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Active bi- and trilingualism and its influencing factors
Laia Arnaus Gil a, Natascha Müllerb, Nadine Setteb, and Marina Hüppopb

aRomance Linguistics, University of Hamburg; bRomance Linguistics, University of Wuppertal

ABSTRACT
This article examines factors that promote active multilingualism. For this
purpose, the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test was used with 48 children.
Their results were linked to a parental questionnaire designed to evaluate
the children’s linguistic input in their immediate environment. The study
shows that, besides a minimum amount of linguistic input, the language
constellation (i.e. presence/absence of the majority language at home) is
also decisive. At the same time, it seems irrelevant for active bi- and
trilingualism which family language policies are chosen (e.g. One person-
One Language), as long as the promotion of the minority language does
not only take place institutionally, but also at home. Overall, the results
indicate that attending a bilingual kindergarten/school alone does not lead
to active multilingualism. Family factors and family support seem to be
decisive. These include the creation of a linguistically stimulating environ-
ment through cultural contact and the language constellation within the
family.
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Introduction

Multilingual families in both monolingual and multilingual communities have always been confronted
with the question of which language strategies and policies they should apply in their family in order to
promote their multilingual children and to raise them as speakers who actively master their L1s. This
situation has become even more relevant in the European countries since the European Union agreed to
promote the acquisition of languages at a young age and, thus, the achievement of multilingualism
during early adulthood. Meanwhile, many linguists have already identified the factors which contribute
to active bilingualism. However, there are relatively few studies on the factors which enable (and foster)
it. In particular, the importance of input quantity has been emphasized in studies on multilingual
children, as they have inevitably less input in each language compared to monolingual and bilingual
children. Apart from these factors that have been put forward in the literature, mainly for bilingual
children, our study examines other factors not systematically investigated so far, such as family language
policy and diversity of contact persons. In addition to categorizing these and the previous factors as being
quantitative or qualitative in nature, the aim of this paper is to investigate their influence on the lexicon
size of bilingual, trilingual and multilingual children who acquire at least two of the following languages
as first languages: French, Spanish, Catalan or German.

Factors contributing to active language use

Factors in studies on monolingual children

Vocabulary development has been examined, depending on the quantity and quality of the input. Input
quantity is usually measured with the aid of the total number of tokens for the different lexical and
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grammatical categories, whereas vocabulary diversity measured by the number of types has been shown
to capture input quality. Vocabulary sophistication and decontextualized speech have also been con-
sidered as qualitative factors (Beals, 1997, 2001; Beals & Tabors, 1995; Weizman & Snow, 2001).

Regarding the effect of input quantity and quality, Rowe (2012) assumes that depending on age,
influence differs: While input quantity is more significant in the early stages, with increasing age and
cognitive development, diversity becomes more important.

The interaction of the child with his/her environment is determined by qualitative factors. On the
macro level, the variables culture, socio-economic status (SES) and ethnicity influence the interaction
style, while on the micro level, the variables are age of the mother, multilingualism, order of siblings’
birth, childcare, school, peers, media and parents (Hoff, 2006, p. 55).

Factors in studies on multilingual children

In studies on multilingual vocabulary development, the investigation of the multiple influencing
factors is less systematic. Chevalier (2015, p. 30ff.) identified six factors through a synthesis of
numerous longitudinal studies: (1) Consistency in family language policies, (2) Quantity of input, (3)
Language constellations, (4) Variety of contact persons, (5) Variety of media input and (6) Parental
discourse style. In addition, the factors (7) Direct instruction and (8) The societal status of the
languages are added in the literature on trilingual children. In what follows, we will try to classify
them into quantitative or qualitative factors in order to examine which are most relevant for
multilingual acquisition.

Quantitative factors
In studies on multilingual children, quantity is generally measured in relative terms, i.e. as relative
language exposure in comparison to the other L1s (Grüter, Hurtado, Marchman, & Fernald, 2014).
Therefore, we define as quantitative factors all variables that guarantee a certain amount of input in
the languages acquired by the child, such as both parental strategies of language use (family language
policy) and the language constellations in the family, i.e. the linguistic configuration which con-
stitutes the child’s immediate environment, for instance, whether the majority language is also
spoken at home.

The influence of these quantitative factors on vocabulary development is evaluated in different
ways in the literature. When the relative exposure to a language is considered as quantity, some
authors do not find any correlation between the amount of input and the bilingual child’s linguistic
development (cf. Döpke, 1992). On the contrary, others find a strong correlation between the
amount of input and vocabulary size for two-year-olds (Pearson, Fernández, Lewedeg, & Oller,
1997). Whether the correlation between the amount of input and vocabulary size is restricted to an
early age is unstudied for multilingual children.

Nevertheless, it is assumed that a minimum amount of input is required for a child to become
actively multilingual (Chevalier, 2015; Quay, 2008; Thordardottir, 2011). Being actively multilingual
can be defined as the productive use of all L1s to a certain extent.1 The exact proportion of the
necessary input quantity is still a matter of debate. While Thordardottir (2011) assumes that the
minimum input proportion is 40–60% for bilinguals, Quay (2008) shows that for a trilingual child,
20% of language contact can already be sufficient. Independently of the methodological differences
of both studies, we can infer from these percentages that a certain balance in the input seems to be
necessary for active multilingualism.

In order to guarantee the minimum of input required, the language policy is of particular
importance. Various studies show that consistency in the input of the minority language (MiL)

1In her work on early trilingualism, Chevalier (2015, p. 4) coins the concept of active trilingualism in order to define those children
who are able to speak 3L1s. One possible synonym for this concept is that of being productive in their three L1s. Cf. section 2 for
a further discussion of this term along the methodology used to approach active multilingualism in our own research study.
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also promotes consistency in the child’s output (Chevalier, 2015; Kasuya, 1998; Lanza, 2004). In her
review of the literature on early child bilingualism, Romaine (1995, p. 183f.) identifies six types of
childhood bilingualism according to the language strategies used by the parents when they interact
with their multilingual child. The categorization into different types depends on the native language-
(s) of the parents, the language(s) of the community at large and the parents’ use of the languages.

