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Program for the SIG EduLing, hosted online on June 25th 2021, from 

14.30-20.00, via Microsoft Teams 
 

14.30 Entry time 

14.40 Introduction (Welcome by Xavier Fontich (5 min), followed by welcome by local team) 

14.55 Speeddating: round 1 

15.15 Keynote lecture prof. dr. Peter-Arno J.M. Coppen, Radboud University Nijmegen 

15.55 Short break (coffee time @ your own house or office) 

16.00 First parallel session 

Break-out room 1: Broseth & Nygard  (chair: Van Rijt & Wijnands) 

Break-out room 2: Lobeck   (chair: Coppen) 

Break-out room 3: Costa   (chair: Costa) 

16.30 Second parallel session 

  Break-out room 1: Wijnands  (chair: Van Rijt) 

  Break-out room 2: Böhnert  (chair: Coppen) 

  Break-out room 3: Choudhury   (chair: Costa) 

17.00 Speeddating: round 2 

17.15 Third parallel session 

  Break-out room 1: Van Rijt  (chair: Wijnands) 

  Break-out room 2: Awramiuk  (chair: Coppen) 

  Break-out room 3: Batalha & Costa  (chair: Costa) 

17.45 Fourth parallel session 

  Break-out room 1: Denham    (chair: Costa) 

  Break-out room 2: Liptakova    (chair: Coppen) 

  Break-out room 3: Batalha, Bragança, Estrela & Lobo  (chair: Van Rijt & Wijnands) 

18.15 Diner break 

18.45 Speeddate round 3: how do you reflect on today’s meeting?   

19.15 Looking forward together: future directions for the SIG EduLing  (led by Ana Costa) 

19.45 End of conference  

--- 

Chair contact information: Van Rijt: j.vanrijt@fontys.nl; Wijnands: astrid.wijnands@hu.nl; Coppen: 

p.a.coppen@let.ru.nl; Costa: ana.costa@ese.ips.pt  
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Keynote lecture by prof. dr. Peter-Arno Coppen 
 

Understanding is war 

Developments in education are often compared to a pendulum swing. In language classes, the 

pendulum swings predominantly between an emphasis on Communicative Skills or Language 

Proficiency on the one hand and Knowledge About Language (KAL) on the other. Recently, the 

pendulum seems to be swinging towards KAL, reflected in an emerging interest in more knowledge 

oriented approaches to language teaching, such as language (or linguistic) awareness, metalinguistic 

dialogue in writing classes, metalinguistic activity, conceptual grammar teaching, linguistic reflective 

development and linguistic reasoning. This development begs the question: But what is there to know 

about language? Does this knowledge also include some kind of understanding, and if so, what exactly 

would this be and how can we observe and assess it? 

In this keynote speech I will explore from a linguistic perspective what knowledge of language comes 

down to, and what elements it is likely to entail. Moreover, drawing upon recent research into the 

concept of understanding, I will present a tentative linguistic analysis based on the words we use for 

this concept. I will show that these words represent a view on understanding as a kind of warfare, 

which gives us some leads to assess different levels of understanding.  

Finally, I will go into a pedagogical way of combining the development of knowledge and 

understanding, by means of what in the Netherlands is called Taalbeschouwing, which literally 

translates into Language Contemplation, but in practice comes down to thinking and talking about 

language (similar to Metalinguistic Dialogue and Metalinguistic Activity). More specifically, I will stress 

the importance of learning to take different perspectives on language and language use.  

References 

Camps, A. and Fontich, X. (2021). Research and teaching at the intersection. Navigating the territory of 

grammar and writing in the context of metalinguistic theory. Brussels: PeterLang. 

Dielemans, R. and Coppen, P.-A. (2021). Defining linguistic reasoning. Transposing and grounding a 

model for historical reasoning to the linguistic domain. Dutch Journal of Applied Linguistics, DOI: 

10.1075/dujal.19038.die  

Grimm, Stephen R., Baumberger, C. and Ammon, S. (2020), Explaining Understanding. New 

Perspectives from Epistemology and Philosophy of Science, New York/London: Routledge. 

