as explained in Section 2.2.3,
cross-linguistic, and therefore also lexical similarities, as presented in the task (i.e. street; king;
two,; have; do; house — German equivalents: Strasse; Konig; zwei; haben; tun; Haus) are not
necessarily self-evident, especially for young learners with restricted L2/L3 competence. The
low scores may be the result of unsuccessful abductive reasoning. Also, it has been found that
cognates are not necessarily viewed as such — at least not to the same extent — by different
individuals (cf. Kaivapalu & Martin, 2014; Vanhove, 2014). In contrast, the last item of task 2,
with the word ‘house’ (Haus in German) was oftentimes chosen correctly. Both English and
German versions are well-known by the learners. Their spelling resemblance may be more
striking and both words are pronounced identically. Also, the words ‘card’ and ‘paper’ may
have caused some confusions as they are not only French but also German cognates as well
(Karte and Papier).

The following tasks 3 and 4 — which focussed on phonological similarities — also showed floor
effects in both groups, although a larger number of trained students performed better.
Interlingual comparisons at the phonological level were a new and a probably cognitively more
taxing task for these learners, which may explain the low scores. In fact, it is likely that the
students were not aware of the phonological relationship at play, particularly as the task
instructions do not hint at it explicitly. The learners may have been able to identify only the
cognates whose equivalents they knew in the other language. English and German sound
equivalences had hardly been practised, including during the interlingual training, wherein the
students were merely introduced to phonological equivalences in English and German. Further
exercises had been planned for consolidation, but were not administered since the extent of
the intervention had to be shortened (cf. 3.4.4). Interestingly also, as discussed in Berthele
(2011: 208ff.) — and this may apply to tasks 1, 2, 3 and 4 — correct inferences in written cognate
guessing tasks may depend on the form (i.e. spelling) of the words, for instance if the beginning

of a word in an unknown language is similar to the onset of its cognate in a learnt language
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(e.g. English). For these school learners, if an English or German word differs more or less
from its written equivalent in the other language, they may be less likely to identify it as a
cognate.

Task 5 revealed a greater concentration of trained participants with higher scores. However,
some learners in the control group achieved higher values than their counterparts, except for
two extreme outliers in the intervention group. It is likely that the students in the intervention
group were more prone to select the correct words on the basis of the suffixes since they had
been exposed to the very same suffixes during the interlingual training. The learners in the
control group may also have perceived the relationship between some English and German
words’ endings — some even better than most of the trained students — though not as well as
their counterparts on average.

A ceiling effect can be observed in tasks 6 and 7, which focussed on word order (adjective —
noun for English and German vs. noun — adjective for French) and the formation of compound
nouns in the L1/L2/L3 respectively. The absence of difference in scores in tasks 6 may be due
to the fact that students — early in year 9 — learn about adjectives and the ensuing rules (i.e.
adjectives precede nouns) in English. For German, however, this topic is first covered in the
next years. Task 6 offers two items per language. Most participants scored between 4 and the
maximal score, i.e. 6. This means that, amongst these learners, many were able to apply the
English rule to the German word order, including students in the control group. For one of them
(item e)), however, the students may simply have translated it into French, which in this case
results in the same word order as the German one (i.e. Er hat eine grosse Katze; in French: I/
a un grand chat). Task 7 shows a similar picture, though with proportionally more students with
higher scores in the intervention group. As a matter of fact, the rule for forming English and
German compound nouns is very similar to the adjective word order. From the perspective of
a French speaker, the word order is reversed. Consequently, the students may already have
acquired a sense of this rule, as they should have encountered some examples of compound
nouns in both languages from very early on (e.g. Woérterbuch; school bag; etc.). The trained
students may have benefitted from the additional input, thus the slightly higher number of them
with higher scores.

Be that as it may, one should be careful when interpreting the present results. The classes
could not be randomly assigned to the two groups, which, as a result, may bias the outcome.
For example, the intervention group’s small advantage may be partially due to a teacher’'s
effect. The intervention group’s teachers participated voluntarily and were perhaps keener on
working on language comparisons. In the experimental group, three of the five teachers were
teachers of both English and German, whereas only one out of three teachers taught both
languages in the control group. These students may already have been more sensitised to

interlingual similarities by their teacher(s) prior to and during the interlingual training. The fact
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that teachers resort to language comparisons is not unusual (cf. Schedel & Bonvin, 2017). On
the other hand, the very small effect of the interlingual training may simply reflect the restricted
influence metalinguistic training has on young learners with relatively low L2 and L3 language
competence. In this view, cross-linguistic awareness may develop especially as a function of

one’s own language competences and other cognitive abilities.

Finally, the intervention combined with time did not impact the students’ perceived typology
between English and German as hypothesised, nor their psychotypology between any other
language pair. In fact, their spatial representation of the typological distances between the
suggested languages remained fairly similar over time, and in relative conformity with a
‘factual’ typological classification of the four languages, i.e. with English, German and French
being closer to each other than Chinese to these languages. Each group follows a similar,
though distinct pattern in terms of an increasing order of the perceived distances, although the
mean distances are comparatively quite similar across both groups. For the control group, the
perceived distances between English and German, and English and French are nearly equally
the shortest distances of all, followed by French and German, Chinese and German, Chinese
and English, and Chinese and French. This ascending order applies to both times of measure.
The students in the intervention group perceive at both times English and German as the
closest languages, followed by English and French, French and German, Chinese and English,
Chinese and German (these two latter language pairs being though nearly identically close),
and Chinese and French.

On the basis of the psychotypological measures prior to the intervention, the absence of
difference in time and group between English and German suggests that the learners were
already quite aware of cross-linguistic similarities shared by these languages. This can be
confirmed by the fact that more than half of the participants in both groups (59 in the
intervention group; 30 in the control group) chose English and German as more closely related
compared to other language pairs. It is hard to determine whether their perception of
similarities is indeed perceived objectively (i.e. based on existing knowledge) or only assumed
(cf. Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008). However, the students may already have assimilated
commonalities between English and German (and French) through their early subsequent
learning of French, German and English, and some sensitisation to interlingual similarities.
From primary to early secondary school, such activities have particularly emphasised the
existence of cognates and international words, which may have been the main feature retained
by the learners when asked to use the ViLDiM-tool. It should be pointed out that the students
were not required to assess typological distances on the basis of a specific structure or

language area (e.g. lexis, word order, pronunciation, etc.).
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Chinese being an unlearnt language, it seems quite fair to affirm that the students associated
their lack or absence of knowledge in this language with remoteness (cf. 2.2.3). Interestingly
also, despite the relatively similar perceived distances between these language pairs, the
distances between the learners’ L2/L3 and Chinese are slightly closer than their perceived
distance between French and Chinese. This may suggest that the learners tend to ‘group’
unknown and/or less dominant languages together and points up the impact of language

proficiency on psychotypology.
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6. Conclusion

6.1. Summary

The present study aimed to examine the effect of an integrated approach to multiple language
learning on young lower secondary school learners’ tacit cross-linguistic awareness, and on
their psychotypology including languages in and out of their repertoire, i.e. French, German,
English, and Chinese. To do so, two groups of students were tested: an intervention group
who received additional training in language comparisons and a control group with
conventional instruction settings. The analysis of the students’ cross-linguistic awareness was
based on their scores on a test made up of multiple-choice items. These items should elicit
cross-linguistic knowledge from the learners’ L1/L2/L3 repertoire. In addition, the students’
perceived typological distances between several language were measured at two different
times — before and after the intervention — to identify any impact of time and the experiment on
their psychotypology.

The widely accepted claim that extensive training in reflection upon languages leads to higher
levels of meta- and cross-linguistic awareness finds some limited support in the present study.
The trained students significantly, but only slightly outperformed their counterparts (by 1.5
points out of 43) in terms of a tacit form of cross-linguistic awareness. Given the very small
advantage, it is doubtful whether the intervention carried out in this research project is worth
the effort. Furthermore, owing to methodological impediments and constraints (see 3.3), one
may also question the generalisability of the outcome.