If we focus only on the parent-child interactions, information concerning the MaL (majority
language) and the parents’ native languages are omissible, the latter contributing to a definition of
the language constellation. Three possibilities emerge: (a) Each parent speaks her/his own (native)
language to the child, (b) One parent addresses the child in a language which is not her/his mother
tongue,2 (c) The parents mix their languages. Yet, by focusing only on the parent-child interactions,
a problem for the study of early bi- and trilingualism arises. The information about the community
language(s), a relevant aspect to characterize the language constellation, is necessary in order to
determine whether the child is raised bi- or trilingually. To put it differently, and to give an example,
the parent-child interaction outlined in (a) could describe a bilingual as well as a trilingual child.
Only by taking the information about the MaL into consideration, we can clearly determine the
number of languages which the child is exposed to. Following this line of argumentation, we would
like to propose four possible linguistic strategies (LS) in the context of possible outcomes of the
family language policy:

LS 1 One Person-One Language (OPOL) with MaL support: The parents have different L1s and
each parent speaks her/his respective (native) L1 with the child. One of these languages
benefits from community support. For instance, a German father and a Catalan mother living
in Germany.

LS 2 OPOL + extra MaL: The parents have different L1s and each parent speaks her/his respective
L1 with the child. None of these languages is the MaL, i.e. the child is raised trilingually. One
example would be an Italian father and a Spanish mother living in France.

LS 3 Bilingual Parent – Mixed Languages: This is also a strategy to raise children trilingually. One
parent (or both) is bilingual and uses both languages interchangeably to communicate with the
child and at home. The community is optionally bilingual with the same languages. A possible
family with this LS 3 is a bilingual Spanish-Basque mother and a French father living in the
Basque country, where both Spanish and Basque are co-official languages.

LS 4 Multilingual Home – MiL in the educational institution: The child is raised bi- or trilingually
at home and receives an additional support of the MiL in the day care center or at school. As
an example, an English mother, a Polish father living in Germany. The child attends
a bilingual English-German kindergarten, where s/he receives extra English support from
the institution.

Studies which are based on the LS 1 have been shown to raise children with weak production
skills in the MiL, especially when three languages are involved, i.e. in the basis of LS 2 (Chevalier,
2015; Faingold, 1999; Maneva, 2004). In other words, consistency in the input alone is not sufficient
to guarantee active bi- or trilingualism (De Houwer, 2007; Döpke, 1992; Kazzazi, 2011; Quay, 2001;
Stavans & Swisher, 2006). Therefore, the family language policy as well as the factor language
constellation seem to be important. It may thus be less important to follow the LS 1, but more
important to keep the MaL at a low level in the family communication and to consciously promote
and use the MiL(s) (Braun & Cline, 2010, 2014; Chevalier, 2015; De Houwer, 2007; 2004, p. 127, 129;
Hoffmann, 1985, p. 490).

The language constellation in the family has been examined in much more depth in the literature,
including the parents’ comprehension abilities of the languages involved. The survey by De Houwer

2As one reviewer notes, it could be the case that both parents decide to speak another language to the child rather than the L1. In
this case, if this language equals the MaL, the result would be a monolingual child. If the parents decide to speak another
language which is not the MaL, the child would be raised bilingually (Type 5 in Romaine, 1995 typology).
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(2007) shows that active bilingualism requires knowledge of the MiL by both parents if at most one
parent also uses the MaL (cf. Hakuta & d’Andrea, 1992; Hoff, Rumiche, Ribot, & Welsh, 2013). The
exclusion of the MaL at home increases also the probability for trilingual children to actively master
all languages (Braun & Cline, 2010; Cruz-Ferreira, 2006; Dewaele, 2007; Wang, 2008). De Houwer
(2004) further states that active trilingualism is additionally favored if each parent also understands
the partner’s respective other MiL(s). Yet, there were also children for whom the exclusion of the
MaL from the family did not lead to active trilingualism with the MiLs (Faingold, 1999; Quay, 2001;
Stavans & Swisher, 2006). Chevalier (2015) argues that these families showed a lack of other relevant
factors, such as consistency in the language family policy.

Another factor that can influence the amount of input is the use of media. Many parents try to
promote the MiL(s) through films or books. Pearson et al. (1997) conclude that it is important that
media lead to an interaction with the child, that is to say, it can serve as a stimulus for parent-child
interactions, indirectly influence the quantity of the input in a positive manner and create a rich
linguistic environment for the child (Barnes, 2006; Cruz-Ferreira, 2006; Dewaele, 2007; Helot, 1988).

Qualitative factors
The fact that the children become actively multilingual despite reduced amount of input shows that
not only input quantity is decisive, but that qualitative factors are also important for multilingual
development (Pearson et al., 1997). All those factors which condition or guarantee a certain diversity
or variety in the input could be considered qualitative factors, such as diversity of contacts (Barnes,
2011, p. 60; Dewaele, 2000, 2007; Hoffmann, 1985, p. 493; Maneva, 2004, p. 116; Quay, 2001, p. 163),
parental discourse style (Chevalier, 2015; Quay, 2011;), socio-economic status (SES), status of the
involved languages (prestige or lack thereof in the immediate environment, cf. Barron-Hauwaert,
2000; Faingold, 1999, p. 287; Hoffmann & Stavans, 2007, p. 63; Quay, 2001, p. 193; Wang, 2008,
p. 63) and direct instruction.

The influence of contact diversity has been focused in research on early child trilingualism.
Production in MiLs seems to improve with an increasing number of native speakers (Dewaele, 2000,
2007; Maneva, 2004) and is therefore an important factor in the linguistic development of the
multilingual child (Chevalier, 2015; Faingold, 1999; Hoffmann, 1985).

For the quality of parental input, multilingualism research addresses the parents’ persistence to
use the MiL, the parental discourse styles (e.g. request for translation) and the child-centeredness of
interaction. Chevalier (2015) shows that especially the first factor has an effect on active bilingualism
(Döpke, 1992; Juan-Garau & Pérez-Vidal, 2001; Kasuya, 1998; Lanza, 2004), as well as for active
trilingualism (Barnes, 2006; Cruz-Ferreira, 2006; Dewaele, 2007). The persistence may also include
didactic style (Faingold, 2000), the use of repetitions, translations and the supply of vocabulary
(Döpke, 1992; Lanza, 2004) as well as affective factors, such as a positive attitude toward multi-
lingualism (De Houwer, 2009).

The role of SES is not extensively studied in research on multilingual families. The influence on
the MaL and on the MiL seems to be different. While social class and economic status have an effect
on the acquisition of the former, their role for preserving the latter is less clear (Cobo-Lewis, Eilers,
Pearson, & Umbel, 2002).