Myhill, D.A. and Newman, R. (2019). Writing talk: Developing metalinguistic understanding through 

dialogic teaching. In Mercer N, Wegerif R, Mercer L (Eds.) Routledge International Handbook of 

Research on Dialogic Education, London: Routledge, 360-372. 

Van Rijt, J. and Coppen, P.-A. (2021), The conceptual importance of grammar. Knowledge-related 

rationales for grammar teaching. Pedagogical Linguistics, doi:10.1075/pl.21008.van . 1-25. 

Van Rijt, J. (2021), Understanding Grammar: The impact of linguistic metaconcepts on L1 grammar 

education. Dissertation Radboud University Nijmegen. DOI: 10.13140/RG.2.2.31243.62249  

Wijnands, A., Van Rijt, J. and Coppen, P.-A. (2021). Learning to think about language step by step: a 

pedagogical template for the development of cognitive and reflective thinking skills in L1 grammar 

education, Language Awareness, DOI: 10.1080/09658416.2021.1871911  

 

 

 

https://www.ru.nl/english/people/coppen-p/
https://doi.org/10.1075/dujal.19038.die
https://doi.org/10.1075/pl.21008.van
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658416.2021.1871911
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Abstracts 

First parallel session (16.00-16.30) 

 

Break-out room 1: Heidi Broseth & Mari Nygard 

Norwegian University of Science and Technology (NTNU), Norway 

Knowledge of grammar among Norwegian first-year teacher students 
 
Grammar in L1 education has been a fiercely debated topic, at least in the western parts of the 
world (Locke 2010). Hertzberg (1995: 12) states that: “The disagreement on L1 grammar is as old as 
the L1 discipline itself, and every argument and counterargument we hear today, has been put forth 
since the Age of Enlightenment” (our translation). Depending on which side has had momentum, 
grammar has in varying degrees been given room in the curriculum and in classrooms. In the 1960-ies, 
the pendulum swung in the favour of the opponents. According to Myhill and Watson (2014: 42), L1 
grammar teaching was then viewed as “a waste of time”. In the years to come, the position of 
grammar in L1 was weakened in many countries (Borg 2003; Alderson & Hudson 2013), Norway being 
no exception. Recently, several Norwegian scholars have voiced their concerns about students’ lack of 
grammar knowledge (Oksfjellelv, 2011; Brøyn 2014; Grov 2018). The main concerns are: (1) If the 
grammar knowledge of teacher students are weak at the outset of teacher education, it is an 
impossible task (within the time allocated to grammar in the study programs), to give them the 
necessary competence to teach grammar themselves. (2) One might ask whether the official (and/or 
the implemented) curriculum in upper secondary education does actually prepare the pupils to study 
language (both L1 and L2) at university level.  
Even though both academic staff and The Language Council of Norway have claimed that students 
have poor knowledge of grammar, the issue has not been undergone any proper empirical 
investigation. Our aim is therefore to shed light on the level of Norwegian students’ grammatical 
knowledge as they enter teacher education. We pose the following research question:  

 
What knowledge of grammar do Norwegian teacher students have as they enter teacher 
education?  

 
We present results from a questionnaire which included 235 first year students in one of Norway’s 
biggest universities. The survey had two parts. Part one addressed the students’ beliefs about 
grammar. Part two, which will be our primary focus here, consisted of 36 questions about grammatical 
knowledge (e.g. word classes, syntax and terminology). The questions were based on learning goals 
from the national curriculum.  
In this paper, we show quantitative results from this knowledge test. We point at general tendencies 
in the material, compare these with studies from other countries (e.g., Alderson and Hudson, 2013), 
and to the students’ own conceptions of their level of knowledge as reported in Part 1 of the survey.  