Several reasons for this small, but still significant difference have been advanced. Some tasks
in the cross-linguistic test turned out to be more challenging than others across both groups.
The tasks where the focus lies on structures that the students had previous knowledge of (e.g.
adjective-noun word order) were easier and showed little to no between-group differences.
Newer and perhaps more complex aspects, such as phonological equivalences in German
and English appeared to be more of a strain for both groups. A limited lexical range, a lack of
practice in phonological similarities, and possibly ‘inadequate’ abductive processes may have
hindered the learners from reaching higher scores, e.g. in the identification of English words
of Germanic origin and the recognition of Germanic sound equivalences. Although more
trained students achieved higher scores throughout the test, there is no certainty that this is
entirely due to the interlingual training. The non-randomised assignment of the classes to the
groups suggests that the intervention group’s small advantage may as well depend on their
teachers’ practices, for instance, some of whom teach both English and German, and may
more likely tend to tackle interlingual comparisons in general. Also, the results may suggest a

limited effect of the intervention, as young learners may also need to further develop their
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language competences and cognitive abilities (e.g. abductive interlingual inferencing) in order
to be successful in tasks involving comparisons between languages.

With regards to the students’ psychotypology, neither time nor the interlingual training affected
their perceived distances between the six language pairs. Both groups presented — from a
strictly typological point of view — arguably typologically ‘appropriate’ distances before and after
the intervention. This suggests that the learners manifest a certain knowledge of structural
similarities and differences for languages in and out of their repertoire. Whether this awareness

of typological relationship is mostly perceived objectively or assumed remains unexplored.

6.2. Limitations and future directions

As already mentioned further above, this research project has shown its limitations in various
aspects, but also highlights relevant prospects for future research on the implementation of an
integrated approach to language learning and teaching in schools and its consequences.
First, methodological constraints arose before and during the execution of the intervention,
which would in turn impact the quality and the meaningfulness of the results. The extent of the
intervention and the choice of the teachers had to be negotiated. As a result, the classes were
not randomly assigned to the groups. Still, it is likely that the trained students’ advantage in
cross-linguistic awareness — as small as it may be — is not caused by the interlingual training.
Feedback from the learners on the reason for their answers in the test, for example, could
have shed further light on their explicit cross-linguistic awareness, as Jessner (2006) defines
it. Arguably, qualitative data — both from the learners and the teachers — may have brought
about deeper insights into the interpretation of the results. However, it was deemed preferable
not to overload the test, as recommended by some of the teachers, in addition to favouring
quantitatively measurable data. Thus, again, only a tacit cross-linguistic awareness was
analysed in the present study. School closures caused by the COVID-19 pandemic forced the
total sample to be reduced, which inherently affects the statistical power of the experiment.
Ideally, the larger the sample is, the more generalisable and statistically powerful the outcome
is (cf. 3.2).

The findings suggest that reflection on cross-linguistic similarities and differences may only
increase a certain form of cross-linguistic awareness to a restricted degree. At any rate, the
present study does not invalidate the often claimed benefits of metalinguistic training as a valid
aim of multilingual education. This being said, further longitudinal studies, involving a large
number of participants in classroom settings and a long-term implementation of an integrated
teaching approach, are still to be conducted in order to provide stronger evidence of such
claims. Also, the results highlight the need for the development of measuring tools specifically

for the field of cross-linguistic awareness and for the ability to reflect upon language. The
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present study included only 9""- year, middle-track, lower-secondary school learners. Had this
quasi-experiment been carried out in a lower or higher school track, or with a sample
population of different age groups, there may have been a greater difference or no difference
in the scores at all. As it could be seen previously (cf. 2.2), language proficiency seems to be
a strong predictor of successful interlingual tasks, but further factors such as school tracking,
socio-economic status, crystallised intelligence and age may as well play a part in successful
metalinguistic training. Although no striking Mathew effect was identified in the present study,
this does not imply that the risk does not exist, especially if stronger language learners achieve
higher scores. Thus, lower and higher school tracks could be taken into account in future
research. Moreover, no information about the students’ attitudes towards such interlingual
activities were collected. If these led to more positive attitudes towards language learning, this
would mean that one of the aims of the CIIP to promote language learning would have been
fulfilled (cf. CIIP, 2010: 62). Consequently, this could inspire future research.

Finally, the results regarding the students’ psychotypology show that these learners — even
with only a few years of language learning — are aware of the typological proximity between
languages from and out of their repertoire. Again, it would be interesting to look into the
reasons behind their perception of interlingual typological distances. Knowing about their
psychotypology may help understand further how young school learners perceive language
proximity in order for language teaching practitioners to facilitate positive transfer between

related languages (cf. 2.2.4).
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9. Appendices

I.  Interlingual activities with answers
Activity 1: A look at the history of
English

Environ 350 millions de personnes sur Terre parlent

I'anglais comme langue premiére. Ils vivent en
Grande-Bretagne, en Amérique du Nord, en
Australie en Nouvelle Zélande, en Inde, et d
certains endroits en Afrique et aux Cardibes. Voici
un petit résumé de l'histoire de la langue anglaise.

Old English: Au 5éme siécle apres J.-C., les Angles,
les Saxons et les Jutes envahissent la Grande-Bretagne
par le nord. lls viennent de pays que 'on nomme
aujourd’hui le Danemark et I'Allemagne du nord. Ces peuples parlaient des langues germaniques. Le
people d’Angleterre adopte alors la méme langue que I'on appelle aujourd’hui le vieil anglais (Old
English). Les mots strong et water viennent du viel anglais.

(Source: English in Mind 10e, p.11)

Middle English: En 1066, Guillaume de Normandie conquiert la Grande-Bretagne. Les nouveaux
envahisseurs, les Normands, parlent a cet époque un dialecte frangais. Les Anglais se mettent alors a
I'apprendre et a le parler, et de nombreux mot frangais sont intégrés dans le vocabulaire anglais,
comme par exemple les mots beef et pork. On appelle cette langue le moyen anglais (Middle
English). Cette langue était trés différente de I'anglais parlé actuellement.

A I'’époque de Shakespeare: Autour du 16°™ siécle, I'anglais de I'époque n’était pas trés différent de
celui d’aujourd’hui. William Shakespeare était un écrivain anglais connu de cette époque. C’est
également a cette période que I'on a commencé a inventer des mots anglais d’origine grecque et
latine.

Modern English: L’anglais moderne (Modern English) a continué a évoluer au fur et a mesure des
conquétes et des déplacement des Anglais a travers le monde. A chaque rencontre avec un autre
peuple, 'anglais change et adopte de nouveaux mots. Par exemple, kangaroo vient de la langue des
aborigénes australiens, et shampoo vient d’'une langue indienne. L’anglais est bel et bien une langue
internationale.

1. Which language do these English words come from? Complete the table.

Words: beef — pork — water — strong — adult— interest — milk — generous —
go — create — drink — hour — shoe — sun — land — government —
come — beauty — hot — jealous

French German
beef, pork, , , | water, strong, , ,
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Activity 1: A look at the history of English. Answer key

Which language do these English words come from? Complete the table.

beef — pork — water — strong — adult— interest — milk — generous —
Words: go — create — drink — hour — shoe — sun — land — government —
come — beauty — hot — jealous

French German

beef, pork, adult, interest, generous, create, water, strong, milk, go, drink, shoe, sun,

hour, government, beauty, jealous land, come, hot




Activity 2: A bilingual week (word stress)

1. Write down the weekdays in English

Mon / Tue / / / /

2. Listen to your teacher and repeat the days. Where’s the stress? Highlight the stressed
syllables.
3. Listen to the weekdays in German. Highlight the stressed syllables.

Mon-tag / Diens-tag / Mitt-woch / Don-ners-tag / Frei-tag / Sams-tag / Sonn-tag
4. Complete the rules and put a cross in the correct boxes.

En anglais, on accentue la premiére O / derniere O syllabe de mots d 2 ou 3 syllabes (en
général).

En allemand, on accentue la premiére O / derniere O syllabe de mots d 2 ou 3 syllabes (en
général).

Activity 2: A bilingual week (word stress). Answer key

1. Write down the weekdays in English
Monday / Tuesday / Wednesday / Thursday / Friday / Saturday / Sunday

2. Listen to your teacher and repeat the days. Where’s the stress? Highlight the stressed
syllables.
3. Listen to the weekdays in German. Highlight the stressed syllables.

Mon-tag / Diens-tag / Mitt-woch / Don-ners-tag / Frei-tag / Sams-tag / Sonn-tag
4. Complete the rules and put a cross in the correct boxes.

En anglais, on accentue la premiére [l / derniére O syllabe du mot (en général).

En allemand, on accentue la premiére [l / derniére 0 syllabe du mot (en général).
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Activity 3 : So many things in common!