The societal status of the MiL(s) depends significantly on society and on the country: Languages
with a high status or prestige are more likely to be retained and imparted to the children (Barron-
Hauwaert, 2000). The study of Helot (1988) on French in Ireland and the one of Wang (2008) on
French in comparison to Chinese could prove such a relation.

The direct and institutional promotion of MiLs is also relevant. In general, access to the education
system typically leads to a strong increase of MaL input for multilingual children (Oller, Pearson, &
Cobo-Lewis, 2007). Similarly, the use of the MiL at home is (also) decreasing at this time (Hammer,
Lawrence, & Miccio, 2008). This leads to the conclusion that actively promoting the MiL is necessary
to counteract this process. However, the studies of Bohnacker, Lindgren, and Öztekin (2016) and
Ganuza and Hedman (2015) demonstrate that only continuous institutional promotion of the MiL
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can contribute to active bi-/trilingualism. Although this factor might be considered a quantitative
one, it is also characterized by numerous qualitative aspects: The variety of contacts proliferates, the
input is increasingly defined by cultivated and educational language expressions, socio-economic
differences are counter-balanced in the classroom and the status of the MiL is indirectly strength-
ened so much that a different attitude toward the language can be gained.

The last factor also shows how interrelated quantitative and qualitative factors are. The qualitative
characteristics may be an important contribution to the mere quantitative factors of input. Thus, the
type of discourse style (e.g. monolingual or multilingual, request for translation, cf. Chevalier, 2015,
for trilingual; Lanza, 2004, for bilingual interaction) seems to be significant in order to complement
the language constellation and the language policy in school education. Particularly, with regard to
the MiL, input quantity seems to be less important than qualitative characteristics (cf. Pearson et al.,
1997). This suggests that quantitative factors are necessary for active bi-/trilingualism, especially with
regard to the MiL, but these are not sufficient. Qualitative factors are additionally required and they
are decisive.

The present study

The aim of the present study is to examine qualitative as well as quantitative factors of multilingual
children’s input deduced from a parental questionnaire in relation to the children’s (passive)
vocabulary size. The question we want to answer is whether there is a factor or a combination of
factors that have a particularly high effect in promoting and guaranteeing active bi-/trilingualism.
Our specific research questions are:

(1) Is there a relation between the amount of input and the vocabulary competence and can we
confirm the minimum proportion of 20% stated by Quay (2008)?

(2) In terms of input quantity, is there a LS that is more successful?
(3) Does the exclusion of the MaL at home have a positive effect on vocabulary size?
(4) Is there a relation between input diversity and vocabulary size?
(5) Does direct instruction promote competence in the MiL?
(6) Does the accommodation of a linguistically stimulating environment or cultural contact

with the MiL promote active bi- and trilingualism?
(7) Does the partner’s knowledge of the MiL promote vocabulary competence of the child in

that language?

At the same time, we control for the qualitative factors like culture (Western culture), SES
(bilingual private educational institutions) and the status of the MiL(s) French, German, Spanish
and Catalan, which enjoy a relatively high prestige in the investigated environments.

The children

Our current study was carried out in the context of our research project “Trilingualism from early
childhood: German, French, Spanish”,3 in which the competence of the respective L1s and a series of
grammatical phenomena were examined.4 The research comprises a total number of 126 children. 53
were bilinguals, 64 trilinguals and 9 multilinguals (i.e. who acquire more than 3 languages) from
birth. For the present article, we were able to examine the input information provided by the

3The grant which made this study available comes from the German Science Foundation (Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft,
232285006) (Laia Arnaus Gil and Natascha Müller).

4The grammatical tasks consisted of eliciting the bi-, tri- and multilingual children’s placement of subjects in French (Arnaus Gil &
Müller, 2018b), adjective placement in Spanish and French (Arnaus Gil, Zimmermann, Tirado Espinosa, & Müller, 2020), the
placement of finite verbs in German (Arnaus Gil & Müller, 2018a) and the use of ser and estar in Spanish and Catalan (Arnaus Gil,
Jiménez-Gaspar, & Müller, 2018; Kleineberg, Arnaus Gil, & Müller, 2020).
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parental questionnaire for 48 families. These 48 children (mean age in our study for GermanMiL:4;06;
SpanishMiL:3;04; FrenchMiL:4;09) are the ones who make up the group of multilinguals under study
here.

To investigate the language development of the children in their MiL(s), the children were
recruited from both a monolingual and a bilingual society. As for the monolingual society, we tested
in the French school and several bilingual English/German-French/Spanish kindergartens in
Hamburg, Cologne and Berlin (Germany). With respect to the bilingual environment, we carried
out our study in the French and German kindergartens in Palma de Mallorca (Spain), where both
Spanish and Majorcan Catalan are co-official languages, i. e. both languages are represented in all
social environments, such as in the administration and everyday life. It is important to mention that
all in all, the children were exposed to at least two languages, namely the MaL and one of the MiLs.

In Germany, a total of 16 children were considered for whom a parental questionnaire was
available. In Palma de Mallorca, we had access to 32 parental questionnaires from children that were
tested in at least one MiL (German or French, cf. Table 1).

Procedures

Receptive vocabulary
We tested the receptive vocabulary with the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test in the different
languages of the bilingual, trilingual and multilingual children (PPVT, Lenhard, Lenhard, Segerer,
& Suggate, 2015, for German; TVIP, Dunn, Padilla, Lugo, & Dunn, 1986, for Spanish and EVIP;
Dunn, Thériault-Whalen, & Dunn, 1993, for French) by a native speaker of each of the languages.
The Peabody Test, which was also used as a measuring instrument for Catalan, was translated from
their respective French and Spanish versions.5 For the other languages, the PPVT as a standardized
measuring instrument offers an age-related comparison with a standardized, predominantly mono-
lingual sample (for a detailed description see Sivakumar, Sette, Müller & Arnaus Gil, 2020).

We used the vocabulary in this study as an indication of the children’s lexical competence and
correlate it with the quantifiable data of a parental questionnaire (cf. the following section).

Each Peabody test provides IQ scales (M = 100; SD = 15) and six descriptive categories (cf. Lenhard
et al., 2015, for a visual representation of the relation between the categories and the distribution of the IQ
points). The descriptive category “average” is comprised between the IQ-points 85 and 115 (cf. Table 2).

Table 1. No. of children tested in their MiLs.