 
References 

Alderson, J. Charles og Richard Hudson. 2013. The metalinguistic knowledge of  
undergraduate students of English language or linguistics. Language Awareness 22 (4), 320-
337.  

Brøyn, Tore. 2014. Hvorfor har det blitt så vanskelig å snakke om språket? Intervju med Lars  
Anders Kulbranstad. Bedre skole (1), 8-9. 

Borg, S. (2003). Teacher cognition in language teaching: A review of research on what  
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language teachers think, know, believe, and do. Language Teaching, 36(2), 81-109. 
Grov, Astrid Marie. 2018. Språkundervisningen som forsvant? Intervju med Hans-Olav  

Enger, Gunvor Mejdell, Geir Olav Kinn, Åse Wetås og Bente Heian. Språknytt (2), 18-23. 
Hertzberg, Frøydis. (1995). Norsk grammatikkdebatt i historisk lys. Oslo: Novus. 
Locke, T. (2010). Beyond the Grammar Wars: A Resource for Teachers and Students on  

Developing Language Knowledge in the English/literary Classroom. Routledge.  

Myhill, Debra og Annabel Watson. 2014. The role of grammar in the writing curriculum: A  

review of the literature. Child Language Teaching and Therapy 30 (1), 41-62. 

Oksfjellelv, Berit. 2011. Lærarstudentane kan for lite grammatikk. Intervju med Anne Lise  

Wie. Norsklæreren. Tidsskrift for språk, litteratur og didaktikk (3). 

Break-out room 2: Anne Lobeck 

Western Washington University, United States 

Bad Grammar: The History of English and the Complaint Tradition 

Prescriptive grammar is a part of language history, but linguists often exclude prescriptive rules as 

arbitrary and trivial, and thus not worthy of study. Prescription is also typically opposed to description, 

creating the illusion of a binary distinction between the two. In fact, prescriptive and descriptive 

grammar not only overlap in important ways, but must be studied together in order to create a fuller 

picture of the forces that affect language change. The study of the rise of prescriptive grammar and 

the Complaint Tradition in England in the 17th century provides us with insights not only into early 

efforts to suppress language change, but also into the meta-discourses that shape attitudes toward 

language change and ‘bad grammar’ that remain with us today. A deeper understanding of the origins, 

persistence and power of prescription allows us critically analyze the idealized boundary between 

prescription and description, and to develop more effective and inclusive pedagogies that address 

language change and variation. In this talk I will discuss my research on prescriptive grammar and the 

Complaint Tradition, and the course I developed and taught on this topic Winter 2021. 

Break-out room 3: Ana Luisá Costa 

Instituto Politécnico de Setúbal and Centro de Linguística da Universidade de Lisboa, Portugal 

Mapping syntactic awareness and punctuation 

While some concepts of “linguistic awareness” place it between “implicit linguistic knowledge” and 

“explicit knowledge”, other models conceive distinct degrees of awareness. For instance, the RR 

Model (Karmiloff-Smith, 1992) includes four levels at which knowledge is recursively represented and 

re-represented: Implicit; Explicit-1; Explicit-2; and Explicit-3. The last two levels involve conscious 

access to linguistic knowledge, as well as verbal report, explaining language based on real-world 

knowledge, or making explicit references to linguistic clues. From another background, Camps and 

Fontich (2014) defend three levels in metalinguistic activity: processing, non-verbal manifestation; 

verbalization in everyday language; and a level of verbalized explanations using specific metalanguage. 

For both proposals, the degree of conscious access and the nature of verbalizations referring to verbal 

language itself are at stake in the study of linguistic awareness. Literature addresses punctuation in 

the boundaries of spontaneous concepts and conventional uses underpinned by grammar knowledge 

(Hall, 1996). Could punctuation be taken as a window into syntactic awareness? A total of 64 

responses to tasks performed by graduate students in academic discourse contexts were analyzed, 

aiming at describing degrees of syntactic awareness: (i) Written composition (in which subjects were 

processing language mostly without conscious access to explicit rules). (ii) Written answers (in which 

subjects were induced to verbalize explanations on punctuation uses dependent on syntactic rules). 