1. Aot of French, German and English words are alike. Complete the table with the correct

pare wnts

words below and compare the words.

child (pl. children)

the family — la famille — die Familie

les parents
Le pére

la sceur

daughter

aunt

L'oncle

wephew

Deutsch

die Eltern

die Mutter

der Bruder

der Cousin, die Cousine

die Nichte

der Onkel — father — der Vater — die Tochter — la tante — le cousin,-e — der Neffe — le neveu — brother — uncle — der Sohn —
mother — I'enfant — la fille — das Kind,-er — la niéce — son — niece — la mére — sister — le frére — der Bruder — die Schwester -

cousin

2. The body. Complete with the words from the box below. Write the French words on the

dashed line (_ _ _ ).

3. Compare the words. Which language is closer to the English words

[

)

die Schulter

shoulder

die Sehit@r - die Brust - der Arm - der Ellbogen - die Hand - der Finger - das Knie - der Fu

(Source: Deutsch ist easy!, p.24)
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Activity 3 : So many things in common! Answer Key

1. Aot of French, German and English words are alike. Complete the table and compare the

pare wnts
father

mother

words. Use a dictionary if necessary.

Child (pl. children)
sister
brother
daughter
sow
cousin
aunt
uncle

niece

gp_mw

the family — la famille — die Familie

Les parents

Le cousin, La cousine

La tante
L'oncle
la nigce

Le neveu

Deutsc

die Eltern
der vater
die Mutter

das Kind (pl. die Kinder)

die Schwester
der Bruder
dit Tochter
der Sohn

der Cousimn, die Cousine

die Tante
der Onkel

die Nichte

der Ngf&

2. The body. Complete with the words from the box below. Write the French words on the

dashed line (_ _ _ ).

3. Compare the words. Which language is closer to the English words?

[ For body parts, German is closer to English ] [

I I'épau

]

die Schulter

-[ die Brust

breast / chest

la poitrine

Knee

‘-1 le genou I‘

_[ der Arm ]"

arm

le bras

]

der Ellbogen
elbow

—

le coude -

der Finger

i

finger

le doigt -

der Fuss

le pied

ll

l

die Sehuit@r - die Brust - der Arm - der Ellbogen - die Hand - der Finger - das Knie - der Fuf

(Source: Deutsch ist easy!, p.24)



Activity 4: English and German sounds compared: the consonants.

1. Look at each set of words (English vs. German). Look at the consonants.

Highlight the differences and complete the sentences.
Ex.: EN: good-blood—do“ DE: gut-Blut-tun

mm==) In English, “d”

is (often) “t” in German.

ENGLISH

water — heart — foot

bDeEUTSCH
wasser — Herz — Fuss

m==) In English, is (often) or in German.
eENgLISH DPEUTSCH
apple — help — pepper Apfel — helfen — Pfeffer
m==) In English, is (often) or in German.
ENGlLISH DPEUTSCH
thank - that - three Pank - das - drel
m===) Tnh English, is (often) in German.
eENgLISH pEUTSCH
cook — book — week kRochen — Buch — Woche
mmmm) Tn English, is (often) in German.
eENgLISH pEUTSCH
give - love — evening geben — Liebe — Abend
mmm) In English, is (often) in German.
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Activity 4: English and German sounds compared: the consonants. Answer key

1. Look at each set of words (English vs. German). Look at the consonants.

Highlight the differences and complete the sentences.

Ex.: EN: good-blood—do“ DE: gut-Blut-tun

mm=) In English, “d”

is (often) “t” in German.

eENGLISH
water — heart — foot

bDeEUTSCH
wasser — Herz — Fuss

In English, "t"

is (often) “s" or “z"[ts] in German.

ENGLISH
apple — help — pepper

pEUTSCH

Apfel — helfen — Pfeffer

+

In English, "p"

is (often) “f" or "pf" in German.

ENGUISH
thank - that - three

DEUTSCH
Dank - das - dret

-

In English, "th"

is (often) “d" in German.

eENglLISH
cook — book — week

L
I
§
_

DEUTSCH
kochen — Buch — Woche

In English, “k"

2

is (often) “ch" in German.

eNgULISH
give - Love — evening

PEUTSCH
geben — Liebe — Abenal

L‘_/

=== In English, "v"

is (often) “b" in German.
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Activity 5: English and German sounds compared: the vowels.

1. Look at each set of words (English vs. German). Look at the vowels. Highlight
the differences and complete the sentences.

EX.: EN: stone-bone-alone “ DE: Stein-Bein-allein

=== In English, “o [ou] ”

is (often) “ei” in German.

ENGUISH
my — wine - fire

pEUTSCH

metn — Weln — Feuer

-

m==) In English,

is (often) or in German.

eENGlLISH

house — mouse — out

bDeEUTSCH
Haus — Maus — aussen

+

mm=) Tn English,

is (often) in German.

eENglLISH
good — foot — book

DEUTSCH
gut — Fuss - Buch

.

mmms) Tn English,

is (often) in German.

ENgUISH
dream — cheap - leaf

PEUTSCH
Traum - Raufen — Laub

+

mmmm) Tn English,

is (often) in German.

ENGgLISH
Light - right - dawghter

DEUTSCH
Licht - richtig — Tochter

L‘_/

mmsm) In English, a vowel + gh

is (often) a vowel + in German.
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Activity 5: English and German sounds compared: the vowels. Answer key

1. Look at each set of words (English vs. German). Look at the vowels. Highlight

the differences and complete the sentences.

EX.: EN: stone-bone-alone “ DE: Stein-Bein-allein

====) In English, “o [ou] ”

N _

is (often) “ei” in German.

ENGUISH
my — wine - fire

pEUTSCH

metn — Weln — Feuer

-

= In English, “i" [aI]

is (often) “ei” [aI] or “eu” [OI] in German.

eENGlLISH

house — mouse — out

DEUTSCH

Haus — Maus — aussen

%‘J

!

In English, “ou” [au]

is (often) “au” in German.

eENglLISH
good — foot — book

§

DEUTSCH
gut — Fuss — Buch

+

In English, "o0" [u:]

is (often) “u" [u:] in German.

ENgUISH
dream — cheap - leaf

}

PEUTSCH
Traum - Raufen — Laub

$

In English, “ea” [i:] or [e]

is (often) “au” in German.

ENGgLISH
Light - right - dawghter

DEUTSCH
Licht - richtig — Tochter

L‘_/

=== In English, a vowel + gh

is (often) a vowel + "ch” [¢] or [X] in German.
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Activity 6: Word formation - suffixes in adjectives

1. Here are some common English suffixes in adjectives. We use suffixes to form new words.
Look at the examples below.

-y: cloudy - tiny

-ful: beautiful - successful
-able/-ible: drinkable - possible
-ish: childish - English

-ly: yearly - monthly

-less: helpless - homeless

2. Adjectives: Complete the table with the adjectives in the box. Highlight the suffixes.

German / \
curious - tdglich - sans-

childish enfantin kindisch coeur— neugierig -
loveless sans-coeur respectful - fahig - lieblos
; T - windy - capable -
curiSss neugierig respektvoll - daily -
capable fdhig kindisch - childish - windig
respectueux - loveless - capable
venteux K /
Jjournalier

- These suffixes are similar in English and German:
-ish/-isch; / ; / ; / ; /

- These suffixes are similar in English and French:
-eux/-ous; /

3. Look at these words. Find the correct suffixes and make adjectives.

Example: nuage=>nuageux cloud=>cloudy Wolke=>wolkig
French English German

1. ami=>ami__ friend=>friendly Freund=>freund
2. courage=> courage__ courage=>courage__  Mut=> mutig

3. peur => sans peur, intrépide fear=> fear___ Angst=>angst___
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Activity 6: Word formation - suffixes in adjectives. Answer key

1

Here are some common English suffixes in adjectives. We use suffixes to form new words.

Look at the examples below.

-y: cloudy - tiny
-ful: beautiful -

-able/-ible: drinkable - possible

successful

-ish: childish - English

-ly: yearly - monthly

-less: helpless -

homeless

Adjectives: Complete the table with the adjectives from the box. Highlight the suffixes.

-

German
childish enfantin kindisch
loveless sans-coeur lieblos
curious curieux neugierig
capable capable fdhig

respectful respectueux respektvoll
windy venteux windig
daily journalier tdglich

These suffixes are similar in English and German:

These suffixes are similar in English and French:

-eux/-ous; -able

/ -able

N

~

curious - tdglich - sans-

coeur— neugierig -

- windy - capable -
respektvoll - daily -

- loveless - capable

respectful - fahig - lieblos

kindiseh - childish - windig

/

Look at these nouns and verbs. Find the correct suffixes and make adjectives.