Country: MiL tested bilingual trilingual multilingual

Germany: French 1 6 0
Germany: Spanish 5 4 0
Spain: French 4 14 2
Spain: German 9 1 2
Total 48 children tested in their MiL

Table 2. Active language control using the IQ scale and corresponding linguistic description categories.

non active active

IQ value >55-70 70-85 85-100 100-115 115-130 130-145
Categories extremely low moderately low low average high average moderately high extremely high

5Admittedly, it is problematic to use a translation of the French PPVT in order to examine the children’s vocabulary size in Catalan.
Such practice may result in obtaining items which are close in meaning, but do not necessarily correspond with respect to other
criteria, e.g. structural word complexity, cultural interpretation, familiarity, or frequency of occurrence (Peña, 2007). Nevertheless,
looking at the French and Spanish PPVT in detail, even though the norming sample and the total number of test items differ, the
distribution of the standard scores and the linguistic categories are the same (cf. Dunn et al., 1986, p. 40, 1993, p. 37). Since no
other solution was available at the time of testing, the Catalan translation of the French and the Spanish PPVT were thus
implemented in order to measure the Catalan receptive vocabulary. To date, a standardized version of the PPVT in Catalan is
lacking.
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Between 115 and 145 IQ-points, the category high is assigned. Children who reach threshold values such
as 85, 100, 115, 130 have been assigned to the lower category.

The range of IQ-points can thus be regarded as a criterion for active bi-/trilingualism, as it
describes an age-appropriate development. In order to be an actively bi-/trilingual, the child must be
at least “average” in all languages, that is, s/he should reach, for all tested languages, at least an IQ
value of 85 (i.e. s/he should get at least the descriptive category “low average” for all his/her L1s). The
standardized test also allows an objective comparison between bi-, tri- and multilingual children.

For some of the children tested in German, a result of the Wechsler intelligence test (Petermann
& Lipsius, 2009) was used. At that time of testing, the standardized German version of the PPVT had
not been published yet. The raw values reached by the children in the Wechsler test (1–19 points)
have been converted into age-related scaled scores (the program is provided by the editors of the
tests, https://www.psychometrica.de/normwertrechner.html) (Lenhard & Lenhard, 2015), in order to
convert them in IQ values that also cover the normal range provided by the Peabody Test. However,
by converting from 1–19 to 55–145 points, the IQ values are not as differentiated as the Peabody
values since the scaled scores attained in the Wechsler test correspond to intervals of 5 points on the
IQ-scale (see Appendix).

For the current study, active bi- and trilingualism are thus defined on the basis of measurable
criteria (i.e. average, at least 85 IQ points in the PPVT of the respective L1s). The size of the
vocabulary measures lexical competence.

The parental questionnaire
The children’s parents were given a parental questionnaire in order to examine input quantity and
quality of their children’s L1s. The questionnaire is divided into three parts in which information
about the child, the mother and the father are requested, respectively. As can be seen from the
Appendix, part two and three of the questionnaire try to obtain information about the parents’
competences of the language of the partner. The information of the child in the first part of the
parental questionnaire (cf. Appendix) is organized as follows. First, general information about name,
date and place of birth are requested. Second, the parents have to indicate the family language policy
and the language constellation at and outside home. In this section, questions on both quantity (e.g.
time in the MiL-country) and quality (for instance contact diversity) of input are posed.

We could gather such information from 48 families. Of these 48 children, 19 are bilinguals, 25
trilinguals and 4 multilinguals. As for the Peabody Test, 104 test results are available on the overall
children’s receptive vocabulary in their various L1s.

Influencing factors

Just like in other studies on multilingual children, input quantity and quality are not measured on
the basis of tokens or types, but according to the information provided by parents in the parental
questionnaires. Taking into consideration the several factors on input quantity and quality that
might influence active multilingualism, we provided the parents with a questionnaire to explore the
following potential influencing factors:

Amount of input
The amount of input is determined by the information provided by the parents regarding the

languages the child is exposed to and in which contexts. Following the work by Helot (1988) on the
scoring of different individual contexts for each L1s of two trilingual Irish-French-English children
being raised in Dublin (Ireland), the following individual contexts have been scored from 2 to 0
points and summed up to form the total amount of input and its interactional potential: parent with
child, family language, siblings, friends and relatives, educational institution, MaL, media and
holidays. For instance (and as can be seen in the Appendix), both the language of the environment,
that is, the majority language(s) (i.e. languages spoken outside home) and the language of the family

INTERNATIONAL MULTILINGUAL RESEARCH JOURNAL 7



(LoF) are given 2 points each, since the amount of input received in those two contexts in the
everyday life of the child are more than relevant.6

Taking this into consideration, we therefore do not determine the amount of input in the
respective language on the basis of hours of exposure, but on the basis of the number of people
and the different contexts to which the child is exposed in her/his respective L1s.

Family language policy
Since there are no voice recordings of parent-child interactions, we cannot make any statement

about how consistent the parents’ language strategy was (cf. section 1.2.1 for a literature review). Yet,
we can determine which language strategies have been used on the basis of the parents’ responses to
the parental questionnaire in which this was explicitly asked and relate those answers to the
children’s vocabulary competence, measured via the PPVT. The strategies are determined on the
basis of the MiL that we examined.

Language constellations
For the quantitative analysis, the language constellation will initially be examined exclusively with

regard to the presence/absence of the MaL at home. Since tests have been carried out in which the
languages German, Spanish, French and Catalan were sometimes MaL (except for French) and
sometimes MiL, this analysis will be performed for the respective environment (i.e. German
environment, Spanish-Catalan environment). However, since Sivakumar, Sette, Müller, and
Arnaus Gil (2020, p. 22) could not detect any difference in lexical competence between the multi-
lingual children, we examined the lexical competence independently of the number of L1s.

Quality as an interactional potential
The qualitative input analysis focuses on communication and less on the pure perception of the

input. Hence, we consider input quality from an interactionist perspective. Bronfenbrenner and
Morris (1998) assume that direct interaction is a driving force in a child’s linguistic development.
Although we cannot make a statement about the child’s actual interaction, we can determine her/his
basic interactional potential, which we define as the child’s possibility to speak the respective
language(s) depending on the number of people and the number of different contexts.7 For instance,
both the MaL and the LoF were assigned 3 points from a 3 to 0 scale, since the potential interactional
partners in those contexts can be high. Family and friends also play an important role, if we consider
a child-centered-way of his/her world. In this respect, we decided to score this variable with 3 points,
as we mentioned for the MaL.