Results point to a non-linear relationship between punctuation proficiency and explicit knowledge of 
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conventional rules. Nevertheless, some patterns of syntactic awareness were found. Those patterns 

retrieved from schooled adults’ writing may help to provide guidelines for the enhancement of 

syntactic awareness during school years.  

References  

Hall, N. (1996). Learning about punctuation: an introduction and overview. In Hall, N. & Robinson, A. 

(Eds.), Learning about Punctuation. (pp. 5-36). Multilingual Matters.  

Karmiloff-Smith, A. (1992). Beyond Modularity. A Developmental Perspective on Cognitive Science. MIT 

Press/Bradford Books.  

Fontich, X. & Camps, A. (2014). Towards a rationale for research into grammar teaching in schools. 

Research Papers in Education, 29:5, 598-625. 
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Second parallel session (16.30-17.00) 
 

Break-out room 1: Astrid Wijnands 

Utrecht University of Applied Sciences, the Netherlands 

Radboud University, Nijmegen, the Netherlands 

Balancing between uncertainty and control. Teaching reflective thinking about language issues 

Following recent research in language education in which reflection on language is seen as an 

important factor for the development of language awareness (e.g. Chen & Myhill, 2016; Boivin, 2018; 

Camps & Fontich, 2019; Denham, 2020), Wijnands, Van Rijt and Coppen (2021) developed a 

pedagogical template for the development of reflective thinking about language. This template 

stimulates and facilitates reflective thinking about language issues on which no clear-cut solution can 

be given, so called ill-structured language problems. In a professional learning community with five 

teachers we tested how this template works out in practice. We created assignments about an ill-

structured linguistic issue. The method of Lesson Study was used to observe and evaluate students 

(11th grade) performance. The evaluation of the lessons with the teachers led to some improvements 

of these assignments. In total, we conducted two cycles of Lesson Study. The final assignments were 

tackled by students of two different classrooms. The evaluations of these lessons were qualitatively 

analyzed, using an open coding in a grounded theory approach (Corbin & Strauss, 2015) with 

sensitizing concepts (Bowen, 2006). From this analysis it appears that teachers have a need for control 

when they observe how their students face uncertainties when exploring a language issue at ever 

deeper reflective levels. This control concerns not only the elaboration of the assignments, but also 

the free choice of the students for another assignment. In this presentation, we will go further into 

how teachers respond to the uncertainties their students face as they explore the language issue at 

ever deeper reflective levels. How do teachers respond to the choices students make, both in the form 

of work and in the final language forms?  

References 

Boivin, M.-C. (2018). A review of the current empirical research on grammar instruction in the 

francophone regions. L1-Educational Studies in Language and Literature 17, 1-48.  

Bowen, G. (2006). Grounded theory and sensitizing concepts. International Journal of Qualitative 

Methods 5(3), 12-23.  

Camps, A., & Fontich, X. (2019). Teachers’ concepts on the teaching of grammar in relation to the 

teaching of writing in Spain: A case study. L1-Educational Studies in Language and Literature 19, 1-36. 

Chen, H. & Myhill, D. (2016). Children talking about writing: Investigating metalinguistic 

understanding. Linguistics and Education 35, 100-108.  

Corbin, J., & Strauss, A. (2015). Basics of qualitative research: Techniques and procedures for 

developing grounded theory. Thousand Oaks: Sage.  

Denham, K. (2020). Positioning students as linguistic and social experts: teaching grammar and 

linguistics in the United States. L1-Educational Studies in Language and Literature 20, 1-16.  