Example:

4. ami=> amical

5. courage=> courageux

6. peur => sans peur, intrépide

friend=>friendly

fear=> fearless

Freund=>freundlich
courage=>courageous Mut=> mutig

Angst=>angstlos
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Activity 7: Word order - adjectives and nouns.

1. Read the sentences in the table below. Highlight the adjectives. What do you see? Is the
rule true or false? Mark your answer with a cross (x).

English Deutsch
My mum is tall. Ma mere est grande. Meine Mutter ist gross.
These jeans are too tight! Ces jeans sont trop serreés ! Diese Jeans sind zu eng!
Parrots are colourful. Les perroquets sont colorés. Papageien sind bunt.

En anglais, les adjectifs attributs du sujet s'accordent en genre et en nombre avec le nom. TL FL
En frangais, les adjectifs attributs du sujet s'accordent en genre et en nombre avec le nom. T(1 F[

En allemand, les adjectifs attributs du sujet s'accordent en genre et en nombre avec le nom. Tt F[J

2. Read the sentences below. Highlight the adjectives and underline the nouns. What do you
see? Complete the rules and mark your answer with a cross (x).

English Deutsch
That’s a great idea! C'est une idée géniale ! Das ist eine tolle Idee!
I love your black coat. J’adore ton manteau noir. Ich liebe deinen schwarzen Mantel.
I'd like to have blond hair. J’aimerais avoir des cheveux blonds. Ich hdtte gern blonde Haare.

En anglais, I'adjectif se place avant O/ apres O le nom.
En frangais, I'adjectif se place (en général) avant O / apres O le nom.

En allemand, I'adjectif se place avant O/ aprés O le nom.
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Activity 7: Word order - adjectives and nouns. Answer key.

1. Read the sentences in the table below. Highlight the adjectives. What do you see? Is the

rule true or false? Mark your answer with a cross x.

Deutsch
My mum is tall. Ma mere est grande. Meine Mutter ist gross.
These jeans are too tight! Ces jeans sont trop serres ! Diese Jeans sind zu eng!
Parrots are colourful. Les perroquets sont colorés. Papageien sind bunt.

En anglais, les adjectifs attributs du sujet s'accordent en genre et en nombre avec le nom. TL! FLI
En frangais, les adjectifs attributs du sujet s'accordent en genre et en hombre avec le nom. TI] F[J

En allemand, les adjectifs attributs du sujet s'accordent en genre et en nombre avec le nom. TUJ F[J

2. Read the sentences below. Highlight the adjectives and underline the nouns. What do you

see? Complete the rules and mark your answer with a cross x.

Deutsch
That’s a great idea! C'est une idée géniale ! Das ist eine tolle Idee!
I love your black coat. J’adore ton manteau noir. Ich liebe deinen schwarzen Mantel.
I'd like to have blond hair. J’aimerais avoir des cheveux blonds. Ich hdtte gern blonde Haare.

En anglais, les adjectifs se place avant O / aprés O le nom.
En frangais, les adjectifs se place (en général) avant O / apres O le nom.

En allemand, les adjectifs se place avant O / aprés O le nom.
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Activity 8: Compound nouns

1. Look at the compound nouns below. Complete the table.

[ hall ][ sports ] [saue ][ sport ] [ Halle ][ sport ]

English Deutsch

sports hall salle de sport Sporthalle
Spiel I I Film I [ school ][ game ]D(] [ voyage ][ film [ Mathe ][ Jeu ] hM
[ ordinateur ]l horror I[ école ] [ Reise ] Horror ] [ language ]

[ computer ][ teacher ][ maths ][ travel ][ langues ] [ Computer ]

[ Sprachen ][ professeur ][ agence ][ Schule ] [ Lehrer ][ math (EN) ]

English  Fngs Deutsch

film d'horreur

2. What do you see? Complete the rules with the correct answer. Mark it with a cross x.
a) En frangais, le mot principal (ex. « film ») se trouve en 1*® [0/ 2°™ [J position et les 2 mots

sont reliés en général par un trait d'union [0 / une préposition O / un espace L.

b) En anglais, le mot principal (ex. « film ») se trouve en 1°* [0 / 2°™ [ position et les 2 mots

sont reliés en général par un trait d'union [0 / une préposition O / un espace L.

¢) En allemand, le mot principal (ex. « Film ») se trouve en 1°® [0/ 2°™ [J position et les 2 mots

sont reliés en genéral par un trait d'union O/ une préposition O / rien, ils ne font qu'un O.
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Activity 8: Compound nouns. Answer key.

1. Look at the compound nouns below. Complete the table.

[ hall ][ sports ]

sports hall

(e oot )

(are (oot )

Deutsch

salle de sport

Sporthalle

game D.(] [ voyage ][ film
o |
I ordinateur Il horror I[ école ] [ Reise ]

(rame (= ) [

,

Horror ] [language ]

[ maths ][ travel ][ langues ] [ Computer ]
l computer II teacher I

[ Sprachen ][ professeur ][ agence ][ Schule ] [ Lehrer ][ math (EN) ]

horror film film d'horreur Horrorfilm
agence de voyage Reisebiiro

travel agency

computer game

jeu d’ordinateur

Computerspiel

math teacher

professeur de maths

Mathelehrer

language school

école de langues

Sprach(en)schule

2. What do you see? Complete the rules with the correct answer. Mark it with a cross x.

a) En frangais, le mot principal (ex. « film ») se trouve en 1°® [0 / 2°™ [ position et les 2 mots

sont reliés en général par un trait d'union O / une préposition O / un espace L.

b) En anglais, le mot principal (ex. « film ») se trouve en 1°* [0 / 2°™ [ position et les 2 mots

sont reliés en général par un trait d'union O / une préposition O / un espace L.

¢) En allemand, le mot principal (ex. « Film ») se trouve en 1°* [0 / 2°™ [J position et les 2 mots

sont reliés en général par un trait d'union [0 / une préposition O / rien, ils ne font qu'un [.
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Il. Questionnaire on language biography and ViLDiM

UNIVERSITE DE FRIBOURG
UNIVERSITAT FREIBURG

Bonjour,

Dans le cadre d'un travail de recherche a I'Université de Fribourg, nous cherchons a mieux comprendre
comment les éléves apprennent les langues a I'école (le frangais, I'allemand et I'anglais).

Les données récoltées seront traitées confidentiellement (aucune information a ton sujet ne sera divulguée
a qui que ce soit). Ni les enseignants, ni tes parents ne sauront ce que tu as répondu. Merci de répondre a
toutes les questions.

Réponds aux questions suivantes, et coche ou compléte la réponse qui convient

1.

Nom et prénom:

2. Jesuis:
une fille un gargon

3. Quel age as-tu ? ans

4. Dans quelle école es-tu (CO de/du...) ?

5. Dans quelle classe es-tu (ex. : 9C, 1D, etc.) ?

6. Quelle est la langue que tu as apprise en premier (tu peux cocher plusieurs cases) ?
Qfrangais Qallemand QO italien O anglais O autre(s) :

7. Pour une personne de langue maternelle frangaise, quelle langue est plus facile a apprendre ?
Qanglais QO allemand

8. D’apres toi, lesquelles de ces langues se ressemblent le plus ? Ne coche qu’une seule case.
O frangais/anglais [ allemand/anglais O frangais/allemand

9. D’apres toi, dans quelle mesure le frangais, I'anglais, I'allemand et le mandarin (chinois) se ressemblent-
ils ? Lis les consignes ci-dessous et reporte ton avis au verso de cette feuille.
Consignes :

1. Place les 4 cercles (= 4 langues) selon ta perception de leur ressemblance. Il n'y a pas de juste
ou faux. Tu peux placer les langues n'importe ou sur la feuille, selon la distance que tu pergois
entre elles (plus tu en places une prés d’une autre, plus cela veut dire qu’elles se
ressemblent).

2. Avec un stylo, trace une croix dans le centre des cercles (petit trou au centre des cercles).
N’enléve et ne déplace pas les cercles tout de suite !

3. Ecris surlafeuille, a coté de chaque cercle, la langue qui correspond a la croix que tu as marquée.
Enléve les cercles au fur et a8 mesure et trace une fleche qui relie la croix et la langue
correspondante.