Direct instruction
Although all children went to bilingual institutions, in some cases the children also spoke a MiL at

home which was not promoted by the institution. In order to investigate the influence of direct
instruction, the vocabulary competence in this MiL is compared to the competence in the other
MiL(s) that were directly promoted in the institution.

Cultural contact
Cultural contact describes a combination of different individual factors by which parents can

create a linguistically stimulating environment. This includes regular holidays, social contacts outside
the family and media support. Although these factors can also be considered individually, we opted
for examining their combination in order to state whether a linguistically stimulating environment is
a qualitative characteristic that has an impact on vocabulary development.

6In the case of siblings, we are well aware, as one reviewer points out, that older siblings might not necessarily use the MiL at
home with younger siblings and, therefore, the amount of input in the MaL increases. A specific question in the parental
questionnaire (cf. Appendix) actually aimed at asking for this information, namely, which language the siblings normally use
among them.

7Unfortunately, the parental questionnaire did not employ the Likert scale to ask for the child’s actual interaction and so the
parents had the possibility to freely fill in the questionnaire, something that made the analysis of the information in the
questionnaire difficult and complicated the application of statistical procedures. Therefore, the assignment of different values
had to be carried out rather arbitrarily and had to consider all possible parental answers. See the Appendix for a detailed
description of the factors and the assignment of values for each factor. Notice, however, that our attempt to quantify is of little
importance in absolute terms; it simply allowed a comparative analysis.
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Parental knowledge of the minority language
The interactional perspective builds a bridge to the language skills of the parents, since even

a parent who does not speak the partner’s MiL but at least understands it, is considered a potential
interaction partner. Therefore, we will group the children depending on the language skills of the
parents in the MiL. Parents’ answers can be categorized into five groups: 1) Both parents speak the
MiL, 2) one parent speaks the MiL, the other parent understands the language (and at least
sometimes uses it or reacts to it when it is spoken), 3) one parent speaks the MiL, the other parent
does not understand it, 4) the MiL was learned by the parent as a foreign language (FL or also called
L2) but is not spoken at home, 5) the MiL is not spoken at all (although one parent can understand
the language).

Results

Quantitative factors

Family language policy
As mentioned in Section 1.2.1, four different language strategies have been found in the parental
questionnaires. Furthermore, we added LS 5 to the analysis for the sake of illustration, since some
parents did not fill in the information concerning this question.

Overall, LS 1 was used the most with a total of 20 parents, followed by LS 4 and LS 3. In order to
evaluate the success of the different strategies, we also calculated the proportion of children who are
(not) actively bi-/trilingual. This can be seen in the following Figure 1.

We conducted a two-sided t-test to check whether the vocabulary competence in the MiL depends
on the LS types. We did not find a statistical difference neither between the bilingual and the two
trilingual types (LS 1 vs. LS 2 LS 3), nor within the two trilingual types (LS 2 LS 3). Consequently, it can
be concluded that the different LSs are equally suitable for promoting active bi-/trilingualism.
Interestingly, it does not seem to be a disadvantage to acquire three L1s instead of just two. Notice,
however, that all sorts of LSs, according to which the languages are supported in the family context, led
to significantly better vocabulary skills than the acquisition in an educational institution alone ((LS 1/LS
4: t(31) = 3,01 p <.05; LS 2/LS 4: t(6) = 3,87, p < .05; LS 3/LS 4: t(19) = − 2,17, p < .05). This means that
children whose MiL is promoted by the parents at home have significantly better vocabulary skills than
children who do not use the language of the educational institutional setting with their parents at home.
The latter reached on average an IQ value below the value set for active mastery (M = 80.23).
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Figure 1. Overview of LS types and the proportion of (non)actively multilingual children.
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Language constellations

For the German environment, and concerning the MiL, we found that the children were significantly
better in the MiL when this language was exclusively spoken at home. They obtained better results
than those children who, apart from the MiL, also spoke the MaL at home (t(14) = −3,28,p < .05).
Regarding the competence in the MaL, we found no statistical difference depending on the factor
whether the MaL was excluded from or present in the family (cf. Appendix, section 9.3b). On the
basis of this result, we can conclude that it is irrelevant for vocabulary competence in the MaL
whether it is used in family communication. However, it seems to have an effect on the competence
in the MiL if the MaL is present in the family or not.

With regard to the Spanish-Catalan environment and taking the MaLs Spanish and Catalan into
consideration, the evaluation of the parental questionnaires shows that all children spoke at least one
of the MaLs in the family. Therefore, we used a two-sided t-test to examine whether children with
the presence of both MaLs at home perform statistically worse than children with only one MaL at
home. We did not find any statistical difference (cf. Appendix, section 9.3 c). Thus, we can conclude
that both MaLs are acquired equally successfully in the Spanish-Catalan environment, regardless of
whether one or both languages are spoken in the family.

Concerning the competence in the MiL, only two children could be identified who speak Catalan
and Spanish in addition to the MiL at home, while the other 15 children speak Spanish in addition to
the MiL. The low number of children who only speak the MiL at home is due to the high proportion
of children who also learn it at school. Therefore, we compared the competence of the children who
acquire the MiL exclusively at school with the children acquiring it also at home. A two-sided t-test
shows that the former perform at a statistically significant lower level (t(26) = 3,23; p < .05). Thus, it
can be assumed that it is not sufficient for active bi-/trilingualism if one of the 3L1s is only spoken in
the educational institution. A home support of the MiL is necessary.

Amount of input
After having examined the several quantitative factors, we turn to an evaluation of the relation of the
sum8 of the different quantitative factors with the vocabulary competence. We could not find any
significant correlation for the MaL (cf. Appendix, section 9.3d). The situation is different with regard
to the MiLs in the bilingual (French and German) and in the monolingual environment (French and
Spanish). For French, there is a medium, statistically significant correlation (N = 27; r = .457;
p = .017). For Spanish, there is even a high correlation (N = 9; r = .707; p = .003). The relationship
between vocabulary competence and the amount of German input is not statistically significant, even
though the trend is also positive.

Despite the correlation found, Figure 2 shows that some children do not actively master the MiL
irrespective of a relatively high input (critical IQ value: 85). Surprisingly, this case can be identified at
least once for each MiL.