Wijnands, A., Van Rijt, J., & Coppen, P.-A. (2021). Learning to think about language step by step. A 

pedagogical template for the development of cognitive and reflective thinking skills in L1 grammar 

education. Language Awareness. Advance online publication. 1-20. 
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Break-out room 2: Katharina Böhnert 

RWTH Aachen University, Germany 

Language Awareness in Inclusive Learning Groups 

Inclusive learning-teaching situations challenge teachers and students in multiple ways: learning 

together in either one common subject or in only one common situation must be planned thoroughly 

considering the wide range of the students’ individual capabilities. Therefore, one of the central 

challenges of inclusive pedagogics is to combine the curricular content with special demands. As 

stated by Hennies & Ritter (2014, p. 7), inclusive pedagogics are in the process of being established as 

a research field in Germany. Pilot studies have recently been conducted aiming at detecting learning 

conditions of inclusive settings to further define adaptive learning-teaching concepts. The current 

research project deals with language awareness of inclusive learning groups. For that purpose, 9 

lessons in inclusive learning groups have been video recorded and analyzed by Content Analysis 

(Krippendorff, 1980) to give evidence for language awareness, such as comments on linguistic forms 

and functions. In contrast to the beliefs of previously interviewed teachers that mentally disabled 

students do not handle meta-reflexive activities well, one major finding of this ongoing video recorded 

study is that most students of special needs are able to reflect on linguistic forms and functions. This 

ability is predominantly shown in oral interactions and less in written elaborations. Furthermore, 

mentally disabled students are more prone to comment on the phenomenon itself than to refer to 

grammatical categories. Hence, it can be concluded that reflecting on linguistic forms and functions 

can be presented to all students and only the level of elaboration must be suited to the students’ 

individual abilities. In conclusion to this finding, a model of differentiated language instruction has 

been developed. Recognizing all students’ capability of language awareness, even if it occurs at 

different rates and to different degrees, provides a basis for collaborative learning in inclusive learning 

groups. The model of differentiated language instruction aims at supporting each student in L1 

education individually and thus, ensures a feasible inclusion in many social and cultural fields (Hart et. 

al. 2004). 

Break-out room 3: Shahan Choudhury  

University of Exeter, United Kingdom 

Grammatical choice and the verb: Children’s and teachers’ metalinguistic understanding of tense, 

aspect, modal verbs and voice 

This presentation will discuss an ongoing study on teachers’ and learners’ conceptualisation of four 

grammatical concepts: tense, aspect, modal verbs and voice in English grammar. The study also 

considers whether and how this conceptualisation affects children’s writing. Within the L1 context, no 

research appears to have been undertaken in either of these areas. This presentation reports on my 

research findings to date, which are based on 149 students in Y2, 5/6 and 10 teachers, from three 

primary schools in the UK. Initial research highlights a number of areas regarding children’s and 

teachers’ metalinguistic understanding of tense, aspect, modal verbs and voice. This study focuses on 

the balance between explicit and implicit knowledge of grammar. Metalinguistic Achievement Tests 

and interviews were designed; also, teachers completed a grammar test and were interviewed to 

assess proficiency in dealing with the grammatical concepts. For example: To what extent can children 

explain what a verb is? Do they understand the difference between past tense and present perfect? 

How well do children understand the subtle meaning differences between the various modal verbs (eg 

‘should’ and ‘could’)? These are important concepts that are covered in the English National 

Curriculum, but we know very little about what children actually know. I hope that this research will 

lead to various outcomes, including a deeper understanding of the child writer's grammatical 
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knowledge of tense, aspect, modal verbs and voice. It may develop our understanding of the relation 

between explicit and implicit knowledge and provide potential strategies for teaching explicit 

grammatical knowledge. The research will provide evidence on how explicit knowledge of grammar 

affects writing. 
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Third parallel session (17.15-17.45) 
 

Break-out room 1: Jimmy van Rijt 

Fontys University of Applied Sciences, Sittard, the Netherlands 

Student teachers’ struggles to reason about grammar in odd one out tasks 

Grammatical knowledge is an important part of L1 language education. Nevertheless, teachers find it 

challenging to convey an in-depth understanding of grammar to their students. Previous research 

suggests that understanding might be stimulated by focusing on grammatical reasoning (Dielemans & 