5. Attache les cercles avec le trombone et remets le matériel a ton enseignant(e).

angats i
Etapes pour 1 franga frangais
cercle (tu )4 A

places les 4) - X - X ‘

Etape 1 (placer

Etape 2 Etape 3 Etape 4
cercle)
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lll. C-tests (original versions with answers further below)

Textes frangais Nom, Prénom : Classe :

1. Les mots numérotés dans les textes suivants sont incomplets. Compléte chaque mot

manquant.

Texte 1

Cher Arthur,

Il faut que je te raconte ce qui m’est arrivé ce soir. En rent Y ja_?entenduda___ ¥
I'obsc 4 quelquu__® qui cri ®. Cét D une vo___® a9 fois
ai 19 et étou . Ja__ ' encore ent ¥ . Au sec W Je
sen %) un fri ) qui m__"" parcourait |__'® moelle épin 9. Puis,
i % ma__?Y plus ent 2 de cr____ ) rien q__* un gargoui %)

étrange qui a expiré a son tour. Ce n’était pas moins effrayant. J’en ai encore des frissons.

Texte 2

En 1914, Joey abandonne sa vie paisible de cheval de ferme : il e " vendu _ ?
lar % britannique. U Y nuit, Jo__ Yestble O suru__ " champ d__ ¥ bataille.
|9 simmob 9 paralysé p__ " la pe_ " au mil ¥ du
broui et d % coups d__'® feu... Lor " la bata '8) cesse
e "que |29 prouillard s__ 2V dissipe, i 2 saper B qui__ 2 est
d___ ?unlarge couloir de boue entre les deux camps ennemis : ce que les soldats

appellent le no man’s land.

Texte 3

Il était une fois une veuve qui avait deux filles ; 'ainée lui ressemblait si fort et d’humeur et de
visage, que qui la voyait voyait la mére. Elles éta Vtoutes de_ ?si
désagr Vet s Yorgueilleuses, q_ *on n__ % pouvait vi ) avec
el ®. La cad 9 qui ét Wievr  "portraitd ' sonpé "™ pour
| "™ douceur e I'nonn ) étaitav. "celau__ "®des pl____ " belles
fil ) quo_ 2V elt s__? voir. Co %) on ai____ " naturellement
s ® semblable, cette mére était folle de sa fille ainée, et en méme temps avait une

aversion effroyable pour la cadette.
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Texte 4

L’avion d’Air France venait de franchir les Pyrénées. Aprés | "cimes d__? neige,
| ¥gradins cou Y d'arg ° s’affais ®jusqu’__"la
pla 8 étalée co %une imm Wearte _ "un ja '2) ardent.
Per haut s les pit ¥ de cai %) les pet " villages
a__ "toits d_ "tuiles rou 20) s’échelo Msur | * pentes,
po___ 23 devenir minus ) au fo_ 2 de la vallée. Une maison, deux ou trois

granges... Tous ces hameaux me rappelaient la ferme de Montignac, la ferme de mon oncle
Antoine.
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Deutsche Texte Nom, Prénom : Classe :

1. Les mots numérotés dans les textes suivants sont incomplets. Compléte chaque mot

manquant.

Text 1

Unsere Schule ist nicht sehr gross. Wir si_ Yzweihundert Kin__ 2 finf
Lehre Jund dr Y Lehrer. Ab_ Ydie Sch_ %ist se_ ""modern.
W__ ®haben e 9 Schwimmbad u__ "9im Comput " gibt
e_ ') dreissig Comp ) Unser Lehn  ™heisst He. "™ Stress, ab_ ®er
i "™sehr ne_ "™®und sympa Wund se P Unterricht i ?Ysehr
inter 22 Ich fi ) meine Sch__ ?Yeinfach kla____ ®)! Ich freue

mich auch aufs nachste Jahr!

Text 2
Wir suchen wieder die Lehrerin oder den Lehrer des Jahres! Frau Jahn ko "aus
Oster 2 aber s___ 3 unterrichtet sc 4 achtundzwanzig Ja__ % an
d___ 9 Albert-Einstein-Schule i Basel. Fr___ ®Jahni____ 9 sehr spor '9: Sie
fa_ "Ski u___ "spielt Ten__ ™. lhr Lieblin W jst
ab__ "™ Schwimmen.S___ "®schwimmt hun ) Meteri__'® zwei Min 19),
Frau Ja___ ® macht au___ ?"einen Musik- 2 Sie li____ ?»Rock'n Roll-
Yund  si_ ®auch gern. An  unserem  Schulfest  singt
sie mit dem Musiklehrer in der Turnhalle
Text 3
Ich méchte dir meine Lehrer vorstellen. Also, Fr_ "V Falke i ?sehrstr 3. Sie
h  YeineBri_ % ihre Au_ %sindni_ 7)gut. Ab___ ¥siehd 9 alles.
| "unterricht i "interessant, ab__ " man da___ "nicht la___ " sein.
He  "™Behrendi_ "®schona_ ".Eri_ "™geduldigu  ""hatim__ 29 Zeit
f  2Yseine Sch %) Seine Fr____ %) macht manc 2) Kuchen f___ ®die

ganze Klasse. Herr Rodriguez ist gross, jung und sympathisch.
Text 4
Hallo Lisa,

wie geht’'s? Hoffentlich gut! Ich mdchte dir Gber meinen Tagesablauf in der Schule erzahlen.

lch ha__ Vijetzt mei_ ?Stundenplan. A__®Montag ha Dwir i Yder
ers  9StundeMa_ " Dasm___ ®ichni_ %Ysose " chfi_  ™es
sch 2. Am  Nachm Whaben w___ ™dann zw___ ' Stunden
Sp. ™ lch m__ "das se_ " Aber me_ " Lieblingstag i 2 der
Dien ) Da ha____ ?wir Geog ) und Biol ) Das

i %) mein Lieblingsfach. Ich finde es total interessant.
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English texts Nom, Prénom : Classe :

1. Les mots numérotés dans les textes suivants sont incomplets. Compléte chaque mot

manquant.
Text 1
Hi! My name’s Isolda. _ ""'m 12 ye Jold.  ¥mfr YWales. Y got_® StDavid’s
Sch ). Today i ¥ the fi 9day o_ "the sch "year. Th '2) are
four Bgrls a iwelve  bo Yin  m_"class. M__'"" favourite
subj '® are Sci 9 Music a 2 Welsh. W__ 2" ve g 2) Science
o__?® Mondays, Wedne %) and Fri 25 Music’s on Tuesdays and Welsh

on Thursdays.

Text 2

Hi, so here’s a picture of Alex, Kim, Steve, Greg and Emma. Thesea____ " my fri 2),
Theyr ¥playing i “the pa__ Yand th__ ®re hav.__ 7)fun. W_ ®¥love
skateb Yand w_'"9go a_ "Mthe wee 21t " cooll I__" this
ph_ ®my fri "Alex i "jumping. T___ "™®other fri 9 are
watc D him. Th___ ?"rewea 22 sunglasses. Gr___ ®andEm___ Y are
hav._ 2 arest. | like to hang out with them.

Text 3
Hi!

I'm writing this in apark in London. There a___ "people i_?boats o Ya la___*.
Theyr__Yrowing. Lon__ 9is fant . There a___ ®great sh_ 9 the
peo Wareco  "andi_ "sh___ ™I Wsitting out aca_ "®and
eat "an i "™®cream. M__"iittle bro Dis pla 1) cricket
wi_ ?’my cou ) We'r__* staying wi____® my auntand uncle here. | think
they’re nice.

Text 4

This is Danni and she’s 13 years old. Sheco__ " from Calif Yint % United
Sta_ Y Danni’__¥favouritesp_ ®issur . Dannili__ ®nextt_ Ythe
s "in _ "™ bigci " Her fam____ "™ love sur W and h__ " sister
i ®a sur " champion. Da___ '"™goes sur Wevery d_ 0 ff
t  ?Yweatheri__**gooda___ ®'therea_ *goodwa______ 2. Danni really loves the

ocean and the water.
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C-tests (answers)

Textes francais Nom, Prénom : Classe :
Texte 1

Cher Arthur,

Il faut que je te raconte ce qui m'est arrivé ce soir. En rentrant”, jai®? entendu dans®
q J q

Iobscurité® quelqu’'un® qui criait®. C'était” une voix® a la® fois aigué'® et étouffée’".