In addition to the correlation between the amount of input and vocabulary competence, we
calculated the percentage of the child’s exposure to the MiL (and the MaL). This was determined
with the point scale (cf. Appendix 9.1) assigned to the questions of the parental questionnaire. Since
children were only non-actively multilingual in their MiLs, only the proportion of MiLs is compared.
The next Table 3 shows the results for the bilingual children.

The average percentage of language contact in the MiL is surprisingly similar for both groups
(actively multilingual children in the MiL: 44%; non-actively multilingual children in the MiL: 35%).
This is due to the enormous amount of variation. While the range for actively bilingual children is
20-70%, the range for non-actively bilingual children is 13-45%.

As can be seen from Table 4 below, trilingual children are as scattered as bilingual children.
Language contact for children who can be said to be actively trilingual ranges from 11-58%. This

8For scoring, see Appendix, section 9.1.
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range is lower (16-36%) if the Ger-Sp-Cat trilingual child Alma** is not considered. If we now look
at children who are certainly not actively trilingual in at least one MiL, the range is between 8-22%.

The range for actively multilingual children is 20-35%, while the range for non-actively multilingual
children is 9-11% (cf. Table 5). The distribution is smaller, since the sample consists of just two children
each.

In sum, considering all the minimal and maximal proportions of input quantity, the minimum
amount ranges at a level of 20%, independent of the number of L1s.
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Figure 2. Relationship between input quantity and vocabulary size in the respective MiLs.

Table 3. Comparison of language contact with the MiL: bilingual children.

Percentage of the MiL in the input

Actively bilingual (≥ 85 IQ)
non-actively bilingual

(< 85 IQ)

N 14 5
Min. 20% 13%
Max. 70% 45%
Mean (M) 44,3% 35%

Table 4. Comparison of language contact with the MiL: trilingual children.

Percentage of the MiL in the input

Actively trilingual (> 85 IQ) Non-actively trilingual (< 85 IQ)

N 7 4
Min. 11%**/16% 8%
Max. 36%/58**% 22%
Mean (M) 29% 14,5%
For Children, of whom not all languages have been tested*.
N 6 8
Min. 27% 14%
Max. 50% 36%
Mean (M) 40,5% 20,5%

* Percentage of that minority language tested
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Qualitative factors

Direct instruction
Only three out of 48 children speak a language that was not supported by direct instruction.
Although the comparison of the average IQ value of the group with and without instruction
shows a difference of one full competence level (instruction: M = 93.35; without instruction:
M = 79.33), this difference is not statistically significant (cf. Appendix, section 9.3e).

In a comparison of actively and non-actively bi-, tri- and multilingual children, the 66% of the
latter group without instruction is not representative due to the small sample size. Still, even 37.7%
of the children with instruction are non-actively multilingual in their MiL. The percentage also
includes those children who only learn a language at the educational institution and do not receive
any additional MiL support at home. If these children are removed from the analysis, there is still no
statistical difference, yet the proportion of children who do not master the MiL actively but receive
school instruction decreases to 26%. Thus, ¼ of all children who use the MiL at home and at the
same time receive institutional support are not actively bi-/trilingual. This suggests that direct
instruction has a low influence on vocabulary development.

Cultural contact
We carried out an analysis of the overall cultural contact considering the sum of the factors “cultural
contact through media”, “cultural contact by other family members” and “holidays in the destination
country”. We related these factors to the IQ value and a statistical significance of t(141) = 3,76, p < .01
could be observed. We also examined the factors individually. For the factor “cultural contact through
media”, 68% of families stated that the input in the MiL is supported by media.9 Compared to children
who do not use media in the MiL at home, a two-sided t-test including the children’s IQ values showed
a statistically significant difference (t(23) = 2,45; p < .05). The factor “holidays in the destination country”
was attested by 46% of families as support for the linguistic input in the MiL. A two-sided t-test showed
a significant difference (t(42) = 2,3; p < .05) compared to children who do not go on holidays in the
country of the MiL on a regular basis. Only for the factor “cultural contact by other family members”, we
could not find a significant difference between children who regularly speak the MiL with friends or
relatives of the family (46%) and those who do not (54%) (cf. Appendix, section 9.3f).

Parental knowledge of the minority language
For the present analysis, the average competence in the MiL was determined based on the language
skills of the parents. A two-sided t-test shows that children whose both parents speak the MiL
perform significantly better than children in all other groups (cf. Appendix, section 9.3 g). There is
no significant difference between the other groups. It should be noted, however, that only the
children whose one parent understands but does not speak the MiL reached an average vocabulary

Table 5. Comparison of language contact with the MiL: multilingual children.

Percentage of the MiLin the input

Actively multilingual* Non-actively multilingual*

N 2 2
Min. 20% 9%
Max. 35%** 11%
Mean (M) 27,5% 10%

*Only three of the four languages tested, two of them from the bilingual environ-
ment (Sp-Cat)

9It should be noted that no information is available on the interactional potential of the medium, since the question on the use of
media could only be answered with “yes” or “no” in the parent questionnaire. We therefore cannot assess whether media use is
reducible, for example, to simply read books together in the MiL or whether books were used to initiate a conversation about
the contents among the family members.
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knowledge (M = 92.28), all other mean vocabulary values were below the critical value of 85 IQ
points.

Quality as an interactional potential
Besides the influence of the individual qualitative factors, we evaluated the relation of the sum of the
different people and contexts with the vocabulary competence. Similar to the results for input
quantity, there is no significant correlation for the MaLs, but the trend is also negative (cf.
Appendix, section 9.3h). With regard to the MiLs, a strong, significant correlation can only be
observed for French (N = 27; p = .00; r = .711). We could not find a significant correlation for
Spanish and German as MiLs, although there is a positive trend with increasing interactional
potential (see Figure 3).

We also checked the proportion of actively and non-actively bi- and trilingual children for each
qualitative factor. In total, 28 out of the 48 children analyzed (58%) were actively multilingual in the
MiL and 20 (42%) were non-actively multilingual.

Figure 4 illustrates the different interactional potentials in the MiL with respect to the active or
non-active mastery of the MiL. As can be seen, the interactional potential with parents (both and
alone) in the MiL is much higher among actively than among non-actively multilingual children.

The proportion of actively multilingual children is also slightly higher under the condition of
cultural contact (holidays/friends and relatives), although the difference is not as clear as in the
former case. The bilingual school as an interactional potential with probably several interaction
partners proves to be fairly constant for the actively as well as for the non-actively multilingual
children in the MiL.