Coppen, 2021; Van Rijt, De Swart, Wijnands & Coppen, 2019). The mixed-methods study presented 

here explores the grammatical reasoning of 108 Dutch L1 student teachers’ in odd one out tasks, 

showing that student teachers struggle with such reasoning tasks. A multilevel regression analysis 

indicates that their level of grammatical understanding as measured by a Test of Grammatical 

Understanding (TGU) and the elaborateness of student teachers’ argumentation significantly predict 

the quality of their grammatical reasoning. Student teachers’ performances were also compared to 14 

year old pre-university students’ performances (N = 120). Contrary to what was hypothesized, senior 

student teachers did not manage to outperform junior student teachers, nor did student teachers 

outperform pre-university students. We discuss plausible reasons for these findings and explore how 

teacher education might need to shift focus to better develop student teachers’ grammatical 

reasoning skills. 

References 

Dielemans, R. & Coppen, P.-A. (2021). Defining Linguistic Reasoning. Transposing and grounding a 

model for historical reasoning to the linguistic domain. Dutch Journal of Applied Linguistics. 1-25. 

Van Rijt, J., De Swart, P., Wijnands, A. & Coppen, P.-A. (2019). When students tackle grammatical 

problems. Exploring linguistic reasoning with linguistic metaconcepts in L1 grammar education. 

Linguistics and Education 52, 78-88. 

Break-out room 2: Elżbieta Awramiuk 

University of Bialystok, Poland 

Between L1 and L2 –  about one opportunity to develop language awareness 

Language awareness (LA) – which is cross-disciplinary – is developed in school education during L1 and 

L2 lessons. However, in many cases it is done separately. The benefits of holistic language education 

are appreciated e.g. in the Finnish educational system (Nupponen at al. 2019). LA should be shaped 

whenever it is possible. The presence of foreign words in an L1 class where – in the case of Poland – 

the pronunciation of foreign words in L1 textbooks is provided more often than the pronunciation of 

native words is an example of such opportunity. Moreover, the introduction of comparative elements 

is a chance to increase students’ awareness of their mother tongue as well as to develop their 

metalinguistic knowledge. The purpose of this study is to present the results of an analysis of several 

L1 Polish textbooks, popular in primary schools (grades 4-6, age 10-13), to answer the following 

question: how providing the pronunciation of foreign words in L1 textbooks can be used to increase 

pupils’ plurilingual competence and general language awareness. Authors of textbooks use native 

orthographic conventions for sound form signalization which is called respelling (Heselwood, 2013: 

28). It is a simple and convenient strategy of indicating pronunciation more accurately than normal 

spelling. However, respelling of foreign words poses some problems related to the use of the L1 

alphabet for decoding foreign language sounds. Unclear distinction of pronunciation and spelling is 
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another issue here. L1 classes create a perfect opportunity to develop pupils’ language awareness of 

the similarities and differences between the L1 and foreign languages and to build on pupils’ 

metalinguistic knowledge. This opportunity, however, does not seem to be fully realized or embraced 

by the authors of the textbooks. Generally, there is a lack of well-thought-out solutions aimed at 

orthoepic competence concerning e.g. phonetic transcription conventions. Thus, some ways of 

clarification of how the sounds of spoken language are represented in written form are proposed. 

Break-out room 3: Joana Batalha & Ana Luisá Costa 

CLUNL / Universidade Nova de Lisboa, Portugal 

20 years of terminology for basic and secondary education in Portugal 

In the Portuguese curriculum, the “to-grammar-or-not-to-grammar” quarrel (Boivin et al., 2018, p. 5) 

burst out with the publication of the Linguistic Terminology for Basic and Secondary Education (DES, 

2002) by the Ministry of Education in 2002 to up-to-date linguistic tools in L1 education. The break 

with tradition was so deep that a revised version, the Terminological Dictionary (DGE, 2008), had to be 

approved six years later. Was the problem of grammar teaching solved with the new list of terms? 