Jai'? encore entendu™ : Au secours' ! Je sentais' un frisson'® qui me'” parcourait

'® moelle épiniére'. Puis, je* n’ai®” plus entendu®®de cris®, rien qu*’un

la
gargouillement®® étrange qui a expiré a son tour. Ce n’était pas moins effrayant. J’en ai encore
des frissons.

(Excerpt based on A. Hitchcock, Le perroquet qui bégayait, trad. V. Volkoff, © Le Livre de

Poche Jeunesse, 2007. Taken from L’lle aux mots, 8e, p.185)

Texte 2

En 1914, Joey abandonne sa vie paisible de cheval de ferme : il est1)vendu
a2) 'armée3) britannique. Une4) nuit, Joey5) est blessé6) sur un7) champ de8) bataille.
[19) s'immobilise10), paralysé pari1)la peur12), au milieu13)du brouillard14) et
des15) coups de16)feu... Lorsque17)la bataille18) cesse et19)que le20) brouillard
se21) dissipe, i122) s’apergoit23) qu'’il24) est dans25) un large couloir de boue entre les deux
camps ennemis : ce que les soldats appellent le no man’s land.

(Excerpt from Michael Morpurgo, Cheval de guerre, trad. d’André Dupuis et illustrations de

Francgois Place © Gallimard pour la traduction frangaise. Taken from L’ile aux mots, 8°, p.82)

Texte 3

Il était une fois une veuve qui avait deux filles ; I'ainée lui ressemblait si fort et d’humeur et de
visage, que qui la voyait voyait la mere. Elles étaient1) toutes deux2) si désagréables3) et
si4) orgueilleuses, qu5)'on ne6) pouvait vivre7) avec elles8). La cadette9), qui était10) le
vrai11) portrait de12) son pére13) pour la14) douceur et15) 'honnéteté16), était avec17) cela
unel18) des plus19) belles filles20) qu'on21) elt su22) voir. Comme23) on aime24)
naturellement son25) semblable, cette mére était folle de sa fille ainée, et en méme temps
avait une aversion effroyable pour la cadette.

(Excerpt from Charles Perrault, Les fées. Taken from L’lle aux mots, 8e, p.22)
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Texte 4
L’avion d’Air France venait de franchir les Pyrénées. Aprés les’ cimes de? neige, les® gradins
couleur” d’argile® s’affaissaient® jusqu’a” la plaine® étalée comme® une immense'”® carte

d'"’un jaune'

ardent. Perchés'™ haut sur'® les pitons™ de caillou', les petits'” villages
aux'® toits  de' tuiles rouges®” s’échelonnaient®” sur les® pentes, pour® devenir
minuscules?" au fond®® de la vallée. Une maison, deux ou trois granges... Tous ces hameaux
me rappelaient la ferme de Montignac, la ferme de mon oncle Antoine.

(Excerpt from Montignac, la ferme de mon oncle Antoine: René Guillot, Le maitre des
éléphants, coll. « Tipik Junior n° 25 », © Ed. Magnard, 2004. Taken from L’ile aux mots, 8e,

p.95)
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Deutsche Texte Nom, Prénom : Classe :

Les mots numérotés dans les textes suivants sont incomplets. Compléte chaque mot

manquant.

Text 1

Unsere Schule ist nicht sehr gross. Wir sind1) zweihundert Kinder2), finf Lehrerinnen3) und
drei4) Lehrer. Aber5) die Schule6)ist sehr7) modern. Wir8) haben ein9) Schwimmbad
und10) im Computerraum11) gibt es12) dreissig Computer13). Unser Lehrer14) heisst
Herr15) Stress, aber16) er ist17) sehr nett18) und sympathisch19) und sein20) Unterricht
ist21) sehr interessant22). Ich finde23)meine Schule24) einfach klasse25)! Ich freue mich
auch aufs nachste Jahr!

(Based on and taken from Junior, Kursbuch, 8. Klasse., p.49)

Text 2

Wir suchen wieder die Lehrerin oder den Lehrer des Jahres! Frau Jahn kommt" aus
Osterreich?, aber sie® unterrichtet schon® achtundzwanzig Jahre® an der® Albert-Einstein-
Schule in” Basel. Frau®Jahn ist? sehr sportlich'®: Sie fahrt'" Ski und'® spielt Tennis'. Ihr
Lieblingssport' ist aber'™ Schwimmen. Sie'® schwimmt hundert'” Meter in'® zwei
Minuten). Frau Jahn®” macht auch®" einen Musik-Kurs??. Sie liebt?® Rockn Roll-
Musik®¥ und singt®® auch gern. An unserem Schulfest singt sie mit dem Musiklehrer in der
Turnhalle.

(Based on and taken from Junior, Arbeitsbuch, 8. Klasse, p..27)

Text 3

Also, Frau' Falke ist? sehr streng®. Sie hat" eine Brille®, ihre Augen® sind nicht”
gut. Aber® sie hort? alles. |hr'® Unterricht ist'Vinteressant, aber'? man darf'® nicht laut'®
sein. Herr" Behrend ist'® schon alt'”). Er ist'® geduldig und'® hat immer?® Zeit fiir?" seine
Schiiler®?. Seine Frau®) macht manchmal® Kuchen fiir®® die ganze Klasse. Vielleicht macht
sie morgen Kuchen

(Based on and taken from Junior, Kursbuch, 8. Klasse., p.13)
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Text 4

Hallo Lisa,

wie geht’'s? Hoffentlich gut! Ich mdchte dir Gber meinen Tagesablauf in der Schule erzahlen.
Ich habe1) jetzt meinen2) Stundenplan. Am3) Montag haben4) wir in5) der ersten6) Stunde
Mathe7). Das mag8) ich nicht9) so sehr10). Ich finde11) es schwer12). Am Nachmittag13)
haben wir14) dann zwei15) Stunden Sport16). Ich mag17) das sehr18). Aber
mein19)Lieblingstag ist20) der Dienstag21). Da haben22) wir Geografie23) und Biologie24).
Das ist25) mein Lieblingsfach. Ich finde es total interessant.

(Based on and taken from Junior, Kursbuch, 8. Klasse., p.12)
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English texts Nom, Prénom : Classe :

Les mots numérotés dans les textes suivants sont incomplets. Compléte chaque mot

manquant.

Text 1

Hi! My name’s Isolda. I11)m 12 years2) old. 13)m from4) Wales. 15) go to6) St David’s
School7). Today is8) the first9) day of10) the school11) year. There12) are fourteen13) girls
and14) twelve boys15) in my16) class. My17) favourite subjects18) are Science19), Music
and20) Welsh. We21) 've got 22) Science on 23) Mondays, Wednesdays24) and Fridays25).
Music’s on Tuesdays and Welsh on Thursdays.

(Based on and taken from More!, Student’s book, 8°, p.9)

Text 2

Hi, so here’s a picture of Alex, Kim, Steve, Greg and Emma. These are1) my friends2).
They're3) skateboarding  in4)the park5)and they6)re having7)fun. We8) love
skateboarding 9) and we10) go at11) the weekend12). I1t's13) cool! In14) this photo15) my
friend16) Alex is17) jumping. The18) other friends19) are watching20) him. They21)'re
wearing22) sunglasses. Greg23) and Emma24) are having25) a rest. | like to hang out with
them.

(Based on and taken from More!, Student’s book, 8°, p.38)

Text 3

Hi!

I’'m writing this in apark in London. There are1)people in2)boats on3)a lake4).
They’re5) rowing. London6) is fantastic7). There are8) great shops9), the people10) are
cool11) and it12)s hot13)! I'm14)sitting outside15)a café16)and eating17)an
ice18) cream. My19) little brother20)is playing21) cricket with22) my cousins23).
We’re24) staying with25) my aunt and uncle here. | think they’re nice.

(Based on and taken from More!, Student’s book, 8°, p.39)

Text 4

This is Danni and she’s 13 years old. She comes1) from California2) in the3) United States4).
Danni’s5) favourite sport6) is surfing7). Danni lives8) next to9) the sea) in a11) big city12).
Her family13) love surfing14), and her15) sister is16) a surfing17) champion. Danni18) goes
surfing19) every day20), if the21) weather is22) good and23) there are24) good waves25).

Danni really loves the ocean.