Discussion

The analysis of the individual factors and their possible influence on the vocabulary competence in
the L1s of the multilingual children allows us to confirm some existing hypotheses, while relativizing
others. At first sight, it seems irrelevant for active bi- and trilingualism which is the family language
policy adopted, since no statistical difference could be determined (cf. also Müller et al. 2015, p. 110
for the amount of code-mixing in relation to the language strategy in simultaneously bilingual
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Figure 3. Relationship between input quality and vocabulary competence in the respective MiLs.
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children). All LSs which are characterized by at least one parent talking to the child in the (tested)
MiL have a similar (positive) influence on vocabulary competence. Interestingly, it does not seem to
be a disadvantage to acquire three L1s instead of “just” two. Furthermore, institutional support alone
cannot be recommended as a strategy for active bi-/trilingualism: When institutional support in the
MiL takes place, it should be accompanied by home reinforcement.

Although we could only examine the consistency of language family policy indirectly with the aid
of the parental questionnaire, Poeste, Müller, and Arnaus Gil (2019) examined the mixing rates of
these children during the testing condition. Among the children who mix, there is a high proportion
(63%) of children with at least one parent who speaks more than one language to the child. This LS
is used to a much lower degree by the parents of children who do not mix (42%). With respect to the
LS 1, the parental data show that 58% of the parents, whose children did not mix, used this strategy.
Yet, also 37% of the families whose children mixed also applied this strategy. Considering the overall
LSs used by the parents, it seems to be more frequent that one parent speaks two languages with the
child. We may thus deduce that the children with bilingual directed speech from one parent are
more likely to mix their languages. Our data indicates that consistency of input favors consistency of
output, although it should be noted that it does not guarantee active bi-/trilingualism as already
shown in various previous studies (De Houwer, 2007; Döpke, 1992; Kazzazi, 2011; Quay, 2001;
Stavans & Swisher, 2006). We can consequently confirm the assumption that input consistency does
not guarantee active multilingualism, but favors it.

The analysis of the language constellation in the monolingual environment confirms De Houwer’s
(2004, 2007) assumption that the presence of the MaL at home has a negative impact on the
(vocabulary) competence in the MiL. The presence of the MaL in the family may be an obstacle
for the development of active bi – and trilingualism. However, this must be relativized since even
children who acquire the MaL with home support become active multilinguals on average (IQ≥ 85).

66%

89%

93%

86%

46%

14%

50%

53%

96%

48%

65%

65%

40%

30%

10%

30%

45%

90%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Interactional potential (mean)

Mother

Father

Both Parents

One Sibbling

Two Sibblings

Family & Friends

Holidays

School/ Day-Care-Centre

non-actively multilingual children (42%)

actively multilingual children (58%)

Figure 4. Percentage of actively or non-actively multilingual children depending on the interactional potential in the MiL for each
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Similarly, children in the Spanish-Catalan environment achieved an average IQ value over 85 points,
regardless of whether one or both MaLs were spoken in the family. Moreover, we could also observe
that the MaL(s) is (are) successfully acquired even when it is (they are) not spoken in the family. This
means that the promotion of the MiL is particularly relevant and important for fostering active bi –
and trilingualism in this environment. Furthermore, it can be assumed that the Romance languages
French, Spanish and Catalan influence each other positively in terms of vocabulary acquisition due
to typological similarities within the Romance language family. More research is needed in this area
of facilitating effects of multilingualism (cf. Sivakumar et al., 2020).

In addition to the individual quantitative factors, there was generally a positive correlation
between input quantity and vocabulary competence in the MiL with the exception of German.
Interestingly, the minimum input for successful multilingualism, regardless of the number of L1s, is
around 20%, similar to the value identified by Quay (2008). However, an input quantity that exceeds
this proportion does not necessarily lead to active multilingualism. Consequently, the quantity of
input alone does not suffice.

Direct instruction as a qualitative addition to the amount of input does not seem to be sufficient
either. The findings related to the types of early child multilingualism, direct instruction and the
language constellation indicate that direct instruction cannot (in most cases) replace intra-family
promotion. The lack of effect may also be due to the young age of the children (cf. Bohnacker et al.,
2016). Nevertheless, it should not be underestimated that the bilingual institutions allow contact in
the MiL with other interactional partners. Although it is not possible to prove a direct effect on
vocabulary competence, this factor may add positively to the quality of input. Despite low input in
the MiL(s), the children were very accurate in the grammatical test and hardly mixed their languages
(Poeste et al., 2019). These positive results on accuracy with respect to the grammatical phenomena
tested may be due to direct instruction. Thus, it can be assumed that children with direct instruction
in the MiL do not possess better vocabulary competence (as compared with children without
instruction), but direct instruction might favor grammatical accuracy and language choice as desired
by the interacting adult.

In contrast, promotion on the part of the family seems decisive for active vocabulary competence
in the MiL(s). These include the provision of a linguistically stimulating environment through
cultural contact and the language constellation within the family. With regard to cultural contact,
there is a positive influence of the combination as well as the individual factors “media” and
“holidays”. In order to clarify the lack of significance for the factor “family and friends”, it would
be necessary to provide precise information on regularity and contact duration, which was not taken
into account in the parental questionnaire.

With respect to the language constellation, one qualitative factor should be emphasized particu-
larly: The language skills in the MiL (of the partner). 86% of actively multilingual children were able
to address both parents in the MiL. It can therefore be concluded that active bi- and trilingualism are
promoted when both parents are able to speak the MiL (this does not imply that both must be native
speakers). Consequently, we can confirm De Houwer’s (2007) assumption that it is beneficial for
active bi- and trilingualism that both parents speak the MiL.

Even if we could not find a statistically significant difference between the ability to understand the
MiL of the partner and the lack of the ability to understand it, children of the former group are
actively multilingual according to our definition (IQ ≥ 85 points). Thus, although we cannot verify
that the passive knowledge of the partner’s MiL favors active bi- and trilingualism (although to
a weaker extent), this may be due to the low number of children per group. The passive knowledge
may create a particular stimulus for children to use and maintain the MiL as it can be used in family
communication.

With regard to passive knowledge, however, it should be noted that it does not lead to active
multilingualism if the MiL is not even spoken in the family. Since the passive comprehension skills of
those parents whose children acquire the MiL at school were only taken into account in the
interactional potential, this fact may explain the lower or missing correlation in comparison to
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quantity. In such families, the MiL would rather be a foreign language for family communication,
which is probably less incentive for the child to use the language with the parents. Consequently, it is
important that at least one parent actively uses the MiL with the child which is supported in the
educational institution.