Based on a study conducted in 2008 (Costa, 2008), we propose to bring up to date data on the 

grammatical knowledge of Portuguese students at the end of secondary education. The data was 

obtained by the administration of a test that assessed grammatical knowledge in various domains of 

grammar, particularly at morphological and syntactic levels: word categories, verb tenses, syntactic 

functions, complex sentences, and punctuation. The test was organized in four tasks and a total of 52 

items. Participants were 65 students, speakers of European Portuguese, enrolled for the first year in 

the subject Introduction to Language Sciences, a subject which is part of the study plans of Languages 

and Literatures and Translation undergraduate courses. The participant students had completed their 

school career ten years after the publication of the Terminological Dictionary. Similarly to Costa 

(2008), generally, results show that students still have difficulties in solving tasks that require 

grammatical knowledge. We also found that some grammatical areas are more problematic, such as 

the identification of functional word categories such as pronouns, the identification of certain 

subtypes of subordinate clauses, and the explanation of punctuation rules requiring syntactic 

knowledge. The case of the Portuguese terminology brings into light the issue of grammar concepts 

learnability, which may be discussed from a comparative perspective of the grammatical terminology 

stories in different countries.  

References 

Boivin, M.-C., Fontich, X., Funke, R., García-Folgado M.-J., & Myhill, D. (2018). Working on grammar at 

school in L1 education: Empirical research across linguistic regions. Introduction to the special issue. 

Special issue Working on Grammar at School in L1- Education: Empirical Research across Linguistic 

Regions. L1-Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 18, 1-6. https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-

2018.18.04.01  

Costa, J. (2008). Conhecimento gramatical à saída do ensino secundário: estado actual e 

consequências na relação com leitura, escrita e oralidade. In: Reis, C. (org.) Actas. Conferência 

Internacional sobre o Ensino do Português (pp. 149-165). Ministério da Educação. Direção Geral de 

Inovação e Desenvolvimento Curricular.  

DES (2002). Terminologia Linguística para os ensinos básico e secundário. CD-ROM. Ministério da 

Educação. Departamento do Ensino Secundário.  

DGE (2008). Dicionário Terminológico em Linha. Ministério da Educação. Direção Geral de Educação. 

http://dt.dge.mec.pt/. 
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Fourth parallel session (17.45-18.15) 
 

Break-out room 1: Kristin Denham 

Western Washington University, United States 

Language Study in Science: Using L2s as a foundation for L1 linguistics education in a middle grade 

science class 

At the heart of our work (Denham and Pippin 2014, 2019, among others) is a commitment to the 

application of the scientific method to language phenomena; such inquiry, we believe, leads to 

development of students’ scientific reasoning as well as appreciation and understanding of linguistic 

diversity (Honda and O’Neil 1993, Honda 1994, Honda, O’Neil, and Pippin 2010). While we have much 

anecdotal evidence that this work is effective, we set out here to conduct a series of more systematic 

investigations of such interventions. In the current study, middle grade students engage in linguistic 

problem-solving, using a variety of languages and dialects, the majority of which are used by the 

students or their families. We will observe and record those observations for the study, and students 

will also take a pre- and post-unit survey, which asks questions about language attitudes and about 

knowledge of science itself. Not situating the grammatical study in an English class but instead in a 

science class has several benefits and provides an opportunity for a variety of follow-up studies: it may 

reduce the challenges presented by prescriptive language ideologies and of varied and uneven 

background in L1 language study, and it offers the freedom to work with a variety of L2s, which, in 

turn, encourages a focus on aspects of language (such as negation, question formation, 

singularity/plurality) different from those of traditional L1 grammar study (subject-verb agreement, 

parts of speech, modification, for example). At least in a US context, where the study of traditional 

grammar can be fraught, this offers a way to both introduce linguistic analysis to students and to 

introduce more teachers to linguistics outside of L1 English/Language Arts. Follow-up studies would 

examine the effects linguistic analysis in science class might then have on students engaging in 

grammatical analysis in L1 English classes. 