(Based on and taken from More!, Student’s book, 8°, p.18)
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IV. Cross-linguistic test (answers further below)

Final test ©

Prénom, nom:

Classe:

1. Dans chaque liste de mots anglais (a-f), souligne LE mot d’origine francaise.
Exemple : man - wash - driver - advertisement - hat

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

good - year - bed - chair - day

sing — aunt - milk — brother - make

red - white - go - see - supper

money - green - twenty - eight - friend
what - love - old - return - drink

sun - winter - ice - cold - flower

2. Dans chaque liste de mots anglais (a-f), souligne LE mot d’origine germanique

(allemande).

Exemple : parent - luck - cousin - advertisement - very

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

serious — regular - do - beautiful — dictionary
have - library - jacket — country - car

card - necessary - cry - two - quarter

paper - street - lake - city - story

turn - king - tower - real - bottle

forest — corner — mountain - castle - house

3. Pour chaque mot donné (allemand=DE ou anglais=EN), souligne SON équivalent (a-

e) dans l'autre lanque. Il n’y a qu’l possibilité.

Exemple : Water (EN)=> (DE)?

a) Watte
b) waschen
c) Wasser
d) Wahlen
e) Wolle

1.
heiss (DE) => (EN)?

a) high
b) half
c) hot
d) her
e) heist

4,

seek (EN) => (DE)?
a) setzen

b) sitzen

c) sehen

d) suchen

e) Seide

2.
heap (EN)=> (DE) ?

a) Hoppen
b) héren
c) Hose
d) Hupen
e) Haufen

5.

Leber (DE)=>(EN)?
a) liver

b) lip

c) leader

d) library

e) labour

3.
Leder (DE) => (EN)?

a) leather
b) lid

c) lighter
d) latter
e) liter

6.

tough (EN) => (DE)?
a) Tag

b) taub

c) durch

d) zah

e) Tar

90



4. Pour chaque mot (allemand=DE ou anglais=EN), soulighe SON équivalent (a-e) dans
I'autre lanque. Il n'y a qu’l possibilité.

b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)

b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

Exemple : Stein (DE)=> (EN)?

a) stone
b) stain
c) stir
d) stop
e) stand
1. 2. 3.
shine (EN)=> (DE)? Laus (DE)=> (EN)? food (EN)=> (DE)?
a) schauen a) loose a) Feder
b) Schiene b) louse b) Fuss
c) schdn c) lose c) Feld
d) scheinen d) lease d) fett
e) scharf e) lawn e) Futter
4. 5. 6.
Traum (DE)=> (EN)? might (EN)=>(DE)? sauer (DE)=>(EN)?
a) drum a) Milch a) sure
b) draw b) mich b) sore
c) drama c) Mehl c) sour
d) drown d) Macht d) sir
e) dream e) mit e) soar

Pour chaque mot (a-g) allemand (DE) ou anglais (EN), souligne SON équivalent dans
I'autre lanque.
Mitgliedschaft (DE)=>(EN?):
powerless (EN)=>(DE?):
begehrt (DE)=>(EN?):

fruity (EN)=>(DE?) :
geschmackvoll (DE)=>(EN?):
yearly (EN)=>(DE?):
Kindheit (DE)=>(EN?):

membership / memberance / memberity
entmachtig / machtlos /  unmachtig
desireful / desirehood / desirable

fruchtig / fruchté / fruchtibel
tastous / tasteful / tastible

jahrvoll / jahrlich / jahrds
childance / childity / childhood

Parmi les 3 phrases de chaque liste (a-f), souligne LA phrase correcte.

Draw a sky blue / Draw blue a sky / Draw a blue sky

Das ist ein grines Haus / Das ist ein Haus griines / Das ist griines ein Haus

Il a une importante mission / Il a importante une mission / Il a une mission importante
I'm a girl tall / I'm a tall girl / I'm tall a girl

Er hat grosse eine Katze / Er hat eine Katze grosse / Er hat eine grosse Katze

Tu as pratique un outil / Tu as un outil pratique /Tu as un pratique outil

Pour chague mot composé francais (a-f), souligne LE mot composé correspondant
dans l'autre lanqgue.

Salle de chimie (DE) : Raum-Chemie / Chemieraum / Raum von Chemie

Place de jeu (EN): playground / groundplay / play of ground

Enseignant d’allemand (DE): Lehrer-Deutsch / Lehrer von Deutsch / Deutschlehrer
Enseignant de francgais (EN): teacher French / French teacher / French of teacher

Jeu vidéo (DE) : Videospiel / Spiel-Video / Spielvideo

Film de guerre (EN): film of war / film war / war film
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Cross-linguistic test (answers)

1. Dans chaque liste de mots anglais (a-f), souligne LE mot d’origine francaise.

sing — aunt - milk - brother - make

money - green - twenty - eight - friend
what - love - old - return - drink
sun - winter - ice - cold - flower

2. Dans chaque liste de mots anglais (a-f), souligne LE mot d’origine germanique

a) good - year - bed - chair - day
b)

c) red - white - go - see - supper
d)

e)

f)

(allemande).

a)

b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

serious — regular - do - beautiful - dictionary
have - library - jacket - country - car

card - necessary - cry — two - quarter

paper - street - lake - city - story

turn - king - tower - real - bottle

forest — corner — mountain - castle - house

3. Pour chaque mot donné (allemand=DE ou anglais=EN), souligne SON équivalent (a-

e) dans l'autre lanque. Il n’y a qu’l possibilité.

1.
heiss (DE) => (EN)?

a) high
b) half
c) hot
d) her
e) heist

4.

seek (EN) => (DE)?
a) setzen

b) sitzen

c) sehen

d) suchen

e) Seide

2.
heap (EN)=> (DE) ?

a) Hoppen
b) héren
c) Hose

d) Hupen
e) Haufen

5.

Leber (DE)=>(EN)?
a) liver

b) lip

c) leader

d) library

e) labour

3.
Leder (DE) => (EN)?

a) leather
b) lid

c) lighter
d) latter
e) liter

6.

tough (EN) => (DE)?
a) Tag

b) taub

c) durch

d) zah

e) Tar
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4.

b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)

b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

Pour chaque mot (allemand=DE ou anglais=EN), souligne SON équivalent (a-e) dans
I'autre langue. Il n'y a qu’l possibilité.

1. 2. 3.

shine (EN)=> (DE)? Laus (DE)=> (EN)? food (EN)=> (DE)?
a) schauen a) loose a) Feder

b) Schiene b) louse b) Fuss

c) schdn c) lose c) Feld

d) scheinen d) lease d) fett

e) scharf e) lawn e) Futter

4. 5. 6.

Traum (DE)=> (EN)? might (EN)=>(DE)? sauer (DE)=>(EN)?
a) drum a) Milch a) sure

b) draw b) mich b) sore

c) drama c) Mehl c) sour

d) drown d) Macht d) sir

e) dream e) mit e) soar

Pour chaque mot (a-q) allemand (DE) ou anglais (EN), souligne SON équivalent dans
I'autre langue.

Mitgliedschaft (DE)=>(EN?): membership / memberance / memberity
powerless (EN)=>(DE?): entmachtig / machtlos / unmachtig
begehrt (DE)=>(EN?): desireful / desirehood / desirable

fruity (EN)=>(DE?) : fruchtig / fruchté / fruchtibel
geschmackvoll (DE)=>(EN?): tastous / tasteful / tastible

yearly (EN)=>(DE?): jahrvoll / jahrlich / jahrés
Kindheit (DE)=>(EN?): childance / childity / childhood

Parmi les 3 phrases de chaque liste (a-f), souligne LA phrase correcte.

Draw a sky blue / Draw blue a sky / Draw a blue sky

Das ist ein griines Haus / Das ist ein Haus griines / Das ist griines ein Haus

Il a une importante mission / Il a importante une mission / Il a une mission importante
I'm a girl tall / I'm a tall girl / I'm tall a girl

Er hat grosse eine Katze / Er hat eine Katze grosse / Er hat eine grosse Katze

Tu as pratique un outil / Tu as un outil pratique /Tu as un pratique outil

Pour chague mot composé francais (a-f), souligne LE mot composé correspondant
dans l'autre lanqgue.

Salle de chimie (DE) : Raum-Chemie / Chemieraum / Raum von Chemie

Place de jeu (EN): playground / groundplay / play of ground

Enseignant d’allemand (DE): Lehrer-Deutsch / Lehrer von Deutsch / Deutschlehrer
Enseignant de frangais (EN): teacher French / French teacher / French of teacher
Jeu vidéo (DE) : Videospiel / Spiel-Video / Spielvideo

Film de guerre (EN): film of war / film war / war film
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V.