We assumed that qualitative factors play an important role in active multilingualism. The results
show that the parents’ language skills are of particular importance. The choice of the LS or even the
number of parent’s L1s is irrelevant. Much more important is the language constellation and the
language skills of the parents in the MiL. However, the possibility of interaction in the MiL with both
parents is no guarantee for active multilingualism. This may be due to the fact that individual
differences could not be taken into account, but these, together with the language skills of the
parents, can be decisive. Future research on multilingual children should therefore take into account
the relationship between macro- and micro-level factors, which also includes an analysis of types and
tokens (cf. Grüter et al., 2014).

Furthermore, it is essential to replicate the results for a larger sample, since the analysis, once split
according to the respective MiL, included a relatively small sample (SpanishMiL: N = 9; GermanMiL:
N = 12). Perhaps the small sample is also the reason for the non-significant correlation between
vocabulary competence and the amount of input in the MiL German. Another reason for this lack of
significance could be the conversion of the scaled scores (1–19 points) of the Wechsler Test into IQ
values (55–145 points) for German as a MiL. The conversion results in IQ values are less accurate
than the IQ values of the Peabody Test. A linguistically motivated interpretation, however, could
explain these results due to the complexity of the German language itself. Sivakumar, Müller, and
Arnaus Gil (2020) observe an overall negative effect in the German passive vocabulary test when
analyzing all 126 children (i.e. including those for whom there was no parental questionnaire
available). They attribute this result to the different architecture of the German mental lexicon, on
the one hand, and the Romance languages, on the other hand. Thus, the acquisition of German in
addition to the Romance languages may require a higher amount of German input than the
Romance MiL(s). However, our study of a German subsample (children with parental questionnaire)
does not show the same significant difference between German and the Romance languages when
the average vocabulary competence is compared, something that does show the complete sample
investigated by Sivakumar et al. (2020). Moreover, no significant difference in the vocabulary
competence in German taking the number of L1 into consideration has been found either (cf.
Appendix, section 9.3i). The differences between the arbitrary sample here (with a parent ques-
tionnaire) and the total sample in Sivakumar et al. (2020) illustrate the need for a larger group to
verify the linguistic rationale. Furthermore, a larger sample would also allow an age-related compar-
ison for both qualitative and quantitative factors as well as the evaluation of the effect of direct
instruction on older children.

The overall results of this study are relevant not only for the early acquisition of several languages
as L1s but also for the factors that can play a role to promote an active use of these L1s. We could
thus confirm that the parents’ persistence of communicating with the child in the MiL has a positive
impact on the child’s linguistic competence in the MiLs. Linguistic quantity does not capture,
however, the whole picture: different contact persons for the child in the MiL influence positively
the child’s linguistic competence in the MiL, as well as the partner’s ability to speak it. Finally, our
study has shown that a specific family language policy does not primarily favor active multilingu-
alism, but the absence of the MaL from home.

List of abbreviations

LS Language Strategy
Min. Minimum
Max. Maximum
MaL Majority Language
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MiL Minority Language
LoF Language of Family
SES Socio-Economic Status
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Appendix

1. Scoring
Scoring after calculating the amount of input per questionnaire and the potential interaction

2. Conversion of scaled points
Conversion of scaled points (Wechsler Intelligence Test) to IQ values according to Lenhard and Lenhard (2015)

3. Statistical analyzes

(a) LS 1/LS 2: t(25) = 1.10, p > .05; LS 1/LS 3: t(7) = 1.23, p > .05; LS 2/LS 3: t(6) = 2.16, p > .05.
(b) MaL excluded/present: r(4) = 1,59 p >.05.
(c) t-test results for the MaLs in Palma: r(12) = −1,10, p >.05. It should also be noted that the average vocabulary

competence in the MaL that was not spoken in the family was even higher (M = 130; LoF = MaL: M = 122).
(d) SpanishMaL: N = 40, p =.669, r = −.070; CatalanMaL: N = 13, p =.556, r = −.180; GermanMaL: N = 14, p =.485,

r =.204.
(e) t-Test: r(2) = − 1,41; p >.05.
(f) t-test results: t(40) = 1,62; p >.05.
(g) G1/G2: t(20) = 2,12, p <.05; G1/G3: t(11) = 3,27, p <.01; G1/G4: t(4) = 2,81, p <.05; G1/G5: t(11) = 4,24, p <.01.

G1: Both parents speak the MiL; G2: one parent speaks the MiL, the other parent understands the language (and
at least sometimes uses it or reacts to it when it is spoken).

(h) SpanishMiL: N = 40; p =.293;r = −.170; CatalanMiL: N = 13; p =.322; r = −.298; GermanMiL: N = 14; p =.151;
r = −.405.

(i) Children with parental questionnaire: Competence in German as MaL depending on the number of L1 (bilin-
guals/trilinguals): t = 1.76; df = 10; p >.05; Competence in German depending on the region (German as MaL/
German as MiL): t = 1,178; df = 24; p >.05; Children in total (Sivakumar, Sette, Müller & Arnaus Gil, 2020):
Competence in German as MaL depending on the number of L1 (bilingual/trilingual): F(70) = 3.725, p = .029.

Amount of input Potential interaction

Context Score Context Score

MaL
LoF
Institutional Language
Parents Language (each)
Holidays over 4 weeks
Holidays under 4 weeks
Family & friends
Media

2
2
1
1
1
0,5
0,5
0,5

MaL
LoF
Family & friends
Parents (comprehensive skills)
Sibblings (each)
Holidays

3
3
3
1
1
1

1 = 55 IQ 11 = 105 IQ
2 = 50 IQ 12 = 110 IQ
3 = 65 IQ 13 = 115 IQ
4 = 70 IQ 14 = 120 IQ
5 = 75 IQ 15 = 125 IQ
6 = 80 IQ 16 = 130 IQ
7 = 85 IQ 17 = 135 IQ
8 = 90 IQ 18 = 140 IQ
9 = 95 IQ 19 = 145 IQ
10 = 100 IQ
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4. Parental questionnaire
Parental questionnaire using the example of the German-Spanish questionnaire administered in the German school

in the bilingual Spanish-Catalan society.
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