Break-out room 2: Ľudmila Liptáková 

University of Prešov, Slovakia 

On research of children´s implicit word-formation knowledge at the start of formal schooling 

The aim of this paper is to present the empirical results of research on the implicit word-formation 

knowledge of Slovak first graders prior to their explicit learning in this language area. Slovak language 

is typologically strongly based on word-formation (83,6 % of vocabulary are derivatives and compound 

words; Ološtiak, 2015: 127). In this research we try to find out how this language feature of children´s 

implicit linguistic knowledge is reflected in and what it means for explicit language learning. In our 

research we apply a learnability approach to the study of language acquisition (Hoff, 2001: 23). We 

also draw on the current developmental studies (e. g. Clark, 2017, and others). Our research has 

qualitative, exploratory character. We stated a research question: What is a child´s implicit knowledge 

of meaning and structure of prefix verbs, suffix nouns, and left and right position of affixes. The 

research sample consists of 123 first graders. The empirical data were collected via four research tools 

using semi-structured interview, process elicitation techniques, and paper-and-pencil-tasks. Research 

findings (Liptáková, 2020) show that children dispose of word-formation intuition; i.e., they can 

spontaneously use word-formation rules and recognize them even though they don’t have any explicit 

knowledge. Children also use a word-formation based inference-making when explaining a meaning of 

both known and unknown words. Our intention is to point out how the children´s implicit word-
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formation knowledge could interact with the explicit language learning (Ellis, 2005). At the same time, 

our goal is to encourage the discussion about the relevance of the relationship between implicit and 

explicit language knowledge and its reflection in L1 national curricula. Thus we find it necessary to 

conduct more comparative studies, e.g., in the particular area of children´s word-formation 

knowledge.  
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Break-out room 3: Joana Batalha, Bruna Bragança, Antónia Estrela & Maria Lobo 

CLUNL / Universidade Nova de Lisboa, Portugal 

Assessing linguistic awareness: an instrument for pre-readers and beginning readers in European 

Portuguese 

The development of linguistic awareness (LA) is recommended by Portuguese curricular documents 

(Silva 2016; ME 2018) and by other reference documents for teachers (e.g. Freitas et al. 2007; Duarte 

2008) since preschool education. There are, however, still few resources available for teachers to 

develop and mainly to assess LA in their classrooms. The aim of this paper is to present an instrument 

that was designed to assess phonological and syntactic awareness of pre-readers and beginning 

readers by preschool and primary school teachers in their classrooms. This instrument resulted from a 

teacher training workshop carried out within an action-research project on preventive intervention for 

the learning of reading and writing, which is part of a national program to promote school success. 

The instrument includes two sets of tasks: the first assesses awareness of different phonological units 

(syllable, rhyme, phoneme and word); the second assesses syntactic knowledge of late acquired 

structures as well as syntactic awareness through judgement of well and ill-formed simple sentences 

(ill-formedness resulting from word order and agreement problems). Most of the tasks are picture 

selection tasks that can be administered in a whole class setting. The instrument was implemented as 

part of diagnostic assessment by 38 preschool and primary school teachers to a total of 594 students: 

178 preschool children (5 years-old), 202 1st graders (6 years-old) and 214 2nd graders (7 years-old). 

The main results show that LA generally develops with age. Identifying initial phonemes and judging 

sentences with word order problems were the most difficult tasks. Results will be presented and 

discussed considering the contribution of this instrument (i) to describe metalinguistic abilities of pre 

readers and beginning readers, (ii) to inform the development of more effective teaching practices 

and (iii) to develop further studies on the relations between LA and initial stages of reading and 

writing.  
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