Statistical computations (results)

Cross-linguistic awareness test (total)

Linear mixed model fit by REML. t-tests use Satterthwaite's method ['ImerModLmerTest']

Formula: CLA_total ~ Group + c_test_total + (1 | Class)
Data: Dt_only_T1

REML criterion at convergence: 808.4

Scaled residuals:
Min  1Q Median 3Q Max

-2.5966 -0.7296 0.1080 0.7028 2.2891

Random effects:

Groups Name Variance Std.Dev.

Class (Intercept) 0.00 0.000

Residual 16.92 4.113

Number of obs: 142, groups: Class, 8

Fixed effects:

Estimate Std. Error df t value Pr(>|t])
(Intercept) 1.313e+01 1.253e+00 1.390e+02  10.473 <2e-16 ***
GroupINT  1.509e+00 7.166e-01 1.390e+02  2.105 0.0371*
c_test total 4.112e-02 8.608e-03 1.390e+02  4.777 4.46e-06 ***

Signif. codes: 0 *** 0.001 “*" 0.01 *” 0.05°” 0.1 "1
Correlation of Fixed Effects:
(Intr) GrpINT
GroupINT -0.274
c_test totl -0.893 -0.091
convergence code: 0
boundary (singular) fit: see ?isSingular

Residuals vs. outcome

-

o
|
T

o
1

o

resid(., type = "pearson”)
&
1

A
o
1

fitted(.)
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Cross-linguistic awareness test (total; cluster-level analysis)
Call:

Im(formula = mean_cla ~ mean_Ic + Group, data = d_per_class)

Residuals:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
0.1113 -0.2962 -0.5804 0.2224 0.5429 0.2392 -1.4104 1.1712

Coefficients:

Estimate Std. Error t value Pr(>|t|)
(Intercept) 17.10349 5.17724 3.304 0.0214*
mean_lc  0.01131 0.03976 0.284 0.7874
GroupINT  1.64305 0.75869 2.166 0.0826 .

Signif. codes: 0 *** 0.001 “** 0.01 *” 0.05° 0.1 “’ 1

Residual standard error: 0.9164 on 5 degrees of freedom
Multiple R-squared: 0.579, Adjusted R-squared: 0.4106
F-statistic: 3.438 on 2 and 5 DF, p-value: 0.115
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Psychotypological distances

English-German
Linear mixed model fit by REML. t-tests use Satterthwaite's method ['ImerModLmerTest']
Formula: diff.nd_DE_EN ~ n.Group + (1 | Class)

Data: Dt2

REML criterion at convergence: -432.4

Scaled residuals:
Min 1Q Median 3Q Max
-2.6505 -0.5397 -0.0980 0.5729 3.8278

Random effects:

Groups Name Variance Std.Dev.
Class (Intercept) 0.000000 0.00000
Residual 0.002511 0.05011
Number of obs: 142, groups: Class, 8

Fixed effects:

Estimate Std. Error df t value Pr(>[t|)
(Intercept) 0.003148 0.004347 140.000000 0.724 0.470
n.Group  -0.004635 0.008694 140.000000 -0.533 0.595

Correlation of Fixed Effects:
(Intr)
n.Group -0.254
convergence code: 0
boundary (singular) fit: see ?isSingular

Residuals vs. outcome

0.2 ol
0.1 8 |-
%
e

01 9 o

0.0

resid(., type = "pearson”)

ORI (O O

T T T T T
0.001 0.002 0.003 0.004 0.005

fitted(.)
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French-English
Linear mixed model fit by REML. t-tests use Satterthwaite's method ['ImerModLmerTest']
Formula: diff.nd_FR_EN ~ n.Group + (1 | Class)

Data: Dt2

REML criterion at convergence: -433.1

Scaled residuals:
Min 1Q Median 3Q Max
-3.2839 -0.5454 -0.0012 0.4862 2.9830

Random effects:

Groups Name Variance Std.Dev.
Class (Intercept) 0.000000 0.00000
Residual 0.002498 0.04998
Number of obs: 142, groups: Class, 8

Fixed effects:

Estimate Std. Error df t value Pr(>[t|)
(Intercept) 0.001937 0.004336 140.000000 0.447 0.656
n.Group  -0.006356 0.008672 140.000000 -0.733 0.465

Correlation of Fixed Effects:
(Intr)
n.Group -0.254
convergence code: 0
boundary (singular) fit: see ?isSingular

Residuals vs. outcome

8
8
0.0 **E é‘

0148 o -

resid(., type = "pearson")

T T T
0.000 0.002 0.004

fitted(.)
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French-German
Linear mixed model fit by REML. t-tests use Satterthwaite's method ['ImerModLmerTest']
Formula: diff.nd_FR_DE ~ n.Group + (1 | Class)

Data: Dt2

REML criterion at convergence: -417.5

Scaled residuals:
Min 1Q Median 3Q Max
-2.5789 -0.6288 -0.1161 0.6699 2.3159

Random effects:

Groups Name Variance Std.Dev.
Class (Intercept) 0.000000 0.00000
Residual 0.002795 0.05286
Number of obs: 142, groups: Class, 8

Fixed effects:

Estimate Std. Error df t value Pr(>[t|)
(Intercept) 0.003111 0.004586 140.000000 0.678 0.499
n.Group  -0.005402 0.009172 140.000000 -0.589 0.557

Correlation of Fixed Effects:
(Intr)
n.Group -0.254
convergence code: 0
boundary (singular) fit: see ?isSingular

Residuals vs. outcome

0.10 —

omaD
T

"pearson”)
o
o
&

0.00

-0.05

type =
1
C © CONNENDAEXDNIDO GD 0O
0 QCEDMEH OTD O

resid(.,

-0.10 4

T T T T T T
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Chinese-French

Linear mixed model fit by REML. t-tests use Satterthwaite's method ['ImerModLmerTest']

Formula: diff.nd_FR_CH ~ n.Group + (1 | Class)
Data: Dt2

REML criterion at convergence: -400.2

Scaled residuals:
Min 1Q Median 3Q Max
-2.94154 -0.65430 0.04889 0.63704 2.21576

Random effects:

Groups Name Variance Std.Dev.
Class (Intercept) 0.000000 0.00000
Residual 0.003161 0.05623
Number of obs: 142, groups: Class, 8

Fixed effects:

Estimate Std. Error df t value Pr(>|t|)
(Intercept) -0.001549 0.004878 140.000000 -0.317
n.Group 0.001878 0.009756 140.000000 0.193

Correlation of Fixed Effects:
(Intr)

n.Group -0.254

convergence code: 0

boundary (singular) fit: see ?isSingular
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fitted(.)
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Chinese-German

Linear mixed model fit by REML. t-tests use Satterthwaite's method ['ImerModLmerTest']

Formula: diff.nd_DE_CH ~ n.Group + (1 | Class)
Data: Dt2

REML criterion at convergence: -352.9

Scaled residuals:
Min 1Q Median 3Q Max
-3.6535 -0.5174 -0.0005 0.5566 3.6797

Random effects:

Groups Name Variance Std.Dev.
Class (Intercept) 0.000000 0.00000
Residual 0.004431 0.06657
Number of obs: 142, groups: Class, 8

Fixed effects:

Estimate Std. Error df t value Pr(>[t|)
(Intercept) -0.003253 0.005775 140.000000 -0.563
n.Group 0.007376 0.011550 140.000000 0.639

Correlation of Fixed Effects:
(Intr)

n.Group -0.254

convergence code: 0

boundary (singular) fit: see ?isSingular
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fitted(.)
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Chinese English

Linear mixed model fit by REML. t-tests use Satterthwaite's method ['ImerModLmerTest']

Formula: diff.nd_EN_CH ~ n.Group + (1 | Class)
Data: Dt2

REML criterion at convergence: -406.5

Scaled residuals:
Min 1Q Median 3Q Max
-2.68127 -0.51687 0.04446 0.55464 2.70029

Random effects:

Groups Name Variance Std.Dev.
Class (Intercept) 3.097e-05 0.005565
Residual 3.000e-03 0.054774
Number of obs: 142, groups: Class, 8

Fixed effects:

Estimate Std. Error df t value Pr(>|t|)
(Intercept) -0.003195 0.005173 6.039907 -0.618
n.Group  0.007098 0.010345 6.039907 0.686

Correlation of Fixed Effects:
(Intr)
n.Group -0.252

Residuals vs. outcome
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